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PREFACE

The years 1820-1830 were important in the history 
of the Western Hemisphere. By 1825 most of the former 
colonies of Spain had achieved the status of independent 
nations and were recognized as such by the United States 
and Great Britain. James Monroe had delivered the 
doctrine which bears his name, and George Canning,
British Foreign Secretary, had begun his policy of keep
ing Latin America independent and attracted towards Great 
Britain. Due to the policies of these men, the two Anglo 
powers found themselves at odds with each other with re
spect to Latin America and particularly in Mexico. This 
thesis is concerned with Joel Roberts Poinsett, the first 
American Minister to Mexico, and attempts to trace his 
activities in opposition to British policy and influence 
in that country.

The research for this work was done at two loca
tions; the Library of the University of Arizona, and the 
Historical Society of Pennsylvania, in Philadelphia. Con 
cerning the latter, I would like to thank the librarian 
and staff of the Manuscript Division at the Historical 
Society for their time and help with the Poinsett 
Papers.
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manuscript. Finally, my thanks to Miss Louise Prichard, 
through whose help in the Inter-library Loan Department 
of the University Library I was able to obtain several 
important works, not otherwise available.
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ABSTRACT

In 1823 the British Foreign Office, under the 
leadership of George Canning, had successfully thwarted 
the desires of the major European powers for territorial 
expansion into the New World. The only fear of the 
English government now was a Western Hemisphere league 
of newly independent nations which might be headed by 
the ambitious United States of America. Conversely, 
in 1825, the Adams administration in Washington was be
coming suspicious of growing British prestige in the new 
Mexican Republic.

As a result, both nations dispatched envoys to 
Mexico. They were instructed to build the influence of 
their respective countries and to try to keep the other 
nation from gaining any advantages. Joel Roberts Poinsett 
tried for five years to forward his nation*s policy, one 
which brought him into constant conflict with that of 
Great Britain.

The crises over Cuba, the commercial and boundary 
treaties which Poinsett attempted to negotiate, all re
sulted in increasing hostilities between the American 
minister and the two British Charges, Ward, and Pakenham.

vi



Finally, all three took advantage of the unstable polit 
ical situation in Mexico to advance their causes, an 
activity which was to result in Poinsett1s recall 
in 1830.



CHAPTER I

GREAT BRITAIN’S
LATIN AMERICA POLICY, 1820-1825

The continent of Europe in the early 1820’s was 
at the height of its post-Napoleonic reaction. A morbid 
fear of revolutionary agitation had banded her great 
powers— Russia, Prussia, Austria, France, and to some ex
tent, England— into a Grand Alliance whose main object was 
to strike down popular revolutions and anti-monarchical 
movements whenever and wherever they might appear. Dur
ing these same years, movements of the type dreaded had 
succeeded in establishing independence in most of the 
areas of the Western Hemisphere formerly controlled by 
Spain. The major policy question, therefore, was whether 
or not the members of the Grand Alliance were going to 
use their combined strength to see that these New World 
colonies were returned to Ferdinand VII. It was a re
sult of this question that the first major chink in the 
Alliance appeared. Great Britain’s foreign policy had 
taken a new turn with the far-reaching repercussions. For 
the better part of the 1820’s, George Canning was the 
architect of that policy.
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2
Canning earned a place among England's better 

statesmen of the nineteenth century. He served his nation 
in several capacities; as a member of Parliament from Sea- 
ford and, for a short time, as Chancellor of the Exchequer. 
But it was as Foreign Secretary that he brought forth his 
finest efforts. Serving twice in this capacity, 1S07-1809, 
and 1822-1827, Canning was a most popular secretary who in
fused vigor into the Foreign Office. A first-rate admin
istrator, he organized the department along lines of 
procedure that were not changed as late as 1870.^ During 
his second term as Foreign Secretary, Canning developed 
and embellished the policy which had been handed down in 
its embryonic form by his predecessor, Robert Castlereagh, 
and which Great Britain was to pursue in its relations 
with Latin America.

Canning's policy was basically a simple one. Latin 
America, and consequently Mexico, was to become a colony of 
Spain again, or remain completely independent. If by some 
chance Ferdinand was able to recoup his losses, well and 
good. Should the several nations of Latin America continue 
to hold their independent status, then England would begin 
to consider recognition. Under no circumstances would the 1

1. A. W. Ward and G. P. Gooch (eds.), The Cam
bridge History of British Foreign Policy 1783-1919 ( 3 Vols., 
New York, 1923), II, pp. 106-107.
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annexation of any part of the newly independent areas to 
another state be tolerated. Because of its proximity to 
the nations in question. Canning was particularly appre
hensive of the ambitions of the United States. That govern
ment at the head of a trans-Atlantic league of newly liberated 
colonies would be a formidable opponent, commercially and 
militarily.%

By mid-1823, England's policy had congealed; and in 
August of that year. Canning made his basic tenets on the 
Latin American situation known to the United States. He 
now considered Spain's recovery of her former colonies to 
be hopeless and would extend recognition as soon as he felt 
they were ready for it. Canning stated that England wanted 
no part of Spain's former colonies and, by the same token, 
could not allow any portion to be ceded or taken by any 
other power.3 In this attitude, the Foreign Secretary was 
to find himself opposing the viewpoints of the rest of 
Europe and to some degree those of the United States.

The continental European powers, led by the Holy Al
liance, were also interested in the Latin American situation. 2 *

2. Sir Charles Petrie, George Canning (London,1946), pp. 186-188.
3« George Canning, Secretary of State for Foreign 

Affairs, to Richard Rush, United States Minister to London, 
August 20, 1823, William R. Manning (ed.). Diplomatic Cor
respondence of the United States Concerning the Independence 
of the Latin American Nations (3 Vols., New York, 1925)#
III, p. 1478.
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The main point of their interest was the fact that one of 
their absolute monarchs, the King of Spain, was losing 
part of his empire to the forces of liberalism and repre
sentative government• As a result, the allies, with one 
exception, were in favor of interference to guarantee 
Ferdinand’s rights. This question of interference in favor 
of the Spanish monarch was discussed at the Congress of 
Verona.^ At that conference England made it known to the 
other powers that she held a dim view of any attempt at 
intervention to regain Spain’s lost colonies, and announced 
that from then on, she would follow her own independent 
foreign policy.5 The Holy Alliance acceded to England’s 
view, and thus France remained the only European power to 
still harbor interventionist ideas.

The actions of France after the Congress of Verona 
gave the English Foreign Secretary even more cause to take 
some definite action against that country. In April 
of 1323, the French Due d’Angouleme invaded Spain with 100,000 
troops to restore absolutism to Ferdinand VII who was at the 4 5

4. The Congress of Verona was the final in a series 
of great European international conferences called to attempt 
to settle the problems of the post-Napoleonic years. Representatives from Russia, Prussia, Austria, France, and England 
met at this Italian city in October of 1322.

5. H. W. V. Temperley, "The Later American Policy of 
George Canning," The American Historical Review (1906), XI, 
p. 780; Hubert Howe Bancroft, History of Mexico (6 Vols., San 
Francisco, 1335), V, p. 49.
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time unwillingly sharing power with a provisional junta 
under the liberal Cadiz Constitution of 1812. If France 
and Spain incorporated their resources, the balance of power 
in Europe would be disturbed. A strong invasion of Latin 
America might succeed, thereby even further upsetting the 
European status quo. On the other hand, if England were 
to recognize the nations of Spanish America as independent, 
this might curtail a reconquest attempt backed by French 
arms, and at the same time serve to re-balance the European 
power structure.^ It was a strong reason for immediate 
recognition, but England decided to wait a little longer.

On October 9$ 1823, Canning met with Polignac, the 
French Minister at London, to discuss the question of 
Spain1s former colonies. At this meeting. Canning success
fully thwarted any plans France had for forcing the colonies 
back into the royal fold at Madrid and foreclosed any further 
European interference with the exception of Spain. Polignac 
tried several ways to get out from under England's policy.
He suggested another European Congress to decide Spanish 
America's fate and invited England to join. Canning, having 
accepted the government at Washington as the major power in 
the Western Hemisphere, countered by saying that any con
ference concerned with the situation in the Americas must 6

6. Temperley, p. 781.



6
include the United States. That nation1s proximity to the 
area in question obviously made it the most interested of 
all. To France and the other absolutist governments of 
Europe, the idea of a new and successful republic sharing 
a conference table was anathema and so this suggestion was

ndropped.'
The Canning-Polignac conference turned out to be 

a triumph for the English secretary. He contravened the 
Frenchman's ideas at every turn and finally placed his 
diplomatic cards on the table so that there would be no 
doubt that Polignac understood England's position. Canning 
believed that Spain was too weak to retake her former pos
sessions in the New World and that further warfare between 
the colonies and the mother country would be a waste.
Should Spain continue the conflict, however, England would 
be neutral and the other European powers had better follow 
her example. Great Britain had no desire.for territorial 
acquisitions in the Americas, merely connections of amity 
and commerce. While the Foreign Secretary would rather 
have Spain recognize the independence of her former colonies 
in America first, he would not wait much longer and would 
extend recognition as he deemed proper. Finally, and most 
important to Polignac, Canning stated that any use of 7

7. Ibid., p. 779; James Fred Hippy, The United 
States and Mexico (New York, 1931)» P* 3«



French arms to help Ferdinand in a reconquest effort, or to 
gain territory for herself, would lead to immediate war with 
England.0

England's threat of armed force successfully ended 
the hopes of the European powers for intervening in the New 
World, although France even after January, 1824, toyed with

Qthe idea of a Bourbon Monarch on a Mexican throne. The
only other threat to Latin America, as far as England was 
concerned, lay with the United States and its aggressive 
republicanism. That nation had developed a foreign policy 
of her own and in the area of Latin American, particularly 
Mexican, relations the two English-speaking nations were 
destined to clash.

The United States and Great Britain had funda
mentally opposite policies with regard to Latin America.
The former desired to reduce points of contact between 
Europe and the Americas. England, while denying the right 
of the members of the European community to gain territory 
in the New World, did not want to see developed two 8 9

8. Conference between Canning and Polignac, October 9, 
1823, British Foreign and State Papers (London, 1843), XI, 
pp. 49-53. (hereafter referred to as BFSP). Report of Lucas 
Alaman, Mexican Minister of Foreign Relations, January 11, 
1825. Ibid.. XII, p. 984.

9. Samuel Flagg Bemis (ed.), The American Secre
taries of State and Their Diplomacy (14 Vols., New York,
1958), IV, p. 77.

7



isolated continental systems.**’0 The position of the United 
States has been summarized by the historian Sir Charles 
Petrie as one which would attract Latin America to the 
government of the north rather than to one across the 
Atlantic.

It became a cardinal point of policy at 
Washington that the revolted colonies /of Latin 
America/ must be prevented from returning to their 
former status; while if, in addition, they could 
be prevailed upon to adopt republican constitu
tions, so much the better, for they would in that 
case be more likely to rely upon the State Depart
ment than upon the Foreign Office.^

The United States, preceding Great Britain, had 
extended de .jure recognition to several independent Latin 
American nations in March of 1822.̂  By autumn of the 
following year Canning feared that similar republican in
stitutions, coupled with the early recognition, had given 
the United States a headstart in its relations with Mexico, 
and one which that nation would use to the detriment of 
Great B r i t a i n . i n  addition, London was bound to oppose 
Washington^ desire for free trade, neutral shipping rights, 10 11 12 13

8

10. James Fred Hippy. Rivalry of the United States and Great Britain over Latin America (1808-1830J (Baltimore. 
1929K p . 1 (hereafter referred to as Hippy. Rivalry).

11. Petrie, p. 185.
12. Ward and Gooch, p. 6$.
13. Petrie, p. 199*
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and liberal maritime agreements.^ Canning therefore made 
an attempt to bring the United States into a three-way 
collaborative effort. If England, France, and the United 
States were to issue a joint declaration not to indulge in 
territorial acquisition in Spanish America, perhaps 
Ferdinandfs fears would be obviated. In this case, peace 
between the former colonies and Spain might be arranged.
The administration at Washington refused this offer and 
also a later joint Great Britain-United States statement 
on the Western Hemisphere. These declensions may have 
started the strained feelings between England and the United 
States which frequently appeared in Mexico in later years.

The State Department refused to co-operate for two 
main reasons. If there was a combined effort, it would 
appear to other nations that the United States accepted 
English interference in New World affairs. This was a situ
ation which the United States did not want. Washington, in 
addition, coveted the prestige of a unilateral declaration 
concerning the A m e r i c a s . T h i s  declaration had been 
developing under the guidance of Secretary of State John 14 15 16

14. Hippy, Rivalry, p. 2.
15. Dorothy M. Barton, The Diplomatic Career of 

Joel Roberts Poinsett (Washington, D. C., 1934)» p« #0.
16. Dexter Perkins, The Monroe Doctrine. 1823-1B26 

(Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1932), p. 74.
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Quincy Adams.^  President Monroe announced it to the world 
on December 2, 1S23, and it was subsequently known as the 
Monroe Doctrine. There were three main clauses of this 
manifesto: the United States, with its republican philos
ophy, would not interfere in the affairs of Europe; by the 
same token, monarchical European ideas were to be kept out 
of the Western Hemisphere; there would be no more European

-l &colonization in the Americas.AO This would, in effect, 
politically seal off the two hemispheres from one another, 
for it is important to note that not only was physical 
acquisition of new colonies forbidden but so was the in
fluence of autocratic institutions. This latter point was 
to cause much trouble for Poinsett during his diplomatic 
stay in Mexico. Canning was, however, able to salvage 
something from the United States obstinacy. The Monroe 
Doctrine made it appear in the eyes of Europe that the State 
Department and the Foreign Office were in support of the same 
basic policy as concerned Spanish America even though they 
were not formally united by a pact.̂  17 18 19

17. Ibid., pp. 76-79.
18. Ibid., pp. 83-85.
19. Temperley, pp. 779-780. Actually, the already discussed Canning declaration to French Minister Polignac, 

two months prior to the Monroe Doctrine, turned out to be a 
moral victory over the United States. In it, the Foreign 
Secretary not only forbade future European efforts to help

10
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The December 2nd declaration to Congress produced 

very few positive effects in the Old World and actually 
alienated Canning. From this time on, his attitude toward 
Latin America was decidedly influenced by a strong mistrust 
of the United States.^0 Richard Rush commented on this in 
a letter to Henry Clay: "Mr. Canning never liked the United
States nor their institutions, and never will. • . . He will 
watch all of our steps with sharper and more active jealousy 
than perhaps any other English statesman living. Of all 
their public men, we have the least to expect from him."21 
The British Foreign Secretary was determined not to allow 
the North American republic hegemony in the affairs of Latin 
America, and in England's efforts to block United States 
influence Mexico was considered the key.22

The policy of the United States in regard to Mexico 
and Latin America gave rise to one of Canning's major con
cerns; the possibility of a general trans-Atlantic league 20 21 22

Spain regain her colonies, but also announced that Great 
Britain had no territorial interests in Latin America. Monroe, 
in his speech, reiterated Canning's warning to the European 
powers, but a statement of lack of United States desire for 
territory in Spanish America was notably and, to the Mexicans, 
alarmingly absent.

20. Semis, pp. 76, 7&.
21. Richard Rush, to Henry Clay, Secretary of State, 

as quoted in Petrie, p. 189•
22. Rippy, Rivalry, p. 247•
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of republics to oppose a European league of monarchies.
Even more worrisome was the probability that the Washington 
government would lead such a New World league and thereby 
prevent European-American co-operation, or at least hinder 
it. To the Foreign Secretary this potentiality was one 
reason for thinking about extending recognition.^3

The • . . still more powerful motive is my ap
prehension of the ambition and ascendency of the U. S. 
of Am.: It is obviously the policy of that Govt to
connect itself with all the powers of America in a 
general Transatlantic League, of which it would have 
the sole direction. I need only say how incon
venient such an ascendency may be in time of peace, 
and how formidable in case of war.^

Canning consequently further developed his diplo
matic policy. The European powers had been denied the right 
of intervention to help Spain, and the idea of Adams to 
place the Americas in a "water-tight compartment” was also 
to be checked. He now planned for England an alert polit
ical role in New World relations and was hopeful that he could 
act as arbiter of any disputes which might a r i s e . " T h e  Old 
World was to be revived with the vigorous life of the New, 23 24 25

23. Ward and Gooch, pp. 65, 73*
24. Canning memorandum, as quoted in Temperley,

p. 781.
25. Ibid., pp. 780, 785.
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"the New to be tempered with the moderation of the Old, 
England to hold the balance between them#

Canning, a practical administrator, was determined 
to obtain first-hand information on Mexico for use in 
weighing the relative merits and disadvantages of recog
nition. The first British mission in Mexico was an un
official one held by Patrick Mackey. He was to sound out 
the government and the feelings of the people on the subject 
of British recognition and commerce. Upon his arrival, how
ever, he found that Iturbide, who ruled as Mexico's first 
emperor under the title of Agustin I, had been overthrown 
in March of 1823, and a provisional government established. 
In the city of Jalapa, Mackey met with Guadalupe Victoria, 
who was serving as Supreme Executive. Although unauthorized 
to do so, Mackey offered recognition in exchange for com
mercial advantages, a concession which Victoria favored.
But other members of the executive council were more ret
icent. Mackey returned to London with the Mexican govern
ment's request for official commissioners, and its hint that 
commercial privileges would be extended.^7 26 *

26. Ibid.. p. 796.
2?. Joel R. Poinsett, United States Minister to 

Mexico, to Clay, Mexico City, October 12, 1825, Manning, 
pp. 1636-1637•



Mackeyfs early meetings with Victoria buoyed Mexican 
pride and created a favorable attitude towards England. 
Canning further enhanced the situation when, in early autumn 
of 1823, he accredited consuls and sent an official three-man

pdcommission to Mexico City to discuss recognition. Victoria 
received the commissioners, Lionel Hervey, Charles 0^Gorman, 
and Henry George Ward, with great h o n o r s . T h e  report of 
this commission was a very positive one with regard to the 
possibilities of English recognition. It stated that the 
lack of an alliance with a European maritime power would 
soon force Victoria to seek favor with the United States, 
in spite of the fact that suspicion of the Washington govern
ment ran high in Mexico. The republic to the north, in 
addition, was more than willing to receive her southern 
neighbor. The commissioners, after.only a few weeks of 
observation and discussion, advised for recognition. Fear 
of a United States advantage motivated the three men far 
more than an objective evaluation of conditions in Mexico, 
since that country was still in political turmoil and subject 
to revolutionary outbreaks. 28 * 30

28. Petrie, p. 190.
29• Bancroft, p. 50.
30. Hippy, Rivalry, pp. 249-250.

14



The three agents, moreover, were prejudiced in favor 
of Mexico to the extent that they went outside the bounds 
of their instructions• Not only did they seek to place pro- 
Europeans in high government posts, but Hervey promised a 
loan from England for which he had no authority.31 This ne
cessitated his recall, and James Morier was sent to replace 
him. Canning gave Morier explicit instructions as to his 
future actions: "You are sent to ascertain the facts of
Mexican independence, not actively to promote it; and to 
form and report an opinion of the stability of the govern
ment, not to prescribe its form or attempt to influence its
councils."32

The London Cabinet continued to hold off recognition 
of Mexico throughout most of 1824. It did this in the hope 
that Spain would extend it first, and also from the belief 
that an aristocratic, monarchical system of government would 
presently evolve from the federal-republican one. There was, 
however, only slight evidence of monarchical sentiment in 
Mexico, much for a republic, and Canning accepted the
inevitable.33 31 32 *

15

31. Rippy, The United States and Mexico, pp. 3-4.
32. Canning*s instructions to Morier, as quoted in 

Parton, p. 96*
33• Petrie, pp. 193, 196-197.



During this time, the Foreign Secretary was under 
pressure to extend recognition by British commercial in
terests. As a maritime, manufacturing, and trade nation, 
England was dependent upon the world market and her business
men could not look with indifference on a quarantined Western 
Hemisphere as the United States wanted. English commerce had 
smarted under Spain's harsh mercantile rules, and recognition 
of Mexico, followed by swift commercial ties, would be to 
Great Britain's advantage. Thus did the English business 
community add its weight to favorable diplomatic reasons for 
re cognition.34

In Mexico, the popularity of Great Britain continued 
to mount and the government looked forward to recognition. 
Some idea of the extent of British influence and appeal with 
the government, as compared to that of the United States, 
can be obtained from the wording of the following manifesto. 
It was issued by the Supreme Executive Government of Mexico 
on October 5> 1624.

With respect to our relations with other Powers:
. . .  The United States of North America, which has 
already recognized our Independence, has lately named 
a Minister to reside amongst us, and already its con
suls, in our Capital and Ports, are in the full ex
ercise of their functions. A similar state of 
things exists with the Agents of the same Class of 
the King of Great Britain; and from the frank, ben
evolent, and friendly conduct of that Nation towards 
Mexico, we may entertain a well-founded hope, that 34

16

34. Hippy, Rivalry, p. 3
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in a short time the Independence of Anahuac will be 
recognized by the Government of a People who rule 
the Seas. On our part, we have sent a Minister with 
Full Powers to the Government of His Britannic 
Majesty, of whose arrival in London we have received 
intelligence; and according to the course of things . . .  
it is to be hoped that the object of his mission will be completely fulfilled.35

The longer Great Britain withheld recognizing Mexico, 
however, the greater were the chances that she would lose her 
favored position and fail to implement her policy. Victoria 
might believe his nation to be unwanted by the European powers 
because of its republicanism and consequently turn to the 
United States.3& It was this which prompted Canning to write 
a memorandum to his cabinet in the fall of 1824.

I believe we now have the opportunity (but it 
may not last long) of opposing a powerful barrier 
to the influence of the U. S. by an amicable con
nection with Mexico, which from its position must be 
either subservient to or jealous of the U. S. In 
point of population and resources it is at least 
equal to all the rest of the Spanish colonies; and 
may naturally expect to take the lead in its con
nections with the powers of Europe. I by no means 
think it at present necessary to go beyond the mere 
relations of amity and commercial intercourse; but 
if we hesitate much longer, • • • all the new states 
will be led to conclude that we regret their friend
ship upon principle, as of a dangerous and revolu
tionary character, and will be driven to throw them
selves under the protection of the U. S. as the only means of security.3/ 35 36 37

35. Manifesto of the Supreme Executive Government 
of Mexico, October 5* 1824> BFSP, XII, pp. 875-876.

36. Petrie, p. 188.
37. Canning memorandum, as quoted in Temperley,

pp. 781-782.



In spite of his reasoning. Canning had some dif
ficulty convincing the recalcitrant George IV of the positive 
aspects of recognition. Prime Minister Liverpool also was 
not in favor of extending national status to the rebellious 
Spanish American colonies. Canning therefore reiterated 
his fears of losing advantages to other powers and his be
lief that the time had come to take the final step.

Sooner or later we shall probably have to con
tend with the combined maritime power of France and 
the United States. The disposition of /Kexico/is at 
present highly favorable to England. If we take 
advantage of that disposition we may establish 
through our influence with /it/ a fair counterpoise 
to that combined maritime power. Let us not, then, 
throw the present golden opportunity away, which 
once lost may never be recovered.3°

Canning finally convinced the cabinet, for he was too 
talented a statesman to fail to grasp the "golden opportunity. 
On January 3> 1825, His Britannic Majestyfs Government recog
nized Mexico as an independent among the family of nations.39 
The foreign secretary knew that, with British recognition, 
Mexico was now truly free. Spain might bluster, bluff, and 
even attempt reconquest, but it was only a matter of time 
before the rest of the Old World powers accepted and followed 
EnglandTs lead. The United States* hope of the Americas for 38 39

38. Petrie, pp. 187-188.
39. Hippy, Rivalry, p. 250.



19
the Americans was no longer feasible either, and Canning 
seemed to realize just how much he had foiled Adams* plan.

The Yankees will shout in triumph, but it is 
they who lose most by our decision. The great 
danger of the time . . . was the division of the 
world into European and American, Republican and 
Monarchical, a league of worn-out governments on 
the one hand, and of youthful and stirring states, 
with the United States, on the other. We slip in 
between and plant ourselves in Mexico. The United 
States have got the start of us in vain.^O

The Foreign Office continued to advance Great 
Britain's goodwill even after recognition. The policy for 
Mexico, pushed by Canning and his successors, was that 
England was a true friend and more to be trusted than the 
United States to the north. "The natural connection of 
/Mexico/^is with the great Maritime Power of Europe, from 
which she can be under no apprehension of encroachment on 
her territory, or of interference with her Station or Rights 
on the Continent of America."^1 Great Britain consequently 
attempted to detach Spain's former New World colonies from 
United States influence, using her past friendship and aid 
as a lever. Canning specifically warned Mexico to forgo 
official alliances with Washington. Any design for placing 
that government at the head of an inter-American federation, 40 41

40. Petrie, p. 198.
41. Canning, as quoted in Parton, p. 100
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with a purpose of keeping Europe out, would be viewed as a 
direct insult upon the British nation.4-2

Concrete results of British recognition were soon 
in coming. Commercial relations were discussed, loans nego
tiated, and English consuls in the major Mexican ports facil
itated trade.4-3 In the Royal Speech at the opening of 
Parliament in February, 1825, His Majestyfs Government an
nounced that negotiations had begun confirming navigation 
and trade treaties between the newly independent states of 
Latin America and England.^ A commercial treaty was signed 
with Mexico on April 6 of that year, and, although the 
Foreign Office later rejected it. Great Britain's prestige 
remained high. When Henry George Ward returned to Mexico, 
this time in the position of Charge d'Affaires, the Mexican 
Government cordially received him as the representative of 
a people "who sustain the liberties of the world."45 At 
Ward's official reception on May 31, 1825, President 
Guadalupe Victoria clearly expressed the sentiments of the 
Mexican government. 42 43 44 45

42. Justin Harvey Smith, Poinsett's Career in Mexico 
(Worcester, Massachusetts, 1914), p. 8; Temperley, pp. 787-788.

43. Report of the Mexican Minister of Foreign Rela
tions, January 11, 1825, BFSP, XII, pp. 984-985.

44. Petrie, p. 198.
45. Rippy, The United States and Mexico, p. 4.
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Great Britain has recognized us free and 

independent.
I have every reason, then to be assured, 

that the mutual friendship of both nations will 
be perpetuated by the causes, which have led to 
the expression of these sentiments.

The man chosen by Canning to represent England's af
fairs in Mexico was an ardent patriot. He believed in, and 
therefore carried out, the orders of his superior to the 
full extent of his ability. Ward quickly gained the con
fidence of several cabinet members and spent two hours a 
week with Victoria making known his government's attitude 
on different situations. The Mexican executive allowed 
him to print whatever he wished in the official government 
publication and impressed upon him the fact that Mexico 
regarded England as a natural ally and protector.^

Due in a great degree to Ward's efforts, Great 
Britain was the dominant influence in Mexican politics 
upon the American envoy's arrival. Her public esteem was 
high and news from London was given every serious attention. 
The Mexican government even decreed official mourning when * 47

46. Victoria, to Ward, Mexico City, May 31, 1825, 
Manning, p. 1623.

47- Smith, p. 8. Ward at one time volunteered his 
coach to be used to transport the Virgen de los Remedies 
during the great procession to the Church~He la Vera Cruz 
near Mexico City. This act from the representative of a 
Protestant nation was especially endearing to Mexican hearts. 
H. Niles (ed.j, Niles' Weekly Register (Baltimore, 1825), 
XXVIII, p. 390 (hereafter referred to as Niles' Register).
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death took the Duke of York. By the end of May and early 
June, 1825, Great Britain stood at the summit of popularity 
while Mexican opinion of the United States nestled in a 
valley of apathy.

Canning had thus far been successful in implement
ing his foreign policy in the Western Hemisphere. He had 
recognized the United States as a dangerous political and 
commercial rival and had thwarted her design for separate 
continental systems by maintaining a strong position in 
Mexico. So auspicious was Canning1s leadership in the 
Foreign Office that President Adams, in his diary, thanked 
Providence when he learned of the secretary's death in 
August of 1827.4*

Most of the blame for England's favorable position, 
however, must lie at the feet of the Monroe and Adams admin
istrations. As a consequence of political procrastination, 
over three years elapsed between United States recognition 
of Mexico and the arrival of her first formal minister.
The man finally selected for the job, Joel Roberts Poinsett, 
took his instructions to heart, determined to halt British 
advances and to return the North American republic which 
he represented to its rightful position. 48

48. Petrie, p. 189



CHAPTER II

JOEL R. POINSETT 
UNITED STATES MINISTER

The first United States Minister to Mexico was of 
a prominent South Carolina family. His Huguenot ancestors 
emigrated from France after the revocation of the edict of 
Nantes in 1685 and the subsequent persecution of French 
protestants. Traveling to the New World, the Poinsett 
family settled in the town of Charleston, South Carolina. 
Through the common Huguenot traits of hard work and 
frugality, the family1s efforts were attended by prosperity 
and some of the Poinsetts entered the professions. Joel*s 
father, one such member of the family, became a physician.

The son of Dr. Elisha and Ann Roberts Poinsett,
Joel was born on March 2, 1779» in Charleston, which at 
that time was the most prominent city in the United States 
south of Philadelphia.^ He grew up in a cultured environ
ment and received his basic education from tutors. For his 
formal training he traveled to Connecticut and then to 
Great Britain where he studied the profession of his father

1. James Fred Rippy, Joel R. Poinsett - Versatile 
American (Durham, North Carolina, 1935)> PP« 3-4 (hereafter 
referred to as Rippy, Poinsett).
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and later military science. Filled with wanderlust, he made 
two extended trips through Europe and parts of Asia, and be
came proficient in French, Spanish, German, Italian, and
Russian.%

As a result of studies and travel, Poinsett's edu
cation was liberal and deep. Well steeped in the classics, 
medicine, military tactics, languages, and later, law, he 
was prepared to serve his country in many ways. Friend
ships with European officials, coupled with a knowledge of *
the native languages, made the diplomatic corps a very 
probable area of employ. To this extent. Czar Alexander I 
asked, in 1809# that Poinsett be named as envoy to the 
imperial court.^

Poinsett was, however, destined to serve in Latin 
America rather than Europe. President Madison gave him 
his first mission, in 1810, as commercial agent to Southern 
South America, a position widened in April of the following 
year to that of Consul General for Buenos Aires, Chile, and 
Peru. He became active in the insurgent movement in Chile, 
gave the rebel leaders military advice, and through oppos
ition to England's influence in Buenos Aires, brought

2. George Lockhart Rives. The United States and 
Mexico. 1821-1848 (New York, 1913). p. 162: Rippy, Poinsett,
p. 6.

3. Ibid.. p. 32.
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British wrath upon himself. This first mission lasted 
until 1815.^ Upon his return, Poinsett became active in 
state and national politics. He served two terms in 
both the South Carolina legislature and the House of 
Representatives.5

In July, 1822, during Poinsett's first term as con
gressman from Charleston, Secretary of State John Quincy 
Adams sent him on a second mission, this time to Mexico.
He was to determine the state of affairs there, and whether 
or not the time was propitious for sending a minister to 
that government. Poinsett spoke with many officials in 
Mexico, and noted their opposition to Iturbide. Seeing 
the overthrow of imperial rule in the near future, and the 
probability that a republic would be the result, Poinsett 
so informed his government. The administration soon began 
to consider candidates for the position of Minister to 
Mexico.^

Although the United States had recognized Mexican 
independence early in 1822, two factors kept the State 
Department from sending a minister. The first was the 
relatively unsettled state of affairs in Mexico and the 4 5 6

4. Hippy, Rivalry, p. 253.
5. Hippy, Poinsett, pp. 71, 74.
6. Bancroft, p. 48
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second, internal United States politics.7 The first offer 
was made in January, 1823, to Senator Brown, of Mississippi.
He declined, giving as reasons his wife's poor health and 
the political conditions during Iturbide's rule.^ Ninean 
Edwards accepted the post on Secretary Adams' recommenda
tion, but soon before he was to leave for Mexico he resigned 
due to a cabinet controversy in Washington.^

Andrew Jackson was offered the mission next.
Secretary of State Adams, a shrewd politician, looked upon 
the hero of New Orleans as a political rival and would have 
liked to see him at a foreign post. Jackson met with 
Poinsett to learn first-hand what the latter had to say con
cerning the situation in Mexico City. After this meeting, 
Jackson declined the offer from Adams. The general, being 
a strong Jeffersonian Democrat, did not want his record to 
show that he had been an official to an imperial American 
throne. After the fall of Iturbide, the tense political 
atmosphere in Mexico gave Jackson even more reason not to 7 8 9

7. Parton, p. 63.
8. Rippy, Poinsett, p. 104.
9. Parton, p. 63. Ninean Edwards had accused Secre

tary of the Treasury William H. Crawford of mishandling funds. 
Although guilty, Crawford was acquitted on the grounds his 
actions were non-malevolent. Edwards, thinking the publicity 
had ruined his usefulness, resigned the Mexican commission.



accept the mission.*1'0 In 1824, several more names appeared 
as possible ministers. The Secretary of State considered 
George M. Dallas as too inexperienced. Henry Wheaton,
William H. Harrison, and Thomas H. Benton, Poinsettts sug
gestion, were also passed over by Adams.

