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ABSTRACT

This dissertation examines U.S. views of Mexico from the end of the U.S.-Mexico
War in 1848, to the end of the first phase of the Mexican Revolution in May 1911.
During this period numerous Americans saw Mexico as a laboratory to test their ability to
transform a country seemingly in need of guidance. Americans, however, struggled to
define the role of the United States: whether it was solely to be a model for other nations
to follow, or whether Americans should be actively involved in this process. In the years
after the U.S. Civil War, a diverse group of Americans, especially missionaries, investors,
and working-class activists, saw Mexico as a nation in need of change and sought to
affect its transformation through the means of informal imperialism. Yet they vigorously
disagreed whether this transformation should occur in religious, political, economic or
social terms. Despite these differences, they all believed that Mexico could be reshaped
in the image of the United States. Their views thus provided a powerful counter-
narrative to persistent U.S. images of the Mexican people as irredeemable because of

allegedly inherent inferiorities based on race, religion or culture.

The dissertation also examines the role of Mexican actors in attracting, resisting
and altering U.S. informal imperialism. These Mexican actors included government
officials who petitioned for U.S. assistance during the French Intervention (1862-67) and
the Porfiriato (1876-1911); dissident Catholic priests who requested aid for the fledgling
Protestant movement in Mexico; and Mexican liberal exiles from the repressive Diaz

regime, who sought U.S. support in bringing a democratic government to Mexico.
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More generally this dissertation challenges scholarly assessments of the United
States as an isolationist nation during the mid-to-late nineteenth century, before the
embrace of formal empire after the War of 1898. Though different groups of Americans
would come to divergent conclusions about the foreign policy of the United States, a
close analysis of U.S. efforts to reshape Mexico reveals an outward-looking and
internationalist public that took seriously its self-image as a nation destined to transform

the world.
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ABSTRACT

This dissertation examines U.S. views of Mexico from the end of the U.S.-Mexico
War in 1848, to the end of the first phase of the Mexican Revolution in May 1911.
During this period numerous Americans saw Mexico as a laboratory to test their ability to
transform a country seemingly in need of guidance. Americans, however, struggled to
define the role of the United States: whether it was solely to be a model for other nations
to follow, or whether Americans should be actively involved in this process. In the years
after the U.S. Civil War, a diverse group of Americans, especially missionaries, investors,
and working-class activists, saw Mexico as a nation in need of change and sought to
affect its transformation through the means of informal imperialism. Yet they vigorously
disagreed whether this transformation should occur in religious, political, economic or
social terms. Despite these differences, they all believed that Mexico could be reshaped
in the image of the United States. Their views thus provided a powerful counter-
narrative to persistent U.S. images of the Mexican people as irredeemable because of
allegedly inherent inferiorities based on race, religion or culture.

The dissertation also examines the role of Mexican actors in attracting, resisting
and altering U.S. informal imperialism. These Mexican actors included government
officials who petitioned for U.S. assistance during the French Intervention (1862-67) and
the Porfiriato (1876-1911); dissident Catholic priests who requested aid for the fledgling
Protestant movement in Mexico; and Mexican liberal exiles from the repressive Diaz
regime, who sought U.S. support in bringing a democratic government to Mexico.

More generally this dissertation challenges scholarly assessments of the United

States as an isolationist nation during the mid-to-late nineteenth century, before the
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embrace of formal empire after the War of 1898. Though different groups of Americans
would come to divergent conclusions about the foreign policy of the United States, a
close analysis of U.S. efforts to reshape Mexico reveals an outward-looking and

internationalist public that took seriously its self-image as a nation destined to transform

the world.
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INTRODUCTION

This dissertation examines U.S. responses to and views of Mexico from the end of
the U.S.-Mexico War in 1848 to the fall of the Porfirio Diaz dictatorship in May 1911
during the Mexican Revolution. My research is driven by two overarching themes- U.S.
changing perceptions of Mexico, based on U.S. analysis of religious, cultural, and racial
images of the Mexican people; and U.S. actions to fulfill its self-imposed mission to
Mexico. Throughout this work | argue that these themes were related and mutually
reinforcing, since understanding U.S. perceptions is key to understanding what
Americans thought needed to be changed, how they went about changing it, and how they
perceived their successes and failures in achieving their mission to Mexico.*

Drawing on a diverse range of U.S. primary sources ranging from newspapers and
magazines to government documents, travel journals, and popular books, I argue that
various groups of Americans saw Mexico as a laboratory to test their ability to transform
a country seemingly in need of guidance. While some Americans considered U.S.
republicanism to be unique and nontransferable, many more believed that the United
States had a mission to transform the world in its image. However during the mid-to-late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries Americans were deeply divided on religious,

cultural, political, economic and diplomatic issues. Since Americans did not agree on

! Throughout this dissertation I use the term “American” to describe the United
States or U.S. citizens though | recognize that there is some disagreement over the use of
this term to signify only those from the United States, as opposed to all the inhabitants of
the Americas.
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what the United States was, or should become, they differed on how a reshaped Mexico
in the U.S. image would appear.

This dissertation challenges scholarly assessments of the United States as an
isolationist nation during the mid-to-late nineteenth century, before the embrace of formal
empire after the War of 1898. Though different groups of Americans would come to
divergent conclusions about the foreign policy of the United States, a close analysis of
U.S. efforts to reshape Mexico reveals an outward-looking and internationalist public that
took seriously its self-image as a nation destined to transform the world.

During the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, Americans struggled to
define the role of the United States in the wider world, whether it was solely to be an
example for other nations to follow, or whether Americans should be actively involved in
this process. Historian Edward P. Crapol has argued that “coming to terms” with
American empire and U.S. imperial history is the key to understanding the U.S. role in
the world from the end of the Civil War to the end of the nineteenth century even before
the advent of formal empire after 1898.2 A focus beyond official agents of the state, and
state actions in the form of wars, military alliances, and territorial expansion, and by
looking at private nonstate actors, reveals a wider engagement with the outside world in

the cultural, economic and social spheres.® In the years after the U.S. Civil War, a diverse

2 Edward P. Crapol, “Coming to Terms with Empire: The Historiography of Late
Nineteenth-Century American Foreign Relations,” Paths to Power: The Historiography
of American Foreign Relations to 1941, ed. Michael J. Hogan (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2000), 95.

¥ Michael J. Hogan, “The ‘Next Big Thing’: The Future of Diplomatic History in
a Global Age,” Diplomatic History 28:1 (January 2004): 1-21; Thomas Alan Schwartz,
“Explaining the Cultural Turn-or Detour?” Diplomatic History 31:1 (January 2007): 143-
147; Robert Griffith, “The Cultural Turn in Cold War Studies,” Reviews in American
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group of Americans, especially missionaries, investors, and working-class activists, saw
Mexico as a nation in need of change and sought to affect a transformation through the
means of what has been described as informal imperialism, or informal empire.*
Building on the work of historians of U.S. economic, diplomatic and cultural
foreign relations, | define “informal empire,” and “informal imperialism” as a situation
where a stronger nation, in this case the United States, “imposes” or seeks to impose

control over a weaker nation or group of people.® This control could be compelled either

History 29:1 (2001): 150-157. While there remain several definitions of the term
“culture,” Michael J. Hogan and Thomas J. Patterson, writing about the intersection
between diplomatic history and culture, has described it as a “system of symbols and
meanings, including language, emotions, values, and myths that are embedded in
everyday life.” Historians of U.S. in world affairs have often used culture to analyze
power by looking at how U.S. officials have used language and symbols in an attempt to
build consensus throughout the various stages of U.S. foreign policy. Practitioners of the
new cultural-based diplomatic history have focused on how race, gender, sexuality,
religion, family, and ideology shape the worldview of American policymakers and the
decisions that they make.

% For discussions of the U.S. informal empire in Mexico and Latin America
during this period see John Mason Hart, Empire and Revolution: The Americans in
Mexico since the Civil War (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press,
2002); Alan Knight, “U.S. Imperialism/Hegemony and Latin American Resistance,”
Empire and Dissent: The United States and Latin America ed. Fred Rosen (Durham, NC
and London: Duke University Press, 2008), 24-52; Mark T. Gilderhus, “Forming an
Informal Empire without Colonies: U.S.-Latin American Relations,” Latin American
Research Review 40:3 (October 2005): 312-325; Matthew E.S. Butler, “Railroads,
Commodities, and Informal Empire in Latin American History,” Latin American Politics
& Society 53:1 (Spring 2011): 157-168.

® Joseph A. Fry, “Imperialism, American Style, 1890-1916,” American Foreign
Relations Reconsidered. 1890-1993 ed. Gordon Martel (New York and London:
Routledge, 1994), 53; Joseph A. Fry, “In Search of an Orderly World,” Modern American
Diplomacy edited John M. Carroll and George C. Herring (Wilmington, DE: Scholarly
Resources, 1996), 2; Joseph A. Fry, “Phases of Empire: Late Nineteenth-Century U.S.
Foreign Relations,” The Gilded Age: Essays on the Origins of Modern America ed.
Charles W. Calhoun (Wilmington, DE: Scholarly Resources, 1996), 262. For a
historiographical discussion of informal empire see Paul A. Kramer, “Power and
Connection: Imperial Histories of the United States and the World,” The American
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“directly or indirectly, partially or completely, by means that can range from the outright
use of force through intimidation, dependency, inducement, and even inspiration.”®
Informal imperialism is distinguished from formal empire in that it is not based upon
formal political control in the form of colonies.

While the United States did intervene militarily in Mexico during the 1846-1848
war and in 1914 and 1916-1917 during the Mexican Revolution and threatened force on
other occasions, U.S. policymakers more often sought to use cooperative diplomacy,
trade linkages and other enticements to accomplish its goals of providing for U.S.
security and economic expansion in Mexico. Likewise U.S. private citizens such as
businessmen, missionaries and tourists either consciously or subconsciously used what

has been termed “soft-power,” which has been described as “an intrinsic influence

wielded wherever global and local cultures meet by agents that operate out of the purview

Historical Review 116: 5 (December 2011): especially 1374-1378. The theme of
informal empire was emphasized by the New Left, Wisconsin School historians in the
1960s, building on the arguments of William Appleman Williams. See William
Appleman Williams, The Tragedy of American Diplomacy (Cleveland; World Publishing
Co., 1959); Walter LaFeber, The New Empire: An Interpretation of American Expansion,
1860-1898 (Ithaca, NY: Cornel University Press, 1963); Lloyd C. Gardner, Economic
Aspects of New Deal Diplomacy (Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press, 1964);
Thomas J. Mc-Cormick, China Market: America’s Quest for Informal Empire, 1893—
1901 (Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1967); Marilyn Blatt Young, The Rhetoric of Empire:
American China Policy, 1895-1901 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1968).

% John Lewis Gaddis, We Know Know: Rethinking Cold War History (New York
and Oxford: Clarendon Press, and Oxford University Press, 1997), 27; John Lewis
Gaddis, Surprise, Security and the American Experience (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2004), 106. See also Mary Ann Heiss, “The Evolution of the Imperial
Idea and U.S. National Identity,” Diplomatic History 26:4 (Fall 2002): 513.
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»l

of the state.”" Historian Frank A. Ninkovich notes that “hard power” could “never

transform the world,” rather ideas about “cultural relations and cultural transformations
were foundational to how Americans conceived of their nation’s global role.”®
Americans vigorously disagreed whether a U.S.-molded transformation of Mexico
should occur in religious, political, economic or social terms, and what these changes
would entail. Ricardo D. Salvatore has noted that the U.S. informal empire in Latin
America was built on a “collection of diverse discourses, multiple mediators or agents

and various and, at times contradictory representations.”®

Building on Salvatore’s
observations, this dissertation notes that a diverse group of Americans, viewed Mexico
through “different eyes,” and therefore “textualized” the role of the United States in
diverse ways.™® Despite these differences, Americans agreed that Mexico needed to be
reshaped in an image of the United States. Their views thus provided a powerful counter-
narrative to persistent U.S. images of the Mexican people as irredeemable because of
allegedly inherent inferiorities based on race, religion or culture or a combination of
these.

While largely a U.S.-based project, the dissertation takes into account the

complexity of Mexican views of the United States and the role diverse groups of

’ Dennis Merrill, Negotiating Paradise: U.S. Tourism and Empire in Twentieth
Century Latin America (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 2009), 11-
12.

® Frank A. Ninkovich, Global Dawn: The Cultural Foundation of American
Internationalism (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2009), 4.

® Ricardo D. Salvatore, “The Enterprise of Knowledge: Representational
Machines of Informal Empire,” Close Encounters of Empire: Writing the History of U.S.-
Latin American Relations ed. Gilbert M. Joseph, Catherine C. LeGrand, and Ricardo D.
Salvatore (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1998), 70.

10 1pid,
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Mexicans played in attracting, resisting and altering U.S. informal imperialism in
Mexico. U.S. views of Mexico were frequently shaped by various Mexican actors who
sought to influence United States policy and perceptions. These Mexican actors included
diplomats and other government officials who petitioned for capital investment, and U.S.
military and financial aid; dissident Catholic priests, who requested aid for the fledgling
Protestant movement in Mexico; and Mexican liberal exiles from the repressive Diaz
regime, who sought U.S. support in bringing a democratic government to Mexico.* In
order to do so they often tried to coopt U.S. rhetoric, such as the United States as a
“model republic,” the Monroe Doctrine, and even Manifest Destiny to appeal to the
American self-image. These appeals, in the minds of Americans, helped to justify the
U.S. involvement in Mexico and allowed Americans to claim that their actions were
based on appeals for aid from the Mexican people giving their enterprises a sense of
legitimacy.

This reveals not only the often collaborative nature of U.S. imperialism in
Mexico, but a selective appreciation for Mexican opinion that was characteristic of the
American enterprise into Mexico. Since Americans focused on appeals from Mexican
actors supportive of their involvement, they tended to discount Mexican opposition to
their presence, and their actions in Mexico. Americans were often well aware of Mexican
opposition, such as Conservatives who opposed the incorporation of U.S. political and

economic models, Mexican Catholics who opposed the actions of Protestant missionaries

1 The PLM exiles who opposed the Diaz regime as well as U.S. domination of
the Mexican economy received a receptive hearing among labor and socialist groups, but
not by the much of the popular press, and were eventually arrested by the U.S.
government.
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in Mexico, popular sectors who opposed aspects of the U.S. “Americanizing” campaign,
as well Mexican nationalists who opposed U.S. domination of important sectors of the
Mexican economy. American commentators discounted dissenting Mexican voices,
which usually included the majority of the Mexican people, attributing their views to
irrationality, and a resistance to “progress” unlike the “enlightened” Mexicans who
supported their presence. Though not all Americans encountered Mexico with pure and
just motives, many sincerely believed that U.S. informal imperialism would bring
benefits to the people of Mexico and trusted that most Mexicans would one day
appreciate their efforts.*? Yet implicit in the ideology of what might be termed the U.S.
civilizing mission, was that Mexico was an inferior in need of transformation in the
image of the United States.

The U.S. Mission to Mexico

| argue that U.S. domestic considerations, such as ideology, culture, and race were
vital in determining the direction of U.S. perceptions of its mission to Mexico and the

Mexican people.™ Thomas W. Zeiler has stated that one significant framework in

12 Joseph A. Fry makes the point that many Americans were sincere in their belief
they could bring benefits as a result of imperialism. See “Imperialism, American Style,”
66.

3 For a discussion of the debate over internal versus external influence in the
history of U.S. foreign relations see Michael J. Hogan and Thomas G. Patterson,
“Introduction,” Explaining the History of American Foreign Relations, second edition
eds., Michael J. Hogan and Thomas G. Patterson (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2004), 7; Robert J. McMahon, “Toward a Pluralist Vision: The Study of American
Foreign Relations as International History and National History,” Explaining the History
of American Foreign Relations, second edition eds. Michael J. Hogan and Thomas G.
Patterson (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 45. In the larger
historiography of Diplomatic History this focus on the connections between U.S. foreign
policy and the domestic sphere were emphasized in the work of the revisionists, of whom
the most important was William Appleman Williams. See discussion in Michael J.
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diplomatic history has been a focus on mentalités, which are “ideas and ideology” that
have shaped the U.S. response to the world.”** Of particular interest to this project are
discourses concerning “American exceptionalism” and ideas of U.S. republicanism which
often played a key role in defining the U.S. mission to Mexico. Until the consolidation of
the Diaz regime in the mid-1880s, U.S. discussions of their mission to Mexico would be
intertwined with debates over the nature of republican government. Throughout this
entire period American analysis of Mexico would confront the subject of republicanism,
and corresponding ideas of the “fitness for self-government.”

Since the early days of U.S. history many Americans have focused on the belief
that the new country was chosen by God, for a special purpose.’® This idea, often called
“American exceptionalism” by historians, would lose some of its religious overtones as
time elapsed, but would remain important as a “governing mythology” or what has been

referred to as American “civil religion.”*® Americans believed that their nation was

Hogan, “State of the Art: An Introduction,” America and the World: The Historiography
of American Foreign Relations Since 1941 edited by Michael J. Hogan (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1995), 16-17.

% Thomas W. Zeiler, “The Diplomatic History Bandwagon: A State of the Field,”
The Journal of American History 95:4 (March 2009): 1056.

1> Conrad Cherry, “Introduction” God’s New Israel: Religious Interpretations of
American Destiny edited by Conrad Cherry (Chapel Hill: The University of North
Carolina Press, 1998), 19; See also Anders Stephanson, Manifest Destiny and the Empire
of Right (New York: Hill and Wang, 1995), 6-7; and Michael Adas, “From Settler
Colony to Global Hegemon: Integrating the Exceptionalist Narrative of the American
Experience into World History,” American Historical Review (December 2001): 1692.

1% Ibid., and Dorothy Ross, “Grand Narrative in American Historical Writing:
From Romance to Uncertainty,” American Historical Review (June 1995): 656 (the quote
is from Cherry). The concept of “American civil religion was originally discussed by
Robert Neely Bellah, “Civil Religion in America,” Journal of the Academy of the Arts
and Sciences 96:1 (Winter 1967): 1-21; see also Robert Neely Bellah, The Broken
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“uniquely favored by God and shaped for the political and moral redemption of the
world.”*" Dorothy Ross has explained that ideas of exceptionalism entered into popular
literary, religious and political discourse and was so “widely diffused that its premises
often went unstated and its conclusions were merely celebrated.”*®

While not always agreeing on the implications of this view, diverse groups of
Americans viewed their nation as a model for others to follow, as what has been

described as the “pilot society for the world.”*® Through this, the U.S. experience was

conceptualized as having a universality that if followed by other countries and peoples,

Covenant: American Civil Religion in Time of Trial (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1992). In recent years historians have carried on a vigorous debate over American
exceptionionalism as historiographical subject, usually revolving around discussions of
whether the United States was/is an exceptional nation in terms of being especially
exemplary and benevolent, or to what extent the United States is exceptional in terms of
unique as compared to other nations, particularly those of Western Europe. My focus is
on the historical ideology of exceptionalism, rather than the historiographical
controversy.

7 Nicholas Guyatt, Providence and the Invention of the United States, 1607-1876
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 18. See also Trevor B. McCrisken,
“Exceptionalism,” Encyclopedia of American Foreign Policy Second Edition VVolume 2
eds Alexander DeConde, Richard Dean Burns, and Fredrik Logevall (New York: Charles
Scribner’s Sons, 2002), 63; Robert J. McMahon, “The Republic as Empire: American
Foreign policy in the ‘American Century’” Perspectives on Modern America: Making
Sense of the Twentieth Century ed Harvard Sitkoff (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2001), 83.

'8 Dorothy Ross, The Origins of American Social Science (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1991), 28. Ross does note that American exceptionalism did not “define
agreement” as much as it stimulated conflict (29).

19 Joyce Appleby, “Recovering America’s Historic Diversity: Beyond
Exceptionalism,” The Journal of American History (September 1992): 426; Anders
Stephanson, Manifest Destiny: American Expansion and the Empire of Right (New York:
Hill and Wang, 1995), xii; John Kane, Between Virtue and Power: The Persistent Moral
Dilemma of U.S. Foreign Policy (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 2008),
21.
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could bring them similar success. Americans viewed their nation as a model for other
peoples yearning for self-government, which would eventually lead to the elimination of
monarchies and other forms of government and the institution of republican governments
throughout the world.

While the United States claimed a worldwide mission, it perceived for itself a
special position in the Western Hemisphere.?® In response to the independence of Mexico
and other formerly Spanish colonies, U.S. officials hoped that these former colonies
would create stable republics closely aligned with the United States. The Monroe
administration further encouraged Latin American governments to adapt the political
example of the United States, believing that republican governments and liberal trade
principles were the only way for them to create stable governments.*

Beginning with the first unsuccessful transfer of power in Mexico in 1829, and
increasing with continuing political problems in Mexico, U.S. critics became skeptical of
Mexican capacity for self-government and by the 1830s most Americans had concluded
that despite copying the U.S. model of government, republicanism had failed in Mexico.
In the U.S. view Mexico had become a “disgrace” to North America, and republicanism

22
l.

in general.”* These views also allowed Americans to justify the war with Mexico and the

annexation of Mexican territory since in their eyes Mexico was not a true republic.

2% Brian Loveman, No Higher Law: American Foreign Policy and the Western
Hemisphere Since 1776 (Chapel Hill, NC: The University of North Carolina Press, 2010),
4.

21 LLewis, The American Union, 175-177, 196.

22 See for instance “The Presidential Message on Mexico,” Harper’s Weekly

(December 4, 1858). See also Mr. Buchanan’s Mexico Policy,” Harper’s Weekly
(January 7, 1860).
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During the antebellum period Americans continued to express frustration with the
inability of Mexico to achieve similar success as the United States by following the U.S.
example and had blamed the perceived cultural, religious and racial composition of the
nation. At that time discussions of a potential mission to Mexico revolved around formal
U.S. actions in the form of further annexation or the creation of a protectorate or military
action to “restore order,” or during the French Intervention to expel the French from
Mexico. Political divisions arising from sectional issues, especially the expansion of
slavery led to U.S. government inaction despite rampant speculation about the future
relations between the two countries. While Americans were confident in their general
view of a U.S. mission to Mexico, these debates demonstrated indecisiveness as to what
the perceived mission to Mexico was and how to accomplish it.

The U.S. Civil War threatened U.S. views of their nation as the “model republic”
and corresponding beliefs in their mission to the world. In the minds of northern leaders,
if the Union was permanently disintegrated, then the model republic would be
transformed into the most prominent failure of republican government. Likewise the
destruction of the Union would mean the destruction of hopes for republican
governments throughout the world. These fears would be revived during the contested
U.S. election of 1876 which led Americans to fear that the United States was again
encountering political unrest in light of its previous experience during the Civil War.
Even if the crisis did not lead to a dramatic military confrontation, political disorder
threatened to be a prominent part of the political life of the Republic, leading many to

associate their fears with the Mexican experience with political instability.
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Americans sought to fulfill their mission to Mexico and other countries in
complex ways during the late nineteenth and earlier twentieth centuries. While earlier
Americans had seen their role as an example for other nations to emulate, American
views of its mission had shifted to the idea that the United States should actively guide
other nations down the same path to modernity and progress. The last decades of the
nineteenth century also witnessed the emergence of the United States to great power
status.?® George C. Herring explains that in the years after the U.S. Civil War the
“ideology and instruments that provided the basis for America’s global involvement in
the twentieth century took form,” providing a transition period between the quest for a
continental empire of the antebellum period to the colonial period of the early twentieth
century.?* John Mason Hart notes that U.S. economic and political leaders, led by a “elite
group of financiers and industrialists, envisioned a greater American nation,” that would
have “cultural, economic and political hegemony over the Caribbean, the Pacific, and
Central and South America while offering an example of cultural, economic, and political
success to the rest of the world.”?

Likewise U.S. views had shifted from a focus on formal government actions to
what has been described as informal imperialism. In the late nineteenth and early

twentieth centuries it was private nonstate U.S. actors, such as traders, investors,

missionaries, philanthropists, international societies and purveyors of mass

23 Crapol, “Coming to Terms with Empire,” 99; Herring, From Colony to
Superpower, 265.

24 Herring, From Colony to Superpower, 271. See also Ninkovich, Global Dawn,

% Hart, Empire and Revolution, 2.
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communications rather than government policymakers that largely shaped America’s role
in the world.?® These groups of Americans were involved with new transnational flows,
reflecting a larger engagement with the international community.?’ lan Tyrell argues that
these actors were part of a larger universe of “American cultural expansion” that would
include tourists, popular culture and sporting groups.®

The first U.S. actors to seek Mexico’s transformation were Protestant
missionaries. After the Union victory in the Civil War, and the Mexican Liberal victory
in the French Intervention, U.S. Protestants had viewed their mission to be guiding the
Mexican people through a conversion to Protestantism. During the late 1860s and early
1870s American missionaries and other religious visitors to Mexico described a country
receptive to the gospel, and on the verge of a wide-scale conversion to Protestantism.
Protestant missionaries frequently espoused an ardent anti-Catholicism at the same time
they stressed that the lives of Mexicans could be changed if they converted to
Protestantism.? Likewise since they associated republicanism with Protestantism, they

believed they were preparing the Mexican for a successful republican government.

%6 Rosenberg, Spreading the American Dream, 12.

2" 1an Tyrell, Reforming the World: The Creation of America’s Moral Empire
(Princeton and Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2010), 15. For an earlier article
advocating for a focus on transnational history see lan Tyrell, “American Exceptionalism
in an Age of International History,” American Historical Review 96:4 (October 1991):
1031-1055.

%8 Tyrell, Reforming the World, 15; 3-4.

29 By the early 1880s, U.S. Protestant missionaries, while still describing Mexico
as receptive to religious change and “redemption” began to temper their optimism about a
rapid conversion. While missionaries and Protestant religious writers frequently were
supportive of the development of Mexican resources through U.S. capital, they also
critiqued the secularized mission to Mexico, which they viewed as empty and bound for
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By the 1880s U.S. entrepreneurs became the main agents for the U.S. effort to
transform Mexico. American capitalists expanded their investments in Mexico,
particularly in railroads, and they and much of the secular press began to discuss a more
secularized vision of the U.S. mission to Mexico in the form of a transfer of American
capital, methods and ideas. While Americans had long believed in the superiority of their
civilization as compared to Latin America, by the late nineteenth century this
“superiority” was associated with the “tangible symbols of material progress.”® This
vision focused on the transformation of Mexico through railroads and internal
improvements, leading to the development of Mexico. U.S. economic and cultural
expansion was undergirded by an ideology that Emily S. Rosenberg describes as “liberal-
developmentalism” which included the belief that other nations should “replicate
America’s own development experience,” along with support for “free or open access”
for trade and investment.®* U.S. business leaders who invested in enterprises in Mexico
sought to remake the world in the “image and likeness of the United States,” by exporting

advanced technologies and work methods, along with “longstanding American values”

failure unless these changes were accompanied by a true transformation in the Mexican
people which could only come through the conversion of Mexico and an embrace of the
ideals of Protestantism.

%0 James William Park, Latin American Underdevelopment: A History of
Perspectives in the United States (Baton Rouge and London: Louisiana State University
Press, 1995), 53; Matthew Frye Jacobson, Barbarian Virtues: The United States
Encounters Foreign Peoples at Home and Abroad, 1876-1917 (New York: Hill and
Wang, 2000), 53.

1 Emily S. Rosenberg, Spreading the American Dream: American Economic and
Cultural Expansion, 1890-1945 (New York: Hill & Wang, 1982), 7. While Rosenberg
work begins in 1890, much of her findings are also relevant for the period beginning after
the Civil War.
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such as individualism and competitiveness, a concern with the new and the “acquisitive
values” of the new consumer society to other areas of the world, particularly Latin
America.* Likewise American merchants and manufacturers would embrace a civilizing
mission “through the sale of commodities” which they believed would help other nations
progress on the same lines as the United States.*®

The American view of mission had shifted since the early nineteenth century
when it was largely concerned with spreading republican values, linked with democratic
norms. Americans accepted the lack of republican norms in Mexico as necessary given
the racial and cultural nature of the Mexican people, suggesting that they were not ready
for republicanism on the model of U.S. institutions. By the end of the nineteenth century,
the American press, politicians and many others frequently commented on the progress of
Mexico, and the success of U.S. capital, methods, trade and leadership in transforming
Mexico, in partnership with what they described as the wise leadership and stability
brought on by the rule of Porfirio Diaz (1876-1911).

The third and last group of actors who sought the transformation of Mexico were
socialist, labor and other leftist groups in the United States exposed the Diaz regime and
challenged the consequences of U.S. economic expansion and the capitalist-based
mission to Mexico. Rather than viewing the results of the expansion of U.S. capitalism

into Mexico as a benevolent mission, working-class critics of the U.S. capitalist and

%2 Thomas F. O’Brien, The Revolutionary Mission: American Enterprise in Latin
America, 1900-1945 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 32.

% Mona Domosh, “Toward a Cultural Analysis of America’s Economic Empire in

the Late Nineteenth and Early Twentieth Centuries,” Transactions of the Institute of
British Geographers New Series 29:4 (December 2004): 460.
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industrial order viewed it as an expansion of the exploitation by many of the same trusts
and capitalists with whom American workers had clashed for years. However rather than
solely a critique of U.S. economic expansion and U.S. mission to Mexico, socialists and
some in the labor movement articulated a new mission for Mexico which would come
from their support of Mexican exiles associated with the Partido Liberal Mexicano
(PLM), who advocated for democratic elections and social revolution in Mexico.
Likewise after the beginning of the Revolution U.S. leftists mobilized to prevent the U.S.
government from intervening to prevent the fall of the Diaz regime. While some labor
and socialist writers suggested that the fall of Diaz dictatorship would result in modest
progress at best, others hoped that the Mexican people would achieve a true social
revolution similar to the one they envisioned for the United States.

U.S. Images of Mexico and the Mexican People

Images of Mexicans, Mexican-Americans and Latin Americans as inferiors would
be conflated in a variety of mediums including fiction, film, travelogues and popular
writing.>* These perceptions are important for understanding how Americans would
evaluate Mexico, and the particular strategies and actions various groups of Americans
would undertake for the transformation of the Mexican people. These negative views
represented the framework from which Americans discussed, analyzed, and interpreted

Mexico and the Mexican people in all periods covered in this project. Americans would

% For a discussion of these views in different avenues see Park, Latin American
Underdevelopment, 3, 53; Arthur G. Pettit, Images of the Mexican American in Fiction
and Film (College Station: Texas A&M Press, 1980), xx; Markus Heide and Gabriele
Pisarz-Ramirez, “Introduction: Inter-American Studies and Nineteenth-Century
Literature,” Amerikatudien/American Studies 53:1 (2008): 8; Helmbrecht Breinig,
“Invasive Methods: The Opening of Latin America in Nineteenth-Century U.S.
Literature,” Amerikatudien/American Studies 53:1 (2008): 14.
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frequently refer to negative characteristics when analyzing aspects of Mexican history,
culture and customs. Frequently Americans who sought the transformation of Mexico
confronted ethnocentric, racist and demeaning views and statements with regards to the
Mexican people, by arguing that Mexico could be changed and transformed stating that
negative characteristics of Mexicans were not inherent qualities.®

American perceptions of Mexicans grew out of “deeply rooted” attitudes in the
Anglo-American cultural and intellectual tradition.*® One of these attitudes was anti-
Catholicism, as Americans extended their negative attitudes toward Catholic Spain, to
Mexico and Latin America.>” These beliefs have been loosely defined as the “Black
Legend,” which linked Catholic Spain with the Inquisition, religious bigotry, and the
often violent persecution of Protestants and Jews.*® After inheriting these beliefs from
earlier British attitudes, American intellectuals provided them with an American twist by
creating a Spanish “other” to American exceptionalism. In this sense Spain could be

positioned as an example of what would happen to a country that was the polar opposite

% Ninkovich, Global Dawn, 9.

% Raymund A. Paredes, “The Origins of Anti-Mexican Sentiment in the United
States,” New Directions in Chicano Scholarship (La Jolla: University of California Press,
1978), 139.

%7 |bid; David J. Weber, “*Scarce more than Apes.’ Historical Roots of Anglo
American Stereotypes of Mexicans in the Border Region,” New Spain’s Far Northern
Frontier: Essays on Spain in the American West edited by David J. Weber (Albuquerque:
University of New Mexico Press, 1979), 299-300.

% Richard L. Kagan, “From Noah to Moses: The Genesis of Historical
Scholarship on Spain in the United States,” Spain in America: The Origins of Hispanism
in the United States edited by Richard L. Kagan (Urbana and Chicago: University of
Illinois Press, 2002), 22. For some historical examples of this type of thinking see The
Black Legend: Anti-Spanish Attitudes in the Old World and the New edited by Charles
Gibson (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1971).
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of the values that the United States professed to stand for, including, republicanism,
liberty, and enlightenment.*® These themes were linked as the origins of Catholicism in
Mexico and Latin America became linked with the conquest of indigenous peoples by the
Spanish conquistadores.”® Anti-Catholicism therefore translated to Spain’s colonial
empire to describe Spain’s imperial rule as uniquely cruel and brutal.**

The second deeply rooted American attitude was the conviction that Mexicans
were members of an inferior race.* In racial terms, Mexicans and other Latin Americans
were perceived as occupying a position midway up in the racial hierarchy above African

Americans and Indians, but below whites.*® This reflected not only Hispanophobia, but a

% Kagan, “From Noah to Moses,” 22.

% Osvaldo F. Pardo, The Origins of Mexican Catholicism: Nahua Rituals and
Christian Sacraments in Sixteenth- Century Mexico (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan
Press, 2004), 1.

* Margaret R. Greer, Walter D. Mignolo, and Maureen Quilligan, “Introduction,”
Rereading the Black Legend: The Discourses of Religious and Racial Difference in the
Renaissance Empires ed. Margaret R. Greer, Walter D. Mignolo, and Maureen Quilligan
(Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, 2007), 1. Scholars such as Philip
Wayne Powell disagrees with the idea that the Spanish conquest was any crueler than that
of the other European powers. See Tree of Hate: Propaganda and Prejudices Affecting
United States Relations with the Hispanic World (New York and London: Basic Books,
Inc, 1971). For a more general discussion of the Black Legend see Rereading the Black
Legend: The Discourses of Religious and Racial Difference in the Renaissance Empires
ed. Margaret R. Greer, Walter D. Mignolo, and Maureen Quilligan (Chicago and London:
University of Chicago Press, 2007). For a discussion of how Spanish commentators have
viewed their nation and colonial empire see Henry Kamen, Imagining Spain: Historical
Myth & National Identity (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 2008).

%2 paredes, “Origins of Anti-Mexican Sentiment,” 139, 158; Johnson, Latin
America in Caricature, 10; Laura E. Gomez, Manifest Destinies: The Making of the
Mexican American Race (New York and London: New York University Press, 2007), 62.

