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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In hill first message to Congress in December, 1909, 

President Taft defined his Latin American policy. Ameri-

can capital, he said, was seeking investments in foreign 

countries,and protection of American citizens and interests 

was necessary. The President recognised that American 

penetration would cause friction but his administration 

would give "all proper support to legitimate and beneficial 

American enterprises in foreign countries." Although a 

citisen could not divest himself of the right of protec-

tion, nor could the government escape its protective 

obligation, the expected national advantages would measure 

the extent of this support. Before giving encouragement 

to American enterprise in a particular country the United 

States government would consider whether that nation had 

shown "moderation, equity, and justice" in its diplomacy 

and financial dealings.* 

•^'Presidential Message to Congress," Papers Relating 
to Foreign Relations of the United States. 1909 (Washington, 
1914), p. XV. 
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Taft's Latin American policy was t© have particular 

application to Mexico. American capitalists had been ex-

tremely active in Mexico up to this tine, leader the pro-

tection and encouragement of aging dictator Forfirio Dias, 

who wanted capital to develop the resources of his country, 

Americans had amassed investments totaling one billion 

dollars. This amount was equal to the combined investments 

2 

of all other foreigners in Mexico. 

To understand fully the actions and consequences 

propagated by Taft's Mexican diplomacy* one must first 

examine the development of the Mexican economy under Diaz. 

Then, one must look at the men primarily responsible for 

the formulation of the American foreign policy from 1909 

to 1913. 

Dias had sustained himself in power as dictator for 

over thirty years, through a policy of buying off his ene-

mies, playing his associates against one another, and when 

necessary, eliminating friend and enemy alike, A requisite 

for power was money—money to lubricate the judicial and 

governmental machinery to debase the native population and 

^Samuel Flagg Bemis, The United States as a World 
Power: A Diplomatic History 1900-1955 (New York, 1955), 
p. 69. 
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rob the country of its material wealth, money t© hire 

henchmen known as the rurales to maintain a peaceful cli-

mate for the prosperity and protection of foreign investor®. 

Constant threat of reprisal and death by Diaz*a caretakers 

of th« peace forced the native population to submit to the 

old dictator's wishes.3 

Beneath the outward ©aim, however, there was discon-

tent with the Diaz regime. Latent animosity was also felt 

for the foreigners who had conspired with Dias through the 

years to prostitute the human and material resources of 

the nation. The Taft administration had t® cope with the 

explosive force resulting from the distrust of foreigners 

in general and American# in particular.4 One can appreci-

ate this antipathy towards Americans after looking at some 

of the scheme# used to exploit the nation's resources. 

The large amounts of capital which flowed into the 

country during the Diaz regime did not help the common 

Mexican laborer. Foreigners received the responsible and 

high-paying job®. In industry the Mexican® were the un-

skilled workers earning from forty to sixty cents a day. 

%rnest Gruening, Mexico and Its Heritage (New York, 
1928), pp. 58-63. 

^Francisco Bulnes, Whole Truth About Mexico (New 
York, 1916), p. 128. 



When laborers struck for better wages, the Dias regime 

sided with the foreign companies to the extent of shooting 

3 

down strikers* There is little wonder that Mexicans used 

their popular adage--"Mexico is the foreigner's toother and 

the Mexican's stepmother"-*-to sun up domestic and foreign 

policies of Diaz.6 

There were many other indications that the Mexican 

people did not prosper under foreign investment. Less 

than 1 per cent of the population held the bulk of the 

country's wealth. Many of the privileged group were resi-
7 

dent foreigners of whom the majority were Americans. 

Railroad construction, although a considerable achievenent, 

did not necessarily serve the welfare of Mexicans. A®eri-

can builders had chosen their own routes, connecting Mexico 

City and the United States while the remainder of the country 
U 

was still dependent upon mule caravans. 
5L. S. Rowe, '"Mexican Revolution: Its Causes and Con-

sequences," Political Science Quarterly. XLVII (June, 1912),, 
284. 

^bulnes, Whole Truth About Mexico, p. 128. 

Anica Brenner, The Wind That Swept Mexico (New York, 
1943), pp. 20-21. 

®Henry Hansford Parkes, A History of Mexico (Boston, 
1938), pp. 309-310. 



The Diaz mining policy followed the saae pattern. 

The 1884 raining law allowed depletion of Mexican oil almost 

without compensation. Americans had acquired rauch of the 

rich oil land for a dollar an'acre. Some of the wells 

could produce, without pressure, as much as SO,000 barrels 

a day. The owners of Mexican oil paid no taxes and could 

export it freely. Mexicans did not even benefit by low 

prices| for, in spite of heavy taxation, the price of oil 

in the United States was no higher than it was in Mexico.9 

American business was often ruthless and greedy in 

seeking protection and extension of their wonopolistic 

advantages. Bribery of Mexican officials was coamon. 

Americans also obtained United States government aid in 

exerting pressure on the Mexican government to gain their 

economic goals. Often business took the view that it was 

a special and superior being that did not have to abide by 

10 

the domestic regulations and laws of Mexico. 

A diplomatic report fro» the United States Ambassador 

to Mexico evidences the diplomatic pressure on the Mexican 

government* 
¥IMd. 

James Creelman, Diaz, Master of Mexico (New York, 
1913), pp. 401-402$ Frank L. Kluckbohn, The Mexican Chal-
lenge (Hew York, 1939), pp. 22-23. 



. . . having in Bind our vast investments in this 
country, the constant inflow of American capital, 
and the steady increase of American immigration* 
it is of prime importance for us to know in Just 
what manner the courts are constituted, the influ-
ences that surround then, their method® of procedure, 
and character of their personnel. (It has been 
through) pressure upon the President, upon the 
foreign office, by unofficial eommunications to 
governors, and by almost daily visits by a repre-
sentative to the judges here in Mexico, that I have 
been able to prevent . . . injustice and . . . out-
rages to persons and property ©f American citisens 
. . . there is no refuge for an American citisen 
• • • e«»Pt reco«r.e to the power Mid Influence of 
his government. . . ,AA 

An appraisal of the Mexican court system by a Mexican 

shows the degree of perversion Involved in the dispensation 

of Justice. 

The United States Minister was ready to make 
representations to our government, whenever any Ameri-
can was arrested or on any charge whatever, as if 
Americans were sacrosanct even when guilty. And his 
representations found a response . . . which hastened 
to make the courts acquit even when fraud, counter-
feiting, bigamy or blood-spilling were ptoven.^ 

Another point of contention which caused dissatisfac-

tion with the Mexican government as well as hatred for 

foreigners was the uneven distribution of land. Land 

titles were notoriously bad and the Mexican government 

never knew what land it owned. Mexican governments often 

^"Summation of Mexican Affairs," Foreign Relations 
Papers, 1911 (Washington, 1913), p. 333. 

12Gruening, Mexico and Its Heritage, p. 61. 



reclaiaed illegally acquired lands. The Dias adainistra-

tion was no exception * It recovered lands from the people 

who had no valid deeds or who had acquired land through 

13 

ancestral inheritance. Under an 1883 law amended in 

1894, Diaz granted surveying company concessions to his 

favorites. Those favorites were usually Mexicans who 

transferred concessions to foreigners in return for im-

mediate financial gain. Thus, there developed a few 

foreign companies with a license to go about the country 

and examine the titles of all property owners in Mexico. 

By the end of the Diaz regime the companies had surveyed 

a third of the nation. These businesses could retain one 

third of the "national" land which they found and could 

purchase the remaining two - thirds at a token price. In 

this way a few companies—most of them foreign, many 

Aaerican--acquired a vast area of land* Since laany of 

the properties acquired in this manner became objects of 

diplomatic controversy, subsequent United States-Mexican 

relations had to contend with the irritation produced by 
14 

the foreign ownership of land in Mexico. 
13Frank Taimenbaua, Mexico; The Struggle for Peace and 

Bread (New York, 1960), pp. 136-139f Gruening, Mexico and 
Its Heritage, pp. 125-129. 

l^xuening, Mexico and Its Heritage. pp.. 125-129; 
Tannenbaun, Mexico; Struggle for Peace and Bread, pp. 140-
141. 
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Que ©ontemporary welter and politician put the ques-

tion in it* proper perspective by statin® that! 

It is clear that if gDiass's followersj were 
thieves who stole froo the Mexican people as agents 
of foreigners--above all Americans and American 
companies—the hatred of £Dia#fs regimej included 
the American colony in Mexico and the United States 
Government, and prepared the way for the moral, and 
later the Material rupture with the United States* 5 

The entanglement of Americans and their interests 

with the Dia« dictatorship went on and on. The purpose 

of this paper, however, is not to rehash the injustices 

to the Mexican people brought about by this relationship. 

The purpose is to emphasise the ramifications of Taft•s 

policy extending "all proper support to every legitimate 

and beneficial enterprise." On® roust note particularly 

the Mexican attitude toward Americans and the United States 

government because the uprising which began with the over-

throw of Diaz was a repudiation of foreigners and foreign 

domination, especially American. 

A brief look at the make-up and philosophy of the men 

responsible for this foreign policy reveals the influences 

associated with its femulation and Implementation. Presi-

dent Taft*s chief concern was the observance of legal and 

contractual obligations of his own country and others in 

lsBulnes, Whole Truth About Mexico, p. 121. 
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foreign relations* This approach brought raany lawyers into 

hit administration? and, consequently, an excessive regard 

for legal subtleties affected the relation* with Mexico. 

Other weak point# were Taft1® superficial knowledge of 

17 
Mexico end hit indecisive nature. In addition, Taft 

generally had to face a Congress hostile to many of his 

18 

foreign policies. These consider©tions show why in-

consistency and inaction often characterised Taft*s Mexican 

relations. Regardless of Taft*s weaknesses, however, he 

did try to follow the instinct and >,traditions of continental 

security in foreign affairs rather than the lead of selfish 

1® 

interests. 

Since Taft inclined to leave formulation and execution 

of foreign policy in the hands of soeeone who was aligned 

with hi® in wood and philosophy, Philander C. Knox fitted 

well the requirements for Secretary of State. Knox brought 

to his office a background of corporate law practice and 
^Richard W. Leopold, The Growth of American Foreign 

Policy (New York, If62), p. 241j Henry F. Prin^le, The Life 
and Times of Williaw Howard Taft (New York, 1930), I, $87. 

17Pringle, Life and Ti«ws of William Howard Taft. I, 
463* 

1%. M. Huntington Wilson, Memoirs of an Ex-Diplomat 
(Boston, 1945), p. 202. 

19Samuel Flagg Beads, The Latin American Policy of the 
United states (New York, 1941),. p. 46. 
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experience as a United States Senator. He also brought 

with him a distinct desire not to let work interfere with 

his recreational activities. He confined himself to work-

ing in the broad area of policy formulation and delegated 

the rest to subordinates, particularly Undersecretary of 

State F. M. Huntington Wilson. This inattention t© the 

details of his office caused lag in the leadership of the 

foreign office until a crisis had arisen--in which case 

20 

Knox firmly asserted himself. 

Although a former Senator, Knox lacked skill in deal-

ing with Congress and alienated Congressional leadership. 

The legislature had little faith in his ability to run the 

Stat© Department. When the successful conclusion of any 

diplomatic matter depended upon favorable Congressional 
21 

action, Knox and Xaft often suffered defeat. 

Knox and Xaft often thought alike on foreign policy. 

They did not believe in the annexation of territory al-

though both could accept temporary Military intervention 
^Leopold, The Growth of American Foreign Policy. 

p. 243; Walter Scheies» "Philander C. Knox," An Pacer tain 
Tradition; American Secretaries of State in the Twentieth 
Century, edited by Norman A. Qraebner (New York, 1961)p 
pp. 59-66. 

pi 
Graebner, An Uncertain Tradition, p. 75 j Leopold, 

The Growth of Aweriean Foreign Policy, p. 243. 
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if necessary to maintain political stability or to protect 

American lives and property, They believed the capital-

istic system and sanctity of contract brought progress, 

efficiency, and peace. There was no doubt in their minds 

22 

that American trade and investment led to these goals. 

Knox regarded diplomacy less as an instrument for 

regulation of political intercourse between nations than 

as a means of promoting American interests. The terra 
23 

"dollar diplomacy" has cone to describe this diplomacy. 

Dollar diplomacy involved the three following basic ideas; 

1. The United States wanted Latin American countries 

to have stable government® based on free elections. To 

insure this stability the United States government might 

use pressure to influence the nomination and election of 

a nan it could trust. 

a. The United States would encourage American loans 

to those governments which the State Department deeiaed de-

serving . 

3. Should both political and financial pressure fail 

to maintain peace, the United States could intervene Mil-

itarily.24 

2%rabner, An Uncertain Tradition, pp. 61-62. 
23Jam«s Wilford Garner, American Foreign Policies (New 

York, 1926), p. 40. 

24Be»is, Latin American Policy of the United States, 
pp. 165-166| Garner, American Foreign Policies, p. 40. 
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Dollar diplomacy played an important part in Taft's 

Mexican policy. The United States appreciated and respected 

Dias because he could maintain peace under which American 

capital could prosperj but cultivating good relations with 

the government in power while ignoring the Mexican people 

meant future trouble. There was very little mingling be-

tween Americans and Mexicans, and a® a result very little 

good will and understanding. Indeed, many Mexicans developed 

a deep hostility toward Americans because of their aloof and 

SIS 
lordly way®. 

Taft*s policy was clearly out of touch with change® in 

Mexico. If the United States had given wore attention t© 

the condition of the Mexican people and their need®, the 

brewing revolution need not have come as a surprise and 

Washington could have made necessary changes in its diplo-

macy. 

25Frederich Sherwood Dunn, The Diplomatic Protection 
of Americans in Mexico (New York, 1933), p. 308. 



