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ABSTRACT
The beginning of the Mexican Revolution ended the

generally peaceful relations that existed between the
United States and Mexico throughout the rule of Porfirio 
/ ‘Diaz. Relations between the two countries became critical 

on April 21, 1914, when American troops seized the port of 
Veracruz to prevent aid from reaching the Huerta faction in 
Mexico.

The American seizure of Veracruz threatened to unite 
the opposing factions in Mexico in a war against the United 
States. To prevent this the Washington representatives of 
Argentina, Brazil, and Chile offered to mediate the dispute 
between the two countries. From May 24 to July 15, 1914, the 
mediators worked to obtain some basic agreement between 
the three contending parties in the dispute - the American 
government, Huerta's government and the Constitutionalists.

No agreement was found that would satisfy the 
contending parties, and Carranza officially refused to enter 
into the mediation. The final protocol of the Conference 
was an innocuous document that was largely ignored by all 
parties. However, the Conference helped to prevent war 
between the United States and Mexico. It also kept the port 
of Veracruz closed to Huerta, and thus hastened his downfall 
as well as the progress of the Revolution.



CHAPTER;I

THE GROWING CRISIS

The opening years of the twentieth century found
relations between the.United States and Mexico in a generally

/amicable state. But after 1910, when Porfirio Diaz lost
his strong hold on Mexico and fell from power, revolutionary
currents grew in intensity and eventually had a profound
effect upon many aspects of Mexican life. Ultimately, these
revolutionary currents affected the relative peacefulness
of Mexican-American relations.

One of the first concrete events which produced
negative effects upon Mexican-American relations occurred at
the very end of the term of office of President William Howard
Taft. In February, 1913, General Victorian© Huerta seized
power in Mexico City from the legally-elected President,

1Francisco I. Madero. General Huerta's seizure of power
2

made Huerta Mexico's military dictator. Huerta's revolt,
closely followed in the same month by the death of former
President Madero, produced the beginnings of revolution

3
throughout Mexico.

1. Robert E. Quirk, An Affair of Honor (Lexington: 
University of Kentucky Press, 1962) , p. 2.

2. Ibid., p. 3.
3. JCbid., p. 3.

1
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The primary problem that faced the United States in
relation to these events was what to do about officially
recognizing Huerta's regime. The American ambassador in
Mexico City, Henry Lane Wilson, strongly urged that the
United States immediately recognize Huerta as head of the

4
legal government of Mexico. Ambassador Wilson had favored

Zthe type of government Mexico had under Diaz, and he
presumed Huerta would rule in the same manner. Thus, he
hoped the United States would recognize Huerta.

President Taft, then at the very end of his term of
office, ignored the advice of his ambassador and did nothing

5
to recognize Huerta. By following this course of action.
President Taft did not restrict his Democratic successor,
Woodrow Wilson, with the decision of a Republican regime.
Wilson succeeded Taft and became president on March 4, 1913.
By taking no formal action, Taft left Wilson with a free hand

6
to treat Huerta as he saw fit. Taft's action also left 
Wilson with a pressing foreign relations problem that he 
would have to consider immediately upon assuming office.

4. James Morton Callahan, American Foreign Policy
in Mexican Relations (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1932),
p. 65.

5. Ibid., p. 451.
6. William L. Sherman and Richard E. Greenleaf,

Victoriano Huerta, A Reappraisal (Mexico: The Mexico City
College Press, I960), p. 24.
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Wilson was not well prepared to handle the problem
of a demanding foreign relations matter between the United
States and Mexico. He was a man who knew the.history of his
own country very well, but there is little*to indicate that
he had ever given much thought or consideration to Latin

7
America or its people. His lack of knowledge about Latin
America caused him many painful moments in his dealings with
the problem of Huerta's government in Mexico.

Both Wilson and Huerta came to power in their
8

respective countries at about the same time. Wilson had
been elected to his office through a standard, well-
established and legitimate process. Huerta's attainment of
power did not have the aura of legitimacy about it that
Wilson's did, and it was further stained by the death of 

9
Madero. Huerta's "methods" appeared offensive to Wilson,

10
and upset his sense of fair play. The feeling that Huerta 
was ruthless in attaining power in Mexico grew in Wilson's

7. Edward H. Buehrig, Wilson's Foreign Policy in
Perspective (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 19577,
p. 172.

8. Quirk, p. 2.
9. Hubert Herring, A History of Latin America,

third edition (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1968) p. 340.
10. Sherman and Greenleaf, p. 124.
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mind and he slowly came to view Huerta as a villain to be11
removed from office. He decided to continue Taft's policy
of non-recognition. Wilson adhered tenaciously to a policy

'of non-recognition for more than a year. He felt strongly 
- ' ? 

that he could not recognize Huerta because tfie latter was
morally wrong. If he did recognize him, he would in effect

12
be approving Huerta's action in Mexico.

However idealistic Wilson's policy may have been,
it failed to solve the basic problem of what to do about
Mexican-American relations. Merely because Huerta was not
recognized by the United States did not mean, as Wilson soon
found out, that Huerta would disappear. With tenacity
equal to Wilson's, Huerta clung to power. The longer he
stayed in power, the longer he presented an embarrassing
challenge to the President of the United States.

Almost as soon as Huerta had seized power, forces
inside Mexico began to oppose him. The central figure in
this opposition was Venustiano Carranza, Governor of the

13
state of Coahuila. It was reasonable to assume that

11. Ibid.
12. Arthur S. Link, Wilson the Diplomatist

(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1957), p. 19-20.
J. Fred Hippy, The United States and Mexico (New York: 
Alfred Knopf, 1962), p. 337.

13. Quirk, p. 3. Marion Sophia Plank, "Venustiano 
Carranza's Place in the Mexican Revolution," (Unpublished 
Master's thesis. University of Arizona, 1949), p. 24.



Wilson would support Huerta's overthrow, hoping that opposition
headed by Carranza, (whose political party was called the
Constitutionalist,) would rapidly remove Huerta from power.
But it was diplomatically wise for Wilson to appear neutral •
in the struggle. As time passed, however, and Huerta still
clung to power in Mexico City, Wilson began to lose his
ability to appear as a disinterested observer.

Wilson waited over a year for the Constitutionalists
armies to overthrow Huerta. The Constitutionalists controlled
the north of Mexico but did not start moving actively towards
Mexico City until early 1914. After they started moving,

14
their progress was slow. To speed up their advance,
Wilson, on February 3, 1914, revoked the ban on exports of
arms to Mexico, which had been put into effect on March 14,
1912. This move allowed the Constitutionalists armies to
receive more and better weapons and thus speed their advance

15
upon Mexico City. Unhappily for Wilson the revocation of 
the arms embargo did not produce any quick reaction in 
Mexico, and it seemed that Huerta would remain in power as 
well as remain a challenge to the President of the United 
States. This condition was due largely to a set of

. 5

14. Quirk, p. 4.
15. Sherman and Greenleaf, p. 135. Samuel Flagg

Demis, The American Secretaries of State and Their Diplomacy 
New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 192977 Vol. X, p. 16.
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circumstances developing within the ranks of the Constitution
alist forces, and not due to the strength of Huerta or of his 
forces opposed to the Constitutionalists.

As Constitutionalist forces moved south towards 
Mexico City, Carranza became worried since it appeared that 
troops under Francisco Villa would reach Mexico City first. 
Carranza did not want Villa in Mexico City before his other 
troops arrived there because he distrusted Villa's loyalty 
to his leadership of the Constitutionalist cause. He wanted 
one of his more loyal followers, such as Alvaro Obregon or
Pablo Gonzalez to lead the Constitutionalist armies to Mexico

16
City, thereby preceding Villa and his forces. On April 2,
1914, Villa brought to the forefront the issue of questionable
loyalties within the Constitutionalists ranks by defeating
one of Huerta's Federal Armies engaged in protecting the

z 17important railroad town of Torreon. By using the position
that he had seized. Villa and his forces were now in a
position to strike southward down the central part of Mexico,
into Mexico City itself. Faced with this situation, Carranza
sought to delay Villa while he moved the forces of Obregon
and Gonzalez down the east and west coasts of Mexico and into

18
Mexico City ahead of Villa.

16. Quirk, p. 5.
17. Ibid.
18. Ibid
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Carranza's effort to stop Villa slowed the Constitution 
alist advance on Mexico City, frustrating Wilson's desire to 
see them win a speedy victory. It also compelled Constitution
alist armies to try to seize the important coastal port and 
international petroleum center of Tampico. This city was 
important because it contained a large garrison of Huerta's 
forces and was the center of Mexican oil riches. Moreover, 
concentrated in Tampico were large numbers of foreigners, 
mostly American and British citizens, who represented their
countries substantial investments in Mexican oil fields and

19
production facilities. To protect their oil interests and
their citizens, various powers had naval squadrons stationed
off the port of Tampico, the largest of these being the

20
American squadron under Admiral Henry T. Mayo.

In early April, 1914, the Constitutionalists began
21

to attack Federal defensive positions around Tampico.
Relations between Federalist commander General Ignacio 
Morelos Zaragoza and Admiral Mayo were understandably difficult, 
given the situation that existed between their two governments. 
There existed a very real need for cooperation between the 
two men; consequently, in spite of the difficulties, the two

19. Ibid., p. 6.
20. Ibid.
21 Ibid



cooperated fairly well until the fighting around Tampico 
grew in intensity. By the first week in April, 1914, the

8

Constitutionalists put a considerable amount of pressure on
22

the forces of Morelos Zaragoza in and around Tampico. As
the fighting progressed, American, sailors continued to travel
from their ships to Tampico. On April 9, Ensign Charles
Copp was seized from a small American boat by Mexican
soldiers. When news of this event reached Admiral Mayo, he
became irate; He stated that the Mexicans had no right to
seize the sailor from a boat flying an American flag. To
reduce the supposed wrongs inflicted upon the flag, on that
same day Admiral Mayo demanded that Morelos Zaragoza's

23
forces fire a cannon salute to the American Flag.

At this juncture the "flag incident" began to grow 
to significant proportions. Morelos Zaragoza was probably 
confused about the diplomatic convention of firing a salute 
to the flag of a country which refused to recognize his 
government. It was politically unwise for Morelos Zaragoza 
to salute the flag of the United States while that government 
favored the Constitutionalists at the very time the 
Constitutionalists were attacking his own armies. In an 
effort to gain time in the crisis, Morelos Zaragoza cabled

22. Ibid., p. 19.
Ibid., p. 23. Bemis, Vol. X, p. 16.23.
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Mexico City for advice. This quickly produced a diplomatic "
stalemate since Huerta refused to salute the flag and used24
the issue to appear as a defender of Mexican patriotism.

