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ABSTRACT

Authority in Lincoln County, New Mexico and 
Pleasant Valley, Arizona was ad hoc authority. Ad hoc 
authority was an emergency response to conditions of chaos 
and violence. Ad hoc authority developed from the local 
conditions of these two areas. This form of authority was 
expressed through the "clan leader" in both cases. Ad hoc 
authority filled the vacuum left by the ineffective legal 
authority and the non-existent traditional authority.

The conditions of the frontier in New Mexico and 
Arizona were harsh at best and often violent. The failure 
of the legal authority of the national, territorial, and 
local governments caused the development of ad hoc 
authority. The settler in his newly formed communities 
could look to neither legal nor traditional authority and 
thus relied upon the ad hoc authority of the "clan leader."

The "clan" in Lincoln County and Pleasant Valley 
was a compound of family and friendship ties. It was not 
uncommon to find the leading businessman/rancher as the 
"clan leader." Whole families often worked for the same 
rancher and because of their social and economic dependence 
upon him were loyal to him. The "clans" in both cases 
relied upon this loyalty.

■ iv
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Ad hoc authority in both Lincoln County and 
Pleasant Valley was expressed in the obedience of the "clan 
leader's" commands^ legal and illegal. In both cases the 
warring "clans" contested each other for control of the 
area. In neither case did the warring "clans" obey or seek 
the intervention of legal authorities. They relied instead 
upon the ad hoc authority of the "clan leader." In these 
cases the form of authority was ad hoc authority.



CHAPTER I 

AUTHORITY

Authority is a relationship between people in which 
one person recognizes the right of another to command and 
recognizes his duty to obey the other's commands. The 
reasons for recognizing a right to command vary widely. Max 
Weber had identified three ideal types of legitimacy: 
rational, traditional, and charismatic.^ These three types 
do not exhaust the possibilities. It will be useful, how
ever, to describe Weber's three ideal types of legitimacy.

The recognition of authority on rational grounds, 
according to Weber, assumes a pattern of consistent rules 
which govern the office holder and bind the person who is 
commanded as a member of a corporate body only. The 
commander is limited in his commands by the rules of the 
organization; this means that the obedience is also limited 
to those commands based on the organization's rules. For 
example, a civil official whose commands are limited by law 
can only issue commands within those laws. The game warden, 
e.g., expects obedience from the public within those 
circumstances and limits that define the scope of his office.

1. Max Weber, Theory of Social and Economic 
Organizations. Talcott Parsons (ed.) (New York: The 
Free Press, 1964), pp. 324-337.

1
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Traditional acceptance of authority is based on the 

sanctity of the social order and in the attendant powers of 
control as they have been handed down from past generations. 
Authority is conferred upon persons by traditionally recog
nized methods. Authority may only be exercised within the 
bounds of tradition and the person's authority is dependent 
upon strict observation of tradition. Thus, traditional 
acceptance of authority binds the scope of both the 
commander and the commanded. A monarch, properly invested, 
who observes the traditions of his office will find his 
prerogatives of command limited by tradition and the 
obedience of his subjects will be limited to traditional 
obedience.

Charismatic acceptance of authority is based on 
strong beliefs in the personality, mission, and skills of 
the commander. Charismatic authority is proven by the 
obedience of the commanded, which is recognition of the 
validity of the command. Charismatic authority depends upon 
the continuous faith of the commanded in his leader. When 
the commands of the charismatic leader are not obeyed, then 
charismatic authority ceases to exist. The revolutionary 
figure is an example of charismatic authority. His 
personality, mission, skills, or special gifts gain the 
revolutionary leader recognition as a commander. His 
authority is valid as long as his orders are obeyed.
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Rational, traditional, and charismatic acceptance of 

authority do not exhaust the bases for legitimating 
authority. There are other possible reasons for accepting 
authority. Combinations of these three are possible in 
both the logical and real sense.

Despite strong feelings of obligation to obey 
authority, a person may still disobey the command. The 
feeling of obligation to obey a command varies greatly, 
which in part is the cause of disobedience. It is useful to 
distinguish between cases involving laws and commands of 
authority, where laws and commands are actually obeyed, and 
cases where the laws and commands are not obeyed. Where 
laws and commands are actually obeyed authority is de facto.

The "de facto" implies simply that the laws and 
commands are obeyed. Ordinarily a citizen will obey traffic 
laws to a certain extent. Stoplights during rush hour 
traffic are obeyed because they are "commands" of a legally 
constituted authority. Authority in this case is d_e facto. 
However, in emergencies or at periods of low or no traffic, 
the laws may be ignored, in this case authority is not de 
facto.

Given the specific historical subject matter of this 
study, it is necessary to make use of the concept of dê  jure 
authority. De jure authority, "implies a set of procedural 
rules which determine who shall be the 'auctor' and about 
what— as when we speak of those 'in authority,' 'the
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2authorities,1 or 1 an authority.1" De jure authority is 

necessary as a concept in order to identify those who 
possessed djs jure authority and to distinguish cases in 
which je jure authority was not functioning or absent.

Finally, there are certain logical relations between 
de jure and de_ facto authority, and also the ideal types of 
legitimacy as set forth by Max Weber. It is possible to 
have je jure authority without having dja facto authority. A 
policeman may possess je jure authority to maintain the 
peace, but be unable to stop rioting by ordinary conven
tional law abiding citizens. Thus, he has de jure authority 
but not de facto authority. Conversely, it is possible to 
have je facto authority, but not de jure authority, as in 
the case of any person who assumes a position of command 
informally or more dramatically charismatic authority which 
does not have _de jure status.

The ideal types of legitimate authority, traditional 
and legal-rational, are forms of de jure authority, where 
they are operative. Traditions not expressed as law may 
legitimate the "implied set of rules which determine who 
shall be the 'auctor' . . .  or de jure authority." However, 
charismatic authority can only be j3e facto and can only 
exist so long as it is je facto. In this case traditions 2

2. S. I. Benn and R. S. Peters, The Principles of 
Political Thought (New York: The Free Press, 1959), p. 20.
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and laws, both of which imply rules designating the "auctor" 
do not apply because, by definition, there are no rules 
designating the "auctor."

Authority in the American Southwest can not be fully 
explained as traditional, legal-rational, or charismatic 
authority. These types of authority do not deal with the 
under-developed nature of the area. The most accurate 
description of Frontier authority in this area is ad̂  hoc 
authority— one in which "rules" are present and "offices" 
are defined, but where the legitimacy of these is based on 
the existing situation.

Ad hoc authority was an emergency response of 
frontier communities to conditions of violence and chaos. 
Violent and chaotic conditions resulted from the ineffective 
nature of "legal authority" in frontier areas. Where the 
"legal authorities" could not or would not act, the nascent 
frontier community acted through ac[ hoc authority. Because 
ad hoc authority had no past, no traditions or customary 
procedures to guide and limit, it is not surprising that ad 
hoc authority could produce arbitrary, extreme, and out
rageous actions.

Authority in Arizona and New Mexico was ad_ hoc. It 
was a recognizable type of authority. On the Frontier of 
this period the ideas of justice, injustice, right, and 
wrong had no effective legal or traditional expression.
This situation can be compared to the Hobbesian state of
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nature, except that the Frontiersmen were in groups and not 
alone, and that they did have ideas derived from civilized 
experience.3

Ad hoc authority in the Southwest was seated in the 
family ranch. The ranch served as the social, economic, and 
political unit of this frontier. Authority existed on the 
ranch in the person of the owner. Later it was extended to 
the economic-political situations of the surrounding areas. 
As the authority pattern of the ranch was extended into 
areas outside the ranch it could be modified into a more 
generally recognizable and acceptable pattern of authority. 
The authority structure of the ranch served to fill the 
vacuum left by the absence of public authority and because 
it was sponsored by the dominant clan this authority might 
become the source of support for legal-rational authority.

Leaders were obeyed because they were admired, 
feared, or because such obedience served the self interest 
of the follower, or from a combination of the three. Moral 
obedience could only follow the acceptance of a generally 
agreed upon pattern of authority, such as legal-rational or 
traditional authority.

H. L. A. Hart provides a concept of a non-moral or 
habitual reason for obedience. Hart states:

3. Thomas Hobbes, "The Leviathan," Great Books of 
the Western World. Vol. 23 (Chicago: Encyclopaedia 
Britannica, Inc., 1952).
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But both this general obedience and the further 
use of and attitudes to the law may be motivated 
by fear, inertia, admiration of tradition, or 
long sighted calculation of selfish interests as 
well as by recognition of moral obligation.4

Hart offers four separate reasons for obedience other than 
moral obligation. Obedience is unhinged from a purely moral 
obligation. This is one of the features of ad̂  hoc authori
ties.

Hart then shows the process by which such "habitual"
authority would operate:

. . . (1) That X's words should generally be 
accepted as constituting a standard of 
behavior so that deviations from it . . . are 
treated as occasions for criticism of various 
sorts;
(2) That references to X's words are generally 
made as reasons for doing or having done what 
X says, as supporting demands that others do 
what he says, and as rendering at least per
missible the application of coercive repres
sive measures to persons who deviate from the 
standard constituted by X's words.^

We may assume that if X is a leader his words are both a
standard of conduct and a justification for the prevention
and punishment of acts disobeying or ignoring the leader's
words.

Hart provides alternatives to a sense of moral 
obligation as the foundation of authority. In the cases of

4. H. L. A. Hart, "Legal and Moral Obligations," 
Essays in Moral Philosophy. A. I. Melden (ed.) (Seattle: 
University of Washington Press, 1958), p. 93.

5. Ibid., p. 90.



8
Lincoln County and Pleasant Valley, obedience to authority 
was not based on a moral obligation and the actions of the 
"clans" were based on retribution for "wrongs" done to the 
"clan." Thus, leaders were not obeyed because of a sense of 
moral obligation, but because of fear, admiration or self- 
interest justified by the concept of retribution.

De jure authority was sometimes dê  facto in the 
Lincoln County and areas of the New-Mexico-Arizona terri
tories. De jure authority depends upon a general recogni
tion of the law and a willing obedience of the law in order 
to be die facto. The actual presence of persons exercising 
de jure authority in Lincoln County and Pleasant Valley did 
not affect the ad_ hoc authority of the business or ranch 
leader. De jure authority was rather a tool in the hands of 
the business or ranch leader. De jure authority was only 
effective when used by a business or ranch leader. This 
effect did not include obedience by the opposing faction. 
Thus, de jure authority did not serve as the major form of 
authority in Lincoln County and Pleasant Valley areas of 
New Mexico and Arizona.

Traditional authority among white frontier 
settlers was to all intents and purposes non-existent.
The migrational patterns in the Southwest were diverse 
enough to preclude any dominant culture or tradition from 
being established. The Arizona-New Mexico area was popu
lated by first and second generation families, who had
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barely established their own life patterns, let alone a 
traditional heritage. Those customs and traditions which 
had been brought with them were modified by the environment 
and situation or were scarcely remembered. There was little 
basis for traditional authority in this area.

The Arizona-New Mexico Frontier presented conditions 
which illustrate the development of ad hoc authority. The 
authority which became paramount in these areas was dê  facto 
authority based on "clan" sponsorship. Both the national 
government and the territorial governments failed to dis
patch an effective contingent of officials to wield legal- 
rational authority.

Lincoln County, New Mexico and Pleasant Valley, 
Arizona were characterized by desperate and violent social 
and political existences. The "clan" was both a blood kin
ship and a friendship group. The chief bond was blood 
relationship of family or strong friendship based on 
loyalty to a family group. Loyalty was the result of 
cooperation and aid rendered in normal times and during 
crises. These services encouraged and strengthened the 
structure of the "clan." Authority was usually exercised 
by a member of the dominant family, although not always the 
eldest member, nor necessarily always a family member.

The "clan" chief, whether he was a member of the 
dominant family or not, typically exercised a form of ad hoc 
authority. Ad_ hoc authority was marked by the powers of the
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"clan" leader. His powers were treated as being necessary 
to the situation. The followers of the "clan" treated these 
powers as real and actual in nature. This acceptance of the 
powers of the "clan" leader verified his authority. The 
recognition of the authority of the "clan" leader was 
freely given by the followers who recognized his right to 
command.

The "clan" leader solved problems and eased the 
"perplexities" of his followers. This aspect of "clan" 
leadership in Lincoln County, New Mexico and Pleasant 
Valley, Arizona was also confirmation of authority, because 
peoblem solving and the easing of doubts validate the 
followers' faith in the "clan" leaders' personal capa
cities. There was a need for proof of capability in Lincoln 
County and Pleasant Valley. Problem solving, through guile 
or violence, provided proof of capability.

The "clan" leaders of Lincoln County and Pleasant 
Valley created obligations for their followers which 
substituted for non-existent legal obligations. The 
obligations created by the leaders were intended to benefit 
the faction. These obligations were formed to no set of 
rules because they were imposed by ad hoc conditions.

The New Mexico-Arizona frontier was egalitarian in 
its social structure. The leadership of a community was 
normally chosen by merit. It did not matter if skills did 
not apply to social or political problems. Skill or acumen
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in one area was taken to mean skills in all areas by the 
settlers. Thus, the faction in Lincoln County and Pleasant 
Valley did not have normal organizational hierarchies. The 
leader would assign tasks to those he trusted, regardless 
of their skills at the task. There was little division of 
labor because most tasks required not specialization but 
general competency. In this sense Lincoln County and 
Pleasant Valley areas showed little organized social, 
economic, or political life.

Also, the Lincoln County and Pleasant Valley "clans" 
did not accept their leaders because of religious or 
supernatural reasons. Clearly missing are any indications 
that the authority of the "clan" leader was either super
natural or divine in nature. Nor was the leader attributed 
magical powers. In the instances of Lincoln County and 
Pleasant Valley, leadership was purely secular in nature. 
These factions were motivated by expectation of economic 
rewards. Economic control of these two areas was a major 
cause of the disputes.

The conflict in Lincoln County involved the control 
of cattle ranching, retail trade, and government contracts 
for military and Indian supplies. The Pleasant Valley War 
was fought over control of available grazing range. The 
Pleasant Valley case was a range war involving cattlemen 
and sheepherders. In both cases the "clan" leader was
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chosen for his ability to use effective economic and 
military means against the opposition. Military skills 
meant the skills of violence such as maneuver, courage, and 
weaponry. Thus, the origins of authority in Lincoln County 
and Pleasant Valley were not supernatural or divine in 
nature, but pragmatic involving economic issues solved by 
political and violane means.

The conditions of the Southwestern Frontier, with 
geographical and situational exceptions reinforce this con
ception of ad hoc authority. Thus, it is necessary to 
define the term frontier and place the Arizona-New Mexico 
area in this definition.



CHAPTER II

THE FRONTIER

The American frontier was well suited for modifying 
and constructing authority relationships. In the most 
technical sense the entirety of the United States has 
qualified as a frontier. During the settlement of each area 
of the United States, from the earliest colonies of the 
Atlantic seaboard to the Arizona-New Mexico area, these 
were frontiers. A frontier is a new experience to which 
the settler can bring only his most mobile possessions, and 
only the barest trappings of traditions. The settler in 
order to survive must adapt his possessions and traditions 
to the new surroundings of the frontier.

According to Frederick Jackson Turner the American
frontier was a social, political, and geographic area.

The peculiarity of American institutions is, the 
fact that they have been compelled to adapt them
selves to the changes of an expanding people— to 
the changes involved in crossing a continent, in 
winning a wilderness, and in developing each area 
of this progress out of the primitive econimic 
and political conditions of the frontier into the 
complexity of city life.

1. Frederick Jackson Turner, "The Significance of 
the Frontier in American History," Selected Essays of 
Frederick Jackson Turner: Frontier and Section (Englewood 
Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1961), p. 1.

13
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This area was in a state of semi-isolation, that is nearly,
but not quite out of the reach of normal communications with
the "settled areas." The frontier's semi-isolated condition
led to a nearly autonomous life, because it could not rely
on the established and presumably more orderly social and
political systems of the "parent" state, due to intermittent
and faulty communications. This meant that the development
of social, and economic and political institutions rested
almost entirely with the frontiersman.

The American frontier was a new environment in the
most complete meaning of the word. An area of social change,
change which involved the development of new institutions,
values, and social traits, the frontier was a fragmentary
culture with undeveloped and highly fluid social and

2political customs. The above feature of the American
frontier was compounded by cheap and abundant land, natural
abundance of resources, and high population mobility.

