
RACING AHEAD OF MANIFEST DESTINY: U.S. MIGRATION, CITIZENSHIP, 
AND COMMERCIAL EXPANSION IN MEXICO’S INTERIOR, 1821-53 

by 

David Patrick McKenzie 

A Dissertation 
Submitted to the 

Graduate Faculty 
of 

George Mason University 
in Partial Fulfillment of 

The Requirements for the Degree 
of 

Doctor of Philosophy 
History 

Committee: 

___________________________________________ Director 

Department Chairperson 

___________________________________________ Program Director 

___________________________________________ Dean, College of Humanities 
and Social Sciences 

Date: _____________________________________ Summer Semester 2021 

George Mason University 
Fairfax, VA 

___________________________________________ 

___________________________________________ 

July 12, 2021

___________________________________________ 
 
KAtherine Benton-Cohen (Jul 16, 2021 07:54 EDT)
KAtherine Benton-Cohen
____________________ _______________________ 



 

Racing Ahead of Manifest Destiny: U.S. Migration, Citizenship, and Commercial 
Expansion in Mexico’s Interior, 1821-53 

A Dissertation submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of 
Doctor of Philosophy at George Mason University 

by 

David Patrick McKenzie 
Master of Arts  

The George Washington University, 2006 
Bachelor of Arts  

University of Pittsburgh, 2002 

Director: Joan C. Bristol, Professor 
Department of History 

Summer Semester 2021 
George Mason University 

Fairfax, VA 



ii 
 

 
Copyright 2021 David Patrick McKenzie 

All Rights Reserved 

 



iii 
 

DEDICATION 

This is dedicated to my spouse Laura McKenzie, my late mother Dianne C. McKenzie, 
and my father, George P. McKenzie. 



iv 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

Acknowledgements sections of books and dissertations are riddled with cliches like “it 
takes a village,” “no writer is an island,” etc. Yet, these cliches are true. While academia, 
especially history, values and credits the solo-authored work, any work benefits from the 
tangible and intangible contributions of many people. Mine is no exception. During the 
course of researching this dissertation, I looked at numerous pages-long account ledgers. 
My ledger of debts of gratitude from different parts of the long journey to this completed 
dissertation would fill a ledger longer than any that I saw in my research. 

This dissertation’s root lay deep in my past, now over half a lifetime ago. Growing up in 
San Antonio as the child of transplants from Minnesota and western Pennsylvania, I took 
some interest in local history. It took going away to my father’s alma mater, the 
University of Pittsburgh, to gain an interest in one of my hometown’s main sites. In my 
first semester, fall 1998, a few chance occurrences set me on what proved to be my life’s 
course to-date. I took Dr. Susan Corbesero’s “Europe Under the Dictators” class, which 
focused on propaganda in Fascist Italy, Nazi Germany, and Stalinist Russia. This class 
introduced me to cultural history, including how leaders used the past, and 
memorialization thereof, for their purposes. That got me curious about uses of the past in 
the United States. When I mentioned that to another professor, Dr. Arthur Erbe, he 
suggested that I look at the Alamo. At the same time, my mother sent me articles about 
renewed controversy surrounding the question of executions after the Battle of the 
Alamo. Also, I attended a Pitt Honors College lecture by Dr. Michael Jiménez on the 
“Latinamericanization of the United States,” inspiring me to take his course in modern 
Latin American history the next semester. In the course of a few months, a person who 
had intended to study European history became a Latin Americanist. Drs. Corbesero, 
Erbe, and Jiménez all deserve credit for leading me on this path.  

Dr. Corbesero became my undergraduate advisor, encouraging me to look into other 
ways I could do history outside of academia and warning me of the perils of the academic 
job market. It is thanks to her that I didn’t make the mistake I saw too many others do—
going straight into a Ph.D. program from undergraduate work. While doing the Ph.D. in 
my thirties and into my early forties has presented its own challenges, I was so much 
more prepared and determined in doing so. I’m pleased to have reconnected with Dr. 
Corbesero over the years as we both pursued different paths and am proud to count her as 
a friend today. Dr. Jiménez, meanwhile, modeled engaged, passionate scholarship and, in 
particular, encouraged me to do research and thinking outside of my comfort zone. I still 
mourn his all-too-early passing in fall 2001. At Pitt I wound up pursuing an 
undergraduate thesis in a U.S. topic with Dr. Robert Doherty, who has also unfortunately 



v 
 

since passed. During many lunches and office hours sessions with Dr. Doherty, I learned 
about turning my research into an actual written product. He and Dr. Janelle Greenberg 
provided amazing mentorship during my later undergraduate years. 

The newfound interest in historical memory led me to pursue a Brackenridge Summer 
Fellowship, a chance for undergraduates at Pitt to pursue their own research and present 
it to a widely interdisciplinary group. Building on those threads, I researched how the 
questions about post-battle executions and the legendary Line in the Sand played into 
historical memory of the Battle of the Alamo. This included research in the Alamo’s on-
site library, where I got to know Sally Koch, then one of the librarians.  

The next year, as I prepared to spend the full summer in San Antonio, my high school 
friend Christina Diaz sent me an ad for a tour guide position at the Alamo. I immediately 
recognized the name Sally Koch, who had since become the supervisor for that position. 
Serendipity again played a role. Although Sally hadn’t planned to hire someone just for 
the summer, she decided I was the best fit for the position and that she’d reopen it when I 
left. That worked out for both of us. She was able to hire John Richardson, who became a 
friend and who still works at the Alamo twenty-one years later, at the end of summer.  

I got a short-term job and a long-term career path and scholarly identity that remains 
twenty-one years later. I owe an incredible debt of gratitude to Koch, the Alamo’s then-
curator/historian Dr. Richard Bruce Winders, all of my Alamo colleagues, and visitors to 
the Alamo for where I am today, including in this project specifically. As I worked there 
during summer 2000, and in two more stints in late 2002 and early 2004, I decided public 
history would be my career path. In the process, I gained an interest in nineteenth century 
Mexican history and U.S.-Mexico relations. Dr. Winders encouraged my interest on both 
fronts, handing me books to read, introducing me to academic and public historians 
visiting the Alamo, pushing me to research questions I asked him, and encouraging me to 
go to pursue graduate work in both Museum Studies and History. He has continued to 
encourage me since. My Alamo colleagues created a supportive environment where we 
talked about large and small topics. David Smith, in particular, became a lifelong friend. 
Alamo visitors, meanwhile, kept me on my toes with asking many questions that got me 
thinking about this era. 

During what turned out to be my time in-between stints at the Alamo, I spent ten months 
as a Peace Corps volunteer in the 500-person caserio (village) of El Llano, in the 
municipality of Sensuntepeque in north-central El Salvador. While I’ve had many qualms 
about the usefulness and ethics of such ventures since (particularly thanks to activists 



vi 
 

who run the Decolonizing Peace Corps Instagram account), getting to live as a privileged 
foreigner in a Latin American country influenced me a lot more than I could have 
imagined. It felt particularly appropriate to read Dr. Winders’s book Mr. Polk’s Army 
there, as his chapter on invading U.S. soldiers’ perceptions of Mexico during the 1846-48 
war echoed with conversations I had with other Peace Corps volunteers about El 
Salvador in 2003. 

Through pursuing a Museum Studies M.A. at George Washington University and 
working at exhibition firm The Design Minds, Inc., and at the Jewish Historical Society 
of Greater Washington, I kept my interest in U.S.-Mexico relations in the early nineteenth 
century. In early 2009, not long after I started at JHSGW, I remembered a question that 
visitors at the Alamo had asked and decided to pursue further research into Antonio 
López de Santa Anna’s trip to Washington in the months after the Texas Revolution. This 
combined the interest that I’d taken on in my new “hometown” with the interest I carried 
over from my Alamo days. Dr. Winders suggested I turn this research into a book. At that 
time, I had recently been through a job search (and was picking up a job search again). A 
Ph.D. had been on my mind for a long time, and I increasingly found the types of 
positions that interested me most either required a Ph.D. or, at the very least, tended to 
employ people with that degree. I’d also started attending Dr. Alison Games’s Early 
Modern Global History Seminar at Georgetown University. Attending the seminar and 
having a research subject got me thinking that a Ph.D. might be in my future. 

A few years before, as I was finishing my M.A., I got the opportunity to sit down with 
Dr. Noralee Frankel, then Associate Director at the American Historical Association and 
my then-girlfriend (now spouse)’s public history professor. During that sit-down, Dr. 
Frankel’s colleague Robert Townsend popped his head into her office. Dr. Frankel 
mentioned that Rob was pursuing a part-time Ph.D. at George Mason University. Having 
seen my advisor at George Washington, now-Dr. Kym Rice, pursuing a Ph.D. later in her 
career as well, over the next few years, that idea intrigued me. In particular, as a 
practicing public historian, I liked the idea of pursuing a Ph.D. while still being able to 
keep my full-time job. Having the seeds of a dissertation topic in 2009 told me it was 
time to pursue the Ph.D. Over the years, Dr. Frankel and her husband, Dr. Bill Kost, have 
become close friends who have encouraged and guided me in my ventures. I am grateful 
to them and to Dr. Townsend for offering advice as I looked into, and then pursued, the 
Ph.D. program. 

So often, one’s research topic comes out of serendipity when researching something else. 
In my case, while researching Santa Anna’s journey to Washington, I went to the 
Historical Society of Washington, D.C. (now DC History Center) to look at papers of 
families who were in Washington when Santa Anna visited. That trip produced no 



vii 
 

mention of Santa Anna, but I came upon a U.S. naval captain’s diary from 1837. That 
captain escorted U.S. merchant vessels from New Orleans into Mexican ports. In each 
port, he noted that he had taken on U.S. citizens who had gone to Mexico to pursue their 
fortunes and needed to get home. Other readings about that era had mentioned U.S. 
citizens living in Mexico at the time, but I hadn’t seen much else written about them. 

In late 2010 and early 2011, I applied for and was accepted into George Mason 
University’s History Ph.D. program. Conversations during and after that time with 
professors helped me turn these different ideas I’d had over the years into a semi-
cohesive topic. From those early days, I am particularly thankful to the late Dr. Michael 
Bottoms, who rightfully told me that Santa Anna’s trip was too narrow of a topic. As we 
started to discuss ideas, I eventually landed upon looking at U.S. citizens who traveled to 
Mexico and Mexican citizens who traveled to the United States in the early nineteenth 
century. I am sorry that he is not around to see what became of those conversations. I 
lament that he did not gain tenure and subsequently passed from an aggressive cancer all 
too early. 

During conversations about the Ph.D. program, Dr. Townsend encouraged me to find a 
way to fit my dissertation topic into every class project. Over the course of pursuing that 
all-too-broad topic in different classes, I am grateful to professors who pushed me to 
think about different aspects and really hone my topic further. Their conversations and 
feedback on my projects—even projects that didn’t ultimately make it into my actual 
dissertation—helped advance my thinking greatly. In introductory digital history courses 
with Drs. Sharon Leon and Paula Petrik, I was able to compile documents for my topic 
and produce an online exhibit about Santa Anna’s journey to Washington while learning 
Omeka. I also created a map of Santa Anna’s journey in Dr. Kelly Schrum’s digital 
history minor field “readings” class and found that I had largely exhausted my work on 
that topic. For Dr. Fred Gibbs’s advanced digital history course, I began researching U.S. 
citizens’ claims against the Mexican government, leading both to my honed topic and 
giving me one of my most fruitful source sets. In Petrik’s cartography and western 
history classes, I was able to do maps and papers about travelers between the United 
States and Mexico and about U.S. support for the Mexican War of Independence. 
Ultimately, those projects, along with my doctoral research seminar paper on travelers 
with Dr. Jane Turner Censer, showed me that perhaps my topic was a bit too mashed-up 
and that I would be better off honing it. 

I am immensely grateful that my employers during the Ph.D. program, JHSGW and, 
particularly, Ford’s Theatre provided me the flexibility I needed to pursue the degree 
while maintaining a livable income and advancing professionally. My colleagues at 
Ford’s, particularly my direct supervisor, Sarah Jencks, have supported and encouraged 



viii 
 

my pursuit of this degree over the years. This is not to say it wasn’t a struggle—I 
appreciate the organizing efforts that graduate students at many other universities have 
pursued to make full-time graduate work more economically viable for those of us not 
backed by outside wealth, as I would not have been able to do without being in a program 
that allows one to go part-time and with Virginia in-state tuition.  

Accidents of timing have privileged me in so many ways; different timings might have 
made this pursuit more difficult, if not impossible. I had just finished my digital history 
minor field when a digital history job at Ford’s Theatre opened. The job at Ford’s Theatre 
offered half-day Fridays during the summer, allowing me to sneak away to the National 
Archives and gradually, over the course of several summers, photograph the records I 
needed. The job at Ford’s also introduced me to historians whose work has inspired me, 
particularly Prof. Martha Hodes, Dr. Sharita Jacobs Thompson, Dr. Kenneth Foote, Dr. 
Edna Greene Medford, and Dr. Kate Masur. Working at Ford’s long enough gave me 
enough vacation time that I could spend two weeks in Mexico City in February-March 
2019 and still have vacation time both to work on the dissertation itself and actually take 
some vacations, as well. I was further fortunate that I had just finished my in-person 
archival research before the COVID-19 pandemic shut down archives in 2020. 

Having gotten a taste of archival work through a student position at George Washington 
University’s special collections and digital archival work through my position at Ford’s 
Theatre, I am especially grateful to all of the archivists who built, described, and maintain 
the collections that I have utilized to complete this dissertation. Over the years of going to 
U.S. National Archives II in College Park, Maryland, I was grateful to the professional 
operation there, and have many fond memories of reading in a sun-filled research room. 
In New Orleans, the archivists at Tulane University and the New Orleans Public Library 
welcomed me with open arms and, at the latter, gave me my ultimate archive experience 
when they unfolded a case file that had literally been last opened in 1830.  

The staff at the Archivo General de la Nación in Mexico City run a tight ship and worked 
with me to get in all of my requests during the short time I was there. I’m particularly 
grateful to Dr. Alice Baumgartner for sharing Linda Arnold’s compilation of AGN 
finding aids, along with Mexico City restaurant suggestions, before my trip. Her well-
deserved honors for South to Freedom are all the more gratifying to see with knowing 
how kind of a person she is, as well. The Acervo Histórico de la Secretaría de Relaciones 
Exteriores Génaro Estrada in Mexico City employs some of the kindest staff I’ve ever 
met; in addition to maintaining an amazing collection, they were patient with me as I 
struggled through my requests in Spanish and even literally kept an eye out to see when 
my stack of folders was diminishing so they could bring out more. Thanks to George 
Mason University’s Travel Fund for offsetting the cost of this trip. 



ix 
 

That trip to Mexico City proved a magical two weeks. Thanks to Dr. Baumgartner, friend 
and Alamo colleague Ernesto Rodriguez III, and friend and former GMU classmate Beth 
Shook for sharing restaurant and site-seeing recommendations. Running into James 
Torres, a friend from Georgetown University, and his wife Yury in Mexico City was an 
amazing coincidence. I happened to be in Mexico City at the same time as Dr. Allyson 
Poska, whom I got to know while going to Georgetown’s Early Modern Global History 
Seminar years before. Sharing a research table at AGN and several meals with her was a 
wonderful experience. Thanks to Ernesto, I learned that Dr. Will Fowler, one of my 
favorite historians of nineteenth-century Mexico, was also there at the time; sharing 
drinks with him and Dr. Poska while overlooking the Zócalo is an experience I’ll never 
forget. Dr. María de los Ángeles Saraiba Russell shared her previous work on the 
Minatitlán area with me and advised me where to look in Mexico City archives. Dr. 
Héctor Luis Zarauz López did similar and even met with me in his office at Instituto 
Mora when I was in Mexico City. In addition to connecting with his work on the 
Minatitlán area, I laugh how we agreed that the Washington Nationals would not have a 
good 2019 season after losing Bryce Harper. 

Another accident of timing is that I was able to do my dissertation in an age where the 
labor of many professionals, in both nonprofit and, for better or worse, for-profit ventures 
has made some archival collections more readily accessible. For as many ethical 
problems as exist with conglomerates like Ancestry.com, I was able to learn more about 
U.S. citizens who moved to Mexico than I otherwise would have and, in the process, 
connect with a couple of descendants. I was particularly grateful that one, Ruth Bradshaw 
Mulder, told me that listening to a podcast about my research helped contextualize her 
ancestors’ three-year sojourn in Mexico and filled in some gaps in her family history, as I 
was able to make use of family history materials she provided. I am fortunate to have 
done this dissertation at a well-funded university with access to many gated databases 
that, in particular, provided keyword-searchable access to Mexican newspapers. And, as 
much as the United States lacks the robust publicly funded cultural sector that many other 
countries have, I am grateful to the National Endowment for the Humanities, Library of 
Congress, and many state and local-level archives and archivists who have digitized, and 
made freely available, newspapers from across the United States. 

Doing my dissertation during the digital age has also allowed me to tap into a community 
that I would not otherwise have, and not to feel alone in this pursuit. At the instigation of 
friend and former colleague Elissa Frankle Olinsky, I joined Twitter just before starting 
the program, and, for as much as that platform can be a cesspool and timesuck (not to 
mention corroding our politics), it did allow me to connect with others doing 
complementary work. Dr. María Esther Hammack, who recently finished her Ph.D. at the 
University of Texas at Austin, and I exchanged ideas and sources over the years, 
hopefully enhancing each other’s work in the process. Dr. Corinna Zeltsman kindly 



x 
 

shared a few sources she had encountered on Cornelius Sebring, a U.S.-American printer, 
from her research for her recent work Ink Under Their Fingernails. I am particularly 
gratified that Dr. Hammack, Dr. Beau Gaitors, Dr. Alice Baumgartner, Dr. Mekala 
Audain, and Dr. Thomas Mariete are all pursuing different aspects of the story of the 
Southern Underground Railroad to Mexico, and I hope that my work on mostly white 
U.S.-Americans who went to Mexico at the same time will complement theirs. 
Interacting with all of them in different ways has been incredibly gratifying. When I 
posted small bits of sources I looked at, enough people responded with interest that I was 
reminded that this project might be worth continuing to pursue, even as much as I 
sometimes doubted its value and my ability to continue. Putting aspects of my work on 
the Internet also helped connect me with others interested in similar topics, such as Dr. 
Lindsay Schakenbach Regele, with whom I’ve been able to exchange sources. And, I 
could not have finished without participating in fellow Latin Americanist Dr. Lisa 
Munro’s Inspired Online Writing Retreats over the course of writing. In addition to 
structured writing blocks, I am grateful for the wonderful fellow writers, particularly 
soon-to-be doctors Michelle Martin, Eddy Conroy, Krista M., Toni Loftin, and Dr. 
Ashley Kerr, among others, I met in the process. 

Being on Twitter also led to a factoid that would help shape the soundtrack of my writing 
process. When I initially did my Alamo research and then worked at the Alamo in the 
summers of 1999 and 2000, I listened to a mix CD my father had made, including Linda 
Ronstadt’s song “Long Long Time.” That song enchanted me and, over the years, I came 
to associate it with that time. Twenty years later, I tweeted a document showing U.S.-
Americans working at an industrial concern in Sonora in the 1840s. Dr. Andrew Sluyter, 
a geographer at Louisiana State University, noticed that the document also included a 
Hanoverian named Friedrich Ronstadt, who turned out to be Linda Ronstadt’s great-
grandfather. Linda Ronstadt’s music, particularly her Spanish-language albums, then 
became the soundtrack of my writing process; “Long Long Time” felt like an especially 
apt description for how long I’d been pursuing this field. I also thank the San Antonio 
Spurs for providing much entertainment during my research and writing process. 

I benefitted greatly from living in the Washington area and getting to know many 
different historians in different lines of work. Being at a Washington-area university also 
allowed me to take classes at Georgetown University and, in the process, get to know Dr. 
John Tutino and a good number of fellow Latin Americanists in that program. 
Friendships with Hillar Schwertner and Douglas McRae proved particularly lasting. Dr. 
Alison Games’s Global Encounters class led me to think about cultural encounters in the 
nineteenth century differently. After she served as a reference for two interns I supervised 
at Ford’s Theatre, Dr. Julia Young of Catholic University became a friend. Her advice on 
how to write a dissertation continued to stick in my head as I wrote during the past couple 
of years. I was also happy to become reacquainted with Dr. Cassandra Good of 



xi 
 

Marymount University, whom I originally got to know during Dr. David Silverman’s 
Colonial North America class in 2005. She and Dr. Megan Kate Nelson have inspired me 
to think about turning this dissertation into a narrative nonfiction work after I finish. 

Rosslyn-Ballston corridor coffee shops Buzz Bakery, Northside Social, Boccato and its 
successor Three Whistles, Bayou Bakery, and particularly Java Shack and its successor 
Sweet Science provided the settings where I did a great deal of work on this dissertation, 
particularly research processing and early stages of writing and, after I received the 
COVID-19 vaccine, once again as I revised and finished.  

I’ve also been glad to continue and grow connections to the history community in my 
hometown of San Antonio as I pursued this dissertation. After a series of coincidences 
led us into each other’s orbits in 2016, Dr. Teresa Van Hoy of St. Mary’s University in 
San Antonio, a fellow public history-oriented Mexicanist, has become a wonderful friend 
and collaborator. Subsequent connections with her, Dr. Lindsey Wieck, and St. Mary’s 
students and alumni, particularly Shine Trabucco, have enriched my life greatly since.  

During the process of writing this dissertation, I had the privilege of presenting my work 
at conferences and in podcast interviews. Thanks to the City University of New York 
Early American Republic Seminar graduate student conference for the opportunity to 
gain feedback early in my dissertation process and the Southeastern Council of Latin 
American Studies for the same later in the process. I’m particularly grateful to Dr. Gunja 
SenGupta and Dr. Lisa Pinley Covert for their comments at these conferences, as they 
greatly sharpened my analysis. Also, I am grateful to Dr. Steven Hyland for interviewing 
me for the SECOLAS Historias podcast, and dealing with my flakiness in scheduling the 
interview. And thanks to Dr. Abby Mullen and Megan Brett for interviewing me for the 
wonderful Consolation Prize podcast and Dr. Claude Berube for the opportunity to 
appear on the naval history Preble Hall podcast. 

When I did an informational interview with Dr. Barbara Clark Smith, she told me that 
she’d heard the late Roy Rosenzweig had a “hire no [jerks]” policy when building 
GMU’s history department. Indeed, during my ten years of doing the Ph.D., I’ve been 
grateful to be in a department that values collaboration and friendliness over competition. 
It’s felt instead like I’m around fellow people who are passionate about their various 
subjects and love to share those subjects with each other and support each other in their 
passions. Thanks to such friends and faculty, the Ph.D. program was a bright spot in an 
otherwise dark few years of my life as I dealt with a difficult work situation, a year-long 
family health crisis, and my spouse losing her job. During my first year, wide-ranging 



xii 
 

post-class conversations with Sheri Huerta and Geoff Cohrs were a highlight of every 
week. Unplanned and planned meetings with John Garnett at various coffeehouses in the 
Rosslyn-Ballston corridor helped hone my thinking and writing about my topic as I 
progressed in my dissertation. As I struggled through job issues and family health 
problems, particularly early in the Ph.D. program, solidarity from classmates Megan 
Brett and Richard Hardesty helped me know that I was not alone. Anne Ladyem 
McDivitt (twice), Beth Garcia, and Daniel Curry were amazing comrades in our major 
field readings. Dr. George Oberle, GMU’s masterful history librarian and a colleague in 
the program, provided excellent research advice, thoughts on my work, and most 
importantly friendship as I progressed through. It was particularly an honor to sit by his 
side in Austin, up the road from our mutual hometown of San Antonio, and present at the 
Southeastern Council of Latin American Studies conference in early 2020.  

Early in dissertation writing, Erin Bush, Zayna Bizri, Megan Brett, and I formed an 
informal writing group. Seeing Erin and Zayna pushing toward the finish line as Megan 
and I were just beginning proved inspiring. Unfortunately, with all of us scattered across 
northern Virginia with jobs in different places, the writing group eventually fell away. 
But a writing group meeting over videoconference proved to stick. Stephanie Seal 
Walters and Megan Brett got me over my initial disorganized writing to begin producing 
chapters. Although Stephanie left the group as she moved and finished, Megan and I 
stuck with it. For so many reasons, I could not have done this without Megan’s friendship 
and solidarity from beginning to end of this program. 

As I thought about my dissertation committee, I looked for a group that would have both 
the expertise in the fields with which I intersect and be people with whom I’d want to 
work, to boot. I could not have gotten luckier. It has been wonderful to interact in 
different venues, both in-person and on Twitter, with Dr. Katherine Benton-Cohen, my 
outside reader from Georgetown University. Her compassionate, intelligent work on 
immigration and borderlands has been an inspiration for me, and I especially appreciated 
going to a screening of Bisbee ’17, a documentary on historical memory in which she 
took part, and then reading her reflections on that experience. Dr. Randolph Scully 
provided great thoughts throughout and was wonderful to work with during my 
comprehensive exams, too. I gained a lot of my theoretical framework for this 
dissertation from Dr. Matthew Karush’s U.S.-Latin America class in 2013 and appreciate 
our continued conversations over the years that have continued to push my thinking. 

I could not have asked for a better dissertation advisor than Dr. Joan Bristol. When I first 
met with her, when considering the Ph.D. program, I immediately felt like she was 
someone with whom I would like to work, an idea all the more affirmed by doing a minor 
field reading with her in 2013. I am particularly grateful that she both pushed my 



xiii 
 

academic thinking while recognizing that I also have a life outside of my academic work. 
When I had to be late for a minor field readings meeting because I had my Ford’s Theatre 
interview, her first question when I arrived was about how the interview went and her 
excitement at my prospect. Throughout the dissertation process, I’ve appreciated the 
questions she’s asked and the feedback she’s given me, along with the feeling that this 
has been a partnership.  

When I was in second grade, my parents, George and Dianne McKenzie, took me to the 
LBJ Library in Austin. They later look back on the presidents book they bought me as 
one of the origin points for my interest in history. I am extremely privileged that they 
could provide me the economic and emotional support to pursue this field (and I will 
work for a society in which people don’t need such familial support to launch them into 
the history field). It has been wonderful over the years to see their excitement when 
telling people about the different historical work I’ve been doing. I am thankful to both of 
them for cultivating my curiosity as a child. My brother, K.C. McKenzie, and I are 
extremely different—he’s an auto mechanic and I’m a historian, with differing political 
beliefs—but I’m thankful that we’ve been able to continue growing together over the 
years and see how our differences have nicely complemented each other. 

Sadly, only one of my parents is here to see me finish this dissertation. The same week I 
started the Ph.D. program, I flew to San Antonio after my mother nearly died from septic 
shock. At the time, she lacked health insurance, having lost a job a few months before. 
After accumulating a large medical debt, she thankfully survived, but she was never the 
same. I am grateful that later in the time I pursued the Ph.D. I was able to make it to 
Texas more frequently and, in particular, spend Christmas 2018 with her. Just after I 
finished the first chapter of this dissertation, she fell ill again and passed away from 
pneumonia on November 19, 2019. I wish she were here to see me finish the whole thing. 

Finally, much thanks to my spouse, Laura McKenzie, for everything during this process. 
Ever since I mentioned the idea of a Ph.D.. even before we began dating, she’s been 
supportive of the idea. Over the past ten years, she has dealt with the many weekends 
where I’ve needed to be reading, researching, and writing rather than doing other things, 
not to mention the times I’ve been off at the archives. I’m grateful to have married 
someone who enjoys sitting on the couch and reading. At times when completing the 
degree seemed utterly overwhelming, she reminded me of how far I came and of the 
reasons I originally embarked upon this work. As Laura has dealt with years of me 
working on this, I dedicate this dissertation to her, and look forward to having more free 
time to take even more adventures together as we personally emerge from the pandemic 
and I emerge from a decade of graduate work. 



xiv 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 
List of Tables .................................................................................................................. xvii 
List of Figures ................................................................................................................ xviii 
Abstract ............................................................................................................................ xix 
Chapter One: Introduction .................................................................................................. 1 

Argument and Significance ............................................................................................. 4 

Historiographic Intervention ......................................................................................... 14 
Research and Sources .................................................................................................... 35 
Structure of Dissertation ................................................................................................ 43 
Conclusion ..................................................................................................................... 50 

Chapter Two: Seeking Opportunities Across Boundaries ................................................ 51 
Building on Precedents .................................................................................................. 53 
A Country Seeking Immigrants—And Fearing Foreign Influence ............................... 57 
Migrating Across Ambiguous Boundaries .................................................................... 62 
Taking an Interest in Mexico ........................................................................................ 75 

Regulating Migration .................................................................................................... 82 
Conclusion ................................................................................................................... 110 

Chapter Three: Making A Living in Mexico .................................................................. 111 
The Trade Diaspora ..................................................................................................... 112 
Commodities Trade ..................................................................................................... 119 

Timber ..................................................................................................................... 119 

Cochineal ................................................................................................................. 121 
Gun-Running: A U.S. Tradition in Mexico ............................................................. 125 

Overland Trade ............................................................................................................ 129 
Retail and Domestic Trade .......................................................................................... 130 
Agents .......................................................................................................................... 135 
Growing Commodities ................................................................................................ 137 
Mining ......................................................................................................................... 139 
Industralists .................................................................... Error! Bookmark not defined. 
Transportation Lines ................................................................................................... 146 



xv 
 

Artisans ........................................................................................................................ 150 
Printing and Photography ............................................................................................ 157 

Medicine ...................................................................................................................... 159 
Entering Mexican Military and Diplomatic Service ................................................... 161 
Conclusion ................................................................................................................... 170 

Chapter Four: Creating Communities Across Boundaries .............................................. 171 
Connections with the United States ............................................................................ 173 

Connections Through Travel ................................................................................... 173 

Connecting Through the Written Word ................................................................... 178 
Connections with Other U.S.-Americans .................................................................... 192 
Local Connections ....................................................................................................... 212 
Conclusion ................................................................................................................... 230 

Chapter Five: Choosing Foreignness Abroad ................................................................. 232 
U.S.-Americans: Agitating for Rights Abroad ............................................................ 236 
U.S.-Americans: Performing Citizenship Abroad ....................................................... 247 
U.S.-Americans: Pushing Against Mexico ................................................................. 253 
U.S.-Americans: Joining the Mexican Nation ............................................................ 260 
U.S. Consuls and Diplomats: Straddling National Interests and Interests of U.S. 
Nationals ...................................................................................................................... 263 
U.S. Consuls and Diplomats: Drawing Boundaries Around National Belonging ...... 276 
Mexican Officials: Making Foreign Citizenship A Disadvantage .............................. 285 
Conclusion ................................................................................................................... 293 

Chapter Six: The Difference Migrants Made .................................................................. 295 
Import Substitution Agriculture .................................................................................. 297 
Claims Against Mexico ............................................................................................... 299 
Migrants and the U.S.-Mexican War .......................................................................... 312 
How Should the War End? .......................................................................................... 324 
Postwar Commercial Expansion ................................................................................. 334 
Conclusion ................................................................................................................... 342 

Chapter Seven: Epilogue: Planting the Seeds of Commercial Empire ........................... 344 
The Next Generations .................................................................................................. 346 
How Migrants Fit into the Story ................................................................................. 353 

Appendix: Statistics ........................................................................................................ 357 



xvi 
 

Bibliography ................................................................................................................... 390 
Primary Sources .......................................................................................................... 390 

Analog Archival Materials ...................................................................................... 390 
Digitized Archival Materials ................................................................................... 391 

Secondary Sources ...................................................................................................... 392 

 



xvii 
 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 
Table 1: U.S.-Americans in Mexico's 1841 census of foreigners ................................................ 358 
Table 2: U.S.-Americans who officially took Mexican citizenship, 1830-69 ............................. 371 
Table 3: Likely U.S.-American Residents of Mexico, 1821-46 .................................................. 376 

 



xviii 
 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure Page 
Figure 1: Story about John Baldwin's claim in Washington Daily Union, July 22, 1845 ............ 311 
Figure 2: Map of U.S.-Americans listed in 1841 census of foreigners ........................................ 370 
Figure 3: U.S. Citizenship Certificates Issued in Mexico by Year .............................................. 374 
Figure 4: Locations to Which U.S. Citizenship Certificates Sent, 1826-44 ................................ 375 

 



xix 
 

ABSTRACT 

RACING AHEAD OF MANIFEST DESTINY: U.S. MIGRATION, CITIZENSHIP, 
AND COMMERCIAL EXPANSION IN MEXICO’S INTERIOR, 1821-53 

David Patrick McKenzie, Ph.D. 

George Mason University, 2021 

Dissertation Director: Dr. Joan C. Bristol 

 

Between Mexican independence in 1821 and the outbreak of the U.S.-Mexican War in 

1846, a small but significant number of mostly white U.S. citizens migrated to Mexico’s 

interior. While the simultaneous U.S.-American migration into Mexico’s northern 

borderlands ultimately resulted in a U.S. territorial empire, I argue that the inflow of U.S. 

citizens to the interior of Mexico helped lay the groundwork for a second form of empire: 

A U.S. commercial empire that would later take root in Mexico and other parts of Latin 

America. While U.S.-Americans tout the country as a land of immigrants and a land of 

opportunity, during this era thousands of U.S.-Americans sought fortunes in Mexico’s 

interior instead. Settling mostly in cities, they pursued a variety of economic activities, 

including international trade, transportation, factory work, artisan shops, medicine, and 

military service. While some stayed for months, others stayed for decades. Mexican 

intellectuals and leaders felt these migrants could help grow the new country’s economy, 
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as long as they became Catholics and swore allegiance only to Mexico. U.S.-Americans 

largely integrated into the local communities where they lived. They transacted business 

with, employed, befriended, and married local Mexicans. Some even fully assimilated 

into Mexican society. But most remained part of the U.S. national community. They 

disproportionately transacted business with fellow U.S.-Americans, communally 

celebrated U.S. holidays, traveled between the two countries, and chronicled Mexico for 

U.S. publications. The majority maintained their U.S. citizenship, realizing that 

foreignness brought them advantages. A small but vocal number sought and gained U.S. 

consular and diplomatic backing in clashes with Mexican officials and locals. U.S. 

citizens with grievances against the Mexican government portrayed Mexico as a 

treacherous, backward, and racially mixed place in the U.S. press and in the halls of 

government. Their characterizations fed into rising anti-Mexican sentiment in the United 

States and helped provoke the U.S.-Mexican War in 1846. Fearing assistance to the 

enemy, Mexican officials expelled U.S. citizens from war zones. Many U.S. citizens 

proved Mexican officials’ fears correct by assisting the U.S. military as it advanced. But 

the stereotypes that U.S. citizens living in Mexico had promulgated before the war fed 

widespread U.S. opposition to annexing densely populated areas of Mexico. After the 

war, a chastened Mexico found itself forced to open its doors to U.S. business interests, 

setting a precedent for future U.S. interventions in Latin America. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

The soldiers finally came upon their prey. For days, they had been searching for a 

man they knew as notorious smuggler Juan Baldwin—a man who had lived in Mexico for 

almost a decade, since 1824, but who refused to become a Mexican citizen. José Vicente 

Vela, the new judge for their district, had arrested Baldwin for not paying an internal 

tariff on cochineal, but he had escaped. On this day in 1833, the soldiers were determined 

to get what this man owed the Mexican national treasury, already sagging under the 

burden of vast foreign debt.1 And now, on the banks of the Coatzacoalcos River in 

eastern Oaxaca, the soldiers found Baldwin and his canoes, loaded with trade goods they 

could confiscate if Baldwin wouldn’t pay what he owed. They could finally bring about 

justice for the “repeated crimes barefacedly committed by the Stranger John Baldwin 

who has defrauded the National Public Treasury and vulnerated its laws.”2 

Juan Baldwin—or, as he was known to his U.S.-American compatriots, John 

Baldwin—saw the soldiers coming. He would have found the sight of soldiers coming 

toward him familiar. He’d been in trouble with the law before but had managed to wiggle 

himself loose each time. Baldwin saw his legal problems not as the consequences of his 

 
1 Richard J. Salvucci, Politics, Markets, and Mexico’s “London Debt,” 1823-1887, Cambridge Latin 
American Studies 93 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2009); Barbara A. Tenenbaum, The Politics 
of Penury: Debt and Taxes in Mexico, 1821-1856 (University of New Mexico, 1986). 
2 Quoted in “8: Evidence,” n.d., 52, Box 5 - June Term, Claims 27 & 35 - John Baldwin, 1849 Claims 
Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National 
Archives. 
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actions but instead the result of dealing with a justice system inferior to that of his 

homeland and a country run by corrupt, venal officials—perhaps none more illegitimate 

or corrupt than Vela, who had taken power only recently as part of a rebellion against the 

national government. Fearing for both his livelihood and his life, Baldwin was 

determined to escape again. Before the soldiers could rearrest him, Baldwin fled into the 

nearby woods, abandoning his mostly Mexican crew, his canoes, and his cargo. 

Some of the soldiers watching Baldwin flee suspected their commander, Vicente 

Rueda, was in cahoots with Baldwin and let him get away; if so, he would not be the first 

Mexican official Baldwin had persuaded to act contrary to his official duties. In a later 

deposition, Rueda said this was not the case, lamenting that Baldwin had simply 

outwitted them. Either way, a tense standoff ensued the rest of the day and well into the 

night. The soldiers searched in vain for Baldwin, while he successfully hid in the woods. 

Finally, around midnight, Baldwin bolted out of the trees and into one of his canoes. 

Perhaps he felt he had nothing to lose. Perhaps he was confident of his ability to find his 

way out—after all, as he later reported, he had traversed the region at least fifty times.3 

The soldiers fired at him but, in the dark of the night in this remote region on the border 

of Oaxaca and Veracruz states, Baldwin absconded.4 

Baldwin left empty-handed, but with his liberty intact. The soldiers left without 

their suspect, but with the luxury goods he had brought to trade for the precious red dye 

 
3 John Baldwin, “Communication From Dr. John Baldwin in Relation to the Tehuantepec Route,” in Report 
No. 145: Canal or Railroad Between the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans, vol. 2, Congressional Serial Set 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1849), 676–78, 
https://catalog.hathitrust.org/Record/006228203. 
4 This description in the previous paragraphs is derived from several depositions presented in “8: 
Evidence.” 
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cochineal. Both left with metaphorical baggage, too—the beginnings of a legal case that 

would eventually become an international dispute. The soldiers carried Baldwin’s goods 

to a customshouse, to fulfill his debt to the national treasury. Baldwin continued down the 

Coatzacoalcos River toward the Gulf of Mexico, stopping at his large estate near 

Minatitlán. Over the previous nine years, Baldwin and his brother Samuel, along with 

John’s U.S.-born wife Isabella and Samuel’s French-born wife Clotilde, had built an 

extensive international trade, timber-cutting, and commodities-producing operation, 

employing a multinational workforce, including some workers they had recruited from 

the United States. Now lacking funds, John Baldwin secured a loan that allowed him to 

make his way to the U.S. Legation in Mexico City, where he complained of his treatment 

by Mexican officials. Like many other U.S.-American migrants, Baldwin expected and 

demanded protection from his government.5 But at this time, the Legation told him to 

pursue redress, on his own, in Oaxaca state courts; his private dispute did not rise to the 

level of national importance.  

Four years later, after Baldwin had tried and failed in his pursuit of redress for his 

confiscated goods, he tried one last attempt to rebuild his fortune. He left Mexico, 

purchased a ship full of trade goods on consignment from a possible relative’s firm in 

Philadelphia, shipped those goods to New Orleans, then chartered a ship, the Orient, to 

return him to his former Mexican stomping grounds in March 1837. But once again, 

Baldwin aroused suspicion. Customs officials in Minatitlán impounded the Orient. They 

 
5 John Baldwin, “Memorial” (December 30, 1840), Box 5 - June Term, Claims 27 & 35 - John Baldwin, 
1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. 
National Archives; “8: Evidence.” 
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said it was sailing with fraudulent, invalid papers from the Mexican consul in New 

Orleans, making Baldwin a smuggler. When Baldwin and the ship’s owner and captain, 

Stephen Morgan, refused to cooperate with the seizure of the ship and its cargo, the 

authorities arrested them. This time, though, Baldwin and Morgan did not find 

themselves working through the court system alone. Rather, Marmaduke Burrough, the 

U.S. Consul in Veracruz, directly intervened in the trial court on their behalf.6 After 

Burrough helped Baldwin win his freedom, they debated how much Baldwin should 

reimburse Burrough for the expenses he incurred in Baldwin’s defense and ended their 

once-promising partnership and friendship. Baldwin then decamped for the United States. 

But Baldwin was not done with his quest for reimbursement for his losses from 

the Mexican government—rather, his efforts had just begun. He leveraged the robust 

press culture of the Jackson-era United States to attract publicity for his case and those of 

others who had similar disputes. He fought both the Mexican government and his own 

government, which he felt insufficiently represented his interests. In the process, he fed 

U.S. stereotypes about Mexican treachery that, within a decade, joined with the newly 

named idea of Manifest Destiny to lead the two countries to war.  

Argument and Significance 

John Baldwin’s story provides a useful frame for this dissertation about U.S.-

Americans who moved to Mexico. During the first half of the nineteenth century, John 

 
6 “5: Trial Documents,” April 2, 1837, Box 5 - June Term, Claims 27 & 35 - John Baldwin, 1849 Claims 
Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National 
Archives. 
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Baldwin was one of millions of white U.S.-Americans who voluntarily moved away from 

their birthplaces to find new opportunities, in the process forcing Native peoples from 

their homelands and dragging with them enslaved people of African descent. He was also 

one of the thousands for whom international boundaries and nationality did not stand in 

the way of the quest for profit. The United States has long culturally valued itself as a 

“nation of immigrants,” not emigrants. Even the most ardent xenophobes often look back 

nostalgically at previous waves of immigration. This trope of national identity, though, 

leaves little room for the idea that other nations may also attract immigrants, much less 

the idea that U.S. citizens themselves may leave the country for greener pastures. For 

many of these thousands who left the United States, nationality came to matter when 

things went wrong. Baldwin and others sought to weaponize their U.S. citizenship and 

deploy their government against others who stood in their way, whether Native nations 

within the claimed boundaries of the United States or, most relevant for this dissertation, 

foreign governments like that of Mexico. This dissertation explores an era when Mexico 

was a land of opportunity for U.S.-Americans, when several hundred to a few thousand 

U.S. citizens sought new beginnings there.  

When U.S.-Americans today hear of U.S. citizens leaving the United States in the 

early nineteenth century, they may think of the migration that culminated in the Texas 

Revolution of 1835-36 (that is, if they realize that Tejas was part of Mexico, a fact many 

visitors to the Alamo did not previously know when I worked there 2002-04). There, a 

large, unassimilated U.S.-American population made east Tejas more closely resemble 
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the U.S. state of Louisiana than other parts of the Mexican state of Coahuila y Tejas.7 

That better-known story obscures other migrations occurring at the same moment, 

detailed further in chapter two. This dissertation focuses on one of those migrations: that 

of mostly white U.S. citizens, like John Baldwin, who sought opportunity by relocating to 

Mexico’s interior—beyond the borderland region of Tejas—between Mexican 

independence in 1821 and the outbreak of the U.S.-Mexican War in 1846. Their numbers 

pale in comparison to those who went to Tejas, but I argue that those U.S. citizens who 

resided in Mexico’s interior—whether for months or decades—affected U.S.-Mexico 

relations in a manner disproportionate to their numbers. While the U.S.-American 

migration into the northern borderlands ultimately resulted in a U.S. territorial empire, 

the simultaneous inflow of U.S. citizens to the interior of Mexico helped lay the 

groundwork for a second form of empire: A U.S. commercial empire that would take root 

in the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries in Mexico and other parts of Latin America. 

Following Mexican independence, several hundred to a few thousand U.S.-

Americans saw Mexico’s interior as a land of opportunity. As detailed in chapter three, 

some migrated to take part in international trade, but others moved to make a living in 

other ways. John Baldwin and his brother Samuel dabbled in many ventures in the 

 
7 Anglo-American migration into Texas and the subsequent Texas Revolution are the subject of a great deal 
of scholarship, but among the most innovative recent works are Andrés Reséndez, Changing National 
Identities at the Frontier: Texas and New Mexico, 1800-1850 (Cambridge, U.K.; New York: Cambridge 
University Press, 2005); Andrew J Torget, Seeds of Empire: Cotton, Slavery, and the Transformation of the 
Texas Borderlands, 1800-1850 (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 2015); Sarah K. M. 
Rodriguez, “‘Children of the Great Mexican Family’: Anglo-American Immigration to Texas and the 
Making of the American Empire, 1820-1861” (Ph.D., Philadelphia, University of Pennsylvania, 2015), 
https://search-proquest-
com.mutex.gmu.edu/pqdtglobal/docview/1759630571/abstract/136DCF2F33AA484APQ/1. 
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Isthmus of Tehuantepec, including lumber sawing and export, coffee planting, cochineal 

export, and shipping. Others, like Gilbert Vanderwerken and James Cochrane, moved to 

Veracruz and Tabasco, respectively, to establish transport lines. Sonora industrialist 

Manuel Yñigo hired nine U.S.-Americans in the 1840s to help him establish a textile 

industry there. Jeremiah Terry and James Angus moved to Mexico City to repair 

carriages in the 1830s, then opened a manufacturing business in Puebla the following 

decade. Some U.S.-Americans joined the Mexican military. These men ranged in rank 

from common soldiers and sailors like Alexander McRae, killed after three weeks of 

Mexican naval service in 1828, to one of the U.S. Navy’s highest-ranking officers, 

Commodore David Porter. Cornelius Sebring ran one of Mexico City’s main newspapers 

in the late 1820s. Dentist George Gardiner established a practice in Mexico City in the 

early 1840s, one among a host of medical professionals from the United States who plied 

their profession in Mexico. Like many others, Gardiner also invested in the country’s 

mining sector. Artisans, like the Maine-born Zacatecas cabinetmaker Robert Plumer, 

chose to establish themselves in Mexico rather than migrating to other parts of the United 

States. 

Looking at Mexico as a land of opportunity and examining the variety of 

professions that U.S.-Americans undertook when they got there complicates how we 

typically see the U.S.-Mexico relationship. In popular imagination, few borders seem as 

stark of a line between so-called First World and Third World, between Global North and 

Global South, between migrant-sending and migrant-receiving countries, as the U.S.-

Mexico border. In this dissertation, a more complicated picture emerges. Not only was 
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Mexico drawing U.S. immigrants in the post-independence era but, rather than the 

hopelessly backward place that the U.S. migrants themselves often portrayed, in some 

respects the two countries were not as different as often perceived in the early nineteenth 

century. Political leaders in both countries debated whether their nation-state should tie 

into global markets by producing primary agricultural products or industrializing, with 

different regions pursuing different strategies. While the United States was nascently 

entering the Industrial Revolution between 1821 and 1846, Mexico was as well.8 

Particularly during the 1840s, we see U.S.-Americans moving to Mexico to work in 

industrial enterprises. In many other aspects, though, they did differ, with both U.S.-

Americans and Mexican elites seeing the United States as superior. During the half-

century between 1800 and 1850, the gap in relative wealth of the United States compared 

with Mexico accelerated as Mexico’s Wars of Independence devastated its lucrative 

mining industry and the center of the global economy shifted from China to the 

industrializing North Atlantic. U.S. entrepreneurs in Mexico advertised that they either 

sold goods or ran transportation lines using the latest technology from the United States 

and Europe. That said, we also see knowledge move the opposite direction, rather than 

the typical Global North to South often portrayed. As detailed in chapter four, U.S. 

 
8 This argument largely draws upon recent work arguing for more similarity between the United States and 
Mexico in the early nineteenth century than often perceived, while recognizing fundamental differences. 
See John Tutino and Adriana Santoveña, “El Debate Sobre El Futuro de México: En Busca de Una Nueva 
Economía, 1830-1845,” Historia Mexicana 65, no. 3 (259) (2016): 1119–92; John Tutino and Alfredo 
Ávila, “Becoming Mexico: The Conflictive Search for a North American Nation,” in New Countries: 
Capitalism, Revolutions, and Nations in the Americas, 1750-1870, ed. John Tutino (Durham ; London: 
Duke University Press, 2016); Peter Guardino, The Dead March: A History of the Mexican-American War 
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 2017); John Tutino, Making a New World: 
Founding Capitalism in the Bajío and Spanish North America (Durham: Duke University Press, 2011). 
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citizens living in Mexico fed a demand for knowledge about the country through 

corresponding with newspapers and publishing on their experiences. As discussed in 

chapter six, U.S. diplomats like Joel Poinsett advised consuls to send botanical samples to 

the United States. One of them, Henry Perrine, eventually secured funding to establish an 

agricultural colony to produce tropical goods in Florida. This is an example of the United 

States engaging in what we might call import substitution agriculture, a phenomenon 

more often associated with industrialization in mid-twentieth century Latin America and 

reflecting an inability for the United States to impose its will on Mexico to gain raw 

materials. 

Despite Mexico serving as a land of opportunity for some U.S.-Americans and the 

United States and Mexico being not as different as commonly portrayed as both tried to 

chart the direction of their new nations, many of those white U.S.-Americans who 

remained in Mexico for decades never officially took Mexican citizenship, as discussed 

in chapter five. While both the United States and Mexico were arguably fragmented 

collections of states during this time, national identity quickly became important as 

citizens of each country encountered the other. U.S. citizens who moved to Mexico found 

their U.S. nationality useful, particularly when faced with Mexican laws they disliked or 

conflicts with Mexican officials. In other words, they chose to remain foreigners. In 

Mexico’s lightly populated northern borderlands, U.S.-American migrants, as a condition 

of their immigration, at least nominally took Mexican citizenship. By contrast, migrants 

to Mexico’s interior, like Baldwin, kept their U.S. citizenship and sought interventions 

from their country’s diplomats when they had grievances against Mexican officials. 
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Consular officials were more than willing to oblige. During these formative decades, in 

an era when U.S. citizenship was largely a state-by-state affair, U.S. citizens and U.S. 

diplomatic and consular representatives developed a framework of what U.S. citizenship 

meant abroad.  

A major difference between U.S.-Americans who moved to Tejas and those who 

moved into the interior was their integration into local communities, as discussed in 

chapter four. While U.S.-Americans in east Tejas essentially extended the Cotton 

Kingdom westward, those in the interior did not have the numbers to form their own 

enclaves, even as they legally stood apart from the Mexican national community. Many 

of these U.S. citizens who moved to Mexico’s interior remained for short periods of time, 

sometimes returning home in a better position than when they had left or, as was often 

the case, returning home in bad shape financially and embittered. A significant number of 

U.S. citizens, though, remained in Mexico for years, if not decades. They lived among 

Mexicans, speaking Spanish, some even joining local organizations and otherwise 

contributing to local communities, even as they also disproportionately patronized their 

fellow U.S.-Americans’ businesses and socialized with each other. Some came in family 

groups. Many were single men, along with a few single women. A small but significant 

number of U.S.-American men who arrived unattached fully assimilated into Mexican 

society, marrying local women, becoming Mexican citizens, and parenting Mexican 

children whose descendants remain in the country today. For many, U.S. national identity 

was a legal instrument to be wielded to gain certain privileges, not an absolute in 

everyday interactions. 
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Racial perceptions proved more of a barrier to cooperation than did nationality, in 

some cases. As discussed in chapter four, a good number of white U.S. citizens married 

Mexican women but, likely, these were women from the upper classes, who would likely 

have identified and received acceptance as white. These men, some of them artisans and 

small retailers, likely climbed the social ladder in ways they could not have in the United 

States. During this era, U.S.-Americans more often perceived Mexicans as a separate 

nationality but travel writers, in particular, followed traditional Spanish racial distinctions 

between criollos, mestizos, and Indians. Some, from an anonymous writer in the 1820s to 

U.S. diplomat Brantz Mayer in 1844 to members of the U.S. Congress in 1847, attributed 

what they argued was Mexico’s backwardness to its racial makeup. Often, they found 

common cause with Mexican elites in seeing most of Mexico’s population as inferior due 

to Indigenous and African descent, although they differed in considering the English 

roots of the United States superior to Spanish roots of Mexico. Only around the time of 

the U.S.-Mexican War did Mexicans, no matter how dark or light, begin to take on 

characteristics of a separate race in U.S. popular imagination.9 

Mexicans, particularly officials, in principle welcomed these newcomers, as 

discussed in chapters two and five. In spite of their numerous differences in vision for 

their new republic, the multitudinous factions who came to govern Mexico in its first 

national decades took relatively consistent stances, believing immigrants would aid the 

country’s economic development and, to boot, whiten the country following a devastating 

 
9 Guardino, The Dead March; Reginald Horsman, Race and Manifest Destiny: The Origins of American 
Racial Anglo-Saxonism (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 1981). 
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War of Independence, capital flight, and continuing threats from their former colonial 

overlords. Mexican leaders’ support for newcomers was conditional, though. Distrustful 

of foreign influence, they preferred immigrants who would become Mexican citizens and 

renounce their loyalties to any other nation.10 With the exception of peninsular-born 

Spaniards until 1836, foreigners who were willing to declare their sole loyalty to Mexico 

and to the Catholic faith could, with endorsement of local officials, become equal citizens 

within two years of arrival. As long as they were already Catholics or converted to 

Catholicism, other male foreigners could slip into Mexican citizenship by marrying 

Mexican women or serving in the military. Foreigners unwilling to take those steps found 

themselves subjected to increasing suspicion and surveillance. These steps included: 

annual registration for cartas de seguridad beginning in 1830; addition of biometric 

information to cartas de seguridad in 1841; and a short-lived prohibition on owning retail 

businesses in 1843. Yet, few foreigners took advantage of the relatively easy citizenship 

conditions.11 Rather, U.S. citizens like the fourteen-year Mexican resident Baldwin found 

it more advantageous, in spite of the restrictions, to remain foreigners legally, even if 

they otherwise assimilated. They found the registration laws not to be so onerous as to 

induce noncompliance. Mexican officials enforced the laws, jailing and fining those in 

the country without permission and seeking to remove problematic foreigners, but they 

 
10 Erika Pani, Para Pertenecer a la Gran Familia Mexicana: Procesos de Naturalización en el Siglo XIX, 
Primera edición, Centro de estudios históricos (México, D.F: El Colegio de México, 2015); Alice 
Baumgartner, South to Freedom (Basic Books, 2020), https://www.basicbooks.com/titles/alice-l-
baumgartner/south-to-freedom/9781541617773/. 
11 Jurgen Buchenau, “Small Numbers, Great Impact: Mexico and Its Immigrants, 1821-1973,” Journal of 
American Ethnic History, 2001, 28; Pani, Para pertenecer a la gran familia mexicana. 
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sometimes had to back off when confronted by the U.S., British, French, and other 

diplomatic services—and navies.  

By choosing to remain foreigners, legally and culturally, white U.S.-Americans 

who migrated to Mexico for a multiplicity of purposes between 1821 and 1846 

contributed to the coming of the U.S.-Mexican War. Often, U.S.-American territorial 

acquisition and commercial expansion are portrayed as distinct forms of imperialism that 

occurred sequentially. But I argue here that they happened concurrently. U.S.-Americans 

moved to Mexico, whether to the northern borderlands or deeper into the country, for a 

host of individual reasons. Fulfilling an agenda for their government was far from their 

minds as they made their individual decisions. Quite often, their interests and their 

advocacy before U.S. officials caused headaches for the formulators and executors of 

U.S. foreign policy. They were not conscious agents of Manifest Destiny; some were 

perfectly happy to leave the United States. John Baldwin, for example, alternately 

claimed he was not subject to a lawsuit filed against him in New Orleans because he 

resided in Mexico, that he was exempt from Mexican laws because he was a U.S. citizen, 

and that the U.S. government had an obligation to defend him when he refused to comply 

with Mexican laws. Yet, when taken together, the actions and agitation of U.S.-

Americans living in Mexico, sometimes in cooperation with the diplomatic corps and 

sometimes not, contributed to the coming of the U.S.-Mexican War. They prompted their 

government to take action on behalf of their commercial interests and built U.S. popular 

perceptions of Mexico as a nation in need of a chastening from the United States. 
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This migration differed from what came later. During the 1821-1846 era, both the 

scale of U.S.-American business interests in Mexico and the power of the U.S. foreign 

service there pale in comparison with the informal empire established later in the 

nineteenth century.12 Rather than the employees of U.S. corporations who formed what 

became known as the “American Colony” in Porfirian Mexico, the migrants of the early 

nineteenth century, reflecting the Market Revolution occurring in their homeland, mostly 

employed themselves and a few others in small enterprises, or worked for other such 

businesses, whether owned by U.S.-Americans, Mexicans, or other foreigners. But in the 

long term, that small number of U.S.-Americans planted the seeds of what came later 

through prompting their government to protect their perceived rights.  

Historiographic Intervention 

While most works on U.S. commercial expansion into Mexico and, more broadly, 

Latin America, focus on the later nineteenth century and the twentieth century, this 

dissertation focuses on an earlier, formative period, before the two countries went to war, 

when the United States could only dream of continental hegemony while Mexicans—and 

some U.S.-Americans—saw the two countries as relatively equal “sister republics.” It fits 

with recent scholarship complicating the Global North-South duality prevalent in popular 

 
12 More on the Porfirian era is discussed below. Additionally, see Thomas David Schoonover, Dollars Over 
Dominion: The Triumph of Liberalism in Mexican-United States Relations, 1861-1867 (Baton Rouge: 
Louisiana State University Press, 1978); John M Hart, Empire and Revolution: The Americans in Mexico 
since the Civil War (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2002); John M. Hart, The Silver of the Sierra 
Madre: John Robinson, Boss Shepherd, and the People of the Canyons (Tucson: University of Arizona 
Press, 2008); Teresa Miriam Van Hoy, A Social History of Mexico’s Railroads: Peons, Prisoners, and 
Priests (Lanham, Md: Rowman & Littlefield, 2008); Karl Jacoby, The Strange Career of William Ellis: The 
Texas Slave Who Became a Mexican Millionaire, First edition (New York ; London: W.W. Norton & 
Company, 2016). 
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discourse. It also looks south of the U.S.-Mexico borderlands at the U.S.-Americans who 

settled outside of areas of fuzzy and contested sovereignty. 

U.S. commercial expansion into Mexico’s interior joined U.S. expansionism as a 

catalyst for the U.S.-Mexican War of 1846-48. The eventual rebellion of U.S. migrants to 

Tejas, the U.S. absorption of the republic they created, and its border dispute with 

Mexico are rightfully portrayed as the major catalysts for the U.S.-Mexican War and 

resultant U.S. territorial expansion from sea to shining sea. But this obscures the story of 

early U.S. commercial expansion into Mexico’s interior, which, I argue, would also be 

pivotal for the coming of the war. Within the specific historiography of U.S.-Mexican 

relations and the buildup to war, I examine and complicate the idea that relations 

deteriorated the 1821-46 period. The historiography of the U.S.-Mexican relationship, 

intimately tied with scholarship on Manifest Destiny, places the point where the two 

countries turned against each other, and their relationship gradually deteriorated, in the 

late 1820s and early 1830s. Gene Brack laid out this framework in his influential Mexico 

Views Manifest Destiny, published in 1975. This book has influenced subsequent works. 

Much more recently, Caitlin Fitz also argues in Our Sister Republics that U.S. 

perceptions of Latin America and its people shifted around the same time, particularly 

with U.S. opposition to participation in Simón Bolívar’s proposed Congress of Panamá in 

1826. Brack identified a progressive deterioration of relations on both a diplomatic and 

cultural level, starting with both countries being hopeful for their future partnership soon 

after Mexican independence. This optimism soon turned to concern as Joel Roberts 

Poinsett, the first U.S. Minister to Mexico (1825-29), intervened in Mexican politics, and 
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U.S. designs on northern Mexican regions became clear. Rising Mexican concern about 

the United States turned to outright hostility with Texas’s secession in 1836, after which 

the question of Texas dominated Mexican politics.13 While this was happening, though, 

U.S. citizens continued to find opportunity in Mexico’s interior, continuously portrayed 

the country in a negative light, and pushed their government to avenge wrongs on their 

behalf. 

While works that focus on U.S.-Mexican diplomatic and political relations during 

the leadup to 1846 paint a picture of deterioration, other works, particularly those that 

focus on the ideological underpinnings of U.S. expansionism, argue that U.S.-Americans 

consistently, back to British-Spanish colonial rivalries, held a negative view of Mexicans, 

albeit one that subtly changed over time. Scholarship about U.S. expansionist ideology, 

eventually termed Manifest Destiny, reflects this idea.14 The broad framework and essays 

in Mexico & Mexicans in the Making of the United States, particularly chapters like 

Shelley Streeby’s discussion of U.S. literary portrayals of Mexico as continually 

backward and in need of either U.S. guidance or domination, reflects this idea. As 

 
13 Gene M. Brack, Mexico Views Manifest Destiny, 1821-1846: An Essay on the Origins of the Mexican 
War (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1975); Richard Bruce Winders, Crisis in the 
Southwest: The United States, Mexico, and the Struggle Over Texas, The American Crisis Series, no. 6 
(Wilmington, Del: SR Books, 2002); Timothy J. Henderson, A Glorious Defeat: Mexico and Its War with 
the United States (New York: Hill and Wang, 2008); Caitlin Fitz, Our Sister Republics: The United States 
in an Age of American Revolutions (New York: Liveright Publishing Corporation, a division of W.W. 
Norton & Company, 2016); Guardino, The Dead March. 
14 Horsman, Race and Manifest Destiny; Frederick Merk and Lois Bannister Merk, Manifest Destiny and 
Mission in American History: A Reinterpretation (Westport, Conn: Greenwood Press, 1983); Thomas R. 
Hietala, Manifest Design: American Exceptionalism and Empire, Rev. ed, Cornell Paperbacks (Ithaca, N.Y: 
Cornell University Press, 2003); Amy S. Greenberg, Manifest Manhood and the Antebellum American 
Empire (Cambridge, UK ; New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005); Amy S. Greenberg, A Wicked 
War: Polk, Clay, Lincoln, and the 1846 U.S. Invasion of Mexico, 1st ed (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 
2012). 
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Streeby discusses, those portrayals evolved from showing the country as a “sister 

republic,” albeit one in need of tutelage, in the 1820s to a racialized “Other” by the 

1840s.15 This dissertation augments ideas of deterioration built on long-term mistrust by 

examining the experiences of visitors and migrants, exploring the degree to which certain 

U.S. tropes about Mexico and Mexicans, and vice versa, were either timeless or rooted in 

specific circumstances. Generally, this dissertation finds that white U.S.-Americans 

brought conceptions of Mexico as a backward country with them, but paradoxically also 

saw it as a land of opportunity; they and Mexican elites found commonality in their 

disdain for Mexico’s often darker-skinned lower classes. While the deterioration of 

diplomatic and political relations did influence how U.S. newspapers portrayed Mexico, 

it did not affect the flow of U.S. citizens to the country. Even against this backdrop, some 

U.S.-Americans became almost fully assimilated into Mexican society, a reminder that 

individuals could make different decisions that ran counter to societal trends. 

This dissertation applies the insights and understandings of borderlands 

historiography to understand how interactions between U.S.-Americans and Mexicans 

shifted when they were away from Mexico’s peripheral regions, characterized by high 

levels of contact, to core regions with fewer interactions. Borderlands historiography, 

which examines places in-between where neither state had full control, offers both 

methodological approaches and comparisons for this dissertation about encounters that 

took place in Mexico’s interior. From past stagnant ideas of frontier progressions, 

 
15 Shelley Streeby, “Imagining Mexico in Love and War: Nineteenth-Century U.S. Literature and Visual 
Culture,” in Mexico and Mexicans in the Making of the United States, ed. John Tutino, History, Culture, 
and Society Series (Austin: University of Texas Press, 2012). 
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historiography of frontiers and borderlands in North America has gone in exciting 

directions in recent decades, focusing on frontiers as contact zones among peoples of 

different ethnicities and nationalities. From its beginnings in Herbert Eugene Bolton’s 

imaginings of an idealized Spanish past in the U.S. Southwest, complementing the 

English/British past along the Atlantic seaboard, borderlands historiography has come to 

offer a lens to analyze both the creative cooperation and outright violence that 

characterized liminal places around the world.16 

While this dissertation focuses on geographic areas removed from the U.S.-

Mexico border, the interactions discussed in this dissertation were influenced by events in 

borderlands regions (particularly the conflict over Tejas) and offer comparison to what 

took place in those regions. Andrés Reséndez’s Changing National Identities at the 

Frontier examines, as the title says, how Tejanos, Anglo-Texans, and nuevomexicanos 

drew closer to the United States and farther from Mexico as U.S. commercial interests 

 
16 H. E Bolton, “The Epic of Greater America,” The American Historical Review 38, no. 3 (1933): 448–74; 
José Cuello, “Beyond the ‘Borderlands’ Is the North of Colonial Mexico: A Latin-Americanist Perspective 
to the Study of the Mexican North and the United States Southwest,” Proceedings of the Pacific Coast 
Council on Latin American Studies 9 (1982): 1–24; David J Weber, The Mexican Frontier, 1821-1846: The 
American Southwest under Mexico (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1982); Gerald E. Poyo 
and Gilberto M. Hinojosa, “Spanish Texas and Borderlands Historiography in Transition: Implications for 
United States History,” The Journal of American History 75, no. 2 (1988): 393–416; David J. Weber, The 
Spanish Frontier in North America, Yale Western Americana Series (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
1992); James A. Sandos, “From ‘Boltonlands’ to ‘Weberlands’: The Borderlands Enter American History,” 
American Quarterly 46, no. 4 (December 1, 1994): 595–604, https://doi.org/10.2307/2713386; John F. 
Schwaller, “A New Dawn for the Borderlands,” Latin American Research Review 32, no. 1 (January 1, 
1997): 160–70; J. Adelman and S. Aron, “From Borderlands to Borders: Empires, Nation-States, and the 
Peoples in Between in North American History,” The American Historical Review 104, no. 3 (1999): 814–
41; E. Haefeli, “A Note on the Use of North American Borderlands,” The American Historical Review 104, 
no. 4 (1999): 1222–25; Katherine Benton-Cohen, Borderline Americans: Racial Division and Labor War in 
the Arizona Borderlands (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 2009); Benjamin Heber Johnson 
and Andrew R. Graybill, eds., Bridging National Borders in North America: Transnational and 
Comparative Histories, American Encounters/Global Interactions (Durham [NC]: Duke University Press, 
2010); Kathleen DuVal, Independence Lost: Lives on the Edge of the American Revolution, 2015. 
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moved into regions with historically weak ties to Mexico City. This dissertation, by 

contrast, focuses on interactions and changing national identities away from the 

frontier—particularly away from high-contact regions like Tejas. As Andrew J. Torget 

argues in his study of the spread of the U.S. South’s cotton frontier, Tejas was 

exceptional: Immigrants from the United States constituted the majority of the population 

by the late 1820s, but it was part of Mexico politically until its 1836 revolt. After that 

time, it was even more exceptional as a de facto independent republic. Additionally, 

interactions between Anglo-Americans and Tejanos in Tejas have an extensive 

historiography to which this dissertation can add little new insight.17 This dissertation, 

though, suggests that areas far away from geographic boundaries can still be liminal 

zones.  

This dissertation adds the activities of U.S. citizens in Mexico’s interior to the 

cauldron of causes of the U.S.-Mexican War of 1846-48. Many others have focused on 

the roles of the Texas Revolution, slavery, the Black Legend, ideas of Manifest Destiny, 

and Comanche empire-building in the leadup to the U.S.-Mexican War.18 Sarah 

Rodriguez shows how Anglo-Texan settlers turned against centralist Mexico after 

 
17 Reséndez, Changing National Identities at the Frontier; Torget, Seeds of Empire. 
18 Brack, Mexico Views Manifest Destiny, 1821-1846; Robert Walter Johannsen, To the Halls of the 
Montezumas: The Mexican War in the American Imagination (New York: Oxford University Press, 1985); 
Robert Walter Johannsen, Sam W. Haynes, and Christopher Morris, Manifest Destiny and Empire: 
American Antebellum Expansionism, 1st ed, The Walter Prescott Webb Memorial Lectures, no. 31 (College 
Station, Tex: Published for the University of Texas at Arlington by Texas A&M University Press, 1997); 
Hietala, Manifest Design; Greenberg, Manifest Manhood and the Antebellum American Empire; Brian 
DeLay, War of a Thousand Deserts: Indian Raids and the U.S.-Mexican War, The Lamar Series in Western 
History (New Haven : [Dallas, TX]: Yale University Press ; Published in association with the William P. 
Clements Center for Southwest Studies, Southern Methodist University, 2008); Greenberg, A Wicked War; 
Torget, Seeds of Empire; Rodriguez, “Children of the Great Mexican Family.” 
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wholeheartedly embracing, and becoming proud citizens of, federalist Mexico.19 Torget 

demonstrates how those settlers created a slavery-based cotton economy that the 

increasing abolitionism of Mexican governments threatened.20 Brian DeLay shows how 

Comanche raids weakened Mexico as an expansive United States was ready to pounce.21 

Thomas Richards Jr. focuses on how U.S.-Americans left the borders of the United States 

for areas in which some sought to create new republics, albeit ones modeled after the 

United States, between 1836 and 1846.22  

I argue that U.S. territorial and commercial expansion into Mexico happened 

simultaneously in the 1821-46 era. Most studies separate U.S. territorial and commercial 

expansion into Mexico into sequential phases, suggesting that territorial expansion took 

place before the U.S.-Mexican War and commercial expansion after. For example, David 

Pletcher, the noted scholar of U.S.-Mexico foreign policy in the nineteenth century, wrote 

separate, chronological books about “diplomacy of annexation”—covering the 1840s—

and “diplomacy of trade and investment”—covering 1865 to 1900.23 In Reforma Mexico 

and the United States: A Search for Alternatives to Annexation, Donathon Olliff 

suggested that Mexican elites first looked to the United States both as a model and as a 

source of capital in the 1850s.24 John Mason Hart asserted in Silver of the Sierra Madre 

 
19 Rodriguez, “Children of the Great Mexican Family.” 
20 Torget, Seeds of Empire. 
21 DeLay, War of a Thousand Deserts. 
22 Thomas Richards, Breakaway Americas: The Unmanifest Future of the Jacksonian United States 
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2020). 
23 David M. Pletcher, The Diplomacy of Annexation: Texas, Oregon, and the Mexican War (Columbia: 
University of Missouri Press, 1973); David M. Pletcher, The Diplomacy of Trade and Investment: 
American Economic Expansion in the Hemisphere, 1865-1900 (Columbia, MO: University of Missouri 
Press, 1998). 
24 Donathon C. Olliff, Reforma Mexico and the United States: A Search for Alternatives to Annexation, 
1854-1861 (University, Ala: University of Alabama Press, 1981). 
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that “by 1861, American entrepreneurs had joined their British and other European 

counterparts in seeking natural resources beyond their frontiers.”25 Hart previously wrote 

a comprehensive examination of U.S. activity in Mexico from 1865 to the present day.26 

In addition to Hart’s works, others focus on U.S. commercial expansion in Mexico in the 

late nineteenth century, but start after the two countries went to war. Gilbert G. 

González’s Culture of Empire: American Writers, Mexico, and Mexican Immigrants 

suggests that the United States sought economic, but not territorial, control of Latin 

America in the late nineteenth century, suggesting that “in the post-Civil War period, the 

United States launched a concerted effort to economically dominate Mexico and 

subordinate that nation to corporate interests that were then taking ascendancy in 

economic and political affairs in the United States.”27 Similarly, in his synthesis A Nation 

Without Borders, Steven Hahn suggests that U.S. capitalists only set their sights on 

Mexico for commercial opportunities after the U.S. Civil War; I suggest this was an 

acceleration of what had been happening for four decades.28 Thomas Schoonover’s 

works, including Reforma Mexico and the United States, Dollars Over Dominion, and 

Mexican Lobby: Matías Romero in Washington, 1861-1867, examine Mexican efforts to 

seek U.S. capital for development in the later nineteenth century. He makes a similar 

bifurcation: 

 
25 Hart, The Silver of the Sierra Madre. 
26 Hart, Empire and Revolution. 
27 Gilbert G. Gonzalez, Culture of Empire: American Writers, Mexico, and Mexican Immigrants, 1880-
1930, 1st ed (Austin: University of Texas Press, 2004), 6. 
28 Steven Hahn, A Nation Without Borders: The United States and Its World in an Age of Civil Wars, 1830-
1910, The Penguin History of the United States (New York: Viking, an imprint of Penguin Random House 
LLC, 2016), 6. 



22 
 

The pre-Civil War period in United States-Mexican relations can be 
labeled one of territorial expansionism. In the Civil War and post-Civil 
War periods, the annexationist drive gave way to economic infiltration. 
United States economic interests wanted to develop trade, build 
transportation systems, acquire mines and land, obtain commercial and 
manufacturing privileges, export technology and engineering skills, invest 
capital and, very important, acquire political influence in Mexico.29  

 

William Schell’s Integral Outsiders examines what became known as the American 

Colony in Mexico City between 1876 and 1911.30 Héctor Luis Zarauz López examines 

the economics of the Minatitlán area, including the business interests of John Baldwin’s 

nephews, in the late nineteenth century, but does not go into the earlier era that this 

dissertation covers.31 This dissertation draws some parallels but also notes significant 

differences for the 1821 to 1846 period, which saw Mexican governments seeking 

foreign investment but not willing to compromise the country’s sovereignty. After the 

chastening of the U.S.-Mexican war, later Mexican governments would, in González’s 

words, align Mexico’s “internal economic policies to the U.S. demand for an open door 

to foreign capital and virtually unlimited investment.”32 It also saw smaller numbers of 

foreign residents who, for the most part, integrated more into local communities even as 

they refused to join the Mexican national community. During the 1821-46 period, U.S. 

 
29 Schoonover, Dollars over Dominion, xvii; Matías Romero, Mexican Lobby: Matías Romero in 
Washington, 1861-1867, ed. Thomas D. Schoonover (University Press of Kentucky, 1986), 
http://www.jstor.org.mutex.gmu.edu/stable/j.ctt130j275. 
30 William Schell, Integral Outsiders: The American Colony in Mexico City, 1876-1911, Latin American 
Silhouettes (Wilmington: SR Books, 2001). 
31 Héctor Luis Zarauz Lopez, “Integration Comercial Durante El Siglo XIX: El Caso De La Explotacion De 
Caoba En El Sur De Veracruz,” Ulúa: Revista de Historia, Sociedad y Cultura 1, no. 2 (July 2003): 135–
70. 
32 Gonzalez, Culture of Empire, 7. 
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citizens and officials set precedents for later actions the United States government would 

take in Latin America, and other parts of the world, in defense of its citizens and 

commercial interests. The claims U.S. citizens like Baldwin filed for grievances against 

Mexico built negative perceptions of Mexico in U.S. popular imagination. These 

perceptions combined with an interest in national expansion to bring about the U.S. 

decision to go to war against Mexico in 1846. That war accelerated, but did not originate, 

the phenomena that the above authors discuss. Mexican officials like Matías Romero felt 

no choice but to grant U.S. businesses concessions—what Schell terms “defensive 

modernization”—to prevent further loss of territory. Hart argues Mexico served as the 

laboratory for future U.S. imperial ventures into Latin America in the late nineteenth 

century. I argue that U.S. imperial experimentation began earlier.  

This dissertation expands on the historiography of U.S. westward expansion by 

examining what happened when U.S.-Americans moved outside of the boundaries of the 

United States and into an area they recognized as belonging to a different sovereign 

power. Since Patricia Nelson Limerick’s 1987 reframing of U.S. Western history in The 

Legacy of Conquest, this historiography has focused on interactions between the different 

peoples, long-established and new, in the region that became the U.S. West—superseding 

an older historiography that looked at waves of expansion that blotted out what was there 

before.33 In particular, recent insights into the larger-than-popularly-assumed role of the 

U.S. state in expansion and in providing support for business has informed my thinking. 

 
33 Patricia Nelson Limerick, The Legacy of Conquest: The Unbroken Past of the American West (New 
York: W.W. Norton, 2006). 
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In “It’s Your Misfortune and None of My Own”: A History of the American West, 

Richard White argued that the West became a “kindergarten” for the U.S. federal 

government.34 Hart, meanwhile, argues in Empire and Revolution that Mexico served as 

the laboratory for future U.S. imperial ventures in Latin America.35 Hahn begins and ends 

his synthesis of U.S. history from 1830 to 1910, A Nation Without Borders, with U.S. 

ventures in Mexico.36 Paul Frymer, in Building An American Empire, examines how the 

U.S. federal government cleared the way for expansion by backing private, white 

interests in fighting other peoples in the West.37 Similar phenomena, with a different 

twist, happened as U.S. citizens moved into Mexico’s interior between 1821 and 1846. 

Rather than demanding that the U.S. government protect their ventures through its 

internal policing power, though, U.S. citizens who moved into Mexico demanded 

protection through the country’s consular and diplomatic services and, at times, through 

the country’s naval power. These patterns would hold and be amplified in the future. 

By focusing on the early nineteenth century, this dissertation augments literature 

on the United States in a global context, which tends to focus on either Atlantic and 

continental histories, largely covering the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and U.S.-

Latin America transnational histories focusing on the twentieth century. As Kathleen 

DuVal noted in her 2016 work Independence Lost, many Atlantic histories stop around 

 
34 Richard White, “It’s Your Misfortune and None of My Own”: A History of the American West, 1st ed 
(Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1991). 
35 Hart, Empire and Revolution. 
36 Hahn, A Nation without Borders. 
37 Paul Frymer, Building an American Empire: The Era of Territorial and Political Expansion, Princeton 
Studies in American Politics: Historical, International, and Comparative Perspectives (Princeton : Oxford: 
Princeton University Press, 2017). 
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1770, as if the British colonies that became the United States suddenly turned inward. 

This dissertation is a part of recent efforts like DuVal’s, Fitz’s, Eliga Gould’s Among the 

Powers of the Earth, Dane Morrison’s True Yankees, James Sidbury’s Becoming African 

in America: Race and Nation in the Early Black Atlantic, Brandon Mills’s The World 

Colonization Made: The Racial Geography of Early American Empire, and Megan 

Brett’s in-progress dissertation on the transnational family life of U.S. Consul to 

Liverpool James Maury to extend the Atlantic framework beyond the American 

Revolution into the early Republic through examining expansion of connections, 

particularly commercial connections, between the United States, its continent, and the 

wider world in that formative period.38 At the same time, as these other works show, 

national boundaries remain important but fuzzy; U.S.-Americans in Mexico identified as 

“Americans” and demanded protection from the U.S. state, even as they integrated and 

assimilated into local communities where they lived, sometimes for decades. 

This dissertation contributes to the historiography of U.S. roles in the world and 

within North America by examining how the accounts U.S.-Americans sent back to their 

home country from Mexico created a narrative that dissuaded public opinion and, 

ultimately, the U.S. Congress from annexing the more populated parts of Mexico, even as 

the U.S. military occupied Mexico City and could have, potentially, extracted greater 

 
38 James Sidbury, Becoming African in America: Race and Nation in the Early Black Atlantic (Oxford ; 
New York: Oxford University Press, 2007); Eliga H Gould, Among the Powers of the Earth: The American 
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territorial concessions. It joins a host of recent such works that examine the limits—

particularly racial—of U.S. willingness to expand territorially. Daniel Immerwahr’s 2019 

How To Hide An Empire offers a cheeky look at the uneasy coexistence of imperial 

ambition and democracy since the founding of the United States.39 Thomas W. Richards 

Jr., meanwhile, examines the brief moment between the 1830s and 1840s, what he terms 

the “Texas moment,” when U.S.-Americans sought to create other “American” polities, 

separate from the United States but culturally similar, in other parts of North America.40 

Richard W. Maass’s 2020 The Picky Eagle examines times where the United States 

consciously rejected annexation of other territories.41 These works examine what 

happened when U.S. expansionist interests ran up against areas of large, non-white 

populations: Ultimately, power brokers in the United States balked at annexation or, after 

1898, full incorporation of non-white populations into the United States as equal citizens.  