Faced with Huerta's refusal. Admiral Mayo proceeded
with plans to punish the Mexicans at Tampico for their
refusal to salute the flag. Upon approval from Washington,
the navy decided to land troops at Tampico and seize the 

25
city. However, as plans were drawn up to effect this 
course of action, the whole idea of landing troops at Tampico 
appeared less and less favorable. A major reason for this 
was that the harbor at Tampico was very shallow, thus not 
allowing Admiral Mayo to use his largest ships to aid in 
the landing of troops. Coupled with this was the fact that 
most landing areas were exposed and would make marine

26
landing dangerous if the Mexicans decided to resist it.
These obstacles were debated at Tampico and in Washington.
As the United States discussed and debated the Tampico 
incident, important events took place at Veracruz. Here, 
another American fleet under the command of Admiral Frank F. 
Fletcher was stationed to provide protection for American 
interests in that area. The fleet constantly sent men 
ashore on business matters and for shore leave. On April 10,

24. Quirk, p. 41.
25. Ibid., p. 46.
26 Ibid
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a sailor from one of Admiral Fletcher's ships was mistakenly
27

arrested by Veracruz police. Realizing they had made a 
mistake, the police released the sailor. When it happened, 28
the sailor's arrest and release seemed of little importance.
The event was exaggerated out of proportion by two factors
which had little to do with the incident itself. First, the
American Consul at Veracruz, William W. Canada, cabled a
poorly transmitted account of the event to Washington, and
officials in Washington interpreted it as a more serious

29
breach of diplomatic decorum than it was. Second, President
Wilson was ready to use any pretext available to put
pressure on the Huerta regime, and he used the arrest of an
American in Veracruz to charge Huerta with injustices

30
towards Americans in Mexico.

Armed with this new incident, Wilson began to make 
stronger demands on Huerta regarding the failure of Mexicans 
to salute the American flag at Tampico. At the same time, 
Huerta was working to find some suitable method with which 
to pacify Wilson's hostile attitude. In doing this he was 
forced, for political reasons, to save face for his government.

27. Ibid., p. 54.
2J3. Ibid., p. 55. Alfonso Taracena, La verdadera 

Revolucion Mexicana, segunda etafra (1913-1914) (Mexico: 
Editorial Jus; 1960), p. 171.

29. Quirk, p. 55
30. Ibid.
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He knew if he could resist Wilson's demands this would help
rally public opinion behind his embattled regime. Accordingly,
he had a series of meetings with the ranking American diplomat
in Mexico City, Charge d'Affaires Nelson O'Shaughnessey, in
an attempt to find a method of settlement of the dispute
which would please both sides. Oh April 14, O'Shaughnessey
met with Huerta and the two discussed the situation. Here,
Huerta shrewdly brought a section of the Treaty of Guadalupe
Hidalgo which he hoped to use as a basis for the peaceful
solution of the problem. This part of the treaty called for
the United States and Mexico to settle all diplomatic disputes

31
between them by the use of conferences. Since Wilson did
not recognize Huerta's government, he felt he could not very
well hold a diplomatic conference with it, and the suggestion
came to nothing. Huerta, however, was not ready to accept
defeat easily and continued holding discussions with
O'Shaughnessey. On April 16, he proposed a new idea for
discussions, suggesting to O'Shaughnessey that the United
States and Mexico take their international dispute before the

32
Hague Tribunal for adjudication. This was a prudent proposal

31. Records of the Department of State Relating to 
the Internal.Affairs of Mexico, 1910-1929, Vol. 70, case 812.00, 
no. 11514 (University of Arizona Library Film 334).

32. Taracena, p. 173. Edith O'Shaughnessey, Intimate
Pages of Mexican History (New York: George H. Dorn Company,
1920), p. 311.
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on Huerta's part since it allowed Wilson to resolve the problem
of recognition if he so desired. Wilson did not wish to use
the Hague Tribunal because on the next day he refused the 

33
proposal. .Huerta used these points as a device to delay
taking action. On April 18, he again approached 0'Shaughnessey
on the subject, using the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in an

34
attempt to settle the existing diplomatic problem. His
efforts were refused by Wilson who at the time did not wish
to ease his pressure on the Huerta government in any way. To
increase the pressure on Huerta's regime, Wilson asked
Congress for support in letting him use all available means
to force Huerta to yield to his demands. On April 20, 1914,

35
Congress gave Wilson its overwhelming support.

At Tampico, Admiral Mayo was still trying to find
some safe way to land Marines there. When on April 20, his
plans were about complete, the whole situation changed 

36
radically. On that same day, officials in Washington 
received news that the German freighter, Ypiranga, was

33. Taracena, p. 173. *
34. Records of the Department of State, loc. cit.,

no. 11540. ~ ” --- ---
35. Arthur S. Link, Wilson, The New Freedom. Vol. II.

(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1956) p. 398.
36. Quirk, p. 69.
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bound for Veracruz with a large shipment of arms for Huerta's 
37

forces. Backed by Congressional support, Wilson decided
at the last moment to seize Veracruz, instead of Tampico, in

38
order to stop the arms from reaching Huerta. On April 21,
1914, Admiral Fletcher carried out Wilson's orders and American

39
Marines seized the port of Veracruz. It was hoped in
Washington that the landing would be peaceful, but the
Mexicans fired on the Americans and several were killed on 

40
both sides. Marines soon had total control of the port and
did not push any further than was necessary to control the
immediate area of the port itself, which was seized before
the Ypiranga unloaded its arms. At first the operation
seemed a success since it had at least attained the objective

41
of halting the flow-of arms to Huerta.

37. Ibid.
38. Ibid., p. 20.
39. Ibid., Bemis, Vol. X, p. 17.
40. Quirk, p. 95.
41. It caused the American government considerable 

embarrassment to discover that the arms on the Ypiranga were 
not German, but American. The munitions had been purchased
in New York and shipped to Hamburg, Germany. The Ypiranga 
had only transported them from Hamburg to Mexico. ibid., p. 98.



CHAPTER II

THE MEDIATION OFFER

When President Wilson learned that the Mexicans had
resisted the landing of American troops at Veracruz he was
shocked, especially over the deaths that resulted. But this
was only the beginning of a rapid series of disturbances that
Wilson was to suffer over the next few days. First of all,
the landings led to a series of bitter anti-American attacks

1
in Mexican newspapers. Newspapers considered pro-Constitution-
alist were as vociferous in denouncing the troop landings as

2
were pro-Huerta newspapers. Throughout much of Latin America
the United States action also caused violent reactions. In
many Latin American capitals, large anti-American demonstrations 

3
took place. Even in the United States the landing of
Marines was by no means popular, with all segments of American

4
public opinion. The fact that the United States had made 
the landings to redress insults dealt to it by the Huerta

1. Quirk, p. 107.
2. Ibid.
3. Link, Wilson The New Freedom, Vol. II, p. 405.
4. Frank H. Severance, "The Peace Conference at Niagara 

Falls in 1914," Buffalo Historical Society, 18 (1914), p. 6.

14
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government was lost to many critics of the operation. The
American government was seen by many as simply acting as an
agressor in Mexico's internal affairs.

The rudest shock of all was delivered by Venustiano
Carranza, the man Wilson was supporting in the Mexican crisis.
On April 20, Carranza sent a protest note to Washington asking
the United States to stop the landing of troops at Veracruz and

5
to completely withdraw those already landed. Carranza's note
also stated that the landing was an outright invasion of Mexico's
national sovereignty. In an effort to bring as much pressure
upon Wilson as possible, Carranza had his message to Wilson

6
circulated throughout Latin America. These public statements
made it appeart for a brief time that Carranza might actually
join forces with Huerta if American troops continued landing
at Veracruz. A short time later, however, Carranza indicated •
privately, to Wilson's great relief, that he would not carry
out this threat. He would not, however, publicly retreat from
the position that he strongly disapproved of the presence of

7
American troops in Mexican territory.

5. Taracena, p. 177.
6. Callahan, p. 548. Miguel Alessio Robles,

Historia politica de la Rcvolucidn (Mexico, D. F. Ediciones 
Botas, 1938), p. 135.

7. Ray Stannard Baker, Woodrow Wilson, Life and 
Letters (Garden City: Doubleday, Dorn and Company, Inc., 1931), 
Vol. IV., p. 331. Louis M. Teitelbaum, Woodrow Wilson and the 
Mexican Revolution (1913-1916), (New York: Exposition Press, 
1967) , p. 111.
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Wilson was uncertain as to what move he should make
next since troop landings at Veracruz had produced few
favorable results. He could not simply withdraw the troops
because this would have appeared to be a victory for Huerta.
If Wilson chose to keep American troops in Veracruz this
would have allowed Huerta to rally Mexican public opinion to
his cause and force Carranza to appear unpatriotic if he did
not follow Huerta's action and actively oppose the occupation
of Veracruz. Wilson was further confused by Carranza's
bitter public attitude. By closing the port of Veracruz to
Huerta, he felt he had given Carranza a significant amount
of help, but Carranza had in turn rudely rejected the help.
Actually, the American seizure of Veracruz was certainly
beneficial to Carranza since it cut off Huerta from the city's
port revenues and his best port for the importing of
military supplies. While this may have appeared beneficial
to Wilson, Carranza did not want American aid if it meant

8
having American military intervention in Mexico. The value
of this aid was especially doubtful in Carranza's eyes
because he felt that the arousing of Mexican public opinion

9
would favor Huerta, but at Carranza's expense.

8. Quirk, p. 116.
Records of the Department of State, loc. cit.,9.

no. 11600.
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Just as Wilson seemed about to be caught in an
almost impossible diplomatic situation largely of his own
making, a mediation offer was made which promised to save him,
and perhaps, even Huerta. This offer to mediate the dispute
between the United States and Mexico was made by the ranking

10
Washington diplomats of Argentina, Brazil and Chile. These 
diplomats, Ramon S. Naon of Argentina, Dominico. da Gama of 
Brazil, and Eduardo Suarez Mujica of Chile, were authorized . 
by their respective countries to offer their good offices 
to try to prevent war between Mexico and the Unites States,

11
and to try to restore good relations between the two countries.
In Washington, Wilson immediately accepted the offer after it

12
was made by the three countries. His haste in accepting 
the offer indicated how ready he was to seize upon any 
method that promised to create a brief respite from the 
hurried events of the recent past. The mediation offer 
appeared to have been put forth" to prevent the prospect of

10. New York Times, April 25, 1914. p. 1.
11. Harold F. Peterson, Argentina and the United

States, 1810-1960 (New York: University Publications Inc.,
1964) p. 272. Howard F. Cline, The United States and Mexico 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1953), p. 160. Records
of the Department of State, loc. cit., no. 11744D.

12. Cline, p. 160. Ray Stannard Baker Papers 
(Manuscript Division, Library of Congress, Washington, D. C.) 
series 1, p. 391.
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immediate war between the United States and Mexico, although
it would later be used for much different purposes.

The person who conceived the mediation offer was
13

Minister Naon of Argentina. Naon was a distinguished
Argentine diplomat and had been an important member of his

14
country's delegation to the Second Hague Convention.
This experience well acquainted him with international
procedures of mediation in disputes between nations. Naon
approached the Washington representatives of Brazil and
Chile on April 25, and requested them to join his government
in making the offer to mediate the dispute between Mexico

15 zand the United States. Suarez and da Gama quickly informed
their respective governments of the request, and asked for
an affirmative answer to join Argentina in the offer. Both
nations informed their representatives to join Argentina

16
in any mediation effort. Naon was authorized by his
government to assume full power to act in the matter in any

17
manner he felt was best. The freedom of action Naon was

13. Peterson, p. 272. Paul D. Dickens, "Argentine 
Arbitrations and Mediations with Reference to United States 
Participation Therein," Hispanic American Historical Review,
XI (November, 1931), p. 464-484.

