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ABSTRACT

United States-Mexican relations between 1910 and
1913 were of a chaotic and changing nature. From friendly
relations during the declining years of the dictatorship
under Porfirio D{éz, relations gradually diminished from
one of frlendshlp to almost complete chaos. The years
1910 to 1913 are important in Unlted States-Mexican rela-
tions because these were the years when many of the basic
policles were lald down which carried over from the Taft
administratlon to that of Woodrow Wilson.

The year 1910 marks the beginning of a change in
United States policy in its interpretation of the neutrality
laws. Previous to the Madero revolution, no revolution had
succeeded in Mexico since 1876. This was in part due to the
neutrality laws of the United States and the interpretation
of these laws. Madero's revolution was successful partly
due to the interpretation of the neutrality laws, and so
the question of neutrality looms very large in United States
policy toward Mexico.

‘The question of neutrality soon turned to the ques-
tlon of intervention, as conditions in Mexlco went from bad
to worse. The inabllity of Madero to successfully cope with
the many difficulties caused officlals in Washington to

iv
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carefully consider the possibility of intervention. To some
extent there was intervention without actually moving troops
across the border--the mobilization of the army and the
activities 6f Henry Lane Wilson.

The third question of this chaotic period deals with
recognition, or non-recognition. The overthrow of Madero in
the closing weeks of the Taft administration caused great
concern and created a new problem of whether to recognize
the new government or not.

Thus the United States was confronted with these
three problems--neutrality, intervention, and recognitionm,

and each had thelr problems and ramifications.



CHAPTER I
/
DIAZ AND THE UNITED STATES, A SUMMARY

During the administration of William Howard Taft,
1909-13, policy toward Mexico may be viewed in two distinct
periods. The first period may be considered between the
years 1909 to 1910, and the second period from 1910 to
1913. The period 1909-10 was the declining years of the
D{;z regime. Porfirio D{;z had sat on top of Mexican |
politics since 1876. 1In fact he had sat on the 1id so long,
that the pot inside began to boil and finally erupted into
the explosion of the Mexican Revolution. At the same time,
relations with the United States were cordial and friendly.
Amerlcan lnvestors had invested heavily in Mexico, and had
a vested interest in seeing the D{éz regime continue. The
exceptional ability displayed by Df@z during his adﬁinistra-
tlon of so many years had quelled the spirit of revolt.
While the republic owed much ﬁo the administration of
President Df;z, 1ts unprecedented prosperity no longer
depended upon his great Personality. As the picturé of
early twéntieth century Mexico was sketched, D{;z became
metamorphased into a constitutional Satan. He had absorbed

the Jjudicial, leglislative, and administrative functions

1
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until like another, Loulis XIV, he might have sald "I am the

state.“l

With the outbreak of the Madero revolt in November,
1910, United States-Mexlican relations entered into their
second period. In order to show the transition from one
period to the other, it 1s necessary to examine a few of

the problems confronting United States-Mexican relations
during the early years of the Taft administration, and in

a few cases delve deeper into the past in order to preserve
some continuity.

One of the highlights of thls era of good feeling
between the United States and Mexlco was the vislt Secretary
Elihu Root made to Mexico in October, 1907. As the guest of
Mexlico, he was welcomed by President Df;z at a banquet at
the National Palace.' D{QZ opened his speech by saying that
he was honored by Root's "interesting, transcendental, and
very welcome visit." Df;z went on to say that the Mexican
people were "honored as well as pleased" to have Root in

2 In his reply to D{Qz, Root contrasted the

thelir midst.
prosperous and happy Mexico of 1907 with the distressed
Mexico which Seward vislted thirty-eight years earlier by

saying, ". « « I find a country great in its prosperity,

1. “D{éz and His Influence in Mexico,“ Current
Literature, XLV (August, 1908), p. 135.

2. Papers Relating,to the Foreign Relations of the
United States, 1902, pp. 852-853.
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in its wealth, in its activity and enterprise, in the moral

strength of its just and equal laws, and unalterable pur-
pose to advance its people steadily along the pathway of
progress."3 Root closed by expressing a sincere tribute to
D{Az whom he regarded as one of the world's great men for
whose achievements Mexlcans owed a debt "of the steadfast
loyalty of a lifetime."u

The growing intimacy of relations during the long
presidency of Porfirio D{Qz, indicated by many international
agreements, culminated in a meeting of President Taft and
President D{Az at the International Bridge. This unusual
event took place soon after Taft became president and while
he was traveling in the Southwest. Arrangements were made
for the meeting to take place on October 16, 1909.

Before the meeting Taft wrote that "D{Qz has done
more for the people of Mexico than any other Latin Amer;can
has done for any of his people."5 This Jjudgment, unfor-
tunately, was not shared by the peons of Mexico. They had
benefited little from the capital D{;z had attracted to
thelr country or by the material progress he had made. On
the day before the meeting Taft wrote:

The meeting with D{éz is to be a historic one
e o« o I am glad to aid him . . « for the reason

3. Ibid., p. 853.

k. Ibid., p. 85u4.

Henry T. Pringle, Life and Times of Willliam
Howard Taft (2 vols., New York: Farrar and Reimhart, Inc.),
pP. 700.




that we have two billions (of) American capital

in Mexico that will be greatly endangered if Diaz
were to dle and hls government go to pleces. It

is questionable what will happen if he does die.

He has designated a man to succeed him, but that

1s 1likely to lead to a revolution. I can only hope
and pray that gis demise does not come until I am
out of office. »

At last the long expected meeting of President Taft
and Df;z occurred. A private interview between the two men
was held which lasted fifteen minutes. It was officially
stated that no diplomatic matters were touched.7 The banquet
followed, at which both presidents toasted each other to the

fullest.8

Despite all these manifestations of good will and
everlasting friendship and no serious disputes, there were,
during the years 1900 to about 1911, three serious problems
which deserve attention. The three important cases were the
Chamizal at El Paso, the proposition for the elimination of
the small island bancos formed in bends of the Rio Grande,
and the subject of equitable distribution of the waters of
the Rlo Grande.9 It took eight years before the problem of

6. Ibid., p. 462,

7. Arizona Dally Star, October 17, 1909, p. 1.

8. Foreign Relations, 1909, p. 428.

9. James M. Callahan, American Forelgn Policy in
Mexican Relations (New York: Macmillan Co., 1932), p. 443,
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equitable distribution of the waters of the Rio Grande was
solved. On May 21, 1906, Secretary Root concluded with
Casasus, the Mexlcan minister at Washington, a convention
between the United States and Mexico providing for the
equitable distribution of the waters of the Bio Gramie for
irrigation purposes and to remove all causes of controversy
between ’chem.10 This convention, which was ratified on
January 16, 1907, provided for the equitable distribution
of the waters of the Rlo Grande from the head of the Mexican
Canal to Fort Quitman, Texas, for irrigation purposes, after
the completion of a proposed storage dam near Eagle Pass,
New Mexico.11

Another problem of mutual concern was over the waters
of the Colorado River and the attempt to divert its waters
into the Imperial Valley for purposes of irrigation. When
the first cut was made in June, 1901, the Mexican government
requested the American government to consider the question
of this diversion of the waters of the Colorado River. When
this first cut and then a second became clogged with silt, a
third attempt was made which cut across Mexlcan territory.

All went well and good until someone turned on the water in

the fall of 1904 before the completion of a control headgate.

10, Foreign Relations, 1906, p. 1128.
1l1. Callahan, p. 448.




In the winter of 1904-05, this cut overflowed due to an
abnormal cloudburst, and the uncontrolled waters rushed to
the work of destruction, submerging everything in their path
and pouring into the lowest depths of the valley, 287 feet
below sea level. By the latter part of June, the river
seemed to have dlverted all lts waters from the Gulf of
California to the new Salton Sea. By November 4, though,
the company had succeeded in controlling the insurgent
waters, but at a cost of three million dollars.12~

Following a second break on December 7, President
Roosevelt, through Secretary Root, promptly directed con-
sultation with the Mexican government with a view to plans
for permanent measures to prevent the recurrence of the
danger. D{;z, with minor reservatlons, agreed éo Anmerican
operations on Mexlcan soll for controlling the river. |

The problem of the Colorado now became an inter-
national lissue. Connected wlth the question of permanent
control of the river were international questions which
could only be settled by an international board. Therefore,
on June 14, 1912, President Taft recdmmended further appro-
priations for protection from the linsurgent waters of the
Colorado and referred to the need of a free and full agree-~ é

ment with Mexico.l3 On September 10, the acting Secretary

12, Callahan, p. 463.
13. Ibid., p. 469.




7
of State, Huntington Wilson, submitted to Ambassador Henry
Lane Wilson the draft of a convention providing for a pre-
liminary commission to study and report. In November, how-
ever, the Mexican minister of foreign affailrs submitted a
counter draft. On February 8, 1913, Assistant Secretary
Adee, acting for Secretary Knox, forwarded a counter draft
of the amended conventlion with which the Mexican minister
announced his practical agreement. But it was General
Huerta, newly installed President of Mexico, who upset
everything by refusing to consider the Colorado question
until the American governmentmd extended formal recogni-
tlon of his government.lu And this the new presidént,
Woodrow Wilson, refused to do.15

The migratory habits of certain small bodies of
land inhabiting the Rio Grande and known as bancos had been
and continue to be the occasion of protracted diplomatic
correspondence and discussion between the United States and
Mexico. Mexico and the Unlted States, by the Treaty of
Guadalupe Hidalgo.in the year 1848, fixed upon the Rio
Grande as the boundary line between the two countries and

thereby brought the river under international supervision.

14, Foreign Relations, 1913, p. 977.

15. For further study on the Colorado River question,
consult Richard M. Rogers, History of United States-Mexican

Negotiations Relative to the Colorado River (Tucson: Unpub-
1ished Master's thesis, University of Arizona, 1964). .
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The boundary was to be in the middle of the river,
following the deepest channel.l6 Neither side, however,
foresaw that this would not prove broad enough to cover
the good intentions of each to the other. 1In addition to
the eroding power of the Rio Grande it could, during flood
perlods, cut for itself a new channel. Through such alusive
action of the river, Texas soill would sometimes become Mexi-
can, and on occasions a plantation occupied by Jacals and
Mexican cltizens would overnight find itself a part of
Texas--and behold, a 92323117

To meet this condition a new convention was nego-
tlated providing that each banco, though unmoored from its
mother country, was to be regarded as a part of it, with no
change of alleglance or jurisdiction. But so great was the
confusion of boundary lines, the disturbances of private and
public titles to lands, and so many were the conflicts of
Jurisdiction between the two governments following the
freakish actions of the river, that a new convention, deal-
ing with the questions under dispute, became necéssary.

A proposition for elimination of the bancos was

made. In Mexico the proposition, though heartily endorsed

16. Mrs. Albert S. Bourleson, "Wandering Islands
in the Rio Grande," National Geographic, XXIV (March, 1913),
p. 381.

17. Ibid.



by the Mexican commissioner, was held up upon the consti-
tutional ground that the Mexican State Department had no
right to cede any portion of Mexico's territory to another
country. On January 5, 1900, in order to remove Mexican
objections, Secretary Hay again explained that the purpose
was to provide a method of deciding ownership of disputed
terrltory and did not involve the constitutional question
of ceding territory as Mariscal had thought when he pro-
posed to defer action until he could confer with the
Mexican Senate.18
Legislative action followed slowly. Thus it was
several years before Mexico, having in the meantime
exhausted its effort to find a different way out of the
difficulty, agreed to the elimination of the bancos, and a
convention was finally negotiated and sent to the United
States Senate for ratification. During the closing days
of the Congress, the convention was at last ratified by
the United States Senate, and proclaimed on June 5, 1907.
Two days later the Mexican Senate confirmed it. By the
end of December, 1912, the commission had located, surveyed,
and mapped eilghty-nine bancos situated in the lower reaches
of the river. On each of these bancos a permanent monument

was erected, by means of which and the maps which had been

18. Foreign Relations, 1900, p. 790.
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rrepared, any given banco could now be identifled, no matter
what the action of the river had been in the meantime.19

Notable among the problems which came before the
International Boundary Commission was the controversy over
the location of the boundary around a stretch of borderland
in the southern portion of El Paso, Texas. This was the
Chamizal tract. The Chamlzal tract was located between the
old bed of the Rio Grande, as surveyed in 1852, and the bed
as it existed in 1898, resulting from changes in the river
banks and the consequent progressive migration of the
stream southward into Mexican territory extending the area
of the American city of El Paso and correspondingly reduc-
ing the area of the Mexican city of Juéiez.zo The case of
the United States as 1t was presented before the commission
described the area as follows: ". . . the Chamizal tract
is an area of 600 acres between the present channel of the
Rio Grande on the south and the obliterated channel of
1852-53 on the north, which is and during the course of its
gradual formation always has been a part of . . « E1 Paso,

nll

Texas. The American government contended that the

changes were the result of a slow and gradual corrosion and

19. Bourleson, p. 386.
20. Callahan, p. 443,

2l. Charles A. Timm, International Boundary
Commission United States and Mexico (Austin: University
of Texas, 1941), p. 132.
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accretion which within the meaning of the convention of 1884
determined that the international boundary was in the later
channel of the river.22 The Mexican government contended
that the convention of 1884 did not affect or govern a
title resulting from previous changes; and it also con-
tended that the changes in the channel had not been the
result of slow and gradual erosion and deposit.23

The matter of the Chamizal was first presented to
the International Boundary Commission on November 4, 1895.24
The commissioners carefully considered the claims and the
evidence but reported disagreement as to thelr decision.

One considered that the changes had resulted from slow
erosion, and the other considered that the erosion had
been violent and intermittent. No agreement‘éould'be

reached.

Twelve years of haggling resulted, and it was not
until June 24, 1910, that a convention was drawn up; it was
proclaimed January 25, 1911, and provided for arbitration
of the questions of international differences as to inter-
national title to the disputed Chamizal tract. By thils

convention the case was resubmitted to the Boundary

22. Callahan, p. 443,
23. Ibid.

24, Timm, p. 132,
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Commission enlarged by addition of a Canadian jurist as a
third commissioner to preside over the deliberations, and
the decision, whether by unanimous vote or by majority vote,
was to be final and conclusive and without appeal.zs The
Canadian Jjurist, selected as the third commissioner, was
Eugene La Fleur of Montreal. On the basis of the votes, an
award was announced whereby that portion of the tract to
the right or south of the line of the river as it ran prior
to the change of 1864 was awarded to Mexico.26 Against the
divided award the United States filed a dissenting opinion,
and on August 24, 1911, the United States government for-
mally announced rejection of the arbitral award.

Following the arblitration, the United States govern-
ment, in announcing its rejection of the award, suggested .
to the Mexlican government the negotiation of a new boundary
convention at Washington to settle the Chamizal question.27
Further definite action was delayed, however, by disturbed

conditions in Mexlco and the case remained in status quo.28

On March 11, 1912, Ambassador Wilson submitted the

question in an interview with President Madero who replied

25. Callahan, p. 458.
26, Timm, p. 140.
27. Foreign Relatioms, 1911, pp. 598, 600.

28. Ibido’ ppo 508"'5100
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that any reconsideration involving read justment of the
frontier line at that point should also include adjustment
of other points of difference on the frontier.29

In the discussions and suggestions which followed,
Secretary Knox learned from the Mexican Ambassador Mart{hez
that the Mexlcan government was prepared to effect a settle-
ment by exchange of its claim to the Chamizal tract for a
guaranteed supply of water for irrigation purposes elther
from the Rio Grande by increase of the amount provided by
the Treaty of 1906, or from the Colorado in connection with
the settlement of questions relating to that river.BO
Finally, on June 28, 1912, the United Staﬁes approached the
Mexlican government with a plan for solving the Chamizal case
along lines of practical convenlience. Further negotiations
at that time were suspended by the absence of the Mexican
Ambassador, who assured Secretary Knox that he expected on
his return from Mexico to bring two draft treaties--one for
settlement of the Chamizal question and the other for settle-
ment of the Colorado River question; but on his return with-
out the drafts or instructions, he vaguely and orally suggested
that the Chamizal question could be arranged more advan-
tageously if delayed until the settlement of the Colorado

31 ‘

Hiver questionm.

29. Callahan, p. 460.

30. Foreign Relations, 1912, pp. 506-507; 964-965;
1913, pp. 965, 970.

31. Callahan, p. 461.
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On January 3, 1913, Knox, at the Department of State,
held a conference with the Mexican Minister of Foreign
Affairs Lascurailn, who at this vislt expressed his intention
to make a proposal for a prompt ad justment satisfactory to
both governments as soon as he could consult the records in
the case, and to permit no further delays in the negotia-
tions. A tentative suggestion from the Mexican Embassy at
Washington on January 27, 1913, set forth the following
points: first, the Chamizal award to be invalidated; second,
Mexico to recognize United States sovereignty over the tract
in consideration for delivery of an equal area elsewhere along
the Rlo Grande; third, the governments to negotiate an agree-
ment as to the time from which to consider the arcifinious
nature of the river boundary to have dated; fourth, a tri-
bunal including an American, a Mexican, and a neutral member
acceptable to both governments to pass on Mexican titles in
El Chamizal, and the United States to indemnify the holders
of titles found to be valid.32

A month later, February, 1913, the Mexlican Foreign
Office of the provisional government of Victorlano Huerta
amplified thls proposal by tentatively offering relinquish-
ment of claims to El Chamlzal in return for the Unlted

States! cession to Mexico of San Elizaro and Marterltas

32. Forelgn Relations, 1913, pp. 971-972.
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Islands.33 This proposition was regarded as inconsistent
withthe recent negotiations, and Knox sent a telegram on
March third promptly rejecting it as lmpossible. He again
proposed to exchange the Harcéh tract, which the new Mexlican
government of Huerta accepted as a basis for negotiations at
Washington, for settlement of the case. The later poiiéy of
the new Wllson administration in falling to recognize Emilio
Rabasa, whom Huerta had instructed to settle the Chamizal
case as the chief object of his mission, and the refusal of
the United States to recognize the Huerta govérnment, pre-
vénted further negotiations at this time énd caused the
Mexican government to give notlce of its reservation of all

rights to its portion of Chamizal covered by the award.Bu

33. Foreign Relations, 1913, pp. 972-973.
34. 1Ibid., p. 976.'




CHAPTER II
/7
TAFT, NEUTRALITY, AND THE FALL OF DIAZ

The year 1908 in the Df;z regime‘marks a turnihg
proint. TFor ﬁhe first time in years there was a revival of
serious political discussion. The stimulus was the inter-
view granted that February by Df;z to James Creelman and
published in Pearson's Magazine. After a brief description

of the Mexican ruler in his seventy eighth year, and ful-
some pralse of his reign, Creelman reported the startling
news that D{;z had affirmed that he was disposed to retire
at the end of his current term and would not again accept

reelection.1

Past performance and subsequent events cast
serious doubt oh the sincerity of these declarations.
Speculation on the intriguing question of the motivation
for permitting the interview was inevitable, The fact that
the interview was granted to an American and for publication

in an American periodical seems to support the view that the

statements wére intended for foreign consumption, especiaily

1. Stanley R. Ross, Francisco I. Madero: Apostle of

Mexican Democracy (New York: Columbia University Press,
1955), p. 4b.