CHAPTER II 

GHAMIZAL DISPUTE 

Shortly after President Taft took office, he made 

arrangements to meet President Dia» at the El Paso-Juares 

border point. The meeting, which was to emphasise friend* 

ship between the two countries, took place on October 16, 

1909. A major P°int ©* contention between the two heads 

of states and one which weakened friendly feeling was the 

Chamizai land dispute. During the conference, however, 

both sides tried to prevent the problem fro® overshadowing 

the appearance of good will by calling for strict observance 

of neutrality of El Chawisal) there would be no display of 

flafs in the area and neither President would set foot on 

the disputed territory. 

The narrow sliver of land known as El dismissal had 

long been a matter of diplomatic intercourse between the • 

two countries.1 Between 1852 and 186®, the ohsnnel of the 

meandering Rio Grande, which served as the Onited States-

Mexican boundary line since 1848, shifted at various times. 

-̂''Acting Secretary of State to the Mexican Charge 
d'Affairs,*1 October IS, 1909, Foreign Relations Papers« 
1909, p. 429. 

13 
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Changes in the river channel brought approximately 600 acres 

of land previously south of the river over to the north as 

a contiguous part of the city of El Paso. Consequently, 

residents of Texas moved into the area and built homes and 

businesses; eventually several thousand people resided on 

El Chataiaral. The new inhabitants built jetties on the B1 

Paso shore supposedly to keep the water fro® eroding! the 

area built up on the accretions from the Juarez side. 

Mexico protested that these structures were not for flood 

defense, but were intended to throw the current toward the 

Mexican side causing further erosion ©f its territory. 

Texas granted land titles within the tract to the United 

States citisens, and state and local authorities exercised 

Jurisdiction over the area. The United States courts con-

sistently ruled in favor of their own nationals when claims 

based on Mexican titles were litigated. Although the 

United States exercised de facto control over the area, 

the sovereignty of it remained in dispute. For Mexico the 

dispute symbolised resistance against further territorial 

loss to her northern neighbor. When the revolution against 

Diaa? began, an important indictment against him was that his 

®Gordon Ireland, Boundaries * Possessions and Conflicts 
in Central and Worth America and the Caribbean (Cambridge, 
1941), pp. 306-308. 
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administration had failed "to pursue the Chamizal question 

to tli® end, which would have put the Mexican people in the 

possession of the territory on which the city of El Paso 

wae built."3 

Thus the controversy drifted. Each unsuccessful at-

tempt to settle the problem complicated it even more. The 

controversy dated back to the end ef the Mexican War in 

1848 and the Treaty of Guadalupe-Hidalgo* The treaty 

specifically provided that the "boundary line between the 

two Republics from the Gulf of Mexico shall be the middle ' 

of the Bio Grande, following the deepest channel, where it 

has more than one, to the point where it strikes the 

southern boundary of Hew Mexico." A survey of the river, 

however, had not yet been made when this treaty was signed. 

Yet a provision in the treaty called for religious respect 

of the established border line by both republics. There 

could be no change in the boundary except by the "express 

and free consent of both nations, lawfully given by the 

general governments of each . . . in conformity with its 

own constitution." This technical inconsistency of language 

of the treaty provided fuel for the controversy.4 

%ulnes, Whole Truth About Mexico, pp. 1S0*187. 

4"Chaaissal Arbitration Boundary Reports Award by the 
International Boundary Commission," Foreign Relations Papers, 
1911, pp. S76-S77. 
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Surveys of the International Boundary Cowaission in 

1852 finally fixed the fluvial portion of the boundary 

called for by the treaty. A dispute in 1853 over the land 

boundary, complicated by the United State® acquisition of 

the Gadsden territory, led the two countries to negotiate 

a coapletely new treaty in that year. The treaty reiterated 

that the boundary would follow the siddle of the Rio Grande 

and provided for the establishment and marking of the 

boundary. The two government# promised t© respect the 

5 

findings of the new surveys. 

The team of surveyora who then marked the river'# 

course encountered difficulties which indicated that the 

language in the treaty of 1853 was also inconsistent. Dur-

ing the five years that elapsed between the two aforemen-

tioned treaties notable variations in the course of the Ri© 

Grande took place. Changes were so common and extensive 

that the surveys wade in the early part of 1853 at intervals 

of only six months revealed great discrepancies that could 

only be attributed to changes in the river itself. Regard-

less of these changes, the United States interpreted the 

treaty of 1853 as meaning that the river was always the 

boundary. The Mexicans argued that the boundary theory 
5 Ibid. 
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advocated by the United State® was a deviation from the 

strict language of the treaty which called for rigid ad-

herence to an unchanging border line. The Mexicans pointed 

out that once the line was surveyed and established, it 

remained the international boundary despite the meandering 

river channel. 

In 1856, United States Attorney General Caleb Gushing 

received a draft of the boundary commission's report. The 

cowtaissioners requested Gushing*® opinion on whether the 

boundary line shifted with changes in the river bed. 

Gushing carefully read the language of the treaty of 1853 

and consulted various authorities on the matter. His 

opinion was that the Rio Grande maintained its function 

as an international boundary despite changes brought by 

accretions to one bank and the degradation of the other 

bank. He qualified bis position, however, by stating that 

midden and rapid change brought by natural forces such as 

flooding was another matter. In this case the nation 

through whose territory the river thus broke its way would 

not lose the land so separated.6 

The Mexican government did not immediately express it-

self one way or the other to Gushing*$ legal interpretation, 

579. 

O,,ooundary Report: Fixed Line Theory," Ibid., pp. 577-
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T h r o u g h o u t the succeeding year® Mexican officials tended 

to vary their interpretation, particularly in regard to 

slow change# in the river's course. The United States, ©n 

the other hand, consistently adhered t© the Cushing inter-

pretation. Obviously the language ©£ the two treaties was 

inexact and this imprecision provided the basis for the 

Chanisal dispute. 

The convention ©f 1884 was convened to work out some 

practical and friendly means for settlement of boundary 

problems between the two countries. The resulting treaty 

classified two types of natural changes—slow and rapid. 

Slow or gradual changes would constitute a corresponding 

change in the international boundary, but rapid changes 

of the river would not bring a change in the international 

boundary. This, in effect, was acceptance by Mexico of 

the viewpoint first put forth by Cushing in 1856. Another 

stipulation was that changes due to artificial barriers 

such as jetties which caused one bank to erode and the 

other to build up would be illegal.7 

In 1889 the United States and Mexico implemented pro-

visions of the 1884 treaty and organised an International 

Boundary Comffliesion to solve disputes arising from change® 

7 
1'Boundary Report: Convention9 Rio Grande and Rio 

Colorado," Ibid»* pp* 579*580# 
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in the Rio Grande1s meandering channel. Not until 1894 

did the Commission receive its first test case concerning C 3 

the sovereignty of the Chamiaal tract. A Mexican citisen 

petitioned the Commission to restore his lands located in 

El Chamisal. The petitioner had purchased the land when 

it had been on the south side of the Rio Grande, but had 

subsequently lost it when sudden changes in the river 

current (prior to 1884) put the land north of the stream 

in the United States territory. The Commissioners, one 

American arid ©ne Mexican, considered the claim but were 

unable tc agree on the ownership of the land. The Mexican 

Commissioner questioned the retroactive application of the 

treaty of 1884. He argued that even if he conceded that 

the provisions of 1884 did apply to changes in the river 

prior to the convention, there was disagreement whether 

the changes had been slow or rapid. The United States 

Commissioner naturally contended the changes resulted from 

slow erosion and that the treaty's provisions were meant 

to apply to changes prior to the convention. The conclu-

sions of the two commissioners precluded any decision on 

the individual*s claim. Mexico refused a suggestion that 

a neutral commissioner Join the two to settle the dispute.® 

®Ibid., pp. 581*533. 
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In December, 1898, President McKinley in bis annual 

message to Congress reported that the United States and 

Mexico had failed to agree on a number of important issues--

the most notable being the Chamisal natter. Nothing more 

was done by the two countries to settle the question until 

the Taft administration. Control of the disputed area re-

mained in the hands of the United States, and local and 

state authorities continued to exercise jurisdiction over 

the area. The courts also continued to rule in favor of 

American citizens when Mexican nationals contested land 

titles# In 1907, the United States State Department re-

sponded to Mexican protests about the propriety of such 

judicial action by informing the Federal courts t® abate 

proceedings against individuals when the question of 

national sovereignty was involved. In other words, the 

courts should not eject persons possessing land under 

Mexican titlej the courts should allow then to retain 

possession until the sovereignty ©f the area was finally 

resolved.9 At the same time the United States declined 

a proposal by Mexico to conclude a new boundary treaty to 

settle the dispute. In turn the Mexican government refused 

^"Secretary of State to the American Ambassador 
March 22, 1910, Foreign Relations Papers, 1910, pp. 716-
719. 
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to consider various proposals by the Americas government 

seeking a solution through exchange of land along the 

border. 

The two nations did not take up the matter seriously 

again until 1910. Both countries then exhibited an urgent 

interest in finally establishing legal sovereignty over 

the land. Americans were increasingly aOtive in estab-

lishing new businesses in the area and a number of Ameri-

can railroad costpanies were interested in building rail 

lines through it. Consequently, the United State#^ovex anient 

was anxious to settle the legal status of the territory. 

Conversely, the Mexican government was increasingly alariaed 

at the American entrenchment, for Mexico realised that the 

growing American investsent would make a just settlement 

more difficult. 

In 1910 the Mexican government reversed its position 

and accepted a previous United States proposal suggesting 

a new boundary oowtission presided over by a Canadian 

jurist acceptable to both sides. The plan also provided 

that until the commission osade its report and carried out 

the award, the territory would remain under the control of 

the United States. If the award were not put into effect 
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within a two-year period, it would become null and void. 

The American government would appoint an officer to as-

certain validity of claims by Mexican nationals prior to 

March 5, 1910, but n© legal proceedings would eject Mexi-

can citizens until the commissioners determined ownership 

of the area. The commissioners* decision on the sovereignty 

of the are® would not affect individual claims to property 

within the tract. The award would be based on a simple 

majority vote of the commissioners.^® 

Thus Mexican acceptance of the United States' offer 

opened a new round in the Chami&al controversy. The new 

provisions for the International Boundary Commission, p _ T 

proclaimed on January 25, 1911, enlarged the body t© 

11 

three. Eugene Lafleur, Canadian lawyer and former law 

professor, was the presiding commissioner. The United 

States government picked as its representative Anson Mills, 

Brigadier General of the "United States Army (retired) and 

member of the American Geographical Society, while Mexico 

chose Fernando Beltran y Fogs, a civil engineer, member of 
10"Secretary of State to the Mexican Ambassador," 

March 22 and June 17, 1910, Foreign Relations Papers, 1910, 
pp. 716*719, 721-722. 

•^"Mexican Ambassador to Secretary of State," June 9, 
3-910, Foreign Relations Papers, 1910, p. 720. 
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the Mexican Geographical Society and also a member of the 

15 
American Geographical Society. 

Article III of the convention was of particular im-

portance as it defined the area which the commissioners 

were t© arbitrate. The article stated thati 

. . . the commission shall decide solely and exclu-
sively as to whether the international title to the 
Chamisal tract is in the United States of America or 
Mexico. The decision of the commission, whether 
rendered unanimously or by majority vote of the 
commissioners, shall be final and conclusive upon 
both governments, and without appeal. 

Article VIII of the convention stipulated that if 

the award were favorable t© Mexico it must take possession 

within two yearsj during the interim the United States 

would maintain control of the area. Article IX of the 

convention declared null and void all previous proposi-

tions reciprocally made for the purpose of achieving diplo-

matic settlement of the Chamisal case. Each government 

could use, however, relevant material from previous argu-

ments . 1 3 

In accord with the mandate given them, the commission 

convened the proceedings in the spring of 1911 at El Paso, 

"Boundary Report: Award by the International Boundary 
Commission,11 Foreign Relations Papers. 1911, p. 374. 

13"Boundary Reports Convention for the Arbitration of 
the Chamisal Case," Ibid., pp. 567-568. 
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Texas. For approximately four weeks the commissioners 

collected evidence and listened to arguments in both £1 

Pas© and Juarez, Mexico. After taking another week to 

study the evidence, the commissioners net on June 10, 1911, 

to vote on questions in the case. 

The first question considered was whether the boundary 

line established by the treaties of 1848 and 1853 along 

the Rio Grande was a fixed and invariable line. The pre-

siding Canadian, along with the United States commissioner, 

voted in the negative. The Mexican commissioner voted 

yes. The vote ©a this point supported the United States 

contention of the "moving river boundary." 

All the commissioners voted no on whether the United 

States had acquired title to dismissal by prescription. All 

agreed that there should be no ownership claim by the United 

States based simply ©n United States possession or control 

exercised for approximately half a century. The third 

ballot resolved the question raised by the treaty of 1884 

concerning changes in the river subsequent to the survey 

of 1852. On this problem the United States and Canadian 

commissioner voted yes while the Mexican commissioner voted 

no. By majority vote the commissioners acknowledged that 

the provisions of the treaty of 1884 for settling such 
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disputes were retroactive. These principles—rapid natural 

change# would not alter the boundary, while alow natural 

changes would—-could be used in Judging sovereignty of 

Chamisal. 

The fourth question to arise was: "Was the whole of 

the Chamisal tract a# defined in the convention of 1910 

formed by slow and gradual erosion and deposits of aluviura 

within the meaning of Article I of the Convention of 1884?" 

To this question the presiding commissioner sided with the 

Mexican to vote no. The United States commissioner voted 

yes. The commissioners would have settled the whole raatter 

at this point if the Canadian jurist had sided with the 

United States. This decision would have verified the type 

of changes in the river boundary under which the United 

States could legally have acquired the area. 

On question fives "Was the formation of the Chamisal 

tract up to 1864 due to slow and gradual erosion and de-

posit of aluvium within the weaning of Article I of 1884?" 

the Mexican and Canadian representatives again voted yes. 

But the United States commissioner, Mills, declined to vote. 