The Frontiersman in the United States was presented
with an entirely new environment, climate, topography, and

3inhabitants, varying from area to area. From heavy forest 
areas and river drainages to semi-arid and arid deserts, 
each frontier area of the United States varied thus pre
senting the frontiersman with new and often extreme

2. Ibid., pp. 37-38.
3. Ibid.
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difficulties. At times the frontiersman's only task, as 
dictated by the environment, was physical survival.
Distance and terrain conditions controlled his sources of 
supply and information.^ The American Indian was a source 
of information and a source of danger to the settlers. The 
Indian could be sure of the white man's enmity and 
treachery. Hostile natives helped shape the form and type 
of frontier settlement.^

The conditions of the frontier caused social 
experimentation, because of the lack of social organization. 
The American frontier was unique because it was settled in 
an aid hoc manner. The government of the United States 
imposed only the most rudimentary political organization on 
its territories. In fact aside from the requirement of a 
"Republican form of government," the federal government 
ignored its territories' social, economic, and political 
life. So long as they stayed within the bounds of a 
"Republican form of government," social, economic, and 
political matters were left to the ingenuity of the fron
tiersman. Lack of direction, population mobility, and the 
stark necessities of unorganized frontier life forced 
social experimentation.^ The Frontiersman developed his

4. Ibid., pp. 37-40.
5. Ray Allen Billington, America's Frontier Heritage 

(Chicago: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1966)~ pp. 39-40.
6. Turner, "Significance of the Frontier," p. 39.
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social, economic, and political processes to meet the 
demands of his environment and by drawing upon his own 
experiences with more organized society. These two factors 
produced or modified their societies.

Frontier life at best was only partially organized. 
The low population ratio to land and the high population 
mobility left social organization nearly impossible at 
times.

The frontier is the line of most rapid and 
effective Americanization. The wilderness 
masters the colonist. It finds him in European 
dress, industries, tools, modes of travel, and 
thought. It takes him from the railroad car and 
puts him in the birch canoe. It strips off the 
garments of civilization and arrays him in hunting 
shirt and the moccasin. It puts him in the log 
cabin of the Cherokee and Iroquois and runs an 
Indian palisade around him. Before long he has 
gone to planting Indian corn and plowing with a 
sharp stick; he shouts the war cry and takes 
scalp in orthodox Indian fashion. In short, at 
the frontier the environment is at first too 
strong for the man. He must accept the condi
tions which it furnishes, or perish . . .

The extended family was the most stable of organized life 
styles. The extended family, low population, and high 
mobility made frontier life fragmentary. The most usual 
forms of unity were blood kinship, name, and language. The 
family was the primary social unit of the frontier, pro
viding manpower for labor, defense, and social activities. 
Because these families moved frequently the stable land

7. Ibid., p. 39.
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attached cultures were few. In place of the stable land 
attached cultures, fragmentary cultures took their place. 
Frontier life had social organization in name only, towns 
without buildings or professionals without education. 
Frontier life was fragmentary because there were neither 
population, settlements, nor traditions upon which to base 
permanent integrated societies, with any sort of authority.

The frontier was a social, economic, political, and 
geographic area distinguished by low population, abundant 
land and population mobility, extended family life styles, 
and fragmentary culture, all of which existed in a semi- 
isolated and autonomous state. The frontier's new environ
ment caused experiments in politics, economics, and society. 
However, the settlement of the American Frontier was not an 
orderly march westward, but rather a disjointed projection 
of settlements into new and unexplored areas.

While certain geographic areas can be designated as 
frontiers and listed in a rough chronological order, the 
actual settlement of frontier areas occurred much more
randomly. The settlement of the frontier can be visualized

9as random areas of settlement in wilderness areas. An 
example of this is Tucson, Arizona, of the early 1860's, its 
closest neighbor and seat of government was Messilla, New

8. Billington, America's Frontier Heritage, p. 39.
9. Ibid.. pp. 38-39.

8
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Mexico, three hundred miles to the east. This meant seven 
days by horseback and ten to fourteen days by wagon through 
difficult terrain and hostile Indian c o u n t r y . T u c s o n  was 
an isolated settlement in a wilderness, tenously connected 
to other settlements. The frontier was a series of scattered 
settlements more or less isolated from each other and the 
eastern United States.

The random settlement of the frontier was caused by 
the undirected nature of the settler. Areas were not 
systematically settled for economic exploitations by either 
government or business. Initial settlement was usually an 
individual choice, because the individual felt he could 
better his own condition. Dissatisfaction with social and 
economic conditions, plus available land, allowed the 
individual to move west whenever he chose to. The indi
vidual's move was restricted only by his own energy and 
courage.Government restrictions on settling frontier 
areas were ignored from the beginning. The British ‘attempt 
to close the Trans-Allegheny frontier after the French and 
Indian War met with total failure, because the American 
colonist ignored the order. This held true into the 
nineteenth century as well.

10. Constance Wynn Altschuler (ed.), Latest from 
Arizona: The Hesperian Letters 1859-61 (Tucson: Arizona 
Historical Society, 1969), Chapters 1 and 2.

11. Turner, "Significance of the Frontier, 
pp. 46-47.

11
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' There was a vocational pattern of migration to the
frontier of America. Initially fur trappers and traders
appeared in the frontier area, followed by miners and
cattlemen, and finally by the farmers. The fur trapper and
trader were not permanent settlers, nor did they bring a
recognizable culture with them. They blended with the
native Indian culture of the area. The miners and the
cattlemen first brought a culture that challenged the
Indian societies. The trader sought immediate personal
profit and if he gained his profit, was content to withdraw
from the area. The miners, cattlemen, and farmers likewise
sought personal profit, but because of the nature of their

12work were compelled to occupy and hold the land.
Cattle ranching was one of the earliest vocations 

brought to the frontier in America. The arrival of the 
cattlemen usually signalled the first permanent settlements 
on a frontier. Cattle raising involved the systematic use 
and control of land areas. This' industry required a base of 
operations, housing, barns, corrals, and other permanent 
structures. Ranching also meant a more or less regulated 
use of available pasturage. All of these committed the 
rancher to permanent occupancy of the land. The rancher's 
commitment to the land encouraged the development of 
subsidiary industry, retail stores, and blacksmithing, which

12. Ibid.. p. 47; Billington, America's Frontier 
Heritage. Chapter 2.
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only aided in establishing permanent settlement in an area.
Taken together these developments also point to developing

13social and political institutions.
The mining industry like cattle raising was a 

permanent commitment to a land area. Full scale exploita
tion of an area's mineral wealth was usually preceded by 
single prospectors seeking surface strikes of silver or 
gold. Large scale mineral exploitation needed heavy 
machinery, large manpower pools, and secure operational 
bases. These needs brought secondary businesses and 
industries into the area. Service, entertainment, and 
retail businesses usually followed large scale mining 
developments very rapidly. The development of an industrial 
base and secondary industry increased the population and 
necessitated the development of social and political 
institutions. The organizational nature of mine work also 
brought political institutions vis a vis labor management 
interactions.

Agricultural development of a frontier usually had 
two stages. The first stage consisted of subsistence level 
farmers. This group of farmers were marginally productive 
and highly mobile. The subsistence level farmer moved west 
to what he hoped were even more productive lands. However, 
in the main he was not successful. The subsistence farmer

13. Ibid.
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arrived rather early on a frontier either with or just after 
the rancher. The productive market oriented farmer arrived 
as the ranchers began to move to more open ranges. The 
market oriented farmer was inclined to permanent occupancy, 
which means land ownership through several generations. The 
market oriented farmer usually signalled the close of a 
frontier, because this settler demanded organized, func
tional societies, and governments which would protect his 
land.^

The vocational pattern of settlement on the American 
frontier usually brought first the fur trapper and trader, 
then the miner and cattlemen, and finally the farmer. Each 
of these vocations brought increasing commitment to the 
permanent settlement of the land. Through increased popula
tion and secondary industries demands were made for more 
organized and effective formal institutions of society and 
government. Each occupational group contributed its own 
demands upon the society of the frontier area. With the end 
of the frontier epoch in an area, its culture and politics 
usually reflected in part the needs and demands of these 
occupational groups and their particular frontier experience.

The general characteristics of the frontier— isola
tion, autonomy, social and political experimentation, and 
occupational migration— fit the Lincoln County, New Mexico

14. Billington, America's Frontier Heritage. Chapter 
2; Turner, "Significance of the Frontier."
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and Pleasant Valley, Arizona areas. These two formed the 
last frontier within the continental United States during 
the nineteenth century. Previously there had been in more 
or less chronological order the Atlantic Coast region, the 
Trans-Allegheny area— including the Ohio and Tennessee River 
basins and the South, the Great Salt Lake, Pacific Coast, 
and the Great P l a i n s . T h e  last frontier migration in the 
United States occurred in Arizona and New Mexico beginning 
about 1880 and lasting into the twentieth century. However, 
the true frontier period of New Mexico and Arizona occurred 
between 1850 and 1890.

Perhaps more than any other region of the United 
States, Arizona and New Mexico offered the most difficult 
geography, environment, and climate for settlers. The 
region of Arizona and New Mexico can be divided between 
low rainfall plateaus with mountains and semi-arid grass
lands and deserts. The general dividing line, between the 
plateau mountain area and the deserts is the Mogolion Rim.
The Mogollon Rim runs in an arc approximately from present 
day Lordsburg, New Mexico to Flagstaff, Arizona. Either 
side of the Mogollon Rim is exceptionally rugged country, 
demanding constant awareness and hard work in order to 
survive. Travel was a difficult undertaking in Arizona, 
taking a great deal of time for any trip. The natural route

15. Billington, America's Frontier Heritage. Chapter 
1; Turner, "Significance of the Frontier," pp. 39-43.
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of access to the area was along the southern edge from 
Messilla, New Mexico to Lordsburg, New Mexico to Tucson and 
Flagstaff, Arizona. Exceptionally difficult mountain 
vgeography prevented easy access from the North and Northwest. 
Distances between settlements "ranged from one to two days 
travel to a month or more.

The environment of New Mexico and Arizona was 
difficult because of the extreme scarcity of water and 
difficulty of terrain. The upland plateaus were best 
suited to cattle grazing. Only the most marginal dry crop 
farming was viable in the area. However, cattle ranching 
was limited by available pasturage and water which neces
sitated maximum range for the minimum number of cattle. 
Overgrazing of pasturage was a constant worry to the 
rancher. Scarcity of water limited settlement to the major 
water basins and secondary water sources. Settlements were 
initially concentrated on the Rio Grande, Gila, and Colorado 
Rivers. These concentrations of settlements were about two 
hundred miles of rugged terrain, scarce water, and hostile 
natives, all of which inhibited travel and made it a major 
expedition.

Major temperature variations and semi-arid condi
tions forced major adjustments upon the Arizona and New 
Mexico settler. The temperature ranged from below zero in 
the mountains at mid winter to one hundred degrees plus in 
the deserts at mid summer. Low humidity and rapid
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evaporation of water and body fluids complicated settlement 
and travel in the Southwest area, because these conditions 
tend to sap strength and energy. Varying climate and 
temperature conditions were also instrumental in choosing 
travel routes and settlements. The higher elevations with 
relatively cooler temperatures and more abundant water 
supplies were the areas most favored for settlement. These 
areas coincide with the major river drainages in Arizona and 
New Mexico.

In point of fact this combination of factors severely 
retarded the population growth of the area for nearly forty 
years, in effect isolating the settlers from constant and 
effective communications with the rest of the United States. 
As an example, Tucson, Arizona was completely cut off from 
the "States" for eight months in 1863.^ The outbreak of 
the Civil War caused the withdrawal of Federal troops guard
ing the stage lines. The Apaches succeeded in isolating the 
city. This "siege" was only "lifted" with the arrival of 
the "California Column" in the fall of 1863.

The population of Arizona-New Mexico during its 
frontier period can be best called mixed or heterogen us. 
Migration to the Southwest was mainly from the Midwest, and 
Mid Atlantic states. The Midwest and Middle Atlantic states 
provided a steadily increasing number of migrants. The

16. Altschuler, Latest from Arizona. Chapter 2.
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Southern states provided no really significant numbers until 
after 1880. When nationalities are considered, English, 
German, and Scandanavians provided the bulk of European 
migrants. There was a considerable migration of Mexican 
nationals during this period, and this was the largest 
estimated migrant group. However, these statistics are 
perhaps the least reliable because of an unmarked and 
shifting border and the incomplete nature of American and 
Mexican records. None of the census figures for this 
period, 1850-1890, are entirely reliable, but those on 
Mexican nationals are the least reliable.

The total migratory population to the Arizona-New 
Mexico Territories between 1850-90 was only one hundred and 
twenty thousand people. Population growth remained minimal 
until 1950, when the truly rapid population growth occurred. 
New Mexico both as a territory and as a state has had less 
migration than Arizona. At least in part the slow popula
tion growth can be attributed to the harsh environment and 
difficult conditions of life. Not until the large scale 
technological developments occurred could the area 
conveniently support large populations. Irrigation, rail
roads, airlines, air conditioning, and other developments of 
the twentieth century were necessary to support large 
population concentrations in this area.

One of the most hazardous undertakings of the 
Arizona-New Mexico area was travel. Distances between



26
settlements were seldom less than fifty miles and often over 
two hundred miles, from 1850-75. Tucson, Arizona to 
Messilla, New Mexico was three hundred miles across the 
continental divide. Tucson to Yuma, Arizona was two hundred 
miles through a desert. Both routes were hard on man, 
beast, and equipment and the routes were raided by hostile 
Indians. Tucson to Santa Fe, New Mexico was nearly five 
hundred miles and usually meant traveling to Messilla, New 
Mexico and then up the Rio Grande Valley to Santa Fe. When 
well mounted, these trips meant from a week to three weeks 
travel. Before Arizona became a separate territory the 
seat of government, the county seat was located at Messilla, 
New Mexico, three hundred miles to the east. Tucson and 
Arizona were without effective government, because of the 
difficulty and distance between Arizona and its seat of 
government.

Arizona and New Mexico unlike many other frontier 
areas had no major water commerce. The barge traffic of the 
Ohio and Tennessee Rivers and even the "Pole Boat" traffic 
of the Missouri and Platte Rivers were unavailable to 
Arizona-New Mexico. Only the lower one hundred miles or so 
of the Colorado River are navigable for commercial carriers. 
The Rio Grande above El Paso, Texas is a seasonal river, 
dry during the summer and at flood during the spring. These 
two major rivers are the natural boundaries of the terri
tory; neither serves the interior areas. All commerce and
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travel was overland by horse and wagon until the building of 
the railroads in the 1880's. The conditions of travel and 
commerce, long distances, difficult terrain, and hostile 
natives, tended to accentuate the normal isolation of this 
frontier area.

Arizona and New Mexico because of their isolation, 
heterogenous population, and difficulties of travel and 
communications, were not usually able to rely on outside 
precedents to solve their problems. Social and political 
problems were solved by each community separately because 
there was not enough time to seek advice from other 
communities or the seat of government, and because there was 
no all-inclusive political culture. Justice and social- 
political action was often summary in nature. Many 
communities of this frontier experimented with solutions 
to social-political problems or tacitly approved the use of 
violence.

The settlers from the United States found an 
existing society and government in Arizona and New Mexico. 
The Mexican and earlier Spanish occupation of the territory 
had provided a complete but rudimentary system of society 
and government. However, this system was not harmonious 
with American habits. The language, customs, and laws were 
all foreign to the American settler. Mexican-Spanish 
institutions with their organization and hierarchy of rank 
were in stark contrast to the unorganized and ad hoc manner
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of the American settler. The American frontiersman was in
many cases seeking to escape from organized society. As an
example, when the United States occupied Santa Fe, New
Mexico, directly after the Mexican War of 1848, the first
act of the military governor. Colonel Stephen W. Kearney,
was to abrogate all Mexican Laws and government. Kearney
replaced Mexican law with that of the United States. The
major reaction of American settlers to Mexican-Spanish law
and government was to ignore it.

An additional factor against the adoption of Mexican-
Spanish law and government was the illiteracy of American
settlers. The migrant from the United States had either
minimal education or none at all. There were only forty-
five persons in the whole area who were called professionals,

17doctors, lawyers, etc., in 1850. The illiteracy of the
settler plus his natural obstinancy to foreign customs"*"® led
to a widespread rejection of Mexican-Spanish law.