This dissertation joins recent work that focuses on U.S.-Americans moving deeper 

into Mexico than Tejas but examines an earlier era than most other works do. Hart’s 

Empire and Revolution focuses on the experiences and activities of U.S.-American 

nationals in Mexico from 1865 to 2000.42 Karl Jacoby’s 2016 The Strange Case of 

William Ellis examines a formerly enslaved man from Texas who became one of 

Mexico’s wealthiest men in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, and offers a 

model for using individual stories to tease at broader comparative and transnational 

 
39 Daniel Immerwahr, How to Hide an Empire: A History of the Greater United States, First edition (New 
York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2019). 
40 Richards, Breakaway Americas. 
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stories.43 Similarly, Andrew Paxman’s Jenkins of Mexico offers a comprehensive 

biography of William Jenkins, who moved from poverty in Tennessee to become one of 

Mexico’s wealthiest and most influential men in the early and middle twentieth century.44 

Teresa Van Hoy examines railroad construction in the later nineteenth century, which 

drew substantial U.S. interest, in A Social History of Mexico’s Railroads.45 Other works 

explore the U.S. expatriate population in Mexico—estimated between one and three 

million—in recent decades, and contrast that group’s experiences with those of Mexican 

migrants to the United States. Lisa Covert’s San Miguel de Allende: Mexicans, 

Foreigners, and the Making of a World Heritage Site examines one of the main sites of 

U.S.-American presence in today’s Mexico.46 Sheila Croucher’s The Other Side of the 

Fence: American Migrants in Mexico provides an overall ethnographic examination of 

U.S. citizens in Mexico today, noting how, for example, one would be hard-pressed to 

hear Spanish in some areas, particularly in San Miguel de Allende and around Lake 

Chapala in Jalisco.47 By contrast, as discussed in chapter four, U.S.-Americans moving to 

Mexico’s interior between 1821 and 1846 found themselves at a disadvantage when they 

could not speak Spanish. These studies of U.S.-Americans living in Mexico focus on eras 

after the United States was established as the power on the North American continent in 

the wake of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo. In the period I examine, by contrast, more 
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U.S.-Americans migrated to Mexico (mostly to Tejas, but some to other parts) than vice 

versa, and the two nation-states were closer to each other (but not equal) in economic and 

diplomatic power. While some patterns of privileged migration had their roots in this 

earlier era, the closer parity in power between the two countries meant that U.S. 

ambitions remained just that—ambitions—rather than realities. Quite a bit of this 

commercial expansion came from small-scale efforts in pursuit of natural and agricultural 

resources, along with individuals engaged in artisanal enterprises. Early U.S. business in 

Mexico differed in character from what came later: It largely centered around individuals 

with little capital, like Baldwin, rather than larger combinations of interests that would 

come to the fore in the late nineteenth century. This migration also laid the basis for what 

came later. U.S. diplomacy evolved to become increasingly assertive and would play a 

large role in making Mexico “safe for business” later in the century. 

This dissertation chronicles how U.S.-Americans, along with other foreigners 

living in Mexico, made it clear that their citizenship status mattered. In an era where the 

rights and responsibilities of U.S. citizenship were often defined at the state level, as 

works by James Kettner, Kunal Parker, Martha S. Jones, Kate Masur, and John McNelis 

O’Keefe detail, U.S.-Americans in Mexico demanded a stronger federal role.48 In part, as 
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1600-2000, New Histories of American Law (New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 2015); Martha 
S. Jones, Birthright Citizens: A History of Race and Rights in Antebellum America, Studies in Legal 
History (Cambridge, United Kingdom ; New York, NY, USA: Cambridge University Press, 2018); John 
McNelis O’Keefe, Stranger Citizens: Migrant Influence and National Power in the Early American 
Republic (Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 2020); Kate Masur, Until Justice Be Done: 
America’s First Civil Rights Movement, from the Revolution to Reconstruction, First Edition (New York: 
W. W. Norton & Company, 2021). 
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discussed in chapters two and five, Mexican law required the U.S. diplomatic and 

consular services—organs of the U.S. federal government—to define U.S. citizenship, as 

the Mexican government (in a story Erika Pani details particularly masterfully in Para 

Pertenecer a la Gran Familia Mexicana) demanded that anyone living in its territory 

either identify as exclusively a Mexican citizen (and thus Catholic) or as a foreigner.49 

Eric Schlereth discusses questions of expatriation, mostly pertaining to Mexican Tejas, in 

his 2014 article “Privileges of Locomotion: Expatriation and the Politics of Southwestern 

Border Crossing.”50 I expand on Schlereth’s work by examining what happened with 

U.S. citizens further into Mexico than the borderlands. This dissertation builds on Dane 

Morrison’s True Yankees, which examined how the United States federal government 

took a role in issuing citizenship certificates to protect sailors from predations of, in 

particular, British impressment crews. He argues that this practice largely ended after the 

War of 1812, as the dangers of impressment faded.51 While that was true for sailors, 

Mexico’s 1828 immigration law (detailed in chapters two and six) gave the U.S. (and 

other countries’) foreign service a role in certifying the status of their citizens living in 

Mexico. Foreign nationals were required to seek annual cartas de seguridad to remain in 

Mexico, with their consulates, legations, and embassies supplying certifications. As 

discussed in chapter five, at times the U.S. consular and diplomatic services recognized 

people of African descent as U.S. citizens entitled to protection, but on other occasions 

they did not. At the same time, we also see U.S. citizens defining what they see as the 

 
49 Pani, Para pertenecer a la gran familia mexicana. 
50 Eric R. Schlereth, “Privileges of Locomotion: Expatriation and the Politics of Southwestern Border 
Crossing,” The Journal of American History 100, no. 4 (2014): 995–1020. 
51 Morrison, True Yankees. 
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rights of, at least, white U.S. citizens, and expecting their government to make a muscular 

defense of those rights—not just within the United States but even more so without. 

This dissertation adds to a larger examination of the entangled histories of the 

United States and Mexico around race and migration in the early nineteenth century by 

providing a comparison between the experiences of white and Black U.S.-Americans in 

Mexico. In a 2008 article, Sarah Cornell examined the lack of citizenship protection the 

United States offered to people of African descent in Mexico, a phenomenon that Alice 

Baumgartner’s 2020 South to Freedom complicates. Baumgartner examines the so-called 

Southern Underground Railroad, looking at how Mexico evolved, by the 1850s, into a 

thoroughly anti-slavery republic—and how that influenced the course of U.S. history.52 

María Esther Hammack recently finished her dissertation complicating both the southern 

and northern Underground Railroads. Beau Gaitors is currently at work examining 

African American influences in the Gulf Coast of Mexico. Mekala Audain and Thomas 

Mariete are also at work on different aspects of this migration. Elena K. Abbott’s 

Beacons of Liberty examines the roles of Mexico and other free-soil havens in the 

antislavery movement. Because my work focuses largely on questions of citizenship by 

people uncritically accepted as U.S. citizens, it largely focuses on, with some exceptions, 

people who would be classified as white. Reading this work in conversation with the 

 
52 Sarah E. Cornell, “Citizens of Nowhere: Fugitive Slaves and Free African Americans in Mexico, 1833-
1857,” The Journal of American History 100, no. 2 (2013): 351–74; Baumgartner, South to Freedom; Elena 
K. Abbott, Beacons of Liberty: International Free Soil and the Fight for Racial Justice in Antebellum 
America (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2021), https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108863681; María 
Esther Hammack, “South of Slavery: Freedom Fighters & Black Movement Across a Global Frontier, 
Mexico, The United States, and Beyond, 1790-1868” (Dissertation, Austin, Tex., University of Texas, 
Austin, 2021). 
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works of Abbott, Audain, Baumgartner, Gaitors, Hammack, and Mariete, along with 

those who study the northern borderlands, provides a more comprehensive picture of 

U.S.-Americans in Mexico in this era. 

This dissertation paints a more complicated picture of U.S. citizens in Mexico 

than commonly portrayed. Other scholars, like Jurgen Buchenau and Erika Pani, have 

acknowledged but brushed off U.S. and other foreign nationals living in Mexico during 

the 1820s-40s as largely unmarried itinerant merchants, even while acknowledging their 

importance in their countries’ relations with Mexico.53 Most studies of immigration to 

Mexico, such as Ernesto Rodríguez Chávez’s Extranjeros En México, focus on later 

eras.54 As detailed, particularly, in chapters three and four, many U.S.-Americans in the 

1821-46 era spent years, if not decades, living in Mexico’s interior. While they often 

retained at least an instrumental form of U.S. nationality, they moved to the country for a 

host of purposes beyond international trade, integrated into local communities, and 

sometimes either moved with extant families or formed new families with locals.  

This dissertation also finds that the boundaries of national belonging before 1846 

were more porous than they would later be. Other works do examine foreigners living in 

Mexico during the early decades of the nineteenth century, but to date, no work 

comprehensively examines white U.S. citizens living there. Unpublished dissertations by 

Dieter Berninger, David K. Burden, and Peter Jonas address Mexican elite perceptions of 

 
53 Buchenau, “Small Numbers, Great Impact: Mexico and Its Immigrants, 1821-1973”; Pani, Para 
pertenecer a la gran familia mexicana. 
54 Ernesto Rodríguez Chávez, María del Socorro Herrera Barreda, and Centro de Estudios Migratorios 
(Mexico), eds., Extranjeros En México: Continuidades y Nuevas Aproximaciones, 1. ed, Migración 
(México: Centro de Estudios Migratorios, Instituto Nacional de Migración/SEGOB ; DGE Ediciones, 
2010). 
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immigration and the process of resolving claims by U.S. citizens against Mexico, 

respectively, but neither provide a comprehensive look at U.S. citizen activities there.55 

María de los Ángeles Saraiba Russell published articles and wrote her dissertation on the 

development of the Minatitlán region, including the Baldwins and other families of 

foreign origin, in the early nineteenth century; my work complements hers by 

incorporating sources from the United States as well as Mexico.56 Nancy Nichols Barker 

and Edward Shawcross examined French residents, while Barbara Tenenbaum and 

Michael Costeloe examined British residents.57 As chapters four and five, in particular, 

discuss, U.S. citizens in Mexico took after their French and British counterparts there, 

particularly in their advocacy of consuls and diplomats; French and British precedents 

took on strong rhetorical importance. 

 
55 Dieter Berninger, “Immigration and Religious Toleration: A Mexican Dilemma 1821-1860,” The 
Americas 32, no. 4 (1976): 549–65, https://doi.org/10.2307/979831; Peter Mark Jonas, “United States 
Citizens vs. Mexico, 1821-1848” (United States -- Wisconsin, Marquette University, 1989); David K. 
Burden, “La Idea Salvadora: Immigration and Colonization Politics in Mexico, 1821–1857” (Ph.D., United 
States -- California, University of California, Santa Barbara, 2005), https://search-proquest-
com.mutex.gmu.edu/docview/305003236/abstract/CEE0E941509346CDPQ/1. 
56 María de los Ángeles Saraiba Russell, “Desarrollo Económico del Istmo Veracruzano: La Construcción 
de Una Región (1830-1910),” Clío  Revista  de  la  Facultad  de  Historia 6, no. 25 (1999); María de los 
Ángeles Saraiba Russell, “Procesos Modernizadores En El Istmo Veracruzano, 1900-1921” (Mexico City, 
Universidad Nacional Autonoma de México, n.d.); María de los Ángeles Saraiba Russell, “El Impacto De 
La Modernidad En El Istmo Veracruzano a Principios Del Siglo XX,” Sotavento 11 (2002 2001): 93–114; 
María de los Ángeles Saraiba Russell, “Minatitlan: Un Espacio En Busqueda De Su Sociedad 1830-1870,” 
Unpublished; shared by author, accessed July 5, 2021, https://dokumen.tips/documents/grupos-de-poder-
mina2.html. 
57 Nancy Nichols Barker, The French Experience in Mexico, 1821-1861: A History of Constant 
Misunderstanding (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1979); Edward Shawcross, France, 
Mexico and Informal Empire in Latin America, 1820-1867 (New York, NY: Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 
2018); Barbara A. Tenenbaum, “Merchants, Money, and Mischief the British in Mexico, 1821-1862,” The 
Americas 35, no. 03 (January 1979): 317–39, https://doi.org/10.2307/980977; Michael P. Costeloe, Bubbles 
and Bonanzas: British Investors and Investments in Mexico, 1821-1860 (Lanham, Md: Lexington Books, 
2011). 
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This dissertation will contribute to the historiography of U.S.-Latin American 

relations, which has largely focused on the twentieth century, by examining the 

nineteenth century. Influenced by the cultural and transnational turns in history, this 

historiography has expanded in the past two decades beyond diplomacy, war, and 

economics to focus on cultural interchange and the movement of peoples in a period in 

which the United States established hegemony in the hemisphere. Perhaps the best 

synthesis of this turn comes in the edited volume Close Encounters of Empire, which 

shows that while borders and national identity mattered in transnational encounters—

particularly because of the unequal power dynamic between the United States and Latin 

America between 1890 and 1945—many actors and ideas moved freely among the 

Western Hemisphere’s societies.58 Several other works that have followed, particularly in 

Duke University Press’s “American Encounters/Global Interactions” series, like Micol 

Seigel’s Uneven Encounters, Gillian McGillivray’s Blazing Cane, and Kristin L. 

Hoganson and Jay Sexton’s edited volume Crossing Empires, examine both power 

differentials between inhabitants of nation-states when they encounter each other and 

examples of transnational learning and South-North information and idea flows.59 More 

recent work in this vein has gone further in complicating the North-South dichotomy 

 
58 G. M Joseph, Catherine LeGrand, and Ricardo Donato Salvatore, eds., Close Encounters of Empire: 
Writing the Cultural History of U.S.-Latin American Relations (Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 
1998). 
59 Micol Seigel, Uneven Encounters: Making Race and Nation in Brazil and the United States, American 
Encounters/Global Interactions (Durham: Duke University Press, 2009); Gillian McGillivray, Blazing 
Cane: Sugar Communities, Class, and State Formation in Cuba, 1868-1959, American Encounters/Global 
Interactions (Durham: Duke University Press, 2009); Kristin L. Hoganson and Jay Sexton, eds., Crossing 
Empires: Taking U.S. History into Transimperial Terrain, American Encounters / Global Interactions 
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often portrayed in U.S. popular discourse. Christy Thornton’s 2021 Revolution in 

Development: Mexico and the Governance of the Global Economy suggests that Mexican 

intellectuals played a more significant role in framing paradigms of international 

development in the late twentieth century, while John Garnett’s 2021 George Mason 

University dissertation emphasizes the role that Mexican producers and scientists played 

in the Green Revolution.60 George Oberle’s current work on Joel Poinsett’s intellectual 

endeavors during his time as U.S. Minister to Mexico, meanwhile, shows that even the 

supposedly U.S.-American idea of the Smithsonian Institution may have been based on 

Mexican precedents, like the country’s national museum and national archive.61 This 

dissertation follows in that vein, demonstrating exchanges that, while not equal, flowed in 

more of a two-way direction than often portrayed. 

Richard Salvatore suggests in his essay in Close Encounters of Empire that the 

United States built an informal empire in Latin America from 1890 to 1920 building on, 

as Hart also suggests, learnings gleaned in Mexico after the U.S. Civil War. I suggest we 

push the clock back even further. While Hahn begins his exploration of U.S. empire in 

northern Mexico in the 1830s, I suggest we additionally look further south to a 

simultaneous process. While U.S. citizens’ incursions into northern Mexico laid the 

groundwork for a future territorial empire, their incursions into central and southern 

Mexico planted the seeds for the second form of empire, one that would take firm root in 

 
60 Christy Thornton, Revolution in Development: Mexico and the Governance of the Global Economy 
(Oakland, California: University of California Press, 2021); John R. Garnett, “‘Wheat Man’s Burden’: 
Wheat Rust, Trickle Down Agricultural Economics, and the Origins of the Green Revolution in Mexico 
(1842-1970)” (Fairfax, VA, George Mason University, 2021). 
61 Oberle presented this idea in a paper at the 2020 Southeastern Council of Latin American Studies 
conference and gave me permission to share this insight here. 
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Mexico after the U.S. Civil War and grow between 1890 and 1920 from Mexico into the 

Caribbean basin and beyond. This dissertation explores some of the people who planted 

the seeds. 

Research and Sources 

This dissertation is built on a combination of in-person archival research in the 

United States and Mexico and extensive use of digitized primary sources. As Karl Jacoby 

remarked in The Strange Career of William Ellis, his tracking of William Henry 

Ellis/Guillermo Enrique Eliseo’s journey from enslavement in Texas to millionaire status 

in Mexico would not have been possible without the digital revolution.62 The advent of 

keyword searching of paywalled and open-access databases of newspapers and other 

primary sources has greatly expanded capabilities for what Lara Putnam described as an 

“eyeballing of the bigger picture or of doings next door: a sideways glance that can 

uncover connections or commonalities worth exploring.” At the same time, as Putnam 

notes, keyword searching can only take one so far.63 When one is privileged to be able to 

conduct in-person research, there is no substitute for looking through documents that 

keyword searches can and do miss—not to mention the numerous archives that remain 

undigitized due to lack of funding, interest, and prioritization.64 

 
62 Jacoby, The Strange Career of William Ellis. 
63 Lara Putnam, “The Transnational and the Text-Searchable: Digitized Sources and the Shadows They 
Cast,” The American Historical Review 121, no. 2 (April 1, 2016): 377–402, 
https://doi.org/10.1093/ahr/121.2.377. 
64 For a helpful summation of the lack of digitization, see Marc A. Reyes, “Why Do Historians Still Have 
To Go To Archives?,” Contingent, March 25, 2019, https://contingentmagazine.org/2019/03/25/mailbag-
march-25-2019/. 
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The ability to conduct research in person depends on a host of factors that became 

all the clearer as I worked and became even more clear after the outbreak of the COVID-

19 pandemic in early 2020. I was fortunate to have finished my in-person research in the 

previous months. As I prepared this dissertation while working full time, I felt fortunate 

to live thirty to forty-five minutes (depending on traffic) from the U.S. National Archives 

in College Park, Maryland, where I could access a host of primary sources likely not to 

be digitized any time in the near future. I was also fortunate to have enough leave from 

my jobs to take time during the week after federal budget cuts forced the National 

Archives to cut evening and weekend hours. Thanks to a travel grant from the George 

Mason University Department of History, I also had the good fortune to spend two weeks 

at the Archivo General de la Nación (AGN) and Acervo Histórico de la Secretaría de 

Relaciones Exteriores Génaro García (AHSRE) in Mexico City. And, thanks to my 

spouse having a work conference in New Orleans, I stole away for a few days to the 

Historic New Orleans Collection, Tulane University’s Latin American Library, and the 

New Orleans Public Library Special Collections. Sources from these collections, plus 

many that archivists have made available through their digitization work, shaped the 

story I tell here. Below, I discuss each major set of primary sources used in this 

dissertation, with an eye toward their promises and pitfalls in teasing out the story I tell.  

The records of two commissions, established in 1839 and 1849 to adjudicate 

claims by U.S. nationals against the Mexican government, provide an underutilized trove 

offering insight into the interactions of U.S.-Americans and Mexicans during this period. 

Record Group 76 at the U.S. National Archives II in College Park, Maryland, contains 
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the case files of the two commissions—fifteen boxes for the 1839 commission and thirty 

boxes for the 1849 version. While some claims files contain only written testimonials by 

the complainants—themselves valuable primary sources—many more contain supporting 

evidence, such as ship manifests, financial records, depositions and affidavits, contracts, 

consular documentation, and letters of support. John Baldwin’s two boxes worth of 

records provided the initial impetus for me to choose him as my protagonist. The files 

provide valuable insight into the actions and motives of individual U.S. citizens involved 

with Mexico and Mexicans. In this dissertation, I mine these claims files not so much for 

the issues at stake in the claims themselves, but rather to examine the circumstances that 

brought these U.S.-Americans to Mexico and to provide insight into their lives and 

activities while there. At the same time, these claims files only can provide so much 

insight. The files only contain what individuals needed to submit to prove their cases. In 

many cases, too, other documentation was reported lost. In an example of the ultimate 

nightmare for a historian to read, Baldwin’s friend Leon Almy submitted a deposition 

that records in Baldwin’s New Orleans house were lost in a fire in 1842.65 Similarly, 

George A. Gardiner’s submitted evidence convinced enough people that his claim of a 

destroyed mine was valid; as it turned out, there was no mine, much less one he owned, 

in that location, and Gardiner ultimately was convicted of fraud.66 Thus, one has to read 

 
65 Leon Almy, “Deposition” (Affidavit, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, January 11, 1850), Box 5 - June Term, 
Claims 27 & 35 - John Baldwin, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and 
Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
66 Special Committee of the House of Representatives in the Gardiner Investigation, “The Gardiner 
Investigation” (Washington, D.C., USA: United States House of Representatives, October 7, 1852), 
http://www.latinamericanstudies.org/filibusters/Gardiner-Investigation.pdf; F. T. Lally, “The Gardiner 
Fraud,” Bangor Daily Whig & Courier, June 17, 1854, 19th Century U.S. Newspapers, 
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some of these files with an air of skepticism. Additionally, one looking at only these files 

would get the impression that all relations between individual U.S.-Americans and their 

Mexican hosts were negative. 

For that reason, I also examined the correspondence of U.S. consuls in Veracruz 

with the U.S. State Department in Washington. I chose Veracruz because I would be 

more likely to find more about Baldwin, who had become my protagonist by that time. 

The originals are housed at the U.S. National Archives in Record Group 59, and available 

on microfilm M183; I used the microfilmed version through Inter-Library Loan at the 

George Mason University Arlington Campus Library. This collection provided further 

insight into activities of U.S. citizens in Mexico, along with names. However, as with the 

claims files, typically a consul would only report conflicts or negative experiences back 

to Washington; while such conflict was, not surprisingly, present, one has to be careful of 

overgeneralization. Due to time constraints, I did not look through the correspondence 

from other consulates nor from the U.S. Legation in Mexico. Thankfully, I was able to 

use Carlos Bosch-García’s compiled volumes of diplomatic primary sources, 

Documentos de la relación de México con los Estados Unidos, helpfully digitized (and 

thus keyword-searchable) by the Universidad Nacional Autonoma de México. During a 

trip to New Orleans, I did, however, look at a small collection of correspondence from 

 
http://find.galegroup.com/ncnp/infomark.do?&source=gale&prodId=NCNP&userGroupName=viva_gmu&
tabID=T003&docPage=article&searchType=&docId=GT3007189695&type=multipage&contentSet=LTO
&version=1.0; “Noticias Estrangeras,” Siglo Diez y Nueve, May 2, 1854, Latin American Newspapers; 
Peter E. Palmquist and Thomas R. Kailbourn, Pioneer Photographers from the Mississippi to the 
Continental Divide: A Biographical Dictionary, 1839-1865 (Stanford University Press, 2005). 
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the U.S. legation in Mexico City, particularly between 1821 and 1835, at the Tulane Latin 

American Collection. 

My ultimate historian experience during my dissertation research came at the 

New Orleans Public Library Special Collections. Before traveling, I examined the listing 

of what was contained there, and came across four lawsuits that included John and 

Samuel Baldwin as defendants. While I was unsure if these were the same John and 

Samuel Baldwin as my protagonists, I hoped that their names together would make such 

a thing more likely. And lo and behold, I was lucky—the set of lawsuits that the 

archivists brought out indeed pertained to my protagonist and his brother/business 

partner. Not only that, but there were 450 pages of extensive financial records, pleadings, 

and depositions contained therein. I had to put in my request three days in advance, as the 

case files had been folded and tied after the case was finished, likely around 1830; I was 

the first person to glance them since then. These files gave me an insight into the 

Baldwins’ business operations in the Isthmus of Tehuantepec, and their relations with 

locals, other foreign merchants living there, U.S. merchants who journeyed there, and 

Mexican officials. At the same time, even documentation that extensive was selective and 

pertained to the issues at hand, rather than providing a fuller picture. 

When I finally made it to Mexico City for two weeks of research, after having 

researched in these other collections, I engaged in “smash and grab” research at the 

Archivo General de la Nación and Acervo Histórico de la Secretaría de Relaciones 
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Exteriores Génaro Estrada.67 I could not have done the research I did without the years of 

work in which archivists at the AGN and Linda Arnold of Virginia Tech engaged: The 

archivists created detailed finding aids—to item level—and Arnold compiled them into a 

massive .zip file, which she shared freely. Alice Baumgartner shared her copy with me 

before Americas Research Network placed the files online in 2020.68 Through this I was 

able to highlight records in advance, choosing to photograph, in particular, the files 

accompanying cartas de seguridad—essentially visas for foreigners to remain in Mexico 

for a year (discussed in chapter five). Due to AGN’s limit of ten items per day, I was able 

to photograph volumes one through forty-six, covering 1830 to 1845. These volumes also 

included correspondence about cartas de seguridad, including from local officials and 

employers. They also included one of the few comprehensive censuses of foreigners in 

Mexico, taken in 1841. Each day, I typically shuttled between AGN and AHSRE. At 

AHSRE, I particularly used the Mexican Embassy in the United States collection, along 

with a smattering of other collections. I came upon many of these through keyword 

searches of the archive’s digitized finding aids, available only on-site. Additionally, the 

four bound volumes of records of negotiations for the 1831 U.S.-Mexico Treaty of Amity 

and Commerce proved invaluable. Put together, the collections at AGN and AHSRE 

provided a more comprehensive portrait of U.S.-American activities in Mexico, 

complementing what the records drawn from U.S. archives did. At the same time, they 

 
67 Thanks to Steven Hyland for introducing me to this term during a discussion about historians’ archival 
research in Latin America at the Southeastern Council of Latin American Studies conference, Austin, 
Texas, March 2020. 
68 These finding aids can be located at: https://arenet.org/linda.php. 
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did largely contain records of when individuals interacted with the state, thus also 

skewing toward records of conflict. 

The cartas de seguridad, along with other files, led to a set of sources whose 

importance I did not realize at the time. I gradually compiled (typically on weeknights, 

after a day’s work at my job) citizenship certificates for cartas de seguridad into a Heurist 

database. This yielded a set of names. I then inputted the name of anyone who had more 

than one consecutive carta de seguridad—indicating residency, rather than travel—into 

the genealogical databases Ancestry.com and FamilySearch, along with two Newsbank 

Latin American newspaper databases to which George Mason University subscribes. 

Genealogical databases, in particular, have a significant number of ethical issues around 

accessibility and gatekeeping of public records in privately-owned databases. 

Nonetheless, they proved invaluable for this dissertation, helping to change some of my 

impression of U.S.-American activities. For example, I found more marriages between 

U.S.-American men and Mexican women than I had expected; conversion, baptism, 

marriage, and death records were particularly valuable. I also found more U.S. citizens 

than expected who had remained in Mexico and, although they did not officially file 

paperwork to become Mexican citizens, they remained in the country and, in some cases, 

became patriarchs of families still in Mexico to this day. I also connected with some 

descendants, who were able to fill out more information from family stories—and whom, 

I hope, I provided with some greater context for their efforts to understand their family 

histories. Newspaper searches, meanwhile, yielded advertisements for particular U.S. 

citizens, times that they made the news (for good or ill), and even evidence of their 
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involvement on a local level—for example, taking part in merchants’ associations—even 

as they remained nominally connected to the U.S. national community. Similarly, 

pamphlets, Congressional debates, and other sources that Hathi Trust, Internet Archive, 

and other organizations have digitized also proved invaluable, providing access to 

sources that I may not have otherwise found. Overall, these records complicated the 

conflict-ridden legal and diplomatic records found in other archives and helped present a 

more nuanced portrait of how U.S.-Mexican relations played out on the ground. At the 

same time, the information in these records is often fragmentary and spotty. 

I also benefitted from the digitization efforts that many other institutions have 

undertaken in recent decades, and from being enrolled at a decently wealthy university 

with access to paywalled newspaper databases. The freely available, publicly funded 

Chronicling America (a joint effort of the National Endowment for the Humanities, 

Library of Congress, and state-level libraries and archives) has made a wealth of 

newspapers available. George Mason University’s subscriptions to the Latin American 

Newspapers databases also proved valuable. Keyword searching for names and for 

common combinations, like “Mexico” and “citizen” within 10 words of each other 

yielded a trove of articles, including letters written from U.S. citizens living in Mexico, in 

relatively short time. At the same time, as with other research where one depends on 

certain keyword combinations and still-improving Optical Character Recognition 

technology, one can easily miss a lot of material. 

Finally, this dissertation also benefitted from the generosity of other scholars in 

sharing sources and information. Lindsay Schakenbach Regele and I exchanged sources 
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at two different points; most pertinent for my work, she shared the photographs she had 

taken of Poinsett’s correspondence at the Historical Society of Pennsylvania. I also was 

fortunate to know, via Twitter, María Esther Hammack, who recently completed a 

dissertation on people of African descent self-emancipating to Mexico. For my 

dissertation, she shared a treaty between the United Kingdom and Mexico, which helped 

sharpen my analysis of the U.S.-Mexico treaty, as I shared the negotiations between the 

United States and Mexico for her dissertation work. In a profession that values solitary 

work, the generosity of other scholars who value collaboration over competition cannot 

be overemphasized. 

Structure of Dissertation 

John Baldwin’s story frames the discussion in this dissertation, with his nemesis, 

Tadeo Ortiz, making frequent appearances. As other historians have observed, certain 

people have a Forrest Gump-like knack for happening to appear at critical parts of a 

story; John Baldwin and Ortiz are two of those people.69 Other individuals, including 

U.S. businesspeople like Theodore Ducoing, Jeremiah Terry, James Angus, Bethel Hicks, 

and Alexander Atocha make frequent appearances. The opening section of each chapter 

advances Baldwin’s story chronologically, while each chapter then unpacks themes that 

different parts of his story show. Born outside of Philadelphia in 1796, Baldwin got an 

early start in the migration that would come to define his life and his era: His family 

 
69 M. Keith Harris, “Atlantic History in the 19th Century with Niels Eichhorn,” The Rogue Historian, 
accessed April 20, 2021, https://keithharrishistory.com/the-rogue-historian-podcast/2020/5/13/atlantic-
history-in-the-19th-century-with-niels-eichhorn. 
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moved over the Allegheny Mountains to Pittsburgh while he was still an infant. Chapter 

two examines the broader context of this dissertation. Ortiz, born into what was likely a 

criollo (European-descended, American-born in Spanish America’s racial caste system) 

merchant family in the present-day Mexican state of Jalisco in 1788, was influential in 

framing that context as he served various roles in independent Mexico’s government 

during the 1820s and 1830s.70 This chapter examines push and pull factors, Mexican 

desire for migrants, the state of Mexican and U.S. economies in 1821, this migration’s 

relation to U.S. westward expansion, and the construction of the Mexican legal regime 

for immigration in the years following the country’s independence.  

Soon after Mexican independence, John Baldwin ventured to Mexico to explore 

business opportunities. Both Baldwin and Ortiz agreed on the prospects of the Isthmus of 

Tehuantepec, a region that since the sixteenth had brought interest in an interoceanic 

canal. Ortiz submitted a proposal to the Mexican provisional government to develop the 

region. Baldwin, seeing potential to capitalize on this development, purchased a large 

tract in the Isthmus of Tehuantepec in 1824. At his Riberas Coloradas estate, Baldwin 

engaged in a host of commercial activities, neatly mirroring the activities in which other 

U.S.-Americans engaged in Mexico at that time. Chapter three delves into reasons that 

Baldwin and other U.S.-Americans moved to Mexico’s interior and situates their roles in 

the development of both U.S. and Mexican economies in this era. It begins with the U.S. 

merchant diaspora, then shifts focus to those who moved for perhaps more surprising 

 
70 Much of the discussion on Ortiz is based on Wilbert H. Timmons, Tadeo Ortiz, Mexican Colonizer and 
Reformer, Southwestern Studies ; Monograph No. 43 (El Paso: Texas Western Press, 1974), a biography, 
and; Tutino and Santoveña, “El Debate Sobre El Futuro de México.” 



45 
 

reasons, including work as artisans, soldiers, and in transportation ventures, industrial 

ventures, and agriculture. This chapter is organized thematically; for many U.S.-

Americans in Mexico, information on occupations was unavailable except for in a few 

snapshots like Mexico’s 1841 census of foreigners (which listed occupations), thus not 

allowing for a comprehensive numerical examination of what occupations were 

represented among U.S. citizens in Mexico when. 

Soon after Baldwin arrived in Mexico, he clashed with Mexican authorities, 

particularly Ortiz, and sought help from the U.S. consular and diplomatic services. The 

next two chapters, four and five, look at interrelated questions of national identity, 

citizenship, and nationality. During the 1820s, Ortiz led Mexican efforts to populate and 

develop that region, including serving as governor of the Coatzacoalcos Colony by the 

end of the decade. At Riberas Coloradas and in the Minatitlán area, Baldwin became part 

of a community of people of different nationalities, a community Ortiz worked to 

augment. Chapter four examines how U.S. citizens living in Mexico’s interior somewhat 

integrated into local communities but mostly remained a part of the U.S. national 

community. The chapter interrogates the connections they built and maintained with their 

homeland, with each other, and with locals. As Ortiz occupied the role of governor, he 

and Baldwin came to clash as Baldwin, according to Ortiz, harvested lumber on public 

lands, smuggled, and generally tried to create his own empire, and thus thwart Ortiz’s 

plans, at Riberas Coloradas. Chapter five examines how white, and a few Black, U.S.-

Americans constructed and negotiated their citizenship regime with U.S. diplomats and 

Mexican officials that, with some exceptions, made foreignness advantageous legally. 
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After the failure of his Mexican ventures, Baldwin returned to the United States in 

1838. By that time, Ortiz had shifted his focus to Tejas before his death in 1833. Baldwin 

spent the next decade advocating for himself and others who had unresolved grievances 

against the Mexican government. Chapter six looks at the consequences of U.S. citizens 

migrating into Mexico’s interior, including the role that the rhetoric and disputes of men 

like Baldwin played in paving the way for the U.S. declaration of war against Mexico in 

1846. Baldwin returned to Mexico as a negotiator for General Winfield Scott’s invading 

army in 1847; he was not the only pre-war U.S. citizen who had lived in Mexico who 

played a role in the conflict. After the end of the war, U.S. business interests again rushed 

to Mexico; Baldwin promoted a transportation venture in the Isthmus of Tehuantepec.  

After his last venture in Mexico closed, and he received his claim money, 

Baldwin settled in San Francisco to begin a new life. However, he was murdered in a 

property dispute. After his death the Baldwin family was not done with Mexico. The 

epilogue ties the story told in this dissertation to later U.S. citizens, including John 

Baldwin’s son, who migrated to Mexico, along with other members of the Baldwin 

family who had remained in the country, and how the seeds of commercial empire that 

people like John Baldwin planted grew in subsequent decades. 

As it is for anyone writing about the United States and its relations with other 

parts of the Americas, terminology is an issue in this dissertation. Some scholars 

grudgingly use the term “American” to describe citizens of the United States, while 

acknowledging the arrogance, imperialism, and other shortcomings of that term. I had 

one too many well-justified lectures from Salvadorans during my short Peace Corps 
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tenure to do so. Unfortunately, Frank Lloyd Wright’s “Usonian,” as Thomas Richards Jr. 

notes, never entered into wide usage. While Alice Baumgartner’s use of 

norteamericanos, reflecting usage in Mexican documents in the nineteenth century, is 

tempting, I’ve chosen to follow the leads of scholars like David Burden and use the term 

U.S.-American in this dissertation.71 In much of the work, I use the terms U.S.-American 

and U.S. citizen largely interchangeably. It is important to note, though, that a lot of my 

dissertation focuses on white U.S.-Americans, considered U.S. citizens; few Black U.S.-

Americans would find recognition of their citizenship status in the 1821-46 era. Indeed, 

the 1841 Mexican census of foreigners includes “Anglo-Americanos” and “Negros” in 

different nationality categories in Matamoros. I also use the term Mexican as a signifier 

of nationality, although, as Timothy Anna notes in Forging Mexico, many people living 

in the entity variably called the Mexican Empire, United Mexican States, and Mexican 

Republic in that era would not call themselves “Mexican” but, rather, a term reflecting 

regional identity instead.72 Nonetheless, because this dissertation includes a theme of 

nationality and citizenship, and both U.S.-Americans and Mexicans used the term 

Mexican to contrast with their neighbors from the north, the terminology fits here. 

English is my primary language and I am writing this dissertation for a degree from a 

U.S.-based, English-speaking institution. However, because this dissertation focuses on 

intersections of U.S. and Mexican history and draws on sources written both in Spanish 

and English, I have chosen not to italicize Spanish-language words. 

 
71 Burden, “La Idea Salvadora”; Baumgartner, South to Freedom; Richards, Breakaway Americas. 
72 Timothy E. Anna, Forging Mexico: 1821-1835 (Lincoln, Neb: University of Nebraska Press, 1998). 
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I also specifically call U.S.-Americans who moved to Mexico between 1821 and 

1846 migrants, rather than the term “expatriates” commonly used to describe the large 

number of U.S. citizens living in the country today. In many ways, the experiences of the 

nineteenth-century forebears of twenty-first century “expatriates” are analogous, in that 

both were and are privileged foreigners. Use of the term is thus tempting for emphasizing 

those parallels, especially contrasting the experiences of privilege that the term expatriate 

connotes compared with the movement for necessity that the term migrant often 

connotes. In the nineteenth century, however, expatriate and expatriation had a different, 

more precise meaning. Expatriation meant renunciation of one’s citizenship, one’s 

national loyalties. European governments, particularly those in frequent need of young 

men for military service, denied that an individual had the right to expatriate, whereas 

governments in the Americans tended to argue for individual choice in the realm of 

national loyalty.73 Only after World War I did the term “expatriate” come to mean an 

individual, like U.S.-American bohemians in Paris, living a glamorous life abroad.74 

Because of the precise meaning of the term “expatriate” in the nineteenth century, I have 

chosen to use the term “migrant” in this dissertation. While many U.S.-Americans who 

moved to Mexico in this era were, indeed, privileged rather than desperate, they 

nonetheless moved for economic opportunity. 

Because U.S. citizenship plays an important role in the story told in this 

dissertation, the focus here is largely on the experiences of white U.S.-Americans in 

 
73 Tamar Herzog, Defining Nations: Immigrants and Citizens in Early Modern Spain and Spanish America 
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 2003). 
74 Croucher, The Other Side of the Fence, 21. 
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Mexico. In an era in which the U.S. citizenship of free people of African descent was 

contested, to put things mildly, as scholars like Sarah Cornell and Alice Baumgartner 

discuss, the U.S. foreign service, with some notable exceptions (discussed in chapter 

five), did not extend the protections of U.S. citizenship or nationality to Black U.S.-

Americans. The experiences of African-descended U.S.-Americans in Mexico, which 

scholars like Audain, Baumgartner, Cornell, Gaitors, Hammack, and Mariete are 

detailing, make for a complementary story to this one. Similarly, as we see in chapter 

four, these U.S. citizens saw themselves as white, and made distinctions based on race 

about the people around them. In a world where whiteness is often the presumed norm 

while the experiences of people of color are considered exceptions, I endeavor to point 

out how a U.S.-American’s perceived racial identity made a difference in their 

experiences in Mexico.  

While whiteness is a racial identity and Nell Irvin Painter, along with The 

Washington Post editors, make a compelling case for capitalizing the term, I have chosen 

to follow the lead of the Associated Press, among other media outlets, in keeping the term 

“white” lower case. This is, in part, because whiteness has served more as a concept than 

a specific community identity except, unfortunately, for white nationalists. Following the 

lead of the Associated Press (which made the change after years of urging from activists), 

I do capitalize the term Black, as that term serves as a specific self-identifier for a group 

with a shared history.75  

 
75 David Bauder, “AP Says It Will Capitalize Black but Not White,” Associated Press, July 20, 2020, 
https://www.ap.org/ap-in-the-news/2020/ap-says-it-will-capitalize-black-but-not-white; Nell Irvin Painter, 
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Additionally, following Baumgartner’s lead, I use the Mexican names of 

particular regions before they changed hands politically, and U.S.-American names for 

after. Thus, Texas is either Tejas (to describe the region) or Coahuila y Tejas (to describe 

the state of which it was a part), while Nuevo México became New Mexico and Alta 

California became California in 1848.76 

Conclusion 

Between 1821 and 1846, a small but significant number of white U.S. citizens 

moved to Mexico’s interior. They engaged in a variety of economic activities and, in the 

process, pushed the two countries toward war. What was the context of their migration? 

What did they do in Mexico? How did they build and reinforce their citizenship and 

national identity? What were the consequences of their migration? It is to these questions 

that we now turn. 

 
“Opinion | Why ‘White’ Should Be Capitalized, Too,” Washington Post, July 22, 2020, 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/2020/07/22/why-white-should-be-capitalized/; “The 
Washington Post Announces Writing Style Changes for Racial and Ethnic Identifiers,” Washington Post, 
July 29, 2020, https://www.washingtonpost.com/pr/2020/07/29/washington-post-announces-writing-style-
changes-racial-ethnic-identifiers/. 
76 Baumgartner, South to Freedom. 
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CHAPTER TWO: SEEKING OPPORTUNITIES ACROSS BOUNDARIES 

Tadeo Ortiz had grand visions for Mexico when the country gained independence 

in 1821. John Baldwin had grand visions for himself in the early 1820s. Those visions 

would lead them to clash in the Isthmus of Tehuantepec, in southern Mexico, by the end 

of the decade. 

Now that the country had broken away from a restrictive colonial system, Ortiz 

dreamed of developing Mexico into what he saw as a modern economic powerhouse. He 

had spent much of the previous decade in Spain, the United States, South America, and 

the United Kingdom, securing aid for Mexico’s fight for independence. When he returned 

soon after independence was secured, like many other Mexican elites, he was unhappy 

with what he saw as a comparatively backward, war-devastated country. In October 

1821, he published Resumen de la estadística del Imperio Mexicano, laying out a vision 

for how the new country should develop economically. For Ortiz, attracting immigrants, 

with their capital, international connections, expertise, and whiteness, was the key to 

development.77 

On paper, John Baldwin was the type of man Ortiz would hope to attract to 

Mexico. Like many other white U.S.-Americans in the early 1820s, Baldwin was looking 

to augment his apparently already-sizable fortune (source unfortunately unknown) and 

was willing to move away from his country and family to do so.78 Further, he was 

 
77 Timmons, Tadeo Ortiz, Mexican Colonizer and Reformer, 6–13. 
78 Baldwin, “Memorial”; John Baldwin and Richard S. Coxe, “1: Memorial of John Baldwin” (Memorial, 
Washington, D.C., September 1, 1841), Box 12, 25 41 44 - John Baldwin, 1839 Claims Commission, RG 
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interested in practicing export agriculture and extraction of primary products, which Ortiz 

saw as Mexico’s path to prosperity. While others pushed beyond what the U.S. census 

described as the frontier—the line between white and Indian country within the claimed 

borders of the United States—Baldwin was willing to push another frontier, the 

international boundaries of the United States.  

This chapter focuses on the visions that animated these two different individuals 

and, by extension, some of their respective countrymen in the 1820s. It will provide the 

context that pushed men like Baldwin from their homes in the United States and pulled 

them to Mexico, and led them and Mexican officials like Ortiz, and eventually their two 

countries, to clash by 1846. The chapter begins with a discussion of U.S.-American 

migrations into what were then Spain’s claimed North American territories before 1821. 

It then elaborates on the visions of leaders like Ortiz in attracting immigrants to newly 

independent Mexico. Following that is a contextualization of the migrations occurring 

across North America in the 1820s-40s, before turning to U.S.-American interest in 

Mexico specifically. Finally, the chapter closes with a discussion of how Mexican 

officials attempted to reconcile their desire for economic development through 

immigration with their needs to regulate it, particularly as immigration did not 

accomplish their desired goals and created unanticipated issues for their new country 

instead. 

 
76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives; John 
Baldwin, “Passport Application,” 1849, U.S., Passport Applications, 1795-1925, Ancestry.com, 
https://www.ancestry.com/imageviewer/collections/1174/images/USM1372_31-
0604?ssrc=pt&treeid=150111106&personid=280244769429&hintid=&usePUB=true&usePUBJs=true&pId
=1248823. 
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Building on Precedents 

Baldwin was far from the first U.S.-American to seek opportunities in formerly 

Spanish North America,79 and Ortiz was far from the first leader in that region to look to 

the United States for people and expertise. Under the changed circumstances of an 

independent Mexico, they both drew on viceregal-era precedents of cross-border 

migration. Early leaders of the United States, like George Washington himself, sought to 

keep white U.S.-American settlement compact and control its expansion, both to avoid 

clashes with Native Americans and to contain a population that the government could 

control directly. For many white U.S.-Americans, though, boundaries between their 

country, the lands of different Native American nations, and Spanish North American 

claims mattered little as they sought opportunity for themselves first. People like John 

Baldwin’s parents, Robert and Annis, quickly demolished Washington’s hope for 

controlled expansion by moving into Native American lands west of the Appalachians.80 

Shortly after John’s birth in 1796, the family moved to the Pittsburgh area from their 

native Philadelphia, following many other white U.S.-Americans over the Allegheny 

Mountains in the decades following the American Revolution.81 During the 1780s and 

1790s, Spanish agents even sought to expand their empire’s boundaries by fomenting 

 
79 Terminology when referring to Spain’s claimed colonial empire on the North American continent is 
always tricky, as boundaries between entities like the Viceroyalty of New Spain, Louisiana (part of the 
Captaincy-General of Cuba), the Provincias Internas, etc., shifted over time. Following the advice of 
scholars after I tweeted the question of terminology, I am using “Spanish North America” as a blanket term 
for Spanish claims, acknowledging that Native peoples of North America in reality lived independently in 
much of the area that Spain claimed as its North American empire. See this tweet and replies when I asked 
other scholars for their opinions: https://twitter.com/dpmckenzie/status/1289606837537394688  
80 Frymer, Building an American Empire; Immerwahr, How to Hide an Empire. 
81 The timing of the Baldwins’ move can be gleaned from the birthplaces and birthdates of their children; 
seee “Robert Baldwin - Facts,” Ancestry.com, accessed May 1, 2021, https://www.ancestry.com/family-
tree/person/tree/150111106/person/282013086240/facts. 
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dissent among those white U.S.-Americans who had pushed into western places like 

Kentucky.82 While those efforts did not yield their desired results, the same era did see 

other white U.S.-Americans (many bringing enslaved people of African descent with 

them) push even further, trickling beyond recognized international boundaries into 

Spanish Louisiana and West Florida. This suited the needs of Spanish officials well, as 

they sought to populate these borderland areas with loyal subjects, even if they came 

from abroad. In order to settle legally and gain land, new migrants merely had to declare 

loyalty to the Spanish Crown and the Catholic Church. Among the U.S.-Americans who 

took advantage of these opportunities and settled in present-day Missouri during the 

Spanish era were the noted frontiersman Daniel Boone and the businessman Moses 

Austin. They were willing to give their nominal loyalty to another sovereign for 

opportunity, and simply returned to their status as U.S. citizens after Spain first briefly 

returned that territory to France, which then quickly sold it to the United States in 1803.83 

Meanwhile, when the Spanish Empire opened its ports to foreign traders in 1797, some 

U.S.-American merchants settled deeper into Spanish territory, in cities like Veracruz.84  

The 1810s brought even more interest from U.S.-Americans in Spanish America. 

The U.S.-Americans who looked to Mexico were a varied bunch with varied motivations. 

 
82 Stephen Aron, How the West Was Lost: The Transformation of Kentucky from Daniel Boone to Henry 
Clay (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1996); DuVal, Independence Lost. 
83 Frank Lawrence Owsley and Gene A. Smith, Filibusters and Expansionists: Jeffersonian Manifest 
Destiny, 1800-1821 (Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press, 1997); J. C. A. Stagg, “The Madison 
Administration and Mexico: Reinterpreting the Gutiérrez-Magee Raid of 1812-1813,” The William and 
Mary Quarterly 59, no. 2 (2002): 449–80, https://doi.org/10.2307/3491744; Burden, “La Idea Salvadora”; 
Torget, Seeds of Empire; DuVal, Independence Lost. 
84 Roy F. Nichols, Advance Agents of American Destiny (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 
1956), 34–38. 
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Some looked to profit, some looked to spread republican ideals through the Americas, 

many had a mix of motivations. As independence movements throughout the Americas 

rose after Napoleon’s 1808 invasion of the Iberian Peninsula, U.S.-Americans followed 

events closely, and some lent support to the independence forces. While much of this 

support went to criollo-led South American rebel movements—which many white U.S.-

Americans considered more palatable than the multiracial coalitions that leaders like 

Miguel Hidalgo and José María Morelos assembled in New Spain—some interest in what 

became Mexico arose among U.S.-Americans, particularly those living at what was then 

the country’s southwestern border. U.S.-American involvement in Mexico’s Wars of 

Independence involved a swirl of ideological, pecuniary, and territorial interests. In 1812-

13, former Spanish military officer Bernardo Gutiérrez de Lara and former U.S. military 

officer Augustus Magee led an expedition to wrest Tejas from Spanish control; it was the 

largest, but not first or last, unofficial army that arose in Louisiana to pursue that goal. 

Some participants in this unruly coalition sought to create a new nation in that region 

while others sought to append it to the United States. Although the expedition succeeded 

briefly in establishing a new Tejas republic, Spanish forces from the interior quickly 

suppressed it. Other—and even some of the same—U.S.-Americans supported ventures 

more broadly aimed at Mexican independence. Merchant groups like the New Orleans 

Association and the Mexican Company of Baltimore bankrolled Mexican rebel groups, 

most notably Francisco Xavier Mina’s ill-fated landing in present-day Tamaulipas in 

1817, hoping in the short term to make money through selling weapons and supplies to 
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rebels groups and, in the long term, to open markets in a newly-independent country.85 

While these filibuster and rebel groups had organized and launched from the edges of 

U.S. territory, some individual U.S.-Americans crossed into New Spain to join other 

rebel groups. John Hamilton Robinson, who eventually published a book detailing 

promises of future riches in independent Mexico, rose through the ranks of the rebel 

armies to become a general.86 John Davis Bradburn and Peter Ellis Bean, meanwhile, 

joined rebel armies and remained in the new country’s military service after 

independence.87  

As Spain’s hold over Tejas, always tenuous, became even weaker in the late 

1810s, U.S.-American families began settling there without authorization in the late 

1810s, not even acknowledging Spanish authority over the region. As the U.S. economy 

collapsed during the Panic of 1819, U.S.-Americans looked ever more at Spanish North 

America as a place to make fortunes. A year into the economic crunch, the same Moses 

Austin who had been a Spanish subject in Missouri journeyed to Spanish Tejas to 

propose implementing the former program from West Florida and Louisiana there. In a 

 
85 Fitz, Our Sister Republics; J. C. A. Stagg, Borderlines in Borderlands: James Madison and the Spanish-
American Frontier, 1776-1821 (Yale University Press, 2009), http://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt1npjn3; Ed 
Bradley, “We Never Retreat”: Filibustering Expeditions into Spanish Texas, 1812-1822, First edition, 
Elma Dill Russell Spencer Series in the West and Southwest, number forty (College Station: Texas A&M 
University Press, 2015); Ted Schwarz and Robert H. Thonhoff, Forgotten Battlefield of the First Texas 
Revolution: The Battle of Medina, August 18, 1813, 1st ed (Austin, Tex: Eakin Press, 1985); Harris Gaylord 
Warren, The Sword Was Their Passport: A History of American Filibustering in the Mexican Revolution 
(Baton Rouge, La: Louisiana State University Press, 1943) Also, Brandon Seale’s recent podcast series, 
Finding Medina, offers up-to-date findings on the Gutiérrez-Magee Expedition. James Bernsen’s upcoming 
book on that topic promises to yield even more information. 
86 David E. Narrett, “Liberation and Conquest: John Hamilton Robinson and U.S. Adventurism toward 
Mexico, 1806-1819,” The Western Historical Quarterly 40, no. 1 (April 1, 2009): 23–50. 
87 Margaret Swett Henson, Juan Davis Bradburn: A Reappraisal of the Mexican Commander of Anahuac, 
1st ed, Essays on the American West, no. 6 (College Station: Texas A and M University Press, 1982); Jack 
Jackson, Indian Agent: Peter Ellis Bean in Mexican Texas, 1st ed, Canseco-Keck History Series, no. 6 
(College Station: Texas A & M University Press, 2005). 
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well-known story, after Spanish Governor Antonio María Martínez gave permission and 

Austin returned to the United States, his son Stephen took the mantle from the dying 

father, only to find Mexico had gained its independence.88 How would the new imperial 

government treat Austin’s proposal? What about U.S.-Americans who were seeking 

opportunities in other parts of Mexico? It is to an examination of the new country’s 

governments’ conflicting desires for, and fears about, immigration that we now turn. 

A Country Seeking Immigrants—And Fearing Foreign Influence 

With U.S.-American interest in Mexico having built through the 1810s, U.S.-

Americans already saw Mexico as an alluring land of opportunity by the time of 

independence in 1821. For leaders of the new nation like Tadeo Ortiz, the prospect of 

immigrants from the United States and elsewhere was also alluring. The new country of 

Mexico faced a host of problems. While the economy of the United States was already 

larger than that of Mexico in 1800, the Colossus of the North had boomed—the Panic of 

1819 notwithstanding—while Mexico’s economy had cratered during the subsequent two 

decades.89 While, as John Tutino argues, Mexico had been one of the centers of the 

 
88 Winders, Crisis in the Southwest; Reséndez, Changing National Identities at the Frontier; Juliana Barr, 
Peace Came in the Form of a Woman: Indians and Spaniards in the Texas Borderlands (Chapel Hill: 
University of North Carolina Press, 2007); Torget, Seeds of Empire. 
89 Richard J. Salvucci, “Mexican National Income in the Era of Independence, 1800-40,” in How Latin 
America Fell Behind: Essays on the Economic Histories of Brazil and Mexico, 1800-1914, ed. Stephen H. 
Haber (Stanford, Calif: Stanford Unviversity Press, 1997), 216–42; Daniel Walker Howe, What Hath God 
Wrought: The Transformation of America, 1815-1848, The Oxford History of the United States (New 
York: Oxford University Press, 2007); Jaime E. Rodríguez O. and Kathryn Vincent Lepp, eds., Myths, 
Misdeeds, and Misunderstandings: The Roots of Conflict in U.S.-Mexican Relations, Latin American 
Silhouettes (Wilmington, Del: SR Books, 1997); Jaime E. Rodríguez O., Kathryn Vincent Lepp, and 
University of California Institute for Mexico and the United States, eds., Common Border, Uncommon 
Paths: Race, Culture, and National Identity in U.S.-Mexican Relations, Latin American Silhouettes 
(Wilmington, Del: Scholarly Resources, 1997). 
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global economy in the late eighteenth century, that prosperity evaporated with warfare. 

The country’s eleven-year-long Wars of Independence had largely decimated the 

Mexican economy, particularly the formerly lucrative silver industry.90 Because of 

colonial-era restrictions and social hierarchy, merchants who conducted international 

trade, along with skilled artisans, tended to be Spaniards; many fled during the Wars of 

Independence, and Mexican governments of the 1820s hounded many more out.91 This 

left voids in those sectors. Additionally, leaders like Ortiz were concerned about the 

country’s lack of population growth, compared with that of the United States. Even more 

concerning was that the vast majority of the country’s population lived in its central 

region. The periphery held many fewer people, and, in their eyes, even worse was that 

many of those people were not loyal to the Mexican state. Rather, Indigenous peoples 

who preferred to maintain their independence and did not recognize Mexican sovereignty 

constituted most of the inhabitants in Tejas, on the border with the United States. 

Additionally, few people lived in the Isthmus of Tehuantepec, a narrow strip of land 

spanning the Atlantic and Pacific that was already attracting interest for a canal.92  

Soon after independence, leaders like Ortiz saw immigration as one way to deal 

with that host of problems. During the Wars of Independence, Ortiz had spent time 

 
90 I follow Timothy Henderson in using the plural term, as the 1810-21 period saw not one sustained effort 
toward independence but several rebellions that culminated in independence in 1821. See Timothy J. 
Henderson, The Mexican Wars for Independence, 1st ed (New York: Hill and Wang, 2009); On Mexico’s 
colonial-era economy, see John Tutino, “The Revolution in Mexican Independence: Insurgency and the 
Renegotiation of Property, Production, and Patriarchy in the Bajío, 1800-1855,” The Hispanic American 
Historical Review 78, no. 3 (August 1, 1998): 367–418, https://doi.org/10.2307/2518330; Tutino, Making a 
New World. 
91 For more on the expulsions of peninsular-born Spaniards in the late 1820s, see Harold Sims, The 
Expulsion of Mexico’s Spaniards, 1821-1836, Pitt Latin American Series (Pittsburgh, Pa: University of 
Pittsburgh Press, 1990). 
92 Burden, “La Idea Salvadora.” 
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abroad promoting the cause, visiting the United States, South America, and the United 

Kingdom to secure weapons and aid. He saw what he considered economic dynamism in 

the United States and learned from it what he wanted for Mexico. In 1821, he published 

an essay detailing what the country would need for economic development, including 

three pillars: recruiting artisans to replace those who had departed, attracting foreign 

investment, and nourishing new industries through protective tariffs.93 Later, in 

discussing a Veracruz state law he helped pass, Ortiz summarized his hopes for how 

immigrants could not just uplift his country’s economy but its people. With a racist view 

typical of the European-descended leaders toward the darker-skinned people of the new 

country, Ortiz looked to white peoples: 

Populate our immense and fertile fields with industrious arms and 
prosperity will quickly result. Customs will also gain, for everywhere the 
agricultural class is the most virtuous, the most liberal. … The cultivation 
of the earth not only produces physical fruits, but also moral ones, those of 
the highest importance. The example of the constant Englishman, the 
temperate German, the active Frenchman, and the virtuous American will 
germinate in our simple peasants. The new ideas and relationships that 
they introduce them to will teach them love of labor and domestic 
economy.94 
 

He was not the only Mexican leader in this era who saw regulated immigration as a key 

for national prosperity. Similarly, Lorenzo de Zavala believed that immigrants—

particularly from Western Europe and the United States—represented a way to populate, 

 
93 Dieter George Berninger, “Mexican Attitudes Towards Immigration, 1821-1857” (Ph.D., United States -- 
Wisconsin, The University of Wisconsin - Madison, 1972), 23, 58, https://search-proquest-
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whiten, and develop the country.95 Other elites echoed Ortiz’s and Zavala’s rhetoric, 

particularly their concerns about population.96  

Ortiz would later continue to advocate for developing the country’s agriculture 

through immigration. In 1832, he argued that Mexico should base its development on 

becoming an exporter of primary products, produced through mining and agriculture (he 

was among the few Mexican leaders by then who argued for slavery, even after its 

abolition three years prior). He changed his view from 1821, now suggesting free trade 

would enable purchase of manufactured goods from abroad, rather than stimulating 

Mexican production through tariffs, as he had previously hoped. Lucas Alamán, Ortiz’s 

longtime rival who was then largely pulling the strings in President Anastasio 

Bustamante’s administration, had taken up the mantle of promoting industrialization. A 

commonality in their competing visions of development, though, was in calling for 

controlled immigration, suggesting that neither the revival of mining, growth of export 

agriculture, nor industrialization could happen without foreign talent and capital.97 

During this era, Mexican leaders had two separate but related concerns: 

Immigration and colonization. Following other scholars, I distinguish here between 

immigration, which involved attracting people to the country, especially to replace 

departed artisans and merchants in urban areas, and colonization, which involved 

populating—whether from domestic or foreign sources—what leaders saw as 

 
95 Lorenzo de Zavala, Journey to the United States of North America / Viaje a Los Estados Unidos Del 
Norte de America, ed. John-Michael Rivera, trans. Wallace Woolsey (Houston, Tex: Arte Público Press, 
2005). 
96 Pani, Para pertenecer a la gran familia mexicana, 25. 
97 For an examination of these competing visions of development, see Tutino and Santoveña, “El Debate 
Sobre El Futuro de México.” 
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underpopulated regions.98 Ortiz himself would become involved in ventures in both Tejas 

and the Isthmus of Tehuantepec. In the early 1820s, he pushed Mexico’s successive 

imperial, provisional, and federal governments on a plan to develop the region. Later in 

the decade, he persuaded the State of Veracruz to grant him authority over a new entity, 

the Coatzacoalcos Colony, where he would come to clash with Baldwin.99 U.S.-

Americans like Baldwin didn’t bother with the distinctions between colonization and 

immigration. They were simply seeking opportunity. 

Leaders like Ortiz and Alamán, for all of their differences, agreed on the need for 

immigration and colonization, but they also shared fears about the loyalty of such 

migrants. Like leaders of most countries following their decolonization, Alamán and 

Ortiz fretted about foreign influence. The refusal of Spanish King Fernando VII to 

recognize the independence of his former American colonies fueled those concerns. They 

were not just concerned about Spain, though, but about other potential foreign influences. 

The intellectual Carlos María de Bustamante—like Ortiz, a political rival of Alamán—

found an alarming precedent in the gradual rise of British colonialism in India, adding a 

fear of the United States: 

[U.S.-Americans] are the true sons of Englishmen, whose example in 
India they remember and emulate. Merchants financed the invading 
expedition. Once their company had gotten hold of the land, they turned it 
over to the crown, which installed a government and set millions of 
Indians groaning under a slavery enforced by bayonets.100 

 
98 Berninger, “Mexican Attitudes Towards Immigration, 1821-1857”; Burden, “La Idea Salvadora,” 2, 95. 
99 Timmons, Tadeo Ortiz, Mexican Colonizer and Reformer, 27–35. 
100 Bustamante quoted in Richard J. Salvucci, “The Origins and Progress of U.S.-Mexican Trade, 1825-
1884: ‘Hoc Opus, Hic Labor Est,’” The Hispanic American Historical Review 71, no. 4 (November 1991): 
711, https://doi.org/10.2307/2515761. 
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Alamán expressed similar feelings, suggesting that the United States would seize 

territorial or commercial control of Mexico not by military force but by other means, 

including “commercial negotiations.”101 These conflicting sentiments—a fear of foreign 

influence and a desire for foreign capital and expertise—would feed into both 

immigration regulation and negotiations over commercial treaties, discussed later in this 

chapter. 

Migrating Across Ambiguous Boundaries 

Mexican leaders like Ortiz and Alamán chose a prime time to pin their hopes for 

their new country’s future on migration. As it happened, during the 1820s through 1840s, 

North America was a place of people on the move. During those decades, several 

migrations took place simultaneously into and across North America. Some involved 

people freely moving for opportunity; others involved force, to clear the way for those 

migrants and then to create prosperity for the voluntary migrants. This section briefly 

discusses those other migrations to contextualize the migration that is the subject of this 

dissertation, that of white U.S.-Americans into Mexico’s interior; in other words, I am 

defining the boundaries of my study in this section. 

As discussed above, by 1821 white U.S.-Americans had long been pushing 

beyond the frontiers of the United States. As a child, the Philadelphia-born Baldwin 

accompanied his parents, Robert and Annis, on a migration to western Pennsylvania, still 

 
101 Salvucci, 711–12. 
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within the boundaries of the United States, around 1797. When white U.S.-Americans 

like the Baldwins migrated, they demanded backing from their federal government.102 By 

the 1820s, a new generation of U.S.-American officials had moved beyond their worries 

about people like the Baldwins and Boone, instead seeing them as national heroes and 

encouraging their moves. This was particularly the case when white migrants moved into 

Native American lands. The United States treated Native nations as, in Chief Justice John 

Marshall’s words from this era, “domestic dependent nations.”103 While Native peoples 

believed that white U.S.-Americans moving onto their lands were crossing a border, the 

U.S. government did not. At the urging of settlers, the United States attempted to assert 

its authority. Thus, in these areas white U.S.-Americans interacted with the U.S. federal 

government through its domestic and military arms, rather than its foreign service.  

The United States, particularly under leaders like Andrew Jackson, put the 

interests of white men of all classes at the forefront. Many of these white families who 

moved into areas that they and the U.S. government cleared of Native Americans brought 

about a second, forced migration: That of people they enslaved. John Baldwin’s family, 

originally from the Philadelphia area, enslaved a thirty-year-old woman in their home in 

Robinson Township, Pennsylvania, near Pittsburgh, in 1800.104 During the first half of 

 
102 Frymer, Building an American Empire. 
103 For a recent work on Indian removal, see Claudio Saunt, Unworthy Republic: The Dispossession of 
Native Americans and the Road to Indian Territory, First edition (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 
2020). 
104 Pennsylvania’s Gradual Emancipation Act of 1780 kept those already enslaved in bondage for life; their 
children were officially free but held under apprenticeship until age 28. The woman Baldwin’s family 
enslaved was born 10 years too early to taste freedom. “Entry for Robert Baldwin, List of Slaves within 
Robinson Township, Allegheny County, 1800,” 1800, Pennsylvania, U.S., Septennial Census, 1779-1863, 
Ancestry.com, https://www.ancestry.com/imageviewer/collections/2702/images/33017_263379-
00106?pId=741814. 
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the nineteenth century, an estimated one million people of African descent made moves 

in chains, whether through overland marches or in cramped holds of coastal vessels, 

across the eastern half of the continent.105  

While the British North American colonies, and then the United States, had long 

practiced Indian removal and annihilation, this era saw an acceleration of those policies. 

By the 1830s, the U.S. government sought to remove all independent Indian nations then 

remaining east of the Mississippi River. The government forced some into areas claimed 

by the United States. Other Native American groups, like a branch of the Cherokee 

nation, moved from the United States into Spanish Tejas.106 Meanwhile, the Comanche, 

who did not recognize Mexican sovereignty in its domain, contributed to the 

depopulation of Tejas through frequent raids that helped induce Mexican officials to 

invite U.S.-Americans into the region.107 

During the 1820s through 1840s, a large number of people emancipated 

themselves from slavery in the United States by also moving across the international 

boundary, first into Tejas and, increasingly, into the interior, whether overland or through 

the Gulf Coast. While I touch upon this migration in different parts in this dissertation—

particularly a discussion of U.S. unwillingness, with some exceptions, to recognize 

 
105 Recent scholarship has shown just how extensive this forced migration was. See Sven Beckert, Empire 
of Cotton: A Global History, First edition (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2014); Edward E. Baptist, The 
Half Has Never Been Told: Slavery and the Making of American Capitalism (New York: Basic Books, 
2014). 
106 Dianna Everett, The Texas Cherokees: A People Between Two Fires, 1819-1840, 1st ed, The 
Civilization of the American Indian Series, v. 203 (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1990). 
107 DeLay, War of a Thousand Deserts. 
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people of African descent as citizens in chapter five—this migration largely falls outside 

of my scope as several other scholars are producing innovative new works about it.108 

As chapter five discusses, when white U.S.-Americans moved beyond the 

recognized international borders of the country, they interacted with their government 

through a different arm: its foreign service. The United States, at least in principle, 

recognized Mexico as a separate, full, independent nation-state. Although U.S.-

Americans living in Mexico—whether in Tejas or further into the interior—often felt and 

acted as part of the U.S.-American national community (discussed more in chapters four 

and five), they recognized they lived within the boundaries of another sovereign nation-

state. Different characteristics marked the migrations of white U.S.-Americans to Tejas 

and to other parts of Mexico. One of these characteristics was the way they integrated 

into local communities and the U.S. and Mexican national communities.  

U.S.-Americans in Tejas became an overwhelming numerical majority and lived 

essentially as they did in the United States (albeit while finding loopholes in Mexican 

law, like creating an indentureship system to get around Mexico’s ban on bringing 

enslaved people across the border).109 In the Mexican interior, on the other hand, where 

U.S.-Americans lived in small numbers, their lives followed different patterns. Following 

Spanish precedents, colonists who came into Mexican Tejas (and other areas designated 

for colonization, like the Isthmus of Tehuantepec) needed to swear loyalty to the Mexican 

government, become Mexican citizens, and convert to Catholicism. Those who came in 

 
108 As discussed in the introduction, recent and upcoming works by several different scholars focus on 
different aspects of this migration. For two recent works, see Baumgartner, South to Freedom; Hammack, 
“South of Slavery.” 
109 Hammack is preparing a forthcoming article on this phenomenon. 
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the early 1820s largely complied with these requirements, at least on paper—indeed, 

many intentionally left the United States and found more common cause with the small 

tejano population.110 Thus, unlike their countrymen further south, U.S.-Americans in 

Tejas integrated legally into the Mexican national community, even if they did not 

otherwise integrate into Mexico. By the late 1820s, enough U.S.-Americans lived in east 

Tejas that General Manuel de Mier y Terán, sent to Tejas on a fact-finding mission, felt 

increasing alarm as his journey continued. He reported that U.S.-Americans were totally 

unassimilated, giving lip service to their Mexican citizenship (including required 

Catholicism), largely speaking English, and even trying court cases as they would across 

the Sabine River. Mier y Terán eventually fell into such despair over the state of affairs in 

Tejas that he literally fell upon his own sword in 1832, four years before Mexico, indeed, 

lost Tejas. Acting on the same fears, Ortiz shifted his focus from attracting European 

immigrants to Tehuantepec to drawing them toward Tejas to offset the numbers of U.S.-

Americans there.111 During that time, Mexican immigration controls (discussed later in 

this chapter) largely proved ineffective as more U.S.-Americans poured over the border 

and continued to build a western extension of Louisiana. Thus, with much larger numbers 

of them—likely 30,000 by 1830—combined with small numbers of tejanos in east 

Tejas—likely a tenth that number, according to Mier y Terán’s estimate—U.S.-

Americans in east Tejas did not integrate into local communities, as their countrymen 

further south did. They eventually took themselves, and the land where they resided, 

 
110 Paul D Lack, The Texas Revolutionary Experience: A Political and Social History, 1835-1836, Texas 
A&M Southwestern Studies, no. 10 (College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 1992); Rodriguez, 
“Children of the Great Mexican Family.” 
111 Timmons, Tadeo Ortiz, Mexican Colonizer and Reformer, 38–46. 
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away from the Mexican national community as well.112 Because of this population 

imbalance and eventual fate, we can consider Tejas an “exceptional area” within Mexico, 

and the migration into that region to be of a different character than migration into the 

interior of the country.  

While borderlands areas like the Tejas part of the state of Coahuila y Tejas, along 

with Nuevo México, saw more commercial integration with the United States than the 

interior of Mexico, Nuevo México and Tejas west of Gonzales otherwise followed 

patterns like those the interior of Mexico when it came to the status of U.S.-Americans.113 

Thus, the “exceptional area” does not even cover all of what had been the Spanish 

province of Tejas, much less the Mexican state of Coahuila y Tejas or the present-day 

U.S. State of Texas, as the area of dense U.S.-American settlement did not reach all the 

way into the region. The Cotton Kingdom—the plantation complex that white U.S.-

Americans pushed continually westward in the first decades of the nineteenth century—

reached the fibrous plant’s natural limits in central Tejas.114 U.S.-American settlement in 

Tejas only reached as far west as Gonzales, around seventy miles east of San Antonio. In 

San Antonio, patterns more similar to urban areas in the Mexican interior held. While 

U.S.-Americans living in east Tejas did not register as foreigners (a requirement 

discussed later in this chapter), many living in San Antonio and Goliad, two towns at the 

 
112 Lack, The Texas Revolutionary Experience; General Manuel de Mier y Terán, Texas by Terán: The 
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Tragedy and Triumph in the Texas Revolution, Military History of Texas Series, no. 3 (Abilene, Tex: State 
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Seeds of Empire; Rodriguez, “Children of the Great Mexican Family.” 
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68 
 

western periphery of Tejas, did.115 San Antonio’s population remained largely tejano 

during this era. U.S.-Americans like James Bowie who moved there integrated into the 

local community—Bowie took Mexican citizenship and even married into one of the 

prominent local families, the Veramendis, as did a good number of U.S.-Americans who 

moved there.116 By contrast, when Bowie’s brother Stephen came to San Antonio, he 

obtained a carta de seguridad for permission to reside within Mexico as a foreigner.117 

Additionally, the Mexican government provided cartas de seguridad for U.S.-Americans 

either living in or passing through Santa Fé. Even as Nuevo México’s hispano elites 

gravitated toward the United States commercially and even culturally, U.S.-Americans 

were still a small minority in Santa Fé, as they were in San Antonio, and living as 

foreigners. The United States established a consulate in Santa Fé in 1825 and San 

Antonio in 1826, indicating that U.S. citizens in those places needed services as U.S. 

citizens; although U.S.-Americans flocked to the region, the port of Galveston was the 

only other U.S. consulate in the Tejas portion of Coahuila y Tejas until after Texas 

independence.118  

 
115 My Heurist database of cartas de seguridad, found in collection number GD129 at the Archivo General 
de la Nación in Mexico City, contains some, albeit very few, where the location is specified. None are for 
east Texas, while five are from San Antonio and three from Goliad. 
116 Gerald Eugene Poyo, Gilberto Miguel Hinojosa, and University of Texas Institute of Texan Cultures at 
San Antonio, eds., Tejano Origins in Eighteenth-Century San Antonio, 1st ed (Austin: Published by the 
University of Texas Press for the University of Texas Institute of Texan Cultures at San Antonio, 1991); 
Brandon Seale, “Illegal Immigration,” A New History of Old San Antonio, accessed August 2, 2020, 
https://www.brandonseale.com/latest/2019/3/1/114-illegal-immigration. 
117 “Stephen Bowie” (U.S. Citizenship Certificate, Mexico City, Mexico, June 1, 1832), GD129—Cartas de 
Seguridad, Vol. 3, f. 19, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico. 
118 Walter Burges Smith, America’s Diplomats and Consuls of 1776-1865: A Geographic and Biographic 
Directory of the Foreign Service from the Declaration of Independence to the End of the Civil War 
(Washington, D.C.: Center for the Study of Foreign Affairs, Foreign Service Institute, U.S. Dept. of State, 
1986), http://hdl.handle.net/2027/pur1.32754004378646. 
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Other migrations to and within Mexico were also taking place at this time. 

Realizing that U.S.-American settlement in Tejas was getting out of hand and that they 

needed a loyal, assimilated population in Tehuantepec, various post-independence 

Mexican governments, particularly through the efforts of people like Ortiz, attempted to 

induce Mexicans to settle in those regions through offering land.119 Although the 

Mexican government didn’t get many takers, among the few who did accept the 

inducement was Juan Vargas, who moved from Oaxaca to San Antonio, Coahuila y 

Tejas, in the early 1830s. He found himself on the other side of the international border 

after Texas independence; he remained in the U.S. state of Texas, and his descendants 

live there today.120 These migrations were of a much smaller scale than migrations into 

Mexican Tejas, though. Mexican officials lamented that few internal migrants were 

willing to go to regions they hoped to populate.121 And, North America saw an influx of 

immigrants from Western Europe in these decades, most of whom went to the United 

States. Some did, though, go to Mexico. After a brief stint directly governing the 

Coatzacoalcos Colony, Ortiz himself attempted to recruit French settlers for both 

Tehuantepec and, subsequently, Tejas.122 

 
119 José Angel Hernández, Mexican American Colonization During the Nineteenth Century: A History of 
the U.s.-Mexico Borderlands (Cambridge ; New York: Cambridge University Press, 2012), 59. 
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Theresa Vargas, “Perspective | What Does It Mean to Be American? The Story of Two Men Named Juan.,” 
Washington Post, accessed August 2, 2020, https://www.washingtonpost.com/local/what-does-it-mean-to-
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Just how many U.S. citizens were living in Mexico’s interior between 1821 and 

1846? From existing data sources (detailed below and in the Appendix), likely several 

hundred to a few thousand U.S. citizens in the aggregate uprooted themselves and moved 

to Mexico during this period, with there being no more than a few hundred living in 

Mexico’s interior at any given time. Unfortunately, I have been unable to find any 

consistent numbers of U.S. citizens living in Mexico from year to year—likely, the U.S. 

government did not follow the French government’s lead in taking a census of its citizens 

living there.123 Given its political instability, Mexico did not take a general national 

census during this era.  

Some partial data sources exist that can give us an idea of numbers. Mexico’s 

requirement that foreigners obtain a carta de seguridad each year beginning in 1830, 

discussed later in this chapter, gives us a both too broad and incomplete dataset. It is too 

broad in that both travelers making short sojourns and residents living in the country for 

long periods needed to obtain cartas de seguridad. It is incomplete in that cartas de 

seguridad are sometimes found in other collections about which I only learned after my 

research visit. Some U.S. citizens who later made claims against the Mexican 

government in their capacity as U.S. citizens stopped registering as foreigners with 

Mexican authorities for years at a time. Between 1826 and 1843 (the latest time for which 

I was able to do data entry from thirty-six volumes of cartas de seguridad, of the forty-six 

I photographed at the Archivo General de la Nación, plus some found in the Relaciones 
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Exteriores XIX collection), the U.S. diplomatic and consular services in Mexico issued 

1,621 citizenship certificates for cartas de seguridad to 1,027 individuals. This dataset is 

also incomplete in that, as discussed in chapters two and five, Mexico allowed certain 

individuals to become Mexican citizens by default. Clifton Markoe, for example, 

registered for cartas de seguridad in 1835 and 1836, yet remained in Mexico the rest of 

his life.124 Isaac Reed stopped registering for a carta de seguridad in 1837, but fathered 

Mexican-born children after that and took part in a claim against the Mexican 

government.125 

To find individuals who may have become residents, I sorted through individuals 

with at least one carta de seguridad, using Heurist’s ability to build a manual collection to 

highlight those with some combination of multiple cartas de seguridad issued across 

sequential years, listing of multiple years of residence in the 1841 census, and/or a 

 
124 Anthony Butler, “Clifton Markoe” (U.S. Citizenship Certificate, January 3, 1835), GD129—Cartas de 
Seguridad, Vol. 12, f. 7, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico; Anthony Butler, “Clifton Markoe” (U.S. 
Citizenship Certificate, January 8, 1836), GD129—Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 13, f. 233, Archivo General 
de la Nación, Mexico; “For New York Direct...,” American Eagle, April 17, 1847, Latin American 
Newspapers, Series 2; “Asesinato,” Universal, February 11, 1853, Latin American Newspapers; “Mexican 
Markoes - MARKOE OFFSHORE,” accessed November 5, 2020, 
https://sites.google.com/site/markoeoffshore/Home/mexican-markoes; “Una Familia Veracruzana - 
MARKOE OFFSHORE,” accessed April 2, 2021, 
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(U.S. Citizenship Certificate, February 4, 1834), GD129—Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 7, f. 76, Archivo 
General de la Nación, Mexico; Anthony Butler, “Isaac Isidore Reed” (U.S. Citizenship Certificate, January 
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Pedro Zelaya, “846: Estevan de Jesús Francisco de Paula Reed y Lucido” (Baptism Record, Mexico City, 
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marriage or death record from Mexico. This, for example, meant omitting Louis Miller, 

who registered for cartas de seguridad in 1834 and 1838, since he was likely an itinerant 

merchant, rather than resident.126 This yielded 345 individuals (listed in Table 3 in the 

Appendix).  

Mexico’s increasing scrutiny of foreigners in the 1840s, discussed in chapter two, 

yields another data source: In 1841, the national government required each department 

(the 1836 constitution transformed the country’s sovereign states into departments with 

appointed governors) to submit lists of resident foreigners. The census records are 

incomplete, as not all departments’ lists are in the archive. Furthermore, some 

departments’ lists just contain names, whereas others contain nationalities; I only inputted 

those that contain nationalities. The census that exists, though, shows 146 U.S. citizens 

living in Mexico at that time, mostly in cities and working as artisans.127 There are, 

though, inconsistencies between cartas de seguridad issued in 1841 and the census. For 

example, the 1841 census states that Matthew Daniels had lived in Mexico for six years, 

but there is only a carta de seguridad for him from 1842.128 Isaac Jones only has a carta 

de seguridad for 1841, but the census taken that same year suggests he had lived in 

Mexico for sixteen years by then.129 Simeon Remer only registered for a carta de 

 
126 Anthony Butler, “Louis Miller” (U.S. Citizenship Certificate, February 4, 1834), GD129—Cartas de 
Seguridad, Vol. 7, f. 21, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico; William S. Jones, “Louis Miller” (U.S. 
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General de la Nación, Mexico. 
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Mexico. 
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seguridad in 1843, but appears in the 1841 census as having lived in Mexico since 1830; 

he was among the U.S. citizens who filed a claim protesting expulsion from Matamoros 

in 1846.130 The census list is included in Table 1 in the Appendix. 

Based on these figures, we can conclude that there were typically only a few 

hundred U.S. citizens living in Mexico at any given time, with a total number of several 

hundred to a few thousand migrating during this time period. This number is definitely 

higher than Mira Wilkins’s estimate of fewer than 600 total U.S.-Americans moving 

abroad to establish businesses anywhere (much less Mexico) between 1800 and 1860.131 

As discussed in chapter four, some individuals came with their family members, while 

others were single and still others married locally; adding in family members accounts for 

the lack of a definitive number. Some comparisons are in order. An estimated 30,000 

U.S.-Americans lived in Tejas by the time of its 1835-36 rebellion, so the numbers who 

went to the interior were significantly smaller (leading to differences in experiences, 

discussed elsewhere in this chapter and in chapter four).132 Overall, Mexico attracted few 

foreign migrants during this era; from 1823 to 1876, an estimated 25,000 to 35,000 

immigrants came to Mexico; this estimate likely does not include Tejas.133 U.S.-

Americans made up a small portion of the small population of foreigners in Mexico’s 
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interior during this era. The French presence in Mexico in 1829, for example, numbered 

roughly 2,000.134 By 1832, after Ortiz had recruited French migrants to the Coatzacoalcos 

Colony, that number may have grown to 6,000.135 In 1826, meanwhile, an estimated 

fourteen British merchants operated in Mexico City, a number that only grew to thirty-

two by 1842.136 These small numbers, though, belie the influence that these foreigners 

had. French nationals, for example, pushed their government into war with Mexico in 

1838.137 And, as I argue, the small number of U.S.-Americans in Mexico’s interior made 

enough waves to help provoke war in 1846.  