16
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to mollify opinion in the northern republic.2 In any event,
trusting in the loyalty of the army and overly confident of
the power and prestige of the government, D{Qz committed a
political imprudence in the Creelman interview. It would
be difficult to overestimate the effect of the Creelman
report, which "stimulated a feeling of great expectation in
the whole nation."3 _

The reactlion to the statements of Dfﬁz to Creelman
proved that the dictator had made a serious political mis-
calculation. A torrent of political literature and a flurry
of political organization rapidly compromised the stability
and equilibrium of the d‘.lcta.t;orship.LL ‘Within six to eight
months a series of follos emphasizing political queétions
had appeared to agitate the public mind. Obviously, Porfirio
D{;z had stirred up the proverbial hornet's nest. Df;z tried
to retreat, but it was too late. Political discussion and
organization had advanced too far. Shortly after the
Creelman 1nterview, probably in April, 1908, Francisco
Madero began to write a volume which was to represent an
important part to the contribution to the political excite-

ment of the succeeding two years. Madero's book, The

2. Ross, p. us._

3. Miguel Alessio Robles, Historia de la Revoluciéh
(M€xico: Ediciones Batas, 1938), b, 10.

L, ROSS, De L"?o
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Presidential Succession in 1910, was released to the public

late in Jénuary, 1909. Madero's book came to grips with the
political issues of the day and contributed greatly to the
current political agltation and to the awakening of the
public. It catapulted its author, then little known, into
national prominence, making it possible for him to assume
leadership of the opposition political movement which he was
advocating. Madero assumed the leadership of the Anti-
Reelectionlist Party and began campalgning with dyhamic
effort. Madero provided, or seemed to provide, in himself
a leader and a symbol for the people he had helped to awaken.
D{QZ now seemed to worry a little about the reception
Madero was getting. By this time, things were getting out of
hand, and D{;z declded he had better stop Madero. The
authorities jalled Madero and accused him of fomenting a
rebellion and insulting authorities, including the president.
However, the arrest of Madero proved to be a political
blunder, inopportune and stupid.
In June and July, Df;z, as anticipated, was re-
elected. Madero, in prison, was unable to do anything.
Upon hls release, Madero sought to protest the elections
before the federal congress and sought the nullification
of the elections. Needless to say, Madero's efforts falled.
Madero now had no other recourse except‘revolution.

A plan for Madero's escape, the necessary prelude to the
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revolutibn, now went forward and Madero crossed the inter-
national bridge at Laredo early on October seventh. From
laredo he went to San Antonio where he was met by friends.
On all sides Madero's flight was interpreted, logically, as
the first step toward revolution. But for the protection
of those who remained in Mexico and to avoid an open chal-
lenge to the neutrality laws of the United States, Madero
hastened to deny any intention of organizing a revolution.
Despite the judicious public avowals, he was in reélity
preparing the financial, military, and ideological founda-
tion of an armed rebellion. Madero's arrival in the United
States made the tasks of the federal and state officlals
more difficult, since it was apparent that he was going to
make an armed attempt against a friendly power, but nothing
could be done against him until some overt action was taken.5

From the offlcial point of view, Madero was not a
welcome guest in the United States, since his presence would
naturally cause a considerable amount of embarrassment and
difficulty. Due to the public position of Madero, though,
policy demanded that he be handled more diplomatically; In
addition, among the general public in the United States,
there appeared to be a growlng feellng of disgust with the

5. Papers Relati to the Forel Belatlions of the
United States, 1911 (washington: Government Printing

Office), p. 350.
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Dféz regime. Although it was perfectly obvious during the
latter part of October and early November that Madero and
his organization were planning an armed movement, no effort
was made by the authoritlies, elther state or federal, to
arrest him; a strict interpretation of our neutrality laws
allowed this 1ax1ty.6

Meantime, there were rumors of the massing of men
along the border, on the Texas side, to carry the revolution-
ary standard into Mexico.7 Active recrultment was pre-
sumably going on around Eagle Pass, E1 Paso, Naco, and
Presidio;8 subsequent events proved that the reports were
greatly exaggerated, but there was some Justification for
alarm. Madero and his friends had been making plans for
an attack in force -against the Dféz government. A fairly
well organlized plan was outlined for an attack to take
place at Cludad Porfirio Df;z“during the early morning of
November twentelth; at the same time there was to be a
general uprising all over the nation.9 Unfortunately,

Madero's forces falled to materialize, and the would-be

6. Charles C. Cumberland, "Mexican Revolutionary
Movements from Texas, 1906-1912," Southwestern Historical

Quarterly, LII (January, 1949), p. 306.
7. Ibid., p. 309.

8. TForeign Relations, 1910, p. 364,

90 Cumberland, P. 309.
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revolutionists sadly retraced their steps into American
territory without having fired a shot.lo

This premature debacle, as well as the abortive
uprisings in Mexico City and Puebla, and the inadequate
organization of the movement resulted in a very unimpressive
showing. Certainly the reports of the first week were hardly

calculated to ralse the splrits of the rebels.11

Observers,
accustomed to the forceful effectiveness of D{;z, awalted
the vigorous elimination of the rebels. Lord Cowdroy,
favored English aid promoter, told the London Times repre-
sentative that this affalir will be forgotten within a

month.12

Henry Lane Wilson, the American Ambassador,
reported that the movement had failed, but warned that the
uprising, "while apparently unorganized and without
responsible leadership, was ramified throughout the 7
republic and was remarkable for its intensity and bitter-
ness showing the deep seated antipathy and antagonism to

the government."13 In spite of these outbreaks, however,

the revolution appeared to be a colossal failure.

10. Ibid.
1l1l. Ross, p. 123.

12. Carleton Beals, Porfirio DfazJ Dictator of
Mexico (Philadelphia: J. B. Lippincott Company, 1932),
P. B23.

13. Foreign Relations, 1911, p. 367.
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While Madero was crossing over into Mexico, the
United States govérnment was not idly standing by.
Washington had already instructed Brigadier General Hoyt,
commanding the Department of Texas, to hold troops in
readlness for services on the Mexican border. Already
four companles were camped on the border near Eagle Pass.lu
Every precaution was taken by American officers to prevent
the violation of neutrality laws on Unlited States soil.
Governor Campbell of Texas ordered the entire force of
Texas Rangers to the Rio Grande.l5 While the United States
government was insistent that it was taking no sides in the
struggle, 1t seemed beyond question on what side its' .
sympathies lay. The mere fact that many of the outbreaks
against D{;z had also been at the same time demonstrations
against the Ameficans was enough to clinch our friendship
for the existing government. Also, the fact that the
reports received from our diplomatic and consular agents
in Mexico all agreed that the Mexican government was in
safe control, made friendliness the part of diplomacy for
us.,

While Madero was on the move from San Antonlo to

New Orleans the Mexican government was attempting to induce

14, New York Times, November 22, 1910, p. 3.
15. Ibid.
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the American government to take steps to circumscribe
Madero's activities and to prevent the spread of the revo-

lution, preferably by effecting Madero's arrest.16

Con-
tinued protests and voluminous correspondence elicited the
information from the United States government that since no
state of war existed there could be no breach of inter-
national law governing neutrality in time of war or armed
rebellion, and that proof of an overt act would be neces-
sary to prosecute under the so-called neutrality statutes

of the northern country. Oral and written statements did
not constitute punishable acts under the existing statutes,
but the Mexican government was requested to furnish evidence
in its possession of the commission of any punishable acts
by elther Madero or his supporters.’’! Although the United
States Attorney for the district of El Paso was of the
opinion that evidence to consummate Madero's arrest was
lacking, it 1s now clear that Madero was gullty of infrac-
tions of the American statutes.18

In the last month of 1910, and in January of the

following year, the revolution was gaining momentum in

16. Charles C. Cumberland, Mexican Revolution:
Genesis Under Madero (Austin: University of Texas Press,
19 s Do 127,

1l7. Forelgn Relations, 1911, p. 372.

18. Ibid., p. 371.
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Mexico and there was desultory fighting along the upper
reaches of the Rio Grande border. The Mexican government
made continued protests to the effect that arms and ammuni-
tion were belng taken into Mexico for the use of the revo-
lutionaries. But the Mexican protests were based primarily
on rumors, and even in those cases when there was proof that
arms were goling across, there was nothing the United States
government could do.19 It was pointed out that even when
trade in arms and ammunition, and other contraband of war,
was not considered 1llegal, the only punishment involved
was confiscation 1if caught.zo

There seemed to be considerable confusion and un-
certalnty concerning the true state of affalrs, with the
Mexican officlals apparently repeating as truth any rumor
of armed movements. In spite of the confusion, however,
and in spite of the perilodic protests on ﬁhe part of the
Americans that nothing could be done, there was considerable
activity along the border, from Brownsville to El Paso.21

But while there was much smoke along the border, no one

seemed able to find the fire. Most of the attacks were

19. Cumberland, "Mexican Revolutlionary Movements,"
P. 310. -

20. Foreign Relations, 1910, p. 374.

21. Cumberland, "Mexican Revolutionary Movements,*"
p. 312.
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sporadic and the forces were small in number, but there was
continual crossing and recrossing of the river in unguarded
areas,

By the end of January, it was apparent that United
States officlaldom was becoming irked at the continued pro-
tests by the Mexicans, since these protests were based on
rumor and there was no proof of the assertions forthcoming.
It was felt that the Mexicans should be doing some of the
ratrolling themselves, but it was evident that their actions

22

were limited to protests to the United States. It seemed

that the govérnment to the south was attempting to place the
responsibility for preventing all crossings of the border on
the shoulders of the American government, and:

this places the burden wholly upon the wrong side.
It seems entirely clear that such matters (are no
violation of our statutes) and they must, there-
fore, if they are illegal on the Mexican side of
the border, be there met and overcome. You will

« o« o appear to shift the responsibility of main-
taining peace on the Mexican side of the border
from the Mexican government, where it belongs, to
this government, where it does not belong.2

Regardless of the American officials' reluctance, however,
there can be no doubt that Madero was gullty of frequent
infractions of the federal statutes providing punishment

for any person beginning or setting on foot from United

22. 1Ibid.

23. Foreign Relations, 1911, p. 398.
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States soll a military expedition against a f:iendly power.
Madero obviously had set on foot operations against the
Mexican government. -

In early February, Washington acceded to the oft-
repeated requests from Dféz, and the proper orders were
given for legal action against Madero, and within a short
time a warrant was 1ssued for his arrest. Not only were
the federal authorities looking for Madero, but the state
officers were also instructed to arrest him on sight for
violation of the neutrality laws. Since the arrest of
Madero would presumably bring the revolution to an end,
the governor of Texas broached the subject of the possi-
bllity of crossing the border, if it were needed, with a
sufficlent force to arrest Madero and three of his men who
were wanted for crimes committed in Texas; all four were
Just across the river in Mexican territory.24 The United
States government, however, was not willing to ask the
Mexlcan government for that permission, since it surely
would be refused.

Word was received that Madero's hiding place had
been discovered and that American authorities had ordered
his arrest on the charges that he was preparing a military

expedition against a friendly nation and had sent arms and

24, Forelgn Relations, 1911, p. 410,
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munitions to Mexlco in violation of the neutrality laws.
Accompanied by 130 men, Madero hurriedly crossed the fron-
tier early on the morning of February fourteenth.25 The
circumstances of an American order of arrest combining with
Mexlcan military developments to hasten Madero's entry into
Mexico raises the much debated question of the role of the
Unlted States in the Madero revolution. No revolution
against the Mexican government could have succeeded so long
as the United States government maintained a policy of posi-
tive support of the exlisting regime. At the very least an
attltude of neutrality would be necessary if a revolutionary
group was to be able to organize, operate, and supply its
forces from American soil. The attitude of the United States
government, which for over twenty years had supported the
D{az regime and dealt summarily with trouble-making exiles,
appeared to have changed by December 1909. During that
month Henry Lane Wilson took charge of the American Embassy
and shortly delivered a speech in which he implied his
government's dissatisfaction with the continuing of the
dictatorship of D{az. Against this background of dis-
satisfaction with the D{Qz government and of assurance from
the Madero group, the United States followed a seemingly
tolerant policy toward the rebels. Little molested were

25. BRoss, p. 135.
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the revolutionary agencles in San Antonio, El1 Paso, and .
Washington. There is no gquestion that American policy to-
ward Madero and his group lacked the ruthless agressiveness
previously employed against rebellious Mexican exiles. In
1910 and 1911, the United States demonstrated a meticulous
concern for legal detail. The frontier between the two
nations is a long one, and contraband, in the small amounts
that were shipped in 1911, was difficult to apprehend, par-
ticularly in view of the large numbers of border residents
who were sympathetic to the rebels. It was estimated that
threleourths of the large Mexican population of San Antonio
approved of the movement.26 Besides, the insurgent cause,
with Madero's emphasis on democracy and liberty and his
flattering observations on American political institutions,
attracted the support of Amerlican public opinion and a
slzable portion of the American press. Because of the
prestige which Madero enjoyed from his candidacy, he seemed
to fall into a different category from the earlier Mexican
exiles. The Mexican government recognized its unfavorable
position and took steps to correct the situation.27 Dr.

Fortunato Hernﬁndez was commissioned to undertake a vigorous

Journalistic campaign in the United States. Late in January,

26. Ibid., p. 138.
27. Ibid.
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1911, Joaqu{n Casasus was sent to Washington as specilal
envoy to thankPresident Taft for American participation in
the Centenary celebration. This trip was more than a polite
diplomatic visit, for Casasus.also requested cooperation 1nv
enforcing the neutrality laws. The Mexican government main-
tained a substantial number of spiles and hired American -
detectives not only to harass the exiles, but also to
gather evidence on thelr movements for submission to American
authorities. Officlals in Washington were deluged with
rumors and reports from the Mexican Ambassador, the Mexican
Forelgn Office, and even American consuls in border towns
about the whereabouts and intentions of Madero. The
Mexican government, submitting captured documents and
reports of Madero's provisional appointments and appeals to
the federal army, complained that the opposition leader was
attempting to subvert the gove:nment of a friendly nation
and requested that he be prosecuted as a violator of the

neutrality 1aws.28

There were other complaints about
recrulting in border towns, arms pﬁrchases, and shipments,
and reported movements of rebels across the border. American
offliclals were asked to take appropriate action and thus the

order for the arrest of Madero went out.

28, Forelgn Relations, 1911, p. 363.
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After Madero himself crossed into Mexico, the tempo
of the revolution increased, with conditions along the k
border becoming more unsettled.29 The mustering of rebel
strength created enthuslasm among the Mexicans along the
American border, which made it more difficult to prevent
the violation of neutrality 1aws.30, Again in Mexico and at
the head of a revolutionary force, Madero made a bid for
belllgerent status. Before leaving the United States, he
had appointed Dr. Francilsco Vééquez Géhez to serve as con-
fidential agent and diplomatic representative to Washington
in behalf of the provisional government. Madero thus had a
diplomatic rebresentative in Washington, and through him a
request for recognition was made. Since, according to the
note dellvered by Vézquez Géﬁez to the Department of State,
the provisional government had given ample evidence of its
ability to protect foreigners, prosecute a war, and abide
by the recognized rules of warfare, the government had earned
and deserved recognition as a belligerent. Madero further
agreed to accept the foreign commitments made by the Dféz
government previous to November 20, 1910, and to accept

full responsibility for damages sustalned, to either person

29, Cumberland, p. 313.

30. Edward J. Berbusse, S.J., "Neutrality Diplomacy
of the United States and Mexico, 1910-1911," Americas, XII,
No. 3, January, 1956, p. 267.
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or property, by the nationals of those countries according
recognition. The United States made no reply, nor should
one have been made, for Madero hardly deserved belligerent
status. The revolutionary force was largely concentrated
in a small segment of Chihuahua, and even in this:, no
cities had been captured. Not a single port of entry was
yet in the hands of the rebels, the army had been unable to
inflict a real defeat on the government forces, and at best
the revolutionaries were employing guerilla tactics.31

As time passed and the military situation worsened,
the notes directed to the State Department revealed, despite
diplomatic language, growing Mexican irritation and dis-
satisfaction. The American Ambassador reported in early
Aprll that Mexican authoritlies had complained "that the
rebels continue to receive large supplies of food and
ammunition from across the Texas border," and had declared
that "military operations could be brought to an end in one
month if the source of supplies were rendered unavailable."32
The conduct of the United States government was scrupulously
correct in form. American officials chose to insist that
the strictest legal conditions be fulfilled before action

was instlituted. Complalnts were courteously acknowledged

31. Cumberland, Mexican Revolution, p. 130.

32, Poreign Relations, 1911, p. 448,
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and referred to the War and Justice Departments for study
and any warranted action. Despite this legalistic attitude
the Mexican complaints did result in some action by the
United States. Speciflic charges were investigated; several
shipments of guns and munitions were seilzed; and a number of
armed expeditions were stopped. On two occasions warrants
for the arrest of Madero were issued, but the first order
was wlthdrawn for lack of evidence, and the second forced
lMladero across the border. sénchez Azcona, Secretary of the
VWashington agency of the revolution was arrested. However,
he was released after a court refused to accede to the
extradition request of the Mexlcan government. Cavalry
troops were ordered to the border towns to assist the
civilian authorities in enforcing the neutrality laws. In
at least one instance the Mexican government obtained posi-
tive cooperation from the United States, when General Luque
was besieged in Ojinaga, on the northern border of Chihuahua,
the Department of State granted permission for the Mexican
commander to obtaln provisions and fodder from American
territory.33 |

In spite of temporary reverses the revolutlionary
bands seemed to be growing in strength and vigor. But even

more important to the revolutlionlists was an action taken by

33. Ross, p. 141.
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the United States. This, the most startling and significant

action by the American government in connection with the
disturbed conditions in Mexico, was the mobilization of
20,000 troops on the Texas-Mexican frontier in March, 191l.
On March sixth, President Taft ordered a concentration of
army forces along the Mexican border with a full division
at San Antonio, a brigade at Galveston, and another brigade
in southern California, ostensibly to carry out routine

34

maneuvers. In addition, American warships were ordered
to proceed to Mexican ports on the Pacific and Gulf Coasts.
In large and black headlines the newspapers of March eighth
informed a startled country that orders had been issued for
the concentration of 20,000 of our regular soldiers on the
borders of Mexico.35 This, "the most sensational military
movement in our history without warning or explanation," as
the New York Evening Post called it, was first explained by
the War Department as for the mere purpose of conducting
"military maneuvers" and to test the readiness of our army
to respond to an emergency call.36 The country was startled,

but not alarmed. Although the order for these extensive

military movements stated that the troops were being

34. Foreign Relations, 1911, p. 415.

35. "Movement of Troops to Mexico," Current
Literature, L (April, 1911), p. 353. '

36, Ibid.
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mobilized for purposes of field instruction, it was inevit-
able that the press, in view of the disturbed conditions of
things existing in Mexico, should instantly begin to seek
other reasons.37

It took Jjust twenty four hours for the president to
percelve that this child‘'s tale would not be accepted by
anyone at its face value. In a letter to General Leonard
Wood, dated March 12, 1911, Preslident Taft explained the
mobilization of this country's armed forces was prompted
by Ambassador Wilson's report that Mexico was boiling, and
that a general explosion was probable at any time, in which
case he feared that 40,000 or more Americans would be
assalled and American investments of more than $1,000,000
would be injured or destroyed because of the anti-American
splrit of the insurrection.

Taft sald that it was his duty as commander-in-
chief to place troops where they could enter Mexico to save
American lives and property.38 President Taft in another
speech sald that:

The United States has determined that the revo-
lution in the republic to the south must end. The

37. "Unlted States and Mexico," Qutlook, 97 (March
18, 1911), p. 565.