The Mexican-Spanish social order included a ranked
hierarchy. Social and political rank achieved by heredity
or royal appointment were in plain opposition to the American
settler's ideals of individual worth, usefulness, and proven 

19skills. The Mexican-Spanish society and political system

17. United States Census Bureau Report, 1850.
18. Billington, America's Frontier Heritage, pp.

87-88.
19. Turner, "Significance of the Frontier," p. 37.
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had been built upon the Spanish colonial model embodied in
the Recoplilacion de Leves de Los Reynos de Las Indias.
published in 1681. The particular section of the Laws of
the Indies dealing with the founding, extending, and
political development of the colonies is found in the
Ordenanzas Sobre Descubrimiento Nuevo y Poblacion. signed
by King Phillip II of Spain in 1573. This section of the
laws validated the land grants, conferred civil and criminal
authority, and required establishment of a church. There is
no corresponding example of similar American provisions for

20colonization or settlement.
The American settler patterned his social and 

political institutions after those he had left, but they 
were modified by frontier ideals based on the necessities of 
this type of life. Territorial government was designated by 
the federal government. County and town governments were a 
blend of memories and practical needs. The levels of govern
ment, especially local and county governments reflected the 
ideals of the frontiersman. Their demands on government 
were minimal. Protection from lawlessness (this usually 
meant from outsiders, or opposing factional depredations), 
and hostile Indians, and protection of property. Otherwise

20. Leonard A. Cardenas, The City in Northern 
Mexico (El Paso: Texas Western Press', 1964) , pp. 10-20.

21. Turner, "Significance of the Frontier,".40. pp. 37-
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the Frontiersman desired no interference in his life. The 
primary ideal of the frontiersman was self-sufficiency, the 
ability to provide for oneself without aid or interference. 
This ideal was drawn from the practical necessities of an 
isolated and difficult struggle for survival. The fron
tiersman of Arizona and New Mexico judged everyone else by 
this primary ideal of self sufficiency.

The contrast between the centrally organized and 
supervised Mexican-Spanish frontier system and the decen
tralized and individually oriented American system illus
trates the essentially incompatible natures of the two 
systems. The American frontiersman was not adaptible to the 
Mexican-Spanish system. The American superimposed his 
society and government on the area. After his conquest of 
Arizona and New Mexico, Mexican-Spanish society and govern
ment played almost no role in the American development of 
authority in the area.

The frontiersman believed intensely in certain
ideals. Self sufficiency, self reliance, usable skills,
pragmatic and speedy solutions, and equality can be listed

23as his most prized ideals. Each of these ideals is 
necessary for survival in a frontier area. All of these 
ideals have long been a part of the American frontier life.

22. Billington, America's Frontier Heritage.
Chapter 6.

23. Ibid., Chapter 3.
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Equality is a necessity that grew from frontier experience. 
The frontiersman believed intensely in these ideals because 
they had been proven as practical means of survival on the 
frontier. The frontiersman's belief and use of these 
ideals was intensified by his isolated experience on the 
frontier.

Ordinary manufactured goods were scarce and 
expensive. Money was equally as scarce either in paper or 
hard currency. The necessities of life had to be hand 
wrought from available materials, in many cases. Food 
supplies were those which could be raised or grown locally. 
The rancher, prospector, and subsistence level farmer relied 
mainly on their own energy and resourcefulness to provide 
their needs. The necessity of being self-sufficient caused 
a high value to be placed on usable and practical skills.
The mechanic, wood worker, carpenter, wheelwright, black
smith, veternarian were often found to be necessary skills 
for the rancher and farmer. Self-sufficiency did not 
encourage the development of a highly regulated inter
dependent society. Rather this trait encouraged inde
pendent and fragmented social order.^

Fragmentation of the social order was often 
expressed in extreme loyalty to the ranch owner or to the 
head-patriarch or matriarch of a "clan." What organized

24. Ibid., Chapter 8.
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society there was in the area usually centered on the ranch, 
farm, or town. They were usually very isolated, and 
without normal communications. These conditions only 
intensified the self sufficiency and fragmentation of the 
ranch, farm, and town societies. The self-sufficiency of 
survival very naturally carried over into the social and 
political problems these people faced.

Food, medical care, safety, and protection of 
property were most often, the sole responsibility of the 
individual. Medical care was a rough and ready skill which 
was sometimes self administered simply because no doctors 
were available.

The pragmatic skills of the frontiersman were 
necessary to the survival. Without some knowledge and 
proficiency in one or more of these skills, the frontiers
man could not hope to settle the land. The necessity of the 
Arizona-New Mexico frontier also forced the settler to learn 
new skills and attitudes. Pragmatism in physical survival 
spilled over into his social and political life. The 
settler in Arizona and New Mexico did not have time for 
elaborate and complex social and political structures. The 
difficulties of survival occupied nearly all of his time.
The settler needed society and government which took little 
of his time. The settlers' society and government had to be 
as pragmatic in structure and quick in response as possible.
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The settlers of the Arizona-New Mexico area held 

firm to a belief in equality. The equality in question was 
not total equality but rather a belief in an equal oppor
tunity for white settlers. Indians, Mexicans, and Blacks 
held a distinctly inferior social and political position. 
Indians and Mexicans were considered inferior because they 
occupied the area desired by the white settlers. Their 
supposed inferiority was an excuse to exclude them from 
sharing in the profits of settlement. In addition both
groups engaged in hostile resistance to white settlement.

25White settlers openly attacked both Indian and Mexican.
In the frontier era of Arizona-New Mexico there were very 
few blacks. Those who did move into the area were con
sidered inferior by the white settlers. There was, however, 
a strong egalitarian feeling among the white settlers for 
white settlers. They felt that each was the equal of 
everyone else; the difference between people was competency. 
Each settler was judged by how well he survived and how good 
he was at his chosen work.

There were a number of factors which influenced the 
frontier settlers' belief in equality. The low population 
meant that class distinctions could not be made because 
everyone was necessary to the survival of everyone else.
The law of specialization meant that cooperation was

25. Altschuler, Latest from Arizona, p. 18.
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necessary in certain tasks, such as building, construction, 
defense, and cattle herding. However, since each felt that 
he had to be self reliant and self sufficient, the only way 
the settlers1 cooperation could be secured was to treat him 
as an equal. The isolation of the frontiersman made him 
both suspicious of. and eager for visitors. This suspicion 
was based on the settler's ignorance of the background and 
intent of the visitor. However, he was eager to talk with 
the visitor and hear news and gossip of the settlements and 
the outside world. This led to an equality of treatment for 
other settlers, because of the need for information and 
companionship.

In summary the frontiersman believed in self 
reliance, self sufficiency, usable pragmatic skills, speedy 
solutions to problems, and equality. Each of these beliefs 
undermines the organization and centralization of authority, 
because these beliefs tend to promote individualism which 
fragments political and social cultures and concentrates on 
the individual at the cost of society. The effect of these 
beliefs was to fragment organized authority and replace it 
with ad_ hoc authority based on "clans" and rancher- 
political leaders. Each individual claim to equality, self 
reliance, and self sufficiency also became the claim of 
authority in settling disputes and protecting life and 
property. I will argue that the only means available of 
settling these conflicting claims was the leader who
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exercised ac3 hoc authority. Organized authority— <3e jure 
(legal-rational) authority— was considered an imposition in 
many cases and either ignored or defied by the parties to a 
dispute, who usually relied on a leader instead.

The most common social and political organization 
in the Arizona-New Mexico territory during the frontier 
period was the "clan." The clan closely resembled the 
family in organization. The major difference between the 
clan and the family was the less than total dependence upon 
blood kinship ties, although these did play a major role in 
the organization of the clan. The clan was organized around 
a leader, whose authority was based on kinship, friendship, 
and proven ability. The leader's authority guaranteed free 
obedience to a command. The clan leader had de_ facto 
authority even though this command could lead to conflict 
with de jure (legal-rational) authority, through illegal or 
immoral actions. Personality, ability, mission, and skills 
were the most common traits of the clan leader. Authority 
which was exercised in a slow or contemplative manner 
usually could not be de facto.

The clan in Arizona-New Mexico usually centered 
around a leader, proven by his capacity to succeed in his 
occupation. This could be a rancher, businessman, or miner 
who was recognized as the "best in the business." However, 
the leader was bound to observe the ideals of the settler. 
Leadership was based conditionally on his capacity for



36
problem solving in a rapid and effective manner. The leader 
had to exhibit the frontier ideals and actively pursue them. 
The leader of a clan could not ignore the ideal of equality. 
His leadership was often judged by his treatment of his 
followers. Correct treatment meant equality among his 
followers, fairness, friendship, and comradship with them. 
The clan leader was the leader, but also friend, comrade, 
and judge among his followers. He was, in effect, con
sidered "first among equals."

The clan of Arizona-New Mexico often included the 
employees of the leader. As an example the employees (cow
hands) of the rancher often served as his most loyal 
adherents in disputes. The ranch hand was bound to the 
rancher by several ties. The rancher provided his income 
and sustenance. In addition the ranch in many cases served 
as the center of social activities for the cowhand. The 
cowhand was often related to others who worked for the 
rancher. It was not unknown for entire families to work on 
the same ranch. A much more common occurrence was the 
instance of brothers, fathers, and sons to be employed by 
the same ranch. The blood relation of the employees tended 
to reinforce the loyalty of the ranch hand to the rancher. 
The brothers and sons usually followed the lead of the 
father or older brother, and so long as he recognized the 
authority exercised by the rancher so did the rest of the
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family. The Arizona-New Mexico clan was organized on 
economics, kinship, and social bases.

The center of most organized life in New Mexico and 
Arizona, outside of the very few towns, was the ranch. The 
territorial dimensions of the ranch were often vast, 
entailing hundreds of thousands of acres of owned or free 
"range." This vast land area was usually patrolled by less 
than one hundred persons and sometimes less than twenty. 
Isolation was a common state of existence for those who 
lived on ranches in New Mexico and Arizona.

The ownership of these vast ranches was mixed 
between corporate absentee and one person ownership.
Loyalty to the "outfit" or ranch was extreme in nature 
regardless of the type of ownership. The object of this 
loyalty was usually the owner, if actually present or the 
"boss," be he trail boss, manager, or foreman. J. Frank 
Dobie describes this extreme loyalty in his book, Cow 
People.

In 1882, Joe Erricson, a native of Sweden, nineteen 
years old, hired himself to help fence the far 
spread S M S  ranches in West Texas. In time he 
became range boss over seventy-five cowboys, twenty- 
five thousand cattle and five hundred saddle horses. 
Then he married a lady who found ranch life far 
from attractive. He quit the land of grass and 
silences and moved with her to pavement and noises.
Six months later he showed up in the office of A. J. 
Swenson, part owner and manager of the S M S ' s .
"Andrew," he announced, "I'm lonesome.," "Lonesome 
Joe for what?" "For the ranch. If you have a place 
for me, I'm coming back." A. J. Swenson put him in 
charge of the Spur Ranch of about a half a million
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acres. There he lived and worked the remainder ofhis life.26

This episode is illustrative of the extreme loyalty 
of the individual to his "outfit."

This loyalty extended to doing violent acts for
others. Dobie describes an episode in which a man named
Wright rode six and one-half days to Sherman, Texas, in
order to help a ranch owner named Jot Gunter with "fence
cutters." Wright is attributed with saying.

No, I didn't have to kill anybody.. Of course, 
if Jot had ordered me to kill a man, I'd a-done 
it. I'd a-killed for him if he'd said to. We 
justhad one little run-in with the fench cutters.
Then I was free to ride back to where I belonged. '

Loyalty is again illustrated, but in this case loyalty
extended to a vow to kill if ordered.

The owner or boss of a ranch could command a 
tremendous loyalty from his employees, even though they had 
left his employment, a loyalty which overshadowed love and 
moral inhibitions about violence and killing. With this 
kind of loyalty at the command of the ranch owner it is not 
difficult to attribute to him authority which could super
cede dê  jure authority and traditional authority. This was 
most certainly the case in Arizona and New Mexico.

26. J. Frank Dobie, Cow People (New York: Little 
Brown and Co., 1964), pp. 216-217.

27. Ibid., p. 216.
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Disaffection or desertion of a member of a faction 

was almost unknown in the disputes in Lincoln County, New 
Mexico and Pleasant Valley, Arizona. The legal authority of 
the territorial and local governments did not usually command 
the loyalty of the clan members. The territorial and local 
governments were fragmentary or non-existent. Thus, they 
provided few of the benefits that the clan did, such as 
social activity, or sustenance. The clan often controlled 
the local governments and portions of the territorial govern
ments. When this situation occurred then the clan was 
"loyal" to the government's legal authority, but only so 
long as his clan controlled the government.

The clan served as a means of defining the values 
of the individual member. The individual's commitment to 
the clan led him to accept the leader's moral judgments, 
definitions, and prescriptions. Right and wrong were judged 
by the effect of an action on the faction. The members of 
the faction, because there was little organized society or 
government with real meaning to them, turned to the clan 
leader to guide him in his political and social decisions.
The faction provided the necessary information upon which 
the member could make his decisions. The very acceptance of 
the leader as his source of information in decision making 
establishes his de_ facto authority, because the member is 
accepting the information on the basis of his belief in the



leader. Thus, if the factional leader's information is 
accepted, so will his decision or command be accepted.



CHAPTER III

A HISTORICAL SKETCH OF THE LINCOLN COUNTY AND 
PLEASANT VALLEY WARS

The Lincoln County, New Mexico and Pleasant Valley, 
Arizona areas share the general physical, environmental, and 
situational background of the Arizona-New Mexico frontier 
and of frontiers in general. Against this background these 
areas saw two violent clan wars. Both of these wars exhibit 
the leadership of the "clan" leader. Economic concerns 
played a major part in the dispute between clans. The 
major difference between Lincoln County and Pleasant Valley 
was that Pleasant Valley had no organized social or political 
life, except the ranch, not even a settlement or village, 
while Lincoln, New Mexico was the county seat of Lincoln 
County and a thriving commercial center. Thus, it is 
necessary to speak of clans in Lincoln and Pleasant Valley.

The Lincoln County conflict was a "war," based on 
economic motivations. The Lincoln County area encompassed 
the Southeastern quarter of the present state of New Mexico. 
Within this area there was cattle ranching and retail trade. 
Cattle ranching supplied the beef and horses for military 
contracts, as well as the Indian reservations. The county 
court, prosecutor, sheriff, and deputy United States 
Marshall were also located in Lincoln. Lincoln County had

41
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all of the economic and political forms of organized life, 
but they were rudimentary and ineffective in nature, because 
of the newness of settlement.

Pleasant Valley, Arizona was not a town or a village 
but a geographic location in Arizona. Pleasant Valley is 
located approximately one hundred miles Northeast of present 
day Phoenix, Arizona. The major industry of the area was 
cattle ranching. There was no settlement other than a 
single trading post in the area. Residents of Pleasant 
Valley journeyed either to Scottsdale or St. Johns, Arizona 
for provisions, political activity, or social occasions. 
Pleasant Valley was essentially two ranches, one each 
belonging to the Graham and Tewksbury families. None of the 
normal forms of economic, social, or political organizations 
were available to the settlers of the area. The dispute 
between the Grahams and the Tewksburys was a range war, 
which eventually involved the law enforcement agencies of 
two counties.

Thus, the cases under examination, Lincoln County 
and Pleasant Valley, provide both similarities and differ
ences. Lincoln County had the rudiments of legal-rational 
authority and organized social and political life. Pleasant 
Valley had neither. However, both localities suffered from 
violent clan warfare, both had leaders and both relied on 
the leader's authority. It is necessary to acquaint the
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reader with the two situations through a historical sketch 
of the disputes.

The Lincoln County War
The Lincoln County War was waged from 1877-1881.

The causes of this war were economic, involving two 
separate groups, one led by Alexander A. McSween and the 
other led by James J. Dolan and John H. Riley. Both groups 
held major economic interests in Lincoln County, cattle 
ranches and retail interests. Alexander A. McSween was 
reputed to be a lawyer, but there is no record of his 
education nor any available records of his background 
before settlement in Lincoln County, New Mexico. Riley and 
Dolan likewise have unknown backgrounds before their arrival 
in Lincoln County. Riley and Dolan operated a retail store 
in Lincoln, New Mexico, cattle ranches, and held supply 
contracts with the United States Army and the local Indian 
agent.