It is important to note that the migrations discussed in this section were far from 

exclusive; indeed, many individuals participated in more than one of them over the 

course of their lifetimes. John Baldwin, a U.S.-American who had moved west as an 

infant at the tail end of the eighteenth century, moved to southern Mexico; married a 

Louisiana-born woman, Isabella Douglas McLeod, in Little Rock, Arkansas Territory; 

settled in New Orleans in 1838; and in 1849 joined the Gold Rush to the formerly 

Mexican San Francisco. The Kentucky-born James Bowie made his name as a knife 

fighter and human trafficker in Louisiana before settling in San Antonio, Coahuila y 

Tejas, where he died in the Battle of the Alamo in 1836. Ruben Potter established himself 

as a merchant in Chihuahua and continued to float across the border after its finalization 

 
134 Barker, The French Experience in Mexico, 1821-1861, 17. 
135 Rodríguez Chávez, Herrera Barreda, and Centro de Estudios Migratorios (Mexico), Extranjeros En 
México, 341. 
136 Costeloe, Bubbles and Bonanzas, 14; H.J. Heath, “British Merchant Houses in Mexico, 1821-1860: 
Conforming Business Practices and Ethics,” The Hispanic American Historical Review 73, no. 2 (1993): 
265. 
137 Barker, The French Experience in Mexico, 1821-1861; Shawcross, France, Mexico and Informal 
Empire in Latin America, 1820-1867. 
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in 1848. North America, in general, was a land of people on the move between 1821 and 

1846. We next turn to why white U.S.-Americans took specific interest in Mexico beyond 

Tejas. 

Taking an Interest in Mexico 

By 1822, Baldwin was looking for his new venture. In his early twenties, he was 

ready to augment his already apparently sizable fortune (from an unknown source).138 

Like many other U.S.-Americans of his generation, he could have followed in his 

parents’ footsteps and moved further west from his childhood home in the Pittsburgh 

area. He could have joined many other U.S.-Americans in the northern Mexican region of 

Tejas, which had already attracted illegal settlements. At that time, Stephen Austin was 

among the many U.S.-American promoters in Mexico City seeking permission from the 

country’s new imperial government to bring immigrants.139 Or Baldwin could have 

joined William Parrott, later a friend, in establishing a business in Mexico City. Or he 

could have joined the already-significant merchant community in Veracruz, where the 

United States established its first consulate. But Baldwin set his eyes even further south, 

to the Isthmus of Tehuantepec. 

In 1822 or 1823, in his mid-twenties, Baldwin journeyed to the Isthmus to scout 

out prospects.140 What drew him? Although few U.S.-Americans today recognize the 

 
138 “70: Opinion of American Commissioners (1839 Commission) & Attached Evidence” (Opinion, 
Washington, D.C., February 4, 1841), Box 5 - June Term, Claims 27 & 35 - John Baldwin, 1849 Claims 
Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National 
Archives. 
139 William Taylor to John Quincy Adams, September 25, 1822, Reel 1, M183 - Despatches from U.S. 
Consuls in Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. National Archives. 
140 Baldwin, “Passport Application.” 
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name Tehuantepec, that would not have been the case for much of the nineteenth century. 

Tehuantepec is the northernmost of three spots where the North American landmass 

narrows enough to make an interoceanic canal somewhat feasible. Although the distance 

between the Atlantic basin and the Pacific Ocean is larger than it is in either Nicaragua or 

Panamá, promoters saw certain advantages to Tehuantepec over the other two regions. In 

contrast to Panamá, the north-south cordillera breaks right in the Isthmus of Tehuantepec, 

not far from the headwaters of the Coatzacoalcos River—necessitating less mountain-

cutting than the canal in Panamá ultimately did. Additionally, Tehuantepec is closer to 

the United States, as well as Gulf of Mexico shipping lanes, than are Nicaragua or 

Panamá. The Prussian travel writer Alexander Von Humboldt visited there in the early 

nineteenth century; an English translation of his work in 1811 sparked interest in 

Tehuantepec in the United States.141 Other writers, including the future U.S. minister to 

Mexico, Joel Poinsett, published accounts of the region and praised its potential for a 

future interoceanic canal.142 Other promoters in the United States also saw the appeal of 

the region at the same time. A search of the Google Books corpus for the term 

“Tehuantepec” between 1821 and 1846 shows a peak in the early 1820s.143 Newspapers 

 
141 Jaime Olveda, “Proyectos de Colonización En La Primera Mitad Del Siglo XIX,” Relaciones. Estudios 
de Historia y Sociedad 11, no. 42 (1990): 23–47. 
142 Joel Roberts Poinsett, Notes on Mexico, Made in the Autumn of 1822; Accompanied by an Historical 
Sketch of the Revolution, and Translations of Official Reports on the Present State of That Country, Source 
Books and Studies on Latin America (Philadelphia: H.C. Carey and L. Lea, 1824), 97. 
143 To see the graph and related works, follow this link: 
https://books.google.com/ngrams/graph?content=tehuantepec&case_insensitive=on&year_start=1810&yea
r_end=1846&corpus=15&smoothing=3&share=&direct_url=t4%3B%2Ctehuantepec%3B%2Cc0%3B%2C
s0%3B%3BTehuantepec%3B%2Cc0%3B%3BTEHUANTEPEC%3B%2Cc0%3B%3Btehuantepec%3B%2
Cc0#t4%3B%2Ctehuantepec%3B%2Cc0%3B%2Cs0%3B%3BTehuantepec%3B%2Cc0%3B%3BTEHUA
NTEPEC%3B%2Cc0%3B%3Btehuantepec%3B%2Cc0  
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discussed the region, particularly the prospects of a canal.144 In 1823, Thomas Reilly, 

who had already established himself as a merchant in Veracruz, wrote to Secretary of 

State John Quincy Adams to thank Adams for his appointment as the U.S. consul in 

Aguatulco, which Reilly described as an “Indian Village” on the banks of the 

Coatzacoalcos River, one with “little or no Commerce & but a very thinly scattered 

population on its shores.” Yet, he looked toward its future: it had one of the best harbors 

on the Gulf Coast, the ability to trade with Oaxaca, and fertile land nearby.145 In 1824, 

Consul William Taylor reported that Mexico was making large grants in the region, and 

feared British influence over it.146 In 1824 or 1825, recognizing its potential 

lucrativeness, Baldwin leapfrogged the U.S.-Americans of his generation going west or to 

Tejas and relocated to the banks of the Coatzacoalcos River, eight miles from the Gulf of 

Mexico and on a spot that would likely abut a future canal.147 

 
144 For examples of this interest, see “Inter-Oceanick Canal,” Rhode-Island American, January 14, 1823, 
America’s Historical Newspapers; “Apropos,” BALTIMORE PATRIOT & MERCANTILE ADVERTISER., 
December 23, 1824, America’s Historical Newspapers; “Union of the Atlantic and Pacific,” Connecticut 
Gazette, December 29, 1824, America’s Historical Newspapers; “[Proper; Communication; Isthmus; 
Tehuantepec; Manner],” Alexandria Gazette, April 9, 1825, America’s Historical Newspapers; “From the 
N. Y. Albien Route to the Pacific Ocean,” City Gazette, May 18, 1825, America’s Historical Newspapers. 
145 Thomas Reilly to John Quincy Adams, June 6, 1823, Reel 1, M183 - Despatches from U.S. Consuls in 
Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. National Archives. 
146 William Taylor to John Quincy Adams, March 29, 1824, Reel 1, M183 - Despatches from U.S. Consuls 
in Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. National Archives. 
147 The exact date of Baldwin’s initial journey, and his move, are unclear. Baldwin’s personal papers were 
destroyed in a house fire in New Orleans, as his friend (and caretaker of his house), Leon Almy, testified in 
Baldwin’s later claim proceeding. Baldwin himself was inconsistent about exactly when he first journeyed 
and moved to Tehuantepec; he had different motives for different dates. All that is clear is that he was 
established there by the mid-1820s. See Saraiba Russell, “Desarrollo Económico del Istmo Veracruzano: 
La Construcción de Una Región (1830-1910)”; Memorial and Accompanying Documents, Relating to the 
Claim of John Baldwin, Addressed to the Board of Commissioners, Uner the Convention of April 11, 1839, 
Between the United States and the Republic of Mexico (Washington, D.C.: Printed by Peter Force, 1841), 
https://repositories.lib.utexas.edu/bitstream/handle/2152/31962/059172116409039.pdf?sequence=2&isAllo
wed=y; “70: Opinion of American Commissioners (1839 Commission) & Attached Evidence”; Almy, 
“Deposition”; Baldwin and Coxe, “1: Memorial of John Baldwin.” 
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During that decade, the Isthmus of Tehuantepec would also become an obsession 

for Ortiz. As part of his plan to develop the country, and to solidify Mexican control over 

a lucrative but underpopulated region, in 1823 Ortiz, Jose Antonio de Echavarrí, and 

Mariano Barbabosa published a pamphlet for the imperial government, Bases sobre las 

que ha formado un plan de colonización en el ysmo de Hoazacoalco o Tehuantepec. This 

was a plan for colonization of that region. Ortiz’s plan formed the basis for the Imperial 

Colonization Law of 1823, discussed below. At the same time, Ortiz also pushed through 

a law specifically for colonization of the isthmus itself.148  

To further this venture, Ortiz sailed for New Orleans to recruit settlers himself. 

John Baldwin’s whereabouts at that time are uncertain, but given his later ties to the 

Crescent City, it would be unsurprising if he learned of opportunities in Tehuantepec 

from Ortiz. Even though the interim government that took office after overthrow of 

Emperor Agustín I negated Ortiz’s plan as it suspended most of the emperor’s actions, 

Ortiz did not give up.149 The new Mexican federal government was concerned about the 

lack of loyal population in Tejas in 1823 and 1824; laws passed the same year indicate 

that the Isthmus was another area of strategic concern. In 1823, following Ortiz’s advice, 

the interim republican government passed a law to form a colonization commission for 

the isthmus, with the goal of increasing navigation of the Coatzacoalcos River, attracting 

50,000 inhabitants, and generally developing the area. The government hoped to attract 

two main groups of people to accomplish those goals: Those who had offered service to 

 
148 Timmons, Tadeo Ortiz, Mexican Colonizer and Reformer. 
149 Timmons, 5–23; Saraiba Russell, “Desarrollo Económico del Istmo Veracruzano: La Construcción de 
Una Región (1830-1910).” 
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the country (including, but not limited to, soldiers), and foreign and domestic capitalists. 

This 1823 law also offered incentives, including exemptions from tariffs (except for those 

on cochineal), to encourage exports. It implicitly allowed foreign settlers to bring 

enslaved people with them, but freed the children born to those held in bondage.150 The 

following year, the new, permanent national government made creation of a canal across 

the Isthmus a national priority and opened itself to proposals to that effect. In 1824, not 

long after ratifying a new constitution, Mexico’s congress passed a law pushing 

colonization in Tehauntepec and exploring the possibility of a canal there. Although the 

canal idea faded by 1826—studies found that the engineering hurdles made the idea 

unfeasible—Ortiz continued to press for colonization, drafting the State of Veracruz’s 

colonization law in 1825-26. This law set up the Coatzacoalcos Colony, an area within 

the state where individuals could gain land grants as long as they brought certain numbers 

of families to settle. Ortiz himself surveyed the isthmus and established towns 

throughout, naming them for Mexican independence heroes. After initially ending each 

town’s name in -opolis, he chose the Aztec-derived -titlan; today Minatitlán, named for 

Francisco Xavier Mina, remains. Later in the 1820s, Ortiz personally become governor of 

the Coatzacoalcos Colony, where he would eventually clash with Baldwin (as will be 

discussed in chapter five).151 

Tehuantepec and Tejas were not the only regions of Mexico that interested U.S.-

Americans in the early 1820s. Many saw other parts of the newly independent country as 

 
150 Comisión Especial, “Proyecto Para Colonizar El Istmo De Tehuantepec” (Mexico City, Mexico, 
September 26, 1823), GD127—Gobernación: Sin Sección, Caja 82, Exp. 1, Archivo General de la Nación, 
Mexico. 
151 Timmons, Tadeo Ortiz, Mexican Colonizer and Reformer, 27–35. 
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a land of opportunity. The aforementioned Robinson and Humboldt had already stoked 

interest through their writing. Other writers followed. After he journeyed through the 

country in 1822, Poinsett published his findings; he did so because of “the deep and 

peculiar interest felt by the people of the United States, in every thing relating to that 

country.”152 Newspaper descriptions, some rather embellished (as was typical of 

newspapers of the day), gave detailed descriptions of Mexico’s natural resources, 

claiming they were ready for exploitation by U.S. business interests.153 In 1825, publisher 

John Niles decided that a book on Mexico would make for a bestseller. He wrote to 

Mexico’s Minister to the United States, Pablo Obregón, to suggest that, because of the 

increase in commerce and “spirit of inquiry [that] has been excited among our citizens 

and a general disposition prevails for information concerning the Mexican Republic,” 

Niles wanted to publish a guide to the country. Niles subsequently asked Obregón for any 

information about the country that he could provide.154 

Apparently, these descriptions of the country roused the imaginations of some 

individuals in the United States, as they wrote directly to the Mexican government to 

enquire about possibilities there. Their stories provide rare direct insight into why some 

U.S.-Americans found Mexico enticing. Even before Mexican independence, John 

Minnes apparently gave his brother James, in Ohio, an idea that Mexico as a land of 

opportunity, in contrast with the United States in the throes of the Panic of 1819. On 

 
152 Poinsett, Notes on Mexico, 3. 
153 “Inter-Oceanick Canal”; “Apropos”; “Union of the Atlantic and Pacific”; “[Proper; Communication; 
Isthmus; Tehuantepec; Manner]”; “From the N. Y. Albien Route to the Pacific Ocean.” 
154 John M. Niles to José Manuel Zozaya, May 6, 1825, Leg. 13, exp. 2, f. 95-96, Archivo de la Embajada 
de México en los Estados Unidos de América, Acervo Histórico de la Secretaría de Relacions Exteriores 
Génaro Estrada. 
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April 2, 1820, James wrote to John, “You write that money is not scarce in that country 

but is the reverse here money has never been as scarce here.”155 In 1825, John Kennedy 

was a twenty-two-year-old painter. By his estimation, he was rather skilled—he could 

competently paint houses, signs, and all manner of things. Yet, he had a hard time 

making a living in Baltimore. Wages were simply too low, job security too limited, and 

competition too fierce for him to break into the painting business in Baltimore. On 

February 8, 1825, Kennedy penned a letter to Obregón asking what his prospects would 

be in Mexico, and even offering references if desired. Perhaps Kennedy was also getting 

mixed messages about Mexico; he had apparently heard from others that prospects in that 

place would not be so good, but sought a more direct opinion, since “Persons who have 

only had a transient opportunity of informing themselves on these subjects, generally 

report in an unsatisfactory manner.”156 Unfortunately, it is unclear whether he received a 

response or whether he moved.157 

Finding opportunity in Mexico wasn’t just appealing to young men like Kennedy, 

though. It could also offer opportunity to men who had families to support. The next year, 

31-year-old Hayman Levy of Columbia, South Carolina, wrote to Obregón. He was 

seeking some sort of appointment—exactly for what, he did not say, except something 

 
155 James Minnes to John Minnes, April 20, 1820, Box 25, Claim 39 - John Minnes and William Bullock 
Jr., 1839 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, 
U.S. National Archives. 
156 John A. Kennedy to Pablo Obregón, February 8, 1825, Leg. 13, exp. 2, f. 132, Archivo de la Embajada 
de México en los Estados Unidos de América, Acervo Histórico de la Secretaría de Relacions Exteriores 
Génaro Estrada. 
157 When I tweeted this letter, Dean Krimmel, a friend and museum consultant in Baltimore, looked at 
Baltimore city directories from the era. He found a painter named Kennedy in the city in later years: 
https://twitter.com/deankrimmel/status/1103878647738318850. Thus, it is likely that he did not make the 
move after seeking the opportunity. 
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that would be “equal to my standing in society”; what that standing was he did not say. 

He stated his devotion to the cause of Mexico, referring to himself as an “admirer of this 

[Mexico’s] cause.” He also hinted that love of Mexico was not his only motive: “with 

many others for the last two years [I] have severely felt the frowns of Dame Fortune.” He 

suggested that he would have asked before, except that having a wife and two children to 

support kept him to “mercantile pursuits.” Like with Kennedy, it is unclear whether he 

ever received a response. Dame Fortune may have smiled upon Levy eventually, though, 

as a merchant and cotton factor with his same name was found in Camden, South 

Carolina, a decade later.158 Meanwhile, some parents looked out for their children. John 

Sharpe, a “very respectable citizen” of Philadelphia, sought a passport for his son, 

George, to move to Mexico City—for what purpose he unfortunately did not say.159 From 

these hints, we can see a small but significant interest in opportunities (even if not always 

acted upon) beyond the border in Mexico. 

Regulating Migration 

At independence, Mexican authorities sought to harness the aforementioned 

interest in their country, and the various migrations within and to North America, to the 

advantage of their new country. Harness is perhaps a key word here: While Mexican 

 
158 Hayman Levy to Pablo Obregón, May 9, 1826, Leg. 13, exp. 2, f. 150, Archivo de la Embajada de 
México en los Estados Unidos de América, Acervo Histórico de la Secretaría de Relacions Exteriores 
Génaro Estrada; “Camden, South Carolina,” in Encyclopedia of Southern Jewish Communities 
(Goldring/Woldenberg Institute of Southern Jewish Life), accessed May 8, 2021, 
https://www.isjl.org/south-carolina-camden-encyclopedia.html. 
159 Henry Ward to Pablo Obregón, April 15, 1825, Leg. 13, exp. 2, f. 59, Archivo de la Embajada de 
México en los Estados Unidos de América, Acervo Histórico de la Secretaría de Relacions Exteriores 
Génaro Estrada. 
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officials were open to migrants crossing into their claimed national territory, they desired 

regulations that would prove difficult to enforce in practice. They also found themselves 

negotiating treaties with other powers over the rights of the other countries’ citizens when 

living in Mexico. As discussed above, they feared the loyalties of new migrants and, 

accordingly crafted laws and sought treaty clauses that, they vainly hoped, would sever 

new migrants from their former national loyalties. This section provides context for the 

migration of white U.S.-Americans into Mexico by focusing on the laws various Mexican 

governments passed, and treaties they negotiated, between 1821 and 1846.  

 After three centuries of stringent Spanish restrictions on voluntary immigration to 

Spanish North America (colonial officials had little problem shipping hundreds of 

thousands of Africans in chains there),160 Mexican leaders and theorists at independence 

made gestures toward a more expansive idea of belonging: Like leaders in the United 

States, Mexican policymakers welcomed newcomers. Mexican governments made 

naturalization relatively easy—as long as migrants were willing to join the national 

community, they would be welcome. In a country newly independent and wary of outside 

involvement in its sovereign affairs, Mexican leaders required that those seeking 

membership in the national community renounce any other national loyalty—most 

notably, to the country of one’s origin. Since their vision of Mexican nationality included 

exclusive allegiance to the Catholic Church, they also required all migrants to either be or 

 
160 For more on slavery in Mexico during the colonial era, see Joan Cameron Bristol, Christians, 
Blasphemers, and Witches: Afro-Mexican Ritual Practice in the Seventeenth Century, Diálogos 
(Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 2007); Alex Borucki, David Eltis, and David Wheat, 
“Atlantic History and the Slave Trade to Spanish America,” The American Historical Review 120, no. 2 
(2015): 433–61. 
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become Catholic.161 Those who chose not to naturalize found Mexican officials 

increasingly suspicious of their loyalties. The country’s governments passed new laws 

over time to restrict foreigners. Despite their differences, all of Mexico’s many factions 

who held power in its early national era agreed on this general policy.162  

In both the contexts of colonization and immigration, the government prioritized 

regulating the activities of foreigners to protect national sovereignty. In 1823, just before 

the end of Mexico’s first post-independence monarchy, the new government passed the 

Imperial Colonization Law (largely drafted by Ortiz), the new country’s first attempt to 

regulate who entered its borders and the rules under which those individuals lived.163 The 

following year, the new republican government passed its own national law that set out a 

broad system for colonization. The law permitted lands that did not belong to any 

individual, corporate entity, or pueblo to be opened for colonization by foreigners. The 

main exception, though, was any land within twenty leagues from an international border, 

or ten leagues from the coast.164 This reflected a wariness of foreigners settling close to 

the country’s borders, lest they become a Fifth Column for an invading army or try to 

wrest a region like Tejas away. The law also contained a provision to allow the 

government to construct fortifications in areas opened for colonization, and generally 

allowed the federal government to consider national security in its decision making. To 

 
161 Berninger, “Mexican Attitudes Towards Immigration, 1821-1857,” 28; Pani, Para pertenecer a la gran 
familia mexicana, 40. 
162 Burden, “La Idea Salvadora,” 65–66; Pani, Para pertenecer a la gran familia mexicana, 29–30. 
163 Timmons, Tadeo Ortiz, Mexican Colonizer and Reformer. 
164 A “league” meant different measurements in different countries, but was generally based upon Roman 
measurement systems; it was “the distance a person could walk in an hour,” according to a Wikipedia 
entry. In the United States, a league was roughly equal to three miles. 
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keep foreigners from becoming absentee landlords, the law limited the size of 

landholdings and did not allow those holding land to live outside the country. Beyond 

these broad parameters, the law left implementation to individual states—they were to 

pass their own laws and set up their own systems.165 The best-known state-level law 

came in Coahuila y Tejas, by then a hotbed for migration from the United States. But 

other states, including Tamaulipas and Veracruz, passed similar laws. Ortiz himself was 

largely responsible for the law in Veracruz, since, as discussed above, it provided the 

basis for his goals in Tehuantepec.166  

In general, the colonization laws gave land to foreigners who were willing to 

become Mexican citizens and, at least nominally, Catholics; the religious requirement, 

controversially, remained in Mexican immigration laws through 1857.167 Those who 

naturalized under this law did not have all the rights that a native-born Mexican did, but 

they had the vast majority; in a similar manner to how the U.S. Constitution required a 

long period of residency for immigrants who desired to become members of Congress 

(and prohibited immigrants from serving as president), a law setting up Mexico’s 

Congress in 1824 included a clause that those born outside of Mexican territory must 

have lived in the country as a vecino—a recognized inhabitant of a town—for at least 

eight years and have at least 8,000 pesos in wealth or earnings of at least 1,000 pesos 

annually, unless the person was a soldier who had fought for Mexican independence or 

 
165 “General Colonization Law” (Mexico City, Mexico, August 18, 1824), GD127—Gobernación: Sin 
Sección, Caja 101, Exp. 58, No. 451, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico. 
166 Timmons, Tadeo Ortiz, Mexican Colonizer and Reformer. 
167 Berninger, “Mexican Attitudes Towards Immigration, 1821-1857,” 112–34. 
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was born elsewhere in what was Spanish America in 1810.168 The Mexican government 

particularly wished to make anyone who immigrated to the country into a Mexican 

citizen—thus, someone who did not owe their loyalty to another country—almost 

immediately upon arrival; even then, officials hoped to prevent a community with foreign 

loyalties from taking root within the national territory.169  

While state governments were allowed to regulate colonization within their 

borders, the federal government kept control over naturalization and regulating 

immigrants who came into the country outside of areas designated for colonization. As 

foreigners trickled into Mexico, the government also made treaties with foreign powers to 

define their business activities within Mexico’s borders. The United Kingdom signed a 

treaty with Mexico in 1825.170 Negotiations between Mexico and the United States began 

that same year and only concluded in 1831. They began when the first U.S. Minister, Joel 

Roberts Poinsett, wrote to Alamán, then serving as foreign minister, suggesting marking 

and opening a road for trade between the U.S. state of Missouri and the Mexican territory 

of Nuevo México. Alamán countered that it would be more productive to discuss a full 

 
168 Supremo Poder Ejecutivo, “Decreto Num. 56” (Mexico City, Mexico, July 13, 1824), 56, GD127—
Gobernación: Sin Sección, Caja 102, Exp. 10, No. 39-40, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico. 
169 Burden, “La Idea Salvadora,” 64. 
170 “Tratado de Amistad, Comercio y Navegación Celebrado Entre S.M. El Rey Del Reyno Unido de La 
Gran Bretaña y Yrlanda y Los Estados Unidos Mejicanos (Draft)” (April 1825), Exp. 5-9-8123—Tratado 
de Amistad, Comercio, y Navegación Entre México y Inglaterra, Vol. 1, f. 30-40, Acervo Histórico de la 
Secretaría de Relaciones Exteriores Génaro Estrada. 
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treaty that would regulate commerce between the two countries.171 Alamán, José Ignacio 

Esteva, and Poinsett first met to discuss a treaty on August 22, 1825.172 

While the negotiations over the next year largely focused on commercial 

relations, they also included discussion of rights and protections that U.S. citizens would 

enjoy in Mexico, and vice versa. The treaty set parameters whose enforcement both U.S.-

Americans and Mexican officials frequently invoked and negotiated, as we shall see in 

chapter five. For that reason, they are worth covering in some depth. 

Even from the beginning, Mexican negotiators were concerned about the two 

countries’ power and economic differentials, and how those might influence the process. 

They also feared foreign inroads into Mexican sovereignty. Poinsett, meanwhile, sought 

commercial advantage for the United States and the utmost latitude for its citizens while 

they conducted business in Mexico. At the first negotiation session, he presented a draft 

treaty. Poinsett, Alamán, and Esteva then worked through the terms that Poinsett had 

suggested. During the early sessions in fall 1825, the negotiators mostly discussed 

commercial relations but touched on some articles having to do with rights and 

protections of each country’s citizens while residing in the other country. Article Eleven, 

protecting the property of citizens of each country while they were in the other, brought 

 
171 Joel Roberts Poinsett to Lucas Alamán, June 17, 1825, Legajo Encuaderno 2251—Tratado de Amistad, 
Comercio, y Navegación Entre México y los Estados Unidos de América, Vol. 1, No. 1, Acervo Histórico 
de la Secretaría de Relaciones Exteriores Génaro Estrada; Lucas Alamán to Joel Roberts Poinsett, July 20, 
1825, Legajo Encuaderno 2251—Tratado de Amistad, Comercio, y Navegación Entre México y los 
Estados Unidos de América, Vol. 1, No. 2, Acervo Histórico de la Secretaría de Relaciones Exteriores 
Génaro Estrada. 
172 “Protocol of First Conference” (Meeting Notes, Mexico City, Mexico, August 22, 1825), Legajo 
Encuaderno 2251—Tratado de Amistad, Comercio, y Navegación Entre México y los Estados Unidos de 
América, Vol. 3, No. 1, Acervo Histórico de la Secretaría de Relaciones Exteriores Génaro Estrada. 
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concerns from Esteva that Spaniards who had supported the royal cause in the War of 

Independence might naturalize in the United States and thus be able to return to Mexico 

and reclaim their confiscated properties.173 The question of Spaniards came up in a 

negotiating session the next summer, too. Esteva and Camacho proposed this clause: “All 

Spaniards naturalized in the United States from the year 1820 and subsequently 

thereunto, are excepted from the stipulations of the third article of this Treaty during the 

continuance of the present war between the United Mexican States and Spain.” Poinsett 

objected, saying that under U.S. laws,  

All citizens were placed upon an equal footing, native or naturalized, 
without distinction as to which country they may have belonged, they 
being compelled to take an oath on becoming citizens to renounce all 
allegiance to any other government, and more especially to the one to 
which they last belonged.  

This comported with the idea of voluntary citizenship, including the ability to renounce 

previous citizenship, that generally prevailed in the Americas in this era.174 For Esteva 

and Camacho, though, concerns about the loyalty of former Spanish subjects trumped 

that general principle and Poinsett’s assertion did not ameliorate their concerns. They 

appealed to recent U.S. experience with its former colonial master, eleven years after the 

Battle of New Orleans, and said that not taking every possible precaution might cause the 

end of Mexico’s “national existence.” Their main fear:  

The war might be so protracted as to enable that government to pour into 
the Mexican States innumerable Spaniards under the guise of citizens of 
the United States of America, who might, by virtue of the stipulations of 
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the third article of this treaty, frequent the bays, harbours, and rivers of 
Mexico, and reside in her territories for the purpose of promoting the 
rebellious dispositions of the Spaniards that now resided there.175  

Apparently, this appeal persuaded Poinsett, or perhaps he decided that resistance in that 

moment would be futile; he agreed to insertion of that clause.176 At the following 

conference three weeks later, though, he told Esteva and Camacho that, the more he 

mulled over that clause, “the more objectionable it appeared to him.” He invoked the U.S. 

Constitution’s guarantees of equal protection of citizens and stated that making an 

exception would set a bad precedent. He added a second objection that “had not occurred 

to him on the day that the subject was first discussed”: that it would negatively affect 

inhabitants of the recently acquired territory of Florida. Esteva and Camacho replied that 

they never desired to include Floridians in the exclusion they sought. They further 

elaborated that was the reason they had set the exclusion date at 1820, the year after the 

United States had acquired Florida. Poinsett retorted that while the Transcontinental 

Treaty, leading to U.S. acquisition of Florida, had indeed been signed in 1819, King 

Fernando VII of Spain had not ratified it until October 1820. Thus, the United States had 

not officially incorporated Spanish Floridians as U.S.-Americans until then, and thus they 

would find themselves excluded from entering Mexico under this clause. Esteva and 

Camacho reiterated that they had never sought to exclude formerly Spanish Floridians, 

but that Mexican national security still demanded exclusion of Spaniards: “Such persons 

may have renounced their allegiances to the mother country, but might retain all of their 
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prejudices against America, and might be employed by Spain to the injury of Mexico.” 

Poinsett replied that Mexico had the right to pass laws to protect itself, and that the 

United States would not object to Mexico punishing those who had violated those laws, 

even if they were U.S. citizens. Even with those precautions, Esteva and Camacho said, 

Mexico might still need to prevent anyone who had once been a Spaniard from entering 

the country. Responding to their fears, Poinsett suggested instead a clause that would say 

Mexico could pass a general law proscribing anyone who had once been a Spaniard—one 

not specifically directed at Spaniards naturalized in the United States, but a general law 

applied equitably. To that compromise Esteva and Camacho agreed; indeed, the 

following year, Mexico began to pass such laws. The new clause thus read,  

The United States of America will not oppose nor reclaim measure of 
precaution which the government of Mexico may deem expedient to adopt 
for the safety of the Republic, during the continuance of the present war 
between the United Mexican States and Spain, with respect to persons 
born in the European dominions of his Catholic Majesty, although such 
persons may be established in the United States of America, any article of 
this treaty to the contrary notwithstanding.177 

Esteva and Camacho also objected to a clause of Article Twelve that stipulated that each 

country would give special protection to the persons and properties of citizens of the 

other, and suggested simply “to extend to the citizens of each country, respectively, the 

same rights and privileges as the inhabitants of the country, where the suit was held, 

would be entitled to in similar cases.”178 Article twenty-seven touched on what taxes and 
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contributions each country could collect from the citizens of the other residing within its 

borders. While tabling the question of whether consuls, who regularly combined their 

diplomatic roles with mercantile ventures, should be subject to taxes and contributions, 

Esteva and Poinsett agreed “citizens of both countries respectively were exempted from 

all taxes & contributions other than such as the citizens of the country where they reside 

are subject to.” In other words, for tax purposes, they were to be treated like other 

inhabitants of the places where they resided but would not face any other burdens.179 

The question of freedom of worship came up in the negotiating process. As 

discussed above, Mexican laws allowed a foreigner to become a citizen rather easily, 

provided that person was a practicing, loyal Catholic. But what if someone remained a 

foreigner? Would they still be required to become a Catholic, or could they practice 

another religion? Mexican negotiators Esteva and Manuel Gómez Pedraza (who had 

replaced Alamán upon the latter’s resignation as foreign minister) told Poinsett that, 

while they did not object in principle to the idea that non-Catholic U.S.-Americans living 

in Mexico as U.S. citizens could practice their religion freely, “the spirit and letter of the 

Constitution placed it out of their power to do so.” Poinsett, while noting his “deep regret 

that the Mexican nation should have adopted so intolerant a principle,” subsequently said 

that he would simply propose to “protect the funerals and sepulchers of the citizens of the 

United States.” Esteva and Gómez Pedraza agreed to that clause. U.S.-Americans could 
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be buried with Protestant rituals, and their tombs would not be disturbed.180 In a later 

session, Poinsett raised the issue again. He acknowledged that Mexico’s Constitution did 

not allow the Mexican negotiators to include a religious tolerance clause in the treaty but 

agreed to putting in language from Mexico’s treaty with the United Kingdom, that 

foreigner non-citizens would not be disturbed in their persons, homes, or properties on 

account of their religion.181 

As negotiations continued into spring 1826, other questions about rights and 

privileges of migrants arose. In the seventh negotiating session, held in May, Mexican 

negotiators objected to Article Seven, which included a clause that U.S.-Americans in 

Mexico, and vice versa, should be “In all cases treated like citizens of the country where 

they reside.” They asked to substitute a similar article from Mexico’s treaty with the 

United Kingdom: That the other country’s citizens would have protection as long as they 

obeyed the laws of the country where they resided. In other words, Esteva and Sebastián 

Camacho (who had replaced Gómez Pedraza on the negotiating team) did not want 

foreigners to have equal treatment to Mexican citizens, perhaps reflecting a concern 

about removing incentives for foreigners to naturalize. Poinsett agreed.182 In a discussion 
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of Article Fourteen, protecting the rights of the other country’s citizens to defend 

themselves in court and employ whatever agent or attorney they desired. Esteva and 

Camacho expressed concern about outside interference in court cases—an issue that 

Judge Juan Guzmán would raise eleven years later when Consul Marmaduke Burrough 

inserted himself into John Baldwin and Stephen Morgan’s case (discussed in the 

introduction and chapter five). They asked to remove the final clause, which allowed 

appointed agents to be present in all cases. They asked to replace that more forceful 

clause with: “and such citizens or their agents shall enjoy in every aspect the same rights 

in the prosecution and defence of their persons or property as the citizens of the country 

where the case may be tried.” Poinsett agreed to this language.183  

Another session brought discussion of forced loans, a practice to which the cash-

starved post-independence Mexican government already needed to resort. The Mexican 

negotiators, Esteva and Camacho, added the words “exclusively on them” to a prohibition 

on forced loans imposed on U.S.-Americans, meaning that they could be subject to forced 

loans, as long as others were as well. While Poinsett did not manage to gain exemptions 

from forced loans specifically for U.S.-Americans, he seemed satisfied that he at least got 

equal treatment for them.184  

The reach of Mexican law, particularly as it pertained to national security, proved 

somewhat thorny during the negotiations. Article Twenty-Six concerned whether each 

country could take steps to remove citizens of the other it deemed dangerous from near 
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the border or coasts. This reflected concerns on the part of Mexican officials—enshrined 

in the country’s immigration and colonization laws—about foreigners settling too close 

to the coast or border. In particular, the Mexican negotiators expressed concern that the 

language of this clause, which referred only to merchants, would protect U.S.-Americans 

who were not merchants from removal. Poinsett said that he believed that this clause 

would not keep authorities from taking moves they needed to for protection, and the 

Mexican negotiators agreed.185 In discussion of another clause, Mexican negotiators 

suggested removing the word “public” from a list of officials who might have immunity 

from prosecution, expressing concern about giving consuls too much power. This was 

because consuls often, in addition to serving their governments, ran their own 

businesses—serving as a consul was, to use today’s parlance, a “side gig.” Poinsett stated 

he did not believe that to be the case, that consuls were still public officials, but 

nonetheless agreed to the wording change on the grounds that it would not substantially 

change the meaning of the article.186 Similarly, for the following article, the Mexican 

negotiators expressed concern about protecting consuls from inspection of the records of 

their mercantile activities. Poinsett responded that the clause only covered the “archives 

and papers” pertaining to their official duties. The Mexican negotiators agreed. Clearly, 

the dual nature of consuls as individual merchants and protected diplomats concerned 
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Esteva and Camacho: They feared that a consul could use the cover of his official 

position to circumvent Mexican law with impunity.187 

Some clauses of the treaty concerned the rights of citizens of each country over 

people deemed racially inferior. It began with a discussion of Article Thirty-One, 

concerning commerce with independent Indians residing within what each government 

considered its national boundaries. Esteva and Camacho asked for an absolute prohibition 

on trade by each other’s nationals with Indians across the border. Poinsett refused; both 

sides subsequently agreed that they would enact regulations but not enshrine them in the 

treaty itself. Esteva and Camacho then discussed two areas that particularly worried them 

about commerce with Indians. They asked that the treaty include a prohibition on 

weapons trade with independent Indians across the border. For perhaps not the first and 

definitely not the last time, a U.S. diplomat refused to stop weapons traffic from the 

United States into Mexico. The other area of commerce with independent Indians that 

worried Esteva and Camacho was dealing with the capture and sale of each country’s 

citizens on the part of independent Indians: “It had become the practice of late for the 

Indians inhabiting the territory of Mexico, to capture the white settlers and convey them 

over the border, where they were ransomed by the citizens of the United States, who 

detained them until that ransom was repaid with costs.” Both sides agreed that this 

practice “encouraged the Indians to make war upon the whites, and it was the interest of 

all parties to put a stop to this odious traffic,” and that the treaty should include language 
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that would provide for immediate return of captives.188 While both sides looked to 

prevent one form of human trafficking across the border, they agreed to allow a version 

of another. In an early session, Poinsett had proposed that, should a person enslaved by a 

citizen of one country cross into another, the person claiming ownership had the right to 

cross into the other country and obligate local officials to assist in returning the self-

emancipated individual.189 It is important to note that Mexico still practiced slavery, 

although the practice was on the wane in all regions except for the one bordering the 

United States: Tejas. Although the record does not say, Poinsett’s addition of this clause 

may have been not just for enslavers in Louisiana but also former U.S.-Americans now 

living in Mexican Tejas, as well.190 Eventually, both sides agreed to the language for that 

article allowing for cross-border extradition of self-emancipating enslaved people, along 

with people suspected of murder and forgery.191 

With those last clauses resolved, the two sides signed the draft treaty on July 10, 

1826. It then went to their respective presidents and legislatures for signature and 

ratification.192 But the negotiation process was far from over, as the executives and 

legislatures of each country expressed further concerns. Negotiations proceeded haltingly 
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over the next five years. One stipulation that prevented U.S. Senate ratification of the 

initial treaty draft in 1827 had also concerned Poinsett: The Mexican government’s desire 

to bar formerly Spanish U.S.-Americans from moving to Mexico as long as Spain refused 

to recognize Mexican independence.193 By this time, Mexico had passed its first law 

prohibiting the entry of peninsular-born Spaniards. One means that Spaniards affected by 

the laws would use to return to Mexico was purchasing U.S. citizenship papers in places 

like New Orleans.194 Mexican negotiators doubled down on that clause after passing the 

first expulsion law in December 1827—so much so that they told Poinsett in January 

1828 that Mexico would not ratify the treaty without that clause.195 The two sides further 

negotiated, and signed another draft on February 14, 1828, but by October, Poinsett was 

growing impatient with the lack of ratification on the Mexican side. In particular, he 

expressed frustration with Mexico having ratified treaties with “other powers” during the 

course of that year, but not yet with the United States.196 Mexican negotiators then 

responded that the treaties signed with Denmark, Hanover, and the Netherlands were 

much more straightforward. Why were they more straightforward? Those countries did 

not share a border with Mexico, nor were they fighting with independent Native 
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American peoples, nor was there a possibility of invasion involving people who might 

first stop in those countries.197 

While negotiations on the treaty proceeded, in 1828, Mexico’s Congress passed a 

broad measure regulating the residence of foreigners within the country’s borders. This 

measure required that foreigners must either obtain a passport to enter Mexico, or, 

barring that, must present themselves to local authorities within ten days of arrival if they 

hoped to remain in the country legally. Building on orders dating to at least 1823 but not 

officially codified, the law required foreigners to apply annually for cartas de 

seguridad—letters of security—through their country of citizenship’s diplomatic 

representatives, effective January 1, 1830.198 Those who did not register would be 

expelled immediately. Those who did register and obtain cartas de seguridad would enjoy 

the same protections as Mexican citizens, except that they could not own land in the 

countryside—the status of foreigners like Baldwin who had already acquired land 

remained an open question. There were a few exceptions to this rule: Foreigners could 

own land if they were engaged in mining (perhaps showing the need for foreign capital in 

this sector), if they lived in an area designated for colonization, or if they gained an 

exemption from state legislatures or the national Congress (for those who lived in 
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territories, rather than states).199 This requirement, along with strict passport control, 

showed Mexican elites’ wariness toward foreigners who did not become citizens.200 

Foreign legations in Mexico issued annual certificates of citizenship for their 

nationals, which Mexican officials then processed in order to issue cartas de seguridad. 

This shows a recognition of the idea that foreign governments bore a responsibility for 

protection of, and some degree of jurisdiction over, their citizens who resided in Mexico. 

The law had a gendered component; citizenship certificates, and thus cartas de seguridad, 

were almost entirely to men, whether single or married. Different countries included 

varying levels of information in the certificates. After Mexico and Spain opened 

diplomatic relations in 1836, for example, the former mother country issued highly 

detailed certificates to its large number of emigrants to Mexico, listing the person’s name, 

profession, location of residence in Mexico, age, and even birthplace. Most European and 

Latin American countries included fewer details, but none were as brief as those issued 

by the United States’s foreign service. U.S. certificates simply included a statement that 

the named person (whose first name was often translated into Spanish) was a citizen of 

the United States and was requesting permission to stay in Mexico for up to a year from 

the date of the certificate’s issuance. Some certificates, held today at the Archivo General 

de la Nación in Mexico City, include a location of where to send the certificate, often 

indicating place of residence, but no further information. This process also involved local 

officials, who often wrote to the national government to verify the individuals living in 
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their jurisdictions. Most of the time, obtaining a carta de seguridad was a relatively 

uncomplicated matter.  

Sometimes provision of this certificate proved contentious. In the late 1820s, as 

King Fernando VII of Spain refused to recognize the loss of his mainland American 

empire and continually threatened a reconquista, Mexico made multiple attempts to expel 

its small but influential population of peninsular-born Spaniards. Rather than leave 

behind the land where they had established familial and economic ties, some looked for a 

way around the expulsion: they sailed to New Orleans, where they could easily obtain 

sometimes-fraudulent certificates of U.S. citizenship.201 In these cases, Mexico did not 

always recognize these certificates. Additionally, as discussed further in chapter five, an 

individual had to be recognized as a citizen of a country. U.S. diplomats were often 

reluctant to recognize people of African descent as citizens, especially if questions of that 

person’s legal freedom in the United States persisted.202 

A month after passing the 1828 law requiring foreigners to obtain cartas de 

seguridad, the Mexican federal government passed a sweeping law regulating 

naturalization. Before that time, foreigners had to petition the Congress specifically.203 

After passage of this law, however, foreigners who had lived in Mexico for at least two 

years had the option to become Mexican citizens by declaring their intention to do so 

before a judge, with endorsement and proof from the local ayuntamiento (town council) 

of the person’s good character, employment or income, and Catholic faith. Reflecting 
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fears of foreign infiltration, this law also required that a person naturalizing would 

relinquish citizenship in any other country. Others could become Mexican citizens even 

more quickly: Those who settled in areas designated for colonization, like Tejas and the 

Isthmus of Tehuantepec, only needed to wait a year. Often, accepting Mexican 

citizenship was a condition of colonization. Also, foreigners who served in Mexico’s 

navy—as discussed in chapter three, a good number of individuals—could declare their 

intentions to authorities. The law also required state governors to submit lists of 

naturalized citizens every six months. 204 Thus, by 1828, a stick-and-carrot approach was 

already established: Enticement for foreigners to become citizens, surveillance of those 

who did not. This legal regime would, broadly, persist through the period under study in 

this dissertation. 

While Mexico passed these laws, treaty negotiations languished as both countries 

experienced transitions in government in the subsequent months. In Mexico a disputed 

presidential election between the aristocratic Manuel Gómez Pedraza and populist war 

hero and racial egalitarian Vicente Guerrero resulted in a rebellion, while in the United 

States the aristocratic John Quincy Adams was succeeded by the populist war hero and 

white supremacist Andrew Jackson. Mexico experienced another violent change of 

government as Vice President Anastasio Bustamante overthrew Guerrero and installed a 

conservative government more suspicious of the United States. This time also saw a 

change in diplomatic personnel—the new Mexican government demanded the recall of 
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Poinsett, whom Jackson replaced with Anthony Butler. An internal note between 

Mexican officials in 1830 discussed their lack of trust in Poinsett after his attempts to 

meddle in Mexican politics, including his support of Guerrero.205 Alamán, the 

conservative intellectual extraordinaire of early national Mexico who had initially been in 

charge of the negotiations with Poinsett five years before, was again foreign minister. In 

this role, Alamán again took charge of negotiations with Butler.  

As the restarted negotiations continued, by 1830 Bustamante’s government was 

ready to change the country’s course on one aspect of the country’s migration policy, 

specifically dealing with migrants coming from the United States. As was often the case, 

concern was not so much directed at the interior—toward immigration—but rather 

toward colonization at the northern border: Bustamante’s administration took seriously a 

recent report from General Manuel de Mier y Terán (discussed above) that the country 

was in danger of losing its northernmost region, Tejas, if it did not stop the flow of U.S.-

Americans across the border. Accordingly, on April 6, 1830, the government acted. The 

new law protected those U.S.-Americans who had already legally settled in the border 

regions but prohibited further settlement of people in states contiguous to the countries 

from which those people came. While in theory this could be directed toward migrants 

entering Chiapas and Yucatán from the United Provinces of Central America and British 

Honduras, it is clear that this was directed at one class of foreigners: U.S.-Americans 

settling in Tejas, who, as discussed above, had established a society Mexican in name 
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only. The law also protected slavery in Tejas but prohibited enslavers from bringing in 

more enslaved people and named commissioners to try to attract Mexicans and European 

immigrants to the border regions. Additionally, it tried to control the entry of certain 

cotton products into the country, in hopes of spawning a domestic cotton industry and 

building a reserve fund to fend off a future Spanish invasion.206 Although not explicitly 

stated, this might have also been a way to choke off the expansion of the southern U.S. 

Cotton Kingdom into Mexico. While this law caused much consternation along the 

northern border and is rightfully cited as one of the causes of the Texas Revolution five 

years later, it did not touch on the lives of U.S.-Americans deeper into the country—the 

law calling for cartas de seguridad and the two countries’ subsequent treaty provided the 

bulk of the legal framework of their residence in Mexico. After agitation and threatened 

rebellion by U.S.-Americans who had immigrated into Tejas, in particular, the new 

liberal government of Antonio López de Santa Anna and Valentín Gómez Farías revoked 

the law in November 1833.207 

The United States and Mexico finally concluded the long-negotiated treaty on 

April 5, 1831. By this time, Mexico had banned slavery; this proved the final sticking 

point. Article Thirty-Four of the signed but not ratified treaty in 1831 still included 

Poinsett’s clause about return of enslaved people. When the treaty reached Mexico’s 

Congress, deputies and senators questioned its constitutionality. Ultimately, this clause 

 
206 “Decreto Del Congreso General Relativo a La Entrada a Los Puertos De Géneros De Algodón, Los 
Terrenos a Colonizar Y Las Condiciones De Dicha Colonización” (Law, Mexico City, Mexico, April 6, 
1830), GD127—Gobernación: Sin Sección, Caja 277, Exp. 14, No. 1-2, Archivo General de la Nación, 
Mexico. 
207 “Derogación Del Artículo 11” (Law, Mexico City, Mexico, November 21, 1833), GD127—
Gobernación: Sin Sección, Caja 354, Exp. 11, No. 1, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico. 
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did not make it into the final treaty. 208 Another sticking point to ratification proved to be 

Mexico’s ability to regulate retail sales by foreigners: The Mexican Chamber of Deputies 

suspended portions of the treaty that legislators felt would prevent such regulations. In 

negotiations, Butler and Alamán agreed that nothing in the treaty would prevent either 

country from regulating retail by foreigners in the “interest of their own citizens,” 

provided that such regulations would apply equally to all foreigners who hailed from 

countries with most favored nation status.209 As we will see in the next chapter, a good 

number of U.S.-Americans by then had established retail businesses in Mexico. As the 

above discussion of negotiations reflects, the final treaty mostly dealt with trade relations, 

but included some clauses that dealt with the rights and privileges of each country’s 

citizens when living in the other. These clauses would prove important for U.S.-

Americans living in Mexico, as chapter five discusses. Article Three of the final treaty 

gave the citizens of each country the right to come into places “to which other Foreigners 

are permitted to come; to enter into the same, and to remain and reside in any part of the 

said Territories respectively.” The remainder of this article mostly discussed the rights of 

merchants engaged in trade; they could,  

Hire and occupy houses and Warehouses for the purposes of their 
Commerce, and to trade therein, in all sorts of produce, manufactures and 
Merchandize, and generally the Merchants and Traders of each nation 
shall enjoy the most complete protection and security for their Commerce.  

 
208 Comisión de Relaciones, Cámara de Senadores (Mexico City, Mexico, December 9, 1831), Legajo 
Encuaderno 2251—Tratado de Amistad, Comercio, y Navegación Entre México y los Estados Unidos de 
América, Vol. 1, No. 149-50, Acervo Histórico de la Secretaría de Relaciones Exteriores Génaro Estrada. 
209 “Protocol of a Conference Held on the 17th of September 1831” (Mexico City, Mexico, September 17, 
1831), Legajo Encuaderno 2251—Tratado de Amistad, Comercio, y Navegación Entre México y los 
Estados Unidos de América, Vol. 2, No. 17-18, Acervo Histórico de la Secretaría de Relacions Exteriores 
Génaro Estrada. 
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Article Seven stated that U.S.-Americans conducting business in Mexico could hire 

whomever they desired—paying prevailing Mexican wages (raising the question about 

whether wages in Mexico were already lower than those in the United States, a topic for 

further research)—and transact business according to local laws and customs. In this 

case, the long arm of U.S.-American law did not reach into Mexico. Article Eight stated 

that property of citizens of each country could not be used for “any Military expedition 

nor for any public or private purpose whatsoever without a corresponding compensation.” 

Claimants against the Mexican government would later raise this issue, arguing that they 

either received no or too little compensation for seizure of their property for use by the 

Mexican military. Article Nine gave each country’s citizens living in the other a special 

privilege in one aspect, while leveling the playing field in another: It exempted them 

from mandatory military service, but also, for taxation purposes, made them essentially 

equal to residents of the places where they resided—they could not be charged any more 

taxes than paid by locals. Article Fourteen drew a similar distinction: It pledged each 

government to give “special protection to the persons and property” of each other’s 

citizens living in the other country, while also stating that they had equal access to courts, 

on the same terms as locals, to enforce their rights. Article Fifteen allowed U.S.-

Americans living in Mexico freedom of worship in their own homes and properties, “so 

long as they respect the Constitution, the laws and established usages of the Country 

where they reside,” a right not enjoyed by Mexican citizens, required to remain Catholics. 

The final treaty also included Poinsett’s earlier stipulation, copied from the treaty with 

the United Kingdom, about non-Catholic funerals and tombs not being disturbed. Article 
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Eighteen enumerated a long list of weaponry that would be considered contraband—a 

provision that, as we shall see, U.S.-Americans ignored before and after the treaty’s 

ratification, at times with complicity from Mexican officials. Article Twenty-Six dealt 

with what would happen in the event war broke out between the United States and 

Mexico, as would happen fifteen years following the treaty’s finalization. Merchants who 

were citizens of the other country living in coastal areas would be allowed to remain in 

place for six months, and those in the interior for a year, while they disposed of their 

property as they saw fit. Interestingly, the treaty distinguished between merchants and 

those “exercising any other occupation or trade,” who would be allowed to remain in 

place indefinitely,  

So long as they conduct themselves peaceably, and do not commit any 
offence against the laws, and their goods and effects of whatever class and 
condition they may be, shall not be subject to any embargo or 
sequestration whatever nor to any charge nor tax other than may be 
established upon similar goods and effects belonging to the Citizens of the 
States in which they reside respectively. 

Articles Twenty-Seven to Twenty-Nine dealt with the rights of diplomats, agents, and 

consuls, essentially spelling out diplomatic immunity. As arose in discussion between 

Poinsett, Camacho, and Esteva, though, consuls only had immunity in their public 

functions; in their typical separate functions as individual businesspeople, they were to be 

treated like every other foreign national. Article Thirty gave consuls of each country the 

power to demand that the other country detain deserters from the other country’s ships for 

up to two months; if the person was not reclaimed by the captain within that time, the 

sailor would be set free. Article Thirty-Three obliged each country to actively restrain 

independent Indians living within its claimed borders from attacking the other, and to 
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return captured citizens of the other country as promptly as possible. The original Article 

Thirty-Four, obliging each country to return self-emancipating people to the other, was 

deleted due to the Mexican Congress’s rejection discussed above; representatives of each 

country, in order not to delay the treaty’s ratification further, agreed to the deletion on 

December 17, 1831. The original Article Thirty-Five, now Article Thirty-Four, 

stipulated, among other things, that violations of the treaty on the part of citizens of each 

country would be considered personal acts, rather than representing the country, and the 

individual person would be held responsible. Another clause required each country to 

give notice to the other of violations of the treaty before declaring war; U.S.-Americans 

in Mexico would come to frequently argue that Mexico had violated the treaty and ask 

that their government seek redress.210 

After first inviting foreigners to settle in the country to stimulate the economy just 

after independence, successive Mexican governments became gradually more 

protectionist and xenophobic, particularly as foreigners nudged their way into some 

sectors of the economy; yet even then, Mexican officials also saw benefits to immigration 

and accordingly changed the legal regime little. 211 Two events in 1836 helped change 

direction in Mexican official sentiment toward particular groups of foreigners, although 

practices changed little. In the early part of that year, U.S.-American immigrants to Texas 

broke away and proclaimed their own republic, raising fears that the United States would 

invade other parts of the country. Later the same year, Spain finally recognized the 

 
210 United States of America and Republic of Mexico, “Treaty of Amity, Commerce, and Navigation” 
(1832), https://www.loc.gov/law/help/us-treaties/bevans/b-mx-ust000009-0764.pdf. 
211 Buchenau, “Small Numbers, Great Impact: Mexico and Its Immigrants, 1821-1973”; Pani, Para 
pertenecer a la gran familia mexicana. 
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independence of its former American possessions, alleviating fears of a reconquista. 

Indeed, as cartas de seguridad attest, Spanish immigration to Mexico took off after 1836. 

Nonetheless, in spite of new constitutional regimes in 1836 and 1843 and frequent shifts 

in governmental personnel, no major changes in immigration law took place; only a 

minor one came about in 1841.212 The central government required all departments 

(formerly states and territories) to submit rosters of resident foreign nationals, and added 

a requirement that citizenship certificates submitted for cartas de seguridad include 

biometric information, like an individual’s age, height, hair color, and skin color. Fears of 

an expansive United States threatening places like Nuevo México and Alta California did 

not lead to attempts to keep U.S.-Americans from settling in Mexico, particularly in the 

interior. The following year, in fact, the national government reversed the prohibition on 

foreign ownership of land.213 Evidently the desire for population overwhelmed officials’ 

fears of a hostile foreign presence in the country.214 

A year later, in 1843, the country passed a tweak to its immigration regulations: 

the government sought to further protect its domestic producers and retailers from foreign 

competition, even from foreigners who lived in the country. The Mexican government, 

yet again under President Antonio López de Santa Anna, passed a law prohibiting 

foreigners who had neither naturalized nor married Mexican women from participating in 

the retail trade. In other words, they could still conduct trade on a wholesale basis—being 

the middleman between producers and those who made direct sales to consumers—but 

 
212 While I do not have a copy of the law, cartas de seguridad after 1841 frequently mention its provisions. 
213 Berninger, “Mexican Attitudes Towards Immigration, 1821-1857,” 36. 
214 Burden, “La Idea Salvadora.” 
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just not be the actual people selling to consumers. From the time of the law’s enactment, 

foreigners engaged in retail had six months to sell their goods. 215 It is evident from 

passage of this law shows that foreigners, including U.S.-Americans, had carved out a 

substantial portion of retail selling by this time. In the far northern territories of Alta 

California and Nuevo México, officials suspended the law’s implementation out of fear 

that their already-strapped regions, where goods were less plentiful than in other parts of 

Mexico, would be crippled.216 Yet, Erika Pani points out that there was not a popular 

backlash against migrant-owned businesses at that moment, and that, in many ways, the 

origin of the law is a mystery (although Berninger notes that ideas about such a 

prohibition surfaced as early as 1829).217 Pani speculates that instead European merchants 

and, even more broadly, European powers were the main targets: The law was Mexico’s 

way of flexing its sovereign muscles, in an era where the United States was not the only 

power using the presence of its unassimilated nationals to pressure various Mexican 

governments. For example, Foreign Minister José María Bocanegra wrote to his minister 

in Paris that he did not want foreign officials to “suffocate our independence” and seek 

“pretexts to turn us into a simple market.” Indeed, Pani’s discussion of the law barely 

mentions the United States.218 Nonetheless, the government faced enough backlash from 

the law that its revocation came relatively swiftly the following year.  

 
215 Legislación Mexicana,ó, Colección Completa de Las Disposiciones Legislativas Expedidas Desde La 
Independencia de La República /, Ed. oficial. (Mexico :, 1876), 571, 
http://hdl.handle.net/2027/njp.32101073363630. 
216 Weber, The Mexican Frontier, 1821-1846, 151. 
217 Berninger, “Mexican Attitudes Towards Immigration, 1821-1857,” 88. 
218 Pani, Para pertenecer a la gran familia mexicana, 37–38. 
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Conclusion 

Between 1821 and 1846, diverse peoples migrated—some voluntarily, many 

not—across the North American continent. Several hundred to a few thousand mostly 

white U.S.-Americans, like John Baldwin, looked beyond their country’s claimed 

borders, and beyond where their compatriots had immigrated by the thousands in Tejas, 

to find opportunity in Mexico’s interior. Mexican officials like Tadeo Ortiz sought the 

skill sets and international connections that foreigners like Baldwin brought to their war-

scarred country, but feared potential subversion, particularly in an era when the new 

country’s independence was precarious. Eventually, Baldwin and Ortiz would clash in 

the Isthmus of Tehuantepec—one of the many times that Baldwin, like many of his 

compatriots, would clash with Mexican officials, clashes discussed further in chapter 

five. U.S.-Americans like Baldwin would come to fill a large number of roles in 

Mexico’s post-independence economy. It is to those roles that we now turn. 
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CHAPTER THREE: MAKING A LIVING IN MEXICO 

In 1828, New Orleans merchants Nathaniel Wilson and D.B. Parr went on a 

trading voyage to the Isthmus of Tehuantepec. They stopped at Riberas Coloradas, which 

by then had become John and Samuel Baldwin’s estate. In the late 1820s, the Baldwins 

had done something exceptional for U.S.-Americans in Mexico’s interior: they had 

purchased a large tract of land. They acquired the land in 1824 or 1825, not long before 

Mexico prohibited non-citizens from owning property.219 The Baldwins—most likely 

John—purchased a tract of land on the Coatzacoalcos River, just downriver from the new 

town of Minatitlán, the furthest upriver that an oceangoing vessel could go. At Riberas 

Coloradas, the Baldwin brothers tried a variety of ways to make a living. The Baldwins’ 

various ventures at Riberas Coloradas represent a microcosm of ways—some 

unsurprising, some perhaps surprising—that U.S.-Americans established themselves in 

Mexico’s interior between Mexican independence and the outbreak of war with the 

United States. The Baldwins engaged in international trade. In addition, they employed a 

variety of workers, including fellow U.S.-Americans, in a variety of pursuits. These 

pursuits, like the Baldwins’ international trade ventures, exemplify some of the 

occupations that U.S. citizens took on in Mexico during this quarter century. This chapter 

examines how some U.S.-Americans found opportunities in Mexico and filled skills gaps 

that had opened in the country as it transitioned from Spanish colonial rule to 

independence.  

 
219 Baldwin and Coxe, “1: Memorial of John Baldwin”; Pani, Para pertenecer a la gran familia mexicana. 



112 
 

Although the United States was a capital-importing country for much of the 

nineteenth century, some of the country’s nascent capitalists looked beyond the country’s 

borders to make their fortunes.220 Some established wholesale import-export businesses, 

whether on the coast or inland, while others engaged in retail. Some even tried their hand 

at growing commodities directly. While Mexico was not the investment destination it 

would become in the later nineteenth century, in the years after the country gained its 

independence U.S.-American investors sought wealth in the country through different 

vehicles for investment, including industry, mining, and transportation lines. Other U.S. 

citizens engaged in smaller ventures, whether on their own or in employment of fellow 

U.S.-Americans, Mexicans, or Europeans: A decent percentage of the U.S.-American 

community in Mexico consisted of artisans and tradespeople, like cabinetmakers, 

coopers, carpenters, and carriagemakers. Furthermore, some U.S. citizens found 

employment in the service of the Mexican government, whether as soldiers and sailors or 

even representing the Mexican government abroad. This chapter explores U.S.-

Americans’ economic activities in Mexico during this quarter century, including how 

they fit into the broader Mexican economy and how they imported skills, technology, and 

tastes from the North Atlantic to Mexico.  

The Trade Diaspora 

The Baldwins, Parr, and Wilson were far from being the only U.S.-Americans 

traveling or relocating to Mexico in pursuit of international trade opportunities. However, 

unlike many other U.S.-Americans engaged in international trade, the Baldwins lived and 

 
220 Wilkins, The Emergence of Multinational Enterprise, 10. 
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traded in a mostly rural area. By contrast, most other U.S.-Americans who lived in 

Mexico’s interior settled in urban areas, whether on the coast or inland. In his work on 

U.S.-Americans living in Mexico City during the Porfirian era (1876-1911), Thomas 

Schell borrows the term “trade diaspora” from studies of groups, primarily in Asia, who 

move abroad to engage in trade. He notes that the “American Colony” in Mexico City 

consisted of “expatriate cross-cultural brokers (integral outsiders) whose give-and-take 

relationship with their Mexican hosts was at once intimate and distant.”221 This term 

applies well to the early nineteenth-century forebears of those Porfirian-era U.S. migrants 

to Mexico.  

Mexican officials had mixed reactions to foreign traders and international trade 

during the 1821-46 era. They were dealing with an economy devastated by the Wars of 

Independence. While the various factions that came to govern Mexico in this era had 

different ideas for economic development, they generally agreed on the importance of 

protective tariffs to stimulate local industry. The business ventures later in this chapter fit 

well into that framework, for even though most U.S.-Americans who moved to the 

country to establish businesses retained their U.S. citizenship, their ventures employed 

locals and produced goods within the country. Merchants, though, were another story. 

They sought to introduce both primary products, particularly agricultural, and secondary 

products, like manufactured textiles, into Mexico—competing with, and often 

undercutting, locally-produced goods. They, with backing from U.S. officials, sought to 

pry open the Mexican market.222 For example, as the United States and Mexico 

negotiated the commercial treaty they signed in 1831, free trade and reciprocal tariffs 

 
221 Schell, Integral Outsiders, x. 
222 The above analysis particularly draws on Robert A. Potash, Mexican Government and Industrial 
Development in the Early Republic: The Banco de Avío (Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 
1983); Tutino and Ávila, “Becoming Mexico: The Conflictive Search for a North American Nation”; 
Salvucci, “The Origins and Progress of U.S.-Mexican Trade, 1825-1884.” 
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were a point of contention; Mexican negotiators argued they needed protective tariffs, as 

the United States had in its early days, while U.S. negotiators lobbied otherwise.223 In 

spite of Mexican officials’ reservations, U.S. merchants came into the country in small 

but significant numbers during the quarter-century between Mexican independence and 

the outbreak of the U.S.-Mexican War.  

The plot of land that John and Samuel Baldwin purchased was located about eight 

miles up the Coatzacoalcos River from where it empties into the Gulf of Mexico, offering 

the Baldwins a perfect place to engage in both licit and illicit international trade. Riberas 

Coloradas sat on 8,000 acres of prime riverfront property just downstream from 

Minatitlán, one of the towns that Tadeo Ortiz laid out in his plan to develop the Isthmus 

of Tehuantepec.224 The Baldwins’ operation offers a glimpse into the roles that U.S.-

American migrants played in trade between the United States and Mexico. When Parr 

and Wilson arrived in Mexico, they first stopped at Riberas Coloradas, where they 

consigned some of the goods, like weapons and lead, they had brought from New Orleans 

to Baldwin for sale. The location facilitated smuggling to evade Mexican customs laws; 

the Baldwin property was located just downriver from the Minatitlán customshouse. Parr 

and Wilson discreetly unloaded their goods at Riberas Coloradas, then proceeded to 

Minatitlán, declaring a smaller cargo, and thus paying fewer tariffs than they otherwise 

would have.225  

 
223 “Protocol of Second Conference.” 
224 “70: Opinion of American Commissioners (1839 Commission) & Attached Evidence”; Timmons, Tadeo 
Ortiz, Mexican Colonizer and Reformer. 
225 “Interrogations in Spanish” (Minatitlán, Veracruz, Mexico, September 5, 1829), 10, Case 1JDC #8070, 
N. Wilson & D.B. Parr v. John Baldwin, First Judicial District Court, Orleans Parish Records, City 
Archives, New Orleans Public Library. 
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The Baldwins’ merchant house outside of Minatitlán built on three decades of 

U.S.-American involvement in trade with Mexico. From the time that the Spanish 

colonial government officially opened trade to foreign vessels in 1797, U.S.-American 

merchants flocked to establish outposts in ports in New Spain.226 U.S. ships began selling 

textiles in Veracruz as early as 1804.227 Mexican independence accelerated this, as U.S.-

Americans, along with French and British merchants, lobbied and worked to open the 

markets of this new nation. With the increase in both trade and the trade diaspora, the 

United States appointed a consul in Veracruz in 1822, and gradually added more 

consulates over the following years.228 By 1823 enough U.S.-Americans had interests in 

Veracruz that U.S. Vice Consul Thomas Reilly could report that shelling between 

Spanish forces in the fort of San Juan de Ulúa, in the harbor, and Mexican forces onshore 

would “compromise American Property to a large Amount.”229 By 1824, enough U.S.-

Americans were living in different parts of Mexico that they demanded the U.S. 

government finally appoint a full minister, rather than consuls, to represent their 

interests.230 (Chapter five will deal in greater detail with the consuls and their diplomatic 

roles.) While Mexican officials like Carlos María Bustamante and Lucas Alamán, who 

 
226 Nichols, Advance Agents of American Destiny, 34. 
227 Potash, Mexican Government and Industrial Development in the Early Republic, 10. 
228 For a full list of U.S. consulates in Mexico before the U.S. Civil War, see Smith, America’s Diplomats 
and Consuls of 1776-1865, 113–17. 
229 Thomas Reilly to John Quincy Adams, October 23, 1823, Reel 1, M183 - Despatches from U.S. Consuls 
in Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. National Archives. 
230 William Taylor to John Quincy Adams, December 19, 1824, Reel 1, M183 - Despatches from U.S. 
Consuls in Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. National Archives. 
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came from opposite sides of the political spectrum, mutually feared the arrival of foreign 

merchants (more than other foreigners), they came anyway.231  

Merchants in coastal Mexican cities in the pre- and post-independence era often 

represented two different types of arrangements. Some operated their own firms, while 

others served as agents for U.S.-based firms. Most U.S.-Americans who relocated to 

coastal Mexican cities operated as independent merchants, running their own trading 

businesses, rather than serving as agents or employees. For example, when Parr and 

Wilson landed at Riberas Coloradas they consigned some of their goods to the Baldwins, 

who independently sold them.232 After independence, U.S.-American merchant houses 

soon proliferated on both coasts of Mexico. For example, U.S. Consul William Taylor 

requested in 1822 to have the port of Alvarado in his remit, as commerce was channeling 

through there instead of Veracruz, due to Spanish shelling.233 U.S.-American merchants 

particularly concentrated in the ports of Matamoros, Tampico, and Veracruz, some 

building large enterprises and prospering over time. George W. Van Stavoren relocated 

from Philadelphia to Tampico in 1842, establishing a business importing various goods 

from the United States and exporting hides to the United States. He reported that this 

business was worth about $50,000 per year (equivalent to roughly $1,667,000 in 2021).234 

Concentrations of U.S.-Americans lived in smaller cities, as well; for example, Mexican 

 
231 Salvucci, “The Origins and Progress of U.S.-Mexican Trade, 1825-1884,” 711. 
232 “Interrogations in Spanish.” 
233 Taylor to Adams, September 25, 1822. 
234 George Van Stavoren, “Memorial” (Washington, D.C., June 19, 1850), Box 21 - November Term, 
Claim 144 - George W. Van Stavoren, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States 
and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives; Figure for 2021 dollars from: “U.S. Inflation 
Calculator: 1635→2021, Department of Labor Data,” accessed May 12, 2021, 
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authorities expelled a small but significant number of U.S.-Americans from San Juan 

Bautista (today Villahermosa), Tabasco, in 1846.235 U.S.-Americans did not solely 

establish operations on the Gulf coast of Mexico, though; others moved to the Pacific 

coast. The firm of Barre and Kennedy, for example, set up shop in Mazatlán in the early 

1830s, with Kennedy additionally serving as U.S. consul to protect the interests of U.S.-

American merchants there.236  

At least one merchant firm was a family operation, with one partner/family 

member in the United States and the other in Mexico. In the late 1820s, Louis Hargous 

moved from New York to Veracruz, while his brother Peter ran the family’s firm in their 

home city. Louis Hargous became one of the most prominent merchants of Veracruz, 

soon amassing a fortune and controlling a good amount of trade along the Mexican Gulf 

Coast and between the United States and Mexico. Among the items he imported was 

some of Mexico’s earliest photographic equipment, in 1840.237 He frequently appears in 

lists of merchants importing goods from the United States and passing them onto 

merchants in the interior.238  

 
235 Jonas Phillips Levy, “Memorial” (Veracruz, Mexico, November 16, 1849), Box 20 - November Term, 
Claim 119 - Jonas P. Levy, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican 
Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
236 James Lenox Kennedy to [Governor of Sinaloa], October 10, 1834, Box 25, Claim 37 - Barre and 
Kennedy, 1839 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims 
Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
237 “Cargamento Que Conduce de Nueva-York...,” Siglo Diez y Nueve, January 19, 1844, Latin American 
Newspapers; Palmquist and Kailbourn, Pioneer Photographers from the Mississippi to the Continental 
Divide, 305. 
238 “Cargamento Que Conduce de Nueva-York...,” Hesperia, August 1, 1840, Latin American Newspapers, 
Series 2; “Veracruz,” Hesperia, November 23, 1842, Latin American Newspapers, Series 2; “Veracruz,” 
Hesperia, August 17, 1844, Latin American Newspapers, Series 2. 



118 
 

Other firms were family operations with multiple generations relocating to 

Mexico. Francis Stillman moved to Matamoros with his eighteen-year-old son Charles in 

1828 to establish a trading firm; Charles would later build the firm to prominence.239 In 

1843, Jonas and Morton Levy, two brothers from one of the United States’s earliest and 

most prominent Jewish families, relocated, along with Morton’s family, to Laguna, 

Campeche; two years later, they would move to the state of Tabasco.240 Firms were most 

typically under the names of men, although likely spouses were involved as well. 

Franklin Chase established a mercantile firm in Tampico in the early 1830s. In 1836, the 

Irish-born Ann McClarmonde relocated from New Orleans to Tampico with her brother 

and business partner, James. Evidently, Ann McClarmonde and Chase hit it off, deciding 

not only to marry but to become equal partners in a retail business, under the name F. & 

A. Chase, in 1838. While the Chases were likely not rare in running a family business, 

they were unique in that her name appeared on the name as well.241 When Franklin, by 

then serving as U.S. Consul, faced expulsion from Tampico as the U.S. Navy lurked 

offshore following the declaration of war (discussed in chapter six), Ann, claiming she 

remained a British subject, argued that she had to remain in the city in order to keep the 

business afloat. After the war, the couple filed a claim for their losses under both of their 

 
239 John Mason Hart, “Stillman, Charles,” in Handbook of Texas Online (Texas State Historical 
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names—one of the rare claims to appear under a couple’s name. Ultimately, though, the 

1849 claims commission ruled that the goods were Franklin’s sole property. In this case, 

the board applied the doctrine of coverture, even as the couple operated the business 

jointly; perhaps this was a way to sidestep the question of Ann’s citizenship and thus her 

standing for the claim.242  

Commodities Trade 

U.S.-American merchants most often engaged in the trade of products that they 

did not manufacture or grow themselves, but rather purchased from others for export. A 

look at three different products—timber, cochineal, and weapons—helps to illuminate the 

roles that independent merchant houses took, and how U.S.-Mexican trade functioned 

during this time period. 

Timber 

The heavily wooded area around Minatitlán gave John and Samuel Baldwin an 

important source of income, and one that would serve subsequent generations of 

Baldwins. Among the first businesses they established was the export of wood from that 

area to the United States. Why were U.S.-Americans seeking to become involved in 

export of tropical wood from southern Mexico? By this time, mahogany, including from 

this region of Mexico, was in high demand in the United States for furniture. While 

mahogany furniture had been a luxury good in the United States during the colonial era, a 
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rising professional and middle class with tastes for formerly upper-crust goods, combined 

with steam manufacturing methods that lowered costs of production, created demand. 

While the furniture could be made in the United States, the wood still needed to come 

from abroad. The Baldwins joined with other U.S. citizens, like the DeWolf family in 

Cuba and Zephaniah Kingsley in the present-day Dominican Republic, who brought 

modern sawmills to the places of origin.243 

While it seems likely that Riberas Coloradas, a large tract, would have provided 

most of the lumber, an 1830 letter from Ortiz, who had previously served as the 

Coatzacoalcos Colony’s administrator, hints that Baldwin may not have relied solely on 

his tract. In it, Ortiz refers to Baldwin’s “robbery of wood,” rightfully owned by the 

public.244 The strategic location of Riberas Coloradas, right on the banks of the 

Coatzacoalcos River, provided the Baldwins a perfect location for shipping wood from 

the interior of the Isthmus of Tehuantepec. Parr and Wilson’s lawsuit, for example, shows 

the Baldwins exporting a ship full of wood, which they classified as mahogany, to New 

Orleans in 1828.245 

Baldwin was not the only U.S.-American seeking a stake in trade of tropical wood 

from Mexico. In 1832, Aaron Leggett, a New York merchant, purchased a concession to 

operate steamboats in the waters of the State of Tabasco (see section on transport 
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245 “Order to Seize Property” (New Orleans, Louisiana, November 3, 1828), Case 1JDC #8070, N. Wilson 
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ventures below). While Leggett remained in New York, his agent, Thomas Fravne, 

moved to Tabasco. Fravne’s main purpose was not to run steamboats, but instead, “to 

trade and deal largely in the article of logwood large quantities of which could be 

obtained on the Tabasco River and its tributaries in said State and for the greater facilities 

for carrying on said trade.”246 Although transportation was Leggett’s nominal business, it 

was the transportation of logwood that mattered. Similarly, Samuel Birkbeck worked 

with the Marques de Taral to install a horse-powered sawmill, using the supposedly most 

modern technology, in 1836.247 Louis Hargous, a merchant who built a large trading 

venture in Veracruz, proposed to build two steam saws, presumably to facilitate export of 

tropical wood, in Tabasco in 1844.248 Even then, U.S.-Americans saw Mexico as a place 

from which to extract primary tropical commodities, helping to further Ortiz’s vision of 

Mexico as an exporter of such goods. 

Cochineal 

Cochineal was another Mexican good that U.S. citizens sought to export from 

Mexico to the United States. Almost from the beginning of their time in Mexico, the 

Baldwins, particularly John, traded this precious red dye. For the previous three centuries, 

cochineal—extracted from a beetle native to and, until not long before this time, almost 

solely found in Oaxaca—had been literally the stuff of kings. The insect, which spends its 
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life attached to prickly pear cacti, produces a deep, brilliant red dye whose luster fades 

little over time. In spite of numerous attempts to cultivate the insect other places, trade in 

the dye remained exclusively Spanish through the early nineteenth century. Production 

remained largely in Oaxaca. But the cochineal industry was in a state of flux by the time 

Mexico gained its independence and U.S.-Americans like John Baldwin sought to enter 

the market. Since the Spanish Empire’s collapse began in 1808, Oaxaca had lost its 

exclusive hold on cochineal production. Dutch producers attempted to spread the bug to 

the Dutch colony of Java, while U.S.-Americans attempted to bring its production into 

Florida. Meanwhile, Guatemala—just south but now across an international boundary—

successfully began producing the dye, tripling its production from 15,000 pounds to 

45,000 pounds between 1827 and 1830. During the 1830s, though, Oaxaca’s production 

doubled from 450,000 pounds in 1830, thus dwarfing Guatemala, to 900,000 pounds by 

1839.249  

Thus, to gain access cochineal, U.S.-American merchants would need to make 

some connection to Oaxaca. The Baldwins, near the mouth of a river providing access to 

the Isthmus of Tehuantepec and, beyond it, the cochineal-producing regions of Oaxaca, 

were perfectly placed to export this commodity. By 1828, when Parr and Wilson arrived, 

John Baldwin was already connected to traders of this commodity, as he worked to add 
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the two travelers from New Orleans into the network.250 Baldwin was far from the only 

U.S.-American merchant seeking to trade in this commodity. The U.S. Consulate in the 

port of Veracruz regularly sent back lists of cargos for ships going to the United States; 

cochineal shows up frequently in these lists.251 

While John Baldwin was living near Minatitlán, cochineal was only a small part 

of his business. In 1833, after continual discouraging encounters with authorities in the 

Coatzacoalcos Colony (discussed in chapter five), Baldwin gave up on making his 

fortune there. He left Riberas Coloradas in the hands of his brother Samuel and instead 

chose to focus on cochineal, making export of this commodity his livelihood by moving 

to the city of Oaxaca. Although a rebellion foiled this attempt—an incident discussed in 

chapter five—Baldwin was convinced enough of the profits to be made from this red dye 

that he made it the centerpiece of his attempt to regain his former fortune four years later. 

Why did Baldwin have faith in cochineal as his key to wealth? A look at U.S. 

newspapers of the era shows why. We see cochineal mentioned in U.S. newspapers in 

several contexts during the relevant time period here: in ads for pharmacies—advertising 

cochineal as medicine, in news articles focusing on important products of particular 

tropical areas, and in cochineal’s traditional use as a dye. A few examples illustrate the 

point. Joseph Bringhurst, a “wholesale and retail druggist,” included “silver-grained 

 
250 David Parr and Nathaniel Wilson, “Petition” (New Orleans, Louisiana, December 4, 1828), Case 1JDC 
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cochineal” in a list of “drugs and medicines” he sold.252 Irvis Reed similarly listed 

cochineal, along with such helpful chemicals as arsenic, among a list of “drugs and 

medicines” he sold.253 An article about a Salvadoran delegation visiting the United States 

seeking annexation mentioned that the region produced cochineal, along with cotton, 

indigo, and cocoa.254 Additionally, it was valuable for painting—for example, a chemist 

advertised in 1826 that he was the only person who could manufacture cochineal-based 

paints.255 The dye had more traditional uses, too. An article on manufacturing red ink said 

that one needed to use cochineal to produce the best quality.256 French calicoes dyed with 

cochineal were among the “choice goods” that B.B. Smith stocked in his Raleigh, North 

Carolina, store.257 In any event, based on these ads and on U.S.-American merchants’ 

clear desire for cochineal, it is clear that there was firm demand in the United States. 