38. John E. MacDonough, Henry Lane Wilson, Ambassador
to Mexico, 1909-1913 (Tucson: Unpublished Master's thesis,
University of Arizona, 1942), p. 25.
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American troops have been sent to form a solid
military wall along the BRio Grande to stop fili-
bustering and to see that there is no further
smuggling of arms and men across the inter-
national boundary.39

Simultaneously with the président's issuing the
moblilization order of March seventh, the State Department
wlred the American Embassy giving notice of the mobilization
and instructions to

inform the President of Mexico thru the foreign
office that the President (Taft) wishes express
his hope that no misapprehension will result from
unfounded and sensational newspaper conjectures

as to the military maneuvers about to take place
i? Texas and elsewhere, and begs to give President
Dlaz assurance that the measures have no signifi-
cance which should cause concern to our friendly
neighbor to the South (1).40

A tremendous uproar followed this action, and both
the lMexlcan government and the rebels hastened to proclaim
thelr irrevocable opposition to intervention. President
Taft ordered that the vessels only call for coal and then
leave promptly, and assured the Mexlcan government that the
mobllization was intended to facilitate enforcement of the

L2l

neutrality laws and was not a hostile move. President

D{az accepted the American explanation and even declared

that he believed that it "would strengthen the hand of the

L2

Mexlican government." However, the American troop

39. "Movement of Troops to Mexico," p. 354.
Lho. Foreign Relations, 1911, p. 563.

4l1. BRoss, p. 141.

42, Forelgn Relations, 1911, p. 431.
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movement had a most unfavorable effect for the Df;z govern-
ment because public opinion blamed General Dféz for seeking
intervention. Even though the United States attempted to
dispel the belief that an intervention was contemplated, the
action was a clear indication that the northern government
seriously doubted D{az's abllity to protect American
nationals and their property.)"'3 The distress was amplified
by a United States Navy annéuncement that part of the Pacific
Fleet was to hold maneuvers off the west coast of Mexico; to
the Mexican govérnment the two announcements were not a
coinclidence and constituted a gratuitous '.lnSI,llt,.L"’+ The
efforts on the part of the United States officialdom to
allay fears in Mexico that the American mobilization was
but a prelude to intervention did not succeed. In report-
ing on conditions on March eighth, the day following the
United States mobilization decree, Secretary Dearing stated
that "the mobilization is the preponderating topic in all
circles, the general opinion being that it has some ulterior
purpose."45 The mqbilization, which had been so strongly
and directly urged by Ambassador Wilson, had resulted in a

widespread fear of intervention. The State Department in

May instructed Wilson "to officially deny through the local

43. Cumberland, p. 133.
i, Foreign Relations, 1911, p. 422.
ks, 1Ivid., p. 416.
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press and otherwlise all foolish stories of intervention. The
government of the Unlted States is not concerned with Mexican
internal political affairs (!) and demands nothing but the
respect and protection of American life and property."46
Denying the slightest intention of intervention, President
Taft stated "my determined purpose is to be in a position
so that when danger to American lives and property in Mexico
threatens, and the existing government is rendered helpless
by the insurrection, I can promptly exercise congressional
orders to protect them with effect."u7

The Mexican government, however, was correct in its
assumption that the orders reflected a loss of confidence
in Mexico's ability to restrain the revolutionary forces and
maintain peace.48 The "maneuvers" grew out of a conference
between PreSident Taft and Ambassador Wilson, in which the
ambassador indicated his belief that the collapse of the
D{éz government was in i1ts incipient stage, and pointed to
the dollapse and the inevitable "explosion" which would
f‘ollow.L"9 The president's orders, then, were purely pre-

ventive.  He had no desire to give aid and comfort to the

revolution; on the contrary, he hoped by his actions to

46. Foreign Relations, 1911, p. 481.

47, Ibid., p. 415.
48. Cumberland, p. 133.
49, TForeign Relations, 1911, p. xi.
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eliminate the passage of arms and men across the border,
and by so doing to aid Mexico to return to a condition of
tranquility--"a result devoutly wished."50

The official position concerning the purpose of the
concentration of military forces was reiterated by Washington,
but Madero could not fail to see the advantages to his cause
which would accrue from the action, and the Mexlcan govern-
ment could hardly note the situation with equanimity.’® Even
José Limantour, who arrived in New York en route from Paris
shortly after the announcement, unconsciously reflected the
disturbed state of mind in Mexico when he said, with refer-
ence to the movements of warships off the Mexicaﬁ coast,
"It does not appear to me how these shipé can cooperate with
the troops in the general maneuvers at so great a distance
from the natural base."52

It 1s not clear just what the result of the mobiliza-
tlion was intended to be, other than to make it clear to the
Mexlcan government that somethiné would have to be done about
the situation in Mexico. There seems to be no justification
for the apparent fears of the American Ambassador that com-

pPlete chaos was in store for the country, nor does it appear

50, Foreign Relations, 1911, p. xii.
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that any actions being taken either by the government or
the rebels would dictate the necessity of intervention.”>
Whether the mobilization order was anti-D{;z or anti-Madero
is not clear; the effects, however, are clear. The mobili-
zation was a positive indication of the bellef held by the
American government that D{az would not be able to control
the situation. Therefore, that actlion, coupled with the
moral victory gained by the rebels at Casas Grandes on the
day before the order for mobilization was given, encouraged
those anti-government groups which were‘wavering‘between
action and non-action. Almost immediately the revolutionary
forces began an amazing growth which was still accelerating
at the time of the capture of Ciudad Juﬁiez and the conse-
quent fall of the dictatorship.

If the mobillization of troops on the frontier by
the United States strained Mexican-American relations, the
‘incident near Douglas, Arizona certainly added fuel to the
fire and fanned the talk of intervention. Mexico was
aflame with revolution. The rebels were making progress
in Coahiula and Chihuahua, while in Sonora their forces
advanced to the town of Agua Prieta, a frontler town oppo-
site Douglas, Arizona. On April 13, 1911, Agua Prieta was
captured by the rebels after a battle in which fire from

" 53. Cumberland, "Mexican Revolutionary Movements,"
P 314.
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the contestants fell in the Arizona city.Su Two Americans

were killed and eleven wounded, creating a serious problem
in international relations.55

The War Department bulletins based on reports from
Colonel Shunk, in command of the United States Cavalry at
Douglas, were reported to President Taft, and the substance
of these communicated to the Senate. Investigations by
authorities from the United States indicated that the
bullets crossing the boundary had been from the guns of
the D{éz forces, who had been attacked from the direction
of the bo:rder.56 A renewal of the battle on April seven-
teenth, when again Americans were wounded on American 8011,5?
brought a heated protest from Washington. The federal troops
seemed "disposed to keep their agreement not to fire into
Douglas,"58 but the positions of the contendling forces made
a recurrence certain if there were any further fighting.
For a short time, it was feared that the United States would
resort to the occupation of Agua Prieta. Also, on April 17,

Senator Stone of Missourl lntroduced a resolution directing
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that an investigating committee be appointed because "con-
ditions of turbulence and disorder prevall in the Republic
across the Rio Grande. The 1life of American citizens and
the property of Americans are in jeopardy from irresponsible
persons roving about Mexico; . . . and Americans on this
side of the boundary have been killed and wounded by flying
bullets."?

Twice during the month of April, President Taft,
through the State Department, made representations to the
Mexican government to the effect that affairs like those at
Douglas and Agua Prieta, involving injury to American life
and property, must not be repeated. At the same time formal

warnings were issued to the federal and insurrecto commanders

that they would be held to a strict observance of the neu-
trality-laws, The president asked for immediate assurances
that there would be no more fighting that might endanger
Americans in the border towns. Information was also
requested as to what measures the federal authorities had
already taken to prevent further combat of this kind.

On April eighteenth, President Diaz informed
Ambassador Wilson that Mexico would observe a distinct

iestricting policy for the zone of hostilities along the

, '59. "Our Course in the Mexican War," Review of
Reviews, XLIII (May, 1911), p. 534.
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international border.60 The official reply of the Mexican
government to President Taft's formal note was received at
the State Department two days later. From the summary given
out at that time it was seen that, while it was friendly in
form and substance, the reply laid at the door of American
citizens much of the responsibility for the injuries com-
plained of by the president. Of course, it was impossible
for fighting to go on close to a boundary line without some
damage to life and property on the American side. It may

be, as has been claimed, that the insurrectos purposely took

positions which forced the federal troops, in attacking them,
to fire into American territory. It was undoubtedly true
that Americans did not keep away from the line in order to
be safe. Nevertheless, United States officials felt that
the responsibility laid with the central authorities at
Mexlco City and they must be held strictly accountable for
all damage done to American interests by thelr own or the
insurgent troops.

Also on April eighteenth, after warning the Dfﬁz
government to prevent the firing across the border by the
combatants neaf Douglas, Arizona, President Taft recognized
that the situation there would Jjustify an order to American

troops to fire upon the combatants across the line or to

60. Ibid., p. 534.
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cross the border to stop the fighting, but denied any inten-
61

tion of intervention except as a last resort. But Taft
refrained from any such action which might be misconstrued
and misrepresented and possibly result in resistance and
greater bloodshed, increasing the danger to Americans in
Mexico and the pressure for general intervention, and there-
fore he advised the governor of Arizona to direct the people
of Douglas to avoid casualty by placing themselves where

bullets could not reach them.62

While Washington was con-
sidering the problem, however, the situation was resolved
by the rebelé, who exhausted their supply of ammunition and
withdrew from the border city.63

The mobilization of the troops on the frontier in
March and the incidents near Douglas in April, 1911, brought
up the questlonsAof Amerlican interests in Mexlco and inter-
ventlon. The interests of the United States were plain
enough. For half a century Americans had been investing in
Mexico, until by 1911, there was over a blllion dollars of

American money in railroads, mines, forests, and ranches
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south of the Rilo Grande.éu American capital had been

encouraged by President Dféz, and the lives of American
citizens had been protected by the strong government he
had maintained. It was felt that the United States owed
every asslstance in its power to the Mexican.government on
1ts arduous task of developing the country and educating
the people at the same time. ILiberal concessions had been
granted, but, while they have encouraged Americans to locate
and invest in Mexico, they had also created a condition which
tended to increase our problem when D{éz would be no more.
The liberallity toward Americans had created a hatred of them
by the classes which_had been kept down and ruled by the iron
hand of the dictator-president. They seemed to only await
the time when they would have the opportunity, not only to
destroy the government which D{;z had bulilt up, but also
the Americans whom he had favored. Thus, if the Diaz regime
failed, Mexico would no longer be a placé of investment for
our money or a land of opportunity for our men, but a constant
menace along the border.65

All‘these matters received due consideration by the

United States government. With Dfaz in control, in spite of
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sporadic insurrections, American life and property had been
consldered safe untll very recently, when it seemed clear
that the power of the famous old Mexlcan president was on
the wane. 1t was posslible that D{Qz might leave a govern-
'ment so strong as to be able to cope with the inevitable
revolution that would follow his death, but it was doubtful.

The question of concern to Amerlican residents in
Mexlco was the possible intervention of the United States
before the revolution came to an end.66 It was known that
there had been a great deal of talk about intervention on
the border, and that a large army had been mobillzed in
Texas. Things began to look serious. Intervention‘would
change entirely the question then before the Mexlcan
people. As 1t was, a very large majorlty were in sympathy
with the revolution, though a great part secretly. The
crossing over the border of a foreign army at the invita-
tion of a government already unpopular, and one which the
mass of people wished to see come to.an end, would have been
the signal for the whole Mexican people to rise against the
perfidy of thelr own government and the aggression of a
foreign foe.

The revolution had been going on with what could

have been called small warfare. It looked for a while as

66, "Mexicans and Americans,"™ Outlook, 97 (April
1, 1911), p. 730.
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if the revolutionists would be content with interfering with
traffic and embarrassing the government in other ways; but
it was felt that should the United States step in, then
there would be big warfare. Bloodshed could not be averted,
and indeed, would be greatly increased, and the very ends
sought defeated by the fact of interventlon. Thousands of
Americans would be put in great personal danger and every-
thing American would be injured for decades to come. How-
ever, the protection of American interests in Mexico did not
form even a sensible ground for intervention. The temporary
loss to the interests of Mexico and the present inconvenience
suffered by letting the revolution run its course could not
be compared to the loss of friendly relations and trade in
subsequent years.

Despite the incldents in March and April of 1911,
traffic in arms and men continued to flow across the border,
bringing up the question of neutrality violations. 1In late
April, 1911, the United States Marshal at El Paso stated that
arms, ammunition, and men were being moved into Mexico. He
found also that more than ninety percent of the citizens of
El Paso favored the insurgents; that since the Rlo Grande
is at most of the year a dry channel, passage was easy; and
that large shipments of ammunition and arms were constantly

being shipped to local dealers at El Paso.67 The fact of

67. Berbusse, p. 273.
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shipments of arms and munitions as well as the passage of
men over the long border is undeniable. The neutrality
obligations of the United States under international law
and the domestic statutes of the United States depended in
great part on American interpretations of those laws.
Whether the United States used "due diligence" in enforcing
neutrality was relative to such'interpretation.

The official attitude of the United States stood
for the D{Qz regime, refusing to concede belligerent rights
to the Madero revolution. It allowed a "status of insur-

gency" to the maderistas, only as a humanity measure. In

international law, the United States was not bound to
neutrality, since no status of belligerency was held to
exist.68 Inits actlions, however, the United States govern-
ment interpreted its neutrality statutes in such a way that
the constant help crossing the United States was not inter-
preted as violating neutrality. It was a reading that
definitely favored the forces of rebellion. Whatever may
have been the sympathies of top level officlals, it is '
certain that local officers often displayed greater enthus-

lasm Br the cause of the maderistas. Armed expeditions were

shielded from United States federal surveillance. Trade in

arms and ammunition was always interpreted as mere commerce,

68. Ibid., p. 281.
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not as related to armed expeditions. The soliciting of
troops in the Unlted States was allowed as part of the
freedom of speech under the American Constitution. In a
word, officlal United States policy had become strictly
neutral, a condition that implied admission of Maderist
belligerency; in practice, border sympathies allowed much
ald to pass to the Madero rebels.

On May 8, 1911, there occurred an attack on Ciudad

Juéfez which resulted in its capture by the forces of Madero.
The capture of the border point was of extreme importance to
the revolutionaries, for it gave them a customhouse and the
right to import materials which their forces badly needed.69
After a short study of the situation and the international
implications involved, President Taft ruled that the rebels
could import anything without fearing United States actlon.
In summary, Taft recognized that the possession of the port
of entry would glve the Madero forces a great advantage
because they could set up a depot of supplies in Ciudad
Juﬁrez, but concluded by saying, "This may be, but it grows
out of the weakness or the misfortune of the Mexican govern-
ment, for which we are not responsible, and it does not

change our duty or the right of persons in our jurisdiction

69. Cumberland, "Mexican Revolutionary Movements,"
P. 315.



n?0 It is an oversimplifica-

to carry on legitimate trade.
tion to assert that the surrender of some four hundred
soldiers and the fall of the frontier town more than a
thousand miles from the capital caused the fall of the D{Qz
government. The victory at Cludad Jué%ez was the drop that
overflowed the bucket, the coup de grace for the Dféz

regime.71

The revolutionary flame had spread like a prairie
fire throughout the republic. Public opinion had been
awakened, creating an atmosphere that was inimical to the
dictatorship. Only five of the thirty-one territorial
entitles were untouched by the revolution, and in most of
the others the insurgents dominated the major portions.
In many states effective federal control was limited to the
capital and a few principal cities which, in most instances,
were besleged by the rebels. Ambassador Wilson reported
that by the time the definitive treaty of peace was signed,
the revolutionists controlled two thirds of the country and
the “remalining one third was rapldly tending to the same
direction.“72

The government did not know where to turn first.

The direction of the government campaign revealed startling

inadequacies when military and judicial devices proving

70. Foreign Relations, 1911, p. 482.
7l. Ross, p. 166.

72, Foreign Relations, 1911, pp. 489-490.
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ineffective, D{éz resorted to political means. The final
stratagem of the government consisted in trying to defeat
the revolutlion through a series of peace negotiations.
Actually the progress of the revolution was remarkable
considering the dispersion and disorder with which the
revolutionary bands were created and multiplied, and the
victory was exceedingly rapid.

On May 24, 1911, crowds gathered in Mexico City
shouting adherence to the revolution and demanding the
resignation of Dfﬁz.73 A large group gathered near the
building of the Chamber anxious to learn the text of the
rumored resignation. However, the sending of the message
was delayed, and the crowd roared with protest. Elsewhere
in the city there were bloody clashes between the police
and the citizens. 1In the main plaza a tremendous mass of
people gathered near the National Palace. Four times
mounted pollice tried to disperse the crowd, supported the
last time by riflemen in the towers of the cathedral and
machine gunners on the roof of the palace. There were many
casualties in this final, futile flaying with the Porfirian
stick. |

The following day, May 25, 1911, a large, apparently
peaceful throng gathered near the doors of the Chamber of

73. Ross, p. 171.
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Deputies. That afternoon Porfirio Dféz reluctantly sub-
mitted hls resignation. He explained that he was sur-
rendering his post "respecting, as I have always respected,
the will of the people," and avoiding "the continued spilling
of blood, the destruction of the credit of the nation, and
the (danger) of international conflict would be necessary
to retain 1t."7u

Thus with the coming of the year 1911, events
followed each other with startling rapidity. Taft had
hoped very much, and he was probably entirely sincere, that
D{éz would hold on until he, Taft, was out of office.75
Again it was probably a case of being torn between the
sincere desire to avoid complications and the4implicat19ns
of Dollar Diplomacy to which his administration was com-
mitted. And in the case of Mexico these complications
arose in a fashion for which the adminlstration was not
prepared, and which it had not anticipated. With the sur-
prising overthrow and flight of Dfﬁz the sltuation became
critical, and there was a note resembling irritated surprise
in the president's letter book when he realized that this
problem had been dumped into the lap of his administration

74. Ross, p. 171.

75. Wilfred H. Callcott, Caribbean Policy of the
United States, 1890-1920 (Baltimore. Johns Hopkins Press,
1942), p. 295.
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76 Even so, when Dféz was forced

at this Inconvenient time.
to flee his capltal, Taft sent him a personal message of

sympathy and of apprecliation of his work.

76. Ibid., p. 297.



CHAPTER III
RISE AND DECLINE OF FRANCISCO MADERO

General Porfirio Df;z had been overthrown, and the
end of the Dfaz regime represents the closing of an era and
the opening of a new one; Mexico was now to enter the
twentieth century. As has been shown, relations with
Mexico during the closing years of the Dféz regime had been
friendly, although there was some apprehension on the part
of President Taft as to Just how long Df;z would last; Taft
had stated in his private papers that he hoped to finish
his term before D{éz finished his. With the outbreak of
the revolution in 1910, the United States officially main-
tained a position of neutrality, although the interpretation
of these laws seemed to favor the Madero rebels. Events 1in
early 1911 showed growing apprehension in the United States
as regards to the situation in Mexico, and the danger to
American lives and property. Although the position of
neutrality was maintained by the United States, there was
a growing pressure to 1nter#ene to protect American
interests. During the short Madéro administration tensions

became sharper as instability seemed to be running rampant
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in Mexico, and the pressure for intervention mounted.