14. William Belmont Parker, Argentines of°-To-Day
(Buenos Aires: The Hispanic Society of America, 1920), p. 549.

15. Peterson, p. 272.
16. Ibid.
17. Department of State, Papers Relating to the 

Foreign Relations of thê  United States 1914 (Washington: United 
States Government Printing-Office, 1922) p. 491.
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given was largely due to the hurried manner in which the
mediation offer was conceived and accepted in Washington.

From Wilson's point of view, the mediation offer
came at a very opportune time. Because of Carranza's
bellicose attitude against American intervention in Mexico,
Wilson found that he had involved the United States in an

18
extremely complicated and dangerous position. In Wilson's
view there were also other favorable aspects of the mediation
offer: first, he felt he could use the offer to peacefully
influence affairs in Mexico; and second, this could remove

19
Huerta from power, a central issue in his Mexican policy.

After Wilson had accepted the concept of a
mediation conference, the representatives of Argentina,
Brazil, and Chile invited Huerta's government to join in
the proposed conference. On April 27, 1914, Huerta

20
accepted the offer. His acceptance of the mediation was
carefully worded as he affirmed he was willing to accept the

21
offer only "in principle." Huerta's caution was well-founded, 
since Wilson had indicated after some thought, that he would

18. Cline, p. 161.
19. • Ibid.
20. Taracena, p. 183.
21. New York Times, April 28, 1914, p. 1.
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only support the idea of a mediation conference on the
22

condition that Huerta be eliminated from power. It was 
apparent that.Huerta agreed to the Mediation Conference 
because he believed it would slow the rapid developments 
of the past few days and offer possible solutions to the

23
crises that existed due to the troop landings at Veracruz.
Any stalemate to the situation in Mexico was to his advantage
since he lacked the forces to oppose the Americans and the

%Constitutionalists at the same time. He had been losing 
steadily to the Constitutionalist forces in northern 
Mexico, and if the proposed Mediation Conference could 
effect an armistice in Mexico, it would give Huerta time 
to reorganize his forces.

Carranza apparently held to the same view in 
relation to the effect an armistice could have on the 
progress of the Revolution. On April 28, the mediating

24
powers requested that Carranza join the proposed conference.
On the following day, Carranza replied that he agreed with 
the right of the A. B. C. powers (Argentina, Brazil, and

22. New York Times, April 26, 1914, p. 1.
23. Sherman and Greenleaf, p. 143.
24. Secretaria De Relaciones Exteriores, Tabor

internacional de la Pevolucion Constitutionalista'de Mexico 
(Mexico: Imprenta De La Secretaria De Governacidn, 1918) ~
p. 50. Isidro Fabela, Historia diplomatica de la Bevolucion 
Mexicana, Vol. II (1912-^1917) , (Mexico, D.F.: Fondo De Culture Economica, 1959), p. 38.



Chile), to mediate the dispute between the United States and
Mexico. He reserved his right to send delegates to the
proposed conference, but he did not offer to send delegates to

25
the conference at this juncture. Upon receiving Carranza’s
reply, the mediators sent another communication to him,
asking him to honor an armistice if he planned to be admitted

26
to the proposed conference. On April 31, in a forceful
reply to the mediators, Carranza refused to adhere to any

27
armistice between his forces and Huerta’s. The basis of
his refusal was that any armistice would only serve to harm

28
the Constitutionalists' cause and.benefit Huerta's

The concept of inviting Carranza to join the 
conference was questionable. The original basis for issuing 
a call for a mediation conference was founded upon the 
subject of international difficulties between the governments 
of Mexico and the United States. Carranza was leading an 
internal revolt in Mexico against Huerta's government. He 
was not involved with the United States in any international 
dispute. Thus it would appear he or his representatives 
would have no place in an international conference. Wilson

21

25. Taracena, p. 183. Fabela, p. 38.
26. Taracena, p. 183.
27. Fabela, p. 39.
28. Ibid.
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however, wanted Huerta removed from power. Thus, the mediators 
felt it was advisable to invite Carranza to join in the Mediation 
Conference, since he was Huerta's leading opponent. It was 
also made clear that Wilson wanted Constitutionalist 
representatives at the Mediation Conference, and probably

29
would not agree to mediation unless Carranza was included.

For reasons of his own, Carranza had no intention of
joining the Conference. His intentions were stated indirectly
to the mediators on May 1, 1914. In a telegram sent to them
in Washington he reminded the mediators that the international
problem existing between Mexico and the United States was
separate from the internal struggle in his country, implying
that he would have no justifiable place in the Mediation 

30
Conference. Furthermore, he positively refused to stop
fighting Huerta's forces and agree to an armistice because 
• •••. 31he said it would only serve to aid his enemy. On May 2,
the mediators again requested Carranza to join the Conference

32
and to name delegates he would send to it. Carranza 
replied immediately, asking that before he name his delegates 
the mediators send him a list of all points to be discussed

29. Quirk, p. 118.
30. Taracena, p. 183. Secretaria De Relaciones 

Exteriores, p. 52.
31. Ibid.

/32. Secretaria De Relaciones Exteriores, p. 53.
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33
at the conference. His delaying tactics caused a feeling 
of resentment among the mediators and they informed him on 
May 6, that they were withdrawing their offer of mediation

34
because of his failure to agree to a. suspension of hostilities.

Carranza's refusal to become actively involved in
the Mediation Conference, coupled with the unique attitude
that Wilson was developing towards the pending Conference,
caused the mediators a great deal of discomfort. Before the
Conference Wilson decided that the real problem between the
United States and Mexico centered around the conditions that
existed in Mexico, and not with any particular Mexican
faction. The President based his ideas upon reports he
had been receiving from two unofficial advisors who had been
visiting Mexico. These men were William B. Hale, a journalist,

36
and John Lind, former Governor of Minnesota. Neither man 
was well informed on Mexican affairs, but their unfavorable 
reports on Huerta did help, however, to reinforce Wilson's 
dislike for the man. Hale and Lind were also able to perceive 
that Mexico's backward land-holding system contributed heavily

33. Ibid.
34. New York Times, May 7, 1914, p. 2.
35. Quirk, p. 118.

. Link, Wilson, The New Freedom, Vol. II.36
p. 354-356.
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37
to the unrest in that country. The reports of these two
men helped to convince Wilson that the Mediation Conference
should deal with the internal structure of Mexican society, and
not just with the international conflict that existed between
the two nations. ;

The mediators were now faced with some difficult
problems, even before the Conference date was agreed upon.
Huerta believed that the Conference should treat the
international problems that existed between the United States 

38
and Mexico. The mediators publicly agreed with Huerta’s 

39
thinking. Wilson, however, believed the Conference should 
deal with Mexico's internal problems focusing on the conflict 
between Carranza and Huerta; and that the Conference should 
work to remove Huerta from power. The success of his 
thinking depended upon Carranza’s agreeing to the conditions 
the mediators set forth for his joining the Conference. This 
Carranza steadfastly refused to do, and thus remained out of 
the Conference.

Despite the lack of agreement on what the proposed 
Conference was supposed to consider, plans for its opening

37. Ibid.
38. Quirk, p. 119.
39. Ibid.
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were pushed forward. Some hope still existed that Carranza
might be drawn into the mediation effort, and on May 4, it was
rumored that he had designated his Washington representative, 

y 40
Rafael Zubaran, as his representative to the Conference.
Events soon proved this rumor unfounded. Huerta named his

41
three man delegation to the conference on May 4. The 
delegation was made up of prominent Mexicans loyal to the

42
wealthy property interests in Mexico which supported Huerta.
The head of Huerta's delegation was Emilio Rabasa, a man of

43
considerable ability. He had been a journalist and

44
Governor of Chiapas during Diaz's rule. Rabasa was a
specialist in international law, and would have been Huerta's
ambassador in Washington if Wilson had recognized his 

45
government. He was hated and feared by the Constitutionalists, 
and Carranza's agent in Washington, Jose Urqurdi, warned

40. New York Times, May 4, 1914, p. 1.
41. Ibid.
42. Hamilton Holt, "The Niagara Falls Mediation 

Conference," The Independent, LXXVIII (June 22, 1914), p. 518-521.
43. "The Mediation," The Outlook, CVII (May 23,1914), p. 140.
44. Records of the Department of State , loc. cit., 

no. 12047.
45. Ibid.
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Secretary of State William Jennings Bryan that he would be
46

an able advisory to the Mediation Conference. The most
distinguished and respected man in the delegation was the

/ 47lawyer, Augustine Rodriquez. He was a prominent Catholic#
and had never been active in Mexican politics but was known

48
as a staunch conservative. Despite this, he was trusted
by the Constitutionalists since he had been loyal to the

49
Madero government even though he did not join it.
Perhaps the least respected man in the delegation was 
Luis Elguero. While he was a very wealthy man, it was

50
rumored that he had acquired much of his wealth dishonestly.
Elguero notwithstanding, Huerta seems to have picked his

51
delegation with wisdom. Not mentioned as part of the
official delegation was one more important man, William F.
Buckley, an American lawyer who had lived in Mexico since 

52
1908. Buckley was retained as a counsel for the delegation,

46. Ibid.
47. "The.Mediation," p. 140. Records of the 

Department of State, loc. cit., no. 12047.
48. Records of the Department of State, loc. cit:,

no. 12047. * ”
49. Ibid.
50. Ibid.
51. Severance, p. 12.
52. "Investigation of Mexican Affairs," Committee 

on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, 66 Congress,
2nd session. Senate Document 285, Vol. I (Washington:United 
States Government Printing Office, 1920), p. 767.
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.and was to spend his time in Washington in close touch with
53

Secretary of State Bryan. 54
The delegation was given wide powers by Huerta.

They were instructed to do all they deemed necessary to adjust
the difficulties that existed between Mexico and the United 

55
States. Their wide-ranging power would be taxed severely
due to some of Wilson's demands. Just before the delegation
left for the Mediation Conference, Wilson let it be known
that he would not agree to any settlement that failed to

56
remove Huerta from power. Buckley testified that, in 
effect, a deal was made between the Mexicans and the United 
States before the Conference. Huerta secretly offered to 
resign from office in favor of a neutral government if the

53. During the conference, Congress was content 
to allow Wilson and Bryan to handle the matter without 
Congressional interference. The fact that the Mexican 
delegation had an American lawyer on its staff in close 
touch with the Secretary of State was a well-kept secret at 
the time. There is no mention of Buckley in the press or 
for that matter in official documents dealing with the 
conference. Buckley's role did not become well-known until 
1919 when the Senate began an investigation of Wilson's 
handling of various problems with Mexico. At that time, 
Buckley testified as to the part he played in the Mediation 
Conference.

54. "The Mediation," p. 140.
55. Ibid., Severance, p. 22.
56. ."Mediation Offered," The Independent, LXXVIII 

(May 4, 1914), p. 189.
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United States would try to force Carranza into attending the
57

Conference, thus forcing him to also accept an armistice.
The United States announced to the mediators on

May 8, that it had chosen its delegates - Joseph R. Lamar
58

and Frederick W. Lehmann. Both men were prominent lawyers,
but neither had much political or diplomatic experience,

59
nor were they experienced in Mexican affairs. During the
Conference they had to remain in constant touch with the
State Department to get advice on how to deal with even
minor points and proposals. To have chosen such inexperienced
men may have seemed a poor idea, but the effect was to
allow Wilson to keep in close contact with every phase of
the Conference. This satisfied Wilson, because in what he
considered to be an important matter, he liked to have total

60
personal control.