Poinsett's first offer for the Mexican Mission came 
from President Monroe in June, 1824. The South Carolinian 
was not interested. He preferred to maintain his con
gressional seat, one that he had held for two terms, and 
for which he was preparing a campaign which he hoped would 
win him a third term that fall. There is also some reason 
to believe that the Calhoun faction in the Senate expected 
Poinsett to be given the position as secretary of state if 
Jackson won the presidency.

When the House of Representatives decided the 1824 
election, Adams defeated Jackson; and Henry Clay was placed 
at the State Department desk.

In a letter written in early February, 1825,
Poinsett notified his cousin. Dr. Joseph Johnson, of a 
second offer to become minister. He also added a choice 10 11 12

10. Rippy, Poinsett, p. 104.
11. Ibid., p. 105.
12. Parton, p. 63; Rippy, Poinsett, p. 105. Poinsett 

won his third term, and cast his vote for Andrew Jackson when 
the election was thrown to the House of Representatives.
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opinion of the chief executive. MI have again been offered 
the Mission to Mexico. The whole subject will be known for 
the President cannot help talking - Let him tell it, not 
us.

The offer was repeated on March 5th. Many had been 
nominated for the post, but it was as yet vacant when Adams 
noted the following in his diary: ”1 concluded, after much
deliberation, to offer to Joel Roberts Poinsett, of South 
Carolina, the nomination of Minister to M e x i c o . T h e  
Charlestonian still objected and cited two points in his 
defense. First, a "very troublesome and unprincipled man" 
would probably ascend to his Congressional seat, and second, 
hehad previously recommended a good candidate, Senator 
Thomas H. Benton, of Missouri, to President Monroe. Adams 
reiterated that he knew little of Charleston politics and 
thus could form no opinion as to Poinsett's first fear. The 
President was, however, adamant that Benton would not be 
offered the position. The next day, Poinsett paid a personal 
visit to President Adams and accepted the offer.^ Thus, at 13 14 15

13. Poinsett, to Dr. Joseph Johnson, Washington, D. C. 
February 4, 1825, Gilpin Papers - Poinsett Collection (Phila
delphia, Historical Society of Pennsylvania). (Hereafter referred to as GP-PC.)

14. Allan Nevins (ed.). The Diary of John Quincv 
Adams. 1794-1845 (New York, 1929), p. 344.

15. Ibid.. p. 345.



the age of 46, Joel Roberts Poinsett became the first United 
States Minister to the land of Anahuac.-^

There were several factors which made Poinsett a 
good choice, as well as some which posed problems. He had 
an excellent working knowledge of the Spanish language and 
was familiar with the society and customs of the Mexican 
people. His broad understanding of Latin American affairs 
had been obtained from the trips which he made in 1810 and 
1822.17 On the negative side, he tended to be a super
patriot where the forces of republicanism and democracy were 
concerned. He had been known to take aggressive action in
support of his beliefs and liked to interpret his instruc-

1 Ations liberally. The overall opinion, however, was that 
Poinsett was a good choice, and the Chief Executive praised 
him in his official announcement to the Mexican Government. 

Great and Good Friends,
I have made choice of Joel R. Poinsett, one of 

our distinguished citizens, to reside near the 
Government of the United Mexican States, in quality 
of Envoy Extraordinary, and Minister Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America. He is well apprised 
of the friendship which we bear to your government, 
and of our desire to cultivate the harmony and good 
correspondence so happily subsisting between us.
From a knowledge of his fidelity, probity, and good 
conduct, I have entire confidence that he will 16 17 18

29

16. Rives, p. 162.
17. Parton, p. 64.
18. Rippy, Poinsett, pp. 105-106
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render himself acceptable to you and give effect to 
our desire of preserving and advancing, on all oc
casions, the interest and happiness of the two 
nations. I beseech you, therefore, to give full 
credence to whatever he shall say on the part of 
the United States and most of all, when he shall 
assure you of their friendship and wishes for the 
prosperity of your nation; . . .19

When news of his acceptance became known, Poinsett 
received letters from close friends, replete with felici
tations, advice, and the belief that he would be successful 
in his endeavor. A Charleston associate, J. Allen Smith, 
in a general missive, made the following comment: “I think
you were right in not going to Mexico in a diplomatic 
Character in the time of Iturbide; as I think you equally 
right in going there at present, our connections with that 
government may well become highly important.”20 Richard 
Harrison, then residing in Liverpool, England, made known 
his belief that Poinsett had at last been given a diplo
matic position worthy of his mettle: ”1 feel you are now
precisely in the situation which nature intended you should 
fill, one which will accord with your own wishes, • . .**21 19 20 21

19. John Quincy Adams, to the Government of Mexico, 
Washington, D. C., March 14, 1825, Poinsett Papers (25 Vols., 
Philadelphia, Historical Society of PennsylvaniaTT H ,  p. 122.

20. J. Allen Smith, to Poinsett, Charleston, South 
Carolina, March 14, 1825. Ibid., p. 121.

21. Richard Harrison, to Poinsett, Liverpool, Eng
land, July 15, 1825. Ibid.. p. 181.



Just prior to his departure from the United States, the South 
Carolinian received some spirited advice on dealing with 
England from an old acquaintance, C. C. Cambreleng, of New 
York. "Make a good commercial treaty for us and take care 
that John Bull gets no advantage of you— if anything get 
the weather guage of him.

That the United States had suffered in her dealings 
with Mexico by her delays in naming a minister was a well- 
known fact. That Great Britain had gained thereby was also 
common knowledge as noted by one of Poinsettfs close friends.

It seems England has already obtained in 
Mexico a commercial advantage over us of deep 
interest, and which probably would have been 
prevented had we . . .  a minister there to 
counteract the efforts of the british /sicj 
representative.

How much have we lost by the controversy be
tween Mr. Crawford and Edwards - We trust how
ever you will be able to put this matter right 
again - Your knowledge of the people of Mexico 
and their language will enable you to obtain an 
influence and render services which it would 
vain /sic/ to expect from a Minister ignorant of 
both. I hope your residence there will be as 
agreeable to you as I doubt not it will be use
ful to us.̂

On March 25, 1#25, Secretary of State Henry Clay 
penned instructions to Poinsett which were to be a guide 
for his actions in Mexico. They were similar in the areas 22 23
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22. C. C. Cambreleng, to Poinsett, New York,
March 30, 1825. Ibid.. p. 135.

23. Joseph Hopkinson, to Poinsett, Charleston, South 
Carolina, September 27, 1825. Ibid., III, p. 32.
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of amity and commerce to those given to the United States 
Minister at Colombia a few years previously. That the secre 
tary placed great importance upon the Mexican mission is ap
parent from his opening remarks in the instructions:

What gives . . .  to your mission peculiar 
importance at this time is, that it has for its 
principle object to lay for the first time the 
foundations of an intercourse of amity, commerce, 
navigation, and neighborhood, which may exert a 
powerful influence for a long period upon the prosperity of both States.24

The instructions included three major categories.
It was apparent from the wording of the boundary section, 
that there was a suppressed desire in the State Department 
for American expansion into the Southwest. The demarcation 
line between the United States and the Mexican province of 
Texas was unsatisfactory to Adams and Clay. Poinsett was 
instructed, therefore, to try and have the boundary changed 
from the Sabine River to the Rio Bravos or Rio Grande del 
Norte in order to prevent future clashes between citizens 
of the two republics in the area.^

With the success of the revolutionary movement in 
Mexico, the trade restrictions of the Spanish Empire were 
broken. United States recognition was extended quickly in * 25

24• Clay, to Poinsett, General Instructions, 
Washington, D. C., March 25, 1825, American State Papers. 
Foreign Relations (Washington, D. C., 1858), V, p. 908 
Thereafter referred to as ASPFR).

25. Glyndon G. Van Deusen, The Life of Henry Clay 
(Boston, 1937), p. 203.



the hope of favorable agreements and treaties in return. At 
any rate, the American business community did not want all 
the released Spanish trade to go to Great Britain. In the 
clause dealing with commerce and trade activities, Poinsett 
was therefore directed to negotiate a treaty of navigation
and commerce.

As Mexico won its independence, the United States 
found herself no longer surrounded by the colonial pos
sessions of European powers. She felt that now was the 
time to assert her importance as a strong, growing republic. 
To this extent. Old World influence was to be kept to a 
minimum.^7 Adams therefore ordered Poinsett to explain the 
structure, workings, and advantages of the American system of 
government, to stand for democratic sentiment and federal- 
republican institutions, and to maintain the position and 
interests of the United States. In order to fulfill this 
duty, he would have to oppose the predominance of, and 
favoritism shown to, any other country. In addition, he 
must prevent any European control in Mexico which would 
make that nation's independence less than real. Adams 
included a corollary to this section of the instructions.
He informed Poinsett that he should enlighten the Mexican 
government on the reason for the Monroe Doctrine, the dangers 26 27

26. Petrie, p. 185•
27. Ibid.
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of a European-type political system, and the necessity of 
that nation*s reiterating the principles of the Doctrine.

The political systems of the two continents 
are essentially different. Neither has a right 
to enforce upon the other the establishment of 
its particular system. This principle was de
clared . . .  at a moment when there was reason 
to apprehend that the allied powers were enter
taining designs inimical to the freedom if not 
the independence of the new Governments. You 
will urge upon the Government of Mexico the 
utility and expediency of asserting /this prin
ciple/ on all proper occasions. “

Armed with his commission and instructions, Poinsett 
began his long journey to Mexico in early April of 1825. He 
traveled from Washington, D. G., to Norfolk, Virginia, with 
three friends and two other officials, John Mason, secretary 
of the legation, and Edward T. Tayloe, Poinsett's personal 
secretary.30 At Norfolk, they boarded the frigate Con
stellation. The minister took with him a great complement 
of baggage which included furniture, clothes, books and 
papers, and other items destined to make his stay in Mexico 
comfortable.^

Landing at the port of Vera Cruz, the party immedi
ately proceeded by coach towards the Mexican capital. They 28 29 30 31

28. Smith, p. 6.
29. Clay, to Poinsett, General Instructions, Wash 

ington, D. C., March 25, 1825, ASPFR. V, p. 909.
30. Niles' Register. (1825), XXVIII, p. 96.
31. Parton, p. 72.



stopped at Jalapa, the capital of Vera Cruz province,* where 
a reception and banquet were held for them.3^ In early May, 
they pushed on towards Puebla, where, according to Poinsett, 
"there is more to engage the attention of a stranger."^3 
Here the American minister and his retinue were guests of 
the governor. Here also Poinsett faced his first challenge 
as a diplomat.

On May 15, 1825, Poinsett received a letter from 
James Smith Wilcocks, the United States Consul at the Mexican 
capital. It concerned his reception as Minister from the 
United States.

As the British Commissioner had been received 
here with great ceremony, I asked the Secretary of 
State, in an informal conversation I had with him, 
in what manner you /Poinsett/ would be received.
He replied, that as yet no particular form or 
etiquette had been established by the Government 
for reception of foreign Ministers; but in your 
case, similar attentions in every respect should be 
paid to you, as were manifested by our government 
to their Minister at Washington - . . .34

Poinsett wrote a reply to Wilcocks that same day.
He was most gratified at receiving information concerning 
his reception in Mexico City, especially if he was to be 
received in the manner that was practiced by the United * II,

35

32. Niles' Register. (1825), XXVIII, p. 390.
33• Poinsett, to James Smith Wilcocks, United States Consul at Mexico City, Jalapa, May 14, 1825, Poinsett Papers,

II, p. 152.
34* Wilcocks, to Poinsett, Mexico City, May 12,

1825, Manning, p. 1622.
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States. Poinsett did, however, place a condition to this 
method of reception. "The government of the U/nited/
S/tates/ will be much flattered and I personally highly 
gratified that the gov/ernmen/t of the U/nited/ M/exican/ 
S/tates/ should adopt the republican simplicity of our form 
of receiving foreign ministers, provided that form is 
general. I t  was a cardinal point with the minister that 
he be received in the same manner in which Mexico received 
all its high diplomats. He did not want a republican re
ception just because that was the form used by his government.

Poinsett noted that Mexico's Minister to Washington 
had been received in the same manner as had been the 
ministers from London, Paris, and St. Petersburg. He con
sequently instructed Wilcocks to make it known to the 
proper Mexican authorities that the simplified republican 
form of ministerial reception would be acceptable if it 
were general or if it were to set a precedent, but it would 
not be acceptable if his reception was purposely different 
from that given other nations' representatives. As a final 
note, Poinsett made it clear that any reception for him less 
formal or important than that of Great Britain's envoy would

35• Poinsett, to Wilcocks, Puebla, May 15, 1825, 
Poinsett Papers, II, p. 154*
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be considered an insult. "The government of the United 
States would have just cause of complaint, if any dis
tinction, derogatory to its character, were to be made be
tween the reception of its Envoy and that of any crowned 
head in E u r o p e . P o i n s e t t  was already putting his in
structions into effect and was fighting British influence 
even prior to his arrival at the capital.

The American Minister, successful in his endeavors, 
was received with the same formality and ceremony as the 
British Charge' dfAffaires.^ On June 1st, Poinsett pre
sented his credentials to President Guadalupe Victoria.
The Mexican Chief Executive welcomed the envoy "with the 
utmost satisfaction . . .  /and/. • • the sentiments of . . .

O £highest consideration.
During the ceremony, Poinsett spoke at length on 

United States recognition of Mexico and the form of govern
ment which the latter country had adopted. The northern 
republic, he said, had always hoped Mexico would win its 
struggle for independence. Noting that his nation had been 36 * 38

36. Poinsett, to Wilcocks, Puebla, May 15, 1825, 
Manning, p. 1622.

37« Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, June 4, 1825, 
Ibid., p. 1626.

38. Victoria, at Poinsett's reception, June 1, 1825• 
Ibid., p. 1625; Rives, p. I67.
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the first to recognize Mexico, Poinsett then chided Great 
Britain's tardiness. He pointed out specifically that the 
"freest government of Europe" had followed Washington's 
example.

The system of government embraced by the Mexicans 
was particularly gratifying to Poinsett. He firmly be
lieved that United States success for half a century had 
been due more to her political institutions and republican 
philosophy than to any other factor. If Mexico imitated 
this system and philosophy, it too would s u c c e e d . i n  
addition, the fact that Mexico had adopted a federal- 
republican constitution benefited American prestige as can 
be seen from Poinsett's reception address.

/The United States/ regarded with deep interest 
the political movements of this country and the 
final decision of the Mexican people. It is with 
unfeigned satisfaction, that they have seen the 
only free government that borders on them, erect 
itself into a sister republic, and it has been 
peculiarly flattering to them, that it should have 
made choice of a Federal Constitution so similar 
to their own. They ardently hope, that it may con
tribute in an equal degree to the prosperity of the 
people it governs.

The principles, upon which the right of Independence has been maintained in • • • /the United 
States and Mexico/ . . .  rest upon the same 39 40

39. Poinsett, reception address, June 1, 1825, 
Manning, pp. 1623-1624.

40. Rippy, Poinsett, p. 130.



imperishable foundation - the sovereignty of ,, 
the people and the unalienable rights of Man. ^

Poinsett concluded his remarks by announcing what 
his official activities would be as outlined in his in
structions. He was to increase friendship and understand
ing between the two sister republics and arrange treaties 
of commerce and limits. For the latter, it would be nec
essary to discuss the present boundary situation. The 
Mexican officials present at the reception evidently did 
not greet this suggestion favorably. The border question 
would be a very difficult one to negotiate as the Mexicans 
were worried that the United States Government was preparing 
to push the subject of territorial expansion. The Victoria 
government could not be expected to give up any of its 
national domain to a foreign country, especially since its 
power rested upon a very nationalistic popular sovereignty.^

The British Charge*, Ward, present at Poinsett’s re
ception, noted the unfavorable reaction of the Mexicans to 
the border question. He reported this reaction to Foreign 
Secretary Canning.

/Poinsett concluded by7 giving an analysis of 
the object of his mission, which, he said, was to 41 42

41. Poinsett, reception address, June 1, 1825, 
Manning, p. 1624.

42. Parton, p. 74; Rives, pp. 167-168.
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conclude a treaty of commerce and boundaries, an 
intimation which appeared by no means so palatable 
as the preceding part of his speech, if one might 
judge by the looks of the spectators, who are well 
aware of the difficulties with which the question 
of boundaries is likely to be attended.43

If PoinsettTs reception was not a complete success 
in Mexico, it was in his own country. The major papers of 
the United States carried very positive accounts and great 
were the expectations for his mission. In August, Poinsett 
received a letter from a friend, telling of his popularity 
at home. "The account of your public audience with the 
president of the Mexican Republic has been published 
throughout the U. S. and given universal satisfaction. It 
was a proud day for America, and the beginning of an amicable 
intercourse between two nations that are destined to be among 
the most powerful on earth."44

Although Poinsett highly praised the Mexican govern
ment and political system upon his arrival, he was not 
entirely satisfied with the situation. Mexico, in 1S25, was 
a democratic republic in name only, for in practice, govern
mental power was heavily entrenched in the aristocratic 
faction. This group, in turn, was composed of military 
leaders, landed proprietors (hacendados), and the Roman 
Catholic dignitaries. Here was a situation that had grown * 44

43* Ward, to Canning, Mexico City, June 1, 1825, 
as quoted in Rives, p. 16?«

44. Jared Sparks, to Poinsett, August 9, 1825, Poinsett Papers. Ill, p. 31.
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out of the Mexican War for Independence. The first revolt, 
led by Hidalgo, in September of 1#10, was one of the masses 
against Spanish rule. It failed and Mexico remained a 
colony for another decade. When a liberal reform .junta 
gained power in Spain in 1320, a second revolt occurred in 
Mexico. This, however, was of an entirely different 
nature. The Mexican aristocracy was not interested in any 
reforms coming from Spain, and so they rebelled in order to 
retain their power and wealth. Their plan was to place a 
European Bourbon upon an independent Mexican throne. The 
Church hierarchy particularly were fond of a monarchy, be
cause of its stability. It would prevent any more revolu
tions which often resulted in material loss to the Church.^5 

Iturbide put an end to the hopes of the aristocracy 
for a foreign prince when be became emperor in May, 1322.
Upon his fall from power, the aristocracy and pro-monarchists 
again tried for a Bourbon prince, and again they were foiled. 
Opposed in their plans by public opinion, they pronounced 
for a centralized republic hoping it would in time meta
morphose into a monarchy. When a federal constitution was 
written and a national election was set up, the aristocratic 
faction backed Nicolas Bravo for the presidency. They 
felt he would be more likely to do their bidding than his

45• Barton, p. 97; Rives, p. 160; Smith, pp. 6-7.
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opponent Guadalupe Victoria. When the latter candidate won, 
the pro-monarchical faction formed an opposition party. 
Actually, things were not as bad as they feared, for, al
though Victoria was not of their philosophy, he placed pro
aristocrats in his cabinet.

Thus, since Mexico had gained her independence, the 
powerful upper-class had been opposed to any democratic 
political movement. Since they had wealth and power on 
their side, they were a force to be reckoned with. That 
they were successful could be seen from the absence from 
office of men with democratic inclinations. There were 
many of these democratic men who favored a working con
stitutional republic modeled closely after that of the 
United States. They included resident landholders, mer
chants, lower military officers, lawyers, and much of the 
parochial clergy. Their main problem was that they were 
not organized; the aristocracy was.^

In spite of the fact of aristocratic dominance, the 
United States viewed the situation in Mexico with interest. 
Here was a nation which, along with other republics in Latin 
America, would support and work with the United States. An 46 47

46. Poinsett, to Martin Van Buren, Secretary of 
State, Mexico City, March 10, 1829, Manning, pp. l67o-l677»

47. Henry George Ward, Esq., Mexico in 1827 
(2 Vols., London, 1828), II, p. 71%.
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idea of American attitudes is seen in a letter received by 
Poinsett in September of 1825.

In short, /Latin/ America is at this moment a 
political wonder. Miracles have been wrought there, 
which no person living fifteen years ago would have 
ventured to predict. The most sanguine friend of 
free institutions could have anticipated no visions 
so bright as the reality. That free and liberal 
governments could made practically to exist so soon 
is indeed a miracle. May they long endure.48

The Mexican governmental system was not as great a 
miracle as the author of this letter believed. In 1823 
federal-republicanism was the most practical way of unify
ing a nation which had developed a semi-independence, 
especially in the northern provinces, in the latter years 
of Spanish rule.^ That Mexico became a republic was due, 
in large measure, to previous developments in the mother 
country, particularly the actions of the Spanish Cortes 
from 1810 to 1814.

In 1810, the Cortes of Cadiz passed a law stating 
that deputies elected from the provinces of New Spain would 
be seated at that council. Thirty-one representatives from 
Mexico took part in the Cortes which produced the famous Con
stitution of 1812. This constitution granted the respective 48 49

48. Sparks, to Poinsett, September 27, 1825, 
Poinsett Papers. Ill, p. 30.

49. Thomas E. Cotner and Carlos E. Castaneda, 
(eds.), Essays in Mexican History (Austin, Texas, 1958), 
Chapter VI, Nettie Lee Benson, "Spain's Contribution to 
Federalism in Mexico,” p. 90.
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provincial governments, in their internal affairs, inde
pendence from control by the royal official in Mexico 
City.50

The Mexican representatives at the Cortes strongly 
supported this idea of provincial autonomy rather than 
centralized control, and this formed a firm groundwork for 
the Mexican federation of states of the post-independence 
period.*^ Yet even after the fallcf Iturbide in 1823, 
Mexican federalism could not look forward to a smooth path. 
There were elements in the nation which were in favor of a 
centralized regime controlled by the aristocracy.

When Poinsett arrived in Mexico in May of 1825, the 
aristocratic-pro-monarchical faction was the power behind 
the government through the medium of the Escoceses (Scot 
rite) Masons. This faction did not approve of the current 
republican form of government in Mexico, even though they 
controlled it to a large degree. At this time, the Mexican 
government was pro-European, specifically Great Britain, 
and anti-United States. It was not sympathetic to the 
democratic philosophy which was purported to be the basis 
of the Republic.5^ The democratic, non-aristocratic leader 
ship, however, was bent on obtaining rights to a voice in 
the government.55

50. Ibid.. p. 92.
51. Ibid., pp. 93, 103
52. Rippy, Poinsett, p
53. Smith, p. 7.
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The aristocratic group in Mexico had had an ally in 

the British diplomats sent to that country since inde
pendence. The three commissioners, Hervey, 0fGorman, and 
Ward, sought to place pro-Europeans in important government 
and cabinet positions. To a certain extent they succeeded. 
Colonel Tornel was Secretary to the President, Don Lucas 
Alaman became Secretary for Foreign Affairs, and Jose Ignacio 
Esteva, Secretary of the Treasury.54 Although there were 
some later changes, when Poinsett arrived he could see 
that the British had been busy and had obtained an influence 
in the administration. Three days after his reception, he 
wrote to his superior at the State Department. "It is 
manifest that the British have made good use of their time 
and opportunities. The President and three of the Secre
taries of State, Treasury, and Ecclesiastical Affairs are 
in their interest."55 Four months later, Poinsett reiter-r 
ated the facts of British ascendency. "The English had been 
so long in peaceable possession of the field that they had 
secured an overwhelming influence in the Cabinet. The Presi
dent from peculiar circumstances was disposed to favor them."5^ 54 * 56

54. Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, October 12, 1#25, 
Manning, p. 1637•

55• Same, to same, Mexico City, June 4, 1625.Ibid., p. 1626.
56. Same, to same, Mexico City, October 12, 1825. Ibid., p. 1636.
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The British were also quite active in the Mexican 

economy, mainly with mining capital. The Victoria govern
ment, in addition, needed loans to run its business. The 
United States was not yet able or willing to extend financial 
aid in this manner, while Great Britain both could and did.^7

Guadalupe Victoria, Mexico's first constitutional 
president, was an old revolutionary hero. He had fought for 
eleven years, ever since the early Hidalgo outbreak. When 
that uprising was defeated, Victoria did not ask forgive
ness of any of the interim Spanish governments in Mexico 
and again led troops during the second rebellion. He came 
from an influential family and was known for his kindness 
and clemency towards military prisoners. As a result, he 
had a strong, loyal following. Elected president under the 
1824 Constitution, Victoria ran his government with 
integrity and virtue. In spite of his good qualities, he 
did have some serious flaws as an administrator. Inexperi
enced in public office, the president often vacillated in 
his decisions at a time when a strong anchor force was needed. 
He relied too heavily upon the opinions of his cabinet, 
especially its conservative members.

57» Petrie, p. 186; Smith, p. 8.
58. Hives, pp. 156-158.



That Victoria was covertly hostile towards the United 
States, and that he favored Great Britain was a fact not 
missed by Poinsett. The American minister was not long in 
finding out why this was. Victoria believed that the United 
States was jealous of Mexican growth and prosperity and 
would try to create internal dissensions to curtail her 
aggrandizement. In addition. United States expansion into 
the areas of the southwest held by Mexico was feared.59 
This suspicion had been roused by several sources. The 
former Spanish Minister at Washington /1809-1S207, Don 
Luis de Onis, had sent reports to his superiors in Spain and 
Mexico City. These reports told of American plans for move
ment into Spanish-held territory, eventually as far south 
as Panama. After independence and recognition, Mexico's 
first minister to Washington, Manuel Zozaya reiterated the 
suspicions of the Spanish envoy and described the "Yankees” 
as untrustworthy, ambitious, and probable future enemies.^0 
This explained the anti-United States feelings.

The major factor for Victoria's pro-British attitude 
became apparent to Poinsett in a conversation with Ramos

59« Poinsett, to Van Buren, Mexico City, July 22, 
1829, House Executive Documents (Washington, D. C., 1837- 1838), XII, pp. 285-287 (hereafter referred to as HEP).

60. Hippy, Poinsett, p. 106; Hippy, Rivalry, p. 252.
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Arispe, a Mshrewd creole.” The chief executive desired a 
union of Latin-American states with Mexico, not the United 
States, as the leader. In addition, many European states 
wanted a Mexican monarch to be chosen from one of their rul
ing houses. Great Britain was against this, and it was 
PoinsettTs belief that Victoria hoped the British might 
place him on the throne to thwart European designs.0-L

Few, if any American ministers up to that time had 
been called upon to face a greater aggregation of hindrances 
than Poinsett. * An aristocratic power block, aided by 
British influence and Mexican suspicion of the United States, 
formed an immediate opposing camp. Poinsett was soon made 
aware, after the formalities had been passed, that his 
general reception was somewhat less than enthusiastic.
Being a republican, few of the other envoys at Mexico City 
were friendly towards him. If he was well-received at all, 
it was only because Ward naturally wanted harmonious rela
tions so that the status quo and United States subservience 
to Great Britain might be maintained. Poinsett derisively 
termed this "condescending protection.”^3

The American minister was much alarmed at the position 
of the British in Mexico. During his first trip there

61. Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, October 12,
1825, Manning, p. 1639.

62. Hippy, The United States and Mexico, p. 5«
63. Smith, p. 9
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in 1822, he had noted that high Mexican officials courted 
English favor. Now, the influence of Britannia was even 
higher, and directed towards establishing an aristocratic 
faction, and possibly even a monarchy in power.^4 Poinsett, 
a vigorous advocate of federal-republicanism, was in full 
accord with the program of his President and Secretary of 
State. The Western Hemisphere should be reserved for the 
Americans, and the two continental systems should be 
politically and philosophically separated. Yet here were 
the British with a strong foothold in the infant Mexican 
Republic. By his instructions and personality, Poinsett 
was bound to fight the British and put the United States 
back into her rightful place of importance in the Western 
Hemisphere.^ Poinsett explained his viewpoint as follows;

It was known to me that Mr. Canning even be
fore my arrival in Mexico, had sought to excite 
a sentiment of hostility towards the United 
States, with a view to strengthening the In
terests of England, and the question to be resolved 
by me, was, whether I should permit a European 
Nation . . .  to acquire unbounded influence in a 
neighboring Republic, or whether I ought to op- ,, 
pose views so hostile to the Interests of America.°°

Poinsett upon his arrival as American minister at
tempted to co-exist with both the party in power, and the

64• Bemis, p. 133; Rippy, Poinsett, p. 108.
6$. Rippy, Rivalry, p. 253J Van Deusen, p. 204•
66. Poinsett, to Van Buren, Mexico City, March 10, 

1829, Manning, p. 16?8.
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democratic factions. Members from both groups attended a 
Fourth of July celebration at his legation. Nicolas Bravo, 
an Escoces and Centralist, sat at a banquet with Vicente 
Guerrero and Antonio Lopez de Santa Anna, both of whom 
were anti-aristocratic and pro-republican.^ Poinsettts 
efforts at wooing the aristocratic faction, however, were 
doomed from the start. "We soon perceived that we were 
objects of distrust and dislike to the ruling party. Com
posed as it was of the Aristocracy, the high Clergy, the 
Monarchical faction and the Spaniards, it was natural they 
should look coldly upon the representative of a Republic.
And yet, as the aristocratic faction opposed the American 
minister, in the same degree was the democratic group 
cordial. Poinsett did not, therefore, merely incline 
towards the democratic faction; the aristocrats pushed him 
in that direction. ”1 found the British united with the 
Aristocratic and Monarchical party who governed the Country, 
and I felt gratified that this party should act towards us 
in a manner, which not only justified, but to a certain de
gree compelled us to seek our friends altogether among the
Creoles and Democrats."^9

6?. Hippy, Poinsett, pp. 121-122.
68. Poinsett, to Van Buren, Mexico City, March 10, 

1829, Manning, p. 1677.
69. ,Same, to same, Mexico City, March 10, 1829. Ibid., pp. 1678-1679.
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This democratic-creole party, by its opposition to

the principles of the Victoria administration and the Escoceses,
was excluded from all but a few positions in the government.
Its members also had taken part in the independence movement,
and felt themselves being cheated by the upper-class. In
their own way, they began to maneuver against the aristoc- 

70racy. There was also a pro-United States, anti-British 
group in Congress, and Poinsett believed he saw there the 
nucleus of a future democratic party.^ "We have a very 
respectable party in both houses of Congress and a vast 
majority of the people are in favor of the strictest union 
with the United States - they regard the British with dis
trust. "72

• Thus, dedicated to the advancement of his nation's 
position in Mexico, armed with his superior's instructions 
and his own self-confidence, and with the possibility of the 
development of a pro-American party, Poinsett began his tasks 
as Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary of the 
United States to Mexico.