In spite of the supposed end of the revolution, dis-
orders continued throughout the country. The rural security
enjoyed under the dictatorshlip seemed to have disintegrated.
Brigandage and the lack of discipline of some revolutionary
leaders and troops were only a partial explanation of con-
ditions. In Chihuahua, Durango, Jallisco, and Hidalgo, but
particularly in Puebla and Morelos, rural properties were
invaded and seized by groups of peasants. These were out-
croppings of the rural discontent and warnings of the urgent
need for agrarian reform. There were encounters and dis-
turbances in other areas, and American Ambassador Wilson

reported that conditions close to anarchy existed in eleven

states.1

The conservative and foreilgn elements complained
bitterly about the violence and the fallure to deal with 1t
energetically. Much of this criticism was directed against
Madero and the revolution. Wilson advised the United States
State Depaftment, in 'a report that now appears disturbingly
prophetic, that i1f the disorders were allowed to continue,

a formidable opposition to Madero might develop, backed by
.the army, the Catholic Church, and the foreign and com-
merclal elements.2 Madero was beginning to find himself

1. Papers Relati to the Forel Relations of the
gg%te% ftigfwmrmnm Office),

Stanley R. Ross, Francisco I. Madero: Apostle of
Democracy (New York: Columbia University Press, 1955), p. 182.
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between two fires which were to harass him to the very end:
the revolutionlsts, angry and disappointed with the compro-
mise and demanding change; and the conservatives, critical
of disorders, cynical’regarding Madero's political ideas,
and fearfully opposed to any change,

In addition to an entrenched reaction, a demanding
revolution, an obstreperous Congress, and a virulent press,
Madero had to contend with the activities of American
Ambassador Henry Lane Wilson. Despite the anti-foreign,
and particularly anti-American, sentiment which was part
of the Mexican upheaval, Madero continued to proclaim his
friendship for the Unlted States. The American government
indicated, at least by its conduct in the early months of
the Madero regime, its desire to contribute to the sta-
bility of the new administration.

Henry Lane Wilson, who had become Ambassador to
Mexico in the waning days of the D{;z period, was not
unhappy about the change of government. Although he was
concerned lest the revolution increase disrespect for
authority and was not enthusiastic about the elevation of
a reformer to the presidency, his early reports were not
unfavorable to Madero. 1In July, 1911, the American diplo-
mat reported that he had met Madero on several occaslons
and had endeavored to form some opinion of his character:

He 1s insignificant in appearance, of diffident
manners and hesltating speech, and seems to be
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highly nervous and uncertain as to his course in
regard to many important public questions. He
has, however, one redeeming feature--a palr of
excellent eyes, which indicate to me earnestness,
truthfulness, and loyalty, and, it may be,
reserves of strength and force of character which
time may more fully reveal.3

The elections were held on schedule and were among
the cleanest, most enthusiastic, and most democratic
elections in Mexican history. The people's wishes were
well known, and the returns undoubtedly accurately repre-
sented them. Ambassador Wilson reported that order pre-
valled everywhere.u On November 2, 1911, Francisco Madero
and Pino,Suéfez were declared elected. Wilson's opinion
with respect to Madero, however, was at times inconsistent.
Of Madero's election to the presidency, Wilson reported
that Madero was elected by a total vote of 19,989 in a
population of 15,000,000.5 This, of course, is a gross
misrepresentation, since Wilson states the figure'of the
total population of Mexico, rather than the total voting
population. Aside from this apparently deliberate attempt
to misrepresent the political support of Madero, Wilson

also attempted to discredit the character of the election,

3. Forelgn Relations, 1911, pp. 508-510.

4. Ross, p. 216.

5. John E. MacDonough, Henry Lane Wilson, Ambas-
sador to Mexico, 1909-1913 (Tucson: Unpublished Master's
thesis, University of Arizona, 1942), p. L4,
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and termed .1t. "farcial" and "in a very small degree
representative of public opinion."6 Furthermore, Wilson's
attitude and opinlion of Madero was also 1nconsisﬁent.
Wilson, though repelled By the confusion and anarchy which
attended the inauguration, nevertheless reported that
Madero was an honest and patriotic man, dealing with a
most difficult situation. Due to the condltions and the
stern necessitles of the hour, though, Wilson thought that
Madero must change his ldeas of government or the people
would hang him. Wilson stated that he was of the opinion
that Madero would not only change his ideas of government,
but as time passed would be compelled by the forces of
circumstance to revert more and more to the system of
General D{;z.7 The ambassador‘expressed his belief that
the new president would protect foreigners and that he and
his cabinet would do justice to American 1nterests.8 On
the other hand, the attitude of Wilson toward Madero was
almost one of complete personal antagonism. Wilson had
known of Madero as a speaker in the streets, and considered

him of little significance. He looked upon Madero as an

6. Forelgn Relations, 1911, p. 520.
7. Ross, p. 237.
8. Ibid.
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imbecile and had publicly referred to him as such.9 Wilson
expressed hls fears that the Madero movement "might lead to
disrespect of constituted authority."lo Wilson had con-
demned Madero even before he had assumed the presidency.

As early as July 11, 1911, Wilson expressed the possibility
of Madero's failure.'t
The Ambassador of the United States to Mexico, pos-
sessing the confidence of the Washington government, thus
became a definite challenge to Mexico's presideht. Madero
had regarded Washington's friendliness to de la Barra as
an indication of its atiitude toward himself, and was quite
unprepared for the contest with Washington's diplomatic

agent which awaited him.12

Ambassador Wilson's crossfire
of demands, with the ominous power of the United States
behind it, produced a peculiar irritation from which the
mind of Madero was rarely free.

At the commencement of the Madero regime, in

November, 1911, Wilson's official attitude toward Madero

was one of cooperative helpfulness. During the first week

9. Edward I. Bell, Political Shame of Mexico (New
York: McBride, Nast and Company, 1914), p. 110.

10. Foreign Relations, 1911, bp. 508.

1l1. Ernest Gruening, Mexico and Its Heritage (New
York: Appleton Century Company, 1934), p. 56l.

12, Bell, p. 141,
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after Madero took office, Wilson recommended that "every
posslible assistance compatible with our laws be glven to
the Mexican Government." > This attitude of Wilson's
swiftly changed. Wilson's attitude toward Madero pro-
gressively became one of dissatisfaction, then one of
criticism, and finally one of open opposition.l’+

Within a few months, Wilson had become the severest
critic, censor, and ultimately, fanatical enemy of the
government to which he was accredited. The reasons for
this dhange weare inherent in the personalities, backgrounds,
and objectives of the two men involved. There was a very
real personality conflict between the realistic, practical
American diplomat and the idealistic Mexican‘president.
Wilson was disappointed that Madero did not recognize his
experience and consult with him. The background of the two
men included the economic rivalry between the Madero famlly
and the Guggenheim interests with which friends and rela-
tives of the ambassador were associated. As soon as it was
evident that the new government did not propose to grant
favors to American capital, and, in Wilson's opinion, could

not be trusted to maintaln order and to protect American

13. Foreign Relations, 1911, p. 421,

14. MacDonough, Dp. 52.
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property interests, the ambassador became an active opponent
of Madero.15

- Wilson's attitude found expression in his complaints
to the Mexican government and in his reports to the State
Department. The ambassador protested disorders and de-
manded protection for American life and property. He
harassed the Mexican government with real and imaginary
grievances and insisted on immedliate settlement Qf claims,
including compensation for the deaths of from forty to
over one hundred Americans reported murdered. Under
careful investigation the- number diminished to seventeen,

of which only a handful merited consideration.16

Not con-
tent with representing American interests, Wilson pressed
the clalms of German, Spanish, Belglan, French, and Chilnese
nationals. He complained, for example, of action against

the violently anti-government Mexican Herald; of the dis-

criminatory and confiscatory oil tax, which was scarcely
exorbitant (three centavos per barrel), and which applied
to all producersj and of the proposal of the Madero govern-
ment to enforce the Spanish language requirement, which had

: /
fallen into disuse under Diaz, for rallroad workers.17 In

15. Ross, p. 237.
16. Ibid., p. 238.
17. Gruening, p. 563.
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his reports to the American government, Wilson repeated all
the stock criticism of the Madero government, noted opti-
mistically the prospects, and usually wrote flatteringly
of the leaders of the revolutionary movements against the
Madero administration, and painted a gloomy picture of
conditions in Mexico. His dispatches, too often based on
rumors and inflammatory newspaper accounts, clearly showed
his relentless efforts to discredit the Madero government.
Wilson's.news of certain districts was, on occasion, at -
variance with the dispatches of consular agents in the »
locality. In March, 1912, Wilson felt compelled to sub-
mit as evidence that the embassy dispatches were written
in a most conservative spirit and with close adherence to

established facts clippings from the Mexican Heraldl18

For a few months, shortly after the inauguration
of Madero, it appeared that there would be no more serious
difficulties. But toward the end of the summer of 1911,
Madero's administration was challenged by a serles of
rebellions, and there were indications that another period
of trouble was about to be inaugurated, especlally along
the border. Bernardo Reyes, one of the old generals of
the D{Qz regime, had returned to Mexico after the com-
pletion of the revolution. Within a short time he |

announced for the presidency, in August, 1911, but since

18. Ross, p. 239.
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he was receiving no popular support he determined to try
his hand at revolution; he gave as a reason the dicta-
torial methods the followers of Madero were using in the
campaign.l9 He left Mexico City in September and dis-
appeared from view for a short time, but early in October
it was generally known that he was plotting a counter-
revolution, and that Texas wéuld be the base of operations.
On Octdber 8, 1911, Reyes arrived in San Antonio, denounced
the Madero revolution and the men who had taken part in it,
claimed that the entire affair had been purely for the per-
sonal gain of those involved, and that he would not return

to Mexico until personal and political freedom were a

fact.20

The following day he stated that he was taking
steps to start a revolution against Madero, and that he
would not rest until Madero had been overthrown. He quite
openly began gathering arms, horses, ammunition, and equip-
ment of all kinds for hls invasion. The Mexican government
called the attention of the United States authorities to
the events and to the dangers exlisting in any movement

against Mexico;21 evidently Madero had forgotten the

19. Charles C. Cumberland, "Mexican Revolutionary
Movements from Texas, 1906-1912," Southwestern Historical
Quarterly, LII (January, 1949), p. 316.

20, Ibid.

2l. Forelgn Relations, 1912, p. 520.
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attitude and actions of the American officlals toward his
own movement in its early stages. After the inauguration
of Madero on November 6, 1911, the activity along the
border became general, with a constant movement back and
forth across the border but with no actual attacks being
made.

Two companies of troops were sent to the border by
the United States to guard agalnst any infraction of the
so-called neutrality statutes, and the general attitude
seemed to be that Reyes was definitely in the wrong.zz The
Madero government, unllike the Df;z government earlier, was
able to find definite proof of the intentlons of the Reyes
group and of the activities which they were undertaking;
among other things it was discovered that the sheriff of
Webb County was involved with the revolutionaries and was
glving aid to the movement.23 As a result of the informa-
tion furnished in part by the Madero government, and
because of strong recommendations by the American Ambassador
to Mexico, on November 18, 1911, the federal officials
swooped down on Reyes and his group, arrested them, and

confiscated the arms and ammunition captured.zu Though

22, Cumberland, p. 317.

23. Forelgn Relatlions, 1912, p. 521.
24, Ibid.
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Reyes was soon freed on ball, it was thought that the
revolution had been nipped in the bud. But in spite of
the close surveillance under which Reyes was kept, he was
able to cross the border into Mexico without having stood
trial for the violation of the American statutes. He
arrived in Mexican territory on December 13, 1911, deter-
mined to carry out the revolution despite the fact that he
had lost most of hls equipment and followers. The Mexlicans
falled to rally to his cause, however, and each day his
minute force became smaller; finally, in desperation and
disappointment, he surrendered to the ranking military
officer in Linares, Nuevo Leéh, on December 25, 1911.
Hls revolution had come to an inglorious end. Ambassador
Wilson disgustedly reported that the Reyes rebellion, "to
the relief of all factions," had run its course and had
come to a "most ignominlious, undignified, and grotesque
end." The ambassador hastened to add, however, that the
general's faillure was not due to "any universal satis-
faction with the Madero government."25

While Madero was dealing with the Reyes revolt
successfully, he was not dealing very successfully with .
Ambassador Wilson, which brought Madero face to face with

the only possible solution--the Washington government must

25. TForeign Relations, 1912, pp. 713-715.




65
be asked to effect a change in 1ts representation at Mexico
City. Madero conveyed the hint to Washington that all was
not well in his relations with its diplomatic representa-
tive, and left it for Washington to take such action as it
saw fit.26 To Madero's astonishment and chagrin, Washing-
ton saw fit to do nothing, and if Madero had required a
declaration that the Taft administration was not in sym-
pathy wlth his attempt to establish democracy in Mexico,
he was now in possession of it.

Discontent and sporadic outbreaks spread through-
out Mexico. The press, from which Madero had removed the
Dfaz gag, challenged every act of the government--and then,
in the first week of February, 1912, less than three months
from the day Madero took office, the government at Washing-
ton dealt him a thrust which it is scarcely an exaggeration
to number with the wounds that killed him.

Orders were issued by the War Department at
Washington, on February 4, 1912, that all troops in the
United States be prepared for field service.27 Commanders
of the Departments of the Gulf, of the lakes, of the East,
and of California, were directed to hold the forces under

their command in readiness for concentration on the

26. Bell, p. 145,
27. Ibid., p. 149.
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Mexican border. Though the newspapers of the United States
did not give appropriate attentlon to these proceedings,
the importance of them was appreclated in Mexico imme-
diately. Press despatches on the night of February fourth
conveyed the menace of war, and on the following day the
newspapers of the Mexican capital spread the information
far and wide. The resulting sensation was electrical.
The effect was cumulative, and it was extremely demoral-
izing. Madero believed that this unfortunate action and
the attitude of the United States toward his government
resulted from representations made by Ambassador Wilson.
It 1s easy to say that the disturbed conditions in Mexico
had reached a stage where intervention by the United States
seemed to be justifled; but the difficulty is that with the
first step toward intervention the disturbances vastly
increased., The warlike order was not in itself remedial,
and nothing followed but vain attempts to explain. The
threat remained, darkening the air, and in the shadow that
it threw on Mexico much evil was done, but no lightning
came from the cloud.

Meanwhile, the administration in Washington con-
tinued to act in error. Trouble was increasing in northern
Mexico, and Texans indlividually and by delegatlions called
upon Washington to do something. Several regiments were

sent to the border; some thousands of soldiers were in San
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Antonio and El Paso before the end of February. Various
persons, such as those speaking with a strong Guggenheim
accent, arose in Congress and elsewhere to declare the
inadequacy of the Madero government, and to tell inspired
tales of 1Injuries sustained by Americans in Mexlico. But
nelther the threat of militaryﬁaction nor the sending of a
few troops to the border, nor the warnings and other mes-
sages transmitted through diplomatic channels to Mexico,
accomplished the least good. There lay before the United
States one plain and simple choice: either by all possible
friendly acts and expressions to encourage Madero in his
obvious efforts to restore order; or to give up hope of him,
announce existing conditions to be intolerable, and acknow-
ledge serious responsibility for them by beginning actively
to set them right. Instead, the United States took a third
course: antagonlzed the administration in Mexico City while
dolng nothing to cure the 1lls of its imperfect rule; stimu-
lated disorder by a thin show of force; and increased the
contempt and hatred of the Mexican people toward Americans,

a proceeding whose frults were to be harvested in a grlevous

and inevitable day.2ZC

At thlis point, events became merged and over-

shadowed by a movement of greater importance which is much

28. Bell, p. 167.
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more difficult to analyze, that of Pascual Orozéo, the
leader of the forces which had captured Ciudad Juéfez from
the ngz forces., Exactly when Orozco himself took up the
standard of rebellion is not clear, nor is the reason for
the revolution clear. On February 1, 1912, there was a
barracks revolt in the garrison at Ciudad Jugrez, the
enlisted ﬁen imprisoning the officers and going on a ram-
page. Even though at the time 1t was nothing more than a
small mutiny, there was a great deal of excitement on the
Texas side of the frontier. Governor Colquilt, faced with
innumerable telegrams from the people of the El Paso area
and fearing a general spread of the difficulty which would
endanger American lives, asked President Taft to take steps
for the prevention of that disorder, even to the point of
active intervention 1if necessary.29 The difficulty sub-
sided, however, almost as quickly as it had begun; within
a few days the city was completely quiet and, with the
arrival in the area of Orozco, who at that time was still
loyal to the Madero government, on February fourth, con-
ditlons quickly returned to normal.

There was some justification for alarm and pessi-
mism, however, for some revolutionary movements were

developing in the state of Chihuahua. The civil

29. Cumberland, p. 320.



69

government was unable to handle the situation, with the
state legislature going over to the revolutionary cause.
Orozco was designated by that body as the governor of the
state, but he in turn made no public pronouncement at the
moment concerning the part he would play.Bo

Confronted with a rapidly deteriorating condition
in the northern state, the Mexican government requested
from the United States a permit to send, through United
States territory, a force of 500 or 600 troops from Eagle
Pass to E1 Paso. The governor of Texas was asked if he
had any objection to such a passage, and when he sald that
he had none,31 it appeared that the permit would be granted.
A few days later, however, the question of the passage of
the troops became a touchy subject when it was learned that
these troops would not be used only for the garrisoning of
Ciudad Juérez, but would also be used as a striking force
agalnst the rebels then beginning to operate in Chihuahua.
Since the permission for the passage of troops bound for
such actions would indicate that the United States was
giving aid to the Mexican government in settling an
internal difficulty, it was felt that the entire situation

would put our government in a compromising position. As a

30, Foreign Relations, 1912, p. 717.
31. Ibid., p. 888.
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consequence, the governor of Texas withdrew his consent to
the ldea, and he was quickly followed in that stand by the
United States government. Accordingly, since the Unlted
States government was in an embarrassing position, the
Mexlcan government withdrew its request on February
eleventh.32 This decision was based on the fear that the
rebels, if they were convinced that the United States was
alding the government of Mexico, would undertake reprisals
against American citlzens residing in the rebel zone.33

During the latter part of the month the rebels
increased thelr strength to the point that they were able
to take Cliudad Juﬁrez without firing a shot. The govern-
ment, confronted with the danger of intervention in case
of a serious disturbance in the immediate vicinity of the
city which would endanger Ame:ican lives, decided to with-
draw without contesting the advance of the rebels.34

In the latter part of February, Orozco succumbed
to the wooing of the rebels and threw in his lot with them.
The conservative elements recognized that Orozco was their
men to lead them, and so the rebel leader recelved funds

from the mining Bank of Chihuahua, reportedly by the

32. Foreign Relations, 1912, pp. 890-892,

33. Cumberland, p. 321.
34, Ibid.
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direction of conservative 1nterests.35 Indirect confirma-
tion of these indications of conservative backing was con-
tained in a request by Ambassador Wilson. He related that
Oscar Braniff, a conservative, had told him that the move-
ment led by Orozco was financlally supported by the best
elements in Mexico.36 Consul Letcher in Chihuahua gave
unquestioned credence to this view of the Orozco rebellion.
He reported that as soon as the movement started, all the
members of the old party rushed forward to aid Orozco to
save the state. He concluded that the revolution was a
result of intrigue pure andsimple; and took édvantage of
the ignorance'of the people. It was fostered and backed
by the wealthlest men of the state.37 |

Orozco was extremely popular among the people 1in
Chihuahua and his abilities were well recognized. Conse-
quéntly, the difficulties along the border became more and
more serious.38 It was clear that the revolution was kept
going by the importation of arms and ammunition from the
United States, but that government could do nothing to pre-

vent the passage of such arms under existing legislation and

35. Ross, p. 259.

36. Ibid., p. 260.

37. Ibid.

38. Cumberland, p. 322.
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international law. On the other hand, there was sincere
desire on the part of the United States to bring an end
to the rebellion, since the spreading movement brought
not only increased danger to the cliltizens of the United
States on both sides of the river, but also seriously
interfered with business activities. So, on March 14,,
1912, the United States Congress passed a Joint resolu-
tlon gliving the president greater power in attempting to
cope with the problem. The resolution saild:

That whenever the President shall find that in
any American country conditions of domestic vio-
lence exist which are prompted by the use of arms
or munitions of war procured from the United States,
and shall make proclamation thereof, it shall be
unlawful to export except under such limitations
and exceptions as the President shall prescribe,
any arms or munitions of war from any place in the
United States to such country until otherwise
ordered by the President or by Congress.39

On the same day the president by proclamation put into
effect the resolution, thus effectively cutting off the
supplies for the Orozco forces.

