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Chanizal Oral History Project

J .  Samuel  Moore,  JT.
By Michelle L. Gonil la

Apr i l  27,  t994

This is an interview with J. Sam Moore, Jr.,  Attorney at

Law. The interview, conducted by Michelle Gomil la, is part of

the Chamizal OraI History Project. We are located at Mr.

Moorers off ices in the Texas Commerce Bank Building at Main

and Mesa Streets, EI Paso, Texas. Todayrs date is the 27th of

Ap r i l ,  L994 .

G: Mr. Moore, before we discuss your recorrections of the

Chamizal sett lement, I td l ike to begin our interview by asking

you to share with us a bit of biographical information.

Perhaps if  you could please tel l  us when and where you were

born.

M: Okay. Irm James Samue1 Moore, JE. And I also go under the

name of J. sam Moore, Jr. r was born in 1930 in Kansas city,

Missouri.  I  attended the public schools of Lawrence, Kansas.

f graduated from the University of Kansas with a Bachelor of

Science degree in Business Administration in L952. I served

in the United States Army in Korea in 1952 through 1954. And

after r left the Arrny, r came to Texas and enrolled in the

School of Law at the University of Texas in Austin where I



G :

received my L.L.B. degree in December of l-956 with honors.

In January of L957, I came to EI Paso, Texas and joined

the law f irrn of what was then Burges, Scott, Rasberry, and

Hulse and is now known as Scott, Hulse, Marsha11, Feuil le,

Finger, and Thurmond with offices in the Texas Commerce Bank

Building, formerly the El Paso National Bank Building. I rve

practiced law continuously with that firm from January of 1957

through the end of L993 and retired from the practice of law

on January L| L994 with that f irrn after ahnost thirty-seven

years of the private practice of law here in El Paso.

Okay. You had rnentioned to me previously that the law firn

that yourre working with nov/ was involved in the Chamizal

issue itself at the turn of the century. Could you, perhaps,

share with us the role that the law f irm played?

This law firm has and its predecessors has been in EI Paso

since 1889 when Wil l ian A. Henry Burges came here and started

the practice of law and founded this f irrn. His brother,

Richard F. Burges, subsequently came to E1 Paso and engaged in

the practice of Iaw here. Both the Burges brothers passed

away in 1945 or L946. Richard F. Burges was Associate Counsel

for the United States in the Chamizal arbitration which was

held here in E1 Paso in 191-l-. And that is the connection that

this firrn has with the arbitration hearing that was held back

in l -911- .

Okay. And where was the arbitration meeting held?

The meeting, for the most part, was held in the federal court

M :
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M : The meeting, for the most part, was held in the federal court

room in the federal courthouse in E1 Paso, Texas which is no

Ionger in existence. But i t  was situated on the south side of

the San Jacinto Plaza where the present Kress store is

located, r ight across from the Plaza Hotel, formerly the

Hilton Hote1. But the hearings were held in the federal court

room here in EI Paso.

And could you, perhaps, give us a bit of background about the

Charnizal issue and, perhaps, whY the arbitrat ion meeting was

held in  1911-?

The Charn iza l ,  very br ie f ly  s tated. . . .The Charn iza l  d ispute was

a boundary dispute between the United States and Mexico and

arose because the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, which was

signed at the conclusion of the Mexican War, stated that the

international boundary- shorthanding it- would be the Rio

Grande. The Rio Grande, l ike many rivers, chang'es i ts course

and, hence, moves north and south and did so after the Treaty

of Guadalupe Hidalgo [was signed]. And there was also

subsequent conventions to the treaty which stated that the

boundary would move [under certain circumstances]. You know,

if the river moved slowly, the boundary would move with it.

If the river moved quickly or through avulsion, then the

boundary would not move with it. And those subsequent

conventj-ons, a1so, were the basis for forrning our present

International Boundary Iand Water] Commission which handles

matters concerning the boundary between the United States and

G :
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Mexico.

