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INTRODUCTION 

President Woodrow Wilson was inaugurated on March 4, 

1913. At this time General Victoriano Huerta was in control 

of the Hexican government. Former President Francisco I. 

~1adero had been forced to resign his office on February 19, 

1913, as a result of a military coup. Madero was subsequent

ly assassinated along with ·his vice president, and Huerta 

assumed the Provisional Presidency of Mexico. Huerta's 

position '~as challenged by groups of rebellious soldiers 

from northern Mexico, many of whom called themselves 

Constitutionalists and claimed the intention of re-estab

lishing constitutional government in l\·fexico. Huerta's 

administration had not received diplomatic recognition from 

the United States while William H. Taft occupied the 

presidency. Therefore, it was Wilson's responsibility to 

decide whether or not to extend diplomatic recognition to 

the Huerta regime and to formulate a viable Mexican policy. 

Just one week after his inauguration, Wilson issued a 

policy statement concerning United States-Mexico relations. 

This statement formed the basis for Wilson's diplomatic . 

dealings with Mexico throughout the administration of 

Victoriano Huerta. 

1 



It is clear from Woodrow Wilson's public statements 

that he formulated his ~fexican policy regarding the admin-

istration of Victoriano Huerta in accordance with high 

ideals of morality and unselfishness. Wilson insisted that 

the Mexican people must be governed by a democratic admin-

istration in accordance '~ith a Constitution guaranteeing 

basic rights and freedoms to the people. No doubt this 

2 

was the most important col)sideration. Hol•rever, there is 

strong evidence of tlvO other factors which must also be 

considered. First, time and again President Wilson 

manifested his disdain for foreign investors in Mexico, both 
' American and European. l~ilson's unconcern for the lives 

and propert;· of Americans in Y..·texico is best understood in 

this context. Wilson's policy received opposition from 

many important sources on this very issue. Secondly, 

Wilson revealed in private statements and letters a strong 

personal animosity toward General Victoriano Huerta. This 

characteristic, reminiscent of Wilson's personality struggles 

at other periods of his life, explains the continual 

insistence of Wilson that he was fighting Huerta, not the 

1-fexican people. 



CHAPTER I 

MORAL DIPLOMACY 

General Victoriano Huerta became President of the 

Provisional Government of Mexico on February 9, 1913, as 

the result of a military coup d'etat. On February 25, 1913, 

an agent of the l-texican Provisional Government l'.'l'ote to the 

American Secretary of State to ask for diplomatic recog

nition by the United States government. Included was a 

summary of resolutions passed by the Mexican Department 

of War. Among them '"as the following resolution: 

The first duty of the revolutionary forces shall 
be to afford complete guarantees and protection 
to the lives and interests of all noncombatants, 
whether natives or foreigners, and to maintain 
public order and tranquility in all places which 
they occupy. Any contravention of this provision 
shall be punished at once.l 

This message was written while President William 

Hol'lard Taft and Secretary of State Philander C. Knox were 

still in office. Because Woodrow Wilson was to assume the 

presidential office in March, no action \'las taken on the 

matter by Taft. Nor was any move made by the new 

1u. S. National Archives, Department of State 
Relating to the Internal Affairs Mexicci, 1910-
e ruary 6534. 

3 
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administration to recognize the Huerta regime. Following 

Wilson's inauguration, a statement \vas sent to American 

consuls in Mexico by Secretary of State William Jennings 

Bryan which contained the official noncommital position of 

the United States government in regards to the Provisional 

Government of 11exico. This statement, sent before President 

Wilson had announced his own Mexican policy, merely stated 

the traditional United States position with regards to 

governments which had come to power as a result of 

revolution. The statement read: 

This Government is deeply interested in the 
restoration of peace to the end that law may be 
enforced, order may be preserved, and the 
rights of Americans may be protected. Dis
agreements generally arise from misunderstandings 
or from conflicting interests. It would there
fore be wise to remove misunderstandings by 
conferences whenever possible and to reconcile 
conflicting interests by mutual concessions. 
Without any interference on our part in the 
affairs of our sister Republic, consuls may 
exercise such influence as may properly be 
employed to bring about cooperation upon a 
basis of justice to all, between the Central 
and the State Administration.2 

This policy statement, the gist of which was that 

the United States favored neither faction but was simply 

interested in peace and the safety of American interests, 

was sent to Ambassador Henry Lane lHlson by telegram on 

2Ibid., March 13, 1913, 812.00/6522. 
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Harch 8, 1913. Ambassador Wilson was at that time instructed 

to repeat this statement informally and unofficially to any 

Mexican official who might inquire about the United States' 
. . 3 pos1t1on. 

This statement was followed on Harch 11 by an 

official announcement from President Woodrow Wilson, in 

which the United States position vis-a-vis all of Latin 

America was enunciated. In this statement, President 

Wilson introduced the basic principles which underlay his 

Mexican policy. Contrary to conventional interpretations 

of his Mexican policy, these principles were to remain 

fixed in Wilson's mind throughout the course of his 

struggle to unseat Huerta and to establish constitutional 

government in Mexico. Although Wilson's course of action 

changed in this period, these basic principles remained 

the same. 

In his ~~rch 11th pronouncement, President Wilson 

declared that the United States would "promote in every 

proper and honorable way" the interests and welfare of the 

Latin American people. One of Wilson's "chief objects" 

would be to "cultivate the friendship and deserve the 

confidence of our sister republics of Central and South 

3Ibid., Harch 8, 1913, 812:00/6522. 



America." Wilson made it very clear, however, that he had 

preconceived ideas as to what the best interests of the 

"sister republics" l'<'ere. The nations of Central and South 

America must be ruled by "the orderly processes of just 

government based upon law, not upon arbitrary or irregular 

force.'' Furthermore, these countries must be endowed with 

a democratic form of government, for "[l\']e hold. that 

just government rests ab'<'ays upon the consent of the 

governed, and that there can be no freedrim without order 

6 

based upon law and upon the public conscience and approval." 

Wilson did not single Mexico out for special comment, nor 

did he mention General Huerta .by name. However, his attitude 

toward the new Provisional President of Mexico was revealed 

in his declaration that "[l-l]e can have no sympathy with 

those who seek to seize the power of government to advance 

their own personal interests or ambition •. As friends, 

therefore, we shall prefer those who act in the interests 

of peace and honor, who protect private rights and respect 

the restraints of constitutional provision."4 

This March 11 statement was the first announcement 

of President Wilson's intention to employ what has subse

quently been described as moral diplomacy in his dealings 

4wilson's speeches relevant to Latin America are 
readily available in the appendices of Edgar E. Robinson 
and Victor J. West, The Foreign Policy of Woodrow Wilson, 
1913-1917 (New York: Macmillan Co., 1918). Wilson's 
!larch 11 statement is quoted in full. on pp. 179-80. 



with the Latin American nations in general and Hexico in 

particular. The basis of this form of diplomacy was to 

be the unselfish, disinterested promotion of the welfare 

of Mexico. This was a paternalistic policy, as Wilson 

had himself determined that the first priority was to be 

the establishment of constitutional government in Mexico. 

President Wilson also alluded to the fact that the United 

States government would not formulate its Mexican policy in 

accordance with the interests of foreign investors in 

Mexico. No "special group or interest" '\vas to be given 

special consideration. 5 As will be seen in Wilson's later 

statements, President Wilson intended to reject the Dollar 

Diplomacy of former President Taft. 

7 

The principles delineated in the March 11 statement 

reappeared in subsequent policy statements by Wilson. On 

August 27, 1913, President Wilson spoke before a joint 

assembly of both houses of Congress. Prior to this, the 

President had recalled Ambassador Henry Lane Wilson from 

Mexico City and had asked for his resignation on August 4, 

1913. This action emphasized Pr~sident Wilson's determina

tion not to extend diplomatic recognition to the Provisional 

Government of Mexico, since Ambassador Wilson had been an 

5
Ibid., p. 1so. 
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adamant advocate of recognition for General Jluerta.6 In his 

address to Congress, President l~ilson stated his decision 

to inform the American public of "what this Government has 

done and should seek to do in fulfillment of its obligation 

to Mexico herself, as a friend and neighbor. II He . . . 
reasserted that it was his purpose "to show that our 

friendship is genuine and disinterested, capable of sacrifice 

and every generous manifestation." Once again Wilson 

assured his listeners that the United States would not seek 

to advance the cause of American business interests. In 

Wilson's words, 

The peace, prosperity, and contentment of Mexico 
mean more, much more, to us than merely an 
enlarged field for our co~~erce and enterprise. 
l'le shall yet prove to the Mexican people that l>~e 
know how to serve them without first thinking 
how we shall serve ourselves. 

Wilson revealed at this time that he had sent a special 

agent, former Governor John Lind of Minnesota, to Mexico 

with the offer of United States mediation in Mexico's 

internal dispute. Lind's instructions, which were read to 

Congress, listed the conditions which President Wilson was 

6
uenry Lane Wilson, Diplomatic Episodes in Mexico, 

Belgium, and Chile (Garden City, N. Y.: Doubleday, Page 
and Co., 1927, pp. 316-18. 

7Quoted in full in Robinson and West, Foreign 
Policy of Woodrow Wilson, pp. 188-95. 
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anxious to bring about in :Mexico. It is little wonder that 

Huerta flatly rejected the offer of meditation. The 

conditions called for an immediate cessation of all fighting, 

to be followed by "an early and free election." However, 

Huerta '\'!as to agree "not to be a candidate for election as 

President of the Republic at this election." Wilson bold

facedly concluded his presentation to Congress with his 

regrets that "[w]e cannot in the circumstances be the 

partisans of either party to the contest that now distracts 

Mexico. • " However, Wilson still clung to the hope 

that the United States would yet be able to direct the 

course of Mexican political affairs through mediation. 

Wilson concluded, 

There is nowhere any serious question that we have 
the moral right in the case or that we are acting 
in the interest of a fair settlement and of good 
government, not for the promotion of some selfish 
interest of our own.8 

The basis of Wilson's Mexico policy, then, was 

restated in the August 27th address before Congress. The 

United States was to lend a hand to Mexico in establishing 

a freely elected democratic government. In doing this the 

United States sought only to promote the best interests of 

the Mexican people. Business interests were not to be 

considered. Ho~rever, foremost among government reforms 

srbid., p. 195. 



was to be the removal of Victoriano Huerta from the 

Provisional Presidency of Mexico. 

Huerta, however, was not willing to allow himself 

to be removed. Although upon assuming the provisional 

presidency he had been anxious to receive United States 

recognition for his administration, Huerta soon perceived 

that President Wilson had set himself solidly against him. 

Therefore, the ~!exican Provisional President, who had 

previously been willing to make certain compromises with 

Wilson, found himself engaged in a struggle for his own 

political survival with the American president. 9 

On October 26, 1913, Huerta was elected President 

of Mexico. President Wilson, however, was not satisfied 

that the election met the qualifications of a free and 

democratic election which he had specifically determined 

upon. Wilson sent Huerta notice of his disapproval. Then 

he informed the European nations of a new development in 

United States-Mexican relations. The United States would 

no longer simply advise Mexico in general terms, nor would 

it henceforth offer mediation. Now Wilson made it clear 

10 

that the banishment of Huerta from public office was 

imperative. The message, sent through the State Department, 

stated, 

9unless otherwise specified, the term "American" 
will be used to refer only to the United States of America. 



.•. his {the President's] clear judgment [is] 
that it is his immediate duty to require Huerta's 
retirement from the Hexican Government, and that 
the Government of the United States must now 
proceed to employ such means as may be necessary 
to secure this result; that, furthermore, the 
Government of the United States will not regard 
as binding upon the people of Mexico anything 
done by Huerta since his assumption of dicta
torial powers, nor anything that may be done by 
the fraudulent legislature which he is about to 
convoke.lO 

On October 27, 1913, the day following Huerta's 

election, President Wilson spoke before the Southern 

Commercial Congress in Mobile, Alabama. In this address 

Wilson reiterated his contention that the United States 

must unselfishly oversee the development of the Latin 

American countries, which "l'rill noll! be dral\'n closer to us 

by innumerable ties." This time Wilson dwelt primarily 

upon the subject of economic imperialism. In Wilson's 

words, 

It is a very perilous thing to determine the 
foreign policy of a nation in the terms of 
material interest. . • • Interest does not 
tie nations together; it sometimes separates 
them. But sympathy and understanding does 
unite them. . . • It is a spiritual union 
which we seek.ll 

There was only an oblique reference to Huerta in this 

11 

address. Yet the language employed by Wilson makes it clear 

10quoted by Ray Stannard Baker, Woodrow Wilson, 
Life and Letters, Vol. IV: President, 1913-1914 (Gard~n 
City, N. Y.: Doubleday, Doran, and Co., 1931), pp. 286-87. 

llquoted in full in Robinson and West, Foreign 
Policy of Woodrow Wilson, pp. 199-203. 



that the effort to unseat Huerta had taken on some of the 

dimensions of a struggle between the forces of good and 

evil. Wilson said, 

Do not think, therefore, gentlemen, that the 
questions of the day are mere questions of 
policy and di~lomacy. They are shot through 
with the principles of life. We dare not turn 
from the principle that morality and not 
expediency is the thing that must guide us and 
that we will never condone iniquity because it 
is most convenient to do so.l2 

12 

In this statement Wilson identified the sides in the contest. 

His own guiding principle was morality. Huerta personified 

iniquity. Those who "condoned" Huerta and thereby opposed 

Wilson's foreign policy were.devoid of morality and moti

vated merely by expedience. 

From the time of Huerta's election as President of 

Mexico until his resignation in July, 1914, President Wilson 

remained fixed in his purposes. Again and again his two 

rather contradictory principles were stated. First, Huerta 

must be forced to resign before the United States would 

accord any sort of recognition to the Mexican government or 

aid to its people. At the same time, Wilson paid lip 

service to the principle that the United States must not 

interfere in the internal affairs of r.1exico. Apparently 

Wilson did not believe that his purpose of unseating the 

r.fexican President and dictating a nel'f' form of government 

constituted interference in Mexico's domestic affairs. 

12Ibid., p. 202. 



According to President Wilson, the United States \'las 

perfectly justified in seeking to establish constitutional 

government in Mexico because United States motives were 

righteous. Wilson himself had declared his country's 

interests in Mexico to be disinterested, unselfish, and 

friendly. However, the American President's moral 

sentiments did not accord with the interests of a signifi

cant and vocal segment of the American population, as will 

later be shown. 