The United States coaaissioner quickly realised that 

the majority by voting as it had on this question was di-

viding the Chamisal tract into two parts~~that portion 
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supposedly formed by changes in the channel before 1864 and 

that portion formed after that tine. He argued that Ar-

ticle I ©f the treaty of June 24, 1910, specifically defined 

the dismissal tract as a singular disputed area. Also, he 

added, Article III provided that the International Boundary 

Commission should decide solely whether the international 

title to the Chaaisal tract was in the United States or 

Mexico. In other words, according to Mill's assertion, the 

commissioners had no power to divide the tract, and in at-

tempting to do so the commissioners were taking action which 

was not revested near contemplated by the contracting parties 

when they signed the treaty. The majority in dividing the 

are© was applying a standard to a portion of the tract which 

was not permitted by existing treaties. The United States 

commissioner contended that the commission was to decide 

specifically whether the whole of the tract had been formed 

by slow and gradual erosion or formed by a rapid change in 

the course of the river bed. He further pointed out, some-

what weakly, that a sudden change in the river bed could 

not have wholly formed the long three-mil© strip of land* 

The last question to arise wasi "Was the whole ero-

sion which occurred in 1864 and after that date slow and 
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gradual within the meaning of the treaty of" 1884?H The 

Mexican commissioner voted that the erosion in 1864 was 

not slow and gradual* but he had no evidence to support 

this contention for the intervening years to 1669. The 

presiding Canadian commissioner voted in the negative also; 

the United States coiaraissioner declined to vote for the 

aforeraentioned reason®. He further postulated that even 

if the commissioner® had the authority to divide the tract, 

a flood had completely obliterated the river channel of 

1864 and there was n® way to determine exactly where that 

channel had been. He re-emphasized that even if the river 

had impinged upon a portion of the bank with enough force 

to make a violent change in the channel, it would be impos-

sible for that force to be exerted on the whole of the three-

mile length of the disputed area. Mills went on t© assert 

that the burden of proving this contention rested with the 

Mexican government. Mills believed that Mexico had not and 

could not do this.14 His conclusion was that it was impos-

sible to locate the old river channel and that the award 

was " . . . vague, indeterminant and uncertain in its terms, 

and impossible of execution."*5 

•^"Boundary Report! Minutes of Meeting of the Joint 
Commission, June 10, 1911," Ibid.» pp. 572-S73* 

15»Boundary Report: Dissenting Opinion of the Ameri-
can Commissioner,9 Ibid., p. 567. 
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On August 24, 1911, the United Stat** suggested a new 

treaty to decide the sovereignty of the whole tract. The 

United States pointed out that negotiations were necessary 

because the boundary commission had left the location of 

the old river channel of 1864 to arbitration. De la Berra, 

interim president between the toppled Diaz government and 

the Madero administration, declined the United States pro-

posal. Mexico, he asserted, had no other alternative but 

to put the award into effectj he did admit, however, that 

Mexico might gain nany advantages from further negotiation. 

De la Berra agreed to negotiate questions arising from the 

practical application of the a w a r d . T h e American govern-

raent, regarding the sward as absolutely invalid, emphasised 

"that any attempt t® relocate the line of 1864 would not 

only prove nugatory but would . . . be almost certain t© 

result in seriously embittering the strained conditloans at 

El Paso and Juares."17 The United States again suggested re-

examination of the question to find a practical solution 

satisfactory and honorable to both countries. 

16,1 American Charge d'Affairs to Secretary of State," 
September 1, 1911, Ibid., pp. 600-602. 

17 
"Acting Secretary of State to American Ambassador," 

September 18, 1911, Ibid., p. 603. 
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Revolutionary activity in Mexico precluded any force-

ful attempt to implement the award. The Chamisal remained 

under the control of the United States.18 The American 

government( influenced toy certain business interests, es-

pecially railroads desiring terminal facilities in the 

tract, again sought in December, 1911, sow© new basis for 

settlement. The United States enumerated the problems 

which would arise if Mexico incorporated an area separated 

by the Rio Grande. This argument led the Mexican govern-

19 

sent to give further study to a plan for readjustment. 

Ambassador Wilson, in a private interview with Presi-

dent Madero on March 11, 1912, discussed the question of 

the frontier line. Madero1s position was that any re-

consideration involving Chamisal should include other 

points of difference on the frontier. His administration 

was disposed to work out a solution based on mutual con-

venience. Subsequently, the Madero government suggested 

"^"Department of State to Mexican Embassy," August 24, 
1911, Ibid., pp. S98-600. 

to 
"American Ambassador to Secretary of State," March 12, 

1912 and "Secretary of International Boundary Commission to 
Secretary of State," December 14, 1911, Foreign Relations 
Papers. 1913, p. 965, pp. 9S®~9S9j "Department of Stat®' to 
Mentican Ambassador," December 16, 1911, Foreign Relations 
Papers. 1911, pp. 959-960. 
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a settlement whereby Mexico would receive a guaranteed 

supply ©f water for irrigation purpose® in return for re-

linquishing claiia to the Chamiatal tract. The Rio Grande 

©r Colorado Rivers could supply this water. The United 

States deemed this proposal impractical and declined to 

SO 

consider it. Finally, on June 28, 1912, the State Depart-

ment suggested to Mexican Ambassador de la Berra another 

convention to settle the Chaaisal and other questions. In* 

eluded in this suggestion was a proposal that Mexico accept 

some border land known as El Horcon in exchange for Chamizal. 

If necessary the United States was also ready t© pay an ad-

ditional tun to make the exchange equitable to Mexico. 

Negotiations seeaed headed toward solution, but the Mexican 

Ambassador was vague about his government's position. Ap-

parently the Mexican government wanted to settle other 

matters first.2* 

The Mexican Minister of Foreign Affairs, Lascurain, 

told Knox on January 3, 1913, that his government would 
20"Mexican Anbassador to Acting Secretary of State," 

March 9, 1912, and "Secretary of State to Aoerican Aabas-
sadorJanuary 14, 1913, Foreign Relations Papers. 1913, 
pp. 964, 969-971. 

21nActing Secretary of State to American Ambassador," 
July 1, 1912, and "Secretary of State to Aaerican Ambas-
sador.," January 14, 1911, Foreign Relations Papers. 1913, 
pp. 96®-969, 969-971. 
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soon propose new adjustment# and indicated that lie favored 

a prompt solution. De la Berra presented the now proposal 

on January 27. Mexico would surrender claims to El Chamisal 

in exchange for land of equal value on the United States* 

bank of the Rio Grande, and the Mexican government would 

reimburse Mexican nationals with legal claims to the land 

within the Chamisal tract. A month later de la Berra in-

formed the American aafcassador to Mexico that Mexican public 

sentiment was not conducive to the swap and a postponement 

was necessary. Secretary Knox, a bit frustrated at Mexico*s 

inconsistent attitude, promptly rejected the whole proposal. 

Knox then returned to the offer of the previous June—El 

Horcon for Chamisal--which the newly imposed Huerta govern-

ment , courting favor in the United States, accepted.®2 

Meanwhile Woodrow Wilson had entered the White House and 

refused recognition of the Huerta regime--thus stopping 

all talk®. Moral consideration of recognition thrust the 

Chamizal question into the background.23 Subsequent Mexican 

* "American Ambassador to Secretary of State," Janu-
ary 28, March 13, March 1®, 1913, and "Secretary of State 
t© American Ambassador," March 3, 1913, and "Mexican Embassy 
to Department of State," January 27, 1913, Foreign Relations 
Papers. 1913, pp. 972-973, 974-975, 973-974, 971-972. 

^ " A m e r i c a n Ambassador to Secretary of State," May 8, 
1913, and June 9, 1913, Foreign Relations Papers» 1913, 
p . 9 7 6 . 
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administrations, extremely nationalistic, took stronger 

stands against arbitrary concession# to the United State®$ 

thus the swatter stood until 1963. 

What was the reason for the early failure? The Mexi-

can attitude is fairly easy t© understa«d--fear ©f further 

encroachment on her territory. The revolutionary govern-

ments, established en precarious foundations, could hardly 

afford to make any compromise settlement with the United 

States. It would serve only to further antagonise an al-

ready fervently nationalistic Mexican people. The position 

of the United States, on the other hand, is not so simple 

to explain and is open to considerable criticism. The Taft 

administration lost many opportunities to honorably settle 

the problem. The rar-reaching implications of the Chemical 

problem were probably overlooked by Taft1* government be-

cause of the more imminent problems arising from the revolu-

tionary chaos in Mexico at the time. 

The United States never denied that the disputed tract 

had originally been a contiguous part of Mexico. Erosion 

and the changing course of the river left the land on the 

United States side of the river. Mexico based her owner-

ship on the strict interpretation of the treaties which de-

fined the fluvial boundary between the two countries. The 



33 

language of the treaties admonished both countries to re-

spect the established line, and Mexico contended that the 

surveyed line remained constant regardless of later change® 

in the river*s channel. The United States' position was 

that strict adherence to a fixed-line theory was incon-

sistent with known facts about the frequent changing course 

of the river. The Waited States concept ©f the boundary 

line enbraced two types of changes, slow and rapid. By 

this interpretation the international border would follow 

changes in the river1s course attributable t© gradual pro-

cesses of erosion and accretion. Sudden changes in the 

river's course, as in the case of flooding, would not 

constitute a change in the border. The border line would 

reiaain the middle of the abandoned river bed. There were 

no international legal precedents to guide the two coun-

tries in seeking equitable solution of these differences. 

By the convention of 1884 the two finally agreed on ground 

rules for settling the dispute $ yet disagreement arose over 

the retroactive intention of the treaty when these rule® 

were applied to the Chanisal proble®, By the convention of 

1910 Mexico accepted the United States argument regarding 

changes in the border line. The Mexican governwent also 

totally accepted the United States proposal for settleaent 
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of the Chamiaal controversy in particular* dp to this 

time the United States had. not yielded a significant point 

in seeking the settlement. 

When the Mexican government, under the Madero adminis-

tration, finally agreed to sit down with a neutral arbitrator 

and settle the sovereignty of the Chamisal tract, the prob-

lem seemed to be headed fear a just and honorable solution. 

The dissenting opinion of the American commissioner to the 

majority report, and the subsequent action of the United 

States State Department in repudiating the award, emphasized 

that the United States government precluded any award not 

in its favor. A natural assumption is that American finan-

cial interests in the tract caused the United States to 

stubbornly protect these interests. The actual value of 

the tract was hardly worth the enmity and distrust which 

was to accumulate within Mexico because of the United 

States refusal to honor the award. In justifying the re-

pudiation of the award on technicalities, the United States 

placed on itself the stigma of bargaining in bad faith. 

The greater issues of good neighborliness and judicial 

fairplay were sacrificed because of immediate self-interest. 

The United States justified its stand on moot points of law. 
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A half century passed before the two countries could 

sit down and dispassionately conclude a settlement. The 

return of the tract to Mexico in 1963 was met by a "Justice 

has com© at last" celebration. The Mexican press called 

the settlement, "A great example of how the most powerful 

nation in the world recogniase® an error." 

A comment by Parker T. Moon upon the vagaries of 

diplomacy seems roost appropriate aa a conclusion to the 

Chamizal dispute; 

. . . rules of international law may be invoked as 
weapons of both defense and offense. It is inter-
esting to note how frequently a clash of economic 
interest or territorial ambition is cloaked in a veil 
of legal dialectic. Consistency is a jewel which is 
not always finely set in the diplomatic crown. Legal 
arguments abandoned today are advanced tomorrow by a 
new set ©f officials.2® 

As far as the Taft administration was concerned the 

Chami*al ease was of minor importance. To the Mexicans, 

however, It cam® to stand as proof of the culpability of 

the United States in disregarding the rights and terri-

torial integrity of weaker nations. Chamizal provided 

damning evidence when used in the court of world opinion 

to justify confiscation of United State# property in later 

24"Bending the River," Time, CXXXII (July 26, 1963), 
20. 

25Dunn, Diplomatic Protection, p. v. 



36 

stage© of the Mexican Revolution. The boundary question 

intensified feelings of nistrust and enmity which the 

Mexicans had already developed towards its northern neigh-

bor. Chanisal also emphasized the pervasive objective of 

the Taft government to protect American property and inter-

ests regardless of noral considerations—a policy which 

was to produce immediate and long-range problems with 

Mexico. 



CHAPTER III 

REVOLUTIONARY ACTIVITY IN THE UNITED STATES 

Although the Chamisal negotiations were troublesome 

for the Taft administration they did not overshadow the 

problems caused by United States based Mexican revolu-

tionaries striving t© overthrow Porfirio Diss. The admin" 

istration's indecision toward these activities and the 

legal quibbling over the applicability of the neutrality 

laws resulted in heated diplomatic exchanges between the 

two countries. 

The beginning of the Mexican revolutionary movement 

antedated Taft*s presidency. President Disss in 190® 

stated in an interview with an American journalist, James 

Creelman, that he did not expect to serve another term. 
/ 

He also declared that he would encourage an active opposi-

tion party if it conducted itself properly. Observers 

speculated that Dias made this statement only for foreign 

propaganda. Nonetheless, the gesture unleashed the dis-
\ 

content within his country, and open opposition began. 

^Carleton Seals, Porfirio Dias (Philadelphia, 1932), 
p. 390| "Summation ©f Mexican Affairs," Foreign Relations 
Papers, 1911« p. 348. 
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Later in 1908, Francisco I. Madero, an idealistic son 

of a wealthy Coahuila family published a book, The Presi-

dential Succession of 1910, in which he advanced the ideas 

of his political movewent. The ai© of the treatise was to 

turn public opinion against the re-election of Dia* and 

make Madero the major candidate against Diaz in the elec-

tion of 1910.2 

On April 15, 1910, the Anti-Reelectionist Party nomi-

nated Madero as its presidential candidate. Diaz had no 

intention, however, of allowing a free election and he 

soon revived his policy of ruthless suppression of politi-

cal activity. Three weeks prior to the election the 

president ordered Madero arrested in the raidst of his 

campaign at Monterrey. Charged with concealing a fugitive, 

his personal secretary, Madero was taken to San Luis Potosi 

where he was convicted, not of harboring a criminal, but of 

sedition. The authorities held him there until after the 

election. After his release in early October he fled to 

the United States. With his followers Madero set up revo-

lutionary headquarters in San Antonio, Texas.3 From his 

^'Summation of Mexican Affairs," Foreign Relations 
Papers> 1911, pp. 348-349. 