70. Same to same, Mexico City, March 10, 1829. 
Ibid., p. 1677.

71. Parton, p. 98.
72. Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, June 4, 1S25, 

Manning, p. 1626.



CHAPTER III

THE CUBAN CRISES

The condition of Cuba presented a series of problems 
for the American envoy. At his arrival, the Spanish Crown 
still maintained its rule over the island, one of its last 
bastions in the Western Hemisphere. Five nations, besides 
Spain, were interested in Cuba, including Great Britain, 
France, the United States, Mexico, and Colombia. All de
sired to obtain control of Cuba or to use the island to 
further their own ambitions.

As early as the autumn of 1822, the American cabinet 
wanted hegemony over Cuba, mainly to keep it out of British 
hands and to prevent a slave insurrection on the island 
which might spread to the southern states of the mainland. 
Poinsett brought these two factors out again in a report 
written upon his return from Mexico in 1823. He had made a 
stop in Cuba and commented on conditions there. Noting both 
the resources of the island and the richness of the soil, he 
pointed out the danger to the United States should Cuba fall 
to a European maritime power. The island was a key to the 
Gulf of Mexico, and Poinsett suggested that, for want of a 1

1. Rippy, Rivalry, p. 80.
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better prospect, it should remain Spanish until it could gain 
and maintain its independence. While he did not mention in 
his report that he would like to see Cuba a part of the North 
American republic, it was well-known that many other govern
ment officials at Washington did want this.^ Most of those 
in favor were southerners whose ideas were centered around 
the institution of slavery. Any attack upon, or revolt 
within, Cuba might destroy civil control on the island and 
lead to a rebellion of the Negro population such as had oc
curred in Haiti. The southern senators and cabinet members, 
led by Calhoun, were fearful of repercussions among their 
own Negroes.^ By 1825 this fear bordered on a phobia, and 
many believed that a guarantee against such happenings could 
only come with United States control of Cuba. Such a belief, 
however, had not gone unnoticed in Great Britain.

In October of 1822, George Canning was becoming ap
prehensive of United States designs on Cuba. He believed 
that American possession could effectively block British 
Caribbean commerce and West India trade.^ Because of his 
suspicions. Canning recognized any colonies at that time 
under the control of established governments, and the British

2. Ibid.. pp. 82-83; Rippy, Poinsett, p. 111.
3. Niles' Register. (1825), XXIX, p. 259.
4. Rippy, Rivalry, p. 79; Temperley, p. 7&9.
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subsequently forwarded a continual defense of Spanish

cinterests on the island.
In discussions of the United States Senate, it was 

apparent that Americans were anything but disinterested in 
Cuba. They would fight any Latin American nation for pos
session of the island but they were not prepared to antag
onize European powers, such as England. Knowing that Canning 
would not permit the United States to take Cuba, Adams op
posed any overt attempt upon that island. He was realistic 
enough to see that a resulting war with Great Britain would 
be lost by the United States.^

In September 1823, previous to the Monroe Doctrine, 
Adams had turned down a British offer for a joint resolu
tion against Holy Alliance interference in Cuba. He did 
this to leave the door open for the future possibility that 
Cuba would join the Union as a state, not so the United 
States could forcibly annex it.? Later, Canning proposed a 
disclaimer by England and the United States of any expan
sionist attempt upon Cuba or former Spanish areas of American 
soil. This plan was also turned down by the American State 
Department. It would have hamstrung any future voluntary

5. Ward and Gooch, p. 73.
6. Hippy, Rivalry. p. 8l; Ward and Gooch, p. ?6.
7. Temperley, p. 790



annexation of Cuba and Texas on the part of the United States. 
In addition, it would have given Spain encouragement to at
tempt reconquest of Mexico when she found herself no longer 
threatened by American interference. Canning then turned 
to Spain with a guarantee that Cuba and Puerto Rico would 
remain Spanish in exchange for Madridrs recognition of the 
Latin American Republicsf independence. The Spanish 
monarch, still hopeful of re-establishing his hegemony in 
the New World, refused the guarantee.^

The United States was just as glad Spain refused 
the offer. The administration hoped that, in the future, 
independence would come to the island and, after that, due 
to its geographic position, a request for American state
hood. Any guarantee by Great Britain would have prevented 
this. While both Adams and Clay during their tenures as 
Secretary of State wanted to see Cuba eventually attached 
to the United States, neither wanted it connected with a 
foreign power, European or Latin American. Nor did they 
want it immediately independent. A free Cuba would be a 
boon to United States commerce, but the possibility of its 
coming under British or Mexican rule was great and a danger 
to American plans. At this time, Mexico and Colombia were 
expressing plans to invade Cuba and Puerto Rico and free

8. Bemis, pp. 135-136; Rippy, Rivalry, p. 85*
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them from Spanish rule. The United States opposed this since
osuch an attempt might bring European reprisal. The govern

ment at Washington was therefore content to let Cuba remain 
Spanish for the time being.^

In his dispatch to Poinsett of March 25, 1825$ Clay 
stated his department's viewpoint. "The United States have 
no desire to aggrandize themselves by the acquisition of 
Cuba. And yet if that Island is to be made a dependence of 
any one of the American States, it is impossible not to 
allow that the law of its position proclaims that it should 
be attached to the United S t a t e s . O n e  month later he 
set down his policy in a dispatch to A. H. Everett, American 
Minister to Spain.

The United States are satisfied with the present 
condition of those Islands /Cuba and Puerto Rico/, 
in the hands of Spain, and with their Ports open to 
our Commerce, as they are now open. This Government 
desires no political change of that condition. The 
maritime force of the neighboring Republicks of 
Mexico and Colombia is not now, nor is it likely, 
shortly to be, adequate to the protection of those 
Islands, if the conquest of them were effected. The 
United States would entertain constant apprehension 
of their passing from their /Mexican and Colombian/ 
possession to that of some less friendly Sovereignty; 
and of all the European Powers, this country prefers 
that Cuba and Porto Rico should remain dependent on 
Spain.12 11
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The United Statesf plan for Cuba was not one to gain 
the support of Mexico. Both nations wanted the island as a 
part of its national domain. The United States was willing 
to wait; not so Mexico.^ The latter nation was unhappy 
with Spanish possession of Cuba. It was a psychological 
thorn in Mexico's side and a possible jumping-off point for 
a reconquest by Spain. Clay's desire for Cuba to remain 
under Ferdinand's rule placed the United States, and con
sequently Poinsett, in a bad light.

Soon after his arrival in Mexico City, Poinsett 
learned from Cuban agents that President Victoria had 
promised a large amount of money for an expedition to free 
the island. Upon seeking out the Mexican Secretary of State, 
Poinsett received confirmation of this fact. Colombia had 
also proposed a joint invasion of Cuba, but Mexico had re
fused, giving as a reason the fear that Great Britain would 
oppose this move on the grounds the independence fight might 
spread to Jamaica.Poinsett had other ideas concerning 
Mexico's refusal of a joint expedition.

The fact however is that they have ambitious 
views on that island, and would prefer undertak
ing the expedition without the aid of Colombia.
The people of Cuba have agents here and in 
Colombia in order to solicit the aid of those 
governments. I am disposed to believe that they 13 14

13. Hippy, The United States and Mexico, p. 4.
14. Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, June 15, 1825, 

Manning, p. 162?•



flatter both with the expectation, that Cuba 
will unite itself to them.15 16

Poinsett’s first major effort as envoy, therefore, was to 
keep Mexico from undertaking a liberating expedition which 
would force the hands of the other powers. He used his 
personal influence and that of his government to try and 
disuade the Mexican President from any such ideas. This 
was bound to lead to Mexican suspicions of his motives.

On August 9, 1825, an article appeared in El Sol, 
a major Mexican newspaper under the editorship of Lucas 
Alaman. The article charged that the United States had 
plans for invading, conquering, and then annexing Cuba. 
Debates in the American Congress concerning energetic action 
against Cuban pirates were merely a pretext for unilateral 
invasion. In addition, El Sol charged that French activity 
around Cuba was due to a fear of United States interference. 
Poinsett sent an immediate and terse reply to Lucas Alaman 
the next day. He denied any aggressive intentions on the 
part of his government. The motions of Congress for action 
against pirates were made in the hopes of joint action with 
other maritime powers. Any possible occupation of Cuba by 
France was not desired by the United States. In the letter 
Poinsett made his nation’s position and his wishes clear.

15. Ibid., (ciphered).
16. Parton, pp. 76-77•
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Begging your influence with the Editors of 

that paper to correct an expression, which I 
regard as in some degree injurious to the 
character of the United States. For you will 
observe, that the desires of Mexico and Colombia 
against the Island of Cuba are put hypothetically, 
while those of the United States are spoken of as 
positive.

The government of the United States never 
did entertain designs against the Island of 
Cuba, and have on every occassion disavowed 
all such intentions.

A proposition to land on the Coast of Cuba 
in fresh pursuit of pirates cannot be accounted 
hostile towards Spain, nor be interpreted into 
designs on the part of the U. S. to take pos
session of that Island.

I will feel therefore much obliged to you to 
suggest to the Editors of the Sol the justice 
and propriety of promptly disclaiming all in
tention to impute to the United States designs against the Island of Cuba.1'

Very soon after the Sol incident, on August 15, 
Mexico received official word of a large French fleet in the 
West Indies which seemed to be moving towards Havana. The 
British envoy. Ward, conferred with the Mexican Secretary of 
State and saw the dispatches from Jamaica relating to the 
French force. He then went to Poinsett, related the news 
from the dispatches, and asked that concerted action be 
taken by the United States and England.1^ Since relations 17 18

17. Poinsett, to Lucas Alaman, Secretary of State 
for Foreign Affairs, Mexico City, August 10, 1825,
Poinsett Papers, III, p. 10.

18. Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City,
1825, ASPFR, V, pp. 909-910.
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were good between the two men at that time, Poinsett showed 
his willingness to co-operate but presented one condition 
to Ward.

60

As I had not seen the Secretary nor the 
letters which he alluded, I could only reply 
that I wasperfectly willing to /co-operate/, 
provided /the Mexican/ Government, in their 
communications with us, placed both our Govern
ments on precisely the same footing. He im
mediately went to the palace and saw the Sec
retary of State, to whom he explained his 
desire that the notes to be addressed to us 
should be verbatim et literatum the same. °

To insure that his request would be carried out and 
that co-operation between the two Anglo-powers would result. 
Ward returned to the palace a second time that same day.
This time he saw President Victoria and urged the necessity 
that both notes be the same. On the next day, identical 
dispatches were received by the two envoys.

The action which would be taken by Great Britain 
and the United States would depend to a great extent upon 
the reports of their respective envoys in Mexico. The most 
important part of these reports would be the reasons given 
for the French action. After the crisis had passed, the 
French government offered several excuses; the movements of 
the fleet were unauthorized activities on the part of the 19 20

19. Same, to same, Mexico City, August 21, 1825. Ibid.. p. 910.
20. Ibid.; Alamah, to Poinsett, Mexico City, 

August 16, 1825, Manning, p. 1628; Perkins, p. 201.



French commander at Martinique, it was a maneuver on behalf 
of the recognition of Haitian independence, the fleet had 
come to Haiti to collect a debt. At the time, however, 
the Mexican government thought the worst. Poinsett sug
gested that perhaps Spain had ceded Cuba to France rather 
than see it succumb to a revolution. This possibility had 
evil portent for the new Latin American Republics. With 
the French garrisoning Cuba, Spanish forces would be free 
to attempt a re conquest. Alamian accepted Poinsett's sug
gestion, noted that it was a violation of the Monroe 
Doctrine, and, in his note, demanded that the United States 
take action against France.

Poinsett objected strongly to the phrasing of the 
first note demanding United States action, and it was quickly 
changed to the satisfaction of both parties. The two 
envoys then sent communications to their respective govern
ments asking that some action be taken to inquire about 
French activities in the Caribbean. That Poinsett and Ward 
were co-operating on the venture can be gathered from the 
fact that Poinsett's note was delivered to New York via a 21 22

21. Parton, pp. 78-79; Alaman, to Poinsett, Mexico 
City, August 16, 1825, Manning, p. 1628.

22. Poinsett, to Clay. Mexico City, August 21, 1825, ASPFR. V, p. 910; Perkins, p. 201.
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courier sent by Ward to London. In this dispatch, Poinsett 
notified Clay of Mexico's fears. He stated that he was try
ing to use his influence to quell militant actions and re
prisals against French residents and interests in Mexico.
He had an idea the French fleet might not be there for war
like purposes.23 President Adams was, of course, opposed 
to French attempts on Cuba and took steps to insure the 
island's remaining Spanish. He negotiated with the English 
on the subject and sent a note to the French government 
warning it not to take the Monroe Doctrine lightly. Mexico 
received a copy of the United States dispatch to France and 
was somewhat reassured but still tended to look upon the 
British as a stronger ally.24-

One month after the first announcement of the move
ments of the French fleet, new information was received which 
added fuel to the fire. The French government was attempt
ing to procure Ferdinand's renunciation of any claims upon 
Mexico in favor of one Francisco de Paula, youngest of the 
Spanish Bourbons. De Paula was then to lead an expedition 
from Havana and set up a limited monarchy in Mexico. Poinsett
immediately notified Clay of what he thought to be France's 
reasons as well as the probable reaction of Canning. 23 24

23. Poinsett, to Alaman, Mexico City, August 17,
1825, Manning, p. 1630; Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City,
August 17, 1825. Ibid., p. 1631.

24. Van Deusen, pp. 202-203; Perkins, p. 202.
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^France would/ endeavour to negotiate with England, by stating that France feels every dis

position to follow the example of Great Britain, 
by recognizing the independence of the Spanish 
Colonies, but that the form of Government those 
States have thought proper to adopt presented a 
serious obstacle to her taking such a measure; 
but which might be removed by the establishment 
in those Countries of limited Monarchies.

From obvious reasons. Great Britain will be 
opposed to a Bourbon being placed on the throneof Mexico. 5

There was no doubt that French Minister Chateau
briand had definite designs on Cuba. These plans and the 
maneuvers in the Caribbean raised Canning's ire, and he 
demanded and received satisfaction that France had no 
hostile intentions. Thus the combined opposition of the 
American and British curtailed any threat to that island 
from the Paris Ministry.

Despite apparent Anglo-American co-operation, there 
had been developing, since mid-summer, a three-way sus
picion over Cuba between England, France, and the United 
States. Clay's Caribbean policy was not as aggressive as 
that of Chateaubriand, but neither was it as aloof and 25 26

25. Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, September 22, 
1825, Manning, p. 1633• Ward was shown a communication 
containing these French plans on September 16. Poinsett 
received the news, unofficially, via friends in Mexico City 
and sent word to Clay on the 22nd. Official government dis 
patches relating to this situation were received by 
Poinsett and Ward on September 23rd. Like those of August, 
concerning the French fleet, they were couched in exactly 
the same terms to both men. Poinsett then sent a sub- 
stantiative account to the State Department on the 24th of 
September.

26. Parton, p. 79; Rippy, Rivalry, p. 87.



impartial as Canning would have liked it to be. The English 
Foreign Secretary therefore made his position clear through 
the British Minister at Washington. Under no circumstances 
was the United States to interfere in Cuba merely on the 
pretext of keeping out France, Mexico, or Colombia. The 
British position was to maintain the status quo.

Poinsett’s duty in explaining the Monroe Doctrine 
to the Mexican Government had placed him in an uneasy 
position. Although very influential in drafting the 
doctrine, President Adams placed a very narrow field of use 
upon it. The American minister, therefore, had to make it 
clear to the Mexican authorities that the Monroe Doctrine 
was not a defensive alliance, nor an iron-clad guarantee 
of protection. It was not a military blank-check to be 
called upon by the Latin American nations whenever they 
felt threatened.Mexico was no doubt disappointed by 
this interpretation, but Victoria soon accepted the fact 
and announced that Mexico could protect her own sovereignty.

The firm stand of England and the United States, 
albeit for different reasons, had succeeded in keeping France 
from an overt attempt upon Cuba. With this threat gone, 
Bolfvar once more announced his intention of freeing the s
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27. Temperley, pp. 790-791.
28. Hippy, Poinsett, p. 113.



island and driving the hated Spaniard from the New World.^ 
Mexico also had not entirely given up the idea of such an 
heroic expedition and Poinsett did his best to quell this 
desire. In October of 1825, he met with Victoria and put 
forth strong reasons against such a militaristic endeavor. 
The American minister described his encounter to his 
superior and the position he took on that occasion.

Our interview was very friendly and in the 
course of it he gave me repeated assurances of 
regard for the United States and of his American 
sentiments. He had been indisposed towards me 
by the language I was compelled to hold in rela
tion to the island of Cuba. I explained the 
sentiments of my government on that subject and 
he declared himself satisfied. I believe that 
their plans on Cuba may now be controlled and 
the executive is not quite so ardent in the pros
ecution of them.

I have represented forcibly to these people 
that they cannot assemble a large force on any 
one point without great danger to the liberties 
of the country and that the return of a success
ful or of a defeated army from Cuba would be at
tended with risk; the first would be elated and 
devoted to the chief who had led them to victory 
and in the event of defeat they might attribute 
their disasters to the Government at home and be disposed to effect a revolution.3°

While the Chief Executive may have been less 
"ardent" in his desires for a liberating expedition, there 
were others who were not so convinced by Poinsett's argu
ments. Indeed, they were somewhat suspicious of them. 29 30

29. Parton, p. 79•
30. Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, October 12, 

1825, Manning, pp. 1638-1639«
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During the month of October, a .junta was formed in Mexico, 
the purpose of which was to affect independence for Cuba. 
Agents were to be sent to both England and the United 
States to seek aid. Congress opposed the .juntaTs plans.
The cabinet, however, was willing to place secretly 2,000 
men on Cuba by means of private ships arriving from 
Colombia and the United States. Poinsett feared that an 
unsuccessful attempt would cause Spain to cede Cuba to 
France.Canning, also, did not want to see Mexico 
and/or Colombia invade the island but since the United 
States was protesting so strongly, he believed Cuba was 
safe. England could consequently maintain an atmosphere 
of nonchalance and court Mexican favor, while the United 
States became more an object of suspicion. Yet with any 
kind of encouragement, Mexico might begin to take more 
positive steps towards Cuba.

This encouragement came in mid-November. Word 
reached the capital that the last Spanish stronghold in 
Mexico, the Castle of San Juan de Ulua in Vera Cruz harbor, 
had capitulated.With an enemy bastion no longer in their 
own back yard, the Mexicans felt safer and more sure of 
success. The executive cabinet soon proposed to Congress 31 32

31. Same, to same, Mexico City, October 29, 1825. 
Ibid., p. I64O.

32. William Taylor, United States Consul at Vera Cruz, to Clay, Vera Cruz, November 18, 1825. Ibid., p. 1643.
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an expedition against Cuba. A Chamber of Deputies* Com
mittee reported that it was not advisable at that time. 
After, two days of secret debate, the Chamber agreed with 
the findings of the Committee. One cabinet member, Ramon 
Arispe, Secretary of Justice and Ecclesiastical Affairs, 
then tried to have the motion to Congress withdrawn, so 
that the cabinet could proceed with plans on its own. To 
this the Chamber would not accede.

While the Mexican government was involved in 
debates concerning Cuba, the United States also was active 
in trying to settle the problem. These efforts were 
similar to those tried by Canning; that is, to have Spain 
recognize Latin American independence in exchange for a 
guarantee of a secure Cuba and Puerto Rico. The United 
States began this policy in early 1825 by instructing the 
American Minister at St. Petersburg to use his influence 
to convince the leader of the Holy Alliance to take an 
active part in the Latin American crises. Specifically, 
the Czar could use his position to bring about a cease-fire 33

33. Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, December 2, 
1825. Ibid., p. 1644. One argument used by an executive 
spokesman, the Secretary of War, in favor of mounting an 
invasion was that several officers, and "at least six- thousand men" assembled were dangerous to the republic 
and should be gotten rid of by sending them against 
Cuba. This build-up of a vast army was a warning given 
Victoria by Poinsett in October.



and terminate the bloodshed and waste of national wealth. 
Anxious to assume a greater role in European affairs, 
Alexander I accepted the offer. The United States admitted, 
for the moment, Cuba's present condition as a Spanish pos
session. The Russian Minister at Madrid then proceeded 
to pressure Ferdinand to recognize the situation in Latin 
America and thereby preserve Cuba as a c o l o n y . A s  with 
Canning's offer, Spain, never losing hope of regaining 
her former possessions, obstinately refused to acknowledge 
Latin American independence.

When, in November, Mexico was again proposing a 
Cuban invasion. Clay reminded that nation and Colombia 
of the efforts of the Russian Minister at Madrid. On 
December 20, 1825, the American Secretary of State sent 
dispatches to Don Jose Maria Salazar, Minister from 
Colombia to Washington, and Pablo Obregon, Minister from 
Mexico to the same place. In these dispatches. Clay wrote 
hopefully that the activities of the Russian minister 
could well end the war situation. He then asked that all 
proposed invasions be halted.3^ Salazar replied that Clay's 
wishes would be communicated to the Colombian government.
He then excused the military build-up at Cartagena as merely * 35 36

34» Van Buren, to Anthony Butler, United States 
Minister to Mexico, Washington, D. C., October 16, 1829,
HED, p. 43.

35. Barton, pp. 81-82.
36. Bemis, p. I36.
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a defense against a possible Spanish re-conquest attempt.
An invasion of Cuba was only a figment of imaginary reports. 
Obregon concurred that his government would be notified of 
Clay’s desire that an invasion be suspended in order to 
facilitate negotiations. Neither man, however, ruled out 
completely the possibility of a future invasion and both 
said that the problem of Cuba would be decided at the 
forthcoming Congress of Panama.37

The Congress of Panama was the brainstorm of Simon
x'

Bolivar. In the spring of 1S25, this South American 
liberator considered the war in Peru as having been ended 
victoriously for the patriots. He therefore suggested 
holding a convention of American states at Panama no 
later than July of the following year. One definite 
question to be discussed was an invasion of C u b a . A l l  
Latin American nations then fighting Spain were to be in
vited. The neutral position of the United States, however, 
posed a problem. That nation’s presence at the conference 
was desired, but the new republics were afraid that a re
fusal to attend on the part of the United States might destroy 
the Congress before it began. * 38

>*» - x37« Jose Maria Salazar, Colombian Minister to the 
United States, to Clay, Washington, D. C., December 30, 1825» ASPFR, V, pp. 856-857; Pablo Obregdh, Mexican Minister to the 
United States, to Clay, January 4, 1826, Manning, p. 1645.

38. Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, June 15, 1825, 
Manning, p. 1627; Ward and Gooch, p. 76.



Consequently, the ministers from Colombia and Mexico 
met clandestinely with Clay and asked if the United States 
would refuse an invitation. Clay’s reply was that it 
depended upon what was to be discussed and whether United 
States neutrality would be respected. The envoys promised 
that the American government would not be placed in an 
embarrassing position and that official invitations would 
be sent later.^9

The questions and issues to be clarified before 
the United States would accept an invitation were three
fold: what subjects would be discussed; what powers were
to be given to the representatives; how would the Congress 
be organized. The Secretary of State made it clear that 
his government’s representatives to such a Congress would 
not be expected to take part in belligerent deliberations 
concerning Spain. There were, however, several issues 
which President Adams would like to see discussed. Among 
these were principles of maritime neutrality, the Monroe 
Doctrine and future European encroachment, and the advance
ment of religious liberty in Latin America. If such 
matters were to be on the agenda, the United States would 
accept a bid to the Congress. 39 40

39. ASPFR, V, p. 835.
40. Clay, to Poinsett, Washington, D. C.,

September 24, 1825.: Ibid., pp. 913-919, ibid., p. 835.
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The Washington government received official letters 
of invitation from Colombia, on November 2nd, Mexico, on 
November 3rd, and the Central American Republic, on 
November 14th, of 1325• In accepting these. Clay once 
again cautioned that the United States would not harm in 
any way its neutrality by taking part in discussions of 
warfare between Latin American nations and Spain.^ On 
December 26, Adams announced to Congress that he had ac
cepted the collective invitations to the Panama convention.
He then asked the Senate to pass ratification on his two 
appointed delegates to the Congress, Richard 0. Anderson, 
then Minister at Colombia, and John Sergeant, of Pennsylvania.

Meanwhile, in Mexico, those in favor of an invasion 
to free Cuba had not given up their plans. They were fast 
losing interest in any attempted settlement through dip
lomatic channels. After hearing from the secretary of war 
that Mexico had men and supplies to succeed in an assault 
on Cuba, a congressional committee, on January 26, 1826, 
acquiesed upon two conditions. The first was that the ex
pedition had to be in conjunction with Colombia, and second, 
a republican form of government had to be established after 
Spainfs demise. 41 42

41. Ibid.. pp. 836-839.
42. Report of the Mexican Congressional Committee on the Cuban Invasion, January, 1826, Manning, pp. 1650-1651.
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On January 27, the question of Cuba was discussed 

in Congress again. A proposition was brought forward to 
allow the Mexican President to send troops out of the 
Republic. Another, concerning a combined Mexican-Colombian 
invasion, was debated behind closed doors. Poinsett 
notified Clay immediately of the situation.

The question of the invasion of Cuba has been 
again agitated in the Mexican Congress. It was 
brought forward in Senate on a motion to permit 
the executive to send troops out of the Republic 
and was rejected almost unanimously. A distinct 
motion was discussed today in secret session of 
that body and passed. I have not yet seen it and 
can therefore only give you the substance: It
grants permission to the executive to undertake 
an expedition against Cuba jointly with the 
Republic of Colombia. On both occasions the 
secretaries of government were present and warmly 
advocated the measure. If the house concurs, I 
presume the Plenipotentiaries of the Congress of 
Panama will be instructed to settle with those of 
Colombia the manner of conducting the joint 
expedition.43

Poinsett was of the opinion that the Mexican lower 
house would not agree with the Senate. Since the Senate 
could over-ride a Chamber of Deputies1 veto by a two-thirds 
vote, the Chamber would table the motion to insure its not 
returning to the upper house. He did use his influence to 
convince friends among the Chamber of Deputies to vote 
against the planned invasion.44 On the last day of January, * 44

43• Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, January 26, 
1626, Poinsett Papers. Ill, p. 78.

44. Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, February 1, 
1826, Manning, p. 1652; Rippy, Poinsett, p. 112.
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the American envoy met with President Victoria. He dis
cussed Cuba and explained once again the position of the 
United States. Satisfied with Poinsett*s explanation, 
Victoria noted that his government had no plans for an
nexing Cuba to Mexico but only wanted to help free it 
from Spanish domination.^

By February of 1&26, there was little doubt that 
an invasion of Cuba was in the works. The two port cities 
of Cartagena, Colombia, and Vera Cruz, Mexico, had between 
them some 20,000 armed men, ready and waiting. Cuba it
self was defended by only six frigates and 6,000-8,000 
Spanish and native troops. By early May, however, this 
garrison was increased to over 25,000 men.

The Mexican officials were worried about the Cuban 
situation for several reasons. Rumors abounded that the 
United States had guaranteed Cuba and Puerto Rico to 
Spain in return for Latin American recognition. If Spain 
accepted this offer, Mexico would be deprived of the glory 
of liberating the Caribbean Islands. Colombia might well 
engage upon a unilateral expedition before the plenipo
tentiaries to the Panama Congress could discuss the combined 45 46

45. Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, February 1, 
1826, Manning, p. 1651.

46. Niles* Register. (1826), XXIX, p. 404.
Ibid.. (1826), XXX, p. 186. .



74
effort. If Colombia succeeded, that nation would gain an 
hegemony in the Caribbean, and Mexico was jealous. From 
a defensive point of view, a large Spanish garrison at 
Cuba could invade Yucatan. That state was not in a 
tranquil condition and a strong reconquest effort might
begin here.

By March, the Chamber of Deputies had not yet 
passed the bill to allow the president to send troops on 
a Cuban invasion. There was a new plan, however, for a 
private group to establish a foothold on the island. These 
rebels would then ask for aid from Mexico and Colombia, and 
for arms and money from the United States and Great Britain. 
The United States did not look favorably upon such a venture 
and Poinsett made this clear to the Mexican executive.

The United States minister held two conferences 
with President Victoria during March. He discouraged any 
offensive moves at Cuba and hoped that Mexico would await 
further developments between the Russian Minister at 
Madrid and the Spanish government. On both occasions, this 
latter suggestion was greeted coolly. Nothing constructive 
had been accomplished at the Court of Ferdinand VII. * 48

47« Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, February 1, 
1826, Manning, p. 1652; same, to same, Mexico City,
March 8, 1826. Ibid., p. 1654.

48. Same, to same, Mexico City, March 8, 1826. 
Ibid., pp. 1654-1655.
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Besides, Victoria feared neither Spain nor the Holy Al
liance. He believed England and the United States would 
protect Mexico should there be European repercussions 
from an attack on Cuba. Mexico definitely did not want 
peace and recognition from Spain if it meant a status quo
in the Caribbean.

The United States was losing favor in Mexico at 
this time due to the efforts of several people to discredit 
American intentions on Cuba. A Mexican agent in the United 
States, named Cortes, wrote to Victoria of Adams’ and 
Clay’s plans to obtain Cuba. Ward was also dropping hints 
to Mexican officials of United States plans. President 
Adams was supposed to be in league with a Spanish general 
named Vives to annex Cuba, according to the British envoy. 
This was the reason for Poinsett’s activities to keep 
Mexico from any overt act. Both men’s opinions were given 
credit in the capital.Poinsett became aware of the in
creasing hostility towards the American administration.
He noted as much in a letter to Joseph Johnson in late May. 
"These people are very angry about the campaign held by 50

49* Same,to same, Mexico City, March 8, 1826.
Ibid., p. 1653; same, to same, Mexico City, March 18, 1826. 
Ibid., p. 1655.

Ibid.
50. Same, to same, Mexico City, April 8, 1826.

p. 1656.



"Mr. Adams respecting Cuba. It is in exact conformity with 
our views.

