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Gaines bimself in another two weeks began to doubt 
whether things were quite as bad as he had been led to be
lieve. He reported that the Indians had killed one white 
man, a trader, but that there was "no conclusive evidence 
of a spirit of general hostility toward the inhabitants." 
He also confirmed the reported visit of a Mexican agent to 
the Cherokees and Caddoes, but said that thus far the visit 
had been without success.1 In another eight days news 
reached him of the battle of San Jacinto, and he wrote to 
the governors to suspend the movements of the volunteers. 2 

The activity of General Gaines failed, therefore, to produce 
any direct results on the frontier. Its principal effect was 
to create trouble in Washington. 

When the War Department received Gaines's first letter 
from Baton Rouge a rather serious difficulty had presented 
itself. On the one hand, it hardly seemed possible for the 
executive branch of the government alone to authorize the 
invasion of a foreign country, except under the pressure of 
extreme necessity; on the other hand, in dealing with sav
ages it might easily prove disastrous to ignore warnings, and 
to defer attacking them until after they had crossed an ill
defined boundary. 

In this dile=a a suggestion first made by Anthony 
Butler seven years before, and repeated by him severa! times 
since, seemed to offer a way out. In his conversations with 
Jackson and Van Buren, in the su=er of 1829, Butler had 
contended that the river truly intended as the Sabine in the 
boundary treaty of 1819 was the westerly one of the two that 
flowed into the Sabine Lake-in other words, the river shown 
on all the maps as the N eches. 3 In severa! private letters 
to Jackson he had urged that the United States ought to 
take i=ediate forcible possession of the triangular piece 
of territory between the two rivers; and Jackson, in at least 
one letter, had intimated an intention of doing so if the 
Mexican government delayed joining in a survey and de-

' Gaines to Secretary ol War, April 20, 1836 (the day before San Jacinto); 
H. R. Doc. 351, 25 Cong., 2 sess., 771. 

• Gaines to the Secretary ol War, April 28, 1836; ibid., 783. 
• See page 237, abo ve. 
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marcation of the boundary .1 There was in reality no con
f usion or doubt whatever about this part of the boundary 
line. The Sabine was a perfectly well-known river which 
had been correctly mapped years before the treaty of 1819 
was made; but just as it had suited Butler's purposes sorne 
years before to invent a doubt, so it now suited Jackson's 
to assume that the doubt was genuine.2 

On April 25, 1836, long before news had been received in 
Washington of the battle of San Jacinto, General Cass, the 
Secretary of War, wrote to Gaines, in reply to his request for 
authority to cross the frontier. In effect the letter granted 
the authority asked for, with the proviso that Gaines was 
in no event to go beyond Nacogdoches, "which is within the 
limits of the United States as claimed by this Government"; 
that is to say, he was not to go beyond the Neches River.3 

The intention to issue these instructions had previously 
been co=unicated to the Mexican minister. On Wednes
day, the twentieth of April, when Gorostiza called at the 
State Department to exchange the ratifications of the second 
additional article to the treaty of 1819, he was verbally in
formed by the Secretary that "orders would be given to Gen
eral Gaines to take such a position with the troops of the 
United States as would enable him to preserve the territory of 
the United Statesand Mexico fromlndian outrage"; and that 
if the troops should "be advanced beyond the point Mexico 
might suppose was within the territory of the United States, 
the occupation of the position was not to be taken as an in
dication of any hostile feeling, or of a desire to establish a 
possession or claim not justified by the treaty of limits.''' 

1 "We are deeply interested that thia treaty ol cession should be obtained 
without any just imputation oí corruption on our part. Bring thla to a clase 
as speedily as possible, and if you cannot now make a boundary write us that 
we may take meaaures to make the neccs.sary communication thro you that 
wewill run thc line & take possession oí Nachedoges."-(Jackson to Butler, 
Nov. 27, 1833; Jackwn MSS., Library ol Congress.) 

• As early as October, 1832, a rumor had reached Texas-very likely through 
Butler hirnsell-that the United States government intended to make the 
Neches the boundary. The Texans were indigna.nt at '' this hitherto unhea.rd~ 
of cla.im."-(Proceedings of the General Convention, etc., 15¡ Ga.mmel, I, 489.) 