In 1833, as he made his move from Minatitlán to Oaxaca City, John Baldwin 

brought a set of luxury goods inland to use to purchase cochineal from a merchant in the 

state of Oaxaca. That merchant himself was not a producer but had likely purchased the 

dye from producers nearby. Baldwin hired muleteers to load the cochineal onto the backs 

of their mules, eventually taking it to a tributary of the Coatzacoalcos River, where they 

loaded it into canoes for eventual export. It was there that Baldwin encountered Mexican 
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rebel authorities and was forced to abandon his canoes and their cargo, an incident 

discussed in the introduction and chapter five.258 For the next four years, he sought to 

regain the fortune he lost in that 1833 incident and remained convinced that cochineal 

was his key to wealth. After he returned to the United States, he made contact with a 

Philadelphia firm to procure trade goods, mostly of the luxury variety, like “fancy 

handkerchiefs.” In 1837, a ship he chartered, the Orient, sailed from New Orleans back to 

Baldwin’s former stomping grounds at Minatitlán. In an incident discussed in chapter 

five, Mexican authorities suspected Baldwin of smuggling and confiscated the ship and 

its cargo.259  

Gun-Running: A U.S. Tradition in Mexico 

When Parr and Wilson arrived at Riberas Coloradas in 1828, another cargo that 

they stored at the Baldwins’ home was one that they would want to hide from the 

Minatitlán customshouse, just upriver: twenty-three full kegs and sixteen half kegs of 

gunpowder, fifty bags of shot, and 319 pounds of lead. Depositions from Parr and 

Wilson’s subsequent lawsuit against the Baldwins give some insight into why, besides 

not paying customs duties, the two New Orleans merchants would want to deposit those 

particular goods there: some Mexican authorities frowned upon import of weapons by 

this time, but others—including customshouse employees in Minatitlán—were 

themselves consumers. A standard deposition question asked whether Baldwin showed or 

sold “gun powder or other contraband articles to other officers of the Mexican 
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government.” The sales took place in secret, as witness José Antonio Rosaldo testified 

that he did not know the prices since gunpowder and tobacco were not openly sold in the 

plaza at Minatitlán. Leonard Dobbin, a U.S. citizen, however, was able to state a price, 

showing some knowledge of the smuggling. Customs officials clearly knew that Baldwin 

was smuggling weapons paraphernalia, as they seized twenty bags of shot from his 

home.260  

Mexican authorities frowning upon the import of weapons and ammunition might 

have been relatively new in 1828, but their dependence upon U.S.-American imports of 

those goods was not. Weapons manufacturers in the early U.S. republic quickly realized 

that the domestic market could not consume their production, and they needed to look 

outside the country’s borders. Mexico proved to be a prime market.261 During the 

Mexican Wars of Independence, U.S.-American merchants, particularly in Baltimore and 

New Orleans, readily sold weapons on credit to agents that Mexican rebel groups sent to 

the United States for exactly that purpose; they subsequently filed claims against the 

Mexican government for those unpaid bills following independence.262 Since Spain 

 
260 “Interrogatories by Plaintiff’s Counsel” (New Orleans, Louisiana, 1829), Case 1JDC #8070, N. Wilson 
& D.B. Parr v. John Baldwin, First Judicial District Court, Orleans Parish Records, City Archives, New 
Orleans Public Library; “Interrogatories by Plaintiff’s Counsel”; “Testimonies” (Minatitlán, Veracruz, 
Mexico, July 7, 1829), Case 1JDC #8070, N. Wilson & D.B. Parr v. John Baldwin, First Judicial District 
Court, Orleans Parish Records, City Archives, New Orleans Public Library; “Witness Testimonies” (New 
Orleans, Louisiana, April 29, 1829), Case 1JDC #8093, N. Wilson & D.B. Parr v. John Baldwin & Samuel 
Baldwin, First Judicial District Court, Orleans Parish Records, City Archives, New Orleans Public Library; 
“Witness Testimonies” (New Orleans, Louisiana, April 2, 1830), Case 1JDC #8070, N. Wilson & D.B. Parr 
v. John Baldwin, First Judicial District Court, Orleans Parish Records, City Archives, New Orleans Public 
Library. 
261 Lindsay Schakenbach Regele, Manufacturing Advantage: War, the State, and the Origins of American 
Industry, 1776-1848, Studies in Early American Economy and Society from the Library Company of 
Philadelphia (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2019). 
262 These claims include 8/9/10 - John Nicholson et al. and 13/14 - Thomas and Glenn/Mexican Co of 
Baltimore, Boxes 8 and 9, 1839 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican 
Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 



127 
 

withheld recognition of Mexican independence until 1836, the country faced a constant 

fear of invasion—and thus continued its demand for weapons. In the mid-1820s, building 

on what rebel groups had done during the Wars of Independence, Mexico sought to buy 

weapons and build naval vessels in the United States; General Mariano Eugenio Córtes 

was sent specifically for this purpose.263 Some U.S.-American entrepreneurs took their 

own initiative, seeking to capitalize on this need for weapons and other military supplies. 

A New York merchant wrote to Mexican Minister Pablo Obregón in 1825 to say that 

only live oak and locust wood would be suitable for Mexico’s Navy, due to its climate—

and lo and behold, he had those kinds of wood on hand.264 A letter in the Mexican 

legation’s records discusses a shipment of weapons from Saratoga, New York, to Mexico 

in 1825.265 A Washington merchant wrote to Obregón in 1826, offering surplus cannons 

for sale—an offer Obregón refused.266  

As Mexico’s government continued to face both internal and external threats, the 

need for weapons, and for furnishing the needs of the military, continued. Mexico’s 

government looked to U.S.-American suppliers. In 1834, Elisha Riggs, a Washington and 

New York merchant and banker (founder of the eponymous bank), consigned 840 guns to 
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Joseph Welsh and Company of Veracruz. They languished there until 1837, when Welsh 

and Company sold those muskets to the Mexican government on credit for ten dollars 

apiece. When Welsh and Company went out of business, Louis Hargous’s firm, also in 

Veracruz, became Riggs’s agent for collecting on the debt the Mexican government 

continued to owe.267 In 1842, the firm of Watson Labruere and Company, owned by a 

group of U.S.-Americans residing in Tampico, sold $75,691 (roughly equivalent to 

$2,233,000 in 2021) worth of clothing to the Mexican military.268 Mexico’s political 

instability in this era also provided opportunities for U.S.-American merchants to profit; 

for example, U.S.-American merchant Stewart Newell, then living at Galveston in the 

breakaway Republic of Texas (but still claiming U.S. citizenship), contracted with a 

Mexican rebel group to purchase weapons in 1840.269 Hargous lent the Mexican 

government funds to construct two warships in New York in 1842.270 The Mexican Navy 

further contracted with him for two more warships in 1845, right as war appeared 

imminent with Hargous’s country of citizenship.271 As will be discussed in chapter six, 

when the United States and Mexico went to war in 1846, Hargous became one of many 
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U.S.-Americans in Mexico who profited even more by supplying and assisting the mother 

country’s military.  

Overland Trade 

Overland trade took on greater importance during this period, as well. The same 

year that Mexico gained independence, a new trail opened connecting Missouri with the 

northern Mexican city of Santa Fé. Santa Fé and Chihuahua soon took on greater 

significance as entrepôts for U.S. goods, so much so that Andres Reséndez argues that 

Tejas—with its majority of U.S.-Americans by 1830—and even Nuevo México were 

pulled into the U.S. orbit economically, even before being pulled in politically in 1845-

48.272 To grease the wheels of this trade, U.S.-Americans moved into Santa Fé and 

Chihuahua in increasing numbers. Unlike in Tejas, though, they did not take on large 

political roles until, in the case of Nuevo México, the conquest of 1846—when Charles 

Bent, a trader who had previously registered with Mexican authorities as a U.S. citizen, 

took over as military governor.273 In spite of the relative proximity of Santa Fé and 

Chihuahua to the United States, the lifestyle and economic patterns of U.S.-American 

residents there were more akin to those of coastal and interior merchants than to those of 

U.S.-Americans who moved to Tejas.  

Some merchants who desired to trade overland, like Adam Alexander of Jackson, 

Tennessee, wrote to the Mexican legation in Washington to ask about the rules and 
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regulations for doing so.274 Many others, though, flowed across the porous borders, some 

completely relocating. By 1832, enough U.S.-American merchants called Chihuahua 

home that twenty-six merchants petitioned the Mexican government for redress of 

grievances.275 Because of “the influx of American citizens and other foreigners,” U.S.-

American Archibald Stevinson established a hotel in Chihuahua City in the early 1840s. 

He reported that the annual revenue for his hotel was $38,500, roughly equivalent to 

nearly $1,300,000 in 2021.276 One merchant who typifies those who engaged in overland 

trade, and also overseas trade, is Reuben Potter. In 1832, we find him on a list of U.S.-

American merchants in Chihuahua who presented a petition airing their grievances to the 

Mexican government.277 Two years later, we find him having moved to Matamoros, 

joining the large US-American merchant community there.278  

Retail and Domestic Trade 

U.S.-Americans did not just establish merchant houses in coastal cities, though, 

but also in the interior of Mexico. There, they conducted both international and domestic 
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trade—becoming links in the supply chain that ran to the coast, to the United States, and 

beyond—and also established retail businesses to sell goods they acquired on the spot. 

Mexico City proved a particularly strong magnet, particularly for U.S.-American 

merchants engaged in luxury retail. William Parrott, who would later serve as U.S. consul 

in Mexico City, was a dentist who switched professions to establish a merchant business 

in Mexico City in 1822. He later claimed he was the first U.S. merchant to set up shop in 

the capital city.279 He and his partner, Stephen Wilson, regularly imported goods from the 

United States, in connection with merchant houses there.280 Even in 1822, the year after 

Mexican independence, William Taylor, who would become U.S. consul for Veracruz 

and Alvarado, could report to the State Department that enough U.S.-Americans had 

settled in the capital that they could form a group of a dozen representatives at the 

proclamation of Emperor Agustín I.281 After some time in business in Mexico City, John 

B. Feaks returned to the United States in May 1827, but not before selling his watch shop 

to William H. Priest, who continued the business.282 Theodore Ducoing migrated to 

Mexico City in the late 1820s and established himself as a commission merchant. He 

owned a warehouse but, when an agent of the Mexican government sought a forced loan 

from him in 1836, emphasized that he was not the owner of the warehouse’s contents—
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rather, he was selling them on behalf of others.283 Some merchants had outposts in the 

city, even when based elsewhere. For example, the firm of Laguerenne and Bourdel, 

based in Veracruz, also had an outlet in the luxurious Parián Market in the capital’s 

Zócalo. When a mob sacked the Parián in 1828, U.S. Minister Joel Roberts Poinsett 

reported that no U.S.-Americans had lost property in the riot, but as discussed in chapter 

five, he then helped Laguerenne and Bourdel, among others, file a claim for losing their 

outlet there.284 Joseph Smith moved to Mexico City in 1826 and established what, by his 

own account, was by 1833 a well-known business. He advertised that his hats were from 

the “three best factories in the world”—one in London, one in Paris, one in New York.285 

He traded in Mexican-produced goods around the country, such as when he sent his agent 

Isaac Reed to sell $13,000 (roughly $416,000 in 2021) worth of mostly Mexican-

produced luxury goods at the annual Saltillo trade fair in 1832. He also employed at least 

one workman named Martín Fragoso.286  

Alexander Atocha entered into business in Mexico City later than some of these 

other entrepreneurs, but when he did, he made it in a large way. Atocha, born in the 
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Galicia region of northwestern Spain, moved to New Orleans at age eighteen. He gained 

his U.S. citizenship in 1838 and the following year he migrated to Mexico, “tempted by 

the prospect of great commercial success.” Apparently his temptation paid off; he built a 

thriving commercial business (in what, he did not specify), invested significantly in real 

estate and, in his own words, “amassed a competent fortune.”287 If the inventory of items 

sold from his home when he was expelled from Mexico in 1845 is accurate, he lived the 

lifestyle of a man with more than a competent fortune—his many pieces of mahogany 

furniture, plus many other fine materials, netted $12,459.80, equivalent to over $420,000 

in 2021.288 He also became a creditor to the Mexican government to the tune of $190,000, 

during a time when it experienced consistently higher expenditures than revenues.289  

Not all U.S.-Americans who settled in Mexican cities engaged in international 

trade, though. William H. Lee moved from his native Charleston, South Carolina, to the 

port of Matamoros in 1833, and set himself up as a baker and retail grocer, selling 

perishable goods. When a Mexican law in 1843 (discussed in chapter two) prohibited 

unmarried, unnaturalized foreigners from engaging in retail business, he 

estimated his real estate holdings in the city to be worth $10,705.55 (equivalent to 

$368,000 in 2021), and the perishable goods he lost when forced to close his business and 

 
287 Alexander Atocha to James Polk, June 1845, Box 15 - November Term, Claim 84 - Alexander J Atocha, 
1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. 
National Archives. 
288 “Translation of the Document Endorsed No. 4, Being a Bill for Furniture...” (November 20, 1845), Box 
15 - November Term, Claim 84 - Alexander J Atocha, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the 
United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives; “U.S. Inflation Calculator.” 
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cut his losses to be worth $10,136.92 (equivalent to $347,000 in 2021).290 Even 

accounting for the exaggerations that could accompany claims, Lee clearly had 

established a substantial business—and considered himself a permanent resident, even if 

he had never naturalized, as discussed in chapters four and five. 

Like Lee, William Murphy also found himself a niche in the grocery business in a 

coastal city. In 1843, Murphy moved from the United States, a country where he had 

become a citizen seven years before, to Veracruz. By 1846, according to his accounting 

of his business when Mexican authorities expelled U.S.-American merchants as war 

began, he had $38,500 in wares—equivalent to nearly $1,285,000 in 2021—on hand. 

Among his customers was the U.S. Home Squadron, a naval squadron patrolling the Gulf 

of Mexico. He began supplying provisions to U.S. Navy ships visiting Veracruz as early 

as 1845, a part of his business he continued after the U.S.-Mexican War began.291 

Meanwhile, James G. McKenney had, by 1841, established a medical practice and 

pharmacy, along with two warehouses, in Comitán, Chiapas.292  
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of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives; “U.S. Inflation 
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Agents 

While people like Lee, Murphy, and McKenney worked for themselves, some 

merchants journeyed to Mexico and settled along the coast as agents of U.S.-American 

merchant houses, particularly ones located in New York, Philadelphia, and New Orleans. 

A couple of examples show how these businesses tended to work, reflecting the small 

merchant nature of the U.S. economy in a time before the rise of large corporations and 

management structures, like those that would typify U.S.-American business in Mexico 

during the Porfirian era (see chapter seven for further discussion of this comparison). 

In 1824, John Parker moved from Philadelphia to the port of Alvarado, just south 

of Veracruz. At the time, Alvarado functioned as Mexico’s main port on the Gulf coast 

while the Spanish military remained in control of the fort of San Juan de Ulúa, blocking 

the harbor of Veracruz. Parker served as the agent of the merchant firm of Gardiner G. & 

Samuel Howland of New York, serving them directly on the Mexican end of the trade 

chain. Documents that Parker filed with the Howland firm’s claim against Mexico for 

illegal confiscation shed light on how this business functioned. In 1825, the Howland 

brothers imported ninety-three bales of white wax from Russia to New York, then 

transshipped them on the ship Fourth of July to Alvarado, consigning them to Parker for 

sale. Showing that the line between independent merchant and agent—versus 

employee—of another was fluid in this era, Parker also “employed Fontanges Subervielle 

& Company a mercantile house established at that place to assist him in his business.”293 

 
293 John Parker, Deposition (December 9, 1841), Box 16, Claim 37 - Gardiner G. Howland and Samuel 
Howland, 1839 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims 
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Fontanges had moved to Alvarado in 1822 and went into business with a partner. In 

addition to conducting their own trade, Fontanges and Subervielle worked with others, 

like when Parker “deputed” the wax that arrived on the Fourth of July to their firm.294 

Thus he essentially transferred responsibility for the wax to the firm, so that, when 

Mexican authorities impounded the wax on suspicion that it was Cuban rather than 

Russian (and thus contraband), Fontanges and Subervielle protested the seizure to U.S. 

Minister Joel Poinsett. Three days later Parker also wrote to Poinsett.295 It fell to Parker, 

however, to inform the Howlands that the goods had been confiscated.296 From that point 

on, Parker, Fontanges & Subervielle, and the Howlands all took on a role in pushing the 

U.S. foreign service and Mexican government to resolve the claim. Similarly, the 

Philadelphia firm Fleming & Marshal employed an agent, James Chabot, at a branch in 

Tampico.297  

Dennis Gahagan provides another example of a U.S. merchant acting as agent for 

a U.S. firm. In 1831, Gahagan moved from New York to Tabasco as the commercial 

agent of Aaron Leggett, who had obtained a contract for steam navigation of that state’s 

waterways (Leggett’s venture is discussed later in this chapter) and extraction of logwood 
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Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
295 John Parker to Joel Roberts Poinsett, December 23, 1825, Box 16, Claim 37 - Gardiner G. Howland and 
Samuel Howland, 1839 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims 
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but did not himself relocate to Mexico to make the venture run. According to Gahagan, 

Leggett consigned him $60,000 worth of property, including vessels, to conduct business 

on his behalf. Gahagan, nonetheless, saw this as an opportunity for himself as well: he 

believed that conditions in Tabasco, especially following the 1831 U.S.-Mexico treaty 

regulating trade and establishing rights of each country’s citizens, provided “a favorable 

opportunity for prosecuting a successful business as a merchant.” Following his arrival, 

Gahagan moved deeper into the state, seeking to extract logwood, before encountering a 

rebellion and the end of his journey. After Mexican officials impressed the steamboat into 

service, Gahagan and other U.S.-Americans found themselves placed in the stocks. Thus, 

he was not the only U.S.-American taking part in this venture. Rather, Leggett mostly 

staffed it with his compatriots.298 For the most part, though, these agents were exceptions; 

most U.S.-American merchants operating in Mexico at this time, unlike in later eras, 

worked for themselves. 

Growing Commodities 

In addition to owning a large tract of land, another way the Baldwins proved 

exceptional among US-Americans doing business in Mexico was that they not only 

served as middlemen between Mexican growers and U.S. merchants, but they attempted 

to produce primary products for export themselves. At Riberas Coloradas, in addition to 

exporting cochineal and logwood, they attempted to grow coffee, suggesting that they 

had enough land to grow 40,000 coffee trees. Unfortunately, their claims files show little 

 
298 Dennis Gahagan, “Memorial” (n.d.), Box 16, Claim 36 - Dennis Gahagan, 1839 Claims Commission, 
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about this venture beyond mentioning it.299 Likely, though, due to coffee’s long 

maturation cycle, they did not have time to bring even one crop to market before John’s 

conflicts with local and national authorities brought him to depart the Minatitlán area. 

Why would they invest in coffee? During the late 1820s, coffee was still considered a 

luxury good in the United States. While a culture of coffeehouses had developed along 

the East Coast, inland U.S.-Americans used nuts or chicory for brewed beverages instead. 

Perhaps the Baldwins saw change emerging, though: at this time, coffee was about to 

boom in the United States—per capita consumption would double by 1870 as imports 

surged and technology increased the spread of this commodity from the upper classes 

downward.300 Nonetheless, this venture never panned out for the Baldwins. They held on 

to the property, with Samuel later producing sugar there.301  

Perhaps due to Mexico’s laws prohibiting land ownership by foreigners outside of 

certain areas designated for colonization, like the Isthmus of Tehuantepec, few other 

U.S.-Americans got involved in producing primary products. Sometime after he initially 

moved to Mexico as early as 1835, Clifton Markoe came to own a hacienda in Hueyapan, 

Veracruz, employing Mark Bayly, a fellow U.S. citizen, until Bayly was murdered in 

 
299 John Baldwin, “1: Memorial Signed by Claimant & R.S. Coxe” (Deposition, Washington, D.C., July 12, 
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Press, 1995). 
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1853; Markoe offered a reward for Bayly’s killer.302 Markoe himself married a Mexican 

woman, Micaela Crespi, which likely allowed him to skirt Mexico’s prohibition on 

foreign land ownership; whether the land was in her name or his is unclear. Among the 

few others who attempted to produce agricultural goods directly were the Levy brothers. 

In 1845, after Mexico had revoked the law against foreigners owning land and after they 

had lived in Laguna, Campeche, for two years, Moses and Jonas Levy relocated to 

Tabasco with the intention of establishing a combined sugar plantation, brick yard, and 

pottery business. However, Mexican authorities confiscated the ship carrying the materiel 

with which they planned to pursue the venture. By the time they won redress for that 

seizure in 1846, the U.S.-Mexican War had begun and they found themselves expelled 

from the country.303  

Mining 

The Baldwins’ and Leggett’s attempts to extract a primary product, in this case 

logwood, from Mexico did not represent the sole attempt to extract a primary product 

from the country. During the colonial era, mining formed a major part of Mexico’s 

economy—indeed, as John Tutino argues, silver mining made Mexico one of the centers 

of the global economy during the eighteenth century, while the thirteen British colonies 

on the Atlantic seaboard in North America were more peripheral.304 But the Mexican War 

 
302 “Asesinato,” February 11, 1853; “Asesinato,” Siglo Diez y Nueve, February 12, 1853, Latin American 
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303 Levy, “Memorial.” 
304 For more on the British colonies compared with Spanish in this era, see Eliga H. Gould, “Entangled 
Histories, Entangled Worlds: The English-Speaking Atlantic as a Spanish Periphery,” The American 
Historical Review 112, no. 3 (2007): 764–86. 
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of Independence changed the equation, leaving much of that industry literally in ruins and 

under water by 1821.305 During the next decades, as new industrial processes disrupted 

the global economy and shifted its centers to the North Atlantic, capital from two of the 

countries at the forefront of this transition—the United Kingdom and the United States—

flowed into Mexico to revive its former industry. British mining interests were dominant 

during this period,306 but some U.S.-Americans did move to Mexico to pursue wealth in 

that sector, as well. 

Some U.S. citizens moved to Mexico to make their living in various jobs related 

to mining. Samuel and Charles Birkbeck immigrated from the United Kingdom to the 

United States with their parents in the early decades of the nineteenth century. After 

gaining U.S. citizenship, though, the brothers found that Mexico provided even more 

opportunities. They relocated in 1827, intermittently continuing to register as U.S. 

citizens.307 Samuel, in particular, worked as a manager for British mining companies in 

the next decades before leaving for Australia in 1860.308 Samuel Birkbeck was not the 

only U.S. citizen who spent most of his adult life in Mexico working in mining. Stephen 

Courcier purchased a Chihuahua copper mine in 1828, after Mexico expelled its Spanish-

born owner the year before. He and his business partner, Robert McKnight, owned the 

 
305 Tutino, Making a New World. 
306 Tenenbaum, “Merchants, Money, and Mischief the British in Mexico, 1821-1862.” 
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mine for four years before they turned to international trade.309 After engaging in 

overland trade via the Santa Fé Trail in 1831, Samuel Paul Parkman moved to 

Guanajuato the following year.310 He made his way into the mining industry; by 1849, he 

was considered enough of an expert to be commissioned to seek particular ores.311 He 

remained in Mexico until his death in 1873.312 Locations indicated on citizenship 

certificates provided by the legation show that other U.S.-Americans could be found in 

mining towns. John Kimball spent the early 1830s in Real de Catorce, San Luís Potosí—a 

town that the U.S. consulate so associated with mining that it misnamed the town “Mine 

Catorce” in a citizenship certificate for him.313 Samuel Spooner lived in Mineral del 

Monte, Hidalgo, baptizing his daughter there in 1846.314  

Other U.S.-Americans took on more active investments. Even some U.S.-

Americans who primarily worked in other occupations looked to mining investments for 

their mother lode. George Gardiner operated a dental practice in Mexico City (discussed 

below), but also dabbled in mining ventures that, as discussed in chapter six, led to his 

 
309 W. H. Timmons, “The El Paso Area in the Mexican Period, 1821-1848,” The Southwestern Historical 
Quarterly 84, no. 1 (1980): 9–10. 
310 “Finding Aid to the Samuel Paul Pablo Parkman Family Papers, 1807-1961,” Online Archive of 
California, accessed November 14, 2020, http://www.oac.cdlib.org/findaid/ark:/13030/tf1779n53m/. 
311 “Remetido,” Siglo Diez y Nueve, August 2, 1849, 1–2, Latin American Newspapers. 
312 “Died,” Two Republics, June 7, 1873, Latin American Newspapers. 
313 Anthony Butler, “John Kimball” (U.S. Citizenship Certificate, Real de Catorce, San Luis Potosí, 
November 4, 1830), GD129—Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 1, f. 241, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico; 
Anthony Butler, “John Kimball” (U.S. Citizenship Certificate, Real de Catorce, San Luis Potosí, February 
18, 1832), GD129—Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 4, f. 111, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico. 
314 “1790: Isabel de Jesus Spooner Benavides” (Baptism Record, Mineral del Monte, Hidalgo, México, 
September 12, 1846), Mineral del Monte > Asunción > Bautismos 1838-1849 > image 355 of 572; 
paróquias Católicas (Catholic Church parishes), Hidalgo, “México, Hidalgo, registros parroquiales, 1546-
1971,” database with images, FamilySearch, https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/3:1:9396-XYN3-
C?i=354&wc=3V31-PTP%3A147072401%2C147071602%2C147237801&cc=1804358. 



142 
 

eventual downfall.315 Due to the locations of mining ventures, U.S.-Americans who took 

part in these types of enterprises were often among the few who, like the Baldwins, lived 

in rural areas of Mexico’s interior.  

Industrialists 

When the Baldwins sought to export logwood to the United States, they 

constructed a sawmill to cut the timber to fit onto ships. To John Baldwin, this was no 

ordinary sawmill. Rather, it represented the introduction of new, advanced technology 

from the North Atlantic to Mexico. Baldwin suggested that he was “possessed of skill in 

such machinery,” and further that his skill and equipment “might be greatly advantageous 

to Mexico as well as himself.”316 The Baldwins’ construction of a sawmill fit into a 

broader pattern of U.S.-Americans looking not just to extract primary products from 

Mexico, but to bring industrial technology to bear. Almost as soon as Mexico gained 

independence, entrepreneurs in the newly-industrializing United States looked south of 

the border for investment opportunities. They wrote to the Mexican legation in 

Washington to express their interest and learn more. For example, Joseph Allen joined in 

a venture to establish a paper mill.317  

 
315 Special Committee of the House of Representatives in the Gardiner Investigation, “The Gardiner 
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Génaro Estrada; José Manuel Zozaya to Joseph Allen, April 11, 1827, Leg. 13, exp. 2-2, f. 51, Archivo de 
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There was mutual interest on the part of Mexican officials. In addition to 

attempting to revive the silver economy after its collapse during the Wars of 

Independence, Mexican officials like Alamán and Ortiz sought foreign investment to 

stimulate other sectors of the country’s economy. The government established the Banco 

de Avío to encourage industrialization, particularly a homegrown textile industry.318 

During a trip through the United States in the early 1830s, Lorenzo de Zavala made a 

point to visit the textile mills of Lowell, Massachusetts.319 Some Mexican industrialists, 

like Maximiliano Galván Rivera, ventured to the United States to acquire machinery.320 

Juan de Viriagal toured textile mills in the northeastern United States.321 The 1820s saw 

slow growth as British textiles flooded into Mexico; by the 1830s, protectionist policies, 

particularly following the vision of Lucas Alamán, brought industrialization around 

Mexico City, Puebla, and Querétaro.322 

U.S. industrialists joined British interests in relocating to Mexico to set up 

industries there to serve the domestic demand, allowing them to skirt tariffs on imported 

goods and fulfilling Alamán’s purpose in erecting such barriers. This helped draw 

Samuel Wally and Stephen F. Davidson to open a cotton mill in Tampico in 1834. By 

producing within Mexico’s borders, they avoided the country’s fifteen percent tariff on 
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cotton goods, and further benefited from a protected market. Mexican officials did not 

just offer a protected market, though; Wally and Davidson received an inducement of 

$12,000 (roughly equivalent to $358,000 in 2021). They opened the factory in 1836, after 

importing machinery from New York. According to a claim they later filed, they operated 

successfully for a year before authorities broke up the business. Nonetheless, both men 

remained in Tampico until war broke out between the United States and Mexico in 

1846.323 Wally quickly became involved in a different manufacturing venture with a 

different set of partners, George and Peter Lafler. The Laflers and Wally had established 

a multifaceted venture: A brick making business and farm eighteen miles outside of 

Tampico, with a shop in the city itself. Their business was more successful than Wally’s 

first. It lasted at least through the expulsion of U.S.-Americans from Tampico at the 

beginning of the U.S.-Mexican War.324  

Wally and Davidson were not the only manufacturers to find that U.S. technology 

was in demand in Mexico. Witnesses in the claim of the Puebla coach-making firm of 

Angus and Terry reported that the firm’s profitability came in part due to a Mexican 

preference for U.S.-made carriages. Cotton manufacturer James Robertson, for example, 

reported that “American work was in demand.”325 James Angus and Jeremiah Terry, the 
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Archives. 
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firm’s two principals, had both moved to Mexico City sometime in the 1830s. There, they 

got to know other U.S.-Americans, including fellow coach-makers like James Walker.326 

But, perhaps because other U.S.-Americans already had a share of the market in the 

capital, they realized another place where they might have even greater opportunity: on 

the other side of the Valley of Mexico’s volcanoes, in the city of Puebla. In spring 1843, 

Angus relocated into the city itself, while Terry moved to Miraflores, 60 miles away.327 

Together, they set up their firm, which, according to witnesses in their claim, was the 

only U.S.-American-owned carriage manufacturer and repairer in the region and, as a 

result, the most successful. It contained a large building, several smaller attached 

buildings, and employed a good number of people—many of them Mexican, like a 

bookkeeper. By the time that the U.S.-Mexican War disrupted their business in 1847 (see 

discussion in chapters five and six), the firm saw $5,000 per year in profit—the 

equivalent of $173,000 in 2021—annually, and witnesses testified both to its vitality and 

its value above $10,000, the equivalent of $347,000 in 2021. James and his wife, Wealthy 

Ann Angus, employed a local woman and her daughter Juana Hernández as housekeepers 

for their apartment, housed within the factory.328  
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By the early 1840s, Puebla was becoming a hub of U.S.-American and British 

capitalist interest.329 Many of the witnesses who testified in Angus and Terry’s favor 

worked at either U.S.-American or British manufacturing firms there.330 Additionally, the 

Patterson Machine Company set up a factory there. Unlike many other ventures in the 

era, the owners remained in the United States but recruited managers to venture to 

Mexico. In 1841, the firm recruited Joseph Wilson (see more in section on artisans, 

below) to move to Puebla to manage the factory.331 Around the time of Wilson’s arrival, 

William H. Johnson also moved to Puebla to set up a cotton manufacturing business.332 In 

1845, meanwhile, Francis McCully of Paterson, New Jersey, invented a more efficient 

cotton spinner, and made a point of securing patents in not just the United States but 

Britain, France, Belgium, and Mexico, suggesting that he knew a market existed in the 

latter country as well as in the other better-known industrial powerhouses.333 While U.S. 

interests were smaller than British, they sowed the seeds of future U.S. capital investment 

in Mexican industry. 

Transportation Lines 

When Parr and Wilson sought their return to New Orleans in 1828, they 

encountered another Baldwin-owned business: By that time, the two brothers had 
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purchased the Packet, a vessel to engage in trade between Minatitlán and New Orleans. 

Parr and Wilson did not wind up boarding the vessel for its voyage; rather, because a 

dispute between them and the Baldwins, which would become the basis for their lawsuit, 

had boiled over, they were forced off the vessel and sought alternate transportation. 

Appropriately, when they filed suit, the Packet was one of the assets Louisiana 

authorities seized as collateral to compel the Baldwins to take part in the lawsuit. The 

Packet was not primarily a passenger ship, though: it mostly carried timber from the 

Baldwins’ sawmill to New Orleans.334 Other U.S.-American entrepreneurs sought to 

invest in Mexican transportation. Like in the United States, investments in Mexican 

transportation would provide two sources of profit: For some, the lines would also open 

up new parts of Mexico for extraction of primary products and sale of finished products. 

For others, the lines would transport paying customers as well as paid freight.  

Like the Baldwins, Aaron Leggett sought both to gain access to logwood and to 

the means of transport. When Aaron Leggett gained a concession for exclusive steam 

navigation of Tabasco’s rivers in 1831, his agent James Cochrane made clear that Leggett 

didn't see the steamboat venture as lucrative enough in itself. Rather, steam navigation 

would be the key to extracting the state’s logwood. Thomas Fravne, whom Leggett sent 

as one of his agents to Tabasco, stated that Leggett’s ten-year concession introduced 

steamboats for the first time “in that part of the Continent.”335 As previously discussed, 
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Leggett himself did not move to Mexico to pursue his venture—he sent Cochrane and 

others on his behalf. Even with the different arrangements that agents had, this made 

Leggett more akin to the later nineteenth-century U.S.-American industrialists who 

invested in Mexico but remained in their headquarters.  

Many others, though, did not have the scale to run their ventures from afar. 

Rather, to build their transport businesses, they relocated to Mexico themselves. 

John/Juan Davis Bradburn, although he had become a Mexican citizen after serving in the 

Mexican Army, used connections to the United States to import steamboats and establish 

a steam line, with President Anastasio Bustamante’s approval, along the Rio Grande in 

1838.336 Leggett’s successor in bringing steam navigation to the rivers of Tabasco is 

another example. In 1838, with Leggett’s concession long having expired, Bustamante 

granted William H. Brown, resident in Tabasco, the exclusive right to steam navigation in 

that state for ten years. This monopoly was not to last, though; in 1843, President Antonio 

López de Santa Anna granted another concession to a Mexican entrepreneur, José María 

Lozada. Brown and his heirs subsequently pursued a claim against the government for 

breakup of the monopoly.337  

Other U.S.-American transport entrepreneurs would use more traditional 

technology, even if they sometimes advertised that they had improved upon it. U.S. 

citizens took particular interest in establishing ground transportation lines in Mexico. By 
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1830, Gilbert Vanderwerken was already a transportation pioneer in the United States. He 

had brought the omnibus, a multiple-passenger wagon running on a fixed line, to Newark, 

New Jersey. But rather than expand his operation into another city, even as the Whig 

Party and many state and local governments sought to build the country’s transport 

systems, he looked further afield—much further—for his next venture. Vanderwerken 

moved to Mexico to establish a stagecoach line between Mexico’s main port at Veracruz 

and its capital, passing through the major cities of Xalapa and Puebla, in cooperation with 

Manuel Escandon, Coyne, and Company. Vanderwerken’s venture would fizzle within a 

few years, and he would return to the United States, where he would lay the groundwork 

for the U.S. capital’s future public transport system.338 But he was not the only U.S.-

American stagecoach operator to look to Mexico at this time. Pennsylvania native James 

Johnson moved to Mexico in 1839 to run a stagecoach line along a similar route as 

Vanderwerken’s venture had covered: from Mexico City to Puebla and Toluca. He 

reported that he invested $8,000—roughly equivalent to $220,867 in 2019—in the 

venture. After Santa Anna’s return to power in 1841, though, according to Johnson, Santa 

Anna supported another, competing stage line, in this case owned by a Spaniard and ally 

of Santa Anna (perhaps Spanish-born U.S. citizen Alexander Atocha), bringing Johnson’s 

business to a halt. His business never recovered.339 Daniel Boyden, meanwhile, 

successfully operated a carriage line between Mexico City and Toluca for fifteen years, 
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gaining a good reputation, until he apparently absconded with money he had been 

entrusted to carry in 1849.340 

Both steam and carriage entrepreneurs emphasized that they were bringing the 

latest technologies to Mexico from the United States, showing, even at that early date, an 

idea of U.S. technological advancement. In 1828, an unnamed “American gentlemen” 

shipped “several coaches” from New York to a Mexican port to establish a stagecoach 

line.341 In 1832, when a rebellion broke out, Mexican officials pressed Leggett’s 

steamboats into service as troop transports and, further, pressed Cochrane into service 

because he was “in a country where no persons were acquainted with his art, or had the 

means, that he possessed, of conducting it.” He further clarified, “as there was no other 

person in the State, who could have performed the duties of Chief Engineer of the 

Steamer.” He further emphasized the uniqueness of his task, and the skill set he filled, by 

saying that he brought with him “the only complete set of Instruments and Tools in the 

State.”342  

Artisans 

Merchants and business investors were not the only U.S.-Americans who found 

Mexico to be a land of opportunity after the country’s independence. Even as the United 

States expanded westward into land expropriated from Native Americans, some artisans 
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found a niche not in the new towns and cities in the west but much further afield: in 

Mexico. A list of passports provided by the Mexican legation in the United States in 1824 

includes naturalized U.S. citizen Paulain Magnier (his original citizenship is not listed), a 

confectioner moving to Mexico City to practice his trade.343 Artisanal occupations, like 

cabinetmaking, shoemaking, carpentry, and industrial work are more represented than 

merchants among U.S.-Americans in Mexico’s 1841 census of foreigners living in the 

country. That partial census shows more than fifty of the 146 U.S.-Americans represented 

on the list as artisans, like blacksmiths, spinners, and carpenters.344  

What brought them to Mexico? James Cochrane gave a hint at a partial 

explanation: Inducements, unfortunately not named, on the part of the Mexican 

government.345 As early as 1827, it is clear that Mexico needed artisans to make 

manufacturing operations work: Juan José Espinoza of the foreign ministry wrote to the 

country’s minister in Washington that Joseph Allen was being commissioned to recruit 

artisans for a paper mill near Mexico City, and hopefully mills in other locations, too.346 

He successfully recruited at least three men: John A. Lamb, Peter May, and Alfred 

Lengren.347 Even later, evidence exists that the Mexican government was looking to the 

United States as a source of artisans: Alexander Holmstrom, a mechanic from New York, 

 
343 José A. Torrens, “Lista De Pasaportes Otorgados Por La Legación De Septiembre De 1823 a Octubre 
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reported that he lived in Veracruz in 1844-45 while working directly for the Mexican 

government. Unfortunately, he did not report what his job was, nor the circumstances that 

brought him there.348  

In the early 1830s, Robert Plumer, a Maine cabinetmaker, decided that his home 

state was not the right place for his talents. Rather than move west, as many other New 

Englanders of his era did, Plumer leapfrogged them to settle in the mining city of 

Zacatecas. There, he and Thomas Morison, a British national who had previously lived in 

the United States, set up shop as Plumer and Morison. Mary Ann Krauss, a fellow British 

expatriate living there, described them as “quiet industrious and peaceful residents of the 

said City of Zacatecas.”349 By 1835, when Santa Anna’s army sacked the city to crush a 

federalist uprising, they could report a profitable business. They were successful enough 

that they employed others, including a fellow U.S.-American, Henry Furrie.350 Even 

though Plumer and Morrison’s shop was destroyed, they apparently did not have 

inducement to leave Mexico. In spite of the poverty his daughter Dorcas reported he 

suffered, Plumer continued to register his residency in Mexico annually until at least 

1843.351 Plumer was not the only cabinetmaker who went to Mexico. Henry Gisner, a 30-
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year-old cabinetmaker, was among the U.S.-American residents expelled from 

Matamoros as Zachary Taylor’s army approached in 1846.352  

Some U.S.-American artisans who moved to Mexico reported large incomes, 

while others lived more day-to-day. When Mexico’s government sought forced loans to 

renew hostilities in Texas in late 1836, two officials went to William Homan and James 

Farrington, U.S.-American furniture makers in Mexico City. The two artisans told the 

officials that they did not have the funds to pay the levy, and further suggested, in a 

statement that could come from Karl Marx a decade later, that as mechanics, “They have 

no other resource than their labour, which ought to be a consideration, to distinguish them 

from capitalists, who turn over and hold large funds.” Because their labor would not give 

the Mexican government what it needed to reconquer a rebellious province, the officials 

instead took furniture from them.353 Homan and Farrington were not the only U.S.-

American furniture makers in the capital. In 1828, a crowd attacked Nicholas Ricardi’s 

furniture business on the capital city’s Calle de Coliseo, along with his workshop—

employing twenty-four workmen—on the Calle de las Ratas, during the popular 

revolution that eventually installed Vicente Guerrero as president. Although a claim filed 

in Ricardi’s name stated that he lost everything in this episode and was reduced to 

poverty, he remained in Mexico City until relocating to California during the Gold Rush 

 
Mexico; “Robert Plumer” (U.S. Citizenship Certificate, Mexico City, Mexico, January 2, 1843), GD129—
Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 30, f. 90, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico. 
352 Henry Gisner, “Affidavit” (Matamoros, Tamaulipas, Mexico, July 3, 1846), Box 8 - November Term, 
Claim 25 - John P Schatzell, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and 
Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
353 Francisco Robles and José María Merino, “Deposition” (Mexico City, Mexico, October 26, 1836), Box 
8 - November Term, Claim 23 - William Homan, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the 
United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 



154 
 

in 1849.354 At least two U.S.-American saddle makers joined Homan, Farrington, and 

Ricardi as U.S.-American artisans in Mexico City. In 1826, Benjamin Burn moved to the 

capital city, establishing what he described as a “lucrative” business as a saddler and 

harness maker. He opened his own shop in 1829, advertising that he made all sorts of 

saddles and saddle components “in the English style.”355 He remained there at least 

through 1847, when Mexico’s government expelled many U.S.-Americans as their 

country’s army approached.356 Charles Joransson also had a saddle making business in 

Mexico City during the late 1830s; he advertised high quality saddles at a low price.357 

Burn and Joransson briefly operated as partners until splitting and going their own ways 

in 1844.358 

Long before the U.S.-born Sanborn brothers would establish their eponymous and 

ubiquitous cafes across Mexico, and long before the Golden Arches opened for business 

near the Zócalo, some U.S.-American artisans attempted to export U.S. tastes to Mexico. 

Soon after Mexican independence, John Minnes moved to an hacienda near Valladolid 

(today Morelia) to establish a distillery. Although he relocated near a region that would 

later influence U.S. tastes and fuel many Cinco de Mayo cultural appropriations, Minnes 
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wasn’t seeking to distill agave into tequila and mezcal. Rather, evidence from a claim he 

filed against the Mexican government shows that he sought to distill the first of Mexico’s 

gifts to the wider world—corn, which he would make into whiskey.359 Charles H. 

Cooper, another distiller, plied his trade as a distiller in another area of Mexico, one that 

would become part of the United States: Santa Cruz, Alta California. Cooper reported 

earning five dollars per day in 1840 (roughly equivalent to $147.56 in 2021) plying his 

trade.360 

Some artisans found employment in U.S.-owned ventures in Mexico. When 

Aaron Leggett purchased a ten-year concession for exclusive navigation of the State of 

Tabasco’s waterways by steamboat, he hired James Cochrane, a machinist with previous 

experience in the U.S. Navy, to keep the boats in working order.361 In 1841, Joseph 

Wilson, a machinist from Framingham, Massachusetts, moved to Puebla to serve as 

superintendent of a factory owned by the Patterson Machine Company of Paterson, New 

Jersey. Initially, he signed a two-year contract, but remained in Puebla through, as he 

testified, mutual agreement with his employer, for over three years, bringing his 

family.362 In both cases, we see these artisans filling a particular niche—a skill set that 

Mexico sought to acquire through the immigration of U.S.-Americans. Not all skilled 

artisans worked for U.S.-owned ventures in Mexico, too. A British venture recruited the 
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married couple Charles and Sophronia Bradshaw of Massachusetts to move to Mexico in 

1837 or 1838. The Bradshaws both worked in industrial operations.363  

Other artisans found employment in Mexican-owned industrial ventures, showing 

a desire for importing technical skill among Mexican industrialists. Sonora textile mill 

owner Manuel Yñigo employed nine U.S.-Americans in Sonora, along with two Brits and 

a Hanoverian. (The Hanoverian was Friedrich Ronstadt, great-grandfather of singer Linda 

Ronstadt.)364 A mill owner in Monclova, Coahuila, employed U.S.-Americans, among 

other foreigners, at his venture. These U.S.-Americans included some who worked as 

carpenters, and Almira Parsons, a weaving teacher who was among the few women who 

appear under their own names in Mexico’s 1841 census of foreigners. The same census 

shows a concentration of U.S.-Americans in occupations, like spinner and wool carder, 

related to textile work in Xalapa.365 In a report to his business associates, the director of 

the Sur de Jalisco company, Ignacio Vizcaino, in Guadalajara commended engineer 

Veranes Hooker and maker (fabricante) Silas Goddard, both U.S. citizens working in his 

venture.366 That same year, José Palomar sought visa renewals for twelve foreign 

employees, including U.S. citizens, at his textile mill in that same city.367  
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Printing and Photography 

Industrial operations were not the only area where U.S. citizens imported 

technological know-how and equipment into Mexico; printing was another. Some U.S. 

citizens established printing ventures in Mexico, whether importing printed materials, 

printing technology, or adding their voices to the country’s print culture directly.368 Pell 

A. Brother attempted to establish a printing business in Tampico in 1829, but invading 

Spanish troops destroyed the press he had sent there.369 Some U.S. citizens got directly 

into the printing business to influence Mexican politics. Cornelius Sebring moved to 

Mexico City in the late 1820s with a printing press in tow. He also cultivated a friendship 

with Lorenzo de Zavala and Poinsett. Armed with his printing press and alliance with 

Zavala and Poinsett, Sebring established the Correo de la Federación Mexicana, 

becoming the mouthpiece of the Yorkino (Liberal) movement in the late 1820s. When 

Poinsett came under fire for his interference in Mexican politics, Sebring defended him 

with a pamphlet, which he advertised in his newspaper—next to a translation of one of 

the Federalist Papers.370 The overthrow of Yorkino President Vicente Guerrero at the end 

of 1829 spelled the end of Sebring’s tenure in Mexico; he left the country, only briefly 
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returning in 1835 and publishing an almanac for the coming year.371 Later publishers 

credited him with introducing a particular printing technology to Mexico. His importation 

of a U.S.-made printing press is evident in the limited graphics that appeared in 

newspapers of the era—advertisements for houses show an icon that more closely 

resembles a U.S. Federal Period home, rather than anything found in 1820s Mexico 

City.372 In a similar manner to Sebring, William Parrott published a book paying homage 

to Santa Anna in 1829, advertising for underwriters in Sebring’s newspaper.373 

Meanwhile, in 1845, Wright and Company sold their Libería Americana (American 

Bookstore) to Kienast and Werche.374 

During the 1840s, U.S. entrepreneurs imported a nascent technology, 

photography, to Mexico. Andrew Halsey established a photography studio at the Hotel 

del Teatro Nacional in Mexico City, possibly as early as 1840. A possible relative, John 

Halsey, began importing photographic technology into Mexico around the same time.375 

In 1842, R.W. Holt advertised that he had the latest equipment from New York in his 

Mexico City studio and could produce the “best portraits,” produced “in less time and at a 

superior quality” than before.376 Prominent Veracruz merchant Louis Hargous imported 
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daguerreotype equipment in 1844.377 While the manufacturing capacity for photographic 

equipment existed in the United States, U.S. citizens quickly recognized that a market 

existed in Mexico and set up shop accordingly. 

Medicine 

While the expanding United States offered some opportunities for medical 

professionals in the 1820s through 1840s, some chose to ply their wares in Mexico 

instead. Both Parrott and Baldwin trained as dentists before seeking to make their livings 

in mercantile ventures.378 Some who remained in the profession advertised in Mexican 

newspapers, operating under an assumption that their audiences would find their training 

in medicine and technology imported from the United States impressive. Dentist Richard 

Skinner advertised how natural his crowns looked, at a better price than other dentists 

charged.379 Dentist George Gardiner relocated to Mexico City in 1841 and advertised 

frequently in the city’s newspapers between then and the outbreak of the U.S.-Mexican 

War in 1846. In his first ad, he specified that he had moved from New York, perhaps 

suggesting his practice would be superior because of his origin in the United States, even 

as he also noted that the local medical board had approved him.380 In a later 
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advertisement, he noted that his techniques reflected the latest advances in dental practice 

in Paris, London, and the United States.381 He further advertised that the “leading 

families” of the capital had offered testimonials for him.382 Among other services, 

Gardiner advertised that he had the latest chemicals and best minerals, imported from the 

United States, for whitening teeth and other dental procedures.383 John Togno, 

meanwhile, worked as a medical professor in Mexico City and operated his own practice 

in the mid-1830s, advertising that his remedies were most effective, with least side 

effects.384 Others weren’t involved directly in medical practice but nonetheless plied 

cures. In Durango in the mid-1840s, U.S. citizen Gustavo Mercier sold medicines to cure 

venereal diseases.385 James McKenney operated a pharmacy in Comitán, Chiapas in the 

same decade.386 
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Entering Mexican Military and Diplomatic Service 

U.S.-Americans did not just look for opportunities in business and professional 

practice in Mexico, but also sought opportunities from the Mexican government. During 

the Mexican War of Independence, U.S.-Americans joined Mexican rebel groups. That 

tradition continued after independence, as U.S.-Americans, including one of the highest-

ranking officers in the U.S. Navy, signed up for Mexican military, and even diplomatic, 

service.  

As Peter Guardino notes in The Dead March, early modern military service was 

more of an occupation for pay than it was a manifestation of national loyalty.387 

Following the War of 1812, the U.S. military proved to be a less-attractive option for 

U.S.-Americans. By contrast, Mexico after independence still faced numerous threats. 

With Spain not recognizing the country’s independence and continually threatening 

invasion, Mexico maintained a large military establishment.388 A good number of U.S.-

Americans joined Mexico’s military during this era, sometimes of their own initiative 

and, other times, recruited by the Mexican government. 

U.S.-Americans entering the Mexican armed forces in the 1820s built on 

precedents from the previous decade: men who joined filibustering expeditions and/or 

Mexican rebel armies (the lines between the two often blurred) and, for various reasons, 

remained in Mexico.389 Two men who stayed on and made careers in Mexico—and 
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became naturalized Mexicans—are Juan Davis Bradburn and John Villars. They proved 

exceptional in the sense of not only making careers in the Mexican military but fully 

assimilating into Mexican society. Villars took part in the ill-fated Gutierrez-Magee 

filibustering expedition in 1813. Unlike many of the rebels who fled Spanish Tejas after 

the rebels’ defeat in the Battle of the Medina, Villars remained in New Spain. He settled 

near Monclova, becoming a Mexican citizen after independence and marrying a Mexican 

woman. His descendants remain in Mexico today.390 The Kentuckian John Davis 

Bradburn migrated to Spanish Tejas at a similar time, in the aftermath of the Gutierrez-

Magee expedition in 1813, eventually finding his way into Mexican rebel armies. He rose 

to a high station in Mexican society. In 1822, U.S. Consul William Taylor traveled from 

Veracruz to Mexico City with Bradburn, by then a Colonel in the new Mexican imperial 

army, “a gentleman of strict honor and integrity, and high standing in the confidence and 

a favorite of the Emperor.”391 Bradburn made a career in the Mexican Army and 

assimilated into Mexican society, marrying Maria Josefa Hurtado de Mendoza y 

Caballero de los Olivos, sister of the Marques de Orizaba, and living in Mexico City’s 

famed Casa de los Azulejos—today, ironically, the flagship of a retail and restaurant 

chain, Sanborns, founded by U.S.-American migrants. Bradburn became the bete noir of 

U.S.-American Tejas colonists in 1832. He remained in the Mexican Army through the 

Texas Revolution before retiring to the vicinity of Matamoros, where he died in 1842.392 

 
390 Brandon Seale, who produced the podcast series Finding Medina, on the Gutiérrez-Magee expedition, 
told me of his contact with Villars’s descendants. Email, Brandon Seale to David McKenzie, April 25, 
2019. 
391 William Taylor to John Quincy Adams, June 6, 1822, Reel 1, M183 - Despatches from U.S. Consuls in 
Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. National Archives. 
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While other U.S.-Americans, like John Hamilton Robinson, made careers with Mexican 

rebel groups, few others assimilated into Mexican society quite the way that Bradburn 

and Villars did.393  

With economic prospects in the United States foundering in the early 1820s, as 

discussed above, some restless young U.S.-American men looked to Mexico’s military as 

a place to find employment. The need was mutual: Consul William Taylor reported in 

1826 that, “As there are but few natives of this country who are Seamen, the Government 

are obliged to have recourse to foreigners to man their public vessels, of which they have 

several.” He further noted that the Mexican Navy offered incentives directly to U.S.-

American merchant sailors, producing “dissatisfaction and consequent ill will on the part 

of the masters of Amn. Vessels towards the Commanders of Mexican vessels of war, and 

also towards the authorities of this place.”394 Some of this incentive came in the form of 

gaining a higher position. In 1822, for example, Lewis Seager, a midshipman in the U.S. 

Navy, joined the Mexican Navy as a lieutenant commander while he was on furlough 

from his service for the United States.395 Seager was not the only U.S.-American to find 

service in the Mexican military an attractive proposition in the mid-1820s. Mexican 

diplomats in the United States regularly received correspondence asking about slots in the 

Mexican armed forces. For example, Thomas Barton, a U.S. Marine first lieutenant, 

sought both to alleviate boredom and to advance professional through joining the 
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Mexican military. Writing from the U.S. Marine Barracks in Washington on August 10, 

1826, he told Minister José Manuel Zozaya that he felt “induced” to seek to join the 

Mexican Army or Marines by “the present inactive state of the U. States Marine Corps,” 

but only, like happened for Seager, “provided I can obtain a commission superior to the 

one I now hold.” He then discussed how he felt equipped to lead men, rather than be 

led.396 Apparently his plea did not make a strong impression, though, as Zozaya replied 

that, while Barton was welcome to apply directly to the Mexican government, Mexico’s 

war with Spain was “nominal”—although Spain refused to recognize Mexican 

independence, no active state of war existed—and, besides, “we have a surplus of 

officers.”397  

Perhaps the most famous, outside of Texas (where John Davis Bradburn’s name 

still raises ire) of U.S.-Americans who signed up for Mexican military service was one of 

the U.S. Navy’s highest-ranking officers: Commodore David Porter. After a court martial 

for an insubordinate attack on Spanish Puerto Rico, Porter left the U.S. Navy to take full 

command of Mexico’s Navy.398 Porter’s service raised the attention of the U.S. consular 

corps in Mexico.399 He commanded the Mexican Navy for three years, including in a 

battle with a Spanish vessel, the Lealtad, in early 1828. This battle led to the death of his 
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nephew, also named David Porter. The elder Porter’s service ended rather ignominiously, 

though. As the Mexican government found itself increasingly in financial straits through 

the 1820s, it was unable to pay Porter. He finally resigned in protest in 1828.400  

For many U.S.-Americans who entered Mexican service at a much lower rank 

than Porter, the experience also did not end well. In 1823, Consul William Taylor in 

Veracruz reported numerous examples of U.S.-Americans recruited into the Mexican 

armed forces in Philadelphia, then “discharged therefrom without a cent.”401 Three years 

later, after reporting extensive recruiting among U.S.-American sailors six months earlier, 

Taylor wrote that many sailors had since left.402 The following year, he reported many 

U.S.-Americans in the Mexican Navy had not been discharged on time, and that the 

Mexican government could not pay them.403  

Alexander McRae, a 28-year-old native of North Carolina then living in New 

Orleans, ventured to Mexico with his friend Adolphus Blane, joining the Mexican Navy 

in Veracruz and serving as midshipman second class on the Guerrero, commanded by 

Commodore Porter’s son, beginning on January 21, 1828. His mother Rhoda’s future 

claim for his pension cited his “his love of freedom, and the chivalric impulses of his 

nation” as reasons he “espoused the cause of Mexico, in her struggle for Independence.” 

Of course, this was not the only motivation: Rhoda McRae sought to receive her son’s 
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“debt, generously, and honorably contracted” as compensation for his service. As a 

midshipman, he earned $30 per month. Tragically, McRae only served three weeks in the 

Mexican Navy—when the Guerrero encountered the Spanish ship Lealtad near Mariel, 

Cuba, a battle ensued and McRae was among the casualties, along with Porter’s son.404 

Blane survived to tell the tale to Porter, who relayed the information to McRae’s brother, 

John, the following summer. Blane soon left the Mexican Navy and, according to Porter, 

returned to the United States to bring McRae’s effects to his family.405 Enough U.S.-

Americans were killed in Mexican service in the battle against the Lealtad that, on March 

27, 1828, the Mexican Congress passed a law that awarded pensions to the widows, 

children, and mothers of those, like Alexander McRae, who had died.406 Given Mexico’s 

financial straits, though, pensions were left unpaid until the 1849 U.S. claims commission 

awarded compensation. Even with their difficulty in gaining compensation for their 

family member’s service and death, McRae’s family apparently was proud of his work: 

His tombstone in Fayetteville, North Carolina, reads:  

Who in the 29th year of his age on the 11th of February, A.D. 1828 

In the Naval Service of Mexico Gallently Fell In Defence of 

The Liberties of that Republic.407  

 
404 “Verdict of U.S. Commissioners, 1839 Commission” (Washington, D.C., n.d.), Box 14 - November 
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Similarly, for the next years, Porter and his descendants attempted to gain his promised 

compensation—not just money, but a land grant in the coveted Isthmus of Tehuantepec, 

not far from where the Baldwins settled. Even after filing claims in the 1839 and 1849 

commissions, they only reached agreement in 1868.408  

Seemingly, the 1820s was a high point of interest by U.S.-Americans serving in 

the Mexican military. Claims files and diplomatic correspondence mention almost no 

U.S.-Americans serving after this time, perhaps indicating a combination of the United 

States turning against Mexico generally, and perhaps also knowledge of the bad 

experiences of men, from Porter on down the ranks, in the 1820s.  

One of the few U.S.-Americans who did serve in the Mexican armed forces at this 

time was Benjamin Harrison. Harrison reported that he had been born enslaved near 

Hagerstown, Maryland, but was eventually freed. John Thomson Mason, a friend of 

Harrison’s former enslaver, recruited him to journey to Mexico with him on business. 

According to Harrison, he and Mason met with President Antonio López de Santa Anna 

himself. Harrison argued that he refused Santa Anna’s many entreaties to join the 

Mexican military, but that he was eventually conscripted into doing so. While this may be 

true, it could also be fictional—the 1849 Claims Commission, before which Harrison told 

his story, required that U.S.-Americans seeking damages never have abandoned their 

U.S. citizenship, including by taking up arms for another country. Saying he joined 

involuntarily would still qualify him for the compensation owed to him. Either way, 

Harrison found himself in the Mexican army as it marched toward Tejas to put down the 
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rebellion there in 1836. He served as a translator. The circumstances of his return to the 

United States are murky, but he again found himself traveling to Mexico, and, so he 

claimed, conscripted again into the military.409  

While not many U.S.-Americans could be seen serving in the Mexican military 

after the 1820s, some continued to serve in Mexico’s Navy. In 1843 and 1844, F.M. 

Dimond, the U.S. Consul in Veracruz, reported that the Mexican Navy honorably 

discharged 20 U.S.-Americans from its ranks, landing them in his port without their 

payments. Because of, as he put it, “the derangement and confusion of Mexican affairs 

and more particularly of the Treasury,” he took it upon himself to cover their costs. He 

acknowledged them as citizens of the United States, arguing that the Mexican Navy 

considered them as such, as well.410 Additionally, in 1844 the New Orleans Picayune 

reported that the Mexican Navy was recruiting sailors, particularly British and U.S.-

American, for a reconquest of Texas.411  

Some U.S.-Americans during this era did not venture to Mexico, or become 

Mexican citizens, and yet worked for the Mexican government by serving as its 

diplomatic representatives in the United States. By 1825, some men deemed this 

attractive enough of an idea that they wrote to Mexican Minister Pablo Obregón to offer 

their services. William Bennett Parker of Portsmouth, New Hampshire, for example, 
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suggested that Obregón should appoint him commercial agent for New Hampshire and 

Maine.412 Families expressed gratitude to the Mexican government for appointing their 

relatives to positions: Benjamin Chew thanked Obregón for the appointment of his 

brother, Henry, as Mexico’s consul in Philadelphia, and Luke Tiernans did similar for his 

son Charles’s role as vice consul in Baltimore—further reassuring Obregón that, although 

his son had not yet arrived at the port, he soon would. Charles himself eventually did 

accept the role, as well. In a similar manner to how the United States appointed merchants 

with business ties to both countries as its consuls in Mexico, both father and son Tiernans 

suggested that Obregón appoint James Zacharie, a New Orleans merchant who would 

later become a claimant against Mexico, as the country’s agent because of his 

“considerable mercantile transactions with Mexico.” 413 Edward Livingston, himself a 

future U.S. Secretary of State who had sold weapons to Mexican rebels in the 1810s, 

recommended John P. Payson as Mexican consul in New Orleans in 1827.414 Even in the 

1830s, the Mexican government continued to appoint U.S.-Americans, like James Treat, 
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as its consular representatives; in Treat’s case, he served as Vice Consul in New York.415 

Robert Adger served as Mexico’s Vice Consul in Charleston until the United States and 

Mexico went to war in 1846, when he ceased operations. After the war, he sought to 

resume his job.416 

Conclusion 

From Mexico’s independence in 1821 to the outbreak of the U.S.-Mexican War in 

1846, U.S.-Americans migrated to Mexico’s interior to undertake a wide variety of other 

economic activities. While some U.S. citizens engaged in international trade, others went 

to engage in other kinds of business—ventures that did not stoke Mexican officials’ fears 

in the same way that mercantile trade did. At a time when Mexico’s economy was in 

decline after its destructive Wars of Independence, and while the world’s economic 

center of gravity shifted to the industrializing North Atlantic, these U.S.-Americans 

stepped into a situation with a great deal of volatility.417 While some lost everything 

quickly, others prospered and remained for decades. With few exceptions, though, most 

remained citizens of the United States even as they assimilated into local communities. It 

is to their relations with local communities, their fellow U.S.-Americans, and the U.S. 

government that we now turn.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: CREATING COMMUNITIES ACROSS BOUNDARIES 

In 1827, a few years after establishing himself on the banks of the Coatzacoalcos 

River in southern Mexico, John Baldwin visited his home country. His return was not 

uncommon; he and his brother Samuel owned a ship, the Packet, that plied the waters 

between Minatitlán and New Orleans. But this trip became significant for him on a 

personal level: On April 4, 1828, he married Isabella Douglas McLeod on a steamboat 

along the Mississippi River in Arkansas Territory. Records of their marriage are sparse in 

detail but ample in reach: A short wedding announcement made U.S. newspapers as far 

away as Massachusetts.418 The announcement listed McLeod as hailing from Louisiana 

and Baldwin as a resident of Mexico but originally from Pittsburgh—in other words, the 

newspapers named a specific locality in the United States but gave an abstract location 

for what was then one of the world’s largest countries in land area. This was not the only 

time that John Baldwin’s name, or the names of other U.S.-American migrants to 

Mexico, made it into U.S. newspapers. During the years between Mexican independence 

and the U.S.-Mexican War, the U.S. press maintained a keen interest in the country’s 

citizens who lived in Mexico, frequently passing on news from them, their reports on the 

country’s suitability for business, and their complaints against the U.S. and Mexican 
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http://find.galegroup.com/ncnp/infomark.do?&source=gale&prodId=NCNP&userGroupName=viva_gmu&
tabID=T003&docPage=article&searchType=&docId=GT3017420315&type=multipage&contentSet=LTO
&version=1.0; “Massachusetts, Marriage Index, 1784-1840 - Ancestry.Com,” accessed November 26, 
2017, https://search.ancestry.com/cgi-
bin/sse.dll?indiv=1&dbid=3393&h=3493&tid=&pid=&usePUB=true&_phsrc=uSY137&_phstart=success
Source. 



172 
 

governments. When the newlyweds returned to their Riberas Coloradas estate, Isabella 

joined John in a community containing a mixture of U.S.-Americans, Mexicans 

(including criollos like Tadeo Ortiz, along with many mestizos and Indians), and other 

foreigners, particularly French (whom Ortiz particularly tried to recruit to the 

Coatzacoalcos Colony), who maintained their nationalities. John and Isabella Baldwin, 

along with John’s brother Samuel and, eventually, Samuel’s French-born wife Clotilde, 

built connections in Mexico while maintaining and augmenting their connections with 

people in the United States. 

The Baldwins, like other U.S. citizens in Mexico, formed what could be loosely 

defined as a diaspora: To borrow Schell’s definition (discussed in chapter three), 

“expatriate cross-cultural brokers (integral outsiders) whose give-and-take relationship 

with their Mexican hosts was at once intimate and distant.”419 This chapter examines the 

“at once intimate and distant” connections that U.S.-Americans in Mexico, like John and 

Isabella Baldwin, built and maintained with the United States, with other U.S.-Americans 

in Mexico, with migrants from other countries, and with locals. U.S. citizens in Mexico’s 

interior inhabited a metaphorical liminal space between the United States and Mexico; 

metaphorical because this liminal space was often far from the physical border of the two 

countries. Most remained a part of the U.S. national community and built a community of 

U.S.-Americans abroad, even while integrating to varying degrees into local 

communities. While chapter five will examine how white—and some Black—U.S.-

Americans maintained and instrumentalized the legal aspects of national belonging—
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citizenship—this chapter focuses on how they built and maintained more abstract 

concepts of U.S.-American identity while living in Mexico.  

Connections with the United States 

During the fourteen years (ca. 1824 to 1838) that John Baldwin lived in southern 

Mexico, he, like many other U.S. citizens who migrated to Mexico’s interior in the same 

period, actively maintained and further built his connections with the United States. This 

section examines four indicators of the degree of connectivity, and thus national 

community, that U.S.-Americans like Baldwin built and maintained across the 

international boundary: traveling back and forth themselves, operating as nodes in 

transnational business networks, choosing marriage partners, and establishing contact 

with the U.S. press. 

Connections Through Travel 

Like other trade diasporas, U.S.-American merchants who migrated to Mexico 

between 1821 and 1846 frequently moved back and forth, even as many established long-

term residence in Mexico. Merchants, though, were not the only ones who traveled and 

moved in and out of Mexico—people engaged in other ventures also did so. This travel 

helped keep U.S.-Americans living in Mexico tied to the homeland and helped them 

maintain their identity as U.S.-Americans. 

After John Baldwin moved to the Isthmus of Tehuantepec in 1824 and purchased 

property, he frequently made trips to the United States and maintained a network of 

contacts, particularly in New Orleans and Philadelphia. The Baldwins’ ship, the Packet, 

served as a crucial link to the United States for the Baldwins in a way they likely did not 
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desire. When the merchants David Parr and Nathaniel Wilson sued them in a business 

deal gone bad in late 1828 (discussed in chapter five), a New Orleans court was able to 

seize and hold the Packet as collateral to ensure they would respond to the lawsuit.420 As 

John reported, when the Coatzacoalcos Colony faced starvation, he used his connections 

to procure a ship full of grain from New Orleans. In the late 1820s, he went to New 

Orleans and recruited settlers for Ortiz’s Coatzacoalcos Colony—specifically, people to 

work his sawmill and other ventures—in New Orleans.421 What turned out to be John’s 

final venture in Mexico was also dependent upon his maintaining ties to the United 

States: In 1836, he traveled to Philadelphia and purchased goods from a firm bearing the 

name Baldwin; the exact relationship is unclear but it seems likely that this was a family 

connection.422 Overall, we see John visiting the United States at least three times, 

according to his own accounting, between his move to Mexico in 1824 and his permanent 

return to the United States in 1838.423 

Even when they weren’t physically themselves moving, merchants like the 

Baldwins served as nodes in transnational business networks. U.S.-American merchants 

were more likely to trade with each other across the international boundary. This further 

maintained the ties of those living in Mexico with the homeland. When they were looking 

to trade in Mexico, the New Orleans merchants Parr and Wilson went to the Baldwins at 
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Riberas Coloradas.424 Nine years later, John Baldwin, by then based in Veracruz but 

having returned to the United States, worked with Victor Crossons, another U.S.-

American merchant who remained in the city, in his ill-fated venture to revive his 

fortune.425 Similarly, when rioters destroyed shops at Mexico City’s Parián in 1828, 

account books the firm Laguerenne and Bourdel used to show its losses demonstrate 

business connections with multiple U.S.-based firms.426 When New York banker Elisha 

Riggs was looking to unload muskets, he contacted a U.S.-American, Joseph Welsh, in 

Veracruz to do so.427 Bethel Hicks lived in Mexico briefly in 1834 then, as he described, 

returned to the United States for a spell before coming back. Hicks, unlike others, was 

then in Mexico for good; he became a citizen in 1844.428 Additionally, as discussed in 

chapter three, some U.S. merchant firms sent agents to Mexican cities to act on their 

behalf. 

While travel to and from the United States would be expected from international 

trade merchants, people engaged in other professions moved back and forth frequently as 

well. James Angus, who as we saw in the previous chapter co-owned a carriage business 

 
424 Parr and Wilson, “Petition”; Nathaniel Wilson and David Parr, “Petition of Plaintiffs” (New Orleans, 
Louisiana, December 5, 1828), Case 1JDC #8093, N. Wilson & D.B. Parr v. John Baldwin & Samuel 
Baldwin, First Judicial District Court, Orleans Parish Records, City Archives, New Orleans Public Library; 
Nathaniel Wilson and David Parr, “List of Goods” (New Orleans, Louisiana, November 3, 1828), Case 
1JDC #8070, N. Wilson & D.B. Parr v. John Baldwin, First Judicial District Court, Orleans Parish Records, 
City Archives, New Orleans Public Library. 
425 “71: Preliminary Decision of U.S. Judges & Attached Evidence” (Opinion, Washington, D.C., February 
25, 1842), Box 5 - June Term, Claims 27 & 35 - John Baldwin, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - 
Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
426 Laguerenne and Bourdel, “Resumen de Las Perdidas...” (Mexico City, Mexico, October 12, 1837), Box 
25, Claim 34 - Laguerenne and Bourdel, 1839 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States 
and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
427 Riggs, “Memorial.” 
428 Bethel Hicks to William S. Jones, December 28, 1836, GD129—Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 15, f. 160, 
Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico; “Lista: Cartas de Naturalización,” n.d., L-E-1992 - Cartas de 
Naturalización-1830-1931, Acervo Histórico Diplomático Genaro Estrada. 
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in Mexico City in the mid-1830s, returned to the United States sometime before his 

marriage in 1839; he and his spouse, as discussed below, subsequently returned to Puebla 

to open a carriage factory there.429 Miner George Copeland filed for cartas de seguridad 

in Mexico in 1838 and 1839, then returned to Massachusetts before coming back to 

Mexico again; he filed for a carta de seguridad again in 1843.430 

Marriage patterns provide another means to gauge ties with the United States. 

Some, like John Baldwin, married in the United States after they had already moved to 

Mexico. Unfortunately, no documentation likely exists about how John Baldwin and 

Isabella McLeod met. Did they already know each other? Did the romance grow during 

one of John’s trips back to the United States? Did they conduct a relationship by 

correspondence before John returned for the wedding? Did she spend time in Mexico 

with John? We unfortunately do not know the answers to any of these questions. But 

there is perhaps another clue as to why the wedding would take place in the United 

States: While their religious affiliations are uncertain, in Mexico marriage was a purely 

 
429 Anthony Butler, “James Angus” (U.S. Citizenship Certificate, February 12, 1834), GD129—Cartas de 
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Genealogical and Family Memoirs, Edited by Cuyler Reynolds [New York: Lewis Historical Publishing 
Company, 1911]),” Schenectady Digital History Archive, Schenectady County Public Library, April 28, 
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religious function at this time. Only the Catholic Church was authorized to perform 

weddings. As discussed in chapter two, freedom of worship, including public religious 

practice, was a point of contention between U.S. and Mexican negotiators in forming 

their treaty. If Baldwin and McLeod were Protestants (documents I have examined are 

silent on their religious affiliations), they would likely be out of luck getting married in 

Mexico except for under very limited circumstances. (That said, they baptized their child 

John Marks Baldwin—listed as Juan Marcos Antonio Baldwin—in a presumably 

Catholic church, San Juan Bautista, in Chinameca, Veracruz, Mexico in November 

1829.)431 An example of one of those limited circumstances came in 1843, when U.S. 

Consul John Black, deputized as a minister, personally performed a wedding ceremony 

for a U.S. citizen—in this case, to a woman from Havana—in Mexico City. This instance 

drew commentary from the Holly Springs, Mississippi, Guard newspaper, suggesting that 

Black was not really a religious official: 

It will be seen that our worthy consul, Mr. Black, officiated in tying the 
knot on the occasion, and has been dubbed with the title of ‘Rt. Rev’d.’ 
We cannot believe that he has taken holy orders, although if gravity of 
countenance and solemnity of deportment were qualifications he could so 
demean himself as to be made an archbishop of.432 

Likely, Black performed this private ceremony since at least one of the individuals was 

not Catholic. Baldwin was not the only U.S.-American who either returned to the United 

States for a wedding or waited to marry until after he had returned. Stephen Staples, who 

 
431 “Baptism Record for Juan Marcos Antonio Baldwin” (Baptism Record, San Juan Bautista, Chinameca, 
Veracruz, Mexico, November 15, 1829), Mexico, Select Baptisms, 1560-1950, Ancestry.com, 
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432 “All the Way from the City of Mexico...,” The Guard, February 28, 1843, Chronicling America. 
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had been the State of Chihuahua’s Surveyor General, returned to Maine for his wedding 

in 1831.433 James Angus returned to New Jersey to marry Wealthy Ann Jacques in 1839 

(perhaps her first name was an aspiration?). The couple eventually settled in Puebla.434 

George Copeland married Sophia Babbit during his return to Massachusetts in 1842; she 

gave birth to a daughter, Leonore, in Mexico the following year.435 The trader Stephen 

Magoffin, who had been living and working in different parts of northern Mexico since 

the late 1820s, meanwhile, waited to marry until he and his brother James (discussed later 

in this chapter) returned to the United States in 1845.436 Although he had lived in 

Matamoros since 1828, Charles Stillman did not marry until 1849, when he wed fellow 

Connecticuter Elizabeth Pamela Goodrich.437 

Connecting Through the Written Word 

The connections that U.S.-Americans in Mexico built and maintained with the 

United States did not just come through physical travel, though. They strengthened their 

ties to the U.S.-American national community back home through their own Republic of 

Letters, their own information networks.438 As discussed in chapter two, U.S.-Americans 

 
433 “Matrimony Notice,” Weekly Eastern Argus, October 25, 1831, America’s Historical Newspapers. 
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in this era demonstrated a strong appetite for information about Mexico. Charles and 

Samuel Birkbeck received letters directly from friends in Mexico informing them of the 

country’s potential.439 The country’s burgeoning press provided a way to satisfy that 

curiosity and, in the process, build ties across the national boundaries.440 In Changing 

National Identities at the Frontier, Andrés Reséndez suggests that U.S.-Americans living 

in Tejas extended the U.S. national community into what was then northern Mexico 

through print culture—through production of knowledge for, and consumption of, U.S. 

newspapers.441 While the U.S. press did not penetrate into the rest of Mexico as 

thoroughly as it did in Mexican Tejas, U.S.-Americans living in other parts of the country 

did maintain their membership in the U.S. national community through this means. 

Through these examples we see the connections that U.S.-Americans in Mexico forged 

and maintained with their homeland. Quite frequently and relatively consistently through 

this era, U.S. newspapers reported on what was happening with their compatriots in 

Mexico. Letters from U.S.-Americans themselves, reprinted verbatim with commentary 

in multiple newspapers, often constituted the main fount of information. During the 1821 

to 1846 period, these letters changed in tone from emphasizing business opportunities 

and great potential to focusing on more negative aspects of Mexico and interactions with 

Mexicans. However, they showed consistency in that the U.S.-American authors 

 
439 Plomley and MacMillan, “An American Surveyor in Mexico, 1827-60.” 
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maintained an air of condescension and superiority, particularly toward the people of 

Mexico. 

In the early 1820s, as curiosity abounded about Mexico, much coverage of the 

country contained information about its potential as a place for U.S. commercial 

expansion. Correspondents performed their national identity by taking the perspective of 

aloof outsiders, informing U.S.-Americans about Mexico through their own cultural 

lenses. For example, the Eastern Argus of Portland, Maine, ran a letter from a soldier in 

Mexico’s new imperial army to his brother in Kentucky in 1822. The letter originally 

appeared in a newspaper in Kentucky and was printed in St. Louis as well. The 

anonymous correspondent discussed his experiences as a soldier stationed in Mexico 

City. Like many other letter-writers, he began by giving a detailed description of the 

places he had visited, along with his analysis of Mexico’s people. He described Mexico 

as a land of potential, noting the “very fertile but hilly country” between Campeche and 

Veracruz, the “sugar cane, coffee, and the fruits of every other climate” grown in 

Tabasco, and the roads between Veracruz and Mexico City as “the best I have ever 

traveled.” But he also noted extensive poverty, particularly among Indians, which he 

blamed on assumed characteristics of their racial identity. He described them as “the most 

ignorant, superstitious, and indolent people I have ever seen—they have been priest 

ridden, and king ridden, until they are neither fit for soldiers, sailors, or citizens.”442 

Others followed this anonymous correspondent’s lead. That same year, Andrew Erwin 
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offered similar rosy prospects for Mexico under the tutelage of the new Emperor Agustín 

I, who he said was “about the stature of Mr. Andrew Kerr of your city [Augusta, 

Georgia], and more like him, than any person I can think of”—even while living in 

Mexico City, he still drew on local references.443 Not everyone agreed with the 

anonymous correspondent and Erwin. A correspondent in the port of Alvarado, south of 

Veracruz, suggested that “affairs are not, in the most prosperous train, in a political or 

commercial point of view”—in other words, things were not going well. This person 

further noted that he was “disclaiming all participation in the politics of the country” and 

would limit himself to “such commentary as may be deemed essential to his fellow 

citizens”—presumably meaning U.S. citizens who might be seeking business 

opportunities.444 Many contained prefaces like this 1824 piece, originally printed in 

Philadelphia and reprinted with additional commentary by the apparently comma-loving 

editors of the Washington National Intelligencer: “We have been favored, by a 

gentleman of this city, with the following passage of a letter, which he received this 

morning from a very respectable American, resident in Mexico. It communicates 

important information.” In this case, the “important information” concerned the arrival of 

a British delegation to negotiate diplomatic recognition—likely a hint directed at the U.S. 

government, which had recognized Mexican independence but not yet dispatched a 
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diplomat.445 Once diplomats were in place—Joel Roberts Poinsett, the first U.S. minister 

to Mexico, arrived in 1825—sometimes they themselves engaged in this information 

sharing, especially to alert U.S.-Americans who might travel to Mexico about issues that 

may affect their journeys. For example, Poinsett himself sent news of Mexico’s 1827 

passport regulations (discussed in chapter two) to newspapers, warning U.S.-Americans 

that they must bring proof of their U.S. citizenship with them to Mexico to obtain 

citizenship certificates. The State Department ordered newspapers in major ports—

Boston, New York, Philadelphia, Baltimore, Norfolk, New Bern, Charleston, Savannah, 

and New Orleans—to publish Poinsett’s notice at least once per week for six weeks.446 

The editors of the Daily National Journal reprinted a letter sent to the American Journal 

of Science and Arts by a U.S.-American resident in Temascaltepec, Estado de México, in 

1829, suggesting that U.S.-Americans suffering from respiratory problems may want to 

relocate there.447 During the overthrow of President Vicente Guerrero in 1830, merchants 

of a “commercial house” in Tampico wrote to the Baltimore American with the latest 

news they had received from Mexico City.448 Sometimes U.S.-Americans in Mexico 
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would peddle in rumor—or have rumors attributed to them—as when, in 1832, 

newspapers in Fayetteville, North Carolina, and Portland, Maine, reprinted a letter “from 

an American gentleman of respectability resident” in Mexico City (originally printed in 

New Orleans). This letter suggested that William Morgan, who mysteriously disappeared 

after publishing a book against Masons, was living in Mexico City.449  

The optimism of 1820s U.S.-Americans reporting back to their homeland from 

Mexico would not last as the diplomatic relationship between the countries deteriorated. 

Focus shifted from business opportunities to a more consistently negative portrayal of the 

country. U.S.-Americans maintained their aloofness from local Mexican issues, but the 

cultural lenses through which they saw events gave them a less optimistic picture. A 

“resident at Mexico” reported on the effects of the cholera epidemic and political 

instability in 1833, suggesting that “business has never been so inactive.”450 U.S. 

newspapers in the later 1830s and early 1840s reported more often on receiving news 

from ship captains, or receiving newspapers directly, than on getting letters from U.S. 

citizens abroad. This practice did not totally stop, though, as when trader George Bent in 

Taos, Nuevo México, wrote his brother about conflicts between Mexican authorities and 

independent Indians in 1844; the brother subsequently shared that letter with 
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newspapers.451 The same year, a U.S. citizen residing in Veracruz reported on the latest 

U.S.-Mexico squabbles, along with fights within the Mexican government.452  

Some U.S.-Americans did not just inform their countrymen about opportunities or 

perils in Mexico, though. Throughout the 1821 to 1846 period, they used the U.S. press 

as an instrument for building popular opinion on their side in pressuring the U.S. 

government to act on their desired policies or their grievances. After the murder of a 

British subject in Mexico in 1824, an unknown writer living in Mexico sent a letter to the 

Democratic Press newspaper (reprinted in the American Watchman and Delaware 

Advertiser) suggesting that their fellow U.S.-Americans living in Mexico would be in 

danger there unless their government appointed a minister as soon as possible.453 A group 

of Baltimore merchants with a claim against the Mexican government made sure 

newspapers, like the Eastern Argus in Maine, picked up a letter from Secretary of State 

Martin Van Buren pledging protection for U.S. business interests in Mexico in 1829.454 In 

1831, the Washington National Intelligencer printed a long letter from an anonymous 

U.S.-American residing in Chihuahua detailing grievances against Mexican officials, 

such as what the writer deemed arbitrary enforcement of laws. The editors added a note at 

the end suggesting that revealing the writer’s name “might lead to prosecution where he 
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is.”455 Similarly, after U.S. Consul James Langdon in Isla del Carmen (off the Yucatán 

Peninsula) was murdered in 1839, the New Orleans Courier reported on a letter sent to 

“one of our most respected commercial houses” describing the event. The newspaper’s 

short clip repeated a litany of horrors—such as “blows received from a negro at Laguna, 

(under sanction of one of their Justices)”—that Langdon apparently suffered; the 

inversion of the expected racial hierarchy merited particular notice.456 When the Mexican 

government captured Republic of Texas expeditions against Santa Fé, Nuevo México, in 

1841 and Mier, Tamaulipas, in 1842, and subsequently transferred prisoners to Mexico 

City, U.S. newspapers took great interest, particularly since the expedition included 

people who identified as U.S. citizens. The New York Herald summed up the interest: the 

news “must be extremely interesting to the people of the United States, and especially to 

all those throughout the Union who may be connected by relationship, or otherwise, with 

these poor and unfortunate prisoners.” The same piece suggested that the U.S. 

government should take a more active role in securing the prisoners’ release, as the 

article argued that the British diplomatic service did.457 U.S.-Americans in Mexico fed 
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the newspapers whatever they heard about the prisoners during this time.458 A U.S. 

citizen in Alta California, meanwhile, suggested to the New York Journal of Commerce in 

1845 that Mexican authority was disappearing in that region and that the United States 

should act soon to secure the region, lest the British or French do so.459 As the two 

countries moved toward war in 1845 and 1846, U.S.-Americans who had lived in the 

country gave their accounts of what their homeland’s military should be prepared for. 