The Congress of Panama was fast approaching and 
Mexico hoped there to receive sanctions for its plans. The 
United States Senate had ratified Adams* appointments and 
the House had provided needed appropriations, but only after 
a long delay. One of the main reasons the United States 
was sending representatives was that American and British 
views on navigation and commerce were to be discussed.
Great Britain had been invited and Canning accepted the 
offer, but his representative, Dawkins, would be an 
observer only and would not take part in the discussions.^
The instructions given by Canning to Dawkins included gain
ing information on the proceedings, and assuring all national 
delegates of English interest and friendship. He was also 
to note exactly the amount of influence that the United 
States possessed at the conference table. Finally, he was 
to support British principles of navigation and commerce 
and to oppose those of the North American republic.54 * 52

51• Poinsett, to Johnson, Mexico City, May 25, 1826,GP-PC.
52. Parton, p. 82.
53* Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, January 18, 1826, 
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The Congress of Panama, from June 22, to July 1$, 

1&26, was a failure from the points of view of Latin 
America and the United States. The former accomplished 
little of lasting importance, while the latter never even 
had a delegate at the meetings. The United States Congress 
had delayed approval so long that by the time the two 
American envoys left, it was too late. Anderson died en 
route and Sergeant arrived after the Congress had ad
journed. It was, however, somewhat of a success from the 
British point of view. The absence of the American 
ministers made that country an object of suspicion and 
hurt her prestige in. Mexico. Dawkins attempted to divide 
Latin America from the United States and guide it towards 
the protective sphere of Great Britain. He pointed out 
the American intention of invading Cuba should Mexico and 
Colombia do the same. By comparing this with England^ 
supposed neutrality concerning the invasion plans, Dawkins 
raised his country's prestige.^

Word was received in Mexico City of the few 
achievements of the Congress. Most important was a treaty 
of league and perpetual friendship, signed July 15, 1826, 
between Mexico, Colombia, Peru, and Central America. The 
only other fact known to Poinsett when he wrote Clay in 55

55. Ibid., pp. 792-793.
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August was that the Congress was being moved to Tacubaya, 
in Mexico.

The plenipotentiaries from Panama have not 
yet reached this city. It is now confidently 
asserted that those from Mexico were instructed 
to propose the removal of the Congress to . . . 
some . . . point in these States. Upon their ar
rival I shall endeavor to learn the precise nature 
of the secret convention concluded at Panama. In 
all probability it relates to the invasion of 
Cuba and Porto Rico.-’0

By September, Poinsett was able to give a more de
tailed account of the Panama Congress and its results.
The treaty of league provided that all nations signing it 
would help finance a defensive military apparatus. This 
would entail an increase in the naval fleet to oppose a 
Spanish invasion while, at the same time, gradually re
ducing land forces. The Congress was to meet once a 
year in wartime and every second year in time of peace. 
General organization and rules of procedure for future 
meetings were also adopted. The members of the convention 
were glad to move the next session to Tacubaya as the 
climate at Panama was atrocious. As a result of the move. 
United States representatives would not be needed until 
February of 1327> when the next meeting was to be held. 
Concerning the most important question the Congress de
cided that Cuba and Puerto Rico under Spanish control 56

56. Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, August 26, 
1326, ASPFR. VI, p. 353.



were incompatible with Western Hemisphere security. Dis
cussions about defeating the forces there were frequent 
but nothing was settled. This lack of a concrete plan 
for Cuba was due to knowledge of the opinion of
President Adams on the question and to the proscriptive

57expenses involved in an invasion.
Poinsett was soon appointed by Adams to join 

Sergeant at Tacubaya as the second United States repre
sentative. He saw that"this would pose a problem for him. 
”1 am informed by the papers, that the President has ap
pointed me to the congress of Panama or rather of Tacubaya. 
I hope Congress will give me part of an outfit, for my 
expenses, already great, will be augmented by the nec
essity of having a residence at Tacubaya. 57 58
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57. The Mexican delegation at Panama, to the 
President of Mexico, Panama City, August 15, 1&26.
Ibid., p. 358; Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, September 
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In the Gilpin Papers - Poinsett Collection, and 
in the Poinsett Papers, there can be found draft notes 
drawn for several thousand dollars from Poinsett*s ac
counts in Charleston. These were used to cover expenses 
at his home in South Carolina and also for extra expenses 
at Mexico City. Poinsett was a wealthy man for his day, 
but his many years of public service and a resultant 
neglect of his financial affairs eventually drained his 
resources.
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From this point on, however, the dream of a Pan- 
American Congress to meet regularly and settle hemisphere 
problems steadily deteriorated. Although Mexico later 
signed a mutual assistance pact with Colombia, vis-a-vis 
Spain, it never ratified the Panama Convention Treaty.
As the Mexican congress never appropriated funds for the 
second meeting, her ministers never arrived at Tacubaya.
The Congress itself did not meet and Sergeant returned 
to the United States in June of 182?.^

The Cuban crises continued, however, with rumors, 
mistrust, and threatened revolts and invasions. The 
London Morning Herald presented Great Britain's attitude 
in an article which appeared on February 25, 1827. This 
paper claimed the United States was worried about England's 
obtaining Cuba as this move would give England control 
over much of the Mississippi River trade. Consequently, 
the Americans would like to see Cuba annexed to the 
United States. The Herald was quick to point out that 
Great Britain would never allow this as it would, in turn, 
enable the American Republic to cut off or restrain the 
West Indies trade.Poinsett was more interested in 
the ideas of the Mexican government than those of English * 60

59• Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, December 30, 
1828, Manning, p. 16?2; Parton, pp. 83-85.

60. Niles' Register. (1827), XXXII, p. 131.
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journalists. He therefore learned what he could and re
ported to the American administration on his findings.

Of the views of this government respecting 
the island of Cuba, I have kept the department 
constantly informed. There exists in the Govern
ment of Mexico, a feverish anxiety on this subject; 
a desire to emancipate that people, to deprive 
Spain of that advantageous "place djarmes" to 
annex that Island to these states; but no fixed 
plan. It is an enterprise beyond their force.

In early May, 1627, word that Colombia planned an 
immediate attack upon Puerto Rico threw Mexico into a 
frenzy. That island was not as well garrisoned as Cuba 
and an invasion there would probably be a success. This 
information gained credence when Mexican officials learned 
that the Captain-General of Puerto Rico had asked the 
Spanish Admiral, Laborde, for naval protection. Nothing 
materialized from these rumors except an increased 
jealousy of Colombia by Mexico. ^

Suspicions continued to mount. In the summer of 
1627, the English were reported to be active in fomenting 
a revolt in Cuba. The idea was that the rebels would 
immediately ask England to aid them and take possession 
of the island. For his part, Canning was worried about 61 62

61. Poinsett, to Adams, Mexico City, April 26, 
1627, Poinsett Papers. IV, p. 57.

62. Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, May 12, 
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supposed correspondence between the Governor of Cuba,
Mexican officials, and Poinsett. He ordered the new 
British envoy, Richard Pakenham, who recently replaced 
Ward in Mexico, to investigate and see if the cor
respondence rumor was true. Pakenham did obtain evidence 
of a possible future revolt on the island, but could find 
no United States involvement.̂  For its part, the 
American administration was far from inactive in investi
gating rumors and feeling out the Cuban situation. In 
the spring of 1827, Adams sent an agent to Cuba to see 
if the interests of the island population lay with the 
United States, England, Mexico, or Colombia. The State 
Department was still satisfied with a status quo position 
and supported Ferdinand*s rights of control. Adams and 
Clay were willing to wait to claim Cuba.^

The Congress of Tacubaya being abortive, the 
question of Cuba was not settled. Cuban patriots con
tinued to fight the Spanish garrison and seek aid from 
the United States, England, and Mexico. Colombia and Mexico 
both clandestinely continued to send succor until 1828 
when internal problems turned the eyes of these two 
nations to domestic affairs. 63 64

63. Hippy, Rivalry, pp. 88-89.
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Mexico did make one more effort in late 1829, send'
ing one Colonel Basadre supposedly to France, but actually
to the island of Haiti. He was to work from there to
foment a revolt among Cuban slaves. Basadre also had
commissions for privateers which he hoped to distribute
to captains in the United States in order to prey upon
Spanish shipping. Poinsett notified the French Consul
in Mexico of this action. He also made it plain to the
Mexican Chief Executive that any initiating of a revolt
on Cuba would be displeasing to the United States. His

65government would take steps to counteract such a move.
At the time Poinsett returned from Mexico, in 

January of 1830, there had still been no definite changes 
in the Cuban situation. Spain continued to control the 
island and neither Mexico nor Colombia had mounted the 
oft threatened invasion. Four facts were clear. Mexico 
wanted Cuba; Colombia wanted Cuba; the United States 
wanted Cuba, albeit not immediately; Great Britain did 
not want Cuba, but desired rather that no one else except 
Spain should have it. 65
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CHAPTER IV

THE MEXICAN TREATIES

The American Minister had other duties, important 
ones, besides disuading Mexico from military adventures 
and preserving Ferdinand's rights in the Caribbean. Ac
cording to his instructions of March 25, 1825, he was 
also to negotiate treaties of amity, navigation, and com
merce, and of limits. The delay, however, in sending a 
United States minister to Mexico enabled the rival British 
to precede their Anglo-American cousins. By the time 
Poinsett arrived in the land of Anahauc, Great Britain 
had already negotiated the treaty.

The British-Mexican treaty of amity, navigation, 
and commerce was arranged by Ward and Morier for the 
British, and by Alaman and Esteva for Mexico. Beginning
their work in late March, 1825, the commissioners signed

pthe finished document on April 6. The speed and ease 
with which they completed work on the treaty shows an in
fluence on the part of the British and a co-operative 1

1. Bancroft, p. 51
2. Sebastian Camacho, Secretary of State for 

Foreign Affairs, to the Mexican Congress, January, 1826, 
BFSP, XIII, p. 1107.



spirit by the Mexican officials. By mid-May the treaty 
was under discussion in the Mexican Senate. There was one 
objection; it had no formal clause recognizing Mexican 
independence.^ There was little danger of the treaty 
being refused, even with this omission, but the British 
commissioners decided to aid their cause with a threat. 
They made it plain to President Victoria that should the 
recently completed document fail ratification, they would 
no longer see any reason in remaining and would leave 
Mexico forthwith. This would have been a tremendous blow 
against Mexican national prestige.^ The Congress of 
Mexico soon gave its approbation and Morier left for 
London with a copy of the treaty. Ward remained as 
Charge d'affaires.^

Poinsett arrived in Mexico while the British 
treaty was being ratified. He had little chance to use 
his influence one way or another before Morier left for 
London. He did, however, receive suggestions from his 
friends on how to deal with the situation. One letter, in 
particular, from Dr. Johnson was specific.

Your arrival at the Capital, while the treaty 
with Great Britain was under discussion and some 
of its provisions opposed, will give you a fine

3. Niles' Register, (1825), XXVIII, p. 300.
4. Ibid.. (1825), XXIX, p. 7.
5. Camacho, to the Mexican Congress, January, 1826, BFSP, XIII, p. 1107.
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opportunity of acting the Diplomatist, and 
even if anything is adopted unfavorable to 
our interests, you may obtain a stipulation 
that we should always be on a footing with 
the most favored nations; by which we may 
require, either, that the exceptionable 
clause be given up or that an equivalent be 
granted to us in some other way.°

Despite passage of the treaty by the Mexican 
Congress, Poinsett was not particularly worried. He 
felt sure that Canning would reject it. One clause 
especially would not be acceptable. While Great Britain 
had been placed upon the most favored nation footing,
Mexico had insisted on an exception to this which would 
favor the former Spanish colonies in the Americas. If 
the Foreign Secretary rejected the clause, and if this 
exception clause came up during subsequent United States- 
Mexican treaty negotiations, Poinsett would have a 
precedent for rejecting it. Canning would no doubt op
pose it for commercial reasons. Poinsett, on the other 
hand, was against a clause favoring former Spanish 
colonies at the expense of the United States because this 
would tend to disrupt inter-American hemispheric unity.
If Canning accepted this commercially unfavorable clause, 
it could only be from a political motivation to split 
inter-American solidarity and increase Great Britain's

6. Johnson, to Poinsett, Charleston, South Carolina, 
July 12, 182$, Poinsett Papers. II, p. 180.



prestige. 7 Whatever decision was made, Poinsett felt he 
knew the reason and was ready to report it to Clay.

The English-Mexican treaty was rejected in 
October for several reasons. One of Canning's chief 
advisors, Huskisson, noted that the treaty was everything 
for which the United States could hope since that nation 
could no doubt negotiate a copy of it. This leaves room 
for the belief that Great Britain expected to receive 
something a little better than that desired by the United 
States. The definition of a national vessel was not ac
cepted by the Foreign Secretary either. This clause 
would enable the Americans to escape a naval blockade 
during wartime by merely transferring the ownership of 
its merchantmen to the Mexican flag. Canning, in addition, 
wanted to see Mexico under the protection of the British 
fleet while, at the same time, that nation developed a 
land force to oppose the Yankees. The most favored nation 
clause excepting former Spanish colonies was also found 
wanting. Neither Colombia, nor the United Provinces of 
the Rio de la Plata /Argentina/ had made exceptions in 
Mexico's favor in their treaties on navigation and commerce. 
Canning saw little reason for Mexico to do so. Ward, how
ever, fulfilled Poinsett's suspicions. He believed such

7. Parton, p. 92



a clause, although commercially disadvantageous, would be 
strategically a good one if the United States had to abide 
by it too. Nevertheless, this clause was unacceptable to

dCanning.
The major reason for the treatyTs rejection, how

ever, was the clause that "free::ships make free goods" 
and which prohibited the seizing of enemy goods on board 
a neutral vessel. This had been among the basic causes 
for the War of 1812. Three years later Great Britain had 
refused to allow the point to be entered in the Treaty of 
Ghent.^ Clay believed that this clause was the only one 
which ruined the English-Mexican treaty. "Our information 
here in regard to the treaty negotiated by Great Britain 
with Mexico is, that the objection taken to it in England 
was that it embraced the principle that free ships should 
make free goods, to which Great Britain is not prepared 
to s u b s c r i b e . A s  a result, the first attempt of the 
British and Mexicans to establish regulated commercial re
lations failed, and the treaty was returned to Mexico City 
for further revision. * 11

8. Ibid.. pp. 74, 90; Hippy, Rivalry, pp. 275-276.
9. Niles Register. (1825), XXIX, p. 133.
10. Clay, to Poinsett, Washington, D. C.,

December 9, 1325, ASPFR. V, p. 919.
11. Camacho, to the Mexican Congress, January,

1826, BFSP, XIII, p. 1107.
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While the British treaty was being debated in 

London, Poinsett had been active in beginning his nego
tiations. For one particular reason, the first moves 
were made in favor of the treaty of limits rather than 
that of commerce and navigation. The reason was Mexican 
fear of the United States in regard to the northern border 
of Texas.

This Mexican fear of United States encroachment 
was not a new thing with Poinsett's commission. Very 
soon after Zozaya, the first Mexican Minister, arrived 
in Washington, he was penning warning notes to his govern
ment concerning American desires for former Spanish, now 
Mexican, territory. The second envoy, Torrens, made note 
of the chauvinistic and expansionist articles which ap
peared in United States newspapers. He even believed the 
government at Washington was preparing to send troops 
to take Texas.Consequently, in October of 1823, he 
wrote to his Foreign Secretary, Alaman, asking him to set 
boundary markers. Another note was sent in February 
of 1824 to Secretary of State Adams. In it, Torrens said 
Mexico was desirous of a final settlement of the boundary 
according to the 1819 United States-Spanish Florida

12. Hippy, The United States and Mexico, p. 3.



13Treaty. Nothing came of these early efforts. Just be
fore Poinsettf s arrival at Mexico City, the then Mexican 
envoy at Washington, Pablo Obregon, again asked that a 
treaty of limits be negotiated.^

Adams had always considered the Treaty of 
February 22, 1819, to be a poor one. It established the 
Florida line and divided United States from then Spanish 
territory. There were, however, certain aspects of it, 
river navigation, Indian control, which might pose problems 
now that Mexico was independent. He, therefore, endeavored 
to obtain a new treaty of limits with M e x i c o . I n  
Poinsett's instructions of March, 1825, Clay told the 
minister to ask for a readjustment of the boundary.

The original United States-Mexican boundary, ac
cording to the 1819 line, began at the Sabine River. From 
there it ran to the Red River, to the Arkansas River, 
north to latitude 42°, and then west to the Pacific.
Poinsett was to try to move this line south-west to the 
Rio Colorado, or Rio Grande. This, wrote Clay, would give

13. Ohland Morton, Teran and Texas (Austin,
Texas, 1948), p. 47; Rippy, the United States and Mexico.p. 3.

14. Morton, p. 47.
15. Eugene C. Barker, "Jackson and the Texas Revo

lution," The American Historical Review (1907), XII,p. 788.
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the Sabine and Arkansas, and consequently the whole 
Mississippi River basin to the United States. It would, 
he believed, prevent future boundary problems. If the 
new line was acceptable to Mexico, the United States 
promised to control the Indians living there. But if 
Mexico persisted in the original line, both nations had 
the responsibility and would have to keep track of the 
tribes as best they could.^

Poinsett first met with Alaman to discuss the 
boundary treaty on July 12, 1825. Both men wanted more 
land than the 1819 treaty would give them and both were 
equally stubborn. Poinsett tried to play upon Mexican 
patriotism and national pride. While Mexico could follow 
Spainfs example and accept the 1819 line, Poinsett asked 
if it would not be more independent to begin again and 
negotiate a new treaty of limits.^7 Alaman countered 
with a proposal to place a clause in the commercial treaty 
settling the problem. Meanwhile, a bi-national commission 
could be sent to explore the area and provide detailed in
formation for a new boundary. Poinsett rejected this 
proposal. The necessary information was already at hand. 16 17

16. Clay, to Poinsett, Washington, D. C.,
March 25, 1825, ASPFR, VI, p. 580.

17. Parton, p. 85.
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A commission would entail too much delay, and, besides, 
this was doing it backwards. A boundary should be arrived 
at and then a commission sent out to mark it. At this same 
time, Alaman was becoming suspicious of American movement 
into the Texas area. In 1824, the Mexican Government had 
passed a law which gave individual states of the Republic 
the right to sell or grant land to alien colonists.
Poinsett had been kept busy in his early months in Mexico, 
ratifying the legality of claims of United States citizens 
to land in Texas and Coahuila.^ By July of 1825, many 
Americanshad settled on homesteads and Mexican officials 
were having second thoughts about the wisdom of their 
policy. A sure settlement of the 1819 line would guarantee 
that this area and these pioneers would be Mexican. See
ing Mexican opposition to giving up its land harden,
Poinsett suggested to Clay not pressing the issue at that 
time, ’’The State of Texas . . . is rapidly peopling with 
either grantees or squatters from the United States, a 
population they will find it difficult to govern and 
perhaps after a short period they may not be so averse to 18 19

18. Clay, to Poinsett, Washington, D. C.,
September 24, 1825, ASPFR, VI, p. 582; Parton, p. 86;Rives, p. 168.

19. Poinsett, to William Carroll, Mexico City, 
November 28, 1825, Poinsett Papers. Ill, p. 17.
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"part with that portion of that Territory as they are at 
present.

A second anxiety for Alaman was American efforts 
to re-open the famous Sante Fe Trail. A relatively small 
quantity of trade over this route during Spanish times 
had burgeoned enormously after the Mexican War for In
dependence. Restrictions on this road had not been 
enforced during the upheavals of the early independence 
years. Now, however, Mexico was becoming worried over 
American immigration and possible loss of New Mexico.
The resultant increase in the severity of restrictions

21irked United States settlers in the area.
Poinsett tried to convince the Mexican authorities 

to become less stringent in their rules. Clay, too, 
added his efforts to the cause. There was, he said, no 
reason for Mexico to fear a territorial loss through a re
opening of the Sante Fe Trail. The road had no connection 
with the boundary limits discussions. Actually, the 
United States would lose more by a re-opening of the 
trail as citizens would leave the states to migrate into 
Mexican territory. Convenience and commerce, not 20 21

20. Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, July 25,
1825, as quoted in Rives, p. 168.

21. Rippy, The United States and Mexico, pp. 4-5*



territorial gain, were the only reasons the United States 
wanted the road opened. The restrictions were, how
ever, not removed and, although Poinsett met again with 
Alaman in September, there was no settlement of the 
boundary issue. Efforts in this area were consequently 
postponed while the ministers concentrated on a treaty 
of amity, navigation, and commerce.^

Previously, on July 20, Alaman had proposed to 
Poinsett that the treaty of navigation and commerce be 
started without the limits c l a u s e . B o t h  men believed 
that they could gain more from a separate limits treaty 
while, at the same time, the absence of this clause 
would speed negotiations on the commercial one. In 
addition to Lucas Alaman, the Mexican Government ap
pointed Jose Ignacio Esteva, Secretary of the Treasury, 
as Mexican Plenipotentiaries. Poinsett was the sole 
negotiator for the United States. The first conference 
for the Treaty of Amity, Navigation, and Commerce was 
held in late August. The original document was authored 22 23 24

22. Clay, to Poinsett, Washington, D. C., 
September 24, 1825, ASPFR, VI, p. 581.

23. Rives, p. 16&.
24. Alaman, to Poinsett, Mexico City, July 20, 

1825, HED, XII, No. 42.
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by Poinsett, although it was similar to the British- 
Mexican treaty.Poinsett had, however, included some 
changes, based on his instructions from Clay.

Except for Brazil, the United States had been the 
first to recognize Mexican independence. For this the 
State Department claimed it wanted no special commercial 
or navigational concessions. In spite of this pre
tention, the treaty, as first written contained some 
unique sections, one in particular being the footing upon 
which commerce was to be based. In October of 1824* the 
United States had signed a commercial pact with Colombia 
on a "most favored nation" basis. Poinsett was instructed 
to substitute for this a more liberal reciprocity clause 
in accordance with a Congressional act of January 7, 
1824.^7 Secretary of State Clay explained his reasons 
in detail.

The rule of the most favored nation is not 
so simple as the proposed substitute. . . .  It 
so happens that, in the practical application of 
the rule of the most favored nation, perplexing 
and embarrassing discussions sometimes arize,. . .
It is better to avoid sowing the seeds of all col
lisions and misunderstandings, and that desirable 
object the President thinks will be best accomplished 25 26 27

25. Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, September 13, 
1825, ASPFR, V, p. 852; Parton, p. 88.

26. Clay, to Poinsett, Washington, D. C., March 25, 
1825, ASPFR. V, p. 909.

27. Same, to same, Washington, D. C., March 25, 
1825- Ibid.. VI, p. 579.
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by adopting a plain and familiar rule for 
the two parties themselves, instead of 
referring each of them to that complicated 
rule which may happen to exist between either and third parties.28

The most favored nation clause, continued Clay, was
hardly ever equal in its operation. It was equitable
only if the amount of voluntary concessions by the two
parties to a third party were exactly the same, which
seldom happened. The nation which showed the least
liberality to other nations would be able to engross the
major portion of commerce carried between the two treaty
powers.29 Clay concluded.

By placing the admission into the ports of 
Mexico of a vessel of the United States and her 
cargo, being of their produce or manufacture, 
upon the same footing with the admission into 
those ports of a like cargo imported in a vessel 
owned by a resident citizen of Mexico, and vice 
versa, the simplicity which it is desirable the 
rule should possess will be secured, and all causes of misunderstanding be prevented.30

The Mexican envoys, however, wanted the most 
favored nation clause substituted for reciprocity. 
Poinsett put forth the arguments of Clay, and stressed 
the simplicity of his plan. Under most favored nation, 
it would be necessary to know the treaties and agreements 28 29 30

28. Ibid.
29. Ibid.
30. Ibid.
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made between the second party and all others in order to 
know upon what basis trade would be carried between the 
first and second parties. Poinsett pointed this out in 
an explanatory note to Alaman and Esteva on September 18.

The rule contained in the project is much more simple and comprehensible than the pro
posed substitute, because it is a fixed and 
determined rule; whereas, in order to ascertain 
the precise nature of the favor to which one of 
the parties may be entitled in virtue of a treaty 
stipulation embracing the latter principle, re
course must be had to the existing commercial re
lations between the other party and all the rest 
of the commercial world.31

The Mexican envoys were not interested in con
venience. They balked at the idea of reciprocity because 
of the size of the United States merchant marine. Its 
superior magnitude would give the northern republic a 
monoply of trade under reciprocity since Mexico had 
virtually no merchant fleet. Poinsett pointed out that 
the small European nations and merchant cities of the 
Netherlands, Bremen, Norway, and Lubeck were willing to 
use reciprocity in their treaties with the United States. 
The Mexicans still were not interested. They were willing, 
however, to include a section in Article Six of the treaty 
stating that at such a time as the Mexican merchant marine
grew to a size competitive with that of the United States,

32a reciprocity clause might be established. 31 32

31. Poinsett, to Alaman and Esteva, Mexico City, 
September 18, 1825. Ibid., p. 585.

32. Ibid., p. 609; Parton, p. 88.



The debate of most favored nation versus reci
procity took up the major portion of the early meetings. 
There were, however, other subjects which were discussed 
and settled. At the third conference, held on September 17, 
the delegates solved the problems of smuggling into the 
Gulf ports, the return of fugitive slaves, and protection

against Indian raids across the border.33 At the fourth

conference, ten days later, Don Manuel Gomez Pedraza re
placed Lucas Alaman as one of Mexico's plenipotentiaries. 
Poinsett accepted this change and the negotiations con
tinued.34 At this meeting, the American minister dwelled 
on the lack of religious tolerance in Mexico and attempted 
to help American citizens living in that country. The 
Mexican envoys pointed out that there was no persecution 
of Americans, but that public exercise of their faith was 
prohibited. This was in accordance with Article Three of 
the Mexican Constitution, viz; “The religion of the Mexican 
nation is, and always shall be. Catholic, Apostolic,
Roman. The nation protects it by wise and just laws, and 
prohibits the exercise of every other." Poinsett under
stood this and wished merely to protect the funerals * 34

33• Parton, p. 91.
34. Ibid.
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and graves of American citizens. This was acceptable to 
Pedraza and Esteva.-^

In spite of these agreed points, the reciprocity 
most favored nation dispute continued unsolved. Soon 
Ward learned of Poinsett's plans for a reciprocity clause. 
He went immediately to the Mexican authorities and reg
istered his protest. The British-Mexican treaty, under 
discussion at London, had no reciprocity clause. English 
Commerce would be upon a most favored nation foundation 
and Ward demanded that the United States not be given 
special treatment. The Mexicans agreed and used this in 
their arguments against reciprocity.^

Fortunately, Poinsett had an escape route. In 
his original instructions Clay had written that, while 
Adams expected no trouble with the reciprocity clause, 
if:the Mexicans were stubborn, a treaty might be con
cluded on a most favored nation basis. The only con
dition was that it must not put the United States at a 
disadvantage vis-a-vis Great B r i t a i n . T h i s  choice 
might have been taken earlier by Poinsett except for the 25

35• Protocol of Fourth Conference, Treaty of 
Amity, Navigation, and Commerce, ASPFR, VI, p. 588.

36. Temperley, p. 797; Hippy, Poinsett, p. 115; Hippy, Rivalry, p. 262.
37* Clay, to Poinsett, Washington, D. C., March

25, 1825, ASPFR. VI, p. 579; same, to same, Washington,
D. C., September 24, 1825. Ibid., p. 851.
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fact that it contained a totally unacceptable feature. The 
most favored nation clause desired by Mexico was identical 
to the one in the British treaty. It included the excep
tion in favor of former Spanish colonies. The American 
Minister had reported to Clay, soon after the second con
ference, oh Mexicofs position and why he continued to 
favor reciprocity.

The project of the treaty was drawn up by me, 
and of course contains the principle of perfect 
reciprocity in the commerce and navigation of the 
two countries, . . .  This was objected to, as 
might have been expected, and an effort made to 
introduce the fourth article of their treaty with 
Great Britain, which contains an exception, in 
my opinion, highly objectionable. It is at the 
close of that article, in these words: "Except
ing only the American nations which were formerly 
Spanish possessions, to which, on account of the 
fraternal relations that unite them to the United 
Mexican States, the latter may grant special 
privileges which shall not be extended to the 
dominions and subjects of his Britannic Maj
esty." . . .  I most strenuously opposed the 
exception above cited, and, as at present advised, 
will never sign a treaty on such terms.3°

Poinsett was strongly opposed to the Spanish- 
American exception clause, as it would tend to split the 
Western Hemisphere, an area which the United States de
sired to unify at European expense. The American Minister 
believed any inter-American differentiation would be to 
Europe's, and particularly to England's, benefit, and he

3$. Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, September 13, 
1825. Ibid.. V, p. 852.
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pointed this fact out to the Mexican plenipotentiaries on 
several occasions. Any distinctions between American 
states, he said, would be a defect in the face of a solid 
European front. This was, indeed, what Great Britain 
wanted.

The Republics of America were united by one 
and the same interest to support each other 
against the European system; . . .  It was the 
interest of the European powers that such dis
tinctions should be made between the American 
Republics; but it was most manifestly the 
interest of the latter that they should all be 
united as intimately as possible— an union which 
could only exist on the basis of the most perfectreciprocity.40

There were more practical reasons for opposing 
the exception clause. With such a factor included, Mexico 
could engage in commerce detrimental to the United States. 
For instance, should the United States be at war with one 
of the Latin American republics, Mexico could assist that 
nation and not the United States without violating the 
treaty.

Mexico had several reasons for demanding the in
clusion of the exception clause. All the concerned nations 
were former Spanish colonies and bound by the ties of 39 40 41

39. Same, to same, Mexico City, September 28, 1825• 
Ibid.. V, p. 852.

40. Protocol of Second Conference, Treaty of Amity, 
Navigation, and Commerce, September 13, 1825. Ibid., VI, p.5#4.

41. Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, September 13,
1825. Ibid., V, p. 852; Poinsett, to Rufus King, United 
States Minister to London, Mexico City, October 10, 1825, Manning, p. 1634.
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culture, whereas the United States was Anglican in back
ground. The common culture had, in turn, led to fraternal 
ties which were not felt towards the United States. When 
these were made known to Clay, he demolished them in a 
terse reply to Poinsett.

The validity of neither of these reasons can 
be perceived. What is there in the nature of the 
fact that those nations were once bound by a com
mon allegiance to Spain to justify the exemption?
Is there not something derogatory from the 
character of free states and free men in seeking 
to find a rule for their commercial intercourse 
in their emancipated condition from a retrospect 
of their colonial state, which was one of de
pendence and vassalage?

/(Jould not Spain/ also insist, on the ground 
of ancient relations, upon special privileges?
And then it would be incumbent upon the United 
States to consider if they had not been pre
mature in their recognition of the independence 
of the United Mexican States.^2

As far as fraternal ties were concerned, in time 
of peace the United States was to be placed on the same 
footing, commercially, as European nations. On the other 
hand, when some danger appeared, such as the activities of 
the French fleet off Cuba in August, 1825, the government 
at Washington was asked to fulfill its pledge as an equal 
under the Monroe Doctrine. The United States, in addition, 
had received an invitation from Mexico to the Congress of 
Panama. This seemed to Clay to make his nation a fraternal 42

42. Clay, to Poinsett, Washington, D. C., November 
9, 1825, ASPFR, V, p. 854.



member of the American states. There was an inconsistency 
here in the Mexican foreign policy.^

The Mexican plenipotentiaries did not think so.
They noted that, in spite of the Monroe Doctrine, the 
United States maintained a stringent neutrality. It 
would also probably refuse to take an active role in any 
future war between Spain and her former c o l o n i e s . I n  
a speech before the Mexican Congress, Victoria gave his 
reasons for pursuing a policy which treated the United 
States as something other than a full-fledged sister- 
state. "The United States of the North though essentially 
American in their feelings and interests, are, neverthe
less, up to a certain point, hampered with engagements 
already contracted with European Powers; Engagements which 
do not exist for the New States, which are, consequently, 
free to assist each other in wery sense.