^Howard F. Cline, The United States and Mexico (Can-
bridge, 1953), pp. 120-121. 
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new headquarters Madero then proclained hiwself president 

of the revolutionary Junta. Addressing the American people, 

he asked for the "hospitality which all free people* have 

always accorded to those from other lands who strive for 

liberty." Madero described himself as • representative of 

the democratic desires of the Mexican people and hoped that 

"the American public will be able to appreciate ay conduct 

and will understand „ . . my ambition to reconquer for my 

beloved land that happiness which it deserves."4 

During the early days in San Antonio, Madero formulated 

the "Plan of San Luis Potosi" dated October 5 to give the 

appearance that he had written it prior to his entrance 

into the United States. The plan announced that an armed 

uprising against President Diss would start 011 November 20, 

1910. On that date—considered the start of the Mexican 

revolution*-there were disturbances throughout Mexico.5 

Subsequently, other revolutionists fled Mexico and 

journeyed to San Antonio to take part in the government in 

exile which enjoyed the sympathy of the people of Texas. 

Considering American inaction as approval of his movement, 

4"Madero: To the American People," October 9, 1910, 
San Antonio Express, October 11, 1910. 

5Cline, United Statea and Mexico» p. 121. 
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Madero pushed ahead with hit revolutionary plana. He dis-

patched his brother Gustavo to Washington to serve as 

confidential agent. Madero also plotted the capture of a 

snail portion of Mexican territory so that he could ask 

for recognition a* a belligerent government. Madero chose 

a small poorly guarded border town, Ciudad Porfirio Dias, 

as an appropriate object of conquest. The firs* campaign, 

however, proved to be a comedy of errors. On the night of 

November 19, Madero and hi® aids successfully crossed the 

river only to find the arms and ammunition paid for in 

advance had not been delivered and the array itself had 

failed to materialise. Without a single shot being fired 

the revolutionary government failed in its first venture. 

Madero and the members of the junta regrouped in San 

Antonio. They made new plans to embark from New Orleans 

for one of the Mexican gulf coast cities, but this venture 

failed because of a lack of finances.6 

The revolutionary finances were in bad shape. The 

efforts of Gustavo Madero, operating in Washington and New 

York, failed to deliver the expected support which the junta 

needed. The Dias government had so completely tied up the 

^Charles C. Cumberland, Mexican Revolution3 Genesis 
Under Madero (Austin, 1932), pp. 124-125. 



41 

wealth of the Madero family that it could not be used 

further t© finance the revolution. 

Although the junta was militarily inept and finan-

cially weak, it did make an important contribution to the 

downfall of the Dias government. It was a focal point 

around which opposition could rally. Also the inability 

of the Diaz regime to quell the small revolutionary out-

break# revealed the hollowness behind the governments 

7 
impressive facade. 

The Diaz government, unaware of the Madero movement's 

weaknesses, evaluated the activity in the United States as 

an imminent threat. This fear Manifested itself in the 

for® of voluminous dispatches to the United States State 

Department. The notes at first simply inquired about Uhited 

States government action in regard to the revolutionary ac-

tivities. Eventually the dispatches requested action--

enforcement of neutrality, prosecution of violators, greater 

vigilance along the border. Many of the protests were jus-

tified, but an equal number were inspired by nothing more 

than imagined fears stimulated by rumors.® 

7Cline, United States and Mexico» p. 122. 

©"American Ambassador to Secretary of State," Novem-
ber 14, 1910, November 1®, 1910, and "Mexican Ambassador to 
Secretary of State," November 19, 1910, January 11, 1911, 
and "Acting Secretary of State to Mexican Charge d1affairs," 
February 11, 1911, Foreign Relations Papers* 1911, pp. 358, 
$$4, 383, 404. 
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The diplomatic reports from Mexico City did little to 

clarify the revolutionary picture. The American ambassador 

to Mexico, Henry Lane Wilson, evaluated the revolutionary 

activity fro® his post there. He observed that the Mexican 

government had collected evidence ©f an attempted revolu-

tionary outbreak and was seising arm® and ammunition. The 

Mexican government was also making numerous arrest# through-

out the country. The ambassador believed that the revolu* 

tionary movement lacked coherence and that the Mexican 

Q 

government could easily suppress it. 

Noting Madero*s activities in Texas, Wilson echoed the 

Mexican government'a request that the revolutionaries be 

prosecuted "for attempts to subvert the Government of a 

friendly power fro® American soil."10 The State Department 

instructed the ambassador to urge the Mexican government to 

forward all information of revolutionary preparation# in 

the United States. Dispatches concerning movement of arms 

and men across the border and neutrality violations by 

Madero and others streamed into the State Department. The 

^"American Ambassador to Secretary of State," No-
vember 18, 1910, Foreign Relations Papers, 1911, pp. 363-
364 . 

10Ibid. 
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State Department, not attempting to sift truth from rumor, 

referred the matter t© the Department of Juttie#.11 

On December 2, 1910, Attorney General George W. Wicker-

sham informed Knox the Justice Department believed that 

evidence was insufficient to warrant Madero's arrest. The 

United States informed Diaz of these findings but assured 

the Mexican president that prompt action would fellow any 

violations of the laws. The Justice Department had already 

sent instructions to its Texas agents to watch carefully 

for any law breaking by Madero, but they had found nothing 

t© secure an indictment.12 

Nonetheless, the Diaz government was alarmed and 

frustrated by the refusal of American official# to stop 

what it considered a growing menace. The Mexican ambassa-

dor t® the United States, de la Berra, strongly criticised 

the State Department for this laxity. His government de-

plored the violation of the neutrality laws. Knox, angered 

llf,Acting Secretary of State to American Ambassador," 
November 19, 1910, Foreign Relations Pagers, 1911, p. J64; 
Graebner, Uncertain Tradition, p. 77. 

^"Attorney General to Secretary of State," December 2, 
1910 and ""Secretary of State to Mexican Ambassador," 
December 2, 1910 and "Acting Secretary of State to American 
Ambassador," November 19, 1910, Foreign Relations Papers. 
1911, pp. 371-372, S64. 
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at the charge#» reiterated that he had brought the matter 

to the attention of the Departments of War and Justice for 

appropriate action. He strongly disagreed with the Mexican 

ambassador that persons were flaunting the neutrality laws. 

Federal officers were ready and willing! t© institute pro-

ceedings against violators of the law5 they simply awaited 

evidence. Knox finally observed that American vigilance 

had made the border situation far less serious than it 

could have been. 

With no practical means of securing substantial evi-

dence , the Mexican government continued t© rely on rumors. 

The Mexican ambassador to the United States supplied news-

paper clippings from United States newspapers which he 

claimed showed the avowed aira of Madero*® organisation. 

The articles, he felt, could serve as a baiis to "adduce 

elements upon which Judgment can be formed in determining 

the culpability" ©f revolutionists such as Madero. Inclu-

sion of articles containing revolutionary diatribes such 

as ". . . explosives of great power which revolutionists 

can obtain with ease and of which they can avail thewselves 

to execute tyrants" diminished serious consideration of 

^"Secretary of State to Mexican Ambassador,n Novem-
ber 29, 1910, Foreign Relations Papers, 1911> pp. 368-369. 
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them as a premise tax legal action.. The Stat® Dep&r tsaent 

also reported investigations which verified its contention 

14 

that in most cases the reports were no wore than ruaor®. 

The nervous Dias government continued t© report every 

shadow of revolutionary movement which it thought might 

be going on in the United States. Correspondence from 

December, 1910, to April, 1911, evidences the anxiety of 

the Mexican government, the Mexican government reported 

that 200 insurgents were crossing the Rio Grande at Presidio, 

Tessas. It suggested that United States troops stationed 

there stop further illegal crossingsj at another time Dias 

asserted that arms and ammunition were being shipped from 

Dallas into Mexico via El Paso. The president requested 

the United States government to prevent any violation of 

the neutrality laws. Mexico also charged that an Abraham 

Gonzalez: was using Presidio as a base of operations to 

transport men and munitions into Mexico. In support of 

this contention, the Mexican government cited a Washing-

ton Fost story which called Gonsales a procurer of men and 

arms for the Mexican revolution.15 
14,1Mexican Ambassador to Secretary of State*" Decem-

ber 10, 1910, December 16, 1910, Foreign Relations Papers« 
1911, pp. 374, 377. 

15"Mexican Ambassador to Secretary of State," Decem-
ber 16, December SO, December 31, 1910, January 2, 1911, 
Foreign Relations Papers. 1911. pp. 377, 381, 382. 
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The Mexican government also received reports that 

local officials in San Antonio, Texas, had confiscated 100 

guns and 75,000 round® of ammunition. The local authorities 

were holding the two laborer# who were caught with the 

contraband. Th© Mexican governaent asked the United States 

officials to look further into the matter and see who had 

instigated the purchase and had attempted to ship the ar®s 

into Mexico. Responding to the inquiry, Knox gave the 

opinion that: 

. . . the mere traffic in arms and ammunition by 
citizens ©f the United States and Mexico is not 
forbidden * , . and so long as th© transactions 
are purely commercial and not connected with a 
military enterprise . . , the traffickers would 
appear to be subject t© a© other interference than 
the confiscation of their goods by the Governmant 
of Mexieo upon their arrival within the Jurisdic-
tion of that Government. 

At th© same time Knox reaffirmed his government*a policy 

of doing everything possible to prevent the Illegal use 

of such materials by persons residing in the United State®. 

The State Department, however, continued to ask for 

evidence to support government action. To repeated re-

quests the Mexican Ambassador replied: 

"Secretary of State to Mexican AabassadorJanu-
ary 24, 1911, Foreign Relations Papers, 1911, p. 396. 
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My government has declared to your . . . Govern-
ment that it would . . . supply . . . evidence--and 
this it has done in some cases—but it not belli® 
easy for it, ae it is for the American authorities, 
to bring the requisite proofs together, it reports 
the facts, confident that a painstaking and effica-
cious investigation will reveal legal proof of the 
truth of the asservations £>icj that are made.17 

And on another occasiont 

This embassy ventures again to have recourse 
to the Department of State and to ask that those 
men be arrested on the charge of violation of 
neutrality laws which can surely be substantiated 
with the means at the disposal of the American 
authorities,-^® 

The Mexican consul at El Paso vehemently complained 

to the State Department that information containing names, 

dates, times and other particulars had indeed been given 

to the United States authorities "and that no restrictions 

have been placed in this town or in others on the American 

border on the sale of guns, ammunition or explosives, even 

after the breaking out of the rebellion on the Mexican 

border." He went on to state that there had frequently 

been advance notice of incidents, but the United States 

17 
•'Mexican Ambassador to Secretary of State," Janu-

ary 3, 1911, Foreign Relations Papers. 1911. pp. 382-383. 
I D 

"Memorandum," January 11, 1911, Foreign Relations 
Papers. 1911, p. 385. 
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often did nothing, The consul ended by pleading for en-

forcement of the neutrality laws.1® 

On January If, 1911, the Mexican ambassador informed 

Knox that Madero, who had been moving freely about Texas, 

was reportedly headed for San Antonio? he hoped that 

authorities would take appropriate steps for his arrest. 

Included in the diplomatic note were suggestions which 

Knox night follow in ascertaining the applicability of 

Waited State# neutrality laws. De 1® Berra politely lec-

tured the Secretary that Madero was "boldly and flagrantly 

violating the provisions of Section 5286 of the Neutrality 

Laws of the United states." He courteously pointed out 

that the application of these laws had been interpreted 

in various cases, such as the United States vs. Murphy and 

SiO 

Wiborg vs. the United States. In a stinging rebuttal 

several days later Knox gave the ambassador another lesson 

in Jurisprudence by statin© that the transportation of 

arsis, a»««nition, and wunition® did not violate United 

States laws. Nor did individuals leaving the United States 

to enlist in foreign military service violate the law. The 

purpose of the section in question was to prevent the use 
19"Mexican Consul at B1 Paso to United States Deputy 

Marshall," Decewber 24, 1910, Foreign Relations Papers, 1911, 
p. 390. 

20"Mexican Aabassador to Secretary of State," Janu-
ary 19, 1911, Foreign Relations Papers. 1911, p. 392. 
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of United States territory as © tease for military opera-

tions against foreign power# at peace with tit® United 

States.21 

After hearing such legalistic double-talk the Mexi-

can government oust have questioned the intentions ©f the 

United States. Obviously, section 3286 of the United 

States statutes applied to the revolutionary activity. 

The law clearly stated the offense and penalty: 

Every person who, within the territory or jurisdic-
tion ©f the United States, begins, or sets on foot 
or provides, or prepares the needs for any Military 
expedition or enterprise be carried on fro® the 
United States against the territory of any foreign 
(country) with whom the United States are at peace, 
shall be fined not exceeding $3,000 and imprisoned 
not more than three years.22 

Sporadic fighting in northern Mexico between the Diaz 

forces and the revolutionists was common by this time. 

The Mexican government continued to lodge new protests 

concerning arms shipments, but there was considerable con-

fusion concerning the true state of affairs. Some of the 

incidents illustrative of this fact now seem humorous. The 

Mexican consul in El Paso reported to the United States 

2| 
"Secretary of State to Mexican Ambassador," Janu-

ary 24, 1911, Foreign Relations Papers, 1911. p. 397. 
22 
"Secretary of State to Mexican Ambassador," Decem-

ber 14, 1910, Foreign Relations Papers. 1911, pp. 374-376. 
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deputy marshall that a large number of armed wen planning 

to invade Mexico were banding together near the border. 