President Wilson's hostile statements directed at 

Huerta were abundant. In November, 1913, for example, 

Wilson sent a statement entitled "Our Purposes in Hexico" 

13 

to each legation and embassy in Mexico and also to the 

Mexican Foreign Office. In this statement, Wilson made his 

intentions very clear. He said, 

The present policy of the government of the United 
States is to isolate General Huerta entirely, to 
cut him off from foreign sympathy and aid and 
from domestic credit, whether moral or material, 
and force him out. • • • If General Huerta does 
not retire by force of circumstances it will 
become the duty of the United States to use less 
peaceful means to put him out •..• 13 

Here as elsewhere, President Wilson demonstrated the right

eousness o£ his policy by the assurance that his country 

"will not permit itself to seek any special or exclusive 

13Quoted in Baker, Woodrow Wilson, Life and 
Letters, IV, p. 293. 
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advantages in ~texico or elsewhere for its own 

• · nl4 c1t1zens .... 

In his address to Congress on December 2, 1913, 

President Wilson again repeated the basic themes of his 

Mexican diplomacy. "There can be no certain prospect of 

peace in [the] America[s]", said Wilson, "until Gen. Huerta 

has surrendered his usurped authority in Mexico .• II 

Huerta was the onlf obstacle to the fulfillment of Wilson's 

unselfish, disinterested plans for the democratization of 

Mexico. Upon Huerta's removal, the l'lOrld would see "consti-

tutional order restor~d in distressed Mexico by . such 

of her leaders as prefer the liberty of their people to 

their own ambitions." Wilson appeared to have no doubt that 

Huerta's defeat would be followed by the appearance on 

Mexico's political horizon of "leaders" who l'lould of their 

own volition choose to fulfill Wilson's plans. 15 

As the new year progressed, however, the situation 

remained relatively unchanged. On February 3, 1913, 

President Wilson withdrew the embargo on the shipment of 

arms to Mexico which had been instituted by former 

President Taft on February 11, 1913. This action \'las meant 

to aid the rebellious forces led by Venustiano Carranza. 

14 Ibid. 

lSquoted in full in Robinson and West, Foreign 
Policy of Woodrow Wilson, pp. 203-206. 
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Although the withdrawal made it easier for the rebel forces 

in the North contesting Huerta's rule. to receive \>Tea pons, 

still Huerta seemed in no danger of immediate defeat. 

President Wilson was faced 'vi th a dilemma. He had confi

dently asserted that he would banish General Huerta and see 

that a constitutional government was set up in Mexico. 

Evidently he had thought that time was on his side. However, 

Wilson's policy of waiting for conditions to correct them

selves received intense criticism both at horne and abroad. 

This criticism will be discussed later in some detail. 

Suffice it to say at this point that by April, 1914, Wilson 

felt considerable pressure to.intervene in order to 

implement his promises. Before this time, Wilson had with

stood both pressures and temptations to put his will into 

effect by force. However, there were limits to his patience. 

After one year of waiting for the Huerta administration to 

die a natural death, Wilson allowed the trivial Tampico 

Incident to force the United States into military inter

vention in Mexico. 

On April 9, 1914, eight American sailors in Tampico 

were placed under arrest by a ~fexican officer while loading 

supplies aboard the U.S.S. Dolphin. The men had apparently 

ventured unawares into an area recently restricted by the 

Mexican government. The Americans were soon released and 

apologies w'ere sent to their commanding officer, Admiral 
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Henry T. Mayo. Mayo, however, was not satisfied that 

sufficient reparation had been made. He demanded that a 

twenty-one gun salute be fired in honor of the American flag. 

This issue was referred to President Huerta who refused to 

authorize the salute. Admiral Mayo, who felt that United 

States honor was at stake, continued to insist that the 

salute be fired. 16 

At this point, President Wilson, had he desired to 

continue to avoid a military confrontation, could have merely 

over-ruled Admiral }fuyo and rescinced the ultimatum. How

ever, Wilson those this opportunity to add impetus to the 

process of purging Huerta. On Apri; 14th all available 

United States warships and a large number of Harines started 

for Tampico. Hol'rever, Wilson decided that the ships should 

instead land at Vera Cruz. Orders were given on April 21st 

for the Harines to seize the customshouse at Vera Cruz, to 

blockade the port, and to turn away a German ship, the 

Ypiranga, which was loaded with arms and ammunition intended 

for Huerta's forces. These orders were carried out. The 

net results of the occupation of Vera Cruz, however, were 

of dubious value. The Ypiranga \ias turned away from Vera 

Cruz, but it managed to unload its cargo in another 

Mexican port. The occupation and blockade of the port 

16Baker, Woodrow Wilson, Life and Letters, IV, 
pp. 315-16. 



continued through November, 1914, under protest from the 

residents of Vera Cruz and the political leaders and rebel 

forces of Hexico. 17 

After the orders had been given for the United 

States Marines to occupy Vera Cruz, President Wilson 

appeared before Congress to gain support for his action. 

Although Wiison used the Tampico Incident as the immediate 

justification for the Vera Cruz intervention, he made it 

17 

sufficiently clear that his real source of grievance was 

Huerta himself. Wilson stated that he hoped his action 

would not lead to \var. But if war should come "we should be 

fighting only Gen. Huerta and those who adhere to him and 

give him their support .. " The purpose of such a war 

\V'ould he "only to restore to the people of the distracted 

Republic the opportunity to set up again their own laws and 

their O\'ffi Government. "18 

As usual, President Wilson followed these remarks 

with a description of the altruistic purposes of the United 

States. In Wilson's words, 

Our feeling for the people of Mexico is one of 
deep and genuine friendship, and everything that 
we have so far done or refrained from doing has 
proceeded from our desire to help them, not to 

17 Ibid., pp. 324-32. 
18Quoted in full in Robinson and West, Foreign 

Policy of Woodrow Wilson, pp. 209-13. 



hinder or embarrass them. • . . The people of 
Nexico are entitled to settle their own domestic 
affairs in their own way, and we sincerely 
desire to respect their right. The present 
situation need have none of the grave implica
tions of interference if we deal with it 
properly, firmly, and wisely.l9 

18 

As in the past, Wilson was unable to perceive that 

his struggle against Iluerta constituted an interference in 

the right of the Mexican people "to settle their own domestic 

affairs in their own way." Wilson would not even ackno\orledge 

that the military occupation of a major ~fexican port amounted 

· to an aggressive and war-like act. Wilson had envisioned a 

bloodless and orderly occupation, and he was unprepared for 

the news of the deaths at Vera Cruz. Nineteen Americans and 

over three hundred 1-:Iexicans \\'ere killed in the struggle for 

control of the port, and seventy-one additional Americans 

were wounded. 20 According to Cary T. Grayson, Wilson's 

personal physician and close friend, Wilson was deeply 

depressed when he learned of the casualties. Grayson quotes 

him as saying, "The thought haunts me that it was I who 

ordered those young men to their deaths." 21 

19 Ibid., p. 212. 

20These figures are given by Howard F. Cline, The 
United States and ~fexico (Cambridge: Harvard University 
Press, 1963), p. 160. There is some disagreement as to 
the actual number of Mexican casualties. 

21 Rear Admiral Cary T. Grayson, WoodrolV' l'lil son: An 
Intimate Memoir (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 
I960), p. 30. 



It is evident that Wilson had not taken into consideration 

the possibility of real violence in Vera Cruz. Moreover~ 

l~ilson did not expect such an act to be resented by the 

people whose territorial integrity was being flagrantly 

violated; he expected the Mexican people to believe that 

it was done in the name of "genuine friendship!" In these 

vital respects at least, Wilson's diplomatic course was 

hopelessly unrealistic. 

19 

Wilson's intentions, however, were no doubt sincere. 

The fact that he remained steadfast in his policy despite 

abundant opposition indicates that he believed firmly that 

he was in the right. Seen fr~m the context of Wilson's 

foreign policy as a whole, particularly that of World War I 

and the Versailles Treaty, Wilson's Mexican policy and his 

expectations and judgments during the year of Huerta's 

regime seem very typical of the man. Considering, also, 

that Wilson announced his official position on the Mexican 

dispute only one week after his own inauguration, it is not 

surprising that Wilson's judgment did not show the wisdom 

of experience. That basic policy did not change. Only the 

manner of implementing it changed, and only very slowly. 

Another reason for Wilson's failure to understand 

fully the Mexican situation was the inability of his Cabinet 

to aid him. The members of Wilson's first Cabinet ~hewed 

little evidence of any real knowledge of Mexican affairs. 
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What knowledge they did have seems to have been gained from 

rumors and newspapers. Josephus Daniels, Secretary of the 

Navy, recorded in his diary a Cabinet meeting which took 

place before Huerta's official election as President of 

Mexico. In this meeting the subject of United States 

intervention in Mexico was discussed. Secretary of War 

Lindley M. Garrison stated that he thought many Americans 

and Mexicans favored United States intervention. According 

to Secretary of the Interior Franklin K. Lane, there were 

not five hundred Mexicans '"ho would welcome intervention. 

Postmaster General Albert S. Burleson, who 11 lives in Texas 
-. 

.just across the line from Mexico ••• and knows the 

situation from a neighborly attitude;' said that he believed 

the people of Northern Nexico would appreciate United States 

intervention because it would help them in their efforts to 

defeat Huerta.22 The Cabinet officers, then, had no clearer 

vision of the Mexican situation than did President Wilson 

himself. They were in no position to give him constructive 

ideas or advice. 

Nor did Wilson rely on the State Department to aid 

him in gathering information on Mexican affairs or in making 

22E. David Cronon, The Cabinet Diaries of Josephus 
Daniels, 1913-1921 (Lincoln, Neb.: University of Nebraska 
Press, 1963), pp. 43-44. 
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policy decisions. Instead, he sent his own hand-picked 

agents, such as Governor Lind, to Mexico to report to him. 

These agents were generally inexperienced in Mexican affairs 

and often biased against the Huerta administration. All 

too often they subverted the relations of State Department 

personnel in Mexico with the Mexican regime.23 Although 

Secretary of State William Jennings Bryan was loyal to Wilson 

and agreed with the President's diplomatic principles, Wilson 

did not allow him to work independently on the Mexican 

situation. Most of the important policy statements and 

instructions to consuls and agents were composed by Wilson 

on his O'\\'Tl typel.,rri ter, then signed and sent by Bryan. 24 

Wilson, then, stood alone in his position as policy

maker. The State Department and the Cabinet were either 

not able or not permitted to advise him. Wilson, therefore, 

had only his O'\\'Tl conscience and his own rather limited 

insight into Mexican affairs to guide him. 



CHAPTER II 

ECONOMIC IMPERIALISM 

Woodrow Wilson chose to act virtually as his O\ffi 

Secretary of State in respect to United States-Mexican 

relations, as he "'as later to do lvi th the l'lorld War I 

negotiations. However, there were two major traditions in 

Latin American diplomacy which Wilson looked to for 

guidance. The Monroe Doctrine, or variations of it, had 

assumed an important role in United States-Latin American 

relations since its promulgation in 1823. By 1913, the 

various European powers had come to expect the United States 

to assume responsibility for order and stability and to 

protect foreign investments in the countries of the Western 

Hemisphere in accordance with the Monroe Doctrine. 

President Wilson had to consider these responsibilities 

carefully in his policy decisions regarding Mexico. The 

second policy, Pan Americanism, had been introduced by 

James G. Blaine in the 1880's. The basic concept of Pan 

Americanism \vas the working together of the various 

American nations including the United States for their 

mutual development and benefit. Due to Blaine's efforts, 

periodic Pan American conferences were held. At these 

22 



conferences, the representatives discussed trade relations 

and matters of transportation and geography. A permanent 

agency, known since 1910 as the Pan American Union, 

disseminated information on economic, social, commercial, 

23 

and scientific matters among the American nations. Between 

1905 and 1909 Secretary of State Elihu Root abley promoted 

the Pan American ideal, greatly increasing the goodwill of 

Latin American nations to~ard the United States. 

An innovation in Latin American poli'cy, · called 

Dollar Diplomacy, was introduced by Wilson's predecessor, 

President William H. Taft. Dollar Diplomacy was Taft's 

method of assuring the political dependency of weak nations 

on the United States through American economic penetration. 

Wilson felt great disdain for this notion. Instead, he 

chose the opposite course. He actively worked to limit 

economic imperialism, American and European, in Mexico. 

The Monroe Doctrine was embodied in President 

James Monroe's message to Congress on December 2, 1823. 

The announcement was designed to rebuff any possible at

tempts by the countries of the Holy Alliance to interfere 

with the neldy-won independence of the Latin American 

countries. Monroe proclaimed that the United States would 

desist from interference in European affairs. However, 

any meddling in the Western Hemisphere by the European 

powers would he regarded as ''the manifestation of an 
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unfriendly disposition toward the United States."1 Thus, 

the Monroe Doctrine began as nothing more than a unilateral 

policy statement by President ?-fonroe. Although the 

proclamation had limited significance at the time, it 

established a precedent which was invoked repeatedly in 

later administrations. 2 

The Monroe Doctrine, however, did not become a 

firmly established policy until the late nineteenth century, 

when the United States was sufficiently powerful to enforce 

its injunctions. Meanwhile, after 1823 the Monroe Doctrine 

underwent changes and extensions in meaning and application. 

In 184 5, for example, President James Polk cited the ~·fonroe 

Doctrine as evidence that it lvas against United States 

policy to allow England to take possession of the Oregon 

territory. Three years later, Polk maintained that the 

Yucatan Peninsula could not, in accordance with the 

principles of the ~1onroe Doctrine, be transferred to English 

jurisdiction even with the consent of the inhabitants of 

Yucatan. The principle involved in this incident became 

known as the Polk Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine. 3 

1nexter Perkins, A His tort of the ?-1onroe Doctrine 
{Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 955), pp. 392-96. 

2Ibid., pp. 3-64. 