On May 5, the mediators announced that Niagara Falls,
Canada, had been chosen as the site of the Conference which

61
would convene on May 18. There were indications that the 
mediators expected a fairly long conference since they

57. "Investigation of Mexican Affairs," p. 790-791.
58. New York Times, May 9, 1914, p. 1.
59. Ibid., New York Times, May 11, 1914, p. 1. 

William Jennings Bryan Papers (Manuscript Division, Library 
of Congress, Washington, D. C.) case 43, p. 521.

60. Link, Wilson the Diplomatist, p. 25.
61. New York Times, May 6, 1914, p. 1.
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rented facilities for at least one month. Some minor
problems threatened the convening of the Conference. It was

63
delayed in its opening but finally convened on May 20, 1914.

62. Severance, p. 20.
63. Records of the Department of State, loc. cit., 

no. 12136. Huerta charged that on May 16, 1914, the United 
States landed troops at Pechilingue Bay in violation of the 
armistice between the parties in the Mediation Conference. 
The charge was false, but it almost ended the Conference.
See Ibid., no. 11991.
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MEDIATION, THE OPTIMISTIC PERIOD

The official opening of the Mediation Conference at 
Niagara Falls, Canada, on May 21, 1914, had an aura of 
optimism about it, despite many difficulties that surrounded 
the question Of precisely what would be discussed. The mere 
opening of the Conference seemed to show that, for a while at 
least, there would be no fighting between the United States 
and Mexico.

President Wilson hoped the Conference would provide
Mexico with a government that would meet the qualifications
he deemed necessary; in other words, a government which he 

1
approved. He entered the Conference with some pre-conditions
which he felt were necessary and which he was morally bound
to retain if he were to accept any mediation at all. He was
determined that Huerta be eliminated and a provisional
government be established that would be satisfactory to the 

2
United States. Wilson also felt that the Conference should

CHAPTER III

1. Link, Wilson, the New Freedom, Vol. II, p. 407.
2. Ibid. Baker, Vol. IV, p. 338.
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see to it that all fighting in Mexico stop, and in addition,
put forth some type of land reform which would be a great

3
aid to establishing permanent, internal peace in Mexico.
Wilson explained all of his basic points to the United States

4
delegates, Lamar and Lehmann, on May 20. He made it clear
that his most important objective was Huerta’s elimination.
He specifically stated that he would accept no conference
settlement that did not completely remove Huerta from
power. Such an absolute position clearly indicated that
Wilson was not entering the Conference with much of a desire
to submit to true mediation. Such a submission would not
allow Wilson to proceed with his plan to pacify Mexico in

6
his own manner. Despite his own plans for the Conference,
just before it convened Wilson felt that perhaps it was
wrong to enter into a series of diplomatic meetings with a 

•' 7government he did not recognize. In an effort to solve
this problem it was decided that the American delegates
would not be listed as official delegates to the Conference.

3. Link, Wilson, the New Freedom, Vol. II, p. 408.
4. Ibid.
5. Baker, Vol, IV, p. 338.
6. Ibid., p. 347.
7. Link, Wilson, the New Freedom, Vol. II, p. 407.
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They would be given the title, "Special Commissioners of the
8

President of the United States near the Mediation." This
somewhat lengthy title again illustrated the lengths to which
Wilson went in preventing Huerta's having any official
recognition. Despite their impressive title, the American
delegates had little power except to repeat Wilson's precise 

9 .demands.
At the beginning of the Conference, Huerta's

delegates were in a hopeful mood. Compared to the American
10

delegates they had a great deal of power. They hoped to
use Huerta's offer to resign as a powerful lever to get what
they wanted from the Conference. Their main goal was the
establishment of a neutralist government that would keep

. 11 .Carranza and the Constitutionalists from power.
While Carranza had no delegates when the Conference

began, he did not allow its convening to go unnoticed. On
the day the Conference opened, he issued a strong statement
concerning it, making it very clear that if he were not
represented at the Conference he would in no way be bound by

8. Baker, Vol IV, p. 339.
9. Ibid., IV, p. 345. Cline, p. 161. Severance, p. 21. 

"Investigation of Mexican Affairs," p. 791.
10. Severance, p. 22.
11. O'Shaughnessey, p. 325.
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12
any of its decisions. His statement must have proven
embarrassing to the Americans since they had tried to

13
guarantee his attendance at the Conference. Embarrassing
as it may have been, the note left some hope that Carranza

14
might still join the Conference before it ended. Despite
all of the public statements, it is inaccurate to suggest
that Carranza, in reality, disapproved of it. The
existence of the Conference allowed the Americans to control
the port of Veracruz, thus denying its use to Huerta; and
the longer this situation could be made to last honorably,

15
the more it would benefit Carranza.

The precise feeling that the mediators held toward 
the opening of the Conference is difficult to assess. The 
mere fact, however, that they had gotten the two major 
antagonists, Wilson and Huerta, to agree to a conference 
must have given them some hope as to the outcome of their 
efforts. The spirit at the opening of the Conference on 
May 21 was informal and designed to allow the mediators to

12. New York Times, May 21, 1914, P« 1*
13. "Investigation of Mexican Affairs," p. 791.
14. New York Times, May 21, 1914, p. 1.
15. Link, Wilson, the New Freedom, Vol. II, p. 412. 

"Mexico and the Conciliators," The Independent, LXXVIII,
(May 18, 1914), p. 271.
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explain the procedure they would use in conducting the 
16

meetings. The mediators proposed separate informal meetings
with each delegation and then suggested that plenary meetings

17
be held when points of agreement could be reached. It was
agreed that the signed minutes of the last public meeting of
the Conference would constitute the basic protocol or document

18
of the meetings. Even on such basic questions as conference
procedure, there was not complete agreement. At this first
meeting the American delegates complained that the mediators
should not call the Huerta delegates the "Representatives of

19
the Government of Mexico." The Americans felt that this
implied official recognition of the Huerta government. After
some discussion, the mediators agreed to call the Huerta
delegation "the Mexican Representatives" in future official 

20
dealings. It was a minor point perhaps, but it again

16. Records of the Department of State, loc. cit., 
no. 12136. Emilio Rabasa, Cppia de la correspondencia 
telegrafica con la secretarialde hacienda (unpublished man
uscript from the University of Texas Library, no. G972.685 , 
R112c), Rabasa to Secretaria de Relaciones, Cable I, May 23, 
1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 1)^

17. Ibid.
18. . Severance, p. 23.
19. Records of the Department of State, loc. cit., 

no. 12136.
Ibid.20
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illustrated Wilson's complete unwillingness to accord any 
recognition to Huerta's government, even though his 
Commissioners, were dealing with it in an international 
conference.

The first meeting served to illustrate how the
Conference would largely ignore the initial reason for its
convening; that is, the discussion of the international
problem existing between Mexico and the United States. At
this first meeting, the mediators put forth their own plan
to provide a basis of discussion among the delegates. Their
plan illustrated a familiarity with the basic goals of both
delegations. The plan called for Huerta to resign from
office, and, following Mexican constitutional procedure,
appoint a neutralist to succeed him as Provisional President 21
of Mexico. Due to Huerta's previous agreement to resign
under the right conditions, his delegates made no initial
objections to the plan. Huerta stubbornly held that any
established neutral government should be truly neutral? and

----- 22
could show promise of bringing internal peace to Mexico. 
Huerta's delegates expressed concern over the fact that 
Carranza was not at the Conference and was still fighting

21. Ibid., no. 23435.
✓22. Secretaria de Hacienda to Rabasa, cable no, 4,

May 21, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 4). Rabasa to Secretaria
de Hacienda, cable 3, no. 3, May 20, 1914, (Rabasa Papers, p. 3)
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Huerta’s forces. It was known that if Carranza did not stop
fighting there was a chance he would seize power with military
means and institute the Constitutionalists’ revolutionary
plans for Mexico. In a private meeting between the Mexican
delegation and the mediators on May 22, Rabasa set forth the
precise conditions under which Huerta would consider surrending
power. These conditions hinged upon the idea that Huerta
would retire as soon as internal peace could be secured in 

23
Mexico. The basic goal was to establish peace in Mexico
and, in the process, deny power to the Constitutionalists.

The Americans had a private meeting with the mediators
on May 22. Here, the Americans did not concern themselves
with Huerta's offer to resign. Instead they pressed to get
Carranza officially represented at the Conference. They wanted
the mediators to offer a new invitation to Carranza, and they
suggested he send Jose'Vasconcelos to the Conference to

24
represent the Constitutionalist cause. Because of the 
agreement they had made to get Carranza represented at the 
Conference, the Americans attached great importance to this 
request. The mediators would not cooperate immediately with

23. Rabasa to Secretaria de-Hacienda, cable 5,
May 20, 1914, (Rabasa Papers, p. 5).

/24. Rabasa to Secretaria de Relaciones, cable 3,
May 22, 1914, (Rabasa Papers, p. 1). Taracena, p. 192.
Records of the Department of State, loc. cit«, no. 12048.
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this American desire for a new invitation to Carranza, stating
that it would not be honorable to do so after he had so bluntly
rejected the mediators* efforts, and had refused armistice 

25 . .
with Huerta.

The first few meetings clearly illustrated the course
the Conference would follow. From the very beginning, the
idea of mediation of international differences between Mexico
and the United States was abandoned, and the Conference
concerned itself with the problem of trying to get an acceptable

26
plan of political reorganization and peace within Mexico.
The direction the Conference took placed the United States 
delegation in an odd position. The United States basically 
supported Carranza’s cause in Mexico, since Wilson favored 
him over Huerta. But since Carranza had no representatives 
at the Conference, the American delegation was put in the 
peculiar position of trying to represent both its own interests 
and Carranza's. It was discovered that these two interests 
were more often in conflict than in agreement. However, in 
an effort to gain information on Carranza's attitute towards 
specific Conference issues, Wilson relied on the advice of

25. Records of the Department of State,̂ Toc.’ cit., 
no. 12048.

26. "The Niagara Falls Conference,"The American 
Review of Reviews, II (July 1, 1914) p. l3y
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Carranza's so-called Washington Junta. This group was.
composed of Jose' Vasconcelos, Jose' Urqurdi, and Rafael 

28
Zubaron. These men usually met with Bryan and Lind who

29
in turn informed Lamar and Lehmann of Carranza's views.
However good this idea may have seemed, Wilson failed to grasp
Carranza's basic point - that he wanted no foreigner to try
to influence the internal affairs of Mexico under any guise.

Carranza's negative attitude towards Washington's
efforts to help him did not slow the early progress of the
Conference. The mediators using Huerta's offer to retire
from power as a basis for discussion, called for a full

30
meeting of all delegates on May 23. Speaking for the 
Mexican delegation, Rabasa explained that to secure peace 
in Mexico Huerta would promise to retire, but the offer 
clearly hinged on the condition that the country must be 
actually pacified before he would consider retirement 
from power. This condition seemed to suggest that Huerta

27. Severance, p. 24. "Mediation at Niagara Falls 
and After,” The American Review of Reviews, L (July, 1914), 
p. 33-36.