Alexander A. McSween, Henry A. Tunstall, and John S. 
Chisum formed the leadership of the McSween group. John H. 
Riley and James J. Dolan formed the leadership of their 
group. The war was caused by McSween's challenge of the 
Dolan-Riley group's economic predominance in Lincoln County. 
The immediate cause of the violence was the murder of Henry 
A. Tunstall, by men working for the Dolan-Riley group.



Others as well played roles in the clan dispute, both 
territorial and county officials and private citizens.

Among the territorial and county officials who were 
allied with the Dolan-Riley faction were, sometimes Sheriff 
George W. Peppin, Federal District Attorney W. L. Rynerson, 
Territorial Governor Samuel B. Axtell, and Lieutenant 
Colonel N. A. M. Dudley, the commanding officer of Fort 
Stanton, New Mexico. George W. Peppin led the Dolan-Riley 
forces in the climatic siege of Alexander A. McSween's house 
in Lincoln, which resulted in the death of McSween.
Rynerson carried on a running feud in both public and 
private correspondence with McSween. Governor Axtell 
appointed Peppin Sheriff of Lincoln County after summarily 
removing the duly elected Sheriff from office. Colonel 
Dudley gave Peppin refuge from McSween at Fort Stanton but 
refused Peppin1s request to borrow a field howitzer to use 
in the siege of the McSween house. Peppin, Rynerson,
Axtell, and Dudley all followed the Dolan-Riley leadership 
in secondary roles.

George W. Widenmann served as Deputy United States 
Marshall and was a member of the McSween group. Widenmann 
twice confronted the Dolan-Riley forces, first at Dolan's 
ranch in an attempt to arrest the murderers of Henry 
Tunstall and secondly at Dolan's store where he led a party 
which siezed and occupied the store and simultaneously 
repossessed the Tunstall store. The other major name in the
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McSween faction was William A. Bonney, alias Willian Antrim, 
better known in Western folklore as "Billy the Kid."
Bonney1s chief distinction was to have survived the siege 
of the McSween house. Bonney was an employee of John S.
Chisum, whom he later, after the climax of the Lincoln 
County War, feuded with in a wage dispute. Bonney1s actual 
role in the dispute between McSween and Dolan and Riley was 
small.

The most important figures who can be called 
"neutral" in the Lincoln County War were Montague R. Levers 
Leverson, a businessman, United States Marshall John 
Sherman, District Court Judge Warren Bristol, and United 
States Special Investigator Frank Angel. Sherman and 
Bristol both testified to the difficulties of enforcing the 
law in Lincoln County and both were unsuccessful in their 
attempts to enforce the law. Leverson wrote to President 
Rutherford B. Hayes about the "lawless" conditions in 
Lincoln County and the "threat" to life and property which 
had resulted. Frank Warner Angel was appointed to investi
gate the causes of the violence by Secretary of Interior 
Carl Schurz, but he reached no firm conclusions about the 
causes of the War.

Lincoln County, New Mexico Territory was a violent 
area from its beginnings. The proximity of Lincoln County 
to Texas made it a natural" refuge for wanted outlaws during 
the period from 1865 to 1880. However, the county developed
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its own cattle and retail industry and out of these grew the 
Lincoln County War.'*'

After 1874, Lincoln County was a virtual monopoly of 
the L. G. Murphy Company. The Company was owned in partner
ship by Lawrence G. Murphy and Emil Fritz. These two con-

2trolled the retail business of Lincoln County. This busi
ness included government contracts for provisions for the 
Indian reservation and the United States Army.̂  This 
partnership was fully endorsed by the Territorial Governor 
Samuel B. Axtel and the District Attorney for the Third • 
United States Judicial District William L. Rynerson.^ Col
lusion between federal officers and the Murphy Company was a 
constant accusation.^

Emil Fritz died in Stuttgart, Germany, in 1876 and 
left no will. His estate was left in the hands of Alexander 
A. McSween for settlement. The primary item of the estate 
was a ten thousand dollar life insurance policy on Fritz's 
life. McSween succeeded in recovering nearly the entire sum 
even though the insurance company had gone into receivership. 1 2 3 4 5

1, William A. Kohler, Violence in Lincoln County 
1848-1868 (Santa Fe, New Mexico: The Rydal Press, 1952), 
Chapter I,

2, Ibid.
3, Ibid.
4, w. L. Rynerson, U. S. District Attorney, to 

James J, Dolan and John H. Riley, February 7, 1878,
5, Kohler, Violence in Lincoln County, Chapter I.
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However, the recovered funds were never turned over to 
Fritz's estate. James J. Dolan, acting for Emilie Fritz 
Scholand, attempted to recover the funds He proceeded 
first by criminal action and then by civil action in the 
courts. Neither action succeeded even though McSween was 
arrested while traveling to St. Louis, Missouri. John 
Chisum was also arrested at the same time. The Grand Jury 
returned a no bill at McSween1s hearing. However, through 
a Justice of the Peace Dolan obtained an attachment on 
McSween's property to recover the amount of the insurance 
settlement.^

Dolan, acting on the attachment writ and through 
Lincoln County Sheriff William Brady, seized the Tunstall 
store and attempted to search the Tunstall ranch for any 
other McSween property. A posse of Tunstall men, led by 
George Widenmann part time United States Deputy Marshall, 
retaliated by invading the Murphy store and reoccupying the 
Tunstall store. A posse led by Deputy Sheriff Brewer, and 
including two known outlaws, Jesse Evans and Tom Hill, 
arrived at the Tunstall ranch, but left after a confronta
tion with Widenmann. At this point Tunstall in company with 
Widenmann and William H. Bonney left for Lincoln."6 7

6. Ibid.
7, Las Vegas Gazette, May 4, 1878.
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' John A. Tunstall was shot to death enroute to Lin
coln, New Mexico, by a party consisting of Jesse Evans, Tom

8Hill, and a man named Morton. Tunstall1s death was de
scribed as having been incited by the Federal District
Attorney and that this act was shielded by the Governor of 

9the Territory. This was supported by George Widenmann in a
letter to R. Guy McCellan dated March 23, 1878.^  The Santa
Fe New Mexican charged Widenmann with being an infamous liar,
coward, and hypocrite who had run at the sound of gunfire

11and had not seen Tunstall1s death. The cause of Tunstall1s
death was attributed to his accusation against Sheriff Brady

12for witholding fines from the Territorial Government.
William H. Bonney, better known as Billy the Kid, testified 
before Frank Warner Angel, Special Investigator for the 
Interior Department, that Tunstall was attempting to over
throw the Murphy faction and that he was killed for this 
reason. Tunstall1s death was the beginning of sustained 
violence in Lincoln County.

8. Roswell Daily Record, October 7, 1937.
9, Letter from Montague R. Leverson to Sir Edward 

Thorton, British Consul, March 16, 1878, M. G. Fulton Papers.
10. Santa Fe Weekly New Mexican, March 23, 1878,p. 2,
11. Ibid.
12. Cimarron News and Press, March 7, 1878, p. 2.
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With John Tunstall's death a series of violent

events occurred. Jesse Evans and Tom Hill, participants in
the murder, were hunted down by a posse and Hill was killed

13while Evans was wounded and arrested. Morton and Baker 
and other members of Deputy Brewer's posse were also cap
tured after a gunfight. Evans, Morton, and Baker were all 
charged with murder. However, no indictments were returned 
against these men because of the unsatisfactory nature of 
the testimony, much of which was prejudiced. The Grand 
Jury concluded:

We have taken a vast amount of testimony in regard 
to alleged crimes to which your honor specially 
directed our attention. Much of it is of an un
satisfactory character and much is characterized by 
prejudice. Under these circumstances the Grand 
Jury has seen fit to present no indictments. . . .
We have no doubt that grave offenses have been 
committed by somebody. We have done our duty to 
secure findings of indictments against every 
violator of the law.

Thus, Evans, Morton, and Baker were set free by the Lincoln 
County Grand Jury.

Shortly after the release of Evans, Morton, and 
Baker, Alexander McSween left Lincoln County and went into 
hiding. During this period of time Governor Samuel B. Axtel 
removed Sheriff Brady from office summarily and replaced him 
with George E. Peppin, a known Dolan-Riley partisan.

13, Maurice G, Fulton, "Chronology of Events," 
undated, M. G. Fulton Papers.

14. Grant County Herald, May 11, 1878, p. 1.
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Governor Axtel also voided all warrants in Brady's hands or 
issued by Lincoln County officials during this period.
Peppin proceeded to attempt the repression of the remaining 
McSween partisans in Lincoln County. However, in July, 1878, 
McSween and several of his men returned to Lincoln County, 
this set the stage for the climatic battle of the Lincoln 
County War.

The siege of Alexander A.. McSween's house began July 
15, 1878, and continued until McSween1s death July 19, 1878. 
Sheriff Peppin and a posse of some forty men surrounded 
McSween1s house in Lincoln. McSween and eight others were 
barricaded inside the house. Peppin continued the siege for 
three days without success. On the fourth day Peppin re
quested the loan of a howitzer from Lieutenant Colonel N. A. 
M. Dudley, Commandant of Fort Stanton, New Mexico. Dudley 
refused the request, but he did move federal troops into 
Lincoln. Dudley stationed his troops so that they obr 
structed the McSween party's line of fire and protected the 
Peppin posse. On the fifth day Peppin set fire to the 
McSween house, which burned slowly until nightfall. With 
nightfall two parties, one led by William Bonney, the other 
by McSween, attempted to escape. Bonney's party succeeded, 
But McSween's later attempt failed and he and three others

15. Cimarron News and Press, June 6, 1878, p. 2.
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1  /•died. The death of McSween brought federal intervention 

in Lincoln County and the removal of Axtel as territorial 
governor.

The. death of Alexander A. McSween brought serious
protest from some of the citizens of Lincoln County.
Letters detailing the siege and praising McSween*s character
were written to President Rutherford B. Hayes and Secretary
of the Interior Carl Shurz. These letters protested the
actions of Governor Axtel and deplored the conditions of
"anarchy" and lawlessness in Lincoln County. These protests
led to a Presidential Proclamation, which implied martial
law, but did not order it. A special investigator, Frank
Warner Angel, was sent by Secretary Shurz to find the cause
of the violence and determine guilt, if any. In addition,
President Hayes, at the request of Secretary Shurz, removed
Governor Axtel and Lew Wallace was appointed as Axtel*s
successor. Governor Wallace was determined to end the
violence in Lincoln County. His appointment signalled the
first serious and unbiased intervention by the Territorial

17Government in the Lincoln County War.
The death of McSween and the intervention of federal 

authorities brought a temporary truce in the factional war. 
The McSween survivors, notably William H. Bonney and the

16. Lt. Col. N. A. M. Dudley, "Court of Inquiry," 
undated, M. G. Fulton Papers.

17, Kohler, Violence in Lincoln County.
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•Murphy partisans, agreed to attempt a reconciliation. How
ever, H. J. Chapman, noted as a fierce McSween partisan and 
one of those who had most vigorously fought federal inter
vention, was the central actor in the final act of violence. 
Chapman was noted as a quick-tempered, stubborn man. Shortly 
after the truce, Chapman was met in the streets, of Lincoln 
by James J. Dolan, Jesse Evans, Bill Campbell, and Tom 
O'Folliard. There was an exchange of harsh words between 
Chapman and Campbell, a Dolan-Riley partisan. Campbell shot 
Chapman and then poured whiskey on his body in an attempt to 
burn it. A coroner's inquest was held the next day, but an 
armed Dolan part ". . . so bulldozed them [the Coroner's

T Ojury] no evidence could be brought out." This act of 
violence brought the actional warfare between the Dolan- 
Riley and McSween factions to a virtual end.

William H. Bonney, "Billy the Kid," continued to 
operate almost as a one-man vendetta in Lincoln County until 
he was shot to death by Pat Garrett in 1881. However,
Bonney was not acting purely from a desire for revenge for 
the McSween defeat. Bonney was wanted on several outstanding 
warrants for murder, horse theft, and jail break. Bonney 
held a grudge against Governor Wallace, for refusing to 
grant him amnesty for his actions during the war. In addi
tion he was engaged in a long-term feud with John Chisum

18. Roswell Daily Record, October, 1937.
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concerning wages supposedly owed him by Chisum. William 
Bonney continued the violence in Lincoln County, but it was 
clearly criminal violence.

. Historically the Lincoln County War presents a 
series of violent acts interspersed with political intrigues 
and accusations. The leadership of neither of the warring 
factions exhibited any respect for de jure authority nor for 
the traditional means of settling disputes, but rather looked 
to the interests of their faction in order to direct fac
tional activities. The fact that their followers fought to 
the death and engaged in clearly illegal acts of violence is 
the first indication of the existence of a sort of loyalty 
of the factional member to his faction and leader that went 
beyond the dictates of self-interest.

The Pleasant Valley War
The Pleasant Valley War is described by journalists 

of that period as a range war between the Graham's cattlemen 
and the Tewksbury's sheepmen. One exception, however, is the 
account given by Osmer D. Flake. Flake, in a short, sixteen 
page narrative of the Pleasant Valley War, calls it an 
attempt to stop wholesale stock thefts by the Grahams.
George Hochdoffer, a contemporary observer of the Pleasant 
Valley War, identifies the cause as being the introduction 
of sheep below the Mogollon Rim into Pleasant Valley or what 
is now called the Tonto Basin. The Mogollon Rim was
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considered the "deadline" for grazing sheep. A "deadline" 
is a literal term which means that any forbidden object 
crossing the line will be killed. The descriptions of the 
Pleasant Valley War usually describe the cause as the 
grazing of sheep beyond the Mogollon Rim into Pleasant 
Valley.

The Graham faction consisted of the Graham and 
Blevins families. The Graham family were John Graham, Tom 
Graham, and Bill Graham. They were former miners and had 
been accused as horse and cattle thieves. The Blevins 
family consisted of four brothers and their father, Mark 
Blevins. The Blevins moved to Arizona Territory from Texas. 
Andy Cooper Blevins was a wanted outlaw in Texas who used the 
name Cooper to avoid apprehension and extradition to Texas. 
Charles, John, and Hugh (Hamp) Blevins have vague or unknown 
backgrounds. A1 Rose was a small rancher who lived in 
Pleasant Valley before the arrival of the Grahams, but 
became one of their followers.

The Tewksbury faction consisted of the Tewksbury 
family and the Daggs brothers. John and Ed Tewksbury, 
brothers, comprised the Tewksbury family. Only Ed Tewksbury 
urvived the war. The Daggs brothers were Frank, Pete,
Jack, and Bob Daggs. They owned sheep near Flagstaff, 
Arizona. They all died in the Pleasant Valley War. Pete 
Jacobs, John Rhodes, and Tom Horn all worked for the 
Tewksburys, with only John Rhodes surviving the war. George
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Newton worked for the Tewksburys and was killed in the 
violence. Jose Chavez is notable as the first casualty in 
the Pleasant Valley War, having been shot to death by John 
Graham while bringing sheep across the Mogollon Rim. These 
were the major actors for the Tewksburys.

Sheriffs Commodore Owens and James Mulvernon of 
Yavapai and Apache Counties, respectively, intervened to 
stop the feud, but both failed to restore peace in the 
Pleasant Valley area. Sheriff Owens is best remembered for 
his battle with the Blevins family in Holbrook, Arizona, in 
early September, 1887. Holding a warrant for the arrest of 
Andy Cooper, Sheriff Owens arrived in Holbrook to find 
Cooper, John.Blevins, Hugh Blevins, and Mose Roberts at a 
house. Owens killed Cooper, Roberts, and Hugh Blevins in a 
short, vicious fight. Sheriff Mulvernon entered Pleasant 
Valley in 1886 to arrest John Graham and Charles Blevins. 
Both of them resisted and were shot to death near Perkins 
Store. However, neither Sheriff, despite the use of vio
lence, was able to halt the factional feud between the 
Grahams and the Tewksburys.