3Ibid., pp. 65-106. 
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In the twentieth century there were two major 

extensions of the Monroe Doctrine. By this time the United 

States was well accustomed to the practice of jealously 

guarding the Latin American nations from European encroach-

ments. In 1904, President Theodore Roosevelt proclaimed 

. a policy decision which became known as the Roosevelt 

Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine. According to Roosevelt, 

Chronic wrongdoing •.. may in America, as 
elsewhere, ultimately require intervention by 
some civilized nation, and in the Western 
Hemisphere the adherence of the United States 
to the Monroe Doctrine may force the United 
States, however reluctantly, in flagrant 
cases of such wrongdoing or impotence, to the 
exercise of an international police power.4 

Roosevelt enunciated this policy in reference to the United 

States take-over of the customshouses in the Dominican 

Republic. This action was justified by Roosevelt on the 

grounds that the failure of the Caribbean republic to make 

payment on its European debts would eventually induce the 

creditor nations to intervene militarily in order to secure 

payment. The United States w·ould prevent European military 

intervention in the Western Hemisphere, therefore, by 

administering payment of the republic's debt. 5 

The Roosevelt Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine was 

followed in 1912 by the Lodge Corollary. This was actually 

4Ibid., pp. 228-48. 

Sibid., pp. 228-48. 
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a Senate resolution introduced by Henry Cabot Lodge which 

was prompted by the attempt of a Japanese company to buy a 

tract of land near Magdalena Bay in Mexico. The resolution 

stated that the United States disapproved of the sale of 

land _in strategic areas in the Americas to private non

American companies. The fear was that land in critical 

areas obtained by foreign governments would threaten the 

security of the United Sta.tes. 6 

By 1913, then, the United States had several well

established policies regarding Latin American affairs which 

had grown out of the original 1823 pronouncement of the 

Monroe Doctrine. At least from the late nineteenth century 

onward, the United States had protected its Latin American 

neighbors from new attempts at colonization by the European 

nations. The Hispanic nations did not suffer military 

intervention by creditor nations for default of payment of 

debts. The European nations looked to the United States to 

insure the payment of the debts of the Latin American 

countries. Consequently, the United States sought to 

promote order, stability, and financial prosperity in the 

neighboring countries. Finally, the European governments 

expected the United States to maintain order in the 

Americas so that European investments would be safeguarded. 

6Ibid., pp. 272-74. 



The United States had taken on the heavy burden of 

responsibility for the stability of Latin America in order 

to retain hegemony in the Western Hemisphere. 
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When Woodrow Wilson assumed the presidency in ~~rch, 

1913, he \'las immediately faced l'lith the problem of deciding 

upon a policy for relations with strife-torn Mexico. From 

all sides Wilson \vas besieged with demands that he safe-

guard American and European property in Mexico from the 

depredations of both soldiers and civilians. Appeals to 

the United States' traditional policy of promoting civil 

order and protecting foreign property in exchange for a 

European "hands-off" policy in the Western Hemisphere came 

from a variety of sources, both domestic and foreign. 

On February 15, 1916, Senator Elihu Root delivered 

an address as temporary chairman of the New York Republican 

Convention. From the vantage point of two years of hind

sight, he deprecated the policy of President Woodrow Wilson 

in Mexico during the administration of Victoriano Huerta. 7 

Wilson, he said, was obliged as President of the United 

States to use his pOl'lers to ensure the safety of American 

citizens living in Mexico and to protect their property. 

It was also his duty to respect the independence of Mexico 

7
Elihu Root, Addresses on International Subiects 

(Freeport, N.Y.: BoOks for Libraries Press, 1916), 
pp. 427-34. 

8Ibid., p. 429. 
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and to refrain from interference with her internal affairs, 

in accordance with the law of nations.B However, Wilson 

failed in both these duties. Instead he supported one 

political faction, that of Venustiano Carranza, in its 

struggle against Huerta's de facto government of Hexico. 

This, according to Root, lvas as ineffectual as it was unwise 

for, in Root's words, 

· .•. Huerta's was the only power in Mexico to 
which appeal could be made for protection of life 
or property. That was the only power which in 
fact did protect either American or European or 
Mexican. It was only within the territory where 
Huerta ruled that comparative peace and order 
prevailed.9 

While Root condemned Wilson's decision to support the 

Carranza faction and weaken the position of President Huerta, 

he did imply that it lvould have been plausible and 

justifiable to send an armed force into Mexico in order 

to halt injuries to Americans by bandits and rebel forces. 10 

This statement by Root summarized the position taken by 

many leading Republican Senators during the Huerta regime. 

The debate which developed around this viewpoint in 

opposition to Wilson's Mexican policy will be discussed 

later in more detail. 

Ambassador Henry Lane Wilson, the United States repre

sentative in ~texico until his recall in August, 1913, 

8Ibid., p. 429. 

lOibid., p. 431. 

9Ibid., p. 430. 
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advanced a similar argument in a memorandum which was read 

to the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. Ambassador 

Wilson warned that since the United States would not extend 

recognition to the Huerta administration, then "our duties 

as a civilized nation, pledged to the world to preserve 

order in this hemisphere, point directly to immediate and 

effective intervention. • 11 Ambassador Wilson, it will 

be recalled, had from the .start urged strongly and repeatedly 

that the United States recognize Huerta, on the grounds that 

he was the man best able to pacify Hexico. Ambassador 

Wilson believed that a strong military government would 

work in the best interests of' American property in Mexico _12 

HOlvever, as the foregoing quote indicates, Ambassador lVil son 

continued to maintain that the United States must ensure 

order in Mexico, even after he had been obliged to bow to 

President Wilson's decision not to recognize Huerta. Henry 

Lane Wilson later recalled in his memoirs that the United 

States had taken a position which would be "exceedingly 

awkward if [the United States were] called upon under the 

Monroe Doctrine to protect the property of foreigners 

According to the Ambassador, President Wilson had decided 

llH. L. Wilson, Diplomatic Episodes in Mexico, 
Belgium, and Chile, p. 315. 

1 2u. S. Dept. of State, Internal Affairs of Mexico, 
812.00/6640, 812.00/6681. 

" 
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"that the American property owners in 'P-fexico need not expect 

the protection of this government." This message was 

conveyed by Secretary of State Bryan "in interviews with 

Americans whose properties were being destroyed."13 It 

appears that at this time Ambassador Wilson's primary concern 

coincided 1~ith that of Senator Root and his Republican 

colleagues.l4 He maintained that it was imperative for 

the United States to protect foreign property interests in 

Hexico. Moreover, he contended that the Monroe Doctrine 

made it the responsibility of the American government "to 

protect the property of foreigners." 

The issue of United States responsibilities in 

accordance 1d th the Nonroe Doctrine was reduced in 1913-14 

to an argument as to the United States' duty to protect 

foreign property in r,fexico. When the Monroe Doctrine was 

invoked, whether by American or European, it was generally 

with the pronouncement that adherence to the Doctrine bound 

the United States to oversee the continuance of order in 

Mexico so that foreign property and citizens would be safe

guarded. President Wilson's great concern for the 

13H. L. Wilson, Diplomatic Episodes in P~xico, 
Belgium, and Chile, p. 299. 

14No attempt will be made at this time to assess the 
Ambassador's motives. While H. L. Wilson's position at this 
point coincided with that of Root, it is not to be assumed 
that the two men shared the same reasons for that vie1~oint. 
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establishment of constitutional government in ~~xico, 

regardless of the fate of foreign property, was viewed 

with scepticism and cynicism by those whose primary concern 

was the continued gathering of profits. As Kaiser 

Wilhelm I I of Germany said, "~Iorali ty [is] all right, but 

what about dividends?"15 

The Kaiser's remark is indicative of the beliefs of 

many Europeans. Despite President Wilson's constant 

campaign to bring the world to realize that it '"as 

necessary to put Mexico's political maturity ahead of 

foreign business profits, the Europeans continued to remind 

him of the injunctions of the Monroe Doctrine. 16 Secretary 

of the Navy Josephus Daniels recorded in his diary on 

April 4, 1913, that the Russian Ambassador to the United 

States had suggested that the American President recognize 

Russian hegemony in China in exchange for Russian acceptance 

of United States hegemony in Mexico. President Wilson did 

not favor this proposal, because "conditions in China and 

15 Baker, Woodrow Wilson, Life and Letters, IV, 
p. 300. 

16As has already been demonstrated, the expanded 
definitions of United States policy attributed to the 
Doctrine in the years following its promulgation came to be 
identified with the Doctrine. Therefore, references to 
the Monroe Doctrine indicate the broader, augmented policy 
and not simply the 1823 statement. 



1-!exico were in no way similar. • . • ul7 No doubt Wilson 

disliked the comparison of Russia's exploitive and annexa-

tionist policy in China with his own righteous and pater

nalistic course in ~texico. Ambassador Henry Lane Wilson 

recorded in his memoirs that the resident diplomatic corps 

met in Nexico City on July 4, 1913, and drew up a recom

mendation to be presented to their respective governments. 

The document advised that the various governments entreat 

the United States to either recognize the Provisional 

Government of Mexico as soon as possible or to assume its 

responsibilities under the Monroe Doctrine. According to 

Ambassador Wilson, "Washington was to be told either to 
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help the administration of Huerta to restore order or to 

accept responsibility for conditions which might result from 

withholding the recognition. 1
•
18 Nelson O'Shaughnessy, the 

charge d'affaires in }!exico City after Ambassador Wilson's 

resignation, confirmed the concern of the diplomatic corps 

over United States duties in Mexico. On December 10, 1913, 

O'Shaughnessy reported to Secretary of State William 

Jennings Bryan that the resident diplomats were openly 

saying "that the American policy must fail, that Europe 

17cronon, The Cabinet Diaries of Josephus 
Daniels, p. 22. 

18H. L. Wilson, Dinlomatic Episodes in Mexico, 
Belgium, and Chile, pp. 30~-10. 



could not afford to see her material interests sacrificed 

to a 'deluded altruism.'"19 
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England especially was concerned about the internal 

stability of ?•texico, primarily because of the large amount 

of private British capital which was invested in Mexico. 

The extent of the British monetary investment in Mexico 

was second only to that of the United States. 20 The most 

important British enterprise was the oil company owned by 

Weetman Pearson, Viscount Cowdray. President Wilson 

strongly suspected that Lord Cowdray's influence could 

sway British policy in favor of Huerta. In order to 

counterbalance this effect, Wilson sent Ambassador Walter 

Hines Page to London to enlist the support of British 

Foreign Secretary Sir Edward Grey for Wilson's :Mexican 

policy. 21 Ambassador Page undoubtedly shared President 

Wilson's suspicions of Lord Cowdray~ In a letter to Wilson 

dated March 19, 1914, Page said, 

I believe that if Taft had had another four 
years ••• Cowdray would have owned Mexico, 
Ecuador and Colombia .•• with such a grip on 
their Governments as would have amounted to a 
mortgage. He could have controlled them at 

19 Baker, Woodrow Wilson, Life and Letters, IV, p. 295. 
2°Kenneth J. Grieb, The United States and Huerta 

(Lincoln, Neb.: University of Nebraska Press, 1969), p. 125. 
21Baker, Woodrow Wilson, Life and Letters, IV, 

pp. 287-96. 



any time and in any essential way he chose. 
These countries owe their freedom from this 
dictatorship to you.22 

. . . 
34 

Sir Edward Grey, however, was cautious in extending 

approval of President Wilson's policy in Mexico. As he 

later said in his memoirs, "Page saw an ideal in the ~fexican 

policy of President Wilson. I was ready to sympathize with 

the ideal, and to believe in the moral purpose of the policy; 

but I did not believe that morally there was much to choose 

bet\'leen Huerta and his opponents. " 23 Ambassador Page told 

President Wilson, in a letter dated November 2, 1913, that, 

in Page's words, 

They [the British Government] have a mania for 
order, sheer order, order for the sake of order-
of trade. They simply can't see how anything 
can come before order or why anything need come 
after it. They are stupefied by your concern 
about anything else in :ft.fexico. 2~ 

Contrary to President Wilson's fears, Lord Cowdray claimed 

that he had not attempted to persuade the British government 

to support Huerta. In a letter to Ambassador Page he 

protested, "The interests in which I am concerned have not 

in any shape or form interfered with or had any hand in 

22nesmond Young, Member for Hexico: A Bio~rapht of 
Weetman Pearson, First Viscount Cowdray (London:asse 1 
and Co., 1966), p. 1. 

23Quoted in Baker, Woodrow Wilson, Life and Letters, 
IV, pp. 260-61. 

24 Ibid., p. 287. 
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politics in Mexico during the 24 years we have been estab

lished in that country." 25 Nevertheless, President Wilson 

found it necessary to assure Sir Edward Grey that the United 

States was not entirely neglecting the safety of foreign 

property in :Mexico. In a letter to Sir William Tyrrell, 

Grey's secretary, dated November 22, 1913, Wilson stated 

that his primary purpose was "not merely to force Huerta 

from power, but also to exert every influence it [the 

United States government] can exert to secure Mexico a 

better government under which all contracts and business 

and concessions will be safer than they have been." Wilson 

was aware of Grey's reservations regarding the security of 

British property in Mexico, however, and in the same letter 

he sought to lessen Grey's doubts. As he said, 

[The United States government] has taken every 
possible step, also, to see that property is 
protected. Again and again every consul of the 
United States in Mexico has been instructed to 
warn the authorities, whether in Mexico City or 
in the North, on this score, and as often it 
has received assurances that the property of 
all foreigners would be protected as far as 
military operations made it possible.26 

Whether or not Sir Edward Grey was convinced by 

President Wilson's optimistic reassurances, the British 

25Quoted in Young , l-fember for Mexico , p. 4. 

26Quoted in Baker, Woodrow Wilson, Lif~and 
Letters, IV, p. 293. 
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government tentatively allowed the American President to take 

the lead in Mexican policy. The British Foreign Office did 

not extend recognition to Huerta when he was elected 

President of Mexico in October, 1913, nor did it attempt any 

independent action to safeguard British property interests 

in t-texico. 27 Nor did the other European powers attempt to 

actively subvert Wilson's ?•fexican policy. In this one 

respect President Wilson insisted on adherence to the Monroe 

Doctrine: the United States Mexican policy would not be 

interfered with by the nations of Europe. 

It is evident from the study of Wilson's attitude 

toward the economic aspects of :the Monroe Doctrine that 

Wilson emphatically rejected the Dollar Diplomacy of former 

President William Howard Taft. During his term of office, 

President Taft, together with Secretary of State Philander C. 

Knox, had actively sought to "substitut[e] dollars for bullets" 

in the realm of international relations. Taft and Knox 

encouraged private American businesses and banking concerns 

to establish and finance industries in foreign countries. 