3 Michael H. Hunt, Ideology and U.S. Foreign Policy (New Haven and London:
Yale University Press, 1987), 58.
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sensationalist literature regarding the indigenous groups in Mexico and Latin America,
emphasizing stories featuring accounts of cannibalism, human sacrifice and violence.**
Of particular importance was the doctrine of miscegenation, “which held that the progeny
of racially-different parents inherited the worst qualities of each.”* Historian Arnoldo De
Ledn notes that Anglo attitudes towards Mexicans are best symbolized by the word
“greaser” which was a derogatory term to signify the mixed racial aspect of Mexicans in
the mind of Anglos.“® De Le6n noted that Mexicans in Texas were often dehumanized to
the point that they were described as no better than animals.*’ This dehumanization is
evident in violence against the Mexicans perpetrated by Anglos in the form of organized
violence from groups such as the Texas Rangers, and through the lynching of ethnic
Mexicans. Researchers have documented 597 lynchings of Mexicans and Mexican

Americans in the United States from 1848-1928.4®

* Paredes, “Origins of Anti-Mexican Sentiment,” 146-151. Paredes argues that
these descriptions were part of a larger European tradition and were grounded in
“distortion, fantasy, and simple confusion” (151).

% paredes, “Origins of Anti-Mexican Sentiment,” 158.

“® Arnoldo De Ledn, They Called Them Greasers: Anglo Attitudes toward
Mexicans in Texas, 1821-1900 (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1983), 16-17.

" Ibid., 67, 73.

*® bid., 80, 87, 99; Mario T. Garcia, “Porfirian Diplomacy and the Administration
of Justice in Texas, 1877-1900,” Aztlan 16: 1-2 (1987), 20-21; Matt S. Meier and Margo
Gutiérrez, Encyclopedia of the Mexican American Civil Rights Movement (Westport, CT:
Greenwood Press, 2000), 135-136. Figures are from William D. Carrigan and Clive
Webb, “The Lynching of Persons of Mexican Origin or Descent in the United States,
1848 to 1928,” Journal of Social History 37:2 (Winter 2003): 413; William D. Carrigan
and Clive Webb, “Muerto por Unos Desconocidos (Killed by Persons Unknown): Mob
Violence against Blacks and Mexicans in Texas,” Beyond Black & White: Race,
Ethnicity, and Gender in the U.S. South and Southwest eds Stephanie Cole & Alison M.
Parker (College Station: Texas A & M University Press, 2004), 36. For a discussion of
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Numerous scholars have noted the propensity for Anglo-Americans to juxtapose
positive traits of whites with negative traits of Mexicans and Mexican Americans in a
“binary opposition.”*® The most common dichotomy was the presentation of the civilized
Anglo as opposed to the darker skinned uncivilized “greaser.”*® Many of these
stereotypes revolved around myths and stereotypes of civilization and nature. Americans
viewed themselves as the embodiment of the virtues of civilization. They saw
themselves as having overcome and defied nature and viewed themselves as civilized,
restrained, rational, calculating, mature and masculine. In this context Latin Americans
were seen as being in a precivilized state, unable to transform their countries and properly
use their resources. Mexicans, Mexican Americans and other Latin Americans were
characterized in contradictory, though consistently negative ways: as primitive,
passionate, emotional, intuitive, heedless, childlike, lazy, dishonest, corrupt, weak and

effeminate, though with a particular love of violence, brutality and murder.>*

violence towards Mexican immigrants during the first decades of the twentieth century
see F. Arturo Rosales, jPobre Raza! Violence, Justice and Mobilization Among México
Lindo Immigrants, 1900-1936 (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1999).

4 Markus Heide and Gabriele Pisarz-Ramirez, “Introduction: Inter-American
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(2008): 6; De Leon, They Called Them Greasers, 21; Arthur G. Pettit, Images of the
Mexican American in Fiction and Film (College Station: Texas A&M Press, 1980), xx.
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U.S. views of the Mexican people were hardened by the Texas Revolution and the
U.S.-Mexico War of 1846-1848, which would create bitterness between the two nations,
and in the United States the Mexican enemy was demonized and portrayed as evil and not
worthy of respect.® This bitterness would remain in the background of U.S.-Mexican
relations from the mid-nineteenth century onward. American supporters of the war and
territorial expansion viewed it as part of America’s Manifest Destiny, that is, the
conviction that American territorial expansion was inevitable, and that it was the nation’s
“providential destiny” to extend throughout the entire continent.® By this point many in
the United States had concluded that Mexicans were incapable of self-government for
religious and racial reasons, and viewed the Mexicans in the Northern provinces as
obstacles to their “Manifest Destiny.”** Reginald Horsman, has noted the emphasis on
the “American Anglo-Saxons as a separate, innately superior people who were destined
to bring good government, commercial prosperity, and Christianity to the American

155

continents and to the world.”>> An important part of this belief was the idea that the

United States was to be a white republic; while white “races” would be absorbed into the

2 Manuel G. Gonzales, Mexicanos: A History of Mexicans in the United States
(Bloomington and Indianapolis: University of Indiana Press, 2000), 83.

%3 Robert W. Johannsen, “Introduction,” Manifest Destiny and Empire: American
Antebellum Expansionism, eds. Sam W. Haynes and Christopher Morris (College Station:
Texas A&M University Press, 1997), 3; David M. Pletcher, “Manifest Destiny,”
Encyclopedia of American Foreign Policy (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1978),
526.

> | took this idea of Mexicans (and Native Americans) as obstacles to Manifest
Destiny from Thomas R. Hietala, Manifest Design: Anxious Aggrandizement in late
Jacksonian America (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1985), 152, 160.
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Racial Anglo-Saxonism (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1981), 1-2.
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mass, nonwhite races would be excluded from membership in this republic.®® Americans
viewed their military success against the Mexican army as evidence of their racial
superiority.”’ One of the leading U.S. scholars of the war, Robert W. Johannsen, has
noted that American soldiers frequently perceived the Mexican people they encountered
as uncivilized, and viewed Mexicans as “innately inferior to the vigorous and enterprising
Anglo-Saxon.” Despite these views, however, the Mexican people were often regarded as
“capable of improvement.”®

These images of Mexicans played a major role in discussions of the “fitness” of
the Mexican people for self-government. These discussions revolved around three
aspects. The first was whether the Mexican people were fit to govern themselves
generally as a nation, the second was whether they were fit for self-government in terms
of the republican form of government as opposed to a monarchy or another form of
government, and lastly whether they would be fit to join the United States as what would
probably be several states in the U.S. republic. During much of the nineteenth century
Americans often concluded that Mexicans were unfit for all three aspects of self-
government.

These views shifted by the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, as

Americans concluded that the Mexican people were unfit for inclusion into the United

States as equal members of the republic; were fit to govern themselves as a nation- under

% |pid., 189.

5" Robert W. Johannsen, To the Halls of the Montezuma’s: The Mexican War in
the American Imagination (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 1985), 21.
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the guiding hand of Porfirio Diaz; and they were unsure of when Mexico would be fit for
true republican government. By the time that the U.S. government was willing to take
decisive actions in the form of direct interventions and protectorates in the late nineteenth
century, the issue of Mexico’s perceived incapacity for self-government would be solved
in the person of Porfirio Diaz, rather than formal U.S. actions such as annexation or a
protectorate. Though Diaz would rule nominally under republican forms, he would
frequently resort to repressive actions to silence dissenters and put down challenges to his
rule. In this context, the majority of Americans would accept the rule of Diaz as best for
Mexico, describing him as a “benevolent despot” who was finally providing Mexico with
the “firm hand” that that nation and other Latin-Americans needed, since most Americans
remained skeptical of their fitness for self-government and republicanism.
Organization

The first chapter explores popular U.S. discourses on Mexico from the end of the
U.S.-Mexico War in 1848 to the end of the French Intervention in 1867. During this
period the Mexican liberal government sought to disestablish the Catholic Church,
resulting in a period of civil war in Mexico, known as La Reforma, which was followed
by the attempt by the French emperor Napoleon 111 to institute a monarchy in Mexico.
U.S. views of events in Mexico would be colored by two themes: anti-Catholicism and
negative assessments of the prospects for Mexican republicanism based largely upon
cultural and racial views of the Mexican people. While most Americans viewed the
French actions in Mexico negatively, a minority supported the reign of Maximilian as the
best hope for stability in Mexico and the development of Mexican resources, having

concluded that republican government in that country had failed, and that Americans
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were unwilling to annex Mexico or incorporate it as a protectorate. U.S. assessments of
this time period would shape American narratives of Mexican history throughout the rest
of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. In describing the Wars of the Reform
(1857-1861) and the French Intervention (1862-1867), most commentators would accept
the story of a courageous fight for progress against the supporters of the Catholic Church,
whose victory allowed Mexico to begin to join the ranks of modern progressive nations
like the United States; however the skepticism of Mexican “fitness” for self-government
would continue.

The second chapter examines the missionary mission to Mexico from 1848 to
1911, beginning with nascent attempts in the aftermath of the war. This was followed by
discussions in the U.S. press about what was portrayed in the United States as a
“Reformation” of Catholic priests leaving the Catholic Church and embracing
Protestantism in the mid-1860s. While American Protestants rejoiced in these
developments, the failure of these priests to create a strong Protestant movement
emphasized the need of U.S. guidance in converting Mexico to Protestantism. In
response, American Protestant denominations began sending missionaries to Mexico,
with some reporting a nation on the verge of a mass conversion to Protestantism. This
was to be the first step in the conversion of all of Latin America, as a part of a process
that would result in the conversion of the entire world. While many analysts continued to
view Mexico negatively, Protestant Americans who focused on these religious
developments often expressed optimism for the future of the Mexican nation.

The third chapter analyzes the role that fears of unrest played in threatening the

view of the United States as a model republic. These fears were revived in the aftermath
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of the disputed 1876 U.S. election, which produced deep-seated fears in the United States
about the future of the Union. In this context U.S. political partisans accused each other
of “Mexicanization” and understood this trope to mean political disorder, instability, and
a lack of respect for democratic norms. Coming less than a decade after the U.S. Civil
War, potential renewed civil unrest in the United States threatened the U.S. self-image.
Rather than Mexico transformed in the U.S. image, Americans feared that they were in
danger of becoming like their pejorative views of Mexico. While Mexico itself was not
the cause of these fears, it did embody what the U.S. could become in the minds of
Americans.

The fourth chapter deals with the diplomatic and economic dimensions of U.S.-
Mexican relations from the beginning of the Diaz revolt in 1876 to the inauguration of
the first railroad line, built largely with U.S. capital, which linked Mexico and the United
States in 1883. At this point ideas about the U.S. mission to Mexico were not well-
developed. Likewise many U.S. investors were unconvinced that Mexico would be a
suitable place for U.S. economic expansion. Because of long-standing negative
perceptions of Mexico and the Mexican people, American investors and other analysts
expected Mexico to prove its worthiness for U.S. capital and further U.S. attention. At the
same time Porfirio Diaz and other Mexican officials discerned the importance of
changing Mexico’s image to remove the stigma of past disorder and instability. Diaz
successfully employed diplomatic agents, and friendly promoters who supported the
image of a stable Mexico that welcomed U.S. investment which helped to increase U.S.

interest and investment into Mexico.
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Chapter five examines the dominant discourse in the U.S. public sphere regarding
economic expansion. This period, from the beginning of Diaz’s second term in 1884 to
1906, represented the culmination of the projects began in the early years of U.S.
economic expansion and the dominant view in the U.S. discourse was of a progressing,
modernizing Mexican nation. This progress was believed to have been enacted through a
partnership between Mexican elites and American capitalists and investors, made
possible through by what Americans described as the progressive leadership of Porfirio
Diaz. Of special importance was the role of U.S. capital in Mexico, which in the eyes of
American observers had made these great strides possible. Because of this Americans
saw progress in Mexico as the fulfillment of U.S. mission in that nation. By the end of the
nineteenth century most Americans accepted that the Diaz system of dictatorship under
republican forms was the best system for Mexico. As such most American analysts
accepted that Mexico was not ready to completely embrace the U.S. model of republican
government.

The sixth chapter examines the first concentrated U.S. critique of the role of
American capital in Mexico which challenged the widely held views of the success of the
U.S. mission to Mexico. While most mainstream publications described U.S. economic
expansion in self-congratulatory terms, labor and socialist critics would critique the
effects of the expansion of U.S. capital as well as U.S. policy towards Mexico and other
Latin American countries. Rather than viewing the results of the expansion of U.S.
capitalism into Mexico as a benevolent mission, working-class critics of the U.S.
capitalist and industrial order condemned the conditions of workers in U.S. and Mexican

owned enterprises as well as repressive actions by the Diaz regime. Rather than solely a
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critique of U.S. economic expansion and U.S. mission to Mexico, socialists and some in
the labor movement articulated a new mission for Mexico which would come from their
support of the Mexican Liberal Party (PLM), and after the beginning of the Revolution
from mobilization to prevent the U.S. government from intervening in support of the
Diaz regime. This they hoped would allow for a transformation of Mexico, not
necessarily in the image of the United States, but in the image of what they hoped the
United States would also someday become.

This dissertation shows that U.S. images of Mexico were too frequently based on
prejudices, and chauvinism, which led to inaccurate portrayals of the Mexican people,
while American views of its mission to Mexico were most often based on U.S. hopes, a
misunderstanding of Mexican history, and misperceptions regarding Mexican political
and social realities. In the words of the famous Mexican novelist and intellectual, Octavio
Paz, “American have not looked for Mexico in Mexico; they have looked for their
obsessions, enthusiasms, phobias, hopes, interests- and these are what they have

found.”>®

% Octavio Paz, The Labyrinth of Solitude and Other Writings (New York: Grove
Press, 1985), 358. Also quoted in Sidney Weintraub, Un-Equal Partners: The United
States and Mexico (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 2010), 1.
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CHAPTER ONE: U.S. VIEWS OF THE WARS OF THE REFORM AND
FRENCH INTERVENTION IN MEXICO, 1846-1867

In the years after the U.S.-Mexico War (1846-1848), Americans debated events in
Mexico in the context of conflicting visions of America’s role in the Western Hemisphere
during the period of Mexican history described as La Reforma (1857-1860) and the
French Intervention (1861-1867). These years would shape U.S. views of Mexico and
U.S. government policy toward that country at least until the beginning of the Mexican
Revolution in 1911. The discussions of events in Mexico, and the U.S. role toward that
country reflected confusion regarding the nature of U.S. republicanism in relation to the
perceived mission of the United States to the rest of the world. During this period, U.S.
discussions of its mission to Mexico largely revolved around formal actions by the U.S.
government in the form of annexation, creating a protectorate, or military action to
“restore order,” defeat the Conservatives, or expel the French from Mexico. These
debates also reflected the divided nature of the U.S. political environment during the
antebellum and Civil War eras. This division led to U.S. government inaction despite
rampant speculation about the future relations between the two countries and continuing
discussions of events in Mexico. While Americans were confident in their general view
of a U.S. mission to Mexico, these debates demonstrated indecisiveness as to what the
perceived mission to Mexico was and how to accomplish it.

The two main focuses of mainstream U.S. discourses on Mexico during this
period were moral support for the Mexican Liberal campaign to disestablish the Catholic
Church, which was strongly colored by anti-Catholicism in the United States, and

assessments of the prospects for Mexican republicanism based largely upon cultural and
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racial views of the Mexican people. This chapter also complicates the story of U.S. views
of the Church-State struggle in Mexico and of the French Intervention in Mexico. While
most Americans viewed the French actions in Mexico negatively, a minority supported
the reign of Maximilian as the best hope for stability in Mexico and the development of
Mexican resources, having concluded that republican government in Mexico had failed.
In the years after the end of the French Intervention the themes of the Church-State fight
and the fitness of Mexico for republican government would merge in a popular
discussion of Mexican history in the years of the Porfirio Diaz regime from 1876-1911.*

Protestantism and Republicanism

Historians have emphasized the role that Protestantism has played in shaping the
identity of Americans. In his discussion of the role of religion during Reconstruction and
the Gilded Age, Edward J. Blum argues that the Protestant religion stood at the core of
America’s national identity, and suggests that religion in the mid to late nineteenth
century was not just limited to churches, but also played a vital role in political meetings,
and the popular press, as writers and public figures of all types used Protestant Christian

typology to influence public opinion.? Likewise in her research on American textbooks in

! Dfaz ruled from 1876-1880 and then from 1884-1911, a time period which is
often called the “Porfiriato.”

2 Edward J. Blum, Reforging the White Republic: Race, Religion and American
Nationalism, 1865-1898 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 2005), 9-10.
Ruth Miller Elson, Guardians of Tradition: American Schoolbooks of the Nineteenth
Century (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1964), 62; Tracy Fessenden, Culture
and Redemption: Religion, the Secular, and American Literature (Princeton and Oxford:
Princeton University Press, 2007), 5. This is what William R. Hutchison would describe
as the “Protestant ethos” in the United States. See William R. Hutchison, Religious
Pluralism in America: The Contentious History of a Founding Ideal (New Haven and
London: Yale University Press, 2003), 60.
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the nineteenth century, Ruth Elson found that they frequently referred to Protestant
Christianity as the true religion and the United States as a Protestant country.*

This is not to suggest that American Protestants represented a unified group, as
many analysts have described the variations between different Protestant groups in
American history.* Nor should we ignore the presence of groups other than Protestants
during this era, especially the growing Catholic demographic in nineteenth century
America.’ However even as Catholicism became the largest single denomination in the
United States by the mid-nineteenth century, and a number of non-mainstream Protestant
religions flourished, the Protestant tradition continued to play a dominant role in shaping
U.S. identity.®

Even many secular newspapers and periodicals were openly anti-Catholic in both
their editorial view and reporting.” In the early years of the republic the numbers of

Catholics were so small that anti-Catholicism was usually confined to verbal attacks, but

3 Elson, Guardians of Tradition, 46.

% Leo P. Ribuffo, “Religion,” Encyclopedia of American Foreign Policy 2™
edition, Volume 3 ed. Alexander De Conde and Frederick Logevall (NY: Charles
Scribner’s Sons, 2002), 371; R. Laurence Moore, Religious Outsiders and the Making of
Americans (New York and Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1986), ix.

® By 1850 Roman Catholicism has become the largest single denomination,
though as a total of the population Protestants still outnumbered Catholics by a large
number. See Edwin Scott Gaustad, A Religious History of America New Revised Edition
(New York: Harper Collins, 1990), 153. For a discussion of the changing religious
demographics in the nineteenth Century see William M. Newman and Peter L. Halvorson
Atlas of American Religion: The Denominational Era, 1776-1990 (Walnut Creek, CA:
Alta Mira Press, 2000), 18-51.

® Sidney E. Mead, The Lively Experiment: The Shaping of Christianity in America
(New York, Evanston, and London: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1963), 134.

" Lynn Bridgers, The American Religious Experience: A Concise History
(Lanham, MD: Rowan L.ittlefield, 2006), 98.
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distrust and hatred of Catholicism was an important part of Protestant American
consciousness.? Beginning with the increase of foreign immigration, much of it from
Catholic countries, this distrust would become more virulent, and would be visible in the
anti-Catholic violence that came to mark the nativist movement.® One scholar argues that
the average Protestant of the 1850s had been trained from birth to “hate Catholicism; his
juvenile literature and school books had breathed a spirit of intolerance... he read novels,
poems, gifts books, histories, travel accounts, and theological arguments which
confirmed these beliefs.”*° Historians who have looked at anti-Catholicism have
suggested that this theme has been persistent through many different time periods in U. S.
history, though it has varied in intensity. ™

American Protestant thinkers in the early nineteenth century linked Protestantism
and republicanism, believing that Protestantism created in its adherents the qualities

necessary for the stable function of a republic, while Catholicism prepared its adherents

8 Ibid., 98.

% Ibid. For analysis of the role of anti-Catholicism and its relation to the nativist
violence in the 1850s see David Grimsted, American Mobbing, 1828-1861: Toward Civil
War (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 1998), especially 218-245.

19 Ray Allen Billington, The Protestant Crusade, 1800-1860: A Study of the
Origins of American Nativism (New York: Rinehart & Company, Inc., 1938), 345. See
also Paul A. Carter, The Spiritual Crisis of the Gilded Age (DeKalb: Northern Illinois
Press, 1971), 182; and Jenny Franchot, Roads to Rome: The Antebellum Protestant
Encounter (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993), xviii.

11 Justin Nordstrom, Danger on the Doorstep: Anti-Catholicism and American
Print Culture in the Progressive Era (Norte Dame, IN: University of Norte Dame Press,
2006), 4; James P. McCartin, “Anti-Catholicism,” Dictionary of American History 3"
edition, Volume 1 ed. Stanley I. Kutler (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 2003), 196;
Andrew M Greeley, An Ugly Little Secret: Anti-Catholicism in North America (Kansas
City: Sheed Andrews and McMeel, Inc, 1977), 17; Michael Schwartz, The Persistent
Prejudice: Anti-Catholicism in America (Huntington, IN: Our Sunday Visitor, 1984).
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for a monarchy, by expecting blind obedience to a hierarchical priesthood. As such,
according to this thinking, Protestantism was necessary to create citizens equipped for
effective and stable self-government.*? In the years after the American Revolution,
Americans promoted republicanism, which entailed a nation without king or nobility or
system of hereditary legal privileges and included a written constitution and
representative government, to contrast their system to aristocratic or monarchical
governments that were prevalent in Europe.®

Because of this linkage most Protestant American observers frequently blamed

continuing instability in Mexico on the Catholic Church.* In addition to a general theme

12 Michael Solomon, “Saving the “Slaves of Kings and Priests’: The United
States, Manifest Destiny, and the Rhetoric of Anti-Catholicism.” MA Thesis., Duquesne
University, 2009. 53 For contemporary discussion of this theme see Edward Walker, A
Voice to America, or the Model Republic, its glory or its Fall Third Edition (New York:
Edward Walker, 1855), 352; “Religion in Mexico,” Christian Observer 35: 4 (January
24, 1856), 14.

3 Harry L. Watson, Liberty and Power: The Politics of Jacksonian America (New
York: Hill and Wang, 1990), 42-43. Carl F. Kaestle, has found that the eventual
acceptance of state common-school systems by American society was the result of the
linkage between the values of republicanism, Protestantism and capitalist values
dominant in American society within the nineteenth century. Carl F. Kaestle, Pillars of
the Republic: Common Schools and American Society, 1780-1860 (New York: Hill &
Wang, 1983), 76, 93. There would be aspects of republican thought that were different in
the North and South in the antebellum period, particularly regarding slavery and related
themes. While much of the terminology was the same, the meaning of some of the terms
was different. In this section | will deal largely with the Northern conception of
republicanism since it was one which survived the Civil War and came to be regarded as
mainstream nationally in the post-war period.

% From the first republic in1824 to the outbreak of the Wars of the Reform in
1857, Mexico had sixteen different presidents and thirty-three provisional national
leaders, resulting in forty-nine different administrations in thirty-three years. Throughout
this period critics in the United States and in Mexico would define this time as a period of
“disorder” and civil unrest. More recently scholars have described this period as a time of
struggle for local autonomy, municipal self-government, and democratic inclusion. See
for instance, Donald Fithian Stevens, Origins of Instability in Early Republican Mexico
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of anti-Catholicism, the Church in Mexico was frequently singled out as being uniquely
evil. Protestant writers suggested that the Catholic Church in Mexico had “received and
inherited much of the worst elements of what is perhaps the worst, the least spiritual type
of Romanism in Europe” through its introduction by the Spanish empire.*> A former
missionary to Mexico would describe the Mexican Church as the “Darkest Romanism on
earth!”*® Protestant writers also pointed to the incorporation of the patterns of indigenous
religions in the creation of what they would refer to as a hybrid religion which had lost

17
l.

the truths of the true Gospel.”" This was described by one observer as, “Christianity,

(Durham and London: Duke University Press, 1991), 59; Timothy E. Anna, Forging
Mexico, 1821-1835 (Lincoln and London: University of Nebraska Press, 1998), 266; and
Peter Guardino, Peasants, Politics and the Formation of Mexico’s National State:
Guerrero, 1800-1857 (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1996).

1> Albert Zabriskie Gray, Mexico as it is, Being Notes of a Recent Tour in that
Country with Some Practical Information for Travelers in the Direction, as also some
study of the Church Question (New York: E. P. Button & Co, 1878), 128.

18 William Butler, Mexico in Transition from The Power of Political Romanism to
Civil and Religious Liberty ( New York: Hunt & Eaton, 1892), 4. The theme of
emphasizing the evils of the Mexican Catholic Church, especially the priests, was
common. See for instance Henry Steele Sheldon, History of the Christian Church:
Volume V, The Modern Church (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell & Co., 1894), 362.

7 1bid., 11, 29. Later historians have described the missionary efforts of the
Spanish Catholic priests as a complex negotiation, in which missionaries built on old
patterns of indigenous religion to explain Catholicism to the indigenous peoples.
Frequently this entailed the use of images and metaphors familiar to indigenous groups.
Historians have suggested that the response of indigenous peoples reflected both
accommodation and resistance. For instance, at times the adaptation of the worship of
Catholic saints may have masked the worship of pre-Hispanic gods, while others were
likely sincere converts who sought ways to adapt Catholic doctrines to their practices to
make a uniquely New World version of the religion. Osvaldo F. Pardo, The Origins of
Mexican Catholicism: Nahua Rituals and Christian Sacraments in Sixteenth- Century
Mexico (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2004), 9; Ondina E. Gonzélez and
Justo L. Gonzélez, Christianity in Latin America: A History (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2008), 54-58.
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instead of fulfilling its mission of enlightening, converting, and sanctifying the natives
was itself converted. Paganism was baptized, Christianity Paganized.”*®

After Mexico’s independence from Spain, Roman Catholicism remained the
official state religion in Mexico and other forms of worship were prohibited.'® The 1824
Mexican Constitution stated that “The religion of the Mexican nation is and shall be
perpetually the Catholic, Apostolic, Roman religion. The nation protects it with wise and
just laws and prohibits the exercise of any other.”?° On several occasions the Mexican
government did discuss the possibility of legalizing tolerance for other religions but the

Conservative governments, the Church and many of the more moderate Liberal

politicians opposed opening Mexico up to Protestants and other sects.** Fears that

'8 Gorham D. Abbott, Mexico and the United States: Their Mutual Relations and
Common Interests (New York: G. P. Putnam and Son, 1869), 69. See also, Sheldon, 362;
William Newton Clark, A Study of Christian Missions (New York: Charles Scribner’s
Sons, 1900), 88; Robert F. Sample, Beacon-Lights of the Reformation; or Romanism and
the Reformers Second Edition (Philadelphia: Presbyterian Board of Publication, 1889),
428; “Mission Work in Mexico,” Southwestern Christian Advocate (March 8, 1877);
“Mexico, a Land Without Homes,” Southwestern Christian Advocate (October 12, 1876);
Samuel A. Purdie, “A Macedonian Call,” Friend’s Review (January 3, 1880). This theme
was often repeated about Catholicism in general as well in other places where the
Catholic Church entered.

19 Stanley C. Green, The Mexican Republic: The First Decade, 1823-1832
(Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1987), 79.

%0 Felipe Tena Ramirez, Leyes fundamentales de México, 1808-1999 (México:
Editorial Porria, 1999), 168.

2! Jaime E. Rodriguez O. and Kathryn Vincent, “Back to the Future: Racism and
National Culture in U.S.-Mexican Relations,” Common Border, Uncommon Paths: Race,
Culture, and National Identity in U.S.-Mexican Relations ed. Jaime E. Rodriguez O. and
Kathryn Vincent (Wilmington, DE: Scholarly Resources Inc., 1997), 2; Brian F.
Connaughton, Clerical Ideology in a Revolutionary Age: The Guadalajara Church and
the Idea of the Mexican Nation (1788-1853) trans. Mark Alan Healey (Boulder:
University Press of Colorado, 2003), 165; Wilfrid Hardy Callcott, Church and State in
Mexico, 1822-1857(New York: Octagon Books, Inc., 1965), 259; Wilkins B. Winn, “The
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different sects would divide the Mexican people, doubts that Protestants could be
integrated into Mexican society and that Protestantism would corrupt Mexican society
and disrupt public order prevented most of the Church and Conservative officials from
supporting religious toleration. > From time to time, Protestant missionaries had
attempted to proselytize or distribute Bibles, but each time they were quickly forced to
withdraw.?® Likewise on occasion there had been isolated dissenters who were accused of
being Protestants and were tried by the Inquisition in Mexico, though no long-term
Protestant movement emerged.

By the 1830s a majority of American commentators had concluded that
republicanism in Mexico had failed. Mexico was described as a nation with a tyrannical
government, and a corrupt people, who despite copying the U.S. model of government

were not able to institute a true republican government.?* Americans, who frequently

Efforts of the United States to Secure Religious Liberty in a Commercial Treaty with
Mexico, 1825-1831,” The Americas 28:3 (January 1972): 311-332. Some in the Church
hierarchy argued that in places where there were a history of other religions cohabitating
together, such as in Europe, toleration was acceptable. But in the case of Mexico, where
there was only the “true” religion it made no sense for others to corrupt it. This
discussion was brought up most frequently in conjunction with debates over how to
increase immigration to Mexico. See David K. Burden, “Reform Before La Reforma:
Liberals, Conservatives and the Debate over Immigration, 1846-1855,” Mexican
Studies/Estudios Mexicanos 23:2 (Summer 2007): 283-316; Dieter Berninger,
“Immigration and Religious Toleration: A Mexican Dilemma, 1821-1860,” The Americas
32:4 (April 1976): 549-565.

?2 5. Baez Camargo and Kenneth G. Grubb, Religion in the Republic of Mexico
(London & New York: World Dominion Press, 1935), 87. Susan Schroeder, “Father José
Maria Mora, Liberalism, and the British and Foreign Bible Society in Nineteenth-Century
Mexico,” The Americas 50:3 (January 1994): 377-397.

ZIbid.

24 Brian M. McGowan, “The Second Conquest of Mexico: American Volunteers,
Republicanism, and the Mexican War.” PhD diss., Tulane University. 2011. 52, 71.
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looked at Mexico with a combination of disdain and compassion, often blamed the failure
of republicanism in Mexico on the Catholic Church.?® An article in the Christian
Observer stated that since the Church in Mexico had no Protestantism to fear, resided in a
land of rich natural resources, and the country had a “feeble race” it had had the finest
opportunity to prosecute its measures which had “brought the church there to its highest
perfection.” The results of the Catholic predominance in Mexico, the article suggested,
was an almost total lack of education, few commercial enterprises or industry, little social
refinement and moral purity, while civil liberty and public tranquility were unknown. All
of this, the article claimed, was the attainment of the “grand objectives” of the Catholic

Church.? This article is consistent with the larger theme in much of the nineteenth

2 Ipid., 74.

%6 «Eryits of Popery in Mexico,” Christian Observer (April 19, 1860): 61; For
similar themes see Phillip Young, History of Mexico; Her Civil Wars, and Colonial and
Revolutionary Annals; from the period of the Spanish Conquest, 1520, to the present
time, 1847: Including an account of the War with the United States, its causes and
Military Achievement (Cincinnati: J.A. & U.P James, 1847), 211; William Dowe, “A
Word about Mexico. Its History, Resources, and Destiny,” Graham’s Magazine XLV: 4
(October 1854): 334; William Hogan, Popery! As it Was and as it Is. Also Auricular
Confession; and Popish Nunneries (Hartford: Silas Andrus & Son, 1854), 567-568;Isaac
Kelso, Danger in the Dark: A Tale of Intrigue and Priestcraft (Philadelphia: H.M.
Rulison, 1855), 242-243; Hollis Read, The Hand of God in History; or Divine Providence
Historically Illustrated in the Extension and Establishment of Christianity (Hartford, CN:
H.E. Robins and Co, 1856), 40-41; Henry C. Leonard, A Sheaf from a Pastor’s Field,
(Boston: Abel Thompkins, 1856), 372; Robert A. Wilson, Mexico: Its Peasants and its
Priests; or Adventures and Historical Researches in Mexico and its Silver Mines during
Parts of the Years 1851-52-53-54, with an Expose of the Fabulous Character of the Story
of the Conquest of Mexico by Cortez (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1856), 319.
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century literature about Catholicism: that the clergy and the Church leadership
intentionally sought to keep its followers in a state of ignorance.”’

In addition to the continuing influence of the Catholic Church, U.S. observers
often cited Mexican racial inferiority, and the notion that the Mexican people, with their
background in Spanish colonialism, needed to be educated to become successful citizens
in a republic. Discussions of the future of the Mexican republic often revolved around the
necessity of improving the moral quality of the Mexican people. This sometimes meant
the use of immigration to improve the “racial quality” of the population, but frequently
also included the introduction of U.S. and Western European models of education,
government and practices, and Protestantism, sometimes through annexation to the
United States.?® Because of this, U.S. analysis of Mexico would be closely linked with

larger themes of anti-Catholicism that were prevalent in American public discourses.?

2 Elson, Guardians of Tradition, 51-52; Richard J. Carwardine, Evangelicals and
Politics in Antebellum America (New Haven & London: Yale University Press, 1993),
200-201. See for instance, Rufus W. Clark, Romanism in America (Boston: J.E. Tilton
and Company, 1859), 102; Josiah Strong, Our Country: Its Possible Future and its
Present Crisis (New York: The Baker & Taylor, Co, 1891), 75-76; Gray, Mexico as it is,
129; Sample, Beacon-Lights of the Reformation, 432.

28 “The Extension of the American Union,” Burritt’s Citizen of the World I: 5
(May 1855): 76-77; “Unity of Mexico and the United States,” Burritt’s Citizen of the
World I:11 (November 1855): 171-172.

29 \Works that have looked at the role of anti-Catholicism in U.S. history include
Billington, The Protestant Crusade; Ryan K. Smith, Gothic Arches, Latin Crosses: Anti-
Catholicism and American Church Designs in the Nineteenth Century (Chapel Hill, NC:
The University of North Carolina Press, 2006); Francis D. Cogliano, No King, No
Popery: Anti-Catholicism in Revolutionary New England (Westport, CN: Greenwood
Press, 1995); Jason K. Duncan, Citizens or Papists? The Politics of Anti-Catholicism in
New York (NY: Fordham University Press, 2005), and Franchot, Roads to Rome.
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The U.S. War with Mexico

In the mid-1820s U.S. citizens, both legally and illegally, entered the northern
Mexican territory of Texas, originally supported by the Mexican government which
hoped to employ European and Anglo-American settlers as buffers against Indians and
foreign powers.* This plan backfired as many of these American colonists favored
annexation to the United States, and expressed frustration regarding the Mexican
government’s opposition to the extension of slavery into the region.* The Mexican
government proved unable to prevent the flow of Americans in these regions because of
poor central control of the region.*? By 1834-35 Mexico was in the midst of a period of
instability, culminating in a civil war between the federalists and the centralists. This
instability increased local dissent in Texas and in 1836 predominantly American settlers
in Texas revolted against the Mexico government. This revolt was successful and Texas

operated as a separate republic, despite the refusal of the Mexican government to

% Robert A. Calvert and Arnoldo De Leon, The History of Texas (Arlington
Heights, IL: Harlan Davidson, 1990), 48.

%! Randolph B. Campbell, An Empire for Slavery: The Peculiar Institution in
Texas, 1821-1865 (Baton Rouge and London: Louisiana State University Press, 1989),
10-34.