28. "Mediation at Niagara Falls and After," p. 33-36.
29. Severance, p. 24.

/30. Rabasa to Secretaria de Relaciones, cable 4,
May 24, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 2). Records of the Department 
of State, loc. cit., no. 12070.

/31. Secretaria de Hacienda to Rabasa, cable 8, May 23, 
1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 6). Rabasa to Secretaria de Relaciones, 
cable 4, May 24, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 21).
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would retire only after the Constitutionalist forces had been
crushed or at best neutralized. The American delegation was
pleased by Huerta's offer to retire, but they were curious to
know how Huerta would determine when the country was pacified
to his satisfaction so that the retirement would actually 

32
take place. Rabasa replied that this matter should be

33
taken up with the mediators in private discussions. This
second full meeting of the Conference ended any hopes the
Americans had for getting the Conference to formulate land
reform programs for Mexico. Huerta's delegates said that
they would not even discuss the issue on orders from Mexico 34
City. They said that land reform was strictly an internal
matter and should not be a subject of discussion at the 

35
Conference. The mediators concurred with the Mexican
delegation on this point and insisted that land reform was

36
an internal matter. Through their Washington sources, the 
Americans learned that Carranza would not support the idea 
of the Conference ordering any land reforms in Mexico. 
Carranza wanted land reform in Mexico, but he made it clear

32.
• 1

33.
no. 12070.

34.
35.

Ibid.
Records of the Department of State, loc. cit.

Severance, p. 26.
Ibid., p. 27 
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that he wanted his own plan for reform, not one arranged by
37

an international conference. In face of this resistance 
from so many different quarters, the Americans quietly dropped 
the subject.

After the May 23 meeting, private discussions were
held with each delegation in an attempt to decide when
Huerta should retire and who should replace him. Little
progress was made on the question of when Huerta should
retire, but the Americans and the mediators devised a new
plan for a government to replace Huerta's, a plan presented
to the Mexican delegation and forwarded by Rabasa to Mexico
City on May 25. Rabasa felt the plan to create a government
with a neutral President, one neutral minister, one Huertista
minister, one revolutionary, minister, and one neutral minister
from the North, to be favorable to the Americans and the

38
Constitutionalists. His fears were probably well founded 
since the Constitutionalists controlled the North of Mexico 
and few true neutrals would be found in this area. Under 
the plan it appeared that the Constitutionalists could count 
on two ministers favorable to them. Huerta was apparently 
not too pleased with the results of his offer to surrender 
from power, and he must have had second thoughts about it 
because on May 28 Rabasa sent a cable to Mexico City saying

37. Link, Wilson , The New Freedom, Vol. II, p. 409.
38. Rabasa to Secretaria de Hacienda, cable 9,

May 25, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 7).
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that it would have unfortunate consequences for the progress
39of the Conference if he withdrew his offer.

Huerta's offer to resign caused the American delegates
a new problem because it seemed that the Conference might
reach a sudden conclusion, with Carranza still not officially
represented. Wilson was afraid that Carranza, who seemed
close to success in seizing power from Huerta, would ignore
any agreements made at the Conference unless he was included

40
in its deliberations. If this happened, Wilson would lose
all control over events in Mexico. Thus he directed his
delegates to discuss this issue with the mediators , hoping
to get them to consider sending Carranza a new invitation to

41
join the Conference.

Carranza made another rather weak attempt to join
the Conference on May 25. On that date, one of his Washington
representatives, Zubaran, sent a message to the mediators ,
stating Carranza had failed to send delegates to the Conference

42
because he did not understand what would be discussed.
The mediators decided to meet unofficially with another of

39. Rabasa to Secretaria de Hacienda, cable 11,
May 28, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 9).

40. Link, Wilson, The New Freedom, Vol. II, p. 410. 
Severance, p. 26.

41. Link, Wilson , The New Freedom, Vol. II, p. 410.
42. Taracena, p. 194.
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43
Carranza's representatives, Urqurdi, on May 29. Urqurdi's
report to the mediators did not please them. He noted that
Carranza was surprised that he had never received a list of
topics to be discussed by the mediators, and Urqurdi also let
it be known that Carranza had no intention of declaring an

.44
armistice as a condition to enter the Conference. The
mediators were determined that if Carranza joined the
Conference he should enter it under identical conditions that
the other parties in it had already accepted. Since he again
refused to comply to an armistice the mediators would not.

45
renew their invitation to him.

(Wilson became upset with the Mediators * stubborn
refusal to allow the Constitutionalists to join the Conference
unless they agreed to an armistice, and he began to try to
by-pass the issue. He directed Bryan to have the American
delegates notify the mediators that under the 1907 Hague
Convention mediation did not call for all parties involved to

46
enter into an armistice except under special conditions.
The mediators countered this proposal by simply pointing out

43. New York Times, May 30, 1914, p. 5.
44. Ibid.
45. Rabasa to Secretaria de Hacienda, cable 13,

May 29, 1914. (Rabasa Papers, p. 10). Records of the 
Department of State, loc. cit., no. 12130. Severance, p. 33.

46. Department of State, p. 514.



that all of the rules of the Hague' Convention did not apply
since they had asked all parties' joining the Conference to
agree to an armistice as a condition for accepting the 

47
Mediation. They made it clear that despite the United 
States wishes', Carranza would get no preferential treatment 
from them.

After he had been refused admission to the Mediation
for the second time, Carranza became critical of the whole
effort. He publicly asked how the United States, Argentina,
Brazil and Chile could deal with Huerta when none of them

48
recognized him as legal head of the Mexican government?
At the same time Carranza notified the mediating parties that
he would not consider joining any international conference

49
to discuss Mexican internal affairs. To further cloud the
issue, on June 1, Huerta's delegates made public the fact
that despite his resistance, they would like to have Carranza

50
enter the Conference. As time passed, the Mexican delegates

47. Records of the Department of State, loc. cit.,
no. 12130. The Hague Conference of 1907 was the second of a 
series of international conferences designed to formalize 
matters of procedure in international disputes. It set up 
rules under which matters such as mediation were to be 
conducted on an international level. See Samuel Flagg Bemis, 
A Diplomatic History of the United States (4th ed. .... New York: 
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1961), p. 423. '

48. New York Times, June 1, 1914,' p. 3.
49. Ibid.
50. New York Times, June 2, 1914, p. 1.
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seemed almost desperate to get Carranza included in the
Mediation, since his forces were*still pushing south towards
Mexico City and eventual control of the country. Huerta's
representatives relized that without Carranza's participation

51
in the Conference, their own efforts might soon be useless.
The Constitutionalists rejected the proposal publicly as "a , 52
typical cientifico trick" to force them into an armistice.
Despite Carranza's second failure to become officially involved
with the Conference, it proceeded onward. Huerta's delegates
made new attempts to work out some agreement on a neutral
government acceptable to all parties involved in the Mexican
situation. Instructions arrived from Mexico City telling
them to try to obtain the mediators' agreement on a plan
of government that would allow the Constitutionalists to
control those areas of Mexico they held under the supervision

53
of a neutral government in Mexico City. Huerta was
retreating from his former position on this issue because he
no longer insisted that the country be totally returned to

54
normal before he retired. This new proposal, however, still

51. Severance, p. 33
52. New York Times, June 2, 1914, p. 1.
53. Secretaria de Hacienda to Rabasa,,cable 13, 

June 1, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 11). Secretaria de 
Relaciones to Rabasa, cable 8, June 1, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, 
p. 8) sec. II.
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denied the Constitutionalists1 control of Mexico City. Despite
some change in his position, Huerta still held to the idea
that the fighting must stop between him and the Constitution- 

55
alist forces.

On June 3, Huerta forwarded more new proposals
designed to get a rapid settlement at the Conference and
which called for the Americans to withdraw from Veracruz

56
and for the disarming of the rebels. Huerta agreed that a
neutral should be President, and one Minister should be a
Huertista, one a rebel, another a Northern moderate, and one 

57
moderate. The proposals also called for a general amnesty

58
for all Mexicans involved in the internal strife. Last of
all, they called for elections as soon as possible to select

59
a new President and Vice-President. Huerta called these
proposals indispensable regarding the question of attaining

60
peace in Mexico. These proposals illustrated that Huerta 
was willing to be flexible in his efforts to get an agreement 
at the Conference. He still clung, however, to the basic 
principle that the Constitutionalists must stop fighting

55. Ibid.
/56. Secretaria de Relaciones to Rabasa, cable 18, 

June 3, 1914, (Rabasa Papers, p. 15, sec.II).
57. Ibid.
58. Ibid.
59. Ibid.
60 Ibid
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before any agreement could be reached. This basic principle
was of extreme importance since the Constitutionalists had
consistently refused to even consider any agreement which
would end the- fighting between their forces and Huerta's.

Upon a suggestion by the mediators, the Conference
held no meetings for a few days while all parties studied

61
Huerta's suggestions. Huerta felt that his new proposals 
should produce some agreement, and on June 3 Rabasa 
received a cable from Mexico City asking if the proposals

62
had been acceptable and if they had produced any agreement.
He was strongly urged to try and produce some agreement as
quickly as possible since the internal situation was grave

63
for Huerta's cause. Rabasa replied that it was discouraging
to try to find agreement on anything since the Americans
favored the Constitutionalists' cause and would accept nothing

64
that did not seem to directly favor the Constitutionalists.

Rabasa had some well-founded complaints about,the 
favoritism which the Americans accorded the Constitutionalists.

61. Severance, p. 37.
62. Secretaria de Hacienda to Rabasa, cable 17,

June 3, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 14).
63. Ibid.
64. Rabasa to Secretaria de Hacienda, cable 17, June 3 

1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 17). One of the things that irritated 
the Mexican delegates was that the Americans none too subtly 
continued to provide material aid to the Constitutionalists 
during the Conference. See Ibid.
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While the Mexican delegation continued to search for new ways
of getting some sort of agreement out of the Conference, the
Americans operated in their old manner. Despite all that had
happened, they were still trying to get Carranza to the
Conference. Their position was that since Carranza was
winning the revolution in Mexico, the whole proceeding was

65
absurd.without some type of representation from him. On
June 3, the American position was made crystal clear by a
message from Wilson to his delegation which states that the.
United States would not recognize any government that was 

66
truly neutral. The message was designed to put heavy 
pressure on the Conference by notifying it that, in effect, 
if Carranza was not admitted into the discussions, the United 
States would scuttle the whole Conference's efforts by 
refusing to recognize any government it would establish in 
Mexico unless that government completely favored the 
Constitutionalists. This message had the effect of vigorously 
renewing the old question of admitting representatives of 
Carranza's into the Conference. The mediators retained their 
solid insistence on not allowing Carranza's representatives

65. Edward I. Bell, The Political Shame of Mexico
(New York: McBride, Post and Company, 1914), p. 403.

66. Link, Wilson, The New Freedom, Vol. II,
p. 411
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into the Conference unless he agreed to honor an armistice.
This insistence was especially strong on the part of the
Chilean Mediator, Minister Suarez, who received official

67
instructions from the Chilean government on the matter.
Suarez was instructed to demand that Carranza not be
represented at the Conference unless he could agree to
honor an armistice like all other parties involved in the 

68
Conference. If Carranza would not participate in the
Conference under these conditions, Suarez was directed to
insist that the Mediation effort be directed towards
simply obtaining an agreement between Huerta's government
and the United States in relation to the international

69
difficulties between them. On June 4, in accordance with
his instructions-, Suarez announced officially to the
Conference that he could not permit any delegations to take
part in its deliberations unless they had agreed to an

70
armistice first.