In the latt,er part of the nineteenth century, the river

had moved quite a bit, rnostly south. And the Mexican

Commissioner entertained and f i led claims of Mexican cit izens

who claimed to own property on the north bank of the Rio

Grande after i t  moved, taki-ng the posit ion that the r iver had

moved quickly, which it  had done in some cases. The river had

moved quicklyl hence, the boundary had not moved with it.

And [craims were also f i led which stated] that the Mexicans

that had had their property formerly on the south bank, but

now on the north bank, sti1I owned their property on the north

bank.

There were hearings herd in 1996 which did not come to

any satisfactory conclusj-on from the standpoint of either of

the countries. And thereupon in 1911-, and short ly before, a

convention hras reached whereby the question of the chamizal

was subnitted to an international arbitrat ion commission

cornposed of three peopre: one, the American cornmissioner,

coloner [Anson] Mi11s, the other, the Mexican cornmissioner,

Licenciado fFernando] Beltran y puga- or engineer Beltran y

Puga- and the third, Dr. [Eugene] Lafluer, who was a canadian

jurist and chosen as the third arbitrator. And it  commenced

i t s  hea r ings  he re  i n  E l  paso  i n  j _911 .  I t . . . .

okay. And what was the outcome of that arbitration meeting?

The outcome was unsatisfactory, really, to both part ies

although the Mexican commissioner and Mexlco assented to the
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f inding of the arbitrat ion comrnission. The Mexican

Commissioner, )oined by Dr. Lafluer, the independent

arbitrator, on being presented init ial ly with the arbitrat ion

question Iof ] ,  namely, rrWho does the Chamizal tract belong to,

what country. .  .  .  rr As, unfortunately, al l  too often happens in

arbitrat ion proceedings, they kind of spti t  the difference.

They said, rrsome of i t  belongs to the United States. Some of

it  belongs to Mexico. rr CoIoneI Mil ls, ds the American

Commissioner, after seeking advice from his government

declined to approve or recognize the arbitrat ion f inding on

the grounds that the arbitratorsr sole jurisdict ion and the

sole question was, frWho owns the entire tract?rt And [the

American Cornmissioner opinedl that the Mexican Commissioner

and Dr. Lafluer, having on a two-to-one vote, in essence,

divided the tract of land. [Mil ls] said that they were acting

outside their jurisdict ion and, hence, he recommended that the

government of the united states not recognize or honor that

arbitrat ion f inding. And our government did not recognize it .

And that provided a very sore and diplomatic point between the

United States and Mexico up until the l96os when it was

set t led.

Okay. So when President [John F. ] Kennedy went to Mexj_co City

to meet  wi th  Pres ident  [Adol fo ]  L6pez Mateos in . . .

f n  L962 .

...L962 and decided to approach the issue and sett le i t ,  you

were sti l l  with this law f irm, correct?

M :
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I  was with the law f irm at that t ime. And the Presidents of

both countries instructed their diplornatic representatives to

init iate steps and conventions that would lead to a sett lement

of the Charnizal boundary dispute.

What were your sentiments during that tirne? Did you think

that the issue would f inal ly be sett led between the two

countries or did you think that it would be an ongoing thing

as it  had been in the past?

I reaIly had no substantiaL knowledge, init ial ly, concerni-ng

the Chamizal dispute other than I shared the opinion of many

people in town that it had been going on for so long that

there was very little chance that something was going to

happen very quickly to result in i ts sett lement.

Why do you think the American government had sort of put the

issue on the back burner for so long? Why wasntt i t  sett led

at the turn of the century or soon after, for example, during

the arbitrat ion meetings?

A variety of reasons. And, I think, one of the most important

was that one has to remember that in May of l-91-l- and the time

that the arbitrat ion hearing in El Paso was coming to a

conclusion, the Mexican Revol-ution of l-9L0 had started and had

reached a very crucial point. In fact, while the arbitrators

were sitt ing here in EI Paso the Vil l ista forces and the

revolutionary forces were attacking Ju6rez. It  was a very

unusual international arbitrat ion hearing because here one of

the part icipating countries was undergoing a revolution which

G :
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wasntt happening far off but was happening right across the

Rio Grande. And during the tirne when the arbitration hearing

came down, almost contemporaneous with that, General

IPorf ir io] Dlaz, the President of Mexico, resiqned and went to

France and the revolutionary forces succeeded to the

government of Mexico. So there wasntt anything done right at

that tirne for the very sirnple reason that one of the

part icipating countries, Mexico, had just seen its government

change through revolutionary means.