2 Will Fowler, Santa Anna of Mexico (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press,
2007), 162-163.
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recognize its secession.® Internal instability, external threats, and a lack of resources
prevented Mexico from successfully subduing the rebellious province.*

The Texas revolt put Mexico and the United States on the path to war as
American and Texas politicians sought to annex Texas while Mexico could not accede to
the official loss of this territory without a war.*® In 1845 Texas was admitted into the
United States, thus increasing tensions between the two nations since most Mexicans
were indignant that the United States would annex territory that they considered a part of
their nation.*® The Mexican Minister to the United States protested against this action and
then left the United States; the American Minister to Mexico followed suit, and
diplomatic relations were broken between the two nations. By this point many in the
United States had concluded that Mexicans were incapable of self-government for
religious, cultural and racial reasons, and viewed the Mexicans in the Northern provinces
as obstacles to further expansion.®” After clashes on contested territory, the U.S.

Congress declared war on May 13, 1846, with the Mexican Congress following suit

% Virginia Guedea and Jaime E. Rodriguez O., “How Relations between Mexico
and the United States Began,” Myths, Misdeeds, and Misunderstandings: The Roots of
Conflict in U.S.-Mexican Relations eds. Jaime E. Rodriguez O. and Kathryn Vincent
(Wilmington, DE: A Scholarly Resources Inc., 1997), 39.

% Josefina Zoraida VVazquez, “The Colonization and Loss of Texas: A Mexican
Perspective,” Myths, Misdeeds, and Misunderstandings: The Roots of Conflict in U.S.-
Mexican Relations eds. Jaime E. Rodriguez O. and Kathryn Vincent (Wilmington, DE: A
Scholarly Resources Inc., 1997), 77.

% Marfa del Rosario Rodriguez Diaz, “Mexico’s Vision of Manifest Destiny
during the 1847 War,” Journal of Popular Culture 35 (Fall 2001): 43.

% Calvert and De Leon, The History of Texas, 94.

%" Thomas R. Hietala, Manifest Design: Anxious Aggrandizement in late
Jacksonian America (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1985), 152, 160.
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shortly thereafter. One historian described the war mood in the United States as bordering
on hysteria, especially after reports of early victories appeared in the newspapers.>®

In the months leading up to the war the Mexican press was no less enthusiastic in
favor of the War and opposing the U.S. vision of Manifest Destiny. Conservatives, in
particular, viewed the American invasion as a threat to Catholicism and correspondingly
to their vision of the Mexican nation and identity. The Protestant assumptions of
superiority angered Conservatives and led to calls for Mexicans to fight to defend the
Catholic faith.*® Conservatives defined the war as that of civilization versus barbarism,
and a crusade against Protestant infidels.*® Some conservatives even unrealistically called
for an aggressive campaign to bring Catholicism to the United States. Likewise Liberal
Mexican newspapers tended to denounce ideas of Anglo-Saxon racial superiority, and
viewed American expansionism as a threat to Hispanic culture in Mexico and called upon
their countrymen to defend their homeland. When the American army descended on
Mexico City in August 1847 the President of Mexico, General Antonio Lépez de Santa
Anna issued a declaration that God would protect the Mexican people and punish the

invading Protestant soldiers.** As the American army approached, faithful Mexican

%8 Johannsen, To the Halls of the Montezuma’s, 8, 11. This mania was discussed
in “Home Spirit of the War: Or, Progress of the Military Mania at Home,” Advocate of
Peace 7:13 (Jan/ Feb 1848).

% Rodriguez Diaz, “Mexico’s Vision of Manifest Destiny,” 45.

“* Ibid.

* Cited in Edward H. Moseley, “The Religious Impact of the American
Occupation of Mexico City, 1847-1848,” Militarists, Merchants and Missionaries:

United States Expansion in Middle America eds. Eugene R. Huck and Edward H.
Moseley (Alabama: University of Alabama Press, 1970), 39.
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Catholics flocked to churches to pray for divine intervention against the American
invaders.*

Although the war was not without domestic critics, many Americans observers
viewed it as a part of their Manifest Destiny, that is, the conviction that American
territorial expansion was inevitable, and that it was the nation’s “providential destiny” to
extend throughout the entire continent. Historian Reginald Horsman, has noted the
emphasis on the “American Anglo-Saxons as a separate, innately superior people who
were destined to bring good government, commercial prosperity, and Christianity to the
American continents and to the world.”** An important part of this belief was the idea
that the United States was to be a white republic; while white “races” would be absorbed
into the mass, nonwhite races would be excluded from membership in this republic.**

Americans viewed their military success against the Mexican army as evidence of
their racial superiority.*> One of the leading U.S. scholars of the war, Robert W.
Johannsen, has noted that American soldiers frequently perceived the Mexican people
they encountered as uncivilized, and viewed Mexicans as “innately inferior to the
vigorous and enterprising Anglo-Saxon.” Another history of the war has explained that

American supporters of the war, “wished to see Mexicans as inherently flawed, their

*?Rodriguez Diaz, “Mexico’s Vision of Manifest Destiny,” 45.

3 Reginald Horsman, Race and Manifest Destiny: The Origins of American
Racial Anglo-Saxonism (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1981), 1-2.

* Ibid., 189.

5 Robert W. Johannsen, To the Halls of the Moctezumas: The Mexican War in the
American Imagination (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 1985), 21.
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society sliding toward dissolution, thus creating an opening for Americans to take
control.”
However recent research has documented the complexity of U.S. views and
actions during the U.S.- Mexico War. Historians such as Paul Foos have outlined
numerous atrocities and abuses committed by U.S. soldiers, and volunteers, particularly
those from Texas, in occupied territories, which he has described as a “hidden dirty
war.”*" He states that their “proclivity for racist, religious, or nationalist rationales for
their crimes took up the language of manifest destiny, suffusing their criminal activity
with the heroism and comradeship implicit in that cause.”*®

At the same time Brian M. McGowan in extensive research into the recruitment
campaigns during the War, in the available letters and journals of American volunteers,
and in the U.S. “occupation press” in Mexico has noted that many believed they had a
mission to spread republicanism to Mexico, either through annexation or the force of

their example.*® While accepting the concept of Mexican inferiority, many Americans

believed that Mexicans were capable of improvement, and sought to aid them.>® U.S.

*® Paul Foos, A Short, Offhand Killing Affair (Chapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 2002), 3-4.

* Ibid., 125. For a general discussion of the atrocities see pgs. 113-137.

* Ibid., 113.

¥ McGowan, “The Second Conquest of Mexico,” 82. A minority of Americans
denounced these ideas suggesting that the United States was “striking down a Republic in
embryo,” and was therefore hurting the cause of liberty and republicanism. See Matthew
Davitian McDonough, “Manifestly Uncertain Destiny: The Debate Over American
Expansionism, 1803-1848,” Ph.D. diss., Kansas State University Press, 2011. 267-268.

%0 johannsen, To the Halls of Montezumas, 165-167.
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volunteers acted with a “missionary intent” and hoped to teach Mexicans how to “cast off
the shackles of tyranny,” with the hopes that they would adopt institutions, such as the
freedom of the press, and freedom of religion as a first step to following the example of
the United States.

Despite the fact that the Polk administration did not make the war into an anti-
Catholic crusade, many Americans saw the spread of Protestantism and the “liberation”
from the Catholic Church as a part of this concept of Manifest Destiny.* John C.
Pinheiro argues that the conflict between the Catholic Mexico and the largely Protestant
United States helped to “hone the concept of American republicanism” as an ideology
that included “Anglo-Saxonism and anti-Catholicism under the umbrella of Manifest
Destiny.”>® Because of the power of the Catholic Church in Mexico, many American

soldiers and the press believed that the Church would have to be weakened or destroyed

*1 McGowan, “The Second Conquest of Mexico,” 151-157, 184-185.

*2Ipid., 175. In fact Polk met with the Bishop from New York John Hughes and
requested that he assign some Spanish-speaking Catholics priests to precede the army
into Mexico who would reassure the population that their religion and Church would be
secure. See Irving W. Levinson, Wars within War: Mexican Guerillas, Domestic Elites,
and the United States of America, 1846-1848 (Fort Worth, TX: Texas Christian
University Press, 2005), 22. The outrage on the part of congressional nativists, convinced
Hughes to withdraw his services. See Solomon, “Saving the ‘Slaves of Kings and
Priests’” 93. More generally the nativist press and politicians were critical of Polk’s
attempts to reach out to American and Mexican Catholics, as well as General Winfield
Scott’s actions to reassure the majority Catholic population of Mexico, such as attending
mass in Catholic Churches in Mexico. See John C. Pinheiro, “*On Their Knees to
Jesuits’: Nativist Conspiracy Theories and the Mexican War,” Nineteenth-Century
America: Essays | Honor of Paul H. Bergeron eds. W. Todd Groce and Stephen V. Ash
(Knoxville: The University of Tennessee Press, 2005), 42-46.

>3 John C. Pinheiro, “Extending the Light and Blessings of Our Purer Faith”:

Anti-Catholic Sentiment among American Soldiers in the U.S.-Mexican War,” Journal of
Popular Culture (Fall 2001): 146.
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and that Americans should introduce religious freedom for the Protestant faith to the
nation.>*

Soldiers, who entered Mexico as part of the U.S. invasion, would blame the
chronic disorder and political difficulties in Mexico on the Catholic religion, and saw the
introduction of Protestantism as necessary for the establishment of a free government.*®
This point was emphasized in a speech in Philadelphia at the end of 1847 by Commodore
Robert F. Stockton, who served as commander of the U.S. naval forces in California. In
this speech Stockton stated that Americans were duty-bound to serve as the trustees of the
“priceless bond of civil and religious liberty.” This duty, he declared, meant that the
United States should guarantee the “inestimable blessings” of this liberty for the people
of Mexico, singling out the importance of allowing freedom for the Protestants in Mexico

to worship freely.?® Other ministers, including the chaplain for the United States army in

> Some Protestants disagreed that a war with Mexico would bring about religious
change in Mexico. Likewise, as might be expected many Catholic writers disagreed with
these ideas. See McDonough, “Manifestly Uncertain Destiny,” 251.

*® Pinheiro, “Extending the Light and Blessings of Our Purer Faith”, 129-130,
140; Volunteers: The Mexican War Journals of Private Richard Coulter and Sergeant
Thomas Barclay, Company E, Second Pennsylvania Infantry ed. Allen Peskin (Kent, OH:
Kent State University Press, 1991), 181, 194-196. Despite these views General Winfield
Scott and other military leaders occupying Mexico prevented attacks on the Churches or
the disruption of services, believing that showing respect for the Church would make the
occupation easier. In fact Scott, and other officers and soldiers attended Mass to show
they were not personally hostile to the Catholic Church. Timothy D. Johnson, A Gallant
Little Army: The Mexico City Campaign (Lawrence, KS: University of Kansas Press,
2007), 58.

°® Robert F. Stockton, Niles Register 73 (January 22, 1848): 335. Reprinted in
Foreigners in Their Native Land: Historical Roots of the Mexican Americans ed. David J.
Weber (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 2003): 133-134. See also
Blanche Marie McEniry, American Catholics in the War with Mexico (Washington D.C.:
The Catholic University of America, 1937), 25.
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Mexico, expressed similar views.>’ In addition to hopes for the introduction of religious
tolerance for Protestants in Mexico, many contemporary U.S. observers saw the war as
providing an opportunity for the proselytizing of Mexico.®

By early August 1847 more than 10,000 U.S. troops led by General Winfield
Scott marched on Mexico City. On September 14, the city was captured. After months of
negotiations representatives from both countries signed the Treaty of Guadalupe
Hidalgo.*® With this treaty Mexico ceded California, New Mexico (containing the present
day states of New Mexico, Arizona, Utah and Nevada), and accepted the U.S. claim on
Texas. In return the United States paid Mexico $15 million for the territory and assumed

damage claims of $3.25 million.®

> Moseley, “The Religious Impact of the American Occupation of Mexico City,”
40. One historian in looking at religious sentiment regarding the war suggested that there
were strong differences between and within various denominations as to the justice of the
war against Mexico. See Clayton Sumner Ellsworth, “The American Churches and the
Mexican War,” The American Historical Review 45:2 (January 1940): 301-326.

*8 This topic will covered more in depth in Chapter 2.

> The military situation during the war was complex as the Mexican government
faced not only the United States but a number of localized revolts, while Mexican groups
fought a guerilla war against the United States and U.S. volunteers like the Texas
Rangers were involved. See Levinson, Wars within War, 83.

% For recent interpretations of the Mexican-American War see Dueling Eagles:
Reinterpreting the U.S.-Mexican War, 1846-1848 eds. Richard V. Francaviglia and
Douglas W. Richmond (Fort Worth: Texas Christian University Press, 2000); Pedro
Santoni, Mexicans at Arms: Puro Federalists and the Politics of War, 1845-1848 (Fort
Worth: Texas Christian University Press, 1996); Dean B. Makin, Olive Branch and
Sword: The United States and Mexico, 1845-1848 (Jefferson, NC and London:
McFarland & Company, 1997); Robert W. Johannsen, To the Halls of the Moctezumas:
The Mexican War in the American Imagination (Oxford and New York: Oxford
University Press, 1985); The View from Chapultepec: Mexican Writers on the Mexican
American War ed. Cecil Robinson (Tucson: The University of Arizona Press, 1989);
Carlos Bosch Garcia, “El conflicto del siglo X1X con los Estados Unidos,” Relaciones
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Despite Protestant hopes, the aftermath of the war also did not bring about
permanent religious toleration, the U.S. conception of civil liberty or the expansion of
Protestantism in Mexico.®* In fact John C. Pinhiero has argued that in addition to the
racial issue, many Americans were concerned about Catholicism and religious concerns
played an important role in influencing the decision of U.S. politicians not to annex more
of Mexico. This, in effect, prevented the potential spread of Protestantism to the annexed
territory and the possible conversion of the nation to Protestantism.®? Since many
Protestant groups were concerned about the increase in Catholic immigration, and
whether the U.S. republic would be able to incorporate “questionable” groups from
Europe, these fears influenced U.S. policymakers from seeking to annex other more

populated parts of the Mexican nation in the aftermath of the war.®®

México-Estados Unidos: Una Vision Interdisciplinaria (México: Universidad Nacional
Auténoma de Mexico, 1981), 17-42.

%1 Some Protestants unsuccessfully advocated forcing Mexico to accept
reciprocity of religion as a part of the treaty of peace. See “Protestants in Mexico,”
Episcopal Recorder (March 4, 1848): 203; Samuel John Bayard and Robert Field
Stockton, A Sketch of the Life of Com. Robert F. Stockton (New York: Derby & Jackson,
1856), 182-183.

%2 John C. Pinheiro, “*Religion Without Restriction’: Anti-Catholicism, All
Mexico and the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo,” Journal of the Early Republic 23:1
(Spring 2003): 96.

%% Solomon discusses this debate as well. See “Saving the “Slaves of Kings and
Priests,”” 97-113.
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La Reforma

In the years after independence Mexican society was divided between different
factions, who had distinct visions for the future of their nation.®* As might be expected,
these factions engaged in heated debates that frequently descended into revolts against
the opposing group, encompassing such issues of state organization, methods of social
control, state intervention in the economy, church-state relations, and their attitude
toward the colonial experience and its relevance for the future of Mexico.®® The largest
factions were those of the Conservatives and the Liberals, who were further divided into
moderate and more radical groups. In a general sense the Liberals saw the internal
Mexican conflict as between the forces of “progress and reaction” while Conservatives
described a fight between “anarchy and civilization.”®® Mexican Conservatives wanted a
state that would regulate social and economic life through a civil bureaucracy, a strong
military and the Catholic Church, along with a social system that protected class
differences. Conservatives sought a society based on social inequality, in which authority
and tradition was predominant, identifying such a system with the Catholic Church.®’

Mexican Liberals generally agreed upon the principles of constitutionalism, freedom of

% Javier Rodriguez Pifia, “Conservatives Contest the Meaning of Independence,
1846-1855,” jViva México! jViva La Independencia! Celebrations of September 16 ed.
William H. Beezley and David E. Lorey (Wilmington, DE: A Scholarly Resources Inc.,
2001), 101.

% Timothy E. Anna, Forging Mexico, 1821-1835 (Lincoln and London:
University of Nebraska Press, 1998), 264.

% Donald Fithian Stevens, Origins of Instability in Early Republican Mexico
(Durham and London: Duke University Press, 1991), 28.

7 Ibid., 29.
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the press, freedom of association, and judicial equality, but moderates and radicals were
split on the issues of the Spanish colonial past, social equality, and the role of the
Catholic Church in Mexican society.®®

The war with the United States would have major ramifications for Mexican
society. One historian has argued that the war showed the weakness of the Mexican
economy and political system, “highlighting the flaws in its social fabric and raised the
specter” of further U.S. territorial expansion at Mexico’s expense. *° Indeed many
Mexicans feared that the very existence of Mexico as an independent nation was
threatened.”® One of the leading historians of nineteenth century Mexican political
thought argued that this caused both Liberals and Conservatives to reassert their
programs for “national salvation with increased vigor.””* Both Liberals and
Conservatives expressed a sense of shame about their defeat, and the resulting loss of

Mexican territory, which emphasized the lost promise of the Mexican nation.

% Ibid.

% Paul Vanderwood, “Betterment for Whom? The Reform Period: 1855-1875,”
The Oxford History of Mexico eds. Michael C. Meyer and Williams H. Beezley (Oxford
and New York: Oxford University Press, 2000), 371. See also Charles A. Hale, “The War
with the United States and the Crisis in Mexican Thought,” The Americas 14:2 (October
1957), 153; Mark Wasserman, Everyday Life and Politics in Nineteenth Century Mexico:
Men, Women and War (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 2000), 99.

" Friedrich Katz, “The Liberal Republic and the Porfiriato,” Mexico Since
Independence (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 49; Charles A. Hale,
Mexican Liberalism in the Age of Mora, 1821-1853 (New Haven and London: Yale
University Press, 1968), 11.

" Hale, “The War with the United States,” 173.

"2 Enrique Florescano, National Narratives in Mexico: A History trans. Nancy
Hancock (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 2006), 276.
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Prior to 1854 the Conservatives and their allies in the Mexican Catholic Church
had been generally able to control the government, but had frequently clashed with
Liberal opponents creating a situation of political unrest through much of Mexico’s post-
Independence history.”® In 1855 the successful Revolution of Ayutla deposed Santa Anna
and put the Liberals in power, creating an important watershed moment in Mexican
history.”® The Liberals quickly began La Reforma, based on anti-militarist and anti-
clerical ideas. La Reforma would, for the first time, successfully challenge the dominant
position of the Church in Mexican politics and society.” These laws culminated in the
Constitution of 1857 which disestablished the Church while attempting to create a purely

secular government.’® The Liberals also believed in the necessity of economic

3 powell, “Priests and Peasants,” 297; Christon I. Archer, “Discord Disjunction,
and Reveries of Past and Future Glories: Mexico’s First Decades of Independence, 1810-
1853,” Mexican Studies/Estudios Mexicanos 16:1 (Winter 2000): 191.

* Guy P.C. Thomson, “Popular Aspects of Liberalism in Mexico, 1848-1888,”
Bulletin of Latin American Research 10:3 (1991): 273. For the specific political goals see
“Plan de Ayutla” and “Plan de Acapulco, Modificando el de Ayutla,” in Francisco Zarco,
Historia del Congreso Extraordinario Constituyente (México: El Colegio de México,
1956), 7-12.

> Don M. Coerver, “From Confrontation to Conciliation: Church-State Relations
in Mexico, 1867-1884,” Church-State Relations and Religious Liberty in Mexico:
Historical & Contemporary Perspective ed. Derek H. Davis. (Waco, TX: Baylor
University, 2002), 19.

"®For a text of the 1857 Constitution see “Constitucion Federal Vigente de 5 de
Febrero de 1857, con sus adiciones y reformas hasta el fin del siglo XIX,” in José M.
Gamboa, Leyes Constitucionales de México durante El Siglo XIX (México: Oficina Tip.
De la Secretaria De Fomento, 1901), 528-589. For conservative opposition to the 1857
Constitution see Clemente de Jesis Munguia Defensa eclesiastica en el obispado de
Michoacan desde 1855 hasta principios de 1858 (México: Imprenta de Vicente Segura,
1858), reprinted in Historia Documental de México Il ed. Ernesto de la Torre Villar,
Moisés Gonzalez Navarro and Stanley Ross (México: Universidad Nacional Autonoma
de México), 291-292. The Constitutional Convention determined that the body was not
ready to confront the question of religious tolerance, and opted not to accept amendments
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modernization and saw the United States as its source of capital, technological advances,
fiscal relief and protection against European intervention.”’

The Reform Laws and the new Constitution divided Mexican society into two
hostile factions of roughly equal strength.”® While the Liberals were successful in
overthrowing the Conservative regime, they had not succeeded in weakening the social
and economic power of their opponents.’ Conservative General Felix Zuloaga, with the
blessing of the Church hierarchy, on December 17, 1857 announced the Plan de

Tacubaya which called for a new Constitution.®® This resistance led to civil war in

explicitly outlining it. For more on the Convention and debates over the religious
tolerance question see Walter V. Scholes, “Church and State at the Mexican
Constitutional Convention, 1856-1857,” The Americas 4:2 (October 1947): 151-174.
Juarez proclaimed complete freedom of religion in 1860.

" Donathon C. Olliff, Reforma Mexico and the United States: A Search for
Alternatives to Annexation, 1854-1861 (Tuscaloosa: The University of Alabama Press,
1981), 2-6.

’® Brian Hamnett argues that the struggle between Conservatives and Liberals,
also included a long-term struggle between the center and regions, and between the
regions and the central government. See “Mexican Conservatives, Clericals, and Soldiers:
the “Traitor’ Tomas Mejia through Reform and Empire, 1855-1867,” Bulletin of Latin
American Research 20:2 (2001): 195.

" Liberals tended to be civilians and military officers who were under 40,
mestizos and from the center and north of Mexico. Conservatives tended to be politicians,
clergy and military officers, on average 10 years older than Liberals and included much
of the urban rich, and were usually creoles. See Enrique Krauze, Mexico Biography of
Power: A History of Modern Mexico, 1810-1996 trans. Hank Heifetz (New York: Harper
Collins Publishers, Inc., 1997), 156.

80 «Fglix Zuloaga: Plan de Tacubaya, 1857” in México en el Siglo XIX: Antologia
de Fuentes e Interpretaciones Historicas ed. Alvaro Matute (México: Universidad
Nacional Autonoma de México, 1972), 296-297; Krauze, Mexico Biography of Power,
169. For more on the responses of the Catholic Church see James H. Lee, “Bishop
Clemente Munguia and Clerical Resistance to the Mexican Reform, 1855-1857,” The
Catholic Historical Review 66:3 (July 1980): 374-391 and Robert J. Knowlton, “Some
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Mexico, known as the War of the Reform which lasted until the end of 1860. While
Mexico had endured numerous revolts and civil disturbances, La Reforma would dwarf
all previous civil strife in the country.®

From the beginning of the Mexican civil war, U.S. officials in the State
Department sympathized with the Mexican Liberals, and expressed the hope that they
would be victorious in their fight against the Conservatives.? U.S. officials believed that
the Liberals, along with the masses in Mexico, looked to the United States with *“sincere
friendship,” and Liberal leaders looked to the United States for guidance and as a
model.®® This was in contrast to the Conservative leaders who were portrayed as deeply

hostile to the United States.*

Practical Effects of Clerical Opposition to the Mexican Reform, 1856-1860,” The
Hispanic American Historical Review (May 1965): 246-256.

8 Krauze, Mexico Biography of Power, 152.

82 Cass to Churchwell, December 27, 1858, Diplomatic Correspondence of the
United States: Inter-American Affairs, 1831-1860, ed. William R. Manning (Washington
D.C.: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 1937), 255; Cass to McLane, March
7, 1859, in Ibid., 257-258. Hereafter cited as DCUS. See also Twyman to Cass, July 28,
1858, Despatches from United States Consuls in Veracruz Record Group 59, Microfilm
Reel 7.

8 Churchwell to Cass, February 8, 1859, DUCS 1025; and Gadsden to Marcy,
May 18, 1855, DUCS 773, 776; Gadsden to Marcy, April 3, 1855, in Ibid., 752; Forsyth
to Marcy, October 25, 1856, in Ibid., 850. See also Twyman to Cass, January 21, 1859,
Despatches from United States Consuls in Vera Cruz Record Group 59, Microfilm Reel
7.

8 Gadsden to Marcy, April 3, 1855, DUCS 750; Gadsden to Marcy, November 5,
1855, in Ibid., 793. The U.S. Consul in Chihuahua warned that he believed that the
property and perhaps the lives of foreign residents would be at risk if the Conservatives
won the civil war. See Macmanus to Cass, July 12, 1859, Despatches from United States
Consuls in Chihuahua Record Group 59 Microfilm Reel 1; Gadsden to Marcy, February
5, 1855, DUCS Quote is from Gadsden to Marcy, April 3, 1855, in Ibid., 750.
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In the minds of U.S. officials, Conservatives had aligned themselves with the
representatives of the Pope and European nations who sought to undermine the spread of
liberal and republican institutions and were therefore enemies of the United States.®® A
dispatch from a U.S. agent in Mexico believed that European Powers, “unfriendly to the
extension of liberal principle on this continent have left nothing undone to encourage the
rebellion of the Roman Catholic priests, in their efforts to put down and destroy all hope
of Constitutional liberty or representative Government in Mexico.”®® This was in conflict
with the policy goals of the United States which supported the establishment of what they
described as a free and stable government in Mexico based on liberal principles.®’

The Liberals, led by President Benito Juarez, sought to punish the Church for its
involvement in the rebellion.® During 1859-1860, the Liberal government announced
laws nationalizing all of the Church’s property holdings, made marriage a civil union,
abolished monastic orders, and declared the strict enforcement of the separation of church
and state. On December 4, 1860 the government guaranteed the complete freedom of
religious belief for the first time in Mexican history.® These laws, particularly the

confiscation of Catholic Church property, were heralded in the United States as

% Gadsden to Marcy, November 26, 1855, DUCS 799; Gadsden to Marcy,
January 18, 1856, DUCS 819; Gadsden to Marcy, November 17, 1855, Ibid., 795.

% Churchwell to Cass, March 8, 1859, DUCS 1035.

87 Cass to McLane, September 20, 1860, DUCS 292.

88 Vanderwood, “Betterment for Whom?” 376.

®bid. “Juarez: Nacionalizacién de Bienes Eclesiasticos y Libertad de Cultos
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Historicas ed. Alvaro Matute (México: Universidad Nacional Autonoma de México,
1972), 154-156.
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monumental events in Mexican history. Several writers likened this as the equivalent of
the President of the United States unilaterally abolishing slavery.*

The U.S. press originally viewed the civil war in Mexico as just the latest incident
in what one article referred to as the “land of revolution.”®* The New York Times
expressed sympathy for Mexico, but also declared that the country presented a “pitiful
spectacle.” Americans understood that one of the core issues of the unrest was the
Mexican Liberal attempt to separate church and state, but were not optimistic about the
chances for their ultimate success.? For the first two years of the Mexican Wars of the
Reform the Liberals were on the defensive, frequently losing battles to the better trained,
equipped and officered Conservative forces.**As the Mexican Liberals continued to
struggle, U.S. pessimism mounted, causing the New York Times to declare that “Mexican

liberty is dead,” that republican institutions have become an “empty sham,” and that the

% «A Revolution in Mexico,” New York Times, July 25, 1859; “Mexico,” National
Era (August 4, 1859).

%! «“Revolutionists in Mexico,” Christian Observer 36:6 (February 5, 1857): 22.
See also “Another Glimpse at Mexico,” Flag of Our Union 13:52 (December 25, 1858):
412; “The Mexican Draft,” New York Daily Times, November 13, 1855; “Mexico,”
Cleveland Plain Dealer, October 27, 1858. President James Buchanan would express a
similar sentiment in his State of the Union address in 1858. See, James Buchanan,
“Second Annual Message,” (December 6, 1858), in The State of the Union Messages of
the Presidents, Volume I: 1790-1860 (New York: Chelsea House, 1966), 983.

%2 «“Mexican Anarchy Again,” New York Daily Times, May 1, 1857; “Mexico,”
Cleveland Plain Dealer, August 16, 1858.

% Michael C. Meyer, William L. Sherman and Susan M. Deeds, The Course of

Mexican History Eighth Edition (New York and Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007),
335-336.
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Mexican republic was falling apart.** In this context, Mexico was described by the

Cleveland Plain Dealer as a nation “eternally at war” with itself.*

Several newspapers
and periodical articles concluded that self-rule in Mexico had failed and that there was no
hope for redress.*® A.K. Shepard, an American who had spent two years in Mexico,
declared that the Mexican people were unfit for self-government and needed a strong
ruler with almost absolute power who would act with integrity and honesty and would
exercise this power for the good of the people. He argued, “Twaddle about
Republicanism is all very well, but when people are not fit for it, other forms of

government must be adopted.”®’

% «“Mexico and Washington,” New York Times, February 19, 1858. See also “Our
Foreign Policy,” Harper’s Weekly (May 16, 1857); “Religion in Mexico,” Christian
Observer (January 24, 1856). “The Condition of Mexico,” New York Herald, October 17,
1859; “The Republic Fallen,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, November 16, 1857;“Mexico- The
Protectorate,” Sandusky Commercial Register, April 22, 1858; “Mexico, the *Sick Man’
of the Western Continent-Progress of the Disease,” Sandusky Commercial Register, May
21, 1858; “Poor Mexico!” Cleveland Plain Dealer, June 18, 1858; “Mexico Still Going
It,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, June 29, 1858; “The United States and Mexico,” Daily
Missouri Republican, December 9, 1858; “Unhappy Mexico,” Wooster Republican, June
16, 1859.

% “Mexico,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, August 12, 1859.
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“The Republic South of Us,” New York Times, February 24, 1858; “Mexico and the
Mexicans,” The Weekly Wisconsin Patriot, August 6, 1859; “Mexico-What is to Become
of 1t?” Daily Missouri Republican, August 18, 1858; “The Sick Man of America,” New
York Times, August 22, 1860; “The Last Days of Mexico,” Littell’s Living Age (October
22, 1859); “The Fate of Mexico,” The United States Democratic Review (May 1858).
One article prematurely hoped that Revolutions were done in Mexico, before the Church
revolted against the Liberal Reforms. See “Colonization of Mexico,” Scientific American
(October 11, 1856).

" A.K. Shepard, The Land of the Aztecs; or Two Years in Mexico (Albany: Weed,

Parsons & Co, 1859), 98. See also “Mexico,” Graham’s Magazine XLVIII: 2 (February
1856): 175.
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Because of these views Americans debated how and to what extent the United
States should get involved in Mexican affairs. The Buchanan administration consistently
sought to use the Mexican civil war as a pretext for the annexation of Mexican territory,
and unsuccessfully asked Congress for the authority to send an armed force into Mexico,
ostensibly to help the Liberals, but in reality as a pretext for occupation and annexation.
The influential national news magazine Harper’s Weekly described the dilemma that the
United States faced in confronting the Mexican situation. In the view of the editors there
had never been a party in the United States which had claimed that the U.S. had the right
to “interfere in the local affairs of our neighbors, or even to pronounce opinions upon the
policy they chose to pursue in the administration of their public business.” At the same
time Harper’s unequivocally stated that the United States ought to be the “leading power
in the Western World, to exercise a commanding influence, by the force of our example
and public sentiment, over the affairs of all the states of the continent of America.”*°
These contradictory views in the same editorial reflect U.S. confusion in how to
implement the abstract notion of U.S. mission in response to changing events in Mexico
during the period.

However other American commentators, some with ties to the Mexican Liberal

party, portrayed the actions of the Liberals as evidence of Mexican progress. Edward E.

Dunbar, a businessman who spent 12 years in Mexico, published a series of articles in

% Binder, James Buchanan and the American Empire, 247-248. Because of the
predominance of sectional issues, Northern Senators saw Buchanan’s action as an attempt
by Democrats to extend territory for slaveholding.

% «Ought the United States to Intervene in Mexico?” Harper’s Weekly (March 13,
1858).

www.manaraa.com



56

1860 sympathetic to the plight of the Mexican Liberals.*® Dunbar suggested that civil
strife in Mexican history was due to unsuccessful attempts to “break the chains” of
Church power that had ruled the country since the Spanish colonization.'® In Dunbar’s
description the current civil war in Mexico was due to an attempt to strike at the
“diseased and rotten foundation of Mexican nationality,” and to attack the “deep-seated
evils” existing in Mexico.'® The Liberals, he argued, were fighting for healthy and
vigorous progress, while the Conservatives were making “wild and savage efforts” to

continue the oppression of the past.'%® Since the Mexican Liberals sought to induce U.S.

190 Bynbar was also an occasional New York Times correspondent whose
promotional work on behalf of Mexico was subsidized by the Mexican Liberal
government. See Olliff, Reforma Mexico and the United States, 145.

101 Edward E. Dunbar, The Mexican Papers No. 1 (August 15, 1860): 5-6. For a
similar, though often more subdued statements see, “Mexican Affairs,” New York Daily
Times, December 20, 1855; “The Clergy in Mexico,” New York Observer and Chronicle
(May 8, 1856); “Mexican Politics,” Chicago Daily Tribune, May 29, 1857; “The News
from Mexico,” The New York Herald, July 15, 1856; “From Mexico,” New York Daily
Times, July 19, 1856; “The Mexican Priesthood,” New York Evangelist, August 14,
1856; “Important from Mexico-Our Relations with that Republic,” New York Herald,
May 4, 1858; Several articles discuss the involvement of the Pope seeking to prevent the
long term implementation of the Laws of the Reform. See “Romanism in Mexico,” New
York Evangelist (February 7, 1856); “The Pope Interfering with the Churches on the
American Continent,” New York Observer and Chronicle (January 29, 1857); “Mexico
and the Catholic Church,” Farmer’s Cabinet, May 25, 1857.

192 1hid. For more subdued statement of support for the actions of the Liberals see
“The Present State of Mexico,” Littell’s Living Age (October 27, 1855); “Our Mexican
Policy,” Kalamazoo Gazette, December 31, 1858; “Good News from Mexico,” Chicago
Press and Tribune, July 28, 1859; “Church Property in Mexico,” Boston Daily
Advertiser, July 27, 1859; “Real Estate and Church Property in Mexico,” Daily Evening
Bulletin, August 18, 1859.