One person, “for many years a resident of Mexico,” reported that the United States 

should not underestimate either the fighting capability of Mexico’s military or the 

difficulty of supplying an army there.460 Also, during the 1830s and 1840s, U.S.-

Americans’ claims against Mexico assumed greater prominence in the U.S. press; those 

will be discussed in chapter six. 

News about U.S.-Americans living in Mexico did not just draw attention from 

U.S.-Americans, though. The Mexican legation in the United States also monitored how 

the country’s press was covering their country, including its interactions with U.S. 

citizens living there, and would routinely send back newspaper clippings and/or 

translations of articles. While diplomatic and consular services are typically conduits of 

information461 (U.S. consular and diplomatic correspondence from Mexico also is 
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teeming with such clippings),462 this also perhaps indicates a concern about the 

continuing ties between U.S.-Americans living in Mexico and their homeland. For 

example, the Mexican legation in the United States sent back a clipping of, along with 

commentary about, the anonymous 1831 letter that appeared in the National Intelligencer 

(discussed above).463 The Mexican legation was keenly interested in how the U.S. press 

was covering negotiations and ratification of the 1831 treaty. When the treaty was before 

the Mexican Congress, a U.S.-American living in Mexico City reported the latest actions 

to the Louisville, Kentucky Public Advertiser. The Mexican legation in the United States 

then translated the letter and sent the handwritten translation back to Mexico City, where 

it still sits today.464 That same letter made it to the St. Louis Beacon; the Portland, Maine 

Eastern Argus reprinted the Beacon’s synopsis.465 The Mexican diplomatic service was 

not the only institution that noted the information sharing by U.S.-Americans living in 

Mexico, though. In 1836, Mexico City newspaper La Lima de Vulcano included John 

Baldwin on a list of U.S.-Americans and Mexicans who, the newspaper argued, undercut 

Mexican sovereignty during the Texas Revolution. Baldwin’s particular transgression 
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was sending reports to New York newspapers, thus assisting people in the United States 

who supported the Texas rebels.466  

U.S.-Americans with experience in Mexico did not just inform their compatriots 

about what was happening in Mexico at the time they were living there. When they 

returned, they shared their experiences. Their publications often further solidified the 

authors’ identities as U.S.-Americans; like the letters that appeared in newspapers, these 

memoirs have a distinct air of condescension about them, suggesting that they are 

commenting on a less-civilized people. While touting possible business opportunities, 

most also depicted Mexico as a backward place in need of instruction from the United 

States. After touring Mexico in 1822 on a diplomatic mission, for example, Joel Roberts 

Poinsett published his Notes on Mexico. Through that book, he shows Mexico as a land 

of opportunity while looking disapprovingly as what he sees as its backwardness and 

underdevelopment.467 When discussing Mexico’s transportation infrastructure, for 

example, Poinsett said:  

With roads to transport his crop to market, and with ideas beyond the back 
of a mule as the only means of transportation, he would not be forced to 
complain long of stagnant trade and trifling profits. Peace, internal 
improvement, and native enterprise, unmolested by fiscal legislation, are 
what Mexico requires; and, until she obtains them, the planter may vainly 
expend his fortune in mechanical improvements.468 

Josiah Gregg, who led some of the earliest trading expeditions into Nuevo México, 

published a similar account in 1844.469 When the former Surveyor General of the State of 

 
466 “Texas,” Lima de Vulcano, January 2, 1836, World Newspaper Archive. 
467 Poinsett, Notes on Mexico. 
468 Brantz Mayer, Mexico As It Was and As It Is (New York: J. Winchester, New World Press, 1844), 176. 
469 “Advertisement,” New-Hampshire Gazette, October 22, 1844, America’s Historical Newspapers. 
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Chihuahua, Staples, returned to Maine in 1831, he published a map of the country 

because, as the Eastern Argus newspaper commented, “such a work is much needed […] 

for it has been stated, that no work has appeared upon the science of geography since 

Humboldt,” who had visited the country in 1803.470  

In 1844, following his stint as secretary of the U.S. Legation in Mexico City, 

Brantz Mayer published a volume with extensive detail on his experiences in Mexico and 

what he saw as the country’s potential and its backwardness; he echoed Poinsett on many 

counts.471 For example, he commented on a visit to President Santa Anna’s hacienda by 

saying, “He owns an immense body of land in this neighborhood, lying for leagues along 

the road, but all seemed as barren and unattractive as the wildernesses of our far west.”472 

He also gave a climatological reason for Mexico’s backwardness: “In a soil which yields 

so readily and abundantly, and a temperature so genial, men are naturally indolent.”473 

Mayer further suggested that Mexico was a land where the rule of law was moot: 

Our citizens have been imprisoned in Mexico on frivolous pretences. 
Forced loans have been wrested from our merchants. Tribunals have been 
deaf to demands for restitution, and a mutual distrust has arisen, which has 
proved fatal in many instances to trade and intercourse.474 

Mayer also, like Ortiz and Zavala had previously, suggested that immigration from the 

North Atlantic would be the key to the country’s development:  

It will be a melioration of lot, without an alteration of nature; and thus, 
without any violent disturbance of the tastes, sympathies, or prejudices of 
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471 Mayer, Mexico As It Was and As It Is. 
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the old, a new race will grow up with the renewed country, regenerated by 
the graft of foreign stamina and talent.475 

This account was excerpted in papers like the Alexandria Gazette, which commented that 

sending “scholars and literary men” like Mayer as diplomats was “strikingly shown” to 

be “of value to our country.”476  

After returning to the United States, John Baldwin used his experience in Mexico 

both to promote business opportunities and to promote grudges. A meeting of claimants 

he held in 1839 (discussed further in chapter six) made various newspapers.477 After the 

U.S.-Mexican War, Baldwin submitted a long report (discussed further in chapter six) to 

the U.S. House of Representatives discussing the feasibility of a canal or railroad 

connection across the Isthmus of Tehuantepec, using his firsthand knowledge and 

experience as an asset in aiding other U.S.-Americans seeking business ventures in 

Mexico.478 

Not only did U.S.-Americans use their experiences in Mexico to suggest business 

opportunities or comment on that country’s cultural, political, and economic climate, but 

sometimes they used their experiences to offer commentary on political questions in the 

United States—especially on the issue that by the 1830s was the country’s most vexing: 

slavery. In these cases, the correspondents maintained a sense that they were U.S.-
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Americans dispassionately passing on information about Mexico that might be useful for 

U.S.-Americans back home. A prime example came on January 27, 1832, when the 

Vermont Chronicle ran a summary of what it described as a conversation between 

someone at the newspaper, presumably the editor, and “a gentleman of liberal education 

and religious principle, a native of this state, afterwards, for five years, a slave holder in 

Mississippi, and now a resident at Matamoras, in Mexico.” The unnamed man, who said 

he had lived in Mexico for around ten years, contended that Mexico had abolished 

slavery immediately at independence but left it to the states to enforce abolition.479 In his 

accounting, most states had established a system that was a combination of 

apprenticeship and debt peonage—people enslaved were to go into debt to their enslavers 

to purchase their freedom, and then work off that debt. According to the newspaper, the 

system this individual described would, it hoped, “interest our readers, and even hoping 

that it might excite inquiry, and eventually throw some light upon the path which our own 

must pursue to escape from the evils of slavery.”480 Similarly, in 1850, Wisconsin 

Senator Isaac Walker reached out to John Baldwin, then in Washington, in preparation 

for a debate about whether Mexico had effectuated its ban on slavery and, thus, whether 

the U.S. Congress would have to make an affirmative decision to reintroduce slavery in 

the territory the country acquired from Mexico, or could simply, as southern senators like 

Jefferson Davis suggested, consider slavery already legal. Baldwin replied that he had 

 
479 Abolition in Mexico occurred in fits and starts; as discussed below, there were even questions in 1850 
about whether it had actually been effectuated. For more on the complicated history of abolition in Mexico, 
see Baumgartner, South to Freedom. 
480 “Abolition Of Slavery in Mexico,” Vermont Chronicle, January 27, 1832, Nineteenth Century U.S. 
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seen President Vicente Guerrero’s 1829 abolition decree enacted. Senator Walker then 

used this as evidence that Congress would, indeed, have to affirmatively authorize 

slavery in the acquired territories.481  

Through traveling back and forth to the United States, marrying there, and 

informing other U.S.-Americans about their experiences, U.S.-Americans living in 

Mexico from 1821 to 1846 built and maintained their ties to the U.S. national 

community. Through their correspondence, they also established their own expertise on 

Mexico, which some, like Baldwin, later tried to turn into a source of profit, and which 

the U.S. military would turn to its benefit when war broke out (as discussed in chapter 

six). In addition to direct pressure on the U.S. diplomatic and consular services (discussed 

in chapter five), they also applied indirect pressure for their favored policy goals on the 

U.S. government through the country’s press. As we will see in the next section, as well, 

they also further maintained their identities as U.S.-Americans through their connections 

with other members of the small U.S.-American community in Mexico. 

Connections with Other U.S.-Americans 

When Isabella McLeod Baldwin moved to her new husband’s Riberas Coloradas 

estate after their 1828 wedding, she moved into an area containing people from different 

parts of Mexico, the United States, and France. We see evidence of the different people in 

that community with whom the Baldwins interacted from an event later that year: Parr 

 
481 “Speech of Mr. Walker, of Wisconsin,” Daily National Intelligencer, March 19, 1850, 19th Century 
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and Wilson’s lawsuit against John and Samuel Baldwin. As discussed in chapter five, 

Louisiana court officials ventured to Minatitlán to interview witnesses. The witness list 

gives us a rough idea of the Baldwins’ contacts at that time. As it turns out, both sides in 

the lawsuit relied mostly on the testimony of other U.S.-Americans living in the area of 

Minatitlán at that time.482  

This section focuses on formation of communities of white U.S.-Americans in 

Mexico by looking at different indicators of the relationships they formed with each 

other. Generally, white U.S.-Americans in the interior of Mexico, unlike their 

compatriots in Tejas, integrated into local communities to some degree, while retaining a 

degree of separate identity. What does it mean to constitute a community, and to be part 

of a community? For purposes of this chapter, I define community as a group that sees 

itself with a common identity, whether tied to geography or nationality. In this section, I 

examine community formation by looking at how U.S.-Americans interacted with each 

other, including patronizing the businesses of other U.S.-Americans, testifying on their 

behalf, offering support during times of crisis, banding together to lobby officials, and 

bringing families from the United States or forming new ones in Mexico. Additionally, I 
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“Witness Testimonies,” April 29, 1829; “Testimonies”; “Interrogations in Spanish”; “Witness 
Testimonies,” April 2, 1830; “Witness Testimonies” (New Orleans, Louisiana, April 22, 1830), Case 1JDC 
#8070, N. Wilson & D.B. Parr v. John Baldwin, First Judicial District Court, Orleans Parish Records, City 
Archives, New Orleans Public Library. 



194 
 

examine markers of nationality that they performed in Mexico, including celebrations and 

speaking English. 

It is important to note that U.S.-Americans who emigrated to Mexico between 

independence and the outbreak of war in 1846 were not the only group of immigrants 

who, by and large, chose to live in Mexico as foreigners. Rather, merchant diasporas 

from other countries rapidly formed, and foreign nationals immigrated for other purposes 

than international trade as well. As Pani notes, among the small number of immigrants to 

Mexico in this era, very few chose to naturalize. The presence of forty-six volumes of 

cartas de seguridad for many nationalities—British, French, Spanish (after 1836), 

Prussian, U.S.-American—and diplomatic intervention to protect foreign nationals, most 

notably by French diplomats and military, show us a culture of choosing foreignness in 

Mexico at this time. In other words, most migrants chose to leave the geographic bounds 

of their nation-states, but not their national communities—they became geographic but 

not political or even cultural expatriates (using the nineteenth century sense of that term, 

meaning someone who has renounced one national loyalty for another, rather than the 

twenty-first century vernacular that depicts an expat as a citizen of one country living 

elsewhere, usually glamorously). Thus, the norm for foreigners at this time was not to 

assimilate, but to remain somewhat separate. Some foreign nationals even went into 

business together. For example, Benjamin Godfrey formed a partnership with a British 

subject, Daniel Blossman.483 Robert Plumer’s partner, Thomas Morison, was a British 

 
483 “Opinion of Commissioners” (March 10, 1851), Box 15 - November Term, Claim 82 - Benjamin 
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subject; although he had previously lived in the United States, as discussed in chapter 

five, he had not become a citizen yet and filed the claim for the business’s losses in 1835 

with the British legation first.484 We also see the sense of a community of foreigners in 

the case of Manuel de la Cala, who tried to sell goods to the Spanish army in Tampico in 

1829. When, after searching for his “countrymen,” he finally came upon three men who 

described themselves as merchants there. Even though they were English and German, 

they nonetheless took his deposition—showing, in this case, foreign merchants seeing 

themselves as a community apart.485 

As discussed in chapter two, the population of U.S.-Americans in Mexico’s 

interior from 1821 to 1846 was relatively small at any given time. This meant that 

nowhere in Mexico, outside of Tejas from Gonzales east to the U.S. border (as discussed 

in chapter two), did U.S.-Americans constitute anything but a small minority of the local 

population. Their connections with the larger communities in which they lived is the 

focus of the next section of this chapter. This section, meanwhile, examines how those 

small numbers interacted with each other. 

As discussed briefly in chapter three, given the occupations—particularly artisans 

and merchants—upon which they embarked, white U.S.-Americans in Mexico’s interior 
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National Archives. 



196 
 

generally clustered in cities. Because U.S. diplomats, unlike other foreign services in 

Mexico, did not give full demographic information in citizenship certificates, gaining a 

comprehensive overview of locations from those sources is impossible. Rather, some 

certificates issued before 1841 contained location information (see Figure 4 in 

Appendix); others have corroborating evidence that allows us to determine a person’s 

location. Other sources, though, give further information. By the 1840s, as Mexico 

sought to industrialize, U.S.-Americans came into the country and formed some new, 

small clusters as Mexican and U.S.-American industrialists employed multiple foreigners 

in their enterprises. In Puebla, the Paterson Machine Company set up shop, hiring 

machinist Joseph Wilson.486 William H. Johnson led a textile manufacturing business, 

while James Angus and Jeremiah Terry moved their carriage manufactory from Mexico 

City.487 Meanwhile, industrialist José Palomar hired several U.S.-Americans for his 

textile mill in Guadalajara in 1843.488 Manuel Yñigo hired nine U.S.-Americans, along 

with two British subjects and Hanoverian Friedrich Ronstadt for his textile operation in 

Sonora.489 The 1841 census of foreigners shows a large number of people engaged in 

textile work in Xalapa, as well.490 

While white U.S.-Americans tended to cluster in particular Mexican cities, does 

that mean that they formed a community? Evidence of how they interacted with each 

suggests that the answer is yes. We see evidence of U.S.-American community formation 
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in how they patronized the businesses of others. While these are snapshots, the small 

numbers of U.S.-Americans in different cities at any given time compared with their 

patronization of U.S.-American owned businesses suggests that they sought each other 

out. Some white U.S.-Americans in Mexico sought out other U.S. citizens for 

professional services, perhaps indicating a degree of trust, linguistic familiarity, and even 

a perception that their countrymen would provide superior services. When Isaac Reed fell 

ill while imprisoned in Saltillo, he received treatment from U.S.-American physician 

Benjamin F. Pope.491 When John C. Baker had to leave Mexico City, he left his horse in 

the care of a man named Douglas; additionally, he lodged a power of attorney with fellow 

U.S.-American Reed.492 In February 1842, a Mr. McRae ventured to Mexico to seek 

freedom for U.S.-Americans who had taken part in one of the Texas Republic’s raids 

deeper into Mexico, and were now captive near Mexico City. Washington’s Madisonian 

newspaper reported that McRae had arrived at Veracruz and was embarking on a 

stagecoach trip inland to the capital. The newspaper then made sure to note, “The line of 

stage coaches from Vera Cruz to Mexico [City] was established, as we have understood, 

by some citizens from our northern states.”493 Three years later, when Joseph Wilson, a 

machinist leaving Puebla after three years of employment with the Paterson Machine 
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Company, needed to go to Veracruz, he hired a carriage from another U.S.-American. He 

found himself riding along with several other of his countrymen.494  

We also see evidence of white U.S.-Americans seeking each other out for 

accommodations—again, perhaps U.S. ownership indicated a particular comfort level and 

even an idea of superior accommodations for other U.S.-Americans. When Baker spent 

time in Mexico City in 1836, he stayed in Theodore Whiting’s Hotel de Washington. 

Naming a hotel for the “Father” of the United States perhaps not only indicated Whiting’s 

national identity but sent a signal of the people Whiting wanted to stay there.495 The hotel 

was in business as early as 1834, and remained so until summer 1846, when it became the 

Hotel de Paris—just after the United States and Mexico went to war.496 Similarly, 

Archibald Stevinson opened a hotel in Chihuahua City specifically because he knew that 

U.S.-American travelers passing through would need a place to stay.497 White U.S.-

Americans would also board in the homes of other U.S.-Americans. For example, 

Alexander Holmstrom boarded in the house of William Murphy.498 Even Benjamin 

Harrison, likely the only Black U.S. citizen who filed a claim against the Mexican 

government, briefly operated a boarding house in Matamoros in 1836, after serving with 

the Mexican Army during the Texas Revolution. Unfortunately, his claim file does not 

 
494 Wilson, “Memorial.” 
495 Theodore P. Whiting, Receipt (Mexico City, Mexico, December 3, 1836), Box 24 - Cases Not Heard, 
Claim 8 - John C. Baker, 1839 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican 
Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
496 “Avisos,” Mosquito Mexicano, March 28, 1834, Latin American Newspapers, Series 2; “Hotel de Paris,” 
Courrier Francais, June 27, 1846, Latin American Newspapers, Series 2. 
497 Stevinson, “Memorial.” 
498 Holmstrom, “Affidavit.” 



199 
 

indicate to whom he rented before the Mexican Army seized the house to use as a 

barracks.499 

Another piece of evidence that we see for formation of a community comes from 

how U.S. citizens banded together in times of need. In September 1829 Manuel de la 

Cala, a U.S. citizen shipowner and captain from New Orleans, sailed to Tampico with 

provisions to sell the invading Spanish army. By the time the ship arrived, however, 

General Antonio López de Santa Anna had forced a Spanish surrender. Santa Anna 

ordered de la Cala arrested for attempting to provision the enemy and confiscated the 

vessel and its contents. Normally, de la Cala would have protested this action to the U.S. 

consul in the port; he even sent out a messenger to find the consul. But after the 

messenger reported that the consul was no longer at Tampico, de la Cala, after nine days 

of confinement, received permission to leave “in search of friends and countrymen for 

advice and aid.” (As discussed above, he ultimately came upon other foreign 

merchants.)500  

Another instance comes from six years later. On April 11, 1835, the Mexican 

national army under the command of the same Santa Anna suppressed a federalist 

rebellion in the state of Zacatecas. Following a brief battle with Zacatecan state militia, 

Santa Anna’s soldiers sent a message to other rebellious parts of Mexico by sacking the 

state’s eponymous capital city. Along with thousands of Mexicans, among those who fell 

victim to the army’s retaliation were cabinetmakers Robert Plumer and Thomas Morison. 
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According to a claim that Plumer’s daughter Dorcas filed, her father and Morison’s 

business thrived for several years in Zacatecas until the pillaging. Plumer emerged both 

economically and physically ruined. Besides being on crutches for several weeks, he 

found his store and supplies wrecked. The depositions of Dorcas Plumer and other U.S. 

citizens show what he did to survive: he relied on the “limited charity of a few more 

fortunate Americans.” Dorcas Plumer remarked that her father lost everything and was 

waiting “in pain, mortification, and want” until “he could drag himself out of the 

country.” But cartas de seguridad show him remaining in Mexico well into the 1840s; 

whether he reopened his business (and his daughter exaggerated his broken state to 

secure a claim), or continued to rely on the generosity of his fellow countrymen, is 

unclear.501 

Other times, white U.S.-Americans banded together to help each other as 

witnesses when they filed claims for compensation after an incident had happened. After 

the Parián Riot of 1828 destroyed the Laguerenne and Bourdel store, fellow Mexico City 

U.S.-American merchants William Parrott and Theodore Ducoing testified on the 

owners’ behalf.502 After James Cochrane’s conscription into Mexican military service, 

logwood merchant Thomas Fravne filed a deposition on his behalf.503 Plumer’s claim 

includes depositions from other U.S.-Americans like Frederick Belden.504 When William 
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Homan found himself subjected to a forced loan in 1836, William Parrott—a Mexico 

City merchant and U.S. Consul—testified on his behalf.505 William Sobach testified for 

merchant Jonas Levy about when Mexican authorities expelled him and other U.S.-

Americans from Tabasco in 1846.506 Not only did Chihuahua hotel owner Stevinson cater 

to fellow U.S.-Americans in Chihuahua, but three of them gave depositions in his favor 

when he lost that hotel.507 Leon Almy, who lived at different times in Mexico, kept up his 

association with John Baldwin after both returned to the United States: He cared for 

Baldwin’s New Orleans house while Baldwin was in Washington pursuing his claim in 

1842.508 Subsequently, the two men ventured across Mexico, likely to get to San 

Francisco, in 1849.509 It is probably not a coincidence that John and Isabella Baldwin 

named their son Leon in 1840.510 Similarly, after returning to the United States, George 
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and Sophia Copeland named a son Ithamar Whiting Copeland; Ithamar Whiting was 

another U.S. citizen who had lived in Tepic, where George Copeland once lived.511 

U.S.-Americans did not just bear witness for each other when they encountered 

problems, but also banded together to petition the U.S. and Mexican government for 

redress of grievances. While their lobbying of U.S. and Mexican officials is discussed in 

chapter five, it is noteworthy that U.S.-Americans specifically banded together, showing 

a shared sense of community. A few examples showcase this phenomenon. After one of 

John Baldwin’s arrests, U.S. citizens near Minatitlán petitioned the U.S. legation in 

Mexico City.512 In 1829, U.S. merchants in Tampico came together to petition for their 

countryman, Nicholas Waring.513 As James Cochrane pursued his claim for conscription 

into Mexican military service in 1832, not only did other U.S.-Americans write 

depositions on his behalf, five signed a letter of support for him from New York in 

1844.514 In 1832, the aforementioned twenty-six U.S.-American merchants in Chihuahua 

sent a petition to the U.S. Secretary of State.515 And in 1846, as Mexican officials order 
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U.S.-Americans to leave in the wake of the advancing U.S. Army, U.S.-Americans in 

Matamoros banded together to petition Mexican officials.516 

Typically, portrayals of foreigners living in Mexico—especially merchants—

during the 1820s-40s depict them as young single men who moved to the country 

temporarily. Looking more closely at individual cases, though, a different picture 

emerges: While some U.S.-Americans came to Mexico as single people, others migrated 

together with family members. They transplanted U.S. domestic life into the Mexican 

context. 

As an example of family migration, after John Baldwin settled at Riberas 

Coloradas in the Isthmus of Tehuantepec his younger brother Samuel eventually joined 

him. One issue in Parr and Wilson’s 1828 lawsuit against the brothers was whether 

assets, like the vessel Packet, were jointly owned or owned by one or the other brother—

since Parr and Wilson argued that John was more at fault than Samuel, Samuel serving as 

the owner would protect the assets. Indeed, John argued that Samuel was solo owner of 

the Packet, but other witnesses contradicted that claim; they suggested that Samuel was 

most definitely John’s junior partner, if not essentially his employee. In the end, the 

question proved moot as the court found no liability on the Baldwins’ part—but we 

nonetheless see how their family-business relationship worked at the time.517 Indeed, 

after John moved on to Oaxaca, Veracruz, and then back to the United States, Samuel, 

 
516 Schatzell et al., “Petition to General Mariano Arista.” 
517 “Interrogatories by Defendant’s Counsel”; “Interrogatories by Plaintiff’s Counsel”; “Witness 
Testimonies,” April 29, 1829; “Witness Testimonies”; “Testimonies”; “Interrogations in Spanish”; 
“Witness Testimonies,” April 2, 1830; “Witness Testimonies,” April 22, 1830. 
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then his widow Clotilde, and then their heirs retained ownership of Riberas Coloradas 

until 1906.518  

The Baldwins were not the only family group that migrated from the United 

States and entered business together. In the U.S.-American business cluster in 

Matamoros, at least two father-son businesses emerged: the Belden family operated a 

merchant house, while Francis Stillman brought his 18-year-old son Charles when he 

migrated from Connecticut in 1828. Charles would remain in business in Matamoros 

until well past the U.S. Civil War and, as discussed in the epilogue, the family would 

continue in business with Mexico later in the century.519 After trying their hand in Illinois 

and gaining U.S. citizenship, the British-American Birkbeck family arrived in Mexico in 

1827; Samuel Birkbeck remained there until conscription laws threatened to force his son 

into the Mexican Army in 1860. The family today owns property in northeastern 

Australia.520 The brothers Jonas and Morton Levy, from a prominent Philadelphia Jewish 

family (their brother Uriah, a U.S. Navy commodore, purchased Monticello from Thomas 

Jefferson’s estate in 1836), moved together to Campeche in 1843, going into business 

together until the U.S.-Mexican War broke out in 1846.521 As discussed in chapter three, 

Franklin Chase, a merchant and U.S. consul in Tampico, found both a business and life 

 
518 Saraiba Russell, “Procesos Modernizadores En El Istmo Veracruzano, 1900-1921”; Saraiba Russell, 
“Desarrollo Económico del Istmo Veracruzano: La Construcción de Una Región (1830-1910)”; Indira 
Daniela Jiménez Toro, “La Construcción De Una Ciudad Petrolera: Vías De Comunicación Y Paisaje 
Urbano De Minatitlán, Veracruz 1906-1950” (Maestra en Ciencias Sociales, Xalapa, Veracruz, México, 
Universidad Veracruzana, 2015). 
519 D.W. Smith, “Protest” (Matamoros, Tamaulipas, Mexico, July 12, 1836), Box 25, Claim 26 - Forced 
Loans, 1839 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims 
Commissions, U.S. National Archives; Belden, “Deposition”; Hart, “Stillman, Charles.” 
520 Plomley and MacMillan, “An American Surveyor in Mexico, 1827-60.” 
521 Levy, “Memorial”; Jonas Phillips Levy, Claims vs. Mexico. (Place of publication not identified: 
publisher not identified, Undated, 1860), http://digital.cjh.org/webclient/DeliveryManager?pid=5193188. 
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partner in the British-born Ann McClarmonde, who had transplanted her and her 

brother’s business from New Orleans to Tampico.522 

In addition to John and Isabella Baldwin, other nuclear family groups migrated 

together to Mexico. The Baldwins brought at least one child into the world in Mexico 

before returning to the United States.523 When John Baldwin recruited migrants to 

Riberas Coloradas in New Orleans in the 1820s, some (an unknown number), including 

the married couple Catharine and Sylvester Macord, took him up on the offer and 

moved.524 Augustus and Eleonore Douce similarly moved from New Orleans to Mexico 

City together around the same time.525 U.S. Consul John Langdon and his wife Mary 

lived in Isla del Carmen, off the Yucatán Peninsula in the 1830s, until a mob killed John 

in 1839.526 After marrying in the United States, James and Wealthy Ann Angus raised 

their family in Puebla in the early 1840s.527 In the same city they may have encountered 

 
522 “Biographies: Anna McClarmonde Chase | A Continent Divided: The U.S.-Mexico War”; Belohlavek, 
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1839, Box 25 - cases not heard, Claim 32 - Mary Langdon, widow of John Langdon, 1839 Claims 
Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National 
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Joseph Wilson, who brought his family when he moved to work as a machinist.528 And 

William H. Lee, a retail grocer, brought his mother from South Carolina to live with him 

in Matamoros around that same time.529 Machinist Charles Bradshaw moved from the 

United States to Tepic with his wife Sophronia in 1838. In 1841, Sophronia gave birth to 

a son, Warren. The couple appropriately gave Warren the middle name Lafayette, after a 

U.S. patriotic hero. According to a paper written by a descendant in 1966 (based on oral 

histories of family members), and uploaded by another descendant to Ancestry.com, 

when Sophronia became pregnant again in 1843, they decided that the child should be 

born in the United States, rather than Mexico. They subsequently embarked on an 

overland journey; their daughter was born in Springfield, Illinois.530 Even though the 

Bradshaws decided to have their child in the United States, Charles kept a metaphorical 

souvenir of his time in Mexico. Although he appears as Charles on his 1838 carta de 

seguridad—one of the few that has a person’s English, rather than Spanish, first name—

U.S. census records in 1850, 1860, and 1880 show him continuing to use the name 

Carlos.531  

 
528 Wilson, “Memorial.” 
529 Lee, “Protest.” 
530 Thanks to Pamela Bradshaw Mulder, a descendant, for uploading her aunt’s research paper and sharing 
her family history with me. Bradshaw, “An Early Home in Wisconsin.” 
531 “Charles Bradshaw” (U.S. Citizenship Certificate, Tepic, Jalisco, Mexico, March 28, 1838), GD129—
Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 18, f. 269, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico; “Charles Bradshaw” (U.S. 
Citizenship Certificate, January 14, 1840), GD129—Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 21, f. 40, Archivo General 
de la Nación, Mexico; “Charles Bradshaw” (U.S. Citizenship Certificate, February 4, 1842), Relaciones 
Exteriores XIX, Caja 34, Folder 15, f. 30, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico; “Carlos Bradshaw,” 
1850, Massachusetts > Bristol > Mansfield > image 21 of 43; citing NARA microfilm publication M432 
(Washington, D.C.: National Archives and Records Administration, n.d.), “United States Census, 1850,” 
database with images, FamilySearch, https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/3:1:S3HY-678W-
W1B?i=20&cc=1401638&personaUrl=%2Fark%3A%2F61903%2F1%3A1%3AMD9F-9D1; “Carlos 
Bradshaw,” 1860, Wisconsin > Pepin > Wanbeck > image 7 of 8; from “1860 U.S. Federal Census - 
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How many U.S.-Americans brought spouses with them from the United States, or 

married other U.S.-Americans while in Mexico? Unfortunately, the citizenship 

certificates display a patriarchal nature by typically only listing men; only a few list the 

presence of a spouse, much less said spouse’s name. Beginning in 1841, the Mexican 

government began requiring citizenship certificates to list a person’s marital status. U.S. 

certificates list a small number of people as married; most, however, simply include a 

dash through the field for marital status. It is uncertain whether this means that the person 

was single or simply a refusal to answer. Additionally, the census of foreigners from 

1841 does not list marital or family status. Generally, though, we see a good number of 

U.S.-Americans who moved to Mexico with spouses and other family members. 

While in Mexico, some U.S.-Americans kept, to some degree, rituals of 

nationality—rites that cemented their ties to each other and, most importantly, to their 

homeland, and subsequently helped them display a separate identity. A few examples 

serve to show the point. We see evidence of U.S.-Americans banding together for official 

functions soon after Mexican independence: In 1822, Veracruz Consul William Taylor, 

then in Mexico City, reported back to Washington that he and other U.S.-Americans had 

attended the coronation of Emperor Agustín I together; as a delegation, they showed their 

 
Population,” database, Fold3.com (http://www.fold3.com : n.d.); citing NARA microfilm publication M653 
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status as outsiders.532 When the newly-appointed minister, Joel Roberts Poinsett, arrived 

in Mexico City, “the resident American citizens, including the Consul, testified their joy 

by giving to the Minister and suite a splendid and expensive Ball.”533 Diplomats 

encouraged communal celebrations like this one. On July 4, 1826—the fiftieth 

anniversary of the Declaration of Independence—two of that document’s authors, John 

Adams and Thomas Jefferson, coincidentally died on the same day. When word of the 

two men’s deaths reached Mexico City, Poinsett issued a proclamation to U.S.-

Americans living there. In it, he informed them of Adams and Jefferson’s passing, and, as 

reported by the Providence Patriot, drawing from Veracruz newspapers, “respectfully 

invit[ed] them to join the legation in wearing crape on the left arm for thirty days, in 

testimony of their respect and veneration for their memory.”534 In 1829, Poinsett held a 

gathering of U.S. citizens resident in Mexico City, along with Mexican dignitaries 

including Vice President Anastasio Bustamante, to celebrate U.S. Independence Day. The 

attendees toasted heroes of both countries, such as George Washington, Andrew Jackson, 

Lorenzo de Zavala, Antonio López de Santa Anna, and then-President Vicente 

Guerrero.535 When the Mexican government demanded Poinsett’s recall to the United 

States the next year, U.S. citizens in Mexico City held a farewell dinner.536 On February 

 
532 William Taylor to John Quincy Adams, August 4, 1822, Reel 1, M183 - Despatches from U.S. Consuls 
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22, 1836, a Texas rebel group then holding the mostly-Mexican city of San Antonio de 

Béxar held a fandango—a Mexican-style celebration—in honor of the U.S. founder 

George Washington’s birthday.537 Seven years later, we see another example of U.S.-

Americans in a particular location seeing themselves as a community and gathering 

together for a festive event. As discussed above, on January 30, 1843, James Gordon of 

New York married Julia Natalia Turla of Havana in Mexico City. U.S. Consul John 

Black presided over the ceremony in the home of Dr. A.S. Wright, with, as the Holly 

Springs, Mississippi, Guard reported, “all of the American citizens resident at the City of 

Mexico” in attendance.538 

Language acquisition, or lack thereof, provides another indicator of how tightly 

integrated U.S.-Americans were: If an individual was confident enough to move to 

Mexico with limited or no Spanish language ability, the person likely felt that there 

would be enough of a community of fellow English-speakers to get by. And indeed, we 

see some examples of U.S.-Americans who were able to get by with little or no Spanish. 

A few years after he moved to the Isthmus of Tehuantepec and regularly plied the waters 

between there and New Orleans, Samuel Baldwin did not speak Spanish—his brother 

John had to translate for him.539 Similarly, Leonard Dobbin, a witness in Parr and 

Wilson’s lawsuit against the Baldwins, also testified that he did not know Spanish well 

enough to answer questions without a translator, in spite of living in the Minatitlán 

area.540 John Minnes, owner of a distillery near present-day Morelia, meanwhile, received 
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letters from fellow U.S.-Americans—written in English—where his correspondents 

commented on their abilities with Spanish. John Ballard mentioned that he could read 

Spanish, but not write in the language. William Clarke complained about being unable to 

send regards to his “little girl” in Spanish; if he was referring to a girlfriend, perhaps the 

language of love needed no translator?541 Similarly, many claims files contain letters 

written between U.S.-Americans living in Mexico in English; like many immigrant 

groups, they corresponded, and presumably spoke, with each other in their native tongue 

rather than the tongue of their adopted country. Sometimes the lack of Spanish ability 

could cause trouble; when he was arrested for not having the proper travel documents, 

trader Braxton Callahan wrote to U.S. Minister Anthony Butler, “I am but little 

acquainted with the language, & know nothing of the laws of the land.”542 When Mexico 

City authorities arrested saddle maker Charles Joransson after a payment dispute with a 

client escalated, U.S. Consul John Black came to his aid as a translator when he sat in 

jail, and his friend Joseph Warmworth accompanied him to court.543 In Joransson’s case, 

this is perhaps surprising, as he consistently placed Spanish-language ads in Mexico City 

newspapers and married a Mexican woman. That said, one needs a certain level of 
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command of a second language for everyday interactions and even for business 

advertising and a whole other level for engaging in legal proceedings.  

U.S.-Americans were a small enough minority in any part of Mexico outside of 

Tejas, though, that those who spoke Spanish could find themselves at a significant 

advantage. Alexander Atocha, a Spanish-born U.S. citizen, arrived in Mexico already 

speaking the language. Given the significant fortune he accumulated during the six years 

he resided there, and the connections he made with government officials, his fluency 

likely helped him. Atocha was not the only Spanish-speaking U.S.-American citizen to 

move to Mexico. Within the citizenship certificates the U.S. Legation in Mexico City 

submitted to the government are numerous Spanish last names. Some of these individuals 

may be Spaniards whom Mexico had expelled and who gained U.S. citizenship. Others, 

though, may be Spanish-descended U.S.-Americans. If they didn’t already speak Spanish 

when they arrived, many found it was an advantage to learn the language. John Baldwin 

was fluent enough to translate many of the documents for his claim himself (perhaps a 

conflict of interest, but unsurprising for Baldwin).544 Thus, while U.S.-Americans living 

in Tejas could get away without knowing Spanish, those who lived in other parts of 

Mexico found themselves with advantages for knowing the language, but not at a 

complete disadvantage if they did not. 

Between 1821 and 1846, a small but significant number of U.S.-Americans 

moved to the interior of Mexico—some for short periods, others for much longer. While 
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in the country, they formed a community somewhat separate. They associated with each 

other to a degree disproportionate to their small population, participated in rituals of U.S.-

American national identity, and spoke English with each other. But their small numbers 

meant that they would not form enclaves like much of Tejas from 1821 to 1836 or the 

“American colony” of Porfirian-era Mexico City. Rather, they also somewhat assimilated 

into the local communities in which they lived. It is to their connections with local 

populations that we next turn. 

Local Connections 

In 1898, law professor Russell Bassett Moore, at the behest of the U.S. Congress, 

compiled The History and Digest of the International Arbitrations to Which the United 

States Has Been a Party. In discussing John Baldwin’s claims, Moore made an 

extraordinary and unfortunately unsourced claim: That not only had Baldwin contributed 

to the development of the Isthmus of Tehuantepec, but that he had actually founded the 

town of Minatitlán. Unsurprisingly, no other evidence exists for this claim; all other 

evidence points to Baldwin’s nemesis, Tadeo Ortiz, as the founder.545 But Moore’s 

unsourced claim, along with William H. Lee’s argument that he had contributed to the 

development of Matamoros (discussed in chapter five), point to a broader theme: The 

partial integration of white U.S.-Americans into local communities across Mexico’s 

interior between 1821 and 1846. Given their smaller numbers, the white U.S.-American 
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diaspora in Mexico, even if its members had desired, could not maintain a separate 

existence as their countrymen did in Mexican Tejas.  

In spite of sometimes contentious relationships with Mexican officials, as 

discussed in chapter five, white U.S.-Americans more often than not integrated into their 

local communities peacefully and formed bonds with locals. In some ways, John and 

Samuel Baldwin lived an exceptional existence where, in a similar way to Tejas, they 

were creating a new society. Most other white U.S.-Americans, by contrast, inserted 

themselves into extant systems and communities. Minatitlán and other towns that Ortiz 

founded in the Coatzacoalcos Colony were new, but even there, they reflected patterns 

determined by locals, rather than by U.S.-Americans. This section analyzes examples of 

conflict and cooperation, business transactions and partnerships, witnesses in legal and 

claim cases, and marriage patterns to gauge the connections that U.S.-Americans formed 

across the boundaries of national belonging. 

While quite often U.S.-Americans disproportionately patronized each other’s 

businesses and employed each other, they were, more frequently, working alongside, 

employing, and doing business with local Mexicans. The Baldwins’ Riberas Coloradas 

estate provides a case in point. While they drew some U.S.-Americans to the Isthmus of 

Tehuantepec, they employed many more Mexicans. As discussed in chapter five, in 1833 

John Baldwin faced trial—he eventually was acquitted—for whipping Manuela, a woman 

from neighboring Tabasco state, whom he employed as a cook.546 He employed many 

other Mexicans in the sawmill, as timber cutters, and in other agricultural pursuits. He 

 
546 Baldwin, “1: Memorial Signed by Claimant & R.S. Coxe.” 
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also employed local attorney Martín F. Arriola when he faced legal trouble.547 Other 

U.S.-Americans employed Mexican women as domestic laborers. For example, James 

and Wealthy Angus employed a housekeeper in Puebla. James Angus and Jeremiah 

Terry, meanwhile, employed a number of Mexicans in their carriage operation.548 When 

Mexico City saddle maker Charles Joransson sought to collect a payment, he sent out 

“my boy,” presumably a young Mexican whom he did not name.549 Isaac Reed employed 

a shop clerk in Saltillo in 1833; as we see, U.S.-Americans employing local Mexicans 

was a not-uncommon occurrence.550 We see the reverse less frequently. Outside of the 

Mexican military (discussed in chapter three) and large industrial enterprises, like the 

nine U.S.-Americans employed in Manuel Yñigo’s Sonora textile mill and the several 

employed in José Palomar’s operation in Guadalajara, white U.S.-Americans were less 

likely to work for Mexicans. In part, this likely reflects an era of smaller businesses, 

where artisans and merchants tended to be self-employed or run small operations. But it 

may also reflect a cultural boundary white U.S.-Americans were less willing to cross.  

Not surprisingly for U.S.-Americans’ small numbers, they more often transacted 

business with locals than with each other, showing how they were enmeshed in local 

systems and, really, had inserted themselves into extant local systems. It is clear that 

retail merchants like Isaac Reed and William H. Lee sold their wares to mostly 
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Mexicans.551 Hacienda owner and distiller John Minnes gave a loan to a man named 

Mariano; indeed, it seems most of his transactions were with Mexicans, given the 

prevalence of letters in Spanish in his claim file.552 John C. Baker, meanwhile, incurred a 

series of legal costs during his time in Mexico City and, not surprisingly, had to depend 

on Mexican lawyers to deal with those.553 

Even while maintaining their U.S. citizenship, some U.S.-Americans became 

involved in local civic affairs, including contributing to charitable drives, taking part in 

business associations, and signing petitions. As chapter five will explore in greater depth, 

one way that many U.S. citizens showed their loyalty to the United States, and thus 

eligibility for U.S. government assistance in settling their grievances, was by saying that 

they never expressed opinions or participated in Mexican politics. But some U.S. citizens 

appear as participants in activities that belie that notion. John Belden joined with other 

businesspeople, mostly with Spanish surnames, in Durango to sign a petition asking the 

national government to repeal laws they considered damaging to trade in 1840.554 Mexico 

City merchant Theodore Ducoing joined with mostly Spanish-surnamed businesspeople 
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on a similar petition later that year.555 In 1841-42, James Wiley Magoffin, likely by then 

having taken on Mexico citizenship, served on the ayuntamiento (city council) of 

Chihuahua City.556 John Togno, an Italian-born naturalized U.S. citizen, contributed two 

pesos to a fund for celebrating Mexican Independence Day in 1843.557 Later that year, 

Ducoing became an officer in an organization of local businesspeople promoting the 

development of the capital city.558 Following his expulsion from Mexico City for being a 

U.S. citizen, and his return after U.S. troops occupied the city (discussed in chapter six), 

Ducoing was elected to the Mexico City ayuntamiento in December 1847, twenty years 

before he became a Mexican citizen.559 James Ingraham, who had arrived in Mexico as 

early as 1832, contributed two pesos to a fund for widows and orphans in Sonora in 

1842.560 Alexander Atocha contributed twenty-five pesos to a hospital for women 

suffering mental health issues in 1843.561 Washington Kerr, who moved to Mexico as 

early as 1832 and remained until his death in 1878, but maintained U.S. citizenship, 

appeared on a list of contributors to a fund for widows and orphans in Durango in 1852 

 
555 “Segunda Representación,” Hesperia, September 12, 1840, Latin American Newspapers, Series 2. 
556 Timmons, “The El Paso Area in the Mexican Period, 1821-1848,” 8–9. 
557 “Lista de Los Individuos Del Ramo de Sastrería...,” Siglo Diez y Nueve, October 15, 1843, Latin 
American Newspapers. 
558 “Señores Que Componen En El Año Entrante La Junta Mercantil de Fomento de Esta Ciudad,” 
Hesperia, December 31, 1842, Latin American Newspapers, Series 2. 
559 “Por Autoridad,” Daily American Star, December 30, 1847, Latin American Newspapers, Series 2. 
560 Anthony Butler, “James M. Ingraham” (U.S. Citizenship Certificate, Matamoros, Tamaulipas, Mexico, 
February 24, 1832), GD129—Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 4, f. 152, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico; 
“Departamento de Sonora,” Siglo Diez y Nueve, September 13, 1842, 1, Latin American Newspapers. 
561 “Hospital Del Divino Salvador de Mujeres Dementes,” Siglo Diez y Nueve, August 19, 1843, 2, Latin 
American Newspapers. 
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and those who contributed money to apprehend an Indian, considered a bandit, in 

1853.562 He also signed petitions with other businesspeople in 1853 and 1856.563  

U.S.-Americans also transacted business—some official, some not—with 

government at all levels in Mexico during this era. John Baldwin directly supplied the 

government of the Coatzacoalcos Colony with corn during a food shortage and contracted 

to supply lumber for government buildings in the new town of Minatitlán.564 Thomas 

Rowland did business with the government of the Territory of Nuevo México.565 Atocha 

provides one of the best, albeit exceptional, examples. Atocha quickly accumulated such 

a fortune that he could count himself as among one of the capital’s wealthiest merchants, 

one of the many who lent money to the constantly insolvent national government in the 

1840s. He also reported becoming close to officials in different governments, including 

presidents Anastasio Bustamante and Antonio López de Santa Anna. In 1844, when he 

chose to call in his debts, he personally lobbied Santa Anna and, over the next year, 

visited him on multiple occasions. This closeness proved to be Atocha’s undoing: When a 

rebellion overthrew Santa Anna in late 1844, Atocha found himself expelled from the 

country.566 Like Atocha, John Baldwin also found himself engaging local officials on an 

 
562 Anthony Butler, “Washington Kerr” (U.S. Citizenship Certificate, January 2, 1832), GD129—Cartas de 
Seguridad, Vol. 4, f. 215, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico; “Suscrición,” Siglo Diez y Nueve, August 
27, 1852, Latin American Newspapers; “Lo Que Vale Un Indio Bárbaro,” Siglo Diez y Nueve, November 1, 
1853, Latin American Newspapers. 
563 “Representación,” Universal, August 3, 1853, Latin American Newspapers; “Los Comerciantes de 
Durango,” Siglo Diez y Nueve, December 17, 1856, Latin American Newspapers. 
564 Baldwin, “1: Memorial Signed by Claimant & R.S. Coxe.” 
565 Thomas Rowland, “Memorial” (Santa Fe, New Mexico Territory, U.S., July 5, 1849), Box 21 - 
November Term, Claim 132 - Thomas Rowland, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the 
United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
566 Atocha to Polk, June 1845. 
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unofficial basis, as well: He surreptitiously sold weapons to staffers of the Minatitlán 

customshouse and paid them bribes to hide his smuggling activities.567 

While many claimants against the Mexican government disproportionately relied 

on fellow U.S.-Americans to vouch for them, they did not exclusively do so; most claims 

that U.S.-Americans resident in Mexico filed included Mexican witnesses as well, 

showing again how white U.S.-Americans were enmeshed in their local communities. A 

sampling of witness lists in the Baldwins’ lawsuits and a few claims files shows this. 

When an agent of the First Louisiana Judicial Circuit sailed to Minatitlán to gather 

depositions, he talked to several U.S.-Americans, as well as several Mexicans. It was 

clear that the Baldwins’ network crossed boundaries of national belonging, and that 

Riberas Coloradas was not its own enclave.568 Similarly, James Angus and Jeremiah 

Terry had a combination of other U.S.-Americans, Mexicans, and other foreign 

nationals—a combination of business associates and employees—as witnesses in their 

claim.569 Mexico City hatter Joseph Smith’s claim on behalf of Isaac Reed includes 

Mexican business associates and employees, like Martín Fragoso and José Mariano del 

Castillo.570 William H. Lee, who lost his retail business in Matamoros during Mexico’s 

brief prohibition of foreign-owned retail in 1843, called on several Mexican business 

associates to assist him as he fought the order.571 It should be noted, though, that even 

 
567 Wilson and Parr, “List of Goods”; “Witness Testimonies,” December 9, 1828; “Testimonies”; 
“Interrogations in Spanish”; “Witness Testimonies,” April 2, 1830; “Witness Testimonies,” April 22, 1830. 
568 “Witness Testimonies,” April 29, 1829; “Witness Testimonies,” April 2, 1830. 
569 “Witness Statements.” 
570 Fragoso, “Deposition”; Del Castillo, “Deposition.” 
571 “Translations of Witness Statements” (Matamoros, Tamaulipas, Mexico, June 19, 1844), Box 14 - 
November Term, Claim 77 - Ann G Kelly (administrator of) William H. Lee, 1849 Claims Commission, 
RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
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claims files that mostly included U.S.-American witnesses did not mean that the claimant 

had a lack of contact or had confrontational relationships with locals, as getting a 

deposition—particularly after one had moved back to the United States—could prove 

extraordinarily difficult. 

While evidence of white U.S.-Americans’ marital status in Mexico is relatively 

sparse, an examination of genealogical records indicates that a good number married 

local women.572 The men who did so were seemingly more likely to stay in Mexico for 

longer, as well, and not even return to the United States with spouses; some even became 

Mexican citizens. At that time, Mexico offered two ways to become a citizen (discussed 

further in chapter five). One was through a formal naturalization process; some of the 

individuals who undertook that were married to Mexican women. Theodore Ducoing 

married two successive Mexican women and fathered ten children, finally becoming a 

Mexican citizen in 1867. He died in Mexico City in 1891.573 After his return to Mexico 

following a short absence in the United States, Bethel Hicks found a reason to stay: He 

met and married María de Jesús Soto. This connection, perhaps combined with the U.S. 

Legation’s bureaucratic snafu described in the next chapter, may have helped him decide 

to become a Mexican citizen in 1844 and remain in the country the rest of his life.574 

 
572 I drew this sample by combing through cartas de seguridad for U.S. citizens who had two or more 
consecutive cartas de seguridad, indicating residence in Mexico. I then inputted their names and some basic 
information into Ancestry.com and FamilySearch.com; due to cartas de seguridad containing ages—thus 
allowing for extrapolation of birthdates—after 1841, the sample likely skews toward U.S.-Americans who 
lived in Mexico in the 1840s. I then inputted the spouse’s name and nationality into my Heurist database 
when I could find the person. 
573 “Teodoro Ducoing - Facts,” Ancestry.com, accessed March 1, 2020, https://www.ancestry.com/family-
tree/person/tree/103864091/person/170038567174/facts?_phsrc=uSY1478&_phstart=successSource. 
574 “Marriage Record: Bartolo Hicks y María de Jesús Soto” (Valle de Allende, Chihuahua, Mexico, May 
12, 1838), “México matrimonios, 1570-1950”, database, FamilySearch, 
https://familysearch.org/ark:/61903/1:1:JHRW-JQW. 
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Similarly, Ferdinand Alden married Francisca Ocampo and became a Mexican citizen in 

1842. Their children retained their Mexican identities and remained in the country.575  

The marriages of some U.S.-Americans made their citizenship status 

ambiguous.576 Some U.S.-Americans likely became Mexican citizens informally by 

marrying Mexican women, even if they did not go through the formal process and thus do 

not appear on a master list of naturalized citizens. Others may have still considered 

themselves U.S. citizens, even if they stopped registering for cartas de seguridad. James 

McKenney, whom Walter S. Cox speculated had passed away when he filed a claim in 

his name before the 1849 U.S. Claims Commission (discussed in chapter five), had 

instead passed to the other side of the boundary. He had married a Mexican woman, 

María Quirina Dominguez Roman, and eventually became a Mexican citizen. 

Nonetheless, they gave their children names reflecting some degree of U.S. patriotism: 

Two sons were named Leopoldo Washington McKenney Dominguez and Benjamin 

Franklin McKenney Dominguez.577 Silvanus Aldrich married Rosa García in Tampico. 

 
575 “Lista: Cartas de Naturalización”; “4: Federico Guillermo de Gross y Adelaida Alden” (Marriage 
Record, Mazatlán, Sinaloa, Mexico, January 21, 1870), Mazatlán > Nacimientos, matrimonios 1870 > 
image 105 of 381; Archivo Historico de Sinaloa (Sinaloa Historic Archives), Culiacan, “México, Sinaloa, 
Registro Civil, 1861-1929,” database with images, FamilySearch, 
https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/3:1:3QS7-99GD-S9C8-Y?i=104&cc=2290241; “Julián Cordova 
y Cleotilde Alden” (Marriage Record, Mazatlán, Sinaloa, Mexico, September 1871), Mazatlán > Santa 
Iglesia Catedral > Matrimonios 1837-1854 > image 127 of 216; parroquias de la Iglesia Católica, Sinaloa 
(Catholic Church parishes, Sinaloa), “México, Sinaloa, registros parroquiales, 1671-1968,” database with 
images, FamilySearch, https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/3:1:9Q97-YSP7-
WTB?i=126&cc=1473206. 
576 Baumgartner, South to Freedom. 
577 Cox, “Memorial”; “Santiago McKenney y Quirina Dominguez” (Marriage Record, Comitán, Chiapas, 
Mexico, February 12, 1839), Ancestry.com. Mexico, Select Marriages Index, 1556-1989 [database on-line], 
https://search.ancestry.com/cgi-
bin/sse.dll?indiv=1&dbid=9299&h=6738212&ssrc=pt&tid=83234127&pid=292161763458&usePUB=true
; “Benjamin Franklin McKenney Dominguez” (Baptism Record, Comitán, Chiapas, Mexico, April 29, 
1854), Ancestry.com. Mexico, Select Baptisms, 1560-1950 [database on-line], 
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When he journeyed from Tampico to New Orleans in 1861, he still identified as a U.S. 

citizen on a ship manifest.578 Edward Beaven married Augustina Urrea—likely from an 

elite Sonoran family—and lived in Mazatlán until his death in 1883.579 U.S. Consul 

James Lenox Kennedy, in Mazatlán, married Guadalupe Campos and remained in 

Mexico the rest of his life, although he never went through the full naturalization process. 

Their descendants remain in Mexico to this day.580  

Some U.S.-American men who married Mexican women had children who built 

transnational identities. Clifton Markoe married a Mexican woman named Micaela 

Crespi. They gave their children different lives. They sent their son, Peter, born in 

Veracruz in 1843, to live with his grandmother in New York City. He lived there the rest 

of his life.581 They kept their daughter Sara, born in 1856, in Mexico with them. She died 

 
https://search.ancestry.com/cgi-
bin/sse.dll?indiv=1&dbid=9297&h=21729644&ssrc=pt&tid=108775290&pid=180082791002&usePUB=tr
ue; “Leopoldo Washington McKenney Dominguez” (Baptism Record, Comitán, Chiapas, Mexico, 
November 26, 1855), Parróquias Católicas, Chiapas (Catholic Church parishes, Chiapas). Courtesy of the 
Academia Mexicana de Genealogia y Heraldica and Archivo General de la Nación.; Chiapas, Mexico, 
Ancestry.com. Chiapas, Mexico, Catholic Church Records, 1558-1978 [database on-line]. 
578 “Silbano W. Aldrich in Entry for Juan Capistrano Aldrich Garcia,” “México bautismos, 1560-1950”, 
database, FamilySearch, accessed June 23, 2021, https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/1:1:NB48-
XXH; “Stetson” (Passenger Manifest, Tampico, Tamaulipas, Mexico, March 5, 1861), The National 
Archives at Washington, D.C.; Washington, D.C.; Passenger Lists of Vessels Arriving at New Orleans, 
Louisiana, 1820-1902; NAI Number: 2824927; Record Group Title: Records of the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service; Record Group Number: 85, Ancestry.com. New Orleans, Passenger Lists, 1813-
1963 [database on-line], https://www.ancestry.com/imageviewer/collections/7484/images/LAM259_50-
0274?usePUB=true&_phsrc=RSX1904&_phstart=successSource&usePUBJs=true&pId=794004. 
579 “Eduardo Beaven” (Death Registration, Mazatlán, Sinaloa, Mexico, December 24, 1883), Mazatlán > 
Nacimientos, matrimonios 1883 > image 940 of 1648; Archivo Historico de Sinaloa (Sinaloa Historic 
Archives), Culiacan, “México, Sinaloa, Registro Civil, 1861-1929,” database with images, FamilySearch, 
https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/3:1:3QS7-89GL-J99N-R?i=939&cc=2290241. 
580 Some of the genealogical records on FamilySearch came from Eduardo Bertrand Cortes, the husband of 
Kennedy’s six-times-great-granddaughter. 
581 “Mexican Markoes - MARKOE OFFSHORE”; “Una Familia Veracruzana - MARKOE OFFSHORE”; 
“Clifton Markoe in Entry for Peter J. Markoe and Isabel Marcial” (June 21, 1866), Marriage, Brooklyn, 
Kings, New York, United States, New York City Municipal Archives, New York; FHL microfilm 
1,543,711, “New York, New York City Marriage Records, 1829-1940,” database, FamilySearch, 
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in Mexico City in 1938.582 The Kentucky-born Bethel Hicks and his Chihuahua-born 

wife María de Jesús Soto, meanwhile, sent their ten-year-old son Bartolo Hicks Soto to 

St. Joseph’s College, in his father’s native state, where he won an award for his 

arithmetic abilities in 1860.583 He eventually returned home to Chihuahua, though, 

marrying in 1885 and dying in 1928.584 Meanwhile, miner Samuel Paul Parkman married 

Antonia de Vega in Guanajuato in 1835. They had twelve children together and remained 

in Mexico for the rest of their lives.585 They apparently passed on some U.S.-American 

identity to their children, though: When former U.S. Secretary of State William Seward 

visited Mexico in 1869, he spent time with the Parkman family. The Two Republics 

newspaper described Parkman as “an old fellow countryman who left the same 

 
https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/1:1:24ZV-XZS; “Clifton Hill Markoe in Entry for Peter J. 
Markoe,” “New York, New York City Municipal Deaths, 1795-1949”, database, FamilySearch, accessed 
June 23, 2021, https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/1:1:2WN3-L1S. 
582 “173: Sara Markoe Crespi” (Death Registration, Mexico City, Mexico, October 14, 1938), Archivo de 
Registro Civil de Distrito Federal (Civil Registry Archives), Federal District, “México, Distrito Federal, 
Registro Civil, 1832-2005.” Database with images. FamilySearch, 
https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/3:1:33SQ-GRGT-
JDK?i=6285&cc=1923424&personaUrl=%2Fark%3A%2F61903%2F1%3A1%3AQGHK-NVS3. 
583 A Catalogue of the Officers and Students of St. Joseph’s College, Bardstown, Kentucky (Louisville, Ky.: 
Hanna & Co., Printers, 1860), 17, 34, 
https://www.ancestry.com/imageviewer/collections/2203/images/32761_2221301230_6079-
00037?treeid=842288&personid=160082398246&hintid=&queryId=c95a7ccd057064c668627d1f6f328c37
&usePUB=true&_phsrc=RSX1803&_phstart=successSource&usePUBJs=true&pId=1729411; A Catalogue 
of the Officers and Students of St. Joseph’s College, Bardstown, Kentucky (Louisville, Ky.: Hanna & Co., 
Printers, 1861), 18, 
https://www.ancestry.com/imageviewer/collections/2203/images/32761_2221301230_6080-
00023?treeid=842288&personid=160082398246&hintid=&queryId=c7813d2330dd9416a3d122bdb2a0f66
a&usePUB=true&_phsrc=RSX1824&_phstart=successSource&usePUBJs=true&pId=2826211. 
584 “Marriage Record: Bartolo Hicks Soto and Pomposa Loya” (Hidalgo del Parral, Chihuahua, México, 
1885), México, Chihuahua, Registro Civil, 1861-1997, Archivo General del Registro Civil (Chihuahua City 
Central Archives), Mexico; FamilySearch, https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/1:1:QGZM-51PF; 
“Death Registration: Bartolo Hicks Soto” (Chihuahua, Chihuahua, Mexico, 1928), Mexico, Chihuahua, 
Civil Registration, 1861-1997, Archivo General del Registro Civil del Estado Chihuahua; FamilySearch, 
https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/3:1:33S7-95HG-2RQ?i=612&cc=1922462. 
585 “Finding Aid to the Samuel Paul Pablo Parkman Family Papers, 1807-1961”; “Samuel Paul Pablo 
Parkman in Guanajuato, Mexico,” Parkman Genealogy (blog), November 13, 2009, 
https://parkmangenealogy.wordpress.com/2009/11/13/samuel-pablo-parkman-in-guanajuato-mexico/. 
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neighborhood in which Mr. S. [Seward] is now a resident.” Parkman then sent one of his 

daughters on a journey to the United States with the Seward family.586 Sidney Udall, a 

carpenter in Tampico, married Mercedes López. Even after his expulsion in 1846 

(discussed in chapter six), Sidney Udall remained in Tampico, where his and López’s 

daughters Julia and Theodora were born in 1855 and 1859, respectively. Both daughters, 

though, eventually moved to the United States, living together in 1900. While Theodora’s 

citizenship status is uncertain, Julia claimed U.S. citizenship in 1877, due to her father’s 

status. She died in New York in 1939.587  

For some U.S.-American men, moving to Mexico and making local connections 

may have allowed them to “marry up” in ways that they might not in the United States. 

Mexico prohibited foreigners from owning real estate unless they became citizens or 

married Mexican women. How Clifton Markoe obtained his hacienda is unclear, but 

likely his marriage to Crespi allowed him to own it legally. If the property was hers 

originally, then his marriage led to a rise in status. Similarly, several U.S.-American men 

 
586 “The Monitor and the Young Ladies,” Two Republics, December 25, 1869, Latin American 
Newspapers; “Hon. William H. Seward—Arrival in Baltimore,” Two Republics, March 19, 1870, Latin 
American Newspapers. 
587 “Julia D.S. Udall” (Naturalization Record, New York, N.Y., United States, February 1, 1877), Roll 273, 
T651-U455 (Turnbull, A-Ulman, William) > image 3946 of 4962; citing NARA microfilm publication 
M1674 (Washington, D.C.: National Archives and Records Administration, n.d.), “New York 
Naturalization Index (Soundex), 1792-1906,” database with images, FamilySearch, 
https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/3:1:3QS7-8937-
JPSY?i=3945&cc=2043782&personaUrl=%2Fark%3A%2F61903%2F1%3A1%3AQVTW-58SS; “Julia 
Udall & Theodora Udall” (Census Record, Brooklyn, New York, United States, 1900), New York > Kings 
> ED 54 Borough of Brooklyn, Election District 5 New York City Ward 6 > image 18 of 38; citing NARA 
microfilm publication T623 (Washington, D.C.: National Archives and Records Administration, n.d.), 
“United States Census, 1900,” database with images, FamilySearch, 
https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/3:1:S3HY-6GBC-
L64?i=17&cc=1325221&personaUrl=%2Fark%3A%2F61903%2F1%3A1%3AMSFC-17L; “Julia Udall” 
(Death Registration, New York, N.Y., United States, 1939), “New York, New York City Municipal Deaths, 
1795-1949”, database, FamilySearch, https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/1:1:2WTN-
Y48?from=lynx1UIV8&treeref=LT6S-GKB. 
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either married or baptized children at Mexico City’s Metropolitan Cathedral. In 1829 

hatter Joseph Smith, born a Quaker, was baptized at the Cathedral. This caused a stir in 

his Quaker community in Philadelphia and led to the community officially expelling him. 

Conversion to Catholicism was a prerequisite for marriage in Mexico at that time. Eight 

days later, he married Mexico City native María de Loreto Josefa Donaciana Miller 

Bejarano (known as Loreto) at the Cathedral.588 When the couple journeyed to the United 

States in 1844, he was listed as a U.S. citizen, while she was listed as a citizen of 

Mexico.589 Similarly, Smith’s employee Issac Reed’s run-in with Coahuila y Tejas state 

authorities in 1832 (discussed in chapter five), for which Smith filed a claim, didn’t sour 

him on the country. He remained, marrying Soledad Lucido and fathering children who 

would remain in Mexico. Reed and Lucido baptized their children in the Cathedral, as 

well.590 Going through such rites at the Cathedral, rather than a parish church, perhaps 

 
588 Manuel Posada, “799: José María Praxedis Smith” (Baptism Record, Mexico City, Mexico, July 21, 
1829), Asunción Sagrario Metropolitano (Centro) > Bautismos de españoles 1827-1830 > image 633 of 
987; parroquias Católicas, Distrito Federal (Catholic Church parishes, Distrito Federal), “México, Distrito 
Federal, registros parroquiales y diocesanos, 1514-1970,” database with images, FamilySearch, 
https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/3:1:S3HT-XS7S-9KC?i=632; “192: Don José Smith y D. María 
Loreto Miler” (Marriage Record, Mexico City, Mexico, July 29, 1829), Asunción Sagrario Metropolitano 
(Centro) > Matrimonios 1829-1833, 1839-1953 > image 56 of 794; parroquias Católicas, Distrito Federal 
(Catholic Church parishes, Distrito Federal), “México, Distrito Federal, registros parroquiales y diocesanos, 
1514-1970,” database with images, FamilySearch, https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/3:1:S3HY-
6161-7K?i=55&cc=1615259&personaUrl=%2Fark%3A%2F61903%2F1%3A1%3AQKHH-DWR2; 
“Minutes, 1817-1839; Philadelphia Yearly Meeting Minutes” (Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, June 20, 1832), 
Haverford College; Haverford, Pennsylvania; Philadelphia Yearly Meeting Minutes, Ancestry.com. U.S., 
Quaker Meeting Records, 1681-1935 [database on-line]., 
https://www.ancestry.com/imageviewer/collections/2189/images/40525_1821100519_2597-
00127?treeid=&personid=&hintid=&queryId=2ccbd1188cab7e781122f2b03595c845&usePUB=true&_phs
rc=RSX1059&_phstart=successSource&usePUBJs=true&pId=8597558. 
589 “Eugenia” (Passenger Manifest, New York, N.Y., United States, March 18, 1844), Microfilm Serial: 
M237, New York, U.S., Arriving Passenger and Crew Lists (including Castle Garden and Ellis Island), 
1820-1957;, Ancestry.com, https://www.ancestry.com/imageviewer/collections/7488/images/NYM237_53-
1043?treeid=&personid=&hintid=&queryId=2ccbd1188cab7e781122f2b03595c845&usePUB=true&_phsr
c=RSX1053&_phstart=successSource&usePUBJs=true&pId=1022849323. 
590 Zelaya, “846: Estevan de Jesús Francisco de Paula Reed y Lucido”; “Ysac Luis Ygnacio Jorge Reed 
Lucido.” 
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indicates that they had married into the local elite and/or obtained a higher status than 

when they had arrived in Mexico. Hatters like Smith and Reed would likely not have 

married elite women in the United States, but moving to Mexico as foreigners may have 

given them higher status. Daniel Boyden and John S. Cooper were among several U.S.-

American men who married local women. Boyden and his wife, Antonia Hurtado, 

baptized their children in the Cathedral as well. Even though none of them became a 

Mexican citizen, at least through the official process, their children remained in the 

country and identified as Mexican.591 Jonathan T. Fitzwater, a stagecoach operator, 

married Soledad Fierra at the Cathedral in 1841; they baptized their children there.592 In 

addition to marrying into the elite, these marriages may have reflected US-Americans’ 

racial preference as well; Mexican elites in this era were more likely to identify as 

Spanish or white. For elite women who identified as white, white U.S.-American may 

have been in demand, as well. Genealogical records show that Loreto Miller de Smith, 

 
591 “Jose Maria Daniel Boyden Gudina” (Baptism Record, Mexico City, Mexico, November 6, 1836), 
Asunción Sagrario Metropolitano (Centro) > Bautismos de españoles 1834-1836 > image 1026 of 1079; 
parroquias Católicas, Distrito Federal (Catholic Church parishes, Distrito Federal), “México, Distrito 
Federal, registros parroquiales y diocesanos, 1514-1970,” database with images, FamilySearch, 
https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/3:1:939Z-RQLH-
M?i=1025&cc=1615259&personaUrl=%2Fark%3A%2F61903%2F1%3A1%3AQJ8Y-PR8P; “Jose Maria 
Melquiades Luis Boyden” (Baptism Record, Mexico City, Mexico, December 12, 1842), Jose Maria Daniel 
Boyden in entry for Jose Maria Melquiades Luis Boyden, 1842, “México bautismos, 1560-1950”, database, 
FamilySearch, https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/1:1:NK5C-544; “966: Manuela Boyden Hurtado” 
(Death Registration, Mexico City, Mexico, December 31, 1884), Archivo de Registro Civil de Distrito 
Federal (Civil Registry Archives), Federal District, “México, Distrito Federal, Registro Civil, 1832-2005.” 
Database with images. FamilySearch, https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/3:1:33S7-9R23-
G5T?i=1561&cc=1923424&personaUrl=%2Fark%3A%2F61903%2F1%3A1%3AQGCC-XWY2; “Maria 
Narziza de Los Angeles in Entry for Juan Jose Maria Cooper” (Marriage Record, Tepeojuma, Puebla, 
Mexico, April 27, 1843), “México matrimonios, 1570-1950”, database, FamilySearch, 
https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/1:1:JCRG-JM7. 
592 Samuel Traquair Tyson, A Contribution to the History and Genealogy of the Tyson and Fitzwater 
Families (Los Angeles, California, United States, 1922), 50–51, 
http://archive.org/details/contributiontohi00tyso. 
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for example, was the granddaughter of a German who had settled in Mexico City.593 

These baptisms occurred a few blocks from the home of another U.S.-American who had 

married into Mexico’s elite: Juan Davis Bradburn, a Virginia-born Mexican military 

officer, had married María Josefa Hurtado de Mendoza, whose titled family (the Counts 

of the Valley of Orizaba) owned the Casa de los Azulejos (today home to the flagship 

Sanborns restaurant and department store).594 

In areas closer to the U.S. border, meanwhile, intermarriage may have been even 

more common, drawing on a long history of boundary-crossing relations in contact zones, 

particularly by merchants. In San Antonio de Béxar, Coahuila y Tejas, a significant 

percentage of marriages between 1821 and 1836 were between U.S.-American men and 

Mexican women.595 The infamous knife fighter and human trafficker James Bowie, who 

would later perish at the Battle of the Alamo, married Ursula Veramendi, daughter of a 

local notable, there in 1831. A possible relative of Veramendi, María Gertrudis Valdez de 

Veramendi, married trader James Wiley Magoffin in the early 1830s.596 (Apparently 

James and his brother Samuel had different ideas on intermarriage; while James married 

two successive Mexican women, Samuel, as discussed above, remained unmarried until 

the brothers returned to the United States.) Famously, in Nuevo México, Taos trader Kit 

Carson married Josefa Jaramillo in 1843.597 Merchant Henry Connelly married Dolores 

 
593 “Pablo Miler (Deceased) | Person | Family Tree | FamilySearch,” accessed May 29, 2021, 
https://www.familysearch.org/tree/person/details/M3R8-532. 
594 Henson, Juan Davis Bradburn. 
595 Seale, “Illegal Immigration.” 
596 Kohout, “Magoffin, James Wiley”; Timmons, “The El Paso Area in the Mexican Period, 1821-1848,” 7. 
597 Susan Lee Johnson, Writing Kit Carson: Fallen Heroes in a Changing West (Chapel Hill : Dallas, Tex.: 
The University of North Carolina Press ; in association with the William P. Clements Center for Southwest 
Studies, Southern Methodist University, 2020). 
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Lauriana Perea Chaves, from a prominent Nuevo México family, around the same 

time.598  

Marriage was, of course, far from the only indicator of intimate relations across 

boundaries between U.S.-Americans and Mexicans. Of course, these relationships are the 

hardest to tease out for lack of documentation, but hints do exist for some people. As 

mentioned above, William Clarke, for example, asked a friend to give salutations to his 

“little girl”—whether he means a lover, a daughter, or a favorite, he did not say.599 Nor is 

evidence of such relations always reliable. An entry for John Baldwin on Ancestry.com, 

for example, suggests that Baldwin had a son named Martín Rodríguez, with a woman 

whose first name was unknown, in 1836. But a closer look at the document cited as a 

source indicates that the father had recently arrived from Ireland—thus, not the same 

John Baldwin.600  

Not all local connections were harmonious. When people with different national 

identities come together, interpersonal conflicts that might not normally even make it into 

a person’s diary, if that, can become international incidents that produce a great deal of 

documentation. When white U.S.-Americans in Mexico between 1821 and 1846 got into 

conflicts with their neighbors, we sometimes see escalation that would not otherwise 

have happened.601 As we have seen, John Baldwin and Tadeo Ortiz did not get along 

 
598 Timmons, “The El Paso Area in the Mexican Period, 1821-1848.” 
599 Clarke to Minnes, December 18, 1825. 
600 Leon McLeod Baldwin himself later managed a Mexican mine in the 1880s, as discussed in the 
epilogue. 
601 For the framework of this section, I am drawing on the observation of Hillar Schwertner, a history Ph.D. 
candidate at Georgetown University, that local disputes in the metropolitan area he studies—San Diego-
Tijuana—get escalated to diplomatic issues because of the area’s binational nature. 
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seemingly from the moment that Ortiz arrived in the Coatzacoalcos Colony. As we will 

see in chapter five, though, what may have been partially interpersonal conflict between 

the unscrupulous and litigious Baldwin and the determined Ortiz, though, wound up first 

involving the Mexican government because of Ortiz’s status as the colony’s governor, 

then became internationalized because of Baldwin’s status as a U.S. citizen.  

Business conflicts that may have happened regardless of national identity, in 

particular, could quickly escalate. Mexico City saddlemaker Charles Joransson found 

himself in a dispute with a customer over a bill in 1839. According to Joransson’s 

accounting, when a Mr. Y. Casa refused to pay his account in full and Joransson pressed 

him, Casa brought a group of friends who harassed Joransson and even caused him to be 

thrown into jail. Joransson then complained to and sought help from U.S. diplomatic 

officials; ultimately, the dispute between two men went before an international 

commission and was only fully resolved after a war.602 Similarly, when the merchants 

Lewis Barre and James Lenox Kennedy in Mazatlán found themselves in a conflict with 

Isidro Dias Garcia, they found themselves denounced before a judge. When they 

disagreed with the judge’s decision, they similarly escalated this interpersonal incident 

into an international one.603  

Sometimes, though, national identity did become an issue between individuals. 

Joaquin Harmony, a Spanish-born U.S. citizen merchant, claimed persecution after others 

denounced him to Mexican officials, suggesting that their conflicts might have had some 

 
602 Joransson to Jones, January 22, 1839. 
603 Kennedy to [Governor of Sinaloa], October 10, 1834. 
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root in his national origin.604 U.S.-American support and involvement in the 1835-36 

Texas Revolution, and subsequent support for the Republic of Texas, tainted U.S.-

Mexican official relations for the next decade; there are some suggestions that it also 

played a role in interpersonal incidents. U.S. Consul D.W. Smith at Matamoros noted the 

presence of placards suggesting that foreign-owned businesses should be pillaged in 

1836.605 When the Texas Republic sent an army (including some people who retained 

their U.S. citizenship) to conquer Santa Fé, Nuevo México, in 1842, U.S.-American 

merchants in that city apparently felt some of the brunt of the local population’s 

displeasure at this development.606 Near Minatitlán in the early 1840s, Samuel Baldwin 

found himself on the receiving end of an allegation of treason; he noted that the judge 

confused him for a Texan, instead of a U.S. citizen who had lived in Mexico for well over 

a decade by that point.607 

Of course, the animosity quite often went the other direction, too. U.S.-

Americans’ accounts of life in Mexico suggest a certain level of disdain for the people 

among whom they lived, even as they interacted with them on a daily basis. The letters, 

newspaper articles, and travel books discussed above all contain a certain degree of 

condescension. We see the interpersonal relationships, questions of national identity, and 

the larger condescension in an 1847 incident in Puebla. James Angus, partner in a 

 
604 Joaquin Harmony to William S. Jones, June 6, 1838, Box 25 - cases not heard, Claim 29 - Joaquin 
Harmony, 1839 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims 
Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
605 Smith, “Protest.” 
606 “American Prisoners in Mexico—War Vessels Ordered—Position of the United States,” Jeffersonian 
Republican, April 6, 1842, Chronicling America, 
https://chroniclingamerica.loc.gov/lccn/sn86053954/1842-04-06/ed-1/seq-2/. 
607 Wylie, “Memorial.” 
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carriage making operation, had left the city, likely to assist the invading U.S. Army. His 

wife, Wealthy Ann Angus, and their children stayed behind. Locals were, unsurprisingly, 

likely unhappy about James’s involvement with the invading army. A mob attacked the 

factory and even threatened the family. In describing the ordeal, Wealthy Angus 

repeatedly referred to members of the mob with the racialized term “greasers.” Whether 

this was an implication the crowd was dark-skinned or had a certain appearance, she did 

not say. She praised her housekeeper who, Angus said, defended the house. By the same 

token, Angus showed she was expecting the housekeeper, as someone of a lower social 

station, to show her loyalty.608 

We must keep in mind, though, that interpersonal conflicts and incidents made it 

into official records, while peaceful coexistence did not in the same way. When U.S. 

citizens established themselves in Mexico for years or even decades, they had no choice 

but to find some kind of coexistence with their neighbors, even if they might have held 

some in disdain. Many, though, liked their neighbors enough to assimilate into their 

society and start families whose descendants remained in Mexico to this day. 

Conclusion 

When white U.S.-Americans moved in small numbers to Mexico’s interior 

between 1821 and 1846, they found themselves living among people who considered 

them outsiders, and whom they regarded as foreign. The small numbers of white U.S.-

Americans in Mexico’s interior, outside of Tejas, meant that they could never have an 

 
608 Angus, Deposition, August 10, 1847. 
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existence separate from Mexicans, as their counterparts did at that same time in Mexican 

Tejas, somewhat in Mexico City’s “American Colony” in the late nineteenth and early 

twentieth centuries, and even somewhat today in the Lake Chapala region of Jalisco, 

where one can sometimes be hard-pressed to hear Spanish spoken.609 Whether U.S.-

Americans in the interior desired to or not, they formed parts of local communities, even 

while maintaining legal and cultural membership in a different national community. Their 

existence in Mexico during the 1821-46 period was not as privileged as later U.S.-

Americans would experience, but there was some degree of separation and special, 

elevated status already present. The experiences of white U.S.-Americans in Mexico, 

particularly their conflicts with locals and officials alike—however sporadic—would 

come to play a part in deterioration of official relations between the two countries. It is to 

these interactions, and the questions they raised about legal belonging, that we now turn. 

 
609 Schell, Integral Outsiders; Croucher, The Other Side of the Fence. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: CHOOSING FOREIGNNESS ABROAD 

During his fourteen years living in Mexico, John Baldwin became a thorn in the 

side of local officials, like Tadeo Ortiz, in Minatitlán and other areas of the states of 

Veracruz and Oaxaca. He faced arrest on multiple occasions for theft of wood from 

public property, smuggling (discussed in the introduction), and even murder of a woman 

named Manuela who worked for him. When faced with trouble, Baldwin never admitted 

fault. He attempted to weaponize his status as a citizen of the United States. Sometimes 

U.S. diplomatic and consular officials like Consul Marmaduke Burrough agreed to aid 

him. Other times, they told him he was on his own. He argued that an unjust legal system, 

belonging to an inferior civilization, was persecuting him. He joined a host of U.S. 

citizens who filed claims against the Mexican government, eventually culminating in 

formation of a binational commission to determine the validity of these grievances and, if 

valid, to award compensation.  

When John Baldwin brought his grievances before that binational 1839 U.S.-

Mexico claims commission, a rift opened between the U.S. and Mexican 

commissioners—a rift that demonstrates their different visions of what U.S. citizenship 

meant in Mexico. The U.S. commissioners characterized their Mexican colleagues as 

believing in a system where foreigners must obey the law of the country where they were 

simply guests, no matter, as the U.S. commissioners interpreted the Mexican 

commissioners’ stance, “if those laws should be bad, or imperfectly administered.”610 The 

 
610 “70: Opinion of American Commissioners (1839 Commission) & Attached Evidence.” 



233 
 

U.S. commissioners, by contrast, believed they represented a higher civilization.611 In 

U.S. commissioners’ opinion on Baldwin’s claim, they frequently cited differences 

between U.S. and Mexican laws, particularly with regard to how Baldwin’s cases moved 

through Mexican courts from Ortiz’s initial accusations against Baldwin in 1828 to 

Baldwin’s final acquittal in 1837. To the U.S. commissioners, the legal systems were 

different but not equivalent; one was superior, one was inferior. They frequently cited 

United States and United Kingdom modes of justice as being superior to those of Mexico, 

as reflecting higher levels of civilization. With that belief system in place, the U.S. 

commissioners critiqued how Mexican courts and officials—particularly officials lower 

in the hierarchy—handled Baldwin’s case, suggesting their treatment of him cast Mexico 

as uncivilized. They further elaborated, saying “if Mexico wants to maintain a rank and 

fellowship among the civilized nations of the earth, she must place her laws on a footing 

with the laws of those nations [the United States and United Kingdom].”612 As we shall 

see in this chapter, U.S. citizens and their consular and diplomatic representatives agreed 

with this characterization.  