Following that- you donrt have to be a very detai led

student of Mexican history to know that- for the remainder of

the 1910s and the 1920s t inl Mexico the governments were not

what you would caII stable and were changing quite frequently.

So to try and settle a diplornatic dispute with many other

diplornatic problems coming up, such as the Pershing Expedit ion

into Mexico in l-91-6, you didntt have what you would caI1,

perhaps, a very good atmosphere to try to approach Mexi-co for

settlement of this because you were never quite sure, perhaps,

who you would be talking to.

You bring it  into the L930s and you have, for instance,

the oi l  expropriat ion in L938. That offered enough problems

that the Chamizal was put on the back burner, both here and in

Mexico. You get into the 1940s and you've got World War II  to

occupy the attention of both countries. You get into the

l-950s with the postwar recovery and [other occurrences] l ike

that. The Chamizal, while i t  was an open diplomatic sore
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between the two countries, nobody, dt least the American

administrations, didntt approach a sett lement of i t .  I t  was

only after John F. Kennedy was elected in 1-960 that somebody

took enough interest, either he or some of his diplornatic

advisors, to sdy, rrwhy donrt we try to do something about the

Chamizal?rr  And for  that  reason [Kennedy] ,  in  L962,  wi th  a

visit  with the President of Mexico, an aqreement was reached

[and both Presidents decided], rrt ,etrs try and do something

about i t . tr So that is in anshter to your question, ttWhY wasnrt

sornething done through al l  of these decades?rr Thatts my short

answer.

Okay. So Kennedy and L6pez Mateos met and agreed to settle

the issue. What happened soon after that, once they

decided.  .  .

Well,  things moved fair ly quickly. Things moved rather

quickly after that. In Lg62 the Presidents instructed their

representatives to, you know, to secure a conventj-on and a

treaty, i f  possible, to set up a mechanism to sett le the

Chamizal border dispute. And that was done. The Presidents

in rnid-lL9l62 said, t 'Do something about i t .rr And 1963 hras

occupied with both countries, and prj-mari ly the United States'

trying to secure both a national and local consensus that this

was something that should be sett led. And it  al l  culminated,

then, with the forrnal treaty and convention setting up the

mechanism for  set t l ing i t  in  1964.

And who was put in charge in the United States of putting

M :
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together this proposal for the treaty?

Okay. With regard to gett ing, part icularly local, state and

national support- and letrs take it  local, state, and national

support- the primary moving official was Ambassador Thomas

Mann of the United States, a native of Laredo, Texas.

Ambassador Mann and the Department of State, of course, were

the ones to, you know, do the negotiat ions and put together

the conventj-on and the treaty. And to that effect, Ambassador

Mann came to El Paso in the latter part of L962 and continued

[corning to the cityl into L963 and had a series of informal,

private meetings with both governmental, business, and private

cit izens in this city in which he and those accompanying him

Iaid out what the problern was and their suggestions with

regard to sett lement of the Chanizal. And he, also, did the

same thing, you know, at the state level lwithl the [off icials

of  the l  State of  Texas.

The national level of approval was pretty well  taken care

of. The President of the United States had init iated this.

And, essential ly, what was proposed by the United States and,

also, as part of the negotiat ions with Mexico, was that a l ine

would be agreed upon which would be the new border. And very

l i t t le  a t tent ion. . . .There was a lo t  o f  l ip  serv ice g iven to

the prior arrard, but very little attention was given to the

prior award in L911, which the United States did not

recognize. Simply, there was a effort made to redraw the

boundary. And, again, Mexico didntt get al l  that i t  wanted.
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The United States didnrt get al l  that i t  wanted. But [there

was an effort rnadel to redraw the boundary line and then it

was up to both countries to secure title to that land so that

they would be able to convey it to the other country.