193 1bid. For similar, though more subdued sentiments see, “The United States and
Mexico,” New York Daily Times, September 11, 1855; “The Church in Mexico,” Boston
Investigator, June 11, 1856; “Toleration in Mexico,” Saturday Evening Post (August 9,
1856); “Mexico,” New York Daily Times, December 23, 1856; “New Plan for Annexing
Cuba to the United States,” Chicago Daily Tribune, November 18, 1857; “Mexico and
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trade and investment into Mexico, another writer Carlos Butterfield, explained that a
victory of the Liberal party was necessary for the U.S. to build up trade and investment in
Mexico, where Americans would find a “magnificent field for our enterprise, industry
and capital.” In Butterfield’s view, a Liberal victory would allow the principles of liberty
to be developed under the care of the United States, and Mexico would become a
“faithful friend and ally,” while a Conservative victory could lead to war with Mexico,
and possibly European powers as well.%*

In light of continuing difficulties, Mexican Liberals sought aid from the United
States in the form of loans, weapons and a protectorate. The willingness of the Mexican
Liberal leaders to accept a U.S. protectorate reflects the desperation of their situation.
From early 1859 to mid-1860 the Liberal cause at times seemed “hopeless,” and they
sought to secure “at almost any price, a guarantee of American moral, economic, and

military support as its only visible hope for survival.”'® At the same time, the Liberals

were well aware of the dangers of courting the United States and often expressed deep

Our Relations with Mexico- Manifest Destiny,” The New York Herald, March 30, 1858;
“Church Property in Mexico,” Boston Daily Advertiser, July 27, 1859; “Mexican Affairs,
* Chicago Press and Tribune, April 28, 1860; Mexico: Its Present Government, and its
Political Parties (Washington, D.C.: Lemuel Towers, 1860), 2, 14,18; Mexico. No 2.
Historical and Financial Items (N.P.: Friends of Mexico, 1866), 1; George E. Church,
Mexico. Its Revolutions: Are They Evidences of Retrogression or of Progress? (New
York: Baker & Goodwin, 1866), 44.

104 Carlos Butterfield, United States and Mexico: Commerce, Trade, and Postal
Facilities Between the Two Countries. Statistics of Mexico. (New York: JAH Hasbrouck
& Co, 1861), 159. Butterfield was an American living in Mexico with close ties to the
Liberal government and sought to promote a mail-steamer service between the U.S. and
Mexico. See Olliff, Reforma Mexico and the United States, 54-55.

195 Alfredo Rolando Andrade, “Mexican Liberalism and the United States During

the Era of La Reforma: A History of Attitudes and Policy, 1855-1861.” PhD diss., The
University of Oklahoma, 1975. 24-25.
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concerns of being “absorbed by the Colossus of the North,” though these usually came in
the form of sealed letters, or private discussions, but were not expressed publically.*®
Mexican fears were well-founded as in the years between the end of the U.S.-
Mexico War and the U.S. Civil War, American proposals and discussion of investment in
Mexico usually had territorial expansion as their ultimate goal.'®” Despite these concerns,
in April 1859 the Liberals and U.S. representatives signed the McLane-Ocampo Treaty,
which would have made Mexico a protectorate of the United States and given the U.S.
the ability to intervene in Mexican affairs, as well as providing for reciprocal trade and
allowing the U.S. to build and protect railroads in Mexico.'®® The U.S. press debated the
merits of a protectorate, as well as the possibility of outright annexation of Mexican
territory.*® In a manner similar to discussions around the time of the U.S. war with
Mexico, a series of editorials in the Philadelphia Inquirer described the absorption of

Mexico as part of the “Manifest Destiny” of the United States, which would happen

196 |pid., 45-48: 150.

197 David M. Pletcher, The Diplomacy of Trade and Investment: American
Economic Expansion in the Hemisphere, 1865-1900 (Columbia and London: University
of Missouri Press, 1998), 79.

198 Frederick Moore Binder, James Buchanan and the American Empire (London
and Toronto: Associated University Presses, 1994), 249-250; Olliff, Reforma Mexico and
the United States, 7.

199 One article written in the form of a letter to Mexico, ended with the statement,
“...you must make progress, or you will be absorbed by a more energetic race.” “The
Republics of Mexico and the United States,” DeBow’s Review (October 1856). This was
also the assessment of the U.S. Consul in Minatitlan. See Allen to Cass, January 1, 1859,
Despatches from United States Consuls in Minatitlan Record Group 59, Microfilm, Reel
1. Other articles that advocated annexation include, “The Mexican Revolution,” The New
York Herald, April 12, 1858; “Mexico-Her Evils and Their Remedy,” The New York
Herald, May 13, 1858.
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within the next ten years resulting in the improvement of Mexico “under Anglo-Saxon
influence and energy.”*'° A similar sentiment was expressed by the San Francisco
Evening Bulletin which stated flatly that “the American continent had been given to
Republican America by the Creator.”***

Most viewed a direct move toward annexation as unlikely, but saw a protectorate
as a potential first step to the future annexation of Mexican territory. A Harper’s Weekly
editorial acknowledged that the time was not ripe for the incorporation of Mexico into the
United States, but stated that the U.S. should begin “taking preparatory steps toward that
consummation.” The editorial writer stated that Mexican “anarchy” caused “positive
injury” to the United States by damaging the “prestige” of republican institutions, setting

a poor example for the Southern states in the United States, threatened the investments of

Americans in Mexico and hurt potential trade opportunities.*** The New York Times

110 «The Absorption of Mexico,” Philadelphia Inquirer, April 7, 1858. See also
“Spain, Mexico and the United States,” Philadelphia Inquirer, April 23, 1858; “Mexico
and the Future,” Philadelphia Inquirer, June 3, 1858; “Mexico, Cuba and the United
States,” Philadelphia Inquirer, August 3, 1858; “The United States and Mexico,”
Philadelphia Inquirer, August 9, 1858. See also “Mexico,” Cleveland Plain Dealer,
December 7, 1857; “Mexico,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, March 26, 1860. The paper was
vague as to how this annexation would take place and while suggesting it would be good
for Mexico, seemed unsure how beneficial it would be for the United States. This theme
of U.S. occupation of Mexico being beneficial for Mexico, but possibly not the U.S.
would be discussion later in the context of what the U.S. policy should be toward Mexico
after a potential French withdrawal in “Shall We Have War?” Baltimore Sun, November
27, 1865.

1 «\what is to Become of Mexico?” Evening Bulletin, June 16, 1858. See also
“Annexation of Mexico,” Evening Bulletin, October 6, 1858.

112 «The Condition of Mexico,” Harper’s Weekly (April 3, 1858). The New York-
based magazine made this claim of Mexico providing a poor example to the southern
states on several occasions. See also, “Ought the United States to Intervene in Mexico?”
Harper’s Weekly (March 13, 1858).
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consistently argued for a U.S. protectorate as the only hope for Mexico.'*® It went as far
to suggest that the United States had originally erred by not retaining control of the
country after the U.S.-Mexico War.** While acknowledging that the U.S. had mistreated
Mexico during the war, the Times suggested a U.S. protectorate could make up for it by
providing aid and support.**®

Most American commentators accepted the idea that republican government in
Mexico had failed, and that any hope of redress would have to come from outside the
country. Because of this they worried that if the United States did not take decisive

action, European powers would fill the void thereby violating the Monroe Doctrine, and

threatening the position of the United States in the Western Hemisphere.™® Harper’s

113 «“Mexico-What is to Become of Her?” New York Times, February 23, 1858;
“Mexico and the Tribune,” New York Times, April 20, 1858; “The Necessity for a
Mexican Protectorate” New York Times, May 4, 1858; “The Mexican Question,” New
York Times, May 19, 1858; “Mexico-What is to Become of It?” New York Times, August
14, 1858. See also, “What Shall We Do with Mexico?” Daily Evening Bulletin, May 26,
1859; “Mexico,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, August 12, 1859. Another article suggested
that annexation was coming, but needed time for Mexico to be ripe for such an action.
See “Annexation of Mexico-The Pear Ripening,” Daily Evening Bulletin, October 6,
1858.

14 «“The Necessity of a Mexican Protectorate,” New York Times, May 4, 1858.
See also “The State of Mexico,” Wisconsin Daily Patriot, January 12, 1860.

15 «“How To Tranquilize Mexico,” New York Times, August 6, 1859. President
Buchanan would express a similar sentiment, suggesting that the only hope for Mexico
was U.S. intervention. See, James Buchanan, “Third Annual Address,” (December 19,
1859), in The State of the Union Messages of the Presidents, Volume I: 1790-1860 (New
York: Chelsea House, 1966), 1016. See also James Buchanan, “Fourth Annual Address,”
in Ibid., 1044.

116 «Mexico,” Baltimore Sun, April 26, 1859. See also “Mexican Matters,”
Cleveland Plain Dealer, May 20, 1858; “An American Protectorate Over Mexico,”
Cleveland Plain Dealer, November 30, 1858; “What Shall We Do with Mexico?”
Evening Bulletin, May 26, 1859; “Stirring News from Mexico,” Cleveland Plain Dealer,
March 21, 1860; “The War in Mexico,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, March 26, 1860.
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Weekly argued that the Monroe Doctrine conferred both “privileges” and
“responsibilities,” and that if the U.S. did not “save Mexico” then it should not object if
other nations did so.**” Other media sources were less enthusiastic. Russell’s Magazine
argued that the United States should not become involved in Mexico, both because of the
enormity of the problems in Mexico and the fact that the United States was not lacking in
challenges domestically. ™

Like earlier debates over the annexation of Mexican territory, ideas of race would
play a complex role in shaping the debate over the U.S. role in Mexico.™® Several articles
speculated about the difficulties that the U.S. would have in Mexico, especially because
of the racial composition of its population. This composition included what was often
described as the “restless and turbulent Spanish race,” the “backward and ignorant Indian
races,” and the “mixed race.” Some suggested had inherited the worst qualities of both
reflecting anti-Spanish, anti-Indian and anti-miscegenation prejudices in the United

States.'?° Others expressed dismay that a protectorate would lead to annexation and this

17 «“protection to United States Citizens Abroad,” Harper’s Weekly (January 1,
1859). See also “Mexico,” Harper’s Weekly (January 8, 1859).

118 «“Mexico,” Russell’s Magazine 3:4 (July 1858). See also “ST. P, “Mexico and
the Protectorate,” The Nassau Literary Magazine,”” 19:7 (May 1859); “Our Relations
Toward Mexico,” Daily Missouri Republican, December 01, 1858; “The President and
Mexico,” Boston Daily Advertiser, May 21, 1859; “The United States and Mexico,”
Sandusky Commercial Register, September 24, 1859.

119 see for instance, Thomas R. Hietala, Manifest Design; and Reginald Horsman,
Race and Manifest Destiny for discussions of the role of race in U.S. decisions regarding
annexation during the war with Mexico.

120 “The Mexican Question,” The Knickerbocker; or New York Monthly Magazine

(March 1859); “The Fate of Mexico,” The United States Democratic Review (May 1858).
In his defense of the Mexican Liberals Dunbar suggests that because Juarez is a full
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would result in bringing what they believed were racially inferior Mexicans into the U.S.
Republic. One editorial blamed much of Mexico’s problems on the inferiority of the
Mexican “racial stock” and expressed dismay over the possibility of a “large number of
perfidious Spaniards and half-breed Indians” being admitted to U.S. congressional
bodies.*®* A strongly worded editorial in the Chicago Daily Tribune argued that those in
favor of a protectorate were careless of the “higher interests” of the United States. It
asked, “Shall we take Mexico, and her Spaniards, niggers, licentiousness, ignorance and
all, and make them a part of the Republic?” The Tribune suggested that Mexicans would
corrupt democratic institutions, thereby endangering the national existence and opposed
their entrance as either equals or dependents into the United States. %2

A writer in The United States Democratic Review accepted the premise of
Mexican racial inferiority, but believed that annexing Mexico would have different
results, suggesting the United States should take control over Mexico, “and wheel her

into the train of the world’s progress.” The article stated that this was part of the destiny

blooded Indian and because of the number of indigenous people in Mexico, that many
Americans denounce them unfairly. See Dunbar, The Mexican Papers no 1 96-97; 122-
125.

121 “Mexican Protectorate,” Russell’s Magazine 4:1 (October 1858). For a similar
description of Mexicans see “Mexico,” Farmer’s Cabinet, February 17, 1858. Articles
that opposed a protectorate and annexation because of racial concerns include, “The
Mexican Question,” The Knickerbocker; or New York Monthly Magazine (March 1859);
“The Fate of Mexico,” The United States Democratic Review (May 1858). “Mexican
Protectorate,” Russell’s Magazine 4:1 (October 1858); “Mexico,” Farmer’s Cabinet,
February 17, 1858; “Protectorate Over Mexico,” Chicago Daily Tribune, May 19, 1858;
The New York Daily Tribune, February 27, 1860; “Protectorate Over Mexico,” Chicago
Daily Tribune, May 19, 1858; The New York Daily Tribune, February 27, 1860.

122 «protectorate Over Mexico,” Chicago Daily Tribune, May 19, 1858. For a
similar description see The New York Daily Tribune, February 27, 1860.
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given by the Almighty for the United States to rule over the whole “Spanish American
world” as well as the rest of the Western Hemisphere, declaring that, “No other system of
government exists on the earth that has the vitality, power, elasticity, sagacity, adoption,
or even stability, to do this Herculean work.”*?*

As discussed previously Americans viewed the United States as a model republic,
and had hoped that Mexico and other Latin American countries would follow its
example. In their view Mexico hitherto represented the failure of republicanism and was
thus in the need of U.S. guidance.’® Or as The United States Democratic Review put it,
Mexico, had “blasphemed the holy name of Liberty” with its continual revolutions and
unrest. But the editorialist firmly believed that annexation would result in the
emancipation from despotism and anarchy, which would in the long-term benefit the
whole world.*® Because of the predominance of sectional issues, Northern Senators saw
the attempted creation of a protectorate as an attempt by Democrats to extend territory for
slaveholding, and refused to support either the protectorate or moves leading to the
annexation of Mexican territory.*?

Contrary to U.S. predictions, Liberals were able to take control of the country and

defeat the Conservatives. The War slowly began to turn in the favor of the Liberals in

123 “The Fate of Mexico,” The United States Democratic Review (May 1858).

124 See for instance “The Presidential Message on Mexico,” Harper’s Weekly
(December 4, 1858). See also Mr. Buchanan’s Mexico Policy,” Harper’s Weekly
(January 7, 1860). However by mid-1860 the editors at Harper’s became convinced that
the U.S. should allow Mexicans to work out their problems for themselves.

1% |bid.

126 1hid., 250.
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1859, and the United States government responded by officially recognizing the Liberal
government. After a series of military victories in 1860, the Liberal Army captured
Mexico City and Juarez entered the capital on New Year’s Day 1861.%?" In the wake of
their defeat much of the Church hierarchy was exiled to Europe and other parts of Latin
America.'?®

In the aftermath of debates over if and how the United States might intervene in
Mexico, Americans expressed pleasure that despite the failure of the United States to
intervene, Mexico appeared to have solved its biggest problem- the role of the Catholic
Church in its society- without U.S. involvement, and saw this as strong evidence of
Mexican progress.*?® The New York Times expressed gratification over the Liberal
victory and expected that Mexico was about to enter a new era of peace and prosperity,
while an article in the New York Evangelist described the victory as an overthrow of the

Catholic tyranny in the nation.™*® Since the victory was won without intervention from

127 Manuel Cambre, La Guerra de tres afios (Guadalajara: Imprenta y
Encuadernacién de José Cabrera, 1904) reprinted in Historia Documental de México 1l
eds. Ernesto de la Torre Villar, Moisés Gonzalez Navarro and Stanley Ross (México:
Universidad Nacional Autonoma de México 1964), 301-302. For Juarez’ statement on re-
entering México City see, “Proclama de Juarez al Volver a la Ciudad de México,” Benito
Juarez: Documentos, Discursos y Correspondencia IV ed. Jorge L. Tamayo (México:
Secretaria del Patrimonio Nacional, 1965), 136-138.

128 paul V. Murray, The Catholic Church in Mexico: Historical Essays for the
General Reader Volume | (1519-1910) (Mexico: Editorial E.P.M., 1965), 182-184.

129 See for instance, “Interesting News from Mexico,” New York Herald, January
30, 1860.

130 «“The Liberal Triumph in Mexico,” New York Times, January 9, 1861; “Order
and Liberty in Mexico,” New York Evangelist (March 28, 1861). See also “A Mexican
Manifesto,” Boston Daily Advertiser, March 14, 1861. For earlier similar views of the
Mexican civil war see “The Struggle between Church and State in Mexico,” The New
York Herald, March 7, 1860; “The Decline of Mexico and its Dangers for Us,” The New
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the United States, the Times asserted that “The moral position that country now occupies
must command the respect of the world,” with the defeat of the Catholic Church resulting
in a “nation born to liberty!” *** The Times further expressed satisfaction with the reform
program of the Liberals, especially the banishment of Church officials, as evidence of a
bright future for the Mexican Republic.**? This corresponds to the larger themes of
Protestant teleology which linked progress to religious development, and in this narrative
the Catholic Church was the “primitive” past that Protestantism leaves behind as societies
progress.*®

Mexico’s perceived rejection of the Catholic Church was interpreted as placing
the nation on the right road to a progressive future, providing a useful narrative of
Mexican history in the eyes of American commentators. While many had viewed Mexico
as a turbulent, disorderly nation, constantly at war with itself, with little hope for self-
improvement, this new narrative emphasized the long difficult struggle to remove the

vestiges of the colonial past and the evils of the dominance of the Church.*** In this

York Herald, April 5, 1860. Later articles would be more subdued and discuss the
challenges with internal disorder that the Republic still faced. See “Triumph of the
Liberal Cause in Mexico,” The New York Herald, January 9, 1861; “The Mexican
Anarchy,” New York Times, September 15, 1861.

131 «Our Policy towards Mexico,” New York Times, January 17, 1861.

132 «“Matters in Mexico,” New York Times (March 7, 1861). See also “Mexico,”
Columbus Crisis, February 21, 1861; “Energetic Measures of the Constitutional
Government in Mexico,” The New York Herald, February 22, 1861.

133 Susan M. Griffin, Anti-Catholicism and Nineteenth Century Fiction
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 5.

134 “The Mexican Enigma,” The Independent (May 12, 1864). For similar themes

by Mexican Liberals see “Address of Colonel Manuel Balbontin,” Proceedings of a
Meeting of Citizens of New York to Express Sympathy and Respect for the Mexican
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interpretation, Mexico had been successful in its quest to achieve liberty, and was set to
begin a new era after crushing the power of the Church.'® Because of these changes
Americans now hoped that Mexico would be able to embrace the example of the United
States and institute a true republic government, economic prosperity, and trade linkages
with the United States.

U.S. government officials likewise expressed their pleasure over the victory by
the Mexican Liberals and their hopes for the creation of a stable government which
adhered to republican principles.*® Shortly before Lincoln’s inauguration the Mexican
chargés d’affaires to the United States, Matias Romero met with the future president and
stated that the Liberal government sought to maintain the “most intimate” and “friendly”
relations with the United States. He declared, “Mexico wants to adopt the same principles

of liberty and progress which are followed here, travelling the same path to arrive at the

Republican Exiles (New York: John A. Gray & Green, Printers, 1865), 34-39 and
“Speech of the Honorable Matias Romero,” Ibid., 43-45.

135 «“Mexico,” The Barre Gazette, February 22, 1861. U.S. officials also expressed
pleasure at the success of the Mexican Liberals. See Cass to McLane, September 20,
1860, Diplomatic Correspondence of the United States: Inter-American Affairs, 1831-
1860, ed. William R. Manning (Washington D.C.: Carnegie Endowment for International
Peace, 1937): 288. See also Black to U.S. State Department, January 15, 1861,
Despatches from United States Consuls in Mexico City Record Group 59, Microlfilm,
Reel 6; Pickett to Cass, January 21, 1861, Despatches from United States Consuls in
Veracruz Record Group 59, Microfilm, Reel 8.

138 Cass to McLane, September 20, 1860, Diplomatic Correspondence of the
United States: Inter-American Affairs, 1831-1860, ed. William R. Manning (Washington
D.C.: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 1937): 288. See also Black to U.S.
State Department, January 15, 1861, Despatches from United States Consuls in Mexico
City Record Group 59, Microlfilm, Reel 6; Pickett to Cass, January 21, 1861, Despatches
from United States Consuls in Veracruz Record Group 59, Microfilm, Reel 8.
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grandeur and unequalled prosperity currently enjoyed in the United States.”**" The U.S.
Secretary of State William H. Seward, in his instructions to the new U.S. Minister to
Mexico, expressed the hope that Mexico’s experiences with disorder were coming to an
end and suggested that the world was deeply interested in the development of Mexican
resources as well as having a high respect for the “simple virtues and heroism of her
people, and, above all, their inextinguishable love of civil liberty.”**® However if Mexico
was just taking a respite from disorder, then Seward was deeply concerned that the nation
would provide an enticing temptation to those looking to take advantage of the
situation.™*®

At the same time that Mexico seemed to be entering a period of peace, the U.S.
government and the American press became preoccupied with the potential for civil
unrest in the United States after the election of Abraham Lincoln in 1860, and the threat
of secession from the Southern states. While Americans had been used to looking at the
disorder and anarchy in Mexico as a contrast to their orderly system of government, now
the roles were reversed as the U.S. entered into a period of Civil War while Mexico had

ended its internal conflict.1*° An 1858 editorial in the Cleveland Plain Dealer had

37 Reprinted in Mexican Lobby: Matias Romero in Washington, 1861-1867 ed
and trans. Thomas D. Schoonover (Lexington: The University Press of Kentucky, 1986),
2.

138 Seward to Corwin, April 6, 1861 Foreign Relations of the United States 1861
(Washington D.C.: GPO, 1862), 67.

139 1bid., and Frederick W. Seward, Seward at Washington, Senator and Secretary

of State: A Memoir of His Life, with Selections from His Letters, 1846-1861 (New York:
Derby and Miller, 1891), 542.

149 “Great Events at Hand!” Cleveland Plain Dealer, February 4, 1861.
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speculated that “Providence” had given the United States “hapless Mexico” as a
“constant, instructive, and admonitory contrast,” yet now it appeared that the United
States was going down the same road that they had frequently disparaged Mexico for
travelling.*! The Weekly Wisconsin Patriot (Madison) stated, “Let the history of Mexico,
of the central states and the South American States solve this problem, by the gory
examples they have strewn along the highway of their living deaths.”'** Despite these
concerns the U.S. did enter a period of destructive Civil War which threatened the
existence of the republic, that Americans believed was the birth-place of freedom and a
model for the rest of the world.*** Secretary of State Seward, speaking for himself and
President Lincoln, expressed a measure of embarrassment at the internal troubles in the
United States, acknowledging that republican governments in the United States and
Mexico were encountering tough times, but suggested they, never for a moment, doubted
that “the republican system is to pass safely through all ordeals and prove a permanent

success in our own country, and so commended to adoption by all other nations.”**

141 «Another Revolution in Mexico,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, January 16, 1858.

This is a reprint of Forney’s Press.

Other articles that express this fear include,” The Great National Crisis,” Baltimore Sun,
December 8, 1860; “Platform Versus Union,” Weekly Wisconsin Patriot, February 9,
1861; “Interior View of Mexico,” The Crisis, February 21, 1861; “The Foreign Ministers
at Washington,” Weekly Wisconsin Patriot, May 1, 1861.

142 «\Will You or Won’t You,” Weekly Wisconsin Patriot, February 9, 1861. One
editorial suggested that the coming of civil strife in the U.S. was creating more sympathy
for the plight of the Mexican people. See “New Difficulties in Mexico,” St Alban’s Daily
Messenger, August 24, 1861.

143 “Foreign Intervention,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, May 14, 1862.

4% 1bid., 69, and Seward, Seward at Washington, 542.
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The French Intervention

As the Liberal government attempted to rebuild the country it faced enormous
financial pressure. Juarez gave priority to internal reconstruction in the aftermath of the
civil war, which resulted in the decision to suspend payment on foreign debts for the next
two years.*® In response France, England and Spain signed the Tripartite Convention in
London agreeing to military intervention in Mexico to guarantee the repayment of
debts.*® While originally the powers disavowed any interest for conquest or the
occupation of Mexico, it soon became clear that the French Emperor, Napoleon I11, had
larger designs on Mexico. Napoleon 111 sought to spread the French empire to Mexico,

taking advantage of U.S. preoccupation with the American Civil War.*’ He saw

1%% For the internal Mexican discusion of the suspension of the debt see, “Arreglo
de la Hacienda Publica Suspensién del Pago de la Deuda Exterior,” in Benito Juarez:
Documentos, Discursos y Correspondencia IV ed. Jorge L. Tamayo (México: Secretaria
del Patrimonio Nacional, 1965), 625-805. Manuel Maria de Zamacona, “Circular al
Cuerpo Diplomatico Explicado La Ley de Suspensién de Pagos,” (julio 29, 1861), in
Benito Juarez: Documentos, Discursos y Correspondencia IV ed. Jorge L. Tamayo
(México: Secretaria del Patrimonio Nacional, 1965), 651-655.

148 Brian Hamnet, A Concise History of Mexico Second Edition (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2006): 163. For a text of the agreement see “La Convencion
de Londres 1861 in México en el Siglo XIX: Antologia de Fuentes e Interpretaciones
Historicas ed. Alvaro Matute (México: Universidad Nacional Autonoma de México,
1972), 507-509. While U.S. officials were not pleased with the events, they did accept the
premise that European powers had a right to make war nations in the Western
Hemisphere as well as intervene because of grievances, but did not have the right to
permanently occupy parts of the country or force a change of government by force. See
Cass to McLane, April 28, 1860, DUCS 285; McLane to Roy de La Reintrie, December
7, 1860, in Ibid., 1233; Seward to Dayton, June 21, 1862, FRUS 1862 (Washington D.C.:
GPO, 1862), 354-355.

%" Henry Blumenthal, A Reappraisal of Franco-American Relations, 1830-1871
(Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 1959), 169; D.P. Cook, The North,
the South and the Powers, 1861-1865 (New York and London: John Wiley & Sons,
1974), 54-55.
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intervention in Mexico as an opportunity to check the potential power of the United
States and to form an empire based on the substitution of monarchies adhering to Latin
and Catholic traditions.'*® As such he was initially supported by much of the exiled
Mexican Church hierarchy and many Mexican Conservatives.'*

U.S. officials saw the French actions in Mexico as a direct challenge to the
Monroe Doctrine and to the long-term security of the United States in the Western
Hemisphere which they believed depended on the stability of republican government in

Latin America, and an absence of European imperialism. *** Unlike most European

148 Colin M. MacLachlan and William H. Beezley, El Gran Pueblo: A History of
Greater Mexico (Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1999), 63; Thomas David
Schoonover, Dollars over Dominion: The Triumph of Liberalism in Mexican-United
States Relations, 1861-1867 (Baton Rouge and London: Louisiana State University Press,
1978), 141; Alicia Hernandez Chavez, Mexico: A Brief History, 149.

14 Murray, The Catholic Church in Mexico, 196.

130 schoonover, Dollars over Dominion, xviii; Alfred Jackson Hanna and Kathryn
Abbey Hanna, Napoleon Ill and Mexico: American Triumph Over Monarchy (Chapel
Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 1971), 121. Generally by the early 1830s
Southerners remained harsh critics of Mexico’s inability to create political stability. In
the years after the Mexican-American War, Southerners were often the strongest
advocates for territorial expansion into Mexico as a way to provide slave states to balance
non slave ones in the U.S. Midwest and West. Southern advocates of this expansion
emphasized the “unfitness” of Mexico and the Mexican people for republicanism as a
justification for further annexation. During the Civil War. Confederate diplomats sought
to effect an alliance first with the French government and later with the Maximilian
regime but were unable to do so amid French fears that recognition of the Confederacy or
an alliance of any kind would provoke the North and may lead to Union actions against
the Intervention/Empire. Sarah E. Cornell, “Americans in the U.S. South and Mexico: A
Transnational History of Race, Slavery, and Freedom, 1810-1910.” PhD. diss., New York
University, 2008. 190-224. Scott A. Silverstone, Divided Union: The Politics of War in
the Early American Republic (Ithaca, NY and London: Cornell University Press, 2004),
241; Justin Horton, “The Second Lost Cause: Post-National Confederate Imperialism in
the Americas.” MA Thesis, East Tennessee State University, 2007. 22-26. Frank
Lawrence Owsley Sr., King Cotton Diplomacy: Foreign Relations of the Confederate
States of America Third Edition revised by Harriet Chappell Owsley (Tuscaloosa:
University of Alabama Press, 2008), 508; Joseph A. Fry, Dixie Looks Abroad: The South

www.manaraa.com



71

nations the U.S. refused to recognize diplomatic representatives from the Mexican
Empire and continued to recognize the Liberal government of Benito Juarez.** The U.S.
State Department communicated its displeasure regarding the French actions in Mexico
while at the same time seeking to dissuade the French from recognizing or aligning with
the Confederacy.™ U.S. policy was to be neutral, while at the same time expressing its
sympathies with the republican government in Mexico, and general opposition to the
overthrow of republics in favor of monarchies.**

While U.S. writers blamed Mexico’s turbulent past for the French Intervention,***
most, tended to express sympathy, as well as a special kinship with their “sister

Republic” which they viewed as a victim to an unjust invasion.**® One writer explained,

and U.S. Foreign Relations, 1789-1973 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press,
2002), 99-100; Dean B. Makin, One War at a Time: The International Dimensions of the
American Civil War (Washington DC: Brassey’s, 1999), 227-229.

151 Robert H. Duncan, “For the Good of the Country: State and Nation Building
during Maximilian’s Mexican Empire, 1864-1867.” PhD diss., University of California at
Irvine, 2001. 35-36.

152 3. Fred Rippy, The United States and Mexico (New York: F.S. Crofts & Co,
1931), 259; Henry W. Temple, “William H. Seward,” The American Secretaries of State
and Their Diplomacy Volume VII ed. Samuel Flagg Bemis (New York: Copper Square
Publishers, Inc., 1963), 106-107; Thomas A. Bailey, A Diplomatic History of the
American People 6™ Edition (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1964), 352.

153 Albert Joseph Griffin Jr., “Intelligence Versus Impulse: William H. Seward
and the Threat of War with France over Mexico, 1861-1867.” PhD diss. University of
New Hampshire, 2003. 8, 42.

5% “Eyropean Coalition Against Mexico,” The Independent (January 9, 1862):
New York Observer and Chronicle (August 6, 1863); A Citizen of California, Mexico and
the United States: An American View of the Mexican Question (San Francisco: H.H.
Bancroft and Company, 1866), 4, 8.

135 “Mexico,” Saturday Evening Post (February 1, 1862); “The French in
Mexico,” The Daily Palladium, January 26, 1863; “Mexico Spirit of the People,” New
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“Mexico demands our warmest sympathies. Never was there a more unjust or arrogant
invasion than that of the French.”**® Americans also expressed anger that the French and
other powers had taken advantage of the U.S. Civil War, as well as frustration that the
United States could not respond more forcefully in its self-appointed role as protector of
Latin America to aid Mexico, but with the expectation, that the U.S. would eventually get
involved when the Southern rebellion was defeated.™’ The Kalamazoo Gazette
(Michigan) described the Intervention as a humiliation for the United States because of
its inability to protect the Monroe Doctrine.'*® This anger was illustrated by a series of
editorials in Frank Leslie’s Illustrated Newspaper that described the traditional role of the
United States as that of the protector of the Latin American republics, and frustration that

the U.S. was not able to come to the aid of Mexico militarily.* The newspaper declared

York Times, January 29, 1863; “The French in Mexico,” New York Evangelist (February
5, 1863); “The French in Mexico,” Hartford Daily Courant, April 25, 1863; The United
States Service Magazine 1:1 (January 1864); Vine Wright Kingsley, French Intervention
in America; or, A Review of La France, Le Mexique, Et Les Etats-Confederes (New
York: C.B. Richardson, 1863), 6.

138 The United States Service Magazine 1:1 (January 1864). See also, Church, 83.

137 See for instance, “Mexico,” Jackson Citizen [Michigan], December 19, 1861;
“France and Mexico,” The Independent (October 23, 1862); “Revolutions in Mexico,”
North American and U.S. Gazette, October 17, 1862; “France and Mexico,” Chicago
Tribune, May 1, 1864; “Mexican Affairs in Congress,” New York Times, January 21,
1863; “Mexico,” Centralia Sentinel [Illinois], March 16, 1865.

138 Kalamazoo Gazette, February 14, 1862.
139 «““The Monroe Doctrine,”” Frank Leslie’s Illustrated Newspaper, February 1,

1862; “The Conspiracy against Mexico,” Frank Leslie’s lllustrated Newspaper, May 24,
1862.
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that the U.S. would never accept the existence of a French-supported monarchy in
Mexico, and would take steps to intervene once the Civil War was concluded.*®

Despite a general antipathy toward the attack on republican institutions, some
Americans continued to express skepticism about the nature and future of Mexican
republican institutions. One article argued that these institutions were an import into
Mexico and not a development of popular genius or popular sympathies, which
contributed to the failure of republicanism in Mexico.'®* A later article in the same
magazine was more explicit declaring that the Mexican people are “utterly unfit for a
republican form of government,” and lamenting that even the close example of the United
States was not enough to induce Mexico to uphold republican institutions.*®?

When discussing the potential European invasion of Mexico, the Chicago Tribune

expressed the expectation that it was unlikely that Mexico would provide much

resistance.®® Contrary to expectations, Mexicans strongly resisted the French Army thus

160 «A Warning to France,” Frank Leslie’s Illustrated Newspaper, July 5, 1862.
For similar sentiments see “France and the United States,” Daily Trenton State Gazette,
September 10, 1863; “Mexican Affairs,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, May 6, 1865.

161 «“Maximilian and Mexico,” The Round Table: A Saturday Review of Politics,
Finance, Literature, Society (April 2, 1864).

162 “The Mexican Puzzle,” The Round Table: A Saturday Review of Politics,
Finance, Literature, Society (December 15, 1866). The article did express the opinion the
U.S. public would not accept a monarchy in Mexico, and advised a future American
protectorate for the nation. A similar sentiment is expressed in “The Conquest of Mexico
by France,” The Merchant’s Magazine and Commercial Review (August 1864). See also,
“General Grant and Mexico,” The Round Table: A Saturday Review of Politics, Finance,
Literature, Society (December 9, 1865).

163 «\\ill the Mexicans Resist the Tri-Partite Invasion?,” Chicago Tribune,

January 18, 1862. See also “The intervention in Mexico,” Sandusky Daily Commercial
Register, February 17, 1862.
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eliciting praise in the United States. One writer declared, “the Mexican people united
against an external foe are a power of no mean strength.”*®* Many articles and editorials
stressed the patriotism and bravery of the Mexican patriots in their fight against the

French.®®

Although many Americans had been used to thinking of Mexico as divided
and weak, the resistance toward the French revealed to some commentators a “nobler
side” of her character, as Mexicans united to fight against the external invader.'®®
Several commentators suggested that the Mexican people were unlikely to ever accept the
yoke of the French.*®’

Some Americans even expressed the expectation that Mexico would defeat the
French and expel them from the Western Hemisphere, or at least hold out until the United
States would be able to intervene. After several Mexican victories, the New York Times
suggested that the French invasion would soon be pronounced a failure. While this event

was never expected by the U.S. public, it was declared to be the result of the “unity,

patriotism and courage of the Mexican people.” Further the Times speculated that the

164 Boston Daily Advertiser, February 18, 1862. An article in Littell’s Living Age
suggested that past civil wars and disturbances have trained Mexico to be able to resist
the enemies. (August 2, 1862). This is reprint from the Examiner. A similar theme can be
found at “The French in Mexico,” North American and U.S. Gazette, July 24, 1862.