Victoria had a more ambitious reason for wanting 
the inclusion of the exception clause. He felt this 
preference for the Spanish republics would be taken as a 
symbol of his interest and increase Mexican prestige in * 44 45

43• Same, to same, Washington, D. C., November 9,
1825. Ibid.. V, p. 855.

44. Parton, p. 93.
45. Victoria, to the Mexican Congress, May 23,

1826, BFSP, XIII, p. 1082.
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the area. It would thus advance his dream of playing a 
larger role in Latin American affairs.̂

The argument upon which the Mexicans depended most 
for American acquiescence, however, was the fact that Ward 
and Morier had signed a treaty which contained the ex
ception clause. The United States could not expect a more 
advantageous treaty than that of England. Poinsett himself 
believed it was not so much fraternal ties which caused 
Mexican stubbornness on the question as it was the fact 
that the British envoys had accepted the c l a u s e . T h e  
American minister argued that the two cases were different 
and that Great Britain would probably not ratify this 
point. The Mexican negotiators then tried a new tactic. 
They asked Poinsett to accept or reject the Spanish 
Republics exception clause as the British did. His reply 
to this suggestion was an emphatic "no." "To this pro
posal I instantly replied that I would prefer agreeing to 
the article as it stood rather than consent to be governed 
by the decision of Great Britain; that our interests were 
separate and distinct; that nation formed one of the

46. Rippy, Poinsett, p. 115; Rippy, Rivalry, 
pp. 262-263•

47• Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, September 28, 
1825, ASPFR, V, p. 852.
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"European powers, and the United States were the head of the 
American powers.”^

.The American diplomat, aware that the British 
treaty was the thorn in the side of his negotiations, 
determined to do something about it. If Canning removed 
the clause or complained of its presence in the treaty, 
Poinsett could do likewise. He, therefore, went to Ward 
and showed him the inconvenience of such an exception 
clause. Ward agreed and sent a note protesting it to 
the Mexican government.̂  When queried as to why Great 
Britain had accepted this clause in the first place.
Ward replied that the treaty between Mexico and Colombia 
contained it. It was either accept the clause or there 
would be no treaty for Great Britain.

In late September, word was received that the 
Mexican-Colombian treaty had not been ratified by Colombia 
for the specific reason that the exception clause had been 
included. Since this treaty was the only reason the 
British plenipotentiaries had acceded to the clause, 
Poinsett suggested Great Britain could now expunge that 
clause from their treaty. Ward accepted this and wrote * 49

48• Same, to same, Mexico City, September 28,
1825. Ibid.. V, p. 853.

49. Hippy> Rivalry, p. 263.



106
to Canning notifying him of the new developments of the 
Mexican-Colombian treaty and recommending that the clause 
be r e m o v e d . I t  was, in effect, a diplomatic chain re
action. The Mexican-Colombian treaty contained the clause 
in favor of former Spanish-American colonies. Great 
Britain had no choice but to accept a similar clause. As 
long as the British had acceded, the United States would 
have to also. When Colombia refused ratification. Great 
Britain could be let off the hook, and consequently, so 
could the United States.

Soon, however, Ward became suspicious of Poinsett's 
motives. He saw that Poinsett and Clay feared a breach in 
possible Pan-American unity. He also realized that this 
special exception clause would be the major problem to a 
unified New World. United States refusal to accept such 
a clause would in all probability delay treaty negoti
ations with Mexico— a condition Ward wanted. He, therefore, 
hoped Canning would consent to the clause remaining and 
withdrew his protest note to the Mexican Government.'*"*" 50 51

50. Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, September 
28, 1825, ASPFR, V, p. 853; Protocol of Fifth Conference, 
Treaty of Amity, Navigation, and Commerce, September 28, 
1825. Ibid., VI, p. 589; Poinsett, to King, Mexico City, 
October 10, 1825; Manning, p. I634.

51. Hippy, Rivalry, pp. 263-264.
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Poinsett, sensing Ward * s suspicions, met with the 

British Charge d'affaires to explain his views and to try 
to clear the air. Ward felt that Poinsett had used him 
to further his own negotiations. The American minister 
attempted to assure his colleague that there was no 
questionable motives attached to the suggestion of send
ing a note to London urging the withdrawal of the clause. 
It was to England's advantage unless she planned polit
ical profit. Ward's withdrawal of his protest note to 
the Mexican Government was actually detrimental to Great 
Britain's commercial interests. The British envoy was 
unconvinced by Poinsett's arguments and relations between 
the two men began to sour. He had sensed opposition and 
had acted accordingly. Poinsett summed up the situation 
in a letter to Rufus King in October.

If G. Britain ratified the treaty with an 
exception so injurious to her commerce, her 
only motive could be to create distinctions, 
which might divide the Republics of America, 
whereas it was our interest and that of both 
the Americas, that they should be closely 
united. This opinion became public, for there 
are no secrets in Mexico, and opened Mr. Ward's 
eyes to what he imagines to be the true interests 
of Great Britain. In consequence, he withdrew 
his note, . . .  I have considered her^Jreat 
Britain's/ interests identified with ours in the 
cause of American emancipation and in the defense 
of free government, and came here disposed to 
make common cause with her Envoy for the extension
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of liberal principles of trade. . . .  In this 
sense I have hitherto acted.5%

Poinsett1s discussions with Pedraza and Esteva 
were getting nowhere. The Mexicans were adamant that the 
United States accept the clause favoring the former 
Spanish colonies. Poinsett was just as stubborn in not 
yielding one iota from a straight most favored nation 
base. Actually, he still would have liked reciprocity 
but realized this was impossible. In opposing the ex
ception clause, he received the approval of Secretary of 
State C l a y . T h e  United States had signed treaties with 
the Central American Republic and with Colombia. There 
was no clause favoring former Spanish colonies in either. 
Mexico was the only country holding out for such a pro
vision. If the Mexican plenipotentiaries would not with
draw the exception clause and accept a strict most favored 
nation basis, Clay recommended Poinsett break off negoti
ations. The two nations would subsequently abide by the 
commercial ties then in force.^ 52 53 54

52. Poinsett, to King, Mexico City, October 10, 
1825, Manning, p. 1635.

53. Clay, to Poinsett, Washington, D. C.,
November 9, 1825, ASPFR, V, p. 854.

54. Same, to same, Washington, D. C., November 9,
1825. Ibid., V, p. 855; same, to same, Washington, D. C., 
December 9, 1825. Ibid., V, p. 919; same, to same, Wash
ington, D. C., December 9, 1825, BFSP, XIII, d . 495: Niles 
Register. (1826), XXX, p. 115. —
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The Mexican plenipotentiaries regretted the firm 

stand of Poinsett and promised to send him a note explain
ing their views on the subject. There was at this time, 
however, a shuffling in the Mexican cabinet, and the note 
was long in coming. In effect, the negotiations were 
broken off for seven months.^5

My negotiations are at a standstill. We 
differed about a very important provision which 
they had succeeded in inserting in their treaty 
with G. B. but to which I will not assert and a 
change of Ministers of State has given rise to 
further delay— The one who resigned was not 
friendly to the U. S. The new one is not arrived.

Actually, further talks would have been to no avail as 
neither party was willing to compromise. Poinsett, sure 
England had not ratified its treaty, was waiting for its 
return so that he could show the Mexicans the error of 
their ways.^7

Thus by the end of 1825, the United States had 
accomplished nothing in its negotiations on the treaties 
of limits, or of commerce. Great Britain, who had negoti
ated and signed a treaty in April, had it rejected in 
October. New English-Mexican treaty talks began in 
January of 1826. Morier returned to Mexico to carry the 55 56 *

55. Parton, p. 93; Rippy, Rivalry, p. 264.
56. Poinsett, to Johnson, Mexico City, October 31, 

1825, GP-PC.
57* Parton, p. 94.
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British end of the talks and to produce a better document 
than the first one. His efforts soon stalled over the 
clause which defined ownership of a Mexican vessel.

Morier then requested that Sebastian Camacho be 
appointed envoy to accompany him back to London to work 
out the problems of the treaty. Poinsett immediately 
notified Clay of the situation and of his worries.

As I had anticipated, the English Pleni
potentiaries have not been able to conclude 
a treaty, and, I understand, it is settled, 
that one of the Mexican Plenipotentiaries 
shall accompany Mr. Morier to England; probably 
Don Sebastian Camacho, Secretary of State for 
Foreign Relations. I regret this arrangement 
on many accounts, but particularly, because it 
will occasion still further delay in the settle
ment of the several claims I have preferred ac
cording to your instructions.

I saw the President yesterday, and he assured 
me, that our negotiations should be renewed in a 
few days.59

Camacho was taken ill, however, and Victoria then appointed 
the pro-British Gomez Pedraza as special agent to London. 
Mien Poinsett was asked for some advice by Mexican Con
gressmen of a strictly parliamentary nature, which resulted 
in PedrazaTs not obtaining Senate consent for his appoint
ment, the American minister was blamed for the defeat. 58 *

58. Bancroft, p. 51; Parton, pp. 105-106; Rippy 
Rivalry, pp. 277-276.

59• Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, February 1, 
1826, Manning, p. 1651.
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Soon after Pedraza failed to obtain the Senate's blessing, 
Camacho recovered. Victoria then reappointed him as the 
Mexican envoy to London. Poinsett saw even further delays 
in his treaty negotiations and rallied his friends in 
Congress in opposition to the appointment. Ward, for his 
part, spent large amounts of money influencing his allies 
in the Mexican legislature to pass favorably on Camacho.
The contest was close until Ward delivered his coup de 
grace. He announced that Camacho's rejection would mean a 
break in diplomatic ties between Great Britain and Mexico. 
This threat was sufficient, and on April 7, 1826, Sebastian 
Camacho, Secretary of State and Foreign Relations became 
Minister Plenipotentiary to London.^0 Poinsett was in
censed by the whole affair and especially by Ward's use 
of threats to achieve his goal.

The British Charge des Affaires went so far 
as to say . . .  that by refusing to ratify the 
nomination of Camacho, the Senate would occasion 
a rupture between the two powers— conduct, which 
could only be imputed to the secret influence of 
those who sought to divide the old world from the 
new, in order that they might govern the latter—  
meaning, of course, the United States. 60 61

60. Same, to same, Mexico City, April 8, 1826, 
Ibid., p. 1656; Rippy, Rivalry, p. 279.

61. Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, April 8, 
1826, Manning, p. 1650.
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Camacho subsequently went to London with Morier. Some 
small concessions to the Mexicans were made there and the 
treaty was accepted. Great Britain, however, did not 
ratify it until December 26, 1826. It was soon there
after returned to Mexico for ratification.^^ President 
Victoria had high hopes for the treaty that Camacho 
negotiated in London. Although difficulties had arisen 
in the past, he believed the situation would be rectified 
through a spirit of sincere friendship. Differences be
tween England and Mexico could be obviated, he said, when 
frankness and good faith were applied.

He did not have such positive feelings where the 
United States treaty was concerned. In the same speech 
in which he praised the efforts of British and Mexican 
negotiators, he noted the major points which kept Poinsett 
and the two Mexicans apart. Specific mention was made of 
United States ideas of reciprocity and equal trade systems, 
and the refusal of the North American republic to accede 
to the exception clause in favor of the former Spanish 
colonies. It was apparent also that American refusal to 62 63

62. BFSP. XIV, p. 629; Rippy, Rivalry, p. 284.
63. Victoria, to the Mexican Congress, May 23, 

1826. Ibid., XIII, p. 1081.
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aid the Spanish Republics more in the military efforts 
against Spain hurt its prestige.

The negotiations for the United States-Mexican 
Treaty of Amity, Navigation, and Commerce were renewed on 
May 6, 1826. Camacho had returned from England and had 
replaced Pedraza as one of the Mexican delegates. At the 
May 6 meeting, Poinsett began by stating once again the 
United States position as regards the Monroe Doctrine. 
Mexico was not to construe the Doctrine to mean the United 
States was in alliance with Latin America. The American 
minister had never made any pledge of allegiance or defense 
and the Doctrine was specific on this point. Esteva said 
this was clear, but that it showed that the government at 
Washington was not an equal ally in Spanish American ef
forts and should therefore accede to the exception in the 
most favored nation clause.

This brought back the old problem of the foundation 
upon which to base commerce and navigation. Poinsett re
viewed the benefits of reciprocity and pushed for its 
adoption. Mexico continued to pressure for most favored 
nation. One base favored the United States and the other 
favored Mexico. Reciprocity was unfair for Mexico because 64 65

64. Same, to same. May 23, 1826. Ibid., XIII,
pp. 1081-1082.

65. Parton, pp. 111-112.
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of its small merchant fleet. Most favored nation, on the 
other hand, was very complicated and inconvenient for the 
United States. One of the parties had to give in and 
Poinsett decided he would be the one. At the seventh 
conference held on May 17, Poinsett accepted the most 
favored nation c l a u s e . H e  realized the Mexicans would 
not budge from their position and besides, Canning had 
accepted this basis in England's new treaty with Mexico. 
Poinsett did, however, win on one point. Since Canning 
had rejected the clause favoring former Spanish Colonies, 
the American minister was also able to refuse it.^

Poinsett believed he was somewhat plagued during 
his negotiations by the habit of President Adams of 
publishing his correspondence from Mexico. Some factors 
in these dispatches might be misunderstood by the Mexicans. 
In a letter to Dr. Johnson, Poinsett commented upon 66 67

66. Protocol of the Seventh Conference, Treaty of Amity, Navigation, and Commerce, May 17, 1826, ASPPR, VI, 
p. 593. By the acceptance of most favored nation, Mexico 
definitely gained the advantage. The most favored nation 
with which the United States had commercial ties was Eng
land; this tie was reciprocity. Mexico consequently had 
reciprocity with the United States and its commerce and 
navigation was on a footing with the rules that the United 
States had set up for itself. Mexico had no reciprocity 
treaty with any nation. The United States therefore had 
to find out which nation was most favored by Mexico and 
this would be its terms.

67. Parton, pp. 111-112.
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AdamsT actions. “I regret that he should have thought it 
necessary to publish my correspondence. The negotiations 
are still pending and therefore the subject should not 
have been touched upon. These folks have renewed the 
negociations /sic/ and I still expect to make a tolerably 
good treaty, at all events it shall not be an unfavorable 
on e." ^

Now, however, with the reciprocity-most favored 
nation debate settled, a new problem arose. This was the 
question of free ships making free goods and neutral flags 
covering enemy goods. At the tenth conference, on June 13, 
Camacho and Esteva discussed their opposition to the 
principle of "free ships make free goods." With such a 
clause smuggling along the Atlantic Coast could not be 
checked. Poinsett countered by saying that Mexico did 
have naval cruisers and could easily protect itself, and 
besides, all United States treaties had this clause. No 
success attended this conference and the discussions were 
postponed.

The topic came up again on June 16, and again with 
no r e s u l t . T h e  following day, Poinsett attempted to 68 *

68. Poinsett, to Johnson, Mexico City, May 25,
1826, GP-PC.

69. Parton, pp. 113-114.
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include the phrase "that the flag of the neutral shall 
cover the property of enemies whose Governments shall 
acknowledge this principle, and not of others. . . ."70 
The Mexican envoys felt this could only apply to Great 
Britain as she had not accepted this principle. Mexico 
had a treaty pending ratification in London at the time 
and considered it impolitic to include such a clause in 
the treaty with the United States. Poinsett argued that 
the British Cabinet had not been upset when the United 
States and Colombia had signed a similar clause into 
their treaty. Mexico excused this by saying that England 
and Colombia had not had a treaty under discussion at the 
time. And so it went. Poinsett finally gave in when he 
realized the futility of further disputation. The neutral 
flag would cover the goods of a belligerent government 
whether or not that government recognized the principle. 
Poinsett was quick to claim his acquiescence as proof of 
his co-operation and good will.7-*-

The Mexicans had won their point and now pushed 
for another. The envoys desired a change in Article 3 of 
the treaty concerning the freedom of United States and 
Mexican citizens to carry on commerce and business in the 70 *

70. Protocol of Thirteenth Conference, Treaty of
Amity, Navigation, and Commerce, June 17, 1826, ASPFR, VI, 
p. 598.

71. Parton, pp. 114-115
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other nation’s territory. Mexico wanted United States 
naturalized citizens of Spanish origin to be excepted.
This was the first of a series of laws and stipulations 
of the Mexican government and the respective state 
governments against Spaniards. Spanish-United States 
citizens were not to be allowed in Mexico until Spain had 
recognized Mexican independence and the threat of war was 
over. Too often, Camacho and Esteva claimed, these former 
Spanish nationals worked with anti-republican forces in 
Mexico against the government. Poinsett opposed this on 
the grounds that the United States Constitution forbid 
such discrimination among American citizens. He was, 
however, aware of the danger which Mexico feared and so 
agreed to the point.

On June 19, Poinsett received a note from the 
Mexicans asking that an article be added to the treaty 
providing for a treaty of limits in the near future. The 
Mexicans again recommended sending a commission to explore 
the area and to report back on a suitable line. Poinsett
made it clear that if Mexico so desired, a new line would 
be acceptable but that no joint delegation would be sent. 
Such a delegation would take too much time and Clay pre
ferred that a line be set and then a party sent out to 
mark it.73 72 73

72. Ibid.. pp. 115-116.
73. ASPFR. VI, p. 599
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The fourteenth and final conference on the Treaty 

of Amity, Navigation, and Commerce, was held on July 10, 1826. 
It was almost one year to the day after the first meeting 
of the Mexican and American ministers. The commissioners 
signed the document and sent it to the respective govern
mental centers to be ratified and exchanged within ten 
months.Poinsett in later dispatches claimed his ef
forts at negotiation "had been shackled by /Mexico's/ 
treaties with Great Britain." Esteva's fear of displeas
ing England during and after the talks between Camacho 
and Canning prevented the insertion of certain desired 
clauses. Circumstances therefore forced Poinsett to sign 
a treaty which was displeasing from the concept of Western 
Hemisphere unity.75 But his successful completion of the 
treaty was greeted joyously by the press and friends in 
the United States. A letter from Jared Sparks in 
September, 1826, was typical of American feelings. "I 
hardly dare to congratulate you on the successful term
ination of your treaty making business, lest it should be 
a false rumor as heretofore. But the papers speak of the 
thing now so confidently, that, with others, I am fully * 75

74* Protocol of Fourteenth Conference, Treaty of 
Amity, Navigation, and Commerce, July 10, 1826. Ibid.. VI, 
p. 600; Parton, pp. 116-117.

75. Poinsett, to Van Buren, Mexico City, July 22, 
1829, HED, XII, pp. 286-287.
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’’willing to believe it true. A very heavy burden will 
doubtless be laid off your shoulders.

The United States treaty lay idle in Mexico for 
the next eight months. No action on it was taken either 
by Congress or any of the pertinent committees. The 
British treaty arrived from London in early 1827* The 
administration at Mexico City then presented both treaties 
to Congress in early March. That it wanted to present 
both documents at the same time was the reason given 
Poinsett for the delay. Due to the length of the British 
treaty, only half that of the United States, it was quickly 
ratified.7? In May, Victoria announced that the success
ful British-Mexican treaty was being returned to London 
for exchange.7& By September of 1827, the treaty was in 
the hands of the London government while that of the 
United States was still stalled in the Mexican legis
lature .79 The successful ratification by Mexico of the 
British treaty was Wardr s last diplomatic victory as he 
was recalled by Canning in April, 1827.^ 76 * 78 * *

76. Sparks, to Poinsett, Charleston, South Carolina, 
September 15, 1826, Poinsett Papers. Ill, p. 136.

77* Parton, p. 118.
78. Victoria, to the Mexican Congress, May 21, 1827,BFSP, XIV, p. 1121.
79* Niles' Register. (1827), XXXIII, p. 18.
80. Parton, pp. 118-119.
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President Adams received the Treaty of Amity, 

Navigation, and Commerce, in February and submitted it to
<5*1Congress on the 12th of the month. It was immediately 

referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.Within 
two weeks,.the treaty had received ratification from the 
Senate but changes in several clauses were required. The 
Senators objected first to the clause prohibiting natural
ized citizens of Spanish origin from the same freedoms in 
Mexican commerce as other American citizens. This was 
definitely unconstitutional. "Free ships make free 
goods," and a neutral flag covers enemy goods was to be 
applicable only for governments acknowledging this prin
ciple and not for all governments. Finally, the time 
limit for revisions would have to be changed from twelve 
years to six. The treaty was acceptable only on the con
dition that these changes be made.^ Poinsett accepted 
these modifications and understood the reasons behind them. 
In a dispatch to Clay, he said he was in complete agreement 
but that he had had to accede to Mexico*8 demands. If not, 
the negotiations would have been cut off again and this 81 82 83

81. Ibid.. p. 117.
82. ASPFR, VI, p. 608.
83. Parton, p. 119.
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would have left Great Britain entirely masters of the 
diplomatic field.^

Before his recall in April, Ward had been active 
in opposing the American treaty's ratification in Mexico.
His main objection to it stemmed from the fact that the 
treaty contained no clause settling the boundary line.
He made his feelings on the subject well known in govern
ment circles and spent a good deal of money obtaining 
copies of a Spanish minister's report of 1820 which warned 
of Yankee territorial designs. These copies he spread 
around the capital where he felt they would do the most 
good.Newspapers in England were also opposed to 
Mexico's adopting the American treaty as long as the 
boundary question was unsolved. One journal noted that 
the United States treaty would not be speedily ratified 
as "the Congress and senate /sic/ would reject every 
proposition that would be adverse to the English interests." 
The editor accused the Mexicans of balking over a boundary 
line which was in a questionable state. "The American 
minister . . . is an intriguing clever man, but the
Mexicans are firm in the determination not to give up one 
acre of their territory. 84 85 86

84. Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, May 10, 1827, 
Poinsett Papers, IV, pp. 76-77.

85. Parton, p. 121j Hippy, Rivalry, pp. 259-260.
86. Niles' Register. (1827), XXXIII, p. 19.
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President Victoria did his part to speed ratifica

tion of the document. In his speech at the opening session 
of Congress in 1827, he urged the members to proceed on the 
matter with all possible dispatch. This, he said, would 
help consolidate friendly relations between Mexico and the 
United States. A majority of the senators and deputies 
were not willing to take Victoria's advice. They did not 
like the fugitive slave return clause, nor the fact that 
the boundary line of 1819 had not been placed in the 
t r e a t y . % n  mid-April, Poinsett wrote to President 
Adams of the frustrating conditions in Mexico.

Owing in a great measure to the state of the 
public feeling, the British Treaty was passed in 
both houses without discussion, while that of the 
Un. St. was sent back to the Committee with in
structions to insert an article, declaring the 
Treaty of Boundaries concluded between the Un. St. 
and Spain valid and binding upon the former and 
Mexico.

The executive is averse to have such an 
article inserted in the Treaty. Misled by the 
statements of Don Luis Onis and others, they 
think, that Mexico can obtain better terms. They 
have got it into their heads that there was a 
neutral territory, the whole of which you secured 
to the Un. St. in your negotiations with Onis.

This difference of opinion between the house 
& Executive, detains the treaty in the hands of 
the Committee, which is composed of men over whom 
the latter exercise complete control. I have not 
thought it becoming to use any influence to have 87

87. Victoria, to the Mexican Congress, January 1, 
1827, BFSP, XIV, p. 1114; Hippy, Poinsett, p. 116.
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the treaty acted upon promptly, nor even 
to express an opinion upon^the subject of 
this unprecidented delay.°°

By June of 1027, Mexico had still not taken any action on 
ratifying the treaty. A report by the Chamber of Deputies 
Committee on Foreign Relations stated that the members 
could not understand the subtleties of the diplomatic 
jargon used in the treaty. Camacho was again ill and 
could not be present to explain the points of confusion 
to the Committee. Poinsett had no doubt but that the 
real reason was Mexican worry over a boundary line and 
territorial loss.^9 The Mexican Congress finally decided 
not to take up the treaty any further until the boundary 
question was settled.90 By this time, the expiration date 
for ratification. May 10, had passed, and it was of little 
importance what the Congress decided to do.

In January of 1828, eight months after the expir
ation date of the first commercial treaty, the two parties 
began negotiations on a new one. As of this point, however, 
the boundary line had not been settled although the issue 
had remained in the minds of both the Mexicans and Americans 
since the summer of 1825. At the first meeting in January, 
therefore, the Mexican envoys recommended that the boundary 88 89 90

88. Poinsett, to Adams, Mexico City, April 26, 1827, 
Poinsett Papers. IV, pp. 56-57.

89. Partin, p. 120.
90. Ibid.. p. 122.
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limits be settled before any further efforts be made on 
a commercial treaty. To this Poinsett readily agreed.

Since Poinsett's arrival, both nations had 
presented what they considered excellent reasons for the 
extension of their boundaries into the territory of the 
other. Clay had given Poinsett four possible points at 
which the United States could establish its boundary 
limit. They were the Brazos River, the Colorado River, 
the Snow Mountains, or the Rio Grande-Pecos.^ With 
such a boundary as the Rio Grande, several problems would 
have been settled. The entire Mississippi River basin 
would be under United States control and navigational 
disputes could be avoided. New Orleans would be protected. 
The liklihood of future collisions along the border would 
be lessened. Problem Indian tribes, mainly the Commanches, 
would be the responsibility of the United States. This 
indicated that the Washington government thought Mexico 
was inept at controlling Indians on her soil.^ With the 
depressed state of her finances and the constant threat of 
reconquest from Spain, Mexico could better defend her ter
ritory without the burden of the Texas and Sabine areas. 91 92 93

91. Clay, to the House of Representatives,
January 14, 1$28, ASPFR, VI, pp. 822-823; Rippy,
Poinsett, p. 116.

92. Semis, p. 133•
93. Rippy, Poinsett, p. 113; Rives, pp. 116-167.
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Finally, if the United States received the territory in 
question, the Mexican Capital would be closer to the center 
of the n a t i o n . C l a y  felt that, due to the frequent and 
extensive land grants given to American settlers in Texas, 
Mexico placed little value upon the territory and would 
easily part with it.^

The administration at Mexico City scoffed at all 
these reasons. Due to the writings of Luis Onis, Victoria 
and his cabinet members believed they had a right to 
territory east of the Sabine River. Since they felt the 
United States had taken advantage of the original Spanish 
line, they hoped that they could move MexicoTs boundary 
to the Mississippi River. As more and more settlers from 
the United States moved onto Mexican land, however,
Victoria began to look more favorably upon the line of the 
Treaty of 1819.

The British had long supported Mexican claims in 
Texas against all United States efforts at expansion. The 
unofficial English agent Mackey had fanned then General 
Victoria's fear and suspicion of the North American republic. 
The first official three-man delegation wrote back to 94 *

94- Bemis, pp. 133, 195-196. The fact that the 
addition of Texas would have placed Washington, D. C., 
further from the center of the United States seemed not 
to have phased Adams and Clay in the slightest.

95* Barker, p. 789.
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Canning that the Americans were moving into Texas and 
colonizing the northern Mexican provinces.Ward, soon 
after his arrival as Charge drAffaires became aware of 
the efforts of the Yankees to colonize in parts of Texas 
and New Mexico. England had no such plans to send 
colonists to the area and Ward was suspicious of United 
States intentions. Although he had no official instruc
tions from Canning, by September of 1825 Ward had more 
than once gone to the Mexican officials with dire pre
dictions of trouble if the Americans were not stopped 
in their colonizing efforts. In November, he warned 
Victoria that Poinsett was trying to influence the Mexican 
Congress to give complete control of public lands to the 
several states. According to Ward, Poinsett hoped thereby 
to be able to gain territory for the United States. Ward
also showed Victoria a map which clearly delineated the

07areas settled by Americans in Texas.
The efforts of the British envoy in rousing 

Victoria1s fears were successful. In November, the Mexican 
President appointed General Mier y Teran as a special com
missioner to Texas with instructions to report on the 
situation in that area. Ward went to the general and 
urged him to accept so important a mission. Knowing of 96 *

96. Rippy, Rivalry, pp. 71, 92-93*
97* Morton, p. 48; Rippy, Rivalry, p. 94.



Mier y Teran’s anti-Yankee sentiment. Ward felt any report 
he might make would be unfavorable to American interests.
The Mexican Congress, upon reading such a report, would 
act quickly to halt immigration into Texas.7 Ward wrote 
of his hopes to his superior at the Foreign Office. "If 
General Teran goes to the frontier, there will be no oc
casion for any further interference on our part, as he 
will, I know, send in a report which will open the eyes 
of the congress, and make them fully aware of the danger 
with which they are threatened."99 Mier y Teran accepted 
Victoria's offer and Ward's hopes were high. He soon be
came anxious, however, as Teran was long delayed from his 
mission due to the fact that Congress refused to appropriate 
the necessary funds.

There were many reasons why United States citizens 
chose to move into Mexican territory. The land was rich 
and productive. There was abundant water and many navigable 
r i v e r s . W a r d  commented on the effect of these resources.

Unfortunately for Mexico, these advantages 
have been duly appreciated by her neighbors in 
the Un. St. Some hundreds of squatters, 98 * 100

98. Hippy, Rivalry, pp. 94-95*
99* Ward, to Canning, Mexico City, as quoted in 

Morton, p.,48.
100. Ward, II, p. 585*
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(the pioneers, as they are very appropriately 
termed, of civilization,) have crossed the 
frontier with their families, and occupied 
lands within the Mexican territory; while others 
have obtained grants from the Congress of 
Saltillo, which they have engaged to colonize 
within a certain number of years. By thus im
prudently encouraging emigration upon too large 
a scale, the Mexican Government has retained but 
little authority over the new settlers, established 
in masses in various parts of Texas, who, being 
separated only by an imaginary boundary line from 
their countrymen upon the opposite bank of the 
Sabina, naturally look to them for support in 
their difficulties, and not to a Government, the 
influence of which is hardly felt in such remote 
districts.101

Ward also noted that should war come between the United
States and Mexico, the latter would gain no strength from
the Texas colonists. Actually, these Yankees would weaken
Mexican defenses because of differences in religion,

102customs, language, and loyalties.
In December of 1825, Ward learned that Poinsett 

was attempting to obtain additional territory which would 
"give the Americans complete possession of the Gulph of 
Mexico, from the Floridas, to within a little distance 
of . . . Tampico."1^ This was England's major fear with 
regard to American expansion. If such an agreement was 101 102 *

101. Ibid., II, p. 586.
102. Ibid.
103• Ward, to Canning, Mexico City, December 10, 

1825, as quoted in Hippy, Rivalry, p. 95.



made, the northern Gulf Coast and the best Mexican ports on 
the Caribbean would be in American hands with possible 
disastrous results for English commerce and navigation.
This was similar to Canning's fears should the United 
States obtain Cuba."**^ Ward commented on this situation 
also.