Orozco's defection cast a gloom over the Mexlcan
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capltal, and the depression was deepened by the Washington

State Department, which wired Ambassador Wilson, lnstruct-

ing him to use discretion to inform Americans to withdraw

from any particular localitles where conditions or pros-
Lo

pects of lawlessness threaten personal safety. Probably

39. Foreign Relations, 1912, p. 745.

40. Bell, p. 170.
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the most ilmportant result of the unsettled conditlons
occurring from the Orozco rebellion was this attitude
which was developed in the United States. Wilson's inter-
pretation of the events in Mexico was that by which the
State Department was gulded, and stimulated by exaggerated
reports from Ambassador Wilson, the United States lost
faith in the ability of the Madero government to give pro-
tection to Americans in Mexico. Wilson advised all Ameri-
cans to leave areas threatened by revolution, concluding
the announcement in terms as though Washington had advised

a2 Anbassador Wilson's conduct tended to

the action.
magnify the calamities which confronted the harassed
administration. He directed a circular to American
nationaléadvising those in areas considered dangeroﬁs or
isolated to leave. This 1list, which was published in
Mexlco City, and contalned ten of the twenty-elght states,
created considerable excitement. In effect this was stat-
ing to the people of Mexico that, in the opinion of the
United States government, more than one-half the territory
of their country was considered as dangerous to life and
property.""2 Also, at Wilson's insistence, an American

troop transport was sent to evacuate the "refugees" which

41, Cumberland, p. 200.
L42. MacDonough, p. 61.
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were presumably crowding all Pacific ports. The State
Department believed that "a ship with a capacity for from
five to six hundred persons would . . . be adequate for
all needs.“u3 A ship of that capaclty was indeed adequate;
for when the Buford arrived at the principal ports of
Sinaloa, one of the states reported to be in the grip of
anarchy, only elghteen persons took passage.uu The cor-
respondent for the London Times admirably summed up the
cruilse of the Buford:

The Washington Government, . . . alarmed at
reports of impending antli-American outbreaks,
recently sent a crulser down the Pacific coast
to collect refugees. The only refugees that have
so far been collected seem, however, to be people
who wanted a free passage to San Diego. Other
stories of unrest have proved ugon investiga-
tion to be equally exaggerated.®5

Wilson's reports to the department‘voicing his

interpretation of the events in Mexico had one other very
definite result. They directly influenced mobilization of

b6 g

the United States troops on the Mexican border,
stimulated rumors of United States intervention in Mexico.
Acting on Wilson's reports, the department asked President

Taft to have the War Department strengthen the border

43. Forelgn Relations, 1912, p. 803.

4y, Cumberland, p. 200.
45. Times (London), May 13, 1912, p. 5.
46. Foreign Relations, 1912, p. 716.
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guard, "but that it should be done quietly so as not to

arouse unnecessary animosity."u7 However, a consolidation
of American troops on Mexico's northem border cannot pass
unnoticed in Mexico. The Mexican press seized upon the
situation and sensational reports were widely circulated.
The action was freely interpreted as an expression of
‘official United States displeasure with the Madero govern-
ment.""8 The effect was demoralizing; the more because the
Washington government had shown, thus far, so little con-
cern for its natlionals in Mexico. Americans in trouble
had formed the habit of appealing first to British influ-
ence, and now they glanced instinctively in that direction.
The British Minlister was calm; no European nation was
warning its people to flee, therefore, the danger which
Washington héd seen must apply to Americans alone. Did
this mean that intervention, which the military order had
foreshadowed, was now imminent? Was the disturbed condition
of the country merely the nominal reason why Americans
should leave it, and impending war the secret behind the
warning? Though no intervention occurred, the State
Department, influenced by Wilson's notes, was so seriously
considering intervention that on February twenty-fourth,

the department requested Wilson's opinion on a plan for

47. 1Ibid.
48, MacDonough, p. 62.
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United States troops to cross the boundary line as a police
measure, and asked what effect it might have on Americans
in Mexico.l+9 Wilson sent an immedliate reply with detailed
recommendations as to the interventlon which now appeared
about to become a certainty. At this point the Mexican
Ambassador in Washington inquired of the State Department
as to the credit to be given to United States press reports
of intervention in Mexico. The department delayed an
immediate answer to the Mexican Ambassador anﬁ quickly
notified Wilson to renew an emphatic warning to the
Mexican government that there must be no firing across the
border into American territory. Upon being informed by
Wilson that the Mexican government had promised to prevent
such an occurrence, the State Department then replied to
the Mexican Ambassador that the press rumors were false
and without substantiation.>®

Nevertheless, Wilson éontinued to report a danger-
ous anti-Americanism in Mexico. He insisted that Madero
was conducting a campalgn against American interests in
Mexico, and . foresaw confiscation, harassment, and dislodge-

ment through suborned Judiclal decrees unless Mexico was

taught in due reason that every American and every American

L9, Foreign Relations, 1912, p. 724.

50. Ibid., p. 880.
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interest in Mexico was an object of res.pect.sl The
Mexican Foreign Office was besieged with demands for pro-
tection for Americans and thelr interests; at one point
the Department of State presumed to tell the Mexican
government the place and slze of garrisons needed to pro-

2 Press reports and diplomatic corres-

tect Americans.5
pondence 1ndi§ated that no American was safe in Mexico,
that the Madero government was responsible for innumerable
American deaths, and thaﬁ American property was subject to
selzure by the government on any or no pretext. And yet,
when the American Ambassador presented the government_with
a harsh note concerning Mexican fallure to punish per-
petrators of crimeé against Americans, he could name only
three Americans who had been murdered during the year, and
only five more who had lost their lives since the fall of
D{az.53 The Mexlcan Foreign Office investligation showed,

however, that the perpetrators in three cases were serving

prison sentences, in two cases the accused had been released,

and in two the investigation by police had been barren of
results. One victim had been killed by a husband protect-

ing his wife from undesired attentions, three had been

51. Cumberland, p. 201.
52, Forelgn Relations, 1912, p. 833.

53. Ibid., p. Su46.
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executed by federal troops when caputred in a fillibuster-
ing expedition, and others had been killed in mountain
areas where law enforcement was difficult and investiga-
tion all but impossible. This exchange of correspondence
showed that not only were murders of Americans less fre-
quent than generally believed, but also that the American
Ambassador was not particularly well informed concerning
the disposition of cases which had come to his attention.
But there is no denying that anti-American feeling was
growing; the lncreased tension was reflected and enhanced
by Ambassador Wilson and other American officials, the

nations of other countries were much less disturbed than

N

were Amerlcans.5
Meantime, the rebels under Orozco had defeated the
federal troops at Corralitas, on March twenty-third, over
twenty odd miles from Jiméhez. Federal troops began to
move northward against the rebels. Near Rellano the insur-
gents attacked the train of the federal convoy causing con-
fusion and panic. Some federal soldiers rebelled under
enenmy attack and began to retreat toward TorreGh, during
which time the defeated commander took his own life. The
defeat and the suiclde of the federal commander caused a

sensation. Although the federals had suffered only 300

54, Cumberland, p. 201.
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casualties, the press exaggerated the setback, giving it

the proportions of a disaster. Ambassador Wilson reported
that 1t was generally believed that the Madero government
would fall.55

Ambassador Wilson continued to act in a manner
which tended to discredit and disturb the Madero govern-
ment. On April 13, 1912, he suggested to the State Depart-
ment the possibility of sending American troops to Chihuahua
to protect American lives and property. If the department
agreed, Wilson thought that he should be instructed to sound
out the Mexican government! The State Department replied
that it was inopportune to act on the suggestion. None-
theless, g;nce President Taft wished to remove the Mexlcan
question as an issue in the American presidential campaign,
Wilson, on April fifteenth, was instructed to communicate
a.note to the Mexican Minister of Foreign Relations. The
note, which ran to about a thousand words is of interest
as showing the pseudo ultimatum style of diplomatic address.
Other demands upon Mexico for protection of Americans and
thelr property had emanated from the State Department of
the Taft regime, but none of them had been written in this
key:

The enormous destruction, constantly increasing,
of American properties in the course of the present

550 ROSS, Pe 2620
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unfortunate disturbances; the taking of American
life contrary to the princliple governing such
matters among all civilized nations; the increas-
ing danger to which all American citizens in
Mexico are subjected and the seemingly indefinite
continuance of this unfortunate situation, com-
el the Government of the United States to give
notice that it expects and must demand that
American life and property within the Republic

of Mexico be justly and adequately protected, and
that this Government must hold Mexico and the
Mexican people responsible for all wanton and
illegal acts sacrificing or endangering human
life or damaging American property interests
there situated.%é

The communication was resented in Mexico, though it was
regarded as weak. American bluff was a phrase often heard
in comments. It was difficult to discover justification
for its lssuance unless the government from which it came
had well considered the natural results and was prepared
to enforce the demands 1t made.

To this demand the Mexican government responded on
April 17, 1912, in a note of considerable length signed by
Lascurain, stating that the Mexican government had a full

consclousness of 1ts duties. Lascurain went on to say that

- the Mexican government did not recognize the right of the

United States government to make the admonition which the
note contained for the reason that it was not based on any

incident that could be chargeable to the Mexican government,

56. Foreign Relations, 1912, pp. 787-788.
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which had not departed from the observance of the principles
and practices of international law.57

Meantime, the Orozco rebelllion lost its opportunity,
and its unity was shaken. Furthermore, the Orozco rebellion
was seriously handicépped by iﬁsufficient supplies and
equipment for the men évailable. The closing of the Ameri-
can frontier to shipment of such supplies destroyed any hope
of remedying this situation. The military liquidation of
the Orozco rebellion had become inevitable. The revolu-
tionarles retreated northward and were forced to do battle
at Rellano on May twenty-second and twenty-third. Both
sldes suffered heavy losses, but the Federals won a deci-
sive victory. An American consular official reported that
the battle of Rellano and its results would have a determ-
Ining effect on the rebellion.58 The rebels were entirely
dislodged and retired to Jiméhez with spirits broken. Even
Ambassador Wilson, slow to accept the reports of declisive
federal victory, reported that the rebels were badly
demoralized. Consistent with his practice of counter-
balancing any favorable reports, he added that conditions

in Oaxaca were serious.59 The efforts of the rebels were

57. Bell, p. 195.
58. Ross, p. 266.
59. Ibid.
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now limited to delaying tactics. Early in July the forces
of Orozco made a stand in the Canyon of Bachimba, were
defeated and dislodged. Orozco was forced to fall back to
Ciudad Juérez; on the frontier. At this point, the people
of El1 Paso were alarmed because of reports that Juarez, now
in the hands of the insurgents, was about to be attacked by
federal forces, which meant that bullets would certainly fly
across the border. The president instructed the Secretary
of State to acquaint the Madero government with this situa-

tion and to caution it against the possibility of injury to
60 '

Americans. The campaign, however, was near an end. Just

after mid-August, Ciudad Juﬁrez fell to the federal forces.
The rebel army had been conquered for all practical pur-
poses, and the remnants scattered into guerilla bands.
Ambassador Wilson reported the disintegration of the Orozco
movement in characteristic terms: "These victorlies and
thls recovery of territory, while lending a temporary
prestige to the national government, have apparently pro-
duced no other substantial results."ol

The pressure on Taft to intervene or, failing that,

to make the strongest representations to Mexico increased

60. Henry T. Pringle, Life and Times of William
Howard Taft (New York: Farrar and Rienhart, Inc., 1939,
2 vols.), P. 707.

61. Foreign Relations, 1912, pp. 828-832.
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steadlly. Undersecretary of State Huntington Wilson
informed the president in September that Ambassador Calero
of Mexlco would call officlally and suggested that the

diplomat be glven the talking to of his 1life.02

The meet-
ing took place on September fourth, and the undersecretary,
who was present, described how earnestly and energetically
the president portrayed the wrongs inflicted upon American
citizens in Mexlco and how solemnly. he had outlined his
duty, as chlef executive, to see that they did not con-
tinue. The interview was terminated when Taft expressed
the hope that the Mexican government did not mistake for
weakness the extreme patlience which the United States had
63

shown. Two days later, Secretary of State Knox dispatched

a lengthy rebuke in which murders of American citizens and
other outrages were detalled, prejudice against American
busliness interests, described and warning given--in the
carefully polite phrases of diplomatic usage, but solemn
warning none the less--that the United States would act
unless the Madero government exhiblted some ability to
rule. One course, the note intimated, might be to 1lift
the arms embargo which would mean victory for the insur-

gents. "I am not going to intervene . . . until no other

62. Pringle, p. 708.
63. 1Ibid.
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course 1s possible, but I must protect our people . . .
and . « . thelr property in Mexico by having the govern-
ment understand there is a God in Israel and he is our
duty,"6u wrote Taft privately. The Mexican government,
however, was not afrald to retort to God in Israel when
it received Knox's note. It denled that murders remained
unpunished, and even if they did, in some cases, asked
Lascurain, was thls not also true in the United States?
He gave a list of Mexican citizens who had been slain in
Texas and dalifornia. He told stories, too, of inhuman
cruelties inflicted upon Mexicans in the land which
boasted of its civilization. The perpetrators, he saild,
had never been punished.

- After séveral months of conditions which the State
Department regarded as intolerable, Wilson, the American

Ambassador, in a long note of September fifteenth, Jjust

after rumors of a possible coup d'etat against Madero and

acting on a telegram from his government, notifiled
Lascurain that the Mexican government must either show
promptly that 1t could govern, or confess that it could
not. In the latter case, he sald, the American government

would conslider what steps to take.65 On November

64. Pringle, p. 709.

65. James M. Callahan, American Forelgn Policy in
Mexican Relations (New York: Macmillan Company, 1932), p. 456.
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twenty-seventh, Mr. Schuyer, the American char é, forwarded
to Secretary Knox the long reply (of November twenty-second)
of Lascurain, expressing surprise at the reproaches con-
tained in Wilson's note and the demand for a categorical
reply, denying the imputation of hostility to American
interests in Mexico and declaring that the Mexican govern-
ment could not be held responsible for existing conditions,
which he intimated were largely the result of the American
failure to expel from its territory the leaders of sedition
against the Mexican government.66 A few days later, on
December nineteenth, in reply to Mr. Schuyer's request for
instructions on the American policy concerning the Mexican
attitude of responsibility toward foreign claims for damages
in times of internal disturbances, Secretary Knox declared
thét the American government could not admit the existence
of any unqualified rule of international law excusing a
government from all responsibility for damages done to
aliens by uncontrolled 1nsurrectionists.67

The persistence of Mexican intervention rumors was
rather puzzling to those who thought they saw in the dis-

persal of Orozco's army and the federal occupation of

Juérez evidence of Madero's complete mastery of the

66. Foreign Relations, 1912, p. 877.
67. Callahan, p. 456. |
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situation. But there were certain disquieting facts which
others thought would very likely require the presence of
United States on Mexican soil. 1In the populous southern
part of Mexlco, they pointed out, the bandit-like operations
of Zapata and Salgado continued unchecked. In the north,
Orozco was perhaps more dangerous and annoying as a
guerllla chieftalin in the mountains of Sonora than as the
commander of a revolutionary army in Chihuahua. News
dispatches seemed to indlicate that border troubles had not
entirely ceased. Our patrolling force was strengthened and
several small rebel bands operating near the Rio Grande
were watched. There were also stories of raids upon
American ranches in Arizona and New Mexico, destruction of
raillroads and dther American property in Mexico, and reports
of Americans 1living in Mexico either fleeing in terrox to
thls country or sending for arms that they may defend them-
selves against brigands and rebels.

The United States, declared the Minneapolils
Journal, "must recognize the truth that disorder, atro-
cities, destruction can not forever be permitted to run
thelr evil courses unchecked, . . . in Mexico . . . ."68

If foreign interests were to call upon the United States

68. "Our Duty in Mexican Disorders," Literary
Digest, XLV (September 21, 1912), p. U455.
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If foreign interests were to call upon the United States
for protection, the Cincinnatl Enquirer remarked that it
would be "Yup tous . . « .+ In any event we may}as well
look the possibility in the face and be ready for 1t.“69

Other papers were not so ready for interventionm.
The Jersey City Journal reported that "in spite of this
it is the duty of the Mexicanlgovernment to govern its
own affalrs and the United States is not called on to

n70

intervene. The New York Sun believed ". . . that the

United States keep its hands off and permlt President
Madero to use the opportunity that is now within his grasp
to save awakened Mexico.“7l

President Taft resisted the widespread demands that
war with Mexico was the only honorable course. In dis-
cussing Mexico, he said the administration had '"been
consclous that one hostile step in intervention and the
passing of the border by one regiment of troops would mean
war with Mexico, the expenditure of hundreds of millions
of dollars, the loss of thousands of lives." No one "with
a sense 6f responsibility," the president said, would

involve the American people "in the most unending burden

69. "Our Duty in Mexican Disorders," p. 455.
70, 1Ibid.
71 ° Ibid .
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and thankless task of enforcing peace upon these
15,000,000 of people fighting among themselves."72 Presi-
dent Taft, in his annual message of December third, to
Congress, referring to the delicate questions and difficult
situations in relations with Mexico in the preceding two
years, stated that American policy had been one of patlent
non-intervention, the recognition of constituted gpthority,
and industrious efforts to safeguard American interests
resulting from American investments in Mexico.73

Although the Madero government regarded the ambas-
sador's conduct as intolerable, the election of Woodrow
Wilson as Preslident of the United States encouraged Madero
to anticipate a change in the American Embassy. He told
Vasconcelos that the president elect was his friend and
that "the first favor I am going to ask him is that he
should change the representative for me."7” Madero wrote
Lascurain, new Mexican Ambassador to Washington, that he
should confer with Woodrow Wilson and advise him that

Henry Lane Wllson was persona non grata to the Mexlecan

government. Lascurain apparently made little or no effort

in this direction. However, Ambassador Wilson learned of

72. Pringle, p. 709.
73. Foreign Relations, 1912, p. 871.

74, José Vasconcelos, Ulises Criollo (Mexico City:
Editione Batas, 1946), p. 413.
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this letter, and his distaste for the Madero government
reached a new peak. He explained Madero's hostility as
"due solely to my vigorous and uncompromising attitude on
American matters."75 The Mexlcan president looked forward
hopefully to March 4, 1913, inauguration Day for Woodrow
Wilson. To Ambassador Wilson that day loomed as a dead-
line for his activities.

The victories over Orozco, Reyes, and Féiix D{;z
seemed to give Madero new force of conviction. Actually,
the situation was very serious. The army had not betrayed
the Madero government, but was its conduct attributed to
loyalty or to walting for the right man and the right
moment? On this force the regime was almost completely
dependent. The opposition press and leadership continued
to harass the administration. One commentator sadly noted
that "as a matter of fact, I do not know any large interest
in Mexico which was exerting its influence to strengthen
the Madero government."76 On all sides there was an
atmosphere of unrest and apprehension.