165 See for instance, The United States Service Magazine 1:1 (January 1864);
“Mexico,” The Independent (June 26, 1862); “A Bully Whipped,” Cleveland Plain
Dealer, June 21, 1862; “Mexican Affairs,” New York Times, January 22, 1863; “The
French in Mexico,” The Daily Palladium, January 26, 1863.

166 Boston Daily Advertiser, June 16, 1863.

167 «“Mexico,” New York Times, October 1, 1863; “The French Invasion of
Mexico,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, July 2, 1863; “The Mexican Throne,” Hartford Daily
Courant, September 3, 1863; “The French Invasion of Mexico,” Cleveland Plain Dealer,
September 7, 1863; Cleveland Plain Dealer, January 7, 1865; “Mexico: Its Recent
History and Present Conditions,” Boston Daily Advertiser, March 14, 1866.
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invasion had awakened the Mexican people, who refused to compromise their national
honor. The Mexican resistance, the writer argued, should result in the admiration of the
world and to some degree correct the “mistaken public opinion which has always
prevailed relative to Mexico.”**® Many Americans viewed the French as seeking to crush
“popular liberty” in Mexico and attempting to impose a monarchy on the Mexican
people, something the Mexican people were bravely resisting.*®® The New York Times
expressed the opinion that Mexican resistance would “cement their love” for republican
institutions.*™

In the stories of a united Mexico, the Catholic clergy and Conservatives exiles
were singled out as the exceptions to this theme of unity and patriotism. Napoleon 11 had
been influenced by the lobbying of a small group of Mexican monarchist exiles, along

with clergy exiled from the country during the War of the Reform in his decision to

188 “Does the War Promote a Pro-Slavery Reaction?” New York Times, January
31, 1863. See also “The French in Mexico,” The Daily Palladium [New Haven, CN],
January 20, 1863; “France and Mexico,” North American and United States Gazette, May
14, 1862.

169 «The Allies in Mexico,” Circular (March 6, 1862). See also, “The Present
Position of Napoleon the Third in Europe,” The New York Herald, July 2, 1863; “The
Fall of Queretaro,” M’Kean Miner [Pennsylvania], May 25, 1867; “Provincial
Consolidation,” The Bangor Daily Whig and Courier, January 4, 1867.

170 “Mexico Spirit of their People,” New York Times, January 29, 1863. “France
and Mexico,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, October 3, 1862. See also, “Maximilian’s
Acceptance of the Mexican Crown,” New York Times, September 2, 1863. Despite a
general antipathy toward the attack on republican institutions, some Americans however
continued to express skepticism about the nature and future of Mexican republican
institutions. See for instance, “Maximilian and Mexico,” The Round Table: A Saturday
Review of Politics, Finance, Literature, Society (April 2, 1864). “The Mexican Puzzle,”
The Round Table: A Saturday Review of Politics, Finance, Literature, Society (December
15, 1866). “The Conquest of Mexico by France,” The Merchant’s Magazine and
Commercial Review (August 1864). See also, “General Grant and Mexico,” The Round
Table: A Saturday Review of Politics, Finance, Literature, Society (December 9, 1865).
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intervene in Mexican affairs.'”* While not all Conservatives supported the Empire, and
some fought against the French, others supported the monarchy as did a large number of
the Catholic clergy, at least initially.*" In fact many of the leading figures of the Mexican
Catholic Church, who had fled Mexico after the defeat of the Conservative Party,
returned with Maximilian in 1863.1"

Based on these facts, the press in the United States viewed the French
Intervention and Empire through the lens of religion, playing on several popular tropes in
anti-Catholic literature. Articles in U.S. periodicals and newspapers emphasized the fact

that the “Church Party,” which was to blame for Mexico’s past struggles with “anarchy,”

had invited and supported the French Intervention.'”* This idea was also espoused by the

171 Brian Hamnett, Juarez (London and New York: Longman, 1993), 169. Robert
H. Duncan suggests that it was logical that this lobbying would find a receptive hearing,
since most Europeans were under some type of monarchy. See “For the Good of the
Country,” 24.

72 Duncan, “For the Good of the Country,” 89.

173 1bid., 172; Julie A. Efrani, The Paradox of the Mexican State: Rereading
Sovereignty from Independence to NAFTA. Boulder, CO and London: Lynne Rienner
Publishers, 1995),22; Jack Autrey Dabbs, The French Army in Mexico, 1861-1867 (The
Hague, The Netherlands: Mouton & Co., 1963), 78.

174 “The Mexican Empire,” Harper’s Weekly (September 12, 1863). See also
“Speech of the Honorable Matias Romero,” Proceedings of a Meeting of Citizens of New
York to Express Sympathy and Respect for the Mexican Republican Exiles (New York:
John A. Gray & Green, Printers, 1865), 45-46, 48; “Mexico in Arms,” Frank Leslie’s
Illustrated Newspaper, February 8, 1862; “Important from Mexico,” Daily Evening
Bulletin, June 30, 1863; “The Condition of Mexico,” The Independent (February 18,
1864). For other similar sentiments see, “An Empire Proclaimed in Mexico,” The Albion,
A Journal of News, Politics, and Literature (August 1, 1863); “Mexico,” Chicago
Tribune, October 2, 1863; “The Mexican Enigma,” The Independent (May 12, 1864);
“Our Foreign Relations,” Chicago Tribune, July 28, 1863; “The Key to the Continent,”
The New Englander LXXXVIII (July 1864), 526; Senor M. Romero,” New York Times,
October 3, 1867; “The Plot of the Mexican Drama,” Eclectic Magazine of Foreign
Literature 6:5 (November 1867); Ardell Murray, “The Mexican Question,” The
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U.S. Secretary of State, who stated that the cause of the Intervention was “a conspiracy of
Mexicans against the independence and freedom of their own country.”*"® Protestant
Americans accepted this interpretation of the French Intervention, because it
corresponded to the popular idea in Protestant literature that Catholics posed a dire threat
to the U.S. Republic because their loyalties were to the Roman Catholic Church not to the
nation. Therefore events in Mexico seemed to confirm this fear.*’® One Protestant
periodical even incorrectly entertained the idea that the Catholic Archbishop of New

York, John Hughes, instigated the French invasion of Mexico during a visit to Europe.*”’

Independent (January 14, 1866); “The Mexican Question,” Hillsdale Standard, April 24,
1866. This charge would be repeated in many discussions of Mexico and the Church
throughout the nineteenth century. See for instance, Baptist Home Missions in North
America (New York: Baptist Home Mission Rooms, 1883); 492; John McClintock and
James Strong, Cyclopedia of Biblical, Theological and Ecclesiastical Literature (New
York: Harper & Brothers, 1890), 203; Sheldon, History of the Christian Church, 358-
359; “ Mexico and the Mexicans,” The International Review (March 1878).

7% Seward to Adams, May 3, 1864, FRUS 1864: | 723. Mexican diplomats,
particularly the Minister to the United States, Matias Romero stressed the role that the
Church played in inviting and supporting the Intervention and empire. See Romero to
Seward, March 28, 1865, FRUS 1865-1866 587.

176 See for instance discussions in John Higham, Strangers in the Land: Patterns
of American Nativism, 1860-1925 (New Brunswick, N. J., Rutgers University
Press, 1955), 77; Donald L. Kinzer, An Episode in Anti-Catholicism: The American
Protective Association (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1964), 17; Elson,
Guardians of Tradition, 47; Franchot, Roads to Rome, 13, Carwardine, Evangelicals and
Politics in Antebellum America, 202. For some contemporary discussions of this theme in
anti-Catholic literature see Kelso, Danger in the Dark, 226-252; Clark, Romanism in
America, 94.

77 “Mexico,” The Christian World: The American Foreign and Christian Union
XIV: 2 (February 1863): 53. Hughes went to France on a mission from the President and
the Secretary of State to discourage France from recognizing the Confederacy. See Serge
Gavronsky, The French Liberal Opposition and the American Civil War. New York:
Humanities Press, 1968), 102; Henry Blumenthal, A Reappraisal of Franco-American
Relations, 1830-1871. Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 1959), 131,
Daniel B. Carroll, Henri Mercier and the American Civil War (Princeton: Princeton
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The U.S. press portrayed the French emperor, Napoleon 11, as a strong supporter
of Catholicism who had the direct support of the Pope for this enterprise. The Pope was
reportedly anxiously watching the events in Mexico and was purported to be ecstatic over
French victories.'® U.S. writers perceived the French actions as an attempt by the Church
to overturn the progress that Mexico had made towards liberalism and freedom of
religion, and to reassert the Catholic dominance in Mexico.'”® The Chicago Tribune took
up a similar theme by suggesting that the Intervention was a league between the Mexican
Church hierarchy and the French *“for the utter extermination of Civil Liberty in
Mexico.”*® This rhetoric corresponded to the persistent fear by many U.S. Protestants

that Roman Catholic priests were receiving instructions from Rome in a plot to subject

University Press, 1971), 131; D.P. Crook, The North, the South and the Great Powers
(New York and London: John Wiley & Sons, 1974), 97.

178 Thomas Shepard Goodwin, The Natural History of Secession, or Despotism
and Democracy at Necessary, Eternal, Exterminating War (New York: John Bradburn,
1864), 229; “The Fate of Mexico,” New York Evangelist (July 9, 1863); “Papal
Intervention,” The Independent (August 20, 1863); “The Emperor and the Pope,” The
Christian World: The American Foreign and Christian Union XIV: 10 (October 1863):
315-316; “The Plot of the Mexican Drama,” Eclectic Magazine of Foreign Literature 6:5
(November 1867). For a letter to Maximilian from the Pope expressing pleasure at his
ascension to the Mexican throne and the hope for his government including the
revocation of the laws against the Church see, Pius IX to Maximilian, October 18, 1864,
FRUS 1865-1866 588-590.

179 “The French in Mexico,” The Albion, A Journal of News, Politics, and
Literature (May 10, 1862); “The Mexican Enigma,” The Independent (May 12, 1864);
“The Monroe Doctrine,” New Englander (October 1863).

18 «Our Foreign Relations,” Chicago Tribune, July 28, 1863. The Mexican
Liberal exile Francisco Zarco expressed a similar view in a meeting to express sympathy
for the Mexican cause. See “Speech of Senor Zarco,” Proceedings of a Meeting of
Citizens of New York to Express Sympathy and Respect for the Mexican Republican
Exiles (New York: John A. Gray & Green, Printers, 1865), 14-15.
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the United States to “popish despotism.”*®! The fact that the Austrian Prince Maximilian
was Catholic, had consulted with Church leaders, and sought the Pope’s blessing in a
private meeting before he took the Mexican throne, seemed to support these fears. %
Americans speculated that the French Intervention was a direct threat to
Protestantism and republicanism in the United States, a view that had deep roots in the
American understanding of its relationship with European monarchies. Since the early
days of the Republic, Americans had believed that European monarchies were hostile to
the U.S. republic and would try to threaten its existence.’®® An article in the Christian
Advocate and Journal suggested that the French move was a “flank movement” on the
United States which sought to take advantage of the U.S. Civil War. It speculated that
this intervention could spread to Central and South America and then directly threaten the

United States.™®* Other analysts described the intervention as an attempt to shape the

181 David Brion Davis, “Some Themes of Counter-Subversion: An Analysis of
Anti-Masonic, Anti-Catholic, and Anti-Mormon Literature,” The Mississippi Valley
Historical Review, 47: 2 (September 1960): 205.

182 jasper Ridley, Maximilian and Juarez (New York: Ticknor & Fields, 1992),
76. These fears existed since the beginning of the American republic. See Duncan,
Citizens or Papists, xvi.

183 James E. Lewis Jr., The American Union and the Problem of Neighborhood:
The United States and the Collapse of the Spanish Empire, 1783-1829 (Chapel Hill and
London: The University of North Carolina Press, 1998), 75 and 164-165. This view
played a role in the original announcement of the Monroe Doctrine. See Eldon
Kenworthy, America/Americas: Myth in the Making of U.S. Toward Latin America
(University Park, PN: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 1995), 18.

184 «“Mexico,” Christian Advocate and Journal (February 27, 1862). See also
“Mexico,” Zion’s Herald and Wesleyan Journal (March 5, 1862). Some articles used the
flanking analogy or focus on the danger to the U.S. without specifically identifying
Catholicism as the root. See “Napoleonic Ideas,” The Independent (September 10, 1863);
“European Designs in America,” Chicago Tribune, August 4, 1863; “The French in
Mexico,” North American and US Gazette, July 24, 1862; “Our Relations with France,”
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affairs of the United States which was a direct assault on U.S. democracy and an

185 An editorial in the

endeavor to destroy Protestantism on the North American continent.
Wisconsin Daily Patriot suggested that European monarchies had long been plotting
against democratic institutions in the Western Hemisphere, and the action in Mexico was
the first step in their designs, which would next threaten the United States.*®® The
creation of the monarchy in Mexico was particularly vexing to expansion-minded
Americans who feared that a successful monarchy there would prevent the future

territorial expansion of the United States that many still considered to be the manifest

destiny of the U.S.*®

New York Times, August 29, 1863; “News from Mexico,” New York Herald, August 31,
1863.

185 “The Unholy Alliance against Republican Institutions in America,” Frank
Leslie’s Illustrated Newspaper, January 18, 1862; “The Conspiracy against Mexico,”
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“Speech of Dr. Leavitt,” Proceedings of a Meeting of Citizens of New York to Express
Sympathy and Respect for the Mexican Republican Exiles (New York: John A. Gray &
Green, Printers, 1865), 7. Mexican liberals also portrayed the Intervention in a similar
way, with Mexican resistance described as a defense of all American nationalities which
were now threatened by the French and on which the “fate of the continent” rested. See
“Speech of Senor Zarco,” Proceedings of a Meeting of Citizens of New York to Express
Sympathy and Respect for the Mexican Republican Exiles (New York: John A. Gray &
Green, Printers, 1865), 10, 19.

186 «The Dangers About Us,” Wisconsin Daily Patriot, August 1, 1863. For
similar views see “Our French-Mexican Relations,” Harper’s Weekly (December 9,
1865).
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While many discussions emphasized the dangers that Catholic immigrants held
for the institutions and values of the United States, this literature also described the
dangers from without as well as within. **® Ralph Henry Gabriel has shown that
throughout much of American history the “ogre” for American democracy was perceived
to be the Roman Catholic Church and the ecclesiastical hierarchy.*®® Of special
importance was the belief that European monarchs sought to use the Roman Catholic
religion to undermine republican institutions and democracy, which they despised and to
turn the United States into a monarchy.*® During this time period the Vatican aligned
with monarchical and anti-republican regimes, and Pope Pius IX came out strongly
against modernity, republicanism and liberalism, defining these trends as errors and

heresies, which helped to increase these fears among American Protestants.'*

“Probabilities of a Collision on the Rio Grande,” Sandusky Daily Commercial Register,
August 4, 1865.

188 See for instance Billington, The Protestant Crusade, 24-25; and Thomas T.
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University of Norte Dame Press, 1969), 208. For discussions of attempts by some
American Catholics to adapt their religion to the U.S. cultural including democracy and
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Douglass and David Hollenbach (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 45-75;
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Rendall and Albert Wimmer (Norte Dame, IN: University of Norte Dame Press, 1999).
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Edition with Robert H. Walker (New York and Westport, CN: Greenwood Press, 1986),
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French military leaders announced the creation of the Second Empire on June 12,
1862, though the resistance from Juarez and Mexican Liberals would continue.**? In June
1863 the French occupied Mexico City forcing Juarez and the Liberal government to flee.
Several commentators expressed shock at the turn of events, especially in light of their
assessment of Mexican resistance shortly before.*®® The French occupation of the capital
disillusioned the New York Times which had been optimistic for the Mexican resistance
several months before. An editorial suggested, “There is probably no other State in the
world calling itself civilized, that could have been so easily overrun by a handful of
foreign troops as Mexico has been.”*** The French and their Mexican allies would
control the principal cities and ports beginning in the summer of 1863. Yet the Mexican
Liberal forces continued fighting, and the French imperial forces were never able to

pacify the countryside, or retain control of territory once the main body of troops left.'*®

Scribner’s Sons, 2001), 98. For one example of this trend see “Quanta Cura: Encyclical
of Pope Pius IX Condemning Current Errors,” (December 8, 1864) in The Papal
Encyclopedia, 1740-1878 ed. Claudia Carlen (Wilmington: McGrath Publishing
Company, 1981), 381-385 and the annex to the encyclical “Syllabus of Errors,” The
Papacy: An Encyclopedia VVolume 3 ed. Philippe Levillain (New York and London:
Routledge, 2002), 1472-1475.

92 The First Empire was founded by Agustin de Inturbide and lasted only eight
months from 1822-1823.

198 «startling From Mexico,” The Independent (June 4, 1863).

19% «“The Troubles of the New Mexican Empire,” New York Times, September 14,
1864. The Times did express the faint hope that Mexico could yet still regroup to expel
the French, but was pessimistic.

19 Hamnett, A Concise History of Mexico, 165. At one point Maximilian’s troops
were able to establish authority over all but four of Mexico’s 24 states and territories.
Only Guerrero, Chihuahua, Sonora and Baja California, consisting of about 7% of the
population were not occupied. See Ridley, Maximilian and Juarez, 186.
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On June 16, 1863, the French commander in Mexico convened a junta consisting of
Conservative “Notables,” many of whom had opposed La Reforma. The junta blamed
Mexico’s continued problems on republican institutions, and created a Catholic
monarchy, choosing Ferdinand Maximilian of the Austrian ruling family as Emperor of
Mexico.

Contrary to expectations, Maximilian sought to govern Mexico as a moderate
liberal constitutional monarch. He and his advisors drafted a liberal constitution which
prohibited debt peonage, provided for equality under the law and sought to undertake an
economic modernization program. Maximilian’s government provided generous aid for
highway projects, port improvements and canals, in addition to promoting the adaptation
of foreign technologies, and credit for artisans, industry, merchants and farmers.*®’
Maximilian’s views were liberal on the Church-State question. Contrary to the
expectations of the Mexican Church leadership and the Vatican he did not repeal the
reform laws, nor outlaw religious tolerance, thus alienating many Church leaders whom

originally supported him.**

19 «Ofrecimiento de la Corona a Maximiliano,” in México en el Siglo XIX:
Antologia de Fuentes e Interpretaciones Historicas ed. Alvaro Matute (México:
Universidad Nacional Autonoma de México, 1972), 157-158; Junta of Conservative
Notables, “Offer of the Crown to Maximilian,” in The Mexico Reader: History, Culture,
Politics eds. Gilbert M. Joseph and Timothy J. Henderson (Durham and London: Duke
University Press, 2002), 263-264.

197 Colin M. Maclachlan and William H. Beezley, Mexico’s Crucial Century,
1810-1910: An Introduction (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2010), 96.

198 Meyer, Deeds and Sherman, The Course of Mexico History, 344. U.S.
newspapers did acknowledge that contrary to the expectations of the Catholic Church, the
French army and later Maximilian elected not to restore confiscated property to the
Catholic Church, and did not prohibit religions other than Catholicism from operating
within Mexico. See for instance, “Mexico,” Chicago Tribune, December 24, 1863; “The
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In light of these facts a minority of Americans began to suggest that Mexico
might be better off under the rule of Maximilian than it had been under its previous
republics. An article in The Atlantic Monthly noted the promise that Mexico had been
afforded by geographic advantages and natural resources and stated that in the 1820s
Mexico, with the exception of the United States, had offered the best promise in the
Western Hemisphere for future growth and prosperity. Since its independence, however,
Mexico had been the “blankest failure of the century.”**® The author noted that the
American people opposed the French Intervention in Mexico because of its traditional
diplomatic policy, but suggested that Maximilian’s rule may result in progress for
Mexico and allow that country to take its place in the “galaxy of nations.”?*® Those who
provided at least mild support for the actions of the French did so because of their belief
that the Mexican republic had failed and that the Mexican people were unfit for self-

government having continually descended into a situation of anarchy.?*

Conquest of Mexico,” North American and US Gazette, March 15, 1864; “The Situation
in Mexico,” New York Times, August 28, 1864. The U.S. Consuls in Mexico also
reported the relationship between the supporters of the Empire and the Catholic Church.
See Lott to Seward, March 31, 1865, Despatches from United States Consuls in
Tehuantepec Record Group 59, Microfilm, Reel 1; Otterbourg to Seward, December 1,
1866, Despatches from United States Consuls in Mexico City Record Group 59,
Microfilm, Reel 6.

199 «“Mexico,” The Atlantic Monthly X1V: LXXXI (July 1864): 51-53. The author
cites the disunited state of the population, a general ignorance, the “racial stock” of the
people, and the “party-spirit” in Mexico as causes. For another article that accepts the
premise of the geographic position and resources of Mexico, but opposes the French
actions see “The Key to the Continent,” The New Englander LXXXVIII (July 1864):
517-539.

200 1hid., 63.

201 A K. Shephard, “The New Empire of Mexico,” The Merchant’s Magazine and
Commercial Review 51 (July 1864): 21-23; Andrew Ten Book, “The House of Hapsburg
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Because of this belief several commentators suggested that a constitutional
monarchy might provide what Mexico needed, for it would act as a “schoolmaster” to
eventual self-government.?®* Some argued that Mexico needed outside help, and since the
U.S. had neglected its mission by not instituting a protectorate or annexation, it should
not prevent the French from doing so, if they were able to provide benefits to the
nation.?*® Others suggested that the disorderly Mexico that had existed since its
independence was of no benefit to the United States, and that Americans should support
Maximilian in the hopes that he would make Mexico into a productive nation, thereby
allowing Americans to profit through trade and commerce with Mexico.?®* In a 1867
book sympathetic to the French actions, Henry M. Flint emphasized the progress that
Maximilian had wrought in Mexico. He argued that Maximilian had done more for the

prosperity of Mexico, as well as the enlightenment of the Mexican people, than had been

in America,” The Merchant’s Magazine and Commercial Review 52 (May 1865): 372;
T.M.J., “Conquest of Mexico by France,” The Merchant’s Magazine and Commercial
Review 51 (August 1864): 108; D.A. Wasson, “Shall We Make War upon Maximilian?,”
The Friend of Progress 1: 10 (August 1865): 290-291; Henry M. Flint, Mexico Under
Maximilian (Philadelphia: National Publishing Company, 1867), 33.

202 D A. Wasson, “Shall We Make War upon Maximilian?,” The Friend of
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accomplished in the previous decades under republican governments.?%® He declared that
the liberal constitutional monarchy in Mexico was succeeding in raising Mexico to a
“respectable rank” among the nations of the world.*®

As in earlier times some articles viewed the French Empire in racial terms. One
analyst suggested that Mexico’s problems revolved around the Spanish acceptance of the
“practical application of the doctrine of human brotherhood and the equality of all
humankind,” which had resulted in racial mixture and the resulting mixed races.?’” One
article in The Old Guard, a New York periodical, that supported the Confederacy and the
principle of white supremacy, expressed doubt about the capacity of “mongrel republics”
like Mexico to have a successful republic government. The article described
“mongrelism” as a disease which would soon die out together with the mixed races of
Mexico, and other parts of the world. The article counseled both the United States and the
Confederacy to recognize the French Empire to preserve order, “while mongrelism is
dying out,” and things fell into place for the expansion of white democracy over the

continent.?%®

295 Henry M. Flint, Mexico Under Maximilian (Philadelphia: National Publishing
Company, 1867), 6. Flint in his introduction noted that his views were likely to be
unpopular, but decried what he described as the theme, in the wake of the U.S. Civil War
that expressing divergent views constituted disloyalty. Flint also criticized the decision of
Lincoln to wage war on the South as well as the Reconstruction policy of the radical
Republicans (6-9).
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Still most Americans opposed the French actions in Mexico. After the end of the
U.S. Civil War the American public began to pressure the government to follow a
stronger policy toward the French Intervention.”® These sentiments were shaped by the
effective lobbying of the Mexican agent in the United States, Matias Romero, who used
the press, public speeches, political contacts, and socializing with wealthy and powerful
Americans in order to gain support for the Mexican cause.?*° By 1865 Romero was
acquainted with President Lincoln, Secretary of State Seward, Union General Ulysses S.
Grant, and every prominent Radical Republican leader, tirelessly “composing dozens of
dispatches, notes, editorials, and speeches setting forth Mexico’s plight and its varied
resources.”?** With the approval of the U.S. government, Romero and other Mexican
agents also sold Mexican bonds to U.S. investors in Boston, Hartford, Philadelphia, New
York, San Francisco, Washington DC and other U.S. cities, totaling at least $16-18
million. The Mexican Liberal government used these funds to buy arms and other

supplies they desperately needed. While partially motivated by sympathy toward

replaced by Anglo-Saxons, see “Mexico-What it is Worth,” Zion’s Herald and Wesleyan
Journal (November 18, 1863).

209 «“Maximilian and His Empire,” The Land We Love IV: Il (February 1867): 233-
243; “France and the United States,” Frank Leslie’s Illustrated Newspaper, July 29,
1865. See also Rippy, The United States and Mexico, 273; Temple, “William H.
Seward,” 109.
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1861-1867 ed and trans. Thomas D. Schoonover (Lexington: The University Press of
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2t pletcher, The Diplomacy of Trade and Investment, 80.
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Mexico’s plight, they also believed that a Liberal victory would “restore a potentially rich
and subordinate republican trading partner.”*

Since the beginning of the French Intervention, many Americans had cited the
Monroe Doctrine and U.S. support for republican governments in the Western
Hemisphere with the expectation that the government would take stronger actions when it
was able to.?*® For instance George E. Church, who had close ties with Romero and
Mexican Liberals, stated that Mexico was fighting the “great battle of republicanism
against imperialism,” which was an “indirect insult” to the United States. He chided the
United States for turning a deaf ear to the appeals of the Mexican Liberal government to a
common enemy, declaring, “Shame! shame! that we as a people look on quietly and see
Mexico fight the battle of both North and South America.”?** By the summer of 1864

supporters of the Monroe Doctrine formed numerous “organized, popular, vocal and

moneyed” associations in cities throughout the United States becoming a “national force”

212 30hn Mason Hart, Empire and Revolution: The Americans in Mexico since the
Civil War (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 2002), 17.

213 See for instance Joshua Leavitt, The Monroe Doctrine (New York: Sinclair
Tousey, 1863); Arguments in Favor of the Enforcement of the Monroe Doctrine (New
Orleans: Era Book and Job Office, 1864); General G. Cluseret, Mexico, and the
Solidarity of Nations (New York: Blackwell, 1866), 107-109. Several pamphlets that
opposed the enforcement of the Monroe Doctrine include, R.H. Wendover, Views on the
Monroe Doctrine (St Louis: George Knapp &Co., 1865); George Francis Train, Showing
up the Monroe Doctrine. War with Mexico and France is the Death of Irish Nationality
(Washington: Constitutional Union Print, 1866).

214 George E. Church, Mexico. Its Revolutions: Are They Evidences of
Retrogression or of Progress?”” (New York: Baker and Godwin, 1866), 83. See also “The
Great Meeting to Endorse the Monroe Doctrine,” Frank Leslie’s Illustrated Newspaper,
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in the U.S. public sphere.?*® In March 1864 Romero’s lobbying campaign influenced the
U.S. Congress to pass a unanimous resolution condemning the French Intervention in
Mexico.?*® The resolution, which was also a critique of the Mexican policy of the Lincoln
administration, stated, “The Congress of the United States are unwilling by silence to
leave the nations of the world under the impression that they are indifferent spectators of
the deplorable events now transpiring in the republic of Mexico, and that they therefore
think fit to declare that it does not accord with the policy of the United States to
acknowledge any monarchical Government erected on the ruins of any republican
Government in America under the auspices of any European power.”?!’

Secretary of State Seward, however, remained committed to his goal of gaining
the withdrawal of the French without U.S. military intervention. One analyst has
described Seward’s policy as pushing Napoleon “gently with one hand, while courteously
showing him the door with the other.”*® Seward began to increase his communications
with the French Minister in Washington, and his instructions to the Ministers in France.

In November 1865 he notified the French representatives that he viewed the French

intervention as “disallowable and impracticable,” and by February he asked for a specific
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date of withdrawal of the French forces from Mexico causing the French government to
became increasingly concerned with escalating U.S. diplomatic pressure.?*®

By 1866 a number of factors including increasing costs, the military threat from
Prussia, French domestic opposition and pressure from the United States, influenced the
decision of the French government to end the Intervention in Mexico.?*® Having alienated
much of Mexican society, Maximilian was unable to continue in power following the
French withdrawal. In May 1867 Maximilian and his top Mexican generals were captured
by Juarez’s forces. Despite international pleas for the amnesty of the Austrian Archduke,
Juarez gave the order to executive Maximilian, which was carried out on June 19 as a
“clear expression of Mexico’s diplomatic posture that no further aggression would be
tolerated.”?** Juarez triumphantly returned to Mexico City on July 15, 1867 and
proclaimed the victory of the Mexican Republic.???

The fall of Maximilian completed the political defeat of the Church in Mexico,
and restored Juarez to the Presidency of the Republic, thereby putting political power into

the hands of Liberals and marking the final defeat of the Conservative forces in

219 Julius W. Pratt, A History of United States Foreign Policy Third Edition
(Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1972), 175; Blumenthal, A Reappraisal of Franco-
American Relations, 173. Earlier the U.S. Consul in Manzanillo had reported that a great
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Secretaria del Patrimonio Nacional, 1967), 248-250.
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Mexico.?® With the end of the Wars of the Reform and the French Intervention most
Mexicans hoped for peace and order to replace the revolutions and unrest of the recent
past.

Aftermath of the Defeat of the French

In the aftermath of the French Intervention some commentators still held to the
original view of the Mexican struggle against the Catholic Church from the pre-French
Intervention period.?** One of the strongest statements came from Gorham D. Abbot, a
Congregationalist minister and educator, in a widely reviewed and cited book published
in 1869, entitled Mexico and the United States; Their Mutual Relations and Common
Interests. In this work Abbot likened the Mexican Liberal struggle to that of George
Washington and the founders of the U.S. republic, who were not only “fighting for

themselves, but for all mankind.”?? This fight was part of the cause of civil and religious

223 Coerver, “From Confrontation to Conciliation,” 21; Rodriguez Pifia,
“Conservatives Contest the Meaning of Independence,” 102; Charles A. Truxillo, By the
Sword and the Cross: The Historical Evolution of the Catholic World Monarchy in Spain
and the New World, 1492-1825 (Westport, CN and London: Greenwood Press, 2001),
110. After the defeat of the Conservatives and the Church, Juarez embarked on a more
moderate policy toward the Church, considering that most of the work of the Reform had
been completed. See Karl Schmitt, “Church and State in Mexico: A Corporatist
Relationship,” The Americas 40:3 (January 1984): 369.

224 see for instance articles in the religious press, “Mexico Delivered!” The
Independent (May 30, 1867); “The Future of Mexico,” The Independent (August 22,
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liberty, for which Abbot claimed all humanity longed for.??® The Mexican patriots had
made common cause with the “friends of freedom” around the world and the Mexican
victory, according to Abbot, was a “grand and heroic exhibition of self-sacrifice and
suffering for the fundamental principles of modern civilization.”?*’ Abbot stated that the
Mexican people had been unfairly maligned. While the wars of the reform had resulted in
a number of acts of barbarism, he argued that it was not inconsistent with other struggles
for religious and civil liberty in Europe in the past. While there still remained the danger
of new attempts to overthrow the republic, Abbot suggested that the world had good
reasons to be optimistic for the future of Mexico. “The reconstruction of a government,
the regeneration of a race, the establishment of a new and mighty People, in the very
centre of the great modern movements of commerce and civilization, is worthy of all
their labors, their sacrifices and their woes.”?%

In light of previous disappointments with Mexico most of the commentary in the
U.S. press was decidedly less optimistic about the future for Mexico. In contrast to the
praise many of these periodicals expressed after the Liberal victory in late 1860, most
writers downplayed the Mexican victory and expected the country to descend once more
into chaos and disorder. This pessimism was the result of a deep disillusionment toward
the Mexican republic and its people, and skepticism as to their capacity for self-

government. The New York Times, which had been previously optimistic about Mexican

226 hid., 56.
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prospects, declared Mexico to be a “hopeless republic,” that was about to descend into its
regular condition of anarchy, suggesting that there are as many causes for revolution in
Mexico as there are Mexicans.??° Once again the American press expressed skepticism as
to the fitness of the Mexican people for self-government.?** The execution of Maximilian
was taken as evidence that Mexico had a population of bloodthirsty individuals incapable
of self-government.?®" In the ensuing months several writers suggested that Mexico
would have been better off if it had stayed under French control. An editorial in the
Commercial and Financial Chronicle suggested that “civilization under despotism is to

be preferred to a semi-barbarism under a demoralized republic.”?** An article in The

229 «“The Long Peace in Mexico,” New York Times, December 5, 1867. See also,
“The Old Mexican Complaint,” Baltimore Sun, June 20, 1866; “Mexico and Hayti,”
Cleveland Plain Dealer, May 31, 1867; “The Maximilian Tragedy,” Daily lowa State
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Maximilian,” The Waukesha Freeman [Wisconsin], July 4, 1867; The Dubuque Herald,
July 15, 1867; The Dubuque Herald, November 21, 1867. Editorials that at least mildly
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Southern Review suggested that Judrez was warring for anarchy, while Maximilian had
been fighting for order and civilization in Mexico.?*®

While many of these articles mentioned the perceived semi-civilized state of the
Mexican people, some explicitly blamed the racial nature of the Mexican people for their
pessimism about the future of Mexico. One article in the magazine The Road Table stated
that “even the most extremist democrat will scarcely contend that such principals are
adaptable to all races without regard to their situation or present stage of
development.”?** Another article in the same periodical elaborated, “...no people on
earth, reputed civilized, are utterly and irredeemably disreputable as the Mexicans. They
are not bloodthirsty, cowardly, and indolent alone, but liars and thieves as well. Nor are
these qualities confined, as some would have it, to the lower classes.”* As was common
in U.S. discussions of Mexicans, analysts blamed Mexico’s racial composition, lamenting
the “fact” that Mexico lacked “pure blood” an element that the U.S. supposedly had in
abundance.?®® An article in The Dubuque Herald suggested that the only remedy for

Mexico’s ills was the complete subjugation or extermination of the Mexican race and

Review of Politics, Finance, Literature, Society (June 22, 1867); “A Glimpse at Mexico,”
Ballou’s Monthly Magazine XXV: 4 (April 1867): 266.