129

Without bearing any ill-will towards the 
United States, but entertaining, on the contrary, 
a very sincere admiration of their progress, I 
may be permitted, as an Englishman, to observe, 
that it cannot suit our interests to see their 
line of coast extended as far South as the Rio 
Bravo del Norte, which would bring them within 
three days sail of Tampico and Veracruz, and 
give them the means of closing at pleasure all 
communication between New Spain and any European 
power, with which they might happen to be at 
variance themselves.1^5

The British envoy was not one to sit idly by while 
the United States strengthened its hold upon Mexican ter
ritory. General Teran had not left Mexico City, for lack 
of funds, and the Congress did not seem to be doing any
thing to stop American immigration. Ward, therefore, took 
matters into his own hands. In early 1826, he obtained a 
grant of land for one of his countrymen, A. G. Wavell. The 
land grant was located between the Red and Sabine Rivers 
in what was to become Louisiana. The idea was that here a 
British colony could effectively cut off United States 
supply and commercial routes. The project did not succeed 104 105

104. Ibid., p. 96.
105. Ward, II, p. 590



in its avowed purpose and Ward was soon working on a second 
project. This one was to establish a settlement of 30,000 
Indians on the Mexican-United States border to act as a 
buffer to American intrusions. Ward was pushing this 
second plan at the same time that Poinsett was working on 
the first treaty of amity, navigation, and commerce, which 
contained a clause for control of Indian tribes in the 
area.

In December of 1826, an event occurred which in
creased Mexican suspicion and fear of the United States.
A group of American settlers in Texas revolted and pro
claimed the Republic of Freedonia. It was quickly 
squelched by Mexican troops but popular opinion in both 
the United States and Mexico was aversely affected. In 
February of 1827, Ward notified Foreign Secretary Canning 
that he had talked to Victoria and had again warned him 
of American intrusion and the dangers of a rebellion as 
exemplified by the Freedonia Revolt. Actually, the United 
States government had nothing to do with the insurgence 
among the Texas settlers but resultant suspicions in Mexico 
were the r e s u l t E v e r y  future effort by Poinsett to 
change the boundary was greeted with animosity by the 
Mexicans. The American minister himself laid the blame 106 107
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for Mexico1s desire to secure the 1819 line at the feet of 
the "misguided1* Texas settlers.

The Freedonia Revolt prodded the Mexican Congress 
out of its lethargy. In his speech to the opening session 
of Congress in 1827, Victoria chided them for not yet 
approving of money for Teran’s m i s s i o n . I n  September, 
the Chamber of Deputies allocated $15,000 for the expedi
tion and Teran was soon able to leave for Texas.

At the same time that the British and Mexicans were 
worried about clandestine American efforts in Texas, the 
United States minister had been instructed to purchase as 
much of Texas as Mexico was willing to sell.'*"*"*' On 
March 15, 1827, Poinsett was told by Clay to offer Mexico 
sums ranging from $500,000 to $1,000,000 for various 
sized portions of Texas. One-half million dollars would 
be paid for the Colorado River as a boundary. The larger 
sum was offered for the Rio Grande. Mexico was by this 
time so distrustful of American intentions that Poinsett 108 * 110 111
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probably never submitted the o f f e r s . R u m o r s  abounded 
in Mexico at the same time that President Adams was will
ing to go to $12 million for Texas. If the Mexicans be
lieved these rumors then the one million Poinsett was 
authorized to offer would have seemed like an insult, and 
he was wise in not putting it f o r w a r d . A n  attempt by 
Poinsett in May, 1827, to negotiate a purchase was rejected 
by Mexican officials as unlawful under their constitution.

The American envoy more than once exhibited an 
opinion to his superiors that purchase was unnecessary as 
Texas would eventually come under United States domination 
through force of circumstance. He believed that American 
colonization, or "pacific penetration," would result in a 
revolt and a War for Independence. After gaining liberty, 
the Texans would voluntarily attach themselves to the 
American Federation.^ 5  Poinsett gave his views and sug
gestions in a letter to President Adams in April of 1827.

No views, in my opinion ought to be entertained 
of acquiring for the United States any territory 
beyond the line established by you. The state of 
Texas, must from the nature of things, one day 
drop off from this confederation, and the policy 112 113 114 115
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to be pursued, by the Un. St. in such an event 
ought to be early and deeply meditated.H"

Poinsett firmly believed it would be impossible, 
in 1827> to extend United States territory south and west 
of the Sabine without fighting. There was also a chance 
that such a move would drive Mexico into a closer European 
alliance of some sort.^ 7  Unable to overcome Mexican 
hostility to a change of boundaries through negotiation 
of purchase, he notified the Mexican officials of his 
willingness to accept the line of the 1819 treaty.
Poinsett blamed much of his failure to gain an extension 
of the boundary into Texas on Ward. The successful ef
forts of the British envoy to convince Mexican officials 
of the greed, insatiable ambition, and lack of good faith 
of the United States did much to create a lack of eye-to- 
eye acceptance between the two New World republics.

Thus it was that Poinsett, Esteva, and Camacho 
met in January of 1828 to work on the problems of commerce 
and boundaries. Poinsett suggested separate treaties for 
each rather than a limits clause within the commercial 
treaty. The reason he gave was that a commercial treaty 116 117 118 119
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would be good only for six years and then would come up 
for revisions. A treaty of limits, on the other hand, was 
to be in force in perpetuity. With this the Mexican of
ficials agreed.^20

The first conference to negotiate a treaty of 
limits was held on January 8, 1828. The total discussions 
took only five days which gives some idea of how eager 
the Mexicans were to have the boundary line set.121 
Article One designated that the boundary between the United 
States of America and the United Mexican States was the 
same as that established between the United States and 
Spain in February of 1819. The second article spelled out 
the specific geographic limits. The border was to begin 
at the mouth of the Sabine River on the Gulf of Mexico.
It was to run up the Sabine to latitude 32° N. and from 
that point directly north to the Rio Roxo de Natchitoches, 
or Red River. Proceeding up the Red River to longitude 100° 
West, the line would then go straight north to the Arkansas 
River, follow that to latitude 42° N. and thence straight 
west along latitude 42° N. to the Pacific. All islands 
in the Sabine, Red, and Arkansas Rivers were to belong to 120 121
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the United States but the waters were open to navigation
of both nations.122

A joint delegation, consisting of a commissioner 
and surveyor from each nation was established by Article 
Three. These officials were to meet and mark the boundary, 
as outlined in Article Two within one year. Finally,
Article Four stated that the treaty was to be ratified 
and the ratifications exchanged within four months of the 
signing, i.e., by May 12, 1828.123

Poinsett had kept the limits treaty in Mexico and 
wrote Clay that he would send it via his secretary,
Mr. Edward Tayloe, along with the commerce treaty as soon 
as the latter was completed.1 %  The plenipotentiaries 
now returned their attention to the treaty of amity, 
navigation, and commerce. The American minister was soon 
having difficulties with the Mexicans concerning the resolu
tions recommended by the United States Senate. Of particular 
importance was the article which stated that the neutral 
flag shall cover enemy goods only of governments who 
recognized this principle. Camacho and Esteva were adamant 122 123 124
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that the clause should not contain this condition. In 
their treaty with Great Britain, that country had made the 
rule applicable to all nations regardless of whether they 
recognized it or not. The United States should not expect 
special advantages.12  ̂ It was the old story of Great 
Britainfs treaty and influence barring the smooth path 
of American negotiations. Poinsett consequently sent a 
note to Esteva and Camacho explaining his position. The 
clause as the United States wanted it was only fair and 
just. If Mexico did not accede to the American request 
the following situation might well occur. Should Mexico, 
for example, not accept the principle of a neutral flag 
covering enemy goods, Mexican goods on American ships 
would be protected from seizure by Spain, but Spanish 
goods on American ships would not be protected from seizure 
by Mexico. This one-way protection was grossly unfair.
All other treaties made by the United States had the clause 
that a neutral flag covers belligerent goods only of 
governments recognizing the principle. In addition, the 
British treaty with Colombia included this point.
Poinsett concluded his note by stating that this clause 
was a sine qua non as far as he was concerned. Either 125
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Mexico accepted this point or forgot the "free ships make 
free goods and the neutral flag covers enemy goods" 
altogether.^26 Camacho and Esteva accepted the ultimatum 
at the conference on February 10, and the talks then 
progressed rapidly."*"2^

Poinsett forwarded the Treaty of Limits, signed 
January 12, 1828, and the revised Treaty of Amity, Naviga
tion, and Commerce, signed February 14, 1828, to Washington 
on February 22. The latter contained most of the revisions 
recommended by the United States Senate.^2^ The duties 
of the American minister, however, were not over. On 
March 1, Poinsett appeared before Camacho at the latter's 
request to explain some areas of the treaty which were con
fusing to the Mexican Cabinet. The United States envoy 
clarified the clauses concerning paper and real naval 
blockades, and the activities and duties of United States 
Consuls. The major difficulty arose over the clause which 
instructed the Mexican government to return fugitive salves 
to their owners upon request. Both Mexican law and public 
opinion favored emancipation. While the Mexicans did not 
wish to return the Negroes, they also did not want a 126 127 128
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constant influx of slaves into their territory. Poinsett
suggested that Mexico pay for non-returned slaves but this
would have placed a great burden upon the treasury. The

129clause was allowed to stand as it was. In a dispatch 
to Clay soon after the meeting, Poinsett stated that he 
had used strong language in arguing in favor of the fugitive 
slave clause. He promised to use every acceptable means 
available to have it ratified by the Mexican Congress as 
he felt it was important for future understanding and good 
relations.

The two treaties were received by President Adams 
on April 16, 1828. The Treaty of Limits was laid before 
the Senate on the 21st of the month and referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations.Ratification came one 
week later.132 jn Mexico, discussion of the limits treaty 
plodded along. The Chamber of Deputies gave its acceptance 
on April 24, but time was running out and the Senate still 
had not taken any action. On April 30, Secretary of 
State Clay notified Pablo Obregon, the Mexican minister, 
that he was ready to effect the exchange of treaties. The 129 130 131 132
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following day, Obregon wrote Clay and told him he had neither 
instructions nor the treaty for the exchange.Meanwhile, 
in Mexico, the Senate had given its ratification and the 
Mexican copy was placed in Poinsettts hands on May 10, two 
days before the expiration date. The American minister had 
promised to expedite delivery of the copy by sending it via 
special envoy as soon as it was ready. With only two days 
left, however, it was impossible for him to get it to 
Washington in time. Mexican procrastination had once 
again defeated his efforts at a successful treaty. He 
sent the treaty to Obregon, however, and in August that 
minister notified Clay he was willing to exchange copies 
of the document. As the time limit had expired, it was 
necessary for the United States Senate to re-ratify the 
treaty. Since the Senate was not in session, this further 
delayed proceedings. At the next meeting of Congress,
Adams did not submit the limits treaty as he wished to 
place both treaties before it at the same time and the 
United States copy of the treaty of commerce was still un
ratified in Mexico.^34 vJhen this complicated situation was * 134
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made known in Mexico, Lucas Alaman went before the Mexican 
Congress and accused Poinsett of pre-empting the power of 
the treaty and that this was why it was not in force. 
Although a deliberate lie, it was accepted by Mexican 
opinion and Poinsett was placed in an unsavory light.-^5

Adams had presented the Mexican copy of the Treaty 
of Amity, Navigation, and Commerce to the Senate for ratifi
cation on April 2 5 . It was duly accepted on the 1st of 
May, and ready for exchange. As with the treaty of limits, 
Obregon was again not prepared. In fact, the Mexican 
Congress had adjourned on May 21 without passing the com
mercial treaty. Two articles, however, had been rejected 
by the lower house; those concerned with the return of 
fugitive slaves and the control of Indians in respective 
territories.^37 In July, the Mexican Congress opened a 
special session, the purpose of which was to ratify 
treaties which that nation had outstanding.^^ But the 
United States-Mexican treaty was not discussed. Poinsett 
was waiting patiently for some results. He was planning 
on returning to the United States as soon as Mexico had 135 136 137 138

135. Smith, p. 4.
136. Adams, to the United States Senate, April 24, 

182S, ASPFR, VI, pp. 952-953.
137. Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, May 21, 1828, HEP. XII, p. 210.
138. Poinsett, to Van Buren, Mexico City, July 22, 

1829. Ibid., HI, p. 287.

140



141
finished work on his t r e a t y . B y  October, there still 
had been no word, so the American minister wrote to 
Secretary Canedo asking for reason for the d e l a y . H e  
was unsuccessful in his quest for information and he looked 
upon the action of the government as a direct snub. In 
November 1828, The Mexican Congress finally acted and re
jected all the liberal sections which Poinsett had managed 
to include in the commercial treaty. Only a treaty iden
tical with that of Great Britain would be acceptable.***^

Poinsett gave reasons for the Mexican refusal in 
a dispatch to Van Buren when that person became Secretary 
of State. The Foreign Relations Committee of the lower 
house was "composed of persons inimical to all republican 
institutions, and especially to the United S t a t e s . j n  
addition, the Senate was composed of aristocratic- 
monarchical politicians averse to good United States- 
Mexican relations. After the defeat of the commercial 
treaty, in November of 1828, Poinsett believed President 
Victoria would return the treaty to Congress again with a 
recommendation that it be accepted. It was doubtful, * 140 141 142
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however, if this would have any positive results. The 
Senate, Poinsett said, would stall the treaty again 
"both in the expectation of creating an unfriendly feeling 
between the two countries, and of wearing out my patience. 
Both the Treaty of Limits, and that of Amity, Navigation, 
and Commerce had been negotiated in vain. Mexico had ac
cepted neither in time for putting them into effect. There 
continued, however, to be some interest in the subject of 
boundaries and territorial expansion.

The Commission of Mier y Teran, long stalled at the 
capital, finally arrived in Texas in March of 1S28.^^ This 
was after the Treaty of Limits had been negotiated, and his 
reports should have had little meaning as far as American 
encroachment was concerned. But with the treaty not in 
force due to the delay of the Mexican Congress, his state
ments took on a new intensity.

General Teran noted the increasing American en
croachment in the northern Mexican provinces and became 
alarmed. He foresaw a definite revolt in Texas, especially 
if the immigration c o n t i n u e d . W h e n  Poinsett saw some 
of Teran's dispatches, he accused the General of being * 144
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pro-English and exciting undue fears against the United 
S t a t e s . I n  point of fact, one of the dispatches did 
suggest that the Mexican Government persuade the British 
to make some statement or overt movement opposing American 
expansion on the b o r d e r . N o  real action was taken on 
this proposal.

In the election of 1828, Andrew Jackson gained the 
Presidency of the United States and appointed Martin 
Van Buren as head of the State Department. Poinsett con
sequently received orders from the expansionist chief 
executive to attempt once again a purchase of Mexican ter
ritory. A dispatch in August of 1829 authorized 
Poinsett to offer between $4 and $5 million for various 
boundary lines. The highest amount was to be paid for 
territory between the Nueces and the Rio Grande, with 
proportionately smaller sums for the Colorado or Brazos 
Rivers. Van Buren presented the same reasons for the need 
of a new boundary as had Clay and Adams in 1827.

The new American efforts were not missed in English 
circles. A rumor abounded that the United States would 146 * 148 149
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loan Mexico an amount equal to ten or twelve million pounds 
sterling for use in defense against a possible Spanish re
conquest. In return, the Yankees would temporarily gain 
control of Texas and California. If, after a certain 
period of time, the money was not repaid, the United 
States would keep the territories.^^0 Various London 
papers commented in opposition to these efforts of the 
United States to expand, both rumored and real. The news
paper John Bull noted the following: "The proposition of
America must not be quietly listened to, or tamely per
mitted. . . . We must not forget the necessity of check
ing the aggrandisement of America: . . ."-^l The London 
Times editorialized further.

It is not wisdom nor sound policy in England 
to see the state of Mexico either crushed by a 
tyrant, or by a neighbor cozened. Without going 
deep into a delicate subject, we will say that the 
United States have got far enough to the southward 
and westward on the gulph /sic/ of Mexico, and that 
it is for the interest and safety of our colonies, 
to have Mexico rather than the United States for 
their neighbor. The province of Texas ought to 
remain Mexican, as it is, and not to be swallowed 
up, like the Floridas and the whole course of the Mississippi, by any grasping government.152

The British had little to fear from Poinsett. Know
ing Mexico’s adamant opposition to losing some of her

144
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territory, the American minister did not press the Mexican 
officials with his new instructions. It was his belief 
that any attempt in this direction would drive Mexico 
further from the United States and into some European de
fensive a l l i a n c e . H e  had little opportunity to nego
tiate new purchases anyway, since he was recalled by his 
government in October, 1 8 2 9 . A final settlement of the 
boundary line along the border established by the 1819 
treaty was not agreed upon until 1832.^^5

Because no treaty of amity, navigation, and com
merce had been ratified during Poinsett’s mission, he was 
forced to defend United States merchant and commercial 
claims through the myriad laws and rules then in force.
He did, however, perform this job under these trying con
ditions fairly and punctually.^^6 Between the years 1828 
and 1832, Mexico and the United States had troubles over 
navigation and Indian raids. American troops placed on 
the border for protection from Indians, created suspicion. 
All this was the result of not having a treaty of amity, 
navigation, and commerce. A year after Poinsett’s 153 154 155 156
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recall, a treaty was signed and the successful ratifica 
tions were exchanged in 1832.-^7 157
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CHAPTER V

MEXICAN POLITICAL MACHINATIONS

The United States and British Ministers to Mexico 
during the years 1825-1830 pursued different policies as 
set down by the State Department and Foreign Office 
respectively. In the beginning, the envoys claimed a 
respect for each other and the policies to which each 
was committed. As their terms of duty continued, how
ever, they looked upon each other with increasing sus
picion and were forced to work in opposition. Ward and 
Pakenham, the two English Charges dfAffaires, maneuvered 
against United States efforts to gain territory at Mexicofs 
expense and against the liberal clauses of the American- 
Mexican commercial treaty. Poinsett, for his part, was 
determined that Mexico would give no better commercial 
and navigational rights to a "foreign power," such as His 
Majesty's Government, than to a fraternal member of the 
American family, the United States. Although both 
Poinsett and Ward repeatedly declared opposition to any 
desire to get into diplomatic frays, they both were drawn 
into such through obedience to instructions from their 
superiors and by their own nationalism.^

1. Rippy, Poinsett, p. 110.

147



148
It was in the sphere of internal Mexican politics 

that the envoys gave each other the most trouble. Both 
Poinsett and the British were determined that their own 
nation should be most influential with the Mexican govern
ment. As a result, each envoy viewed the other from a 
position of armed neutrality, neither wanting the other to 
obtain primacy of influence.% The respective represent
atives of the American and English governments, as a re
sult, became involved in internal Mexican political 
machinations which were to bring antogonism against them, 
but especially against Poinsett. A warning concerning 
dissension with Mexico had been issued by Guadalupe 
Victoria upon his election in October of 1824• "Banish, 
my fellow Countrymen, those who promote division, and 
agitate useless questions . . .  as well as that class of 
men who exist in badly-organized societies, whose only 
object is to promote dissension at any price, among the sons 
of the Country, and between them and F o r e i g n e r s . T o  
Poinsett, Ward, and later Pakenham, this perfectly described 
his opponent andthe plans of the other's government. Each 
therefore attempted to "banish" the influence of, if not 
the personage of, his antagonist.

2. Temperley, pp. 782-783.
3• Manifesto of Guadalupe Victoria upon his elec
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Upon his arrival in Mexico in late spring, 1825, 

Poinsett observed several things. First, on the surface, 
Mexico seemed to be running smoothly and well. Financially, 
English loans kept Mexico on a strong fiscal base with ready 
cash on hand for expenses. There was no evidence of party 
strife.This was not to say that Mexico was politically 
united. There were two definite political philosophies 
in Mexico. Poinsett classified them as an aristocratic 
group, composed of monarchists, Europeanizers, and mono
polists, and a democratic, liberal faction.^ The reason 
for the lack of political party strife was that the aris
tocratic faction was united and in power. The liberal 
group, however, was disorganized and out of power with 
little hope of peaceably gaining for itself influence in 
the government. It was obvious to Poinsett that the 
British were satisfied with the political situation, and 
the longer he continued at his post those first few months, 
the more be became aware of the influence Ward had with the 
politicians in power.^ Not only did the British envoy 
support the aristocratic faction, so also did the English 
merchants. With the aristocratic group in office, a stable

4. Bancroft, p. 29.
5. Hippy. Poinsett, p. 109.
6. Ibid.. pp. 108-109.
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government with its resultant benefits to business and 
commerce would be assured. The British businessmen could 
only be hurt by a revolution or a change in government 
philosophy.

Poinsettfs endeavor towards friendship with both 
political factions was doomed by the attitude of the aris
tocratic party. As the representative of a growing, thriv
ing republic, he was looked upon as an enemy by the mon
archists, aristocrats, and Europeanizers.? The members 
of the out-of-power liberal coterie disliked their low 
position in the eyes of the aristocrats and the way in 
which they were kept out of appointed offices. They 
naturally looked with favor upon the American minister 
as one who held the same political philosophy as they did.
He was the one person in Mexico who would know the most 
about the workings of a federally instituted republic. It 
was only natural that they sought out his legation and asked 
for advice as to how they could make Mexico a more democratic 
republic.

Poinsett was more than willing to give any advice 
which would increase the influence of the liberal,

7. Smith, p. 9.
8. Ibid., pp. 9-10; Hippy. Poinsett, p. 109.



151
democratic faction, and consequently decrease the power 
of the aristocrats. The fact that pro-democratic elements 
sought PoinsettTs advice and aid and that he gave it was 
never denied by him. He believed that the group out of 
power was the real republican element and also the more 
popular with the Mexican masses, not the aristocrats who 
happened to control the government at the time.

Poinsett*s helpful attitude was the beginning of 
the development of factionalism in Mexican politics which 
would go far beyond the bounds originally envisioned by 
any of the concerned parties. This factionalism had its 
start in the fraternal order of Masonry, an organization 
which, in Poinsett*s native country, would have been the 
most innocent and non-political of groups. Given the 
Mexican personality and the political situation in that 
country, however, Masonry soon became anything but innocent 
and non-political.

The history of Masonry in Mexico went back several 
years before Poinsett*s arrival. The English had estab
lished several lodges in Spain, two at Gibraltar, one each 
at Cadiz and Madrid. From there, the fraternal order had 
been established in Mexico in 1806.9 years later, the
lodge fell before the power of the Inquisition. In 1811, 
Spanish troops sent to Mexico brought with them the Masonic

9. Rives, p. 163
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influence. Later, delegates from Mexico to the Spanish 
Cortes were initiated into the rites of Masonry and upon 
their return founded new l o d g e s . T h e s e  first Masonic 
groups were formed under the Escoceses or Scottish Rite.
Lodge members were aristocratic, well-to-do professional 
men of anti-republican sentiment. Prominent generals, 
members of the clerical hierarchy, and political person
alities, including members of Congress and the Presidential 
cabinet, were Escoceses.

By the time of Poinsett1s arrival in May of 1825j 
Scottish Rite Masonry, under the Grand Mastership of 
Nicolas Bravo, was serving as a bond of union and a hot-bed 
of political council for the aristocratic-oligarchic group 
in power . P o i n s e t t was himself a member of both the 
Scottish Rite and of the higher branch, the York Rite 
Masons in South Carolina. He soon saw the Escoceses for 
what they really were: European in sympathy, aristocratic,
and hostile to the United S t a t e s . T h e r e  were, however, 
some members of the Escoceses Masons opposed to the philo
sophical leaning and political intrigues of that order. * 11
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Prior to Poinsett1s arrival, thirty-six Master-Masons, bent
153

on reform and hoping to act as a counter-force to the in
fluence of the aristocracy, left the Scots and formed York 
Rite g r o u p s . T h e  master-mind behind this break with 
the Escoceses was Jose Maria Alpuche, a priest and Senator 
from Tobasco.^^ in the early summer of 1825, the new 
Masons, knowing of Poinsett's affiliations with York 
Masonry asked him to obtain charters and install them 
officially. Poinsett readily agreed and sent for the 
proper papers.

The five York Lodges officially established soon 
expanded to a total of eighty-two.^ Under Grand Master 
Vicente Guerrero, they prospered due to two factors. First, 
the Yorkinos. more liberal than their Scot Rite brothers, 
welcomed men from different classes of society. In ad
dition, many members of the Scottish Lodges abandoned their 
organizations to join with the Yorkinos when it became in
creasingly apparent that the aristocratic group wished the 
restoration of a monarchy and a foreign dynasty. Thus,

14. Ibid., p. 12.
15. Bancroft, p. 33.
16. Smith, p. 12. One such charter for a York 

Mason Lodge was sent from the Grand Lodge of Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, on June 5, 1826. It can be found in Vol. Ill 
of the Poinsett Papers.

17. Rippy, Poinsett. p. 122



the Yorkish Rite Masons grew in numbers and influence while 
the Escoceses actually declined.

Many members of the new lodges for which Poinsett 
obtained charters were men of much political influence and 
ability; cabinet members, legislators, and military 
o f f i c e r s . T h e  Niles1 Register commented favorably upon 
the turn of events in Mexico and the fine membership of 
the new fraternal orders.

A ceremony lately took place in the city of 
Mexico, which imperatively shews /sic/ the progress 
of liberal ideas and good principles in that re
public. . • .We allude to the installation of a 
grand lodge of free masons in the capital, by our 
minister, Mr. Poinsett, as being past deputy grand 
master of masons in South Carolina. It is com
posed of the first men of the country— patriot 
warriors and statesmen, and among the grand of
ficers are two priests, of high standing, one of 
them being also a senator.2°

PoinsettTs motives for obtaining charters establish
ing the lodges have often been questioned. By his own 
admission, the move was based on purely philanthropic in
tentions. He no doubt, however, saw possibilities for 
future development. The Roman Catholic hierarchy solidly 
supported the Scots and as that group controlled Mexico, 
religious intolerance was high. Poinsett hoped the more * 19 20
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20. Niles' Register, (1825), XXIX, p. 259.



liberal Yorkinos would help diffuse religious freedom. In 
addition. United States-Mexican friendship could be cul
tivated via. brother lodges in both countries. The Yorkinos 
were the federalists of Mexico, hostile to aristocratic, 
centralist ideas and ideals. The Escoceses were jist the

21opposite and had the moral support of the British envoy. 
There was, accordingly, the possibility that the York 
lodges, attracting the liberal element in Mexican politics, 
would become united against the aristocratic group and

ooconsequently against British influence.
The suggestion that Poinsettfs purpose in charter

ing the York lodges was to foment political strife is a 
gross misstatement.^  The Scottish Rite Masonic Lodges 
had become focal points for the party in power. It was 
natural that the York Rite Lodges would become centers of 
the opposition and that a political enmity would develop 
between the two groups. As soon as the Yorkino lodge meet
ings turned away from humanitarian and benevolent activities 
and towards politics, Poinsett refrained from attending 
them.

With their organization as a strong opposition 
force, the Yorkinos expected to be recognized and given a 21 22 23

21. Ward, II, p. 723.
22. Smith, p. 13.
23. Parton, p. 99.
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more responsible role in the government. Continued snubs 
by the aristocrats and a determination to keep the Yorkinos 
out of appointive positions resulted in a growing hatred 
on the part of the latter. They determined to affect 
their rights by revolution. Poinsett, upon learning of 
the proposed move, strongly advised against it. He sug
gested proper, democratic ways of making their influence 
felt. A unified, organized party would be strong. The 
Yorkinos should, therefore, establish their own press to 
counteract the propaganda of the Escoceses. By using their 
superior numbers via the elective process, the Yorkinos 
would obtain the desired results. The American envoy's 
advice was accepted and a revolt was averted.24-

President Victoria was interested in the new move
ment of the York Masons. In the 1824 Presidential election, 
the Escoceses had opposed his candidacy and had supported 
that of Nicolas Bravo. Although the Escoceses tried to 
convince Victoria upon his election that they accepted the 
results and supported him, the President placed little
faith in their pronouncements.25 He knew that they were, 
in reality, opposed to a republican form of government. 
Victoria, along with Alpuche and Esteva, looked favorably, 24 25

24. Hippy, Poinsett, p. 122.
25. Bancroft, p. 33.
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therefore, upon the formation of a counter force to the 
power of the Scottish Masons. The Yorkinos subsequently 
gave the president his counter force and, although he 
took no part in the organization of the lodges, Victoria 
did become a York Mason. His gratitude for the new group 
soon soured, however, as it proceeded to go beyond what 
he had originally intended. When the York Masons began 
to ridicule his government and the Escoceses who were 
important members of the bureaucracy, Victoria became 
worried. As the power and influence of what he termed the 
"Poinsett Party" increased in Congress, the President in
filtrated the various lodges in order to keep abreast of 
their activities.^

By late September, the Yorkino Party had become so 
powerful that they were able to make their influence felt 
upon the executive branch of government as well as the 
legislative. Cabinet changes occurred on the 23rd 
and 26th of the month. Secretary of Foreign Relations 
Lucas Alaman, pro-English and anti-United States, left his 
post. Two prominent Yorkinos, Ramon Arispe and Sebastian 
Camacho were seated on the council. The Yorkinos in Congress 
became more vehement in their attacks upon the Victoria 
government, still controlled by the Scots. The President 
and Treasury Secretary Esteva, incorrectly believing that 26

26. Ibid., pp. 34, 45; Parton, p. 103.



Poinsett was the head of the York faction and could placate 
the opposition in Congress, payed separate visits to the 
American minister. They assured him of their friendship 
and of positive feelings towards the United States.

Poinsett was not fooled by the kowtowing of
28Victoria or Esteva, nor by the resignation of Alaman. 

Victoria was no more in favor of a dominant Yorkino faction 
than he was of a Scot. It was his plan to keep both groups 
in opposition, for them to cancel out each other*s power 
while he remained above both. Poinsett believed that 
Esteva, a former Scot, had changed Masonic orders only for 
the sake of expediency. Since the York Rite was growing 
stronger, Esteva wanted to be on the winning side. Al
though a member of the Yorkino Rite, Esteva was a confidant 
of the British envoy Ward to whom he often told stories of 
Poinsettfs influence which were not altogether true. 
Poinsett himself mentioned this in one of his dispatches 
to Clay. "Esteva . . .  told the grossest falsehoods of me 
to Mr. Ward which occasioned in a great measure the dif
ference between that gentlemen and myself."^9 27 28 *

27. Rippy, Rivalry, p. 263; Rippy, Poinsett, 
pp. 109, 123.

28. Rippy, Rivalry, p. 256.
29* Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, October 12, 

1825, Manning, p. 1638.
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The English representative was indeed becoming 

more and more worried over the rise of the Yorkinos and 
of Poinsettrs influence. Throughout September, Ward had 
written to Canning that the British still possessed a 
strong popularity with the Mexican government and people, 
but that American influence and plans, under Poinsett*s 
tutelage, had made important gains. The English position, 
consequently, was not nearly as strong as Ward wished it 
to be. There was still the chance that Victoria and 
Esteva could be fully weaned away from the British by 
strong American p r e s s u r e . B o t h  Poinsett and Ward saw 
it as his duty to oppose the influence of the other.
While Ward warned of American territorial desires,
Poinsett spared no efforts to arouse Mexican suspicion 
against "foreign governments” encroaching on Mexican 
political sovereignty. The United States, in Poinsettrs 
view was, of course, not a "foreign government" but one 
of the American community of nations. It is important to 
note that the efforts of both Ward and Poinsett and their 
respective jealousies and fears were not theirs alone but 
also those of the governments which each man represented. 30 31

30. Rippy, Rivalry, pp. 255, 257, 264-265.
31. Ibid., pp. 258, 259, 273.
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Poinsett looked upon Wardf s increasing hostility 

and fear with some wonder and confusion. While definitely 
working for American hegemony in Mexico, he did not carry 
his hatred of the opposition to the same lengths as did 
Ward.^2 On October 10, the American minister wrote to 
Rufus King, the United States representative in England, 
concerning his relationship with Ward.