I 'd l ike to ask you about the tract of 1and, the Charnizal

tract. Do you remember the neighborhood [and] what it was

l ike?

ft was South EI Paso. ft  was essential ly South El- Paso and

then proceeding to the east, again, with some property going

toward the west. That is the property that hras on the

American side of the r iver as i t  existed then. The Mexican

s ide . . . . I t  was  heav i l y  deve loped ,  f o r  t he  mos t  pa r t ,  oD  the

American side.

And on the Mexican s ide was there any. . .

Remember, the Mexican side came up to the river as it existed

so it  was heavily developed, too, by the City of Ju6rez. So

all  of the Charnizal tract 1ay north of the r iver with one

exception. And that was a kind of a U-shaped piece of

property down in the Bowie High Schoo1 district where the

river, at one t irne, had made a big U or oxbow and got cut off.

And that stuck into the United States and was part of Mexico.

But that also constj-tuted, you know, a part of the Chamizal

problem.

Did the area consist mostly of residential homes? Did i t

consist of commercial bui ldings?

It consisted of everything. It  consisted of residences,

M :
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commercial bui ldings, governmental faci l i t ies, inmigration

headquarters. You name it,  i t  was in the Chamizal.

And most of the people that were l iving in the Charnizal did

not have clear titles to their homes?

Property traded on the American side. Property traded quite

easily. But with regard to any t i t te insurance, there was

always an exception taken that, ttWe do not insure against any

claims arising out of the Chamizal.rr While property traded,

the Chami-zal dispute acted as a chi l ler insofar as active

sales and purchases of land in the Chamizal. And what that

resulted in was a very low level of improvement, both

residential and commercial.

Okay. So before the Chanizal Convention was formally signed

or formally approved by the governments of both countries,

federal off icials were coning to E1 Paso and discussing what

would happen with city off icials?

M: You bet they were. [Federa1 off icials rnet with] not only city

off icials, Ibut they also met with] businessmen, private

cit izens, part ies, both private individuals and Iothers] l ike

that, [and] residential and commercial [property owners] who

had property in the Chamizal. Because remember, the basis of

any settlement would be that, rrWerre going to acquire your

property either voluntari ly or through condernnationrr- this is

the United States government- rrand acquire title to your

property, pay you for i t ,  and then that 's going to be conveyed

to Mexico.  r l

G :

1t_



G :

M :

And what was the general feeling?

There wasnrt any general feel ing. A lot of people were

saying,  t tOh,  the Charn iza l  is  ours.  r t ts  a  g iveaway to Mexico.

Werre knuckling under to Mexico.rr The usual objections that

you f ind to  th is  sor t  o f  th ing lwere sa id] .  Look,  pr ivate

individuals as neighbors I involved in disagreements] on fence

lines and boundaries and fsituations] l ike that, they can get

into a hell of a squabble about it. And when you have that

type of squabble being between two nations it fs much more

complicated, but i t ts just as adverse. So the general feel ing

was by some people, ttNo. We ought to keep it even though it

is a diplomaticrr- you know- rrsore on our relations with

Mexico.rr I t  was a big diplornatic thing in Mexico. It  was a

minor one with us but i t  was big in Mexico. And that 's why it

deserved a sett lement on our part.

G: And city off icials, i f  the Chamizal Convention was approved,

I would think they would think that they would lose this tax

base that they had, correct?

M: I t  wasnt t  that  b ig  a tax base.  The c i ty  o f f ic ia ls  were

absolutely delighted with the proposal because herers what was

going to happen. As far as some of the city property was

concerned, Iwhich included] an outmoded sewage plant and

[propert ies] l ike that, they were going to be able to sel l

that to the United States government and get enough money to

where they could build a modern plant. The El Paso

Independent School Distr ict, with a very old Bowie High School

L 2
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down here, saw the opportunity to se1l that property to the