Suarez's firm statement on the armistice matter 
was considered to be a difficult problem for both Huerta's

67. Records of the Department of State, loc. cit., 
no. 12150.

68. Ibid.
69. Ibid. Frederick B. Pike, Chile and the United

States, 1880-1962 (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press
1963), p. 148.

7̂0. Isidro Fabela, Documentos historia de la 
Revolution Mexicana, Revolucion y Reaim^ConstitucTonalista, 
'Vol.-Ill, Carranza, Wilson, y el ABC (Mexico, D. F. : Fondo 
de Culture Economica, I960), p. 66.
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and the American delegation. Suarez's declaration hurt the
Mexican delegates because they were under increasingly greater
pressures from Huerta to produce some sudden dramatic

71
agreement from the Conference. Huerta1s government was
suffering grave problems, especially in the field of economics,
and if these same agreements to get peace in Mexico were

72
not forthcoming, it was in danger of collapsing. The
Americans were also disturbed at what Suarez had disclosed
because they wanted Carranza into the Conference under any
condition he would agree to, and Carranza made it clear he
would join only if he did not have to stop fighting.

Further pressure was put on the Mexican delegation
by Secretary of State Bryan. In a meeting he had with
Buckley on June 7, Bryan declared that Huerta could hold
power only a little longer, and the real task of the

73
Conference was to put Carranza in power. Bryan's attempt 
to put pressure on the Mexican delegation provided no real 
answers to the Conference problems because even if the 
Mexicans agreed to this, the mediators still resisted 
attempts to get Carranza involved on any terms but their 
own. This, plus Suarez's declaration, put the Conference

71. Secretaria de Hacienda to Rabasa, cable 18, 
June 6, 1914 (Rabasa Papers p. 16.)

72. Ibid.
73. "Investigation of Mexican Affairs," p. 794.
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into a deadlock which lasted until June 9. On that date
the mediators called for a full informal meeting to
announce that the Mexican delegation had finally.decided
to accept the original plan of the mediators to solve the
crisis in Mexico, and to get the Conference moving forward 74
again. This was the first plan put forth in the beginning
of the Conference designed to create a neutral government
with a neutral. Provisional President. The plan did not
require the pacification of Mexico before the change of
government took place, which was an important concession

75
on Huerta's part. However, the proposal, as now put
forth, stated that as soon as the new government assumed
power, all factions in Mexico should lay down their arms

76
and end all fighting.

The American delegates indicated that they generally
accepted the original proposal of the mediators for a
provisional government for Mexico, except that they now
insisted that a Constitutionalist be appointed as head of

77
the government, and not a neutral. The Mexican delegates

74. Records of the Department" of State,* loc." cit.,
no. 23452. "—

75. Ibid., no. 12221-1/2.
76. Ibid.

y77. Rabasa to Secretaria de Hacienda, cable 24,
June 9, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 18), "Investigation of Mexican 
Affairs," p. 795.
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78
immediately rejected this condition as being unacceptable.
The mediators likewise were disturbed at the American position
and felt that it was not in the true spirit of their original 

79proposal.
On the following day, the American delegates met

informally with the mediators to explain why they Insisted
that a Constitutionalist be named as head of any new government
for Mexico. They pointed out that Carranza was rapidly
winning the struggle in Mexico and that the Conference could

80
not continue to ignore this basic reality. Thus, they 
felt that a Constitutionalist would have to be named as 
Provisional President, and that they should be brought into 
the discussions at Niagara Falls. At the same time pressure 
exerted upon them by their own government almost forced the 
mediators into agreeing to the American point of view. On 
June 10, Secretary of State Bryan received a cable from the 
American Consul in Chile, Henry Fletcher. Fletcher informed 
the Secretary that the Argentine Foreign Ministry was sounding 
out Chile and Brazil on the subject of ordering the mediators 
to allow Carranza to join the meetings at Niagara Falls without

78. Ibid.
79. Rabasa to Secretaria de Hacienda, cable 24, 

June 9, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 18), Severance, p. 48.
80. Records of the Department of State," loc. cit.,no. 23466. ---- :------------ ----------------- ----- ---
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81
submitting to an armistice. However, nothing actually
became of the matter since nothing further developed .in
regard to Fletcher's information.

The Mexican delegation continued to be disturbed
about the American insistence that a Constitutionalist be
named as Provisional President. On June 11, Rabasa sent a
note to Lamar denouncing his government's position on the 

82
subject. In the note, Rabasa pointed out that in effect
the Americans demanded a complete and total victory for the

83
Constitutionalist cause. He skillfully reminded Lamar
that the Constitutionalists would not benefit by the help
the Americans were trying to render them, since Mexican
public opinion would rebel against any Provisional President

84
appointed and installed in power by a foreign nation.
Rabasa added that the American's claims that the Constitution
alists were definitely winning the struggle in Mexico were
simply not borne out by the facts. Huerta's government still

85
controlled the most populated parts of the country. Rabasa

81. Ibid., no 12201.
82. Ibid., no. 12263-1/2.

I

83. Ibid.
84. Ibid.
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concluded his note to Lamar by telling him that the Mexican
delegates could never accept the idea of directly naming

86
a Constitutionalist as Provisional President. He implied 
that Huerta could.step down from power only if he could 
be assured of a neutral internal government which would 
not allow his enemies an immediate victory upon his leaving 
office.

Lamar did not immediately reply to Rabasa's note.
The mediators were growing tired of the struggle of trying to
decide who should be named Provisional President. They
could sense that no immediate agreement was going to come;
they felt that some new approaches were needed to produce
some agreements, and they announced that after June 11, all
meetings would be held in full conference and attended by 

87
all parties. The following day the mediators called a
full meeting of the Conference and with all delegates present
it was officially agreed that a provisional government
should be set up in Mexico, though the precise time for
establishing this government was not included in the signed 

88
protocol.

86. Ibid.
87. Severance, p. 49.

/88. Rabasa to Secretaria de Hacienda, cable 26, , 
June 12, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 19). Rabasa to Secretaria 
de Relaciones, cable 16, June 13, 1914. Records of the 
Department of State, loc. cit., no. 12239.
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The protocol did not appear to be of great importance
since it simply stated that Mexico should have a provisional
government to replace Huerta's. However, it was the first
document which, in effect, said that Huerta would no longer

89
be President thus, it was quite significant. It was the
first formal agreement that the Conference had produced, and
the fear that more agreements might be forthcoming caused
Washington to renew its efforts to get some type of
Constitutionalist representation at the Conference.

Zubaran, one of Carranza's representatives in
Washington, held the same fear and felt that it was imperative
that Carranza have some type of representation at Niagara
Falls if it appeared that the Conference was to reach agreements

90
concerning the internal affairs of Mexico. On June 10,
Zubaran related his fears to Carranza and requested that he
reconsider the idea of sending some type of representative

91
to the meeting at Niagara Falls; The thought that some 
type of real agreement might occur at Niagara Falls must have 
briefly concerned Carranza because he momentarily dropped 
some of his objections to sending delegates to the meetings.
On the following day he instructed Zubaran to inform the

89. Severance, p. 50.
90. Taracena, p. 200.
91. ' Ibid.
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mediators that he would soon name delegates to represent his
92

cause at the Conference. In the end Carranza did name some
delegates, but he never actually sent the men to Niagara Falls.
His opposition to the Conference faltered briefly, but it
never collapsed completely.

The Conference continued its meetings, striving to
find some man that all the parties involved could agree upon
to be the Provisional President of Mexico. At the same time
it continued to consider the problems of getting Carranza
to participate in its deliberations. On June 13, the mediators
called a meeting to try to reach an agreement on who could

93
fill the office of Provisional President. The meeting
produced nothing but disagreement since the Americans would
propose as candidates for the office of Provisional President
only those men who were Constitutionalists. The Mexican
delegates rejected all suggestions of having a Constitutionalist

94
fill the office. Huerta's representatives were determined 
that any Provisional President must be a neutralist. They 
were determined not to yield on this point and on June 14 
they asked their government for the power to end their 
participation in the Conference if it should appear that the 
mediators would agree to having a Constitutionalist hold the

92. Ibid., p. 201.
93. Rabasa to Secretaria de Hacienda, cable 27, 

June 13, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 19).
94. Ibid.
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95
office. The reply that they received from Mexico City
avoided a direct answer to their question and indicated
Huerta's increasing desire for some type of settlement.
They were told that the main objective of the Conference was
to insure peace between Mexico and the United States while
recognizing the mediators' right to obtain a peace agreement

96
with the Constitutionalists if they could. By his reply,
Huerta made it clear that he would not abandon the Conference 
if it still gave promise of some type of suitable agreement 
for Mexico.

While the problem of who should be appointed 
Provisional President was being debated, Lamar decided to 
reply to Rabasa's communication of June 11. Lamar utilized 
the occasion to answer Rabasa's charge that the Americans 
favored the Constitutionalists. In his note he attempted to 
convince the Mexican delegation that only a Constitutionalist 
could possibly succeed as the head of any Mexican government 
that would replace Huerta. Dated June 15, Lamar's 
communication indicated that the Americans insisted on a 
Constitutionalist simply because the success of the Revolution 
illustrated that the Mexican people favored the Constitutionalist

95. Rabasa to Secretaria de la Relaciohes, cable 17, 
June 14, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 19).

96. Secretaria de Hacienda to Rabasa, cable 21,
June 14, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 20).
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97
cause. Lamar pressed this line of thought, stating that
only the Constitutionalists could bring peace to Mexico and
that the Americans favored their cause only as a means of

98preventing further bloodshed in Mexico. He further told
Rabasa that the question of removing American troops from
Veracruz should be left off the agenda of the Conference.
Lamar felt it more proper that this matter should be taken up
between the United States and the future provisional government
since both of the parties would be interested in the rapid

99
removal of American troops from Veracruz. The communication 
reminded the Mexican delegates that Washington would not 
cooperate with any mediation effort that did not favor the 
goals of the American government; and that the Mediation 
Conference would not, as Huerta desired, be allowed to remove 
the hold that the American troops had on Veracruz as long 
as Huerta remained in power.

Unable to ignore the fact that the Americans were 
determined to favor the Constitutionalists and that Carranza 
was close to victory in the Revolution, the mediators decided 
that they should try to deal in some manner with him, since

97. Records of the Department of State, loc. cit.,
no. 12288. '

98. Ibid.
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100
sooner or later it appeared he would have to be dealt with.
On June 15, the mediators sent Carranza a request, asking him
to reconsider their June 2nd invitation for his participation

101
in the Conference. Despite all the discussions surrounding
Carranza, this was the first official notice he had received
from the mediators since June 2.