Taft's motive was to promote peaceful relations with other 

nations while building up his own country's wealth. 

27 Ibid., pp. 286-96. The relations of the United 
States andlireat Britain regarding Mexico are discussed il\ 
detail in William Sydney Coker, "United States-British 
Diplomacy Over Mexico, 1913.'' Unpublished Ph.D. disserta
tion, University of Oklahoma, 1965. 



According to Taft, countries whose industries had been 

developed and resources utilized with the aid of American 

capital would tend to regard the United States with respect 

and amity.28 

President Wilson, hol._rever, assumed an opposite 
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approach to Dollar Diplomacy. Investment by private business 

concerns of affluent nations in weaker, underdeveloped 

nations was a form of imperialism. This practice encouraged 

dependence of the debtor nations on the stronger creditor 

nations. The debtor nations were consequently subject to 

interference in their internal affairs by the · creditor 

nations. President Theodore Roosevelt had acknowledged this 

as axiomatic in his corollary to the Monroe Doctrine.29 

The issue, according to Roosevelt, was not to change this 

basic fact of international relations, but to see that the 

United States was not challenged in its right to settle the 

economic disputes arising in the Western Hemisphere. Wilson, 

however, firmly set about to completely alter this situation. 

His commitment was to severely limit etonomi.c imperialism in 

La tin America in general and in ~texico in particular. The 

most striking and iconoclastic aspect of Wilson's commitment 

28Thomas A. Bailey, A Diplomatic History of the 
American Peoyle, 8th ed. (New York: Appleton-Century
Crofts, 1969 , pp. 529-30. 

29see Chapter II, pp. 25,26. 
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lias that he did not discriminate between American and 

European enterprise. This indeed was a major shift in United 

States foreign policy. President Wilson clearly stated his 

goal with respect to the curbing of economic imperialism in 

Latin America in his address before the Southern Commercial 

Congress in Mobile, Alabama, on October 27, 1913. Wilson 

said, 

... States that are 9bliged, because their 
territory does not lie within the main field of 
modern enterprise and action, to grant conces
sions are in this condition, that foreign 
interests are apt to dominate their domestic 
affairs,--a conaition of affairs always 
dangerous and apt to become intolerable. 
What these States are going to see, therefore, 
is an emancipation from the subordination, 
which has been inevitable, to foreign enter
prises and an assertion of the splendid 
character which, in spite of these difficulties, 
they have again and again been able to 
demonstrate.30 

Considered in the light of his attempts to curb the 

prerogatives of Big Business in the United States, this 

desire of Wilson's to limit economic imperialism in Latin 

America seems less surprising. 31 

30The full text of this speech is readily available 
in Robinson and West, Foreign Policy of Woodrm'l Wilson, 
pp. 19 9 - 2 0 3 . 

31President Wilson's conflicts tori th large American 
corporations on the domestic scene are dealt with in 
ArthurS. Link, Wilson, Vol. II: The New Freedom (Princeton 
University Press, 1956), pp. 417-4 . 



President Wilson had pledged himself to ousting Huerta from 

the presidency of Mexico and to the setting up of a demo-

cratic Mexican government. President Wilson explained his 

placing of higher priority on democracy in Mexico than on 

foreign business profits in a manner that he hoped would be 

appealing to the American public. He tried to promote 

empathy with the plight of the Mexican people. In Wilson's 

words, 

What is at the heart of all our national problems? 
It is that we have seen the hand of material 
interest sometimes about to close upon our dearest 
rights and possessions. We have seen material 
interests threaten constitutional freedom in the 
United States. Therefore, we will nm.,r know how 
to sympathize with those in the rest of [the] 
America [s] who have to contend lvi th such pol<rers, 
not only within their borders, but from outside 
their borders also.32 

39 

Wilson feared that foreign investors such as Lord 

Cowdray had been meddling in the political affairs of Mexico 

in addition to influencing the Mexican policy of their home 

governments. This fear was shared by Wilson's most trusted 

confidants. Colonel Edward M. House, Wilson's close friend 

and valued adviser, wrote to Ambassador Page on December 11, 

1913, after a meeting with President Wilson, "We do not love 

him [Cowdray] for we think that between Cowdray and 

Carden [the British Ambassador to 1'4exico] a large part of 

32Quoted in Robinson and West, Foreifn Policy of 
Woodrow Wilson, p. 201. This is an excerpt rom Wilson's 
October 27, 1913, speech in Mobile, Alabama. 
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our troubles in Mexico has been made."33 Ambassador Page 

had advised President l~ilson the previous July of information 

which he had received from the Mexican minister in London. 

Page stated that Lord Cowdray l'lielded great influence in 

Britain because his company supplied oil for the British 

Navy. Page suspected that the British government would 

demand that the United States reestablish order in Mexico so 

that the source of supplies for British ships would not be 

threatened. 34 

Secretary of State Bryan also agreed with President 

Wilson on the baneful effects of foreign investors in Mexico. 

Bryan drafted two consecutive notes to be sent to the 

European governments, requesting that they withdraw recogni-

tion of Huerta. Both notes were carefully revised by 

President Wilson, but neither was actually sent. Their 

contents, however, give important indications of the 

attitudes of both Bryan and Wilson toward foreign business 

interests in Mexico. The following is an excerpt from one 

of the notes, dated October 24 , 1913 : 

This government having, in the announcement and 
maintenance of the Monroe Doctrine, sholm its 
willingness to protect the people of this 
hemisphere from encroachment at the hands of 

33Baker, Woodrow Wilson, Life and Letters, IV, 
p. 296. 

34 Ibid., p. 256 .. 



European powers . • • is now prepared to assert 
with equal emphasis its unwillingness to have an 
American republic exploited by the commercial 
interests of our own or any other country 
through a government resting upon force.35 

The note went on to say that if the Mexican people were not 

suffering interference from other countries, they would be 
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able to choose their own leaders '"isely. However, the note 

continued, 

••• [S]ince such a leader relies for his 
strength, not upon the'sympathy of his own 
people but upon the influence of foreign people, 
this government, whether that foreign capital 
is from the United States or from other 
countries, would be direlict in its duty if by 
silence or inaction it seemed to sympathize 
with such an interference in the rights and 
welfare of Mexico.36 

It is highly significant that the note specifically mentions 

United States capital along with that of other countries. 

In order to make the message entirely clear, Bryan and 

· wilson ended the note with what amounted to a refutation of 

both Dollar Diplomacy and the Roosevelt Corollary to the 

Monroe Doctrine. The note said, 

As in Cuba, the United States was willing to lend 
its assistance in the securing of independence 
from a foreign political power, so in Mexico this 
nation is willing to assist in maintaining Mexico's 
independence of foreign financial power.37 · 

35Ibid.' p. 280. 

37rbid., p. 280. 

36Ibid. 
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The comparison of the Mexican situation with Cuban indepen

dence contained a strong hint of a more powerful threat than 

any other made by President Wilson in regard to foreign 

investors in Mexico. Cuban independence, it will be recalled 

had been lvon by the Spanish-American l'lar of 1898. This allusion 

demonstrates the intensity of Wilson's disdain for economic 

imperialism in }~xico. 

President Wilson's failure to take decisive action 

to protect the lives and property of Americans and other 

foreigners in Mexico was consistent with his distaste for 

foreign business interests in La tin America. It ldll be 

recalled that Elihu Root and ·other prominent Republican 

"leaders favored military intervention in order to provide 

protection for Americans and their property in Mexico. 38 

President Wilson, however, had no intention of using 

American troops to protect those American citizens. Many of 

them fit the category of economic imperialists, lvhose power 

Wilson was determined to limit. His answer to the demands 

for intervention to protect Americans in Mexico was in 

complete accordance with his commitment to rid Mexico of 

foreign capitalists. Americans in Mexico who feared injury 

to their persons or their property, Wilson said, should 

leave the country for their own protection. In an address 

38 see Chapter II, pp. 27, 28; also Chapter IV. 



delivered before Congress on August 27, 1913, Wilson said, 

•.. [W]ith the increased activity of the contending 
factions will come, it is to be feared, increased 
danger to the noncombatants in Mexico as well as to 
those actually in the field of battle. The position 
of outsiders is always particularly trying and full 
of hazard where there is civil strife and a whole 
country is upset. We should earnestly urge all 
Americans to leave f.lexico at once, and should 
assist them to get away in every way possible--
not because we would mean to slacken in the least 
our efforts to safeguard their lives and their 
interests, but because it is imperative that they 
should take no unnecessary risks when it is 
physically possible for them to leave the 
country.39 

The "efforts to safeguard their lives and their 

interests" which President Wilson professed to be anxious 

not to "slacken" were most unsubstantial and ineffective. 

Wilson went on to say that the United States would inform 

"every one who assumes to exercise authority in any part 

of Mexico" that "we shall vigilantly watch the fortunes of 

those Americans who cannot get away, and shall hold those 

responsible for their sufferings and losses to a definite 

reckoning."40 In other words, President Wilson proposed to 

base his protection of American and foreign lives and 

property in Mexico on mere verbal warnings to the Huerta 

administration and to the Constitutionalist rebel leaders. 

39Quoted in Robinson and West, Foreign Policy of 
Wilson, pp. 193-94. 

40Ibid., p. 194. 
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The ineffectiveness of this policy was made manifest in the 

1920 report of the findings of a subcommittee of the Senate 
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Committee on Foreign Relations which was formed to "investi-

gate the matter of damages and outrages suffered by citizens 

of the United States in the Republic of Hexico .•.• "41 

The period investigated by the committee covered 1910 through 

1919. This report listed the names of four hundred sixty-

one Americans who were "killed in Hexico owing to revolu-

tionary disturbances in that country or during the period 

of such revolutionary disturbances ...• "42 The committee 

stated that cases of personal injury were probably often 

not reported. However, the official estimate of instances 

of this sort was one hundred ninety-eight.43 Many Americans 

followed President Wilson's advice to leave Mexico, 

presumably for their own protection. The committee estimated 

that in 1910 there were seventy-five thousand Americans in 

Mexico.44 By 1919 the estimated number of Americans in 

Mexico had dropped to twelve thousand. 45 According to the 

report, thirty million dollars in property was lost by 

smaller American agriculturists who were forced to abandon 

41 united States Senate, Committee on Foreign 
Relations, Investi ation of Mexican Affairs, 66th Cong., 
2d. sess., vols. las 1ngton: overnment Printing 
Office, 1920), p. 1. 

42rbid., pp. s, 74-82. 

44Ibid., p. S. 

43Ibid., p. 10. 

45Ibid., p. 9. 



their property. In addition, one hundred forty million 

dollars worth of American-owned railroad property was 

destroyed or rendered inoperable.46 Clearly, President 

Wilson's verbal warnings to the Mexican government and 

rebel leaders did not prevent the destruction of American 

property or the injury of American lives in Mexico. 

45 

Foreign business interests in Mexico and American 

companies with holdings in.Mexico were not prepared, 

however, to simply abandon their Latin American enterprises. 

Both groups had their own opinions as to the duties of 

President Wilson regarding the protection of foreign 

property in ~texico. Some of these opinions were expressed 

very forceably by men with both influence and wealth. 

46Ibid., p. 15. 



CHAPTER III 

BUSINESS OPPOSITION 

Americans o\med more property in :Mexico in 1913 

than did any other foreign group. During the long adminis-
/ tratiQn of President Porfirio D1az, who was forced tore-

sign in 1910, foreigners were invited into Mexico to 

finance the groundwork of a modern industrial system. 

American capital was invested primarily in railroads, mines, 

and factories, and in oil and rubber production. In 

addition, Americans held fifty mill ion dollars \.;orth of 

national bonds and engaged in extensive crop cultivation. 

By 1911 it is estimated that Americans O\~ed seventy-eight 

per cent of the Mexican mines, seventy-two per cent of the 

smelters, fifty-eight per cent of the oil, and sixty-eight 

per cent of the rubber business. 1 According to the 1920 

report of a subcommittee of the Senate Foreign Relations 

Committee, "American oil drillers had drilled every well 

producing oil in Mexico; had set up every rig; had put 

together every piece of machinery; had set up practically 

every hoist upon every mine, and erected the boilers for 

1 U. S. Senate, Investigation of Mexican Affairs, 
p. 15 0 

46 



the making of steam."2 Needless to say, the Americans who 

pioneered these industries in Mexico reaped tremendous 

profits from their efforts. By 1913, there were a number 

of American corporations in Mexico of mammoth proportions. 

These included the Southern Pacific Railroad Company; the 

Phelps, Dodge Company; the Greene Cananea Copper Company; 

the Mexican Petroleum Company; and the Waters, Pierce Oil 

Company. 3 

Oil production was the most important industry for 

both American and British investors. Waters, Pierce 

Company, tl.,..o-thirds of which was originally ol\rned by the 

Standard Oil Company of New Jersey, was engaged in fierce -competition with Lord Cowdray's Aguila Oil Company. Before 

Lord Cowdray entered the oil industry in 1902, Waters, 

Pierce held a monopoly on the retail oil trade in Mexico. 

Fearing Cowdray' s intrusion on the ~texican market, Henry 

Clay Pierce set about to discredit and ruin his competitor. 

Pierce bought out Standard Oil's share of his own company 
\ 

in 1909. His business, however, declined while Cowdray's 

company expanded rapidly. While Pierce obtained most of 

his oil supply from the United States, Cowdray bought and 

2 Ibid. , p. 6. 

3Baker, Woodrow Wilson, Life and Letters, IV, 
pp. 245-46. 
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developed his own oil fields within Mexico itself. By 1912, 
/ 

the Aguila Oil Company was supplying oil to Standard Oil 

itself. By 1913 the Waters, Pierce Company was forced to 

bargain with Lord Cowdray in order to retain half of the 

domestic Mexican market. Edward L. Doheny's Mexican 

Petroleum Company, a large producer in the Tampico area, 

also acknowledged the dominance of Lord Cowdray's company 

in the Mexican oil industry. Doheny came to terms with 

Cowdray, agreeing to share a pipeline to Tampico.4 

Profit-making in Mexico was severely threatened by 

the Mexican Revolution. From the time of the resignation 

of President Porfirio D:laz in 1910, Mexico had been plagued 

with intermittent civil strife. During Victoriano Huerta's 

administration, the Federal troops were in almost constant 

combat with bands of Northern State troops led by rebel 

Constitutionalist leaders. This fighting endangered both 

Mexican non-combatants and foreigners living and working 

near combat areas. Also, foreigners were often subject to 

confiscation of goods and payment of ransom to rebel forces. 