233 «“Mexico and Mexican Affairs,” The Southern Review I1:4 (October 1867):
407.
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intervention from outside the country.?*’ Likewise numerous U.S. governors and senators
from all regions of the United States made similar statements emphasizing the U.S.
mission to spread progress and civilization, at the same time emphasizing the Mexican
racial inferiority. Historian John Mason Hart has described this as a “major step in the
transition of racism from a domestic setting to one of international relations.”?*®

These negative articles frequently failed to highlight the church-state struggle in
Mexico. An editorial in The Nation explained that Juarez owed his undeserved good
reputation in the U.S. to his opposition to the “priest party, for which every good
American has a traditional hatred,” as well as to his perceived good intentions and to the
fact that the French sought to discredit and overthrow republicanism in Mexico.* The
article concluded, “During the whole of the revolting farce there has not been the
slightest idea of what republican liberty means.”?*° Others again cited the perceived
racial qualities of Mexicans for their pessimism. One article stated that “even the most
extremist democrat will scarcely contend that such principles are adaptable to all races

without regard to their situation or present stage of development.”?*

237 “Outrages in Mexico,” The Dubuque Herald, August 11, 1867.
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239 “The Mexican Moral,” The Nation V: 107 (July 18, 1867): 52. The Nation
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As they had for over a decade, American writers again confronted the idea of the
U.S. future mission to Mexico. The Baltimore Sun suggested that only U.S. leadership
would be able to stabilize Mexico and other Latin American republics, while several
other writers advocated that the U.S. intervene in Mexican affairs, through either a
protectorate or the annexation of Mexican territory as the only hope for Mexico.?*?
Colonel Albert S. Evans, who travelled with former Secretary of State William S. Seward
to Mexico in 1869-1870, was cautiously optimistic about the future of the Mexican
republic, but warned his readers that Mexico could very easily descend into anarchy and
disorder once again. He predicted that a few more general revolutions would “render all
hope of the establishment of a permanent government in Mexico, by the Mexicans
themselves, out of the question.” If this happened, Evans declared, the United States
“would be driven, against the will of our people” to intervene in Mexican affairs in aiding
Mexico in establishing an independent and stable government and developing its

abundant resources. Evans stated, “Try to disguise it as we may, the United States stand
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1867; “Mexico,” Salt Lake Daily Telegraph, July 21, 1867; “The Two Great Powers of
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in the position of God-father to Mexico, and we are morally responsible for her
future.”?*

Despite these discussions of the future annexation of Mexico, in the decades after
the U.S. Civil War, Americans would utilize informal imperialism rather than formal
annexation of Mexican territory to fulfill their perceived mission to Mexico. In the late
1860s, the Mexican economy had collapsed because of the decade of war encompassing
the Wars of the Reform and the French Intervention. Juarez continued to face numerous
localized revolts, the Mexican government was deeply indebted, European governments
had broken diplomatic relations as a result of the Maximilian execution and Mexican
capitalists were reluctant to invest in the Mexican economy. Because of these facts, the
Mexican Liberals would again look to the United States for capital investment. Likewise
the religious changes brought on by the Mexican reform would catch the interest of
American Protestants who would view Mexico as a stepping stone for their mission to
provide for the conversion of the world to Protestantism.

Conclusion
By the end of the nineteenth century two views expressed at the end of the French
Intervention would be merged to create the dominant image of Mexico in U.S. popular

discourse. On the one hand, in describing the Wars of the Reform and the French

Intervention, commentators would accept the story of a courageous fight for progress
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against the Catholic Church hierarchy and the French army. This victory allowed Mexico
to join the ranks of modern progressive nations like the United States.?** On the other
hand, the general perceptions of the Mexican people had not changed. By the time that
the U.S. government was willing to take decisive actions in the form of direct
interventions and protectorates in the late nineteenth century, the issue of Mexico’s
perceived incapacity for self-government would be solved in the person of Porfirio Diaz,
rather than formal U.S. actions such as annexation or a protectorate. Though Diaz would
rule nominally under republican forms, he would frequently resort to repressive actions to
silence dissenters and put down challenges to his rule. The majority of Americans would
accept the rule of Diaz as best for Mexico, describing him as a “benevolent despot” who
was finally providing Mexico with the “firm hand” that that nation and other Latin-
Americans needed, since most Americans remained skeptical of their fitness for self-
government and republicanism. At the same time Americans shifted their focus largely
away from discussions of formal governmental actions, toward informal imperialism

through cultural, religious, and economic expansion.

244 gsee for instance, Ferguson’s Anecdotical Guide to Mexico (Philadelphia:
Claxton, Remsen & Haffelfinger, 1876), 51-52; Howard Conkling, Mexico and the
Mexicans or, Notes of Travel in the Winter and Spring of 1883 (New York: Taintor
Brothers, Merrill & Co, 1883), 58-65; William Butler, Mexico in Transition from the
Power of Political Romanism to Civil and Religious Liberty Fourth Edition (New York:
Hunt & Eaton, 1892), 281-282; John W. Butler, Sketches of Mexico (Cincinnati: Cranston
& Curtis, 1894), 272-314.
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CHAPTER TWO: THE U.S. MISSIONARY MISSION
TO MEXICO, 1848-1911

After the decree of religious tolerance by the Liberal government in 1860, the
religious and secular press in the United States expressed the hope that Mexico would not
only reject the establishment of the Catholic Church, but would embrace Protestantism as
well. Protestant observers in the United States viewed this decree as not only a rejection
of the Mexican church hierarchy, but possibly of Catholicism itself. By the mid-1860s
stories began appearing in the U.S. press about a religious “Reformation” in Mexico in
which former Catholic priests and lay people had turned away from the Catholic Church
and were embracing the rudiments of Protestant theology and practice. Even though a
small number of missionaries had already entered Mexico, most American discussions of
these developments focused on the embrace of religious Protestantism as something
Mexicans would work out for themselves. These stories were reinforced by entreaties by
former priests and Mexican converts requesting the assistance from Protestant
denominations in the United States, both for missionaries to teach them the ways of
Protestantism, and for literature and financial support. In addition to these letters, some of
former priests and lay converts visited churches in the United States to appeal for
American aid.

Influenced by these requests, and by the Liberal decree of religious freedom in
Mexico, Protestant denominations in the United States increased financial support and the
number of missionaries to Mexico. During this period, Americans looked abroad for

opportunities to spread their values and to satisfy their sense of mission, a theme which
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has often been linked to earlier ideas of Manifest Destiny.! While in the years before the
Civil War this term would most often be used to describe territorial expansion, after the
Civil War it would take other connotations, such as the expansion of U.S. capital and
values through the means of informal imperialism.

The advent of religious freedom in Mexico, thereby opening the door for
missionaries, corresponded to an increased U.S. interest in the missionary enterprise in
Catholic lands, and was related to a general increased interest in both home and foreign
missions during the post-Civil War period.? This trend was also related to what one
historian described as the “bumptious spirit of nationalism” that became evident after the
end of the Civil War.? This spirit was closely related to an American sense of mission,
which would later be manifested in colonial expansion at the very end of the nineteenth
century, but was evident earlier in the expansion of missionaries and economic expansion
in the years after the Civil War.* Because of the lack of capital for investments abroad

because of Reconstruction, much of the focus of this mission during the early period from

! George C. Herring links these themes together. See Herring, From Colony to
Superpower: U.S. Foreign Relations (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press,
2008), 251.

2 Wendy J. Deichmann Edwards, “Forging an Ideology for American Missions:
Josiah Strong and Manifest Destiny,” North American Foreign Missions, 1810-1914:
Theology, Theory, and Policy, ed. Wilbert R. Shenk (Grand Rapids, MI: William B.
Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2004), 1609.

¥ Kenton J. Clymer, Protestant Missionaries in the Philippines, 1898-1916: An
Inquiry Into the American Colonial Mentality (Urbana and Chicago: University of Illinois
Press, 1986), 11.

% For arguments linking American missionary and economic expansion see Emily

S. Rosenberg, Spreading the American Dream: American Economic and Cultural
Expansion, 1890-1945(New York: Hill and Wang, 1982).
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1865-1876 revolved around the sending of missionaries to Mexico. Many Americans
linked the spread of Protestantism as the first step to the adaptation of other values such
as modernity, progress and development.

During the late 1860s and early 1870s American missionaries and other religious
visitors to Mexico described a country receptive to the gospel, and on the verge of a
wide-scale conversion to Protestantism. Protestant missionaries frequently espoused an
ardent anti-Catholicism at the same time they stressed that the lives of Mexicans could be
changed if they were converted to what they believed to be the true religion. While these
missionaries did speak chauvinistically of Mexico, and emphasized negative stereotypes
about the Mexican people, they also portrayed them as capable of redemption and often
described Mexico as rapidly moving along the path of order, progress and stability. Since
skeptical Americans often described the Mexican people as unredeemable for racial or
cultural reasons, missionaries challenged this idea by their stories of the redemption of
Mexican converts and reports supportive of the Liberal governments and the progress in
Mexico. U.S. missionaries therefore played an important role in shaping a different image
than the prevalent picture of Mexico as a land of instability, and disorder that was
resistant to the values of “progress” and “modernity.” In this way the image of Mexico
presented by missionaries, the religious press and many observers looking at religious
aspects of that nation, though based on U.S. hopes, a misunderstanding of Mexican
history, and misperceptions regarding Mexican political and social realities, also provided
a positive counter-image to many negative discourses of Mexico.

By the early 1890s, U.S. Protestant missionaries, while still describing Mexico as

receptive to religious change and “redemption” began to temper their optimism about a
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rapid conversion. At the same time American capitalists had begun to expand their
investments in Mexico, particularly in railroads, and they and much of the secular press
began to discuss a more secularized vision of the U.S. mission to Mexico. This vision
focused on the transformation of Mexico through railroads and internal improvements,
leading to the development of Mexico on the model of the United States. While
missionaries and Protestant religious writers frequently were supportive of the
development of Mexican resources through U.S. capital, they also critiqued the
secularized mission to Mexico, which they viewed as empty and bound for failure unless
these changes were accompanied by a true transformation in the Mexican people which
could only come through the conversion of Mexico and an embrace of the ideals of
Protestantism.

These two themes- U.S. changing images of Mexico, based on American analysis
of religious change in Mexico, and U.S. actions to fulfill its mission to the larger world
through the introduction and support of missionaries to Mexico- would be related and
mutually reinforcing. The positive belief in the potential religious redemption of Mexico
and positive results of La Reforma in Mexico shaped the positive image of Mexico as a
nation receptive for U.S. mission. This in turn allowed American Protestants to view
Mexico as a place for the fulfillment of U.S. mission and a way for them to affect the
transformation of that nation in the U.S. image.

Domestic and Foreign Missionary Efforts Aimed at Catholics

The U.S. missionary enterprise in Mexico had its roots in the U.S. invasion during
the U.S.-Mexico War. As discussed in the previous chapter, despite their misgivings

about the War itself, many Protestants believed that the war was providing an opportunity
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for the proselytizing of Mexico as well as a mission to spread U.S. civil and religious
liberty to Mexico.® A writer in the Preacher suggested that despite the calamity that had
befallen Mexico from the war, it “has also been her greatest good” because of the
introduction of the “pure gospel” in that land.® Likewise the Presbyterian Advocate
quoted a chaplain in Matamoros who said, “It has struck me very forcibly that this is the
way that the Lord designs to have all this priest ridden, ignorant and unhappy country
evangelized.”” In the midst of the war, The Southern Baptist Missionary Journal printed
and recommended a letter they had received entitled “A Lover of Mexico.” The unnamed
writer suggested that Christians should be fighting a different kind of war in Mexico, one
in which they could fight with a clear conscience. This would be a war against the
“despotism of sin and of vice” which “tyrannizes the bodies and souls of men.” The
writer stated that it was time to give the Mexicans the Bible, tracts and Sunday schools,
thereby converting them to Protestantism and, through this conversion, teaching them
about U.S. civil institutions. If this happened, the writer suggested, American Christians

»8

could make Mexicans “a free, a happy people.”” During the War, W.H. Norris, an agent

® For a discussion of the differing views of Protestant denominations regarding the
war with Mexico see Richard J. Carwardine, Evangelicals and Politics in Antebellum
America, (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1993), 143-147. Ellsworth
notes that the Catholic press in the United States opposed the use of the war to proselytize
Mexico see “The American Churches and the Mexican War,” 302.

® Preacher, July 21, 1847, quoted in Ted C. Hinckley, “American Anti-
Catholicism during the Mexican War,” Pacific Historical Review 31:2 (May 1962): 123.

" Preshyterian Advocate (August 5, 1846), quoted in Hinckley, “American Anti-
Catholicism during the Mexican War,” 124.

8 “Mexico,” The Southern Baptist Missionary Journal 11:5 (October 1847): 128.

About a year before the Missions Board for the Southern Baptist Convention had stated
that it was time for American Christians to pray for the opening of the field of Mexico.
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from the American Bible Society would accompany the United States Army and with the
assistance of soldiers and officers distributed Spanish language Bibles to the Mexican
people in the areas under U.S. occupation.® A captain in the U.S. Army at the time
expressed his hope that the introduction of the Scriptures to Mexico, would act as the
leaven that would with God’s blessing “leaven the whole.”*°

Several Protestant publications suggested that the U.S. victory had shaken the
Catholic foundations of Mexico and had made the people receptive to the Protestant
message. A Presbyterian missionary periodical stated that Mexico had not received
unmitigated injury from the war with the United States since new ideas “have been
infused amongst her people,” and had created discontent with the “despotism and

corruption” of the Mexican priesthood.'* Some Protestants unsuccessfully advocated that

the U.S. government force Mexico to accept reciprocity of religion, thereby protecting

The Board suggested that churches pray that the war would end quickly, and that God’s
Providence would “overrule the calamity for the furtherance of his kingdom.” While the
Board elected not to divert resources from the mission fields in China and one soon to be
commenced in Africa, it did resolve to direct preliminary inquiries to the field of Mexico
and Latin America to be prepared when those fields were opened. See “Mexico and
South America,” The Southern Baptist Missionary Journal 1:4 (September 1846): 93-94.

® Joseph Holdigh, “Mexico Again,” Christian Advocate (March 17, 1870);
Camargo and Grubb, Religion in the Republic of Mexico, 87.

19 Quoted in William Butler, Mexico in Transition from The Power of Political
Romanism to Civil and Religious Liberty ( New York: Hunt & Eaton, 1892), 92.

1 «A Brief View of the Missionary Field,” The Foreign Missionary Chronicle

XVII: 1 (January 1849): 18. See also The American Protestant IV: 6 (November 1848):
179.
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Protestants, including missionaries in Mexico, as a part of the treaty of peace.'? In the
aftermath of the War, Mexican laws prevented Protestant missionaries from legally
operating in the country, thereby preventing U.S. Protestants from taking advantage of
this perceived opportunity.

As Mexico faded from the headlines in the United States, the burden for the
religious condition of Mexico that was sparked by the war continued to have an effect on
some American Protestants who continued to pray that Mexico would soon be opened to
the missionary enterprise and its people converted. Moreover the war did provide
American Protestants with a new mission field- that of the new territories annexed from
Mexico through the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo.™® Even those Protestants who had
originally opposed the war saw expansion into the Southwest as a part of “God’s plan for
the Anglo-Saxon” and the Protestant missionaries to the Southwest sought to convert the
ethnic Mexican communities to the Protestantism to “disseminate the social, economic,

and political values” which they considered important for the new U.S. citizens.**

12 See “Protestants in Mexico,” Episcopal Recorder (March 4, 1848): 203;
Samuel John Bayard and Robert Field Stockton, A Sketch of the Life of Com. Robert F.
Stockton (New York: Derby & Jackson, 1856), 182-183.

13 Juan Francisco Martinez, Sea La Luz: The Making of Mexican Protestantism in
the American Southwest, 1829-1900 (Denton, TX: University of North Texas Press,
2006), 2.

% Ibid., 12-13; 45. Martinez explains that despite these lofty goals Protestant
mission efforts in the Southwest did not usher in a major mission effort, as most of the
newly Mexican American communities resisted these attempts and continued to embrace
the Catholic Church. By 1900 there were 150 Spanish language Protestant churches in
the Southwest with about 5,632 adult church members. See Ibid., 3. For more on the
Mexican American resistance see jPresente! U.S. Latino Catholics from Colonial Origins
to the Present. Edited by Timothy Matovina and Gerald E. Poyo. (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis
Books, 2000), 45-89.
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The incorporation of large numbers of Spanish-speaking Catholics into the United
States in the Southwest after the Mexican-American War led some Protestant groups to
link the conversion of Mexican-Americans and those in Mexico. In addition to the need
to reach the new Mexican Americans, Protestants viewed this enterprise as a potential
way to reach Mexico. Because of the porous nature of the Southwestern border,
Protestant missionaries could reach Mexicans who might return to Mexico as well as
giving them the opportunity to practice evangelization skills that they might put into
place when the field in Mexico was opened.™

In defiance of Mexican laws, some U.S. missionaries in the borderlands made
short-term excursions into Mexico to distribute Bibles and religious literature and to

preach the gospel.*®

One of the most influential of these individuals was Melinda Rankin,
a Presbyterian, who is often regarded as the first missionary to the country of Mexico.'’
During the U.S.-Mexico War, Rankin was living in Mississippi and was impressed by
stories of U.S. soldiers returning from Mexico of the “moral destitution” that was

prevalent in Mexico burdened her heart for the field.® Rankin was especially concerned

because of the geographical proximity of Mexico and the fact that Protestantism, which

15 Martinez, Sea La Luz, 24, 33-36.

16 One missionary, Ramon Monsalvatge began ministering in San Antonio in
1848 teaching Mexican children, and making excursions to Mexico. See, “San Antonio
de Bexar,” The Christian World: The American Foreign and Christian Union I: 2
(February 1850): 82. Monsalvatge would later minister to other nations in Latin America.

7 «“The Missionaries in Mexico,” The Two Republics, February 24, 1898; Pablo
A. Deiros, “Rankin, Melinda,” Biographical Dictionary of Christian Missions, ed. Gerald
H. Anderson (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishers, 1999), 558.

'8 Melinda Rankin, Twenty Years Among the Mexicans, A Narrative of Missionary
Labor (Cincinnati: Chase & Hall, Publishers, 1875), 21.
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Rankin identifies as true Christianity, had not been introduced there, which she described
as a “dark” region.™ For Rankin the history of disorder and revolution in Mexico was
related to the fact that Protestantism was absent from the nation. She believed that the
“honor of American Christianity” demanded that some effort should immediately be
made to evangelize the new American territories and Mexico itself.?’ Rankin proceeded
to write to various mission boards and numerous churches in hopes of enlisting interest,
but received no response. She thus decided to go herself to do what she could for the
religious “enlightenment” of Mexico’s “long-neglected people.”

Since missionaries were barred from entering Mexico, Rankin went to
Brownsville on the U.S. side of the Texas-Mexico border. There she started a school for
children of Mexican descent, which she also used as a means to spread her faith, and she
would become involved in the distribution of Bibles on the Mexico side of the border.
Rankin viewed her work as a beginning that would hopefully blossom as Mexico opened
to Protestant missionaries and American churches became burdened with the need for the
Mexican field.?

In 1853 Rankin received news that several Catholic priests and nuns from France

had come to Brownsville to establish a convent to educate the youth of the Rio Grande

Valley, which would serve as a direct competition to her work. In response Rankin

" Ibid., 21.

%% Ibid., 23.

?! Ibid.

22 Melinda Rankin, Texas in 1850 (Boston: Damrell & Moore, 1852), 56-57; 150;

176. Rankin hoped that if Texas could be converted the progress of Texas would cause
Mexicans to yield to the “superiority” of Protestantism (55).
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decided that she would travel in the U.S. to raise money from the Protestant churches in
the United States to combat this convent and to construct a building that would be equal
to theirs. She reported that she left quite convinced of prompt and efficient aid from
American Christians.?

However Rankin described her disappointment at the response that she got from
American Protestants. She found that anti-Mexican sentiment was strong and provided
great barriers to her success. She wrote, “The Sentiment was expressed by many, that ‘the
Mexicans were a people just fit to be exterminated from the earth.”” She reported that
even some clergy suggested that it would be better to send “bullets and gunpowder to
Mexico than Bibles.”** Rankin responded to these statements with the answer that the
Mexicans were the type of people that Jesus had come to save. She reported that even
many of those who gave to the work did so with the sentiment of, “We do not care for the
Mexicans, but seeing you so devoted to their cause, we will give something for your
sake.”? This anti-Mexican sentiment is not surprising coming about five years after the
end of the U.S.-Mexican War. In the aftermath of the war, one historian writes, “Mexican

became an epithet in the national lexicon” as Americans stressed their “treacherous”

23 Rankin, Twenty Years Among the Mexicans, 43-44.
** Ibid., 51.

% |bid., 51-52. Italics in original. A history of the American Bible Society refers
to this impulse in the years after the Mexican American War as a “certain stubborn
prejudice.” See Henry Otis Dwight The Centennial History of the American Bible
Society, Volume 1 (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1916), 220.
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1.2 Likewise

nature as part of the description of the war as a fight between good and evi
numerous other authors have described the virulent anti-Mexican sentiments in the
United States in the decades after the end of the war.?’

While Rankin eventually received enough support for the work, she described that
the bitterest part of her early experience was the skepticism among many of the American
people as to her work with the Mexican people.?® Her biggest critics were not Catholics,
but rather Protestant Christians who would question her with statements such as, “What
good can we do for such a hopeless race?” Rankin would reply that the gospel was the
“antidote” for all the moral evils the Mexican people exhibited. She wrote that her zeal
and efforts for the Mexican people were regarded as a type of insanity. Rankin stated that
she dreaded encountering an American Protestant more than she did a Catholic priest. At
times, Rankin reported, she almost staggered under the weight of this criticism of her

efforts on behalf of the “poor, despised Mexicans.”%

26 Michael Scott VVan Wagenen, “Remembering the Forgotten War: Memory and
the United States-Mexican War, 1848-2008.” PhD diss., The University of Utah, 2009.
37-38.

2" see for instance Raymund A. Paredes, “The Origins of Anti-Mexican
Sentiment in the United States,” New Directions in Chicano Scholarship (La Jolla:
University of California Press, 1978), 139-165; David J. Weber, ““Scarce more than
Apes.’ Historical Roots of Anglo American Stereotypes of Mexicans in the Border
Region,” New Spain’s Far Northern Frontier: Essays on Spain in the American West, ed.
David J. Weber (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1979), 295-307; Arthur
G. Pettit, Images of the Mexican American in Fiction and Film (College Station: Texas
A&M Press, 1980); Arnoldo De Leon, They Called Them Greasers (Austin: University
of Texas Press, 1983).

28 Rankin also experienced some opposition because her actions were not
“becoming” for a lady, though others supported her fund raising activities. See J.E.
Rankin, “A New England Woman,” The Granite Monthly XVI: 4 (April 1894): 250.

29 Rankin, Twenty Years among the Mexicans, 58-59.
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By 1852 Melinda Rankin had begun her ministry to the ethnic Mexicans living in
south Texas on the Mexican border.*® In 1855 she contacted the American Foreign and
Christian Union (AFCU) to send a colporteur to circulate Bibles and other religious
literature on the Mexican frontier.3* Rankin in a letter stated, “I fully believe that God
will not open the door of Mexico to Protestant laborers until we do what we can for those
within our present sphere of influence.”%* The AFCU agreed that this was a worthy
enterprise and sought to find a man to fill the need. However after seeking for some time,
they concluded they would be unable to provide a Christian Spanish-speaking man. In
response Rankin requested that the AFCU provide her the means to hire an assistant
teacher for her school for Mexican children, and she would distribute Bibles and
Christian literature herself. In 1856 the AFCU granted her request and she began her
work in Texas and in Mexico, and in the first three years she distributed 500 Bibles and

New Testaments and over 70,000 pages of religious tracts.

% For a discussion of the missionary endeavors in the Borderlands region see Ed
Sylvest, “Bordering Cultures and the Origins of Hispanic Protestant Christianity,”
¢ Protestantes? Protestants: Hispanic Christianity within Mainline Traditions, ed. David
Maldonado Jr., (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1999), esp. 34-37; and Daisy L. Machado,
“Women and Religion in the Borderlands,” Encyclopedia of Women and Religion in
North America Volume Il1, ed. Rosemary Skinner Keller and Rosemary Radford Ruether
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2006), 1134-1140.

3L «A Voice from the Rio Grande,” The Christian World: The American Foreign
and Christian Union VI: 8 (August 1855): 371.

%2 Rankin, Twenty Years Among the Mexicans, 67.
% The American Christian Record: Containing the History, Confession of Faith
and Statistics of the Religious Denomination in the United States and Europe; A List of

All Clergymen with the Post Office Addresses, Etc., Etc., Etc. (New York: W.R.C. Clark
& Meeker, 1860), 363.
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The expansion of American missionaries into Mexico would be closely linked to
these missionary efforts towards ethnic Mexican Catholic communities in the Southwest
and Catholic immigrants throughout the United States. Because of increasing numbers of
Catholics in the United States, many Protestant leaders viewed the home missionary
enterprise as a response to a challenge from Rome.** Of particular importance was the
work of the American and Foreign Christian Union (AFCU). The AFCU was founded in
1849 with the object of converting Roman Catholics to Protestantism, both in the home
field of the United States, and abroad. One contemporary article on the history of the
AFCU described Catholics as the “great middle field” between the Protestant world and
that lying outside Christianity.>® The AFCU was made up of and supported by churches
and individuals of various denominations including the Presbyterian, Congregationalists,
Baptists, Methodist and Lutheran Churches.*® At the 1856 Annual Meeting of the

American and Foreign Christian Union, a speaker suggested that “it was evident to all

% Ibid., 234-235. For more on this competition between Catholic and Protestant
Home Missionary organizations see Ray A. Billington, “Anti-Catholic Propaganda and
the Home Missionary Movement, 1800-1860,” The Missouri Valley Historical Review
22:3 (December 1935): 361-384.

% «A Brief Sketch of the American and Foreign Christian Union,” The Christian
World: The American Foreign and Christian Union XI1X: 9 (September 1867): 261. See
also, “Questions Answered in Regard to the American and Foreign Christian Union,” The
Christian World: The American Foreign and Christian Union VI: 8 (August 1855): 353-
359.

% The AFCU was founded as a union of three existing societies- the American
Protestant Society, which directed its efforts toward American Catholics; the Christian
Alliance, which directed its efforts toward Italian Catholics, both in Italy and the United
States; and the Foreign Evangelical Society which supported missionaries and groups
working for the conversion of Catholics in both predominantly Catholic and non-Catholic
countries. See Susan Meier, “Guide to the Records of the American and Foreign
Christian Union, 1851-1884,” n.d.,
[http://dlib.nyu.edu/findingaids/htnl/archives/afcu.html] (17 November 2008).
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that a growing defection was taking place from the ranks of the Romanists in this whole
country,” though he warned that this was not inevitable, and that this opportunity could
be lost if Protestants did not take action.*’ This perceived development influenced the
blending of home and foreign missionary enterprises to Catholics, centering on a general
effort to convert the Roman Catholic world to Protestantism.® At the 1856 annual
meeting, the members passed a resolution which expressed optimism that not only would
the United States would be protected from the spread of Catholicism, but that the nation
would send out missionaries to “Papal lands” to affect their conversion.*

The Board of Directors for the Union in their 1856 annual report explained why
they believed that expansion to Catholic countries would be effective. First they
suggested that “Papal power” had been greatly reduced using Mexico as an example,
which in their view had seen a weakening of Catholicism through the Laws of the

Reform.*® The Board also noted a dramatic shift in Protestant public opinion with regards

37 «“Annual Meeting,” The Christian World: The American Foreign and Christian
Union VII: 6 (June 1856): 165; “Dr Sunderland’s Speech,” The Christian World: The
American Foreign and Christian Union VII: 7 (July 1856): 207. Despite this rhetoric R.
Scott Appleby finds that over the long term the conversion of Catholic immigrants to
Protestantism was much slower than anticipated, and hoped see “Missons and the Making
of America: Religious Competition for Souls and Citizens,” Minority Faiths and the
American Protestant Mainstream ed. Jonathan D. Sarna. Urbana and Chicago: University
of Illinois Press, 1998): 254.

3 See for instance, “Summons to American Protestants,” The Christian World:
The American Foreign and Christian Union VIII: 1 (January 1857): 7.

% «“Annual Meeting,” The Christian World: The American Foreign and Christian
Union VII: 6 (June 1856): 166.

40 «“seventh Annual Report,” The Christian World: The American Foreign and

Christian Union VII: 6 (June 1856): 174-175. See also “Summons to American
Protestants,” The Christian World: The American Foreign and Christian Union VIII: 1
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to Catholicism. In the past Protestant efforts to convert Catholics had stagnated. Now
God had “stirred up” the minds of Protestants throughout the world to their duty of
seeking the overthrow of Catholicism. This trend was evident in the United States as
well, the Board of Directors speculated, because of an “awakening interest” due to
increased contact that Protestants had with the growing numbers of Catholic immigrants
in the United States.*! In response increasing numbers of Protestant denominations
directed their attention to work of missions among Catholics.*?

Writers suggested that missions to Mexico and other Catholic countries were
important because the “whole system of the Papacy” provided the most formidable
barrier to the spread of the “Gospel.” Protestant missionaries reported that they
continually encountered peoples who were influenced by receiving what they viewed as

incorrect Christian doctrines from the Catholic Church, which hindered their ability to

(January 1857): 9. See also, “Eighth Annual Report,” The Christian World: The
American Foreign and Christian Union VIII: 6 (June 1857): 193.

L Ibid., 176. See also, “Summons to American Protestants,” The Christian World:
The American Foreign and Christian Union VII: 11 (November 1856): 331.

42 “geventh Annual Report,” The Christian World, 177. An article entitled,
“Summons to American Protestants” states, “In every section of the nation, east and west,
north and south, there are multitudes who look upon the Papal world as a missionary field
of the highest interest and importance. ‘This is the Lord’s doing, it is marvelous in our
eyes.”” “Summons to American Protestants,” The Christian World: The American
Foreign and Christian Union VII: 11 (November 1856): 332-333. For later justifications
of continued presence in Catholic lands by U.S. missionaries see, Harlan P. Beach, A
Geography and Atlas of Protestant Missions Volume 1: Geography (New York: Student
Volunteer Movement for Foreign Missions, 1901), 53-54; Hubert W. Brown, Latin
America: The Pagans The Papists The Patriots The Protestants and the Present Problem
(New York: Fleming H. Revell Company, 1901), 13-14.

www.manaraa.com



114

convert their populations.*® The author argued that the Catholic Church was approaching
another crisis which would shake its foundation, and therefore it was time for Protestants
to “unite in putting forth a strong and extended effort to turn the whole force of Gospel
truth” against the Roman Church.* For the first twenty years of its existence the AFCU
would be the only interdenominational mission board to operate regularly into Mexico,
thereby providing much of the early thrust of these missions as well as much of the
information to other religious journals about the religious condition in Mexico.*

The “Reformation in Mexico”

In addition to general support for the Mexican Liberal reforms during the late

1850s and early 1860s, many Protestants saw deeper implications in the disestablishment

43 “Summons to American Protestants,” The Christian World: The American

Foreign and Christian Union VII: 11 (November 1856): 329-330. See also, “American
and Foreign Christian Union,” The Independent (May 14, 1857); “American and Foreign
Christian Union,” The Independent (May 20, 1858).

* Ibid., 12-13. See also, “Light in Spanish America,” The Missionary Magazine
(August 1859). Another later article suggested that the reason that Roman Catholicism
remained strong in these countries was due to Protestant apathy. “The Triumph of the
Reformation,” The Independent (November 7, 1867).

% The American Bible Society, as well as other Bible societies would
occasionally send a colporteur into Mexico for short periods of time. In 1868, as
discussed later, the Protestant Episcopal Church would be involved in the direct support
of the indigenous Mexican mission movement the Church of Jesus and would send a
missionary to aid the movement, Henry C. Riley. Riley would also work with the AFCU
and be supported by them for a time. By the early 1870s individual Protestant
denominations would begin sending and supporting their own missions in Mexico, and
other places and would cut funding for the AFCU. By 1873 the AFCU had withdrawn
from the foreign field, and many of the formerly AFCU missionaries became affiliated
with and supported by particular denominations. Meier, “Guide to the Records of the
American and Foreign Christian Union, 1851-1884,” n.d.,
[http://dlib.nyu.edu/findingaids/htnl/archives/afcu.html] (17 November 2008). For an
article expressing disappointment about the entrance of individual denominations into
Mexico see “The Presbyterian Board of Missions-Mexico,” The Christian World: The
American Foreign and Christian Union XXIV: 1 (January 1872): 14-16.

www.manaraa.com



115

of the Catholic Church, concluding that the hold of the Catholic Church on Mexico had
been weakened and Mexicans might be ready to embrace Protestantism.*® An article in
the national magazine, the Christian Observer, expressed the opinion that despotism,
revolution and anarchy would continue to be prevalent in Mexico until changes were
made in the religious condition of the country.*’ Other observers saw the expansion of
Protestantism as an inevitable effect of the Liberal anti-clerical tendencies.*®

As discussed in the previous chapter, many Protestant writers in the United States
linked Protestantism with progress and Catholicism with a past that needed to be
abandoned for a society to progress.* Adherents viewed the missionary enterprise in the
nineteenth century as a step toward achieving a universal religious unity, and the means
through which God would bring about the conversion of the whole world.*® Closely
related to this theme was the Protestant interpretation of recent history which saw world

events as part of this same process. Many Protestant theologians and writers viewed the

%8 “Spanish America,” New York Evangelist (June 28, 1855). Other articles

suggested that Catholicism was receding. See “Roman Catholic,” New York Observer
and Chronicle (November 14, 1867); Melinda Rankin, “Miss Rankin in Mexico,” New
York Observer and Chronicle (April 29, 1869); William Butler, “American and Foreign
Christian Union,” Christian Advocate (March 3, 1870); JHB “Protestant Efforts for
Mexico,” New York Evangelist (April 25, 1872); “The Protestant Frontier,” Christian
Advocate (August 8, 1872); “The First Year of Our Mexican Mission,” The Methodist
Quarterly Review (April 1875).

4" “Revolutionists in Mexico,” Christian Observer (February 5, 1857).
%8 «“Mexico Moving,” Flag of Our Union (March 13, 1858).

%9 See for instance, “Protestantism and Romanism,” New York Evangelist (January
10, 1856); “The Protestant Frontier,” Christian Advocate (August 8, 1872).

%0 Monica I. Orozco, “Protestant Missionaries, Mexican Liberals, Nationalism and

the Issue of Cultural Incorporation of Indigenous People in Mexico, 1870-1900.” PhD
diss.,University of California at Santa Barbara, 1999. 49.
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fact that formerly powerful Catholic powers such as Spain, France and Austria were on
the decline, while predominantly Protestant nations such as England, Germany and the
United States were ascendant as evidence of a trend in world history.>* While one
manifestation of this ascendancy of Protestantism was expected to be the conversion of
“heathen” areas, such as Africa, the Middle East, and Asia, many also viewed Catholic
areas as fields for conversion.

One observer suggested that Romanism had had free reign in Mexico with poor
results, but the future was with Protestantism expanding into areas that had been formerly
predominately Catholic. If this were to happen as predicted, Mexico would be filled with
evangelical churches, schools and colleges and various institutions of learning. Under the
influence of Protestant Christianity, many believed a population would appear who
understood and respected republican governments and these governments would be a
benefit to the people rather than an affliction as they had been through much of its
history.>? Likewise the inexhaustible riches of Mexico’s natural resources would be
developed, and prosperity would coexist with religious and political enlightenment.*

As discussed previously, the victories of the Liberal Party, led by Benito Juarez

were applauded in the United States, and were viewed as an act of progress to break the

*1 Ibid., 52.