In reply, Carranza proposed to send two of his
representatives, Luis Cabrera and Rafael Zubaron, to Buffalo,

102
New York, to confer with the American delegation. Since
Carranza would not accept an armistice, this method of sounding
out the Constitutionalists was used to avoid a new battle over
the armistice problem. Also, an attempt was made to keep the

103
meeting a secret, though this failed. Lamar and Lehmann

104
journeyed to Buffalo and met with Cabrera and Zubaron.
During the meeting, Lamar and Lehmann received a reiteration 
of all of Carranza's past objections to the Conference and 
its proceedings. Cabrera and Zubaron told the Americans that 
the "only proper question before the mediators is the terms

100. "Support the Mediators," The Independent, 
LXXVIII (June 15, 1914), p. 472.

101. Records of the Department of State, loc. cit.,
no. 12271. • ' —

102. New York Times, June 17, 1914. p. 1. Link, Wilson, The New"Freedom,"vox. II, p. 441.
103. Severance, p. 52.
104. New York Times, June 7, 1914. p, i. Link, 

Wilson, The New Freedom, Vol. II, p. 441.
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105
on which the United States should withdraw from Veracruz."
They further informed Lamar and Lehmann that Mexican internal
problems were problems for Mexico to solve by itself in its 

106
own manner. They remained unyielding on the question of
armistice, insisting they could not agree to one because .
"the revolutionary army was like a bicycle which could

107
only stand upright when it went forward." Finally, they
informed Lamar and Lehmann that they would be neither ready
nor willing to accept the result of the Mediation Conference
no matter how much it might favor the Constitutionalist 

108
cause.

The Buffalo meeting effectively ended any hopes 
that the Conference would be successful in its goal of 
providing Mexico with a provisional government and ending 
the fighting in that country. The Americans notified the 
mediators that they would accept the results of the Conference 
only if they favored the Constitutionalists, and the 
Constitutionalists made it very clear they would have nothing

105. Records of the Department of State, loc. cit., 
no. 23491. Severance, p. 55.

106. Records of the Department of State, loc. cit., 
no. 23491.

107. Ibid.
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to do with the Conference or its results. The United States 
also made it clear that it would not discuss the withdrawal 
of its troops from Veracruz with Huerta's government, despite 
the fact that that was one of the original goals of the 
Mediation. Last of all, the Mexican delegates, desperate as 
they were for an end to the fighting in Mexico, could not 
honorably agree to the idea of accepting a Constitutionalist 
as the head of any new government for Mexico. Thus, the 
Conference was forced to try to find a method of saving 
face for all the parties involved so that the effort would 
not appear a complete failure.



CHAPTER IV

\ • FINAL PROTOCOL SIGNED
r '

After the Buffalo meeting, the Mediation Conference
marked time while the parties involved tried to decide what
should be done in order to salvage something meaningful to
show for their efforts. The Mexican representatives
continued to supply the mediators with the names of persons
whom they felt would be acceptable as Provisional President,
and the Americans kept insisting that anyone so named must

1
be a Constitutionalist. The mediators became bored with
this time-consuming process of trying to name a Provisional
President and threatened to end the Conference if some
agreement were not reached soon on the question of who was

2
to be named to that office. In an effort to get some 
personal idea of the precise position the American President 
held on the question of how to solve the problem of who 
should be appointed to the office, the Conference was 
recessed briefly while the Argentine Mediator, Senor Naon

1. Rabasa to Secretaria de la Relaciones, cable 
(without number) , Jytne 16, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 19). 
Rabasa to Secretaria de Hacienda, cable 27, June 16, 1914 
(Rabasa Papers, p. 22).

/2. Rabasa to Secretaria de Hacienda, cable 27, 
June 16, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 22).
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3
traveled to Washington to discuss the issue there. Naon met
with Bryan and Wilson on June 19, and held a lengthy series

4
of discussions with both.;men.

During the meetings, it was decided to disregard the
problem of who should be Provisional President since this
issue seemed to be one upon which no agreement could be 

5
reached. President Wilson finally consented to allowing
the Conference to discuss the international difficulties

6
which existed between the United States and Mexico. This
was agreed upon to prevent the Conference from ending abruptly
and thus ending in total failure. Naon also resigned himself
to the idea that Carranza would have to be taken into
consideration before the Conference ended its deliberations.
He requested that Wilson and Bryan use their influence to get
the Constitutionalists to temporarily waive their objections
to the mediation effort as far as Mexico's internal affairs

7
were concerned. Wilson promised to cooperate in such an 
effort since it now appeared that Carranza's forces would 
soon win the Revolution, and it would be unrealistic for the

3. Rabasa to Secretaria de Hacienda, cable 33, June 21, 
1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 23). New York Times, June 20, 1914,P* 1« 
Severance, p. 63.

4. New York Times, June OCM 1914. p. 1. Severance, p.63.
5. New York Times, June OCM 1914, p. 1. .
6. Ibid.
7. Severance, p. 63.
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Conference to ignore him. To facilitate these plans, Naon
agreed in Washington to allow any representatives of the
Constitutionalists to come to Niagara Falls and use the
Conference machinery to plan an orderly transfer of power in

9
Mexico from the Huertistas to the Constitutionalists. ’

Faced with the progress of the Constitutionalists
in the Revolution and the fact that it could get little
official satisfaction from the Mediation Conference, the
Huerta government desired to end the meetings at Niagara Falls.
On June 22, the Mexican Secretary of Foreign Affairs, SerTor
Esteva Ruiz, cabled Rabasa and instructed him to terminate
Huerta's official participation in the Conference if no
quick agreement could be reached in the difficulties that

10
existed between Mexico and the United States. Despite this 
plea for a rapid conclusion of the Conference, the meetings 
continued largely on the hope that the Americans would finally 
get Carranza's representatives to Niagara Falls. The 
Americans hoped that Constitutionalist delegates would meet 
at least unofficially with Huerta's representatives to work 
out a peaceful transfer of power. The Mexican delegates

y8. New York Times, June 20, 1914, p. i. Rabasa to 
Secretaria de Hacienda, cable 33, June 21, 1914 (Rabasa ■ 
Papers, p. 23.) Severance, p. 64.

9. Ibid.
y10. Secretaria de la Relaciones to Rabasa, cable 29, 

June 22, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 21).
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11
concurred. Carranza was informed of this new tactic to get
him involved at the Mediation Conference, and he treated it 
in his now well-established unyielding manner. On June 23, 
he announced to the press that he had no intention of 12
dealing with Huerta in any manner, "except on the battlefield."

Carranza's press release doomed any chance of a 
peaceful transfer of power in Mexico done in cooperation 
with the Mediation Conference. With few issues left to 
discuss, the mediators were forced to press forward in an 
endeavor to end this phase of the Conference in some face
saving manner. On the evening of June 24 the mediators called
their fourth full official meeting of the Conference, with

13
all delegates present. At this meeting three main proposals
were presented by the mediators and were tentatively accepted

14
by both delegations. The first stated that the parties
in the internal struggle in Mexico should set up a

15
provisional government as agreed upon on June 12. The 
second stated that as soon as a provisional government was 
established, the United States should accord its recognition.

11. Rabasa to Secretaria de la Relaciones, cable 21, 
June 25, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 22).

12. New York Times, June 24, 1914, p. 1.
• i /13. Rabasa to Secretaria de la Relaciones, cable 23, 

June 14, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 23). Records of the Department 
of State, loc. cit., no. 12363.

14. Ibid.
15. Department of State, p. 548.
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This also required that the United States should not claim
16

any form of international satisfaction from Mexico. The
provisional government was to proclaim an amnesty for all
foreigners for any political offenses they had committed

17
during the Revolution. The provisional government was
also to establish a Claims Commission to resolve the problem
of foreign claims against Mexico which might arise from the

18
recent fighting.

The third proposal stated that the three governments 
involved in the mediation effort should recognize the

19
provisional government as soon as it was established.
These proposals were all tentatively approved with little or 
no difficulty.

Once these proposals met tentative approval, the 
mediators had all the delegations sign the minutes of the 
meeting. Since the agreed-upon proposals were in the official 
minutes, the mediators announced that these proposals would 
henceforth constitute the official protocol representing the 
results of the Mediation Conference. The mediators also 
made part of the official record a lengthy statement which 
essentially stated that the mediators had no right to

16. Ibid.
17. Ibid.
18. Ibid.
19 Ibid
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20
intervene into Mexican internal affairs. However, they
desired to be of further aid in settling Mexico's internal
dispute by holding themselves ready to provide any necessary
means of getting Huerta's delegates to meet with Carranza's
delegates to effect an orderly transfer of power between the 21
two factions. In using this purposely vague terminology,
in offering to get the two factions together, the mediators
hope to overcome Carranza's resistance to any sort of
official conference with Huerta.

While both the American and Mexican delegations had
approved of the mediators 1 proposals, they were not especially
pleased that they were to be the final results of the
Conference. The American delegations had serious reservations
about the validity of signing an international agreement with

22
a government which they officially refused to recognize.
The Mexicans were unhappy because the protocol failed to
mention anything about the evacuation of American troops from 

23
Veracruz. However, they felt compelled to sign the protocol 
before the Americans changed their minds and refused to

20. Records of the Department of State, loc. citv, 
no. 12363. ' ----------------- ----------------- ----------
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24
accept the mild agreements finally arrived at in the Conference.
Due to Carranza's successes in Mexico, the Mexican delegates
seemed to feel little could be gained by trying to get more
acceptable agreements, thereby dragging out the length of the
Conference. Yet, their point of view was not shared by the
Mexican Secretary of Foreign Relations, Senor Esteva Ruiz for
he did not wish the Conference to terminate without some
statement on the withdrawal of American troops from Veracruz.
On June 26, he sent his representatives a cable insisting
that before the protocols could receive final approval some
decision had to be reached on the question of the withdrawal
of American forces. Not until then could the Conference be 

25
concluded. The following day Rabasa reported to his
government that the Americans would discuss the withdrawal
of their troops only with the proposed provisional government,
and in reality there was little that he could do to change

26
the Americans' attitude. Lamar's note to him had been 
very definite on this point, and Rabasa realized that there 
was little hope that anything would change the American 
government's position.

24. Ibid.
25. Secretaria de la Relaciones to Rabasa, cable 32, 

June 26, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 23).
26. Rabasa to Secretaria de la Relaciones, cable/ 24, 

June 27, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 24). Rabasa to Secretaria 
de Hacienda, cable 35, June 27, 1814 (Rabasa Papers, p. 27).
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With the Conference in its final stages, Carranza
seemed finally to be getting ready to become involved with
it in some form. On June 21, the mediators sent.Carranza a
communication asking him to send representatives to treat
directly with Huerta's delegates on the matter of the transfer

27
of power in Mexico. Carranza delayed in making a reply for
almost a week, finally ordering Zubaron to respond in a note

28
sent from Washington on June 27. Zubaron sent a message
to the mediators at Niagara Falls asking for time to allow

29
Carranza to pick some representatives. The reply did not 
exactly assure all the parties at the Conference that 
Carranza would actually participate in its meetings, since 
his past record was not too encouraging on that point.

Since Carranza had indicated that he might finally 
send delegates to Niagara Falls to discuss a transfer of 
power in Mexico, the Conference turned its attention to 
reaching a final settlement and approval of the protocol 
signed on June 24. Innocuous as the protocol was, the 
Mexican and American governments were not immediately able 
to agree upon the final document. On June 27, the Mexican

27. Taracena, p. 213.
28. Ibid.
29. Ibid
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delegation received the objections of their government to the
section of the protocol dealing with the subject of damage

30
claims against it. Huerta's government stated it should 
not be held responsible for damage done by the Constitutional
ists, and to do so would be to establish a grave precedent 

31
for Mexico. Due to the atmosphere at the Conference, Rabasa
did little in response to the message. He replied two days
later that the section in the protocol applied only to damage
done by Federal authorities, and that would only provoke new

32
difficulties with the Americans which he wished to avoid.
Rabasa1s reply apparently produced the desired effect in
Mexico City. On June 30, he received the authorization to
terminate the Conference as quickly as possible. He was
to do this even if he could get no favorable changes in the
protocol on such basic matters as a clause which would
determine how the Americans would evacuate their troops from 

33
Mexico. If he could not negotiate the desired evacuation 
clause, he was directed to state to the mediators that Mexico

30. Secretaria de la Relaciones to Rabasa, cable 33, 
June 27, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, pp. 24-25).

31. Ibid. '
32. Rabasa to Secretaria de la Relaciones, cable 25, 

June 29, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 25).
33. Secretaria de la Relaciones to Rabasa, cable 34, 

June 30, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 26).



70

would assume complete freedom of action on the subject of
34

the removal of American troops.
The Americans disliked the protocol because in

effect it required them to recognize Huerta's government.
From the very beginning of his problems with Huerta, Wilson
had used the tactic of "non-recognition" in an effort to
discredit him, and it seemed inconsistent not to do so at
this time. On June 29, the American delegation wired Wilson
informing him that they had signed the protocol, creating an
international agreement with a government that the United
States did not recognize, and that this seemed incongruous

35
with United States policy. They further mentioned that
if they refused to approve the protocol, the Conference36
would end without producing any official results. The 
American delegates were disturbed by their signing of the 
protocol and they wanted some official support for their 
action. On July 11, Bryan provided a somewhat weak answer 
when he ordered the American delegates to sign the protocol 
with the stipulation that this signing would in no way be 
construed as recognition of Huerta's government by the

34. Ibid.
35. Callahan, p. 550. Records of the Department of 

State, loc. cit., no. 12373-1/2.
36. Records of the Department of State, loc. cit.,

no, 12373-1/2. ' ---
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United States. With the signing of the document thus
approved by both governments, the protocol became the official

38
result of the Mediation Conference. At this time the

•mediators officially disbanded the. Conference and left 
39

Niagara Falls.
After the mediators left, the American and Mexican

delegation remained to see if Carranza's representatives
would use their services to discuss the problems of the
transfer of power through the means of a provisional government
Through contacts stationed near Carranza, the Americans tried
to pressure the Constitutionalists into quickly sending

40
delegates to such a meeting. Wilson strongly desired such
a meeting so that he might retain some control over the
establishment of a new regime in Mexico. His desires were
founded upon the hope that this time there were good reasons
for Carranza to send delegates to Niagara Falls. On July 2
he sent messages to his generals, stating a desire to send

41 •
representatives to Canada. Carranza's sudden compliance

37. Ibid.
38. Rabasa to Secretaria de Hacienda, cable 43, 

July 19, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 30).
39. Severance, p. 71.

/40. Rabasa to Secretaria de Hacienda, cable 43, 
July 2, 1914 (Rabasa Papers, p. 30).

41. Taracena, p. 216.
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was based upon the fear that if he refused to cooperate with
the Americans they might try to prevent arms and supplies from

42
reaching his forces. However, this fear of embargo did not
last long. After a number of delays he conferred with his
generals on the matter, and it was finally decided not to send
delegates to Niagara Falls to discuss a transfer of power

43
with either delegation.

The news of the Constitutionalists1 decision brought
the Conference to its final effective termination. Huerta's
delegation remained at Niagara Falls a few more days in
some vain hope of a last minute meeting with representatives
of the Constitutionalists. On July 15 all of their hopes

44
were shattered when Huerta's government collapsed. He
signed his power over to Francisco Carbajal, and fled from 

45
Mexico City. Carbajal showed some interest in using what 
was left of the Mediation Conference to effect a transfer 
of power to Carranza's forces. However, the Constitutionalists 
let it be known that they would handle the struggle for power 
in their own manner and would not resort to some meetings

42. Ibid.
43.7 Records of the Department of State, loc. cit., 

no. 12449. Taracena, p. 219.
44. New York Times, July 16, 1914, p. 1.
45. Ibid.
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three thousand miles from Mexico. Thus, Huerta's delegation 
left Niagara Falls, and the last sign of the Conference 
disappeared with them.

46. Ibid., p. 2



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

The Mediation Conference did not come to any real 
satisfactory ending. When the Conference ended, American 
military forces still occupied Veracruz, with no prospect 
of immediate evacuation. These forces, the focus of the 
international dispute between Mexico and the United States, 
had created the need for the Mediation Conference. Yet, 
in the end, the Conference did nothing to effectively change 
the status of the American forces. Furthermore, diplomatic 
relations between Mexico and the United States were still 
in a state of disarray, and the Conference had done 
significantly little to change the situation. The question 
is: "What, if anything, did the Conference achieve?" The
answer is not to be found in the Protocols that were agreed 
upon, as they were so innocuous as to be of little value. The 
answer as to what the Conference achieved is to be found not 
in the signed agreements reached at the Conference but rather 
in the effect it had upon the participating or involved 
parties and what they derived from it.

The representatives of Argentina, Brazil and Chile 
had a thankless task in attempting to make the Mediation

7 4 '-x
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Conference a visible success. They were faced with a very
difficult problem in the fact the Huerta, the Constutution~
alists and the United States, were all far apart in their
different approaches as to how to resolve the differences
existing between Mexico and the United States. In the end,
the mediators could discover no agreeable formula that would

1
be acceptable to all three parties involved in the dispute.

/

The mediators, along with Huerta and the Constitutionalists,
objected to the idea of having American troops in Mexico,
but they could not arrive at any solution that would

2
facilitate their removal from the country. The mediators
felt that Huerta was at a distinct disadvantage since the
Constitutionalists had refused to participate in the Conference
and were allowed to go on fighting, while the United States

3
had closed Veracruz, Huerta's principal port of supply. *
However, they could do very little to effectively prevent 
this situation since Carranza had successfully rebuffed all 
of their various efforts to get him to agree to an armistice 
and join the Conference.

Despite all of these frustrations, it would be 
wrong to assume that the mediators viewed the Conference as

1. Quirk, p. 116.
2. Baker, IV, p. 344.
3. "Mexico and the Conciliators," p. 271.
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a complete failure. They did feel that as weak as the protocol
was, it could be used as a basis for solving the internal
difficulties of Mexico, and most important, they felt the
Conference, by virtue of simply having met, had prevented

4
a war between Mexico and the United States.

For Huerta and his supporters the Conference was a
disaster. He and his followers had hoped.to construct a
regime in Mexico which would turn the country back to the days

5
of the porfiriato. His attempt was opposed from both inside
and outside of Mexico and the Conference did not, as he had
hoped, improve the situation. The overall result of the
Conference upon Huerta was to make his position in Mexico
even more untenable. Once the Conference was in session,
Huerta was faced with the unpleasant fact that the United States
could seal shut his main seaport, denying him arms and 

6
revenues. The Conference allowed this to happen while failing 
to get Carranza to agree to an armistice with Huerta, thus 
allowing Carranza to attack Huerta while he was hobbled by 
the loss of Veracruz. Throughout the Conference Huerta tried, 
in good faith- through his delegates, to get some agreement

✓4. Peterson p. 397. Isidore Ruiz Moreno, Historia
de las Relaciones exteriores Argentina (1810-1955). (Buenos 
Aires: Editorial Perrot, 1961), p. 290. Pike, p. 149.

5. Jose^Mancisidor, "El huertismo," Historia Mexicans, III (Julio - August©, 1953), p. 34-51.
6. Link, Wilson, The New Freedom, Vol. II, p. 408. 

Sherman and Greenleaf, p. 105.
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out of the meetings at Niagara Falls. His failure to do so 
meant a final loss of power not only for himself but also for 
his supporters. For him the Conference only aided his enemies, 
most important of whom was Carranza.

Neither Carranza nor the forces that he represented 
ever officially became involved in the Mediation Conference 
as the other parties involved had hoped he would. However, 
he was not a forgotten man. The persistent question of how to 
effectively deal with Carranza was the subject of many 
meetings at Niagara Falls. By not being represented there, 
he seemed to influence the outcome of the Conference more 
than if he had sent official delegates.

It has been stated that the Conference was absurd .
7

without official representatives of Carranza's .in attendance. 
It would seem foolish for Carranza to have officially attended. 
To have done so, he would have had to declare an armistice 
with Huerta. Instead, he used the situation to his advantage. 
By playing a game of almost joining the Conference a number 
of times, and then prolonging its discussions while his actions 
were debated, he insured the port of Veracruz would be kept 
closed and Huerta could do nothing effective about the 
situation.

7. Fabela, Historia diplomatica de la Revolucion 
Mexicana, Vol. II (1912-1917), p. 41.
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The mediators did exhibit a very rigid attitude
towards Carranza by never bending on the conditions that he
had to accept to enter the Conference; namely, agreeing to a

8
complete armistice with Huerta. However, their attitude
presented Carranza an issue he used effectively to keep out
of the Conference while taking full advantage of the fact
that the armistice between Huerta and the United States held
the port of Veracruz out of Huerta's grasp. This was most
important because if Huerta had been allowed to attack the
United States forces at Veracruz, Carranza would have been
put in a very difficult position. If he had not helped to
repel the Yankee invaders, he would have probably been open
to the charge of being pro-American. Thus, Carranza was
able to benefit much by the Conference even though he never
officially took part in it.

Carranza's attitude towards the Conference played
havoc with Wilson's plan. He had instantly seized the
opportunity of joining the Conference because it promised
an easy and dignified manner of retreating from the confused
situation which existed immediately after the seizure of

9
Veracruz by American troops. After joining the Conference

8. Fabela, Documentos historia de la Revolucion 
Mexicans, Vol. Ill, p. 48. Fabela, Historia diplomatics de la 
Revolucion Mexicans, Vol. II (1912-1917), p. 421.

9. Baker, IV, p. 375. Agnes Howard Hoyt, "The Policy 
of the United States With Respect to Recognition of Governments 
in Mexico From 1913-1923" (Unpublished Master's Thesis, 
University of Arizona, 1929) , p. 55.
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he had hoped to use it to control the situation in Mexico,
but when Carranza refused to become a part to the meetings
some of Wilson's hopes were dashed. However, it did allow
Wilson to hold Veracruz and slowly strangle Huerta's government
through the method of denying him vital arms and revenues.
This in turn hastened the early elimination of Huerta from
power in Mexico, which at the time was Wilson's prime

10foreign policy objective. Thus, the net effect of the
Conference was to speed the victory of the Mexican Revolution
by aiding the early elimination of Huerta. Writing two years
after the Conference, Randolph W. Smith stated that this11
was not the purpose of the Conference. Yet, for all
practical purposes, that was the Conference's achievement.

\

10. Samuel Flagg Bemis, The Latin American Policy
of the United States (New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company,
194377 p. 180.

11. Randolph Wilford Smith, Benighted Mexico (New
York: John Lane Company, 1916), p. 32.
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