Upon investigation, however, American authorities ascer-

tained that the men in question were only unarmed wood 

choppers with no intention or desire to invade Mexico* 

On another occasion the saias Mexican consul complained 

©f the presence of a particular revolutionist in El Paso 

in late December while in fact the individual had been 

killed earlier in the month during an attack on a swill 

village. Reports such as these served to obscure the ac-

tual conditions along the border and to increase the diplo-

•atic friction between the two countries,23 

By January, 1911, a few United States officials were 

beginning to concede that there were revolutionary activi-

ties in Texas. Yet the official conclusion was that this 

was on a small, unorganised scale. Because of rugged and 

sparsely settled territory along the Texas-Mexican border, 

officials had much difficulty in detecting and stopping 

sjovenents of ar®s and munitions into Mexico. 

Throughout the spring of 1911, the two governments 

continued to exchange strongly worded notes. Mexican 

23Cumberland, Genesis Under Madero, pp. 127-128j 
"United States Marshall to Attorney General," December 31, 
1910, Foreign Relations Papers. 1911« p. 389. 
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dispatch®# generally contained lists ©f Activities of Mexi-

can nationals in the United States and requests that some 

action be taken. The American replies often questioned 

the validity of the Mexican information. The deputy mar-

shall in El Paso once angrily answered a long list of 

charges by the Mexican consul—"You should furnish me with 

a list of witnesses to violations of the neutrality laws 

to which you refer, or, if you find that you have been 

raisinforiaed, then apologise« 

Yet the continuing protests by Mexican officials 

caused the administration t© re-evaluate its position. In 

trying t© convince the Mexican government that it had n© 

authority to act against individuals fomenting revolution, 

the administration suddenly came to the conclusion that it 

did possess statutory power to act against such individuals. 

Performing a volte-face, the State Department informed the 

ambassador to Mexico on February 2, 1911, that it had given 

appropriate instructions to the Justice Department for 

JUS 
Madero's arrest. 

^"United States Marshall to Mexican Consul at El. 
Paso," January 3, 1911, Foreign Relations Papers. 1911, 
pp. 391-392. 

^"Secretary of State to Mexican Charge d"Affairs," 
February 4, 1911, Foreign Relations Papers, 1911. p. 401. 
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Haplessly, the American officials were unable to appre-

hend the illusive revolutionist who went into hiding because 

of the order for his arrest. Impatient with the lack of 

success by Federal officials, the Governor of Texas, 0. B. 

Colquit, telegraphed a plan to Taft. He asked for permis-

sion to put Texas Rangers on the case; and, if necessary, 

the Rangers would enter Mexico to arrest Madero and other 

leaders and put an end to the revolution. Taft tactfully 

replied that under the present circumstances Mexico might 

not look favorably upon the admission of Texas Rangers into 

its territory. But Taft promised that "this Batter would 

be held in abeyance." 

Nevertheless, Federal officials were unable to capture 

Madero. He had remained in this country almost four months 

without hindrance from United States authorities. Other 

members of the revolutionary group had plotted openly and 

procured arms and ammunition for the revolution. When 

Federal officials belatedly took action and swore out the 

warrant for Madero's arrest, he was already planning to 

"Governor of Texas to the President,"February 23, 
1911, and "The President to the Governor of Texas," March 6, 
1911, Foreign Relations Papers. 1911. pp. 410, 414-415. 
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join revolutionary forces in Mexico. Madero1 s revolution-

ary colleague, Pascual Oroaeo, was t© capture Ciudad Juarer, 

The campaign, however, was cot successful. Now for the 

first time Madero bad to reckon with the United State® 

officials in charting a course ©f action. He hoped t© 

remain in Texas but the order for his arrest forced him 

to change plans 5 and on February 14, he quietly crossed 

27 
the border into Mexico. 

Again in Mexico and at the head of a revolutionary 

force, Madero hoped to gain United States recognition of 

belligerency. Before leaving the United States he bad ap-

pointed a diplomatic representative to Washington; the 

representative pleaded for recognition on the grounds that 

the provisional government had given ample evidence of its 

ability to prosecute a war. The State Department did not 

reply, for the revolutionary forces had actually accom-

plished very little to justify their claims. In fact, 

Madero'S chances of winning appeared dim. 

Yet the matter of according belligerent status to the 

revolutionist was of some concern to the State Department. 

The pros and cons of recognition were carefully weighed. 

The final conclusion was heavily against recognition. 

27Cumberland, Genesis Under Madero. pp. 138-130. 
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Besides the lack of revolutionary accomplishment, Washing-

ton was well aware that the formal set would gain the 

enmity of the Diaz government and would relieve it of li-

ability for the insurgent act®. Also it would give the 

insurgents an official status which could prove "embarrass-

ing and detrimental" to American interests in Mexico. By 

not according recognition the United States retained its 

neutral status and could continue Connercial transactions 

with tooth sides. Losses during war were not collectable 

under international law; thus by continuing its policy of 

not recognising the belligerent government the United State* 
i 

could eventually force the Mexican government to pay for 

damage# regardless of which side won.2® 

The Mexican government was painfully aware that a 

change in enforcement of neutrality laws had taken place 

with the advent of Taft's administration. As late as Sep-

tember , 1908, Diax had told the Mexican congress of the 

cooperativeness of United States officials: 

When the attacks were made on small border towns by 
bands of outlaws the Washington Government has not 
only concentrated forces along the boundary line to 
prevent the-fleeing marauder® from seeking refuge 

28 
"Advantages in not Recognizing Belligerency," Cor-

respondence of Philander C. Knox 1896-1921, XIX (Library 
©f Congress, 1945), 3115-S120. 
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in the American territory, tout has also instituted 
prosecution for violation of the neutrality law® 
against individuals who had made plans in the United 
States for raid® in Mexico.®^ 

Yet the Taft administration certainly did not intend 

to do anything which night unseat the Bias government. The 

administration fervently desired t© maintain the status quo 

in Mexico in order to protect and encourage American inter-

est# in that country. Even contemporary assessments suggest 

the administration's ineptness in achieving its own objec-

tives in this regard. One magazine article of the time 

pointed out that even Taft " . . . realised that there was 

much warrant for the Mexican government's complaint about 

aid and sympathy given to the revolutionists from our side 

of the boundary and the presence of many Americans in the 

30 

revolutionist ranks.*' 

Lack of consistent leadership and indecision within 

the administration help to explain why Madero and others 

were not imprisoned or extradited immediately upon setting 

foot on American soil. Besides illegal entry into the 

country, Madero obviously came to the United States t© 

"Translation of Diss's Speech," Foreign Relations 
Papers, 1908, p. 604. 

3° "Our Governments Mexican Policy," The Independent, 
OCX (June IS, 1911), 132®. 
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institute a revolutionary noveraent against the Dias govern-

ment. His followers noted the failure of the United States 

to take immediate action against Madero; they interpreted 

such lack ©f action as sympathy toward their cause. 



CHAPTER IV 

REVOLUTIONARY ACTIVITY INSIDE MEXICO 

By early March, 1911, Madera's movement seemed t© 

decline. A critical defeat at Casa Grandes put the revolu-

tionary movement in jeopardy. Morale was low and many of 

Madero1s men were losing confidence in him. The revolution 

appeared t© be dying for lack of momentum and inspiration. 

Many people thought it was only a matter of time before 

Dias would crush the rebellion. Yet, the coup de grace 

never case and before 1911 was half over Dia* was in exile. 

What brought this turn of events? Why did the Dias regime 

fail to squash the revolutionary movement in its supposedly 

weakest and most vulnerable stage? 

Part of the answer may lie in one author's brief 

assessnent of the Bias government: 

As the regime consolidated, it became more and 
more oppressive} and with the years Dias became more 
and more under foreign influence and was less and less 
in contact with needs of the people. When the regime 
seemed strongest, when its work seemed most admirable 
to the foreigner, and when people inside and outside 
of Mexico talked of it as something eternal, it proved 
shallow and weak, ready to be knocked down by the first 
strong wind that blew against it.l • 

•̂ Tannenbaum, Struggle for Peace and Bread* p. 48. 

37 
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But internal weakness was not the whole story. The 

Taft administration also contributed to the downfall of 

Diaz by unwittingly helping to breathe new life into the 

revolutionary movement. What was the cause of Taft*® 

unwitting help? For the answer one must examine the de-

veloping anti-foreign sentiment in Mexico. 

Taft and many of his advisors did not know what was 

going on in Mexico. They had not been able to cope with 

Madero's revolutionary activity in the United states and 

they had a great deal of trouble analysing the unrest in 

Mexico. An example of such difficulties came in November, 

191CK On November 4, at Rock Springs, Texas* a Texas mob 

lynched a Mexican citizen accused of raping an American 

woman. The lynching set off a chain reaction through-

out Mexico. That the nob acted outside the law nattered 

little to Mexican rioters demonstrating against such 

inhumane treatment of a countryman. Mobs in Mexico City 

trampled an American flag and stoned a building housing 

an American-owned newspaper. Similar disturbances took 

place in Guadalahara. The demonstration lasted for several 

days. Mexican officials, in corralling the rioters, dis-

covered arms and ammunition and some commissions signed by 
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Madero. The Diaz government quickly blamed Madero for the 

anti-American demonstra tions and described then a* a "con-

venient cloak" under which the revolutionists hoped to 

5 

operate. 

Yet these demonstrations had a different meaning to 

United States Ambassador Henry Lane Wilson. He interpreted 

the riots as being "fomented by certain officials of the 

government for the purpose of diverting public attention 

from the growing discontent with the regime of General 

Diss." Wilson felt that "Americans were everywhere esteemed 

as employers of labor and as managers of the enterprises 

which were developing the country." These conclusions led 

him to take "prompt and severe methods to arrest its ac-

tivities." He pressured the government to "speedily sup-

press mob violence" and punish "those who had committed 

offensive acts." 

Both assessments--one by the Dias government and the 

other by Henry Lane Wilson—were inaccurate. The riots 

obviously resulted from deep-rooted hostility toward for-

eigners, particularly Americans. Madero and his followers 
HI 
'Cumberland, Genesis Under Madero. p. 123. 

%e»ry Lane Wilson, Diplomatic Episodes in Mexico. 
Belgium and Chile (New York, 1907), pp. 191*193. 
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did not encourage the riots. Madera realised the impor-

tance of American support and discouraged his followers 

from participation in such disturbances. 

Henry Lane Wilson1a inaccurate evaluation of the 

riots points up s major weakness in United States diplomacy 

toward Mexico during the Taft administration. The ambas-

sador did not understand the revolution. He frequently 

misinterpreted Madero's movement. Wilson underestimated 

it# potential, often referring to the sporadic disturbances 

as only an "attempt at revolutionary outbreak"; yet, in a 

following report, might speak of its "intensity and bitter-

ness." Understandably the State Department was often 

confused and tended to discount Wilson*s reports, as it 

did in early 1911.* 

As the revolution progressed from late winter, 1910, 

to early spring, 1911, Wilson became alarmed about the 

safety of Americans and their property. He strongly pro-

tested to the Mexican government about injuries to American 

interests and sent frantic reports to Washington. The 

State Department, however, continued to minimise the revolu-

tionary activity. Continuing to accept earlier interpreta-

tions, the Department felt no sense of urgency. Eventually, 

4"American Ambassador to Secretary of State,1' Novem-
ber 18, and November 26, 1910, Foreign Relations Papers, 
1911. pp. 363, 367. 
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Wilton, envisioning himself as the protector of all Ameri-

can interests south ©£ the border, requested extraordinary 

powers for himself should Americans and their property 

need protection. Secretary of State Knox viewed these 

requests a® undue alarm and emotionalism, Knox was con-

tent t© file the reports and let the conditions in Mexico 

work themselves out. In view of subsequent events this 

decision would seen sound. 

Undaunted, Wilson decided to present his views per-

sonally. The ambassador visited Washington in early March, 

1911, arriving shortly before Knox left for Florida on his 

vacation. The ambassador obtained an interview with Presi-

dent Taft. In the interview Wilson simply made an oral 

presentation of what he had been reporting to the State 

Department all along. This meeting with Wilson had a 

great impact on Taft who had very little knowledge of 

Mexicans or Mexico. Wilson gave Taft the impression that 

the situation in Mexico had reached the boiling point. 

The situation, he asserted, might explode the moment a 

strong leader'appeared to take advantage of th© strong 

anti-Araerican feeling. There was impending danger to 

Americans residing in Mexico, and there seemed little 

likelihood that the Mexican government could protect them 
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or their property. Wilson left the interview with © promise 

from Taft for immediate action.® 

Taft immediately called a conference with hi# Secre-

tary of Navy and Secretary of War. Taft consulted with 

hi® war staff on what steps t© take for protecting American 

interests in face ©f the impending civil disorder in Mexico. 

The aen concluded that placing troop® and ships in strategic 

positions would strengthen the forces for law and order in 

Mexico, prevent filibustering expeditions, and would put 

both Mexican parties on notice that the United States was 

ready to defend its rights. On March 7, 1911, the adminis-

tration ordered army exercises along the United States-

Mexican border. The Navy began maneuvers in the Gulf of 

Mexico as a show of force. In deciding on this course of 

action Taft had completely by-passed his State Department 

and did not inform Knox, who was still in Florida.6 

Obviously, the Dies government was alarmed at the 

implications of the troop movements. In effect they pro-

claimed that the United States had lost faith in the Mexican 

government's ability to protect American interests. Taft's 

5nPresidential Message," Foreign Relations Papers, 
1911, pp. xi~xii. 

6Graebner, Uncertain Tradition, p. 74. 
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move emphasized the weakness of the Diaz government and 

encouraged the rebels. 

Diss*s able Finance Minister, Jose I. Lemantour, 

complained to Henry Lane Wilson that the concentration of 

troops strengthened the revolution and embarrassed the 

Dia» government. Informed that United States troops were 

simply on spring maneuvers along with the naval ve«»el# 

in the Gulf of Mexico, Lemantour retorted, "It does not 

appear to roe how these ship® can cooperate with the troops 

and the general maneuvers at so great a distance from the 

7 

natural base." 