I am aware, that Mr. Ward has very exag
gerated notions of the extent of my influence 
here, and I fear, not very correct ones of my 
disposition towards Great Britain. . . .  What
ever influence I may possess, has been acquired 
fairly and . . . will be exerted honorably.
It certainly shall not be exerted against the 
interests of Great Britain, unless, by the acts 
of her own agents, they become confounded with 
those of the European powers that are hostileto this Hemisphere.53

King understood Poinsettfs difficulties with Ward and in 
a return dispatch supported Poinsett1s principles. He 
was, however, of the opinion that United States and English 
activities could be unified. He opposed any rivalry between 
the two Anglo powers in Mexico.

On the same day that he wrote to Rufus King,
Poinsett visited Ward at the British legation and attempted 32 * *

32. Ibid., p. 266.
33* Poinsett, to King, Mexico City, October 10, 

1825, Manning, p. 1636.
34* Parton, p. 101; King, to Poinsett, London, 

January 24, 1826, Poinsett Papers. Ill, p. 76.
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to settle their mutual problems by discussion. The 
American minister denied any anti-British feelings or 
actions which might have been attributed to him. He had 
not formed the opposition .junta in Congress nor was he 
planning on using it to the detriment of British interests. 
He did, however, admit that it could be politically in
fluential.^^ Ward listened but seemed unconvinced.
After claiming that he bore Poinsett no personal animosity, 
Ward made it clear that his real fear, based upon that of 
Foreign Secretary Canning, was a Grand American Federation, 
with the United States as a member. A plan for such a 
confederation of states had already been brought forward 
in the Mexican Congress. Great Britain, said Ward, had 
no objection to an alliance of Spanish American nations 
if Mexico so wanted one, but was adamant that the United 
States should not be a member. England had to defend her 
commercial interests from the American monopoly which 
might arise as a result of a New World Union.^ Poinsett 
defended the idea of an American Confederation with United 
States participation on geographic grounds. He claimed 
that English interests had nothing to dread from a political 
union as her commercial rights would still be secure. 
Poinsett went so far as to try and convince Ward that he 35 36

35. Parton, pp. 103-104.
36. Ibid., p. 104.



had received word from Rufus King that Canning had approved 
of such a confederation, even with the United States as 
titular head. To all this, the British Charge d’Affaires 
listened with skepticism. To him, commercial rights could 
only be protected by political rights. As for the supposed 
approval of Canning for such a union. Ward said he had sent 
directly for his own instructions from the Foreign Secretary.

The attempted detente between the two envoys failed. 
Ward was not fully convinced of Poinsettfs sincerity and 
was still suspicious of United States intentions. Poinsett, 
seeing that co-operation was bringing no results, became 
more set in his opposition to English i n f l u e n c e . T w o  
days after the unsuccessful meeting, Poinsett wrote to 
Secretary of State Clay discussing his duties and what 
actions he had taken in opposition to Ward. In the dis
patch he intimated that he had been more active with regard 
to the organization of the Yorkino faction than he had 
admitted to Ward.

The state of society here is scarcely to be 
credited. I hardly know a man however high his 
rank or office whose word can be relied upon . . . 
from such men I would have kept aloof had I been 
permitted to have done so, but they sought me and 
I found it necessary to form a party out of such 
elements as the country afforded or to leave the * 3

37. Hippy, Rivalry, pp. 266-271.
3&. Parton, p. 105.
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English masters of the field. The latter are now 
as much alarmed as they were formerly confident 
of their ascendency. They cannot conceal either 
their mortification or fears and Mr. Ward has dis
patched a message to Mr. Canning with the most 
exaggerated accounts of my influence. I only wish 
one half of what he believes were true. His want 
of tact and overwrought exertions may contribute 
to establish that influence he so much dreads.3“

On October 31, Poinsett wrote a letter to his 
cousin, Dr. Johnson, in which he apologized for not having 
written for several months due to the burden of his office. 
He then went on to discuss the political situation and his 
actions vis-a-vis the British.

The fact is that the state of things here 
just now is so interesting that whenever an 
opportunity offers I am kept writing until the 
last moment to the Sec. of St. and seldom can 
get leisure to devote to my friends.

My whole time and all my thoughts /are/ 
exclusively directed to my public duties. . . .
The B. C. de Affaires /sic/ had taken such 
alarm, that he dispatched a message to 
Mr. Canning to tell him that I was acquiring 
an overwhelming influence here and using it to 
the destruction of English interests. . . .  I 
informed Mr. King of what had happened here, 
that I was not opposed to the B. /sic/ interests 
in this hemisphere, but that if G. B. sought to 
divide us or to create an European party in 
America the Minister must not complain if we 
used our influence to defeat their views. . . .

The alarm of the C. de Af. has been com
municated to whole swarms of English, and they 
have been buzzing about furiously. I should be 
amused if it did not occasion me so much trouble 39

39. Poinsett, to Clay, Mexico City, October 12, 
1825, Manning, p. 163o.



164
for I am the stronger and the cooler party. They 
have however exaggerated notions of my influence 
and certainly very incorrect ideas of myintentions.40

As 1825 drew to a close, the English and American 
legations in Mexico were further apart than ever. Ward had 
allied himself openly with the aristocratic party. His 
embassy became a haven for anti-republicans, anti-Poinsett 
groups. During the year. Ward had spent upwards of $15,000 
at his headquarters in an attempt to incorporate important 
personalities to the British side.^ Poinsett, seeing the 
Yorkino party as more friendly towards the United States, 
began to associate more and more with that group.^

The year 1826 was one of continued hostility 
between the Escoceses and Yorkinos, and between Ward and 
Poinsett. The British envoy received diplomatic dispatches 
from Canning which supported his actions for English in
fluence and against the activities of Poinsett. In a note 
dated January 7, 1826, Canning wrote the following to Ward. 
“In all that relates to the watching and counteracting of 
the intrigues of the American Minister, Mr. Poinsett, you 40 * 42

40. Poinsett, to Johnson, Mexico City, October 31, 
1825, GP-PC.

41• Hippy, Rivalry, pp. 261, 265.
42. Hippy, Poinsett. p. 123.
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“appear to have exercised a judgment as sound, as your 
zeal has been m e r i t o r i o u s . S u c h  words meant much to the 
English Charge d*Affaires. He had been a member of the 
first official three-man mission to Mexico, and that group 
had been reprimanded for promising unauthorized loans to 
the Mexican Government. Ever since then. Ward seemed to 
lack confidence in his ability and was continually dis
patching letters to the Foreign Office seeking acceptance 
of his actions.

In March and early April, debates were held in the 
Mexican Congress concerning the sending of a representative 
to London to iron out the problems of the British-Mexican 
commercial treaty. It was during these that Poinsett 
received his first intimation that the York faction in 
Congress might desert under pressure. After Camacho's 
illness struck, Pedraza was assigned the post. Poinsett 
advised his friends in regard to this nomination, but only 
so far as to reply to their questions concerning the rights 
of senators to reject appointees of the executive. He 
offered no direct opinion of Pedraza. Ward, however, 
strongly believed that Poinsett was instrumental in the 
rejection of Pedraza. * 44

43• Canning, to Ward, London, January 7» 1826, as 
quoted in Hippy, Rivalry, p. 274•

44. Parton, p. 110.
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The truth is, that we have been opposed by 

that influence with which we have constantly had 
to contend:— Mr. Poinsett may allege what reasons 
he pleases for his interference. . . . It is my 
firm conviction that jealous of the proof of 
friendship and respect which the President wished 
to give His Majesty*s Government, he made every 
exertion in his power to create difficulties.45

When Ward delivered his ultimatum that a similar rejection
of Camacho would constitute a break in diplomatic relations,
many Yorkinos voted in favor of the cabinet member as
special representative to England. Poinsett was well aware
his forces were defecting and blamed it on Ward’s
ultimatum.4&

On March 29, 1826, an interesting situation occurred 
which showed the touchiness of the feelings between 
Poinsett and Ward. On that date, the Irish in Mexico City 
held a banquet to which Poinsett and Ward, along with many 
other important personages were invited. After-dinner 
toasts were in order and one was made to the honor of 
President Adams and the American Republic.47 Poinsett 
then arose and gave the following toast. "May those Civil 
and Religious Privileges, which the Irish enjoy to the full 
in that Land which has been emphatically, but truly denom
inated the chosen Land of Freedom, be not long denied to 46 47

45* Ward, to Canning, Mexico City, March 18, 1826, 
as quoted in Parton, p. 106.

46. Rippy, Rivalry, pp. 283-284*
47. Ibid.. pp. 279-280
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"them in their native c o u n t r y . W a r d  took this as a 
personal afront to his government and when his turn came, 
attempted to gain satisfaction. Referring also to the 
Irish struggle for their rights, he pointed out that they 
had never sought outside interference or the sympathy of 
any foreign power. There was no one at the banquet who 
missed the point of that statement. Ward was referring 
to what he considered American interference in Mexico. 
Poinsett's subsequent rebuttal to this remark further in
creased ill feelings. The gay spirit of the feast soon 
chilled, and the guests took their leave before the 
atmosphere became any more electric.

The next day Poinsett attempted to ease the hostile 
feelings between himself and Ward. He went to the British 
Consul-General O'Gorman and explained that he had meant 
nothing prejudicial against Great Britain or Ward in his 
toast. Poinsett claimed he had the highest regard for the 
English people and, on many occasions, had refused to give 
credence to stories brought to him of Ward's plans against 
the United States position in Mexico. As a final touch and 
as proof of his sincerity, Poinsett offered to refrain from 
publishing his banquet speech in a local journal. He then 
asked O'Gorman to deliver his message to Ward.^O This was 48 49 50

48. Poinsett's toast at the Irish St. Patrick's Day 
Banquet, March 29, 1826, as quoted in Barton, p. 10?.

49. Ibid.
50. Ibid., p. 108; Rippy, Rivalry, pp. 280-281.
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done and through the Consul-General, Ward sent a reply. 
Personally, Ward said, he liked Poinsett and found his 
company interesting and stimulating. Poinsett could not 
deny that when he arrived in Mexico, he had found Ward 
friendly in his pronouncements and actions towards the 
American minister. PoinsettTs untactful toast would be 
forgiven, but Ward deemed the Americanos conduct in Mexico 
anti-British and would oppose it whenever he felt it nec
essary. Actually, Ward was growing too suspicious of 
Poinsett's motives to affect any healing of the diplomatic 
breach which had sprung up between the two men.^

In late May, Poinsett wrote to Dr. Johnson and 
gave his version of the incident at the Irish banquet and 
Ward's reaction. It is hard to miss the note of pride 
for his endeavor and for the results of his toast.

There has been almost open war between the 
Charge de Affaires of H. B. M. and myself. As 
I am the coolest and the strongest party, I have 
put him in the wrong constantly. At a public 
dinner given here on St. Patrick's day, In re
turning thanks I adverted to the state of Ireland 
and expressed a natural wish for the emancipation 
of the Catholics. This threw Mr. Ward off his 
center— he made some observations to which I 
replied— here his countrymen cheered me immensely; 
nothing could have been more injudicious in a 
country like this. I bore my honor meekly & would 
not permit the matter to be made public.52 51 52

51. Hippy, Rivalry, pp. 281-282.
52. Poinsett, to Johnson, Mexico City, May 25, 1826, Gp-PC.
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In the off-year elections of 1826, the Yorkinos, 

having grown in strength throughout the year, were very 
successful. The outlook for the candidate of that party in 
the 1828 presidential race was bright. Vera Cruz, an 
important and somewhat rebellious state, was carried by the 
Escoceses, but other than this Poinsett was pleased with 
the outcome. He took it as a sign of declining English 
influence and hoped that with a York majority his treaty 
ratifications would be expedited.53 With their success, 
however, the Yorkinos were less dependent upon Poinsett 
for advice and guidance on republican principles. They 
were becoming more radical in their ideas, a situation 
noted even by Ward.54 jn addition, and due to their defeat, 
the forces of the Scot Masons were hinting at calling for 
new elections, feeling somehow that they had been cheated 
at the polls.

At this same time, Poinsett was thinking of leaving 
his post. His first treaty of commerce had been signed in 
July and was now waiting for ratification. Upon its ac
ceptance, he hoped to return to Charleston. There was some 
discussion, however, of his replacing Richard Anderson who * 54

53* Bancroft, pp. 34-35; Rippy, Poinsett, p. 123.
54. Smith, p. 14.



had died en route to the Panama Conference. On November 10, 
Poinsett summarized the political situation in Mexico and 
his future plans as minister.

We are here in a state of some anxiety and 
dreading a revolutionary movement . . .  brought 
on by the worst /party division/ I ever saw.

The party said to have been created by me, a 
really American party, was so completely victorious 
in the late elections, that not one of the state 
legislature who are of the opposite party was 
elected. This enraged them & they have thought 
proper to declare the elections void and if they 
attempt to proceed to a new election, it will be 
difficult to avoid bloodshed.

If I am not nominated to succeed Mr. Anderson 
^ o r  the Congress at Tacubaya/ I shall not stay 
here. I may say boldly that I have done here what 
no other man in the U. S. could have done, not from 
superior talents, but from my knowledge of the 
people and country and few would have spent their 
worldly goods or have devoted every instant of their 
time to the great object of raising up an American 
party: and if after this some new man is sent
/compared to whom/ I can do better, I will stay.55

The revolt against the Mexican government, openly 
hinted at after the 1826 elections, occurred in January 
of 1827. More of a plot than an actual rebellion, it was 
the work of the clerical faction of the Escoceses. On 
January 19, 1827, a priest named Arenas met with the 
Commandant-General of the Federal District, Ignacio Mora. 
The friar petitioned Mora to join in a revolt for a return 
of Spanish rule to Mexico. The major reason for such a 55
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move was protection of the Catholic faith which Arenas 
felt was threatened by republican institutions, free press, 
and non-censorship of literature. The priest was vehement
about the chances for success and allowed the revolution 
was ready to begin at any moment.^6

The Commandant-General, not at all in favor of 
such a plan, arranged for a second conference with Arenas.
At this meeting. Colonel Tornel, the President's secretary, 
and Molinos del Campo, Governor of the Federal District, 
were present incognito. Mien Arenas reiterated his plan, 
he was promptly arrested.57

There was strong evidence that Arenas' plan orig
inated in Madrid, for several Spanish officials, secretly 
in Mexico and ready to appear at the moment of revolt, were 
subsequently arrested. The Escoceses were definitely im
plicated but they quickly attempted to shift the blame to 
the Yorkinos and Poinsett. They believed Poinsett had 
given the idea of revolt to Arenas in order that, at its 
failure, the Scots, and consequently the British, would be 
discredited. Arenas, himself duped into the affair, after 
having accused the American minister, later asked Poinsett's 
forgiveness.The seeds of distrust against Poinsett had 
been sown, however, and were soon germinating. 56 57 *

56. Bancroft, p. 57.
57. Ibid.
56. Ibid., pp. 58-59; Hippy, Poinsett, p. 123.
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The priesthood of Mexico and the American envoy 

had always looked upon one another with jaundiced eye. 
Poinsett spoke of the friars with contempt because of 
their activities during the War for Independence; some had 
fought with the royalists, some with the independents.
Their irreverent and debauched conduct during and after 
the war had lost them much respect although the common 
masses still feared them.^9 For their part, the clerics, 
especially the hierarchy, hated Poinsett because, a heretic, 
he had helped form a group which professed liberalism. A 
liberal philosophy in politics was anathema to the Roman 
Catholic Church everywhere in the eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries.60 Poinsett spoke contemptuously of the revolt, 
the clerical element in Mexico, and of Arenas in one of 
his letters.

A madman of a friar, who used to pester me 
with his visits, has divulged a /plot/ to the 
Capt'n General of the District in the expect
ation of winning him over. Witnesses were placed 
to overhear the disclosures, the friar was ar
rested, has been tried, and will be shot in the 
back for a traitor as he is. The plot was ex
tensive but not in my opinion dangerous. It was 
almost entirely confined to the regular clergy, 
who are becoming daily more sensible that their 
influence is on the decline, and cannot exist under 59 60

59. Poinsett, to Adams, Mexico City, April 26, 
1827, Poinsett Papers. IV, p. 53.

60. Smith, pp. 15-16.
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the shadow of free institutions. They were dis
posed to make one more desperate struggle for 
power.61

The importance of the Arenas plot was two-fold. As 
the first internal revolutionary plan against Mexican 
national authority, it formed a precedent for many others 
in later years. These would keep Mexico from developing 
a stable political system. Secondly, the plot increased 
Mexicor s fear of Spain. Any Spanish person in the country 
was believed, not without reason, to be continually plot
ting Mexicofs demise. President Victoria did little to 
allay the nation's fears. When mob uprisings against 
Spanish personages and property occurred in several cities,
the Central Government took no steps to send troops to the

6?areas to protect Spaniards.
Vera Cruz was one state where fear and hatred of the 

Spaniard was not rampant. The legislature there was still 
under the control of the Escoceses. Several politically 
prominent men, wealthy Spaniards among them, had used their 
money to advance the Scot cause in Vera Cruz. In March, 
the state showed its defiance of the National Government 
by refusing to accept Esteva as customs commissioner at the 61 62

61. Poinsett, to Johnson, Mexico City, February 24, 
1S27, GP-PC. Arenas was subsequently executed for treason. 
(See Niles' Register. (1S27), XXXII, p. 36I.)

62. Bancroft, pp. 59-60.
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port city of Vera Cruz. Esteva had resigned from his 
position as Treasury Secretary when Victoria appointed him 
to the customs office. He was a Yorkino and the aristo
cratic Vera Cruz legislature refused to accede to the 
President1s w i s h e s . I n  April, the Governor of Vera 
Cruz, Miguel Barragan, published a decree in the newspaper 
Mercurio prohibiting all Masonic orders and threatening ex
pulsion of any person connected with such an organization. 
The state legislature now had a legal reason for opposing 
the new commissioner. It was not until July that Esteva, 
backed by Federal troops, took office.

In April of 1827, PoinsettTs feud with Ward came to 
an end. Canning recalled the British Charge dfAffaires for 
extravagance in office. Hurt by his recall. Ward was as
sured that it was not due to any faulty diplomacy, but 
merely to his inability to economize. At a time when His 
Majesty's Government was trying to save money, Ward had 
spent a total of $50,000 at his headquarters trying to in
crease his nation's influence. Before his departure, he was 
given a banquet by British mercantile interests in Mexico 
City. His successful treaty and activities in the country 
had greatly benefited English businessmen. Poinsett was 63 64

63. Ibid., pp. 36-37.
64. Miles' Register. (1827), XXXII, p. 214.
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not invited, but this was not unusual, since whenever 
either man had given a banquet, the other was purposely 
snubbed.President Victoria, always on friendly terms 
with Ward, did attend the dinner. The British envoy could 
attribute much of his success in Mexico to Victoria's 
friendship. He later wrote of the relationship which had 
existed between himself, the Mexican President, and other 
important personages. "During three whole years. General 
Victoria honored me with a most unreserved and confidential 
intercourse, while both with General Bravo, and with many 
of the leaders of the rival parties, I was on terms of 
frequent and friendly communication.

Ward's replacement at the British legation was 
Richard Pakenham. He immediately saw, as had Ward, that 
the aristocratic faction was pro-British, and quickly 
joined forces with them. Pakenham's opinion of Poinsett 
was influenced by what he had learned via Ward's dispatches 
and conversations with the Escoceses.^? He strongly hoped 
for the defeat of the American minister's influence and in 
May wrote to Canning that Poinsett's "recall, particularly at * 66 67
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"the present moment, would be a very fortunate occur
rence. Poinsett was, of course, immediately suspicious 
of Pakenham*s intentions and, while his struggle with 
Ward had ended, the one with Pakenham was just beginning.

The American minister had been in Mexico for 
almost two years when, in April, 1827, he wrote a lengthy 
epistle to President Adams. In it, he explained the situ
ation as he had found it, the actions he had taken, and 
the results obtained. He began by noting that, in June 
of 1825, power and influence in Mexico had rested with the 
pro-European, anti-United States aristocratic faction. 
Mexico was theoretically a republic, but the party in 
power, organized under a corrupted Scot Rite Masonic 
order, little supported republican principles. There was 
even a desire to return to a monarchy under a Bourbon 
prince. Poinsett had soon become aware of the hatred of 
the Scots for him and his ideals and of the favor of the 
people for the democratic faction. He was, he wrote, able 
to make the democrats aware of their weaknesses, and soon 
after the organization of this party via York Masonry, it 
had attained a dominance in the country. Poinsett assured 
Adams that he had withdrawn from the meetings as soon as 
they became political. The Mexican President and Cabinet, 
although professing their friendship, had for the most 68
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part been imbued with Scot ideas. The majority bore 
Poinsett and the United States great ill will based on a 
suspicion of American intentions.

It is in vain that I represent the generous 
and disinterested conduct of the Un. St. . .  . and 
assure them, that so far from our regarding their 
prosperity with envy, (as they with unequalled 
vanity, suppose,) we are most desirous that the 
Mexican states should augment in wealth and power, 
that they may become more profitable customers and 
more efficient allies.

The government has been taught to believe, that 
because the Un. St. & Mexico border upon each other, 
they are destined to be enemies— a political credence 
due to the insinuations of our friends in Europe.

The result, summarized Poinsett, was that the rise of the
Yorkinos. and the subsequent demise of the Scots, was blamed
by the latter on Poinsett1s initiative and jealousy of
Mexico. As a final touch, the American minister related
the fact that several articles had appeared in local papers,
attacking him as an envious and harmful foreign agent.^9

On June 3, 1327> Poinsett again wrote to President 
Adams outlining his position and the actions he had taken 
to counteract the designs of the European party in Mexico.
He noted the great opposition to his efforts which he ex
plained were only natural from aristocratic-monarchists.
He said that two state legislatures, Puebla and Vera Cruz, 
had petitioned Victoria for his recall. Victoria had 69

69. The preceding paraphrased paragraph concerning 
the letter to President Adams, including the quote, can be 
found in Poinsett, to Adams, Mexico City, April 26, 1327, 
Poinsett Papers. IV, pp. 52-53•



refused to allow Poinsett to see the petitions, saying they 
were not based upon fact. The Mexican President was on 
the spot, however, and did not want to oppose Vera Cruz, 
as that might cause an open rebellion. Poinsett said the 
documents were an insult and intimated that if he did not 
receive satisfaction, he would leave the country. President 
Victoria, noted Poinsett, appeared relieved at the sug
gestion.^ The American minister therefore asked Adams 
to relieve him of his post but volunteered to remain if 
the administration thought it best.

There were basic motives for the actions of both 
states. Puebla was a stronghold of clericalism. The 
legislators there believed PoinsettTs liberalism would aid 
religious tolerance, to which they were strongly opposed.
In addition, Puebla was a cotton-producing area and the 
importation of American cotton goods, which they believed 
hurt their economy, turned them even more against the 
American envoy.7^ Vera Cruz state was rebellious in its 
relationship to the Federal Government. As a stronghold 
of the Excoceses, Vera Cruz was favorable to Spanish ideas 70 71 72 *
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and influence. The state government consequently opposed 
laws which hindered Spaniards in Mexico. Soon after the 
inauguration of Victoria, a national law was approved 
which provided that the executive could remove dangerous 
aliens from M e x i c o . I n  April of 1826, a decree was 
promulgated which stated that no Spaniard or subject of 
the Spanish king could be admitted to the Mexican republic 
without a special passport from President Victoria.?^
When the federal legislature, during the spring session 
of 1827, approved a law depriving European Spaniards of 
positions in the national government, Vera Cruz strongly 
o b j e c t e d . N o w  that independence had been achieved, it 
saw no reason to fear Mexico’s former rulers. At the same 
time, several state legislatures had passed expulsion laws 
removing Spaniards from their territories.76 Vera Cruz 
believed that Poinsett’s hand was in all of these acts 
since he opposed European influences. It was an erroneous 
assumption as Poinsett himself termed the expulsion 
decrees ’’extremely impolitic.“77 * 77
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On June 19, Vera Cruz made public the manifesto
against P o i n s e t t . I t  charged the United States with
jealousy over Mexican progress and prosperity. Poinsett
was credited with trying to disrupt Mexican politics with
his intrigues so that the United States would not be
surpassed by the greatness of Mexico.

. . .  a foreign minister, cunning and hypocrit
ical— as zealous for the prosperity of his own 
country, as hostile to that of Mexico; calcula
ting, . . . that the agrandizement and glory of 
his nation is in inverse proportion to that of 
the Mexican states; and that the friendly rela
tions of the latter with Great Britain, may in 
time become disadvantageous to his own country; 
he /Poinsett/ conceived a project the most dis
organizing and terrible for the republic; which 
was nothing more nor less than the establishment 
of the lodge of York Free Masons.79

The "terrible" Yorkinos were deemed to be worse for Mexico
than twenty batallions of Royal Spanish troops as the former
would promote internal dissent. In a colorfully worded
closing to Mexico1s problems, the manifesto noted that
"it is the interest of a certain nation /the United States/
that Mexico should shelter in her bosom those traitorous
vipers that are even now rending her vitals without
pity."^^ The answer, according to the Vera Cruz legis
lature was to outlaw Masonry and expel Poinsett. 78 79 80
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On July 4, 1827, Poinsett wrote a rebuttal of the 

Vera Cruz Manifesto. He based his remarks on two points: 
the policy of the United States, and his own role, or lack 
thereof, in the Tork-Scot power struggle. On the first 
charge against United States policy towards Mexico, he 
gave a brief sketch of the relations between the two 
nations. Early in 1822, the United States recognized 
Mexican independence, the first major nation to do so.
If his government had truly wanted Mexico to remain in a 
low colonial state, would it not have supported Ferdinand*s 
claims? Poinsett noted that he himself had spoken upon 
occasion in the House of Representatives in favor of 
M e x i c o . A s  far as fears of British-Mexican friendship 
being detrimental to American interests, the United States, 
after recognizing Mexico, invited Great Britain to do like
wise, and that nation soon did. The United States,
Poinsett said, "exulted in seeing their example followed 
by Great Britain, and are satisfied that the interests of 
the two countries with respect to the new states of America 
are i d e n t i f i e d . H e r e  the American minister was on shaky 
ground. The interests of Canning and Clay were definitely * 82
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not the same vis-a-vis Mexico and Latin America. Poinsett 
pointed out, however, that both England and the United 
States had attempted to have Spain recognize the inde
pendence of the new Latin American republics.^

Turning to the charges against his person, the 
envoy stated that there were five York lodges in Mexico 
prior to his arrival. Upon request, he had sent to the 
United States for charters and had installed a Grand Lodge, 
as he was duly qualified to do. If Mexico was truly a 
republic and not a despotic regime, it should have no fear 
of the establishment of humanitarian organizations such as 
York Masonry. That the fraternal order had become political 
in its functioning was not Poinsettts fault. *

If this institution, dedicated exclusively 
in his own country to charitable and philan
thropic purposes, has here been perverted to 
those of political combination, he has had no 
part in its application to such uses, and embraces 
with eagerness the opportunity now afforded him of 
declaring that he never has assisted in any Lodge 
where political principles were discussed or 
political combinations formed, and that since the 
public voice has accused the ancient York Masons 
of following the pernicious example of the Scotch 
Masons by using their institution for political 
purposes, he has withdrawn himself entirely from their meetings.85 83 84 85
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Poinsett then added his final defense. If it were true 
that the Yorkinos were under his domination, he would have 
been able to have his treaty ratified, since the Yorkinos 
had a majority in Congress. The fact that a year had 
passed since the first commercial treaty had been signed 
without its being accepted by Mexico proved Poinsett was 
not master of the York Party.^

On July 18, the American envoy wrote to President 
Adams about the Manifesto and cautioned him against too 
harsh an opinion of Mexico.

The charges brought against me in that 
manifesto are not & cannot be supported by 
a shadow of evidence. They are as false as 
the attack therein made upon the policy of 
the United States . . .  infamous and un
precedented.

I cannot too often repeat, that if we 
desire to preserve a good understanding with 
these countries, we must regard the faults 
committed by Mexico with the utmost in
dulgence. They are those of a spoilt & way
ward child, the effects of pride, ignorance 
and prejudice.

A presidential election year was approaching, and 
by mid-1827, the two Mexican parties were already in action. 
Since Victoria could not succeed himself, two new can
didates were brought forward. General Bravo was the 86 87
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Escoceses choice, while Vicente Guerrero led the York 
faction. The latter, a famous general, had little formal 
education, but was a strong-willed commander. At this 
time, however, the major factions were splitting and two 
new radical elements appeared on the Mexican political 
scene. One, a branch of the Scots, was in favor of a re
uniting with Spain, while the other, formerly with the 
Yorkinos, wanted the complete expulsion of all Spaniards 
from Mexico for security sake. For a while, Guerrero 
toyed with the idea of aligning himself with the anti- 
Spanish group. The Yorkinos feared that such a move would 
harm his chances in the election. President Victoria was 
worried that increased inter-party strife would mean 
revolt. He asked Poinsett, a close friend of Guerrero, 
to advise him against the support of the radicals.
Poinsett wrote to the candidate as Victoria requested, and

89Guerrero appreciatively accepted the counsel. By the 
fall of 1827, the Yorkinos,sensing their power position 
in Mexican politics, were becoming more outspoken.
Hostility between Scotish and Yorkish Parties was greater 
in spite of Victoria1s and Poinsettfs actions. A breakdown 
in the democratic process could be seen in the not too 
distant future. 88 89
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Poinsett received a dispatch from Clay, written on 
November 19, 1827, which discussed his actions in Mexico.
The tone was complimentary, and Clay said there would be 
no condemnation, particularly since the Mexican government 
had not complained to the State Department in any way. 
President Adams wished Poinsett to remain at his post 
unless he felt the position was becoming intolerable.̂

The political situation was in fact worsening.
Laws expelling Spaniards were becoming more favorable in 
spite of their probable unconstitutionality, and one state 
after another passed them. Pressure was being put on the 
Central Government to enact such a national law. Victorians 
regime, not too strongly in control in the face of the com
bined statesT opinion, acquiesced and passed an expulsion 
law on December 20, 1 8 2 ? Three days later, the 
threatened breakdown in the democratic system took place.

The Escoceses. sure that defeat awaited them at 
the polls, resorted to armed revolt at Otumba under the 
leadership of Vice President and Presidential candidate 90 91

90. Parton, pp. 128-129; Rippy, Poinsett, p. 126. 
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91. Rives, p. 172



Nicolas Bravo. They declared a four-point program, the Plan 
of Montanyo. Secret societies were to be abolished; the 
President's cabinet was to be changed, with more Scots on 
the council; and Poinsett was to leave Mexico immediately. 
The fourth and final point, the standard cry of Mexican 
revolts, was protection of the Constitution.^^ The 
Escoceses played upon Mexican suspicion of Poinsett in 
the hopes that this would aid their cause. The main reason 
for the revolt, however, was the desire of the aristocratic 
faction to maintain their slipping control of the govern
ment . Federal troops headed by Vicente Guerrero met 
and defeated the rebels in early January, 1828.^ The 
leaders were arrested and impeached. The Yorkinos in the 
legislature demanded the death penalty while the Escoceses 
naturally exacted amnesty for all concerned. Congress 
finally banished Bravo and other important rebels from 
Mexico but they were eventually allowed to return.