Many people urged President Woodrow Wilson to 

recognize the Huerta administration on the grounds that only 

Huerta could ensure the establishm~nt of order in l-fexico 

and the protection of American-owned property. Senator 

4 Young, ~fember for ~fexico, pp. 127-39. 



Elihu Root, it will be recalled, believed that the only 

effective means of protecting American citizens and their 

property in Mexico was recognition of Huerta. If this 

course were rejected, according to Root, it would be 

necessary for the United States to intervene militarily. 

Ambassador Henry Lane Wilson shared this view. 5 President 

Wilson, however, rejected the idea of recognition as well 

as that of intervention. His provision for the protection 

of American citizens and their interests in Mexico \vas t\vo

fold. He encouraged Americans to return to the United 

States. Those \'lho would not leave would be protected only 

by Wilson's verbal warnings to the Mexican leaders. Wilson 

apparently expected the Mexican leaders to heed his warning 

to limit the injuries to American property. This expecta

tion, if sincere, was highly unrealistic. 
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In order to present the Provisional Government of 

Mexico in its best light to Secretary of State William J. 

Bryan and to President Wilson, Ambassador Henry Lane Wilson 

had emphasized the control of the Huerta regime and its 

successes in defeating the rebel commanders and their troops. 

On ~farch 12, 1913, Ambassador Wilson wired to Bryan the 

information that Constitutionalist leader Venustiano 

Carranza's forces had been entirely captured. Only two 

5see Chapter II, pp. 28, 29; also, Chapter IV. 



rebel leaders in the South, Zapata and Genoveva, had not 

yet submitted.6 On March 16 he reported that there were 

twenty thousand Federal troops in the North in addition to 

those sent to Sonora, "and I hope for conclusive results 

there soon."7 

These reports of Huerta's abilities to end rebel 

strife in the North do not, however, agree with the reports 

of the American consuls in that area. On March 8, 1913, 

Consul C. T. Taylor in Guaymas wired Bryan the message that 

Federal troops had been ordered to march on Hermosillo to 

fight the State troops which were resisting allegiance to 

the Provisional Government. Taylor added, 

Fighting there \vould endanger foreigners. Wi thdra,·dng 
the Federal Government troops from here may encourage 
rioters. Therefor foreigners hope that the cruiser 
Colorado remain here.8 
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Consul Simpich in Nogales wrote on March 13 that at 10 

o'clock that morning five hundred armed .Maderists under 

Presidente Dieguez had occupied Bueno [sic] Vista, a suburb 

of Cananea. 9 On March 16, Consul Luther Ellsworth at Ciudad 

Porfirio D(az informed Bryan that Carranza had fifteen 

6u. S. Dept. State, Internal Affairs of ~fexico, 
March 12, 1913, 812.00/6653. 

7Ibid., March 16, 1913, 812.00/6709. 

8 Ibid • , March 8 , 1913 , 813 . 0 0 I 6 5 51 • 

9Ibid., 1-farch 13, 1913 , 812.00/6668. 
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hundred troops nearby awaiting any advance by Federal troops.lO 

Consul Ed\omrds from Ciudad Jua"rez wrote on r.larch 15 that Inez 

Salazar and three hundred to five hundred troops under his 

command would attack Ju~rez unless Huerta met his demands. 11 

These reports all indicate that rebellious activity in the 

North was by no means under control by Huerta, regardless of 

Ambassador Wilson's assertions. In fact, Consul Holland 

reported from Saltillo on March 14 that 

It is known at the Consulate that the Provisional 
Government has not the moral support of some of the 
principal military leaders of the Federal Army in 
the north.l2 

Rebel activity grew worse rather than better during Huerta's 

administration. At no time could Huerta claim to be in 

control of the entire country. In addition to the stern 

disapproval of President Wilson, Huerta faced serious and 

diversified rebel opposition which threatened his authority. 

These rebel troops threatened more than the Mexican 

Provisional Government. Reports from the consuls in 

northern areas of Mexico occupied by the rebel forces 

carried reports of danger to American lives and property. 

On March 7, 1913, Consul Luther P. Ellsworth reported frqm 

Ciudad Porfirio Diaz that Carranza had taken over the 

10Ibid., ~larch 16, 1913' 812.00/6717. 

11
Ibid. ' March 15, 1913' 812.00/6718. 

12 rbid., r.1arch 14, 1913, 812.00/6719. 
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telegraph office in that city and had refused to allow 

Ellsworth to send telegram messages to other consuls 

containing instructions from Secretary of State Bryan.l3 

Ellslvorth's \vritten report to Bryan of March 3, 1913, stated 

that Carranza had demanded that the foreign merchants in 

Ciudad Porfirio Diaz raise ten to twenty thousand dollars 

for his troops. Carranza said that "he must have that money 

to pay and feed the State Volunteers or he cannot and will 

not be responsable [sic] for the depredations, and other 

things, they are liable to commit." 14 On March 7 Ellsworth 

reported that Carranza was selling large quantities of 

confiscated goods, including four hundred head of cattle. 15 

Consul General Phillip Hanna wired from Monterey on March 11 

that Carranza and his followers were attempting to extort 

money from foreigners in Saltillo. 16 From Nogales, Consul 

Simpich reported on March 13 that Maderists had looted 

Chinese stores the previous day, taking money and supplies. 

One hundred horses belonging to Americans and Nexicans were 

also seized. Simpich added, "Protection of property extended 

13 Ibid., t-1arch 7 J 1913, 812.00/6552. 
14 Ibid., March 3 J 1913, 812.00/6554. 
15 Ibid. , :r.farch 7 , 1913, 812.00/6635. 

16Ibid., March 11, 1913, 812.00/6637. 
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by neither Federal [sic] nor Haderists ...... l7 Vice consul 

Thomas Bol'rman reported from Nogales on March 11 that rail

road bridges, constructed by the Southern Pacific Railroad 

Company, had been destroyed by State troops to prevent the 

approach of the Federals. Bowman said, 

This condition so discouraged the Southern Pacific 
Railroad officials that they withdrew all rolling 
stock to the American side of the line and 
annulled all trains on their roads out of 
Nogales.l8 

/ Bowman further reported that Obregon and Cabral were making 

plans to march on Nogales with nine hundred State troops 

which, according to Bowman, "will be sure to prove 

dangerous to the lives and interest of Americans in Nogales, 

Arizona ... l9 This telegram was follo\'red by a report to the 

Attorney General from "Thompson," special agent of the 

Bureau of Investigation, on March 14, stating that Nogales 

was in the hands of the rebels. In the fighting which had 

taken place, one American soldier \vas killed and four 

American citizens in Nogales were wounded. 20 Charles H. 

Bates, attorney in Washington, D. C. , for the Southern 

Pacific Railroad Company, informed the State Department on 

17 Ibid., March 13, 1913, 812.00/6668. 
18 Ibid., March 11, 1913' 812.00/6730. 

19rbid., March 11, 1913, 812.00/6730. 
20 Ibid., ~larch 14' 1913, 812.00/6731. 



March 7 that the Sonora State Government had commandeered 

two Southern Pacific trains at Hermosillo, using them to 

set fire to railroad bridges. Bates' report stated that 

there were more than three hundred Americans whose lives 

would be endangered if Huerta's Federal Government should 

send troops into Guaymas to force insurrectionists there to 

submit. In the past thirteen months, the report claimed, 

more than one hundred fifty bridges had been burned.21 

All of this occurred in the space of just one week. 

More, however, was to follow. Both large businesses and 

small farms owned by Americans were endangered as the 

struggle between the Huertistas and the Constitutionalists 

progressed. President Wilson had ready access through the 

State Department to consular reports describing the dangers 

facing Americans in Mexico. These reports did not cause 

Wilson to change his policy. 
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In addition to dangers faced by Americans from rebel 

troops and fighting in the North, foreigners were often 

plagued by bandits and brigands. Consul Wilbert L. Bonney 

of San Luis Potos{ wrote to Secretary of State Bryan on 

1-farch 4, 1913, saying , 

Many small and remote towns have been taken in 
charge by bands indistinguishable from idlers 
and robbers. They all expect to be supported 
by contributions from the public and to be 

21 Ib;d •• ' 'Iarch 7 1913 812 00/6633 • , r I ' • • 



given liberal terms by the Federal Government. 
All small towns, plantations and mines at this 
are liable to be entered by bands of marauders 
under the pretense of giving guarantees extort 
money and supplies. There is no real security 
outside of large cities at present.22 

time 
who 

It is difficult to determine whether or not these outlaws 

were connected with the rebel forces. However, it is cer-

tain that they took advantage of the Provisional Govern-

ment's inability to police the country properly. Several 

instances of their villainy were reported in the early days 

of Huerta's administration. The Commander-in-Chief of the 
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United States Pacific Fleet, Admiral Southerland, told the 

Secretary of the Navy that lawless elements of mixed 

descent were troubling the State of Guerrero, particularly 

in the Acapulco area.23 Consul Clarence ~!iller of Tampico 

informed the State Department in his February 26, 1913, 

report that the village of San Dieguito in Miller's consular 

district had been taken over by seventy-five bandits. The 

American colony in San Dieguito was very alarmed by this 

turn of events, and arranged to have the American women 

and children brought to Tampico. 24 From Aguascalientes, 

Consul Gaston Schmitz reported on March 6, 1913, that 

22 Ibid. , March 4, 1913, 812.00/6736. 

23Ibid., February 25, 1913' 812.00/6624. 
24 Ibid. , February 26, 1913 J 812.00/6634. 



American residents had just returned to their mining 

properties in his consular district following the departure 

of rebel troops. In their absence, bandits had stolen 

"everything they could lay their hands on. • • .. zs The 
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special agent from the Bureau of Investigation from Douglas, 

Arizona, reported to the Attorney General on ~larch 8 that 
/ an outlaw named Escandon was looting and robbing Sonora. 

Escand'O'n was reported to have said that he was "fighting 

under no flag and would give guarantees of protection to no 

one."26 

Even had President Wilson been able to enlist the 

aid of both the Huerta administration and the Constitution-

alist leaders to severely limit the amount of harm inflicted 

upon American citizens by their troops, the problem would 

still have been far from resolved. Bandits who recognized 

the authority of no-one were responsible for a considerable 

part of the injury suffered by American citizens on them

selves and their property. Therefore, verbal warnings to 

the Mexican leaders were insufficient, as they could not 

restrain the bandits. On the other hand, those who 

believed that United States recognition and diplomatic 

support of the Huerta administration was the best means of 

25 Ibid., March 6, 1913, 812.00/6687. 

26 Ibid., March 8, 1913, 812.00/6731. 



guaranteeing protection for American interests \oJere equally 

wrong. It is evident that the Huerta administration was 

unable to extend protection to the lives and property of 

Americans living in ~1exico, particularly in the northern 

states. Despite the good intentions expressed in the 
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resolution passed by the Department of War on February 25, 

1913, the Provisional Government simply could not "afford 

complete guarantees and pr~tection to the lives and interests 

of all noncombatants" and "maintain public order and tran

quility in all places which they occupy."27 

The American citizens in Mexico themselves had 

various opinions as to the amount of danger they were 

exposed to and as to how their interests might best be 

protected. Vice Consul Thomas Bowman in Nogales, Sonora, 

stated his opinion that acquiescence to the Provisional 

Government by Sonora followed by the rule of a strict 

military government would best serve the interests of 

American property owners in his district.28 Clarence Miller 

of Tampico reported to the Secretary of State on February 

26, 1913, that the presence of American cruisers in the 

waters off Tampico, together with vessels of other nation

alities, helped to make the Mexican people "comprehend the 

27see Chapter I, p. 3. 

28 U. S. Dept. State, Internal Affairs of Mexico, 
March 5, 1913, 812.00/6612. 



gravity of the situation. " 29 His fello,.,.. consul in Vera 

Cruz, William Canada, reported on March 9, 1913, that the 

"presence of American vessels had [a] quieting effect on 

the people here." 30 The Consul in Hazatlan believed that 

if a military dictatorship were instituted in Mexico the 

people in his district would revolt. 31 According to the 
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consul at La Paz, there were strong undercurrents of anti

American feeling in his district. 32 Admiral F. F. Fletcher, 

commander of the U. S. S. Vermont, anchored off Vera Cruz, 

wrote to the Secretary of the Navy, Josephus Daniels, 

concerning reports from private sources which said that: 

. . . Nexicans in the District occupied by 
these Americans [in the country outside Vera 
Cruz] have been organizing Secret Societies 
with the intention of causing the death of 
these Americans in case of intervention by 
the United States.33 

Fletcher further reported on March 3 that his 

officers had discussed the possibility of United States 

intervention in Mexico with American refugees lvho came to 

Vera Cruz from Mexico City. They reported, "These Americans 

all seemed to be of the opinion that intervention would 

29 Ibid., February 26, 1913' 812.00/6634. 

30Ibid., ?>farch 9, 1913, 812.00/6581. 

31 Ihid., February 28, 1913, 812.00/6616. 

32Ibid., March 9, 1913, 812.00/6659. 

33Jbid., February 22, 1913, 812.00/6672. 
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mean a war with !-1exico and a serious one." Fletcher added 

that "I think, however, I can safely state that the presence 

of the three battleships at Vera Cruz has had a quieting 

effect." 34 Consul Hostetter informed Bryan on Harch 16 

that the State Government was very strong in Hermosillo and 

was protecting American interests. There was a rumor 

afloat that the Provisional Government had resigned. If 

this were true, said Hostetter, "all opposition l'lill end at 

once." 35 A week earlier Hostetter had reported that injury 

to lives and property in Sonora could only be avoided if 

the Federal troops were withdral'm from the state. 36 On 

March 15, 1913, John W. Barbrick, inspector for the United 

States Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, wrote to 

Secretary of State Bryan, quoting a let.ter lihich he had 

just received from the Mexican Import Company ofChicago, 

Illinois. The letter said, 

We understand United States have a war ship at 
Guyamas [sic] but this is about 250 miles a1·ray 
from our plantation and if it is possible, we 
would like to have a gunboat or one of the 
smaller war bessels sent to Topolobampo Bay, 
which as you knolv is located half 1vay between 
Guyamas [sic] and Nazatlan. It has a very 
fine harbor and a boat can find water enough 

34 Ibid., March 3, 1913, 812.00/6692. 

35Jbid., March 16, 1913, 812.00/6706. 