John Baldwin was far from the only U.S.-American migrant to have trouble with 

the various governments of Mexico during the decades between Mexican independence 

in 1821 and the U.S.-Mexican War in 1846, and far from the only one to turn to his 

government for redress. Clashes typically involved three sets of actors with sometimes 

 
611 A U.S. geography textbook from this era gives an example of this mindset, considering the United States 
an “enlightened” nation, and Mexico a step below, a “civilized” nation. See Samuel Augustus Mitchell, 
Mitchell’s School Geography: A System of Modern Geography, Comprising a Description of The ... 
(Thomas, Cowperthwait , & Co., 1845), http://archive.org/details/mitchellsschool01mitcgoog. 
612 “70: Opinion of American Commissioners (1839 Commission) & Attached Evidence.” 
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intersecting, sometimes conflicting interests: individual U.S. citizens, often white like 

Baldwin, living in Mexico; U.S.-American diplomatic and consular officials; and 

Mexican civil and military officials (and sometimes individual Mexicans). In previous 

chapters, we explored the economic opportunities that drew U.S.-Americans like Baldwin 

to Mexico in the 1820s-1840s, the evolution of the Mexican domestic laws and U.S.-

Mexico treaties that shaped the legal framework under which these migrants lived in 

Mexico, and how U.S. citizens interacted with each other and with locals in Mexico. This 

chapter explores how U.S. citizens, U.S. consuls and diplomats, and Mexican civil and 

military officials shaped the way that the combination of law and treaty operated, 

pondering why white U.S.-Americans in Mexico’s interior, like John Baldwin, for the 

most part chose to remain legally and politically distinct from the Mexican national 

community. Because his incidents with Mexican officials are heavily documented,613 

Baldwin serves as a stand-in for other U.S.-Americans in this chapter. Each section relies 

heavily on him but incorporates pieces from other cases as well. 

In this chapter, I argue that the interplay among U.S.-Americans living in Mexico, 

U.S. diplomatic officials, and Mexican civil and military officials, combined with U.S.-

Americans’ attitudes about Mexico’s place in the hierarchy of civilization, created 

 
613 Case files for Baldwin’s claims are some of the most voluminous in the U.S. National Archives, Record 
Group 76 files for both the binational 1839 U.S.-Mexico claims commission and 1849 U.S. claims 
commission. His clashes with U.S. consular officials also take up an inordinate amount of the 
correspondence from U.S. Consuls in Veracruz. Additionally, his traces can be extensively found in the 
Acervo Histórico de la Secretaría de Relaciones Exteriores Genaro Estrada in Mexico City, particularly in 
its Reclamaciones collection; Baldwin’s case file is among the most extensive there (albeit of the few I 
sampled). Finally, the case file of an 1829 lawsuit in which he and his brother Samuel were defendants 
contains roughly 450 pages, housed in the records of the Louisiana First Judicial Circuit at the New Orleans 
Public Library. He was also among the most vocal of the claimants against Mexico, appearing in U.S. 
newspapers and the U.S. Congressional Record with some frequency. The themes found in his case files 
reasonable with those found in others’ and provide a unifying thread for this chapter. 
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conditions under which U.S.-Americans found it more advantageous to remain U.S. 

citizens than to naturalize as Mexicans, even while living in Mexico for years, if not 

decades. The three groups had different goals: U.S.-Americans agitated for their own 

personal and business interests. U.S. diplomats and consuls pushed for national 

interests—which often, but not always, coincided with U.S.-Americans’ individual and 

business interests. Mexican officials desired economic development through a 

combination of protectionism and controlled immigration—controlled, in the sense that 

they desired U.S.-American and immigrants to renounce their former national loyalties 

and become Mexican citizens. Generally, U.S.-Americans living in Mexico, backed by 

their consuls and diplomats, pursued a vision of Mexico-based U.S. citizenship where 

they not only retained their expanding rights as white male U.S. citizens but had special 

privileges. Many further argued that, because they came from a superior civilization with 

a more advanced legal system, they were exempt from obligations that Mexican citizens 

had, including, in some cases, following the law in the first place. U.S.-Americans 

believed their government’s foreign service had an obligation to protect their vision of 

rights and privileges. In order to push against both U.S. consuls and diplomats and 

Mexican officials, U.S.-Americans repeatedly made sure to play the role of U.S. citizens 

by showing their continuing loyalty to their homeland, registering annually as foreigners, 

and denying—as we saw in chapter four, sometimes falsely—involvement in Mexican 

politics. Mexican officials, by contrast, pursued a vision where U.S.-Americans and other 

foreign citizens, while retaining some special rights and exemptions by treaty, largely 

carried the same obligations as Mexican citizens, but also had some legal disabilities, like 
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being prohibited from owning land and needing to register every year, as a result of their 

choice to remain foreigners. These visions clashed repeatedly during the twenty-five-year 

period under examination. Mainly through the advocacy of a vocal minority of U.S. 

citizens like Baldwin, and because of the power imbalance between the two countries, the 

vision of U.S.-Americans in Mexico prevailed. While the previous chapter focused on 

individual, day-to-day interactions among U.S.-Americans and Mexicans in Mexico, this 

chapter largely stays in the realm of law and politics, focusing on relations between 

individual U.S.-Americans and the U.S. and Mexican states. This chapter focuses on a 

small but vocal group of U.S.-Americans who weaponized their U.S. citizenship in 

Mexico, and whose words and deeds set the legal framework in which many others 

operated. 

U.S.-Americans: Agitating for Rights Abroad 

U.S.-Americans living in Mexico’s interior were far from passive actors in 

creating the legal circumstances under which they lived and did business in Mexico. 

Rather, at a time when white male U.S.-Americans in the United States pushed for their 

participation in the democratic system (while often pushing to exclude men of color and 

all women), they also agitated for what they perceived as their rights while abroad. As 

discussed in chapter two, Mexican law and, particularly, the 1831 U.S.-Mexico treaty set 

the framework for their interactions with the Mexican state. But on the ground U.S.-

Americans living in Mexico asserted their citizenship, and the rights and protections 

accompanying their citizenship, in two main ways: By making demands of both U.S. and 

Mexican officials and by performing U.S. citizenship—by acting as U.S. citizens. 
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Believing themselves to come from a country with superior institutions, and possessed of 

a superior Anglo-American heritage, they demanded special privileges, including being 

able to disobey Mexican laws and judicial processes that they found unjust, or disobey 

officials they deemed corrupt or, as many put it, “venal.” This section explores how U.S.-

Americans in Mexico pursued their personal and business goals by agitating for U.S. 

diplomatic backing and intervention to limit the authority of Mexican officials over them. 

To begin our examination, we return to the cases of John Baldwin, accused of 

smuggling in 1833 and 1837, discussed in the opening anecdote of this dissertation. 

Although John Baldwin petitioned different U.S. officials, in different branches of the 

U.S. foreign service (differences discussed in the following section), when he faced 

arrest, he used similar language both times. In 1833, Baldwin complained to the Chargé 

de Affairs at the U.S. Legation in Mexico City of his treatment at the hands of Vela, 

Rueda, and the other soldiers when they grabbed his trade goods. At that time, he argued 

the incident was “one in every respect apposite [that is, appropriate] for the prompt and 

immediate interference of our national representative.” The Chargé d’Affaires disagreed 

that Baldwin’s personal interests and those of the United States overlapped; he told 

Baldwin that he needed to seek redress as an individual in Oaxaca state courts.614 Over 

the next two years, Baldwin did just that, before a change in Mexico’s political system—

the demotion of states with elected governors and autonomous court systems to 

 
614 John Baldwin to William Parrott, May 22, 1836, Box 5 - June Term, Claims 27 & 35 - John Baldwin, 
1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. 
National Archives. 
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departments with appointed governors—rendered his ability to gain redress impossible.615 

Once Baldwin exhausted judicial measures, he again called on the U.S. government to 

back him, saying that now, “the only recourse left me is to apply to my country for 

redress.”616 The once-wealthy Baldwin told the consulate of the impact of the 

confiscation: “You are well aware that in consequence of this spoliation or robbery I have 

been & am still struggling with poverty.”617 This time, officials at the Legation agreed, 

adding Baldwin’s to a list of grievances that the United States pursued at the highest 

levels.  

After Baldwin’s arrest for smuggling in 1837, when the Minatitlán customshouse 

impounded his goods and Stephen Morgan’s ship the Orient, Baldwin demanded consular 

intervention. As he later explained to U.S. Consul William Jones in Mexico City when 

recounting the detention of the captain and crew of the Orient:  

None of whom were charged with any crime, or the infringement of any 
known law; but at the will of despicable Mexicans were some eight 
American citizens incarcerated and cut off from all communication with 
their friends and countrymen, and all this in open violation of the treaty of 
commerce and friendship existing with this country, wherein this solemnly 
guarantees to the citizens of the United States the special protection of 
their laws.618  

Morgan separately demanded consular intervention as a right of his citizenship, writing to 

Veracruz U.S. Consul Marmaduke Borrough after his arrest, “as a citizen of the United 

 
615 For more on this transition, see Michael P Costeloe, The Central Republic in Mexico, 1835-1846: 
Hombres De Bien in the Age of Santa Anna, Cambridge Latin American Studies 73 (Cambridge [England] ; 
New York, NY, USA: Cambridge University Press, 1993). 
616 Baldwin to Parrott, May 22, 1836. 
617 Baldwin to Parrott. 
618 John Baldwin to William Jones, January 20, 1838, Box 5 - June Term, Claims 27 & 35 - John Baldwin, 
1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. 
National Archives. 
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States I solicit and request your official interposition on my behalf, and of the interests 

which I represent.”619 After Burrough intervened, Mexican authorities released Baldwin 

and Morgan.  

Not only did Baldwin demand that the consular service defend him against 

Mexican authorities, but he argued with the consular service over the cost of his defense. 

When Baldwin arrived in Veracruz in September 1837, Burrough presented him with a 

bill for his services. Baldwin protested that he could not pay the amount at that moment, 

as he was waiting for the Mexican government to compensate him for his claims. But he 

also suggested that Burrough, as his country’s diplomatic representative, had billed him 

for an “exorbitant, illegal and unjust” amount for defending his rights. Baldwin then 

proceeded to Mexico City, where he directly appealed to Minister Powhatan Ellis. 

Baldwin even accused Burrough of holding him as a prisoner by trying to prevent his exit 

from the country until he paid the bill. He paid, but then demanded that either Burrough 

or the State Department reimburse him.620 Baldwin and Burrough’s fight continued, with 

Baldwin eventually getting the U.S. House of Representatives to take interest.621 He 

accepted that there would be some fees but considered the fees that Burrough charged to 

be too much in fulfilling his duty to Baldwin as a citizen of the United States. 

 
619 Stephen Morgan to Marmaduke Burrough, May 6, 1837, Box 5 - June Term, Claims 27 & 35 - John 
Baldwin, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims 
Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
620 John Baldwin to John Forsyth, March 31, 1838, Reel 3, M183 - Despatches from U.S. Consuls in 
Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. National Archives. 
621 Thomas Chinn to John Forsyth, March 31, 1840, Reel 4, M183 - Despatches from U.S. Consuls in 
Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. National Archives. 
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Baldwin and Morgan’s pleas and demands to U.S. diplomats and consuls in 1833 

and 1837, and Baldwin’s further advocacy against Burrough, were hardly unique in their 

combination of language of individual rights, obligation of the U.S. government to 

intervene to protect said rights, and accusations of malfeasance and venality against 

Mexican officials. Many other U.S.-Americans used similar rhetoric in their claims upon 

their country’s government.  

Sometimes, appeals to U.S. officials invoked ideas of national honor. John 

Baldwin’s attorney, Richard Coxe, used such tropes when he appealed an unfavorable 

decision by the binational 1839 claims commission:  

The honor of the nation was solemnly pledged. His right to demand full 
reparation and protection was acknowledged; the obligation of his 
government to enforce it was admitted. He could not permit himself even 
to suspect that this honor would be sullied, this right disregarded, this 
obligation repudiated.622  

Such language was common in correspondence from U.S. citizens to their government 

officials; a few examples stand in for many. Two years before Baldwin’s arrest at the 

hands of Rueda and Vela in Oaxaca, former U.S. Navy engineer James Cochrane, who 

had recently relocated to Tabasco to work for a U.S.-owned steamboat operation, used 

similar language in pleas to the U.S. government. A rebellion broke out in Tabasco not 

long after Cochrane arrived; to transport troops to put down the rebellion, the Mexican 

government impressed Cochrane’s steamboat, and the man himself, into service. 

Cochrane, a former U.S. Navy engineer, was livid. Although numerous U.S.-Americans 

 
622 Richard S. Coxe to Abel Upshur, July 13, 1843, Box 24 - Cases Not Heard, Claim 9 - John Baldwin, 
1839 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. 
National Archives. 
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had volunteered for the Mexican military service in the previous decade, Cochrane 

considered his conscription both a personal and national insult. He wrote:  

Such as the violation of his personal liberty, in the worst of imprisonments 
to an American Freeman, that of being forced from the protection of the 
American Flag, and compelled to serve in a Foreign Military and naval 
service, and thus placed in eminent danger of his life for a considerable 
length of time, in a service where he had no possible interest or feelings.623  

He further asked that the U.S. government “deem the nature of the wrongs, and 

importance of the case demands” and take action on his behalf.624 In some cases, not just 

individuals but groups of U.S.-Americans living in a particular place joined in asking 

their government for redress. After one of John Baldwin’s arrests—this one in December 

1831—six U.S.-Americans living in Minatitlán petitioned U.S. Minister Anthony Butler 

to intervene in the case, using similar language to Cochrane’s. They referred to Baldwin 

repeatedly as a “fellow citizen” and, in an example of banding together, they noted that 

another “fellow citizen” had accompanied Baldwin when he went to meet with José 

Antonio Rosaldo, the local alcalde (mayor). They further suggested that Baldwin had 

resisted Rosaldo’s order to place him in the stocks, “actuated by a spirit of magnanimity 

that ought to pervade the bosom of every freeborn citizen of the U. States.” They 

concluded by saying they were “confident that you as the representative of our country 

will take prompt and efficient measures to redress our much-injured fellow citizen.”625 In 

April 1832, a group of twenty-one U.S.-American merchants in Chihuahua sent a petition 

to Secretary of State Edward Livingston. In it, they accused the U.S. government of 

 
623 Cochrane, “Memorial,” July 4, 1844. 
624 Cochrane. 
625 Porter et al., “27: Petition of American Citizens to Col. Butler.” 
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turning a “deaf ear” to their claims. They then invoked George Washington himself to 

shame current officials: “If the wise principles which the Father of his country established 

in administering the constitution and in the conduct of our foreign relations prohibit us to 

insult other nations they equally prohibit us to receive insults & oppressions from 

them.”626  

While U.S.-Americans often moved to Mexico in pursuit of the dollar, they 

argued that U.S. officials should defend their interests because the benefits of those 

dollars did not just redound to them, but to their nation as a whole. The Chihuahua 

merchants, for example, urged action on the part of the U.S. government to redress their 

grievances not just because of national honor but because, in part, “our longer endurance 

is incompatible with the future security of our interests, and greatly discouraging to that 

commercial enterprise which has so liberally contributed to our power and wealth.” They 

further argued that their commercial pursuits not only built the national wealth, but 

spread national ideals:  

But there is a great beauty a moral sublimity in shielding them from injury 
& covering them with safety by the influence of our name into whatever 
climes industry may lead them. This influence redoubles their exertions 
augments their consequence & brightens their patriotism. They may justly 
maintain the pride of their national character & participate the blessings of 
a wise government in whatever country their onward course may place 
them.627  

Similarly, when a mob killed U.S. Consul John Langdon in Campeche in early 1839, his 

father wrote to Forsyth, saying: 

 
626 American Merchants at Chihuahua, “Memorial.” 
627 American Merchants at Chihuahua. 
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It does not appear that any remarks of mine are necessary when addressing 
the Government of the United States, always prompt to redress wrongs 
which their citizens may have received from the agents of a foreign 
Government particularly when of such savage and atrocious character.628  

Langdon’s language also touches on another trope that U.S.-Americans used to appeal to 

their government: Seeking justice against Mexican authorities, whom the petitioners 

often portrayed as inherently venal and unjust. Echoing the language of the U.S. claims 

commissioners, they drew a comparison between their country, which they portrayed as 

being ruled by laws, and Mexico, which they portrayed as unruly. The petition of 

Baldwin’s “fellow citizens” to Butler demanded that U.S. citizens in Mexico “receive 

protection from the laws of the country & no longer be exposed to the arbitrary power of 

the petty authorities of the place who have ever oppressed them.”629 John Baldwin 

frequently used such language; for example, in a memorial to the 1849 U.S. claims 

commission, he suggested the Mexican justice system was “alone worthy the dark ages of 

the Inquisition”—invoking the Black Legend for good measure.630 His business partner, 

Victor Crossons, used similar language in protesting the confiscation of the Orient, 

saying “that act ought to be considered as arbitrary, and as nothing less than an attack on 

the sacred right of Property, which all nations have guaranteed.”631 In 1833, trader 

Braxton Callahan, who claimed that Mexican authorities had first told him that he did not 

need a carta de seguridad, then arrested him for not having one, wrote to U.S. Minister 

Anthony Butler, appealing to his sense of justice: 

 
628 Langdon to Forsyth, March 20, 1839. 
629 Porter et al., “27: Petition of American Citizens to Col. Butler.” 
630 “71: Preliminary Decision of U.S. Judges & Attached Evidence.” 
631 “71: Preliminary Decision of U.S. Judges & Attached Evidence.” 
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By this you will see that the Mexicans of this place have taken from me 
basely, the fruits of three years of hard labor, they have deprived me of all 
recourse for a livelihood, they have left me in a foreign country & a 
strange land, where I am better acquainted with their base principals than 
with their laws, they have deprived me of all means of getting to my 
Friends, they have deprived me of the Society of my Family, which has 
ever been held dear and sacred by the free born Citizens of the United 
States of North America, & in fact they have deprived me of all recourse 
whatever for redress, except, it be through yourself, which I pray may 
be.632 

Callahan thus portrayed the United States as the upholder of justice and Mexico and 

Mexicans as the opposite. After also lambasting charges against him as “scandalous,” 

James Lenox Kennedy—himself married to a Mexican woman—similarly warned Butler 

in 1834 that nonintervention on the part of the United States would set a bad precedent: 

It is absolutely necessary for the protection of American Citizens and their 
property in this quarter, that the General Government insist upon the 
observance, by the state authorities here, of the treaty between the two 
countries, otherwise the State of Sinaloa will become a very precarious 
residence to our countrymen who are settled or who may settle within its 
boundaries.633  

In a letter to Secretary of State Forsyth in 1837, merchant John C. Baker used similar 

language:  

Permit me to call your attention to an act of gross injustice which I have 
sustained in this country arising out of the fraudulent and corrupt manner 
in which all proceedings in the tribunals of the Republic, where Foreigners 
in general and especially Americans are interested are conducted.634 

Saddlemaker Charles Joransson, detained after a dispute over a payment, made a similar 

appeal to U.S. consul William Jones in 1839: 

 
632 Callahan to Butler, May 29, 1833. 
633 James Lenox Kennedy to Anthony Butler, October 10, 1834, Box 25, Claim 37 - Barre and Kennedy, 
1839 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. 
National Archives. 
634 Baker to Forsyth, March 21, 1837. 
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I consider myself unjustly used by the Authorities, not giving me any 
satisfaction for my arbitrary imprisonment, not allowing me an Interpreter, 
nor even admitting evidence, I make this application to you, in order to see 
if I can obtain redress, as also that other Citizens of the United States may 
not from this example be similarly imposed upon.635 

These U.S. citizens consistently showed a vision of the United States as a defender and 

enforcer of what they saw as impartial justice. They suggest what the U.S. judges did in 

Baldwin’s case: That Mexico was a country at a lower stage of civilization, and perhaps 

populated by an inferior people, compared with the United States. Because they came 

from the superior country, they needed their government’s backing. They not only 

believed that the United States was more just than Mexico, but that the country must 

teach Mexico a lesson about proper justice. Thus, they were not just demanding 

intervention for their own interests but invoking higher interests and, to boot, both 

flattering and guilt-tripping U.S. officials into action. 

U.S.-Americans also had an expectation that their government would act 

competently in its dealings with Mexico and would take responsibility and compensate 

them if it did not. An example of this comes from the case of Rhoda McRae, the mother 

of Alexander McRae, a sailor killed three weeks after he enlisted in the Mexican Navy in 

1828 (discussed in chapter three). In 1834, she filed for a pension due her as the survivor 

of a U.S. citizen who died defending Mexico. Mexico’s government required her to pass 

the necessary paperwork through the U.S. Legation in Mexico City. She claimed that she 

did pass the paperwork along. Apparently the legation in Mexico City did not 

subsequently pass McRae’s request to the Mexican government, though. A request for the 

 
635 Joransson to Jones, January 22, 1839. 
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documents in 1836 turned up empty, a result that U.S. consul William Parrott attributed to 

his predecessor’s disorganization. Thus, McRae never got her pension. She entered what 

could be considered even more of a bureaucratic black hole when she brought the case 

before the 1839 binational commission: While the U.S. commissioners agreed that the 

Mexican government owed her $6,617, the Mexican commissioners argued that because 

the Mexican government had never learned of her petition for pension before due to U.S. 

bureaucratic incompetence, her claim fell outside of the scope of the commission. But the 

claims commission established a decade later was solely composed of U.S. officials, 

drawing from the U.S. Treasury to pay claims. McRae brought the claim out again, 

arguing that not only was the restriction of Mexican government responsibility removed, 

but that, as a matter of justice, the United States government should pay for the 

incompetence of its official. Ultimately the commissioners agreed. At first, they awarded 

her only the principal of her claim but eventually relented, paying interest as well.636 

Bethel Hicks, meanwhile, found himself angrily petitioning his government due to 

a bureaucratic snafu in 1837. That year, he solicited a citizenship certificate from the U.S. 

legation in Mexico City. But an issue arose. The person writing the certificate said it 

should go to Villa de Allende “S. Bartolamay.” By 1837, Mexico had named at least three 

cities for the independence hero Ignacio Allende. In the State of Mexico, there is a Villa 

de Allende. Chihuahua has a Valle de Allende, which was renamed from San Bartolomé. 

Perhaps the U.S. official’s inclusion of an egregious misspelling of the community’s 

 
636 “Verdict of U.S. Commissioners, 1839 Commission”; “Verdict of U.S. Commissioners, 1849 
Commission” (Washington, D.C., n.d.), Box 14 - November Term, Claim 75 - Rhoda McRae, 1849 Claims 
Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National 
Archives. 
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former name would have clued the official responsible for delivery of the certificate that 

it should go to Chihuahua. Unfortunately for Hicks, it did not. Instead, it went to the 

largest and today, most famous, of the cities named for Allende: San Miguel de Allende, 

Guanajuato—appropriately a hub for U.S.-American expatriates today. A local official 

there did his due diligence, checking to see that Hicks had indeed not lived in San Miguel 

de Allende, nor even passed through there. He further suggested that Chihuahua was 

perhaps the right place to send the certificate. Meanwhile, Hicks was getting concerned. 

He wrote the legation asking where his certificate was and indicating he had run into 

trouble as a result of living in Mexico undocumented.637 Ironically, on July 4, 1844, 

Hicks (by then married to María Josefa de Jesús Moreno Soto) became a Mexican 

citizen.638 Perhaps his government’s incompetence contributed to his decision. 

U.S.-Americans: Performing Citizenship Abroad 

As part of demanding their rights as U.S. citizens, U.S.-Americans in Mexico’s 

interior performed the part—whether or not U.S. officials were watching. In 1849, among 

the issues arising from the U.S.-Mexican War with which the U.S. Congress had to 

deal—this one a relatively minor issue in comparison with others, like whether to allow 

slavery in newly-acquired territories (a debate that would come to involve John Baldwin, 

 
637 Hicks to Jones, December 28, 1836; “No. 147: Bethel Hicks” (U.S. Citizenship Certificate, Villa de 
Allende, Chihuahua, Mexico, January 13, 1837), GD129—Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 15, f. 155, Archivo 
General de la Nación, Mexico; Ignacio Urbino to Unknown Recipient, February 13, 1837, GD129—Cartas 
de Seguridad, Vol. 15, f. 156, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico; William Jones to Luis Gonzaga 
Cuevas, June 5, 1837, GD129—Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 15, f. 158, Archivo General de la Nación, 
Mexico; William S. Jones to Luis Gonzaga Cuevas, June 6, 1837, GD129—Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 15, f. 
162, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico; Luis Gonzaga Cuevas to William S. Jones, June 9, 1837, 
GD129—Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 15, f. 163, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico. 
638 “Lista: Cartas de Naturalización.” 
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as discussed in chapter six)—was how to parcel out the $3.2 million the United States 

government had assumed in claims by U.S.-Americans, like John Baldwin, against the 

Mexican government. As discussed in further depth in chapter six, Congress set up a 

claims commission to adjudicate what U.S.-Americans argued Mexico owed them. The 

main question before the commission was, of course, the validity of the person’s claim. 

But, before the commission would get to that, in each case it had to resolve another issue: 

Whether the person was, indeed, a citizen of the United States, and thus had standing to 

bring their grievance before the commission in the first place. The petitions that came 

before the commission typically included assertions of continuous loyalty to the United 

States. The petitions, and their sometimes-attached proofs, offer a window into ideas 

about what actions one should take to show loyalty—in other words, what a U.S.-

American believed the obligations of citizenship to be, and thus how a U.S.-American 

performed citizenship.  

One way that U.S.-Americans demonstrated citizenship was by discussing their 

status as native-born. Many files include personal information about a person’s place of 

birth, accompanied by affirmations that the person had never renounced U.S. citizenship 

or, as William Homan’s claim for forced loans discussed in similar terms to others, not 

having given an oath of allegiance to another country.639 Joachim Fox said that he had 

never been a citizen of another country in all of his fifty-eight years.640 Theodore 

 
639 William Homan, “Memorial” (Quincy, Illinois, U.S., October 17, 1849), Box 8 - November Term, 
Claim 23 - William Homan, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and 
Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
640 Joachim Fox, “Deposition” (Matamoros, Tamaulipas, Mexico, August 10, 1849), 1849 Claims 
Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National 
Archives, U.S. National Archives. 
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Ducoing of Mexico City may have been dishonest when he asserted that, as of 1847, he 

had only lived in Mexico City for six years (he had filed for cartas de seguridad 

consistently since the late 1820s) and, furthermore:  

That he was not then and never has been a subject of the Government of 
Mexico nor of any foreign country, nor has he ever taken any oath of 
allegiance to the Government of Mexico nor to that of any other foreign 
country, and that he has never had the intention of making his permanent 
residence in Mexico.641 

This statement is particularly deceptive since, as we saw in chapter four, Ducoing had 

served on the board of a local business development group and even on the Mexico City 

ayuntamiento, albeit during the U.S. occupation. Although he may have not known it 

when he sent this memorial to the 1849 U.S. claims commission, he would indeed 

permanently settle in Mexico, becoming a citizen in 1867.642 U.S. Consul John Black 

testified that Mexico City hatter Joseph Smith had obtained his citizenship certificate 

each year from the U.S. consulate in Mexico City, beginning in 1826, and “ever since 

claimed protection as an American Citizen.”643 Jeremiah Terry also used his registration 

with a U.S. consulate as proof that he kept his U.S. citizenship as he established carriage 

 
641 Theodore Ducoing, “Memorial” (n.d.), Box 7, Claim 7 - Theodore Ducoing, 1839 Claims Commission, 
RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives; 
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de Seguridad, Vol. 4, f. 185, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico; Anthony Butler, “Theodore Ducoing” 
(U.S. Citizenship Certificate, May 31, 1833), GD129—Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 11, f. 94, Archivo 
General de la Nación, Mexico; Anthony Butler, “Theodore Ducoing” (U.S. Citizenship Certificate, 
February 6, 1834), GD129—Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 7, f. 72, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico; 
Anthony Butler, “Theodore Ducoing” (U.S. Citizenship Certificate, January 8, 1836), GD129—Cartas de 
Seguridad, Vol. 13, f. 232, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico; William S. Jones, “Theodore Ducoing” 
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manufacturing businesses in Mexico City and Puebla.644 When Mexican authorities 

expelled U.S.-Americans from Veracruz in advance of a potential U.S. invasion in 1846 

(an incident discussed in chapter six), William Murphy testified that, although he was not 

from the United States, he had become a naturalized citizen in 1836 and was thus entitled 

to protection from the U.S. government. He further testified that he had lived in the 

United States for seven years before relocating to Veracruz, and even once he moved, he 

never renounced his U.S. citizenship.645  

Sometimes others would testify to the common knowledge of an individual’s 

citizenship status. Frederick Belden testified that he knew Robert Plumer, a cabinetmaker 

in Zacatecas, was definitely a U.S. citizen, but he was not sure of the status of his partner, 

Thomas Morison, a subject of the United Kingdom who has previously lived in the 

United States.646 William Parrott, both a merchant and a consular official in Mexico City, 

similarly testified that he knew Plumer, and that Plumer had sought his carta de seguridad 

in previous years, showing his continuity as a U.S. citizen.647 Some witness statements 

also included discussions of the person’s virtues tied to their citizenship status and thus, 

to a perceived national character. The same Belden referred to Plumer and Morison’s 

furniture-making business in Zacatecas as “an establishment conducted by peaceable, 

industrious & frugal American tradesmen.”648  

 
644 Terry and Angus, “Memorial.” 
645 Murphy, “Memorial.” 
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Another way that U.S.-Americans in Mexico performed the role of U.S. citizens 

was by recognizing the reach of U.S. law on them, even when they were physically 

outside the country’s borders. Parr and Wilson’s lawsuit against the Baldwins provides a 

prime example. As we saw in chapter three, In 1828, New Orleans merchants David Parr 

and Nathaniel Wilson had imported goods to Minatitlán, stored some at the Baldwins’ 

Riberas Coloradas estate to avoid tariffs, and then taken some to the interior to sell. 

While they were gone, John Baldwin sold the remainder and pocketed the money. When 

Parr and Wilson confronted John about this, he argued that his expenses—including 

bribing customs officials and his commission—added up to the cost of the goods. Then, 

when Wilson tried to sail back to New Orleans aboard the ship the Baldwins owned, the 

Packet, Samuel, feeling threatened, ordered him off at gunpoint, forcing him to journey 

to Veracruz and find alternate transportation. Although all of the events in question took 

place in the Mexican state of Veracruz, when Parr and Wilson arrived back in New 

Orleans, they filed suit in the U.S. state of Louisiana’s First Judicial Circuit. When 

Samuel Baldwin arrived in New Orleans, Parr and Wilson successfully petitioned the 

court to serve him with a lawsuit—including holding the Packet as collateral. For the 

following year, the Baldwins and Parr and Wilson fought through competing court 

filings. Yet, during the course of this lawsuit, John Baldwin did not leave southern 

Mexico, nor did any of the witnesses to the events. In fact, John Baldwin only found out 

of the suit when the New Orleans court dispatched investigators to Minatitlán, where they 

interviewed an array of witnesses and gathered evidence.649 While the court holding the 
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Packet as collateral might help explain why the Baldwins fought the lawsuit, their 

compliance with U.S. law was also a performance of U.S. citizenship on their part, as 

well as on the parts of Parr and Wilson. Initially, John Baldwin attempted to claim that 

the court had no jurisdiction over him, as he did not live in New Orleans.650 But, when 

that argument failed, the brothers proceeded to fight the suit. Both sides to the case 

recognized that a court in the United States was where a group of U.S. citizens should go 

to resolve their dispute—never did they attempt to have the suit moved to Mexican 

courts. The Baldwins had gotten Mexican authorities involved at one point while both 

parties were still in Mexico—John Baldwin attempted to have Parr arrested—but the 

actual lawsuit took place in the United States, and the Baldwins accepted that.651 

Similarly, when Mexican authorities seized de la Cala’s Rebecca Eliza and its 

cargo as penalty for provisioning Spanish invaders at Tampico in 1829, the Mississippi 

Marine Insurance Company, which had insured the ship and cargo, found itself having to 

pay out a claim. To figure out its liability, though, it needed to know whether de la Cala 

had broken Mexican law, and, if so, what his liability was. Through a Louisiana court, the 

company dispatched commissioners to Matamoros. There, it determined that while de la 

Cala’s cargo was subject to seizure, the ship itself was not. Again, the long arm of U.S. 

law extended into Mexico, in this case to facilitate commerce. Since U.S. citizens were 

 
650 John Baldwin, “Answer” (Minatitlán, Veracruz, Mexico, April 14, 1829), Case 1JDC #8070, N. Wilson 
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involved in the case, all parties involved agreed to work through the U.S. legal system 

even with the court attempting to interpret Mexican law.652 

U.S.-Americans: Pushing Against Mexico 

U.S. Americans like John Baldwin did not just push U.S. authorities to defend 

their rights, but also pushed hard against Mexican officials on their own, whether or not 

U.S. consuls and diplomats were involved. Their arguments give us further insight into 

their visions of what U.S. citizenship meant in Mexico. When U.S.-Americans found 

Mexican officials’ regulations to be tyrannical, they argued their individual rights were 

universal, not just grounded in U.S. national law. When he faced arrest in 1837, Baldwin 

argued that Mexico could not arrest either its own citizens, or citizens of neighboring 

countries like the United States, without just cause—asserting, of course, that his arrest 

was unjust and arbitrary (a common trope among U.S.-Americans).653 Morgan, similarly, 

argued that, since he was a U.S. citizen just visiting, “the law is not applicable to him.”654 

Baldwin, in spite of his long residence in the country, argued similarly to Mexican 

authorities.655 In his memorial to the binational 1839 claims commission, he further 

suggested that he had been in full compliance with all aspects of his end of the social 

contract, but that the Mexican government had not: 
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He resided for several years in the territory of Mexico, as an American 
citizen engaged in mercantile and other business, and was fully entitled to 
the protection rights and privileges secured to an American citizen by the 
law of nations, treaty stipulations and the constitution and laws of the 
Republic of Mexico. That he has never in any way forfeited or impaired 
any of these rights, and claims before you honorable board the full 
recognition of all the said privileges.656 

In the same memorial, Baldwin cited the 1824 Colonization Law as part of his reason to 

settle in Mexico: “where he determined to establish himself in business, more particularly 

in consequence of a law recently established by the Republic of Mexico, inviting 

foreigners to establish themselves within her territories & promising to them full 

protection for their property and persons.”657 Again, Baldwin argued that he had fulfilled 

his end of the bargain but Mexican officials had not. 

U.S.-Americans frequently invoked the 1831 treaty to protest how Mexican 

officials treated them, but, unlike Baldwin, most did not go further to discuss Mexican 

law. Rather, the treaty was the main shield. Like Baldwin’s argument on the 1824 law, 

James Cochrane stated that he chose to settle in Mexico as a steamboat engineer because, 

in his understanding of the 1831 treaty, “the protection therein guaranteed to him, as an 

American Citizen, in his personal freedom and property, and in the peaceable prosecution 

of his lawful pursuits” would protect him.658 In 1836, when authorities in Mexico City 

attempted to raise funds to suppress the rebellion in Tejas, Mexico City mechanics 

William Homan and James Farrington claimed that they were exempt from forced loans 

not solely on the basis of their U.S. citizenship, but because the authorities were not 
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demanding them equally of other foreigners—the latter a violation of the treaty, the 

former not.659 In 1846 and 1847, when the Mexican government expelled U.S.-

Americans from areas close to the invading U.S. Army, many, like Ducoing and Henry 

Gisner, a cabinetmaker in Matamoros, futilely invoked the clause of the treaty that 

allowed them six months to sort out their affairs before departure.660 At times, U.S.-

Americans also invoked treatises of international law to Mexican officials—again 

showing ideas of universal principles that trumped national laws. When petitioning 

General Mariano Arista to overturn his expulsion of U.S.-Americans in Matamoros, a 

statement they and U.S. Consul John Peter Schatzell prepared invoked the Swiss legal 

theorist Emer Vattel, saying that during war the citizens of belligerents should not be 

bothered.661 To them, a country that did not follow international law or its treaties was 

unworthy of respect. 

Another way that U.S.-Americans in Mexico asserted that their rights as U.S. 

citizens against Mexican authorities was arguing that they were not interfering in 

Mexican politics. In this case, they were performing their U.S. citizenship before 

Mexican authorities by arguing that they were, essentially, well-behaved guests; as we 

saw in chapter four, this was not always the case. In 1836, John Baldwin reported to U.S. 

official William S. Parrott that his 1833 troubles began when the new jefe político of 

Tehuantepec, Mariano Conde, interrogated him about the state of politics in Veracruz 

state. In Baldwin’s deposition on the incident, he claimed, “I had made it a positive rule 
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of conduct, not to meddle in the politics of the Country, in which I considered myself 

only as a guest.” Baldwin alleged that Conde was not satisfied with his answer, and that 

the official determined to seize Baldwin’s cochineal and arrest him as retaliation.662 Two 

years before that, in 1831, Dennis Gahagan had relocated to Tabasco as a merchant. 

When Mexican authorities impressed a steamboat on which he was traveling to assist in 

putting down a rebellion, he argued that he should be treated as a neutral—that he was 

staying out of the conflict. The officials disagreed with his assertion, as did the Mexican 

commissioners on the binational 1839 claims commission.663 Similarly, in 1837, when 

Joaquin Harmony, a Galician-born U.S. citizen, faced accusations of involving himself in 

a rebellion in San Luis Potosí the previous year, a judge brought forth witnesses. All 

testified like fellow merchant Felipe Monjaras, saying that Harmony was known for his 

involvement in business, but that he definitively stayed out of Mexican politics.664  

In the same way that U.S.-Americans used similar rights rhetoric before both U.S. 

and Mexican officials, they also argued to both sets of officials that their contributions to 

national wealth—in this case, to Mexico’s economic development—should shield them 

from what they perceived as predations. In his memorial to the binational 1839 U.S.-

Mexico claims commission, John Baldwin made pains to list the help he had brought to 

the area around Minatitlán. He claimed he established the first sawmill in Mexico. He 

noted the number of colonists he had brought into the region the Mexican government 
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was trying to settle. Indeed, he continually used the language of improvement—a trope 

frequent in U.S.-American justifications for westward expansion in the same era—to 

show how his efforts were not just to his benefit, but to the benefit of Mexico:  

As a citizen of the United States he was invited by the public acts of 
Mexico to establish himself within her borders. He accepted the proferred 
terms, he expressed confidence in her honor and integrity. He purposed 
himself with adjuncts, with artisans and laborers and colonists, to 
commence a system of improvement which was to redound equally to his 
own enoulment and the advantage of the where he had fixed himself. He 
commenced operations under the most flattering auspices, he laid broad 
and deep the foundations of a magnificent fortune, he brought about him 
many individuals sharing in the blessing which his exactions were 
diffusing throughout the vicinity. 

He further suggested that “A paradise was beginning to appear where before existed only 

wilderness.”665 The U.S. judges in the 1839 commission suggested an unwritten social 

contract agreement between Baldwin and Mexican authorities, saying, “Under the active 

enterprize and exertions of Dr. Baldwin who had brought with him capital, workmen, and 

persons skilled in machinery, the new settlement grew rapidly and gave birth to the 

village of Minatitlán.”666 

John Baldwin was not the only one to push back against the demands of Mexican 

officials by invoking his contributions to Mexico, even as he remained a U.S. citizen. 

When Mexico passed its prohibition on foreign-owned retail in 1843, U.S.-American 

merchants like William H. Lee of Matamoros found themselves in the law’s crosshairs. 

Lee mounted an objection that demonstrated a mixed vision of himself as an active 

contributor to the local Mexican community where he had settled and a part of the U.S.-
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American national community. Lee, who had set up a grocery business in Matamoros a 

decade before, took pride in his contributions to his adopted city. 

During his residence in this Republic he has never at any time sent any 
portion of his means abroad for permanent investment, but considered 
himself permanently located in the said City of Matamoros, and that he 
has done all in his power to aid in rendering prosperous the aforesaid City 
having largely expended his means in erecting buildings and making 
improvements in said City of Matamoros.667 

He further said that he had lived as a “good citizen strictly comporting with the laws, and 

even in some cases, when he considered them illegal.”668 Even though Lee may have had 

loyalties to another national community, he tried to show himself simultaneously as an 

integral member, a proud member, of a local community. His loyalty to Matamoros was 

only partial, though: He complained of his treatment to the U.S. Consulate, and, in his 

defense about having paid forced loans, noted that said loans to the Mexican government 

were to liquidate a debt to the U.S. government, “of which latter Government the said 

apparent is a native Citizen.”669 As we saw in chapter four, Lee was not the only long-

term resident to involve himself locally. Inherent in this rhetoric was the idea that, 

although Baldwin and Lee profited for themselves, their contributions to economic 

development were also beneficial for Mexico, something Mexican officials should 

respect. 

Some U.S.-Americans even took the term seguridad (security) literally and used 

that to push against the demands of Mexican officials. As discussed in chapter two, as of 

 
667 Lee, “Protest.” 
668 Lee. 
669 Lee. 
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1830 Mexico required all foreigners to solicit and carry cartas de seguridad—essentially 

visas granting them permission to be in the country—every year. As discussed above, 

some U.S.-Americans used their registrations for cartas de seguridad as proof they were, 

indeed, acting as foreigners. As Mexico began relocating U.S.-Americans from areas near 

the advancing U.S. Army in 1846-47, some took arguments flowing from their 

registrations further. They objected to their removal on the basis that year-long Mexican 

cartas de seguridad meant they were totally secure in their persons and property for a year 

after issuance, without interruption. They subsequently used this argument to plead for 

compensation from the U.S. commission to adjudicate claims against Mexico established 

after the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo. James Angus claimed that issuance of a carta de 

seguridad in 1847 meant that Mexican authorities were supposed to protect him and his 

family, even as he left his family behind in Puebla and fled to the advancing U.S. 

Army.670 In this case, the claims commission took his invocation of the term seriously, 

saying that because Mexican Army General Joaquin Rea had ordered the sacking of 

Angus’s shop, in spite of his supposed (albeit questionable) neutrality in the war 

(discussed in chapter six), his claim was valid.671 The U.S. commissioners, however, 

rejected Ducoing’s logic of absolute protection, saying that he and others should not take 

the term seguridad so literally. They ruled cartas de seguridad were more akin to visas, 

but that they did not guarantee absolute protection—only the protections that U.S.-

Americans were afforded under the 1831 treaty, and no more. The U.S. commissioners 

 
670 Terry and Angus, “Memorial.” 
671 “Opinion” (Washington, D.C., United States, March 31, 1851), Box 13 - November Term, Claim 72 - 
Jeremiah C. Terry & James W. Angus, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States 
and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
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even agreed with the logic of expelling potentially dangerous enemy aliens like Ducoing 

as the U.S. Army advanced.672 

U.S.-Americans: Joining the Mexican Nation 

A small but significant number of U.S.-Americans in Mexico chose to leave the 

U.S. national community, becoming Mexican citizens. Unlike William H. Lee, who both 

maintained his loyalty to the United States and argued that he took an active role in the 

prosperity of Matamoros, and John Baldwin, who took credit for the development and 

prosperity of Minatitlán, a small number of U.S.-Americans who emigrated to the interior 

of Mexico between 1821 and 1846 did make the decision to become citizens of Mexico. 

Their cases provide a counterpoint to the majority of U.S.-American migrants who chose 

to remain foreigners. Immigrants to borderland areas like Tejas were more likely to 

naturalize. Most of those who settled in Tejas and became Mexican citizens did so under 

terms of colonization contracts, which not only encouraged but required one to become a 

Mexican citizen to own land; as would prove to be the case, though, that national loyalty 

was largely nominal.673  

Sources from which one could gain exact numbers of U.S.-Americans who 

became Mexican citizens in this era are incomplete and sometimes contradictory. A 

comprehensive list of naturalizations housed in the Acervo Histórico de la Secretaría de 

Relaciones Exteriores in Mexico City shows only twenty U.S.-Americans who became 

 
672 Board of Commissioners, “Opinion” (Washington, D.C., U.S., February 25, 1850), Box 7, Claim 7 - 
Theodore Ducoing, 1839 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims 
Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
673 Rodriguez, “Children of the Great Mexican Family”; Torget, Seeds of Empire. 
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Mexican citizens between 1831 and 1846, with some additional members who had 

immigrated to Mexico before 1846 but naturalized later. Theodore Ducoing, for example, 

immigrated to Mexico in the late 1820s, married two Mexican women (in succession), 

and fathered ten children. Even so, he kept his U.S. citizenship, even filing two claims 

against the Mexican government, but, as we saw in chapter four, was also involved 

civically in Mexico City. He finally became a Mexican citizen, appearing on the 

naturalizations list, in 1867.674 This list, though, only represents those who went through 

a complete, formal naturalization process. Lists of foreigners seeking naturalization in the 

year 1831—the only list from this era otherwise available—show there may have been 

more. For example, the Territory of Nuevo México sent names of eight U.S.-Americans 

who desired to become Mexican citizens. These included merchants, carpenters, and even 

hunters. In the State of Tamaulipas, meanwhile, the only U.S.-American who naturalized 

in 1831 was Baltimore-born Victor Bertrand. A 35-year-old medical professor and 

merchant, José Ovise, and 29-year-old medical professor, Juan Cocine, both agreed to 

become Mexican citizens in Chihuahua. Several other states, meanwhile, did not show 

any naturalizations at all in 1831.675  

However, as discussed in chapter two, foreigners could also become Mexican 

citizens more informally, particularly through marriage.676 Some U.S.-Americans stopped 

applying for cartas de seguridad and are not on the comprehensive list of naturalizations 

 
674 “Lista: Cartas de Naturalización”; “Teodoro Ducoing - Facts.” 
675 “Noticias Que Dan Los Gobiernos de Los Estados, Distrito, y Territorios de Los Extranjeros a Quienes 
Han Dado Cartas de Naturalización a Conforme a La Ley de La Materia” (1831), GD127—Gobernación: 
Sin Sección, Caja 323, Exp. 32-33, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico. 
676 Alice Baumgartner provides a helpful explanation of the different means of obtaining Mexican 
citizenship, including what she classifies as “by default.” Baumgartner, South to Freedom, 208. 
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but could be found years later still in Mexico. Lewis Flotte, for example, registered for 

cartas de seguridad in 1832, 1833, and 1835. He married María del Refugio McKnight, 

the daughter of a U.S. citizen and a Mexican citizen, in 1836. Thereafter, he did not apply 

for cartas de seguridad but his name can be found in baptism records for his children in 

Mexico.677 Similarly, Clifton Markoe only applied for cartas de seguridad in 1835 and 

1836, but could be found living in Mexico through the 1850s.678 John S. Patton applied 

for cartas de seguridad in 1833 and 1838, but married María Guadalupe Ayala in 

Chihuahua in 1842.679 These individuals, along with better-known U.S.-Americans who 

took Mexican citizenship while serving in Mexico’s military, like Peter Ellis Bean and 

 
677 “Lewis Flotte” (U.S. Citizenship Certificate, May 15, 1832), GD129—Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 3, f. 
79, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico; Anthony Butler, “Lewis Flotte” (U.S. Citizenship Certificate, 
January 31, 1833), GD129—Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 10, f. 83, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico; 
Anthony Butler, “Lewis Flotte” (U.S. Citizenship Certificate, February 9, 1835), GD129—Cartas de 
Seguridad, Vol. 12, f. 106, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico; “Luis Flotte y María Del Refugio 
McKnight” (Marriage Record, Chihuahua, Chihuahua, Mexico, December 10, 1836), Matrimonios 1814-
1848, 1857-1870, Parroquias Católicas, Chihuahua (Catholic Church parishes, Chihuahua). Courtesy of the 
Academia Mexicana de Genealogia y Heraldica and Archivo General de la Nación.; Chihuahua, Mexico; 
México, Chihuahua, registros parroquiales y diocesanos, 1632-1958, Ancestry.com, 
https://www.ancestry.com/imageviewer/collections/60985/images/004023646_00417?ssrc=pt&treeid=1118
85423&personid=352031660366&hintid=&usePUB=true&usePUBJs=true&pId=723241; “Brigida 
Francisca Flotte McKnight” (Baptism Record, Chihuahua, Mexico, October 9, 1841), Parroquias Católicas, 
Chihuahua (Catholic Church parishes, Chihuahua). Courtesy of the Academia Mexicana de Genealogia y 
Heraldica and Archivo General de la Nación.; Chihuahua, Mexico; México, Chihuahua, registros 
parroquiales y diocesanos, 1632-1958, Ancestry.com, 
https://www.ancestry.com/imageviewer/collections/60985/images/004368792_00413?ssrc=pt&treeid=1118
85423&personid=352031660366&hintid=&usePUB=true&usePUBJs=true&pId=15865950. 
678 “Una Familia Veracruzana - MARKOE OFFSHORE”; Butler, “Clifton Markoe,” January 3, 1835; 
Butler, “Clifton Markoe,” January 8, 1836; “Asesinato,” February 11, 1853. 
679 Anthony Butler, “John S. Patton” (U.S. Citizenship Certificate, April 15, 1833), GD129—Cartas de 
Seguridad, Vol. 11, f. 22, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico; William S. Jones, “John S. Patton” (U.S. 
Citizenship Certificate, January 27, 1838), GD129—Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 17, f. 105, Archivo General 
de la Nación, Mexico; “Juan Patton y Guadalupe Ayala” (Marriage Record, Chihuahua, Chihuahua, 
Mexico, May 30, 1842), Matrimonios 1814-1848, 1857-1870, Parroquias Católicas, Chihuahua (Catholic 
Church parishes, Chihuahua). Courtesy of the Academia Mexicana de Genealogia y Heraldica and Archivo 
General de la Nación.; Chihuahua, Mexico; México, Chihuahua, registros parroquiales y diocesanos, 1632-
1958, Ancestry.com, https://search.ancestry.com/cgi-
bin/sse.dll?indiv=1&dbid=60985&h=723241&ssrc=pt&tid=111885423&pid=352031660366&usePUB=tru
e. 
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John Davis Bradburn, do not appear in the comprehensive list. Their numbers nonetheless 

pale in comparison to those who chose to remain foreigners. These individuals who had 

made their lives in Mexico perhaps found little advantage in remaining U.S. citizens. 

Many others, though, did and thus retained their U.S. citizenship in part because of the 

protections U.S. diplomats and consuls provided them. For them, U.S. citizenship was a 

tool to be kept in handy and brought out when needed. 

U.S. Consuls and Diplomats: Straddling National Interests and Interests of U.S. 

Nationals 

Why did U.S. diplomatic representatives in Mexico have Baldwin pursue redress 

on his own in 1833—only getting involved after the case wound through appeals—but 

take a direct role at the beginning of the case, in the court of first instance, four years 

later? One explanation might lie in the branches of the U.S. foreign service Baldwin 

petitioned. In 1833, Baldwin went directly to the U.S. Legation in Mexico City. From his 

description of his route, he likely went from the spot where his run-in with Rueda and the 

soldiers took place in eastern Oaxaca, down the Coatzacoalcos River to his home at 

Riberas Coloradas near Minatitlán, then up the coast to Veracruz, and overland through 

Xalapa and Puebla to get to the capital city. Thus, he bypassed the U.S. Consulate in 

Veracruz and went straight to the heart of the U.S. diplomatic presence. The Legation 

told Baldwin to work his way through the Oaxaca state court system, telling him that his 

issues did not rise to the level of national importance. Four years later, after their arrest in 

Minatitlán, Baldwin and Morgan contacted U.S. Consul Burrough in Veracruz. Burrough 
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rushed to Baldwin and Morgan’s aid, provoking a confrontation with Judge Juan Sánchez 

and Foreign Minister Luis Gonzaga Cuevas (detailed below). 

From the founding of the United States to 1924, the consular corps and diplomatic 

corps were separate branches of the U.S. foreign service. Broadly, the U.S. diplomatic 

service was charged with pursuing the country’s broad diplomatic goals, while the 

consular service was specifically charged with asserting the country’s trade agenda, 

including protection of its citizens abroad. While both reported to the U.S. Department of 

State in Washington, and consuls and diplomats stationed within a country frequently 

communicated amongst themselves, they resided within separate hierarchies.680 In 

Mexico, both diplomats and consuls performed a delicate dance of balancing the interests 

of individual U.S.-Americans and businesses, broader ideas of U.S. national interests, and 

the realities of U.S. power in Mexico. Yet, their different roles often help to explain their 

reactions to agitation by U.S.-Americans in the country. This section explores diplomatic 

initiative and restraint when it came to dealing with the agitation of U.S.-Americans 

living in Mexico, and the actions that U.S.-American officials, both in Mexico and afield, 

took in response to their citizens’ demands. 

When Morgan and Baldwin reached out to Consul Burrough in 1837, the citizens 

and their official found their expression of interests in line with each other. For one thing, 

 
680 For more on the U.S. diplomatic and consular services, see Bauer, “Republicans of Letters”; A helpful 
overview of the U.S. consular service comes in this episode of the podcast series Consolation Prize: 
Mullen, “What Is a Consul, Anyway?”; Another helpful overview of the U.S. consular service comes from 
historian Nicole M. Phelps’s blog on her work in progress on the nineteenth century U.S. consular service. 
See, in particular, Nicole M. Phelps, “A Brief Introduction to the US Consular Service,” Researching the 
US Consular Service – An Historian at Work (blog), accessed April 3, 2021, 
https://blog.uvm.edu/nphelps/a-brief-introduction-to-the-us-consular-service/. 
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Burrough succinctly expressed his perception of his role to Foreign Minister Luis 

Gonzaga Cuevas: As consul he was “charged with the interests, the commercial interests 

of his fellow citizens.”681 He considered the impounding of the Orient and arrest of 

Morgan and Baldwin not just a matter affecting these individuals but “an outrage 

committed on the flag of my country,” because it was “an act of injustice against a citizen 

of the United States.”682 Citing an 1818 treatise on international law, he told Judge Juan 

Sánchez that he had a right to intervene in any case involving U.S. commerce because of 

the two countries’ 1831 treaty.683 By citing this treatise, he implied that Mexico would 

not be fulfilling its obligations as a modern, civilized nation if Sánchez did not allow him 

to intervene. The private interests of Morgan and Baldwin became a public interest of the 

United States. Not only did Burrough attempt to intervene in court proceedings, but he 

passed along his correspondence from the case to U.S. Secretary of State John Forsyth, 

elevating the issue immediately.684 

The nature of the U.S. consular service at the time, compared with that of the 

diplomatic service, might have further pushed Burrough toward intervention. While 

serving as a diplomat was a full-time job, serving as a consul was, to use recent parlance, 

a “side gig.” As discussed in chapter two, when Mexico and the United States negotiated 

 
681 Marmaduke Burrough to Luis Gonzaga Cuevas, May 13, 1837, Box 5 - June Term, Claims 27 & 35 - 
John Baldwin, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims 
Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
682 Marmaduke Burrough to Juan Sánchez, April 11, 1837, Box 5 - June Term, Claims 27 & 35 - John 
Baldwin, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims 
Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
683 Marmaduke Burrough to Juan Sánchez, May 19, 1837, Box 5 - June Term, Claims 27 & 35 - John 
Baldwin, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims 
Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
684 M. Burrough to John Forsyth, June 19, 1837, Reel 3, M183 - Despatches from U.S. Consuls in 
Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. National Archives. 
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their 1831 treaty, they had to iron out the distinction between a consul’s personal 

business and his official business. Burrough, who had made a career in the U.S. consular 

service, offers a prime example of this mixing and, sometimes, inability to separate 

private and official business. When he intervened on Morgan and Baldwin’s behalf in the 

court of Judge Sánchez, he offered two grounds to justify his intervention: either as a 

diplomat protecting his country’s citizens, or as an agent of Baldwin and Morgan, 

representing their personal interests.685 In spite of this initial friendship, Burrough would 

soon find himself and Baldwin at odds. When Baldwin leveled his accusations against 

Burrough (discussed in the previous section), Burrough responded in kind. When he first 

learned of the allegations, he wrote to Baldwin that his message was, “of a character that 

must terminate the social intercourse between us, and I enjoin it upon you never [his 

emphasis] to address me again on any subject whatever that is not strictly relevant to the 

discharge of my official acts to my countrymen.”686 Knowing that Baldwin was likely 

heading to Washington, he further asked Secretary of State Forsyth to withhold his 

judgment should Baldwin disparage him. 687 Burrough, following his own return to the 

United States, defended himself by sending vouchers of his own expenses, as well as 

enclosing full correspondence. He also counter-charged Baldwin.688 Thus, while he was 

 
685 “5: Trial Documents.” 
686 M. Burrough to John Baldwin, January 6, 1838, Reel 3, M183 - Despatches from U.S. Consuls in 
Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. National Archives. 
687 M. Burrough to John Forsyth, February 7, 1838, Reel 3, M183 - Despatches from U.S. Consuls in 
Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. National Archives. 
688 M. Burrough to John Forsyth, October 10, 1838, Reel 3, M183 - Despatches from U.S. Consuls in 
Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. National Archives; M. Burrough to John Forsyth, November 9, 1838, Reel 3, 
M183 - Despatches from U.S. Consuls in Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. National Archives; John Baldwin to John 
Forsyth, November 18, 1838, Reel 3, M183 - Despatches from U.S. Consuls in Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. 
National Archives. 
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willing to push against Mexican officials in defense of his countrymen, Burrough also felt 

that Baldwin had gone too far and shortchanged him for his work. 

Like Burrough, generally U.S. consuls in Mexico were more willing to push 

against Mexican officials, and push their superiors for intervention, than diplomats. Some 

even called for extreme aggressive measures. U.S. Senator Tom Cotton’s 2019 rhetorical 

threat of using U.S. military force to protect the country’s citizens harkens back to the 

earliest days of Mexican independence, threats pondered—and sometimes acted upon—

both by diplomats and naval officials on the ground, and encouraged by U.S.-Americans 

who lived there.689 For example, in 1823, as the post-independence cold war between 

Mexico and its former colonial overlord lingered, with Spanish troops remaining in the 

fort of San Juan de Ulloa, U.S. Vice Consul Thomas Reilly wrote to Secretary of State 

John Quincy Adams about the threat to U.S.-American commerce and merchants there. 

He suggested, “As it may in its consequence compromise American Property to a large 

Amount, I doubt not, the Subject will receive from our Government, the attention which 

it merits.”690 His letter to the U.S. Navy’s nearest commanding officer—the same David 

Porter who would command Mexico’s Navy a few years later—is even more specific 

about the action he expects: “In Such an Event, the Property of Citizens of the U.S. to a 

considerable amount, may be placed in imminent Hazard, & will require to relieve it from 

Jeopardy, some Interference on the Part of our Government, say our Naval Force.”691 

 
689 “Cotton Broaches Sending Military into Mexico Fray,” Arkansas Online, November 6, 2019, 
https://www.arkansasonline.com/news/2019/nov/06/cotton-broaches-sending-military-into-m/. 
690 Reilly to Adams, October 23, 1823. 
691 Thomas Reilly to David Porter, October 4, 1823, Reel 1, M183 - Despatches from U.S. Consuls in 
Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. National Archives. 
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Contemplating projection of naval power to protect U.S.-Americans in this way was 

nothing new for the United States nor for other countries with regard to Mexico. The 

United States had, after all, fought wars in North Africa to protect its nationals from 

depredations.692 As Mexico’s war with Spain heated up in 1829, the country raised 

money to fend off invasion through forced loans from merchants. U.S. Consul William 

Taylor, in Veracruz, made clear that other powers took actions to protect their citizens:  

From forced loans the English and Dutch are protected by treaty. The 
French if not by treaty are equally so at this time by the presence of three 
vessels of war which arrived here on the 17th ult. for that purpose. The 
Americans thó protected by neither, have never the less hitherto escaped 
contributions of that nature.693  

Taylor subsequently reported the arrival of U.S. naval vessels in the port, and thus 

protections of U.S.-Americans and their interests. The following year, Taylor reported 

that Mexican authorities had forcibly stopped a U.S.-American merchant vessel at the 

mouth of the Tabasco River to pay customs duties, and then another custom house at 

Villahermosa forced the ship to pay double duties. In response, Taylor asked the U.S.S. 

Peacock to sail for Tabasco, but the ship was unable to go on time.694 Consuls continued 

to ask for, and receive, U.S. naval support; for example, in 1835, Burrough reported 

disturbances in Veracruz and, also, the arrival of a U.S. man-of-war.695 In 1836, when 

 
692 For more on U.S. actions in North Africa, see Abigail G. Mullen, “‘Good Neighbourhood With All’: 
Conflict and Cooperation in the First Barbary War, 1801-1805” (Ph.D., United States -- Massachusetts, 
Northeastern University, 2017), 
http://search.proquest.com/pqdtglobal/docview/1886455293/abstract/B1A45197763C47E3PQ/1. 
693 William Taylor to Martin Van Buren, August 11, 1829, Reel 1, M183 - Despatches from U.S. Consuls 
in Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. National Archives. 
694 William Taylor to Martin Van Buren, February 9, 1830, Reel 1, M183 - Despatches from U.S. Consuls 
in Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. National Archives. 
695 M. Burrough to John Forsyth, March 7, 1835, Reel 2, M183 - Despatches from U.S. Consuls in 
Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. National Archives. 
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news arrived of Sam Houston’s victory at the Battle of San Jacinto, Burrough requested 

that the U.S. Sloop of War Warren, which had been about to depart the port, remain a 

few more days to protect U.S. citizens from retaliation from Mexicans angry about 

unofficial U.S. support for Texas revolutionaries.696 In Tampico, U.S. Commodore 

Alexander Dallas threatened to attack the city due to U.S. citizens facing similar 

retaliation.697 The following year, Burrough kept the State Department informed of 

French pressure on the Mexican government about that country’s citizens’ claims, 

perhaps hinting what the United States should do as well; this came the day after he 

submitted information of Morgan and Baldwin’s arrest to Washington.698 U.S. consuls 

continued to report arrivals of U.S. warships, sometimes explicitly stating that they were 

there to protect U.S.-American property in Veracruz and other port cities—a precursor to 

U.S. military actions decades later around the Gulf of Mexico and Caribbean.  

While most consuls in this era did not directly call for naval intervention, they 

largely backed U.S.-Americans’ individual battles with Mexican authorities with 

bellicose language. In addition to Baldwin’s experiences with Burrough, a few other 

examples show the general trend. Consul James Lenox Kennedy in Mazatlán stated that 

his duty as consul was “to take the necessary measures”—what, he did not specify—on 

 
696 M. Burrough to John Forsyth, June 14, 1836, Reel 2, M183 - Despatches from U.S. Consuls in 
Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. National Archives. 
697 It is unclear whether this intervention was at the behest of a U.S. consul, but it nonetheless came about 
due to agitation. For a brief view on this topic see: John Nova Lomax, “A Deep Dive Into How Dallas Got 
Its Name,” Texas Monthly, February 7, 2018, https://www.texasmonthly.com/the-culture/deep-dive-dallas-
name/. 
698 M. Burrough to John Forsyth, April 12, 1837, Reel 3, M183 - Despatches from U.S. Consuls in 
Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. National Archives; M. Burrough to John Forsyth, April 13, 1837, Reel 3, M183 - 
Despatches from U.S. Consuls in Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. National Archives. 
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behalf of his fellow U.S.-Americans.699 In 1836, after Mexican authorities in Matamoros 

had forced U.S.-American merchants in the city to contribute to a forced loan, Consul 

D.W. Smith urged action from the U.S. government by invoking a similar sense of 

national interest as did the Chihuahua merchants four years earlier: 

Because the property of American citizens in this country is part of the 
wealth of their nation; and therefore, the pretensions of the Mexican 
government in respect to which property, is equally contrary to the rights 
of the proprietors, and to the nation to which they belong.700 

Like the merchants in Chihuahua, Smith saw no distinction between the wealth and 

interests of individual U.S. citizens and those of the nation—they were serving the 

country by going abroad to make money, and the government should support that venture 

as such.  

For all of their bluster, though, consuls had to deal with the realities of power 

dynamics on the ground. Consuls often had to refer disputes to higher authorities. They 

also found that Mexican authorities could resist their demands, as Burrough’s exchange 

with Gonzaga Cuevas and Sánchez showed. In 1844, the United States negotiated the 

Treaty of Wanghia with China, allowing U.S. consuls, rather than Chinese courts, to try 

U.S. citizens accused of crimes—essentially removing them from Chinese jurisdiction 

and extending U.S. jurisdiction over its citizens beyond the physical boundaries of the 

United States.701 An incident in Mexico the year before that treaty shows the limits of 

U.S. power and Mexican officials’ unwillingness to compromise their sovereignty. U.S. 

 
699 Kennedy to [Governor of Sinaloa], October 10, 1834. 
700 Smith, “Protest.” 
701 Wilkins, The Emergence of Multinational Enterprise. 
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Consul F.M. Dimond in Veracruz made an extraordinary claim of the power of the U.S. 

consular service. When a U.S.-American merchant ship captain murdered a crew member 

at the port, Dimond suggested that the captain be sent to New York for trial. However, 

Veracruz authorities insisted that the trial take place there, under Mexican law. 

Eventually, Minister Waddy Thompson, who had also pushed for a trial in the United 

States, relented. The trial took place in Veracruz.702 The following year, Dimond showed 

a willingness to work within Mexico’s system, again indicating how little he could 

immediately do. When machinist Joseph Wilson, who had been a factory superintendent 

in Puebla, was on his way to Veracruz to return to the United States, a guard at the 

entrance to the city demanded to see his passport, then, according to Wilson, harassed 

him and took his money. Wilson went straight to Dimond, who told him simply to go to 

the officer first and demand his money back. When that did not work, Dimond told 

Wilson his hands were tied—that the officials who could address the issue were absent 

from the city.703 Although consuls could push for intervention, they were not always 

successful. Often, their bark was louder than their bite. 

While U.S. consuls like Burrough were mostly responsible for protecting U.S. 

commercial and citizen interests, U.S. diplomats had more expansive duties and, 

accordingly, more to consider when weighing how and whether to intervene in individual 

cases. While U.S.-American diplomatic officials in Mexico routinely acted on behalf of 

their citizens, their determination of national interest did not always coincide with that of 

 
702 F.M. Dimond to Abel Upshur, November 15, 1843, Reel 4, M183 - Despatches from U.S. Consuls in 
Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. National Archives; F.M. Dimond to Abel Upshur, October 1, 1843, Reel 4, M183 - 
Despatches from U.S. Consuls in Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. National Archives. 
703 Wilson, “Memorial.” 
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U.S.-Americans. When John Baldwin faced his issues with the rebels under Rueda in 

1833, the Legation in Mexico City did not take an interest until three years later, when his 

chances for redress in the Oaxaca state court system were exhausted. Another example of 

a diplomat with conflicting priorities came a few years before, in late 1828, when 

Minister Joel Poinsett found himself balancing his perception of U.S. national interest 

with the interests of individual U.S.-American businessmen. During an uprising 

following a disputed election, rioters sacked the Parián, a shopping hub with many 

foreign-owned businesses at the edge of Mexico City’s Zócalo. The French government, 

even through a change of monarchs, supported the claims of its citizens who lost shops in 

the Parián Riot, ultimately occupying Veracruz a decade later to settle those and other 

claims—an event Mexican critics called the Pastry War because one of the destroyed 

French-owned shops was a bakery.704 But U.S.-American officials like Poinsett found 

themselves in a trickier situation than French officials did. Poinsett supported the 

uprising. Perhaps because he hoped the United States would recognize Guerrero as 

Mexico’s legitimate president, Poinsett proudly reported back to Washington that U.S.-

American businesses in the Parián suffered no damage in the riot. 705 Yet the files of 

claimants tell a different story. Poinsett reported U.S. citizen A.L. Fernet’s loss of 109 

watches to the Mexican finance minister.706 The merchant firm Laguerenne & Bourdel 

 
704 Barker, The French Experience in Mexico, 1821-1861; Shawcross, France, Mexico and Informal 
Empire in Latin America, 1820-1867. 
705 Arrom, “Popular Politics in Mexico City,” 261. Arrom cites Poinsett’s dispatch of December 10, 1828, 
to the U.S. State Department. 
706 A.L. Fernet, “Statement” (Mexico City, Mexico, 1828), Box 27 - cases not heard, Claim 67 - D.G. 
Jacques Company, 1839 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims 
Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
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also reported losses in the riot.707 Nicholas Ricardi, who owned a “furniture and fancy 

store” and a carpentry shop employing twenty-four workers, did as well.708 So did 

Augustus Douce.709 Thus, it appears that Poinsett intentionally misreported the losses that 

firms like that of Fernet, Laguerenne and Bourdel, Ricardi, and Douce suffered, in order 

to minimize negative perception of the riot back in Washington, while simultaneously 

helping those firms gain compensation through direct contacts with the Mexican 

government. In this case, he may have decided that U.S. national interest was different 

from the interests of U.S.-Americans. 

While Poinsett rightfully gained a reputation for intervention in Mexican politics, 

his interventions were of a more ideological nature. While he pursued U.S.-American 

claims against the Mexican government, those often did not take top priority.710 His 

successors proved more willing to intervene on behalf of U.S.-American business 

interests. Minister Anthony Butler, who replaced Poinsett, was more willing to take a 

strong role. When the commissioner of the Coatzacoalcos Colony, Tadeo Ortiz, pursued a 

series of legal cases against John Baldwin beginning in 1828, Butler took interest, 

following the cases closely and offering Baldwin assistance as he wound through the 

Mexican court system; in 1833, he declared the case to be one of national interest, even 

as another official the same year told Baldwin to work through the Oaxaca court system 

in another case.711 When Coahuila y Tejas state authorities in Saltillo arrested U.S.-

 
707 Laguerenne and Bourdel, “Memorial”; Laguerenne and Bourdel, “Resumen de Las Perdidas...” 
708 Ferrier, “Memorial.” 
709 Morton, “Memorial.” 
710 Jonas, “United States Citizens vs. Mexico, 1821-1848,” 31–78. 
711 “70: Opinion of American Commissioners (1839 Commission) & Attached Evidence.” 
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American merchant Isaac Reed the same year for violating a state law prohibiting 

foreigners from selling Mexican-produced merchandise, Butler responded favorably to a 

call to action from Reed’s employer, U.S.-American Mexico City hatter Joseph Smith. 

Butler ran the issue up the State Department’s hierarchy directly to Secretary of State 

Edward Livingston. As Butler reported to Smith, both he and Livingston agreed that the 

1831 treaty protected Reed’s venture:  

No one who reads the Treaty between Mexico and the United States of 
America, can fail to perceive, that the Stipulations in regard to commercial 
pursuits expressly gives us the right to sell and buy, by wholesale or retail, 
in any part of the Mexican Republic.712 

They further argued that principles of federalism nullified the Coahuila y Tejas law, and 

that the failure of Mexico’s government to enforce the treaty could lead to even further 

sanction: 

And no State of this Confederation can pass any law to restrain this right, 
without subjecting themselves to a direct conflict with the Federal 
Authority of their own Country, or in the event of the Supreme 
Government of Mexico refusing to intervene such Authority over the 
States of their own Territory, becomes cause of War between the two 
Nations.713 

Ultimately, of course, Reed’s arrest did not lead the two countries to war. A state court 

acquitted Reed of violating the law; his and Smith’s claim joined the ranks of those that 

U.S. diplomats, beginning with Poinsett, had begun to collect. Similarly, Butler directly 

intervened in the case of two Mazatlán merchants, Louis Peter Barre and James Lenox 

Kennedy (who also served as U.S. consul), on suspicion of violating Mexico’s embargo 

 
712 Anthony Butler to Joseph Smith, November 28, 1832, 1839 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of 
the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives, U.S. National Archives. 
713 Anthony Butler to Joesph Smith, November 28, 1832, 1839 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of 
the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives, U.S. National Archives. 
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against Spanish goods the following year.714 In these cases, Butler apparently considered 

these men’s individual interests to be in line with U.S. national interests. By that point, 

the two countries’ relationship was growing more strained. Butler’s successors continued 

his willingness to push more aggressively for U.S.-American individual interests. For 

example, in 1840, Minister Powhatan Ellis wrote to the Mexican foreign minister, José 

María Ortiz Monasterio, requesting that several U.S.-Americans who had been 

imprisoned in Tepic be allowed to return to their homes in Alta California.715 Ellis also 

raised Baldwin’s claims to officials in Washington, and told Baldwin such.716 

Like consuls, diplomats found themselves dealing with the realities of power on 

the ground. Although some diplomats joined consuls in blustering, they knew even better 

that the United States did not have absolute sway in Mexico—that they would have to 

negotiate with Mexican officials as they balanced both U.S. national interest and the 

demands of U.S.-Americans living in Mexico. While both U.S. diplomats and U.S. 

consuls sought to claim some jurisdiction over their citizens living in Mexico, the 

boundaries they wanted to draw and could draw differed. They could not act as viceroys. 

They acknowledged that, contrary to what many U.S.-Americans hoped, U.S. citizens did 

not enjoy clear immunity from Mexican laws, even those with which they disagreed. This 

 
714 James Lenox Kennedy to Anthony Butler, November 4, 1834, Box 25, Claim 37 - Barre and Kennedy, 
1839 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. 
National Archives. 
715 Powhatan Ellis to José María Ortiz Monasterio, December 5, 1840, GD129—Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 
21, f. 68-70, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico. 
716 Powhatan Ellis to John Baldwin, July 9, 1836, Box 5 - June Term, Claims 27 & 35 - John Baldwin, 1849 
Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. 
National Archives. 
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was, in large measure, due to the efforts of Mexican officials, discussed later in this 

chapter. 

U.S. Consuls and Diplomats: Drawing Boundaries Around National Belonging 

Consuls and diplomats from the United States also drew boundaries around who 

they considered part of their national community, and thus delineated whom they would 

defend. Generally, they would not defend people who had not yet become U.S. citizens 

when they moved to Mexico, those who had potentially or unquestionably become 

Mexican or Texan citizens, and, most importantly, people whose citizenship they 

questioned on a racial basis—specifically, people of African descent.  

One line had to do with the question—obvious in theory, but complicated in 

practice—of whether a person was a citizen of another country, or the fuzzier question of 

whether a joint business venture between citizens of two different countries was the 

responsibility of one or both foreign governments. As an example, in 1830, U.S. Minister 

Anthony Butler and U.K. Consul General Charles O’Gorman corresponded over whether 

the United States or the United Kingdom had jurisdiction over claims from a company 

jointly owned by both U.S. citizens and British subjects.717 The case of Robert Plumer 

and Thomas Morison, two cabinetmakers in Zacatecas, raised similar questions. Plumer, 

a U.S.-American from Maine, entered into a partnership with Morison, a subject of the 

British crown, albeit one who had previously lived in the United States. When Santa 

Anna’s army pillaged their shop while suppressing a rebellion in 1835, the partners 

 
717 Anthony Butler to Charles O’Gorman, October 29, 1830, United States Legation in Mexico Papers, 
1824-1843, The Latin American Library at Tulane. 
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initially turned to the British diplomatic service for redress. Later, though, following 

ratification of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo and formation of the U.S. claims 

commission, Plumer’s daughter, Dorcas, turned to the United States for her father’s 

share. Interestingly, Morison did the same. Morison argued that, because he had 

previously lived in the United States and declared his intention to become a citizen, the 

United States should protect him. The claims commission disagreed, saying, “And even 

the benefits of this preliminary step were forfeited by his removal to Mexico, as 

continued residence in the country was necessary from the time of declaring his intention 

until the final oath was administered.” Since he only became a citizen of the United 

States after eventually returning from Mexico, he was not a citizen at the time of the 

incident and thus could not depend on the United States to protect him.718 

Other claims cases rested on the question of whether a person had become a 

Mexican citizen. In James G. McKenney’s case, the commission ruled that because no 

one presented evidence that he had not taken Mexican citizenship, he was outside of U.S. 

protection. This was not the only issue in the case—there was also the question of 

whether McKenney was actually dead and his claimed executor had any right to his 

estate—but the question of McKenney’s citizenship nonetheless factored into the 

commission’s decision. In this case, the commission made the right decision: As 

discussed in chapter four, McKenney was alive and well and had likely become a 

 
718 Thomas Morison, “Memorial” (New Orleans, Louisiana, October 27, 1849), Box 11 - November Term, 
Claim 47 - Thomas Morison, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and 
Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives; “Opinion of Commissioners” (Washington, D.C., 
U.S., January 21, 1850), Box 11 - November Term, Claim 47 - Thomas Morison, 1849 Claims 
Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National 
Archives. 
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Mexican citizen through marriage.719 Tailor Joseph Henry’s case provided another set of 

questions. Henry, who was known to be alive and well when he brought his claim, had 

moved to Chihuahua in 1843. He continued in business after the United States and 

Mexico went to war in 1846. The judges in the case questioned his citizenship because he 

did not provide cartas de seguridad—proof that he had registered as a foreigner—and, 

indeed, Mexican authorities had exempted him from an order expelling U.S.-Americans 

as the U.S. Army advanced toward that city. Other U.S.-Americans also did not consider 

him one of them. The claims commission initially ruled against Henry but, after he 

provided further proof of U.S. citizenship, reversed itself.720  

Another line that the United States drew around its national community in Mexico 

had to do with entering the Mexican military service. The heirs of Guilford Young, who 

had joined the Mexican military, sought compensation for his death. The claims 

commission ruled against them, stating that a person is entitled to protection of rights by 

their own government when going to other country to reside or engage in trade, but gives 

up those rights when entering into other country’s service. According to the board’s 

ruling, this transfer could even be temporary—during the time the person is in service of 

the other country.721 This boundary was not absolute, though; the 1849 claims 

 
719 Board of Commissioners, “Opinion” (Washington, D.C., United States, April 5, 1851), Box 29 - 
November Term, Claim 228 - Walter S. Cox (trustee of) James G. McKenny [McKenney], 1849 Claims 
Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National 
Archives. 
720 “Amended Opinion” (February 7, 1851), Box 27 - November Term, Claim 199 - Joseph W. Henry, 1849 
Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. 
National Archives. 
721 Board of Commissioners, “Opinion” (Washington, D.C., United States, March 21, 1851), Box 6 - June 
Term, Claim 29 - Elizabeth Young, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and 
Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
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commission did not question the citizenship of Alexander McRae, who had joined the 

Mexican Navy; Benjamin Harrison, a formerly enslaved man (discussed below) who had 

served (whether willingly or unwillingly) in the Mexican military; and even David Porter, 

who had become the head of the Mexican Navy.722 

This line blurred when it came to citizens of the new Republic of Texas, an entity 

the United States recognized in 1837 but which Mexico considered a rebel province until 

the U.S.-Mexican War settled the question. The issue became particularly potent when 

Mexico and the Texas Republic carried out a series of raids and counter raids against 

each other in the early 1840s. When Mexican troops captured and imprisoned a Texan 

expedition to conquer Santa Fé, U.S. diplomats advocated on behalf of the Texans. While 

some were unquestionably U.S. citizens who had joined in the expedition, like New 

Orleans Picayune publisher George Watkins Kendall, most were citizens of the Republic 

of Texas. In response, Mexican officials reminded the U.S. diplomats that while many of 

the individuals in question had once been U.S. citizens, they were now prisoners in 

Mexico in their status as participants in the ongoing rebellion in Texas.723  

A major line in determining citizenship was race. While the United States claimed 

partial jurisdiction and protection over its citizens living in Mexico, it drew rigid lines 

about who would be considered a citizen. These lines reflected debates in the United 

States, where free people of African descent fought for full citizenship rights. Because 

 
722 “Verdict of U.S. Commissioners, 1849 Commission”; Board of Commissioners, “Opinion” 
(Washington, D.C., United States, March 18, 1851), Box 28 - November Term, Claim 210 - Benjamin 
Harrison, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims 
Commissions, U.S. National Archives; Long, Nothing Too Daring. 
723 Reséndez, Changing National Identities at the Frontier; “Negotiations with Mexico,” Niles’ Weekly 
Register, July 2, 1842, Google Books. 
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states generally determined citizenship rights at the time, with the federal government 

only taking a role in naturalization and in protection of citizenship abroad, Black 

Americans’ efforts met with varying degrees of success, depending on the state.724 At the 

federal level, the first U.S. naturalization law, passed in 1790, required that immigrants 

seeking to become citizens needed to be white.725 For the most part, the United States 

refused to provide citizenship certificates for people of African descent after a brief 

period in the early nineteenth century as racial requirements for citizenship hardened.726 

Some exceptions, though, muddy the waters of that general statement, as we see here. 