In early 1885 Jose Chavez, a sheepherder for the 
Daggs brothers, drove a herd of sheep across the Mogollon 
Rim into Pleasant Valley. Chavez, having crossed the 
cattlemen's "deadline" for grazing sheep was attacked by a 
party of cattlemen led by John Graham. Graham attempted to 
scare Chavez by shooting up his coffee pot. Chavez was not
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frightened by the attack and Graham killed Chavez. This
marked the opening of the Pleasant Valley War. The sheep
were reputedly being taken to the Tewksburys, who were going

19to graze them for a share of the profits.
Within a year, in the Spring of 1886, John Tewksbury 

and Pete Jacobs were shot to death by Graham partisans near 
Jacobs' house. The Graham faction prevented the recovery of 
the bodies for eleven days, until the arrival of Deputy 
Sheriff John Meadows. Meadows could not hold an inquest 
because the bodies were found in an advanced stage of de
composition. The bodies were shovelled into graves. No

20arrests or warrants were issued because of the incident.
Sometime in 1886, the date is uncertain, there was a 

gunfight at the George Newton ranch, which had previously 
been burned and abandoned. John Paine and Hamilton Blevins, 
both Graham partisans, were killed in this fight by Tewksbury 
followers. At about the same time. Bill Graham was shot from 
ambush by Tewksbury partisans and George Newton, a Globe, 
Arizona jeweler and rancher, disappeared on the Payson trail, 
his body never found, despite his widow's ten thousand dollar 
reward for the discovery of his body. Newton was reputedly 
murdered by Tewksbury partisans, but there is no proof of

19. Coconino Sun, Reprint from 1887.
20. Ibid.
21, Ibid.



57
' James Stott and two men named Scott and Wilson were
lynched in 1887 by Tewksbury partisans. Stott kept a
private cattle and horse camp on the Southeastern edge of
Pleasant Valley. Stott, variously described as a cripple or
epileptic, was known to traffic in stolen horses and cattle,
of which he was reputed to keep meticulous records. A party
of Tewksbury followers descended on his camp in 1887 and
lynched all three for an alleged assault on a Tewksbury
partisan named Lauffer and for livestock theft. Stott's
family came from Massachusetts to claim the body, and claimed

22that their son was innocent. This leaves only the murder 
of Tom Graham, nearly five years later, as the climactic 
event of the war.

The final act of the Pleasant Valley War occurred in 
Tempe, Arizona, when Tom Graham was murdered by Ed Tewksbury 
and John Rhodes, Tom Graham was hauling a load of grain 
toward Tempe, when he was shot from behind and mortally 
wounded. He died later that day, August 2, 1892, after 
positively identifying Tewksbury and Rhodes as his assail
ants. Rhodes and Tewksbury were arrested and indicted for 
murder. The charges against Rhodes were dropped and 
Tewksbury was convicted. During the trial, Mary Graham,
Tom Graham's widow, attempted to shoot Tewksbury while court

22. Osmer D. Flake, "Some Reminiscences of the 
Pleasant Valley War and the Causes That Led up to it," 
unpublished manuscript, Arizona Historical Society, undated.
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was in session. The weapon became fouled as she drew it 
from her handbag. Several persons intervened, preventing 
any further attempt at violence. Later it was found that Ed 
Tewksbury's plea had not been entered on the court record 
and a new trial was ordered. The new trial, in Tucson,
Arizona, ended in a hung jury and Tewksbury was released.

9 3This was the final act in the Pleasant Valley War.
The Lincoln County War was a mixture of economic, 

political, and violent actions which led to the defeat of 
the McSween faction and federal intervention. The history 
of the Lincoln County War shows an abuse of de jure authority 
and hostility to its exercise. The history of Pleasant 
Valley shows that de jure authority was ignored and defied. 
The violence was caused by a dispute over range use (grazing 
sheep on cattle range). However, it remains to be proven 
that ad hoc authority was the extant form of authority in 
these areas. The proof of the dominance of ad hoc authority 
in Lincoln County, New Mexico, and Pleasant Valley, Arizona, 
will be the purpose of the next two chapters.

23. Coconino Sun, Reprint from 1887.



CHAPTER IV

AUTHORITY IN LINCOLN COUNTY

Authority in Lincoln County was ad hoc. This 
authority was developed to meet the particular needs of the 
area and to meet the demands of frontier life. The clan and 
its leader filled the void left by dormant legal authority. 
Clan leaders exercised ad hoc authority in the place of con
ventional forms of authority. Ad hoc authority is different 
from conventional forms of authority because of its situa
tional nature. Ad hoc authority depends upon the absence of 
conventional authority and a situation which demands the 
exercise of authority. Lincoln County had clans and clan 
leaders who exercise ad hoc authority during the period 1877- 
1881.

The absence of effective legal authority in Li coin 
County, New Mexico, can be verified by the testimony of 
President Rutherford B. Hayes, Special Investigator Frank 
Warner Angel, and the major participants in the war itself. 
President Hayes, on October 7, 1878, issued a proclamation 
ordering the cessation of violence and the return to law and 
order by the citizens of Lincoln County, thus admitting the 
inefficacy of any legally constituted authority. Angel's 
investigation supports the need for the proclamation. Judge

59
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Warren Bristol and United States Marshall John Sherman give 
additional testimony to the same effect.^ W. L. Rynerson 
and Lieutenant Colonel N. A. M. Dudley contribute to the 
above view by their actions and words. Finally, territorial 
governors Samuel B. Axtel and Lew Wallace, through their 
testimony demonstrate the failure of legal authority.

The above-mentioned persons were duly elected or 
appointed officers of the national, territorial, or county 
governments. From the point of view of the federal consti
tutional system, each bore the distinct legal authority of 
his particular office and level of government and each was 
backed by the full support of Washington. Despite this 
impressive potential of legal authority, none could enforce 
this authority. In short none had the full guarantee of 
obedience to his commands despite his possession of legal 
authority.

On October 7, 1878, Rutherford B . Hayes issued a 
proclamation to the citizens of Lincoln County, Territory of 
New Mexico, which admonished, "all good citizens of the 
United States and the Territory of New Mexico" not to aid or 
abet the forcible resistance to the execution of the laws of 
the United States. The proclamation acknowledges that it 
had become impractical through ordinary legal procedures to

1, President Hayes's proclamation, Angel's report 
are to be found in the M. G. Fulton Papers as are the 
telegram from Bristol to Sherman and Sherman's telegram to 
Lew Wallace.
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enforce the laws of the United States and New Mexico.  ̂ Ob
viously legal authority was no longer accepted by the 
followers of the clans involved in the dispute, according to 
President Hayes' proclamation. This view is supported by 
the evidence of Frank Warner Angel's report on Lincoln 
County.

Frank Warner Angel, Special Investigator appointed
by Secretary of Interior Carl Shurz, arrived in Lincoln

3County on June 6, 1878. Angel's report cited the lawless
history of the area and violence of the competing factions
Angel points out that George W. Peppin, while Sheriff, had
taken to enforcing the law with a band of known outlaws, and
that McSween had copied his actions. "The laws cannot be
enforced for the reason that if one party [clan] is in power,
then the law is all Murphy and if the McSween party is in
power then the law is all McSween."  ̂ In a direct appeal for
the support of Mr. Angel, the Cimarron News and Press stated:

If you have any charges to make against federal 
officers now is your time to make and substantiate 
them, or forever hold your peace. You are duty bound 
to presume that Mr. Angel will do his whole duty, so 
you cannot excuse yourself from the discharge of 
yours by saying you have no faith in investigations.

2, Rutherford B. Hayes, "Proclamation to the 
Citizens of New Mexico," October 7, 1878, M. G. Fulton 
Papers.

3. Cimarron News and Press, June 6, 1878.
4. Frank Warner Angel, "Report on the Lincoln 

County Violence," September, 1878, M. G. Fulton Papers.
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If you have any testimony disclose it to him and _ 
then wait and see whether or not he does his duty.

Angelas report shows a defiance and misuse of legal authority
by both factions in Lincoln County. The News and Press
article indicates the failure of legal authority because the
citizens had to be admonished to testify before Angel.

On October 4, 1878, District Court Judge Warren
Bristol wired United States Marshall John Sherman, stating:

My reasons for not holding October term of Court in 
Lincoln County, based on best information, I can 
[obtain] explain are as follows. First, the Sheriff 
has either abandoned or been driven from his office 
or duty, and taken refuge at Fort Stanton for 
protection. He refuses to go out. Second: the 
Prosecuting Attorney is absent from the Territory.
Third: a large part of the better class of the 
population, from which Jurors should be drawn, have 
fled from the county. Fourth: the County is completely 
disorganized. The troubles have arisen from two 
contending parties, both in my opinion equally bad, 
each having in its employ, professional assassins,
'whose crimes it seems to shield and if necessary to 
defend. Fifth: to accomplish these ends witnesses 
are assassinated, killed or driven from the county.
Sixth: it is impossible at present to obtain fair 
Jurors whose findings and verdicts will not be 
tainted with gross partisanship. Seventh: the Court 
can only act through such subordinate officials as 
are furnished by election or appointment & juries 
taken directly from the people. When these from any 
cause, utterly fail in their duties, the holding of 
court would be but a mockery. Eight: It is believed 
by those we informed as to the affairs in that County, 
that during the present state of public feeling and 
animosity, the assemblage of a body of men, by 
attempting to hold court, unrestrained by the 
military or any adequate force, as they would be 
more likely to result in serious disturbances than 
otherwise and do more harm than good. Ninth: There

5. Cimarron New and Press, June 6, 1878.



63
seems to be lacking that degree of force, which is 
necessary to render the execution of the mandates 
of the court. Bristol, Judge.6

Judge Bristol has conceded that there is no hope of 
holding court or of enforcing its decisions without the 
presence of a large armed body of men. This is in effect 
the failure of legal authority.

Further evidence is to be found in an arrest warrant
issued against Robert Widenmann on April 8, 1878. This
warrant contains several revealing improprieties. In the
first place the arrest warrant appoints John Copeland Deputy
Sheriff. Here, a federal judge appoints a county official
who is normally appointed by election or by county officials.
Secondly, the provision which guarantees the prisoner's
safety has been lined through. Finally, the date and place
of arraignment were altered to read arraignment at Fort
Stanton within a fortnight. The warrant concludes:

It appearing that the Sheriff of Lincoln County in 
the Territory of New Mexico is dead and that there 
is no officer present authorized to serve the 
within warrant . . .
Warren Bristol- 
District Judge'

The alterations on the warrant indicate the impossibility of 
exercising legal authority in Lincoln County, because of the

6. Warren E, Bristol, U. S. District Court Judge, 
to U, S, Marshall John Sherman, October 4, 1878, M. G. 
Fulton Papers.

7. Warren Bristol, "Arrest Warrant for Robert 
Widenmann," April 8, 1878, M. G. Fulton Papers.
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'extraordinary measures of summarily appointing a Deputy 
Sheriff and changing the place of arraignment. If legal 
authority had been functioning, then this procedure would 
not have been necessary.

Thus, Hayes, Angel, The Cimarron News and Press, and 
Bristol all concur that legal authority was unenforceable in 
Lincoln County. Neither the executive nor judicial arms of 
government could command obedience in Lincoln County. Like
wise, there were no traditional bases of authority in 
Lincoln County.

The patterns of migration into New Mexico reflect the
sparcity of population in the area. From 1850, the initial
census year in New Mexico, until 1870, only 5,436 migrants

8entered the New Mexico Territory. This area was 235,085 
square miles in size until the separation of New Mexico from 
Arizona in 1863. This meant one migrant for every 432 square 
miles of land. This does not include the proportions of the 
resident or native populations in New Mexico. But it does 
indicate the lack of population in the area. This sparse 
population is not conducive to the establishment of tradi
tional authority, because the population was not concentrated 
long enough in a single place for traditions to become the 
guide for action. According to Max Weber it would be neces
sary to have a good sized population with homogeneous

8. U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1850, 1860, 1870.
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9beliefs in order to establish traditional authority. This 

was not the case in Lincoln County, New Mexico.
The major migration to New Mexico and Arizona did 

not begin until 1875. However, even then the migration can 
be considered sparse. The two territories together received 
only 18,540 total migrants during the period 1870-1880, 
which is over three times the total between 1850 and 1870.^  
Thus, the population pattern does not show enough increase 
in size to establish a well integrated society which was 
dependent on tradition to legitimate authority relation
ships. Total migration when compared to the huge land area 
and difficulties of communications and travel and the stark 
necessities of survival makes it hard to conceive of the 
growth of sufficiently strong traditions to regulate author
ity relationships.

The difficulties of migration to New Mexico and 
equally the harsh conditions of life in the area had an ad
verse effect on tradition. The migrant to New Mexico was not 
the literate affluent citizen, but rather the partially
educated and poorer citizen. The migrant could bring to New

1

Mexico only that which could be hauled in a wagon or carried 
by him. Luggage was restricted by space to the necessary 
utensils and tools for survival. Books and other printed

9, Weber, Theory of Social and Economic Organiza
tions, PP. 341-342.

10. • U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1870, 1880.
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matter were of a lower priority to the migrant. Thus, for
the migrant, tradition as it appears in printed form could
not be or was not part of his baggage in migration. As Ray
Allen Billington puts it:

To the uninitiated, the small propertied farmers 
who displaced the backwoodsmen could scarcely be 
distinguished from their predecessors. Most had 
little capital and lived near poverty; many were 
wanderers by instinct, destined to move several 
times before settling down. Few showed the gloss 
of culture or education.H

The migrant usually arrived at his destination with the 
necessary tools— ax, saw, hammer, etc.— and utensils for 
surviving the first winter. Additional equipment arrived 
when a store and trade routes were established. Then 
printed matter would become available. Thus, one source of 
tradition, the printed word, was unavailable to the settlers 
of New Mexico.

The American pattern of frontier migration was one 
of individual families as opposed to the earlier European 
migrations of whole tribes and ethnic groups into an area. 
The individual families traveled in large groups, but these 
were not tribal or ethnic groups continuing their traditions 
even though in transit. Thus, with the exception of the 
Mormons— Church of the Latter Day Saints— in the 1840's few 
homogeneous religious or ethnic groups migrated west as a 
whole group. The effect of these conditions of travel on

11. Billington, America's Frontier Heritage, p. 43.
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those who came to Lincoln County was to collect individuals 
and families who did not have any hope of continuing tradi
tional ways nor of reinforcing their customs during travel. 
Travel with mixed cultural groups meant that the traditions 
were exposed to comparison, questioning, and ridicule.
These actions usually reduced the effect of tradition on the 
individual or family. Thus, when the family or individual 
arrived in New Mexico, his traditions had already been 
weakened by the experience of travel.

The settlers' arrival in New Mexico and their sub
sequent attempts to settle in the territory did nothing to 
reinforce or preserve the remnants of tradition carried with 
them. The vast majority of settlers in New Mexico were 
either cattlemen or farmers. These occupations required 
considerable land area which increased the isolation of 
these setteers from social life (the sources of their tradi
tions) . Cattle ranching and farming under frontier condi
tions demands great quantities of time and hard work. This 
expenditure of time and work reduced the amount of time for 
observing traditional ways of work, social, or family life. 
This type of life also reduced the amount of formal educa
tion available to the frontiersman.

Billington expresses the phenomena in this manner:
. . . among the ordinary small-properties farmers 
who formed the bulk of the westward-moving tide 
cultural progress was retarded by life along the 
frontiers. Particularly was this the case when the 
second generation that had been reared without an
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Eastern experience took over . . . the Westerner 
who wrote sadly, "Few good books are brought into 
the country," was recording his impressions of the 
bulk of the farm folk who were grappling to subdue 
nature, not the cultural leaders who so deeply 
impressed upper-class visitors from the East orEurope.12

The lack of education reduced the capacity of the settler to 
comprehend the written tradition and narrowed his under
standing of the oral traditions, because he lacked the 
capacity to verbalize. Settlement in New Mexico caused 
tradition to be challenged by the mixed population, the hard 
work of survival, and lack of education of the population.

The authority of the national, territorial, and 
county governments was dormant in Lincoln County during the 
period 1877-1881. Authority during this period passed into 
the hands of the "clan leader." In the present case author
ity was exercised by Alexander McSween in one clan and by 
James J. Dolan and John H. Riley in the other clan. With 
"official authority" dormant, the clan, as a subdivision of 
the community, exercised an authority best referred to as 
"ad hoc authority."