36Ibid., March 7, 1913, 812.00/6726. 



there to enter. I would like to state that we 
have about $2,000,000 invested in the vicinity 
of Topolobampo Bay and there are probably some
where between ZOO and 250 Americans in that 
vicinity ~9d by vicinity we mean within 15 to 
20 miles. 

These various examples show that the opinions of 

American citizens in Mexico as reported by their official 

representatives did not point overwhelmingly to any one 

course of action. From the above evidence it certainly 

cannot be deduced that American residents desired American 
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military intervention for the protection of their interests. 

On the contrary, many seem to have feared that American 

military intervention would guarantee an anti-American 

reaction, endangering their lives and their property. 

Nor did they unanimously agree that President Huerta could 

guarantee their interests. Opinion of the consuls in 

Tampico and Vera Cruz coincided with that of the commanders 

of the cruisers anchored off their shores that the presence 

of the vessels had a quieting effect. The assignment of 

cruisers to the coasts of Hexico had been former President 

William H. Taft's policy. The cruisers' officers kept 

ready plans for evacuating American citizens if necessary. 

They also sent detailed reports of conditions on shore, 

including any hints of anti-American activity, to the 

37Ibid., March 15, 1913, 812.00/6759. 
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Secretary of the Navy. 38 There \'lere some Americans lvho said 

that the United States should intervene, but these were 

usually reported to be in the minority.39 

Many American citizens and companies \vi th interests 

and holdings in Mexico attempted to influence President 

Wilson's foreign policy. This was particularly true during 

the first few months of Wilson's term of office, before it 

became obvious that the President had established a firm 

Mexican policy. Secretary of State Bryan recorded in his 

memoirs, 

A great deal of pressure was brought to bear on 
the administration by American business interests 
in Mexico, and much of my tim~ during the first 
felv months was occupied in hearing delegations 
which came to urge Huerta's recognition. None 
of them attempted to defend either the character 
of the man or the methods by which he had 
secured his office.40 

Secretary of the Navy Josephus Daniels noted in his Cabinet 

diary on Monday, April 7, 1913, that the Vice President of 

the Southern Pacific Railroad Company had talked with him. 

According to Daniels, the Southern Pacific executive said 

that: 

38 rbid., February 19, 1913, 812.00/6511; February 25, 
1913, 812.'01f7'0624; and ~!arch 9, 1913, 812.00/6659. 

39Ibid., l'farch 3, 1913, 812.00/6692. 

40wi11iam Jennings Bryan and Mary Baird Bryan, The 
l'femoirs of William Jennin¥s Bryan (Chicago: John C. 
W1nston Co., 1925), p. 36 • 



.•. [C]onditions in Northern Mexico are worse 
than ever and that the railroad is now being run 
by the Huerta government and that he could not 
ride on his own railroad \vi thout paying money 
to the government. He thinks there can be no 
peace there soon and feels that it is necessary 
for the_American

4
fhips now in the important ports 

to rema1n there. 

Daniels, however, was unsympathetic to a group of Americans 
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who had been forced to flee from Tampico. In answer to their 

protest of a lack of naval protection for their interests, 

Daniels chastised them for their presumptuousness. He said, 

You men went to Mexico because you weren't 
satisfied with business conditions at, home. 
. . . You went there to get rich quick and now 
you want the whole country to raise an army 
of 500,000 men and send it to Mexico of this 
country's expense to protect you~ and you won't 
pay a cent to support it there.4 

The sentiments expressed by Daniels were similar to those of 

President Wilson. David Starr Jordan, president of Stanford 

University, also agreed with Wilson on the role of business 

interests in Mexico. In a letter to Secretary of State 

Bryan dated March 17, 1913, Jordan said, 

Personally, I am totally opposed to all suggestions 
of armed intervention in Mexico. Mexico will settle 
do~~ when the exploiters let her alone ••.• 
The recent Senate investigation seemed to be 
intended to furnish excuses for intervention. 

41cronon, The Cabinet Diaries of Josephus Daniels, 
p. 24. 

42E. David Cronon, Josephus Daniels in Mexico 
(Madison, Wise. : University of \hscons1n Press, 1960), p. 11. 
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Several large landholders in Northern Mexico 
(Mr. Hearst, Senator Fall, General Otis) 
appear to favor intervention as a step towards 
annexation of the northern states.43 

Senator Albert B. Fall of New Mexico, mentioned in 

Jordan's letter, was a close personal friend of Edward L. 

Doheny, who O'\med the Mexican Petroleum Company. Senator 

Fall himself owned mining property in Nexico. Both Fall 

and Doheny vigorously attacked President Wilson's Mexican 

policy and advocated full-~cale military intervention to 

protect American property interests in Mexico. Since Fall 

spoke Spanish and lived near the Mexican border, his 

Congressional colleagues tended to regard him as having 

first-hand knowledge of the Mexican situation. 44 
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In Early May, 1913, Julius Kruttschnitt, Chairman of 

the board of the Southern Pacific Railroad Company sent 

President Wilson a statement, urging him to extend recogni

tion to the Provisional Government of ~texico. The communi-

cation had been previously approved by the Phelps, Dodge 

Company, the Greene Cananea Copper Company, the ~1exican 

Petroleum Company and other large companies with holdings 

in Mexico. The statement assurred Wilson of Huerta's 

:f.farch 

York: 

43u. s. Dept. State, Internal Affairs of Hexico, 
17, 1913, 812.00/6835. 

44M. R. Werner and John Starr, Teapot Dome (New 
The Viking Press, 1959), pp. 6-7. 



ability and competence. Regarding Kruttschni tt' s O\\'ll 

Mexican interests, the statement said, 

If this is not done [recognition], war will 
continue until the country is absolutely 
exhausted, banditism will grow and increase 
until there will be no security for human life 
and private property whatever. . . • The 
losses now amount to millions of dollars per 
day and the situation cannot much longer be 
sustained.4S 
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President Wilson considered Kruttschnitt's advice carefully, 

probably because Colonel Edward M. House had recommended 

it to his attention. However, Wilson rejected Kruttschnitt's 

proposals and continued with his own anti-Huerta policy. 

The dispute over the protection of American citizens 

and property in Mexico was carried over into the United 

States Congress. The discussion of President Wilson's 

Mexican policy by Congress is also worth extensive review. 

45 Baker, Woodrow Wilson, Life and Letters, IV, 
pp. 245-49. 
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CHAPTER IV 

THE CONGRESSIONAL DEBATE 

President Wilson faced strong opposition to his 

Mexican policy from the Republican members of Congress. 

This opposition was centered primarily on the issue of the 

protection of American citizens and property interests in 

Mexico. As has already been demonstrated, the American 

public was well aware that foreigners in }texico \vere suffer

ing injury to themselves and their property as a result of 

the civil disorders and military struggles taking place in 

Mexico during the administration of Victoriano Huerta. 

~fembers of Congress disagreed among themselves as to what 

measures the President should take in order to safeguard 

the American citizens who were either unwilling or unable to 

leave Mexico. Arguments tended to emerge along party lines, 

with Congressional Democrats fully supporting the President's 

Mexican policy and Republicans vigorously attacking it. An 

occasional pacifist or isolationist voiced his viewpoint, 

but such opinions were a distinct minority. 

The Congressional dispute reached its climax on 

April 20, 1914. On this day President \'Tilson appeared before 

a joint session of both houses of Congress to request support 
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for his latest and most aggressive effort to unseat 

President Huerta. Wilson announced that he had sent all 

available warships and a contingent of Marines to Vera 
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Cruz to blockade the harbor, seize the customshouse, and turn 

al'<'ay a German ship loaded with arms and ammunitions intended 

for Huerta's forces. The reasons which President Wilson 

gave for this action included what he considered to be 

"slights and affronts in r.etaliation for [the United 

States] refusal to recognize the pretensions of Gen. Huerta 

to be regarded as the constitutional provisional President 

of the Republic of Mexico."
1 

The President's intention was 

to accelerate the process of Huerta's defeat so that "the 

people of the distracted Republic . • • [could] set up 

again their own laws and their own Government." Wilson 

repeated his basic ostensible objection to Huerta in order 

to justify his act of aggression: "Gen. Huerta has set his 

power up in the City of Mexico, such as it is, without 

right and by methods for which there can be no justification."2 

President Wilson did not state that he was sending 

the warships to Vera Cruz to protect American citizens and 

1Quoted in Robinson and West, Foreign Policy of 
Woodrow Wilson, p. 211. 

2Ibid., p. 212. 



their property. In fact, Wilson was actually jeopardizing 

the safety of Americans living in Vera Cruz by this very 

act. It will be recalled that Americans living in Vera 

Cruz feared that American intervention would create an out-

burst of anti-American feeling among Mexican citizens. 

This would expose these Americans to even greater danger 
3 

than that which they already faced. President Wilson's 

primary concern, however, was not the fate of American 

citizens in Mexico, but the defeat and banishment of 

Victoriano Huerta. The Vera Cruz intervention can only be 

understood in the context of President Wilson's struggle 

against President Huerta. 
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Members of Congress, however, used President Wilson's 

request for support for the Vera Cruz landing as an oppor

tunity to discuss the President's entire Mexican policy. 

Prominent Republican senators and representatives disparaged 

his refusal to vigorously pursue the restoration of order 

and stability in Mexico and the protection of American 

citizens and American business interests. 

The House Committee on Foreign Affairs submitted a 

resolution of support for President Wilson's action 

following the President's Congressional address. The 

resolution stated that: 

3 
See Chapter III, p. 60. 



[T]he President is justified in the employment 
of the armed forces of the United States to 
enforce demands made upon Victoriano Huerta for 
unequivocal amends to the Government of the 
United States for affronts and indignities 
committed against this Government by Gen. 
Huerta and his representatives.4 

The presentation of this resolution was followed by discus-
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sion, in which the Representatives revealed their positions 

regarding President Wilson's Mexican policy. Representative 

Franklin W. ~fundell of Wyoming outlined the primary 

Republican argument. The reasons given by President l~ilson 

for the Vera Cruz landing, he said, were insufficient to 

justify the President's action. President Wilson's real 

motive for sending battleships to Vera Cruz was to crush 

''that individual [Huerta] in Mexico, whom the President 

hates and whom he has declared shall be driven from power.'' 

The House resolution should be rejected because "[i]t does 

not propose that any armed forces of this Nation shall be 

used for the purpose of protecting our people, but that the 

President may compel Victoriano Huerta to do as he wills he 

shall do.'' If the President were really concerned about 

maintaining the dignity and honer of the United States, he 

4 U. S. Congress, House of Representatives, resolution 
of support for President Wilson, 63rd Cong., 1st sess., 
April 20, 1914, Congressional Record, 6946. 



would use military force to restore order in Mexico and 

end the injuries to American citizens. In Mondell's words, 

If we are to use force, it should be used on the 
northern border, where our flag has been insulted, 
our citizens plundered. But this will not be 
done, for the jingo appeal to patriotism in this 
resolution is not for the purpose of avenging 
wrong and insult or ending disorder in Mexico, 
but to satisfy the administration's morbid 
obsession to make good its prophecy that the 
Huerta government would fall.s 

This strongly worded statement put forth the basic 

Republican argument against President Wilson's Mexican 

policy and also against the House resolution of support for 

the Vera Cruz landing. Other Republican representatives 

concurred with Mondell's position. Representative James R. 

Mann of Illinois protested that President Wilson's purpose 

was to discredit Huerta so that "he will fall an easy prey 

to the insurrectionists from the north." The most pressing 
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problem in Mexico, according to Mann, was the injury of 

American citizens. As Mann said, "I would not object if the 

President of the United States would stop the raping, would 

stop the outrages, would stop the murders, would stop the 

destruction of property and lives in the northern portion of 

Mexico." 6 Representative Julius Kahn of California objected 

to Pancho Villa's troops who "have raped and looted and 

5Ibid., Rep. Mondell, 6941. 

6Ibid., Rep. Mann, 6937. 



murdered American citizens." Kahn thought that the Wilson 

administration should castigate Villa rather than Huerta.7 

Representative Frederick H. Gillett of Massachusetts stated 

that the United States was not justified in landing troops 

in Vera Cruz "on grounds of mere technicality and offended 

pride." Holvever, the United States would be in the right, 

Gillett said, 

If we were to take the position that their country 
was torn by conflicts, that Americans were kill~d, 
that property was devastated, that anarchy was 
imminent, and that some strong power must enter 
and bring ~bout permanent peace for the good of 
all •..• 

Representative James W. Bryan invoked the Monroe Doctrine 

and the responsibilities which it placed upon the United 

States. He said, 

It is our duty to preserve the peace of .. the world 
and the well-being of the men, women, and children, 
both American and foreign, who are sojourning in 
Mexico. Consider ••. the attempts Huerta has made 
to embroil us in foreign complications. Will we 
wait for him to make his cessions to those who 
would get a hold on the Pacific? . . . It is 
plain to me that it is our duty to preserve order 
in Mexico, and that if we do not do our duty in 
this matter some other nation will act on its 
own initiative and the complications will be 
more pronounced.9 
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Democratic members of the House of Representatives 

for the most part solidly supported the House resolution and, 

7Ibid., Rep. Kahn, 6946-47. 

8Ibid., Rep. Gillett, 6944-45. 

9Ibid., Rep. Bryan, 6947-48. 
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by implication, President Wilson's Mexican policy as well. 

According to Representative Ed\vard W. Townsend of New 

Jersey, a member of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

General Huerta had insulted the United States flag which 
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lvas "a sacred emblem." The action taken by President Wilson 

would "teach Huerta and his army a needed lesson in respect, 

decency, and good manners. That is not war; it is whole

some discipline."lO Representative Byron P. Harrison of 

Mississippi accused the Republicans of insincerity. "The 

fact of the matter is," he said, "you will not be satisfied, 

you would not be satisfied no matter what policy th~ admin

istration had adopted. You strive to gain a partisan 

advantage."11 Representative Robert Lee Henry of Texas, a 

direct descendant of Patrick Henry, pleaded that the 

Republicans consider the prestige of the United States. As 

he said, "There is one thing certain, while this resolution 

may not mean war, while it may not imply a declaration of 

war, yet not to pass it would bring this country into 

disrepute in the eyes of the world."l 2 Following President 

Wilson's example, the House Democrats were careful not to 

10Ibid., Rep. Townsend, 6945. 