As tension mounted inside Mexico over the possible 

invasion from the American Navy, the Diaz government de-

manded an official explanation for the presence of the 

Ships off the coast of Mexico. Taft denied that he had 

sent ships to that locale and on March 12 ordered them 

out of Mexican waters. The President promised a complete 
8 

investigation. 

7Wil#on, Diplomatic Episodes, p. 210j Cumberland, 
Genesis Under Madero, p. 133. 

®"Mexican Ambassador to Secretary of State," March 13, 
1911, and "Acting Secretary of State to Mexican Ambassador 
in New York," March 13, 1911, Foreign Relation* Papera, 
1911. p. 422| Taft and Roosevelt: The Intimate Letters of 
Archie Butt, II (Garden City, 1930), pp. 602-603. 
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The contretemps bothered Taft, fear he felt his ill-

advised action might bring political tro»bl«. Hoping t© 

avoid such embarrassing consequences by projecting an image 

of firmness, Taft began to explain his position to the of-

ficial family. In letters to the Secretaries of Navy and 

War on March 13, Taft interpreted his movei 

It seeias my duty as Commander-in-Chief to place 
troops in sufficient number where, if Congress 
shall direct that they enter Mexico to save Ameri-
can lives and property, an effective movement may 
be made. My determined purpose . * . is to be in 
a position so that when danger to American lives 
and property in Mexico threatens and the existing 
Government is rendered helpless by the insurrection 
I can promptly execute congressional orders t© pro-
tect them, with effect.* 

Regardless of Taft's explanations, rumors continued 

to circulate that several members of the cabinet were 

about to resign over the troop maneuvers. Especially per-

sistent were stories that Knox, angered by the President * s 

independent action, was about to leave. One of Taft's 

biographers revealed that Taft was so worried over the 

matter that he got up early every morning whistling to 

himself and writing letters which he invariably destroyed 

before mailing."®*0 

^"Presidential Message," Foreign Relations Paper®. 
1911. p. xii. 

^Letters of Archie Butt, p. 603. 
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A letter from Knox on March 18 relieved Taft ©f some 

of hi® worries. In the letter Knox stated that he did 

not wholeheartedly support the President in hi# Mexican 

policy, but he was well aware of the pressures and influ-

ences which had led the President t© take such action. 

Recognizing the pressttres--de la Berra protesting arms 

and ammunition, going over the border. Ambassador Wilson 

"throwing fits," businessraen with investments in Mexico 

"wiggling" in agony, and newspapers demanding news—the 

Secretary of State conceded that the President could do 

nothing but consider the case in all its phases and act 

as he thought best. Although Knox did not feel that the 

action was wise, he supported Taft in what had been done.** 

With Knox's assurances Taft began to consolidate hi® 

position and feel more secure in hi® action. Nonetheless, 

he confided to intimate® that he would »ake no immediate 

public explanation of his act; and even if Congress re-

quested it, he would not subroit the facts. In due time 

he would explain to the American people. It would be 

summed up, he said, in one short sentence: "To be in a 

state of readiness." He rationalized that if the fears of 

Henry Lane Wilson proved groundless the army would have had 

**Ibid., p. 60S. 
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valuable maneuvers; if the situation in Mexico did become 

uncontrollable, the result would illustrate the wisdom ©f 

hit actions. No matter what happened in Mexico Taft felt 

that the American people would always approve his act--

the object being the protection of American life and 

American interests and "the upbearing of the Monroe Doc-

trine , 

Although Taft successfully weathered the repercussions 

of his actions, they were still being felt in Mexico. Many 

Mexicans reluctant to join the rebellion now switched their 

support to the revolutionists. Madero's forces regained 

heart in spite of their defeat at Casa Grandes on the same 

day that Taft had sent his fateful order. Although the 

United States attempted to dispel the belief that it con-

templated an intervention in Mexico, the action clearly 

indicated serious doubts about Mass's ability to protect 

IS 

American nationals and their property. 

The effects of the American action ©n the Dia« govern-

ment were soon evident. Goaded by failure to destroy the 

revolution, and fear of invasion by the United States if 

it did not quickly suppress it, the Diaz government suspended 

12Ibid. 
^Cumberland, Genesis Under Madero, pp. 132-133* 
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constitutional guarantees on March 17. Person# inter-

fering with railroads, telephone lines, power plants and 

hacienda property would face summary court action.** 

Undaunted, Madero made demands for the immediate 

resignation of Diaz. The revolutionary forces also made 

advances in northern Mexico. In battle at Aqua Prieta on 

April 13, rebels captured a snail village across from 

Douglas, Arizona. Stray bullets killed and wounded soue 

Americans and again there was speculation about United 

States invasion of Mexico. Taft viewed the matter calmly, 

however, and the rumors soon died. 

Further successes by Madero's forces enabled them to 

capture Cuidad Juarez which became their provisional capital* 

Holding this important city assured a flow of war material 

from the United States. Now the insurgents were in an ad-

vantageous position to negotiate with the Diaz government, 
«l 

and the success of the revolution was practically certain. 

^"American Charge d'affaires to Secretary of Stat©,"r 

March 17, 1911, Foreign Relations Papers, 1911, p. 427. 

^"Acting Secretary of State to American Ambassador," 
April 14, 1911 and "President's Secretary to Secretary of 
State," April 17, 1911 and "President to Governor of Ari-
zona ," April 18, 1911, Foreign Relations Papers, 1911, 
pp. 456, 459-460, 460-461. 

•^"American Consul at Cuidad Juares to Secretary of 
State," May 11, 1911 and "President to Secretary of State," 
May 12, 1911, Foreign Relations Papers» 1911, pp. 481, 
4U2*48J. 
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Meanwhile Washington kept close watch on the Mexican 

situation. Taft had prior notice from both Madero and the 

commander of the Dias forces that the battle of Juaress was 

impending. He later received a dispatch saying that the 

battle had taken place and that four Americans had been 

killed. On this occasion one of Taft's close associates 

commented to him* "I suppose, Mr. President, you hate to 

contemplate what may be the outcome of this Mexican busi-

ness." To this Taft replieds "I'll tell you what I'm going 

to do, Archie. I'm going to sit tight on the lid and it 

will take a good deal to pry we off." Queried as to the 

possibility of war with Mexico, Taft answered * "I don't 

know. . . . I only know I'm going to do everything in my 

17 

power to prevent one.M 

As surely as Taft did not want war with Mexico, he did 

not desire the Dias regime to fall during his administra* 

tion. Ironically, Taft helped to do what he wanted to 

avoid. He hastened the demise of the Dias government. 

Regarding this point, Henry Lane Wilson's retrospective 

analysis and evaluation of Taft*a action is interesting. 
Taft was a firm believer in Diaz, and I think 

it is not misstating history to say that the action 

17 
Letters of Archie Butt, pp. 68, 644-645. 
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he subsequently took was inspired not only by desire 
to afford protection to Americans living along the 
border by the actual presence of our troops ©nd 
those in the interior by the wholesome warning con-
veyed „ but to sustain, as far as our obsolete neu-
trality law# would permit, the government of Diaz 
against attacks directed from across the border.*6 

Whatever Taft's feeling, he placed Diaz in an untenable 

position. Diaa waa caught between the diplomatic demand# 

for protection of American* in Mexico and the revolutionary 

threats to continue the turmoil and strife unless Diaz 

capitulated. 

Diaas realized the futility ©f attempting to maintain 

himself in power. His inept forces were unable to capture 

th® fortress of Juarez which protected Madero. United 

States neutrality laws did not prevent supplies moving to 

the revolutionaries. The United States had troops and 

ships ready to invade Mexico if it appeared that the Diaz 

government could not protect foreign interests. Diaa was 

in no position to bargain with the revolutionary govern~ 

nent of Madero. At 10:00 P.M. on the night of May 21, 1911, 

he agreed to revolutionary terms. He and his vice president 

would resign and turn the reins of office over to the interim 

presidency of de la Berra until a national election eould be 

held. Diass soon left for Europe.19 

^^Wilson, Diplomatic Episodes. pp. 206-210. 

^Cumberland, Genesis Under Madero« p. 149. 
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There wore a number ©f notable blunders committed by 

the Taft administration throughout the Madero revolution. 

Misinterprfetation of events and confusion as to the proper 

course ©f action by the administration benefited the move-

ment irameasurably. Interpreting the inaction of Federal 

officials as covert support of their movement, the revolu-

tionists stayed within the safe confines ©f the United 

States and gained critical time and support. The longer 

the revolutionists, as symbolised by Madero, remained 

free in the United States to plot Diase's overthrow, the 

stronger became their position. As the revolutionary 

regime gained support and respect, the respect and for-

tunes of the Diax government proportionally declined. That 

the revolution was never strong, widespread, or well organ-

ised emphasises the critical importance ©f direct and in* 

direct aid from the United States? less than 20,000 men 

and no more than one and one-half Billion dollars killed 

the Dias era. It has been described as essentially "a 

colossal bluff that succeeded." Any United States action 

against the revolutionary movement in its early stages 

would have significantly diwinished any chances ©f its 

20 
success. 

2®Cline, United States and Mexico. p. 121. 
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In the latter stages of the revolution the adminis-

tration disdained interference with legitimate business; 

interests supplying the revolutionist®. Although realis-

ing the possible consequence® of such activities and the 

defects of Unites States laws concerning these transactions, 

Taft did not seek remedial legislation from Congress. In-

stead, following the advice of Ambassador Wilson, Taft 

ordered military maneuvers along the border t© be ready 

to protect American interest# and bolster the Diass govern-

ment, 

Taft erred in taking such drastic action without 

first consulting Secretary Knox. Yet Knox remained aloof 

frosa the day-to-day activities of the State Department and 

exerted his leadership only when a crisis presented an 

imminent threat to American interest® in Mexico. At the 

time of the decision Knox was characteristically pursuing 

avocational interests elsewhere. 

Taft and Knox made mistakes. When fir®, consistent 

measures were needed they delayed or were indecisive. When 

calm, sober deliberation was called for, there was hasty 

ill-conceived action. And although the administration 

learned from its mistakes during the Madero revolution, 

United States-Mexican relations continued troublesome. 



CHAPTER V 

AFTERMATH 

The Madero revolution successfully concluded, the 

United States hoped for normality with Mexico. Thus, the 

provisional government of Francisco de la Berra quickly 

received recognition. Also, realizing the impossibility 

of an immediate settlement ©f differences, the United 

States patiently awaited the establishment of a permanent 

government. 

In the general election of October 15, 1911, the 

Mexican voters overwhelmingly elected Madero as president. 

The change in government was scheduled for December 1, but 

unsettled conditions pushed de la Berra to relinquish con-

trol on November 6. Henry Lane Wilson summed up de la 

Berra1s short tenure as "not much to say . . . except to 

bear testimony to his excellence."1 

Madero took office with a number of problems facing 

him—the most serious was opposition revolutionary move-

ments • One opponent, Emiliano Vasquez Gomes, was in El 

^"American Ambassador to Secretary of State," Oc-
tober 18, October 27, and November 16, 1911, Foreign Rela-
tions Papers, 1911, pp. 519 -520j Wilson, Diplomatic 
Episodes. p. 217. 

72 
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Paso, Texas, publicly criticizing the new government; an-

other, General Bernardo Reyes, was in San Antonio openly 

plotting revolution; Vers Cruz was on the verge of rebel-

lien and two small revolutionary movement# were in progress 

in the State of Oaxac®. The most serious was the already 

two-month long rebellion in Morelos headed by Eailiano 

Zapata. Although the country was in a continual state of 

turmoil and at no time was Madero in complete control of 

the nation, the revolutionary movements never presented a 

serious threat t© his government. 

From the outset, Madero*s seemingly tenuous held on 

the country presented problems for the United State®. The 

Tsft administration desired a tranquil Mexico with a stable 

government capable of protecting American interests. To 

obtain such a condition the United States had to discourage 

anti-Madero movements in this country. The State Depart-

ment determined not to allow laxity on its part to bring the 

downfall of the Madero government. 

One case illustrative of this concerned General Reyes 

who had fled to San Antonio, Texas. There Reyes plotted 

^"American Ambassador to Secretary of State," October 27, 
1911, Foreign Relations Papers, 1911, pp. 319-520; Cline, 
United States and Mexico. pp. 125-126; Cumberland, Genesis 
Under Madero, p. 185. 
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the overthrow of Madero. The Madero government realised 

the significance of the United States attitude toward such 

activity. This was pointed out in a Message from the Mexi-

can ambassador to Secretary Knox: 

. . . . Confident that no Batter what the plans of 
General Reyes* partisans nay be, the fear inspired 
by a determined attitude of the American authorities 
will bring about the disillusion of . . . the con-
spiracy . . . set up in San Antonio, Tex. . . . 

The message inspired swift action by United States 

authorities. Just three days after the Mexican request 

for action, Reyes and the Sheriff of Webb County, who was 

conspiring with hira, were arrested at Nuevo Laredo for 

violation of the neutrality laws. "Every vestige of the 

revolution," reported the American Consul at Muev® Laredo, 

"will be swept away in 10 days if this method is followed 

and if revolutionary property is confiscated. 

A federal grand jury subsequently indicted Reyes, but 

when released on bail he fled back to Mexico where Mexican 

troops placed him in custody on Chrittmai morning, 1911. 

Although the Waited States had effectively curtailed Reyes' 

^"Mexican Ambassador to Secretary of State," Novem-
ber 10, 1911, Foreign Relations Papers, 1911. pp. 520-521. 

*"American Consul at Nuevo Laredo to Secretary of 
State," November 1©, 1911, Foreign Relations Papers. 1911, 
p. 322. 
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revolutionary activities, he would remain s nemesis to 

Madero as long as he remained alive.5 

The quick squelching of the Reyes movement was typi-

cal of United State* action against revolutionists within 

its jurisdiction. Precautions against smuggling of arms 

and ammunition into Mexico were also taken. Washington 

admonished border officials to be vigilant, and two com-

panies of army troops patrolled the Texas-Mexican border* 

These vigorous measures effectively stopped revolutionary 

activity in the United States and stand in narked contrast 

to the inept action taken during the Madero revolution. 