The conservatlive elements intensified their efforts

to harass, discredit, and destroy the Madero regime.

Henry Lane Wilson, Diplomatic Eplsodes in
Mexico Bel ium and Chile (New York: Doubleday Page,
1927), pp. 23E-235.

76. Bell, p. 219.
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Ambassador VWilson, returned from a leave, poured forth a
" flood of words in his reports deplcting in the most somber
and lurid terms the inadequacy of Madero's government. On
January 7, 1913, he reported that the "situation is gloomy,
if not hopeless."77 About a month later hils campaign of
pessimlism reached a crescendo in a thirteen page letter!
Ambassador Wilson felt it necessary to tell his superiors
that:

in the foregoing portrayal of the existing poli-

tlcal conditions in Mexico, I must beg the Depart-

ment to belleve (!) that I am activated solely by

the desire to discharge the obligation incumbent

upon me . . . and it would be far more pleasurable

to report differently if a due regard for the truth

and fidelity to the character of my mission would
permit.78 :

Not content with casting aspersions on the Madero
government, Ambassador Wilson, through the vell of mounting
personal aversion, saw Madero as a callous eccentric and
tyrant, capable of the greatest perfidies and infamles. The
opponents of the regime, by contrast, appeared to the Ameri-
can dlplomat as wise, patriotic, and disinterested gentlemen.
In mid-January, Wilson reported, on the basis of a rumor
forwarded by Consul Canada in Veracruz, that the Madero

government planned a "sham revolutionary uprising in order

97. Foreign Relations, 1913, pp. 692-693.
78. Ibid., pp. 696-699. |
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to kill Felix D{ez and his companions in prj.son."79 This
report was at variance with Madero policy of forgiveness
and with the very nature of the Mexican executive. In view
of Félix Dfez's role in the subsequent rebellion, the ambas-
sador's agltated concern for his safety was perhaps more
than coincidental. Even more suggestive were Wilson's
velled comments to the Cuban Minister, Mﬁfquez Sterling.

He related his conversation with the American diplomat in
a report to his government dated January 20, 1913:
He (Wilson) affirmed, I do not expect that the

Situation will improve, but I think that it has to
get worse . . .

Then, I asked him, you do not have confidence
in the constituted government?

Mr. Wilson delayed briefly to organize his
ideas. _

Those words you have spoken, Minister, are very
strong, he answered me slowly. For now all I can
say 1s that I have many doubts . . »

Do you believe, Ambassador, that the fall of
President Madero's government is near?

Mr. Wilson hesitated before answering me: Its 80
fall will not be easy, but neither is it impossiblel

The conservative opposition talked of when, not whether,
Madero would fall. What then followed has been recorded in
history as the Traglc Ten Days, and was the beginning of
the end BHr Francisco Madero.

79. Forelgn Relations, 1913, pp. 693-694.
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Presidente Madero--mi gestifn diplomatica en M&xico
(M€xlco: Editoral Porrua, 1958), DP. 336-339.




CHAPTER IV

TAFT, INTERVENTION AND RECOGNITION

The preparations for the Cuartelazo had been worked

out carefully. The immediate objective was to free Bernardo
Reyes énd Félix‘Dfaz,Awho were to serve as leaders of the
movement. In the pre-dawn hours of Sunday morning, February
ninth, the mévement‘began. Immediately after the insurrec-
tion began, Fé1lix Diaz demanded Madero's resignation,
requesting the Amefican Ambassador to serve és his
messenger, but for the moment Wilson declined to play the
part.1 Henry lane Wilson, ardent admirer of Porfirio D{az
and stfong government, desired above all else Madero's
resignation and the negation of all Madero's policles. He
feared reform, since reform would inevitably mean a lessen-
ing of American influence and fewer special advantages for
American‘interests; he bitterly resented Madero's refusal
to be guided by the advice freely rendered by the Embassy;
he looked on Madero at first with amused tolerance and then

l. Charles C. Cumberland, Mexlican Revolution:
Genesls Under Madero (Austin: University of Texas Press,
1952?’ p' 2350

92



93
with utter contempt and finally with a burning personal

hatred; and he believed wholeheartedly that the Mexicans
were fit only for dictatorship and direction by a greater
power. It was not principle, therefore, which prevented
Wilson from acting as Dfaz's emissary; he merely considered
that the time was not ausplcious for such a move, and so
contented himself with a demand for ample protection for
fbreigners from both Madero and Dfaz.

After the maze of non-official reports of the poli-
tical disturbances in the city of Mexico which Washington
recelved, came a telegram to the State Department from the
American Cdnsul at Nuevo Laredo, Mexico, saylng that he
heard a report that Madero had been overthrown; that
General Reyes and General Diaz had been released from
prison by a mob, and that Reyes had been killed.Z On
recelving this information, Secretary Knox sent telegraphic
instructions to Ambassador Wilson at Mexico City to make a
detalled report immediately of everything that had occurred
in the capital. Shortly before midnight, February tenth,
the Stéte Department received a dispatch saying that a
rumor was current in Mexico City that the arsenal had sur-
rendered to Félix D{éz; that mounted police artillery, and

rurales from Tacubaya had declared for Dféz, and the

2. New York Times, February 10, 1913, p. 1l.
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National Palace was the only place still loyal to Madero.3
Ambassador Wilson added that it was impossible to obtain
details. Despite the statement of Wilson's that detalls
were impossible to obtain, Wilson supplied his own detalls
during those trying times, as his reports were dominated by
criticisms of the government and contained errors or dis-
tortions of facts favorable to the rebéllion.u He also
asked Washington to dispatch war vessels to Mexican waters
to impress upon the Madero government the gravity of the
sltuation-~and incidentally to force the government's
capitulation to rebel demands.5

The news of the rebellion made the last days of
Taft's administration busy and anxious ones. After sleep-
ing on Ambassador Wilson's note concerning the warships,
and after glving further consideration to the subject at
a cablinet conference, President Taft and his officlal
advisors decided that military intervention in Mexico
would not be justified by the political disturbances in

the Mexican capital. To be prepared, however, for any

3. New York Times, February 10, 1913, p. 1l.

4, Stanley R. Ross, Francisco I, Madero: Apostle
of Mexican Democracy (New York: Columbia University Press,
1955), p. 288.

5. Papers Relating to the Forelgn Relations of the
United States, 1913 (Washington: Government Printing
Office), p. 701,
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emergency due to the new revolutionary disturbances, it

was decided by the president and several of his counselors
to send a strong force of American warships to Mexican
waters. Tﬁe crulser Denver, then at Acapulco, and under
orders to proceed to Central America, was instructed to
remain in Acapulco, and later, after further consultation
between President Taft, Secretary of State Knox, and Secre-
tary of the Navy Meyer, orders were sent to Rear Admiral
Badger, commanding the Atlantic Fleet at Guantﬁhamo, Cuba,
to dispatch a battleship to Vera Cruz and another to
‘I‘ampico.6 Orders were also sent to Rear Admiral Souther-
land, commanding the Pacific Fleet at San Diego, California,
to send the armored cruiser Colorado to Mazatléh. Instruc-
tions for the guidance of officers commanding the vessels
to be sent to Mexico were transmitted by Secretary Meyer

to Admirals Badger and Southerland. The ship commanders
were directed to keep rallroad communication open between
Mexico City and the coast, provide means of escape for
Americans who might be in peril, or for other reasons

desired to leave the country.7 Thus, these battleships

6. New York Times, February 11, 1913, p. 8.
7. Ibid.
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were ordered with all haste to Vera Cruz and to Tampico
to walt for further developments.8

Despite the disquleting conditions which all reports
indicated, President Taft had no intention of directing
military intervention in Mexican affailrs, no matter what
happened in the capital city. President Taft, for one
reason, had-no desire to embarrass his successor in office
in connectlon with the Mexican situation. Taft resisted
the strongest kind of pressure from many influential
quarters to deal with the situation with an iron hand. He
also 5e11eved that the military invasion of Mexican terri-
tory might be practically synchronous with the massacre of
many innocent American cltizens in the perturbed country,
and possibly result in war between the two republics. All
his efforts were directed toward bringing about better con-
ditions and lessening the problems with ﬁhich‘President
Wilson would probably have to deal. If President Taft
desired to take actions which would lessen tensions,
Ambassador Wilson had other plans, as the‘ambassador's
activities were not confined to such laudable efforts. IHis

conduct during the Tragic Ten Days prompted Mgrquez Sterling

8. "Battle of Mexico City," Current Opinion, LIV
(March, 1913), p. 180.
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to label the American Embassy a "center of conspiracy."9
The clty awakened on Monday morning to a profound
silence. February tenth was the second day of waiting, of
expectancy. That day a meeting occurred between Félix
Df;z and a commissioner for General Huerta in which,
apparently, an interview between the principals was
arranged for the following day. In his messages that day
Ambassador Wilson indicated that "negotiations (are) being

w10

carried on with General Huerta, and reported the fan-

tastic claim that practically all of the local state
authoritles, police, and rurales had revolted to Dihz.ll
The day ended with the streets deserted and an attack
against the rebels anticipated momentarily. Ambassador
Wilson, in unofficial notes to Minister Lascurain and to
Fé1ix D{éz, requested that bombardment be conducted so as

to cause as little damage as possible to the residential

. area of the city.lz

9. Manuel MArquez Sterling, Los fltimos dias del
residente Madero: mi gestion diplomatica en México (Mexico:
Editoral Parrua, 1958), PPe 379~380. v

10. Forelgn Relations, 1913, p. 701.

1l. Ross, p. 289.

12. Henry Lane Wilsdn, Diplomatic Episcodes in
Mexico, Belgium, and Chile (New York: Doubleday Page, 1927),
P. 255.




98

At 10:30 A. M. on Tuesday morning, February eleventh,
barely a quarter of an hour after the federal offensive
began, General Huerta'and Felix D{;z conferred in the home
of Enrique Cepada. Cepada served during the Decena Tragfha
as the emissary between Huerta and the American Embassy and
between Huerta and the rebels in the Ciudadela. At this
conference the downfall of Madero was sealed, the decision
as to when it would occur being reserved by Huerta.l> ‘Also,
on the third day of the rebellion, Henry Lane Wilson reported
that "public opinion both native and foreign, as far as I can

)."14

estimate, seems overwhelmingly in favor of D{;z (! But

Wilson underestimated federal strength, exaggerated the size
of the rebel force, and complained of indiscriminate firing
doing extensive damage to property. Because of the possi-
bility that the turbulent conditions might continue, the
ambassador offered a startling proposal:

I am convinced that the Government of the
United States in the interest of humanity and in
the discharge of its political obligations should
send either instructions of a firm, drastic and -
perhaps menacing character to be transmitted per-
sonally to the Government of President Madero and
to the leaders of the revolutlionary movement.

If I were in possession of instructions of
this character or . « . with general powers in:
the name of the President (!) I might be able to
induce a cessation of hostilitlies and the initia-
tion of negotiations having for thelr object defi-
nite peace arrangements.l5

13. Ross, p. 291.
14,  Foreign Relations, 1913, p. 702.
15. Ibid., p. 704,
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Wilson did not bother to indicate the source of authority

by which the government of the United States could instruct
the president of the sovereign state of Mexico. Secretary
Knox replied that the president was not convinced of the
desirability of such instruction "at the present time,"
because it might preclpitate intervention and because
"drastic representations might radically affect the issue
of military supremacy," for which the United States govern-
ment did not wish to become in any degree responsible.16
That effect was precisely what Wilson, under the guise of
humanitarian considerations, apparently desired to accomp-
lish. As the fighting continued and the losses mounted,
other pleas for intervention reached Washington. Governor}
O. B. Colquilt of Texas was particularly insistent, demand-
ing intervention because it was the "obligation of thé
United States . . . under the Monroe Doctrine."17

Meantime in Washington, preparation for the instant
dispatch of United States troops to Mexico City in case the
situatlion there should grow any worse were made. Washington
also decided to send three additional battleships at once to
the east coast of Mexico. Orders were issued immediately to

place in commission two army transports to carry troops to

1l6. Foreign Relations, 1913, p. 709.
.17. Ibid., p. 705.
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Mexico City for the protection of the lives of Americans
and foreigners.18 Orders for a more general movement of
troops and warships to Mexico were also prepared by the
military and naval officers. Everything done was in the
directlion for military 1ntervention.19 Vhen the United
‘States dispatched these warships and marines to Mexican
waters, Wilson requested that he be given complete author-
1ty over the naval officers so that he might have full dis-
cretion 1n using them as a threat to the Mexican Government.20
Officlals in Washington, however, were more concerned than
the ambassador with questions of propriety and protocol;
Secretary Knox falled to see the necessity for granting
Wilson eilther plenary powers or authority over the armed
forces, and conslstently counseled against intervention
except in case of vital necessity to protect American lives.
Knox fully recognized the possible dangers to American
nationals in the city, but he further recognized the right
of the.Mexican government to protect itself against the

rebels; he recommended removal of Americans into safer

zones 1f imminent danger threatened..21

18. New York Times, February 12, 1913, p. 1l.

'19. Ibid.
20. Cumberland, p. 236.
21. Forel Relations, 1913, p. 710.
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On the fourth day, February twelfth, there was

additional circumstantial evidence of the underlying plot
to depose Madero. BRublo Gavarette, after conferring with
Huerta on the preceding evening, told Madero that he wanted
- to modify his optimistic predictions. Now he saild that the
walls of the fortress were so thick that he would be able
to do very little with the equipment at hand.22 Ambassador
Wilson was active on Wednesday making similar representa-
tions both to éhe government and to the rebels. According
to his report, Wilson, in the name of the diplomats who
accompanied him, protested against the continuance of hos-
tilities and the loss of American life and property and
indicated that since the President of the United States
was concerned, "vessels have been ordered to various ports
e « o (and) marines would be landed if necessary and brought
to this city to maintain order and to afford protection to
the lives and properties of foreigners."23 Despite his
instructions, the ambassador was employing an approach of
a menacing character as leverage against the goverument.
His interpretation of the reaction to his statement was
again characteristic of his biased perspective. He had
visited the National Palace about 11 A.M. with the German

22. Ross, p. 295.

230 Forelﬁn Relatlons, 1913, pp. 706"70?0
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and Spanish ministers. After he had made his statement,
Wilson felt that the president was visibly embarrassed.
Wilson reported that Madero tried to fix the responsibility
of Df;z and informed them that the government was taking
steps which would end the rebellion by the following night.

"These statements made no impression on me or my col-

1eagues."2u

Day after day, the questibn of military intervention
by the United States came up for discussion, and day after
day came the announcement that President Taft was determined
not to intervene unless Mexico reverted to general anarchy,
or unless Cdngress took the responsiblility 6f ordering him
to do so., Nevertheless, it was felt that if Mexico was
thrown into chaos, i1f no real government existed, and if
forelgners were being slaughtered, the Taft administration
would not wailt for Congress to urge action, but would take
the initiative in calling on the warmaking power to author-
ize armed 1ﬁtervention.25 Therefore, four transports were
hurriedly provisioned at Newport News and made ready to
carry troops at a moment's notice, in case of a general

assault upon foreign residents in Mexico.26 The belief in

24, Foreign Relations, 1913, pp. 706-707.

25. New York Times, February 14, 1913, pe. 1.
26. "Battle of Mexico City," p. 180.



103
Washington was general, according to the Washington cor-
respondent of the New York Evening Post, that, as an army
officer put 1t, interventlon in Mexico now would "be the
beginning of a 100 Years' War."27
If we put our hands to this thing, it will be

impossible to draw back. We could march with ease

to the clty of Mexico, and for a few months win an

unbroken series of minor victories. Then we should

have to settle down to a long and exhausting cam-

paign agalnst guerrilla warfare, which would go on

for years, for decades. The appearance of an

American armed force in Mexico would cement all
classes against us.28

President Taft and his advisors did not maintain a
walting attitude. They held that ever&thing had been done
up to this time that circumstances justified. Even if con-
ditions became worse, the government's first action would
be rather to send more warships to Mexican ports or to dis-
patch a strong force of marines and bluejackets to Mexico
City to provide safe conduct for Americans énd forelgners
out of the country.29 Taft's opposition to anything that
might lead to a war in the last weeks of his term of office
seemed to be matched by the same feeling on the part of men

in control of Congfess. Senator Bacon declared himself

27. "Battle of Mexico City," p. 180.
28. 1Ibid.

29. New York Times, February 14, 1913, p. l.
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unalterably opposed to armed intervention. He is reported

to have said:

The greatest calamity that could befall us in
this connection would be for a condition to arise
that would requlire or provoke us to intervene and
endeavor to take charge of affairs in Mexico.

The greatest danger to a Republican form of
government comes from foreign wars, which subor-
dinate the civil to military influences and power,
and exalt the executive power over the legislative
and judicial power of the country. If we went into
Mexico it is very doubtful if should ever come out
of it. If we were to attempt thereafter to hold
Mexico and govern that country, it could only be
by making it a subject colony, as it could never
become a part of our representative Government.30

In Mexico City the battle raged on. The main events
of Friday, February fourteenth, were in the diplomatic rather
than in the military realm. The government was concerned
about the prolongation of hostilities and the threat of
international complications. Therefore, Madero agreed to
accept the mediatory services of the Spanish ministers,
Cologéﬁ and de la Barra. The peace emissary pointed out to
the rebel chiefs the difficult situation énd the inter-
national danger. After the hour long interview, de la
Barra reported the result of his mission to Madero,}who
indicated to him that for no reason was he disposed to
give up. The president discussed the situation with members

of his cablinet. The majority present, excepting Bonilla and

30. "Battle of Mexico City," p. 180.
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Jaime Gurza, favored resignation to avold the foreign inter-
vention in Ambassador Wilson's remarks.31 After a week of
battle, during which D{;z persisted in demanding Madero's
resignation and in urging that his own belligerent status
be recognized by the world powers, the toll began to have
its effect. At Wilson's suggestion and with the agreement
of representatives of England and Germany, on February fif-
teenth, the Spanish Minlister requested Madero's resigna-
32

tion. Madero, indignant at the breach of diplomatic
etiquette inherent in the action, denled that the repre-
sentatives of foreign powers had any right to make such a
request; he stated categorically that he would die at his
post rather than be subject to foreign pressure.33 Even
though Madero's attitude did much to convince Wilson that
under the circumstances-the president would have to be dis-
placed, most of the members of the diplomatlc corps agreed

34

with the beleagured president. In commenting on the

situation, the Cuban Minister to Mexico said:

The intervention of the United States or the
underhanded overthrow of Madero would explain

31l. BRoss, pP. 297

32. Cumberland, P. 237.

33. Foreign Relations, 1913, p. 711.
34, Sterling, p. 405.
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the tortuous conduct and obscure words of the
Ambassador. The revolution is no longer in
the Ciudadela, but in the spirit of Wilson.