'H. R. Doc. 256, 24 Cong., 1 ses,., 43. 
'Memorandum ol conference on April 20, 1836; ibid., 31. 
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Gorostiza who had never heard the suggestion that the 
N eches rrright be claimed as the true boundary, listened in 
stupefied silence, and only asked that this stateme?t ?e put 
in writing. Three days later he wrote a long and md1gnant 
letter in reply, and for weeks an angry correspondence con
tinued in the course of which Forsyth reminded him that 
Mexic~ was not then in possession of the disputed territory, 
and that whether it could ever obtain it was a question 
"now at issue by the most sanguinary arbitrament." 1 

Forsyth went even further. He avowed the doctrine that 
in pursuance of the treaty obligation to restrain ~y for?e. ali 
hostilities and incursions on the part of the Indians livmg 
within the United States "the troops of the United States 
might justly be sent into the heart of Mexico." And he 
coolly assured Gorostiza that their presence there would be 
the strongest evidence of the friendship of the United States 
toward Mexico. Friendship of this kind was quite beyond 
the comprehension of the Mexican minister, but he was, of 
course, wholly unable to do more than protest. 

Meantime, the Texans were busy trying to induce Gaines 
to take sorne active part in their affairs. On July 4, 1836, 
while Santa Anna was writing to President Jackson to urge 
him to mediate, Austin was writing both to Gaines ~nd 
Jackson to ask the United States to guarantee the executwn 
of the treaties oí Velasco, so as to satisfy the people of Texas 
that Mexico would fulfil Santa Anna's promises. For this 
purpose it was proposed that Gaines should occupy N acog
doches. Houston also wrote to Jackson on the same subject. 

Gaines declined this extraordinary request on the ground 
of insufficient instructions, and Jackson <loes not seem to 
have answered Austin's proposal at ali.' But on September 
4 1836 on the same day that he wrote to Santa Anna, he 
;rote f rom the Hermitage to General Gaines. As to the 
treaties of Velasco, he said that Mexico had served notice 
that no act of Santa Anna's since his capture would be held 

1 Forsyth to Gorostiza, May 10, 1836; wid., 33-35. . 
s See Miss Ra.ther's excellent article on "Recop;nition of tbe Repubhc of 

Texas by \he U. S.," Te,;. Hi8t. Quar., XIII, 211, 228. 
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binding. As to the Indian rumors, ~e took a somewhat 
different ground from that taken by his Secretary of St_ate. 
Mexico he said was bound by treaty to prevent the Indians 
from co~ittin~ hostilities against the citizens of the United 
States. If she was unwilling or unable to perform that duty, 
the United States was justified in performing it for her. And 
therefore if General Gaines became satisfied that any body 
of Indi~s who disturbed the peace of the United States 
were receiving aid, or were taking shelter within Mexi~an 
territory, it would be proper for him to purs_ue them w1th
out reference to boundary lines. But the eVJdence must be 
clear before undertaking an act involving so much respon
sibility.1 

Gorostiza to whom extracts from these letters were shown, 
"did not d~ny the right of the United States,_ if the f~cts 
were true to take upon itself the defence of 1ts front1ers1 

and to ad;ance upon Mexico, who would, in that case, have 
been false to her obligations under the law of nations, and to 
her treaty stipulations." 2 But he explained later on t~at 
what he meant was that if the Mexican government had m
stigated Indian warfare against the U nited Sta tes, the~ in 
such a case and in such a case only, would the Urnted 
States (afte; repulsing the Indians) be justified in occupy
ing temporarily a post within Mexican te~rito_ry.• . 

Meanwhile Gaines without any real ¡ustificatwn, had 
again allowed himself to be persuaded that the Indians in 
Texas were planning mischief,' and late in July, long after 
the Mexican forces were back again south of the Rio Grande, 
he sent a small detachment as far as N acogdoches. This 
force amounted according to official returns, to three hun
dred and twenty-four men under comman¿ of Li:~~nant
Colonel Whistler.5 Gaines also repeated his reqws1t1on far 

1 Jackson to Gainea, Sept. 4, 1836 (two letters); Sen. Doc. 1, 24 Con~., 
2 ses.s., 85--86. This waa substantially the doctrme avowed by Adams m 
the Florida case where Jackson was hunseU the chief actor. 

'Memorandum of Forsyth of Sept. 23, 1836; ibid., 84. 
1 Gorostize. to Forsyth, Sept. 27, 1836; ibid., 88. 
'Austin and Houston seem to have been his principal iníormants.-(Yoakum, 

II, 182, 191, 201.) 
'Nine companies, according to ta.ble in Sen. Doc. 1, 24 Cong., 2 sesa., 146. 
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militia; but, this proceecling being exprei,sly disapproved by 
the President, none went to the frontier. Gaines was then 
quietly superseded by General Arbuckle, and the troops 
were withdrawn from Nacogdoches during the autumn. 