11Ibid.' Rep. Harrison, 6940. 

12 Ibid., Rep. Henry, 6957. 
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broach the subject of the protection of American citizens 

and property in Hexico. 

Representative William Kent of California, an 

independent, voiced a minority opinion. Kent's primary 

concern was for international peace. He vigorously 

opposed "the crazy, old, barbaric idea of going to war on 

slight pretext, even though that pretext may be clothed 

in the stolen habiliments of national honor."13 Kent 

refused to consider either the Democratic position of solid 

support for the President or the Republican issue of 

protection of American citizens. 
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The arguments in the House of Representatives were 

repeated in the Senate. Here, however, the Republican 

attack lvas stronger. The Senate Foreign Relations Committee 

submitted a resolution similar to that which was passed by 

the House of Representatives. The Senate resolution, how

ever, omitted the name of General Huerta. Also, it added a 

further statement that " •• the United States disclaims 

any hostility to the Mexican people or any purpose to make 

war upon Nexico."14 Senator Henry Cabot Lodge of 

Massachusetts submitted an amendment to this resolution. 

13Ibid., Rep. Kent, 6946. 
14 Ibid., April 21, 1914, Senate Foreign Relations 

Committee resolution, 6964. 
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Because of its importance in the Senate debate, the Lodge 

amendment is quoted below in full. In lieu of the preamble 

reported by the committee, Lodge proposed the following: 

That the state of unrestrained violence and 
anarchy which exists in Hexico, the numerous 
unchecked and unpunished murders of American 
citizens and the spoliation of their property 
in that country, the impossibility of sectiring 
protection or redress by diplomatic methods in 
the absence of lawful or effective authority, 
the inability of ~texico to discharge its 
international obligations, the unprovoked 
insults and indignities inflicted upon the 
flag and the uniform of the United States by 
the armed forces in occupation of large parts 
of Mexico have become intolerable. 
That the self-respect and dignity of the 
United States and the duty to protect its 
citizens and its international rights require 
that such a course be followed in Mexico by 
our Government as to compel respect and 
observance of its rights.lS 

Clearly Senator Lodge hoped that the Vera Cruz 

intervention would be expanded into a military effort to 

restore order in Mexico and to protect Americans from 
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further injury. In defense of his amendment, Senator Lodge 

approved the omission of the name of General Huerta in the 

Senate resolution. This, he said, avoided the approval of 

United States support for "one murderer and cutthroat in 

preference to another murderer and cutthroat." Lodge said 

that he had suggested the amendment to the Senate resolution 

15 rbid. , Lodge amendment to the Senate resolution, 
6964. 
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because he wanted to "strip the transaction of any personal 

character whatever.'' United States intervention in Mexico 

must be "for the protection of American citizens" and "to 

bring back peace and order to that distracted country •••. "16 

Senator Elihu Root of New York supported the Lodge 

amendment to the Senate resolution. Like Lodge, he believed 

that the United States must intervene in Mexico to restore 

order and protect American citizens. In his defense of the 

Lodge amendment, Root stated that the Tampico Incident did 

not provide sufficient provocation to justify the landing 

of Marines in Vera Cruz. However, Root went on to say that 

the United States should intervene to preserve "the power 

of the United States to protect its citizens. " If 

the Lodge amendment were rejected, the Senate would have 

omitted "the real object which forms the only justification 

for action."l7 Elihu Root retained his conviction of the 

responsibility of President Wilson to protect foreigners in 

Mexico. On February 15, 1916, in an address as temporary 

chairman of the New York Republican Convention, Root said 

that "we have been brought to our present pass of confusion 

and humiliation over Mexico" because the United States 

"intervened by force to control the internal affairs of that 

l6Ibid., Sen. Lodge, 6966. 

17Root, Addresses on International Subjects, 
pp. 332-34. 
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country instead of asserting and maintaining American 

rights. nl8 

Senator Porter James McCumber of North Dakota also 

supported the Lodge amendment to the Senate resolution. 

McCumber asserted that it was the duty of the United States 

to protect not only Americans in Mexico but other foreigners 

as well. Like Lodge and Root, McCumber thought that the 

Tampico Incident provided insufficient grounds for the Vera 

Cruz landing. However, the United States was justified ip 

taking any action necessary to end the danger to American 

lives and property. "I do not lvant to vote to justify war 

and intervention because of an affront to the uniform," he 

said, "while I overlook the brutal murder of our citizens."l9 

Senator Bradley stated that he favored "sending the fleet to 

resent an insult" as \V"ell as to "shelter citizens of America 

from rapine and slaughter and robbery." Since the American 

flag had gone to Mexico, "I for one hope to see it stay 

there until protection is enforced for American citizens."20 

The Democratic senators replied with arguments 

slightly different from those raised by Democrats in the 

House of Representatives. Senator James A. Reed of Missouri 

18Root, Addresses on International Subjects, p. 433. 

19congressional Record, April 21, 1914, Sen. 
McCumber, 6975-77. 

20Ibid., Sen. Bradley, 6972. 



insisted that "we are standing upon national honor, upon 

national dignity, upon our rights as a free people. II 

The affronts of General Huerta to the United States govern

ment must be avenged speedily. Reed also stated that if 

President Wilson did not compel Huerta to recognize the 

dignity of the United States, "all American property and 

the life and liberty of every American citizen who is in 

'Mexico" would be in jeopardy. Reed was shifting the blame 

for the injury to American citizens in Mexico to President 

Huerta. According to Reed, it was Huerta's disrespect 

for the United States that endangered fue lives of American 

citizens in Mexico.Zl 

Senator Benjamin F. Shively of Indiana also 

employed this rather devious reasoning in his argument 

against the Lodge amendment. Shively said that to "require 

prompt reparation" for the insult in Tampico "is to take 

bond for larger security in the future to the lives of 

American citizens" in ~texico. In his statement Shively 

was professing to believe that General Huerta was responsi

ble for the injuries to Americans in Mexico. This theory 

has previously been shown to be groundless. Shively also 

said that intervention on the basis of the Lodge amendment 

would lead to ,.,ar with Mexico against "the whole Mexican 

21Ibid., Sen. Reed, 6988. 
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people.'' Shively preferred the House resolution which 

stated that the United States opposed only the Huerta 

administration.22 

Senator John S. Williams of Mississippi protested 

that intervention based on the Lodge amendment would lead 

to war with Mexico and, eventually, annexation of that 
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country. Williams strenuously objected to American assimila

tion of Mexico. As he said, "I do not want 10,000,000 of 

'greasers,' more or less, incorporated in the American 

Republic either as a subject population or as coequal citi

zens with me. We have race problems enough now without 

that." 23 

A few senators attributed the crisis in United 

States diplomatic relations with Mexico to a conspiracy. 

Senator John M. C. Smith of Michigan, who claimed to have 

special knowledge about the origins of the Mexican Revolu

tion, introduced the conspiracy theory. According to Smith, 

the same men who engineered the revolution which brought 

Francisco Madero to the presidency of Mexico in 1910 were 

now organizing "the Carranza and Villa movement." Smith 
.... 

named the Standard Oil Company, the Agila Oil Company, and 

the Waters, Pierce Oil Company as competitors for power in 

Mexican politics. The conspirators behind the Carranza and 

22 Ibid., Sen. Shively, 6967-69. 

23 Ibid., Sen. Williams, 6970. 
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Villa movement, who received aid and support from the head 

oil companies, included "felix Sommerfield, the head of the 

secret-service corps," who worked in conjunction loJith 

"Consul Llorente along the Mexican border"; Hrs. Francisco 
/ 

Madero; "the Hadero brothers"; and Manuel Perez Romero, 

"broker of Mrs. Madero, Washington representative of the 

rebels, [and] their minister of finance."24 

The oil conspiracy theme was taken up by Senator 

Charles S. Thomas of Colorado. The origins of "the 

prospective Mexican War" ,.,ere to be found in "the cupidity 

of Americans and Englishmen in a battle royal bet\veen those 

who had and those who would control the oil resources of 

l-iexico." The Standard Oil Company and Lord Cowdray were 

directly responsible for the political chaos in Mexico. As 

Thomas said, 

Every dollar of property destroyed, every life 
that so far has been taken, whether of Mexican 
or of foreigner, every woman who has . been 
ravished, every outrage that has been committed, 
may be directly traced to that conspiracy for 
the control of the natural resources of Mexico. 
It is equally true that all the treasure that 
shall be expended, all the blood that may be 
shed, all the lives which may be lost in our 
efforts for the tranquility of Mexico should 
be traced directly back to that sinister 
source.25 

It is difficult to determine how much of this 

conspiracy theory was actually true. Undoubtedly President 

24Ibid., Sen. Smith, 6979-81. 

2Srbid., Sen. Thomas, 6984. 
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Wilson feared that the large foreign-owned oil companies in 

Mexico wielded an inordinate amount of power in Mexico's 

internal affairs and foreign relations. The testimony by 

Senators Smith and Thomas sho\'lS that he was not alone in 

this belief. 

Senator Henry F. Lippitt of Rhode Island took this 
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opportunity to protest the lack of confidence which President 

Wilson showed in Congress. The President, he said, did not 

consult Congress about matters of Latin American policy, nor 

did he furnish Congress with information about the conditions 

existing in ?·fexico. Instead Wilson "surrounded all [his] 

actions with an extraordinary secrecy.'' Therefore, Congress 

was forced to rely upon newspapers for information on the 

recent events in Nexico. "It seems to me," Lippitt said, 

"that there should be full information and copies of all 

correspondence laid before this body before this matter is 

voted upon." Lippitt had hoped that President Wilson would 

have accompanied his address to Congress of the previous day 

l'li th "the documents and correspondence that had taken place 

in regard to this very important matter." Instead, Congress 

was "left with no official information of any kind." This 

failure of the President to supply Congress with vital infer-

mation was particularly disillusioning since Wilson "carne 

into office pledged to take the American people into [his] 

' l 
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confidence to an extraordinary degree.'' 26 Lippitt was, in 

effect, accusing President Wilson of handling Mexican

American relations single-handedly, without seeking advice or 

direction. It has already been noted that President Wilson 

decided upon the basic direction of his Mexican policy, as 

well as specific implementing measures, with little help 

from the Cabinet or the Department of State.27 According to 

Lippitt, Wilson also excluded the assistance of Congress. 

The House of Representatives and the Senate each 

voted on the proposed resolutions of support for President 

Wilson's actions in retaliation for the alleged affronts of 

General Huerta against the United States. The House passed 

the resolution proposed by its Committee on Foreign Affairs 

on April 20,1914, the same day that Wilson addressed the 

joint session of Congress. The Senate, however, did not 

vote until April 22. This was due primarily to the efforts 

of Senator Lodge to delay the vote by introducing his 

amendment. While this amendment did not deny support for 

the Vera Cruz landing, it substantially altered the motives 

for United States intervention in Mexican affairs. The 

Republican argument against President Wilson's Mexican 

policy was embodied in the Lodge amendment. This 

resolution, however, was defeated. The Foreign Relations 

26Ibid., Sen. Lippitt, 6969. 

27see Chapter I, pp. 20, 21. 



Committee resolution, which differed slightly in wording 

from the house version, was passed instead. }[eanwhile, the 

warships sent by the President to Vera Cruz had landed at 

the seaport, taken over the customshouse, and blockaded 

the harbor. 28 

The fact that the two Congressional resolutions 

passed without difficulty makes it clear that at this point 

President Wilson had substantial support from Congress for 

his Mexican policy. His main opposition in the United 

States came from Republican Congressmen and companies with 

holdings in Mexico. They objected primarily to his lack 

of attention to the protection of American citizens and 

business investments in 'Mexico. Wilson was also accused of 

singling out one "cutthroat and murderer" for condemnation 

while supporting another "cutthroat and murderer." This 
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was a direct reference to President Wilson's increasing sup-

port for the Constitutionalist leader Venustiano Carranza. 

The occupation of the port of Vera Cruz, however, 

greatly displeased Carranza and his followers. President 

Wilson hadn't realized that his struggle against Victoriano 

Huerta would alienate the very Mexican people whose welfare 

he had sought to promote. Much to Wilson's surprise, another 

major source of opposition to his Mexican policy came from 

28Baker, Woodrol<~ Wilson, Life and Letters, IV, 
pp. 325-28. 



the Mexican people themselves and from Venustiano Carranza 

in particular. 
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CHAPTER V 

THE MEXICA.~ RESPONSE 

President Wilson's Mexican policy was criticized by 

some of the most influential people in the United States. 

This criticism arose over the issue of the protection of 

American lives and property interests in Mexico. The fact 

that Wilson remained constant in his purposes despite 

intense pressure to alter his course indicates the sincerity 

of his belief in the righteousness of his policy. Had he 

resorted to war with Mexico for the restoration of order 

and the redress of grievances, he would no doubt have 

received substantial popular support. Wilson must also have 

realized that extensive military intervention in Mexico 

could speed the process of deposing Huerta. Wilson's 

forbearance in the face of this temptation shows how 

repugnant the idea of war was to him. 

On the other hand, the Mexican policy which President 

Wilson embraced was unrealistic in the context of the times 

and ultimately unsuccessful. Wilson made his objectives 

clear in the first major statement of his Mexican policy on 

March 11, 1913: President Huerta must be forced to resign 

the presidency; a freely elected government based upon a 
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liberal constitution must be established in Mexico; and 

foreign investors must be prevented from wielding influence 

in Mexico's internal affairs and foreign relations. Wilson 

attempted to achieve these goals by various means. He 
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refused to extend diplomatic recognition to Huerta's adminis-

tration and he sought to persuade the European leaders to do 

the same. He lifted the arms embargo enabling Huerta's 

rivals, the Constitutionalists, to receive arms and ammuni-

tion, while Wilson's refusal to sanction American loans to 

Huerta seriously hampered the Mexican federal government's 

ability to defend itself. Finally, the occupation of Vera 

.Cruz was a source of embarrassment to the Huerta administra-

tion, as it could not repulse the invasion. The combined 

effect of these measures, along with the continued internal 

chaos in Mexico itself, culminated in the accomplishment of 

the first of Wilson's policy objectives. On July 15, 1914, 

Victoriano Huerta resigned his position as President of 

Mexico. 

This resignation was the only goal Wilson achieved. 

His other aspirations for Mexico completely miscarried. 