Madero did not have to fear Félix Dlaz, but

the representative of President Taft.35

In Washington there was growing apprehension, but

the White House announced that the .policy of non-inter-
vention in the Mexican situation would be adhered to by the
United States government. Mr. Hilles, the secretary to the
president, gave out the following statement: "At a meeting
of the cabinet . . . various dispatches from Mexico were
considered, and it was decided that the information so far
gained afforded no basis for a change in the policy of the
government of the United States already indicated many times
in the last two years."36 Although this statement was of a
reassuring character, it was evident that the president and
his advisors considered taking a more drastic course with
regard to those responsible for the crisis in Mexico City.
Disquleting dispatches'fromithe Mexican capltal caused
President Taft and Secretary Know to determine that con-
ditlons had assumed such a critical state that it would be
well to consider the adoptiqn of measures for the better

protectlion of lives and property of Americans and other

foreigners. There was renewed activity at the War

35. Sterling, p. 405.

36. New York Times, February 16, 1913, p. l.
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Department and additional preparations for landing United

States forces on Mexican soil were made. There was also a
conference between President Taft, Secretary Stimson, and
Brigadier General Crozier, President of the Army War Col-
lege, who were called together ﬁo g0 over once more the
plans that would be put into effect in case intervention
became necessary.37 |

Madero, on hearing reports of possible American
intervention, decilded to telegraph President Taft to obtain
the truth. President Madero was anxious to obtain first-
hand knowledge as to~the truth of this report, and he asked
President Taft to inform him whether his government had
decided to intervene or was considering a policy of inter-
ventlon. President Madero referred to the news of the
sending of American warships to Mexican ports, and asked
Taft to order their commanders not to disembark troops in
Mexico, as he feared that such a step would result in more
terrible consequences than thoée with which Mexico was then
contending.38 In hls message Madefo also indicated that
Americans would be in no danger if they left the firing
zone for other parts of the capltal, as its suburbs; that

the government accepted full responsibility for property

37. New York Times, February 16, 1913, p. 1l.

38. 1Ibid., February 17, 1913, p. 1.
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damage; and that the administration was taking all measures
to lnsure the least possible damage and the early termina-

tion of the situation.->?

It is true that my country is experiencing
at present a terrible trial. The disembarcation
of American forces would only make the situation
worse. Thru a lamentable error the United States
would do a horrible wrong to a nation which always
has been a loyal friend. (It) would tend to make
more difficult the re-establishment in Mexico of
a democratic government similar to that of the
great American nation. 1 appeal to the sentiments
of equity and justice which have been the rule of
your government and which undoubtedly represent
the feeling of the great American people.b0

This message dispétched, lMadero told his cabinet that he
would not resign for any reason. Referring to the telegram
to President Taft, he optimistically remarked, "Now you will
see how the intrigues of this evil Ambassador are dealt
with, v |

However, the activities of Ambassador Wilson con-
tinued. The American diplomat gave full play to his obses-
silons and fears: that Madero was incompetent; that sacking
by mobs imminent; and that the hordes from Morelos would

L2

enter the city. Although the country was reasonably calm

39. Ross, pp. 297-298.
Lo, Foreign Relations, 1913, pp. 713-714.

41. Manuel Bonilla, Jr., El rééimen Maderista
(Mexico City: Talleres Linotipos de E1 Universal, 1922),
P. 71.

42. Ross, Pe. 299.
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while the éapital was enveloped by fighting, Wilson tried to
make 1t appear that the nation was aflame with rebellion.

He also expressed his conviction that the federal army was
disloyal to Madero. Madero showed Wilson the telegram which
he had sent to President Taft.' In it the Mexican executive
had charged that the Amerlcan Ambassador had instigated the
resignation suggested and had expressed concern lest the
diplomat disembark troops. Madero then tried to modify the
diplomat's attitude through loglc and considerateness, but
was unsuccessful in his attempt to convince Wilson that
conditions in the country were at variance with the diplo-
mat's information. Later, through Lascurain, he offered
the Amerlcan representative the safety of a residence in the
suburb of Tacubaya. Wilson declined to accept the offer and
reported that "the removal of the Embassy would be avcala-
mity to the entire American colony. Americans cannot be
advised to go to a safer place because there 1is none."“3

On Sunday, February sixteenth, Wilson had reported
confidentlially to Washington that "General Hﬁerta has indi-
cated a desire to talk with me and I shall see him some
time during the day . . . I hope for good results (from)

this."uu At midnight, Huerta sent Wilson a message

43, Foreign Relations, 1913, bp. 709-710.
4, Ibid., p. 714,
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indlcating that it would be impossible to keep the appoint-
ment, but that he expected to take steps that night towards
terminating the situation. Also in the message, Huerta told
Wilson that he might anticipate some action which would
force Madero from power at any moment and that plans were
fully matured. The diplomat reported that he asked no
questions and made no suggestions "beyond requesting that
no lives be taken except by due process of law (l)."us
Plans were indeed maturing. With good reason the ambas-
sador expected imminent developments. He confided to the
representative of Cuba that "tomorrow all wlll be over,

Mr. 1’41n:i.‘ster."L"6 Years later, Henry lLane Wilson had the
audacity to claim that "I did not for a moment suppose that

a violent coup d'etat would occur or that Madero would be

subjected to more than the pressure of overwhelming cir-

47

cunstances."
Meantime, Washington was taking no chances. Al-

though there had been no change in the policy of the Taft

administration to avoid interventlion in Mexico, the New

York Tlimes reported that the "significant event of the day

hefe was a renewal of actlive preparations for possible

45, Forelgn Relations, 1913, v. 718.
46. Sterling, p. 483;

47. Wilson, pp. 274-275.




111
serious conti.ngenci.es."“’8 Two thousand marines, gathered
from navy yards along the Atlantic Coast, were assembled
wlthout delay at Philadelphia and Norfolk and were readied
for salling. Besldes the dispatching of the marines, two
transports were ordered to proceed at once to Galveston,
where they would be ready for the movement of troops from
the border should any new emergency arise. Also, Taft
replied to the telegram Madero had sent. In this reply,
Presldent Taft told Madero that the reports that his
government had declded to intervene were inaccurate. But
at the same time this otherwlse extremely diplomatic com-
munication had a deeper significance in the light of the
knowledge that 2,000 marines had been ordered southward in
connection with conditions in Mexico. President Taft
informed President Madero that the present most dangerous
sltuation had created extreme pessimlism in the United States .
and the convictlon that the present paramount duty was the
prompt relief of the situation.49

In spite of these striking developments, there was
still every reason to believe that the president and his
advisors were still of the opinion that conditions in

Mexlco had not reached the point where intervention would

4B, New York Times, February 18, 1913, p. 1l.
9. 1Ibid.




112
be Jjustified. The arrangements to meet an emergency were
merely precautionary. It could have been possible to twist
them into a semblance of decision to begin hostilities, but
to do so would be to misrepresent the administration's
desire to prevent what everybody admitted would be a long
and sangulinary strusglé. The situation was delicate, but
1t was felt that the conditions that produced it could end
és suddenly as they came. It was with that hope in mind
that President Taft and his cabinet sought to preserve the
status gquo. They felt that an end of the fierce conflict

1ﬁ Mexico City, regardless of which side won, wou;d bring
an adjustméntvthat would restore Mexico to a normal state.

| The wWeb of treachery now closed in on Madero. On
February éighteenth, General Blanquet arrested Madero and
all but two of the cabinet members. Shortly thereafter,
General Huerta assuﬁed command and so notified the American
Embassy and President Taft. "I have the honor to inform
ydu that I have overthrown this Government. The armed
fbrces support me, and from now on peace and p:ospérity
will reign;“50 Still to be formalized were the relations
“between Huerta and the rebels, and Ambassador Wilson was
ready to assist in this matter. Eaflier that day the
American diplomat had exposed his familiarity with the plan.

50. Foreign Relations, 1913, p. 721.
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At noon he reported to Washington that "the supposition
now i1s that the Federal Generals are in control of the
situation.“5l The arrest of Madero, unexpectedly delayed,
did not occur until an hour and a half later!

That evening the American representative invited_
Generals Huerta and D{;z to the embassy. Protracted dis-
cussions followed, and, finally, after thirty minutes of
private exchange between the principals, the Pact of
Cludadela was signed, on. the basis that 1t was neutral
ground,5z After agreement was achleved, Wilson told |
several colleagues, who were gathered outside the con-
ference room, that everything was arranged. When Félix
Dfaz reenteréd the room, the ambassador cried out, "“Long
live General Dféz, savior of Mexico!"53 After intro-
ductions and a reading of part of the agreemént, the
generals were ushered out. In subseguent years Wilson
repeatedly denied any responsibility for the overthrow of
Madero, but the evidence proved conclusively that the
diplomat was aware of and encouraged and abetted its pro-
moters, even to the point of providing embassy facilities

for their agreement. One observer, considering how narrowly

- 51. Ross, p. 310.
52. 1Ibid.

53. Sterling, p. 473.
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Madero missed winning, concluded that "the least wvalue
which can be assigned to the unfortunate influence of the
American Ambassador is still sufficient to have turned the
scale.“5u After Huerta and Diéz had left the embassy, one
of the diplomats inquired what would be the fate of Madero.
“Oh," allegedly answered Wilson, "“they will put Sefnor
Madero in a madhouse where he should always be kept. As
for the other (Pino Sugfez), he is nothing but a scoundrel.
So, if they kill him, it will be no great loss." The
Chilean'representative protested that "we must not allow
it," but Wilson declared that "we must not meddle in the
domestic affairs of Mexico (!)."55
Wilson candidly informed the State Department_that:
I have been assuming considerable responsibi-
lity in proceeding without instructions in many
important matters, but no harm has been done (1)
and I believe (that) great benefits have been
achieved for our country and especially for our
countrymen in Mexico . . . (whose) interests will
-recelve Just consideration . . . « Our position
here is stronger than it has ever been.5
President Taft and his cabinet appeared to be much relieved

when they learned that President Madero of Mexico was out

54, Edward I. Bell, Political Scheme of Mexico
(New York: McBride, Nast and Company, 191%), D. 416.
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of power, and that there was a possibility that the Mexican
government wés in the grip of a man able to control affairs
in that republic, at least so far as the safety of American
residents was concerned. They were inclined to credit
General Huerta with the abllity to keép his countrymen
from endangering forelgners, and they were glad Madero
was no longer President of Mexlco, because they had reason
to believe that his recent policy was‘menacing to the lives
and property of United States citizens dwelling in his
country. Mr. Taft and hls advisors had informatlion that
Madero had used the possibility of American intervention
as a means of stlrring Mexlican sympathy in his behalf, and
perhaps of arousihg Mexican fury to a point where é
massacre of Americans would have resulted.57 The United
States govérnment officially announced that it would take
no concern in the choice of a successor to President Madero
‘save that such a successor would have to~¢emonstrate his
ability to maintain a stable government‘befOre political
recognition could be given to him by the United States. As
the outcome of conditions in Mexico was involved in too
much uncertainty to justify a prediction by the Taft
administration as to what the future would bring forth,
President Taft and his executive officers decided to mark
tlme.

57. New York Times, February 19, 1913, p. 1.
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In Mexlico, the final act was played concerning
the fall of Madero. First to fall was Gustavo Madero,
Francisco's brother. The first day of the new regime had
davned stained with blood. Ambassador Wilson, more con-
cerned with such matters as Huerta's satisfactory assur-
ances regarding guarantees of public order, unconcernedly
accepted Huerta's explanation that Gustavo Madero had been
killed by soldiers without orders. The following day Wilson
noted that "so far no other executlons th;n those reported
« « o have come to the knowledge of the Embassy," and added
that Huerta had assured him.that every precaution was being
taken to guard.Maderb and Pino Sug}ez.ss Secretary Knox
informed Wilson that the shooting of Gustavo had "caused
a most unfavorable lmpression here. The President 1s
gratified to believe that there is no prospect of injury
to the deposed President or Vice-President."59 |

Henry Lane Wilson was the key figure in the minds
of those who desired to protect the prisoners. Eut Wilson
falled to perform the role that was intended for him. On
February nineteenth, he reported that General Huerta had
asked his advice about whether it was best to send the

58. Foreign Relations, 1913, pp. 724-725.

59. 1Ibid., p. »726.
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ex-president out of the country or place him in a lunatic
asylum., -Wilson replied that he ought to do that which was
best for the country.60 It was the following day that
Wilson, accompanied by the German Minlster, visitedtﬂuerta
and unofficially requested that the utmost precaution be
taken to prevent the taking of his (Madero's) 1life or the
1life of the vice-president except by due process of law,
The State Department, apparenfly startled by these dis-
patches, promptly sent the following message, marked
confidential and urgent:

General Huerta's consulting you as to the
treatment of Madero tends to give you a certain
responsibility in the matter. It moreover goes
without saying that cruel treatment of the ex-
president would injure, in the eyes of the world,
the reputation of Mexican civilization, and this
Government earnestly hopes to hear of no such
treatment and hopes to hear that he has been
dealt with in a manner consistent with peace
and humanity.

Without assuming responsibility you may in
your discretion make use of these ideas in con-
versations with General Huerta.bl

Meantime, the American representative was busy con-
demning the old government, praising the new one, and urging
its recognition. Wilson seemed to be more concerned about
recognition than about humanity. On February twentieth, he
noted that a wicked depotism had fallen and that the

60. Ross, p. 322.
61. Foreign Relations, 1913, pp. 725-726.
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installation of the new government had taken place amid
great popular demonstrations of approval.62 Later that
evening he reported that the new government was evidently
secure and requested that the Department provide him with
immediate instructions regarding recognition. He recom-
mended that the Department take into consideration that the
provisional government took office in .accordance with the
constitution and precedents.63 A further justification
for recognition, and a good example of the criteria guid-
ing the ambassador, was reported two days later: "The
atmosphere here is now entirely friendly and Americans are
recelving more consideration than ever in the history of
Mexlco."éL+ The lmpatient Wilson did not wait for instruc-
tions. On the evening of February twentieth, in view of
what he termed the extreme urgency of the situation and in
the absence of instructions, he assembled the diplomatic
corps to dlscuss recognition. Wilson reported that his
colleagues agreed with him that recognition was imperative
to enable the new government to impose its authority and

to reestablish order. The following day, Wilson read a
statement as dean of the corps, noting that he had been

62. Foreign Relations, 1913, pp. 724-725.
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informed that Huerta had assumed the position of interim
president, and offered the corps sincere congratulations.
Huerta expressed his appreciation with appropriate phrases.
That evening, February twenty-first, Wilson sent a circular
telegram to all American consular officials advising them
"in the interests of Mexico (to) urge general submission and
adhersion to the new government, which will be recognized
by all foreign states today."65 There was no foundation
for this last assertion!

On the night of February 22, 1913, the last act of
the Madero drama was played. It was on this dark night
that Madero and Pino Suﬁrez were roused from thelr sleep,
pushed into a walting car, and driven off, never to be seen
alive again. Madero, who refused to murder, was the first
Mexican president to be assassinated. Although the ulti-
mate responsibllity is difficult to place, the deaths tended
to discredit the Huerta administration and the Cludadela
movement. The government released an official version of
the death of the prisoners--shot whille trying to escape.
Although the administration promised action, no officilal
investigation was undertaken and no punishments were meted
out. However, the assassinatlions shocked Mexico City, and

resentment because of them was reported from other sections

65. Foreign Relations, 1913, p. 734.
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of the country. A'wave of indignation swept the United
States. Only Ambassador Wilson, lacking in sensitivity and
political acumen, remained unruffled and indifférent.66
When President Taft heard of the double tragedy, he expressed
deep regret over the affair, but indicated that there seemed
to be no ground for action by the United States, as the
incident involved only citizens of Mexico. It was Mr.

Taft's opinion and that of his advisors, that the killing
of Madero and Suﬁrez, while deplorable from a humanitarian
standpoint, was a'matter.of Mexlcan domestic concern, and
dld not Justify action by the United States that might be
considered as a step toward 1ntervention.67
It 1s useless to pile up words about the deep damna-
tion of Madero's death. The officlial explanation of that
murder, as the whole civilized world regarded it, was so
muddled and self-inculpatory that they only heightened the
barbarity, while intensifying the shock. But all the sur-
roundings of the affalr were suspiclous and bloody. From
the moment.lt was known that the deposed president was not
>to be allowed to leave the country, the worst was to be
feared for him. ﬁe was felt to be a doomed man.

Yet the monstrous crime, considered not in its per-

sonal but its international aspects, called for no change

66. Ross, p. 331.
67. New York Times, February 24, 1913, p. 1l..
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of policy on the part of the United States government. It
did noﬁ, in the closing days of the Taft administration,
essentially alter the nature of the relations between
Mexico and the Unlited States, though it undoubtedly called
for even more careful study of what our course ought to be
in the future. On Saturday night, almost at the very time
when Madero was being done to death, President Taft reaffirmed
his determination not to intervene in Mexico unless absolutely
compelled to do so.68 The shocking events in Mexico City
did not affect Taft's decision. It was simply added proof -
that brute passions had been let loose in Mexico, and that
our dealings with that country must be marked by the extreme
of caution and vigllance, yet with the unremitting purpose
to do what was wise and just for the people of both lands,
never forgetting that the Mexican nation as a whole must
not be confounded with the military adventurers who may
temporarlly get their clutch upon its throat. President
Taftvdisclaimed any interference, grieved and depressed as
he was by the news of the death of Madero. 1In a speech
Taft stated that it took far more courage to résist an

insensate clamor for warlike measures than to bluster at

the head of the crowd. With the death of Madero and the

68. "Our Duty to Mexico," Nation, 96 (February 27,
1913), p. 196.
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rise of Huerta to power, the Unlted States now faced another
problem, that of Tecognition. Also, the death of Madero
complicated matters, as hlis death cast a dark shadow on the
new Huerta regime.

On February twenty-third, de la Barra gave the dip-
lomatic corps the official version of the deaths. Wilson
reported that the tragedy had produced no effect and that
he was disposed to accept the government's account.69 In
the United States there was much surprise over the state-
ments made in Mexico City by Ambassador Wilson. Mr. Wilson's
positive statement that the two men were killed without the
government's approval and hls'display of friendliness toward
the Huerta regime seemed to officlals a swift reversal of
the position he and his diplomatic colleagues had assumed
before. At the State Department, it was stated that
Ambassador Wilson was acting on his own responsibility and
doubtless for consideration best known to him.7o The pur-
pose of the statement, it was urged, was to allay any feel-
ing of hostility toward this country, possibly endangered
by news of the mobllization of the army at Galveston,
despite the declaration made by President Taft directly to
Madero on February seventeenth that the United States

69. Ross, p. 331.
70. New York Times, February 26, 1913, p. 2.
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government had no intention to intervene. The State Depart-
ment denled that any instructions were sent to Wilson to
take the position assumed by him in his statement.

Having thus disposed of the issue of Madero's death
to his own satisfaction, the ambassador urged that the State
Department inform the American public of the friendly dis-
position of the Huerta government toward the United States
and of the activity it was displaying in restoring order.’t
What the American representative most desired was to obtain
recognition of the Huerta regime. As early as February 21,
1913, Henry Lane Wilson urged the Taft administration to
grant recognition to the Huerta government in order that -
the new government be able to impose its authority and re-
establish order.72 The United States Ambassador also sent
a reassuring message to Washington about the situation in
Mexico. Wilson stated his disbelief in the story that the
existing government planned the murder of ex-President
Madero, and declared that the government "is acting with
firmness and prudence."73 It was sincerely hoped that he

was not mistaken in any respect, but it was feared that

71. Foreign Relations, 1913, pp. 731-732.

72. Stuart A, MacCorkle, American Policy of
Recognition Towards Mexico (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press,
s Pe 80,

73. “Mexico and the United States," Living Age,
LIX (April 5, 1913), p. 57.
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Wilson stated what he ardently desired to belileve.