Gorostiza's patience was rapidly giving way under the 
strain. On October 13, 1836, the State Department in
formed him that the President, who had returned to Wash
ington on the first of the month, after giving the fullest 
consideration to his request for a recall of the instructions 
given to Gaines, decli.qed to comply with it. The refusal 
was distinctly put upon the ground of the paramount duty 
of the government to protect the people of the United States. 
If Mexico failed to restrain the Indians upon her territory, 
the United States would have a right to do so-

"founded on the great principie of self-preservation, which, as it 
constitutes the first and highest duty of ali states, forms the very 
essence of the law of nations. The present inability of Mexico to 
restrain the Indians within her territory from hostile incursions upon 
the citizens of the United States, if they should once be engaged in 
hostility near the frontier, and the barbarous character of their war
fare, which respects neither the rights of nations nor of humanity, 
render it imperative on the United States to adopt other means for 
the protection of their citizens. What those means should be must 
depend upon the nature of the danger. Should that require the 
temporary occupation of passes beyond the frontier, the duty of self
defence gives them the right to such occupation. It needs no justi
fication but the necessity which led to it." 1 

As a theory this was no doubt ali very well, but the 
difficulty was that the facts did not fit the themy. The 
fears of an Indian invasion of the acknowledged territory 
of the United States were chimerical, and when the truth 
was ascertained an apology should have been offered to 
Mexico for the unwarranted action of General Gaines. 
Gorostiza did not, however, wait for any more detailed ~tate
ment of facts. On October 15 he sent a long reply, in 
which he pointed out the very apparent weakness of the 
evidence on which Gaines had acted, declared that the prin-

1 Dickins to Gorostiza, Oct. 131 1836; ibid., 93. 

• 
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ciples invoked by the United States constituted a continued 
threat against the sovereignty and independence of its neigh
bors, denied the right of the government to shelter itself 
behind an injudicious suborclinate, and ended by declaring 
his mission at an end and requesting his passports.1 He 
was not content with this. Befare leaving the United States 
he published and privately circulated a pamphlet, to which 
he appended a part of the correspondence with the State 
Department and with his own government, and in which he 
railed in good set terms against the government of the 
United States.' 

The publication of this pamphlet infuriated the Presi
dent. It was declared to be "unexampled in the history 
of diplomacy," and the Mexican government was invited 
to disavow an act "so glaringly violating ali the decorum 
of diploma tic usage; so disrespectful to the government and 
people of the United States; so unworthy the representa
tive of a respectable government, and so well calculated to 
interrupt the harmony and good will which ought to sub
sist between the United States and Mexico." 3 The Mexi
can government, however, far from disavowing Gorostiza's 
conduct, declared that after examining "frankly and im
partially" all the correspondence, it could not but coincide 
with ali he had done, and approve his withdrawal from 
Washington.' In later years, however, upan a demand from 
the United States for an explicit and unequivocal disavowal 
by Mexico of Gorostiza's action in circulating this pam
phlet, assurances were given which were accepted as satis
factory.6 

Before the Mexican government had announced its opin
ion concerning Gorostiza's acts the President of the United 
States, on December 6, 1836, sent his annual message to 

1 Gorostiza to Dickins, Oct. 15, 1836¡ wid., 95. 
• Carrespondencia que ha mediado entre la Legación Extraordinaria de México 

y el Deparlamenw de Estado de ws Estados Unúlos sobre el paso del Sabina par 
ws Tropas que mandaba el General Gai,,es (Philadelphia, 1836). 

• Forsyth to Ellis, Dee. 10, 1836; H. R. Doc. 105, 24 Cong., 2 sess., 47. 
• Monasterio to Ellis, Dec. 21, 1836; Sen. Doc. 160, 24 Cong., 2 sess., 83. 
• Martinez to Forsyth, Nov. 18, 1837; Sen. Doc. 1, 25 Cong., 2 sess., 114. 

Forsyth to Ellis, May 3, 1839; Sen. Doc. 320, 27 Cong., 2 sess., 179.· 
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Congress. He made no reference in it to the pamphlet, but 
called attention to Gorostiza's departure, based, as the 
President put it, "on the sole grounds that the obligations 
of this government to itself and to Mexico" had made it 
necessary to intrust an officer of our army with the dis
cretionary power to advance into Texas, "if necessary to 
protect our own or the neighboring frontier frbm Indian 
depredation." 