In a further attempt to settle conditions within 

Mexico, President Taft obtained from Congress the power 

to stop heretofore legal commercial shipments to countries 

suffering armed revolt. Taft acted early in 1912 to imple-

ment this new authority, but he used the flexible provisions 

of the act to allow continued purchases of arns and ammuni-

tion by the Madero government.6 

s 
"American Consul at Cuidad Porfirio Diae to Secretary 

of State," November 1©, 1911, and "American Ambassador to 
Secretary of State," December 30, 1911, Foreign Relations 
Papers, 1911. pp. 522-S23, 525. 

6 
"Joint Resolution of Congress," March 14, 1912, 

Foreign Relations Papers. 1912. p. 745j Cline, United 
States and Mexico, p. 1291 Bemis, United StatQs'"a»"a 
World Power, p. 74. *** 
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This disc*initiation in favor of the Mexican government 

it indicative of the nearly unanimous desire to maintain 

the government in power. Henry Lane Wilson, however, had 

misgivings about the shipment of arias to the Mexican govern-

ment. In no uncertain term® he wired Secretary of State 

Knox that discriminatory arms shipments to the Madero gov-

ernment "would b© most danger cms at this time to Americans 

in Mexico." He went on t© state that he was compelled t© 
m 

advise resident Americans of such danger. 

There were other matters in which Wilson's ideas ran 

counter to State Department policy. The long period of 

revolutionary unrest had caused much damage to United States 

property. As a result a great number of claims were out-

standing when Madero assumed office. Wilson proposed that 

all claims and disputes be presented to the Madero govern-

ment as a package deal. The alternative to acceptance of 

United States terms by Mexico would be armed intervention 

to bring about capitulation. In a note to the State Depart-

ment outlining his views, Wilson reasoned "that all ©f the 

matters treated in our note . . . must be made part of a 

direct settlement with Mexico . . . and that any other 

"J 

Correspondence of Knox, XVII, 2845. 
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course will be tantamount to a sacrifice of national dig-

nity and prestige." Knox was disposed to take a wore 

conciliatory course of action and overruled Wilson's pro* 

posals.® 

Wilson was not content to follow a policy of concili-

ation and patience with the Madero governwent. His corre-

spondence to the Department revealed increasing animosity 

toward the Mexican government in general and Madero in 

particular. This obvious enmity for Madero resulted in 

biased reporting of Mexican conditions. Over a period of 

tine these distorted observations destroyed faith in the 

Mexican government's ability @r desire to protect American 

interests. Wilson's enmity had begun several months prior 

to Madero's presidency. On the day that Madero triumphantly 

entered Mexico City in June, 1911, Wilson dispatched a 

message to the State Department predicting a continuance 

of the revolution and Madero's ultimate downfall. Wilson 

made this evaluation before Madero had an opportunity to 

demonstrate his administrative ability, and before he was 

even elected to office.® 

®Wil#on, Diplomatic Episodes, pp. 248-249. 

9Ibid., p. 225. 
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Wilson's hostile attitude was rooted in the character 

slid convictions of Wilson himself. He always; viewed him-

self as a capable protector of American interests in Mexico. 

He had diligently worked during the Diaz administration to 

see that American# got more than their Just deserves under 

the inadequate and unequal Mexican law*. Wilson desired 

the return of a strong dictator so that the privilege® and 

immunities enjoyed by foreigners under Diaz would continue. 

Wistfully reflecting on the deposed Diaz government, Wilson 

observed "people . . . capable of administering scientific 

government . . . were driven from Mexican soil, not because 

they had committed crimes against Mexico, but largely be-

cause by their superior characters, training, and education, 

were able to render service t© her." Madero symbolised the 

antithesis of what Wilson wanted in a political leader of 

Mexico.10 

Although Wilson depicted Madero as weak and vacillating, 

the new Mexican president frustrated Wilson's attempts to 

intimidate him. Yet it was not strong character but the 

peculiar condition of Mexican politics which brought Madero's 

unyielding determination. The necessity of maintaining 

foreign support for his government and the rising nationalism 

lQIbid.. pp. 227-228. 
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characterised by antiforeign sentiment had trapped Madero. 

The Mexican government faced sporadic opposition from the 

great mass of Mexicans because it did not act fast enough 

in implementing reform®; At the same time the Mexican 

government also faced the hostility of foreign government# 

demanding an immediate end to unsettled condition® and a 

return to preferential treatment for their nationals. 

Henry Lane Wilson symbolised the determination of foreign 

governments to maintain their favored position; Wilton 

symbolised the interests to which Mexican nationalists 

^ 11 
were opposed. 

Throughout the early part of 1912 Wilson sent pessi-

mistic reports of conditions in Mexico. Because of these 

exaggerated reports from Ambassador Wilson, the United 

States lost faith in the ability of the Madero government 

to give protection to Americans. Press reports and dip-

lomatic correspondence indicated that no American was safe 

in Mexico, and that the Madero government was responsible 

for innumerable American deaths and the seizure of much 

American property. Yet when a harsh note of protest was 

presented to Madero, the American ambassador could list 

only eight Americans who had lost their lives since the 

•^Tannenbaum, Struggle for Peace and Bread. pp. 55-56. 
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downfall of Disss—and several of these death® were totally 

12 

unrelated to revolutionary activity. 

On another occasion Wilson advised all Americans to 

leave areas threatened by revolution although conditions 

did not justify such measures. Believing Mexico was swept 

by a wave of hysteria, the State Department at Wilson's 

insistence, dispatched a ship to Pacific ports to evacuate 

"refugees." The State Department was led to believe that 

"a ship with a capacity for five to six hundred persons" 

would be needed to accommodate persons fleeing the anarchy 

of Mexico. There was, however, no problem of overcrowding. 

When the ship arrived at the principal port of Sinaloa 

only eighteen persons took passage.13 

Nevertheless, Wilson continued to report dangerous 

anti-Amer icanism in Mexico. He insisted that Mader© was 

"conducting a campaign against American interests in Mexico" 

and foresaw "confiscation, harassment and dislodgement 

through suborned judicial decrees" unless the United States 

took fir® measures. The dispatches of Wilson during this 

^Cumberland, Genesis Under Madero, p. 201. 

•^"Secretary of State to Secretary of War," April 25, 
1^1» foreign Relations Papers, 1912, pp. 802-803j Cumber-
land, Genesis Under Madero, p. 200. 
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period are a study in the psychology of a growing personal 

aversion. He weed the wost somber and lurid adjectives to 

24 

describe the ineptness of the Madero government* 

The growing an ti- Araericanism really was becoming ooze 

evident; but it wai not the result of the Mexican govern-

ment pr evoking the more ignorant part of the population, 

as Wilson believed.15 Other foreigners in Mexico took a 

calmer view .of disturbed conditions than did the American 

ambassador, b ©ontemporary historian has accurately assessed 

the influence of reports by such official® by stating, "The 

greatest danger to Madero was not the attacks of the thou-

sands of men who occasionally took to arms, but the exag-

gerated accounts of these attacks.5,16 

Wilson was not content just to file derogatory reports 

of Madero with the State Department. He tried to intimidate 

the Madero government into taking action which he desired. 

He noted the failure of the Madero administration "to exert 

the efforts it would seem capable of exerting" to bring an 

14,'A®eriean Ambassador to Secretary of State," August 28, 
1912, Foreign Relations Papert, 1912, pp. 828-832. 

15 
Wilson, Diplomatic Episodes. p. 231. 

1 A 
Cumberland, Genesis Under Madero. p. 207. 
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improvement of conditions. The diplomat advised the United 

State© government that the Madero administration was "either 

apathetic or incompetent or both." Wilson was not above 

using the threat of dire consequence if nthe administration 

in Mexico" did not "'bestir itself to fulfill its interna-

27 

tional duties toward American citizens and their interests. 

The Madero government systematically and substantially 

refuted the ambassador's charges. Yet Wilson was still not 

satisfied and recommended to the State Department thati 
. . . either the Mexican Government must yield, 
repair the damages it has done t© us, and give 
clear guarantees for the future or we must take 
some vigorous and drastic action with the purpose 
of securing redress for our wrongs . . . and per-
haps, incidentally, the downfall of a Government 
. . . which ha® given us innumerable evidences of 
its bad faith, inefficiency, hostility and insin-
cerity.1® 

Secretary Knox chose to ignore Wilson"s recominendation, 

for as 1912 ended there were no serious insurrections 

against the Mexican government. Also by this time the 

State Department was skeptical of the reports originating 

at the Embassy in Mexico City. The Taft administration, 

17"American Ambassador to Mexican Minister for Foreign 
Affairs," September 15, 1912, Foreign Relations Papers, 1912, 
pp. 842-846. 

18Dunn, Diplomatic Protection, p. 312. 
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waiting for Woodrow Wilson to take over, disdained any 

interference in Mexican intern®! affairs. The administra-

tion instructed Wilson to conduct himself in accord with 

19 

its desires. 

The election of Woodrow Wilson in the fall of 1912 

caused Madero to take an optimistic view towards future 

relations with the United States. He sent his Minister 

of Foreign Affairs, Lascurain, to the United States with 

instructions to make concessions in general and vague terms 

to Secretary Knox about settling differences between the 

two countries. . Lascurain*s real mission, however, was to 

see President-elect Wilson and ascertain his views toward 

the Mexican government. The interview was ©specially neces-

sary to impress upon Woodrow Wilson the necessity of removing 

Henry Lane Wilson. Madero was convinced by Woodrow Wilson's 

record and speeches that the new administration would be 

more sympathetic to the program he hoped t© pursue.*® 

Henry Lane Wilson, unaware of Madero1s plans t© have 

him removed, continued his fulminations against the Mexican 

government. In early January, 1913, Wilson informed the 
ig 
Tannenbaum, Struggle for Peace and Bread, p. 254 j 

Cumberland, Genesis Under Madero. p. 229. 

20Wilson, Diplomatic Episodes, p. 312j Cumberland, 
Genesis Under Madero, p. 230. 
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State Department of the impending fall of the Madero govern-

ment. Knox discounted the report completely. The State 

Department, although not sure ©f the real conditions in 

Mexico, placed no reliance on the reports of the American 

ambassador.21 

Henry Lane Wilson's prophesy shortly proved true. 

Bernard© Reyes and Felix Diaz, nephew of the deposed dic-

tator, plotted in their jail cells the overthrew of Madero. 

Both had been convicted of treason for revolutionary ac-

tivity, but Madero had compassionately commuted their death 

sentences to imprisonment. They had persuaded jail guards 

and a part of the army to baek them in re-establishing a 

strong Forfir© Diaz type government. On the morning of 

February 9, 1913, the bribed guards released the two. Reyes 

took charge of a body of troops who were to arrest Madero. 

The presidential guards proved loyal and in the skirmish 

that ensued Reyes was shot and killed. 

Thwarted in the first phase ©f the coup, Felix Diaz 

snd the remaining troops retreated to the fortress-like 

prison called the Ciudadela, only a few blocks from the 

national palace in the heart of the city. By this time 

21'Wilson, Diplomatic Episodes,, pp. 250-251. 
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Madero had arrived at the national palace and assumed con-

trol of the situation. The president put General Victorian© 

Huerta in command of loyal army troops and instructed him 

to capture the remaining rebels. Contrary to Madero*s ex-

pectations, the dislodgeoent.of the rebels proved to be a 

long and torturous campaign. In what ha# come to be called 

"the tragic ten days," the force# of the two faction® en-

gaged in a destructive artillery duel across the heart ©f 

22 

Mexico City. 

Although the opposing forces significantly failed to 

weaken each other, the American Consulate was destroyed and 

many other building# within the city were damaged or totally 

destroyed. Many innocent residents, including foreigners, 

were killed. One source records that the dead bodies were 

too numerous to bury--but were soaked with kerosene and 

burned. The stench of decaying human flesh permeated the 

cityj all business activities ceased and the provinces were 
23 

swept by all kinds of rumors. 

By February 17, Huerta had received sufficient re-

inforcements to bring an end to the destruction and slaughter. 
^Tannenbaum, Struggle for Peace and Bread, p. 56j Cum-

berland, Genesis Under Madero, pp. 234-235| Wilson, Diplomatic 
Episodes, pp. 254-259. 

ilson, Diplomatic Episodes. pp. 254-259. 
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Observers speculated that Huerta prolonged the neediest 

slaughter to use up forces loyal to Madero and sicken the 

populace on the Madero regime. On the same day that Huerta 

gained an overwhelming troop superiority, he arranged a 

2§4 

truce with Diaat. 

Meanwhile the outbreak had surprised the State Depart-

ment. For three days no instructions came from the Depart-

ment to the Mexico City Embassy. Finally, ©n February 12, 

Washington pointedly instructed the American ambassador to 

keep hit nose out of the Mexican imbroglio. The United 

States wanted t© avoid even indirect connection to the 

eventual outcome of the rebellion.23 

Wilson made daily representations to the Madero govern* 

ment to bring an immediate end to the wanton killing and 

destruction. These actions made Wilson an effective, if 

unknowing, asset in Huerta1s scheme to bring about the 

downfall of Madero. Characteristically Wilson requested 

United States troops for his use in taking "fir®, drastic 

perhaps menacing" action to pacify the situation. On Febru-

ary 15, Washington rejected the Ambassador's request, al-

though Taft did send four battleships to Vera Cruz in case 
24Cu»berland, Genesis Under Madero, pp. 234-235. 
25"Secretary of State to American Ambassador," Febru-

ary 12, 1913, Foreign Relations Papers. 1913, p. 706. 
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it became necessary to evacuate Americans and protect 

United States interests.26 

Secretary Knox strongly opposed giving Wilson any 

grounds for interference in a clearly domestic problem of 

Mexico. Knox appreciated the right of the Mexican govern-

ment to protect itself against the rebels. He wanted to 

avoid forceful intervention and would depart froa this 

policy of restraint only if more American lives could be 

saved by such a departure. Hoping to insure against inter-

ference, the Secretary recommended the removal of Americans 

27 

to safer zones. 