United States governrnent and get enough money to where they

could build the present very splendid Bowie High School

faci l i ty. So on the part of governmental units in this city,

they were al l  for i t .  In so far as the State of Texas, the

State k ind of  sa id-  r rWel l ,  lookrr -  they d idnt t  qu i te  put  i t

this way but- rrwhat was okay with El Paso is okay with us. r l

I t  was for the smaller holders, residential and

commercial, that a lot of the work had to be done. And some

of them are sti1l unhappy about what happened. After al l ,

their property was condernned. They were paid quite well for

it, but some of them thought that they still were not paid

enough. Others said, rr l ,ook, w€ donrt want to move even if

werre paid for i t .rr So a lot of the work that Ambassador Mann

[carr ied out ] ,  ass is ted very ably  by loca1 of f ic ia ls  and

[others] I ike that, was directed toward those people who were

going to have to move out of their homes and their businesses

and move somewhere else.

What role did the International Boundary and Water Comrnission

play in these days?

Absolutely substantial.  They furnished al1 of the, of course,

the technica l  suppor t  fand addressed] ,  namely,  [such as] ,

I 'What tract of land are we dealing with? Letrs look at where,

perhaps, the l ine has to be drawn. Letrs look at what type of

improvements are going to have to be Iincluded in] the

convention because if we redraw the boundary line, w€rre going

t3
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to have to reroute the Rio Grande. And werre going to have to

put i t  in a definite channel. How do we do it?rr So [they

providedl both technical and engineering support but, also,

tremendous diplornatic support in the negotiations here

localty. Ambassador [Joseph F. ] Friedkin and his staff could

not have done a f iner job. It  just couldnrt have been better.

I can just imagine the logistics that were involved in

planning the relocation and everything.

Thatrs r ight. But they paled next to the human element in the

negotiat ions because, granted, you canrt get everybodyts

approval. But if there had been a vast number of people, both

private, governmental, and, you know, commercial, that would

object to the treaty, there rnight have been some doubt that it

would have gotten settled because then the national government

would have been shoving something down the throats of a local,

you know, city to sett le an international problem on their

par t .

And I would add, too, that the mutual cooperation and

understanding helped to grease the wheels of the sett lement

itself because if  off icials in Ciudad JuSrez and EI Paso

didntt get along, I imagine things would have been much more

d i f f i cu l t .

Thatrs r ight. And never sel l  the Mexicans short in this.

They had just as many problems as we did. Remember, they had

an arbitrat ion award in 1-91-1 that gave them a fair part of the

tract. So they had to back off of insist ing on the

M :
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enforcement of a L911 arbitrat ion award that was in their

favor.

Correct. Correct. Okay. So when was the Charnizal Convention

rati f ied off icial ly by both governments?

I t  was f ina l ly  ra t i f ied by Publ ic  Law 88-300,  which was passed

on Apri l  29, L964 and which set up the mechanism for sett l ing

the ChamLzal dispute. [The 1aw stipulated], narnely, that- at

least with regard to the United States- that they would

acquire t i t le to certain propert ies and convey to Mexico. And

a1so, then, as the new boundary l ine was drawn [agreement was

madel as to [carrying out] certain improvements that were

going to be made on this side.

And what was the acreage involved? Do you remember?

The acreage involved was approximately- oh, letrs

see. . . .Mexico obta ined about  over  500 acres and the Uni ted

States acquired about 2OO acres. But that was a very

inportant 200 acres for the United States because that was

that big oxbow down in the Bowie area. I mean [that acreage

wasl stuck into the United States in between....Where it  stuck

in in the Franklin Mountains, there wasntt that rnuch room. So

that almost 2OO acres that we got down there enabled us to

widen a bott leneck in the City of E1 Paso.

Okay. Could you, perhaps, share with us your recollections of

the resett lement of the residents that were l iving in the

Charnizal area?

Some of  them.. . .As I  sa j -d ,  there were very few contested

G :
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valuation or paynent awards. This is, again, largely due, r

think, to the [efforts of the] staff of the International

Boundary and Water Commission. A lot of them took their money

and moved elsewhere in town.

Did they tend to settle in one area or were they scattered

throughout the city?