Whatever may be thought of the reasoning of President 
Jackson and his Secretary of State, it is at least clear that 

. ' as events turned out, neither the orders of the administration 
nor the acts of General Gaines were of the least benefit 
to Texas. lndirectly, Gaines did no doubt encourage the 
Texan insurgents, who believed that he sympathized with 
them, and that under certain circumstances he might help 
them.1 But the much more serious and definite resulta of 
his acts were the feelings of irritation and annoyance created 
in both Mexico and the United States. The Mexicans were 
aggrieved by a course of dealing which they naturally looked 
up~n ~ a t~y disguised attempt to help the insurgents, 
while m the Umted States the adversaries of the administra
tion seized upon the affair as an indication of the real sym
pathies and wishes of the President and his party. 
. To what lengths Jackson might have been willing to go 
if he had had a perfectly free hand is, of course, uncertain. 
There can be no doubt that he personally sympathized with 
the Texan insurgents; but however eager he may have been 
to help them, he was restrained by an honorable sense of 
what the international obligations of the United States de
manded. He had also received abundant warning that the 
public op~on of the country at large could hardly be 
counted on m support of a policy of intervention. 

In t~e first place, it was apparent that, however general 
the feelmg of sympathy with Texas, especially in the South 
and West, it was not universal. There was an active mi
nority, small, indeed, and politically without influence, who 

1 Carson to Bumet, April 14, 1836; Tex. Dip. Corr., I, 83. And aee Tez. 
Hi8t. Quar., IV, 251-255. 
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looked with suspicion and dislike upon the efforts of the 
Texan settlers to free themselves from Mexican rule; and 
the man who most forcibly voiced the opinion of this little 
band, and who spoke with sorne first-hand knowledge of the 
facts, was Benjamín Lundy, the editor of the Genius of Uni
versal Emancipation. 

Between the beginning of 1832 and the spring of 1835, 
Lundy paid three visita to Texas, Coalmila, and Tamau
lipas-travelling on foot for long distances and existing 
mainly by his trade as a saddler. He talked much with 
chance acquaintances whom he met, and among others he 
fell in and travelled with Almonte, who was then conduct
ing the tour of observation in Texas which he had under
taken at Santa Anna's request.1 From these means of in
formation, accompanied by such newspaper reading as his 
nomadic habits permitted, Lundy (who never learned to 
speak Spanish) picked up an extensive but inexact knowl
edge of conditions in Texas and northern Mexico, and of 
the hopes and expectations of the American settlers. 

The main object of his travels had been to obtain a con
cession as empresario for the introduction of a number of 
families; and Lundy and his friends in tended to use any 
lands so granted as a colony for manumitted slaves. The 
period of his visits to Texas corresponded, however, almost 
exactly with the period of three years during which Mexico 
-after the disturbances at Anáhuac-withdrew her troops 
and revenue officers from Texas; and no such grant of land 
as he desired was prpcurable either in Texas or Coalmila. 
He was more fortunate in Tamaulipas, and when he reached 
the United States in the summer of 1835 he busied himself 
with plans to take his colonists thither. 

"A large number of respectable persons, in ditJerent states," he 
wrote, " proposed to accompany me. Among them were our friends 
David Lee Child and wife.2 But the insurrection in Texas, or rather 

1 See page 229, above. 
'Lydia Maria Child. Both Mr. and Mrs. Child were well known and en

ergetic workers in the cause of a.bolition. The proposed jouro.ey to "Ma.ta
moras, near Texas," was strongly disa.pproved by William Lloyd Garrison, 
who thought it • "hazardous project."-(Garrison, Life of Garri8on, II, 105.) 
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the invasion of brigands from the United States caused me to defer 
ita little .... Just about that time, the opporti:nity presented itself 
of ~xposing, with the co--0peration of John Quincy Adams, the vile 
pro¡ects of the Texan invaders." 1 

Lundy had already, in 1829, before he had ever visited 
:rexas, deno~ced in his newspaper the project of purchas
mg that provmce. He declared that it had been conceived 
by ~he advoca~es of slavery "f~r the avowed purpose of 
adding five or six more slave-holding states to this Union"; 2 

and the lapse of six years, during which that project had 
been suffered to drop by the administration, and the peo
ple of ~exas had come to blows with Mexico, only served 
to convmce_ Lundy that the disturbances which were taking 
place const1tuted a "crusade against Mexico, set on foot 
and supported by slave-holders, land-speculators, &c., in 
order to re-establish, extend, and perpetuate the system of 
slavery and the slave trade." In the pages of the Genius 
of Universal Emanci¡mtion and the Philadelphia National 
Ga~!te, and in two pamphlets, entitled, respectively, The 
Origin and True Causes of the Texas I nsurrection and 
The War in Texas, he declaimed, therefore, against "the 
clandestine operations of this unhallowed scheme," in 
terms whose vagueness detracted nothing from their 
vigor.' 