In 1831, the Jane arrived at Veracruz from New Orleans. Among the three 

passengers on board was Antonio Machado, whose nationality the passenger manifest 

listed as simply “African” and whose profession the manifest listed as “tabaquero”—

tobacconist.727 He did not tell port officials where he was from, beyond describing his 

origin as African; the captain of the port stated that Machado did not even specify where 

in Africa. Machado sailed, though, with a passport supplied by the Mexican consul at 

New Orleans, which indicated he was a “subject” of the United States. The 

correspondence between the captain of the port, the governor of the State of Veracruz, 

and the Foreign Minister was most concerned with the question of whether he had come 

 
724 Four recent works discuss, and complicate, fights for citizenship rights for racial minorities in the early 
United States. Jones, Birthright Citizens; Christopher James Bonner, Remaking the Republic: Black Politics 
and the Creation of American Citizenship, America in the Nineteenth Century (Philadelphia: University of 
Pennsylvania Press, 2020); O’Keefe, Stranger Citizens; Masur, Until Justice Be Done. 
725 For how some immigrants not considered white fought for legal inclusion, see O’Keefe, Stranger 
Citizens. 
726 Nathan Perl-Rosenthal, Citizen Sailors: Becoming American in the Age of Revolution (Cambridge, 
Massachusetts: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2015). 
727 Thanks to María Esther Hammack, Ph.D. Candidate at the University of Texas at Austin, for providing 
this translation and context. https://twitter.com/dpmckenzie/status/1264305581151727617  
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from somewhere under Spanish rule—and, if so, if he should have been allowed to 

disembark from the vessel. Interestingly, U.S. officials did not seemingly become 

involved in this dispute. Was Antonio Machado a man self-emancipating by boarding a 

vessel in New Orleans? Did Mexican officials know better than to ask the U.S. Legation 

or U.S. consul about Machado? Perhaps U.S. officials would have refused to recognize 

Machado as falling under their protection? Unfortunately the record is silent on these 

questions, although the case file also suggests he may have come from Spanish Cuba and 

would thus be unwelcome in Mexico at that time.728  

An 1839 incident involving U.S. officials shows clearer boundary-drawing. 

Several Black men came into the port of Tampico on a ship from New Orleans and 

sought permission to remain in Mexico. Mexican officials said that these men, like all 

foreigners, would need to obtain citizenship certificates from their government’s 

diplomatic representatives—in this case, from the U.S. legation in Mexico City. U.S. 

Minister Powhatan Ellis stated that he would investigate the status of these men to 

discover whether they were escaping slavery or free. Even though the United States 

typically did not recognize people of African descent as citizens, Ellis based his logic on 

their status, the burden of proof being on them: 

That although slaves in the United States are for certain purposes 
recognized by our laws as persons entitled to the protection of the 
Government, yet when they are found absconding from their owners, and 
seek refuge in another country, they are not to be protected by the 

 
728 Francisco Del Corral to Lucas Alamán, April 21, 1831, GD129—Movimiento Maritimo, Vol. 6, 
Archivo General de la Nación; Lucas Alamán to Governor of the State of Veracruz, Letter, April 6, 1831, 
GD129—Movimiento Maritimo, Vol. 6, Archivo General de la Nación; Del Corral to Alamán, April 21, 
1831; Francisco Del Corral to Lucas Alamán, Letter, March 23, 1831, GD129—Movimiento Maritimo, 
Vol. 6, Archivo General de la Nación; Unknown to Francisco Del Corral, Letter, April 22, 1831, GD129—
Movimiento Maritimo, Vol. 6, Archivo General de la Nación. 
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Diplomatic Agents of the country from whence they flee. If, however, the 
individuals in question can adduce satisfactory evidence of their freedom, 
they will be entitled to the same protection as native born or naturalized 
citizens.729  

Ultimately, because Ellis could not come to a conclusion, he assumed that they were 

escaping slavery and refused them certificates. Nonetheless, the Mexican government 

allowed them to stay.730 Joaquin Pomet, one of those eight, appears in civil and church 

records in Tampico as late as 1854.731  

In 1841, meanwhile, a Tamaulipas official, José A. Quintero, wrote to the national 

government inquiring how to register Drausin Rivier, described as a native of Louisiana 

and Black. Why did a local official do so? A clue comes to us because of a change in 

Mexican immigration law: In 1841, Mexico began to require diplomatic officials to 

include the physical characteristics of the person seeking the carta de seguridad. Rivier’s 

color is listed as negro—Black. Furthermore, Quintero explicitly states that he is seeking 

the carta de seguridad because Rivier “does not have a representative of his nation.” The 

 
729 Powhatan Ellis to Juan de Dios Cañedo, August 23, 1839, GD129—Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 16, f. 
226, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico. 
730 Manuel Saucedo, “Lista de Los Extranjeros Que Solicitan Carta de Seguridad...” (August 5, 1839), 
GD129—Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 16, f. 222, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico; Ellis to Cañedo, 
August 23, 1839; Powhatan Ellis to Juan de Dios Cañedo, November 11, 1839, GD129—Cartas de 
Seguridad, Vol. 16, f. 228, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico; José A. Quintero to Unknown 
Recipient, November 27, 1839, GD129—Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 16, f. 230, Archivo General de la 
Nación, Mexico; For more on this story, see Cornell, “Citizens of Nowhere.” 
731 “Census of Foreigners”; “Joaquin Pomet” (Foreigner Listing, 1842), Relaciones Exteriores XIX, Caja 
34, Folder 21, f. 16, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico; “María Espiridiona Pomet Belzor” (Baptism 
Record, Tampico, Tamaulipas, Mexico, March 26, 1844), Tampico > Sagrario > Bautismos 1836-1850 > 
image 295 of 535; paróquias Católicas, Tamaulipas (Catholic Church parishes, Tamaulipas), “México, 
Tamaulipas, registros parroquiales, 1703-1964,” database with images, FamilySearch, 
https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/3:1:S3HY-X9YX-F8?i=294&cc=1790934; “Juana Pomet 
Belsort” (Baptism Record, Tampico, Tamaulipas, Mexico, November 15, 1846), Tampico > Sagrario > 
Bautismos 1836-1850 > image 404 of 535; paróquias Católicas, Tamaulipas (Catholic Church parishes, 
Tamaulipas), “México, Tamaulipas, registros parroquiales, 1703-1964,” database with images, 
FamilySearch, https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/3:1:S3HY-X9YX-P3?i=403&cc=1790934; 
“Cuenta Del Cargo y Data...,” Siglo Diez y Nueve, July 13, 1854, Latin American Newspapers. 
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national government granted Rivier a carta de seguridad, giving him permission to 

remain in Mexico.732 Rivier came from a Haitian-American family living in New 

Orleans, where he was born in 1813. At times, he identified as French, and other times as 

U.S.-American, although, as we have seen here, sometimes without the U.S. government 

being willing to recognize him.733 That same year, in its census of foreigners, the 

Tamaulipas state government submitted a list divided by nationality—with a separate 

category for “Negros” living in Matamoros. Most of the people on this list came from the 

United States but, presumably, were not considered U.S. citizens and thus, were 

considered in a separate category (see Table 1 in Appendix).734  

These boundaries of belonging as a U.S. citizen were fluid, though, and some 

counterexamples to the above stories exist. One is Benjamin Harrison, whose story is 

explicated further in chapter three. He ventured to Mexico on at least two occasions, both 

times finding himself conscripted, at least according to his account, into the Mexican 

Army. He filed a claim on this basis before the 1849 U.S. claims commission. While the 

commission denied his claim, it did so because he could not provide sufficient evidence 

to back his version of events. Nowhere did the commission question his citizenship, and 

thus standing to receive compensation. Did the commission not address the issue because 

the claim would be denied for lack of proof, thus rendering the citizenship question 

moot? Did the board consider Harrison a citizen because by the time of his claim he was 

 
732 José A. Quintero to Anastasio Bustamante, April 22, 1841, GD129—Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 25, f. 32, 
Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico; “Drausin Rivier” (Carta de Seguridad, April 19, 1841), GD129—
Cartas de Seguridad, Vol. 25, f. 33, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico. 
733 Thomas Mariete, who is currently studying the Rivier family, noted in a tweet to me that the family’s 
citizenship status changed over time: https://twitter.com/ThomasMareite/status/1334733745463685120  
734 “Census of Foreigners.” 
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working for a U.S. diplomat, who referred to him as a citizen in a letter vouching for 

him? Unfortunately, the record is silent on these questions.735 Harrison is not the only 

man of African descent whom the United States recognized as a citizen at that time. In 

1841, the same year that Quintero, the Tamaulipas official, vouched for Rivier because 

U.S. diplomats chose not to do so, John Black, the U.S. Vice Consul in Mexico City, 

signed a citizenship certificate for William Freeman, whose certificate lists his skin color 

as “mulato.”736 He is one of a number of U.S. citizens whose citizenship certificates for 

cartas de seguridad indicate darker skin color and, thus, potential African ancestry.737 

By this time, Mexico had banned slavery once and for all, and was adopting an 

identity as an antislavery republic in direct contrast to the United States. So, while the 

United States was drawing increasingly stark, but still somewhat fluid, racial boundaries 

around citizenship, Mexico made itself into a haven for people fleeing enslavement or 

second-class citizenship in the United States.738 Mexican officials showed an increasing 

willingness to harbor and assimilate people escaping enslavement in the United States, 

while they increasingly worried about the people who maintained loyalty to the United 

 
735 Board of Commissioners, “Opinion,” March 18, 1851. 
736 “William Freeman” (U.S. Citizenship Certificate, October 15, 1841), GD129—Cartas de Seguridad, 
Vol. 28, f. 200, Archivo General de la Nación, Mexico; Freeman also appears in “Census of Foreigners.” 
737 Alice Baumgartner counted 142 U.S. citizenship certificates with skin color indicated as Black, mulatto, 
or trigueño (olive) between 1840 and 1846. As she notes, some people listed as trigueño one year were 
listed as black or mulatto other years. See Baumgartner, South to Freedom, 206. 
738 A host of recent and in-progress scholarship is addressing the so-called Southern Underground Railroad. 
The first major book on this topic is Baumgartner, South to Freedom As discussed in the introduction, 
María Esther Hammack of the University of Texas at Austin recently defended her dissertation on people 
escaping enslavement into Mexico. Thomas Mareite is currently examining the Rivier family and other 
Black U.S.-American families who moved into northeastern Mexico. Beau Gaitors is examining Black 
influences, including from the United States, on the Mexican Gulf Coast. Mekala Audain is also competing 
a work examining the Southern Underground Railroad. 
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States. It is to Mexican officials’ perspectives on mutually recognized U.S. citizens that 

we now turn. 

Mexican Officials: Making Foreign Citizenship A Disadvantage 

While U.S.-Americans and their consuls and diplomats sought to make U.S.-

American citizens a privileged class within Mexico, Mexican officials consistently tried, 

and failed, to do the opposite: To define foreign non-citizens as second-class. As 

discussed in chapter two, Mexican officials, no matter who was in power, consistently 

showed a desire to attract new immigrants for population growth and economic 

development, including foreign capital—but they only wanted newcomers who 

renounced their former loyalties and became Mexican citizens. They otherwise feared 

foreign subversion of Mexico’s economic and political sovereignty—fears that became 

reality. At the very least, Mexican officials wanted to keep a keen eye on foreigners, 

making sure they followed Mexican laws and paid tariffs that would help the country’s 

depleted treasury. Sadly for many Mexican officials, though, fulfilling even those 

demands proved elusive. Their attempts to exercise jurisdiction over foreigners living in 

their midst often ran into the agitation of said foreigners, as well as resistance from 

foreign diplomats and consuls, who sometimes threatened use of military force. This 

section explores perspectives of Mexican officials as they tangled with U.S.-Americans 

and their consuls and diplomats. 

Tadeo Ortiz provides a prime example of a Mexican official caught in a position 

of lesser power, but with some leverage, in dealing with rambunctious foreigners like 

John Baldwin. Ortiz dreamed of developing Mexico’s less populated but fertile and 
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strategic regions, beginning with the Isthmus of Tehuantepec and, later, Tejas. As we saw 

in chapter two, he was among the ideologues who agitated for immigration during the 

early 1820s. Although his initial goal of a canal between the Atlantic and Pacific soon 

proved unrealistic (indeed, it has never happened), the crux of the scheme in the Isthmus 

of Tehuantepec was to attract settlers—particularly from other areas of Mexico, France, 

and the United States.739  

One immigrant would prove both useful and problematic, from Ortiz’s 

perspective: John Baldwin. Baldwin had arrived around 1824 and, by the following year, 

had amassed his massive estate on the Coatzacoalcos River. In some ways, Ortiz and 

Baldwin had common interests. Ortiz dreamed of developing several towns in the region 

quickly. Since Baldwin owned extensive wooded tracts and a sawmill, Ortiz contracted 

with Baldwin to construct a set of government buildings in Minatitlán. But in other areas, 

they would clash. Their clashes reflect the conflicts that Mexican officials would have 

with other U.S.-Americans. 

Mexican officials like Ortiz desired that foreigners, including U.S.-Americans, 

who were living in their midst would comply with Mexican laws as they were, rather than 

as those U.S.-Americans may have desired for them to be. One of the realms that proved 

a constant headache for officials like Ortiz was payment of tariffs. Mexico, like the 

United States, depended on foreign tariffs for government revenue and promoting home-

grown industry; the cash-starved Mexican state also enacted a system of internal tariffs. 

By the time Ortiz arrived in Coatzacoalcos, it was clear to him that Baldwin was 
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smuggling goods internally and externally, thus depriving the Mexican treasury of much-

needed revenue and undercutting the economic development reasoning behind allowing 

migrants in the first place. Ortiz, along with other officials, continually made references 

to the “national revenue.”740 Similarly, the rebel head of the Petapa customshouse who 

arrested Baldwin in 1833 accused him of smuggling six packages of the valuable red dye 

cochineal and not paying his tariff, “thus defrauding the national revenues.”741 Mexican 

officials also tried, often unsuccessfully, to control the goods that U.S.-Americans 

brought into the country; in chapter three, we saw that many U.S.-Americans attempted 

to import weapons, in direct violation of Mexican law. 

Ortiz and other Mexican officials looked for foreigners who, if they did not take 

Mexican citizenship, would at least be compliant good neighbors. For Ortiz, Baldwin was 

anything but; he found Baldwin insubordinate and noted that he and other inhabitants of 

the region dealt with continuous “litigation, lawsuits, and quarrels which he has had with 

the Commissioner, some citizens and even strangers of his own Country,” clogging the 

region’s court system. Generally, Ortiz referred to Baldwin as “a contrabandist, an 

audacious and bad man, who contemning the docility of the Mexicans, outrages and 

menaces them, refusing to recognize their property and rights.”742 Ortiz characterized 

Baldwin as, essentially, warlike and barbarous, compared to peace-loving Mexicans—

turning the tables on how U.S.-Americans often portrayed Mexicans. To deal with this 

man, Ortiz went to the state government for assistance, asking for authority to banish him 

 
740 “70: Opinion of American Commissioners (1839 Commission) & Attached Evidence.” 
741 “8: Evidence.” 
742 Quotation of Ortiz’s initial complaint found in: “70: Opinion of American Commissioners (1839 
Commission) & Attached Evidence.” 
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from the Coatzacoalcos Colony, “by which means we will establish order, quietude and 

repose, to these establishments, where it is so much wanted, all which will be obtained by 

the absence of a neighbour so pernicious and quarrelsome.”743  

Among the ways that U.S.-American and Mexican legal regimes differed was in 

their perceptions of private property. Generally, the U.S.-Americans who moved to 

Mexico saw private property as sacrosanct and absolute. Once a person had purchased 

property, that person was essentially sovereign over it and could only lose that property 

with compensation and after a legal process. Building on Spanish tradition, in Mexico, 

private property did not have the same meaning. As historian Richard Bruce Winders 

succinctly explains:  

Reared in the Spanish land tradition, in which all land ultimately belonged 
to the king, Mexican society viewed a land grant as a right to occupy and 
use assigned land legally, a concept that implied a close and continuing 
relationship between the state and the recipient.”744  

While this distinction was far from absolute, and Mexican liberals in the 1821-46 era (in 

the rare times they held power) tried to implement a stronger idea of private property,745 

U.S. citizens brought a particular conception of private property with them to Mexico, 

one that they argued Mexican authorities violated. This repeatedly brought about clashes, 

many of which eventually wound up before claims commissions. 

 
743 “70: Opinion of American Commissioners (1839 Commission) & Attached Evidence.” 
744 Winders, Crisis in the Southwest, 8. As Daniel Curry details in his 2021 George Mason University 
history dissertation, U.S. courts later adopted this difference as a justification in negating Spanish and 
Mexican era grants to Pueblo and Hispanic communities in New Mexico. 
745 Charles A. Hale, Mexican Liberalism in the Age of Mora, 1821-1853, Caribbean Series 11 (New Haven: 
Yale University Press, 1968); Will Fowler, Mexico in the Age of Proposals, 1821-1853 (Westport, Conn: 
Greenwood Press, 1998). 
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Some of these clashes began when Ortiz inveighed against Baldwin’s use of 

public and private assets. As discussed in chapter two, at the time Baldwin purchased 

Riberas Coloradas around 1825, Mexico’s immigration laws were still in flux. The 

national government would not codify most of the conditions under which foreigners 

could live in the country until it passed its sweeping laws regulating immigration in 1828. 

Among the conditions codified then was a prohibition on owning real estate.746 But what 

of property purchased before that date? According to Ortiz, Baldwin’s continued 

ownership of Riberas Coloradas was now illegal. He began proceedings to strip 

Baldwin’s ownership. This brought in another difference between U.S. and Mexican law: 

Under the U.S. Constitution, the government cannot pass an ex post facto law. Baldwin 

fought Ortiz’s proceedings on that logic—that he purchased the land legally and could 

continue to retain it. Ultimately, Baldwin prevailed; he and Samuel retained Riberas 

Coloradas.747  

Another area where Baldwin proved problematic for Ortiz was in use of public 

assets. Ortiz believed the trees—including mahogany—Baldwin was cutting at his 

sawmill and exporting likely came from public lands; Baldwin was thus further using 

Mexican assets for his private gain. Ortiz was determined to stop him; in one instance, he 

seized wood from Baldwin’s wharf at Riberas Coloradas, as Baldwin was preparing to 
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export it. He also suggested that Baldwin was grazing cattle on neighbors’ lands, then 

refusing to pay for the pastorage, and even threatening Ortiz’s officials.748  

Another difference in legal culture with regard to property between the two 

countries regarded the ways government could use movable and real property, 

particularly during times of crisis. During Mexico’s first years of independence, it faced 

numerous revolts and foreign invasion threats, requiring near-constant military 

mobilization and, if needed, impressment of private property. Mexican officials were 

willing to enlist private property in times of crisis to a degree to which U.S.-Americans 

said they were unaccustomed. As discussed in earlier parts of this chapter, Mexican 

officials often relied on forced loans to raise revenue during times of rebellion; the closest 

to a concession Poinsett could negotiate for the 1831 treaty was that U.S.-Americans 

would not be obligated to make payments that other foreigners, and other inhabitants of 

the regions where they were living, were not obligated to make. Mexican officials also 

saw private assets as being fair game during times of crisis. In 1829, as a Spanish 

invasion loomed, officials in Veracruz conscripted U.S.-American owned ships at the 

port for use in transporting troops to Tampico.749 In 1832, as we saw, Tabasco officials 

conscripted James Cochrane’s steamboat to suppress a rebellion—and, as we saw, even 

conscripted the man himself into service.750 In 1836, General Juan Amador rented John 

 
748 Ortiz to Alamán, November 30, 1830; “5: Synopsis of B: A Criminal Process for Murder” (n.d.), Box 
12, 25 41 44 - John Baldwin, 1839 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and 
Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives; “70: Opinion of American Commissioners (1839 
Commission) & Attached Evidence.” 
749 Manuel de la Cala, Deposition (New Orleans, Louisiana, October 22, 1829), Box 19, Claim 58/59 - 
Manuel de la Cala Mississippi Marine and Fire Insurance Company, 1839 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - 
Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
750 Cochrane, “Memorial,” July 4, 1844; Cochrane, “Memorial,” October 31, 1849. 
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Belden’s home to quarter troops gathering to take on Texas rebels. He and Belden then 

disagreed about the terms of the lease, with Belden arguing that Amador kept soldiers in 

more parts of the house than the lease called for, while Amador argued he was justified 

by the emergency to do so.751  

Mexican officials like Ortiz desired for U.S.-Americans to be subject to the 

Mexican legal system, and to work their disputes through that legal system. By 1828, 

Ortiz was ready to charge Baldwin with numerous crimes, such as smuggling, theft of 

public property, and even, at one point, homicide. As that case wound its way through the 

legal system, Ortiz himself left the scene—he gained an appointment as Mexican consul 

in Bordeaux, France, in 1829, then became commissioner for colonization in Tejas before 

his death in 1832. U.S. intervention in Baldwin’s case did not prevent the case from 

continuing to work through the court system. Ultimately, though, Ortiz’s allegations did 

not stick; a court finally acquitted Baldwin of all charges in this case in 1837.752  

Generally, Mexican officials did not dispute that U.S. consuls and diplomats 

could aid their citizens when they faced legal trouble, but they disputed the degree to 

which they had legal standing. We see a prime example of this in 1837, when another set 

of officials in Minatitlán tried to corner Baldwin for smuggling. To a greater degree than 

when Ortiz tried to pursue Baldwin, this set of officials found themselves not just up 

against him but against the U.S. government, as Burrough took a greater role in this case 

than other consuls and diplomats had in Baldwin’s previous troubles. When Burrough 
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tried to intervene in the case in two capacities—as the U.S. Consul, and/or as Baldwin 

and Morgan’s personal agent—Judge Juan Sánchez would have none of it. Sánchez said 

that Burrough had no right to do so on either ground on which he claimed standing. For 

one thing, Sánchez argued that Borrough’s two-pronged approach disqualified him; he 

could not, in Sánchez’s view, be both a personal agent for the two men and a diplomatic 

official. However, Sánchez also showed a differing interpretation of international law, 

stating, “neither through our laws nor our treaties, nor through rights of people, do you as 

consul have the character of empowered or judicial attorney of individuals of your 

nation.”753 Foreign Minister Gonzaga Cuevas agreed with Sánchez that Burrough’s 

intervention was illegal because he tried to act in dual capacities but, even if that were not 

the case, he still would not be entitled to intervene as consul.754 The prosecutor in the 

case, Timoteo Gonzáles, was even more blunt about the inappropriateness of Burrough’s 

intervention:  

The intrusion of the Consul of the U. States in this affair; the provoking 
and offensive style of his anterior communication; the preposterous 
protests he makes, the indemnity which he demands for the Capt. of the 
Orient; his public and intimate relations of friendship with Baldwin, a 
restless and dangerous man, subject to a writ in this court as a smuggler of 
powder…755 

In other words, Burrough’s association with Baldwin on a level other than a diplomatic 

level made this even more suspect—in his case, he believed that Baldwin and Morgan 

 
753 Juan Sánchez to Marmaduke Burrough, May 8, 1837, Box 5 - June Term, Claims 27 & 35 - John 
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hoped their claim would produce a windfall for them. He agreed with Sánchez that a case 

like this did not fall within the purview of a consul.756  

As we saw in the previous section on U.S. diplomats and consuls, in other 

instances U.S.-Americans tried to claim exemption from Mexican law, whether by virtue 

of their U.S. citizenship or, at the very least, when U.S. and Mexican legal traditions 

clashed. They saw Baldwin’s attempt to escape responsibility with the help of the U.S. 

government as a blow against Mexican sovereignty. This concern about national 

sovereignty extended far beyond the Baldwin case. As discussed in chapter two, Mexican 

officials’ concerns about sovereignty was one of the factors that led to the 1843 law 

prohibiting foreigners from owning retail businesses. Rather than attracting individuals 

who would assimilate into the national fold, including the national religion, officials 

instead they found themselves dealing with foreigners who maintained a separate, 

somewhat aloof status with regard to Mexican laws and customs (not to mention 

Mexicans themselves), who ran to their diplomatic officials anytime they faced trouble. 

Mexican officials, particularly at the local level, found themselves dealing with small 

number of unruly foreign residents who asserted boundaries around themselves that 

officials did not accept, but often found themselves with little power to contest. 

Conclusion 

What did it mean to be a U.S. citizen living in Mexico at this time? U.S.-

Americans, their diplomats and consuls, and Mexican officials provided different 
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answers. For Mexican officials, it meant U.S.-Americans were fully under the jurisdiction 

of Mexican laws and had similar obligations as Mexican citizens, albeit with some 

special status exceptions and extra surveillance of their activities. But U.S.-Americans, 

along with their consuls and diplomats, were selective about which laws their citizens 

should follow. Because white U.S. Americans in general placed themselves slightly 

higher than Mexicans on a spectrum of civilization and barbarity, they asserted that 

Mexican laws and Mexican court processes that disagreed with U.S. legal traditions were 

inferior and, therefore, need not be heeded, whereas the rights that U.S.-Americans 

claimed extended beyond U.S. borders, at least for white U.S.-Americans. In spite of 

Mexican efforts to make foreign citizenship disadvantageous, the actions that U.S. 

diplomats and, particularly, consuls were willing to take to backstop their citizens’ 

assertions made it so that, with very few exceptions, white U.S.-Americans living in 

Mexico, even those who lived there for decades, made the conscious decision to remain 

legal foreigners and, further, to weaponize that status to their own benefit. How a small 

but vocal minority did this, and ultimately helped provoke the two countries to war, is the 

subject of the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER SIX: THE DIFFERENCE MIGRANTS MADE 

On February 2, 1839, John Baldwin called to order a meeting of claimants against 

Mexico at Bank’s Arcade in New Orleans. During the 1830s, Bank’s Arcade served as a 

gathering place for white U.S.-Americans and Mexican dissidents interested in Mexican 

affairs. In October 1835, three ill-fated militia companies formed during a meeting there 

and subsequently invaded Mexico; two perished in the Texas Revolution while the third 

met a similar fate in Mexican liberal General José Antonio Mexía’s abortive raid on 

Tampico.757 As this tumult rocked northern Mexico, Baldwin was still in the southern 

part of the country, trying to make his fortune. As discussed in previous chapters, he had 

first tried to lord over his own tropical domain, then engage in trade in Oaxaca, and 

finally, smuggle a ship of luxury goods into Minatitlán, an attempt that resulted in his 

arrest. Armed with a list of grievances against the Mexican government, Baldwin gave up 

on the country in early 1838. He, his wife Isabella, and their growing family moved to 

Isabella’s hometown, New Orleans. There, he continued his agitation for redress of his 

grievances against Mexico. He was far from the only U.S. citizen with such a grievance, 

although, as the next decade progressed, he would be one of the most vocal. In early 

1839, the United States and Mexico prepared to ratify a treaty setting up a commission to 

adjudicate these grievances. Baldwin, like many others, argued that this treaty would not 

serve their interests. So, on that February day, a group of them met at Bank’s Arcade. In 

the spirit of voluntary association that French traveler Alexis de Tocqueville noticed 

 
757 Winders, Crisis in the Southwest. 



296 
 

earlier that decade in the United States, they formed an organization to press their claims. 

As a first step, the group issued a proclamation, printed by an eccentric Italian nobleman 

turned U.S. citizen turned expelled Mexican dissident, Orazio de Atellis Santangelo, and 

elected Baldwin as the association’s president.758 

That meeting formed part of a decade-long buildup to war between Mexico and 

the United States, in which U.S. citizens like Baldwin, Santangelo, and others who lived 

in Mexico would play a key role. This chapter examines how a vocal minority of U.S. 

citizens who were living or had lived in Mexico shaped the march toward war, the 

conduct and outcome of the war itself, and the war’s aftermath. In other words, this 

chapter examines the consequences of the migration of U.S. citizens to Mexico between 

1821 and 1846. John Baldwin, once again, serves as both an example and a protagonist. 

During this decade, Baldwin lived in New Orleans and focused his attention on 

advocating for himself and other U.S.-Americans with grievances against Mexico. He 

spent a good deal of time in Washington as the claims commission met and, after Mexico 

defaulted on payments owed claimants, continued to advocate. He and other claimants 

kept their grievances in the public eye and worked to rouse U.S. public opinion against 

Mexico. In that pursuit, they found common cause with expansionists; together they built 

a narrative of Mexican treachery that could only be punished through war. When the 

border dispute arising from Texas annexation and the claims issue led to a U.S. 

declaration of war against Mexico in 1846, some U.S.-Americans living in Mexico, and 

others who once had, continued their assault on Mexican sovereignty by assisting the 
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U.S. military with supplies and intelligence, while others sought further profit. That war 

did not just change national boundaries in North America, as important as that outcome 

proved to be. In addition to a significant portion of Mexico’s territory, the United States 

also acquired a great deal more sway over Mexico in commercial matters. After the war, 

Baldwin and other pre-war migrants capitalized on new opportunities, albeit often 

unsuccessfully, in a chastened Mexico. 

Import Substitution Agriculture 

By the late 1830s, since U.S. efforts to open Mexico’s economy fully to U.S. 

capital were thus far unsuccessful, concern about ability of U.S.-Americans to trade for, 

much less grow, primary products brought others to seek to move production of Mexican-

grown commodities to the United States. Not long after the Baldwins arrived in Mexico, 

Henry Perrine, the U.S. consul in Campeche, began investigating how to bring production 

of certain commodities to the United States, a venture he would eventually leave Mexico 

to pursue more fully. The Baldwins would come to pay a role in Perrine’s arguments for 

this venture.  

In 1827, Perrine received a circular from the Treasury Department calling on 

foreign consuls to take note of tropical commodities that might be planted in the United 

States. A desire for domestic manufacture and cultivation was not new for the United 

States; Thomas Jefferson famously tried to plant grapes and other non-native crops at 

Monticello, for example.759 What was unique was the zeal with which Perrine, unlike 
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other consuls, dedicated himself to this pursuit. During the next decade, he collected 

specimens of different plants that might be transplanted to the United States. He also 

solicited opinions from U.S.-Americans living in the country, including Samuel Baldwin. 

In 1832, Baldwin wrote to Perrine about prospects for pita, a kind of agave plant (also 

called maguey) that could be used for fruit or rope. Baldwin reported to Perrine that he 

used rope from the pita in his and John’s sawmill, and that it was superior to any other 

type of fiber.  

Perrine’s zeal for domestic cultivation led him to shift his path and seek to 

undertake this cultivation in Florida. As early as 1832, he sought a land grant. After a 

decade in Mexico, Perrine was even more ready to give up. In 1838, he tried again for a 

Florida land grant, submitting a report to both houses of Congress. This report on the 

suitability of Florida for cultivation of plants like those he had collected does not just 

argue that tropical plants may be suitable for the region, but also argues that it was 

imperative for the United States to undertake this cultivation.760 Perrine argued, 

essentially, for import substitution agriculture—that, for many reasons, Mexico could not 

be a dependable source for tropical commodities. John Baldwin played into Perrine’s 

argument on this count. In one section of the report, Perrine argued that what he 

conceived as Mexican despotism meant that the supply of tropical commodities would be 
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unreliable, and that U.S.-Americans, like John Baldwin, who went to Mexico to 

undertake production would be threatened: 

A Doctor Baldwin established a saw-mill, moved by animal power, on the 
banks of the Goazacoalcos [Coatzacoalcos River], and was beginning to 
reap the rewards of his capital and industry thus employed, when the 
legislature of Veracruz imposed a tax on the trees he cut, and on the 
boards he sawed, amounting to a prohibition; and after spending more 
money than he ever gained, in ineffectual attempts to obtain justice, he 
abandoned this saw-mill in despair. Hundreds of similar examples may be 
cited throughout the Mexican States. 

He further suggested that “any foreigner who undertakes any pecuniary enterprise in this 

country, may rest assured that he will never be able to carry it into execution.” Perrine 

continued to argue that Baldwin’s example didn’t just apply to foreigners but to citizens 

of Mexico.761  

Thus, to use parlance of more recent eras, Mexico was not “safe for business.” 

According to Perrine, the United States had no choice but to produce these goods for 

itself. In conjunction with U.S.-American covetousness of northern Mexican territories 

and what U.S.-Americans perceived as mistreatment of their countrymen in Mexico’s 

interior, Perrine’s scheme suggests a deterioration of relations that would lead the United 

States toward more aggressive action. 

Claims Against Mexico 

When John Baldwin returned to the United States on March 6, 1838, the same 

year Perrine gained his grant in Florida, he pursued compensation from the Mexican 

government for three times that he believed Mexican officials had wronged him. As 
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detailed in chapter five, the first involved his clashes with Tadeo Ortiz, the governor of 

the Coatzacoalcos Colony. Baldwin sought $920,700 (over $32 million in 2021) for 

destruction of property and his multiple arrests, including compensation for the time he 

spent in jail.762 The second, seeking $121,398 (over $4.2 million in 2021), arose from 

rebels taking his cochineal and other goods in Oaxaca in 1833.763 The third, seeking 

$253,953.36 (over $8.8 million in 2021), arose from Minatitlán authorities’ seizure of the 

Orient after suspecting Baldwin and Captain Stephen Morgan of smuggling.764 Following 

the meeting of the claimants’ association in 1839, Baldwin, as the group’s president, 

made himself a public face of the claims issue, one that increasingly garnered attention 

both in U.S. newspapers and in the halls of government.765 

By the 1830s, governments in Europe and the Americas had established the norm 

of allowing citizens of one country to press claims against another for sovereign action 

resulting in loss of property, freedom, or life, along with mechanisms for resolving those 

grievances. For example, following the American Revolution, the United Kingdom and 

the new United States created a commission to compensate Loyalists who had fled to 
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British domains for property they lost.766 Canadians who lost property during the War of 

1812 filed claims for compensation.767 Later, the United States and France worked to 

adjudicate claims, particularly from shippers who lost property during the Quasi War of 

the 1790s. That set of claims helped set the precedent of a state taking responsibility for 

the actions of previous governments, even those the current leaders found illegitimate; in 

this case, the restored Bourbon monarchy paid compensation for the actions of the 

revolutionary and Napoleonic governments (an example Baldwin invoked).768 During the 

1830s and 1840s, U.S. citizens did not just press claims against the Mexican government; 

newspapers include mention of claims against other governments. 

But during those decades, the claims of U.S. citizens like Baldwin against the 

Mexican government took on increased importance and gained rising publicity. In part, 

the close proximity and contact between the United States and Mexico would lend itself 

to a higher number of grievances than would happen with other countries. But the claims 

issue both reflected and contributed to increasing tensions during these decades, given the 

common cause that claimants made with expansionists. This section explores the claims 

issue, using Baldwin’s claims and advocacy as a stand-in for many others. As we have 

seen throughout this dissertation, Baldwin was nothing if not persistent in fulfilling his 

goals, including taking rhetorical and legal action against those who stood in his way. 

 
766 For more on this commission and its claims, see Stephanie Seal Walters, “As I Glory in the Name of 
Tory: Loyalism, Community, and Memory in Revolutionary Virginia” (Dissertation, Fairfax, VA, George 
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This ruthlessness, combined with his heightened sense of victimization, served him and 

other claimants for whom he spoke during the 1840s.  

U.S. citizens began to accumulate grievances against Mexico almost as soon as 

independence. When Joel Roberts Poinsett arrived in Mexico as the first U.S. minister in 

1825, he carried orders from the U.S. State Department to resolve two claims that had 

already arisen.769 Over the next four years, Poinsett showed willingness to help U.S. 

citizens pursue redress for their grievances (albeit, as we have seen, not letting those get 

in the way of his foreign policy goals). His successors and, particularly, consular 

representatives (as discussed in chapter five, less burdened with wider U.S. foreign policy 

considerations) showed similar willingness, realizing that the United States might be able 

to force Mexico to liquidate its debts to U.S. citizens through selling territory to the 

United States.770 At the same time, as discussed in chapter five, much of the momentum 

for pursuing grievances against the Mexican government came from U.S.-Americans like 

Baldwin coercing reluctant consuls and diplomats. Typically, as we saw with Baldwin, a 

U.S. citizen would first have to work out a claim through Mexican systems. Baldwin, for 

example, first worked through the Oaxaca state courts in his fight against the rebels who 

had seized his goods. Often, U.S. consuls and diplomats played a role in those processes. 

When those processes either did not produce verdicts that U.S. citizens liked, and/or 

when individuals or the government could not or would not pay, U.S. consuls and 

diplomats, often at the urging of the claimants, took things further. They lobbied the 
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highest levels of the Mexican government themselves while also transmitting notice to 

the State Department in Washington.771 As early as 1826, Mexico proposed forming a 

tribunal to adjudicate claims, but that never happened. As Mexico faced increasing 

political instability and rebellions, in 1832 the government passed a law absolving itself 

of the need to compensate for actions of rebels; officials would invoke this law against 

Baldwin’s claims based on the action of Oaxaca rebels in 1833.772 During the 1820s and 

1830s, these disputes continued to grow without resolution.  

In 1839, the United States and Mexico set up a binational commission that would 

resolve claims (henceforth the 1839 commission). Because most unpaid, disputed claims 

involved U.S. citizens against the Mexican government, rather than vice versa, these were 

the commission’s focus. The commission included two representatives from the United 

States and two from Mexico. The commissioners considered written documentation and 

testimony for each claim, then discussed and voted on the claim’s validity. If they ruled 

the claim valid, they then decided the amount to award. The treaty also had a mechanism 

to resolve impasses between the U.S. and Mexican judges: A diplomat appointed by the 

King of Prussia, who reconciled the two sides’ opinions to render a final verdict.773  

Overall, the 1839 U.S.-Mexico claims commission heard 109 claims during the 

eighteen months it met in Washington, between August 1840 and February 1842.774 An 

additional seventy-one claims came to the commission’s attention too late to be heard. 
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772 “60: Oaxaca Court Proceedings,” 35 1834, Box 5 - June Term, Claims 27 & 35 - John Baldwin, 1849 
Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. 
National Archives. 
773 Jonas, “United States Citizens vs. Mexico, 1821-1848,” 3. 
774 Jonas, 227. 
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Most of the claims involved shipping. Typically, these involved conflicting 

interpretations of Mexican customs laws, particularly disputes between the officials 

charged with enforcing these laws and U.S. nationals who read the laws differently.775 

Quite often, U.S.-Americans like Baldwin evaded those laws in the first place, then 

claimed ignorance when they were caught; we have also seen that Baldwin was not above 

bribing customshouse employees to make sure they joined in ignoring the law and his 

activities.776 Others involved U.S. citizens who lived in Mexico—thirteen of the 109 

cases heard, and twenty-five of the seventy-one cases not heard.777 In addition to 

Baldwin’s three, other grievances included accusations of false arrest, like that of Isaac 

Reed in 1832; unpaid forced loans, like those of Matamoros merchants, along with 

Theodore Ducoing in Mexico City; property destroyed in a riot, as happened to firms like 

Laguerenne and Bourdel during the Parián Riot of 1828; and seizure of property for 

military purposes, like the claim of Aaron Leggett (including the conscripted James 

Cochrane).778 Almost every claim file includes a memorial in which the claimant states 

the reason for the claim and the circumstances behind it, along with the commissioners’ 

verdicts. Some files contain only that level of documentation, while other claimants 

submitted much more extensive records, like affidavits from witnesses (as discussed 

 
775 Jonas, 37. 
776 John Baldwin, “Baldwin Sales Receipt for Parr & Wilson” (Riberas Coloradas, Veracruz, Mexico, 
August 28, 1828), 36–39, Case 1JDC #8070, N. Wilson & D.B. Parr v. John Baldwin, First Judicial District 
Court, Orleans Parish Records, City Archives, New Orleans Public Library. 
777 The distinction is by my own count, with recognition that a shipping case and a case involving a U.S. 
citizen resident in Mexico is not mutually exclusive. To create this count, I read through the memorial of 
each claim to figure out whether it involved a U.S. citizen resident in Mexico or not, then further examined 
the claims that did. 
778 Ducoing, “Memorial”; Laguerenne and Bourdel, “Memorial”; Cochrane, “Memorial,” October 31, 1849. 
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briefly in chapter four), financial records, court proceedings, and anything else they 

deemed relevant evidence. Baldwin and Leggett, for example, submitted enough 

documentation to take up entire archival boxes, while other folders contain only enough 

pages to count on one hand. 

Claimants learned how to work the burgeoning U.S. press to rouse public opinion 

in their favor. As discussed in chapters four and five, by the 1830s the United States had 

developed a robust print culture. U.S.-Americans living in Mexico cultivated a mutually 

beneficial relationship with newspaper editors. Editors sold newspapers that helped meet 

demand for information about Mexico, and U.S. citizens in Mexico were able to pressure 

officials by shaping U.S. public opinion in their favor. Publication of pamphlets and 

books further disseminated information about Mexico and helped in advocacy. The 

claims issue was already simmering even before Baldwin returned to the United States 

and led the claimants’ association. Congressional debates, reprinted in newspapers, in 

early 1837 over what actions to take regarding the Texas Revolution frequently included 

discussion of claims. Mexican actions in Texas, on which most scholarship on the 

coming of the U.S.-Mexican War focuses, and the grievances of U.S.-Americans in other 

parts of Mexico, not as often covered, combined to form a narrative of Mexican 

treachery. The Camden, South Carolina Journal suggested that the claims themselves 

would almost be a justification for war.779 The Vermont Telegraph noted that 

negotiations with Mexico over Texas were wrapped up in negotiations over claims.780 

 
779 “Mexico,” The Camden Journal, February 18, 1837, Chronicling America. 
780 “Texas,” Vermont Telegraph, March 1, 1837, Chronicling America. 
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Baldwin himself would pursue his claim vigorously before Congress and in the press. Not 

long after his return to the United States in March 1838, Baldwin lobbied Pennsylvania 

Congressman Richard Biddle to bring his particular claim to the national legislature.781 

Biddle referred to Baldwin’s claim as “one of the largest and most flagrant” against the 

Mexican government, and further argued that Baldwin “had been stripped of every thing, 

and had returned home in a state of destitution.” Biddle suggested that Baldwin had come 

to him with the idea that the House of Representatives could pressure President Martin 

Van Buren’s administration to take action in resolving the claims of U.S. citizens.782  

As soon as the United States and Mexico signed their treaty establishing the 

commission, dissent emerged among the claimants. They formed their association as 

early as January 1839.783 At the aforementioned Bank’s Arcade meeting on February 2, 

1839, in which Baldwin emerged as president of the group, particular ire focused on the 

commission’s dispute resolution. In an address, Santangelo discussed the history of 

claims against Mexico and what he saw as futile attempts to resolve them. The nobleman 

turned radical then took a cue from Jacksonian democratic spirit, questioning lodging 

dispute-resolution power in a Prussian umpire appointed by a monarch. He further 

suggested that the claims issue constituted a casus belli against Mexico. In a 

 
781 “New York, Passenger and Immigration Lists, 1820-1850,” March 6, 1838, M237, U.S. National 
Archives, https://search.ancestry.com/cgi-
bin/sse.dll?indiv=1&dbid=7485&h=1601869&tid=&pid=&usePUB=true&_phsrc=uSY161&_phstart=succ
essSource. 
782 “Twenty-Fifth Congress. Second Session,” Daily National Intelligencer, June 30, 1838, 19th Century 
U.S. Newspapers, 
http://find.galegroup.com/ncnp/infomark.do?&source=gale&prodId=NCNP&userGroupName=viva_gmu&
tabID=T003&docPage=article&searchType=&docId=GT3017631115&type=multipage&contentSet=LTO
&version=1.0. 
783 “Claims on Mexico.” 
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demonstration of how intertwined claims had become with U.S. tropes of Mexico as a 

backward country, Santangelo further argued that Mexico’s handling of the dispute 

showed it was a country of children who “must be forced to swallow a bitter medicine to 

preserve their life” because they were not capable of civilization otherwise. He further 

suggested that “the Mexican doors must be opened both to foreigners and to civilization” 

and that the United States would need to “give them [Mexicans] a solid, and benevolent 

[his emphasis] lesson.” The claimants contributed to a fund to print 1,000 copies of a 

pamphlet containing Santangelo’s speech, with “a copy sent to each member of Congress, 

the Governors of the several States, and all individuals interested.”784  

Even though Baldwin’s association itself did not seem to continue beyond 1839, 

the claimants kept the issue in the press and before the government. Van Buren discussed 

the claims issue in his annual written address to Congress.785 After the commission met, 

Baldwin kept up his advocacy, both suggesting that the commission’s rulings had not 

accomplished justice, and that the United States needed to take further action to ensure 

payment of the compensation, including his own, awarded by the commission. On July 

14, 1841, Baldwin’s attorney, Richard Coxe (who represented many other claimants, as 

well), published a pamphlet decrying what was then a stall in his case. Specifically, he 

suggested that the Mexican judges were not impartial but had maligned his character. 

After a sixteen-page initial exposition, Coxe then reprinted documents from Baldwin’s 

 
784 Santangelo, An Address. 
785 Martin Van Buren, “President’s Message,” Richmond Enquirer, December 27, 1839, Chronicling 
America, https://chroniclingamerica.loc.gov/lccn/sn84024735/1839-12-27/ed-1/seq-2/; Martin Van Buren, 
“Message,” Edgefield Advertiser, January 9, 1840, Chronicling America; Martin Van Buren, “President’s 
Message,” Lexington Union, January 24, 1840, Chronicling America. 
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case that would support his claim.786 He was not the only person to print pamphlets for 

public consumption and advocacy. Santangelo, unsurprisingly, did so as well, as did 

Robert Oliver and Abner Duncan, among others.787 In May 1842, Baldwin presented a 

petition to the Senate and House of Representatives. After discussing his residence in 

Mexico and what he perceived as persecutions, he turned to the subject of the judgment 

of the binational claims commission, which awarded him a total of $157,978.25 of the 

$1,296,051.36 he had sought, with the Orient claim, for $228,498.98, left undecided in an 

impasse as the board dissolved.788 He suggested that the award was “no better than a 

mockery, as it proves to be entirely valueless and unavailable, unless some action be 

taken on the part of the American Government to prove its determination to exact the 

payment of the amount [his emphasis].” He further suggested that the U.S. government 

had dawdled on the claims that he and others had, while the French government had acted 

decisively in its 1838 seizure of Veracruz (the Pastry War), and “demanded it [payment] 

from Mexico at the mouth of the cannon. It was paid, and promptly, to the last cent!” He 

further argued “for himself—and of course others [who] are in the same situation,” that 

the U.S. government should compensate the claimants if war against Mexico proved 

 
786 Memorial and Accompanying Documents, Relating to the Claim of John Baldwin, Addressed to the 
Board of Commissioners, Uner the Convention of April 11, 1839, Between the United States and the 
Republic of Mexico. 
787 Abraham Miller, Reflexiones Que Hace a Los Señores Diputados y Senadores, El Ciudadano de Los 
Estados-Unidos Del Norte Abraham Miller, Como Apoderado de Los Ciudadanos de Los Mismos Estados 
Roberto Oliver y A.L. Duncan, Sobre El Pago de Las Cantidades Ministradas al General Mina y a Otros 
Con El Objeto de Ausiliar La Independencia Mexicana (Mexico City, Mexico: Juan Ojeda, 1834); The 
Memorial and Petition of Orazio de Attelis Santangelo to the Congress of the United States of America, 
1846. 
788 For claim totals, see Jonas, “United States Citizens vs. Mexico, 1821-1848,” 234–44. 
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impractical—that they should not sacrifice their own interests if the government decided 

that war was not in the national interest.789 

The actions of claimants like Baldwin kept the issue of claims in the public eye 

through the 1840s, as diplomatic and cultural tensions increased between the countries, 

even as newspapers reported on new business ventures like a stagecoach line that U.S.-

Americans established between Veracruz and Mexico City in 1842.790 Mexico’s 

detention of the Texan Santa Fé expedition, which included U.S. citizens like New 

Orleans Picayune publisher George Watkins Kendall, in 1842 further inflamed tensions. 

As newspapers reported on what they portrayed as the latest Mexican treachery, the 

claims issue remained front and center. The New York Herald, for example, suggested 

that Mexicans were “semi-barbarians” and were not giving U.S. citizens their proper due 

as “civilized beings.”791 Washington’s Daily Madisonian suggested that U.S. citizens and 

United Kingdom subjects received different treatment in Mexico.792 In listing U.S. 

grievances against Mexico, subsequently printed in newspapers around the United States, 

President John Tyler included unpaid claims.793 Newspapers expressed hope that 

diplomats like Waddy Thompson and the son of noted newspaper publisher Duff Green 

would take a strong tack against the Mexican government, providing the discipline that 

 
789 John Baldwin, “The Adjudged Claims upon Mexico,” Daily National Intelligencer, May 11, 1842, 19th 
Century U.S. Newspapers, 
http://find.galegroup.com/ncnp/infomark.do?&source=gale&prodId=NCNP&userGroupName=viva_gmu&
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&version=1.0. 
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791 “Houston, Texas,” New York Herald, March 20, 1842, Chronicling America. 
792 “The United States and Mexico,” The Daily Madisonian, March 29, 1842, Chronicling America. 
793 “The United States and Mexico,” The Daily Madisonian, July 16, 1842, 2, Chronicling America. 
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Santangelo had called for in the claimants’ association’s 1839 pamphlet.794 But, 

instability in the Mexican government and the country’s continued financial woes meant 

it did not pay out settlements to Baldwin or many others in the early 1840s.795 

As U.S. annexation of Texas became an issue in the U.S. presidential election of 

1844, and moved toward culmination in 1845, advocates like Baldwin made sure that the 

claims issue would play a role in the war many foresaw and pursued. U.S. government 

payment of claims in exchange for Mexico relinquishing its claim on Texas—and 

potentially giving up Nuevo México and Alta California—was not a new idea in 1844, 

but appeared in U.S. newspapers with renewed vigor.796 Baldwin himself printed another 

pamphlet about his unpaid claim in 1845, perhaps in hope of either influencing public 

opinion toward war or, if there was a negotiated settlement, making sure he got his 

due.797 The Washington Daily Union, meanwhile, printed a discussion of Baldwin’s 

claim in larger print than other stories, literally increasing the visibility of his 

grievance.798  

 
794 “B. Green...,” Alexandria Gazette, August 5, 1843, Chronicling America, 
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Figure 1: Story about John Baldwin's claim in Washington Daily Union, July 22, 1845 
 
 
 
Some newspapers, like the Mobile Register and Journal, suggested that the claims 

themselves merited a declaration of war.799 In his annual written address to Congress at 

the end of 1845, President James Polk—elected on a platform of annexing Texas and 

Alta California—included claims among a host of grievances against Mexico.800  

As Texas annexation moved closer in 1845, Polk ordered General Zachary Taylor 

to the Rio Grande, deep into a disputed zone between Mexico and the Republic of Texas. 

After word of skirmishes between Taylor’s army and Mexican soldiers reached 

Washington in May 1846, Polk hastily revised his already-prepared war message to 

Congress. But his message did not just focus on his argument that “[U.S.-]American 

blood” had been “shed on [U.S.-]American soil.” Before he even reached that famous 

line, he listed “long-continued and unredressed wrongs and injuries committed by the 

 
799 “Arms Are the Only Arguments...,” Mobile Register and Journal, September 18, 1845, Chronicling 
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800 “President’s Message,” Wheeling Times and Advertiser, December 4, 1845, Chronicling America. 
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Mexican Government on citizens of the United States in their persons and property” as 

justification for war.801 Two days later, after Congress had declared war, Polk “exhort[ed] 

all the good people of the United States, as they love their country, as they feel the 

wrongs which have forced on them the last resort of injured nation” to support the cause. 

While this much-shorter message did not list the “wrongs” that Mexico had committed, 

Polk’s previous messages, and popular discourse, suggest that the claims of U.S.-

Americans living in Mexico were among those.802 Similarly, the House of 

Representatives Foreign Affairs Committee published a report after the war’s 

commencement, inquiring into why the United States and Mexico fought. As Peter Jonas 

notes in his argument for the importance of claims in the leadup to war, the authors of 

that report, when the war was still fresh, devoted twenty-six of the report’s fifty-two 

pages to the claims issue.803 The advocacy of Baldwin and others had paid dividends. 

They had built a narrative of Mexican treachery, one that merged with a desire for 

territorial expansion that ultimately led to war. 

Migrants and the U.S.-Mexican War 

As it became clear in 1845 and early 1846 that the war people like Baldwin and 

Santangelo desired might be imminent, U.S. citizens living in Mexico faced a choice. 

What would they do? Would they declare their loyalties to the nation-state where some 

had lived for decades? Would they try to keep their heads down and continue life as 

 
801 James Polk, “War Message to Congress,” May 11, 1846, Miller Center, https://millercenter.org/the-
presidency/presidential-speeches/may-11-1846-war-message-congress. 
802 James Polk, “Announcement of War with Mexico,” May 13, 1846, Miler Center, 
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before? Would they uproot themselves? Would they aid their homeland’s army? At least 

one U.S. citizen, Robert Hannah, joined with many in the United States (among them, 

Illinois state legislator Abraham Lincoln and writer Henry David Thoreau) who believed 

the impending war was wrong.804 He applied for Mexican citizenship, stating that the 

“unjustified war” the United States was about to wage made him no longer want to be a 

U.S.-American. Appropriately, the Mexican government rejected his application as part 

of a perhaps paradoxical policy of not making enemy aliens into citizens.805 When 

Taylor’s army moved to Corpus Christi, Texas, in late 1845, soldiers began deserting to 

Matamoros. In correspondence reprinted in newspapers, Mexican official Francisco 

Mejía refused U.S. Consul John Peter Schatzell’s demands to return the deserters.806 

They were the first among many soldiers who deserted the U.S. Army as the war 

progressed, some lured by Mexican promises of citizenship, land, money, and—for 

many—the comfort of a Catholic country in a time of rising U.S. anti-Catholicism.807 

But these individuals who chose loyalty to Mexico in the impending contest were 

the exceptions, and both U.S. and Mexican authorities knew it. During the war, some 

U.S.-Americans in Mexico turned into a Fifth Column—a fear that Mexican officials 

expressed when they expelled U.S.-Americans from near combat zones—while others 

attempted to remain neutral and even broker between the invaders and locals. This 

 
804 For more on opposition to the U.S.-Mexican War, including by Lincoln, see: Greenberg, A Wicked War; 
Guardino, The Dead March; Michael Hogan, Guns, Grit and Glory: How the U.S. and Mexico Came 
Together to Defeat the Last Empire in the Americas (Amissville: Henselstone Verlag, 2020). 
805 Pani, Para pertenecer a la gran familia mexicana, 116. 
806 “Los Desertores Del Ejercito Anglo-Americano,” Mercurio Poblano, November 15, 1845, Latin 
American Newspapers, Series 2; “Los Desertores Del Ejercito Anglo-Americano,” Siglo Diez y Nueve, 
November 12, 1845, Latin American Newspapers. 
807 Guardino, The Dead March, 252. 
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section explores the experiences of U.S. citizens in Mexico during the U.S.-Mexican War 

of 1846-48, arguing that, for the most part, their national loyalties trumped ties they had 

developed in Mexico. 

As the United States and Mexico moved toward war, Mexican officials grew wary 

of the U.S. citizens, those whose loyalties clearly laid with their homeland, living in 

places where they might aid the enemy. This was not the first time that Mexican officials 

had worried about foreigners helping an enemy power. Recall that, in a series of laws 

across the late 1820s, Mexico had expelled its Spanish-born residents as long as the 

Spanish crown refused to recognize the loss of its former colony, and had prohibited 

foreigners from settling near coastlines or international borders.808 Similarly, when 

French forces seized Veracruz in 1838 to collect money owed to French nationals, the 

Mexican government expelled French nationals within two weeks.809 This type of action 

was not unheard of in other contexts, too; the United States had attempted to keep French 

citizens out of the United States during the Quasi War of the late 1790s, and had expelled 

British subjects during the War of 1812.810 

Mexican officials in the path of the U.S. Army took similar actions in 1846. As 

General Zachary Taylor’s army moved closer to Matamoros, General Pedro de Ampudia, 

commander of the Mexican Army’s Northern Division, made his decision. Three weeks 

before the outbreak of hostilities, on April 9, 1846, he issued an order expelling all U.S. 
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citizens resident in Reynosa within 24 hours.811 Two days later, he did the same for the 

substantial number who lived in Matamoros. Noting that Taylor’s army was camped 

nearby, Ampudia said that he could not permit U.S. citizens to be present in the city. To 

ensure they would not assist the invaders upon their removal, he further stipulated a 

specific destination for them: Ciudad Victoria, Tamaulipas, away from the U.S. Navy’s 

patrols of the coast and in the opposite direction of Taylor’s encampment.812 The expelled 

individuals objected. Two argued that Ampudia’s “arbitrary order [was] unparalled in the 

history of the civilized world, was executed with such indecent haste and 

precipitation.”813 Building on rhetoric of the past two decades, they invoked an idea of 

hierarchy of civilizations, suggesting that a supposedly more enlightened country like the 

United States would not do something in such an arbitrary fashion (never mind its actions 

in the Quasi War and War of 1812).  

After the official declaration of war on May 13, expulsions began in other cities. 

In Monterrey, Nuevo León, merchant John Hayden was arrested as a potential danger on 

May 18.814 Expulsions hit U.S.-Americans like carpenter Sidney Udall and Consul 

 
811 James L. Rudolph, “Memorial” (Reynosa, Tamaulipas, Mexico, October 11, 1850), Box 23 - November 
Term, Claim 173 - James L. Rudolph, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States 
and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
812 Pedro de Ampudia, “Order” (Matamoros, Tamaulipas, Mexico, April 11, 1846), Box 8 - November 
Term, Claim 25 - John P Schatzell, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and 
Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
813 Joachim Fox and Henry Stevens to Mariano Arista, April 20, 1846, Box 8 - November Term, Claim 25 - 
John P Schatzell, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims 
Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
814 James H. Causten, “Statement of the Case” (1850), Box 29 - November Term, Claim 223 - John 
Hayden, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims 
Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
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Franklin Chase at Tampico on June 9.815 Authorities in Veracruz expelled U.S.-

Americans like Samuel Jobson and Louis Hargous on June 18, as the U.S. Navy 

bombarded and blockaded the port.816 The governor of Chihuahua removed U.S. citizens 

like William S. Messervey and George East from Chihuahua City in September.817 In 

those cases, too, the expellees protested. In addition to suggesting that the expulsions 

were arbitrary, they gave another, more legalistic reason: The 1831 U.S.-Mexico treaty 

had anticipated that possible outcome. Under that treaty’s terms, U.S. citizens in a 

potential war zone were to be given six months to pack up their belongings, get their 

affairs together, and leave. This became the legal basis in their later claims for 

compensation. A large number of U.S.-Americans eventually filed claims before the 1849 

U.S. claims commission. Because of the treaty stipulations, the commissioners 

compensated many of the claimants for their losses.818 
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Mexican authorities’ fears of U.S. citizens were not entirely misplaced. As U.S. 

Army forces advanced through the country in 1846-47, they found ready support from 

some—albeit not all—of their fellow countrymen who had relocated to Mexico. Most 

famously, U.S.-Americans living in the territory of Nuevo México welcomed their new 

overlords, and U.S.-Americans in Alta California revolted, establishing the Bear Flag 

Republic even before the U.S. military arrived.819 John Atkinson, who had lived in 

Mexico’s interior in the early 1830s before moving to Tejas and fighting against the 

Mexican Army at the 1836 Battle of San Jacinto, formed part of the U.S. Army force that 

invaded Alta California.820 Henry Connelly, who had previously established himself in 

Chihuahua and married into a prominent Nuevo México family, helped negotiate the 

surrender of Nuevo México to the United States in 1846.821 James Wiley Magoffin, 

recently returned to the United States after spending most of his adult life in Chihuahua, 

took part in the conquest of Nuevo México. He and Connelly then moved south with a 

party attempting to capture El Paso del Norte, Chihuahua, before Mexican forces 
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Mexican Period, 1821-1848.” 
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captured them in September 1846.822 Charles Bent, who had once registered as a 

foreigner in Mexico, became the first U.S. governor of New Mexico Territory.823 

But the northern borderlands were not the only locations where U.S.-American 

migrants played a role. Former Consul Schatzell was among those who straggled into 

Tampico before the U.S. Navy assisted their return to U.S.-occupied Matamoros. Many 

of the expellees returned and proceeded to do exactly what Mexico feared. Charles 

Stillman, one of the expelled merchants in Matamoros, joined with Mifflin Kenedy and 

Richard King in a venture to transport U.S. troops. Similarly, when General John W. 

Wool’s army captured Parras, Coahuila, in December, 1846, longtime resident and U.S. 

citizen Abner Woodworth served as a translator in negotiations over the surrender of the 

city, then held a dinner with U.S. officers and prominent locals in an attempt to broker, as 

he said, “feelings of kindness and goodwill between the troops and the citizens.”824 In 

Tampico, Consul Chase and his British-born wife, Ann McClarmonde Chase, 

weaponized their different citizenship statuses. While he faced expulsion, she 

successfully argued that the order did not apply to her as a British subject. While he 

waited offshore with the U.S. Navy and proceeded to Havana, she engaged in intelligence 

work that helped the U.S. military seize the city later that year.825 

Other U.S.-Americans, meanwhile, found business opportunities where the U.S. 

Army went. Printers saw opportunity; entrepreneurs established an English-language 

 
822 Timmons, “The El Paso Area in the Mexican Period, 1821-1848,” 18–20. 
823 “Charles Bent.” 
824 Abner Woodworth, “Memorial” (San Francisco, California, United States, January 23, 1850), Box 20 - 
November Term, Claim 116 - Abner Woodworth, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the 
United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
825 Chase and Chase, “Memorial”; Belohlavek, “Profiles in Courage.” 
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newspaper, the American Flag, after the U.S. occupation in Matamoros began. Sarah 

Foyle opened a retail store in that same city, catering to the tastes of U.S. soldiers.826 

Many of the expellees, meanwhile, resumed their former businesses. 

Additionally, some U.S. citizens who had previously lived in Mexico provided 

their services to the U.S. government, as well. In early 1846, Alexander Atocha, the 

Spanish-born U.S.-American who had lived in Mexico City, amassed a fortune, and 

become close to then-President Santa Anna, attempted to broker a peace deal. He first 

made contact with his old friend Santa Anna, by then exiled in Spanish Havana. Atocha 

then approached President Polk—with whom he had met the previous year to resolve his 

claim—saying that Santa Anna was open to negotiation if the United States would help 

him return to Mexico and reclaim power. Polk bought into the scheme. The U.S. Navy 

allowed Santa Anna past its blockade of Veracruz, hoping that he would seize the 

presidency again and end the war to Polk’s satisfaction. Santa Anna fulfilled the first part 

of the bargain, but reneged on the second. Facilitating Santa Anna’s return would not be 

the end of Atocha’s role in the war, either. In January 1847, he again journeyed to 

Washington at the behest of Santa Anna to propose peace terms. After the Polk 

administration rejected Santa Anna’s terms and made a counterproposal, Atocha returned 

to Mexico City. His attempt at negotiation proved futile, though; the two sides were still 

far apart in terms of the territory Mexico would cede to the United States.827  

 
826 “Mrs. Sarah Foyle...,” American Flag, November 4, 1846, Latin American Newspapers, Series 2. 
827 Richard Griswold del Castillo, The Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo: A Legacy of Conflict, 1st ed (Norman: 
University of Oklahoma Press, 1990), 10; Guardino, The Dead March. 
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The United States then took even more drastic action and, again, involved U.S.-

Americans living in Mexico in the operation. After Taylor’s invasion stalled out, General 

Winfield Scott attempted to replicate Hernando Cortés’s 1519 march from Veracruz to 

the Valley of Mexico. William Murphy, a grocer in Veracruz, supplied the U.S. Navy 

with provisions as it bombarded the city in preparation for eventual invasion. Murphy 

subsequently left the city when expelled.828 Louis Hargous, who had lived in Veracruz 

for eight years by 1846, had long supplied the Mexican military with U.S.-made goods, 

including ships, gun carriages and ammunition. His firm even transported Mexican 

soldiers. As would occur again during the Persian Gulf War in 1991, the U.S. military 

found itself fighting against a foe supplied with U.S.-made weapons, sold by a U.S. 

business. The owner of that business, Hargous, meanwhile, switched to aiding Scott’s 

army.829 Scott besieged the city of Veracruz for twenty days in March 1847, finally 

capturing the port on March 29. Jonas Levy, a U.S.-American merchant who had been 

living in Tabasco until his expulsion in 1846, commanded the U.S.S. America during the 

siege and subsequently helped to land soldiers. Scott appointed him captain of the port.830 

Murphy returned to the city and resumed his grocery business.831 

 
828 Matthew Perry, “Deposition” (U.S. Frigate Cumberland, Veracruz, Mexico, June 13, 1848), Box 29 - 
November Term, Claim 227 - William Murphy, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the 
United States and Mexican Claims Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
829 Hargous, “Memorial,” February 11, 1850; Hargous, “Memorial,” February 11, 1850. 
830 Jeremy Duda, “A Foreign Affair,” History Today, June 13, 2017, https://www.historytoday.com/history-
matters/foreign-affair. 
831 Perry, “Deposition.” 
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The army then moved inland. Carriage operator Noah Smith joined Scott’s army 

as a guide and translator.832 Jonathan T. Fitzwater, who worked for a U.S.-American-

owned carriage line between the port and the capital (and was married to a Mexican 

woman), also joined Scott’s army as a guide.833 With his assistance, Scott captured 

Puebla on May 1, 1847. As the army stopped there, it found aid from the city’s largest 

coach-making firm: Angus and Terry, run by U.S.-Americans James Angus and Jeremiah 

Terry. The army took its broken carriages and artillery pieces to Angus and Terry’s 

workshop for repair. Lieutenant Henry Gaines boarded with Angus. When Scott began 

the march toward Mexico City on August 7, Angus joined, leaving his family and 

business behind in a city with sparse numbers of U.S. troops. Mexican guerrillas under 

General Joaquín Rea did not easily forget Angus and Terry’s collusion. They ransacked 

the factory and threatened Angus’s family, who barely escaped with their lives. U.S. 

troops returning to the city in September reported that Angus and Terry’s business was in 

ruins, a defeat from which they never recovered. Interestingly, the 1849 U.S. claims 

commission ruled that the firm had not violated its obligations to remain neutral in the 

conflict, and rewarded Angus and Terry compensation for the destruction at the hands of 

Rea’s troops.834 Hargous, meanwhile, served as the fiscal agent for the U.S. Army on its 

 
832 Ezra S. Stearns, Genealogical and Family History of the State of New Hampshire: A Record of the 
Achievements of Her People in the Making of a Commonwealth and the Founding of a Nation (New York, 
Chicago, 1908), 806, http://hdl.handle.net/2027/hvd.32044051066702. 
833 “11: Invalid Pensioners, 1843-1856,” Ledgers of Payments, 1818-1872, to U.S. Pensioners Under Acts 
of 1818 Through 1858 From Records of the Office of the Third Auditor of the Treasury; Record Group 
Title: Records of the Accounting Officers of the Department of the Treasury; Record Group Number: 217; 
Series Number: T718; Roll Number: 11, Ancestry.com. U.S., Revolutionary War Pensioners, 1801-1815, 
1818-1872, accessed June 30, 2021, 
https://www.ancestry.com/imageviewer/collections/1116/images/T718_11-0139?pId=154985; Tyson, A 
Contribution to the History and Genealogy of the Tyson and Fitzwater Families, 1922, 50–51. 
834 “Witness Statements”; Johnson, Deposition; Terry and Angus, “Memorial”; “Opinion,” March 31, 1851. 
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march from Puebla toward the capital; General William Worth commended Hargous for 

making the march possible through his procurement work.835 

As Scott’s army moved from Veracruz toward the capital, Mexico’s government 

sought to clear potential aid and comfort for the enemy from the scene. Theodore 

Ducoing, a Mexico City merchant who had lived in the country for nearly two decades 

but had retained his U.S. citizenship, found himself in the cross-hairs. On June 1, the 

Mexican government ordered him and other U.S.-Americans like Benjamin Burn (who, 

like Ducoing, was married to a Mexican woman), out of the capital for the duration of 

hostilities.836 Ducoing planned to flee to Morelia but got as far as Toluca before he 

became ill. The 1849 claims commission, though, did not find Ducoing’s expulsion to be 

problematic in itself. Rather, the commissioners reasoned, “He cannot complain that 

Mexico at such a period of imminent danger to her Capital would not allow him to 

remain in a situation where he would be able to communicate with her enemy.” Because 

Ducoing’s expulsion occurred beyond the 1831 treaty’s prescribed time, the expulsion 

was valid, and Ducoing’s claim for compensation for business losses during his absence 

was invalid.837 Similar happened to Burn.838  

On September 14, 1847, after battles in Churubusco and at Chapultepec Castle in 

what were then the outskirts of Mexico City, Scott’s army entered the capital itself. John 

Baldwin accompanied the army as a negotiator and remained in the city for the next six 

 
835 William J. Worth to William L. Marcy, October 30, 1847, Box 28 - November Term, Claim 213 - Louis 
S. Hargous, 1849 Claims Commission, RG 76.7 - Records of the United States and Mexican Claims 
Commissions, U.S. National Archives. 
836 Burn, “Memorial.” 
837 Board of Commissioners, “Opinion,” February 25, 1850. 
838 Burn, “Memorial.” 
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weeks.839 Not all U.S.-Americans on the route of Scott’s army actively assisted; some 

simply continued about their lives, no matter who was in charge. Ducoing used Scott’s 

advance as a chance to return to Mexico City after his expulsion. He resumed his 

merchant business.840 Other U.S.-Americans joined Ducoing in seeing the business 

opportunities that the army’s presence provided. The editors of the American Star picked 

up and relocated from Matamoros to the much larger market of Mexico City. Other 

printers joined them in printing several English-language newspapers catering to U.S. 

soldiers. Sarah Foyle also relocated to Mexico City within three weeks of Scott’s army’s 

arrival. She opened a coffee stand near the Teatro Nacional, once again advertising her 

business in newspapers like the American Star.841 Ducoing, who had previously 

advertised frequently in Spanish-language newspapers, joined Foyle in advertising to the 

occupiers in English.842 Other U.S.-Americans took on another role during Scott’s 

occupation, as well: They unsuccessfully advocated for Scott to take mercy on mostly 

foreign-born, Catholic U.S. Army deserters who had formed the famous San Patricio 

Battalion of the Mexican Army.843 

 
839 The Congressional Globe, vol. 18, Congressional Globe (Permanent Edition) (Washington, D.C., U.S.: 
Blair & Rives, 1847), 561, https://catalog.hathitrust.org/Record/001719526. 
840 Ducoing, “Memorial” (Ducoing’s claim for 1849 was likely misfiled in the archives with his claim 
before the 1839 commission). 
841 “Mrs. Sarah Foyle,” American Star, October 7, 1847, Latin American Newspapers, Series 2. 
842 “Advertisement,” Daily American Star, January 25, 1848, Latin American Newspapers, Series 2; “For 
Bordeaux,” Daily American Star, January 27, 1848, Latin American Newspapers, Series 2. 
843 Guardino, The Dead March, 252–63. 
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How Should the War End? 

The question of how the war should end was at the fore as the U.S. Congress 

opened its annual session in Washington on December 6, 1847. Even before the U.S. 

Army marched into the Halls of the Montezumas, Mexican leaders themselves 

acknowledged that the question was not so much whether the United States would force 

Mexico to cede territory, but how much.844 Since Congress had last met, Scott’s forces 

had overtaken Mexico City as a new Mexican government formed in Querétaro. 

Questions about the claims against Mexico played a significant role in how members of 

Congress discussed the war’s origin and potential settlement in these months. The 

narrative of Mexico as a potentially lucrative but backward place, full of racial others not 

fit for self-government, had by then taken hold in the United States. As discussed in 

chapter four, U.S. citizens writing for U.S. audiences about their experiences in Mexico, 

whether in the proliferating popular periodicals or in longer-form travel narrative and 

memoirs, persistently portrayed the country in that way. How U.S. citizens living in 

Mexico conveyed their experiences, particularly the idea of Mexico as a less-civilized 

place populated by darker-skinned people either unwilling or unable (depending on one’s 

views on innate racial characteristics) to meet white U.S.-Americans’ ideals of 

civilization, helped shape the debate about, and ultimate rejection of, the idea of annexing 

more than the sparsely populated northern portion of Mexico.  

 
844 Timothy J. Henderson, A Glorious Defeat: Mexico and Its War with the United States (New York: Hill 
and Wang, 2008); Guardino, The Dead March. 
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As was the custom, President Polk’s written message opened the session. Polk 

began by suggesting that the state of the union in the previous year was amazing: “No 

country has been so much favored, or should acknowledge with deeper reverence the 

manifestations of the Divine Protection.” He continued to suggest that said Divine 

Protection had “constantly watched over our surprising progress, until we have become 

one of the great nations of the earth.” He then noted that the United States was at peace 

with all countries, with the notable exception of Mexico. That exception then took the 

bulk of the remainder of his message. As he had since May 1846, he blamed Mexico for 

causing the war, not just through the shedding of blood in a disputed zone but because of 

“the wanton violation of the rights of person and property of our citizens committed by 

Mexico, her repeated acts of bad faith, through a long series of years, and her disregard of 

solemn treaties, stipulating for indemnity to our injured citizens.” Again, the claims that 

U.S.-Americans like John Baldwin had foisted to the fore took precedence in official 

discourse. He continued say that these grievances “not only constituted ample cause of 

war on our part, but were of such an aggravated character as would have justified us 

before the whole world in resorting to this extreme remedy.”  

Polk then suggested that he had continued to prosecute the war in a vain effort to 

force Mexico to a treaty that “could be accepted by the United States, consistently with 

the national honor and interest.” For Polk, “the national honor and interest” of the United 

States was consistent with the interest of claimants like Baldwin. Knowing Mexico’s 

consistently precarious financial state, Polk suggested that only a treaty in which Mexico 

relinquished territory to the United States, in exchange for the U.S. government paying 
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“the just and long-deferred claims of our citizens against her,” would be acceptable. It 

was not just his preference, though, but “our duty to those citizens” to make sure the 

peace treaty would “provide ample means of discharging these demands.” Polk couched 

expansionism as indemnity for the claims, an ideological cover that Baldwin and others 

had provided. These “ample means,” the minimum for which Polk would settle, included 

recognition of the Rio Grande as the U.S.-Mexico border, cession of Nuevo México and 

Alta California (now occupied by U.S. troops, with assistance from U.S.-American 

residents there), and right of transit across Baldwin’s former stomping grounds in the 

Isthmus of Tehuantepec. Because Mexico would not agree to those terms, he suggested 

that military operations—whether continued occupation of what the United States already 

held or further conquest—must continue. He then asked Congress for funds to raise an 

additional ten regiments of soldiers.845  

Debate over appropriating the funds necessary for the ten regiments dominated 

the first part of the Congressional session. Discussion of Polk’s request opened the door 

for Congressmen and Senators to debate the war’s causes, what shape future U.S.-

Mexican diplomatic and commercial relations would take, and thus what life for future 

U.S.-Americans who would move to the country would be.  

While members of Congress did not specifically cite the experiences of U.S.-

Americans like Baldwin as they debated how the war should end, their arguments were 

informed by the intellectual milieu that U.S.-Americans reporting back from Mexico 

 
845 James K. (James Knox) Polk et al., Message from the President of the United States, to the Two Houses 
of Congress : At the Commencement of the First Session of the Thirtieth Congress, December 7, 1847 
(Washington : Printed by Wendell and Van Benthuysen, 1847), 
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since the 1820s had created. Senator John C. Calhoun, for example, reported that hearing 

from U.S. soldiers who had served in Mexico informed his opinions about Mexicans’ 

capabilities of republican government.846 Most others, though, did not directly cite their 

sources. Rather, they used tropes about Mexico that U.S.-Americans living in Mexico had 

supplied U.S. newspapers, pamphlets, and books since the 1820s.  

More than a year into the war, the war’s opponents remained skeptical of Polk’s 

justifications. They most often focused their opposition on the territorial aspects of the 

casus belli, but also blasted the justifications that Baldwin and other claimants had given 

Polk. Most notably, the then-obscure, first-term Whig Congressman Abraham Lincoln 

earned the nickname “Spotty” for introducing the Spot Resolutions, asking Polk to point 

out where, exactly, U.S.-American blood had been shed.847 John P. Hale, an abolitionist 

New Hampshire Senator, questioned the legitimacy of the indemnities, including land in 

exchange for payment of claims, that Polk was seeking from Mexico. He argued that 

Polk’s justifications were simply a means to hide a war to expand slavery.848 Having 

opposed the incorporation of Texas in the first place, both Hale and Lincoln opposed any 

further annexation. Senator John M. Clayton argued that many of the claims by U.S. 

citizens like John Baldwin were spurious, and that, while the U.S. government should 

support some claimants, it should not have gone to war on their behalf or to collect what 

 
846 The Congressional Globe, 18:96–100; For more about how U.S. soldiers perceived Mexico, see Richard 
Bruce Winders, Mr. Polk’s Army: The American Military Experience in the Mexican War, 1st ed, Texas A 
& M University Military History Series 51 (College Station, Tex: Texas A&M University Press, 1997), 
167–85. 
847 The Congressional Globe, 18:155–56. 
848 The Congressional Globe, 18:79–93. 
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they were owed. He further suggested that the U.S. military by then held much more 

territory than needed to pay off the claimants.849  

On the opposite end of the spectrum stood Senator Daniel S. Dickinson of New 

York. Harkening back to how U.S.-American writers since Poinsett in the 1820s had 

portrayed Mexico, Dickinson suggested that the country was to blame for its loss in the 

war, because of “her own imbecility and stubborness—her national ignorance and 

brutality.” The reason for that “national ignorance and brutality” came from the racial 

makeup of the country—he argued that the majority “belong to the fated aboriginal races, 

who can neither uphold government or be restrained by it.” His suggestion for 

ameliorating the situation: The United States should annex the country, a prospect he 

deemed inevitable because of how, as he argued, Mexico barely could function as an 

independent country. This reflected how, now that the U.S. Army was in charge of 

Mexico City itself, and Mexico’s government in tatters and on the run, a movement had 

arisen in the United States to not just take parts of Mexico, but to annex the entire 

country.850 Dickinson further suggested that if the United States did not take that action, a 

European power would do so. He suggested a bifurcation between backward Mexicans 

and the rich land of Mexico, suggesting annexation would redound to the benefit of all. 

An annexed Mexico, eventually becoming several U.S. states, would “open to the 

enterprise of our citizens the rich mining and agricultural districts of that country, and 

infuse among this semi-barbarous people the blessings of civilization.”851 Congressman 

 
849 The Congressional Globe, 18:160. 
850 John Douglas Pitts Fuller, The Movement for the Acquisition of All Mexico, 1846-1848 (Baltimore: The 
Johns Hopkins press, 1936); Guardino, The Dead March, 324–27. 
851 The Congressional Globe, 18:157–60. 
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Moses Hampton of Pennsylvania, meanwhile, introduced a resolution calling for the 

annexation of either all of Mexico or, at the very least, the territory under control of the 

U.S. Army at that time. The reason? Mexicans themselves would benefit from joining 

what he and many other members of Congress agreed was the most advanced, most 

democratic country on the planet.852 Some Mexican elites, finding more common ground 

with people they perceived as fellow whites in the United States than with the people 

classified as Indians, mestizos, and other castas who comprised most of Mexico’s 

population, supported this idea.853 Representative Frederick Stanton of Tennessee 

similarly suggested that U.S. troops should not withdraw, as another war would be 

inevitable, and would lead to annexation later; better to do so now.854  

Hampton, Dickinson, and Stanton were outliers, though; even Congressmen and 

Senators who had supported Texas annexation, supported the war, or generally supported 

expansion drew their own lines in the sand about keeping a line in the sand (not yet a 

wall, though) between Mexico and the United States. As General Scott himself 

suggested, annexation of all of Mexico would likely have led to a protracted guerrilla war 

and would likely not have succeeded.855 Even if conditions on the ground allowed, 

though, prevailing political opinion in both countries would not let the forced unification 

of much of North America happen. “Spotty” Lincoln’s best friend, future Confederate 

Vice President (and then-Representative) Alexander Stephens of Georgia, along with 

Representative John Botts of Virginia, suggested the United States was not a nation that 
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should conquer territory, but the country should undertake some annexation in ending the 

war. Such annexations should only include lands that would, by some formula, 

compensate the U.S. government for taking paying the debts it contended Mexico’s 

government owed its citizens like John Baldwin.856 Senator John M. Niles of 

Connecticut, though, suggested that the United States should go forward with conquering 

all of Mexico. He said that peace would be impossible without doing so. But he also 

argued that the United States should not actually turn Mexican states into U.S. states, but 

instead simply occupy and dominate the country.857 Senator Reverdy Johnson of 

Maryland suggested Mexico was a wealthy but mismanaged country; he pointed to the 

country’s mining wealth and suggested it would be enough to produce money owed 

claimants, but only if the country would not misspend its money on a military 

establishment.858  

Senator Calhoun, the aging firebrand white supremacist, refuted Niles, Hampton, 

and others who desired extensive or full annexation in the most forceful and blunt terms, 

and in ways most reflective of the narrative that had built over the previous two decades. 