I have no idea as to [where they relocated]. But they were

resett led because their propert ies were taken. I wiII  say

this, that after al1 was done, you didntt hear very many

people or businesses that had their propert ies taken and had

to re locate Iconpla in ing l .  Very few,  i f  dDy,  [were]  s t i l l

complaining about that they had to move or if they werenrt

paid enough. The general overal l  treatment of al l  concerned

was fair valuation and fair palrment.

WelI, from what I recall ,  many of the residents were paid

moving expenses.

They not only paid for the property but paid for moving

expenses.  Thatr  s  correct .

And, for example, i f  a resident felt  that he wasnrt given a

correct arnount of money for his home what options did he have?

WeII, h€ had the options to go to court. Very few, i f  dDy,

did. Most of i t  was worked out by agreement. Also, with

regard to commercj-a1 propert ies, they not only got the fair

market value, but i f  they could show loss of profi ts and

Iother st ipulated circurnstances] l ike that, I they were

compensatedl. In other words, the way the Chamizal sett lement

G :

M :
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generous .  f  t  wasn I  t  just ,  ' tWer re going to  g ive you rXt l

dol lars for your land and move out.rr There were other

[expenses compensated for, such as] moving expenses, loss of

prof i ts ,  th ings l ike t .hat .

And,  a lso,  f 've heard that  many of  the dwel l ings were

substandard. So t.hey were given above that amount in order to

a l l ow  Lhem to  re locaLe  to  an  a rea . . .

As a pract ica l  mat ter ,  that  was the resul t .  I t  was not .  s t .a ted

in the convention or the treaty, but what happened was that

the appraisers were very generous in looking dt, sdy, a

substandard house and in coming up with a value that would

equal what you might caII not what it was worth in place, but

what the replacement val-ue in some other area was.

Okay. Do you recall some of the names of the companies that

had businesses located in the Chamizal?

Right  o f fhand,  I  don ' t .  But  they were,  for  the most  par t ,

smaller businesses. Peyton Packing Company, though, was a

large one which had to be taken care of because their packing

company sat,, you know, right up against the old border. They

were, perhaps, the largest commercial property involved.

And were there any uti l i t ies in the Chamizal area?

Oh,  you  be t .  Because ,  see ,  a l l  t he  u t i l i t . i es . . . .  Any  t ime

you move that border- and what it was was moving it north- you

were going Eo disrupt, the ut. i l i t ies. So part and parcel of

t .h is  was complete re locat ion of  ra i l roads,  u t i l i t ies ,

h ighways,  s t reets .

L 7
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Internat, ional- bridges .

fn ternat ional  br idges.  For  insgance,  the o ld U.S.  fmmigrat ion

lbuildingl ,  the entry place comi-ng back from Ju5rez on the

Santa Fe Br idge,  that 's  now in  Mexico.

D id .  .  .

So . . .

Did t.he Mexican giovernment. choose to use that building or did

they raze i t?

I t rs  s t i1 l  s tanding down there.  As you walk  over  the Santa Fe

Bridge, i f  you look to your r ight you can sti l l  see the

building and the escalators Chere. And t,heyrre making, I

th ink,  just  min imal  use of  i t .

D id  the  bu i l d ings  tha t  passed  ove r  t o  Mex ico . . . .D id  the

Mexican government pay the Unit,ed States government for those

buildings?

G:

ML

G:

M :

G:

M: No.  No,  they d id nOt .  see,  that  was the beauty of  the

sett lemenL procedure here is that to the exLent that each

coun t ry  had  to  acqu i re . . .

End of Side A
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G :

M :

Beginning of Side B

You were talking about the buildings that passed over to

Mexico.

That 's  r ight .  I t  was a d i f f icu l t  s i tuat ion.  And to br ing the

palrment of money into it would have made it even more

diff icult.  fn fact, perhaps, you know, l i t  would have made

it l  almost impossible to sett le. So the nethod of sett lement

was, ttWe will agree on the nevr line. And that new line is

going to be, for the rnost part, north of where the old r iver

was. Hence, the United States is going to have to acquire the

property using its own funds and transfer i t  to Mexico. rr So

no money changed hands. I think that could be an accurate

statement. And then Mexico had to acquire the top end. They,

really, already or,rned it. But they had to convey to the

United States the top end of that oxbow that is down in the

Bowie area. So it  was l i teral ly a transfer of property. And

[this transfer was] accompanied by each of the countries,

then, rneasuring the cost of what they then h/ere going to have

to do on their side of the new boundary.