In order to establish ad hoc authority in Lincoln 
County, we must identify the leadership of the clans, 
establish that they commanded and that that their commands 
were obeyed, This can be done by reference to the opinion 
of those who served these leaders or observed their actions. 12

12. Ibid., pp. 88-89.
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Among these are Frank Warner Angel, Lew Wallace, John 
Sherman, and Ash Upton.

Concerning the Dolan-Riley clan, Frank Warner Angel
in his reports on the Lincoln County lawlessness states:

Governor Axtell appoints Peppin, a leader of the 
Murphy and Company, as Sheriff; he comes to Lincoln 
accompanied by John Kinney and his notorious out
laws and murderers as a bodyguard to assist him in 
upholding law and order.13 14 15

Angel's reference to the Murphy and Company means in reality
James J. Dolan and John H. Riley, who led the faction in the
place of the drunken and unreliable L. G. Murphy.

Governor Lew Wallace of the New Mexico Territory also
identifies Dolan and Riley as the leaders of a Lincoln County
clan. In a series of thumbnail character sketches Wallace
has this to say about Dolan and Riley:

Dolan, J. J. —  Lincoln leader Murphy party, brave 
sharp determined fellow . . .
Riley, J. H. —  sharp cunning fellow, also a leader i_ 
of Murphy party, very dissipated, not reliable . . .

Wallace clearly identifies Dolan and Riley as the leaders of
the Dolan-Riley clan, which Angel refers to as the Murphy
Company.

United States Marshall John Sherman also identifies 
two contending clans in Lincoln County:

13. Angel, "Report on the Lincoln County Violence."
14. Ibid.
15. Lew Wallace, "Fragments of Lincoln County 

Character Sketches," 1878, M. G. Fulton Papers.
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In that County two contending factions [Dolan- 
Riley and McSween] seem to have attracted to their 
respective standards a lawless body of armed men 
who by pursuing a merciless system of retaliation 
and by committing murder in its most revolting 

• form . . .  .16
Sherman identifies two separate and warring clans, one of
which must have been led by Dolan and Riley, because only the
McSween and Dolan-Riley clans existed in Lincoln County.

Ash Upton, who served as the United States Postmaster
at Roswell, New Mexico, during this period, also identifies
Dolan and Riley as clan leaders.

Murphy and Dolan had a monopoly on merchandise 
[in Lincoln County]. Tunstall and McSween went 
into business against them.1?

Upton stresses the economic differences between the parties, 
while identifying Dolan and Riley as the leaders of a warring 
clan.

Angel, Wallace, Sherman, and Upton all clearly 
identify Dolan and Riley as the leaders of one faction in 
Lincoln County. Sherman observed that there were two warring 
parties and surely meant the Dolan-Riley clas as one of them. 
Thus, four persons who held official positions in Lincoln 
County clearly or indirectly identify Dolan and Riley as 
leaders of one faction. 16 17

16, John Sherman, U. S. Marshall to Governor Lew 
Wallace, October 4, 1878, M. G. Fulton Papers.

17. Ash Upton, "On the Causes of the Lincoln County 
War," M, G. Fulton Papers.
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Frank Warner Angel provides a general indication tha 

that Dolan and Riley could command their followers when he 
states:

Both parties desire revenge and they are now 
[Autumn, 1878] reorganizing and collecting more 
desperate characters (if it were possible), than 
they previously had. . . . Men were shot down on 
sight because.they belonged to one or the other 
[side] either from inclination or necessity.18

Angel attributes revenge to both parties because men were
shot down on sight for belonging to one or the other party.
This indicates loyalty to the "clan" and a deep hatred of
the opposition. Loyalty to the clan may also mean loyalty
to its leadership.

United States Marshall John Sherman also added
similar evidence of "clan" leadership when he wrote to
Governor Lew Wallace concerning Dolan and Riley's actions.

. . , [the warring clans] have either drive out of 
that county or frightened into abject submission, 
the remaining inhabitants, who have neither sympathy 
nor interest in the causes that lead to the present 
deplorable conditions there, [who] have in striving 
to avoid acting with either faction, been alterna^ 
tively the victims of both.19

Sherman's testimony indicates that the clan members acted
ruthlessly and illegally, presumably in obedience to their
leaders.

Frank Warner Angel provides us with an indication 
of the motives of Dolan and Riley. 18 19

18. Angel, "Report on the Lincoln County Violence."
19. Ibid.
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These troubles have existed for years with 
occasional outbreaks, each one being more severe 
than the others. L. G. Murphy and Company had 
the monopoly of all business in the county— they 
controlled government contracts and used their 
power to oppress and grind out all they could 
from the farmers and force those who opposed 
them to leave the county.2^

This quote indicates that Dolan and Riley formed a "clan" 
loyal to them because of motivations of greed or fear.

George Taylor, a resident of Lincoln County, wrote
President Hayes on April 4, 1878, stating that, "The crimes
that are now being committed . . . [by] members of the

• 21different factions seeking revenge on each other." This 
evidence helps to confirm the Dolan-Riley leadership, 
because their followers would have had no reason to act 
unless they were loyal to the leadership.

Ash Upton, the Postmaster at Roswell, New Mexico, 
stated that,

My firm belief is that although the adherents of 
these parties [Dolan-Riley and McSween], have been 
guilty of "killing their enemies," there was no 
murder in the matter. But a contest for "the best 
of the fight," which any good man will try to get.
Let any man stand in the shoes of anyone of these 
men and try to restrain his propensities.20 21 22

20, Sherman to Wallace, October 4, 1878.
21, George Taylor, resident of Lincoln County, New 

Mexico, to President Rutherford B. Hayes, April 4, 1878,
M. G. Fulton Papers.

22, Ash Upton, letter to the Las Vegas Gazette,
April 22, 1878. '
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Upton's redefinition of the violence as "killing their 
enemies" indicates loyalty to the clan, including Dolan and 
Riley, because they can identify their opposition and are 
motivated to murder because of it. Upton is clearly 
pessimistic about halting the violence.

We have established that revenge and hate were 
important motives of the clan leadership and bases for the 
loyalty of their followers to them. The descriptions of 
Dolan and Riley made by their followers and enemies add 
other reasons for loyalty to the clan leaders.

We have established already that Lew Wallace con
sidered Dolan and Riley to be "brave, sharp, and cunning 
fellows." However, Ash Upton as well as William H. Bonney, 
the Roswell Daily Record, the Las Vegas Gazette, the 
Cimarron News and Press, W. L. Rynerson, and Alexander A. 
McSween provide evidence of the leadership of Dolan and 
Riley.

William Bonney is quoted in the Roswell Daily
Record that the following exchange took place between
Widenmann and Brewer at the Tunstall ranch.

Widenmann told Brewer that he was going to arrest 
Evans, Baker and Hill, as he had warrants for 
them. Brewer told Widenmann that the arrest 
could not be made because all the persons at the 
ranch would be killed or murdered by J . J. Dolan 
and Company and their party.23

23, Roswell Daily Record, October 7, 1937.



According to Bonney, Brewer indicated that the members of 
the Dolan and Riley clan were willing to kill on orders 
from Dolan and Riley.

Widenmann, in a letter written to the Santa Fe 
Weekly New Mexican bluntly accuses Dolan and Riley, identi
fied here as the "Ring," with ordering the murder of 
Tunstall. Widenmann states,

It was cold blooded and premeditated murder, 
committed in the interests of the New Mexico 
Ring and as the Ring controls the courts of 
the Territory it is difficult to bring the 
murderer to justice. Even our Sheriff 
[Brewer] here is in the Ring and refuses to 
allow the murderers to be arrested.24

Dolan and Riley are, according to this, capable of con
trolling the County Sheriff and the courts.

The Cimarron News and Press of March 28, 1878, 
accuses then Territorial Governor Samuel B. Axtell of

25"siding with thieves and assassins— Dolan and Riley."
Dolan and Riley are labeled criminals but also attributed 
with having the cooperation of the Governor of the Territory 
as well as common outlaws. This indicates a strong and wide 
ranging influence for their authority because they could 
"control" the County Sheriff and the Governor.

Finally we have the direct evidence of Alexander 
McSween. McSween wrote to Dolan and Riley on April 27,

24. Santa Fe Weekly New Mexican, March 23, 1878.
25. Cimarron News and Press, March 28, 1878, p. 2.
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1878, concerning their part in the war. He states,

I went to the Pecos to save my life from the blood
thirsty posse who murdered Mr. Tunstall. This I 
did at the earnest solicitations of such citizens 
as Hon. Florencio Gonzalez, Isaac Ellis, Jose 
Montano, Frank Coe, and John Newcomb. Enjoying 
the good opinion and confidence of such men, I am 
not particular as to what Mr. Riley may say. In 
this way I would rather be a "fugitive from 
justice" than submit to the order of any court to 
be murdered. All that you regret, Mr. Riley, is 
that you were not able to oblige me to become a 
permanent fugitive.^6

McSween accuses Riley and Dolan of having arranged for his 
murder after or during his arrest. This indicates that 
Dolan and Riley could manipulate and command the judiciary 
of Lincoln County.

It has been shown that the popular conception of 
Dolan and Riley was that they wielded great influence over 
government officials in Lincoln County. The official 
observers of the Lincoln County war and the unofficial 
observers all agree that Dolan and Riley could command their 
followers to perform legal and illegal acts and that they 
would be obeyed. Thus, as clan leaders, Dolan and Riley 
were successful in exercising their authority over their 
followers.

It now remains to establish that Dolan and Riley 
were obeyed by their followers. Evidence of this nature

26. Alexander A. McSween, resident of Lincoln 
County, New Mexico, to John H. Riley and "Cowboy," April 
27, 1878, M. G. Fulton Papers.
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comes from William Bonney, Montague R. Leverson, W. L.
Rynerson, and the Cimarron News and Press.

William Bonney is quoted in the Roswell Daily Record
that the following exchange took place between Widenmann
and Brewer at the Tunstall Ranch.

The Sheriff arrived (and) was told to go ahead as 
a court would determine who the property belonged 
to. The Sheriff did not attach the property, but 
left and collected a large posse of "desperate 
men," Tunstall, informed of the action, left for 
Lincoln with some horses and was shot enroute . . . .

Brewer was apparently acting under the orders of Dolan and
Riley when he attempted to seize McSween's property.
Tunstall's death is commonly attributed to members of

27Brewer 1s posse.
Montague Leverson, a friend of Tunstall's and a

resident of Lincoln County, wrote two letters concerning
the death of Tunstall, one to President Hayes and the other
to Sir Edward Thorton, English Consul in San Francisco,
California. In his letter to Thorton, Montague states.

You have, I believe, already been advised of the 
brutal and cowardly assassination of Mr. J. H.
Tunstall by the United States authorities in this 
territory . . . and as the murder was incited by 
the District Attorney of the Third Judicial 
District and the murderers are screened by the 
Governor of this territory . . . . 8

The District Attorney in this case is W. L. Rynerson,
whose connection with Dolan and Riley is established by

27. Roswell Daily Record, October 7, 1937.
28, Leverson to Thorton, March 16, 1878.
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the following statement, in a letter from Rynerson to Dolan 
and Riley:

Shake that McSween outfit up until it shells out 
and squares up and then shake it out of Lincoln.
I will aid to punish the scoundrels all I can.
. . . Have good men about to aid Brady and be 
assured I shall help you all I can for I believe 
there was never found a more scoundrelly set 
than that outfit. 9

and again
Don't give up, stick close to that McSween crowd.
I will aid you all I can and will send you twenty 
men. Stick to the fight, and give it to these 
rascals. That is the only way to win. ^

These two quotes closely tie Rynerson to Riley and Dolan and
help to substantiate their ability to command Rynerson's
obedience.

Leverson, in his letter to President Hayes,
described an incident in which Sheriff George W. Peppin came
to arrest McSween at the McSween house. Leverson states.

While I was talking to McSween the alleged Deputy 
Sheriff Peppin after an aside conversation with 
Colonel Purrington was going to enter McSween's 
house with three of his gang. Mr. McSween forbade 
his doing so. Peppin hesitated, laughed at him and 
said, "Colonel Purrington orders me to search for 
arms." I said to Colonel Purrington, "Have you a 
search warrant?" He answered, "No!" Peppin asked 
me if he could do so [search the premises] and I 
told him he could do as he pleased about it.— At 
this point McSween reminded Purrington that Peppin 
was acting under his authority and I quoted the 
constitution to Purrington—  . . . Colonel 
Colonel Purrington damned the Constitution and me

29. Rynerson to Dolan and Riley, February 7, 1878.
30, W. L. Rynerson, U. S. District Attorney, 

comment to J. J. Dolan, February 1878, M. G. Fulton Papers.
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and called to Peppin, "Here take your prisoners."
Peppin appeared gleeful at getting the prisoners.31

That Peppin was acting under the orders of Dolan and Riley 
is clear because of his employment by them and his appoint
ment as Sheriff by Governor Axtell, popularly thought to be 
controlled by Dolan and Riley.

The Cimarron News and Press, commenting on Governor 
Axtell’s appointment of Peppin to replace Sheriff Copeland 
on June 6, 1878, states that Peppin worked for Dolan and 
Riley and had led a group that had killed one man and 
wounded another. The article then states.

Truly a clear headed fellow [Axtell]. We presume 
it was his [Peppin’s] bravery and peculiar con
struction of the law on this occasion which recom
mended him to his eminence. It is disgraceful 
partisan action on the part of the Governor and an 
affront on the non-combatant citizens of that 
county.

Thus, Peppin is clearly tied to Dolan and Riley by this 
newspaper and therefore was operating under their instruc
tions in the incident which Leverson mentions to Hayes. 
Thus, Dolan and Riley probably ordered the arrest of 
McSween.

Dolan and Riley are clearly indicated as the leaders 
of a clan in Lincoln and also that they were able to order 
the murder of John Tunstall by their followers and be obeyed. 
The connection of Rynerson and Peppin to Dolan and Riley

31. Montague R. Leverson, unpublished letter to 
President R. B. Hayes, April 2, 1878, M. G. Fulton Papers.
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and the fact that these two were widely thought to be 
instruments of the death of Tunstall, shows obedience to 
Dolan and Riley's commands. Peppin's close connection to 
those two also indicates that Dolan and Riley were obeyed 
in the arrest of McSween as well. This is to say that Dolan 
and Riley could command their followers in Lincoln County.

Evidence concerning Alexander A. McSween's leader
ship of a clan in Lincoln County, New Mexico, comes from 
Frank Warner Angel and U. S. Marshall John Sherman. Angel 
states in his report on Lincoln County,

This has resulted in the formation of two parties, 
one led by Murphy and Company and the other by 
McSween now dead.

and as already quoted,
One day Murphy and Company and his party of outlaws 
control the county— the next day McSween and his outfit would be the masters.^2

Twice Angel identifies Alexander A. McSween as a clan leader
in the Lincoln County War.

John Sherman in a letter to Governor Lew Wallace
concerning Lincoln County states, " . . .  [There are]
warrants which I am powerless to execute . . . [because of]
the acts of a desparate class of men that now control it

33[Lincoln County] . . . .” The desparate class of men

32. Angel, "Report on the Lincoln County Violence."
33. Sherman to Wallace, October 4, 1878.
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refers to Alexander A. McSween a clan leader in Lincoln 
County.

Alexander A. McSween shows motives, some of which 
differ and some similar to Dolan and Riley. Again, the 
motives of McSween, like those of Dolan and Riley, must be 
measured by popularly held opinions. The Las Vegas Gazette, 
W. L. Rynerson, Andrew Boyle, Jose Ma de Aguyo, Joseph Nash, 
H. J. Chapman, and Dr. T. F. Ealy offer evidence as to the 
leadership of Alexander McSween.

The Las Vegas Gazette of May 4, 1878, offers this
description of McSween in connection with a court case.

McSween sought the aid of desperate armed men, to 
intimidate the court and resist it. They have 
successfully resisted the court. McSween charges 
the court with being prejudiced towards Murphy,
Dolan and Riley and controlled by a "King."
. . , Here we have a notable instance of a man 
starting out wrong, in defiance of what he knows 
to be the law, with a grip of iron holding onto 
money that does not belong to him and instead of. 
leaving the case to peaceful adjustment of the 
law permits open resistance that finally culminates in bloodshed.34

McSween is accused of instigating the violence, being "iron 
handed" and of allowing open resistance to the law.
McSween's capacity to allow open resistance to the law 
implies a capacity to command the obedience of others in 
extra-legal acts.