52 «Extinction of Races,” New York Evangelist (August 7, 1856). See also “Light
Advancing in Mexico,” New York Evangelist (November 17, 1859); See “The Religious
Movement in Mexico,” New York Evangelist (September 15, 1870), and “Facts
Concerning Mexico that Every American Citizen Should Know,” Christian Advocate
(November 24, 1870), for a similar discussions.

%3 «Extinction of Races,” New York Evangelist (August 7, 1856). For similar
sentiment about the effects of Protestantism for Mexico see “Union with Mexico,” New
York Daily Times (December 5, 1855). This article however suggests that U.S.
annexation is the best way to accomplish this goal, rather than religious change within
Mexico itself.
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hold of the Catholic Church. With the decrees of religious freedom, a writer in the
national magazine, The Independent, asserted that Providence was speaking “in a voice of
thunder” to the “genuine” Christian churches of the world that the mission field of
Mexico was ready for a great harvest, and now was the time to send laborers into the
field.> At the same time, however, missionary expansion into Mexico would be hindered
by the Civil War in the United States and the French Intervention in Mexico. Those who
were burdened for the religious field of Mexico hoped for the victory of the Mexican
Liberal forces against the French Intervention.>® At a time when the United States was
powerless to intervene militarily, an article in the Presbyterian New York Evangelist
suggested that Christians should instead pray that God would “rouse” the Mexican people
to defeat the forces of the French, Maximilian and the Mexican Catholic Church. The
article stated that since it appeared that God intended to allow the empire to be
established in Mexico, at least for a time, Protestant Christians should hope and pray for
its short life. Because of the great need for the gospel in Mexico, the author entreated
Christians to pray that God would open the doors of Mexico by overriding political

56
l.

events which seemed to be preventing the spread of the gospel.” The eventual victory of

% “Texas and Mexico,” The Independent (March 21, 1861). See also Hannah
More Johnson, About Mexico, Past and Present (Philadelphia: Presbyterian Board of
Publication, 1887), 373.

% As discussed in an earlier chapter many Protestants in the United States
perceived the French Intervention to be part of a plot on the part of Papal powers and the
Mexican Church to reestablish the former position of the Church.

% «“The Condition of Mexico,” New York Evangelist (December 10, 1863).
Another article written at about the same time argued that whatever political changes
come out of the crisis in Mexico, the deeper need was religious, and to be accomplished
by ridding the nation of Catholic influences, whatever the political outcome might be.
See “Mexico,” Christian Advocate and Journal (December 10, 1863).
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the Liberal government over the French and their Mexican allies was therefore heralded
as the work of Providence.>” Many articles focused on the anticipated future role of
Protestantism in allowing republicanism to thrive in Mexico, and acknowledged that it
was the victory of republicanism in the form of the Mexican Liberals, which had allowed
for religious freedom, including the ability of Protestants to operate in Mexico.>®

While the political future of Mexico was still in doubt, religious events in Mexico
would get wide coverage in the U.S. press. The promulgation of the Laws of the Reform
and the Constitution of 1857 led to a schism within the Mexican Catholic Church
between those who believed that the new Constitution was not incompatible with
Catholic faith and others who viewed it as a serious threat to the Catholic foundation of
Mexico. The majority of the Mexican Catholic Church hierarchy rebelled against the
civil government in opposition to the Liberal reforms embodied in the new Constitution.
Catholic Church doctrine and practice held that the bishops of Mexican Church, under
authority of the Pontiff, formulated the appropriate Catholic response to the Constitution.
The Mexican Church hierarchy denounced the Constitution and denied the sacraments to

those who swore allegiance to the new Constitution and refused to recant.®

> “The Religious Movement in Mexico,” New York Evangelist (September 15,
1870).

%8 “Mexico,” New York Evangelist (February 29, 1872).

> David Allen Gilbert, ““Long Live the True Religion!’: contesting the Meaning
of Catholicism in the Mexican Reforma (1855-1860).” PhD diss., University of lowa,
2003. 227.

% Ibid., 227-228.
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Many Liberals continued to believe in the Catholic faith and some priests defied
the Mexican Roman Catholic Church hierarchy by supporting the Constitution. Of the
priests who supported the Constitution, in 1859 a smaller number officially sought to
establish a Catholic Church independent of the existing Mexican Church hierarchy,
becoming known as the “Constitutionalist Fathers.”®! Also in 1859 a doctor by the name
of Julio Mallet Prevost celebrated communion in Zacatecas outside of the Mexican
Roman Catholic Church. This was believed to have been the first Protestant ceremony in
the country.®® Shortly after this, Prevost expanded his work, with small pockets of this
version of Protestantism existing in some villages in the region.

In 1861 Father Ramon Lozano, a priest in Tamaulipas, separated from the
Mexican Catholic Church and published provisional statutes for the organization of
national church based on “Biblical principles.” Though this church was not affiliated with
the Mexican Catholic Church, it was not at this time conceptualized as Protestant.®
Lozano referred to this Church as being Catholic, Apostolic, and Mexican, and

emphasized that the faith, sacraments, practices and ceremonies would continue to be

%! Deborah J. Baldwin, Protestants and the Mexican Revolution: Missionaries,
Ministers, and Social Change (Urbana and Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 1990),
14.

%2 G. Baez Camargo and Kenneth G. Grubb, Religion in the Republic of Mexico
(London & New York: World Dominion Press, 1935), 87-88. Prevost was an American
who had served in the U.S. Army during the war with Mexico, and returned to pursue
mining in Zacatecas. See Daniel James Young, “The Cincinnati Plan and the National
Presbyterian Church of Mexico: A Brief Study of Relations Between American Mission
Boards and Mexican Protestant Churches During the Mexican Revolution.” Master’s
Thesis. The University of Texas at El Paso, 2006. 11.

%3 Baldwin, Protestants and the Mexican Revolution, 15. See also Samuel A.

Purdie, “The Evangelical Priest,” Friend’s Review (December 13, 1879); and Samuel A.
Purdie, “The Evangelical Priest,” Friend’s Review (December 20, 1879).
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Catholic.®® Other priests throughout the country also rebelled against the Mexican Church
hierarchy, and in 1864, several of these groups agreed to unify, creating the “Church of
Jesus” which began services in that same year.®® As might be expected, the Mexican
Church hierarchy, and conservative newspapers rejected the actions of the renegade
priests and the Church leadership excommunicated them. The Archbishop of Mexico
Lazaro de la Garza y Ballesteros and others would denounce the reform priests as a
“synagogue of Satan” for their support of the Constitution and insubordination toward the
hierarchy.®®

In response President Juarez expressed appreciation for the Church of Jesus and
named it the government’s agency for the reform of the Mexican Catholic Church.®’
Members of the Liberal government continued to state that they were not anti-Catholic,
and offered financial support for the priests that would lose financial support by leaving
the Mexican Catholic Church.®® Despite this moral support, the financial situation of the
Mexican Liberal government was such that it could provide little financial support for the

new reformed Church. Since the Liberal government was in no position to offer support,

% John Steven Rice, “Evangelical Episcopalians and the Church of Jesus in
Mexico, 1857-1906.” Master’s Thesis. University of Texas, Pan American, 2000. 29.
Lozano opposed the celibacy of the priesthood and supported civil marriage.

* Ibid.

% Joel Morales Cruz, “The Origins of Mexican Protestantism: Catholic Pluralism,
Enlightenment Religion and the Iglesia de Jesus Movement in Nineteenth-Century
Mexico (1859-1872).” PhD diss., The Lutheran School of Theology at Chicago, 20009.
150.

*" Ibid.

% Rice, “Evangelical Episcopalians,” 28-29.
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the reform priests looked to the United States for financial support along with doctrinal
and ecclesiastical guidance.

In 1865 Manuel Aguilar, one of the original Constitutionalist Fathers, sent a letter
to the American Episcopal Church requesting assistance and shortly thereafter a group of
three priests visited churches in the United States to request support for the new
“reformed” Church in Mexico.®® In a letter to Protestants in the United States, one of the
Mexican leaders of this movement, Juan N. Enriquez Orestes, described the factors that
led him to leave the Mexican Catholic Church. Appealing to the anti-Catholicism of his
readers, he described the “abuses, wickedness, infamy, cruelty and tyranny” of the
Mexican Church hierarchy and castigated the Church leadership for its involvement in
the French Intervention which he suggested that it supported in order to “satisfy their

vengeance and reconquer their privileges and wealth.”"

% Spirit of Missions: Foreign Missions of the Protestant Episcopal Church XXX
(July 1865): 257; Camargo and Grubb, Religion in the Republic of Mexico 88. The
Mexican reform churches chose to appeal to the Episcopal Church, rather than other
Protestant groups, because the Episcopal Church was viewed as retaining the “apostolic
succession” from the previous association that its hierarchy had enjoyed through the
Catholic Church. The Church of Jesus hoped that the Episcopal Church would consecrate
a bishop for them, thereby restoring them under apostolic succession that they believe
they had lost with their break from the Mexican Catholic Church. Morales Cruz, “The
Origins of Mexican Protestantism,” 3. Apostolic succession refers to the doctrine that the
contemporary bishops are traceable to the original twelve apostles from the New
Testament. The Episcopal Church claimed apostolic succession through its original
association with the Anglican Church (the Church of England), which was believed to
retain this succession through its association with the Roman Catholic Church before the
split in the 16™ century. Without this succession the Church of Jesus believed they would
not be able to ordain priests.

0 «“The Good Work in Mexico,” The Congregationalist (July 29, 1864). For more
discussion of Juan N. Enriquez Orestes, including a translated letter from a prominent
Mexican Liberal Ignacio M. Altamirano, see “The Religious Reformation in Mexico,”
The Christian World: The American Foreign and Christian Union XVI: 11 (November
1865): 330-331.
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During their visit to the United States these former Mexican priests appeared at
Protestant gatherings. They sought not only to enlist the cooperation of Protestant
denominations to spread the gospel to Mexico but also to gain knowledge about
Protestant practices in the United States.”* Members of the Protestant churches in the
United States were especially interested in what these priests had to say, since it was the
first time that reformed Catholic priests had appeared in Protestant churches as
representatives from any Latin American country.’? Articles in the religious press
expressed sympathy with the cause of the Mexican reformers, with one article describing
them as “intelligent, sincere, and devoted.””

U.S. religious commentators were concerned as to what extent the Mexican
priests accepted and understood the “truths of the gospel.” In fact the Mexican priests
declined to say Mass with their Episcopal hosts and espoused doctrinal beliefs that were

different than the Episcopal leaders.”* One writer in a U.S. religious periodical suggested

that the Mexican priests might not yet be true believers, but that the scenes described in

™! “Interesting Visitors from Mexico,” The Independent (February 2, 1865).

2 “Reception of Mexican Reformers,” New York Evangelist (May 4, 1865). For
excerpts and reports of these speeches see, “Religious Reformation in the Mexican
States,” The Independent (March 23, 1865); “Reception of the Reformed Mexican
Priests,” New York Evangelists (March 16, 1865); “The Reformed Mexican Church,”
New York Evangelist (March 30, 1865); “Annual Meeting of the Society,” The Christian
World: The American Foreign and Christian Union XVI: 6 (June 1865): 162.

73 “Interesting Visitors from Mexico,” The Independent (February 2, 1865). See
also, “Mexico,” The Christian World: The American Foreign and Christian Union XVI:
4 (April 1865): 123.

™ Morales Cruz, “The Origins of Mexican Protestantism,” 158. Specifically this

was regarding whether the Host during Mass was symbolic of the Body and Blood of
Christ, or whether it was the sacrifice itself.
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Mexico were reminiscent of the Reformation of the Catholic Church in Europe.”™ A
statement on behalf of clergymen of various Protestant denominations in support of the
Mexican reformers expressed pleasure that this action was the result of largely internal
processes within the Mexican Catholic Church and suggested that this was the beginning
of a “great work of evangelization” in Catholic countries.”® As such they believed that the
events in Mexico would provide the first step in a much larger goal of the widespread
conversion of Catholics.

U.S. Protestant ministers responded to the former priests by “warmly
recommending them to the fraternal interest and prayers of Christians,” and frequently
repeated the conviction that the religious cause in Mexico deserved the interest of U.S.
Protestants.’” The same article suggested that once Maximilian was driven from Mexico,
then a vigorous movement would be made for the “spiritual reformation” of Mexico."
This idea of a “Reformation” in Mexico would be a persistent theme in discussions of
changes in Mexico. One article in the Methodist magazine, Zion’s Herald, declared that

with generous aid from American Christians and churches, “the best informed persons

> “Religious Reformation in Mexico,” New York Evangelist (February 23, 1865).
See also Alfred C. Roe, “The Evangelical Movement in Mexico,” Christian Union
(August 13, 1870); and Alfred Lee, “The Reformation in Mexico,” American Church
Review (October 1, 1875).

’® “Religious Reformation in the Mexican States,” The Independent (March 23,
1865). For a similar sentiment see, “Maxwell Phillips, “From the City of Mexico,” New
York Evangelist (March 27, 1873).

"7 “Reception of the Reformed Mexican Priests,” New York Evangelists (March
16, 1865).

’® Ibid. Similar sentiment was expressed in “Mexico, Prospects of Protestantism,”
Methodist Quarterly Review (January 1866).
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believe that in a very few years Mexico will become a Protestant and flourishing
Republic.””

In the mid-1860s and the early 1870s numerous reports continued to circulate in
U.S. publications about these Catholic priests who had renounced Rome and were
working for the reformation of the Mexican Church. An article in the Episcopal
magazine, The Spirit of Missions described them as standing firm “in their opposition to
Rome, and in their efforts to induce their people to throw off all her corruptions, and
embrace the simple truth of the Gospel.”® In the years after the restoration of the
Mexican Republic, other priests followed the lead of the first reformers who had
originally broken with the Church during the Wars of the Reform and the Intervention.

One of these priests was Manuel Aguas, whose story would be well-publicized in

the U.S. religious press.®'Aguas, in a letter asking for support from Protestant churches in

® J H B “The Religious Reformation in Mexico,” Zion’s Herald (June 16, 1870).
This article was reprinted in “The Religious Reformation in Mexico,” The Missionary
Magazine (October 1870).

8 «The Mexican Reformers,” The Spirit of Missions: Foreign Missions of the
Protestant Episcopal Church XXXII (August 1867): 595. See also “The Reformation in
Mexico,” New York Observer and Chronicle (November 23, 1865); “The Bible in
Mexico,” The Christian World: The American Foreign and Christian Union XVII: 2
(February 1866): 59; “The Evangelization of the Spanish Race,” The Christian World:
The American Foreign and Christian Union XVII: 4 (April 1866): 109-110;“Editorial,”
Spirit of Missions: Foreign Missions of the Protestant Episcopal Church XXXI (March
1866): 134-135; and A J Park, “Letter from Northern Mexico,” New York Evangelist
(July 14, 1870). For a later discussion of this “reformation” see Samuel A. Purdie,
Memories of Angela Aguilar de Mascorro: And Sketches of the Friends’ Mexican Mission
(Chicago: Publishing Association of Friends, 1885), 27-30.

8 The Reformation in Mexico (Hartford, CN: Junior Auxiliary Publishing Co.,
1894), 6. See also John Wesley Butler, History of the Methodist Episcopal Church in
Mexico: Personal Reminiscences, Present Conditions and Future Outlook (New York
and Cincinnati: The Methodist Book Concern, 1918), 52. Other discussions of the stories
of Mexican priests and lay converts in English religious periodicals can be found in “The
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the United States, described Mexico as unfortunate since it had not enjoyed the blessings
of the “true religion.” He described how that despite being a priest, he was in spiritual
blindness, because he believed he was opposed to the true Christianity. He explained that
he constantly lacked peace and doubted his salvation, and lived in this condition until he
read a gospel pamphlet sent from the United States. After reading this pamphlet, he
“rejected the errors of Romanism” and began to study Protestantism, aided through the
instruction of a Protestant missionary in the area.®? Aguas stated that the number of “true
Christians” was growing enormously in Mexico, and the light of the Gospel was
continuing to grow brighter.®® Aguas expected the religious movement to “spread the
Gospel in its purity far and wide throughout the nation, and lead to a great reformation in
the Catholic Church.”® He further appealed to the prevailing belief of the conversion of
the whole world, and described Mexico as the key to the conversion of Latin American
countries, a theme similar to that expressed by Protestant publications in the United

States.®®

Movement in Mexico,” The Churchman Volume 1 (1880): 43-46; and Proceedings of the
General Conference of Foreign Missions (London: John F. Shaw, 1878): 88-90.

82 Manuel Aguas, “Letter from Manuel Aguas,” (New York: T. Whittaker
Publisher and Bookseller, 1874), 4. The letter was originally written in 1871. For a more
detailed expression of his conversion see, Manuel Aguas, “Letter from a Converted
Mexican Priest,” The Christian World: The American Foreign and Christian Union XII:
8 (August 1871): 248-255. See also “Mexico,” 81% Annual Report of the Religious Tract
Society (1880): 215-216.

8 Aguas, “Letter from Manuel Aguas,” 5-6.
* Ibid., 7.
% Ibid., 8. This hope was expressed by U.S. articles as well. See also, J H B, “The

Religious Reformation in Mexico,” Zion’s Herald (June 16, 1870); “The Reformation in
Mexico,” The Missionary Magazine (October 1870).
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In the following years, these developments in Mexico would be embraced by
many in the United States as evidence that Mexico was experiencing a breakthrough that
would lead to the wide-scale introduction of Protestantism in the nation and a rejection of
Roman Catholicism.®® An article in the New York Evangelist described the events in
Mexico as “Light is breaking in Mexico.”®” This was widely defined as a “Reformation”
in Mexico, and would be compared to the Protestant Reformation in Europe led by

Martin Luther.

8 See for instance, “The Protestant Movement in Mexico,” New York Times (May
21, 1876); “The Scriptures in Mexico,” The Congregationalist (November 17, 1865);
“The Religious Question in Mexico,” The Christian World: The American Foreign and
Christian Union XVIII: 5 (May 1867): 140; “Missionary ltems,” Reformed Church
Messenger (July 14, 1869); “Missionary News,” The Independent (June 10, 1869);
“Religious Progress in Mexico,” New York Evangelist (October 14, 1869); “The
Reformation in Mexico,” The Christian World: The American Foreign and Christian
Union XXI: 6 (June 1870): 162-164; “Address by Rev. Henry C. Riley,” The Christian
World: The American Foreign and Christian Union XXI: 6 (June 1870): 186-187;
“Central Mexico,” The Christian World: The American Foreign and Christian Union
XXII:11 (November 1871): 366; The Reformation in Mexico (Hartford, CN: Junior
Auxiliary Publishing Co., 1894), 10. See also religious publications published outside the
U.S. including H. H. Fairall, “The Reformation in Mexico,” The Methodist Visitor
Second Volume (London: Elliot Stock, 1873); Church Bells Volume V (London: W.
Wells Gardner, Publishers, 1875).

87 «A Loud Call from Mexico,” New York Evangelist (April 8, 1869). See also,
“Juarez. The President of Mexico,” The Christian World: The American Foreign and
Christian Union XV:11 (November 1864): 333; “Mexico,” Daily Evening Bulletin
(March 14, 1873); Crescent, “Mexico,” Southwestern Advocate (July 17, 1873);
“Mexico,” Southwestern Advocate (July 30, 1874).

8 «“The Religious Reformation in Mexico,” The Missionary Magazine (October
1870). See also, Melinda Rankin, “Letter from Miss Rankin,” The Christian World: The
American Foreign and Christian Union XV:10 (October 1864): 315; “The Religious
Revolution in Mexico,” The Christian World: The American Foreign and Christian
Union XVII:1 (January 1866): 11-12; “The City of Mexico-a Mission Begun,” The
Christian World: The American Foreign and Christian Union XX:6 (June 1869): 179-
180; “Evangelizing Mexico,” New York Times (May 30, 1870); “Southern Methodists in
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Many interested American Protestants focused on their role in providing guidance
to shape this reformation.®® An article in The Spirit of Missions, published by the
Episcopal Church stated that the converted priests did not understand and accept all
aspects of Protestantism, and therefore needed the guidance and instruction which their
church was best qualified to give. The article expressed joy that the converts appeared
willing to learn, suggesting, “Surely we would greatly fail in our duty if we leave them to
themselves or influence them to turn others less qualified.”*

By 1868 Henry C. Riley, an Episcopalian minister, went to Mexico to work with
the Church of Jesus. By 1872 the Church of Jesus entered into a “covenant” with the
Episcopal Church in the United States, which described the Mexican Church as a foreign
Church that should receive the “nursing care” of the Protestant Episcopal Church in the

United States.”* In a report to the Episcopal American Church Missionary Society, Riley

described the Mexican Church of Jesus as a “younger sister” and hoped that the U.S.

Mexico,” Georgia Weekly Telegraph and Georgia Journal & Messenger (April 22,
1873).

% Gilbert Haven was a Methodist Bishop sent to Mexico to survey the field
described one service he attended as a protest against Catholicism, but not much beyond
the first principles of this protest. See Gilbert Haven, “A Sabbath in Pachuca,” Zion’s
Herald (March 6, 1873). For a later article emphasizing the need for U.S. guidance to the
missions in Mexico see, Edward W. Gilman, “Mission Work in Mexico,” The
Congregationalist and Boston Recorder (April 19, 1879).

% «present Claims of Mexico,” The Spirit of Missions: Foreign Missions of the
Protestant Episcopal Church XXVIII (July 1864): 178. See also, “The Bible in Mexico,”
The Missionary Magazine (April 1866).

%1 Baldwin, Protestants and the Mexican Revolution, 16.

www.manaraa.com



128

Episcopal Church would provide assistance as an older sibling would do.%* Another
article suggested that it was within the power of American Christians to assist the
Mexican reformers to change the religious condition of the Mexican people, and help the
Mexican reformers to turn their country into a Protestant nation.*®

This story of the beginning of Protestantism in Mexico as a Reformation would be
repeated in many books and articles on religion in Mexico that were published in the
United States from the mid-late nineteenth to the early twentieth century.®® The views of
the religious press would shape American views of religious events in Mexico during
these years. However by the mid-1870s the story of the Reformation would merge with
that of the missionary enterprise by American Protestant denominations, and most
discussions of the hoped-for future of Mexico would espouse the need for U.S.
missionaries, rather than an internal reformation among the Mexicans themselves. In an
1872 analysis of the Mexican mission field, Joseph Emerson, suggested that the success
of the “reforming priests” had been modest at best. Emerson doubted the ability of
priests- who had been trained in Catholicism- to become leaders in a Protestant

movement. He suggested that the “organizing minds” must be from Protestant lands, with

%2 “Report of Rev. H. Chauncey Riley,” Fourteenth Annual Report of the
American Church Missionary Society (New York: American Church Missionary Society,
1873), 28.

%3 “Mexico Church Confiscations-Their Extent and Resulting Consequences,”
Christian Advocate (May 5, 1870).

% See for instance, Ferguson’s Anecdotal Guide to Mexico (New York: Lange,
Little and Co, 1876), 54-59.
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the eventual increases of native laborers from the common classes and native preachers
trained in Protestant institutions.”

While earlier analysis of the “Reformation” in Mexico had been based on a
misunderstanding of the complexity of the Mexican reform movement. Many of the
dissident priests remained loyal to Catholic doctrine and refused to convert to
Protestantism. While former priests such as Manuel Aguas left the Mexican Catholic
Church and embraced Protestantism, others such as one of the original Constitutional
Fathers, Juan Orestes, distanced himself from the Protestantism of Aguas, and continued
to views their efforts as a reform movement within the Roman Catholic Church.®® In a
recent study of the Church of Jesus, Joel Morales Cruz argues that for some of these
dissident priests, rejecting Roman Catholicism was “unthinkable,” however much they
sought to reform the Mexican Church.®” Even the Mexican priests who embraced
Protestantism disagreed with the direction the Church of Jesus was taking in becoming a

dependent mission of the Protestant Episcopal Church of the United States.®

% Joseph Emerson, “Mexico as a Missionary Field,” The Missionary Herald:
Containing the Proceedings of the American Board of Commissioners of Foreign
Missions (March 1872). For a similar sentiment see Rankin, Twenty Years Among the
Mexicans, 196. A later article suggested that the missionary enterprise in the United
States should help the Mexican churches along, until they would be able to “go alone.”
The Mexican Episcopal Church (New York: Provisional Committee on Church Work in
Mexico, 1894), 6.

% Morales Cruz, “The Origins of Mexican Protestantism,” 178.

*" Ibid., 178-179.

% Ibid., 180. Others expressed resentment over the introduction of missionaries
from rival U.S. Protestant denominations, such as the Methodists and Presbyterians, since
they envisioned the Church of Jesus as the only Protestant Church in Mexico. Rice,

“Evangelical Episcopalians,” 66; Morales Cruz, “The Origins of Mexican Protestantism,”
180. For a contemporary discussion of the concerns of one of these priests, Augustin
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By the mid-1880s the Church of Jesus had split into two camps, the Cuerpo
Eclesiastico (Ecclesiastical Body), which wanted the Church to come under the direct
authority of the Protestant Episcopal Church of the United States, and the Independent
Mexican Church which continued to request greater autonomy.*® In 1886 the U.S.
Episcopal Church recognized the Cuerpo Eclesiastico as the official Church of Jesus. In
the early twentieth century Mexican clergy affiliated with the Church of Jesus continued
to request greater autonomy. In 1901 the U.S. Episcopal Church hierarchy rejected the
request from the Church of Jesus to consecrate three bishops for Mexico, which would
have made the Church independent. In 1906 the Church of Jesus was absorbed by the
mission of the Episcopal Church which was created to minister to the English-speaking
congregations in Mexico, thus officially ending the hopes for an independent national
Mexican Church.'® By this time hopes for the conversion of Mexico to Protestantism
had long since shifted from an indigenous Mexican movement to Protestant missionaries
sent from the United States.

U.S. Missions in Mexico after the French Intervention

By the late 1850s several missionaries had begun operating in various areas in
Mexico. In 1860 Melinda Rankin explained her reasons for working in the field, writing

“I fully believe that hundreds, nay thousands of the priest-bound people of Mexico are

Palacios, who feared American missionaries would become involved in politics see John
W. Butler, “Palacios, the Converted Priest,” Zion’s Herald (March 31, 1881).

% Morales Cruz, “The Origins of Mexican Protestantism,” 182.
190 pid., 182-183. See also, Marvin James Penton, “Mexico’s Reformation: A

History of Mexican Protestantism from its Inception to the Present.” PhD diss.,
University of lowa, 1965. 84.
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groaning under their spiritual bondage, and would most joyfully accept that freedom
wherewith Christ makes people free. A glorious door is now opened, and many
missionaries are needed to scatter the seeds of divine truth upon this hitherto neglected
soil.” % Because of the increased demand for Bibles, she requested that another
missionary group, the American Bible Society, send a full time agent to labor in the
border area and Mexico.** Their first agent was B.P. Thompson who traveled in
Northern Mexico distributing the Scriptures. While at Cadereyta, about thirty miles from
Monterrey, Thompson encountered a man who had received a Bible and was well-
acquainted with many of its teachings. In March of 1861 this Mexican national, his son,
and another Mexican man traveled with Thompson to Brownsville, Texas and were
received into a Protestant Church, heralded as one the first Mexicans to publicly profess
the Protestant faith.'® Rankin recounted that this proved that a Mexican “could be
otherwise than a Catholic,” and was followed by other conversions. These conversions
gave Rankin particular joy since Mexicans had long been regarded by many mainstream

Protestant denominations as “beyond the reach of a pure Christianity.”**

101 «“Mission on the Rio Grande, at Brownsville, Texas-Miss Rankin,” The
Christian World: The American Foreign and Christian Union XI: 2 (February 1860): 54.
Italics in original.

192 Dwight The Centennial History of the American Bible Society, Volume 1, 220.
For more information about the early evangelistic efforts of the American Bible Society
see also Henry Otis Dwight The Centennial History of the American Bible Society,
Volume Il (New York: The Macmillian, Company, 1916), 299-302.

103 “The Mexican Mission,” The Christian World: The American Foreign and
Christian Union XII: 8 (August 1861): 237.

104 Rankin, Twenty Years Among the Mexicans, 88-89. Italics in original. For

earlier discussions of critics of the ability of Mexicans to be converted see, “Spanish
Mission on the Rio Grande-Miss Rankin,” The Christian World: The American Foreign
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Shortly afterward Thompson was replaced by James Hickey, a Baptist Minister,
working with the American Bible Society, who distributed Bibles and tracts, and worked
at evangelization. Hickey invited Thomas Westrup, an English Anglican, to become the
pastor of a church recently organized by those who were converted by Hickey’s
ministering.'® On June 30, 1864 Baptist missionaries in Monterrey established the first
organized evangelical church in Mexico. % While other churches expressed sympathy
with the need to expand to Mexico, they delayed doing so, because of the unsettled nature
of the political situation as well as the Civil War in the United States. One article in the
New York Evangelist expressed the expectation that the time would come when the
Protestant Churches of the United States could no longer ignore the loud calls for help,
which were constantly coming from “nominal Christian lands.”*°” Mexico appeared to be
the most inviting field, in the event that the Liberal government would be able to defeat
the French Intervention and Liberals were expected to welcome and protect Protestant
missionaries.® For this reason The Christian World advised its readers that they should

pray for the defeat of the Empire and the ultimate success of the Mexican Liberals.'®

and Christian Union X: 10 (October 1859): 329; “Mexico-Her Revolutions,” 1bid., XVII:
3 (March 1866): 71, 73.

195 Baldwin, Protestants and the Mexican Revolution, 21.

196 camargo and Grubb, Religion in the Republic of Mexico, 88-89.

107 «“Mexico, Central and South American as a Missionary Field,” New York
Evangelist (June 11, 1863). Another article expressed frustration at the delay in the
United States entering the field. See Geo Duffield, “Religious Reformation in Mexico,”

New York Evangelist (March 9, 1865).

108 «Mexico, Central and South American as a Missionary Field,” New York
Evangelist (June 11, 1863). See also, “The Bible in Mexico,” New York Evangelist
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While, as discussed in the previous chapter, many Americans expressed
skepticism about the future of Mexico, those who focused on the religious changes
brought on by the Reform and French Intervention viewed Mexican potential positively.
The missionary enterprise in Mexico would benefit from this shift in the aftermath of the

expulsion of the French in 1867.1%

Melinda Rankin, who worked for the evangelization
of Mexico for twenty years, noted this difference. While earlier she had reported the
hostility that she witnessed in her attempts to raise funds to minister to Mexicans, now
she reported that she perceived an “improved state of feeling toward Mexico.”**! In her
1875 autobiography, she expressed the joy she felt over the state of the field. When she
first began her labors no one else was willing to take an interest in what was seen as the

hopeless field of Mexico. She recounts, “I thought of the times I had turned and wept,

because no one appeared to care for the souls of the poor Mexicans.”**? In contrast, she

(November 2, 1865). “Mexico,” The Christian World: The American Foreign and
Christian Union XIV: 6 (June 1863): 166-167.

109 “Mexico and Central America,” The Christian World: The American Foreign
and Christian Union XIV: 1 (January 1863): 4-5.

19 For four years in a row the AFCU Annual Meeting passed resolutions calling
for increased efforts in Mexico and other parts of Latin America. See “Annual Meeting of
the Society,” The Christian World: The American Foreign and Christian Union XIII: 6
(June 1862): 162; “Annual Meeting of the Society,” Ibid., X1V: 6 (June 1863): 163;
“Annual Meeting of the Society,” Ibid., XV: 6 (June 1864): 165-166; “Annual Meeting of
the Society,” XVI: 6 (June 1865): 162.

111 Rankin, Twenty Years Among the Mexicans, 130.

112 1hid., 193.
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happily noted that numerous denominations and mission boards were working for the
conversion of Mexico. ™

As mentioned earlier, Henry C. Riley, an Episcopal minister, came to Mexico in
1868 as a missionary supported by the American Foreign and Christian Union to work
with the Church of Jesus in Mexico City. Riley reported that the converts in Mexico City
were following Protestant forms as far as they were able and emphasized his role in
instructing them in doctrine and practices. In a short time the Church of Jesus in Mexico
City requested funds from the United States in order to purchase the Church of San
Francisco, formerly one of the largest Catholic churches in the City, which had been
confiscated by the Liberal government during the Wars of the Reform. In a short time
they were able to purchase the church, which, they hoped, would become the permanent
center of a vibrant movement in the Republic of Mexico.**

In the aftermath of the Liberal victory in Mexico, other Protestant groups began to

look to Mexico as a field for foreign missions.**®> An article in the New York Evangelist

113 1hid.

14 The Mexican Missionary Association: Its Origin and Work (New York:
Thomas Whittaker, 1871), 7-8. In 1876 the Methodist Church in Mexico City built a
church of stone, not of adobe in order to symbolize that the Protestant religion would be a
permanent part of Mexico. See Zion’s Herald (August 17, 1876).

1% For an interesting discussion see, “The “‘Church of Jesus’ in Mexico,”
Christian Advocate (June 9, 1870). See also “The Gospel in Mexico,” New York
Observer and Chronicle (April 15, 1869). In 1871 one of the oldest missionary sending
agencies, the American Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missions agreed to enter
Mexico and other “nominally Christian lands.” William E. Strong, The Story of the
American Board: An Account of the First Hundred Years of The American Board of
Commissioners for Foreign Missions (Boston: American Board of Commissioners for
Foreign Missions, 1910), 290; Sixty-First Annual Report of the American Board of the
Commissioners for Foreign Missions (Boston: Riverside Press, 1871): xxi-xxii and Sixty-
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described how, since the overthrow of the French Intervention, Mexico had made great
strides in becoming a nation. While great changes had been made, greater still needed to
be made in Mexico, and for these “she appeals to us by her mute misery and by the lips of
her most patriotic and eloquent sons, for help.”**® While other commentators focused on
the economic, political and social needs of the nation, this article argued that the real
need of Mexico was the Gospel, which was the “fountain of social as well as political
well-being.”**’

Many writers described a general urgency to the mission field in Mexico.™® This
was related to the doctrine of premillenialism that informed much of the Protestant
missionary enterprise throughout much of the nineteenth century enterprise and later.**°

This doctrine held that Christ’s coming was imminent and that Christians should work to

convert the world before this happened or non-believers would be lost forever.

Third Annual Report of the Commissioners for Foreign Missions (Boston: Riverside
Press, 1873): xxviii-xxix.

18 «“\nrhat is Doing in Mexico,” New York Evangelist (July 7, 1870).
Y7 1bid. For a similar sentiment see, Gilbert Haven, “Good Bye to Mexico,”
Zion’s Herald (April 24, 1873).