Mexico did not, as a result of Huerta's resignation, trans-

form itself into a democratic nation governed_ by freely 

elected officials in accordance with a liberal constitution. 

Virtual political chaos continued in Mexico, with rivalry 

endemic among the various Constitutionalist leaders. 
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Moreover, much of the goodwill created by the efforts of 

the Theodore Robsevelt administration to promote Pan 

Americanism was turned into fear of United States motives 
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in Mexico. Finally, the economic imperialists whom Wilson 

feared and disdained were relatively unharmed in this period. 

Although many American citizens were killed in Mexico and 

much foreign property was destroyed or confiscated, the _ 

larger companies managed t? continue to function and to 

reap profits. Wilson had no real power to upset the economic 

order in Mexico. Nor could he prevent those with large 

property holdings in Mexico from interfering with Mexican 

- affairs. 

One of the most unrealistic aspects of Wilson's 

policy was his belief that the Mexican people would welcome 

his efforts to unseat Huerta and to set up a constitutional 

government in his place. Wilson believed that he was 

struggling against the Huerta administration alone and not 

against the Mexican people. He genuinely expected the 

Mexican people to understand this. Even after he had made 

the decision to order the occupation of the port of Vera 

Cruz, Wilson still clung to the belief that he was working 

for the welfare of the Mexican people. In his address to 

Congress on April 20, 1914, in which he appealed for support 

for his decision to land troops in Vera Cruz, Wilson stated 

that the United States could "in no circumstances be forced 
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into war with the people of Mexico.'' If armed conflict should 

ensue as a result of the Vera Cruz intervention, the United 

States l'lould "be fighting only Gen. Huerta and those lvho 

adhere to him and give him their support. • •• " 1 In a 

conference with newspaper correspondents held that same day, 

Wilson reiterated that the United States would "in no 

conceivable circumstances" fight the "people of Mexico." 

He explained the motive behind the Vera Cruz landing as "only 

an issue between this government and a person calling him

self the provisional President of 1·1exico ••.• " 2 

Wilson was anxious to reassure the Constitutionalist 

·leader Venustiano Carranza that he intended no harm to the 

Mexican people. On April 22, American Consul G. C. 

Carothers in Ciudad Juarez, sent a telegram to Carranza 

containing a message from Secretary of State Bryan. 

According to the telegram, \'lilson had taken "special care" 

always to distinguish between General Huerta and the Mexican 

people, "having reaffirmed his friendship to the Mexican 

people and his earnest desire that the same people succeed 

in establishing a constitutional government." The occupa-

tion of Vera Cruz had "become necessary" because Huerta had 

1congressional Record, April 20, 1914, Woodrow 
Wilson's address before the joint session of Congress, 6909. 

2Baker, Woodrow Wilson, Life and Letters, IV, 
p. 3 24. 



refused to "make the due reparations" for the Tampico 

Incident. Wilson hoped that the Constitutionalists would 

not "misunderstand the President's views or misconstrue 

his acts." 3 The following day Wilson issued a statement 

expressing ''with the greatest earnestness the desire and 

intention of this government to respect in every possible 

way the sovereignty and independence of the people of 

Mexico."4 

President Wilson was able to distinguish between 

his desire to defeat Huerta and his wish to benefit the 
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Mexican people because of the nature of his struggle against 

·Huerta. Wilson did not merely disapprove of Huerta's 

political ambitions. The American President's private 

letters reveal that he felt strong personal animosity for 

Huerta. Throughout his career Wilson was engaged in personal 

struggles with powerful figures. His dispute with Senator 

Henry Cabot Lodge over the Versailles Treaty was the 

ultimate manifestation of this tendency.S As with Lodge, 

the contest with Huerta involved more than an ideological and 

political battle with a rival. At stake were Wilson's pride 

3~.fexica'n Foreign Office, Diplomatic Dealings of the 
Constitutionalist Revolution of Mexico (Mexico City: 
Imprenta Nacional, S.A., 1919), p. 85. 

4Baker, Woodrow Wilson, Life and Letters, IV, p. 331. 

5rbid., p. 311-12. 



and all of the ideals he had cherished since childhood. It 

was a highly emotional fight to the finish. Unlike the 

struggle with Lodge, the contest with Huerta could end only 

with victory for Wilson. 
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As early as August 3, 1913, Wilson referred to 

Huerta in a personal letter as "that murderous Castro [lvho] 

is to be choked off and kept in cold storage."6 In a letter 

to Mary A. Hulbert on February 1 , 1914, \'lilson cynically 

claimed to have a "sneaking admiration" for Huerta's 

determination because "it makes the task of smoking him out 

so much the more interesting." Wilson believed that Huerta 

·hated him "venemously." "His insults do not disturb me in 

the least," Wilson claimed. "They are only an evidence of 

how things are going with him. . • II Wilson boasted of 

"how successfully I have made myself his insuperable 

stumbling block."7 These statements are outstanding 

revelations of a personal nature. Wilson's assessments of 

Huerta's feelings for him are a strong indication of the 

nature of Wilson's Olffi emotional orientation. Wilson 

further revealed the nature of his relations with Huerta in 

another letter to Mrs. Hulbert, dated August 24, 1913: 

Our friend Huerta is a diverting brute! He is 
always so perfectly in character: so false, 
so full of bravado (the bravado of ignorance, 

6Ibid., p. 264. 7Ibid., p. 305. 
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chiefly), and yet so courageous, too, and 
determined,--such a mixture of weak and strong, 
of ridiculous and respectable. One moment you 
long for his blood, out of mere justice for 
what he has done, and the next you find your
self entertaining a sneaking admiration for 
his nerve.8 

Wilson knew that he could afford to flaunt an attitude of 

smug superiority toward Huerta. The rviexican president was 

sufficiently strong and resourceful to add tension to the 

struggle and to qualify as a worthy opponent. Yet Wilson 

was convinced of his ability to conquer his adversary. 

Wilson's relation to Huerta was similar to that of a cat 

with a larg~ and clever mouse. 

Wilson counted on Venustiano Carranza to carry out 

his own goal of establishing constitutional government in 

Mexico after Wilson had won his contest with Huerta. 
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Carranza was the leader about whom most of the Constitution-

alists rallied, and he was Wilson's choice to succeed Huerta 

as President of Nexico. In a letter to Senator HcCumber on 

January 29, 1913, Wilson disclosed his belief that "the 

Constitutionalists are coming to a true realization of their 

public international responsibility as their cause moves 

forward •••• " In the future they would "attempt to act, 

as far as the circwnstances of civil ,.,.ar permit, in the 

8Jbid., p. 273. 



spirit of modern regulations."9 The lifting of the arms 

embargo on February 3, 1914 was a direct source of aid for 

the Constitutionalists. Wilson's message to Carranza via 

Consul Carothers, previously cited, on April 22, 1914, 

expressed the hope that Carranza l'muld perceive the al tru

istic basis for the President's recent actions. 

90 

Carranza, however, refused to become incorporated 

into President Wilson's plan for the regeneration of Mexico. 

He was particularly incensed over the American military 

occupation of Vera Cruz. Carranza answered the message 

from Secretary of State Bryan ort the same day that he 

received it, April 22, 1914. ' In a telegram to Consul 

Carothers which was intended for conveyance to Washington, 

D. C., Carranza claimed that the American government had no 

right to punish Huerta. The Mexican president was "a trans

gressor who falls directly under the jurisdiction of the 

Constitutionalist Government." The "unlawful acts" 

committed by Huerta and his follo\vers, whether of an inter

national or a domestic character, ""!ill be judged and 

sentenced with all energy and in a short time by the Courts 

of the Constitutionalist Government." Carranza was already 

anticipating the time when he would occupy Huerta's position. 

He lodged his most vigorous protest against "the invasion of 

9~.' p. 304. 



our territory" and "the permanence of Your Excellency's 

forces in the port of Vera Cruz." Carranza warned that 

"the violation of the rights constituting our existence as 

a sovereign State, free and independent 11 would lead the 

Mexican nation to "an unequal but dignified war, which thus 

far \Ve wish to avoid."lO Thus President Wilson's eager 

protestations of friendship and aid were rebuffed with 

threats of war. 

Carranza continued inflexibly in his protest of the 

occupation of Vera Cruz. In a letter to United States 

Consul Harion Letcher in Chihuahua, Carranza transmitted 

another message to "His Excellency President Wilson." 

Although the President had intended only to vindicate 

Huerta's "repeated affronts" which had "wounded the dignity 

of the American people," still "the acts carried out in 
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Veracruz [sic] notoriously infringe the fundamental 

principles" of the Common Law. Carranza expressed his 

position on the Vera Cruz intervention as "appreciating the 

intention and protesting against the deed at the same time." 

He further reminded Wilson that "a political party fails to 

perform its patriotic duties" if it receives the aid of 

"a foreign invasion" in its struggle for preeminence. 

His main point, however, was that the United States could 

10Mexican Foreign Office, Dinlomatic Dealings, 
pp. 86-87. + 



not claim to benefit the Mexican people by invading their 

territory. As Carranza said, "Since the sovereignty is 

indivisable, we do not admit that the measures taken tl1us 

far are only against Victoriano Huerta."11 
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Other ~~xican citizens shared Carranza's indignation 

at the aggressive action taken by the American government. 

General Candido Aguilar, Governor of Vera Cruz, received a 

letter from the citizens of Vera Cruz containing many 

signatures. The letter objected to the presence of American 

troops in the city and demanded that the seizure end 

immediately. Only by removing the troops would President 

Wilson "show that he did not act against all reason and 

justice, by sheer force. " The people of Vera Cruz 

claimed that they were "the most directly affected by the 

stay of foreign troops on our soil." They would never 

consent to ''the humiliating situation in which the deter-

mination of the American ruler has placed us .. " 
Neither the people of Vera Cruz nor the Mexican people in 

general "are responsible for acts performed with the 

acquiescence" of Huerta. Yet it was precisely the people 

of Vera Cruz who were being subjected to the indignity of 

military occupation.12 The letter concluded with an 

11 rbid., pp. 88-90. 

12 .!..!?ii. , pp . 118 -19 • 



expression of disillusionment: 

The President of the American Union, despite the 
serious wrong inflicted on all of us, publicly 
declared not long ago that he felt a lively 
interest for the prosperity of the Mexican people. 
This people listened to his speech, but always 
having in mind that the invasion of part of our 
territory by the United States forces without 
any reason is in opposition to the friendly 
expressions of concord made by the American 
President.l3 

Governor M. Aguirre Berlanga of Jalisco added his 

complaint to the increasing furor of the ~1exican people 

over the occupation of Vera Cruz. On August 20, 1914, he 

\·!rote that "it is a natural feeling of the Hexican people 

not to be willing to allow any foreign nations to meddle 

in our domestic affairs." The ~Iexican people believed 

''that we have the legitimate right to reject any foreign 

meddling."l4 

Thus the action taken by President Wilson to force 

the resignation of Victoriano Huerta was criticized by the 

very people whose welfare he had sought to prowote. 

Carranza and his Constitutionalist followers did not 
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appreciate the aid given to their cause by Wilson. On the 

contrary, they accused President Wilson of violating Mexican 

sovereignty and meddling in its internal affairs. The people 

13 Ibid., p. 120. 

14Ibid., p. 69. 
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of Vera Cruz in particular resented the inconvenience and the 

indignity of foreign occupation. This was added to the 

opposition which Wilson's policy incurred in the United 

States for reasons already explored. 

The American troops remained in Vera Cruz until 

November, 1914 , administering the customs duties and awaiting 

further orders from President Wilson. Although the first 

object of Wilson's Mexican policy was effected when Huerta 

resigned his office in July of that year and fled the 

country, still the Mexican political situation did not 

resolve itself in the manner in which Wilson had hoped it 

would. He left the troops in Vera Cruz, uncertain as to 

how to implement the remainder of his policy without 

resorting to war. By November, 1914, Carranza had still not 

managed to emerge as the undisputed national leader, capable 

of setting up constitutional government in Mexico. Disil-

lusioned, and realizing that the American troops were not 

furthering his plans, Wilson ordered the withdrawal of the 

occupation force. 15 Thus ended the series of events set in 

motion by the first Mexican policy announcement made by 

President Wilson on March 11, 1913. 

15The Vera Cruz occupation during April through 
November, 1914, is covered in detail in Robert E. Quirk, 
An Affair of Honor: Woodrow Wilson and the Occu ation of 

eracruz Lex1ngton, Ky. : n1.vers1 ty o entuc y Press, 
1962). 
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l 
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President Wilson's course regarding United States

~~xican relations during the administration of Victoriano 

Huerta was not an easy one. There were conflicting demands 

and pressures put upon him by both Americans and Europeans. 

The Latin American policy pursued by the two previous 
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American administrations violated in part his o'm convictions 

of the responsibility of the United States to the developing 

nations of the Western Hemisphere. No matter which policy 

he had decided upon, Wilson would have been subjected to 

intense criticism. The affairs of Mexico were too closely 

related to those of the United States for the situation to 

have admitted of a simple solution. 

This does not entirely excuse President Wilson. He 

could not, it is true, hope to satisfy all of the demands 

put upon him. Yet the fact that he announced a firm Y..Iexican 

policy only one week after his inauguration, before he could 

possibly have given adequate consideration to the matter, 

seriously hampered his ability to adjust his policy to the 

realities of the Mexican situation. Consequently, Wilson's 

policy objectives were impossible to accomplish. He insisted 

that J\fexico adopt a democratic political system of govern

ment without observing whether or not such a system was 

practical, possible, or popularly desired. Horeover, he 

failed to predict accurately the reaction of the Mexican 

people to his paternal policy. His decision to transform 

' : f 



Mexico into a democratic nation was made outside the 

context of Mexican social and political conditions. 

Because of this basic fact, he failed. Wilson's commitment 

to free Mexico from economic imperialism was equally 

unrealistic and unattainable. If Wilson actually believed 

that he could himself end the economic exploitation of 

Mexico and frustrate the meddling of investors in Mexico's 

affairs, he was greatly overestimating his own powers. 
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He failed here also. Wilson's crusade against foreign 

investors in Mexico also resulted in a lax effort to protect 

American citizens and property in Mexico. The objectives 

for Mexico which Wilson espoused immediately after his 

inauguration were doomed to fail, partly because of the 

political and social turmoil in Mexico during those 

revolutionary years, but primarily because Wilson's policies 

were unrealistic and beyond his powers to accomplish. 
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