On January 6, 1848, he argued that annexation of all but lightly populated parts of 

Mexico would “greatly endanger [the United States’s] free institutions,” because 

Mexicans were inherently incapable of democratic government. Calhoun, unsurprisingly, 

dipped into racist thinking as proof: Like others, he noted how much of Mexico’s 

population was Indian, mestizo, or other non-white classifications, and suggested that the 
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only way the United States could maintain said “free institutions” was by being a republic 

for white people.859 Calhoun’s references to Mexico’s racial makeup echo descriptions 

that correspondents like the anonymous 1822 writer, his fellow South Carolinian Joel 

Roberts Poinsett, and Brantz Mayer had included in their writings. Clayton similarly 

suggested that the United States could not incorporate Mexico’s people—“a colored 

population”—into the United States because they were simply too different. He further 

suggested that incorporating Mexican states as U.S. states would lead to the ruin of the 

country, and that a republic like the United States could not hold Mexico as a conquered 

province as Niles had suggested, either. A U.S. empire of incorporated states where the 

Constitution applies, and unincorporated territories where the Constitution does not, was 

still fifty years in the future, and even the most ardent expansionists generally balked at 

incorporating non-white peoples into the United States before this time.860 

While choosing not even to attempt annexing the more-populated portions of 

Mexico, members of Congress looked toward creating a commercial empire in the areas 

that the United States did not directly annex. On December 15, 1847, South Carolina 

Congressman Isaac E. Holmes introduced a resolution suggesting that direct annexation 

should be kept to a minimum: The United States should only annex Mexican territories 

east of the Rio Grande—in other words, the land that the Republic of Texas had claimed, 

or, using Mexican boundaries, the former Spanish/Mexican province of Tejas, plus the 

northern portions of the states of Tamaulipas, Nuevo León, Coahuila, and Chihuahua, 
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along with eastern Nuevo México. However, Holmes also suggested that U.S.-Americans 

should have the same rights to conduct business in Mexico as in the United States, with 

no restrictions on their movements, no tariffs to pay, and the same access to Mexican 

ports as they had to U.S. ports.861 Reverdy Johnson argued that the U.S. military should 

continue fighting in Mexico, but only “if the object to be accomplished is merely the 

vindication of our violated honor, and indemnity for our heretofore violated rights.” He 

made clear that he included the claims of U.S.-Americans like John Baldwin as among 

“our heretofore violated rights.” Johnson continued by saying that such vindication would 

“furnish full and complete security against any subsequent violation.” The security for 

which he argued included making sure that Mexico could not use its mining revenue on 

the military.862 Johnson also suggested that Mexicans “have a high and indomitable 

spirit,” including the small portion of people “who have in their veins the true Castilian 

blood,” and implied that the country was rich but mismanaged.863 Similarly, Senators 

John Crittenden of Kentucky and Jefferson Davis of Mississippi (himself a veteran of the 

war) argued that, for the time being, the U.S. Army should move onto the rich mining 

areas of San Luis Potosí and Zacatecas, seize mining revenue to pay off the claimants and 

fund the cost of the war, and then establish a federal republican government.864 

 Even as Congress debated what should happen with Mexico, and before the 

treaty was signed, members looked for how to settle U.S.-Americans’ claims against 

Mexico. On January 6, 1848, Senator Richard Johnson of Louisiana introduced a bill to 
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pay the claims that the 1839 binational commission had awarded.865 As discussed above, 

members of Congress suggested that the United States pay off claimants from revenues 

they had seized and/or from the territories that the United States would annex. This idea 

did not emerge out of the blue, but out of pressure from claimants. On January 31, 1848, 

Senator Thomas Hart Benton of Missouri introduced a petition from Baldwin, returned 

from his time in U.S.-occupied Mexico City, asking that the U.S. government begin 

paying his claim from the revenues it had already seized in Mexico.866 

Baldwin himself added to another Congressional debate as the war drew to a 

close. Questions arose about land ownership in the areas the United States seized.867 

Indeed, the Mexican government attempted to give a land grant to a priest, Eugene 

McNamara, to settle Irish families in Alta California in 1846, as U.S. troops moved into 

the territory. Whether to honor this land grant became a point of contention in Congress 

by March 1848. Baldwin submitted an affidavit that, during his six weeks in Mexico City 

after Scott’s army entered, he had met McNamara. He further characterized McNamara’s 

grant as questionable, especially because, as he portrayed it, McNamara was in close 

contact with British officials there. Thus, he portrayed McNamara’s plan as a ploy to turn 

Alta California into a British protectorate, and provided fodder for those who suggested 

that this, and potentially other, land titles should not be respected. This would become the 

 
865 The Congressional Globe, 18:122. 
866 The Congressional Globe, 18:270. 
867 The Congressional Globe, 18:155–56. 



334 
 

first of many disputes over subsequent decades about the validity of property titles in 

annexed territories.868 

Postwar Commercial Expansion 

The end of the war opened new opportunities for John Baldwin. His next steps 

after the war would, appropriately, follow the course of both U.S. territorial and 

commercial expansion into Mexico. On February 2, 1848, the United States and Mexico 

signed the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo. This treaty reshaped the political map of the 

North American continent; its legacies persist to this day. Mexican negotiators agreed to 

cede the northern forty percent of Mexico’s claimed territory—a land containing roughly 

one percent of the country’s population—to the United States in exchange for $15 million 

and the U.S. assumption of $3.2 million in claims by its citizens, like John Baldwin, 

against the Mexican government. Mexican negotiators did not accede to the U.S. demand 

for transit rights across the Isthmus of Tehuantepec, though.869 

 In 1849, Baldwin migrated to the formerly Mexican city of San Francisco to seek 

another fortune. The war and subsequent treaty had turned the United States into a 

continent-spanning empire with ports on both the Atlantic and Pacific. The gold found in 

what had been the sparsely populated Mexican territory of Alta California spurred a rush 

that brought California, now shorn of its adjective, enough population to gain statehood 

two years after annexation. That Gold Rush, unsurprisingly, stoked U.S. interest in 

 
868 For more on how U.S. courts eventually resolved—or didn’t resolve—Mexican land grants in California 
and New Mexico, see Daniel Curry, “De-Evolution: Individual Property Rights, Communal Property 
Rights, and Mexican Land Grants in California and New Mexico, 1821-1925” (Dissertation, Fairfax, VA, 
George Mason University, 2021). 
869 Griswold del Castillo, The Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo. 
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finding a shorter route to California than the arduous seaborne trip around South America 

or the overland route that many migrants took. U.S. interest in the Isthmus of 

Tehuantepec, which had waned after the initial burst that brought Baldwin to that region 

in the early 1820s, boomed again.870  

John Baldwin, unsurprisingly, sought to capitalize on that interest. Early in 1849, 

he submitted a report to the U.S. House of Representatives on the suitability of that place 

for a railroad or canal. Baldwin boasted that he was “free to say that I possess more 

practical information in relation to the transit of the continent at that place than any other 

citizen of the United States.” As U.S. correspondents with firsthand information about 

Mexico had done since the 1820s, Baldwin then proceeded into three pages of detailed 

information about the flora, fauna, transportation routes, and people of the region. He 

concluded by suggesting that, should the United States obtain rights to build a railroad 

and transit rights for its citizens, one could make the trip from his former home of New 

Orleans through his former home at Minatitlán to his new home in San Francisco in a 

mere fourteen days.871 

U.S. citizens did not only view parts of Mexico as places for quick passage to the 

newly acquired territories, though, but also saw continued commercial opportunities 

there. The U.S.-Mexican War had the effect of making Mexico “safe for business.” 

 
870 Baldwin, “Communication From Dr. John Baldwin in Relation to the Tehuantepec Route”; William 
MacCreary Burwell and Tehuantepec Railroad Company of New Orleans, Memoir Explanatory of the 
Transunion and Tehuantepec Route Between Europe and Asia: Prepared for the [Tehuantepec Railroad] 
Company (Printed by Gideon & Co., 1851); Nicolas Edward Gordon et al., “From the Crescent City to 
Jaguar Hill: New Orleans’ Business Interest in the Tehuantepec National Railroad of Mexico, 1849-1861” 
(PhD Thesis, University of Oklahoma, 2013). 
871 Baldwin, “Communication From Dr. John Baldwin in Relation to the Tehuantepec Route.” 
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Before the ink was dry on the treaty, the U.S. citizens who had remained in Mexico 

amplified their activities, while more flocked to the country. F.M. Dimond, who had 

served as U.S. Consul in Veracruz before the war, wrote to the U.S. State Department on 

July 16, 1848, to say that there were so many U.S.-Americans there again that a consul 

was needed. Awaiting further instruction, he unilaterally resumed his duties.872 Another 

U.S.-American who remained in Veracruz was the port’s commander during the U.S. 

occupation, Jonas Levy.873 In the north, longtime Matamoros merchant Charles Stillman 

and his business partners from during the war, Mifflin Kenedy and Richard King, 

expanded their trans-border business. Stillman founded a city, Brownsville, on what was 

now the U.S. side of the border opposite Matamoros. King and Kenedy continued in the 

transport business and gradually acquired land in what had been the disputed zone—an 

area that today includes Kenedy County, Texas, and the King Ranch.874 Other business 

practices established before the war resumed after its conclusion, too: Even recent 

hostilities didn’t tamp down U.S. desires to export weapons to Mexico. The Mexican 

government commissioned the secretary of its legation in the United States, Salvador 

Iturbide (son of the former emperor), to purchase arms at the U.S. federal arsenals in 

Springfield, Massachusetts, and Harpers Ferry, Virginia.875 U.S.-American merchants like 

 
872 F.M. Dimond to James Buchanan, July 16, 1848, Reel 5, M183 - Despatches from U.S. Consuls in 
Veracruz, Mexico, U.S. National Archives. 
873 Jonas Phillips Levy, Claims vs. Mexico. 
874 Hart, “Stillman, Charles.” 
875 Mariano Arista to Luis de la Rosa, April 11, 1849, Leg. 30, exp. 1, f. 34, Archivo de la Embajada de 
México en los Estados Unidos de América, Acervo Histórico de la Secretaría de Relaciones Exteriores 
Génaro Estrada; Francisco de Paula Arrangoiz to Luis de la Rosa, April 12, 1849, Leg. 30, exp. 1, f. 15, 
Archivo de la Embajada de México en los Estados Unidos de América, Acervo Histórico de la Secretaría 
de Relaciones Exteriores Génaro Estrada; Salvador Iturbide to Luis de la Rosa, May 20, 1849, Leg. 30, exp. 
1, f. 36, Archivo de la Embajada de México en los Estados Unidos de América, Acervo Histórico de la 
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George Laia of New York, meanwhile, sought to sell 50,000 surplus muskets from U.S. 

arsenals—perhaps manufactured for the war with Mexico—to the Mexican 

government.876 

After making his move to San Francisco and submitting his report on 

Tehuantepec to Congress, Baldwin turned his attention, once again, to pursuing his claim 

against the Mexican government. On the last day of Polk’s presidency in 1849, as he 

prepared to hand power to the war hero Zachary Taylor, Congress created a commission 

to adjudicate the claims against Mexico, for which the United States would now be 

responsible.877 Unlike the binational commission formed under the 1839 treaty, this 

commission consisted only of U.S.-American officials. The commission met from April 

16, 1849, to April 15, 1851. While the 1839 commission heard 109 cases and considered, 

but did not hear, another seventy-one, the 1849 commission heard 296 cases. Some of 

these cases were repeats from the 1839 commission, typically involving either claims the 

Mexican government did not pay or appeals of the decisions of the binational 

commission. Baldwin was among those claimants and, as he had during the 1840s, he 

again became a leader and significant publicist for the claimants’ cause. Baldwin returned 

east to Washington, attending meetings of the claim commission and publishing tracts 

 
Secretaría de Relaciones Exteriores Génaro Estrada; Luis de la Rosa to Mariano Arista, May 23, 1849, Leg. 
30, exp. 1, f. 35, Archivo de la Embajada de México en los Estados Unidos de América, Acervo Histórico 
de la Secretaría de Relaciones Exteriores Génaro Estrada; Mariano Arista to Luis de la Rosa, June 16, 
1849, Leg. 30, exp. 1, f. 39, Archivo de la Embajada de México en los Estados Unidos de América, Acervo 
Histórico de la Secretaría de Relaciones Exteriores Génaro Estrada. 
876 George Laia to Luis de la Rosa, May 18, 1849, Leg. 30, exp. 1, f. 51-52, Archivo de la Embajada de 
México en los Estados Unidos de América, Acervo Histórico de la Secretaría de Relaciones Exteriores 
Génaro Estrada. 
877 Jonas, “United States Citizens vs. Mexico, 1821-1848.” 
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suggesting that he still was not receiving justice. He brought his three claims—for 

supposed harassment by Ortiz and other officials, for the rebels’ confiscation of his goods 

in 1833, and the impounding of the Orient in 1837—before this commission. Like with 

the 1839 commission, the 1849 commission took written testimony submitted by 

claimants and, under the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, could request documents from 

Mexico. The case files fill thirty boxes today at the U.S. National Archives; Baldwin’s 

once again takes up nearly a full standard archival box. The commission awarded 

Baldwin roughly $81,000, out of a total 182 decisions for $3,208,314.96.878 

Unsurprisingly, Baldwin was unhappy. 

While he fought for what he thought was his due, Baldwin returned to San 

Francisco. He then joined a New Orleans-based venture building a railroad across the 130 

miles between oceans there. The leader of this venture was Peter Hargous, the brother of 

Louis Hargous, who, before the war, had lived in Veracruz. Peter Hargous had purchased 

the rights to a trans-isthmian transport concession from José de Garay, who had received 

the concession from Santa Anna in 1842. A group of men, including Baldwin, taking part 

in that venture embarked from San Francisco on an appropriately-named ship, the Gold 

Hunter, in March 1851, bound for the Pacific side of the Isthmus of Tehuantepec.879 But 

the people on board the Gold Hunter ran into trouble when they arrived at their 

destination; the U.S. chastening of Mexico during the war was far from complete. The 

postwar Mexican government under President Mariano Arista refused to recognize 

 
878 “The Washington Correspondent...,” Richmond Enquirer, April 9, 1852, Chronicling America; Jonas, 
“United States Citizens vs. Mexico, 1821-1848,” 370–71. 
879 “Our Tehuantepec Correspondence,” The Daily Picayune, May 14, 1851, Evening edition, New Orleans 
Public Library. 
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Garay’s concession, much less Hargous’s purchase thereof. Rather, the government 

zealously held onto its own rights to develop the Isthmus of Tehuantepec. Accordingly, 

when the Gold Hunter attempted to dock, local authorities in Ventoso, on the Pacific side 

of the Isthmus, refused to allow Baldwin and the others to land. The Gold Hunter 

returned to San Francisco.880 Aside from raising a fuss in the press and before 

Congress—as Baldwin and others with grievances against Mexico had done for three 

decades by this point—the leaders of the venture could do little.  

Baldwin and Hargous were not the only prewar U.S.-Americans who parlayed 

their prewar experience into postwar ventures in Mexico. Levy led a rival venture to 

construct a railway across the Isthmus of Tehuantepec, personally writing President 

Mariano Arista to reject a treaty that would have allowed Hargous’s venture to do so. The 

Mexican government ultimately killed Hargous’s concession, and Mexican interests 

ultimately built a transportation line across the Isthmus of Tehuantepec decades later.881 

For that lobbying, Levy became the second—and last, to date—U.S. citizen indicted 

under the Logan Act, which forbids private diplomacy. Because Arista refused to furnish 

evidence for the investigation, the case ultimately was dropped. Levy returned to the 

United States, settling in Washington.882 Alexander Atocha, as well, sought to capitalize 

on his prewar experience in Mexico. In 1854, with his old friend, Santa Anna, in power 

 
880 I.T. Mott, “Document 97,” in Executive Documents Printed by the Order of the Senate of the United 
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D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1852), 69–71, 
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for the final time, Atocha attempted to follow in Gilbert Vanderwerken and Aaron 

Leggett’s footsteps in a transport venture: He gained a concession to build a railroad from 

El Paso to Guaymas.883 That venture, though, went nowhere; only later would U.S. 

capitalists come to control Mexican transportation lines. 

After Hargous’s Tehuantepec venture fizzled, Baldwin still had business to tend 

to in Washington. He arrived in Washington in March 1852 to claim the funds the 1849 

commission had awarded him. Creditors immediately swooped in and laid their hands on 

all but $530 of the $81,000. Baldwin, unsurprisingly, was unsatisfied with this outcome. 

He personally met with Secretary of State Daniel Webster to appeal. After Webster 

finally left their meeting, the angry Baldwin remained in the Secretary of State’s office 

and, amazingly, absconded with some of the papers from his case file. That night, as 

Baldwin read over them, he grew angrier, throwing some into the fire. The State 

Department quickly figured out what had happened; Baldwin made his arrest record 

binational when a federal court in Washington indicted him for theft of this paperwork. 

Ultimately, prosecutors dropped the charges because the papers he took were technically 

his property.884 With his claim finally resolved, albeit not to his satisfaction, Baldwin 

returned to San Francisco to begin the next chapter of his life. As discussed in the 

epilogue, though, little did he know that the next chapter would be exceedingly short. 

 
883 “Privilegio,” Universal, July 24, 1854, Latin American Newspapers; “Ferro-Carril,” Siglo Diez y Nueve, 
July 25, 1854, Latin American Newspapers; “Parte Oficial. Ministerio de Fomento, Colonización, Industria 
y Comercio,” Universal, July 26, 1854, Latin American Newspapers. 
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John Baldwin was not the only U.S. citizen to face trial as a result of his actions 

before the 1849 claims commission. Dentist and mining investor George Gardiner 

claimed he had lost a mine in San Luis Potosí when the Mexican government expelled 

U.S.-Americans during the war. The claims commission ultimately awarded him 

compensation. Then, information emerged that not only did Gardiner not own a mine in 

that location, but that that location was not even a mining area.885 The U.S. government 

charged Gardiner with fraud, with the possibility of ten years at hard labor awaiting him 

if convicted. His 1854 trial in Washington, D.C., riveted newspaper readers in both the 

United States and Mexico. Gardiner determined that he would not face jail, though. After 

the jury returned its guilty verdict, Gardiner placed a piece of what witnesses thought was 

chewing tobacco into his mouth as authorities led him back to his jail cell. Thirty minutes 

later, he died; he had used the chemical knowledge he once advertised in Mexico City 

newspapers to disguise strychnine, a poison, as tobacco.886 
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Conclusion 

During the 1830s and 1840s, U.S. citizens pursued their claims against other 

governments, like that of France, while some citizens of other countries did similar 

against the United States. The U.S. citizens who pursued claims against Mexico, though, 

took on more prominence during this time, as their cause merged with the desires of 

expansionists and with rising anti-Catholicism. As orators like Santangelo and many 

members of Congress suggested, the United States should not just take Mexican territory 

but teach this supposedly semi-civilized, backward country a lesson. Their marriage of 

convenience and compatible ideology pushed the United States and Mexico into war in 

1846. The U.S.-Mexican War, thus, was a war seeking and causing not just a territorial 

empire—as important as that proved to be—but an informal, commercial empire as well. 

In this sense, the U.S.-Mexican War fits more than often perceived into a long history of 

U.S. military action to protect the interests of its citizens and businesses abroad, from the 

Barbary Wars and War of 1812 in the early nineteenth century to police actions in the 

Caribbean and Central America in the early twentieth century and even President Ronald 

Reagan’s official reasoning for the 1983 invasion of Grenada. 

Like in the aftermath of those conflicts, though, U.S. business interests did not 

gain untrammeled access and control. Even while agreeing to cede massive chunks of 

territory to the United States in the negotiations leading to the Treaty of Guadalupe 

Hidalgo, Mexican diplomats succeeded in denying transit rights across the Isthmus of 

Tehuantepec.887 In spite of U.S. diplomatic pressure, the Mexican government refused to 
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recognize Peter Hargous’s purchase of the previous grant to José de Garay in that same 

region.888 Still, Mexican leaders emerged from the war knowing that their country was 

now the lesser power on the North American continent, and that interests north of the Rio 

Grande were setting the agenda, if not accomplishing all of their aims.889 In 1821, when 

U.S.-Americans flocked to Mexico seeking opportunities in the newly-independent 

country, they knew they had to play by Mexican rules, as much as they tried to flout 

those rules. But the fits they raised about doing so over the next three decades changed 

the situation. Their advocacy for their perceived rights, their willingness to weaponize 

their government, and their government’s willingness to be weaponized laid the 

groundwork for future U.S. commercial expansion in Mexico and Latin America, a 

subject to which we now turn in the Epilogue. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN: EPILOGUE: PLANTING THE SEEDS OF COMMERCIAL 
EMPIRE 

On August 3, 1853, John Baldwin walked toward his property in San Francisco, 

California, United States of America. In his fifty-six years of life to that point, Baldwin 

had been almost constantly on the move, starting across the continent when his parents 

moved the toddler from Philadelphia over the Allegheny Mountains to Pittsburgh. After 

spending his adult life crossing national boundaries in pursuit of fortunes, from the 

Isthmus of Tehuantepec in southern Mexico to Veracruz, New Orleans, Mexico City, and 

Washington, perhaps he was now looking forward to settling down on a plot of land he 

had recently purchased. Perhaps, finally, after a cycle of personal boom and bust, he 

would build himself a stable personal empire and fortune. Baldwin was prepared to evict 

a man who had begun living, unauthorized, on his property while he was away. As he had 

before, Baldwin walked into this venture armed with a combination of government 

backing—in this case, a court order—and, just in case, a weapon. Personal confrontation, 

in addition to migration and fortune-seeking, had defined Baldwin’s life to that point. 

Twenty years before, when San Francisco was a northern Mexican town called Yerba 

Buena, Baldwin had escaped from a gun battle with rebels in southern Mexico. He had 

sought redress with the help of his home country’s government. He eventually left 

Mexico and helped instigate, and then negotiate, the war that had, five years before, 

turned the Mexican department of Alta California into the U.S. state of California. But 

this 1853 confrontation would prove to be his last. Little did Baldwin realize that his 

housekeeper sold his land while he was gone. The new owner accused Baldwin of 
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trespassing. A gunfight ensued.890 The man Baldwin considered a squatter shot him, and 

John Baldwin died the next day at the age of fifty-seven. 

John Baldwin was not the only former U.S.-American inhabitant of Mexico’s 

interior in Gold Rush San Francisco. Ferdinand Alden had moved over the border 

between the United States and Mexico and taken on a different nationality, only to have 

the border move over him—and thus bringing him back to his original nationality. After 

taking Mexican citizenship in 1842, in 1847, he joined Andrés Castillero’s venture and 

moved from Tepic to the Nueva Almaden mercury mine near San José, Alta California—

just in time for the United States to take over. The Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo rendered 

him again a U.S. citizen. In the same year that Baldwin met his end, Alden testified, in 

English, before a land claim review board about his employer’s land. Recording his 

testimony that day was none other than George Fisher, himself a former Mexican citizen 

and army officer who had since served the Republic of Texas.891 Fisher and Alden may 

have also encountered Nicholas Ricardi, who had lived in Mexico City for twenty years, 

and stopped registering as a U.S. citizen, before moving to California seeking gold, as 

well.892 Meanwhile, some U.S.-Americans who had become established in far northern 

Mexico before it became part of the United States took on prominent roles after the 
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border moved over them. James Wiley Magoffin established a town, Magoffinville, at 

what today is the site of El Paso, Texas. His homestead is now a Texas state historic site. 

Henry Connelly, a Chihuahua merchant for twenty years, relocated to what had become 

the other side of the border—Santa Fe, New Mexico Territory—in 1848. By 1860 he was 

one of the wealthiest men in New Mexico. The following year, a one-time opponent of 

the U.S.-Mexican War, President “Spotty” Lincoln, appointed Connelly governor of New 

Mexico Territory.893  

The Next Generations 

As discussed in the introduction, most historical works portray U.S. territorial and 

commercial expansion into Mexico as separate, sequential phenomena, with the Gadsden 

Purchase of 1853—the last U.S. annexation of Mexican territory—being a turning point. 

But as shown in this dissertation, beneath the surface of U.S. territorial expansion, U.S. 

citizens were planting the seeds for future commercial expansion in Mexico. Coming to 

the country not just as traders but as industrialists, mining investors, medical 

professionals, artisans, and even soldiers, several hundred to a few thousand U.S. citizens 

integrated into Mexican local communities while, for the most part, remaining part of the 

official U.S. national community. A small but vocal number of those U.S. citizens then 

weaponized their citizenship status, leveraging their country’s consular and diplomatic 

services to gain concessions from Mexican officials who had hoped to corral foreigners’ 
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talents for Mexican, rather than foreign countries’, capital accumulation and economic 

development. U.S. citizens like John Baldwin then further used their grievances against 

the Mexican government to fuel the simmering fire of resentment that would explode into 

a full-blown war in 1846. With the aid of U.S. citizens who either had previously lived in 

or were then inhabiting Mexico, the United States military defeated Mexico, extracting 

territory and, in the process, making future Mexican leaders more reluctant to resist U.S. 

entreaties in the future. They made Mexico “safe for business.” Over the next decades, 

U.S. investment in Mexico would grow substantially as the countries’ power and 

economic differentials also continued to grow. 

The next generation of Baldwins themselves would take part in this process, as 

would the families of other U.S.-Americans who had settled in Mexico before 1846. John 

Marks Baldwin, born in 1830 in the Isthmus of Tehuantepec to John and Isabella, served 

as a captain in William Walker’s filibustering expedition to Nicaragua and later in the 

Confederate Army. He died in San Francisco in 1912.894 His brother Leon McLeod 

Baldwin, born in New Orleans after John and Isabella returned to the United States, took 

an even more direct involvement in Mexico. Sometime in the 1880s, he took a job as a 

mining superintendent for the U.S.-owned W.W. Carroll and Company in the Mexican 

state of Durango. Unlike his father, who ran his own ventures in a time of independent 

businesses, Leon Baldwin worked for a larger company based in the United States. Leon 

Baldwin met an unfortunate end to a group of bandits on August 19, 1887, an event that 

made U.S. newspapers and spawned much scorn toward Mexico—a land that, once again, 
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U.S. newspapers portrayed as dangerous. His brother-in-law Daniel Turner, then living in 

Mexico City, offered reward money for the capture of the bandits in his name.895  

John Marks and Leon McLeod Baldwin’s cousins, the children of Samuel 

Baldwin, took a different path. Although Parr and Wilson’s lawsuit made clear that 

Samuel was the junior partner in the family, the one who barely spoke Spanish in 1828, 

Samuel ultimately was the patriarch of a family that eventually became Mexican. After 

Samuel’s death in 1847, the family remained at Riberas Coloradas. Clotilde Baldwin 

owned the estate until her death in 1900. Samuel Baldwin the younger was among the 

many U.S.-Americans in the Minatitlán area who continued what John and Samuel the 

elder had begun: operating a sawmill and exporting wood.896 Although interest in a 

Tehuantepec transitway remained—a surveying team stopped at Riberas Coloradas in 

1871, for example—a railroad only came into being in 1907, inaugurated by President 

Porfirio Díaz. By that time, the United States was already constructing a canal at the 

Isthmus of Panamá. Eventually, the Isthmus of Tehuantepec proved to have an even more 

lucrative commodity than its wood or even its potential as a transit point between oceans. 

In 1906, the Baldwin family sold Riberas Coloradas, the property it had held for nearly 

80 years, to a British oil company, Pearson Weetman, which established the first oil 

refinery in that country.897 U.S. and British interests dominated the country’s oil industry 
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until President Lázaro Cárdenas’s nationalization in 1938. The Pemex refinery located on 

the former Riberas Coloradas estate, owned by foreigners from the 1820s until 1938, is 

appropriately today named for Cárdenas.898  

Like the Baldwins, the Atochas linked pre-1846 and late nineteenth century U.S. 

activity in Latin America. In February 1865, the U.S. Congress, two weeks after its vote 

to abolish slavery and while still dealing with a divided nation and questions of how to 

bring it back together, finally gave Alexander Atocha what he had desired: compensation 

for the property and wealth he lost during his first expulsion from Mexico.899 Atocha died 

five years later and is buried in Mount Olivet Cemetery, in Northeast Washington.900 His 

daughter, Carmen, received funds from her father’s claim two years after his death.901 

She married George W. Davis, a U.S. Army officer. Following the U.S. conquest of 

Spain’s remaining empire, Davis served as U.S. military governor of Puerto Rico in 

1899. He then commanded U.S. troops in the Philippines as the country waged a brutal 

war of pacification. Then, after a ship full of U.S. Marines kept Colombia from 

 
“La Construcción De Una Ciudad Petrolera: Vías De Comunicación Y Paisaje Urbano De Minatitlán, 
Veracruz 1906-1950”; Saraiba Russell, “El Impacto De La Modernidad En El Istmo Veracruzano a 
Principios Del Siglo XX.” 
898 “Lázaro Cárdenas Plant,” LXS Luxsolar, accessed July 4, 2021, https://www.luxsolar.com/en/case-
histories/industrial-plant/lazaro-cardenas-plant; “Petróleo En México – Raices, Cultura Y Negocios En El 
Sur De Veracruz,” accessed June 16, 2018, https://raices1.wordpress.com/tag/petroleo-en-mexico/. 
899 United States Congress, The Congressional Globe (Blair & Rives, 1868), 3650–55. 
900 “Alexander Jose Atocha (1804-1870) - Find A Grave...,” accessed July 4, 2021, 
https://www.findagrave.com/memorial/175372853/alexander-jose-atocha. 
901 Marjorie Millace Whiteman, Damages in International Law (U.S. Government Printing Office, 1937), 
470–80. 
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suppressing a revolt in its northern region of Panamá, Davis served as the first U.S. 

governor of the Panama Canal Zone.902 

The Baldwins were not the only U.S.-American family whose path in Mexico 

spanned multiple generations. Three generations of the Stillman family represent one of 

the best encapsulations of early versus late nineteenth century U.S. business in Mexico. 

In 1828, Francis Stillman relocated from Connecticut to Matamoros with his son, 

Charles. Charles eventually took over the family merchant business. General Pedro de 

Ampudia’s expulsion of U.S. citizens in 1846 proved only a minor blip for Stillman as he 

resumed the family business following the war—even wealthier due to his venture 

transporting U.S. troops. He eventually relocated to the other side of the Rio Grande, 

founding the town of Brownsville near where Taylor’s army had built Fort Brown in 

1846. In the 1850s, he invested in textiles and mining in Monterrey—and also bankrolled 

a short-lived filibustering expedition to set up the Republic of the Sierra Madre in 1851. 

Cotton smuggling from Texas—shipped to the northern United States and Europe as 

“Mexican” cotton—during the Civil War brought him even further wealth.903 He and his 

son, James, plowed that money into National City Bank of New York (today’s Citi), of 

which James later became president. Under James Stillman, National City Bank invested 

 
902 “Remains of Mrs. Davis Arrive,” The Washington Post (1877-1922), August 7, 1904; Merrill Edwards 
Gates, Men of Mark in America: Ideals of American Life Told in Biographies of Eminent Living Americans 
(Men of Mark Publishing Company, 1905), 277–79; “FUNERAL OF GEN. DAVIS: Full Military Honors 
to Be Paid the Noted Army Officer Today. BURIAL TO BE AT ARLINGTON Generals to Be His 
Pallbearers -- Succumbs After Illness That Began in April -- Family at Bedside -- Civil War Veteran 
Panama Canal Chief and Monument Engineer.,” The Washington Post (1877-1922), July 15, 1918. 
903 David Montejano, “Mexican Merchants and Teamsters on the Texas Cotton Road,” in Mexico and 
Mexicans in the Making of the United States, ed. John Tutino (Austin: University of Texas Press, 2012), 
141–70. 
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heavily in U.S. businesses—largely run by corporations, rather than individual merchants 

and artisans—that dominated the economy of Porfirian Mexico.904 In the case of the 

Stillmans and National City Bank, the capital that went into investments in Porfirian 

Mexico literally was built on investments in the country from its first decade of 

independence. Appropriately, today Citi owns the large Mexican bank Banamex.905 

Similarly, Louis Hargous’s family used the fortune he had gained in Mexico to vault into 

the upper echelons of U.S. Gilded Age society. Louis Hargous retired to a mansion on 

Fifth Avenue, while his Mexico City-born daughter Anita became a Newport, Rhode 

Island socialite.906 

Stillman’s wartime business partner Mifflin Kenedy also bridged the eras and 

exemplified both the imperial relationship and the entwined histories of the two 

countries. Among the Mexican casualties in the Battle of Monterrey was Luis Vidal, who 

left behind his wife, Petra, and their infant son, Adrián. Petra Vidal married Kenedy in 

year. As we have seen, marriages between elite women like her and up-and-coming U.S.-

American businessmen like Kenedy were not uncommon in the era before the war. As 

David Montejano notes, in the first generation after the U.S.-Mexican War, such 

marriages between elite Hispanic women and men like Kenedy became the norm in 

 
904 Hart, “Stillman, Charles.” 
905 “Mexico | Commercial Bank,” Citi, accessed July 4, 2021, 
https://www.citibank.com/commercialbank/network/mexico/en/index.html. 
906 “DE FOREST-HARGOUS.,” New York Times, December 5, 1882, 
http://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1882/12/05/102934713.html; Daughters of the American 
Revolution, Lineage Book of the Charter Members of the Daughters of the American Revolution 
(Harrisburg Publishing Company, 1895), 109; “DE FOREST, Mrs George Beach (Anita Hargous) – 
ADOLFO MULLER-URY,” accessed October 6, 2019, http://muller-ury.com/product/de-forest-mrs-
george/. 
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South Texas. Young Adrián himself would come to join the Confederate army early in 

the U.S. Civil War, only to abandon the cause when its leaders’ support for the French 

invasion of Mexico became clear. He then switched sides to the U.S. cause. Toward the 

end of the war, though, he wanted to take a more direct role in Mexico’s fight for 

republicanism; he formed a company to fight the French invaders. After the invaders 

captured him, they executed him at age twenty on one of his stepfather’s steamboats 

plying the Rio Grande.907 

The Stillmans were not the only family that parlayed pre-1846 ventures in Mexico 

into banking wealth. After smuggling weapons into Mexico in 1834, New York 

businessman Elisha Riggs and his son George Washington Riggs profited from U.S. 

Treasury bonds during the U.S.-Mexican War. They parlayed that fortune into Riggs 

Bank, which became an institution in the U.S. capital city.908 Appropriately, U.S. 

intervention in Latin America both gave rise to Riggs Bank and led to its downfall. In 

2004, news emerged that Riggs Bank had helped U.S.-backed Chilean dictator Augusto 

Pinochet launder ill-gotten funds; PNC Bank absorbed Riggs a year later.909 

 
907 David Montejano, Anglos and Mexicans in the Making of Texas, 1836-1986, 1st ed (Austin: University 
of Texas Press, 1987); Jessie Degollado, “St. Mary’s Student Historians Retelling Story of ‘Mexico’s 
Forgotten Ally,’” KSAT, June 12, 2015, https://www.ksat.com/news/2015/06/12/st-marys-student-
historians-retelling-story-of-mexicos-forgotten-ally/ Thank you to my friend Jennifer Edginton, then 
Curator of Social Studies Education at the Civil War Museum in Kenosha, Wisconsin, for alerting me to 
Vidal’s story during a talk she gave on Latinx soldiers in the U.S. Civil War in September 2020. 
908 James W. Cummings, Towards Modern Public Finance: The American War with Mexico, 1846-1848 
(Routledge, 2015); “Collection: PNC-Riggs Bank Records | GW Libraries Archival Collection Guides,” 
accessed October 6, 2019, https://searcharchives.library.gwu.edu/repositories/2/resources/365. 
909 Terence O’Hara and Kathleen Day, “Riggs Bank Hid Assets Of Pinochet, Report Says,” Washington 
Post, July 15, 2004, https://www.washingtonpost.com/archive/politics/2004/07/15/riggs-bank-hid-assets-
of-pinochet-report-says/8a3ad15d-39e0-4bf1-85cd-e63fded63b7d/; Eric Dash, “Riggs Pleads Guilty in 
Money-Laundering Case,” The New York Times, January 28, 2005, sec. Business, 
https://www.nytimes.com/2005/01/28/business/riggs-pleads-guilty-in-moneylaundering-case.html; 
“Collection: PNC-Riggs Bank Records | GW Libraries Archival Collection Guides.” 
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Several Mexican families today trace their lineage to U.S. citizens who 

immigrated to the country during the early nineteenth century. The Ducoing family 

remained in Mexico, where Theodore—nearly four decades after his arrival, and after 

two marriages to Mexican women—finally became a citizen of the country.910 He died on 

April 2, 1893, in Mexico City. The family remains there today.911 Meanwhile, during the 

course of research for this dissertation, I emailed with Eduardo Bertrand Cortés of 

Mexico, married to the great-great-granddaughter of James Lenox Kennedy.   

How Migrants Fit into the Story 

Many of the migrants who went to Mexico did not accumulate the capital the 

Stillmans did in the country—indeed, many like John Baldwin left the country destitute. 

Whether they prospered or failed, the U.S.-Americans who migrated to Mexico between 

its independence and the outbreak of the U.S.-Mexican War planted the seeds for future 

U.S. commercial expansion into Mexico and, eventually, the rest of Latin America. Their 

advocacy for their perceived rights as U.S. citizens—particularly the right to a stable 

business environment—helped push the United States government into a more active role 

abroad—an early version of Dollar Diplomacy decades before the term came into 

common use.  

Even as xenophobia continually rears its head, the United States tends to think of 

itself as a nation of immigrants, not emigrants. As a child interested in my own family’s 

late-nineteenth century immigration stories, I remember my astonishment when seeing an 

 
910 “Lista: Cartas de Naturalización.” 
911 “Teodoro Ducoing - Facts.” 
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encyclopedia reference to immigrants from the United States finding homesteads in 

Canada. As I later learned, my own family moved back and forth across the forty-ninth 

parallel in that same era. I also remember, during a class discussion about undocumented 

immigration (I grew up in the U.S.-Mexico borderlands, after all), my rather liberal 

eighth grade English teacher making an offhand comment about how, well, the whole 

world can’t just move to the United States. Only later did I think to question the idea that 

the United States was the only immigrant-receiving country in the world. These 

childhood anecdotes, perhaps, point to larger cultural misconceptions about migration 

and the permeability of borders, and why we today don’t often remember how, since the 

early nineteenth century, some U.S.-Americans have not let lines on the map get in the 

way of their pursuit of opportunities. The mythos of the United States does not allow for 

the idea that people may seek opportunities outside of the country, much less cross 

completely over the physical and metaphorical boundaries of the nation-state like 

Ducoing, McKenney, and others did. Some memories of this immigration remain in 

Mexico today. Historian María de los Ángeles Saraiba Russell, whose doctoral 

dissertation and articles on the development of Minatitlán included the Baldwin family, 

first gained interest in the subject hearing stories from about U.S., British, and French 

immigrants to the region.912 Historian Héctor Luis Zarauz López, also raised in the 

Minatitlán area, similarly related during a conversation in his office at Instituto Mora in 

Mexico City that his mother told him stories about U.S. migrants to that region.913 Today, 

 
912 Email, January 6, 2019. 
913 Conversation, March 5, 2019. 
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an estimated one million to three million U.S. citizens call Mexico home. Given the 

countries’ power disparities, many live a different existence than many migrants from 

Mexico to the United States do. The most common term to describe a U.S. citizen living 

in Mexico, “expatriate,” connotes a glamourous and privileged existence abroad, and 

indeed, many U.S.-Americans in Mexico today have retained the privileges of U.S. 

citizenship and speak English, even as they embrace some aspects of Mexican culture.914 

During the 2016 U.S. presidential election, Marco Gutiérrez, the Mexican-born 

co-founder of the group Latinos for Trump, lamented that there would be “taco trucks on 

every corner” if Hillary Rodham Clinton defeated Donald Trump. Outrage and mocking 

ensued. Other commentators noted that reaction to this remark reflected a divide between 

those of us who saw taco trucks on every corner as delicious harbingers of 

multiculturalism and those who feared such harbingers.915 Looking back on the 1821 to 

1846 era, we see a similar divide among mostly-white U.S. citizens who migrated to 

Mexico. A vocal number of them, like John Baldwin, constructed and augmented a 

narrative of Mexican treachery and debasement. They pushed the United States not only 

toward war, but toward only annexing lightly populated parts of Mexico, leaving the rest 

delineated and, as the twenty-first century progressed, increasingly walled-off from the 

United States. This vision continued to resonate, leaving Mexico a land for the United 

States to mine and exploit for resources, tourism, and exoticism, but still separate and 

 
914 Croucher, The Other Side of the Fence. 
915 “Trump Supporter Warns of ‘Taco Trucks on Every Corner,’” All In With Joy Reid (MSNBC, 
September 2, 2016), https://www.msnbc.com/all-in/watch/taco-trucks-on-every-corner-756382787934; 
Sam Sanders, “#MemeOfTheWeek: Taco Trucks On Every Corner : NPR,” NPR.org, September 2, 2016, 
https://www.npr.org/2016/09/02/492390405/-memeoftheweek-taco-trucks-on-every-corner. 
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figuratively and sometimes literally walled off. We not only see the roots of conflict in 

this era, though, but also roots of cooperation. We see numerous examples of peaceful 

coexistence between U.S.-Americans and Mexicans, and even embrace of a syncretism 

between the two. While it is important to remember the vocal people like John Baldwin 

who built the metaphorical wall, it is also important to remember people like James 

McKenney, his spouse María Quirina Dominguez Román, and their children with their 

ultimately syncretic names, Benjamin Franklin McKenney Dominguez and Leopoldo 

Washington McKenney Dominguez. These people show us that figurative and literal 

mixing of the United States and Mexico need not be a threat but, rather, that we should, 

indeed, embrace a future with a taco truck on every corner. 
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APPENDIX: STATISTICS 

During the process of researching this dissertation, I built a database using Heurist 

(https://heuristnetwork.org/), an Open Source, freely available software program from the 

University of Sydney. During an earlier phase of this dissertation project, I focused on 

travelers between the United States and Mexico in the 1821-46 era, in addition to the 

ultimate focus—U.S. citizens residing in Mexico. As such, with the assistance of Dr. Ian 

Johnson, Heurist project lead, I set up a database of travelers, using ship manifests from 

the ports of New Orleans (1820-26) and New York (early 1820s). Ultimately, though, as 

my focus narrowed to U.S. citizens residing in Mexico, I stopped inputting shipping 

information, added to the database’s structure, and shifted its focus. I added information 

about individual claims cases that went before the 1839 and 1849 claims commissions. 

The database became particularly important after I photographed forty-six volumes of 

documentation for Mexican cartas de seguridad, including a large set of U.S. citizenship 

certificates, in collection GD129 at the Archivo General de la Nación (AGN) in Mexico 

City. In the end, I finished data entry for thirty-six volumes of the forty-six I 

photographed, plus miscellaneous loose citizenship certificates in other collections. In 

total, I entered 1,621 citizenship certificates for 1,027 individuals. I also inputted U.S. 

citizens who appeared in Mexico’s 1841 census of foreigners. This list also included 

separate categories of “Anglo Americanos” and “Negros” in the list for Matamoros, 

Tamaulipas; I inputted the people listed as coming from the United States in both lists, 

realizing that the U.S. government would not have recognized all of those in the 
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“Negros” list as citizens. I also inputted U.S.-Americans (1831-70) who appeared on a 

list of foreigners who became Mexican citizens between 1831 and 1930; in the table 

below, I indicate which of them had cartas de seguridad issued before 1844. As discussed 

in the introduction, this dataset proved helpful for finding information about individuals 

in genealogical databases, particularly Ancestry.com and FamilySearch.org. For 

individuals about whom I found information in these ways, I added notes to the database 

(an inexact method that admittedly did not take full advantage of Heurist’s capabilities). I 

did, however, also add any ship manifests containing an individual researched into the 

database in the same way I did earlier in the process, allowing for a greater understanding 

of mobility and, in some cases, a way to see how a person presented their national 

identity. 

Below I present charts that, while an incomplete dataset, provide further detail 

that I use to draw conclusions in other portions of the dissertation. 

 
 
 

Table 1: U.S.-Americans in Mexico's 1841 census of foreigners 
Person Occupation Number of 

years in 
Mexico 

Census 
List 

Place of 
Residence 

Place of 
Origin 

Aldrich, 
Silvanus W. 
(1802) 

Watchmaker 14 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Arnaud, 
Joaquin  

Tailor 0.2 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Baldwin, 
Samuel (1806) 

Machinist 18 Veracruz Minatitlan, 
Veracruz, 
Mexico  

United States 

Barrabino, 
Juan F.  

Carpenter 0.4 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 
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Person Occupation Number of 
years in 
Mexico 

Census 
List 

Place of 
Residence 

Place of 
Origin 

Bastien, 
Victory  

Merchant 20 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Bendeyamun, 
Alpher  

Laborer 2 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Negros 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Bensnim, 
Denchia  

Carpenter 18 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Bertin, Juan 
Antonio  

Merchant 8 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Bidal, 
Benjamin  

Carpenter 1 Estado de 
México 

Tecpan, 
Estado de 
México, 
Mexico  

United States 

Black, John 
(1793) 

Secretary of 
Legation 

5 Estado de 
México 

Transient United States 

Bon, Alberg  Carpenter  Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Bon, Delfin  Carpenter 7 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Bonton, John 
(1807) 

Wool Carder 0.08 Veracruz Xalapa, 
Veracruz, 
Mexico  

United States 

Bouxnet, 
Fonle  

Professor of 
Languages 

6 Estado de 
México 

Toluca, Estado 
de México, 
Mexico  

Baltimore, 
Maryland, 
United States 

Boyan, 
William  

Merchant 3 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Negros 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Bredall, 
Asmus (1794) 

Sailor 3 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Brees, Henry 
(1811) 

Merchant 12 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 
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Person Occupation Number of 
years in 
Mexico 

Census 
List 

Place of 
Residence 

Place of 
Origin 

Butler, Steven  Operator 0.5 Veracruz Orizaba, 
Veracruz, 
Mexico  

United States 

Callú, 
Cristobal  

Spinner 2 Veracruz Orizaba, 
Veracruz, 
Mexico  

United States 

Camp, John 
M. (1810) 

Blacksmith 7 Veracruz Xalapa, 
Veracruz, 
Mexico  

United States 

Capron, 
Augustus  

Sailor 10 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Carrier, 
Bastien (1803) 

Cooper 14 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Castellanos, 
Francisco  

Surgeon 14 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Cautrua, Juan 
P.  

Carpenter 0.75 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Ceanes, Jaime 
D. (1800) 

Weaver 0.125 Veracruz Orizaba, 
Veracruz, 
Mexico  

United States 

Cedem,  Spinner 0.5 Veracruz Orizaba, 
Veracruz, 
Mexico  

United States 

Censt, 
Anthony  

Carpenter  Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Chase, 
Franklin  

Consul 7 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Chebes, Felipe  Merchant 16 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Creemer, John 
B.  

Combmaker 8 Veracruz Xalapa, 
Veracruz, 
Mexico  

United States 

Cubiller, 
Hipolito Dupre 
(1814) 

Laborer 5 Veracruz Huatusco, 
Veracruz, 
Mexico  

New Orleans, 
Louisiana, 
United States 
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Person Occupation Number of 
years in 
Mexico 

Census 
List 

Place of 
Residence 

Place of 
Origin 

Cuchun, 
Manuel  

Carpenter 10 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Cupidon, 
Vicente  

Construction 
Worker 

15 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Danache, 
Charles  

Construction 
Worker 

12 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Daniels, 
Matthew 
(1814) 

Blacksmith 6 Estado de 
México 

Molino de 
Miraflores, 
Estado de 
México, 
Mexico  

United States 

De Garate, 
Eugenio 
Roque (1802) 

Merchant 14 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

France 

De La Cuesta, 
Pedro (1798) 

Hairdresser 5 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Delgado, 
Domingo  

Merchant 15 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Delmas, 
Charles  

Merchant 0.75 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Dody, 
Anthony  

Laborer 10 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Negros 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Dominique, 
Alcide (1807) 

  Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Donaldson 
Hombon, Peter 
Edward  

Machinist 2 Veracruz Xalapa, 
Veracruz, 
Mexico  

United States 

Drout, 
Nicholas 
(1796) 

Laborer 18 Tamaulipas Aldama, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

New Orleans, 
Louisiana, 
United States 

Duchende, 
John  

Servant  Coahuila Monclova, 
Coahuila, 
Mexico  

United States 



362 
 

Person Occupation Number of 
years in 
Mexico 

Census 
List 

Place of 
Residence 

Place of 
Origin 

Dufart, Julian  Merchant 12 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Eli, Julian  Carpenter 2 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Ferulo, Atum  Cook 0.66 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Negros 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Flalen, Julian  Cook 3 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Negros 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Flemin, 
Dionicio  

Hairdresser 0.33 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Negros 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Fleming, 
Joseph  

Merchant 8 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Fluerquet, 
Isaac  

Painter 0.5 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Freeman, 
William 
(1813) 

Carpenter  Coahuila Monclova, 
Coahuila, 
Mexico  

United States 

Frigg, Benito  Doctor 11 Parras, 
Coahuila 

Parras, 
Coahuila, 
Mexico  

Kentucky, 
United States 

García, José 
María  

Carpenter 5.5 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Negros 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

German, Juan 
(1792) 

Merchant  Tamaulipas Hidalgo, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

Kentucky, 
United States 

Giber, Charles  Tailor  Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Grandpre, 
Heypolith 
(1811) 

Tailor 3 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Green, James 
(1816) 

Weaver  Veracruz Orizaba, 
Veracruz, 
Mexico  

United States 
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Person Occupation Number of 
years in 
Mexico 

Census 
List 

Place of 
Residence 

Place of 
Origin 

Guillant, 
Nathan  

Coachman 8 Veracruz Xalapa, 
Veracruz, 
Mexico  

United States 

Harmony, 
Joaquin (1804) 

Merchant 16 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Heany, John  Operator  Veracruz Orizaba, 
Veracruz, 
Mexico  

United States 

Jones, Isaac N. 
(1796) 

Construction 
Worker 

12 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Kelsey, 
Augustus W.  

Blacksmith 6 Estado de 
México 

Molino de 
Miraflores, 
Estado de 
México, 
Mexico  

United States 

Kennedy, 
James Lenox  

Merchant 13 Veracruz Xalapa, 
Veracruz, 
Mexico  

United States 

Kidder, 
Sanforth 
(1796) 

Sailor 14 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Kither, Santos  Laborer 16 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Knight, Isaac 
D. (1814) 

Doctor 0.5 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Labruere, 
Julius (1815) 

Merchant 12 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Labruere, 
Teofilo  

Merchant 18 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Laburdett, 
Peter  

Distiller 24 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 
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Laing, Hugo  Merchant 10 Parras, 
Coahuila 

Parras, 
Coahuila, 
Mexico  

United States 

Langolis, 
Virgil (1797) 

Tailor 10 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Langstroth, J. 
Alexander 
(1819) 

Merchant 8 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Lebet, Francis  Carpenter 8 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Lee, William 
H. (1813) 

Merchant 10 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Lemonnier, 
Alexander L.  

Merchant 10 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Lobe, Robert 
D.  

Merchant 13 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Lorenzo, Jacob   22 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Luchar, Robert  Weaver  Veracruz Orizaba, 
Veracruz, 
Mexico  

United States 

Marks, Isaac  Merchant 12 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Marpose, 
Jaime  

Dependent  Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Martin, 
Gustavo  

Carpenter 7 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

McCall, John 
G. (1805) 

Merchant 12 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 
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McDowell, 
Elias  

Carpenter 18 Estado de 
México 

Tecpan, 
Estado de 
México, 
Mexico  

United States 

Mient, George 
Augustin  

Coachman 11 Estado de 
México 

Tiltepec, 
Estado de 
México, 
Mexico  

Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, 
United States 

Miller, George 
S.  

Carpenter 12 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Miller, John  Doctor 2 Michoacan Michoacan, 
Mexico 

United States 

Monkill, M.J.  Dependent 0.4 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Morris, 
Alexander  

Doctor 0.17 Michoacan Michoacan, 
Mexico 

United States 

Murphy, John  Carpenter  Veracruz Orizaba, 
Veracruz, 
Mexico  

United States 

Newell, Stuart  Merchant 8 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Paine, Joseph  Merchant 0.25 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Pangin, Henry  Merchant  Coahuila Saltillo, 
Coahuila, 
Mexico  

United States 

Parsons, 
Almira  

Teacher  Coahuila Monclova, 
Coahuila, 
Mexico  

United States 

Patgoña, Juan  Tanner 14 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Pavaegine, 
Eugene (1805) 

Tailor 10 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 
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Peplus, Henry  Construction 
Worker 

2 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Peron, Pedro  Construction 
Worker 

2 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Petro, José  Hairdresser 0.2 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Pomet, 
Joaquin (1800) 

Carpenter 15 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Powell, Henry 
(1807) 

Construction 
Worker 

9 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Negros 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Prifert, 
Alexander  

Merchant  Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Remer, 
Simeon  

Merchant 11 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Rivas, Manuel  Laborer 1.5 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Negros 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Rivier, Henry  Combmaker 6 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Riviere, 
Santiago  

Carpenter  Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Negros 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Rogers, James  Machinist  Coahuila Parras, 
Coahuila, 
Mexico  

United States 

Ruauft, 
Theodore 
Sauehec  

Artisan  Coahuila Zaragoza 
[Villa de 
Rosas], 
Coahuila, 
Mexico  

New York, 
United States 

Sagus, 
Adolphus  

Doctor  Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 
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Schatzell, John 
Peter (1776) 

Merchant 16 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

Germany 

Schenck, 
Tunis  

Dependent 20 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Seuzeneau, 
Emile  

Construction 
Worker 

12 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Seuzeneau, 
M.T.  

Construction 
Worker 

15 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Seuzeneau, 
P.A.  

Construction 
Worker 

15 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Simon, J. 
María  

Laborer 1.5 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Negros 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Smidti, 
Charles  

Blacksmith 8 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Smith, Daniel 
W.  

Consul 18 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Smith, Elihu 
D. (1797) 

Gunsmith 0.6 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Soreisgne, 
Thomas  

Carpenter 4 Veracruz Minatitlan, 
Veracruz, 
Mexico  

United States 

Sosben, 
Manuel  

Cook 12 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Southmayd, 
Albert (1805) 

Merchant 10 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 
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Spooner, 
Samuel (1817) 

Merchant 1 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

St. Amant, 
Honore (1821) 

Carpenter 10 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

St. Amant, 
Louis (1796) 

Carpenter 10 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

St. Amant, 
Louis (1819) 

Carpenter 10 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

St. Amant, 
Rafael  

Shoemaker 19 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Starks, Chester 
B. (1804) 

Merchant 10 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Stavit, James  Weaver  Veracruz Orizaba, 
Veracruz, 
Mexico  

United States 

Stevenson, 
John A. (1797) 

Interpreter 13 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Stillman, 
Charles (4 Nov 
1810) 

Merchant 14 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Strother, 
French  

Secretary of 
Consul 

15 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Terezo, José  Cook 20 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Terres, Tomás  Hairdresser  Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Negros 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Tomphson, 
Charles  

Carpenter 4 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 
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Tomson, 
Anthony  

Tailor 5 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Negros 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Tuani, 
Francisco  

Tinsmith  Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Udall, Sidney 
(1803) 

Carpenter 7 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Villars, John  Gunsmith 13 Coahuila Buenaventura, 
Coahuila, 
Mexico  

Kentucky, 
United States 

Wainwright, 
John (1820) 

Carpenter  Coahuila Monclova, 
Coahuila, 
Mexico  

United States 

Walley, 
Samuel (1809) 

Merchant 11 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Welington, 
Joseph 
Michael  

Carpenter 5 Tamaulipas Tampico, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Whiting, 
Thomas (1801) 

  Estado de 
México 

Estado de 
México, 
Estado de 
México, 
Mexico [ State 
] 

United States 

Wilbur, John 
K. (1798) 

Broker 12 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Yosings, 
Julian  

Laborer 1.5 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Negros 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 

Young, John 
(1800) 

Merchant  Coahuila Monclova, 
Coahuila, 
Mexico  

United States 

Young, 
William 
(1812) 

Merchant 10 Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas 
- Anglo 
Americanos 

Matamoros, 
Tamaulipas, 
Mexico  

United States 
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Figure 2: Map of U.S.-Americans listed in 1841 census of foreigners 
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Table 2: U.S.-Americans who officially took Mexican citizenship, 1830-69 
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Anderson, 
Pedro  

Dec 10 1830   Sinaloa    

Moore, 
Jesse  

Sep 22 1837  Carmen Nuevo 
León 

   

Fischer, 
William  

Jan 18 1838   Baja 
California 

   

Alden, 
Ferdinand  

Jul 19 1842 1804  Jalisco Y  Y 

De La 
Cuesta, 
Pedro  

Dec 23 1843 1798  Tamaulipas Y Y Y 

Pagaveau, 
Eugenio  

Oct 16 1843   Tamaulipas    

Riddell, 
Benito  

Apr 25 1844   Chihuahua M   

Cooper, 
Juan José  

Feb 23 1844   Puebla M  M 

St. Amant, 
Rafael  

Feb 3 1844   Tamaulipas  Y  

Hicks, 
Bethel  

Jul 4 1844 1810  Chihuahua Y  Y 

Call, Juan J. 
María  

Mar 15 1844   Tamaulipas    

Eguís, 
Regina  

Mar 18 1844   Veracruz    

Gil, 
Santiago  

May 31 1844   Chihuahua    

Vanderlice, 
José 
Enrique  

Aug 27 1845   Zacatecas    

Vanderlice, 
Juan María  

Aug 27 1845   Zacatecas    

Laring, 
Julio  

Mar 28 1845  Saltillo Coahuila    

Carrier, 
Bastien  

May 19 1845 1803  Tamaulipas Y Y  
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German, 
Juan  

May 19 1845 1792  Tamaulipas Y Y  

Gordon, 
Guillermo 
Still  

Nov 8 1845  Monterrey Nuevo 
León 

   

Sacristi, 
Felix  

Feb 28 1846   Tamaulipas    

Peralta, 
Cleto  

Apr 28 1847   Chiapas    

Debelssten, 
Othon  

Apr 11 1849   Estado de 
México 

   

Giron, Juan 
B.  

Feb 10 1851   Puebla    

Noodhouse, 
Stevens  

Aug 23 1852   Estado de 
México 

   

Moreno, 
Juan  

Mar 15 1852   Estado de 
México 

   

Hart, Jaime 
B.  

Dec 18 1854       

Smith, Juan  Jun 1 1854  Monterrey Nuevo 
León 

M   

Arnold, 
Juan 

Apr 1 1856       

Boyd, 
William  

Jun 1 1859  Tampico Tamaulipas    

Badin, 
Victor  

Apr 1 1861       

Baguerio, 
Teófilo  

Apr 1 1861       

Chevalier, 
Gustavo J.  

Apr 25 1861       

Dorestant, 
Agustín  

Apr 23 1861       

Folh, 
Armand  

Apr 25 1861       

Haceur, 
Luis  

Apr 25 1861       

Haceur, 
Pedro  

Apr 21 1861       
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Hernández, 
Pedro  

Apr 25 1861       

Lagriel, 
Roberto  

Apr 1 1861       

Miguel, 
Luis  

Apr 1 1861       

Miguel, 
Pedro B.  

Apr 1 1861       

Romani, 
Ricardo  

Apr 1 1861       

Soto, 
Miguel P.  

Apr 1 1861   Veracruz    

Tio, Marcus  Apr 1 1861    Y   
Ferrell, 
W.C.  

Aug 18 1862   Baja 
California 

   

López, José 
Lino  

Aug 1 1862   Baja 
California 

   

Clich, John  Jun 1 1862  Monterrey Nuevo 
León 

   

García, 
Mariano  

Jun 5 1862  Monterrey Nuevo 
León 

   

Amador, 
Loreto  

Mar 1 1862   Baja 
California 

   

Primm, 
Santiago 
B.L.  

Mar 1 1862  Matamoros Tamaulipas    

Kenedy, 
Eduardo  

Mar 29 1863   Baja 
California 

   

De Armas, 
Charles  

Apr 30 1864       

Kelly, P.S.  May 27 1864  Linares Nuevo 
León 

   

Ducoing, 
Theodore  

Mar 29 1867 1810  Estado de 
México 

Y  Y 

Hulsemann, 
Federico  

Sep 1 1867   Estado de 
México 

   

Tellez, 
Andrés  

Dec 1 1869   Chiapas    
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Figure 3: U.S. Citizenship Certificates Issued in Mexico by Year 
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Figure 4: Locations to Which U.S. Citizenship Certificates Sent, 1826-44 
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Table 3: Likely U.S.-American Residents of Mexico, 1821-46 
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C
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Ackerley Royal G. 1815 Y      
Alden Ferdinand 1804 Y  Y  Y  
Aldrich Silvanus 

W. 
1802 Y Y Y    

Alvarez José 1802 Y      
Amelung Henry  Y      
Anciola Antonio  Y      
Angus James 1811 Y   Y   
Arenas Francisco 1800 Y      
Ashton Doroteo 

Marcus 
 Y      

Atkinson John  Y      
Baillio Pedro  Y      
Baker John C. 1814 Y   Y   
Baker Simeon  Y      
Balcarlos Francisco  Y      
Baldwin John 1797 Y   Y   
Baldwin Samuel 1806 Y Y     
Ball Abner 1800 Y      
Ballard Charles  Y      
Barney Albert G. 1809 Y  Y    
Barrasorda Martin  Y      
Barstow Hatherly  Y      
Bastien Victory   Y     
Beaven Edward 1803 Y  Y   1883 death 

record, 
Mazatlán916 

Belden Frederick  Y      
Belden John 1806 Y   Y   
Belden Thomas  Y      
Bendeyamun Alpher   Y     
Benito Benancio  Y      
Bensnim Denchia   Y     
Bertin Juan 

Antonio 
  Y     

Besson Henry N. 1807 Y      
 

916 “Eduardo Beaven.” 
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Bicknell Calvin S. 1808 Y      
Bilisoli Charles  Y      
Binns Thomas  Y      
Birkbeck Charles  Y     Article 

discussing 
family history917 

Black John 1793 Y     U.S. consul918 
Bodmann Phillip  Y      
Bon Delfin   Y     
Bordas José  Y      
Borden Aaron D.  Y      
Bourne George S. 1801 Y      
Bouxnet Fonle   Y     
Boyan William   Y     
Boyden Daniel 1801 Y  Y    
Bradshaw Charles 1803 Y     Genealogy 

article919 
Brantz Louis  Y      
Bredall Asmus 1794  Y  Y   
Brees Henry 1811 Y Y  Y   
Brotherton William  Y      
Burn Benjamin 1803 Y  Y Y   
Burrill George T. 1800 Y      
Butts Lathrop  Y      
Calderwood Mark  Y      
Callú Cristobal   Y     
Camp John M. 1810 Y Y Y    
Camps Anthony  Y      
Capron Augustus   Y     
Carrier Bastien 1803 Y Y   Y  
Carrino Nicholas  Y      
Castellanos Francisco   Y     
Chase Franklin   Y  Y  U.S. consul920 
Chebes Felipe   Y     

 
917 Plomley and MacMillan, “An American Surveyor in Mexico, 1827-60.” 
918 Smith, America’s Diplomats and Consuls of 1776-1865. 
919 Bradshaw, “An Early Home in Wisconsin.” 
920 Smith, America’s Diplomats and Consuls of 1776-1865. 
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Chesneau Cesar 
Augustus 

 Y      

Collier William S. 1820 Y     1880 U.S. census 
listing several 
Mexican-born 
children921 

Comte Auguste  Y      
Connelly Henry  Y  Y   Article922 
Cooper John S.  Y  Y    
Copeland George 1818 Y     Genealogy 

article923 
Cortazar José  Y      
Craig James L. 1803 Y      
Creemer John B.  Y Y    1850 U.S. census 

listing daughter 
born in 
Mexico924 

Cubiller Hipolito 
Dupre 

1814  Y     

Cuchun Manuel   Y     
Cupidon Vicente   Y     
Dall William  Y      
Danache Charles   Y     
Daniels Matthew 1814  Y     
Dantzman George  Y      

 
921 “Entry for William Collier” (Census Record, 1880), Georgia > Bibb > Macon > ED 16 > image 26 of 
71; citing NARA microfilm publication T9, (National Archives and Records Administration, Washington, 
D.C., n.d.), “United States Census, 1880,” database with images, FamilySearch, 
https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/3:1:33SQ-GYB7-
1T5?i=25&cc=1417683&personaUrl=%2Fark%3A%2F61903%2F1%3A1%3AM8LC-L27. 
922 Timmons, “The El Paso Area in the Mexican Period, 1821-1848.” 
923 “Hudson-Mohawk Genealogical and Family Memoirs: Copeland (Derived from Vol. I, Pp. 264-268 of 
Hudson-Mohawk Genealogical and Family Memoirs, Edited by Cuyler Reynolds [New York: Lewis 
Historical Publishing Company, 1911]).” 
924 “Entry for John B. Kremer” (Census Record, 1850), New York > New York > New York City, ward 10 
> image 306 of 559; citing NARA microfilm publication M432 (Washington, D.C.: National Archives and 
Records Administration, n.d.), “United States Census, 1850,” database with images, FamilySearch, 
https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/3:1:S3HT-63P9-
KGR?i=305&cc=1401638&personaUrl=%2Fark%3A%2F61903%2F1%3A1%3AMCB4-5V8. 
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David John  Y      
De Garate Eugenio 

Roque 
1802 Y Y     

De La Cuesta Jean 
Baptiste 

 Y      

De La Cuesta Pedro 1798 Y Y Y  Y  
de la Hanty Florencio  Y  Y    
De La 
Quintana 

Manuel  Y      

de Magua Benito  Y      
Del Castillo 
Mier 

Manuel  Y      

Del Rio José  Y      
Delgado Domingo   Y     
Dibblee Edward E.  Y      
Dirgan Thomas J 1806 Y      
Dody Anthony   Y     
Dolson George  Y      
Donaldson 
Hombon 

Peter 
Edward 

  Y     

Douglass Lemuel 1806 Y      
Dregé Jacob R.  Y      
Drout Nicholas 1796  Y     
Dryden William G. 1807 Y     Listed as 

"Mexican Army" 
and U.S. citizen 
in ship 
manifest925 

Dubrelle Antonio  Y      
Ducoing Theodore 1810 Y  Y Y Y  
Dufart Julian   Y Y    
Edmunds Jacobs 1802 Y      
Edson Charles 1819 Y      

 
925 “Wm Dryden on Augusta” (Ship Manifest, New Orleans, Louisiana, United States, April 28, 1845), 
Passenger Lists of Vessels Arriving at New Orleans, Louisiana, 1820-1902, Roll 24, New Orleans, 
Passenger Lists, 1813-1963 [database on-line], Ancestry.com, 
https://www.ancestry.com/imageviewer/collections/7484/images/LAM259_24-
0119?usePUB=true&_phsrc=RSX1920&_phstart=successSource&usePUBJs=true&pId=54937. 
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Ehlers John  Y   Y   
Eli Julian   Y     
Errazu Joaquin M.  Y      
Farinas Fernando  Y      
Farrington James H.  Y      
Farrouilh Theodore  Y      
Fitzwater Jonathan T. 1813 Y  Y   Genealogy 

article926 
Flalen Julian   Y     
Fleming Joseph  Y Y  Y   
Flotte Lewis  Y  Y    
Floyd Gentry  Y      
Foster John H.  Y      
Foster William  Y      
Fouga John  Y      
Fox Joachim 1812    Y   
Freeman Alexander  Y  Y    
Freeman William 1813  Y     
Frigg Benito   Y     
Fuentes de 
Maria 

José  Y      

Fuertes José  Y      
Garcia Benito  Y      
García José María   Y     
George Theodore 1821 Y  Y    
German Juan 1792  Y   Y  
Gisner Henry 1813 Y   Y   
Gonsalvi Cesar B.  Y      
Gonzales Ramón R.  Y      
Gordon James  Y     Marriage in 

Mexico City, 
1843927 

Grandpre Heypolith 1811 Y Y     
Green Charles G.  Y      
Guillant Nathan   Y     

 
926 Samuel Traquair Tyson, A Contribution to the History and Genealogy of the Tyson and Fitzwater 
Families ([Los Angeles? : s.n.], 1922), http://archive.org/details/contributiontohi00tyso. 
927 “All the Way from the City of Mexico...” 
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Guirot Antonio J.  Y      
Gutierrez Vicente  Y      
Gwynn Hugh  Y      
Hardy Thomas 1801 Y      
Hargous Louis S. 1809 Y  Y Y   
Harley Francis T.  Y      
Harmony Joaquin 1804 Y Y  Y   
Harris Andrew 1811 Y      
Hawks James L. 1805   Y    
Heyle William  Y      
Hicks Bethel 1810 Y  Y  Y  
Hill John 1808 Y     Death record, 

Monterrey, 
Nuevo León, 
1904928 

Holbrook Charles W. 1814 Y      
Holden Cephas S.  Y      
Holliday James M.  Y      
Homan William  Y   Y   
Hopper Albert 1819 Y      
Hotchkiss Archibald  Y      
Howard William  Y      
Howell William H.  Y   Y   
Howland Samuel  Y   Y   
Hunt William  Y      
Jackson John 1803 Y      
Jacobs James  Y      
Jennings John  Y      
Jennison John 1803 Y      
Jewell Alfred 1812 Y      
Jewett James R.  Y      
Johnson Franklin 1816 Y      
Johnson James 1803 Y   Y   

 
928 “John A.C. Hill” (Death Registration, Monterrey, Nuevo León, México, February 16, 1904), Monterrey 
> Defunciones 1904 > image 70 of 680; Archivo General del Registro Civil del Estado (Civil Registry 
State Archives), Nuevo Leon, “México, Nuevo León, Registro Civil, 1859-1962,” database with images, 
FamilySearch, https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/3:1:33S7-955M-
S1H?i=69&cc=1916238&personaUrl=%2Fark%3A%2F61903%2F1%3A1%3AQGSC-9GNM. 
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Jones Asa 1801 Y      
Jones Charles B. 1817 Y      
Jones Isaac N. 1796  Y     
Jones William 1805 Y     U.S. consul929 
Joransson Charles 1803 Y   Y  Newspaper 

advertisements930 
Jordan Jacob C. 1808 Y      
Kelley Edward 1819 Y      
Kelsey Augustus 

W. 
  Y     

Kennedy James 
Lenox 

 Y Y Y Y   

Kerr Washington 1811 Y     Burial in Mexico 
City, 1878931 

Kidder Sanforth 1796 Y Y  Y   
Kimball John  Y      
Kither Santos   Y     
Knight Isaac D. 1814 Y Y     
Labruere Adolphus  Y      
Labruere Julius 1815  Y     
Labruere Teofilo   Y  Y   
Laburdett Peter   Y     
Ladd James L.S.  Y      
Lafler George 1804 Y  Y Y   
Lafler Peter 1801 Y   Y   
Laguindain José María  Y   Y   
Laing Hugo   Y     
Langham John S.  Y      
Langolis Virgil 1797  Y     
Langstroth J. 

Alexander 
1819  Y     

Lapham Roger 1810 Y      
Layton Lewis  Y      
Lebet Francis   Y     

 
929 Smith, America’s Diplomats and Consuls of 1776-1865. 
930 Joransson, “[Advertisement]”; Joransson, “Silleria y Talabarteria.” 
931 “Washinton Kerr (Unknown-1878) - Find A Grave...,” accessed July 5, 2021, 
https://www.findagrave.com/memorial/20469124/washinton-kerr. 
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Lee William H. 1813 Y Y  Y   
Lemonnier Alexander 

L. 
  Y     

Leslie William  Y      
Littleton James 1810 Y      
Lobe Robert D.   Y     
Lorenzo Jacob   Y     
Love Robert D. 1805 Y  Y    
Lovell Benjamin 

D. 
 Y   Y   

MacFarland Robert  Y      
MacLure William  Y     Biographical 

information932 
Magoffin Samuel  Y     Biographical 

information933 
Markoe Clifton  Y  Y   Biographical 

information934 
Marks Isaac   Y  Y   
Marks Joseph  Y      
Martin Gustavo   Y     
Mason John T.  Y      
Mays Isaac  Y      
McCall John G. 1805  Y     
McDowell Elias  Y Y     
McElhose James A. 1810 Y      
McKinney James 

George 
Armstrong 

   Y Y   

McKnight John 1802 Y      
McMaster James  Y      
McNeil Robert  Y      
Mercier Gustavo 1822 Y      
Messervy William S. 1813 Y   Y   

 
932 J. Percy Moore, “William Maclure-Scientist and Humanitarian,” Proceedings of the American 
Philosophical Society 91, no. 3 (1947): 234–49. 
933 Kohout, “Magoffin, James Wiley.” 
934 “Una Familia Veracruzana - MARKOE OFFSHORE.” 
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Mient George 
Augustin 

  Y     

Miles William  Y      
Miller Abraham  Y      
Miller George S.   Y  Y   
Miller John   Y     
Miller Samuel 1814 Y      
Minguer James  Y      
Moore David 1808 Y      
Morehouse Joseph  Y      
Nagera Romualdo  Y      
Newbold Richard S.  Y      
Newell Stuart   Y  Y   
Noble Robert W. 1808 Y      
O'Hara Henry  Y      
Offutt Horatio  Y      
Oledo John 

Halloway 
1799 Y  Y   Death record, 

Oaxaca, 1847935 
Page Phineés 1796 Y      
Paillet Peter N.  Y  Y Y   
Parkman Samuel 

Paul 
1806 Y  Y   Family papers; 

newspaper 
articles; 
biographical 
information936 

Parrott John  Y   Y  U.S. consul937 

 
935 “61: Juan Oledo” (Death Registration, Oaxaca, Oaxaca, México, February 16, 1847), Parroquias 
Católicas, Oaxaca (Catholic Church parishes, Oaxaca). Courtesy of the Academia Mexicana de Genealogia 
y Heraldica and Archivo General de la Nación.; Oaxaca, Mexico; México, Oaxaca, registros parroquiales y 
diocesanos, 1559-1988, Ancestry.com. Oaxaca, Mexico, Catholic Church Records, 1559-1988 [database 
on-line], 
https://www.ancestry.com/imageviewer/collections/60028/images/004760719_00349?treeid=&personid=&
hintid=&queryId=75ae2b70cf6aa769f47b420a64736a73&usePUB=true&_phsrc=RSX952&_phstart=succe
ssSource&usePUBJs=true&pId=871717. 
936 “Finding Aid to the Samuel Paul Pablo Parkman Family Papers, 1807-1961”; “Samuel Paul Pablo 
Parkman in Guanajuato, Mexico.” 
937 Smith, America’s Diplomats and Consuls of 1776-1865. 
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Parrott William S.  Y   Y  U.S. consul; 
article938 

Patgoña Juan   Y     
Patterson Charles  Y      
Patton John S.  Y  Y    
Patton John W.  Y      
Pavaegine Eugene 1805  Y     
Pauling Henry  Y  Y    
Pell Gilbert J.  Y      
Peplus Henry   Y     
Perdreauville René E.D.  Y      
Pérez Francisco 1785 Y      
Peron Pedro   Y     
Pettigrew John 1814 Y      
Philips John  Y      
Pilon Martin 

Regulus 
1817 Y      

Plumer Robert 1802 Y   Y   
Pollard Amos 1803 Y      
Pollard Joaquin J.J. 1802 Y      
Pomet Joaquin 1800  Y Y    
Pope Benjamin  Y      
Porter Edward 1795      Marriage record; 

witness in 
Baldwins' 1828 
lawsuits939 

Potter Reuben M.  Y      
Powell Henry 1807  Y     
Powell Willis  Y      
Pratt Solomon 1805 Y      
Rawling Henry  Y      

 
938 Jonas, “William Parrott, American Claims, and the Mexican War.” 
939 “Witness Testimonies,” April 29, 1829; “Eduardo Porter” (Marriage Record, Chinameca, Veracruz, 
México, September 8, 1831), “México matrimonios, 1570-1950”, database, FamilySearch, 
https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/1:1:JZH2-HJB. 
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Reed Isaac 
Isidore 

 Y  Y Y  Included in 
Joseph Smith's 
claim940 

Regules José  Y      
Remer Simeon   Y  Y   
Riba Jacinto 1798 Y      
Ricardi Nicolas  Y   Y   
Ripley James B. 1800 Y      
Rivas Manuel   Y     
Rivier Henry   Y     
Robinson Edward W.  Y   Y   
Rojo Remigio  Y      
Ross John T. 1802 Y      
Rowe Richard C. 1814 Y      
Sagus Adolphus   Y     
Sarasola José María  Y      
Saulnier Elisha H. 1818 Y   Y   
Savage Thomas  Y      
Sayrs David 1814 Y  Y    
Schatzell John Peter 1776 Y Y  Y  U.S. consul941 
Schenck Tunis  Y Y     
Sebring Cornelius 

C. 
1802 Y     Owner of 

Mexico City 
newspaper942 

Seuzenan Peter  Y   Y   
Seuzeneau A. 1808    Y   
Seuzeneau Emile   Y  Y   
Seuzeneau M.T.  Y Y     
Seuzeneau P.A.   Y  Y   
Shandley John 1807 Y      
Simon J. María   Y     
Skinner George R.  Y      
Slocum Louis 1809 Y      
Smidti Charles   Y     

 
940 Smith, “Memorial.” 
941 Smith, America’s Diplomats and Consuls of 1776-1865. 
942 Sebring, “Impreso”; Sebring, “Sres. Editores de La Lima.” 
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Smith Daniel W.  Y     U.S. consul943 
Smith Elihu D. 1797 Y Y  Y   
Smith Joseph 1801 Y  Y Y   
Smith Noah E. 1808 Y     Genealogy 

article944 
Soreisgne Thomas   Y     
Sosben Manuel   Y     
Southmayd Albert 1805 Y Y  Y   
Spooner Samuel 1817 Y Y Y    
St. Amant Honore 1821  Y     
St. Amant Louis 1796 Y Y     
St. Amant Louis 1819 Y Y     
St. Amant Rafael   Y   Y  
Stanley Elisha  Y      
Starks Chester B. 1804 Y Y     
Stevens Henry 1817    Y   
Stevenson John A. 1797 Y Y Y    
Stillman Charles 4 Nov  

1810 
Y Y  Y   

Stillman Francis       Biographical 
information945 

Stone Isaac  Y      
Storrs Auguste  Y     Biographical 

information946 
Strother French   Y Y Y   
Sutton Jesse  Y      
Taylor Sinclair  Y      
Terezo José   Y     
Terry Jeremiah 1806 Y   Y   
Terry John D.  Y      

 
943 Smith, America’s Diplomats and Consuls of 1776-1865. 
944 Stearns, Genealogical and Family History of the State of New Hampshire, 806. 
945 Hart, “Stillman, Charles.” 
946 Catalogue of the Officers and Members of the Society of Unity Fraternity; Instituted Mdcclxxxvi, 
Incorporated Mdcccxxvi; Dartmouth College, 1840, 
https://www.ancestry.com/imageviewer/collections/2207/images/32217_632606_0689-
00024?treeid=&personid=&hintid=&queryId=48817004b966c0fa50efaa36a3f54329&usePUB=true&_phsr
c=RSX1083&_phstart=successSource&usePUBJs=true&pId=1489338. 
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Thomas William  Y      
Thompson James B. 1806 Y     1850 U.S. census 

lists children 
born in Mexico 

Thompson Richard 1803 Y     Death record, 
Mexico City, 
1850 

Tio Marcus      Y  
Togno Juan  Y   Y  Biographical 

information; 
newspaper 
advertisements; 
buried in Mexico 
City947 

Tomphson Charles   Y     
Tompkins Amos T.  Y      
Tomson Anthony   Y     
Turipan Bernard  Y      
Udall Sidney 1803 Y  Y Y   
Van Pelt Alexander 

H. 
 Y      

Vanderwerken Gilbert  Y      
Villars John   Y     
Wainwright John 1820  Y     
Walley Samuel 1809 Y Y Y Y   
Ward John  Y      
Whiting Ithamar 1792 Y      
Whiting Theodore 

P. 
 Y      

Whiting Thomas 1801  Y     
Wilbur John K. 1798 Y Y Y    
Willis John  Y  Y    
Wood Leonard  Y      

 
947 Richard N. Juliani, Building Little Italy: Philadelphia’s Italians Before Mass Migration (Penn State 
Press, 2010), 96; Togno, “Comunicados”; Togno, “Aviso”; Togno, “Sres. Editores de La Lima”; “Juan 
Mateo Togno (Unknown-1861) - Find A Grave...,” accessed July 5, 2021, 
https://www.findagrave.com/memorial/139187686/juan-mateo-togno. 
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Wright James 1806 Y     Baptism in 
Mexico City, 
1844948 

Young John 1800 Y Y     
Young William 1812 Y Y     

 

 

 
948 “Santiago James Wright” (Baptism Record, Mexico City, Mexico, March 16, 1844), Santa Cruz y 
Soledad (Centro-Barrio la Soledad) > Bautismos 1842-1845 > image 293 of 600; parroquias Católicas, 
Distrito Federal (Catholic Church parishes, Distrito Federal), “México, Distrito Federal, registros 
parroquiales y diocesanos, 1514-1970,” database with images, FamilySearch, 
https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/3:1:939D-6FSS-P9?i=292&cc=1615259. 
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