Did the federal government give i tself- or themselves- a t ime

frame in which to complete the relocation of people, the

moving of the international bridges?

M: The convention that was signed did not put a t ime l imit on

doing this. But i f  the law took effect in Apri l  of L964 and

G :
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G :

M :

G :

in l-967 the two Presidents, Lyndon Johnson and [Gustavo] Dlaz

Ordaz, met here on the new boundary and [other events] l ike

that, it shows that things rnoved rather quickly.

Did you attend that meeting?

r  d id .

Do you recall  any part icular incidences or any outstanding

moment during that rneeting that.. .

No,  o ther  than i t  was p leasant .  I t  was f r iendly .  f  cant t

recall  any signif icant protests. And it ts one of those things

that, I  think, both part ies were glad to be rid of.

Okay. You had mentioned to me that you had presented a paper

at  a  neet ing for  the In ternat ional  Associat ion of . . .

In L962, after the two Presidents had instructed their

diplornatic representatives to start working toward a

convention to sett le the Chamizal, the American Society of

International Law held a regional rneeting in October of L962

in DaIIas, Texas and I was invited. It  was sponsored by the

University of Texas School of Law, and the Southern Methodist

University School of Law, and the Arnerican Society of

International Law. And I was invited, together with Dr. C6sar

Sepulveda, who was Dean of the National University of Mexicors

Law School, to present- I ,  on behalf of the American posit ion,

and he, on behalf of the Mexican posit ion- a speech and a

paper outl ining the Chanizal dispute. I  appeared. Dr.

Sepulveda, due to a scheduling problem couldn,t, but his paper

was read. And both of our presentations were subsequently

M :

G :

M :
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G :

M :

written up and presented in the Southwestern Law Journal in

March of  1963.  In  fact ,  i t rs  Volume t7,  Number L,

Southwestern Law JournaT, the Southern Methodist University

School  o f  Lawrs law rev iew.  And i t  appears,  ds I  sa id,  in

Volume L7, Number 1.

And you can kind of see the way things moved. tfnl June,

[L9)62,  the two Pres idents meet  in  Mexico Ci ty  Iand decide to ]

do something about the Chamizal-. fn October of lL9)62, just

a few months later here, Dr. Sepulveda and I are rnaking a

presentat ion.  In  the spr ing of  [ ] -9163,  of  course,  here,  you

know, many things are happening here localIy attracting

[attention and] gett ing local and state support. And then in

Apr i l  o f  119164 ,  ha rd l y  two  yea rs  l a te r ,  he re rs  a  s igned

convention giving the mechanism to sett le the Chamizal

dispute.

Okay. Okay.

I  n ight  add,  a1so,  therets  a lso another  excel lent  presentat ion

about the Chamizal appearing in UTEP's [The University of

Texas at El Pasol Southwestern Studjes, Volume L, Number 2,

cal led I 'The Chamizal Sett lement: A View Frorn EI Paso,rt by Dr.

Gladys cregory, who served on the faculty out at UTEP.

Therers a whole bunch been written. The records of the

International Boundary and Water Commission, from the time of

i ts formation in the 1-88Os, [refer to the Chamiza]- issue. The

records also include material l  touching on hearings concerning

the Chamizal-. Excellent records there Iat the IBWCTs archives
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G :

chronicle the Charnizal dispute and sett lementl.  The

arbitrat ion proceeding, of course, with both the proceedings,

the testimony, the cases, the arguments, and the f indings are

al l  a  mat ter  o f  record.  Therers a considerable l i terature on

the Chamizal and itrs not obscure. Anybody interested in i t

can get into i t  and f ind i t .

Okay. Whors idea was it  to create the Chamizal Memorial Park?

In other words, both governments created parks on each side of

the border.