On the sam©< day that Wilson suffered the rebuff fro® 

Washington he was provided another course of action. In a 

conversation with Wilson, Madero's Minister of Foreign 

Affairs had observed that it night be better for all con-

cerned if Madero resigned. This remark inspired the ambas-

sador to call on his own initiative a meeting of the foreign 

representatives of Italy, France, Spain and Germany. After 

26,,A««rican Ambassador to Secretary of Statet" Febru-
ary 11, 14, 15, 1913, Foreign Relations Papers, 1913, 
pp. 704, 70§, 710. 

Cline, United States and Mexico. pp. 130-133; Cumber-
land, Genesis Under Madero, p. 236. 
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a long discussion th«y unanimously decided that the only 

solution to the destructive stalemate was Madero1s resign 

. . 2B 
nation. 

Wilson led a delegation to Madero's office on Febru-

ary 15 and asked the president to step down for the good 

of the country. Wilson intimated that a refusal would 

bring United State® marines. An outraged Madero swore to 

die at his post rather than be subject to foreign pressure.29 

Immediately afterwards a false report of Madero'® 

resignation appeared in American newspapers. Madero coun-

tered these stories with a public telegram to Taft protest-

ing Wilson's improper representations. He also asked Taft 

to withdraw orders to land marines at Vera Cruz.30 Taft 

and the State Department were completely bewildered by the 

actions of the American Ambassador.-^1 In a rapid exchange 

of correspondence the United States apologised for inter-

ference in Mexican domestic affairs.32 Mader© apologised 

28HAmerican Ambassador to Secretary ©f Stat®," Febru-
ary 14, 1913, Foreign Relation® Papers, 1913. p. 709. 

^"American Ambassador to Secretary ©f StateFebru-
ary 15, 1913, Ibid., p. 713. 

30"Mexican Charge d'Affaires to Secretary of State," 
February 12, 1913, Ibid., p. 710. 

31»»secretary of State to American Ambassador," Febru-
ary 13, 1913, Ibid., pp. 713-714. 

32»»pr©»i<jent Taft to President Madero," February 16, 
1913, Ibid., p. 715. 
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for his false assumption that United States murine# were 

about to intervene. Wilson feebly defended his action on 

the grounds that it was meant as an unofficial representa-

tion of the diplomatic corps, and he only served as a spokes-

man for that group.^ Madero1s position was too tenuous to 

force the issue, and he let the matter drop.®4 The episode 

further lessened respect for Madero** administration and 

gave his critics new evidence that he could not effectively 

contend with foreign pressures. 

The Cuban Minister to Mexico impartially observed that: 

The intervention of the United States or the 
underhanded overthrow of Madero would explain the 
tortuous conduct and obscure words of the Ambassador. 
The revolution was no longer in the ciudedela, but 
in the spirit of Mr. Wilson. Madero did not have to 
fear Felix Mass, but the representative of President 
Taft.35 

Events now moved swiftly and for toed a fateful trap for 

the beleaguered Madero. Wilson became an active participant 

in Huerta*s plot t© overthrew Madero by agreeing to mediate 

differences between Diass and Huerta. In his acceptance of 

this task the ambassador suggested that Huerta and his 

^"American Ambassador to Secretary of StateFebru-
ary 17, 1913, Ibid., pp. 715-716. 

34Ibid., p. 718. 

^Cumberland, Genesis Under Madero, p. 237. 
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troops place themselves at the disposal of the Mexican 

congress. He related that communication had already been 

mad® unofficially with Diaz: about the matter and that he 

would subsequently "send hi® a formal note. 

Wilson then made Arrangements for the two opposing 

generals to meet at the Embassy at 8:00 P.M., February IS. 

As Wilson admitted, neither Xsft nor the State Department 

sanctioned his role as intermediary. 

Without having conferred with anyone, I decided 
to ask Generals Huerta and Diaz to come to the Em-
bassy, which, as neutral ground, would guarantee 
good faith and protection for a consultation.*7 

The resulting pact called for immediate suspension of 

hostilities. Since removal of Madero as president was a 

foregone conclusion, Huerta was to be provisional president 

and Diaz was to be free to campaign for the office in the 

next election. Wilson then presented the two generals to 

the assembled diplomatic corp and lauded Huerta as the 

saviour of Mexico.38 

36Wilson, Diplomatic Episodes, pp. 277-278. 

S7M 

38ni 

37Ibid., p. 279. 

'American Ambassador to Secretary of State," Febru-
ary 19, 1913, Foreign Relations Papers. 1913, pp. 722-723j 
Wilson, Diplomatic Episodes, pp. 281-282. 
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Zealously the American Ambassador went t© work bol-

ster £119 Huerta's position. Wilson wired the State Depart-

ment at noon th© next day that the Mader© government had 

fallen before the actual arrest had taken place. He also 

agreed without consulting th® State Department to serve 

as spokesioan for th© new regime to the rest of the diplo-

matic corps. Wilson congratulated himself for the "happy 

outcome" which had been "directly or indirectly the result 

of instructions. 

There was an immediate and widespread concern both in 

Mexico and the United States for the life of Madero. The 

State Department instructed Wilson t© nake representations 

to Huerta to insure the fallen president's safety. While 

consulting with Huerta about the protection of Madero, 

Wilson was asked his opinion as to what should be done 

with the deposed president. He answered that he could 

only hope that Huerta would do what was "best for the peace 

of Mexico."^® 

Knox was exasperated when he received the text of 

Wilson's conversation with Huerta. "General Huerta*s 

^Cumberland, Genesis Under Madero, p. 238. 

40nA«erican Ambassador to Secretary of State 
March 12, 1913, Foreign Relations Papers» 1913, p. 771, 
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consulting you at to the treatment of Madero," Knox admon-

ished Wilson, "tends to give you a certain responsibility 

in the matter."^ 

Shortly after, Wilson received word that both Madero 

and his Vice President, Pino Suarez, were killed while 

trying to escape. He accepted the government's version 

of the story and "asked for suspension of American opinion." 

The press was encouraged to accept the government version? 

and to lend credence t© the story, Wilson asked that it be 

accepted by the State Department as an official report 

"emanating from the Embassy."^2 

With Madero out of the way, Wilson busied himself 

aiding the Huerta government. Wilson assembled the diplo-

matic corpsand urged then to encourage recognition of the 

new government. The Ambassador also advised the State 

Department to inform the American public of Huerta1s 

friendly disposition.*^® He then telegraphed all American 

consuls in Mexico! "In the interest of Mexico, «r@© general 

4i"S«cretaxy ©f State t© Mexican AatoassadorFebru-
ary 20, 1913, Ibid., p. 725. 

42,,American Ambassador to Secretary ©f State," Febru-
ary 23, 1913, Ibid., pp. 731-732. 

^"American Ambassador to Secretary of State," Febru-
ary 24, 1913, Ibid., p. 730. 
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submission . . . to the new Government, which will be 

recognised by all foreign governments to-day.1,44 

Recognition did not cote©--not even from the United 

State®. Knox telegraphed Wilson that Madero*s death had 

stirred violent opposition in the United States t© the 

new government and Kuerta could not escape suspicion* The 

Secretary also instructed him to modify bis telegram to 

the consuls.45 

But Knox did not deter Wilson, Soon the ambassador 

instructed the American consul at Saltillo to seek support 

for Huerta's regime from Governor Carranss of that ttate. 

The consul reported back that "the Governor believes the 

Embassy to be largely at fault for the present condition 

of affairs." Every oritic hostile to the United States 

believed the same thing. Such opinions colored Mexican-

United States relations for years.4® 

Although the American Ambassador worked diligently to 

bring about United States recognition of Huerta, it never 

44"American Ambassador to Secretary of State," Febru-
ary 23, 1913, Ibid.. p. 732. 

45"Secretary of State to American Ambassador," Febru-
ary 28, 1913, Ibid., pp. 747-748. 

46 
"American Consul at Saltillo to Secretary of State," 

March 11, 1913, Ibid.. p. 767. 
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came. Xaft, with only a few days left in the White House, 

decided to leave the matter of recognition to the incoming 

Wilson administration. Ambassador Wilson then tried to 

overcome the new administration* s abhorence of the crime 

against Madero by describing the murdered president as "a 

man of disordered intellect" with a dangerous form of 

insanity.47 Henry Lane Wilson even professed to believe 

that Huerta "was not responsible for the death ©f Madero." 

But the diplomat*s opinion did not budge the new adminis-

tration.48 

The new president forthrightly announced his position 

in regard t© recognition ©f Huerta by stating that, "We 

dare not turn from the principle that morality and not 

expediency is the thing that is to guide us and that we 

will never condone iniquity because it is most convenient 

to do so."49 

And later he observed* 

It £the United States governmentJ was called 
upon to support every man who wanted to earn any-
thing anywhere if he were an American. But there 
ought to be a limit to that. . . . If American 

47 
"American Ambassador to Secretary of State," March 12, 

1913, Ibid., pp. 775-776. 
4®Wilson, Diplomatic Episodes» p. 288, 
4®Carl Eussell Fish, American Diplomacy (Hew York, 

1923), p. 484. 
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enterprise in foreign countries, particularly those 
not strong enough to resist us, takes the shape of 
imposing upon and exploiting the mass of the people 
of that country, it ought to be checked and not en-
couraged.^ 

The intrigues and machinations of H. L. Wilson to 

further the interests of Americans at any cost was clearly 

out of line with the policy of the new administration. He 

languished at his post until mid-summer when Washington 

recalled him and allowed hie to resign* Upon leaving his 

post in Mexico, Wilson noted the absence of ceremony which 

should have been accorded hi® leave-taking, but he consoled 

himself with "the Bismarckian philosophy that *an ambas-

sador ought not foe to© popular in the country to which he 

is accredited.'" The observation could surely rank with 

the monumental understatements of all times,5* 

Returning to the United States, Wilson confronted 

much criticism of his devious intrigues while ambassador. 

In an attempt to shift criticism from himself he wrote Taft 

asking for a formal letter of confidence "in the interest 

of historical truth," Taft, like most others at the time, 

was not sure Just what had transpired during those last 

50Gar»er, American Foreign Policies, pp. 40-41. 

5iWilson, Diplomatic Episodes, p. 31S. 
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few months in Mexico City, He referred the letter to Knox 

and asked if there were any known grounds to refuse such a 

request. Knox replied that he knew of no basis for refuting 

the request, but it should be written with reservation® as 

to the wholesale endorsement ©f Wilson*# actions while am-

bassador t© Mexico.52 It seems ironic that Taft and Knox 

had misgivings about endorsing the American ambassador*s 

actions. He sealously pursued their protectionist policy 

concerning United States investments in Mexico. This was 

the all-pervasive goal of the Taft administration. It 

dominated all other interests to the detriment of United 

States-Mexican relations from 1909 to 1913. 

52 
Correspondence of Knox, XVII, 3356, 3357, 3359-3361. 
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CONCLUSION 

Taft end Knox advocated a Mexican policy that was 

to© narrow to contend effectively with the incipient 

social unrest in Mexico. In premising their policy solely 

on the protection of American live® and property without 

regard to Mexican conditions, the administration intensi-

fied anti-American hostility. There was obviously no one 

in the Taft administration with the foresight to interpret 

the chaotic conditions in Mexico and interpret the effect 

they would have on United States-Mexican relations. 

The Chanisal dispute provided a crucial opportunity 

to assuage the anti-American feeling in Mexico. Hot re-

alising the significance which the Mexican people placed 

on regaining the area, the Taft administration bungled the 

opportunity to settle the aatter honorably. United States 

repudiation of the award widened the breach between the 

two countries. 

During the Madero revolution the Washington government 

again showed its ineptness. The Taft administration's 

97 
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quibbling about the applicability of the neutrality laws 

to the activities of Madero and his follower® in Texas 

allowed sufficient time for the movement to mature. When 

the United States belatedly moved to curtail the activities, 

Madero and his followers fled and began an open campaign in 

northern Mexico. With a supply of arms and ammunition fro® 

the United States, the insurrectionists gained a foothold. 

When Xaft then ordered an ill-timed movement of troops and 

ships to be in position to protect United States interests, 

he further weakened the prestige of the Diaz government and 

indirectly aided the revolution. The Maderistas soon forced 

Diaz into exile and Mexico faced unsettled tines. 

By the closing months of 1912, Washington realised the 

necessity of stabilising the Mexican government. The Madero 

revolution had taught that a lax attitude toward revolution-

ists and the arms trade was inconsistent with political 

stability in Mexico. Thus, the United States tightened 

its neutrality laws and carefully prevented anti-Madero 

forces from using the United States as a base. In a further 

attempt to strengthen Madero, the Taft administration was 

conciliatory and patient in pressing claims. 

Yet the person primarily responsible for carrying out 

this policy, Ambassador Henry Lane Wilson, could not recognise 
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the changed conditions. He ardently desired a return to 

the Diaz system in which foreign interests were favored. 

He did not realize that the Mexican people had awakened 

and were clamoring for social and economic changes. Ironic-

ally Ambassador Wilson's goal, a stable Mexico where Ameri-

can lives and property would be safe, was lost as a result 

of his attitude toward the Madero government. Undoubtedly, 

Wilson helped cultivate conditions leading to Madero*s 

downfall, and there followed years of death and destruction. 

For the anti-Aroericanisa which often characterised 

Mexican policy toward the United States in the ensuing years, 

Henry Lane Wilson and the inept Taft administration must 

bear a large share of the responsibility. The foreign 

policy of the Taft administration increased Mexican griev-

ances against the United States, and the Mexican reaction 

was all the more nativistic and hostile. 
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