During the Revolt of Otumba, the European diplomats 
serving in Mexico, including Pakenham, were united in their 
hopes for the success of the aristocratic faction under 
Barvo. Poinsett was quiet during the outbreak but was 92 93 94 95
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pleased with the outcome.^ British optimism was at a low 
ebb when the Scots were defeated. Pakenham believed 
Guerrero would win the 1828 election and Poinsettfs in
fluence would be greatly increased. The Yorkinos were 
indeed in the driver1s seat, but they did not use their 
success wisely. Too many ignorant, ambitious men caused 
internal bickering and factionalizing within the York 
ranks. Little of the positive good which could have come 
from the victory was actually accomplished.

In early January, 1828, Pakenham wrote to the new 
Foreign Secretary, the Earl of Dudly, concerning the strong 
position of the “Poinsett Party." If the Yorkinos should 
win in the upcoming election, it would be nearly impossible 
to ally Mexico further with English diplomacy and commerce. 
Dudly replied in April that England, being Mexico's 
“natural ally," would never consent to American hegemony 
south of the Sabine River.^ Pakenham was then given in
structions concerning his actions in relation to Poinsett. 
"You will . . .  continue to watch the conduct of this 
gentleman, and you will furnish to H. M.Ts Gov't, the best 
information you can procure as to the nature and extent of 
his designs."9^ Pakenham continued throughout 1828 and 1829 96 97 98
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98.
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to make the Mexican government aware of what he considered 
the dangers of United States influence and the hypocracy of 
Mexican independence should Poinsett maintain control of 
the York party.^

Meanwhile, the American minister was receiving 
letters with very favorable comments concerning the re
action in the United States to his rebuttal of the Vera 
Cruz Manifesto. On March 12, 1828, he received the follow
ing from Jared Sparks: "Your Reply was widely circulated,
and I believe gave universal satisfaction as to the part 
you took."100 shortly thereafter, Edward Tayloe, whom 
Poinsett had sent to the United States with the recently 
finished treaties of commerce, and of limits, wrote from 
New Orleans:

Public opinion, I learn here, is wholly with 
you in your controversies in Mex., & the politics 
of that country appear to be understood in their 
right light. They hail the overthrow of Bravo as 
decisive of the stability of the republican insti
tutions to which he & his party were opposed, and 
as placing the Un. St. upon a good footing, and are 
disposed to render you full justice for your exer
tions in sustaining our nation against the unwarranted 
attacks made upon it, & consequently upon you. I 
understand that your exposition explained everything 
so satisfactorily as at once to determine the people of the Un. St. in your favor.101 99 100 101
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After delivering the treaties to Clay, Tayloe wrote 
Poinsett of the Secretary of States* reactions to his 
efforts in Mexico. "He took occasion to show the satis
faction he felt at the favorable changes that have followed 
the defeat of Bravo, and, indeed, showed strong indication 
of friendly feelings towards you."^^ Thus, with the back
ing and support of their superiors, both Poinsett and 
Pakenham looked towards the all-important national election 
of September, 1828.

After the defeat and arrest of Nicolas Bravo, the 
leadership of the Scots fell by default to Gomez Pedraza.
A good, popular Secretary of War in Victoria*s cabinet, 
Pedraza had had a long record of service in Mexico, during 
Spanish days, under Iturbide, and finally in the first 
independent administration. He was a former leader of 
the Scots but had left that group when the Arenas con
spiracy was made public. He joined the Yorkinos and con
sequently incurred the wrath of his former aristocratic 
f r i e n d s . B u t  with Bravo*s demise, Pedraza was quickly 
supported by the Escoceses, some moderate Yorkinos. and 
the clerical hierarchy, all of whom could not stomach the 
lower-class Guerrero. By chosing a nominal York Rite 
Mason as their candidate, the aristocrats hoped the 102 103
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resulting split in the York faction would enable them to 
obtain the presidency."1"^ Pakenham and the British 
merchants favored Pedraza because of his pro-English 
leanings.

The campaign was a bitter one. During the spring 
and summer of 1828, Pedraza increased his support, albeit 
not always by orthodox means. He used his position as 
Secretary of War to good advantage, dismissing officers 
not loyal to himself. He then replaced them with men who 
did not cringe from applying force to wayward state 
legislatures, or as Poinsett termed it, to "awe the re
fractory members” when it came time to vote."1"^ In ad
dition, the aristocratic and clerical elements, feeling 
safer with Pedraza than Guerrero, lavished their wealth on 
his campaign."^7

The election began September 1, and was not even 
close. Pedraza captured eleven states; Guerrero only seven. 
The voting was conducted with violence in some provinces 104 105 106 107
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and troops were called out in O a x a c a . T h e  British and 
aristocrats were overjoyed at Guerrero1s defeat. They 
felt their prestige increasing once again and believed 
Poinsett*s influence would quickly wane. The unfairness 
of Pedraza*s election methods and the means which the 
aristocratic elements used to maintain their control were 
dismissed or ignored by Pakenham. The strong arm 
tactics of Pedraza did not escape the notice of the 
common people or the Yorkinos, however, and grumblings 
were soon heard from various sections of the nation. 
Pakenham became worried. The long "lame-duck" period 
before Pedraza would be inaugurated, in April of 1829,

10Qgave the defeated faction ample opportunity for revolt.
The British envoy did not have long to wait. On 

September 16, Santa Anna issued a pronuncimiento at 
Jalapa in Vera Cruz. The methods used by Pedraza in 
his victory were not the only cause for the revolt. The 
Mexican Supreme Court and Senate, controlled by the 
Escoceses, had begun to persecute liberal, republican 108 109 110
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ideas and those who held them.^^ The cry at Jalapa was 
for a defense of the federal government, the expulsion of 
the Spanish, and the placing of the "choice of the 
people"— Guerrero— in office.

The Central Government immediately charged Santa 
Anna with revolt, and the Vera Cruz legislature removed 
him from his post as g o v e r n o r . T h e  revolt quickly 
spread to other states. The Governor of Mexico, Lorenzo 
de Zavala, who was to have been secretary of state had 
Guerrero won, declared himself in support of Santa Anna.
The Federal Senate attempted to break the revolt by im
peaching Zavala, but he escaped in the c o n f u s i o n . M e a n 
while, Santa Anna, with approximately 1,000 troops, was 
blocked up in the city of Perote by General Rincon and a 
federal army. Leaving a token force there, Santa Anna 
escaped to O a x a c a . B y  November 14, however, Santa Anna 
was beseiged at Oaxaca and his surrender was expected 
momentarily. 111 112 113 114 115
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President Victoria worried more about external 

invasion than the internal revolt. Spain had long 
threatened reconquest and now was the perfect time. On 
October 25, Victoria issued a proclamation that both sides 
cease fire and unite against a possible Spanish landing. 
Poinsett himself was of the opinion that a Spanish re
conquest attempt would succeed due to the feuding within 
Mexico and also to the possible collaboration of the pro- 
Monarchical elements within the government."*"^ No heed
was payed to Victoria's pleadings, and the revolt soon

liftspread to the capital itself.
The revolt, which began in Mexico City on the night 

of November 30, raged for the next four days. After a re
newed demand for the expulsion of all Spaniards, the capital 
militia and artillery units rebelled. The fighting was 
relatively equal on December 2 and 3, but when Guerrero 
arrived with fresh troops on December 5, the partisans of 
Pedraza fled."*-̂9 There followed some sacking of the Spanish 
commercial center, the “Parian,” but order was quickly 116 117 118 119
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restored. The Escoceses, and British merchants made much
of the supposed atrocities and damage done to persons and
property by mobs of leperos. The howls of rage from these

120aristocrats probably surpassed the actual harm done.
During the revolt, when the rebels were out scream

ing for Spanish blood, Poinsett sheltered several important 
people in his legation, including Mme. Iturriguray, the 
wife of the former Spanish viceroy. When a hostile crowd 
stormed his embassy, Poinsett faced them from a balcony 
and, in a very moving scene complete with an American flag,
was able to calm the mob until troops arrived to protect

121him and his guests. For a man supposedly so opposed to 
the influences of Europeans and aristocrats, he had actually 
risked his life for several of them.

Poinsett later wrote of the revolt of December 1828.
Suchwas the disposition of the people, that 

whenever the standard of revolt had been created 
on that occasion, they would have rallied round it.

I am firmly persuaded, that if the /Escoceses/ 
had used their triumph with moderation, and had 
conciliated instead of persecuting their adversaries, 
such is still the habit in this country of submission 
to authority, however acquired, that they would have pre
served their power. Fortunately for this Nation they 
were maddened by their success, and their own ill conduct brought on their destruction.122 120 121 122
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The Yorkino revolt was over by December 10.

Pedraza and his followers fled, first to Guadalajara, and
1 ? 3thence in the spring of 1829, to England. Victoria

acquiesced in the face of a military revolt and made
Guerrero Secretary of War in Pedraza*s place. Later, in
April of 1829, Guerrero was inaugurated President, and
Anastacio Bustamente became Vice-President.The main
result of the revolt, with great implications for the
future of Mexico, was that a defeated party could appeal

125to arms in order to overrule the ballot box.
Poinsett was pleased with the success of the 

Yorkino revolution. He believed it had been a just one, 
supporting republicanism and popular democracy. Pakenham 
and the aristocratic faction were furious and blamed the 
American minister to a large degree for the whole fiasco. 
The victorious Yorkinos. for their part, promised a new era 
of peace and prosperity now that the pro-Spanish, aristo
cratic Escoceses were no longer a threat and republican 
principles were at the helm.*^^ * 124 125 126 127

123* Parton, p. 135; Rives, p. 176.
124. Pereyra, p. 18; Rippy, Poinsett, p. 128; 

Rives, p. 176.
125. Rives, p. 177.
126. Rippy, Poinsett, p. 128; Rippy, Rivalry, 

pp. 298-299.
127. Bancroft, p. 44.
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Guerrerof s ascension to the presidency of Mexico 

was the result of a revolt of the popular party and was 
received enthusiastically by the Mexican masses. His at
titude as chief executive was one of republicanism and 
egalitarianism which, in turn, brought hatred upon him 
from the defeated aristocratic element. Guerrero sought 
to govern the nation with a mild hand at a time when firm
control was needed. He had no stomach for party strife

12$and the chaotic conditions which continued. Pakenham 
believed he saw Poinsettf s influence in the Guerrero admin
istration and continually wrote to the Foreign Office com
plaining of the American's interference in Mexican politics. 
■When Poinsett gave a banquet for the victorious Yorkinos, 
soon after the revolt, it was taken as proof of his guilt.^ 9

In March of 1829, Andrew Jackson was inaugurated as 
United States President. Poinsett proceeded to write a 
long dispatch to the new Secretary of State, Martin Van 
Buren, in which he reviewed the happenings of the past four 
years. He felt the new administration should have an over
view of his activities. He began by giving a summary of 
European policies, and especially that of Great Britain in 128 129

128. Ibid., p. 77.
129. Parton, p. 138.



Mexico. He then noted his opinion of these actions and the 
course which he had followed.

The great Powers of Europe have established 
their separate influences over the inferior 
Nations of that continent . . .  and it must be 
manifest, that the contest for power will be re
newed by them in America. Are we to take no 
part in this contest? Are we to sit tamely by 
and see Great Britain and France contending for 
sway in the Americas, nor to concern ourselves 
in a question which may hereafter so essentially 
effect our Interests? That . . . /Britain/• • . 
has attempted and will continue to exert her vast 
means to effect . . .  /control/ • • . cannot be 
doubted. In my opinion the United States ought 
not to permit it, and with this view of the Subject I have acted.130

He noted, in detail, the historical background of Mexico, 
British power in that country as he had first found it 
in 1825, and the Yorkino-Escoceses situation, including 
the several plots and revolts. He denied that he bore 
either Ward or Pakenham ill feelings, or that he had worked 
to defeat the British commercial treaty. He denied, also, 
that he controlled the Yorkino faction and closed with a 
defense in the face of the virulent attacks printed against 
him in the aristocratic journals and the hatred the British 
envoys bore him.

. . .  I trust I have proved that this most singular 
state of things, has arisen from my steady opposi
tion to the encroachments of European Powers; to my 
successful"efforts to do away with the jealousy and 
hatred, with which those agents had inspired this 130
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130. Poinsett, to Van Buren, Mexico City, March 10, 
1829, Manning, pp. 1678-1679.
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people towards the United States, to the aid 
I most willingly lent to the Republican party 
in framing their laws and illustrating their 
constitution . . . and to my determined re
sistance to that superiority which European 
Agents would fain arrogate to themselves in 
these countries. If this Legation had con
sented to submit to their pretentions, and 
had chosen to avail itself of the kind and 
condescending protection which the agent of 
H. B. M. proffered it, on its arrival in 
Mexico, we might have passed on smoothly and 
insignificantly. We did not think this course 
computable with the dignity of our representa
tion, nor with the Interests of the United States . . .131

While Poinsett was thus defending his actions to 
Van Buren, Mexico was continuing its persecution of Spaniards 
within her territory. In spite of the Yorkino success of 
December, 1828, a fear of Spain continued rampant in Mexico. 
The Federal Government passed another Expulsion Law on 
March 20, 1829» due to continued pressure from the several 
states.132 The law specified that Spaniards would be given 
from one to three months to leave the country, depending 
upon the distance of the person from a seaport. The few 
exceptions to the law could not live on the coast because 
of the help they might give an invasion by the Spanish 
Monarch. Those who could not afford passage back to Spain 
would be given a one-way ticket to the nearest United States 
port. This provision was very unpopular in the *host country" * 132

131• Same, to same, Mexico City, March 10, 1829. Ibid., p. 1681.
132. Bancroft, pp. 60-61.



as many of the refugees might become public wards.^ 3  The 
law had some negative aspects for Mexico also since it de
prived that nation of merchants, entrepeneurs, skilled 
craftsmen, and much needed capital.

By April of 1829, Mexico was relatively settled 
politically with Guerrero at the helm.^^ Poinsett wrote 
of the conditions as follows: "The revolution is at an
end and if this government can obtain a small sum of money 
for their:present expenses, and to go on until they organ
ize their finances and reform their army the tranquility 
of Mexico will be secured for a very long p e r i o d . B u t  
what Poinsett saw was only the calm before the storm.
Already his friend Guerrero was having doubts about the 
American minister.

Pakenhamfs fear of an American gain in influence 
through GuerreroTs inauguration turned out to be groundless 
for he was received cordially at his first meeting with the 
Mexican President. In spite of the Yorkino success, the 
opposition towards Poinsett had not abated. Guerrero, know
ing the sentiments of the people, was afraid of the stigma 133 134 135 136

133. Niles' Register. (1829), XXXVI, pp. 199, 208.
134. Bancroft, p. 54; Niles' Register. (1829), XXXVI, p. 286.
135. Parton, p. 139.
136. Letter written by Poinsett, Mexico City,

April 25, 1829, Poinsett Papers. V. pp. 145-146.
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of being under foreign influence and c o n t r o l . S e v e r a l  
state legislatures were again asking for Poinsett's recall 
and this request was backed by extensive editorializing in 
aristocratic j o u r n a l s . O n e  such paper, the Scottish 
El Sol based its colorful rhetoric upon an American source. 
"Is the presence of Mr. Poinsett in the republic of more 
consequence than union among Mexicans? Oh Washington! rise 
from thy sepulchre, rise and present to those who oppose 
this measure, they well-known maxim. How fearful to all 
free systems is foreign influence."^39 The United States 
envoy, during the early summer of 1S29, met several times 
with President Guerrero. The latter expressed shock at 
the unjust accusations against Poinsett and assured him of 
the satisfaction with which he viewed his activities in 
Mexico. Unknown to Poinsett, however, several cabinet 
members, including Herrera, Secretary of Justice, and 
Bocanegra, Secretary for Foreign Affairs, had been working 
behind the scenes against him and were slowly winning the 
chief executive to their side."*"^ On July 1, 1829, Guerrero 
asked President Jackson for Poinsett's r e c a l l . T h e  137 138 139 140 141

137. Hippy, Rivalry, p. 299.
138. Hippy, Poinsett. p. 128.
139. Niles' Register. (1829), XXXVII, p. 71.
140. Parton, p. 142.
141. Hippy, Poinsett. pp. 128-129.
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move was a political sop to the Scots, for Guerrero hoped 
thereby to appease his enemies. Becoming more and more a 
tool of the opposition faction, he even accepted the resig
nation of Secretary of the Treasury Zavala, a Yorkino, at 
the demand of the Mexican State Legislature. The Mexican 
Government accused Poinsett of no wrongs in its request.
It was simply that Guerrero did not want to risk his 
popularity by continuing to align himself with Poinsett.

Poinsett was not notified of his recall request and 
labored under the belief that Guerrero was still his friend 
and confidant. Nor was the request known in Mexico to any 
but a few cabinet members. It was because of this clan
destine attitude by Guerrero that the Mexican State Legis
lature issued a manifesto on July 29, similar to that of 
Vera Cruz two years previously. While not accusing him 
of running the Guerrero government outright, Poinsett was 
reproached for his political intrigues via the Yorkino 
party. Hatred, and distrust between Mexicans had been the 
result, and Spain might easily take advantage of Mexico’s 
internal weaknesses. "/Poinsett is/ the cause of our dif
ferences, and of the misfortunes of the Country. . . .  
altho’ we might prove, that public opinion has declared

142.
143-

Bancroft, p. &2. 
Smith, pp. 4, 1C.
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"itself in the most positive manner against Mr. Poinsett, 
it is sufficient for us that the prejudices of the vulgar 
have been pronounced in a thousand ways against his further 
residence /in Mexicp/”^ ^  Among other things, Poinsett had 
used his intelligence, suavity of character, diplomatic 
talents, and polished manners to advance his country*s 
cause. The December 182? revolt of Otumba, also known as 
Tulancingo, had for its purpose the ousting of the American 
minister. When it failed, he should have voluntarily re
moved himself from his post. The assassination of Poinsett 
was openly hinted, in revenge for Pablo ObregonT s death in 
W a s h i n g t o n . i n order to protect domestic tranquility, 
therefore, the legislature asked Guerrero to request 
Poinsett’s recall.

As he had done with the Vera Cruz Manifesto, 
Poinsett rebutted the new document point by point. In a 
lengthy reply on August 2, he first noted that the action * 145

144• Resolution of the Mexican State Legislature, 
July 29, 1829, Manning, p. 1688.

145- The Mexican Charge d’ Affaires. Pablo Obregon, 
committed suicide by hanging himself at his legation in 
September of 1828. His action was due to financial problems 
and an unrequited love affair. See Niles' Register. (1828), 
XXXV, p. 70. For this unfortunate circumstance, blamed by 
the Mexican State Legislature on the "evil Washington 
Cabinet," Poinsett’s assassination was threatened.

146. Resolution of the Mexican State Legislature, 
July 29, 1829, Manning, pp. 1687-1691.
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of the legislature was "an assumption of executive pre
rogatives by the legislature— departing from the course 
prescribed by the constitution, and violating the laws of 
nations."^^7 As far as the actual charges were concerned 
not one had been proven in the slightest degree and were 
really not worthy of mention. He admitted that he had 
obtained charters for the Yorkinos upon request. If he 
had not, they would probably have formed a political faction 
under another name. At any rate, it was not Poinsett's 
fault the lodges had become p o l i t i c a l . H e  denied any 
intrigues based upon a jealousy of Mexican growth. As 
for his personal characteristics being a curse to Mexico, 
Poinsett noted that "the diplomatic corps will be surprised 
to learn, that in order to excape suspicion, . . .  they 
must separate themselves entirely, or at least not associate, 
with the inhabitants of the country where they reside."-^9 
Morose, austere, haughty men,he added, were just not to 
be found in the United States Diplomatic Corps. The 
revolt of Tulancingo, or Otumba, was the work of a lawless 147 148 149

147. Poinsett's reply to the Mexican State Legis
lature Resolution of July 29. 1829. Niles' Register. (1829). 
XXXVII, p. 91.

148. Same, to same, August 2, 1829, Manning, p. 1693*
149. Same, to same, August 2, 1829, Niles' Register. 

(1829), XXXVII, p. 92.
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faction and did not deserve to be noticed. The American 
minister went on to say that, as a good civil servant, he 
could not leave his post at will, but must wait for a 
recall. He was waiting for his treaties to be ratified 
and the procrastination of Mexico was keeping him at his 
post, not his desire to disrupt Mexican politics. Finally, 
Poinsett scoffed at threats to his safety. He was not 
afraid to be among his Mexican friends. They were people 
he trusted and were above such actions.^^0

Poinsett wrote to Van Buren on August 7> and en
closed a copy of both the manifesto and his reply. He . 
was quite incensed by the renewed attacks upon his character 
and activities.Subsequent talks by Poinsett with 
Guerrero failed to result in a written reprimand of the 
State Legislature by the Central Government. Guerrero, 
like Victoria before him, was afraid of antagonizing any 
one who might form a strong opposition and threaten his 
presidency. The Congress did, however, turn down the 
expulsion request of the State of Mexico by a vote of 
twenty-three to nineteen. The interests and energies of 150 151

150. Same, to same, August 2, 1829. Ibid.. p. 93; 
same, to same, August 2, 1829, Manning, pp. 1693-1696.

151. Poinsett, to Van Buren, Mexico City, August 7, 
1829, Manning, p. 1685.



205
the nation were soon turned away from Poinsett by a new,
direct threat to its independence.

The oft-feared Spanish reconquest attempt had oc
curred. The plans, begun in 1828, called for a landing of 
approximately 5,000 men at Campeche on the Yucatan Pen- 
ninsula. There was strong Spanish sentiment at that place 
and popular support for the invasion was expected. The 
Federal Government had little control in Yucatan and with 
reinforcements from Spain, the reconquest would spread 
from the penninsula all over Mexico, or so Spain hoped.
For some reason, the invasion point was later changed to 
Tampico, but even so, the outlook for the Mexicans was 
bleak. Faction-ridden, they faced the Spanish forces with 
a very low treasury, and no large standing army.^^ The 
British in Mexico were thrown into a panic, but the Foreign 
Secretary, at this time Lord Aberdeen, promised every pre
caution would be taken to insure the safety of the citizens
and their property.-^5 152 153 154 155

152. Niles' Register. (1829), XXXVII, p. 91.
153. Bancroft, pp. 56, 71; Niles' Register, (1829).XXXVI, p. 289. .
154. Niles' Register. (1829), XXXVI, p. 332.
155. Ibid.. (1829), XXXVII, p. 39.
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The Spanish forces left Havana on July 5> 1&29, 

under the command of Brigadier General Isidro Barradas.
With a total of only 4,500 men, it was obvious they ex
pected a massive rallying to the royal standard on the part 
of the Mexican p e o p l e . T h e  fleet appeared off Tampico 
on the 19th and affected a landing on the 24th of July.^'^

On August 4, 1829, President Guerrero, in a 
flowery speech to the Mexican Congress, told of his optimism 
with regard to the invasion.

Fortunate, without doubt, is this day, fellow 
citizens! the country is receiving a new existence; 
and already on its altars every party is sacrificed; 
there is not the slightest symptom of disunion.
Eternal praise to the patriotism and good judgment 
of the Mexicans.

The invasion will tend to pacify the parties 
and unite the people in the defense of the republic . . . 
and if the invasion shall teach the Mexicans the 
necessity of union and of strict obedience to the con
stitution, and bring about an actual submission of the 
military to the civil authority, this mischief will be 
amply compensated in the future welfare of thecountry.158

Poinsett was more objective than Guerrero. In a letter to 
Van Buren, he stated his viewpoint. "The country is in my 
opinion in more danger from the intestine divisions of its 156 157 158

156. Ibid., (1829), XXXVI, p. 355.
157. George Prager, United States Vice-Consul at 

Tampico, to Van Buren, Tampico, August 10, 1829, Manning, 
P. 1699.

158. President Guerrero, to the Mexican Congress, 
August 4, 1829, Niles' Register. (1829), XXXVII, p. 71.
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"own citizens, than from any force the Spaniards can send 
against it."^59 ye suggested President Jackson send a 
naval squadron to the Gulf to protect United States com
merce in the area and infuse respect for American citizens 
on the part of the Spanish t r o o p s . G e n e r a l  Barradas 
had meanwhile begun a march inland from his base at 
Tampico.

Mexico had planned to oppose a Spanish invasion by 
threatening one of their own against Cuba. This threw the 
island authorities into a panic, but nothing came of it.
News of the movements of the Spanish at Tampico caused 
great consternation in Mexico City. Newspapers spread un
true accounts of the invasion and party strife was rampant. 
It was not until August 25 that Guerrero received the 
emergency powers necessary to deal with the problem. Soon, 
however, several national armies organized and moved towards 
the Spanish force.

Mexico gained a welcome ally in the Yellow Fever 
which raged at Tampico. This combined with several battles, 
with heavy losses on both sides, resulted in the capitula
tion of Barradas on September 11, 1829 The effort of 159 160 161 162 163

159. Poinsett, to Van Buren, Mexico City, August 22, 1829, Manning, p. 1700.
160. Ibid.
161. Niles' Register. (1829). XXXVII, p. 88.
162. Bancroft, pp. 71-74.
163. Bocanegra, to Poinsett, Mexico City,

September 22, 1829, HEP, XII, p. 296.



the Madrid Monarch was too little and too late. At a cost 
of $1.5 million it succeeded only in lowering Spain's 
national prestige even more in the eyes of the rest of the 
w o r l d . U p o n  surrendering, the Spanish General was 
given very lenient terms, and, after the sick and wounded 
had recovered, the Spanish were allowed to disembark for 
Cuba.164 165 166
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Poinsett gave his opinion of Spain's fiasco, which 
he termed "this most disgraceful invasion," and of the 
aristocratic element in an epistle to Van Buren in October.

/The invading forces/ were deceived by the 
reports of the exiled Spaniards, and by the 
base faction which has conducted itself in so 
scandalous a manner towards the United States 
and towards me. It was when /Ehe latter^ ex
pected to be supported by the rebellion of 
Tulancingo that they made their first attack upon 
me, and they renewed their threats and clamours 
with still greater virulence on the invasion of 
the Country by a Spanish Army.^°^

This was one of Poinsett's last letters from Mexico for, by
the autumn of 1829, his career as minister was drawing to
a close.

On October 16, Van Buren wrote to the American 
minister. He assured him that, on the basis of the

164. Bancroft, pp. 74-75.
165. Niles' Register. (1829), XXXVII, p. 151. 

Ibid.. (1829), XXXVII, pp. 166-167.
166. Poinsett, to Van Buren, Mexico City, October 2, 1829, Manning, p. 1704.
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information possessed by the State Department, President 
Jackson and the secretary placed no credence on the 
charges which had been leveled by the newspapers and 
legislatures in Mexico. Since Poinsett had on several 
occasions requested release from his duties, however, 
the president was giving him permission to make that 
move. The choice to remain in Mexico or return to the 
United States, nonetheless, was Poinsett's. Jackson did 
not want the minister's possible leaving to be taken by 
Mexico as a sign of censure, or to give the Escoceses the 
idea that their wailings had struck home.^? Qn the fol
lowing day, and prior to Van Buren's posting of his letter 
to Poinsett, the Mexican Charge d* Affaires in Washington, 
presented the secretary with Guerrero's recall petition. 
The main reason given for the request was that public 
opinion was running strongly against P o i n s e t t . V a n  
Buren quickly added a postscript to his dispatch. He 
said that the choice given in the main body of the letter 
was no longer in effect and that Poinsett was to return 
as soon as possible. His innocence of wrongdoing. Van 
Buren said, was still held by the government. "In the

167. Van Buren, to Poinsett, Washington, D. C., 
October 16, 1829, HED, XII, pp. 35-38; Parton, p. 143.

168. Parton, p. 143.



“absence of a contrary allegation on the part of the Mexican 
Government, and confiding in your assurances, /the President/ 
still allows himself to believe that the prejudices which 
exist against you are without just cause.

On October 17, Jackson sent a dispatch to Guerrero 
announcing his compliance with the recall request. One 
reason for his acquiescence, he wrote, was that a new 
minister might help "remove every obstacle to the speedy 
termination of the important negotiations between the two 
republics."^70 After almost five years, the two treaties 
were still outstanding.

At that time, Guerrero was in dire straits. The 
unity which he had hoped would be the result of the Spanish 
invasion had broken down again. In November, the garrison 
at Yucatan, led by Vice-President Bustamente, revolted 
under the banner of protecting the Constitution. Actually, 
Bustamente and his followers wanted the public offices 
filled by Guerrero and the Yorkinos. Within a month,
Guerrero had fled, and the Vice-President took over 
officially in February of 1830."^^

169. Van Buren, to Poinsett, Washington, D. C., 
October 17, 1829, HED, XII, p. 3&.

170. Jackson, to Guerrero, Washington, D. C.,
October 17, 1829. Ibid.. p. 39.

171. Rives, p. 179.
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Poinsett received his recall orders on 

December He sent a copy of them to the Mexican
Secretary of State along with a request for an appointment 
to see Guerrero that he might take formal leave of his 
post.**-73 Poinsett was notified that the President would 
receive him at eleven o ’clock on Christmas Day. At the 
same time, the secretary assured him of any assistance 
he might require in his departure from the capital. The 
American minister had only to make his needs known.^ 4  
The Government seemed only too happy to get rid of him.

Poinsett had been notified by Captain J. D. Elliot 
earlier in the month that a United States naval vessel 
would provide him with passage home.

I have now the satisfaction to apprise you 
of my arrival at this place ^Tera Cruz/. • • •

That you may be enabled to reach the Uh. St. 
in a Ship of War, it will afford me pleasure to 
receive you on board the Falmouth, and place you 
in a situation to reach either New Orleans or Pensacola.

/F. 3^7 Should you be apprehensive of your 
personal safety from the excitement which may

172. Parton, p. 144; Hippy, Poinsett. p. 129.
173. Poinsett, to Secretary of State Viesca, 

Mexico City, December 15, 1829, HEP. XII, p. 307•
174. Torres, Department of Home and Foreign Re

lations, to Poinsett, Mexico City, December 24, 1829. 
Ibid.. pp. 308-309.
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have existed and deem my presence of service to 
you, it will afford me pleasure to give you mypersonal attendance.^75

Poinsett took his leave of the capital in late December, 
amid the rejoicing of Pakenham, Alaman, and other pro- 
aristocratic and pro-English factions. He sailed in early 
January of 1830 and reached New Orleans on February 2. 
Thence he proceeded immediately to Washington, D. C.^76

There had been much worry in the United States 
over the safety of Poinsett during his last six months 
as minister. The assassination rumors were played up in 
the American press with no little indignation. His 
efforts as representative of the United States had been 
favorably followed.by almost all of the nation's news
papers. Upon his return, he was feted in Baltimore and 
Philadelphia, and many friends urged his immediate return 
to politics. Important Pennsylvanians hinted that they 
would support him for the vice-presidency in 1832.^^

As a final touch, Poinsett's suspicions of the pro- 
monarchical faction in Mexico proved true. In March 
of I83O Lucas Alaman approached Pakenham with a scheme for

175. Captain J. D. Elliot, to Poinsett, Vera Cruz, 
November 25, 1829, Poinsett Papers. VI, p. 30; see also 
same, to same, Vera Cruz, December 8, 1829, and January 7,
1830. Ibid., VI, pp. 35> 40, respectively.

176. Hippy, Poinsett, p. 129.
177- Ibid.
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a European monarch in Mexico coupled with some form of a 
British protectorate. The Foreign Office was satisfied 
with the status quo in Mexico, however, and the aristocratic 
plan was not accepted.

178. Ibid.. pp. 129-130.
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