However, Secretary Knox informed Wilson on February
twenty-fifth, that for the present formal recognition was

not to be accorded except upon specific instructions from

(6

the Department to do so. Within a few hours a nettled

Wilson asked the Department to beAmore~specific, and warned
of embarrassment in our transactions and perhaps the loss
of some vantage ground already taken.75 '_

Appgrently Wilson considered it necessary to
explain his conduct and justify his policy. He submitted
the following information for conslderation of the Presi-

dent and the Secretary of State:

That the government of Madero during its entire
existence was anti-American and that neither appeals
nor velled threats affected it in 1its incompre-
hensible attitude; that during the last three and
perhaps six months of its existence it presented the
aspect of a despotism infinitely worse than that
which existed under General Dlaz; that tho the new
government resulted from an armed revolution . . .
it nevertheless assumed office according to the usual
constitutional precedents . . «; that the new admin-
istration is evidently approved and accepted by
Mexican public opinion and especlally by the more
respectable part thereof « . « and « . « by the
foreign elements . « .3 that anti-American sentiment
has almost entirely disappeared; and that the new
government is showing declded pro-American pro-
clivities « « « &

Moved by these considerations . « . I am en-
deavoring in all possible ways and frequently on

74. Foreign Relations, 1913, p. 738.
75. 1Ibid., pp. 738-739.
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my own responsibility to aild thls government to

establish itself firmly and to procure the sub-
mission and adhersion to all elements.76

Among the steps Wilson took was another message directing
American consuls to exert themselveS'eeaselessly to obtain
the general submission the ambassador desired. However,
American public opinion, aroused by the shocking crime,
could not betignored, and Secretary Knox advised Wilson
thét practically the entire American press was distressed
by the tragedy and treated as 1nadequate the explanations
of the Huerta.regime which could not expedt to escape pub-
lic suspicion.77 The Secretary of State urged a policy of
circumspection and suggested the propriety of some modifica-
tion of the ambassador's telegram to all consular officials.
Wilson was not to be discouraged or deterred from
his purpose. He discounted disturbances and spoke of general
adhersion to the new regime and of peace being generall
throughout the republic. On March first, Wilson preci-
pitously reported that Carranza had submitted to the pro-
visional gévernment and concluded that the "outlook is for’
greater peace in the Hepublic than has been known for
years."78 Four days later he confidentially predicted that

76. Foreign Relations, 1913, pp. 741-742.
77. Ibido [ ppo 7""7‘7""8.
78. Ibido 9 ppo 750-7510
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Carranza's rebellion would -be put down. These optimistic
reports were 1htended to encourage a favorable decision on
the question of recognition.

But the strange notion that the establishment of
peace and order in Mexlico merely walted upon American
recognition of Huerta would not bear examination. Our full
recognition of D{az did not prevent the rebelllion which over-
threw him. The fact that Madero was recognized by the
American government as President of Mexico did not save
him from slege in his owﬁ capital -or from assassination. It
was possiblé that HuertaAmlght have extracted some personal
satisfaction, and even moral assistance, out of recognition
by the United Stat%s, butlﬁhat it would yield~h1ﬁ material
ald was not to beﬁtﬁbughtyéf for a momght. Muddy 1ideas
may argue that recognition implies active help; that we
should be bound td call upon ﬁhe rebels to quit fighting,
or even to supply Huerta with funds and guns; but this was
Preposterous. As long aS'tﬁe‘revolutionists continued
determined to fight the man whom they regarded as a murderer
as well as usurper, and as long as roving bands found it
possible to defy the federal troops and to burn and rob and
destroy, mere recognition byitheAUnited States of the pro-
-Visional government would not essentlally alter his mili-
tary‘difficulties. It could not, that is, unless recogni-

tion meant inté;vention. The fact that some would like to




127
have it mean this was undoubtedly one of the reasons why
President Taft went so slow.79‘

But Presldent Taft, being near the close of his
térm, was unwilling to bring possible embarrassment upon

his successor, and preferred to maintain a status quo

attitude toward the Mexican situation. ‘Another possible
reason why Taft did noﬁ heed the advice of his ambassador,
Henry Lane Wilson, regarding recognitioﬁ, was that the
State Department planned to use recognition as a bargaining
weapon in obtaining favorable settlement of certain out-
standing disputes-with Mexico.ao Former Secretary of State
Knox told Chandler P. Anderson that if he and Taft had
realized that Wilson would not recognize Huerta, they
would have done so themselves.81
It cannot bé doubted that the attitude of the
Unlited States embarrassed General Huerta in his relations
with other foreign governments, and tended to aid his enemies
at home as well as abroad.82 Still, our State Department

refused to perform the much desired act. Sécretary Knox's

79. "Fallacies About Recognition,” Nations, 97
(July 24, 1913), p. 71.

80. Arthur S. Link, Woodrow Wilson aud the Pro-
ressive Era, 1910-1917 (New York: Harper and Brothers,
195%), p. 107.
81, Ibide P. 108y Fn.
82. MacCorkle, p. 85.
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letter to Mr. Wilson, February 21, 1913, appears to give
an insight into the whole situation:

You are instructed . . . to recelve assurances
that the outstanding questions between this country
and Mexico . . « Wwill be dealt with in a satisfac-
tory manner « « o o : :

e o« o the administration of justice . . . shall
be ralised . . . so this government will no longer:
be compelled . . . to make diplomatic representa-
tions in favor of its unjustly treated nationals.

e o o that the Mexican government agree in
principle to the settlement of claims resulting

from . . . the recent political disturbances in
Mexico « « o .83

Taft, although he could not finish the task, had never
bowed to the oll and other interests which demanded inter-
vention in Mexico and used, as thelr chief arguments, the
dahgers to which American citizens were subjected. Taft
hoped that there would be no intervention in Mexico. He
was equally hérd boiled, however, in his recommended treat-
ment of that nation, if it came. A new and more scientific
frontier should be shown after victory, he confided to
Root. »3y this the United States should selize part éf
northern Mexico and portions of lower California. ". . .

I felt « . « that we ought not to embarrass ourselves, if
8L
1]

we go into war; with any self denying civilization.

83. Foreign Relations, 1913, pp. 728-729.

84, Henry T. Pringle, Life and Times of William
Howar% Taft (New York: Ferrar and Reinhart, Inc., 1939),
P. 865. ' :




EPILOGUE

The inauguration of Woodrow Wilson on March 4,
1913, did not end the dilemma of the United States in
regard to the Mexican situation. Matters became more com-
plex and the situation went from bad to worse. That, how-
ever, is part of a later story, which is not dealt with at
this time.

The policy of the United States toward Mexico in
thé_years 1910 to 1913 can only be described as chaotic.
It was not as bad as -the internal situation in Mexico, but
1t was, nevertheless, chaotic. ~Dur1ng'this period there
seemed to be three policies, none of which seemed to have
any good results. There was the policy of the President,
William Howard Taft; the policy of the Secretary of State;
and the policy of theAAmerican Ambassador to Mexico, Henry
lane Wilson.

The policy of the United States during this ?eriod
of 1910 to 1913 can only be described as inconsistent.
From the outbreak of the Madero Revolt in November, 1910,
to the overthrow of Madero in February, 1913, theie seems
to be nothing that is conslstent--wlth the exception that
Taft sald he would not intervene, and he did not. But even
this 1s not so, because there was intervention. It was
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intervention in a subdued form, but nonetheless inter-
vention. When the Madero Revolt broke out, Taft proclaimed
the neutrality laws to be in effect. This, however, seemed
to be mere words. Right from the beginning Madero was
treated differently. The neutrality laws were interpreted
to the extent that they allowéd Madero to conduct his revo-
lution from American soil. Only after repeaﬁed protests
from the D{éz government did the United States attempt to
apprehend Madero. Thus, the neutrality laws and the inter-
pretation of these laws played an ilmportant part in the
success of the Madero revolution.

Consldering how the United States interpreted the
neutrality laws, and the way Madero was treated in the
United States, one would think that once Madero was
elected, the United States would do everything it could to
see that Madero remainéd. Here, once again, the policy
of the United States becomes inconsistent. This was
partly due to the continued revolutionary outbreaks in
Mexico, and partly due to our Ambassador, Henry Lane Wilson.
The activities of Henry Lane Wilson are very important dur-
ing the Madero regime. It was largely through the repbrts
of Henry Lane Wilson that the State Department was gulded.
Wilson was opposed to Madero, and so he did everything he
could to show the Madero administration in a bad light
and not able to handle the situation. This all resulted

FUS 38
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in confusion. The Taft administration loudly proclaimed
that the United States was not going to intervene; at the
same time, preparations seemed to indicate that inter-
vention Wés soon to be: forthcoming. Thé sending of troops
to the border and the dispatching of warships to Mexican
waters did not sound like non-intervention. The result
was both chaos in Mexlco and confusion in the United States.

It is, however, the activities of the American
-Ambassador, Henry Lane Wilson, that deserve special com--
ment. Wilson was everything an ambassador should not be
~and should not do. Wilson did everything he could to dis-
lodge Madero, even to the point of being invblved 1n_the
- plot to overthrow Madero. Wilson seemed to bé runging his
own Mexlican policy quite apart from that of the Taft admin-
istration. Wilson continually recommended interventlion to
bring order and stability to Mexico and to protect American
interests. It is very probable that had Wilson supported
Madero, the policy of the United States might have been a
little clearer, and Madero might have lasted longer than he
did. Once Madero was out and General Huerta in, Wilson
tried to get Taft to recognize him. Taft, however, had
only a few more days in office, and did not care to touch
the matter of recognitioﬁ.

Neutrallity, 1nterventibn, and recognition all
played important roles in this perlod. The interpretation
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and results proved to be highly confusing, as it seemed no
one knew what they were doing. - Taft, however, proved to
be stronger than many had anticipated, for he kept his word
about physlcal intervention of troops. Taft realized the
consequences of intervention; but he was also aware of what

could be gained had the United States been forced to

intervene.




BIBLIOGRAPHY
Books

Alesslia Robles, Miguel. Histdria politfﬁa de la revolucién.
México: Ediciones Botas, 1938.

Baerlein, Henry. Mexico, The Land of Unrest. Philadelphia:
J.B. Lippincott Company, n.d.

Beals, Carleton. Porfirio DiatzJ Dictator of Mexico.
Philadelphia: J.B. Lippincott Company, 1932,

Bell, Edward I. Political Shame of Mexico. New York:
McBride, Nast and Company, 1914,

Bemis, Samuel Flagg. Latin American Policy of the United
States. New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company,

19543,

Blakeslee, George H. Mexico and the Caribbean. New Yorks:
G.E. Stechert and Company, 1920.

Bonilla, Manuel Jr. El rééimen maderista. Mexico City:
Talleres Linatipos de El Universal, 1922,

Brenner, Anita. Wind that Swept Mexico. New York: Harper
and Brothers, 1943.

Callahan, James M. American Foreign Policx in Mexican
Relatlions. 'New York: Macmillan Company, 1932.

Callicott,'W11fr1d H. Caribbean Policy'of'thgiUnited States,
1890-1920. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1942,

. Liberalism in Mexico, 1857-1929. Stanford:
- Stanford University Press, 1931.

Carreno, Albert M. 1la diplomébia extraordinaria entro
México y Estados Unidos. Vol. 1l. México:
Editorial Jus, 1951.

133




134

Cline, Howard F. United States and Mexico. Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1953.

Cory, Harry T. Imperial Valley and the Salton Sink. San
Francisco: John J. Newbegin, 1915.

. /7
Cosio Villegas, Daniel, United States vs. Porfirio Diaz.
Translated by Nettie Lee Benson. University of
Nebraska, 1963.

Cumberland, Charles H. Mexican Revolution: Genesis Under
Madero. Austin:  University of Texas Press, 1952.

Gregg, Robert D. Influence of Border Troubles on Relations
Between the United states and Mexico, 1876-1910.

Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1937.

Gruening, Ermest A. Mexico and its Heritage. New York:
Appleton Century Company, 1934.

Jessup, Philip C. Elihu Root. New York: Dodd, Mead & Co.
2 vols. 1937.

Kennan, George. Salton Sea. New York: Macmillan Company,
1917. - :

Link, Arthur S. Woodrow Wilson and the Progressive Era,
1910-1917. New York: Harper and Brothers, 1954.

BSpez, Portillo y Rojas. Elevacidn y caida de Porfirilo
az. Mejico: Libreria espanola, 1921.

- MacCorkle, Stuart A. American Policy of Recognition
Towards Mexico. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press,
1933. '

Mﬁiquez Sterling, Manuel. Los {ltimos diasvdel residente
Madero: mi gestifn diplomatica en Mexico. MBxico:

Editoral Porrua, 1958.

Pride, Ramon. ILa culpa de Lane Wilson, embajador de Los
E.U.A., en la tragedia mexicana de 1913. Mexico:
Ediciones Botas, 1962.

Pringle, Henry T. Life and Times of William Howard Taft.
New York: Farrar and Relnhart, Inc. 2 vols. 1939.

Rippy, James Fred. United States and Mexico. New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 1926.




135

Ross, Stanley R. Francisco I. Madero: Apostle of.Mexican

Democracy. New York: Columbia University Press,
1955 . ’

Starr, Frederick. Mexico and the United States. Chicago:

Bible House, 1914,

Stuart, Graham H. Latin America and the United States. -

New York: Appleton Century Company, 1955.

Tannenbaum, Frank. Mexico: The Struggle for Peace & Bread.

New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1950.

Timm, Charles A. International Boundary Commission United

States and Mexico. Austin: University of Texas,
1941.

Journals

Berbusse, Edward J., S.J. "Neutrality Diplomacy of the

Unlted States and Mexico, 1910-1911." Americas,
XII, No.3, January 1956. -

Cumberland, Charles C. "Mexico Revolutionary Movements

from Texas, 1906-1912." Southwestern Historical
Quarterly, LII, No. 3, January 1949.

Harrison, John P. "“Henry Lane Wilson, el tragico de la

Peters,

Relyesa,

decena." Historia Mexicana, VI, No. 3, February-
March, 1957.

Donald W. "Rio Grande Boundary Dispute in American

Diplomacy." Southwestern Historical Quarterly, LIV,

No. 4, April 1951.

Pauline. "“Diplomatic Relations Between the United
States and Mexico Under Porfirio Diaz, 1876-1910."
Smith College Studles in History. Northampton, Mass.:
Smith College, X, No. 1, October 1924,

Rowe, L.S. "Mexican Revolution." Political Science

Quarterly, XXVII, No. 2, June 1912.




136
Magazines

“American Exodus from Mexico." LiterarY'Digest; L7,
September 13, 1913.

"American Interest in Mexico." World's Week, 21, No. 4,
February 1911. :

"Armistice in Mexico." Independent, LXX, April 27, 191l.

. Avirette, John A. "Situatioﬁ in Mexico, 1912." Céllier's,
XLVIiii, No. 19, January 27, 1912.

"Battle of Agua Prieta." Independent, LXX, April 20, 1911.

"Battle of Mexico City." Current Opinion, LIV, No. 3,
March 1913.

"Black Week in Mexico." Independent, LXXIV, February 27,

Burleson, Mrs. Albert S. "Wandering Islands in the Rio
Grande." National Geographic Magazine, XXIV, No.
3, March 1913.

Butterfield, Dolores. "Conspiracy Agalnst Madero." Forum,
L, October 1913. : ‘

7
"Diaz and His Influence in Mexico." Current Literature,
XLV, No. 3, August 1908. : :

"Dfﬁz Yields to Madero." Independent, IXX, May 25, 191l.

"Downfall & Death of Madero." Outlook, CIII, March 1, 1913.

Dunn, Arthur W. "Uncle Sam on Police Duty." Review of
Revliews, XLIII, No. 4, April 191l.

Emerson, Edwin. “Madero of Mexico." Outlook, 99, November
11, 1911.

"Fallacles About Recognition." Nation, 97, No. 2508, July
24, 1911.

“Fall of Dfaz." Outlook, 98, June 3, 1911.
"Fall of Jufrez." Independent, LXX, May 18, 1911.




137

"Filghting in Mexico's Capital." Outlook, CIII, February 22,
1913.

Larkin, Edgar L. "A Thousand Men Against a River." World's

"Mexicans and Americans." Outlook, 97, April 1, 191l.

"Mexican Problem." Indenendéﬁt, LXX,VMarch 23, 1911.
"Mexlco and Intervention." OQutlook, CIII, February 27, 1913.

"Mexico and the United States." Living Age, LIX, No. 3587,
April 5, 1913.

"Mexlico and the United States." Outlook, C, March 23, 1912.'
"Mexico and the United States." Outlook, 97, March 25, 1911l.

"Military Movement Toward Mexico.“ Independent, LXX, March
23, 1911l. -

Mitchell, Edmund. "Salton Sea." North American Review,
CLXXXIII, No. 597, August 1906.

"Movement of Troops to Mexico." Current Literature, L, No.
L, April 1911.

"Our Course in the Mexican War." Review of Revliews, XLIII,
No. 5, May 1911.

"Our Duty in Mexican Disorder." Literary Digest, XLV, No.
12, September 21, 1912.

"Our Duty to Mexico." Nation, 96, No. 2487, February 27,
1913.

"Our Government's Mexican Policy." Independent, LXX, June
15, 1911.

Ruhl, Arthur. "With the Troops at the Border." (Collier's,
XLVII, No. 2, April 1, 1911.

"Runaway River." Outlook, 83, No. 16, August 18, 1906.

"Tragic Ten Days of Madero." Seribner's Magazine, LV, No.
1, January 1914,




138

"Troops Massed on Mexican Border." Independent, LXX, March
16, 1911.

"United States and Mexico."™ Outlook, 97, March 18, 1911.

"United States and Mexlco and Monroe Doctrine.™ Outlook,
97, March 25, 191l.

Bibliographical Guides

Bayitch, S.A. latin America - A Bibliographical Guide.
Cogal Gables, Florida: University of Miami Press,
1961.

Bemis, Samuel Flagg and Grace G. Griffin. Gulde to the
Diplomatic History of the Unlited States, 1 -1921.
Washington: Government Printing 0ff1ce,>193§.

Cumberland, Charles C. "United States-Mexican Border:

Selective Guide to the Literature of the Region."
Rural Sociology, XXV, No. 2, June 1960.

Handbook of ILatin American Studies, 1935, 1936, 1958, 1959,
1962, Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Humphries, Robin A. Iatin American History, A Guide to the
Literature in English. London: Gx?ord University

Press, 1958.

Jones, Cecil K. Bibliographies of Iatin American Biblio-
raphles. Washington: Government Printing Office,
1942, .

Rémos, Roberto. Bibliograohfa de la Revolucigh Mexicana.
Mexlico: Monografia Biblliograficas Mexicanos, Vol. 1,
1931.

Government Publications and Documents

Papers Relating to the Forel Relations of the United
, States, 1898, 1900, 1902, 1906, 1907, 1909, 1910,
1911, 1912, and 1913. Washington: Government
Printing Office.




139

Newspapers

Arizona Daily Star, 1909 and 1910.

London Times, 1909, 1911, 1912.

New York Times, 1910-1913.

Unpublished Works

Hoyt, Agnus H. Pollcy of the United States with Respect to
Recognition of Governments in Mexico from 1910 to
1923, Tucson: Unpublished Master's thesis,
Unlversity of Arizona, 1929.

MacDonough, John E. Henry Lane Wilson, Ambassador to
Mexico, 1202-1213. Tucson: Unpublished Master's
thesis, Unlversity of Arizona, 1942,

Rogers, Richard M. History of United States-Mexlcan
Negotlations “Relative to the Colorado River.
Tucson: Unpublished Master's thesis, Unlversity

of Arizona, 1964.