How far _L~dy's writings directly influenced the public 
of the day _1t IS hard to say. Pro babi y they did not carry 
far, for their professed abolitionist origin would then have 
been a poor passport to popular favor; but that they did 
deeply affect the course pursued by a man whose voice com
manded a general hearing, namely, John Quincy Adams is 
?11questionable. Adams had first met Lundy in 1831, ¡nd 
m the summer of 1836 had long conversations with him · • 
and although Adams's diary does not revea! the precise e~
tent to which he made use in his speeches of Lundy's writ-

'úife of Lu:ruly, 188. • See page 240 above 
1 The second of these pamphleta seems to be an enlargement oi the fust. 

See The War in Texas (2d ed.), 30. · 
4Adams's Merrwirs, VIII, 316; IX, 302, 303. 
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ings, it is evident that these were the fountain from which 
he drew inspiration for his attacks upon the Texan policy 
of Jackson's administration. 

But Jackson was not merely faced with the abolitionist 
opposition first voiced by Lundy. It also became perfectly 
plain that Congress would not be willing to support any 
measures tending to involve the country in a war with 
Mexico. This first became evident when on May 4, 1836, 
the Secretary of War, with the President's approval, asked 
the Cominittee on Ways and Means for an appropriation of 
money to defray the possible expenses of calling out volun
teers in case it should become necessary to reinforce the 
regular troops on the southwestern frontier. On the seventh 
of May .a violent debate upon this subject in the House of 
Representatives sprang up, in which the propriety of the 
instructions to General Gaines of April 25 was warmly criti
cised by Jobn Quincy Adams and others.1 But as the bill 
before the House merely provided that the money appro
priated should be used for the defence of the frontier, it · 
was considered unobjectionable by many who were opposed 
to the government, and was ultimately passed by a large 
majority, Adams himself voting for it. 

Nine days later carne the news from San Jacinto. "Glori
ous news from Texas," wrote Adams, "that Santa Anna 
had been defeated and taken by Houston, and shot, with ali 
his oflicers." 2 The bearer of the news, Captain Hitchcock, 
of General Gaines's staff, had had a dangerous and most 
toilsome journey through southern Mississippi and Alabama, 
and brought with him original accounts of the battle. The 
first of these was a scrap of paper, addressed to nobody in 
particular, and in form a sort of proclamation. It pur
ported to be signed by Houston, although its authenticity 
was doubted by Gaines and his oflicers. The other was a 
letter from Rusk, the Texan Secretary of War, addressed to 
General Gaines. The moment Captain Hitchcock reached 
Washington he called at the White House. 

1 Debate, in Congress (Gales & Scaton), XII, 3518-3547. 
s Ada.ms's Menwirs, IX, 282. 
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"I t "h th ;m ~o sure, e wrote, "that I ever saw a man more delighted 
an res1dent Jaclcson appeared to be at the reception of these notes 

If there had ~n .ª vacancy in the dragoons at that time I think h; 
wpuld have g¡ven it to me on the spot He read both th t d b d . · e no es over 
an over ut welt particularly upon that from Houst I • • 
as if talki himse , on exc a1mmg 
Th , . ng ~- lf: Yes! that's bis writingl I know it welJr 

at s h1s wntmgl That's Sam Houston's writing! There can b; 
no doubt of the truth of what he statesl' Then h d ed t d , · e or er a map r ºW;1 over it, and looked in vain for the unknown rivulet called 
:°/acmto. H~ p~ bis finger excitedly over the map in search 

o t .e na~e, saymg: It must be there! Xo, it must be over there!' 
movmg bis finger round but finally giving up the search." 1 

Every one, indeed, was delighted at the retribution which 
had overwhelmed Santa Anna, and no one in w ashington 
failed ~ _show it. G~rostiza was "astonished and shocked" 
at the mtemperate JOY . . . expressed by ali in w ashing
to?,. both great and small, magnates and legislators, on re
ceivmg news of ~he battle of San Jacinto." 2 And almost 
at.onc~ the question of recognizing Texan independence was 
raised m both houses of Congres.s. 

The subject had already been before Congress. ·On 
April 26 Senator Morris, of Ohio, who was an anti-slavery 
man, presente~ a repo1:. of the proceedings of "a large re
spectable meetmg of c1tizens of Cincinnati on the subject 
of t~e struggle for freedom now going on in Texas, and sug
gestmg the expediency of acknowledging the independence 
of that count~." