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CHAFTER I
EARLY BRITISH RELATIONS WITH MEXICO

An’oxplanatien of the British Treaty of Amity, Commeres
and Navigation of Deeember 86, 1826 unfolds an cbassure and seem~
ingly unimportant event in history. But to sesspt this event as

sueh would be an inexeusadle error for any student of history

soneerned with this period. 4 :tn@y of this treaty illustrated

the British poliey toward Mexiso, and Spanisheimeriea in generxal,
at the beginning of the Ninetsenth Century. The poliey of Gsorge
Canning, the British Joreign Minister, was to link Mexieo to Greay
Britain not dy eonquest dut by establishing strong eommereial
interests, This treaty was an exsellent lllustration of Canning's

soneept of free trade.

This treaty does not unfold in the ususl diplomatie rownd
table negotiations and diseussions. A pclitieal “free for all"
between England and the United States oesurred. Both of thesse
eountries desired a treaty with Mexiso, and both employed ques~
tionable methods toc sshieve thelr ends.

England, the sountry with loag experienee in diplomatie
relations and methods, was vietorious and the first to sign e




treaty with Mexleo. England Rad known the esonomis wvalue of
Mexieo, as well ss the other Spanish nations, beeause she md
earried on sn sxtensive trade prior to thely independenss. The
merelants of England had pressured Qanning to negotiate a treaty,
bdeesause they had deen aware of the Spanish Americen sommersial

opportunities earlier and had known theiy 'ﬁlﬂ.ol

In negotiating for s treaty, Canning was following the posi~
tion that his predesessor Viseount caatloradsh had prastised.
After a study of how many men were killed and the eost of sarry~
ing on a military gonquest in Spanish~Amerisa or aiding in a
revolution, Castlereagh desided to ehange British poliey toward
these sountries. He argued thet Britain should use a stristly
commerelal sonquest of Spanish~Ameriea, He seid Engiand should
approaeh this portivn of the world as traders and not as enemies
besause when a nation approasshes another sountry with foree or as
AR enemy, "a new energy is given to the loeal govermment whieh
mey probably enable them to enforee the prohiditory regulaiiona,«y»é

1dchwtnlle Festing, Joha Hookhem J

‘m&@l‘ J.B”h Pe 268, v
*it would have aguln drought nll the tommerae men and ngnwfaﬂtulw

ers of England at my heels."
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againsi ouy eoum@rlt.“a Casilereagh looked upon South Amer iea
as 2u area toc expand British econnmic interast sxslusively and
ot un ares where British political influenee should be exerted.
0f sourse, it must be remambered that when Castlersagh announsed
this poliey fnglund was at war with Napoleon, and the Frenesh
bioskade of tne ports on the eontiment of Rurope forssed Kngiend
to iook elsswhere for plases 1o selli her manufaetured goods.

From May 1807, when he issusd this poliey in a2 memorsndun for his
subinet relative to South America, until the 1900's this remained
tbe British poliey in Souih Ameriea,

George Cannicg followed Castlercagh's polisy in sssuming
Britein's esonomie intzrest in South Amarica. He improved wpom
Castlereagh's polieies and suseectded in having gooé esonomie
relations produse good politiesl relationz with South Ameries.
The treaty between England and Mexieo was indicative of Canning's

poliey.

During the decade of the 1820's England found itselfl in
somewhat the same position as 1t was iz during the HNapolsonie
#ars. Britalm under Canning hsd takem a liberal stand on the

axﬁs.er. ; A WE A N .: '. 3 : ."; 6‘ :‘ :‘.‘v”.
{Oxford, 1960), pp. 47-48,
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independence movements in South Amerisa and in Europe whied meant
Britain did not want the rsvolting eolonies baek under the rule e‘
Spain. (England did interfere in sonstitutional movements.) In
1622 Oreat Britain withdrew from the Allisnees at the Congress of

Yerona bdesause of the other members who agreed on sending a Frenel

army to intervene in Spanish affairs. When the Freneh army inveds-
ed 8Spain in 1688 Canning was furloue, end turned to Lnariea to
take his revenge. *"Among the Spanish eolonies kngleand had been
building wp a wvaluable trade, and, now that tariffs were being
raised against British goodes zll over the continent, these South
Anmeriean markets seemsd sll the more valuables Here was the op-
portune time to establish better economie relations with South
Ameriea, especially when Englend eould oppoee, as it 414, any
attempt to restore the Spanish eolonies. Thus, Canning sourted
the new nations of South Ameriea by resognizing them in 182§
against the wishes of the Allzancca."

When these sountries deeclared their independense from Spain,
English merehants aeted quiekly., Frederiek Paxson writes "Oan the
$th of May, 1822 the Liverpool Ship Owner's Assoeiation pressnted

its memorial whish asked for reesgnition ¢of the new states; 4n

U

!tcdar:ck B.Artz, Reaetion and
(Now '!erk. 1934}, pp. 170-171.
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June the Liverpool Merehants followed suit in a petition te the
Privy Couneil; in July sixzty-one fims of Olasgow petitioned
Canning for the resognition of the republies; and in the sane
month the merehants and shipowners of Liverpool begged the Hmise |
of Commons for similar setion in their behalf.*® with this pres-
sure, whieh supported the libersl sentiments of Cenning, England

sent sommissioners to Buencs aires, Colombiz, and Mexiee,

Although the treaty nmegotiations were initiated By deth the
United States snd England, the soneern of this thezis will be the
latter. An explanation of one treaty unsvoidably inwvolves a 8is-

sussion of the other.

On Desomber 21, 1822 Patriek Maockie was dispatehed on a spe~
eial mission to Mexieo %o asquire informution about the attitude
of the Mexican Goverament and people toward the extension of
Britiskh Commeres into that country. It was not until approxinmate+
1y July of 1823 that Msekie arrived in Mexiso.® This mission was

‘Freéerick raxson, Ik

Bepubliss (Philadelphia,

Ql. Morse Stephans, Herbert E. Bolton, The Pacifi _
g%gfgfz {New York, 19175. This work eontains an essay ¢
ritisk Influense in Mexioo™ by ¥William Manning, ». 322,

Lg Diplemscis Mexieana, (Mexieo, 1910-1913), II, p. 97.
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not a surprise to the Hexiosn Goverament, because Mzokieo hsd ex=
plained the purpose of his visit to the Provisional President
General Guadalupe Vietoria.®

Conferenees wars held between these iwo men at the Vills de
Xnlapa, and on July 23, 1823 Maokie exprescsaed the desire of Great
Britain to enter diplomatie and esommercial relations with belno¢?
There were four offieial seesions at Xalapes between Maokie and
Vistoria and these dlseussions nre considered to bde the deginaning
of diplomatie reletions betwoen Englandéd and Mexioo. Right after
Muoks eonsluded his mission he returned %o Englend.

Oeorge Cenning's role in the diplomatie relations was of
importance., It was his zesl that put through the diplomatis
moves %o resognize Mexieo. Vhen the other Europesn powers re=
stored en absolute government in Spain in 1823, Canning deeided
to take advantage of this opportunity and resognire the new nationsg
of imerica., He firet invited the United States tec entcer lato a
Joint deelaration with Britain in regard to Spanish~imeriea.

51 omt: xicane, p. 100, "Tenge el honor de

nunﬁiar a V.E. | Tlegaéa s este suelo somo Enviado del Qovierns
Britdniso para nanifastor al Supremo de HMexieo sus ardientes de~
seos de eniablar relsoiones armistieios y somereinles ete.”
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In Morek of 1823 Canning offered his five proposals to the United
Ststes., They weres 1) The British Government oconsidered as hope=
168 the recovery of the Colonies dy Spaim; 2) The reeognition of
these Colonies as independent states should be detormined by time
and eireumstanees; 3) Great Britain dlseleaimed all desire to ob~
tain possession of any nortisn of the Colonies; 4) Great Britain
would plaee nn obetncles in the way of settlement by amicabli
recognition betwaen Spain and her esolonles; 5) Great Britain
eould not see with indifferenes the trsnsfer of any portion of

the Colonies tn any other p@war.e

This attempt by Britain to have & bBilateral prosouneement
with ths United Ststes was not esecepted. John Quiney Adams, the
United Btates Cecretary of State, rejected the English offer and
wee very influentiel in persuading Presidsnt Monroe to estadblish
the unileteral poliey of the United States whieh was la ter ealled

the Monroe Daatrine.9

Dexter Perkins, the noted Ameriesn histo~
rian on the Monroe Doetrine, vrote that Adams deelared " the

Europesn and Ameriean politiesl systems should be kept as separe~

2]
Pe 9.

9
Poxter Perkins, ‘fhe Monroe Doetrine 1823=2¢ (Cambridge,
1927), p. 101,

alejandro KLVarez, pige , (New York, 1924),
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ate and distinet fron esek other sase poseible,” There was no
doubt that from now obp éanning's poliey wes cimed 8t reseining
the prestige Engiand haa lost to the United States over this

affair.

Perkinzs wrote that Franee alsn h:d designs on South sAmsrican
trade after Ferdinand of Spain wes restorad 3» his throas on July
b, 1823, French ministers wer:s sant tn Chile, Colombia, the
La Plata, Peru, and Mexieo.ll The farnr thuat Fronch sommerelal
interests in there countries weuld he strengthenad by giving
Spain the 218 she needed in restoring her pover in Spanish-Amere
iea vwas felt by Britein and the Spanish Ameriesn countries.
Freneh aid wse Iin faoet, to be given %0 3pain to help eonsolidute
end restors her power by astoblishins new monirehies whish when
founded, vware %o he opened Lo the eomierce of the world with @
preferanee of ten pereent in favor of Spaln.lg It wes bscause of
this that Canning on Qetober 9, 1827 in his eonferenee with the
Freneh minister Polignse mede the deelsretion "That the British

Government was of the opinion thut eny sttempt to bring Spenish«

{

Yorvia., o. 110,
1lyvid., pe Lii.
1R nig.
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imeriea agnin under its aneient subdbmission to Spain must be utterd
1y hopeless} . « + ané thet the junetion of any Toreign power 4am
an onterprise of 8pain against the eclonies, . « would be sonside
ered e motive for resognizing the latter withnut dslay.*la The
Folignae Memorandum was used by Britein %o eosree France to stop
any plans she might have had asgainet Spanish-ameriea.

Ganning was shrewdly cognizant of eaeh move he was making.
He eould not offend the pride of Mexieo or any other ESpanish
Ameriean eounsry, and he sueeeeded admirablye. On Mareh 186, 1824
the Gaeseta Uobierno Suprems be Mexieo eontained an offieial notieq
from London. It sald "Great Britain not only has Gesided to res~
ognize the independense of Hexieo and the rest of the indepondent
governments of Ameriea, but also to support her by strength of
arme in esse 1t 18 necessary. This same government desires %o
strengthen our relationship with & $reaty of eommereec and sllii~
aaoe.‘14 The artielie goes on to tell how kngland hed seat a som=
sunique to the sourts of kurope aréins resognition of the new
states and announeing the rolignse Memorsndum. There were numey-

ous artisles planted in the Gggeta like this, and they proved to

Sfaxaan, pe 208

l&g gpta il Uoblersd Supremo (Mexieo, LE de Marzo de 1824),
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be an effeative way of arousinz » favnradble npininn af Enels nd.
On Ostodbar 10, 1823, the day after the‘ynlignae Neonorandun
was published, a ¢rmuissisn of three men were sent to Wexleo %o
arrunge for an interehange of 8iplomatie missions, This sommise
slon songisted of Licnel Hervey, Henry G. ward, and John 0'Cormand
Thely main objeoctive was to examine the nolitieal situstion and
also to ree 1if the sommorsial elseces had a friendly dlsposition
to estadlishing ecomrerclsl intereourse. s
- vhen these plenipnientieriec woent to Mexico they offered
guarantees that England would not sttempt $o dbring any of the
8panish enlonles under her dominion, and would not permit to any
other naetion attempting to 4o the same, This w&a ascepted quite
favorably by the Mexisans and gave them s feeling of seeurisy.
Mexiso Sook great pride in gﬁin&n; this support becauss of English
prestige as a world power.
On Decembeyr 16, 1893 she British delegation to Mexieo reashed
the harbor of Yers Cruz. %he g
warn aesount of the errival and predieted that they cams with the
intention of estadlishing good reletions and negotiating & busi-
ness tresty with xnxicu.l‘ There 18 no Qoubt that the Englishmen

30 @ ntained a very

NN

L0008 II, Pe 188, Paxsan, p. 210

l‘m {16 Dietembdre, 1823),
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were reselved warmly end extended hospitslity. On Janusry 7, 182L
there was an editorlal 1n the Gagels stuting thet the Engl ish
commisgioners were invited to & magnificent party in the fal=ee
where all of the hends of the Mexlean Government were in sttené=
anee, At the comnletion of the dinner President Vietarim gave a
tozst to George IV of England, and Lionel Hervey responded by
toasting to the prosperity and unity of the Mexiesn nation, and
then Vigtoria finished dy drinking to an allisnee between England
and ﬁexiso.lv

Soon after it arrived, the eommission sent a report teo Cane
ning, whieh brought the importange of Mexieo sloser %o his atten-
tion. 7The sommission wrote:

The Mexlesns are looking for an allisnee, and the
United States has opened her arms wide to revceive then.

The Amerieans have already commeneed the eclonization of
the Frovinee of Texas although not bdelonging to them and
are eagerly ensoursging the eonstruotion of roads whieh
may facllitate the communieation between Loulsiana sné the
Northern Mexleoan Provinges. Mueh Anmeriesn eaplital has
been sent to this sountry and, in faet, they are at presemt
our only commereial rivsls as we do not find thet any
Freneh egents or capitallists, with the exeeption of

M. M. Sebhmalz and Ac¢hille de la Motte who were ordered

to quit Mexico by way of Tampleo have hitherto eome over
here.

They sre willing to form an exelusive allianee with
Great Britain and $o grant her the most extensive eommercial
privileges. Qur arrival has produeed already beneficial
effeets but it has also excited strong expsetations and if
his ma jesty's Covernment be not prepared to go further than

l?lﬁ&ﬂ-: (7 Enero, de 1824).
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a silaple recognition of Mexienn Indecpendenes we fesr that

proteetion will be sought elsewhere and thst the giory and

advantugs of supporting and fostering to maturity this
infant Provinge of a great and flourishing empite may

be wrested from us to stimuiate the industiry 1gna adorn

the ennals of some more enterprising nation.

Statements like the above from the British ministers, who
were acting as a fact~finding commi ttee, encouranged English fi=~
naneiers with oconfidence to loan money to Mexico. Barclay, Here
ring and Company advanced $8500,000 to the Mexican Government in
February of 1824.19 By 1828 the total loan from Britain had
grown to 65,600,000, according to caloulations in the foreign
orriee.ge

A8 it turned out the first delegation of English commission~
ers was overly enthuslastic. They attempted to ocolor the unstablg
situvation in Mexico, and made 1% appear that his country was pre=
pared and stable enough for dipglomatic relations. In the early
part of 1824, a serious insurrection was cccurring in Mexileo,

which was called the Labato Revolt.zl Hervey did not mention the

lsﬂervey'tc Ganning, July 20, 1824, C. K. Webster, Britain
: idence of latin smerica, (london, 1938), I, p.

lgﬁervey to Canning, February 21, 1824, Ibid.

8013 ).

31?axson, p. 221,
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~ seriousness of this revolt to Canning in his communiques. Shorte}

ly thereafter, Hervey promised a loan to Mexico, which was a very§

unwise decision in view of the circumstances. Canning avidentiy

 did not think very highly of their decision because he recalled

Hervey for ﬁurning in a report of the country based on a "forte ‘i
| night or ﬁhree week experience," and dispatched not only "béfofoyé
you had ailowed yourselves time to fpfm a mature judgment, but'
in a moment of public Aisturbance.*>® Hervey was later replaced

by James Morier.

- Without e doudbt, Hervey was guilty or“ovetlooking mexioo'u~‘§
political conditions and‘Jeopafdizing the international prestige |
of Great Britain. In a discussion on the Mexican situatian’attdri
Hervpy's reocall, Sir James Mackintosh appears to be in disagree~ :
ment with British policy toward Mexico. He 544 in a speech to |
Parlianﬁntz "ﬁhen Great Britain recognizes the States of Span=

: 135 Aﬁcrioaylt‘will not be as a conoession to them for thei need
no such recognition, but it would be for Mexico's own sake to
promote her own intﬁrest,‘ﬁo pfbfect the trade and navigation of
her sﬁbjocts, to aéquire the best means of'cultivating friendly

‘relations with important cOuntriaa.'zs» Undoubtedly Mackintosh

zgw‘bltﬁr‘ Pe 4459 o

zs?oc‘ ‘Hansard, Hansard's FPai
(London, 1895), X, pp. ¥92-1010.
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was referring to Great Britain, which carried on an extensivs
tradé and had control of the sess. Mackintosh did not w:nt to
yield to Mexlco's every desire and demend. He was to be one of
the negotlators of the Mexican Treaty.

Foreign kiinister Canning sent Mr. James Morler to replace
Hervey as the head of the British commission in Mexico. His in-
structions were almost the same as his predecessor. He was told
on July 30, 1824 "you are to ascertain the fact of MMexiocan Inde=
pendence not actively to promote it, and to from and. report an
opinion of the stubility of the government, not to presoribe its
form or attempt to influence its oounoils."24

None of Canning's reprimands to his commissioners were known
to the Mexioans. Kost of the favorable decisions in the Mexican
policy of Great Britain were printed in fhe Gaéeta. In faoct, somej
of the articles were exact reprints’of artioles in the lLondon
zgggg.zs Agaln there can be no doubt that the Cacets clirculated
only fevorable news about Britain throughout the years from
1823 to April of 1825, The Gaceta was a government publication

and thus printed¢ only the news which was favorable to the admin-

24Canning to Korier, July 30, 1824. Webster, Britain and the
|Independence of Latin America, I, pp. 457-458,

25G_cet » 18 de Marzo de 1824,
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istration. Favorable news about a sountry cannot help dut leave
a favorable impression toward it by at lencet a minority of the
population. It appears that kngland enjoyed mueh more than a
minority share of Mexlico's good will.

It 18 interesting to note that the feeling toward England
was 8o favorable that in April of 1824 a public birthday esledra~
tion for His Majesty the King of Great Britaln wss considered by
the t!kawrmnmt.ms They finally decided againast this because they
foelt this would not be in good taste, and might dring unfavor-

- able opinion from other countries. This shows, however, that the
Nexioan Government had pro-British sentiments, and was trying to
please the British Government.

26:“ md mpp" ISP . Hober e o & 355 B YL AG & !‘iﬂk,
(Durm; 1935), Pe 107,




CHAPTER II
PROTECTIONISM VS, FREE TRADE

In discussing the treaty negotiations 1t bdecomes necesssry
to reliste how Mexico felt about commercial relations with foreign
nations. Mexieo had just gained her independence and was §naountd
aring the many problems of establishing a government, and govern-
ment policies. One of these problems concerned the foreign poli=~
oy of the nation, and there was much disagreement over the type
of foreign poilcy Mexico should follew concerning commercial re-
lations. The specific question was should Mexico follew & pro-
tectionist poliecy or a polioy of free trade?

A8 we know the Mexican Government wss in a position to
negotiate a treaty with Great Britain in 1824. Later there would
be other foreign nations entering into commercial negotiations
with Mexieo. So the question arises over what type of legislatioq
existed in Mexioo at thip time whieh wuld affect commeroisl Tre=-
lations with foreign nations? What type of economic planning was
taking shape by the Mexican Congress? Yere there any pressures
put on the Congress to pass leglslation to protect industry? 1In
short, how did the pudblic and government feel about free trade?

Between 1822 and 1825 Mexico was involved in many debates




i7
that coneerned lidberaliem, federalism, &nd centralism. Cometimes
the positions taken were not easily distinguishedble. Authority
was in the hands of the nationel government, whieh really meant
that the "big three" controlled the government——Vera Cruz,
Puebla end Mexico City. However, thece three provinces hed their
own interests to protect and haé¢ differing opinions over the
tariff question. Vera Cruz was for free trede and liberslism,
Pueble for protectionism and federslism, and Mexico City desired
to be the sole deecisior meker for the nation with the government
centered there., Mexion e=n bs compared to the Unlted States
during the pre-oivil war periocd when there were ztrong seotional
differences. Debates in Mexioo were bitter and linked the tariff
question with the protection of infant national industrye.

Publie opinion in Mexico concerning free trade was not har=-
monious. Some Provinces had been manufacturing produots for
domestic use, and 414 not want cutside competition whioh would
interfere with their industry. On the other hand there were
those who desired free trade and even doctrinaire 1iberaiism.t

This pressure ceme from provinees in Mexico that produced raw

thcwrinaire liberalism, when used in an economle sense,
means a policy of free trade, rcduction of tariffs, and open
narts; any wey which would help to multiply business trensadtlon
and buiid up & nation economically.
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agrieultural goods, YuOEtén falls into thisesztegory beceuss of
the tobucco ralsed there., Thus, Yucatén argued for the principle
of eoonomic liberalism in tobaceo agriculture aznd insisted upon
a free price, an open market, and individual enterprise., The
state of Campeche also wished to heve low tariff dutlies because
thisg stote, like Yucatén, contained many plsnters.

Agreeing with these sgricultural interests were the port
cities, of which Vera Cruz hed the largest voice. To the port
oities the newly gained independence had meant free trade and the
removal of the Aduana--the oustom house. With the opening of
trade with Great Britain or any manufacturing nation, Vera éruz
Gould replace profitably the trade it had with Spain. The more
goods that passed througn the ocustom house the more Vera Cruz
prosper:3d. There was &ls0o a nice profit for the merchants of the
¢ity , who distributed goods to the interior. In fact, while
the discussion over what economio policy was to prevail the
port cities had been practicing unlimited commercial relations
with foreign oountries.z

Puebla was against the concept of free trade because it had

a growing industry to proteot. In January of 1823 Puebla asked

sgietgmen de las Cémisiones Unidss %e Hacienda % Comercio,
sobre prohibitiones de efectos. Mexico: 1824, imprenta del Su-
premo Gobierno, en Paslsclo, p. 2 y sigs. [?esua Reyes Heroles,
El Liberslismo Mexiceno, Tomo I, (Mexico: 1957, p. 205.7
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for an absolute prohibition on the importatiosn nf sotiton, tallow,
soap, butter, ordinary and custom made crnckery, and to» raise
the duties on textilaa.a The reason for this request was obviousd
Puebla wished to protect the cotton planters, and other smsll
industries which sold household goods to people in Mexieco. This
list was presented to the Junts Naolonal Instituyente by a depu-
tation from Puebla, and was one of the last attempnts at keeping

a meroantilistic eoconemic system alive in Mexieco., The egmiufgn

de Qgg;algciég opposcd the proposition from Puebls, and stated

that such a prohibition would hurt the consumer class in Kexioo4

becsuse tliere would be no competition with items manufaotured in
Mexice, 2nd thus there would be no way in whiel prices could bde
kept low, The cgmiaién agreed that Mexieo did not have enough
1nanatry in which competition would thrive and in effect benefis
the consumers.

Manuel Ortiz de la Torre, a mamber of the Comi 15', was an
exponent of free trade. He favored adsolute freedom of eommerce

to the extent of abolishing tariffs.® He insisted that a lask of

m.. p. 256 y sig.

5 .
Ibide, po 1724 -
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outaide competition would hurt existing industry baosuse industry
doss not improve by itself, dbut only throush commetition. Ortiz
de la Torre 4id not step here. He =id, "Mexiao needs trade in
order to benefit from the improvements and progress made by fore
aign countries., Nations are like individuals; they have to be
happy and joined together in scciety.® This point, he zalq,
wig ¢alled international interdependenee and in order to attaln
this, vrohiditions should not exist bessuse they cause hate and
rivalry.® JFurthermore, he argued, ®foreign countries judge us
by our commercisl relationship and eonsider whether or mot we wil}
be of commereisl advantage to ’cham""

La Torre backed his statements upon the necessity for free
trade by using Bugland as an example. He ststed that England
he&ama & great nation "not by the use of prohiditions, but with-
out them.,* He continued, the England swed its prosperity to the
abolition of impediments to laborers and aitisanc. and so s free
choioe of work given to the people.

R presented to the Junte Nscional
Instituvente a resolution that wes similar to Puedbla's list of
prohiditions on January 81, 1823, It is interesting tc sece that

La Torre dissented from the majority who favored the prahibitionuﬂ

i

2rbia. , Pe 176=96,
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Namely, the resolution stated that a prehibdition should bde _nt
upnn the following items: textiles, ootton (dlankets, ete.),
salted meats, dutter, tallow, soap, ordinary eshina, shoes, and
olothing.” |

Perhaps one of the greatest liderals that lived at this time
in Mexieo was Franoisoo Garoid from Zacatecas. However, ‘Garaia{
realized if he put forth his liberal dootrine of free trade with
no prohidbitions, the mascent industiries of Mexico would die.
Gareid sald, "Poreign goods can be bought cheaper, but what would
we 40 with eﬁr own labor fumc?ﬂ Garcid alsc stated that tarifrs
would hurt Mexican commeree and sgriculture because of their
dependence on manufscturing. This is logiecal bdecausse agriculture
suffers when a governmsnt is protective. It is herd to sell
agriculturel products ”and raw materigls to foreign nations which
are stopped from sellimg thely mamufedtured goods to you &ue
~to a high tariff, Mexican commerce would then be hurt 4ue %o a
reduotion in trade, /mmif realizsed that extremiasm either wey |
would hurt the nation as a whole, dut industries must have some

"Ivid., footmote 18, p. 169,

8
B’raneisoo Garota: Expgsic

n sobre 81 dictamen en que ls
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3 YL nloros. Ju de 18233, Mexioco:
mprentc de Ds riancs Ont veraa. (Ksroles. PP. 196-98),
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protaction,

It 43 ouricus to note how this preblem proecupled the prowv-

Mexloano ia 1823 related that it would be best to try %o pase a
prohibition on the things that were made in thelr territory.
*Many famllies depend on the established 1n&aatrtes‘1§'aur Prov-
inoe and free %trade would cuause a lack of oocupatlions for the
Mexican ladbor faroesg”’ S0 the concern rar“proteaﬁion was not
only restricted to ?uabla and Zaoatecan, but also included
Chihuahue,

Garci&i then, was not only speaking for Puebla when he spoke
for free trade with limited protection for growing industry, iﬁt»
zbt other provinces that had the same need. By having wems free
trede with foreign nations, Gereid said, "New ideas will belp us
advance in industry and will gpen the door to mors trade,id

There was another thought on how to solve this conflleting
problem of gaining foreign support en@ still saving domestis in-
dustry. Members of the Comisidn ¢
qustry usually multiplied the ocapital invested in 1¢. The Qomi~
sidh felt that Mexieo was ripe for investment or loans to industry.

fn stated that inw

gﬂhrolen, footnote 2%, p. 203,
IOM‘ ] p* 2%0
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Boeenegre, an eminent étateaman of the time, stated, *We have sll :
the requirements for industry in Mexico, bhut what 1s'neeaeéfia
eapital.*ll It eppesred that most of the Mexicsn deputies sup~
ported a forelgn loasn, ineluding Precident Viotoria, beeaure in
Mey of 1823 an eight million peso loan to be negotisted with
Englend was approved by the Mexican Congress, Besides having the
approvel of the abdove, this loan wazs also favored by such Nexican
gtatesmen as Gémaz !hr{;c {(from the mining sarea of Zacatecss)

18 As

2nd Lorenzo Zavala (from the tobaocsco area of Yucatanm).
mentioned in the opening chapter, England 414 loan Nexieo sub-
gtantial amountes of money. This, bowever, did not settle the
argument of free trsde vs. proteationism, |

On Jenuary 26, 1824 the Con

Someroio presented a report om the prohibitions to Congross.
Again the report illustrated the pressure put on the Jomisiones
by the proteotionist proviness. This nmight also illustrate the
protectionist feeling prevalent im NMexieo. The Comisiones had
two distinot petitions: One was the complete prohidition of the
importation of goods and items not only prodused in Mexice, but
in other sountries whose prohibition stopped Mexican fabries

121bid., Tomo II, ppe Ge la 85 a la 93, (Heroles, p. 186).
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Trom being used as credit, The scoond w»at to resirict only those 5

items that the provinoes produce or manufacture and leave the

other 1tems off the grohibltive lizt.15 f

In view of this Committee approvsl on May 20, 1824 the Mexle

can Congress, for protectionist rezcons, approved a deoree that

raised the tariff on some goods. The Commisgioners stated they pgi
wanted trade with foreign countries Julged acocording to what
extent they were in favor of Mexican progress. It was glso étaﬁp
trade should be set up so thatl a national marine dould be ereated.|
A twenty-five percent duty on goods coming into Mexiso, :
established 1in 1821, was lowered. The Commissioners felt nll;ﬁptﬁ;
the twenty-five percent duty had accomplished uégﬁta atimilage |
sruggiing, The Commissioners proposed that the duty of twanty»‘~
tiiékpércent be lowered to fifteen percents The lower tariff

would be an incentive for & national marine to grow. The ¢

sion stated that a moderate tarirr would legaan contradband lni

Pt
T —

would permit 8 lowering of Quiles to five persent on taxtilo:‘pr
other products that would be carried by ships under the national
flags The Commiasioners further stated that this last messurs

150 v s Camisianas § - "

@ v‘v‘ ,i._ m W & I .»“ [1 ,_: v c_ R fj.:,_f ‘s 3 ne 1 ’
sobre prohibieinnes e o1 eetca; Mexicos 8524, myran YT zn@w
remo Qoblerno, an Pa aelo, ps 2 y sigs., Rate diotamen fue 1l8ide

en lgsgesién del Congreso de 15 de enero de 1824. (Heroles, '
Pe 8 .
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was the one that England and Colombia had esteemed and through
whioh they hoped to inorease the national narine.l‘
Thus, the commission was in favor of a moderate tariff on all
goods produced in Mexico. However, there was %o be no prohidi~
tion on machinery and industrisl instruments that were not made
in Mexico or would contridbute to the arts and solences of Mexico.
This would also help the labor foroe to get and maintain jobs.
p defended thelr tariff

reform to Congress in the following way. They recognized an

international economic interdependence (mentioned earlier dy de
la Torre) or "reciprooal dependence” as it can be eallod»lg It
was also recognized that moderate margins prevent speoulative
profits and this would encourage the nation to produee sanely
and in a way not to misuse labor and capital. At the seme time
the tariff ocould be used as a defense measure so as not to abuse
prices by domestic producers. JFree trade, they added, would not
make Mexico a tridutary of foreign nations bBecause there would

be a need in Mexioco for many things from foreign nations ae Mexi~

oo needed an outlet for her produots==thus reciprooal dependense.

1?;;;1.. 25 de Abril Qe 1824. (Heroles, p. 210).
18

Congreso por sus Comistones de HasTonda 5 Comercls Unides.
Mexico: 1824. Imprenta del aupremo Gobierno, en Palascio, pp. 8
Yy &, (Heroles, pp. 210-11).
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It appeared that the members of the ggmiaién looked at the mod-
erate tariff as a panacea for economic problems; however, they
were quite able to be flexible in carrying this poliey out.

In brief, Mexico was following a rather liberal protectionism
in her foreign poliocy. This economic poliey would benefit the
nation as a whole. Private interest and labor would gain fiom
an inocresse in industry, and the consuper ¢lass would undoubtedly
support Mexico's eoonomy.

Any treaty that was to be negotiated at that time would
have to be with a nation that would reciprocate with Mexioo.
England had left an indelible impression in the minds of some
Mexloan statesmen when arguing these points over the tariff ques-
tion. We can also see that many provinces clamoured for absolute
protection for their young industries, and of course, had a

direot influence on the tariff policy of the nation.




CHAPTSR 111
BRITAIN AND MEXICO AGR:ZE 70 A THSATY

The Mexican Government's first e¢holoe as minister to Great
Britain, Pablo De La Llave, resigned shortly after kls appoint-
mnnt.l In his place Mariano Michelana was chonea.z His instrue~

tions weres

The object of the mission 18 to 80licit the recognition
of the Independenss of Mexloco from Great Britain; to try
to bave Britain mediete between Spain and her former colo®
nles, and have her recognize them; to try to form a treaty
of alliance with England so she wiili help Mexlieo in sase
the Holy Aliiance attampts to intervene in our maritime
arffairs; to make a commercial treaty with Great Britain
without oconoeding exciusive privileges or congessions
to other eountries exespt the Spanlish Amariganu who om
and should bave some gomnercial advantages.

Canning received Mishelana with eordiaiity. The matter of
revcognition was the first tople they disoussed. Canning and
Uichelans had many conferences over the probablility of Spainm

agoepting England as a mediator between her and her former ¢olo-

ane , II. P 268,

.I.m" 111, ». 4.

SIb1d., pps 272-2744
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nies. Volume III of the Diplomaoia Mexioana is fl1lled with dia-~
patohes from Mighelana to the Mexlcan Government concerning this
problem, England pressed Spain to recognize her former colonies
in return for commercial favors. If Bngland could get Spain to
recognize her old ocolonies or at least show that an attempt was
made to do so, there would be less difficulty with the Holy
Alliance who baoked the restoration of the old order, and not the
independence of the new nation.

The Gaceta published the British Government's statements
that stemmed from the meetings between Michelana end Canning.
The articles alwaye implied a favorable position to Mexico and
in many cases were repetitions of the five proposals and the
Polignac Memorandum. In addition it was stated that “Englgnd di4
not intend to recognize the new states until the mother country
had first done se."4

After walting over five months for Spain's recognition of
her old colonies it appears that Canning became exasperasted, and
decided to recognize Mexioco. Most likely Canning knew beforehand
that Spain was not ready to recognize her new colonies espeolally
with the bitter taste of revolution still in her mouth. This
made England appear to have nothing else to do but recognize the

colonies to protect her trade and commercial relations,

4§gceta 15 de Mayo de 1824,
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On Ianuarylz, 1825 Canning announced to his ministers and
the people of the diplomstic corps in London thet he intended to
nagotiste a formel treaty with Mexico whioch would automatically
recognize the new state. On that game day he sent a dispateh to
Morier and Ward in Meorico with instructions that were to guide
them 1n negotiating a treaty. This same letter named Ward as

Ghargé 4 Affairs in Mexlco, and sharged him with securing a trea~

ty.5 In this same letter Canning told Ward to suggest the reocall
of Michelana because "He 13 a Spaniard” and had not been working
in complete harmony with the British Government.®
Canning appears to have accomplished a great feat with his

aot of recognition by being the champion of Mexlean independenge.
He wrote to a friend of his, Dooctor John H. Frere, that "the greaﬁ
danger of the time~-a Janger which the policy of the European
System would have fostered, with a d4ivision of the world inte
European and Ameriocsan, Republican and Monarchisl} a league of
worn out Governments on the one hand and of youthful stirring
nations with the United Etates at their head on the other. Ve
8lip in between and plant ourselves in Mexieco. The United States

have not gotten the start on us in vain, and we link once more

sbanning to Hervey, January 3, 1825. Webster, Britain and
the Independence of latin rica, I, p. 459,

61via.
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America to Europe. 8ix months more snd the mischief would have
been done.”v

Canning's letter to Ward on January 3, 1825 regarding the
treaty was that it should be a2 reciprocal agreement and contain
" freedom of commerce on & most favored nation basis, and that
there should be lower duties on goods carried¢ by British and
Mexican manned shipa.”a The Foreign Minister added e second part
to this letter concerning public worship.

The reasons for this sdditicnal article were that muoh oritie
¢ism had ooccurred in Parlisment over the treaty between Britesin
and Colombia regarding public worship. Parliement objected to the
Colombian Treaty becsuse Colombian residents in England were en-
titled to exeroise their religion in thelr own houses only, So
1t was decided that in future treaties with South Amerioa the
"honorable plenipotentiaries” were to get the dbenefit of tcisra~
tion for English subjects that was lost in the Colombien Treaty.
Canning was not going to make too many concessions to Mexive, and
if England would again agree to something less than complete tol~
eration the Mexlcans would bave to give up something in return for

such & oconoession. It read:

v
Festing, p. 268.

8 ;
Canning to Ward, Jamuary 3, 1835, Webster, Britain and the
Independence of Latin America, 1., p. 463.




a treaty. By aApril 6, 1825 the ministers for dboth countries
agreed to a treaty. This rapld eigning of the treaty was attrib-
uted to the pro-British feelings of the Mexicans, and the over~
enthusiactic English ministers. The treaty turned out to be
advantagedus: to the Mexicans. In fsct, Ward blundered so badly
that when Canning oriticized the treaty, he found all of the maj~-
or provisions unaocceptable. The same time that Canning wss not-
ified of the treaty he aiae learned of new Mexican demands for a
clear and positive declaration of recognition by Great Britain.
The rejection of the tresty meant that Englend had not as yet
offiolally recognized Mexico. This was to be a gquid pro quo
agreement--Britain would give recognition in return for a eom-

merclal treatys. Ward also wrote him about the Mexicen objections

31

This is %o %ell them if an objeotion arises over -
religion they oan omit the words from the d raft of the
treaty *to attend and celebrate Divine Bervice either
within their own private housres or in thelr own partiocular
churches and chapels which they shall be at liberty to
build and maintain within the saild territories of Mexiso
for the purposes of Divine Service substituting the fol-
lowing worde to celebrate Divine Service with proper decor~
um.’ But you will, in this cass, add to the treaty an
explanatory, though i1f required, seorst article to the
effect of the words omitted viz, that 1t is understood
that Divine Service is to be celebrated far the present
in private houses, but that chapels and churches shall be
allowed tc be built for that purpose-—so soon as the efforts
of the Government shall have succeeded in obviaaing the
aifficulties now apprehendsd to such a measure.

The British and Mexican Ministers lost no time in negotiating

QI‘bid., PPe 463-64.
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to the article on religlos regarding the giving of tolexation to
English in Mexico, and the granting of sp@cial privileges to for-
maeI Spanlish coloniea.lg Canning rejected this treaty in its en-

tirety:

-It 18 not to be expected that we will ebandon for the
sake of this new connection, a prineiple which we have never
oconceded in our intercourse with other states, whether of the
old or the new world, either to considerations of friend~-
ghip, or to menacés of hostility.

There was not onse thing Canning wrote that was favorebles to
the treaty. He itomized his objections article by article stating
et times that the Gommissioners went sgalnst the whole tencr of

their instructions. Unfortunately the text of this treaty ocannot

be locateds webster, in his Br
americs only glves Cancing's dlspateh which wizs a precis of the
traéty.ll

In a‘&ecend letter on the same day Canning wrote that "he
knows that fallure to ratify the treaty will oreatec an unpleassnt
impression on Mexico,” but that 1t will have "a selutary effect
in sobering... .that somewhat extravegent estimate of the irmpor-

tance of Mexico to Britain snd that this attitude prodadly stimu~-

10kara %o Canning, April 10, 1825. Webster, Britain end the
Independsnce of lLatin America, I., R+468. Also, Luoas Alaman,
Hig : 1828), V¥, p. 818. He was very influen+

11800 the appendix for Canning's coritiocism of the treaty.
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lated the unreasonable peptentions of their Plenipotentiarie s."lz
From the signing of this treaty, in April, until September of
1825 Mexican publioc opinion toward Great Britain was at its most
favorable point. This popularity diminished slightly in 1826,

but never to any great extent during the treaty negotiations,
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CHAPTER IV
THE URITED STATLS ESTABLISHED DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS

The United States also wanted to gain a close relationship
with Mexico., It recognired the independence of Mexico in April
of 1822, only one Feer after Mexioo had proolaimed her independ-
ence from Spain., rresidsnt Monroe then recommended that the
Government should send a minister %o represent the United States
in Mexico., There was much indecision over what rank or status
this minister should have, and when he should Sc sent, Nothing
was accompliished until the bezinning of 1823 when Monroe demanded
someone to be appointed immedistaly. Meny men were offered the
post of American Minister to Mexioo dut it was hard to get them
to acodpl. .t seems that the men under considerstion either
had better positions in the United States or were waiting for an
appointmont to a government position that had a better political
future, One of the persons who was offered the post was Andrew
Jackson. Jackson, rightly so, ochose not to take the position be~
ocause of the possibility of becoming a presidentia 1 candidate and
because of his 4islike for monarohial governments such ss that in

Mexico.’ Just after Jaokson's refusal Iturbide fell from power

lgeorge Lookhard Rives, The United States and Mexioco 182l
(New York, 1913), I, p. 48.
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and the United States slowed down its efforts to appoint a new
minister,

This matter was teken up again early in 1824, But this was
election year in the United States, and political manipulations
caused further delay. Ninian Edwards, territorial Governor of
Illinois, was appointed. He refused the position in June of
1824.2 There was still no one appointed by December of 1824,

In January of 1825 President Monroe offered the position to
Joel Roberts roinsett who at first declined the offer because
there was a chance he would be selected as the Secretary of State
by John quincy Adams. He was not appointed to the post so on
March 6, 1825, Poinsett accepted the position as minister to Mexi-
00.

N Jo Fred Rippy and Hubert E. Putnam, both biographers of Joel
Roberts Poinsett, oconoluded that he was probably the best men for
the Job.5 Poinsett had the knowledge and experience for the posi-
tion. 1In his earlier years he had done some extensive traveling
in Europe. In 1810 he had gone to Buenos Alres and Chile where

he performed a diplomatic mission for the United States Govern-

%114,

SHubert E. Putnam, Joel Roberte Pgigsgtt. A Political Bio-
graphy (Washington D.C., 1935j. J. Fred Rippy, Joel R. Poinsett,

Versatile American (Durham North Carolina, 1935),
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ment. His responsibilities were to render a report on the condi-
tions that prevaliled there, so that Washington could adopt a def~-
inite policy toward the new Emperor of that country. He wrote a
book entitled Notes on Mexico, and this was published in 1824.

In his book, he wrote that "we should not recognize Iturbide. . »
if we do we will give him help over the Republican Party." He
desoribes Iturbide as "not having talents nor soruples® and that
he regarded "American Institutions as good but unsuitabdble for
Mexico."%

Although Poinsett's Notes on Mexlco bear no direct relation
to the political situation of his later second mission to Mexico,
the book does contaln his feelings toward a centralized form of
government and desired s form of government that would be more
comparable and favorable to demooratic institutions-——the United
States., This became relevant in his second mission to Mexioco
when he opposed the conservative party for two reasons., First,
because of their favoritism to Great Britaln, and second because
of their #fforts to establish a centralized form of government,

Poinsett epenly accused President Victoria of having monarch=
ial ambitions in 1825, Later, Henry Ward, the British minister,

mentioned to Canning in one of his dispatches that the statement

‘Joel Roberts Poinsett, Notes on Mexico 1822 (London, 1825),
P 91,
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was true.5 Evidently, Poinsett's attitude toward Mexico was some~|
what colored by his early mission to that country in 1822.

Rippy wrote that besides Poinsett®'s previous experience in
Chile and Mexico, he also had a vast knowledge of Spanish America
and a warm and sustained interest in the struggles of its people
for independence. He could write and speak Spanish fluently.

Most historlians have called him a polished gentleman, which he
probably was, and ell agree he advooaﬁed republicanism. This is
true because in politioeal philosophy he was a follower of Andrew
Jackson. All of this might be caloulated to contribute to his
success as minister to Mexico. However, as Rippy wrote, "he was
a flaming evangelist of demooracy, and his ocareer in Chile had .
reveéled both an impudent aggwessiveness and a disposition to
vioiata rules of diplomatic deoorum."°

Poinsett started his diplomatic career in Mexico at a time
when a heavy tide of British influenoe had to be combated. One
of the biggest obstacles that FPoinsett encountered was the Mexican
Secretary of State, Lucas Alamén, who was inclined toward Great

Britain. Alaméh, a8 well as other Mexiocan lesders, had come to

SWard to Canning, September 30, 1825, webster, Britain and

the Independenge of lLatin America, I, p. 489,

eRippy. pe 106,
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look upon the United States as their natural rival and enemy. In
1822 Mamuel Zozaya, the first Mexican minister to the United
States, had written that "the neighbors north of the Rio Grande
will be our sworn enemies and foreseeing this we ought to treat
them as such from the present day.”7 In 1823 General Vietoria,
who became President before Poinsett's arrival, reprecented the
citizens of the United States as "an ambitious penple always raadg
to encroach upon adjacent territory and without a spsrk of good
-faith."a He was, of course, referring to the prohblem arising
in Texas, and the prooeﬁure‘of the North-Amerioans when they took
possession of Florida. Obregdh, the VMexican minister in Washing=
ton, had written that Poinsett was Ynot a permn of great talentaJ"
and it was learned that Foinsett expressed the desire to acquire
for the United States a portion of Northérn Mexico.g Lionel
Hervey, the recalled English Commissioner, in 1824 had mentioned
to the Mexicans that the use of American ocapital in building
Amerio?n roads, and the immigration of American citizens into

Mexican territory would be harmful %o them.lo

"Ibig.

®1b1d.

®Ibia.

10pregerick Paxson "England and Mexioco" Texas Historiocal

Association Quarterly. (Austin, 1906-07), IX, p. 159,
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Lucas Alamdn was a learned man with an aristocratic nature.
He was in favor of a strong British-Mexican relationship. One of
the reasons for this was because he was director of an English
mining company 'n Mexico. Alamdn was also a member of the Centrgkn

igte Party which favored a strong central government and friend=

g

ly relations with England. Opposed to this group wes the Federal-
1sta Perty which favored a government much like that of the United
Stutes. | |
In January of 1825 Alemdn gave his report to the Mexican
'Congresa. In this report one can see his definite favoritism to
Englande The theme of the speech was on the nature and value of
England's friendship to Mexico. He reportéed on the diplomatic |
aﬁsistance of England to Mexico. Iie mentioned that in 1823 Wexi~-|
co wae 1n dangerous stralts and faced with European intervention.
Alamdn was referring to the sttempt by France and Zpain to restorq
the country to Spain. At this time, he sald, England replieﬁ to
the invitation of the minister of King Ferdinand and declined to
encourage any restoration of the former Spsnish colonies. He
continued, "England publically disclosed the liberal principles
she wns to follow. Without refusing to recognize our independenc
Tngland at first desired that &pailn should I» so, and that Englanj
could not walt a long time for the cabinet at Madrid to define
her policy."l1 He stated that "next England frankly stated that

T uoas Alamdn, "Report to OOngress January 1B35.7 Er!ﬁisg,
and Foreign Stgte Papers (London, 1828), XI1, pp. 984~85,
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she could not suffer any power or leagne of powers to help Spain
in armed intervention in any questions involving Spain and her
colonies,” He continued that, "when England and Mexico lsarned
of their friendly dispositions to each other they exchanged dip~
lomatis miniatera."la He pointed out that England was the first
Luropean nation to build a friendly relationship to the Mexican
Republic. In the same speech he mentioned that the President of
the United States announced a message that was similaer to Great
Britain's poliocies, and that the United States had also sent a

13 jlaman 414 not mention that the

plenipotentiary to Mexico.
Monroe Doctrine had preceded the protective statements of England.
which it @1d. On the whole he did not devote much time to the
United EStates, | |

There can be no denial that the United States end Poinsett
knew of the strong British sentiment for England. On Maroch 26,
1885 the New York Daily Advertiser printed the following: "A
large quantity of dollars has arrived from London at Alvarsdo

due to the Mexican losn negotiations in England. The Mexiocan

markets are glittered with British manufacturers to get the dollars

12

131p1g.
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Britain loaned to Mexiéo back again.“l4 Again in the National
Journal it was printed that Lucas Alaman reported to the Goharosl
of Mexico in May of 1825 that "as our commercial relations with
Great Britain are constantly enlarging, and as the loans intimate~
ly affect our finsncial operations it was deemed proper to appoint
a oconsul general to that kingdom who wes authorized to designate
vioce oconsuls  for the ports where commerce should require thoma'ls
It becomes obvious then that Poinsett knew there must have been a
pro-British sympathy existing in Mexico.

When reading histories about the formal reception of Poinsett
in Mexico on June 1, 1825, it 1s always mentioned thatHeanry G.

Ward was received on May 31, the day before. This misleadingly

leaves one to assume that the two ministers had arrived at approx-

imately the same time whioch is incorrect. Another misconception
is that there was only one treaty negotiated between England and
Mexico. As previously mentioned the English commissioners, includs
ing Ward, had been in Mexico for over a year and had negotiated a
treaty in April 9, 1825 which was rijeoted by England in September
of the same year.

After Ward and Poinsett were officlally received on the 3lat

1ﬁﬂ;;gg_ﬁggggx_§gggggg; (Baltimore, March 26, 1825), 28:54.

15.&}.9-. (May 14, 1825), 28:169,
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of May and the 1lst 5: June respeotively, Poinsett wrote a commun~ |
ique to Clay. In it he expressed the fact that there was no fav=~
oritism shown to either minister. Poinsett wrote that "Mr. Ward
was received the day before with precisely the same forms and

ceremonles."l6 He wrote:

It is manifest that the British have made good use of
their time and opportunities. The President and three of
the Secretaries of State, Treasury, and Ecclesiastiocal
affairs are in their interest, We have a very respectable
party in both houses of Congress, and a vast majority of
the people are in favor of the strictest union with thi

- United States. They regard the British with distrust,

There ocan be no doubt that Poinsett exaggerated when he wrote|
that a vast majority of people in the Mexican Congress favored the|
United States. This was not true when Poinsett first came in
1825 as desoribed in the first chapter. In 1826, a year later,
thé‘nexioan Congress oontained a sizadble amount of representatives
that favored better and oloser relstions with the United States.
Perhaps, roinsett was misinformed at this time due to his associ~
aticn with the pro-iAmerioan factions in Mexico.

Clay had drawyn up instructions on March 26, 1828, He wrote

1aPo1naett to Olay, June 4. 1826. ﬂillia& R. ﬁanning,
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that the purpose of this mission "ia to lay for the first time thq
foundation of an intercourse of amity, commerce and navigafion an]l
neighborhood which may exert a powerful influence for a long pvor«--gE
104 upon the prosperity of both statea.”le Clay probadbly gave
yoinsett very little new information about Mexico. Poinsett's
g@ﬁgg_gg_ggglgg_gggg was a very extensive report on that country.
From the statistios listed in his book it was evident that Poin~
sett had already known the population, geographical position, and |
natural resources of Mexioco. He also knew it equalled or sur~
passed all other Spanish aAmerican nations, Clay wanted Poinlett ;“
to bring out the fact that the United &tates had recognized the
iexican'Statea before any other country, and had warned other
countries from interfering in affairs of the American Nations in ~ﬁ
the Monroe bootrine. Proinsett was to explain any problem that v
might arise in the workings of the Mexican Constitution which had
been largely copied from the United States Oonstitution.l9

yofhapa one of the biggest mistakes that Clay ever made was |
when he told Polnsett to explain the processes of the Constitutionj

sinoce theirs wee similar to ours, if the occasion ever arose.

Olay to Paiasatt, In:tructions, Haroh 26, 1825, %gerioan




Poinsett was an ardent proponent of a federal form of eovcrnnoutua-

roinsett had known, ever since 1822, that she Mexioan ﬂovarn:.n:’l

leaders were advooates of a strong ocentral government, I1I% appe

that Poinsett took it upon himself to mainteain a federal union in

sexico, and head-off a centralization movement, Of oourse, this
was not the whole reascn for his promntion of federalism. The
party in Mexico that was of the federalist persuasion was also
the admirer of the United States. The name given to tiis group

was Yederelistos, and opposing them were the Centrglistas.

Poinsett was ocompelled to exert his influenoe on the Mexiocan Gow=

ernment in an indirect iay 80 as to oounteraot the English in-

his partioipation in internsl political affairs that Poinsets

wae to receive oriticism later.

There were still other influences that made Mexico skepticall

material the writer has formed the opinion that the Mexican offi=]

of the United States. After reading a sudstantiel amount of

cials loocked upon the Monroe Dootrine as an effort dy the United
States to gein prestigs by acting unilateraslly. The Kexicans,
however, gave full oredit to the English for the establishme t
of the Monroe Dootrine., They believed in the "conventional
Sheory" of the Monros Dostrime, which states that the sources of
the Monroe Doctrine were Luropean and more spscifically English,
The Mexicans felt that without English éffor§as—~ the Polignae

fluence that prevailed in Mexioco at this time. It was becsuse of}

f 2

t
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Memorandum--—the Monroe Doctrine would not have been promulgated.
The Mexicans had nothing but skeptiocism for the Doctrine frbm the
day it was promulgated. This willl be substantiated later when
Cuba is discussed.

Although Cuba was not direoctly involved in this treaty it
does have an indirect bearing on the negotiamtions. Right after
the independence movements in South America there arose the prob-
lem of what to do with Cuba which was still under the control of
Spain. Mexloco had designs on Cube, and wanted the island to be
a political part of the mainland to protest Mexico's interests in
the Caribbean.go The United States wanted Cuba to remain in the
hands of Spain because Cuban ports were open to United States
commeroe and the North Americans did not wish this to be ohanged.z1
Seorstary of State clﬁy tried to persuade Spain to make peace
with Mexico and Colombia who were planning a joint effort to ate
tack the ialand.aa Englend also wanted S8pain to make pesce with
these states in order to induce them to guarantee the possessalon

of Cuba. ASs long as Spain held Cuba and did not recognize Colom~

2oHarold Temperley, The Foreign Policy of Canning 1823-27,
(London, 1925), 172-73,
21y,M.Callahan, Cub ernational Relations a4 Study in
Amerigan Diplomaoy, (Baltimore, 1899), p. 145.
22
Diplomacia Mexicana, III, p. 124. This was mentioned in a

conference between Michelana and Canning.

e
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bia and Mexico, Spanish Cuba was a threat to their security.
They could always claim that a fleet in Havena was preparing to
attack one of the countries.

In August of 1825 a French fleet brought to Santiago de Cuba
a new Spanish Governor. Not knowing why these ships were in the
Caribbean, Lucas Alambn became alarmed. He thought of the possi~
bility of an attack. He conferred with Poinsett and Ward.23
Mexioo looked upon these movements of French war ships as an in-
fraotion of the Monroe Doctrine., This was obviously an interfer-
ence of a third power between Spalin and her former colonies in
America-—gan act which violated the Monroe Doctrine. The Mexican
Government told Poinsett that he should refer this matter to his
government so that it will demand an explanation from PFrance and .
Spain. At first, Poinsett speculated and said that possibly
Spain had ceded Cuba to France to avoid an independence movement
encouraged from*uexioo.a‘ This of course was false.

When this demand was put to Poinsett, he obJeoted to the
language used because it implied that the declaration of Monroe
gave Mexioo the right to demand that the United States should in~

25}. M. Callahan, Cu nd Internationsl Relations A Stu
in American Diplomaoy (Baltimg-re. Taﬁgi. PPe 5342-%. |

a‘Poinsett to Clay, August 21, 1825. Diplomatic Correspond=-
ence, III, p. 1632,




TN

47

25

terfere on behalf of the rew states, When this statement was

hade, the Monroe Dootrine in the eyes of Mexico, was looked upom: §
as a useless proclamation. It had been put to the test and

failed. This was the start of the Monroe Dootrine as being lookeaf
upon as & unilateral pdlioy of the United States.

In faot when President Victoria made his closing speech to
the General Congress of Mexico on May 23, 1826 he referred to thiij

ococasion with displeasure. He sald,

The United States has publickly declared that they have
contracted no engagement, nor mede any pledged to the
Governments of Mexico, and South America or to either

of them. That the United States would not permit the
interference of any foreign powers with the independem e
or form of government of those nations ims indeed true,
that Mr. Clay, Secretqry of State and author of the vote
appeals to the sympathy of the people of the United States
and to their community of interests in the New Republie,

- but 1t is8.no less true that we have no longer any sort of
Quarasntee or promise on the part of that government to
take part in the coggest if a third power should become an
auxiliary of Spain.

The auxiliary or third power he referred to here was obvious=~

ly Frence. It can be sald that the United States did not back up

5
g William R. Manning 1 tic Relations Between ¢
United States and Mexico zB%Ma timor% 16)’9.L"p“."i"ig"!ﬁ'a"T"‘"h'!a . Vanning
quoted from primary sources.
6Presidant Guadalupe v1otar1a's olosing upeeeh to ocongress
) Fore Sta Pape] :

May 23, 1826. B 1825-26, (London,
i827), XxIII, p.
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its foreign poliocy on this oocasiond This did not facilitate ths |
negotiations for a commercial treaty with México. and made things |

more difficult for Polinsett.




CHAFIER V
FRREMASORRY akD POLITICS

Freewasonry had been flourishing in Mexioo prior to the ay-
rival of Poinsett, The first lodge was the Ssottish Rite Leodge
that played a deoisive faeotor in the eonsumstion of Kexiocan uu?
pendense and was the first party in the Mexiean eoamu.l The L,Vf
men who soaposed the Hecottish Rite Lodge were, for the most pars,

of the conservative persuasions In politics they favored e

Centrpiists Party that was mentioned earlier. There had deen a -
splis oocuring within the Seottish Lodge whioh was primarily
caused by opposition to Emperor Itwrbdide and his Empire. When
the kmperor fell from power, the two groups spiit eompletelys |
The Centralistas and the Fgderalistas were now openly epposed %e |
each other. The roderalistas organized to oppose a retura tos |
monarehial form of govermment, and againss the men who eomposed
the Genizalistas=—the privileged olesses.” In 1825 the Federsh®
jstas decided %o form a new Masonie Lodge.

L
Jesus Heyes B&rolus
Ra s,

Flugsuante, (Mexieo, 1988
2
MD. Pe 51'
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Josd Marfa alpuche, a member of the Senate, Genaral
Guerrero, distinguished revolutionary officer, Josd Ignacio Este~
va, the Minister of the Treasure, and Lorenzo de Zavala, a mem-
ber of the Senate and later a Governor of the state of Mexloo

S These men asked Poin~

had organized a group of Masonic Lodges.
sett to obtain a charter for them from the Grand Lodge in New
York. Poinsett claimed that York Rite Masons had existed in Mex~
ico before his arrival, but did not have charters. He sald the
only thing he 4id was %o secure the charter for the lodgo.‘

There can be no doubt that there was communioation between Poin=-
sett and these men. They knew he was a Mason hecause he had been
the Grand Master in South Garolina, It was only a matter of fra-
ternal courtesy that would bring these men together. The big
question that arises is, who was the dominant force in founding
this new lodge? Zaveala wrote that Poinsett did no more than ob-
tain the charters for the Mexiocans. He wrote that Poinsett was
slandered by the Centralistas:

This step, the installation of the grand lodge was the
only intervention that the Amerioan /Poinseti/ made in the
affairs of Mexico. It ended by the aristoorats and various
European agents in Mexico taking a greater part than the

*Manning Early Diplomatic Relations, p. 192,

41p14.
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Ameriocan in the affaire of the country.5

Zavala was a very good friend of Poinsétt, 8o his testimony
for Poinsett must be judged as prejudiced. In his book, he upholds
Poinsett's oharacter and points out only the beneflicial things
about him. Poinsett wrote to Rufus King, the United States Min-
ister in England, and later to Henry Clay that he was asked to
send for charters, for these new lodges, from the Grand Lodge of
New Ybrk.6

1t appeared that Poinsett became very influential in the
Yorkinos, as 1t wes ocalled in Spanish. It wa# composed of people
who were known federalists and american sympathizers. Poinsett
wrote to Clay that the xg;g;ggg were favorable to the United Statqs
and gave an explanation about the more important men in the lodged

Ihe Niles Weekly Register had the following article on De~

cember 24, 1826:

A oceremony took place in the oity of Mexico which im~-
peratively shows the progress of liberal ideals and good
prinoiples in that republic——as much so perhaps all things
considered, as any other that ocould have happened. We
allude to the installation of a grand lodge of freemasons
in the oapital by our minister Mr. Poinsett, as being
past deputy grand master of Measons in South Carolina. It

' SLorenzo de Zavale, En%gxp Hiatgriﬁg %§ las Regpluoiones de
Mexiog desde 1808 hasta 1830, exioco, 45), p. 258,
poinsett to Rufus King, October 10, 1825 and Polnsett to

Clay July_a, 1827, Diplomatio Correspondence, pp. 1634 and 1663.
ZPoinaott to Clay, October 12, 1825, Ibid., pp. 1637-38.




18 oomposed of the first men in the ocountry—patriot warriorsg
and statesmen and among the grand officers are two grieata
of high standing, one of them being also a senatore.

From the information avallable on the entanglement of Poin-
sett and freemasonry one can only infer what aotuklly happened.
It is obvious that he was faced with a very difficult situation.
Poinsett was a very zealous and dynamic man. He realized he was
involved in a political battle with the English minister Henry

G Ward over a commercial treaty. There is no doubt that Ward

was a very formidable enemy. He had been entertaining the le adi

Mexican Conservatives for months, and had established himself wit
the Scottish Rite Masonio Lodge. Although Ward denied the faot

that he joined the Scottish Rite Lodge he, like Poinsett, had in-
timate conneotions with prominent men who were Escoceses. Poinnet#
wrote to Rufus King that "Mr, Ward set about forming a European
Party in opposition to & party he thinks was formed by mn.”9
There were numerous accusations by these ministers of each othesr,

and the two lodges had their own vehicles of propaganda in news-
papers. The Esgogceses used the paper El Sol and the Yorkinos
the paper Correo de La Federsoio .10 However, there can be no

3n;;gg Register, December 24, 1825; 29:259,

®Poinsett to Rufus King, October 10, 1825t Diplomatio Cor-

respondenge, III, p. 1634,
1%eroles, El Liberalismo, II, p. 50.
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testimony found in writing that these men used the lodges as po~-
litical devices. All that can be stated 18 that to claim or to
aocuse Poinsett and Ward guilty of using the Masonic Lodges as
political tools is a reasonable assumption.

From the political erupiions that took plece in the fall of
1825, it was evident that a change in government was trying to be
effecteds If it can be assumed, and 1t can rightly so, that the
Masonic Parties were deeply involved in governmental affairs,
most likely Poinsett realized he ocould not gain anything without
a change in government, which involved a change in the Mexican
officials sentiments or getting them oompletely removed. The use
of the American Party or Yorkinos %o gain a respectable party in

1 As mentioned earlier, roinsett had

both houses was his plan.
written that there were people who were friendly to the North

Americans. These people included the liberals, demooysts,. 3nd

those dissatisfied with the turn of politica.12

On the other sidq
were monarchists, aristoorats, Kuropeans, and old Spanien moSop~
olists. Professor Rippy claimed that Poinsett used ooércion

against the Centraliste. He also held parties trying to win men

of influence on his side. By September of 1825, the Yorkinos

llRippy, Versgtile american, p. 109,

Ibid.
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had become very strong in Congress. This d4id not ooccur by‘eleo~
tion, it ocourred because the Yorkinos gained new members. Cu=-
riously the Yorkinos mushroomed from five lodges to one hundred
and thirty 106398.13 They spread to all parts of Mexioo, and cam
to embrace the more liberal demoscratio groups whioh favored the
maintainance of a federal constitution as opposed to the central~
ized system advocated by the Esgocese .14 Zavala wrote that many
Escoceses fanatioally changed over to the }gg;lggg.la He G. Put-
nam wrote there.wersno more Federalist and Centralist parties,
thetw names becazme Yorkinos and Esgoceses.

Then the wave of politieal msnipulation spread to the Pres-~
ident's cabinet. A reorganization took plaoce which was due to
the demands of the Yorkinga who now wanted more voice in govern~-
mahtal affairs. Victoria appointed two prominent Ygrkinoavto
cabinét positions, after an attempted plot.

Poinsett seems to be the only person who related this story.

He desoribed thls plot in a letter to Clay on October 12, 1825.16

13zavala, p. 258,
l4putnam, p. 74.

1l
5“7&1&. Pe 258,

lQPoinsett to Clay, Ootober 12, 1825. Diplomatiec Correspond-

enge, III’ PP 1636-38.
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According to Poinsett, Alamdn and Esteva plotted to have Vio toria
turn out Don Pablo de la Llave the Minister of Justice and Eocole-
slastical aAffairs. In order to do this they employed the "Minisep
ter from Colombia, Santa Maria and the Countess of Regla, a pret-
ty oreole posseseed of great shrewdness and exercising great in=-
fluenos over Viotoria."17 They wanted to replace Llave with the
Bishop of Puebla, who according to Poinsett was "of European
birth and an insidious and dangerous enemy to the Ame rican soun-
trios.”la He continued, "Llave had retired to the country await-
ing the event without sn exertion.” But Ramoé de Arizpe, another
priest, his friend, a man of an sactive intriguing ocharacter, who
had been a deputy of ons nf the Mexican provinbes in Spain, and
while there brought rrequently in collision with the Bishop of
Puébla, was oprosed vigorously to the appointment of the latter,
and finding that he could not prevent it, prooured himself to be
appointed chief officer in that department, This action and a
declaration made by Llave, that he would appeal to the publie and
expose the intrigues of these men, prevented the Bishop from ac~
cepting the appointment.19 Suddenly in face of this possidle

g,

18
ibig.

19
ibigd.
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scandal, the Bishop refused the appointment, and Arizpe was ap-
pointed. Due to the growing political opposition and the precsure
by the Yorkinos on Alamdn in the senate, he retired. Poinsett
wrote that his fall was "hastened by a personal pique between himJ
and Ward,"” who helped obtain his dismissal., Victoria then re-
placed hlamdn with Sebastian Camacho.

Arizpe and Camacho were both Yorkinos. Esteva, who was not
loyal to anyone and looking out for his own good, changed over
from the Lscoceses to the Yorkings, With this big ohange in ravoL
of the latter, the former were put in a very precarious position
in the election of 1826« In this year the Yorkinos gained a sig-
nificent triumph in Congress. The legislature of Mexico, which
up to this time had been controlled by Escoceses, had gone in fa=-
vor of the 1grkigos.29 This put the Escoceses in danger of losing
the presidential election of 1828,

Also opposed to Polinsett was Victoria's szecretary, José varfa
Tornsl. He blamed Poinsett for the hostilitlies that arose bdetween]
the two opposing parties. He claimed that Poinsett did not act |
in a manner that was becoming of a foreign minister.l Alamdn was

also very bitter toward Poinsett. He wrote in his Historia de

zqnanning. Early Diplomatic Helations, p. 195.

211056 Marfa Tornel, Breve Pasena Historico (Mexico, 1825),
PP 38=39,
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Mejico that Poinsett planned the removal of the Centralistas,
but was not trying to establish & more demoératic natibn. In=-
stead he wanted to have the country run by a handful of men who
wbuld &ive the people less of a voice in the governmant.az These
two men have written books based on their personal contect with
this situation, but were of dgourse decidedly prejudiced against
Poinsett. It was from these two testimonies that most denuncla~
| tions of Poinsett were based. ¥From thelr stories, it bacomes
quite evident that the American Minister meddled in Mexiocan
politiose. -

Mr. Ward had not been i1dle during these eventful months of |}
1825, He wae dosperately holding on to his pciitical influence
in the goverament. There were dinners given by him at wiolch the
British contributions to Mexiocan Independence were disoussed.aa

¥rom the Fall of 16825 to the Summer of 1826, the "political
free for all® took place between Poinsett end Ward. As mentioned |
earlier, Poinsett accused Ward of using the Countess of Regla %o

exeroise her influence over Vioforia to further the interests of
24

his country. In return the British Minister reprinted and oir~

P ST

“M‘ ¥, pe B23.
23putneam, p. 75

241vi4.
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oulated an attack on the United States which included the De Onis
map.a5 This map demonstrated how the North Americans were ene
oroaching on Mexiocan Territory. Because of Ward's intimacy with

Victor ia, which was made even closer now, the treaty negotiations
between the United States and Mexlioo were delayed. This delay
worked for the benefit of England, because there had been come
negotiations between Mexico and the United States before the up=-
heaval in September of 1825. Poinsett had lost no time in starte
ing hLie negotiations for a treaty. He had been authorized to
negotiate a treaty of limits and dboundaries, énd commerce., Be~
cause of the difficulties that existed over limits and boundaries,
which Ward had further oomplicated, Poinsett tﬁrnad his energy to
a trade agreement, |

The negotiations for a commercial treaty began early in Au=-

26 Alamén and Tsteva were appointed to work togethen

gust of 1825,
in the negotiations with the United States diplomat. Poinsett
quickly drew up a protocol. The most difficult problem arose ovej
the "most favored nation olause.” This meant that any oconcession
or favor granted by -the United States or Mexico to any third na=-

tion should be immediately extended to the other of the contraot~

zn Relations (Washington,
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ing powers., The Mexican Government would accept this clause am
e general principle, but wished to exclude the other AmﬁribgnJ ;'f

Nations from its operationa'27

President Viotoria did not want a strict clause like this imfl
his treaties with either the United States or Britain. He had Qﬁé
Plan that would knit the other Spanish American Countries slose WQ
to Mexico, and in faot put them under Mexiocen hegemony. He wqggn,i
ed to grént special privileges to these countries without beigghag
ocompelled to apply them to other powers.za Putnam, Poinsett's _ §
politiocal bilographer, wrote "this was kind of a Bpanish Alarioan é
NMonroe Dootrine which would have excluded the Anglo—=Americans of ﬁ
the North."29 Thie was in direct confliot with the plans of tho‘f
United States who wished fo do the same.  ~«25

Ward had enoowitered this saie diffioulty with Mexico. The.f
Mexicans told Poinsett that Britain had accepted this polioy im.
their treaty signed om April 9, 1625. But at this time it was. I
not known that the treaty had not been ratifisd and that Cemning |
had rejeoted this olamse as completely unacceptable. Poinac&t‘wg5%
had learned that the British protested the "most favored natxon“f;?

"
—— oot 3

27putnam, p. 75.
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clause”'in thelr treaty; so he asked Ward to oooperate with him
in securing the withdrawel of this clause. Instead of cooperat=
ing with the American M¥inister, the shrewd Mr. Ward withdrew his
objection to the clause "in order to prevent a treaty between
Mexico and the United States," and he also expressed to President
Victoria the opinion that the British Government "would admit the
exception in favor of the former Spanish Colonies 1f the United
States 4id the same."se Due to this quick maneuver by ¥ard, the
United States remained without a treaty at the end of 18285,

Poinsett would not assent to a treaty that contained a
olause which gave Mexlco the right to grant special privileges
to othér oountries. The Mexican diplomats trisd to compromise
with the American iinister. Arizpe, an intimate friend of Poin-
sdtt, proposed that the exoeption only be applied to those nationn’
which made similar provisicn in regard to Mexico. Poinsett found
thig proposal objoctionable to the original statement. It was
then suggested that "as Poinsett has express-d an opinion that
the treaty with Great Britain would bs rejected on account of the
slause that Mexico wanted, that he should agree to be dound by

w3l

the terms finally reached with that power, Poinsett ruled

5°Fred Rippy, "Britain's Role in the Early Relations of the

United Ztates snd Mexlieo,” Hispanic jgmerican Historical Review
‘1957)‘ VII' PP 1l~12. \

3lputnam, p. 76.
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this out as unacceptauble. A heated argument arose betwesn him
and the Mexican negotiators. Foinsett lost his temper and der
nounoced the policy of Great Britain. This ended the negotiations
for a while until new instructions would airive from Washington.
Ina letter from Clay to Pdinsstt on November 9, 1825 it 1is
obvious that President Adams epproved of Poinsett's stand against

Mexican demanés. Clay wrote:

Should the MKexican Government ocontinue to insist upon
the exception it would be better to have no treaty and
ubide by the special commeroial laws of the two ocountries
than to subseribe to a principle wholly inadmissasble,
and which being assented to in the case of Mexioo, might .
form a ggeoedent to be extended to others of the New

States.

Giay also asserted that no power except Méxieo~had attempt=
ed to reserve the right to grant special favors to othef Spanish
Amérioan powors. Clay used the same provisions in the Mexlcan
treaty as he d4id in the Colombian treaty. In fact, he had sent
Poinsett a draft cif this treaty to be used as a model,

There were nu negotiations between Mexico and the United
States from September 28, 1825 to May of 1826. On May ¢, 1826,
a oconference was held between Mexloco and the United States. Here
the Mexican negotiators backed down on thelr demand for the ex~-

ception of special favors for the Spanish American States. Foin-

aaOlay to Poinsett, November 9, 1825. American State Papers
¥y ps 854, and VI, p. 582,




62
soett then yielded on a point he had denied before, which provided|
for perfect reciprooity of tonnage dues. Thererore. the "most
favored nation'prinaiplo was acocepted by both countries without
modification ani sas embodied in the treaty.‘as

on July 10, 1826, the ministers had just about oompleted

théir negotiations. Poinsett had embodied the principle that
"free ships shall make free gooda.'a‘ However, he had added an
oxeeption to this whioh exoluded from the advantages of the pro-
vision, property belonging to subjects of a government that d4ia
not recognize this principle. This put the Mexican ministers in
a bad position because negotiations were then pending for e comwe
mercial treaty with Great Britain. II they uo&eytad this sxoep~
tion, they might have their negotiations with Britain interrupt-

ed. After a while, Poinsett finally withdrew this exceptiom. >
| Negotiations for this treaty were carried on until 1831,
when finally they were abandénsd. The main ocause of disagreement
after 1827 was over an article in whioch the Unlted States demand~

ed that Mexico should restore fugitive slaves if they entered

®Manning, Early Diplomatic Relations, p. 221,
41vig,

3§Poinnett to Mexican Plenipotentiaries, June 16, 1826,

Ameriocap State Papers, VI, p. 597.
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Mexican territory. This was totally unacceptable to Mexioq.

In the fall of 1825 it was learned that Great Britain had
not ratified the Mexican treaty. This was mentioned earlier,

Now Morier and Ward had striot instruotions to negotiate a new
treaty with no objeotionable clauses to England.

Probably, muoh to the chagrin of Poinsett, neither the poli~
tical revolution that took place at the end of September of 1825
nor the rejection of the Mexlican treaty by the British seemed to
change the attitude of the .Mexiocan government toward the Britishj
The Ameripan Minister knew, even though a change was accomplished
and Viotoria had asked him for a personal conference, that fesl~
ings toward him were still a little cool. He wrote "the Presi-~
dent gave me repeated assurances of regard for the United States
and of his American sentiments. . .and the President is a good
man with no bad dispositions, dbut he 1s badly surrounded. . .he
listens to tales by Tornel and Esteva, the first a very bad man
without a single quality.“se Poinsett continued, "I believe him
(Tornel) to be in the pay of the British Charge d'Affaires. Es~

teva came over to the Ameriocan party only because he perceived

the impossibility of sustaining himself 1ndependently."37 In

36Poinsett to Clay, October 12, 1825, Di i Corr -
2i0¢, III, Poe 1638,

Ibid.
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Poinsett's opinion President Viotoria was therefore being misled |
by people who were anti~North America. |

The President of Mexico gave his opening speech to Congreks
on January lst, 1826, in which he had high praise for the British}
This was en indlecation that England's popularity was still very
strong in Mexioco, if the President can be used as a measuring
stick, The reason for this renewed praise to England wes bhecause
she had announced to the powers her intention to recognize and to
enter into relations with the new American States. Vistoria aa!d,
1) that the British turned back any agsressivé European inten~
tions, 2) that, if she had not, Franoe would have interfered
with us, 3) that Britain recognized us, 43 thaf Messrs. Barolay,
Richardson and Company of London negotiated very helpful loans tol
Haiioo. and he mentioned the House of B. A+ Coldsmith and Com-
pany for their monetary help.sa Victoris oommented dbriefly on
the treaty that was being negotiated between Mexico and ¢t he United
States, and praised the United States for thia.sg

This speech should not be misjudged as being greatly favor-
able to the Unlted States. Only this last part of the speech

concerned the United States while over half oconcerns the help

38
Jeds Hatool, £y 111’ PP

347-565,.
39:!!!?
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Great Britain gave Mexico, Victoria, even with thg great politi-|
oal pressure brought on him by the ;g;;éggg in the last months
of 1825, still showed favoritism %o Great Britain., It is also
true that even with the improved political condition of the
Federglistas, Foinsett was not able to get his treaty ratified
by_the Mexlcan Government. Nowhere can 1t be proven that the
United States really surpassed or equalled the popularity at-
tained by the British.

Then ocame Viotoria's speech to Congress closing that parti-
oular session on May 23, 1826, This spesch, ﬁs nentioned earlier
was a denouncement of the United States policy embodied in the
Monroe Dootrine. The United States helped Canning in his attempt|
towvin back any possiblevlost prestisé, when thi# docunment was
~announced, by not honoring the Dootrine when Mexloco asked the
Unltéd States to do so0.

The opinion in Congress at the time of the speech must have
been favorable to Great Britain. One of the main items of dis~
oussion from May 3, to November 13, 1828 were the loans Mexlco
had received from Barclay, Herring and Company, Baring Brothers
and Company, and the House of Goldsmith.‘o The discussions oon-
cerning the loans and their oredit relations with these companies

were extensive. Vincent Rocafuerte, the attache¢ in London for

‘Oﬁataos, III, pp. 580-876.




| 1)
the Mﬁxioan Government, hud sent & report stating that Mexioo taa‘
in good standing with. the London businessmen.4l

Thus, Victoria's denouncement of United States foreign polict
to iMexioco came at a propiticus time. With favorable economic and
political relations between Great Britain and Mexico 1in 1826, the,
British Ministers would have an easler time in‘nagotiéting é}
treaty. | ) ‘ ) | ; |
He G.“Warg wrote a letter to Canning on May 28, 1826 after
hearing Yiotofia’a_apapch to Congreés.’ He‘wrote'thétvthe Ug;pgdw
States oommittéd treason o ihe Am?rioan Repubiicé by'"perp§tﬁét~
ing the inrluence of Spain in Cubat 4? ~ He wrote, % the tiea whioh
connootod tha United States to the other states. or Amerioa are
now dissnlved. . .due to the United States golioy of keeplng cuha
spanish to guard their trade 1nterests. 43 He ‘was without a dnnb*
gignt. o

*lmo.,p. 676 .

“yard to Canning, May 29, 1886. Webster, Britain and the
Indspendence of Latin Americe, I, pe 508.

‘ 43&09 I’ PP 508"9.




CHAPTER V1
THE TREATY OF DECHKMBER 26, 1828 AND CONCLUSION

When the British began their negotiations wi th Mexlce for a
new treaty it was held in acoree:.l beosuse of the rivalry bdbe-
tween the United States and England. EXngland, like the United
States,; used every posgible strategemr in order to secure a treaty;
After a while it beocams evident that it was 1lmpossidle to carry
on negotiations in Mexico. The politicsl hostilities, and the
gonplexity of the treaty made it mandatory for the negotiation to
de moved to & more sccomndeting environment. George Canning had
~the negotiations movec %o London. Tiere he could have somplete
control over the deliberations. The move to London took plece in
the middle of March 1826. Mr. Worier was % ocome to England se~

companied by a Mexlcan minister, who turned out to be the new
Seoretsry of State, Don Sebastian Camasho.”
Mr. Morier insisted that ome of the seerstaries of the Mexi-

“Manning, Zardy pislosatic Relations. be 87,

2;:0insett to Clay, February 1, 1826,
SBge, 111, p. 1882,
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can cabinet must be thé plenipotentiary to his government as no
one else would be received. He wanted Camacho to be the minis-
ter becsuse he was the top secretary in the cabinet. He said that
if the Senate did not ratify Camachn's appointmenit this would rup-
ture relations between the two nations, and demonstrete that the
"gsecret influence of the United States was dividing tné 0ld world
from the new,"* The Senate d1d ratify Camacho's appointment,

Again this 1llustrates thet Englisgh popularity emong the
Senators wes still high. There are two possibilities why Camacho
was selected: First, and most likely, because he was the choloe
of the majority of the Mexican offiocisls in and out of the Senate.
Second, because he was both the cholce of the President and the
Senate who were the most llkely members of the Centralista Parfy'

| In any case if Poinsett and his party were to suoceed in ne~-
gotiating a treaty before the Engliéh, it was political suiocide
%o let the negotiations for the British treaty be moved to Londbn*
Evidently, Poinsett could not stop this move by the British which
can be viewed as a measure of Poinsett's lack of influence,

In England Camecho and Morier were under the direot control

S:oinsett to Clay, april 8, 1826. Ibid., p. 1656,

ey There is the possibility that Morier wanted to get
Camacho, who had pro-american feelings, out of the olutohes of
Engl and.
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of the Foreign Minister George Cenning and other cabinet members,|
including William Huskinson who was the President of the Commit~-
tee of Privy Council for Affairs of Trade and Forelgn Planfa=-
ttons.” ' |

The final treaty wes signed by the ministers of both coun-
tries in lLondon on December 26, 1826, It g8hould be remembered
that Canning réjooted the treaty of April 9, 1825 in its entirety}
Canning must have been able to remedy the meny articles that were
disadvantageous to England. This clearly demonstrates the fast
that England was not going to yleld totally to the terms outlined
by a new nation, that had not as yet matured, without gaining an
advantage. There is no doubt that the politioélly consclious and
clever Cannirg would not let a young nation dictate the terme of
a freaty to him. As early as August 10, 1825 an artiole in a
London newepaper, The Courier contained an editorial whioh aptly
illustrated this point. The editorisl stated "why should a State
like Mexico coquet with a power like England over a definite pro~
clamation of recognition. « .Isn't it true that we have treated

them as independent by negotiating a treaty with them, . .Mexioo

szewis Hertsiet Lsq., Hergglgt's Qggggrgig; Treaties (Londony
1841), II11, p. 247. This containe the Treaty of December 28,
1826 with Huskinson's name included at the end. The Treaty 1is
printed in the appendix of this thesis.,
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should not and is not in the position to quibble about terms.®

The s econd treaty established a complete legal and political
equallity betwesen Great Britain and Mexico. In this treaty Can-
ning protected British commercial interest. He did this not by
seeking speclal treaty rights governing residence and activity of
British subjects in Mexico, but by agresing %o the same treatment
for British subjects as the Mexicaen Government acoorded all for~
eigners. The British extended the seme treatment to WMexiocaens in
the British territories. 4rticle II of the treaty provided that, |

the inhabitants of the two countries respeotively, shall
have liberty freely and sedurely to ooms with their ships
and cargoes, to all prlaces, ports and rivers in the terri-
torles aforesald, saving only such partioular ports to

which other foreigners shell not be permitted to come, to

enter into the same, and to remain and reside in any part

of the said territories respeotively; also to hire and
osoupy houses ard warehouses for the purposes of their dom-
merce; and, generally, the merchants and traders of each
nation, respectively shall enjoy the most ocomplete protec~-

tion and security for their commerce. . .

Articles III, IV, V, VI, and VII are devoted to working out
the partiocular deiails of these principles upon whioh was to be
founded the perpetual amity between the dominions and subjects of
the two ocountries. Neither party, for example, sought to limit
the liberty of ‘the other to impose texes, tariffs, and other eco-

nomic and commercial cvontrols, but they bound themselves not to

e Gourier, 4ugust i0, 1825.
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disoriminate against each other's subjects or citizens in 80 doinkﬁ
Again Articles VIII and IX spell out and guarantee freedom of en=-
terprise anl business activity for both British subjects in Mexi~-
¢o and for the citizens of bMexico in Great Britain. Article VIII
stated that,

All merchants, oommanders of shigs, and others, the
subjeots of His Britannic Majesty, shall have full liberty
in all territories of Mexico, to manage their own affairs
themselves, or to ocommit them to the masnagement of whom~
soever they pleasze, as broker, factor, =gent, or interpreter,
nor shall they be obliged to employ any other persons for
those purposes than those employed by Mexicans, nor to pay
them for any other salary or renumeration than such as is
pald, in like cases, by Mexican citizens; and absolute
freedom shall be allowed, in all cases, to the dbuyer and
seller, to bargain and fix the price of any goods, wares,
or merchandize, imported into, or exported from Mexinu, as
they shall see good, observing the laws and established
oustoms of the country.

Article IX gives both countries the right to dispose of thoiq»
property without being charged. « .with ahy higher imposts or
duties, than those whioh are paid or may be paid, by the native
subjects or citizens of the power in whose dominions or territor
ries they may be resident. Again, this illustrates that no specidl
rights and privileges were demanded by either side. |

Again in Artiocle X the British subjects and Mexican ocitizens
were insured the right to be 'subject to local laws and regula=-
tions. . .exemption from all compulsory military service.' That
*no foroced loans shall be levied. . .nor their property be subjec}
to any oharges, requisitions, or taxes, than such as are pald by

the native subjeots or citizens of the Contrascting Parties, in
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their respective dominions,'

aArticle XI gave eaoh Contracting ‘arty the right to appoint |
consuls for the protection of trade, to reside in the dominionse
and territories of the other party, and to de approved by the
Goverament to which he is sent. Also, that the diplomatic agents
and oconsuls from both countries shall enjoy, according to the
strictest reciproocity whatever privileges, exceptions, and in-
munities granted in eaoh dominion.
| The question of reiilgion was settled in Article XIII. The
subjects of Britain shall enjoy, in their houses, persons, and
properties the protection of the government (Mexican). . .and
shall not be disturbed, molested, or annoyed, in any manner, on
account of their religion, provided they respect that of the na~
tion in which they reside, az well as the constitution, laws, and
customs of the country. 'The British subjects also had the right
to continue burying their dead' in places alréady assigned for
that‘purpose. + owithin Mexican territories.' However, the citi-
zens of Mexico shall enjoy in all the dominions of his Britannio
Ma jesty, the same protection, and shall be allowed the free ex-
eroise of their religion, in public or privste, either within
their own houses, or in the chapels and plaoces or worship set
apart for the purpose.' There was a technical difference in this
article that oan be considered one-sided. The Mexicans. gained all

of the religlous privileges that the British did plus the faot
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they could exercise their religion freely and in chspels or placeg

v

of worship. This was not extended to the British in Mexico. How
ever, this should not be looked at tooc narrowly. Practical reli-
glous toleration had been established in Britain; but written intg
the Mexican Constitution of 1824 was intolerance of all religions
exocept Catholicism,

Article XIV kept in effeot the Convention between England
and Spain signed on July 14, 1786, This gave Britain fishing

rights, the right to out dyewood including mahogany, and‘theyrighi
to gather fruits or produce in the south of México which was lataI
called British Honduras. In return for these commeroial gains
the British could not build fortifications, or buildings that
could be used for stationing troops or as an arsenal.’ Thus,
Britain kept 1tz ocommercial rights in this area. This was a big
ooncession for the Mexicans to give., Possibly it was part of a:
gquid pro quo agreement between the two governments. Mexico would
. @ive large commercial concessions and Great Britaln would not ask
for aampleté religious freedom.

In article XV both governments cooperated in the suppreesion
of the slave trade. This joint agreement on 'total adolition of

the Slave Trade symbolized a sense of union for both countries.

?Bortalet'n %%%gggg;gguggggslgg. Vol. II (London, H. Butter=-
worth, 1841), p. . ' 1

J
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It was an assurance to themselves and the world that they were 1in
the vanguard of progress and that they were thinking in terms of
the highest moral and social ideals,

There were two additional articles to this treaty which were
also of great importance. Mexico could not completely benefit
from the reciproecity established in the treaty because of the
definition in Article VII on what constituted a Mexioan (or Brit-
ish) ship. Thé definition held to in Article VII was that a
*Mexiocan ship shall actually have been built in Mexico.' This
additional article gave Mexico the right to use ships built else-
where as long as they were 'bons fide the property of, and wholly
éwned by, one or more citizens of Mexico.' The reason for this |
article was to glve Mexigo an opportunity to build a large mer -
chant marine and navys. Mex10o would not be able to use many éhip*
if they had to mdhere to Article VII in the_treaty because of the|
small number of ships owned and still fewer that were aoctually
built in Mexioo. .

-The seoond part of the additional Articles established pere
fect reciprocity and contalns the most favored nation clause for
both Mexico and Great Britain. This olearly takes awzy}the.right
of giving special terms to other Spanish Arerican countries that
Mexlco had attempted to establish 1h’the earlier treaty.

The treaty was sent to Mexico for ratificetion early in 18274
"It passed both Houces of the Mexiean Congress‘without,the slight-
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est objeotions,” and received ratification on Ooctober 27, 1827.8
| This treaty was important for more than one reason. it was

not just a triumph over the United States, but also a bold move
egainst the reactionary governments in kurope. As mentioned in
chapter one, Britain opposed the intentlons of the Holy Alliance
to'restore the Spanish colonies. Instead Britain recognized the
Spanish American countries, which was a counterstroke to the poliq
cy of the iioly‘Allianoe.9 In an explanation for the policy of
Britein regarding Spanish America Canning said, "I am an enthusi-
a8t for national independence, but not for revolution."lo Revo~
" lution had been a faot for the Spanish Ameriecan Colonies. Next,
the competition for their trade arose, and Britain quﬁklﬁ gained
& new outlet for trade. |

There was to be no attempt to conquer lexico or any other
Spanish republic by bngland. England wanted economioc rather than
political possession. As the Latin American historien John
Rydjord wrote, "England wunted the liberation of Mexico rather

BPutnam, « 77, (Putnam sources here are the Poinsett

Papers, VI, p. 56).
Y4.R. Marriott, George Canning and iils Times A Pollitical
Study (London, 1903), p. 101.
1044)11am Kaufman, British Pglicg f%d the Independence of
rica 04~ B, {(New Ha‘ven, b. s Do 22,
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thén the conquest. « .they would get greater commercial opportuni*
ties this way."ll So this treaty can be looked upon as the cul-
mination of a iong drive by Britaln to extend thelr commercs to
Mexico in a secure ways This treaty was the last of three trea-~
ties negotiéted with Spanish American countries. They were ne-
gotliated in this order: Buenos Aires, Colombia, and Mexico. Now
Britain had trading rights with the countries farthest south and
north in the 0ld Spanish dominions.

The United States suffered a two-fold defeat with this trea-=
ty. The first, an obvious one, was the fact that Britain secured
their treaty before the United Ctates, The United Sta tes did not
sign a treaty with Mexico until five years later. The United
States suffered the height of embarrassment when Joel R. Poinsett ?
was recalled from Mexico due to demands from the Mexlocan Governe
ment. This recall was due to the fact that Boinsett had become
involved with the Masonic Lodges which were used in 1nfluenoing
Mexico's politicians., It was the legialature of Vera Cruz that
published a dooument attacking Poinsett and the Yorkinos and
asked for his recall, &tvldently, the legislature in Vera Cruz
‘was favorable to the Escoceses because they also demanded that

legislation should be passed in whioh secret organization, like

llJohn Rydjord, Forelgn Interest In the Independence of
Latin America (Durham, North Carodina, 1935), D Eﬁgo
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the Yorkinos, would be prohibited.l In their public denunciatiop,

the legislators called the Yorkinos, "traitorous vmpers;."]':5
If anything, this did not enhance the position &f Poinsett or the
United States,

Secondly this treaty between Great Britain and Mexico really
hurt the claims and pretensions of the Monroe Doctrine., The
United States had attempted to keep Kuropean powers out of Span~
ish Americu or at least HMexico. Thié was implied in the no fu=-
ture intervention clause by Luropean nations.l4 This, of course,
was one of the maln objectives of George Canning as he had sai@ee
to detach the United States from Spanish Amerioa.ls

British influence in Mexico steadily improved in the ninee~
teenth century. Not only was British influence felt economically
but also politicelly, philosophically, and soclally. Conversely,
American influence steadily diminished, until the United States

and Mexican War broke out,.

laNilés Register (September 1, 1827), XXXIII, p. 13.

1Ibig.

14 .
He We Ve Temperley, "The Later American irolicy of George

Canning,"” Amerigan Historicsl Review, (1905-06), II, p. 779.

lsIbigo s De 767,
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Another source that was equally important was the Gaceta

Del Gobierno Supremo De Mexicv, 3 Deciembre 1823 a 31 Mayo 1825,

miorofilmed by Banoroft Lidbrary of the University of California
in May of 1952, The Gaceta sometimes oonteins official Govern-
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V, VI, contains a large number of communications between Clay and

Poinsett. The British and Forelgn State Papers (london,
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the above oitation. These volumes contaln some of Victoria's
messages to the Mexican Congress.
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¥
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ary Debates the Parlismentary History of England {(loadon, Noster
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AFPENDIX X

Treaty of Amity, Commerce, and Navigation, between
fritain and Mexico., Signed at London, December 26,
826,

In the Name of the Most Holy Trinity.

Extensive commercial interoourse having deen establisheq,

- for some time, between the dominions of His Britannic Maj sty
and the United States of Mexico, it seems good for the security,
as weil as the esnocouragement of such sommercial intercourse,

and for the maintenance of good understanding between His said
Britannie Majesty and the said States, that the relations now
subsisting between them should be regularly acknowledged and
‘9onfirmed, by the signature of a Treaty of Amity, Commerce, and
Navigation. - . - ’

~Jor %his purpose they have namsd their respeciive Plenipe~
tentiaries, that is to say: :

His Majesty the Xing of the United Kingdom of Great Britain
and lreland, the Right Honourabie William Huskisson, a Member
- of His sald Majesty's Most Honourable Privy Counoil, a Memder of
Parliament, President of the Committee of Privy Council for
Affairs of Trade and Foreign Plantations, and Treasurer of His
said Majlesty's Navyj=-and James Morier, Esq.: -

- And His xx0ellenoy the President of the United Btates of
Mexioo, His Exoellenoy SeMor Sebastian Camscho, his Firat
Minister of State, and for the Department of Foreign Affairs:

Who, after having ocommunicated to each other their full
powera, found to be in due and proper form, have agreed upon and
concluded the following Artioles: : R

Art, I+ There shall be perpetual amity between the dominions
and subjects of His Majesty the Xing of the United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Ireland, and the United States of Mexico, and
their citizens. ‘ :

1l There shall be, betwsen all the territories of His
Britannio Majesty in kEurope and the territories of Mexioco, a
reciprocal freedom of oommerce. The inhabitants of the two
gountries respectively, shall have lidberty freely and securely
$0 come, with their ships and oargoes, to all plases, ports,

- and rivers in the territories aforesaid, saving only such parti-
- oular ports to which other forsigners shall not be permitted to
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come, to enter into the seme, and to remain and reside in any
part of the said territories repectively; salso to Lire and oococupy
' houses and warehouses for the purposes of their commerce; and,

generally, the merchants and traders of each nation, respectively|

shall enjoy the most complete proteotion and security for their
oOnmMeroe,

In like manner, the respective ships of war, and post=office
packets of the two ocountries, shall have liberty freely and se-
ocurely to come to all harbours, rivers and places, saving only
such perticular ports (4if any) to whioh other foreign ships of
war and paokets shall not be permitted to come, to enter into the
same, tec anchor, and to remain there and refit; subject always to
the lawg and statutes of the two countries, respectively.

By the righv of entering the places, ports and rivers mene
tioned in this Article, the privilege of carrying on the coasting
trade is not understood, in which nationsl vessels only are per-
mitted to engage.

' 11I. His Majesty the King of the United Kingdom of @ircat
Britain and Ireland engages further, that the inhadbitants of
- Mexioo shall have the like iibderty of commerce and navigation sti-
pulated for in the preceding article, in all his dominicne situ~
ated out of kurope, to the full extent in which the zame is per~
nit:adrat present, or shall be permitted hereafter, to any other
nation. : ‘ K ’ ,
IV. Xo higher or other Aduties shell be imposed on the ime
portation into the dominions of His Britennic Majesty, of any
article of the growth, produce, or manufacture of Mexico, and .
no higher or other duties shall be imposed on the importation
into the territories of Mexico, of any articles of the growth,
produse, or manufacture of His Britannio Majesty's dominions,
than are or shall be payable on the like artiocles, being the
growth, produce, or manufaoture of any other foreign country;
nor shall any other or higher dutiesz or charges be imposed in
the territories or dominions of either of the Contracting Parties
on the exportation of any articles to the territories of the
other, than such as are or may be payable on the exportation
of the like articles to any other foreign country} nor shall
any prohibition be imposed upon the exportation of any articles
the growth, produce, or manufacture of His Britannic Majesty's
dominions or of the said territories of Mexico, to or from the
said dominions of His Britannic Majesty, or to or from the
said territories of Mexico, which shall not equally extend to
all other nations.

- Yo No higher or other duties or charges on account of

tonnage, light or harbour dues, pilotage, salvage in case of

L2
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damage or shipwreck, or any other looal ocharges, shall be im-
posed, in any of the ports of Mexico, on British vessels; thap
those payable in the same ports by Mexican veseels; nor, in the
ports of His Britannio Majesty's territories, on Mexican vessels,
than shall be payable, in the same ports, on British vessels.

Vi, The same duties shall be paid on the importation inte
the territories of Mexico, of any erticle the growth, produce,
or manufaoture of His Britannic Majesty's dominions, whether
suoh importation shall be in Mexican or in British vessels}
and the same duties shall bde paid on the importation into the
dominions of lis Britannic Majesty, of any article the growth,
produce, or manufacture of Mexlco, whether such importation
shall be in British or in Mexican vessels. The same duties
shall be paid, and the same bounties and drawdbacks sllowed,
on the exportation to Mexico of any articles of the growth,
produce, or manufacture of His Britannic Majesty's dominions,
whether such exportation shall be in Mexican or in British
vessels} and the same duties shall be paid, and the same boun~
- $1es and drawbacks allowed, on the exportation of any articles
the growth, produce, or manufaoture of Mexioco, to His Bri-
teunio Majesty's dominions, whether such exportation shall be
in British or in Mexican vessels. ‘

ViI. 1In order to avoid any nisunderstending with respect
to the regulations which may respectively oonstitute a British
or Mexioan vessel, it 1s hereby agreed that all vessels bullt in
the dominione of ﬁis Britanniec Majesty, or vessels which ;
shall have been captured from an enemy by His Britannic Majesty's
ships of war, or by subjeots of His sald Majesty furnished with
letters of marque by the Lords Commissioners of the Admiralsy,

- and regularly condemned in one of His said Majesty's Prize Courts
as a lawful prize, or whioch shall have been condemned in any
competent Court for the breach of the laws made for the preventio
of the Slave Trade, and owned, navigated, and registered acoordinz
to the laws of Great Britein, shall be considered as Britigh
vessels: and that all vessels built in the territories of Mexico,
or captured from the enemy by the ships of Mexico, and condemned |
under similar oiroumstances, and which shall be owned by any
citizen or citizens thereof, and whereof the master and three-
fourths of the mariners are citizens of Mexico, exoepting where
the laws provide for any extreme ocases, shall be considered

as Mexioan vessels.

And it is further agreed, that every vessel, qualified to
trade as above desori¥ed, under the provisions of this Treaty,
shall be furnished with a register, passport, or sea letter,
under the signature of *the proper person authorized to grant the
" same, according to the laws of the respective countries, (the
form of whioh shall be communicated), certifying the name, og=
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cupation, and residence of the owner or ownere, in the dominions
of His Britennic Majesty, or in the territories of Mexioco, as ihe
case may be; and that he, or they, is, or sre, the sole owner

or owners, in the proportion to be specified; together with the
name, burthen, and desoription of the vessel, as to bullt and
measurement, and the several particulsrs constituting the na~
tional charapterof the vessel, as the case may be.

ViIl. 4ll merchants, commanders of ships, and others, the
subjeocts of His Britannic Majesty, shall have full libverty, in
all the territories of Mexico, to manage their own affairs them-
selves, or to commit them to the management of whomsoever they
please, as broker, factor, agent, or interpreter; nor shall they
be obliged to employ any other persons for those purposes than
those employed by Mexicans, mor to pay them any other salary
or remuineration than such as 1s paid, in like ocascs, by Mexican
citizens; and absolute freedom shall be allowed, in all ocases,
to the buyer and seller, tn bargsin and fix the price of any .
goods, wares, or merchandise, imported into, or exported from :
- Mexico, as they shall see good, observing the laws and eetabliahe&
customs of the ocountry. The same privileges shall be esnjoyed in
the dominions of His Britannic Majesty, by the oitizens of Mexico{
under the same conditions. ' S

The ocitizens and subjects of the Contrascting Parties, in the
territories of each other, shall receive and enjoy full and per¢
fect proteotion for their persons and property, and shall have
free and open access to the Courts of Justice in the said ocoun=
tries, respectively, for the proseocution and defence of thelir
- Just rights; and they shall be at liberty to employ, in all causeq,
the advooates, attornies, or agents of whatever description, whom
they masy think proper; and they shall enjoy, in this respect,
the same rights and privileges therein, as native citizens.

IX. In whatever relates to the sucoession to personal es~
tates, by will or otherwise, and the disposal of personal pro-
perty of every sort and denomination, by sale, donation, exchange,
or testament, or in any other manner whatsoever, as also the
administration of Justice, the subjascts and citizensg of the tw
Contracting FParties shall enjoy, in their respective dominions
and territories, the sume privileges, liberties, and rights, as
native subjects; and shall not be charged, in any of these re=-
speots, with any higher imposts or duties, than those which are
paid, or may be paid, by the native subjects or citizens of the
power in whose dominions or territories they may be resident.

X. In all that relates to the police of the ports, the
lading and unlading of ships, the safety of merchandise, goods,
and effects, the subjeots of His Britennic Majesty, and the
citizens of Mexico, respesctively, shall be subjeot to the loocal
laws and regulations of the dominions and territories in which
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they may reside, 7They shall be exempted from all compuleory

military service, whether by sea or land., No forced loans shall

be levied upoh them; not shall their property be subjeoct to any

other charges, requisitions, or taxes, than such as are paid by

. the native subjeots or citizens of the Contracting Perties, in
thelir respective dominions.

' XI. 1% shall be free for each of the two Contracting Par-

ties to appoint Consuls for the protection of trade, to reside

in the dominlons and territories of the other party: but, before

| any Consul shdll sot as such, he shell, in the usual form, be

approved and admitted by the Covernment to which he 1l& sent:

and either of the Contreoting Parties may except from the resi-

dence of Consuls suoh particular plesoces as either of them may

3 éudge rit to be excepteds The Mexican diplomatic agents and

- Consuls shall enjoy, in the dominions of His Britannic Majesty,

. whatever privileres, exceptions, and immunities ere or shall be

- granted to Agents of the same rank belonging to the most favoured

' nation: end, in like msnuner, the diplomatic Agents und Consuls

of His Britannic Majesty in the Mexican territories shall enjey,

according to the strictest reclprocity, whatever privileges

- exceptions, and immunities are or may be granted to the Mex{can

- @iplomatic Agents and Consuls in the dominions of His Bzitannio

. MaJest i
' xgx.‘ For the better security of commerge between the sub* .

' leots or His Britannic Majesty and the citizeéns of the Mexican:. |
States, 1¥ 1s agreed ‘that 1f; at any time, any interruption of
\ rriendir ﬁntercoursa. or any rupture should unfortunately take |
. place between the two Contracting Parties, the merchants residing|
' upon the coasts ghill be allowed 6 months, and thote of the interd
. 10T a whole year, to wind up their agdounts, and 3ispose of their]|
. property; and that s safe conduct shall be given then to embark |
‘at the port which they shall themselves select.  All those who
are established in the respec:ive dofiinions and territories of
the two Contracting Partias, in the exercise of any trade or -
special employment, shaell have the privilcie of remeining und
continuing such trade and employment therein, without any manner |
of interruption, in full enjoyment of their libarty and property, |
‘as long as they behave peaceably, and commit no offenoe against
the laws; snd their goods and effects, of whatever desoription
~they may be, shall not be liable to seizure or sequestration, or |
~to any other charges or demands then those whigh may be made upon|
‘the like effects or property, belonging to the native subjects or |
oitizens of the respective dominions or territories in whisch such]
;eub4ants or citizens may reside. In the seme case, 4ebts between|
 inulviduals, public funds, and the shares of companies, shall
never be confiscated, sequestered, or detained-
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XIIl. The subjects of His Britannic Majesty, reaiding in
' the Mexican territories, shall enjoy, in their houses, permns,

' and properties, the protsotion of the Governmentj and, contxnning
in possession of what they now enjoy, they shall not bé disturbed
 molested, or annoyed, in any manner, on account of their religlon:

. provided they respect that of the nation in which they resids,
~as well as the constitution, laws, and custome of the country.
 They shall continue to enjoy, to the full, the privilege already
granted to tham of burying, in the places already assigned for
that purpose, such subjedts of His Britannioc Majesty as may dle
within the Mexiocan territories; nor shall the funerals and sepul~|
ohres of the dead be disturbded in any way, or upon any account,
- The citizens of Mexico shell enjoy in all the dominions of His
"Britemnic Majesty, the seme protection; and shall be zllowed the
| free exercige of their religlon, in public or private, either
' within their own houses, or in the chapola and places of worwhip
\uut apart for that purpose.
g X1V, The subjects of His Britannic Majesty, ahaﬁl. on no |
uncocunt or pretext whatsoever, be disturbhed or molested in the . |
 pesosable possession and exercise of whatever rights, privileges, |
[ and immunities they have st any time enjoyed within tha limits ‘
:eauor1b96 and laid dowmm tn a Convention, signed detween His said |
. Majesty and the King of Spain, on the l4th of July, 1786} whether |
anuah rights, privileges, and inmunition shall be derived fiom the |
- stipulations of the said Convention, or from a other ooneession |
whioh may, at any time, have beer made by the Eing of Spain, or
- his predecessors, to British subjects and settlers residing and
- following their lawful ocoupations within the limite aforesaid:
- the two Contracting Farties reserving, however, for some moye
‘ ttttin# opportunity, the further arrangements on this Article.
¥ The Government of Mexico engages to oo~gperate with |
'His Britannic Majesty for the total abolition of the Slave Trade, |
"and to probibit all persons inhabditime within the territories of |
Mexioo, 1n the nqst effectual manner, from taking any share in
- such trade, : s
j IVI. The two Contracting Parties reserve tq themselves the |
'right of treating and agreeing hereafter, from time to time, upon |
sugl other Articles as may appear to them to contribute still A
| further to the improvement of their mutusl intercourse, and the |
ftdvanoomont ol the general interests of iheir respective subdbjects |
'and oitizens; and such Articles as may be so agreed upon, shall,
when duly ratified, be regarded as forming a part of the prezent
Fﬂwmuty, and shall havo the same foroes as those now oontainud in

XVII. The present Treaty shall be ratiriaé. ana tho ratifi- |
cations shall be exchanged at Loadon, within the ayaoo of 6 months|
| or sooner irf poanihlo. | |
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- In witness whereof the respeative Plenipotentiaries have
' signed the same, and have affixed therétd their respective seals.
: Done at London, the 26th day of December, in the year of
 our Lord 18246,
| L.S.} WILLIAM HUSKISSON. (L.S.) SEBASTIAN CAMACHO,
L.Se) JAMES J. MORIER. ,

ADDITIONAL ARTICLES

: I. Whereas in the present state of Mexican shipping, it
' would not be possible for Mexioco %o receive the full advantage
of the reciprocity established by the Articles V., VI. VII. of
' the Treaby signed this day, if that part of the VIIth Article
'whioch stipulates that, in order to be oconsidered es a Mexioan
 ship, & ship shall uatually have been built in Mexioco, should
' be strictly and literally observed, and immedietely brought
 into operation,==it is agreed thuh for the space of 10 years,
' to be reckoned from the date of the exchange of the ratiricationo
- of this Treaty, any ships, wheresoever built, being ()
' the property of, and wholly owned by, one or more sitizens
 of Mexieo, and whereof the master and three-fourths of the
- mariners, st least, are also natural born citirens of Mexico, or
_persops gomiciliated in Mexioco, by aet of the Government, as
’ u;u; subjects of Mexico, to be oertified acoording to the laws
' of that country, shall be considered as Mexiocan ships} His
' Majesty the King of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
. Ireland, reserving to himself the right, at the end of the said
F term of 10 years, to claim the prinoiple of reciprocal restrio~
‘tion stipulated for in the Article VII. above referred to, if the
| interests of Britiah navigation shall bde found to be prejudiced
by the present exception to that raciprooity. in ravour or
‘Mexiocan shipping.
: II. It is farther agreed that, for the like term of 10 year
' the stipulations contained in Articles V. and VI. of the present
Treaty shall be suspended; and, in lieu thered, it is heredy
agreed that, until the expiration of the said term of 10 years,
British ships entering into the ports of Mexico, from the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland, or any other of
His Britannio Majesty's dominions, and all articles the growth,
- produce, or manufacture of the United Kingdom, or of any of the:
' said dominions, imported in sueh ships, shall pay no other or

porte, by the ships, and the like goods, the growth, produce,
jor manufacture of the most favoured nution: ané, reciprocally,
(1% 18 agleed that Mexiocan ships, entering into the ports of the

[

 highar duties than are or may hereafter be payable, in the said |
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Uni ted Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland, or any other of His

' Britannic Majesty's dominions, from any port of the States of
Mexioco, and all artioles the growth, produce, or manufacture

of the sald Etates , imported in such ships, shall pay no other

| or higher duties than are or may hercafter bs payable, in the ,
' said ports, by the ships and the like goods, the growth, produce,

or manmufacture of the most favoured nation; and that no higher

duties shall be paid, or bounties or drewbacks allowed, on the

 exportation of any article the growth, produce, or manufaoture

- of the dominions of either country, in the ships of the other,
than upon the exportation of the like artioles in the ships of

~ uy other foreign country.

| It being understood that, at the end of the saild term of

. 10 years, the stipulations of the said Vth and VIth Artiocles

. shall, from thenceforward, be in full force between the two

- ocuntries.

1 The present Additional Artiocles shall have the same force

' and validity as if they were inserted, word for word, in the

' Treaty signed thie day. They shall be ratified, and the rat1r1~
cations shall be exchanged at the same time,-

: In wigtness whereof the respective Plenipotentiaries have

. signed the same, and have affimed thereto their respective

| 80als,
g Dorle at London, tho 36th day of December, ‘in the year of
" Qur Lord 1826. , ,
(L+Se) WILLIAM HUSKISSON., (L.s.) SEBASTIAN -cmcm.

L.8. ) JAMES J. MORIER, o -




APPRNDIX IX

Canning's rejeotion of the tirnt treaty found
+ - ia ‘a letter tron‘cdnn&nd'QOanrd on April 10, 1885,

of shis new conneotion, a prinoiple which we have nevsr oonceded
in our intercourse with other states, whether of the o0ld or the
new world, either to oonsiderations of trlandship, or to manaces
of hos%ilitye.
-+ The Mexican Seoretary of Stata nust be intbrmad that the
' British Government cannot possibly admit Article eight which
- was admitted by his Hajesty's Commissioners against the whole
- tenour of their instructions. ,
| Other alterations are also necessary; in the Preamble

' the words 'being independent' which have been introduced are
. redundant 1f conveylng a claim by Mexioo or smploying an acknow=
. ledgement by Britain as the negotiation and the signature of the
. treaty are sufficient to establish the fact of independence.
] Artiocles one, two, and three require no alterations except
' & verbal alteration in Article two.

- as it would give Mexico the right to give special terms to

. countries whioch recognigze it in the future as regarés speocial

' Articles and so it would take away all certainty from Great

, Britain and thus make it not worthwhile to sign the treaty. Nor

' 48 the case different for all countries in South Amerioca.

s Nelther Colombia nor Buenos Alres made any exoeptions in favor

: of Mexioo, so Mexlco cannot meke fevors or exceptions for them.
Thwe it must be altogether given upe.

; 8imilarly the fifth and sixth Articles as to the admission

of shipping leave uncertainty. They are unequal in advantage te

 Britain and Mexico and might glve to other netions in the futwre

. greater advantages than to Britain,

sion a8 to the admission of Mexiocan ships which she has not

" given to older allies in Europe, though she is prepared to make

- concessions for a limited period of time while the Mexican
‘merolunt marine is being duilt up.

: Article elght is entirely inadmissable, The first part

| implies abandonment by Britain of a principle of internsticnal -
‘law which has always been upheld. The second part relinquishes’
‘the right of embargo.which only the country imposing it can judge

It 45 not to be expeoted that we will abandon for tha sake |

The second pert of Article four is open to & grave objection ?

Similarly in the seventh Article Britain canmdt give conces=|

It might be of some temporary advantage to Britain in the oireum=|

| 5
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" stances of the moment, but she ocannot give up principles for sunfr

v The fifteenth Article would recognize Mexico's right to ter+q
ritory whioh she possesses neither de jure nor de facto and ocan-~
not be accepted. -

An additional Artiocle reserves the right to grant to Spain
greater commercial privileges than any other European nation.
This would exclude the United Btatess, Britain has openly agreed
that 8pain should have special privileges above all other nationﬁ
for a limited time and 18 prepared to do so now, but only if she
remains on the footing of the most favored nation as regards
all other states. This Article is a poor return to the British
spirit of generosity snd self-denial and must be rejected.

Further negotiation is to be carried on conjointly and the
latter is not to act without the former who is on his way back
to Mexico. -

Ry
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