118 One book suggested that a new light was breaking in Mexico, but a delay
would risk everything. See Arthur T. Pierson, The Crisis of Missions: or the Voice Out of
the Cloud (New York: Robert Carter and Brothers, 1886), 146. See also the report of
message of a clergyman in the Brooklyn Eagle, November 15, 1878.

19 For more on the role of premillenialism and the U.S. missions enterprise see

lan Tyrrell, Reforming the World: The Creation of America’s Moral Empire (Princeton
and Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2010), 52.

www.manaraa.com



136

Many articles also stressed the receptiveness of the Mexican field to the Gospel as
preached by Protestants if they would take advantage of the opportunity.*?® In a letter
from Mexico, Methodist missionary, William Butler stated the belief that there was no
greater opportunity than that which was offered in Mexico.*** Other writers speculated
about a quick conversion of the country if larger numbers of American Protestant
missionaries came to Mexico.'?* For instance a missionary from the Friends’ mission
described Mexico as “white unto harvest,” and quoted a scripture describing the field as,
“the harvest truly is plentiful, and the laborers are few.”*?® In the 1870s numerous
Protestant denominations entered Mexico including the Society of Friends, the Northern
Baptist Church, the Northern Presbyterian Church, the Congregational Church, the

Northern and Southern Methodist Churches, the Southern Presbyterian Church, and the

120 “The Gospel in Mexico,” The Missionary Magazine (April 1870). For similar
sentiments see, “Mexico: How to Help Her,” New York Observer and Chronicle
(November 28, 1867); “Evangelization of Spanish America,” The Christian World: The
American Foreign and Christian Union XVI: 12 (December 1865): 359; “Mexico,” Ibid.,
XXII: 2 (February 1871): 61-62; “The Church in Mexico,” American Church Review
(January 1876); Baptist Missionary Magazine (October 1879); The Missionary Herald:
Containing the Proceedings of the American Board of Commissioners of Foreign
Missions (May 1879).

121 william Butler, “Letter from Mexico,” Zion’s Herald (September 17, 1874);
See also Samuel A. Purdie, Friend’s Review (March 30, 1872).

122 “The Gospel in Mexico,” New York Observer and Chronicle (October 8,
1868); “Evangelization in Mexico,” Christian Advocate (September 22, 1870). For a
similar sentiment see, Rankin, Twenty Years Among the Mexicans, 144; Samuel W.
Barnum, Romanism as it is: An Exposition of the Roman Catholic System, for the
American People... (Hartford, CN: Connecticut Publishing Company, 1882), 687.

123 3.5.W., “Friend’s Mexican Mission,” Friend’s Review (July 31, 1875). This
comes from Matthew 9:37, King James Version. See also Samuel P. Craver, “Mexico,”
Zion’s Herald (May 18, 1876); “Mexico,” Baptist Missionary Magazine (January 1878);
Samuel A. Purdie, “Mission Work in Mexico,” Friend’s Review (May 22, 1880).
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Associate Reformed Church. *** In 1880 the Southern Baptist Church officially entered
the nation when the church in Monterrey became an official mission.** While there were
early instances of competition between the missions of different Protestant sects,
eventually they agreed to divide Mexico into districts and “allocating each sect a market
share- a sort of religious cartel.”*%

American missionaries and commentators in the U.S. religious press often used
similar imagery as those espousing economic or cultural expansion to Mexico and Latin
America to describe the mission enterprise to Mexico. In an address to the Michigan
State Convention of the American Baptist Home Missionary Society, Reverend M.H.
Pettit described the missionary enterprise as the “New Conquest of Mexico.” Contrasting
it to the original Spanish Conquest in the fifteenth century, Pettit stated that this new
conquest was to bring the Mexican people “under the spiritual reign of Christ.” While the

results of the Spanish conquest, in Pettit’s view, were oppression and ignorance, that of

the new Protestant conquest would be “enlightenment,” along with the “uplifting” and

124 camargo and Grubb, Religion in the Republic of Mexico, 89. Other groups that
would enter Mexico later would include the Disciples of Christ, Nazarenes, Seventh Day
Adventists, and Pentecostals. For a request for missionaries see “The Protestant
Movement in Mexico,” Milwaukee Daily Sentinel, June 7, 1870. By this point the AFCU
lost support as interdenominational missions gave way to individual denominational
mission efforts. See Eugene O. Porter, “The Beginning of the Protestant Movement in
Mexico,” The Historian 3 (Autumn 1940): 19.

125 “Mission in Mexico,” Encyclopedia of Southern Baptists Volume II (Nashville,
TN: Broadman Press, 1958), 855.

126 William Schell Jr., Integral Outsiders: The American Colony in Mexico City,
1876-1911 (Wilmington, DE: Scholarly Resources Inc., 2001), 60. See also Joseph
Barnard Romney, “American Interests in Mexico: Development and Impact During the
Rule of Porfirio Diaz, 1876-1911.” PhD diss., University of Utah, 1969, 147.
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“purifying of the people.”*?” Frequently the discussions in the religious press reflected a
rehabilitation of the image of the U.S.-Mexican War in their collective memory. In this
new conception it was the U.S. military invasion, during which chaplains and
missionaries accompanying the troops had distributed Bibles and tracts, which prepared
the way for the Protestant mission movement which would begin in the 1860s.'2% M.W.
Stryker, a Presbyterian Reverend and professor used a similar imagery suggesting that
“Now is the time to pour in forces for a new Mexican war, but not now against Mexico,
but for her.” Stryker declared that it was time for Protestants to “tell our neighbors the
secret of the great things God has done for us, that, desiring to copy our prosperity, they
may appreciate its foundation in the wealth of Him in whom, richer than all silver and
gold of Mexico’s mines, are ‘hid all the treasures of the knowledge and wisdom of

God.””1?*

127 “The New Conquest of the Mexico,” The Baptist Home Mission Monthly
XVII: 3 (March 1895), 80-81. This theme corresponds to the discourses of a “Second
Conquest” of Mexico during the U.S. war with Mexico. See Brian M. McGowan, “The
Second Conquest of Mexico: American Volunteers, Republicanism and the Mexican
War.” PhD diss., University of Utah, 2009.

128 |bid., 81. This view was iterated in some form- linking the U.S. invasion to
either the roots of Protestantism, or the Liberal Reform of the late 1850s or both. See
Arthur Pierson, The Crisis of Missions, or the Voice Out of the Cloud (New York: Robert
Carter and Brothers, 1886), 144; D.F. Watkins, “Mexico,” The Independent (April 16,
1891); “Our Next-Door Neighbor,” The Independent (February 18, 1892); Francis E.
Clark and Harriet A. Clark, The Gospel in Latin Lands; Outline Studies of Protestant
Work in the Latin Countries of Europe and America(New York: The Macmillan Co.,
1909), 191; Mrs A. T. Graybill, “Mission Work in Mexico,” Christian Observer
(February 23, 1910).

129 M.W. Stryker, “Missions in Mexico,” Historical Sketches of the Missions

Under the Care of the Board of Foreign Missions of the Presbyterian Church Third
Edition (Philadelphia: Woman’s Foreign Missionary Society, 1891), 153.

www.manaraa.com



139

Many Protestant commentators suggested that the United States had a special duty
to spread Protestantism to Mexico.'*® This was expressed in one article which stated the
“surely no country has a greater claim upon us than Mexico. It is part of the same
continent. It is our neighbor, and it has the same government as our own country.”**! Part
of this special claim was due to the closer relationship that Mexico was believed to have
with the U.S. at some point in the future. Missionaries sought to avoid discussions of a
potential U.S. annexation of Mexico, but often discussed closer economic, cultural and

religious relations between the two countries. The same article suggested that Mexico’s

130 «Texas: Mexico,” New York Observer and Chronicle (April 26, 1860); “Duty
of Evangelizing Our Own Continent-Claims of the Spanish Population,” The Christian
World: The American Foreign and Christian Union X:5 (May 1859): 136-137; “A
Woman in Mexico,” New York Observer and Chronicle (November 2, 1865); “Mexican
Evangelization,” Christian Advocate (February 20, 1873); George F. Flichtner, Some
Facts About Mexico (New York: NP, 1891), 14; The Mexican Missionary Association, Its
Origin and Work (New York: Thomas Whittaker, 1871), 5; “Monthly Concert-Mexico,”
The Preacher and Homiletic Monthly (1880-1881): 288; “Mexico,” The Missionary: A
Monthly Journal, Issued on Behalf of the Presbyterian Church in the United States
(March 1890), 93.

131 «prayer for Mexico,” New York Evangelist (December 10, 1863). For similar
sentiments see, “*Let Us Go Up and Possess It,”” The Christian World: The American
Foreign and Christian Union XIX: 4 (November 1868): 362-363; Facts of To-Day in
Mexico,” The Christian World: The American Foreign and Christian Union XX: 4 (April
1869): 122; “Protestantism in Mexico,” The Independent (November 3, 1870);
“Mexico,” The Missionary: A Monthly Journal, issued in Behalf of the Foreign Missions
of the Presbyterian Church in the United States XXIII: 3 (March 1890): 93.
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destiny was “intimately connected” with that of the United States.*** This idea would
continue to be important as the United States and Mexico grew closer economically.**
Some religious commentators cited the Monroe Doctrine as a way to explain this
special duty and as a justification for the special claim that Mexico had on the United
States. The American religious leader, Robert E. Speer, stated that Christians should read
the Monroe Doctrine as a “missionary declaration.” Speer suggested that while the whole
world was the field for all Christian nations, there were special fields for each. While the
United States had taken the responsibility for “maintaining the independence of Latin
America from European aggressions, so also the United States should provide to its
neighbors “the only secret of stability and strength for a free nation,” which was a “pure

faith and a Bible for all.”***

132 «prayer for Mexico,” New York Evangelist (December 10, 1863). For similar
sentiment see, “Joseph Emerson, “Mexico as a Missionary Field,” The Missionary
Herald: Containing the Proceedings of the American Board of Commissioners of Foreign
Missions (March 1872); and “What is Doing in Mexico,” New York Evangelist (July 7,
1870).

133 See “A Short History of the Mexico Methodist Episcopal Mission,” Gospel in
All Lands (August 1897): 374.

13% Robert E. Speer, “Mexico, Her Needs and Our Duty,” Missionary Review of
the World XIX: 3 (March 1906), 177-178. For more on Robert E. Speer and his role in
the U.S. missions movement see John F. Piper, “The Development of the Missionary
Ideas of Robert E. Speer,” North American Foreign Missions, 1810-1914: Theology,
Theory, and Policy ed. Wilbert R. Shenk (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans
Publishing Company, 2004), 261-280. Others who cite the Monroe Doctrine include
Samuel P. Craver, “Mexico as a Mission Field,” Missionary Review of the World XVIII:
3 (March 1895), 202; William Wallace, “Mexico,” The Student Missionary Appeal:
Addresses at the Third International Convention of the Student Volunteer Movement for
Foreign Missions Held at Cleveland, Ohio, February 23-27, 1898 (New York: Student
Volunteer Movement for Foreign Missions, 1898), 279. For similar views, though not
citing the Monroe Doctrine explicitly see “The Mexico of To-Day,” Zion’s Herald (July
6, 1887).
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Others linked the missionary enterprise to Mexico to the idea of “Manifest
Destiny.” One of these was Henry Ward Beecher, one of the most influential Protestant
ministers of the era, who linked the field of Mexico to earlier ideas of Manifest Destiny.
He stated that the Manifest Destiny of contemporary Protestant was to “carry the Bible
and the school to the lands around us, beginning at the nearest... We must do what we
can to aid the people of Mexico in their upward struggles for freedom and
enlightenment.”*** Many in the United States saw missionaries as providing the basis for
republicanism and progress in Mexico and other parts of Latin America.**® This was
expressed by an article in the New York Times which looked for the redemption and
regeneration of Mexico as a result of the spread of the gospel.**” Since most agreed that
having republican governments in the hemisphere was important for the security of the
United States, U.S. missionaries were therefore helping to carry out an important foreign
policy task.

This special interest in Mexico, as alluded to before, was also due to the special
position the nation held in Latin America and the belief that with its successful

conversion Mexico would send out Mexican converts to be missionaries throughout the

135 “Rev. Henry Ward Beecher on Mexican Evangelization,” The Christian
World: The American Foreign and Christian Union XXIV: 1 (January 1873): 23.

136 «sabbath Schools as a Political Power in Mexico, South America, and other
Catholic Countries,” Ibid., XVII: 4 (April 1866): 112. See also, “Mexican Episcopal
Church,” New York Observer and Chronicle (November 9, 1876). For a later discussions
of this view see, G. B. Winton, A New Era in Old Mexico (Nashville, TN: Publishing
House Methodist Episcopal Church, 1905), 137, 187-188; Jasper T. Moses, Today in the
Land of Tomorrow: Sketches of Life in Mexico (Indianapolis, IN: The Christian Woman’s
Board of Missions, 1907), 17-18.

137 «Ordination of a Baptist Minister- An Evangelist for Mexico,” New York
Times (April 4, 1870).
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rest of Latin America and would be the key to the conversion of the Spanish-speaking
world.**® Thus Mexico was to be the first step in the American destiny to spread
Protestantism to all of Latin America.

Mexican Responses to U.S. Missionaries in Mexico

The missionary effort and conversions of Mexicans provoked a dramatic struggle
between the Mexican Catholic Church and Protestant missionaries and their Mexican
converts.™ As discussed previously, the 1824 Mexican Constitution established Roman
Catholicism the religion of the country and Mexican laws forbade other sects from
operating in Mexico. On several occasions in the intervening decades, the Mexican
government had considered the issue of religious toleration, and had declined to change

its laws. *® The 1857 Constitutional Convention, which disestablished the Roman

138 See for instance, “Mexican Evangelization,” Christian Advocate (February 20,
1873); “City of Mexico-Rev. H. C. Riley,” The Christian World: The American Foreign
and Christian Union XXI: 3 (March 1870): 85; “Missionary Work, Progress, Etc,” Ibid.,
XXII: 10 (October 1871): 325; Herman Dyer, Albert Zabriskie Gray, Manuel Aguas and
Alfred Lee, The Mexican Branch of the Church, Described by Eye Witnesses (New York:
Thomas Whittaker, 1876), 25; John W. Butler, “Mexican Evangelization,” Christian
Advocate (February 20, 1873); John W. Butler, John W. Butler, Sketches of Mexico
(Cincinnati: Cranston & Curtis, 1894), 304. This is also discussed in “How Mexico is
Being Taken,” Brooklyn Eagle, October 6, 1876.

139 Twelfth Annual Report of the American Church Missionary Society (New
York: American Church Missionary Society, 1871): 33. On at least one occasion, Manuel
Aguas and Augustin Palacios, who were converted priests sought to debate Catholic
priests, over the topic of idolatry in the Catholic Church. While the Catholic priests
originally accepted the challenge they eventually declined. For a translation of the
addresses of Aguas and Palacios see “Addresses of Two Converted Romish Priests,
Manuel Aguas and Augustin Palacios,” The Christian World: The American Foreign and
Christian Union XXII: 11 (November 1871): 344-350.

149 \While the Church leadership and the Conservatives opposed toleration most
Mexicans did as well. Even many Liberals who intellectually supported the idea of
toleration, were not Protestants themselves though they were often described as such as a
smear by their opponents. Many did not wish that Mexico would be changed from a
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Catholic Church, did not legalize religious tolerance, though it did disestablish the
Catholic Church as the official religion of Mexico. In fact, many of the Mexican Liberal
delegates openly expressed their belief that the Mexican people wanted only the Catholic
religion and the Convention received petitions from throughout the nation opposing the
proposed article legalizing religious tolerance. As previously discussed, in 1860, Juarez
published a decree authorizing toleration for non-Catholic groups, and even though many
of the Liberal government leaders supported this, it was not popular with much of the
population, especially in rural areas.'**

In addition to support for an alternative to the hierarchy of the Mexican Catholic
Church, President Juarez, other members of the government and intellectuals sought to
provide protection for missionaries in Mexico. In a much quoted statement, President
Benito Juarez declared, “Upon the development of Protestantism depends the future
happiness and prosperity of my nation.”**? Likewise many Liberals believed that

Protestantism was more modern than Catholicism.** Juarez was quoted as expressing his

Catholic country. See Dieter Berninger, “Immigration and Religious Toleration: A
Mexican Dilemma, 1821-1860,” The Americas 32:4 (April 1976): 549-565; and David K.
Burden, “Before La Reforma: Liberals, Conservatives and the Debate over Immigration,
1846-1855,” Mexican Studies 23:2 (Summer 2007): 283-316, for some of these debates.

14 Walter V. Scholes, “Church and State at the Mexican Constitutional
Convention, 1856-1857,” The Americas 4:2 (October 1947): 165-169. Scholes reports
that the Convention did receive a smaller number of petitions favoring the article. See
also Wilfrid Hardy Callcott, Church and State in Mexico, 1822-1857 (New York:
Octagon Books, Inc., 1965), 291-292.

142 William Butler, Mexico in Transition, 252-253; John W. Butler, Sketches of
Mexico (Cincinnati: Cranston & Curtis, 1894), 299; John Wesley Butler, History of the
Methodist Episcopal Church, 35; Brown, Latin America, 171-172.

193 Orozco, “Protestant Missionaries, Mexican Liberals,” 46-47.
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hope that Protestantism would help Mexicans to “read rather than light candles.”***

While earlier, Juarez and members of the Liberal government had sought to use the
Church of Jesus to provide an alternative to the Mexican Catholic Church, by the early
1870s Juarez and other Liberal politicians and intellectuals began to look to Protestant
missionaries to provide this alternative.** At the same Protestant missionaries associated
themselves with the Liberal agenda and supported both the Juarez and later the Diaz
governments.**°
The possible introduction of Protestantism was part of a larger debate among
Mexican intellectuals as to the incorporation of Mexico’s indigenous communities into
the nation. One of the leading Mexican intellectuals during the Porfiriato, Justo Sierra,
hoped that Protestantism might be able to instill what he considered modern values
among the indigenous population in Mexico.™*” Another Mexican intellectual, Ignacio

Manuel Altamirano, on the occasion of the consecration of a new Protestant church in

Mexico City, discussed his belief that Protestantism developed democratic sentiment

144 Justo Sierra, Evolucién politica del pueblo mexicano (Mexico City:
Universidad Nacional Autonoma de México, 1957), 369. This work was originally
published in 1901.

145 Rice, “Evangelical Episcopalians,” 69. See also Jean-Pierre Bastian, Los
Disidentes: sociedades protestantes y revolucion en México, 1872-1911 (México: El
Colegio de México, 1989), 79. Bastian identifies other supporters of the expansion of
Protestantism including Jose Maria Vigil and Ignacio Altamirano.

146 Michael Andrew Fry, “The Mexicanization of the Methodist Episcopal Church, 1873-
1919.” Master’s Thesis. University of Calgary, 2009. 10.

147 Orozco, “Protestant Missionaries, Mexican Liberals,” 2.
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148 Matias Romero, who after

necessary for republicanism better than Catholicism.
serving as Minister to the United States, served as Secretary of the Treasury from 1867-
1872, supported the introduction of Protestants in order to “diminish the evils of the
political domination and abuses of the clergy in Mexico,” by providing the Catholic
Church with competition.'*® Romero and Juarez played important roles in helping the
Church of Jesus purchase its first building, originally a Catholic Church building
confiscated by the government in the Wars of the Reform.**

The Mexican Catholic Church hierarchy continued its opposition to the
introduction of Protestantism and Protestant missionaries into Mexico. The Church
hierarchy viewed Protestantism as heresy, which alienated its adherents from God and
separated them from the true Church. The Catholic Church had used continuing fears of
U.S. imperialism to oppose closer economic, religious, and cultural relations with the
United States since the end of the U.S.-Mexico War and these suspicious also served to
undermine the work of American missionaries in Mexico. These suspicions were
exacerbated by periodic discussions in the U.S. public sphere about the possible

annexation of Mexican territory, or the absorption of Mexico into the United States.

These discussions increased continuing fears and produced outrage in the Mexican press,

148 1gnacio Manuel Altamirano, “A Protestant Church,” Enclosure in Nelson to
Fish, Mexico, April 29, 1871, FRUS 1871-1872, 638-639.

149 Matias Romero, Coffee and India Rubber Culture in Mexico: Preceded by
Geographical and Statistical Notes on Mexico (New York and London: G.P. Putnam’s
Sons, 1898), 95-96.

130 1hid., 96-97. See also, Brooklyn Eagle (June 25, 1879).
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and among officials and intellectuals in Mexico.™" Priests often alleged that Protestant
missionaries were secretly working as agents for the U.S. government to try to affect the
annexation of Mexico.'* One U.S. missionary acknowledged that those who oppose
Protestantism are “astute enough to try to show that it is but the handmaid of Anglo-
Saxon aggressiveness.”**® More generally Catholic priests identified U.S. missionaries
with a new cultural invasion from the United States which would separate Mexicans from
Catholicism, which they viewed as an important part of Mexican identity and opposed
Protestant missionaries using nationalist and patriotic arguments.*** One Protestant
missionary to Mexico reported frequently encountering the sentiment such “The United
States conquered us in 1847 and now they are trying to work the same game, but with
peaceable means, and these missionaries are here to conquer the country for the greater

American Republic.”*>> One Preshyterian missionary emphatically stated that these

31 Orozco, “Protestant Missionaries, Mexican Liberals,” 14. | deal with
discussions of annexation in the 1850s and 1860s in more detail in chapter 1, and later
discussions in chapter 5.

152 30hn Wesley Butler, History of the Methodist Episcopal Church in Mexico:
Personal Reminiscences, Present Conditions and Future Outlook (New York and
Cincinnati: The Methodist Book Concern, 1918), 53-54. See also, Samuel A. Purdie,
“The Mission Outlook in Mexico,” Friends’ Review (November 10, 1883); Johnson,
About Mexico, 393; John W. Butler, “Mexico,” Zion’s Herald (July 22, 1885); “Day in
the Churches,” The Morning Oregonian, July 23, 1895; James G. Dale, Mexico and Our
Mission (Associate Reformed Presbyterian) (Lebanon, PA: Sowers Printing Company,
1910), 192-194.

153 Brown, Latin America, 254.

154 Jean Pierre Bastian, Protestantismo y sociedad en México (México: Casa
Unida de Publicaciones, 1983), 77.

155 jJames B. Rodgers, “Peculiar Difficulties and Special Problems of the South

American Field,” The Student Missionary Appeal: Addresses at the Third International
Convention of the Student Volunteer Movement for Foreign Missions Held at Cleveland,
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16 Mexicans who

suspicions worked “havoc” on the missionary enterprise in Mexico.
converted to Protestantism were therefore often portrayed as traitors to their own
country.*>” One historian suggests that while the missionaries viewed the attacks against
them as persecution by ignorant, fanatical Catholics,” many of the people involved
probably viewed themselves as “Mexican patriots and staunch defenders of their
faith.”**® As such U.S. Protestant missionaries had to work hard to alleviate these fears
and prove that they were not American spies or agents for Mexican annexation and were
friends to Mexico. ™

Opposition from Mexican Catholics was also exacerbated by the virulent anti-
Catholicism from the Protestant missionaries and some Mexican converts. Protestant
missionaries believed that they had to disprove Catholic Church doctrine as false in order
reach the Mexico people. Protestants in Mexico frequently denounced the Catholic
Church as “pagan and false and responsible for the poverty and ignorance in Mexico” in

sermons and publication circulated in Mexico.*® Historian William Schell Jr. notes that

Protestant “zealots” exacerbated Catholic ill will in Mexico. Perhaps the most vivid

Ohio, February 23-27, 1898 (New York: Student VVolunteer Movement for Foreign
Missions, 1898), 290. Rodgers was recounting conversations with William Wallace, who
was a Presbyterian missionary in Mexico City.

138 Dale, Mexico and Our Mission, 194.
137 John Wesley Butler, History of the Methodist Episcopal Church in Mexico, 54.
158 Fry, “The Mexicanization of the Methodist Episcopal Church,” 11.

139 1bid., 61, 64. Fry analyzes the articles in the Methodist Spanish-language

magazine EIl Abogado Cristiano Illustrado published in Mexico, and notes a number of
articles from Methodists defending their loyalties and fighting the perception that the
missionaries were American spies.

180 1hid., 61, 65, 81. Quote is from page 81.
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example of this were actions by the Evangelical Alliance of Protestant missionaries
which published a highly critical pamphlet in response to the 1895 treaty between the
Vatican and Mexico reestablishing diplomatic relations, in which the Vatican also
recognized that the Virgin of Guadalupe was a “genuine manifestation of the Holy
Mother.” The Protestant missionaries planned to distribute the pamphlet and to
potentially disrupt the ceremony, until dissuaded by American diplomats and the U.S.
business community in Mexico City.*®*

In the early years of the missionary enterprise Protestant workers in Mexico
reported ostracism and persecution, including pressure from local priests or merchants
not to sell or rent meeting houses to missionaries and converts, the loss of jobs for
converts, and a refusal of merchants to sell food or other necessities to them. This also

included threats of violence to encourage the missionaries to leave or in the case of the

converts to get them to renounce Protestantism.®?

161 Schell, Integral Outsiders, 61. For converge which emphasizes the disruptive
nature of the plans of the Evangelical Alliance see “Religious Trouble in Mexico,” The
Daily Inter-Ocean, September 4, 1895; “Evangelical Alliance,” The Two Republics,
September 25, 1895; “Mexican Homes Will Be Opened Wide,” The Mexican Herald,
September 26, 1895; “Religion and Diplomacy,” New York Times, October 10, 1895.

For a discussion of the way in which the Protestant missionaries viewed their actions and
the Virgin of Guadalupe see W.H. Sloan, “The Great Act of Idolatry Consummated,” The
Baptist Home Mission Monthly XVLL:12 (December 1895), 437-439.

162 Baldwin, Protestants and the Mexican Revolution, 25-26; Camargo and Grubb,
Religion in the Republic of Mexico, 90. Articles that talk about these type of actions
include, Melinda Rankin, “Mexican Evangelization,” The Missionary Magazine (January
1866); A J P “Religious Efforts in Mexico,” New York Evangelist (April 29, 1869);
Gilbert Haven, “The Sacred City of Mexico,” Christian Advocate (March 27, 1873);
Fourteenth Annual Report of the American Church Missionary Society (New York:
American Church Missionary Society, 1873): 10-11; Isaac R. Worcester, Historical
Sketch of the Missions of the American Board in Papal Lands (Boston: American Board,
1879), 26.
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While many in the Catholic Church leadership stated that they would use only
peaceful means to combat Protestantism in Mexico, in practice this would not always be
the case in certain areas of the country.*®® With the increase of missionaries and converts,
reports of persecution in Mexico from Catholic priests and the people grew in number
and intensity, particularly in the states of Jalisco and Guerrero in central Mexico. In 1873
John L. Stephens, an American missionary in Western Mexico, went to Ahualulco, a
town about 90 miles from Guadalajara, in the state of Jalisco. Stephens and another
missionary David Watkins moved their ministry into the area, and founded a newspaper
which attacked the Catholic Church and the clergy.'®* The Catholic priests and many of
their parishioners in the area were angered by his presence and some of the inroads he
was making among the local populace, and the verbal attacks the missionaries made on
the local clergy. One of the priests preached a fiery sermon denouncing the presence and
actions of the Protestant mission.*®> On March 2, the Stephens’ home was attacked by an
angry mob of over 200 persons shouting, “Long live the curate, death to the Protestants.”
Stephens was brutally attacked, beaten to death, and his body was badly mutilated. The

166

mob also burned all his books, including his Bible.”™ Many in the United States were

163 Wilfrid Hardy Calcott, Liberalism in Mexico, 1857-1929 (Hamden, CN:
Archon Books, 1965), 98.

164 Daniel Cosio Villegas, Historia Moderna de México: La Republica
Restaurada Vol. 3 (Mexico: Editorial Hermes, 1970), 367-368. The basic facts of the
case were printed in the official government organ, Diario Official and were translated in
the “The Stephens Murder Case,” The Two Republics (March 15, 1874), which was an
English language paper in Mexico City catering to the American colony.

185 Cosio Villegas, Historia Moderna de México, 367.

168 Sixty-Fourth Annual Report of the American Board of Commissioners for
Foreign Missions (Boston: Riverside Press, 1874): 94-95. For other descriptions and
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outraged about the murder of Stevens. One editorial writer declared his murder an act
worthy of the dark ages, suggesting that the Mexican people were “fit for nothing but a
sin-offering to Satan, and should be rooted out to give place to a race susceptible of
improvement” thereby reflecting long-standing skepticism about the Mexican people.*®’
However, most American observers were less abrasive and did not believe that attacks
such as this would prevent the spread of Protestantism in Mexico. A later article
suggested that the efforts of Protestant missionaries would not be thwarted by
persecution,'®® and others declared that the “blood of the martyrs’ is the seed of the

1169

church, thereby linking the deaths of Stephens and other Mexican converts to those

discussions of the attack on Stephens see Boston Investigator, March 18, 1874; “Brutal
Murder of an American Missionary in Mexico,” Bangor Daily Whig & Courier, March
18, 1874; “The Murdered Missionary,” Inter Ocean, May 1, 1874; “A California
Missionary Assassinated in Mexico,” The Galveston Daily News, March 21, 1874;
“Further Roman Catholic Excesses in Mexico,” Inter Ocean, March 23, 1874; “Trouble
in Mexico,” The Hinds County Gazette [Raymond, MS], March 25, 1874. See also Foster
to Fish, Mexico, March 7, 1874, Foreign Relations of the United States, 1874-1875
(Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1875), 734 (hereafter FRUS); Watkins to
Foster, Guadalajara, March 4, 1874, FRUS, 1874-1875, 735.

187 “The Massacre of a Boston Missionary in Mexico,” Georgia Weekly Telegraph
and Georgia Journal & Messenger, March 20, 1874.

168 «Oyr Mission Work,” Western Christian Advocate (February 11, 1880).

169 sixty-Fifth Annual Report of the American Board of Commissioners for
Foreign Missions (Boston: Riverside Press, 1875): xli, and 72. See also Sixty-Fourth
Annual if the American Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missions (Boston: Riverside
Press, 1874): 96; Gardiner Spring Plumley, The Presbyterian Church Throughout the
World: From the Earliest Times to the Present Times, in a Series of Biographical and
Historical Sketches (New York: DeWitt C. Lent & Co., 1875), 783; “More Encouraging
Words from Mexico,” Christian Advocate (September 2, 1875); “The Blood of the
Martyrs in Mexico,” New York Evangelist (January 6, 1876); “Annual Meeting of the
American Board,” New York Evangelist (October 12, 1876); The Missionary Herald:
Containing the Proceedings of the American Board of Commissioners of Foreign
Missions (November 1876); “Reports of the Missions” Sixty-Sixth Annual Report of the

www.manaraa.com



151

who had suffered for their faith in the early days of the New Testament Church and those
who were martyred during the Protestant Reformation. One article in The Independent
suggested that these martyrs were evidence of the progress of the Protestant religion in
Mexico, and the fears of the Catholic Church hierarchy.*™

There would be continued conflict, and the threat of violence between Catholics
and the Protestant missionaries and converts in Mexico. The congregation of another U.S.
missionary operating in Acapulco, M. N. Hutchinson, was attacked by rioters carrying
machetes and rifles. Five members of the congregation were killed and eleven others
were injured. Hutchison, who was not at the meeting because of illness, fled and took
refuge on an American ship in the harbor.*"

Shortly after the violence in Acapulco, Hutchinson spoke at a meeting of

Protestants of various denominations in San Francisco, California, organized for the

American Board of Commissioners of Foreign Missions (1876): xxxix; Purdie, Memories
of Angela Aguilar de Mascorro, 51; Strong, The Story of the American Board, 304.

170 The Independent (July 13, 1876).

71 Foster to Fish, Mexico, January 30, 1875, FRUS 1875-1876, 855-859;
“Mexico,” New York Times (February 6, 1875); “Mexico, A Presbyterian Church as
Acapulco Attacked by a Mob,” Boston Daily Advertiser, February 6, 1875; “Another
Missionary Mobbed in Mexico,” The Galveston Daily News, February 9, 1875; “Bloody
Barbarism,” The Milwaukee Daily Sentinel, February 20, 1875; “Murderous Fanaticism,”
Inter Ocean, February 20, 1875; “Another Massacre in Mexico,” The Congregationalist
(March 4, 1875); “The Religious Disturbances in Mexico,” Boston Investigator, March
17, 1875; “The Massacre of Protestants at Acapulco,” Independent Statesman [Concord,
NH], March 25, 1875. For other stories of violence against Mexican congregations see,
“Persecution of Protestants in Mexico,” Boston Investigator, January 12, 1870; “City of
Mexico,” The Christian World: The American Foreign and Christian Union XXII: 12
(December 1871): 393-394; “Central Mexico,” Ibid., XXIV: 2 (February 1873): 54-55;
Protestants Massacred while at Worship in San Pedro, Mexico,” Milwaukee Daily
Sentinel, August 16, 1873; John Wesley Butler, History of the Methodist Episcopal
Church in Mexico 105-107.
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purpose of supporting “civil and religious liberty,” that would be covered by the
mainstream press in San Francisco and in newspapers and the religious press throughout
the United States. At this meeting Hutchinson showed the crowd a hymnbook from his
church in Acapulco, which reportedly still had some of the blood of those attacked by the
mob. One reporter stated that, “A perceptible shudder ran through the audience.
Handkerchiefs were placed to feminine eyes; men’s eyes suddenly became moist, cries of
‘Oh, oh!” and sobs were distinctly audible.” The report stated that the auditorium
appeared to be moved by an “absorbing and uncontrollable emotion.” Hutchinson
implored the crowd for forbearance and not to blame Mexico for this action. He
suggested that the Mexican republic demanded their sympathy and stated that those in
power in the country were doing their best to secure civil and religious liberty.
Hutchinson told the crowd that he had been personally assured by the President of
Mexico that he was making every effort to secure this liberty, despite local opposition in
certain areas.'’® After Hutchinson’s address, another speaker presented a resolution,
expressing sympathy for the Mexican President and Congress in their struggle against
“Jesuitism” and the establishment of civil and religious freedom. The resolution, adopted
by those at the meeting, also requested that the U.S. President direct the Minister in

Mexico to help Mexican authorities to being the perpetrators to justice.'”

172 « A \War of Creeds,” The Milwaukee Sentinel, February 23, 1875.
173 1bid. For another description of the meeting see, “The Acapulco Massacre,”
Daily Evening Bulletin, February 15, 1875. In response to the violence several Mexican
members of the Acapulco congregation fled to San Francisco, and some of them began to
work among the Spanish speaking residents in California. See “Mexican Refugees in
California,” Friend’s Review (May 1, 1875).
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Most often the victims of violence were Mexican converts, and one estimate
suggested that fifty-eight Protestants Killed in Mexico for their faith between 1873 and

174 Most often violence or the threat of

1892, only one of which was an American.
violence was directed at Mexicans who had converted to Protestantism rather than
towards American missionaries directly as in the case of the anti-Protestant riots at
Irapuato, Guanajuato in 1898.> American Protestants viewed this violence as instigated

by Mexican priests as part of an attempt to keep their hold over the people of Mexico and

regain any ground they may have lost to Protestantism.*"
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