W. L. Rynerson, in a letter to Riley and Dolan dated 
February 7, 1878, states, "I will aid to punish the

34, Las Vegas Gazette, May 4, 1878, p. 1.



81
35scoundrels all I can.” MeSween, by this biased testimony,

is a scoundrel. Leaders as powerful as Dolan and Riley 
would not have needed Rynerson's aid to destroy McSween 
unless McSween commanded a considerable following of his 
own.

Andrew Boyle and Jose Ma de Aguyo both testified
to McSween's capacity to command at the Court of Inquiry
held concerning Colonel N. A. M. Dudley's conduct as
Commandant of Fort Stanton, New Mexico. Boyle stated that,
"I was summoned by Sheriff Peppin at Fort Stanton, New
Mexico, on the 19th of June, 1878, to assist Sheriff Peppin
to arrest McSween and a party of men who had been committing

3 6murder in the county and refused to surrender." De Aguyo 
stated in testimony,

From the 17th of June the conduct of the parties 
[McSween and Dolan and Riley clans] was 
scandalous. They, having had two or three 
fights over on the Ruidosa, and on the 11th of 
July, a party [McSween's clan] of 50 to 60 men 
approached the town of Lincoln acting in such a 
manner as daring parties to come out and fight 
them.3?

Boyle accuses the McSween clan of murder and resisting 
arrest, while de Aguyo accuses him of having been in two or 
three gunfights and of instigating the fight leading to his

35. Rynerson to Dolan and Riley, February 7, 1878.
36. Andrew Boyle, "Testimony Before Col. Dudley's 

Court of Inquiry," May, 1878, M. G. Fulton Papers.
37. Ibid.
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death. These descriptions indicate that McSween was 
determined to fight and capable of ordering murder, and 
being obeyed, which indicates that he possessed some sort of 
authority.

More friendly evidence of McSween's nature comes 
from two of his partisans, H. J. Chapman and Dr. T. F. Ealy. 
Chapman states, in a letter to Lew Wallace, Governor of the 
territory,

The best evidence as to the character and respecta
bility of the two parties is to be seen in the men 
themselves— the McSween men are all hardworking, 
industrious men now busy attending to their business, 
while the Dolan party are fleeing the country . . . .

McSween's clan by this testimony was forced to fight and
would have avoided violence if left unprovoked.

Dr. T. F. Ealy stated the case more directly:
McSween performed his duty and two or three here 
wanted to make him pay it over to them . . .  he 
refuses, and they want to kill him . . .  he has 
been arrested and has offered bail; but they 
refuse it just because they want to get him out 
of Lincoln. He refuses to go to jail because they 
threaten his life.

McSween, according to Ealy, opposed force exercised by Dolan 
and Riley and that this was enough to inspire a conspiracy 
against him.

38, H. J. Chapman, resident of Lincoln County, New 
Mexico, to Governor Lew Wallace, November 19, 1878, M. G. 
Fulton Papers,

39. T. F. Ealy, M. D., Lincoln County, New Mexico, 
to Sheldon Jackson, March 19, 1878, M. G. Fulton Papers.
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Alexander McSween may be characterized as being as 

ruthless and vengeful as Dolan and Riley, according to 
popular expressions. The testimony is biased because those 
who spoke were partisans of the Dolan-Riley faction. How
ever, the consensus appears to be that McSween was ruthless, 
vengeful, and determined. The evidence also indicates that 
McSween commanded obedience from a clan in both legal and 
extra-legal acts. This shows that he exercised authority 
over others.

William Bonney's statement concerning the death of
John Tunstall reveals McSween's capacity to command the
loyalty of his followers,

Mr. John H. Tunstall, by his straightforward and 
honest business transactions, with the people of 
Lincoln County had almost overthrown a certain 
faction— [Dolan-Riley]— of said county who were 
plundering the people thereof. He had been instru
mental in the arrest of certain horse thieves. He 
had exposed embezzlement of territorial offices.
He had incurred the anger of persons— [Dolan-Riley] 
who had control of the county and who used that 
control for private gain. He had introduced 
honesty and square dealings in his business. And 
to the enmity of those persons— [Dolan-Riley]— can 
be attributed the only cause of his death. ^

Though Bonney does not directly name Dolan and Riley as
having commanded the death of Tunstall, the only clan about
which he could have been speaking was their's. Tunstall as
we have established was the partner of McSween. Bonney
remained loyal to McSween because he participated in the

40. Roswell Daily Record, October 7, 1937.
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defense of McSween during the climatic siege. Bonney*s 
loyalty to McSween (as revealed in the statement) is 
significant.

Alexander A. McSween's capacity to command his
followers is best illustrated by the siege of the McSween
house from July 11 to July 15, 1878, in which McSween and
three of his followers died. The Cimarron News and Press
reported the incident on August 1, 1878, and stated that
McSween and three others died in an attack led by George 

41Peppin. McSween had been forced to flee Lincoln earlier 
in the year and stated to Lieutenant Appel just before the 
siege, "he had been out in the hills long enough, that he 
had now returned to his house and they would not drive him 
away a g a i n . T h u s ,  McSween returned to Lincoln with a 
party of followers that included William Bonney, who sur
vived the siege. The testimony at Dudley's Court of 
Inquiry shows that McSween could command seven followers to 
follow him to what may have been their deaths.

Joseph Nash reported an exchange between Robert
Beckwith and someone inside the house.

While there, someone of the McSween party called 
out to us to know if we would take them as 
prisoners. Robert Beckwith replied that he would

41. Cimarron News and Press, August 1, 1878.
42. Lt. Appel, U. S. Army, "Testimony Before Col. 

Dudley's Court of Inquiry," October, 1878, M. G. Fulton 
Papers.
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that he came for that purpose only except it was 
necessary to kill them while taking them.43

Clearly this promise of death from a Dolan-Riley partisan
required McSween to be able to command obedience in order to
keep his force together.

Jose Ma de Aguyo as already shown testified that
McSween approached Lincoln with a party of men looking for a 

44fight. George Peppin, in reference to the character of
McSween1s clan, stated that,

I don't think there was much peace, they 
(McSween*s party) were all the time at war. I 
was after their men. My posse had been fired 
upon, my horse killed, every time you stepped 
out of doors you expected to get a shot, as I 
did in fact. There was no safety here at all 
for life or property . . . .  They were murderers 
and outlaws of the worst kind.45

Peppin clearly supported de Aguyo's testimony that McSween
could command his followers to violence and that this was the
case in July, 1878.

Andrew Boyle at the Dudley inquiry testified that
the windows and doors of the McSween house were shut and
that they refused to surrender, then he stated,

The posse pulled the blinds open and put their 
guns through the window and called on them to 
surrender, that they had warrants for some men

43. Ibid.
44. Jose de Aguyo, "Testimony Before Col. Dudley's 

Court of Inquiry," October, 1878, M. G. Fulton Papers.
45. George W. Peppin, "Testimony Before Col. 

Dudley's Court of Inquiry," October, 1878, M. G. Fulton 
Papers.
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in the house. They answered that they would not 
surrender, that they had got warrants for some of 
the posse. Deputy Sheriff Turner asked them to 
come out and show their warrants and one man 
answered that his warrant was in his gun.46

Boyle confirms the fact that McSween's party was determined
to fight regardless of the threats to kill them. McSween
must have had the power of command over his men for them to
ignore death threats and fight on.

William Bonney adds this testimony about the siege
of the McSween house ". . .we cut portholes into the walls
of the house and filled sacks with earth so that, should we
be attacked or our murder attempted, we could defend our- 

47selves." Thus, one of the survivors of the siege confirms 
the determined nature of the McSween faction in defending 
itself, and also confirms the intent of the Dolan-Riley 
faction to murder them. Thus, McSween was able to command 
seven men to spend five days under siege and threat of 
death, even though they had no possible gain to make from 
the defense, other than defending McSween. This indicates 
clearly McSween's authority.

McSween was able to command his followers, as were 
Dolan and Riley. We have established that the clan leaders 
were Dolan, Riley, and McSween. James J. Dolan, John H. 
Riley, and Alexander A. McSween seem to have been marked as

46. Ibid.
47. Roswell Daily Record.
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ruthless, vengeful, and determined clan leaders. All were 
capable of murder and violence, either for private gain or 
in pursuit of vengeance. The official accounts and informal 
observations of the Lincoln County War all agree that Dolan, 
Riley, and McSween actually did command and receive obedience 
to their commands. We have seen that their principal 
character traits were ruthlessness, vengeance, and deter
mination. They were able to command their followers 
regardless of law or custom. These commands were obeyed, 
because as we have observed, Tunstall was murdered and that 
the consensus of opinion was that Dolan and Riley had 
ordered the deed; McSween was arrested and the consensus was 
that Dolan and Riley ordered this; and finally that McSween 
could command seven men to risk their lives in a hopeless 
siege to defend him against his enemies, and they did.

Legally constituted authority in Lincoln County was 
by official testimony weakly and intermittently recognized 
by the citizens of Lincoln County. The evidence clearly 
points to the authority exercised by Alexander A. McSween, 
James J . Dolan, and John H. Riley, because they commanded 
and were obeyed by their followers. In addition these 
three are definitely identified as the leaders of the warring 
clans in Lincoln County. Traditional authority was non
existent, because of the newness of the settlement in 
Lincoln County, New Mexico. Thus, authority had not been 
established in a recognizable legal or traditional form.
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Thus, we may conclude that authority in Lincoln 

County, New Mexico, was ad hoc authority. In the case of 
Lincoln County, law and legally defined offices did not 
affect the conduct of the feuding clans. The authority 
structure had formed around clan leaders who exercised 
authority over their followers. Thus, in lieu of 
recognizable legal and traditional authority, the authority 
in Lincoln County was ad hoc— an "automatic" response to an 
emergency by such cohesive sub-communities as did exist.



CHAPTER V

AUTHORITY IN PLEASANT VALLEY

Ad hoc authority was the form of authority in 
Pleasant Valley from 1887-92. Legal authority was absent 
in Pleasant Valley because there were neither settlements 
nor law enforcement agents in the Tonto Basin. There was in 
effect no basis for legal authority to operate from. Tradi
tional authority did not have the time nor the population to 
develop in Pleasant Valley. Pleasant Valley resembles 
Lincoln County in its form of authority and clan warfare. 
However, Pleasant Valley was not a thriving social, 
political, or economic center, but rather an area of cattle 
ranching, whose control was contested by two families and 
their followers.

Ad hoc authority is authority which is exercised in 
a particular situation. The situation of Pleasant Valley 
precluded the use of conventional forms of authority. 
Authority was exercised by the clan leader in the absence 
of normal forms of authority. The clan leader's authority 
was based on the loyalty of the clan members.

The Pleasant Valley war involved the Graham and 
Tewksbury clans, Sheriffs. Commodore Owens and James 
Mulvernon took posses into Pleasant Valley at least twice

89



90
each, to halt the violence, and even though they had pitched 
gun battles with the "clans" they were unable to enforce 
legal authority in Pleasant Valley. Deputy Sheriff Meadows 
could not perform his duties because of resistance from the 
Graham clan. The factional warfare between the Grahams and 
the Tewksburys continued until 1892 when the last act was 
committed in Tempe, Arizona, with the murder of Tom Graham.

Sheriff James Mulvernon led a posse into Pleasant 
Valley in the fall of 1886 seeking the arrest of the Graham 
faction, John Graham and Charles Blevins were shot by the 
posse while resisting arrest, outside the Perkins store.^
The Arizona Silver Belt also reported the incident. Sheriff 
Mulvernon was reported determined to end the factional war
fare and after a first effort which failed returned with a 
posse estimated at twenty-five men. Mulvernon resorted to 
the unusual practice of detaining every person he met in
order to keep the approach of his posse a secret from the

2Grahams. Mulvernon was forced to wage what amounted to a 
military campaign, with secrecy, in order to prevent the 
factions from learning of his approach and getting away.

Sheriff Mulvernon surprised John Graham and Charles 
Blevins at Perkins Store and ordered them to surrender.
When Graham and Blevins resisted and attempted to escape,

1. Coconino Sun, 1888.
2, The Arizona Silver Belt, October 1, 1887.
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Blevins was killed instantly and Graham was mortally wounded

3and died within the hour. Mulvernon then proceeded to A1
Rose's ranch to arrest Rose. After some initial verbal
resistance Rose surrendered to Mulvernon and was taken to
Prescott, Arizona. No charges were made nor was a trial

4ever held concerning A1 Rose.
Mulvernon had made several attempts to end the 

violence in Pleasant Valley, but even though he was a duly 
elected official and was backed by the county and territo
rial governments, he was unable to halt the clan warfare in 
Pleasant Valley. Sheriff Mulvernon obviously could not 
command obedience to legal authority by applying the normal 
rules of legal authority. Not even the use of coercive 
violence could gain obedience.

Sheriff Commodore Owens of Apache County led at 
least one posse into Pleasant Valley in 1887 without any 
significant results. Owens apparently chased the surviving 
Grahams toward Canyon Creek without result.^ Owens' most 
famous episode in attempting to enforce obedience to legal 
authority occurred"at Holbrook, Arizona, in September, 1887. 
Sheriff Owens had a warrant for the arrest of Andy Blevins 
Cooper for horse theft. However, since the. warrant alleged

3. Ibid.
4. Ibid.
5. Flake, "Some Reminiscences of the Pleasant Valley War,11
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the theft of Indian horses, Owens had trouble in getting the 
witnesses to the trial site. For this reason he had not 
arrested Cooper, even though Owens had met him several 
times. The common gossip was that Owens was afraid of 
Cooper and that was the reason he did not serve the warrant.^

Sheriff Owens arrived in Holbrook in September, 1887, 
looking for Andy Blevins Cooper and others of the Graham 
clan. Owens held only a warrant for Cooper, but apparently 
intended to arrest the other with him on suspicion. Owens 
approached the rented house in which the Blevins family was 
staying and commanded Cooper to surrender. Cooper replied 
by shooting at Owens and killing his horse. Owens then shot 
Cooper while he was still in the doorway. Cooper had stated 
that "he would not be taken," i.e., arrested. The other 
three opened fire on Owens after Cooper was killed. John 
Blevins was shot after firing on Owens and died within an 
hour. A man named Mose Roberts was killed by Owens as he 
attempted to shoot Owens from the side of the house. Hamp 
or Hugh Blevins was the last to die, being shot by Owens on

7the doorstep of the house. Sheriff Owens had attempted to 
serve an arrest warrant on Andy Blevins Cooper, but Cooper 
resisted the command of Owens which was based on legal 6 7

6. Cononino Sun, September 10, 1887; Flake, "Some 
Reminiscences of the Pleasant Valley War."

7. Coconino Sun, September 10, 1887.



authority. Indeed three other members of the family also 
refused the legitimate command of Owens and died.

Sheriffs Owens and Mulverson both had scant success 
in gaining obedience of either clan to the commands of legal 
authority. The commands were arrest warrants for,persons 
suspected of crimes, but all of the attempts at serving the 
warrants were met with violent resistance and resulted in 
the deaths of clan members.

One further incident serves to illustrate the in
operative nature of legal authority. Justice of the Peace 
and/or Deputy Sheriff John Meadows was called upon by 
Sheriff Mulvernon to hold an inquest into the causes of the 
deaths of John • Tewksbury and Pete Jacobs. Tewksbury and 
Jacobs had been ambushed at Tewksbury's home by a Graham 
faction led by John Graham. Both men died in the yard of 
the Tewksbury house. The Graham faction stood guard over 
the bodies and refused to allow them to be buried. The 
Grahams drove away anyone who attempted the burial of the 
two bodies. Meadows then proceeded to the site and 
attempted an inquest despite the Graham's opposition. How
ever the bodies had decomposed to such an extent that they 
had to be shovelled into their graves. The cause of death 
could not be determined because of the decomposition of the 8
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bodies, which was so terrible that the jurors became ill at 
the sight of it.^

Meadows should have been able to determine the cause 
of death but was prevented by the hostile actions of the 
Grahams. In addition the Grahams surely intended their 
actions to serve as an object lesson to the Tewksburys re
gardless of the law and the legal authority it represented.