Of course, each government made its oh/n decision. But the

Uni ted States sa id,  r r l ,ook,  as long as werre acqui r ing t i t le  to

the property, some of i ts going to be conveyed to, t ike, Bowie

High School and l ike that. Property, you know, that werre

going to acquire from Mexico, w€rve got to do something with

it. t t  And the Mexicans were way ahead of us on this. They

announced that they were going to have a national park across

on the i r  par t  o f  i t .  So we could,  qu i te  f rank ly ,  do no less.

So we ended up with the Charnizal National Memorial down here

which is adrninistered by the National Park Service. So my

view of i t  is that the Mexicans said, t tHey, w€rre going to do

i t . r r  And we had very l i t t le  choice,  then,  to  say,  r rWel l ,  i f

the Mexicans are going to have a lovely park-rr which they do

over there- rrWe can do no less.rr I trs keeping up with the

Joneses on an i-nternational scale.

G: Okay. Would you care to add anything else, Mr. Moore, to the

Chamizal sett lenent? ffs there] anything that you can think

M :
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M :

G :

M :

o f  o r  wou ld  ca re  to . . .

O the r . . .

. . . t a1k  abou t?

Other than that f was str ict ly on the fr inges of i t ,  but f can

suggest to anybody that i f  they're interested in the history

of this area, they could do worse than to get back into some

of the l i terature and some of the off icial records concerning

the Chamizal because it  offers a fascinating took into this

area in this city from the latter part of the last century up

to the present t ine. In some of the proceedings you can read

testirnony given by people back then who would start their

testimony [by stating] that they came to E1 Paso in the i-850s.

Thatrs a long t irne ago. And [the testimony includes] their

descript ions of what the area was l ike then, where the river

was, how it moved- fascinating reading. The Chamj-zaI dispute

also offers the sett l ing of a very delicate boundary dispute

between two nations with very, very different backgrounds.

And it is a credit to both the countri-es that the matter was

set t led.

Okay. Wel-I,  I td l ike to thank you for your t ime, Mr. Moore.

Irm very appreciative. You've added quite a bit to my

knowledge of the Chanizal.

My pleasure. Thank you for coming.

Thank you very much. This is the end of the interview.

G :



M:

(taping stopped and started again)

f would l ike to offer a kind of supplemental comment. I t

would be very interesting for people interested in the

Chamizal matter for them to review the terms of Public Law 88-

300, which set up the mechanism for sett lement of i t  and which

constituted the International Boundary and Water Commission,

the American Section, to represent the United States and to

carry out the American portion of it. You run across such

thi-ngs as, rrNo money changes hands. . . . rr Because neither the

United States does not pay Mexico nor does Mexico pay the

United States because it  would have been inpossible to sett le

this on the basis that either side would be sell ing what they

considered to be their national terr i tory. And, especial ly,

i t  would have been very impossible for any Mexican off icial or

any Mexican governrnent to agree to buy or seII using property

to sett le the Chanizal dispute. So thatrs why public Law 88-

300 and the entire mechanism for sett lement was [created.

These measurements would ensure] that each government would

acquire properties and then a new boundary line would be

agreed upon and any proper conveyances of property would be

rnade to sett le the dispute- not dollars, but property.

As a further inducernent to aid any settlement and,

particularly, if the government was going to be acquiring

private and commercial and governmental properties here in

this city by paying our own cit izens, the public Law 88-300
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G :

provides that no amount received by any of our citizens would

be subject to incorne tax. That makes it  a l i t t le bit easier

for people to agree to a sett lement.

It was the nethod of settlement- the what you might call

just excellent diplornacy on the part of everybody concerned,

Arnerican and Mexican- that made this go through. And as one

party that I heard say, he said, rrThe Chamizal is the best

kind of foreign aid because lre arenrt giving any money to

another country. What werre doing is giving it to our own

citizens and then conveying the property to the other

country. tl

So I can say that quite a bit of thought went into the

Chanizal sett lernent mechanism and it  is deserving of study

together with all other elements of the dispute and its

sett lement. Thanks

Thank you, Mr. Moore.

End of Interview
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