The legally constituted authorities could not command 
the obedience of either clan in Pleasant Valley and thus de 
jure authority was not operative in Pleasant Valley. 
Mulvernon, Owens, and Meadows could not gain obedience to 
legal authority despite repeated attempts on their parts.
The war continued despite the efforts of law enforcement 
agents to stop it and establish de jure authority.

Traditional authority, as we have shown in Chapter I, 
relies on generations of past approval and the consent of 
the population to the traditional rules and means of con
ferring authority. Traditional authority must be based on a 
good sized population which has resided in an area for a 
great length of time. The population in order to agree upon 
traditional methods of control and conferral of authority 
must be reasonably homogeneous in its characteristics. The 
population must have sufficient social contact in order to 9

9, The Arizona Silver Belt, October 1, 1887.



preserve and strengthen traditional authority. Pleasant 
Valley had none of these characteristics.

Pleasant Valley was not settled permanently until 
the early 1880's when A1 Rose established his ranch in the 
area. The Hash Knife Cattle Company had grazed cattle 
around the edges of the area since 1875. However, they had 
not established either base or line camps in the Valley. The 
arrival of the Grahams, in about 1885, and the Tewksburys 
shortly thereafter marks the "expansion" of settlement in 
the a r e a . T h e  best estimate of population density is 
about one person per one hundred fifty square miles. Tempe, 
Arizona, was five days ride away with a good mount. Payson 
was three days travel and Holbrook five to seven days away. 
Pleasant Valley had been settled for only ten years at the 
very most.

Most of these families were widely scattered through
out what is now the Coconino National Forest. The area of 
Pleasant Valley had a single occupation, cattle ranching, 
until the introduction of sheep by the Daggs brothers, 
through the Tewksbury family. There was no settlement, 
town, or village in the Valley. Nor were there schools, 
churches, or any recreational establishments. The sole 10

10, Flake, "Some Reminiscences of the Pleasant 
Valley War,"
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commercial establishment in Pleasant Valley was the Perkins 
Store, located about two miles from A1 Rose's ranch.^

The Grahams, Blevinses and Tewksburys were migrant 
families who seem to have been perpetual settlers and 
wanderers. The Grahams had been miners near Saint Johns, 
Arizona, before migrating to Pleasant Valley. The Blevins 
family had originally moved west from Texas, after Andy 
Blevins Cooper's criminal acts had forced them to flee. The 
Tewksburys allegedly came from Tempe, Arizona, and at one 
time worked for the Grahams as ranch hands.

The violent actions of the Grahams and Tewksbury 
clans were not simply random acts of pillage and destruc
tion, but were .aimed and directed at the destruction of each 
other. The only form of authority which could have inspired 
and coordinated these continuing acts of violence and de
struction on the part of the clan members was ad hoc author
ity. These violent acts were clearly outside the meaning of 
de jure authority and had no traditional basis, but they 
were committed by clan members, on order of the clan leader. 
These acts of violence indicate that the clan leader com
manded his followers and expected obedience.

Most accounts of the Pleasant Valley War list 
twenty-nine deaths by violence. Twenty-two of these victims 
were Graham clan members, three innocent bystanders, and 
four Tewksburys. The importance of this casualty list is
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that despite the nearly complete destruction of three 
families, neither side in the war quit fighting nor sought 
outside help in the form of law enforcement agents or the 
military. The Grahams were wiped out to a man as were the 
Blevinses. The Tewksburys lost two out of four male members 
of their family. Despite this tremendous attrition rate, 
both sides continued the warfare. The impotence of legal 
authority and the non-existence of traditional authority 
indicates that they were motivated by loyalty to the clan 
and its leader.

The murder of Jose Chavez, a sheepherder for the
Daggs brothers opened the Pleasant Valley War. Tom Graham
led a party of his followers in an ambush to frighten Chavez
into leaving the Valley. However, Chavez1 resistance led to 

12his murder.
Tom Graham led a party of his followers in a series

of ambush murders. These acts indicate that he was capable
of obtaining voluntary obedience to commands clearly beyond
the limits of legality. The "factions hunted each other as

13wild beasts might have hunted." This reduces the "goal" 
of the clans to the primeval one of survival. Unless the 
actions and situations were purely random in occurrence, 
then the authority of the clan leader must have been the

12. Coconino Sun.
13. Ibid.
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source of such coordination and 11 order11 as there was. This 
form of clan warfare was common to Arizona (e.g., Tombstone, 
Arizona). Chavez's death was the result of an act of Tom 
Graham, a clan leader in Pleasant Valley. The fact that 
Graham's followers were willing to be accessories to the 
acts of murder is strong indication of his authority.

The murders of John Tewksbury and Pete Jacobs as 
described earlier in this chapter were the second violent 
incidents in the war. The Graham party did not allow burial 
of the bodies for eleven days. The Graham clan, under 
orders from John Graham, was quite willing to kill on order 
and to participate in the macabre refusal to allow burial, 
which indicates the strength of the clan leader. These acts 
are beyond the expectations of someone exercising de jure 
or traditional authority. Only a clan leader exercising 
authority based on loyalty to the clan could command 
obedience to such an order. The existence of the clan 
leaders' authority can justify their use of violence.

John Paine and Hamilton Blevins were both killed in
the battle at the Newton ranch, while Bill Graham was
murdered from ambush on the Payson trail. These murders

15were attributed to Ed Tewksbury. Tewksbury led the party 
which murdered Paine and Blevins and reputedly claimed to

14. The Arizona Silver Belt.
15. Flake, "Some Reminiscences of the Pleasant Valley War,"
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have ambushed Bill Graham on the Payson trail. The fol
lowers of Ed Tewksbury obeyed voluntarily the commands to 
kill, the command to kill coming not from a person with 
de jure or traditional authority, but from a clan leader.
Ed Tewksbury held no warrant for his actions except his 
personal beliefs and the loyalty of his followers. Yet 
enough men followed his commands voluntarily to see three 
men killed.

The major conclusion to be drawn from the incidents 
cited thus far is that Tom Graham, John Graham, and Ed 
Tewksbury did not have de jure or traditional authority, but 
that all three could command and they were obeyed by their 
followers. Obviously they did not and could not use de jure 
or traditional bases for their authority which clearly 
encompassed illegal acts of violence. Thus, they must have 
compelled obedience because of their leadership of the clan. 
The clan must be interpreted as a nascent community pro
viding its own substitutes for "official" authority.

James Stott and two men named Scott and Wilson were 
lynched by a party of Tewksbury’s led by John Rhodes, in the 
fall of 1887. Stott was accused of horse and cattle theft 
and of attacking a Tewskbury follower named Lauffer. Stott 
maintained an independent cattle camp on the southern edge 
of Pleasant V a l l e y . T h e  hanging of Stott, Scott, and

16. Ibid.; The Arizona Silver Belt.
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Wilson resulted. Stott was thought to be a Graham partisan 
but there is no record of this as fact. Scott and Wilson 
may have been merely visitors who were assumed to be working 
with Stott and were hung for that reason. The Tewksbury 
clan, acting on the orders of John Rhodes, Ed Tewksbury's 
chief lieutenant, once more indicates the authority of the 
clan leader in Pleasant Valley. This is especially clear 
when it is remembered that Scott and Wilson may have been 
innocent bystanders hung merely on suspicion.

As in all of the cases cited thus far de jure 
authority was available to both sides in the war, but 
neither side chose to use it. Thus, the hanging of Stott, 
Scott, and Wilson was the personal desire of the Tewksbury 
clan and not the result of de jure authority or traditional 
authority's commands. To have gained obedience to this 
command, which had neither the sanction of de jure or 
traditional authority, means that command was justified by 
the personality of Ed Tewksbury, who was the leader of the 
clan. This authority rested on the loyalty of his followers 
to him and the clan.

The final act of violence in the Pleasant Valley War 
was the murder of Tom Graham by Ed Tewksbury and John Rhodes 
near Tempe, Arizona, in September of 1892. Tom Graham was 
shot from ambush and mortally wounded. Tewksbury and Rhodes 
were identified by two eye-witnesses to the act. However, 
the charges against Rhodes were dropped and Tewksbury's
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conviction was overturned on a technical error. Mary 
Graham, the widow of Tom Graham, attempted to murder Ed 
Tewksbury in the court room, but the attempt f a i l e d . E d  
Tewksbury carried the war into Tempe, Arizona, apparently 
for revenge on Graham. John Rhodes obeyed and aided in the 
murder of Graham. This incident indicates: (1) John
Rhodes's recognition and obedience of Tewksbury's authority 
and (2) Rhodes's refusal to recant even though on trial for 
his life, which indicates his loyalty to clan and leader.

The admittedly sparse evidence does establish the 
existence of the Graham and Tewksbury clans. The leadership 
of these clans rested with Tom Graham until his death, and 
Ed Tewksbury. The loyalty to the clan and their obedience 
to the authority of the clan leader is indicated strongly 
by the clan followers' participation in acts of violence and 
defiance of de jure authority. The evidence further indi
cates that the loyalty to the clan rested on the need to 
survive and revenge. The fact that the violence was sus
tained over five years from 1887 to 1892 indicates the last
ing influence of the clan leader's authority over his 
followers. Thus, the clan leader commanded and was obeyed 
in Pleasant Valley.

The form of authority in Pleasant Valley, Arizona, 
was ad hoc authority. There were no rules or legally

17. The Arizona Silver Belt; Flake, "Some 
Reminiscences of the Pleasant Valley War."
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defined offices within Pleasant Valley. De facto authority 
lay with the clan leader, because he was obeyed in defiance 
of officers of the law from outside the Valley.

Once again, we see a community, under the threat of 
"Hobbesian" conditions, develop an informed and ad hoc form 
of authority in order to preserve itself. However ineffi
cient and unsuccessful such authority may be it appears to 
be a "natural" response by a community under severe stress.



CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Ad hoc authority was an emergency response of these 
two communities to the chaotic and violent conditions of the 
New Mexico-Arizona frontier. The isolation of these 
communities from the settled Eastern areas delayed and 
inhibited the development of either legal-rational or 
traditional authority. The absence of a strong and widely 
accepted form of authority caused these communities to draw 
upon their own resources. The result of this was ad hoc 
authority.

The physical hardships of settling the area and the 
diversity of the migrant population are further reasons for 
the initial failure of legal-rational authority and the 
absence of traditional authority. Since both of these 
communities represent first generation frontier settlements, 
the task of survival was difficult. The climate, geography, 
and communications were arduous and often in the first years 
threatened by hostile Apache Indian tribes. Thus, little 
time could be spared for the development of either tradi
tional or legal-rational forms of authority. The response 
to the need for authority in times of chaos and violence was 
ad hoc authority.
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The ineffective legal-rational and traditional 
authority was replaced by ad hoc authority based on a 
habitual pattern of obedience. Because there was little 
time to be expended on "normal" patterns of authority, the 
settler fell into the habit of obeying the "clan" leader in 
times of crisis. Repeated reference and obedience to the 
"clan" leader established his right to command even though 
the commands were often illegal and immoral in nature.
This habitual obedience also established the commanded's 
obligation to obey. Thus, in emergencies of chaos and 
violence the "clan" leader exercised ad hoc authority.

The "clan" leader did not exercise charismatic 
authority in either Lincoln County or Pleasant Valley. 
Charismatic authority has distinct religious traits accord
ing to Max Weber, and this was surely not the case in either 
situation. While personality was an important aspect in the 
authority of the "clan" leader it was tempered by the fron
tier ideals of egalitarism and pragmatism. The "clan" 
leader was considered a first among equals and judged by 
his treatment of his subordinates. Fair treatment, loyalty, 
and protection were the criteria of judging his worthiness 
to exercise authority. These are not compatible with 
charisma or the exercise of charismatic authority.

Religion and mysticism simply were not part of the 
standards for selecting and obeying a Vclan" leader. True, 
there are legends concerning certain folk heroes of

104



105
the Southwest, but these do not include the "clan" leaders 
of Pleasant Valley or Lincoln County. Indeed the only well 
known legend of either case is William Bonney— Billy the 
Kid— and this legend gained widespread currency only after 
his death. Charisma is the dominant force in the exercise 
of charismatic authority and this is untrue in both cases. 
Obedience and loyalty were caused by economics, vengeance, 
and kinship as well as the sheer force of personality of the 
"clan" leader.

Thus, traditional, legal-rational, and charismatic 
bases of authority do not supply a base for ad hoc authority. 
True, certain characteristics and forms of each are present, 
but only habit completely satisfies the basis of ad hoc 
authority. None of the three are present and effective 
enough to account for ad hoc authority.

The clan in Lincoln County and Pleasant Valley were 
not extended families. Blood kinship was only one means of 
membership. Economic, social, and physical security were 
equally as important bases of membership. While entire 
families commonly worked for the "clan" leader, their 
loyalty was based on their dependence on him for salary, 
social occasions, and physical protection from hostile 
groups. The "clan" leader was not necessarily a "patriarch" 
but rather, a comrade and friend, who led from example as 
well as by command. Authority was vested in the "clan" 
leader, not by family ties or position alone but also



because of his pragmatic skills and his capacity to lead 
successfully. Tradition as a source of leadership and as a 
basis for the leader's authority was minimal.

The cases under study were both without a tradition 
of patriarchy, and because of the diversity of population 
had little previous tradition of this from other areas to 
draw upon. There was no tradition of a father figure or 
clan chieftan as is found in the normal organization of 
clans. The "clan" leader in Pleasant Valley and Lincoln 
County was a functional leader, whose authority depended on 
his performance and not on his position or age in a family 
or group. Respect and loyalty accrued to him because of his 
past and present performance as a leader. All of the leaders 
in both cases were judged by their followers on how well they 
performed their tasks, i.e., protected and served their 
followers' economic, social, and physical needs.

Lincoln County differs from Pleasant Valley, but 
there are similarities. Both were first generation frontier 
communities, suffering from violent and chaotic conditions.
In both cases they were isolated from settled areas and 
other frontier communities. Communications were poor and 
physical and geographical conditions harsh. The populations 
were diverse and small in number. Lincoln County, however, 
did have settlements, businesses, and a seat of government 
which Pleasant Valley did not have. Lincoln County did 
have a certain amount of material wealth which was not
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present in Pleasant Valley. Pleasant Valley did have two 
dominant families which Lincoln County did not have.
Pleasant Valley had no agents of legal authority located 
within its boundaries as did Lincoln County. However, in 
the general characteristics of frontier life both were 
similar. It is in the specific traits that these com
munities differed. The differences in specific conditions 
did not alter the development of ad hoc authority in either 
case.

Ad hoc authority is consistent with Frederick 
Jackson Turner's thesis on the effect of the frontier on 
American institutions. Turner claims that the conditions 
of a frontier alter the institutions brought to it by the 
migrant. This is true of Lincoln County and Pleasant Valley. 
In neither case did the previous conception of authority 
remain the same, after use on the frontier. Authority in 
its legal-rational, traditional, or charismatic forms was 
altered and moreover evolved, at least initially, into a new 
form called ad hoc authority in these cases, The specific 
changes in authority are different for each frontier (e.g., 
the Puritan frontier v. the Trans Allegheny frontier v. 
Arizona-New Mexico frontier), but authority was changed in 
each case because of the frontier environment. This is to 
say that Turner1s thesis is correct in general and in the 
Lincoln County-Pleasant Valley cases. It is true that the 
composition and nature of the migrants also affected the
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authority developed on a particular frontier, but environ
mental necessities severely affected the migrant's ability 
to use his knowledge and traditions of authority.

The primary lesson to be drawn from this study 
concerning the nature of authority in the United States is 
that authority is inductive in nature. The principles of 
Lockean political philosophy have been accepted in the 
United States and from this basis the American conception of 
authority is induced. Each portion of the United States as 
it has been settled has contributed to the development of 
authority as a concept. The particular contribution of 
Lincoln County and Pleasant Valley was ad hoc authority 
based on the "clan" leader. Other frontiers have developed 
their own conceptions and usages of authority, Puritan 
colonists developed a form of religious authority based in 
the writings of John Calvin, while the Trans Allegheny 
frontier conceived of the common man as the source of 
authority. The constitution's laws and regulations of both 
national and state government have been influenced by the 
particular conceptions and usages of authority developed on 
the various American frontiers.

Authority in America is inductive in nature, with 
each of the American frontiers providing a contribution to 
its meaning. The meaning is thus incomplete and changing 
in nature as the physical and mental frontiers change. With



each new contribution to the concept of authority, its 
nature also changes.
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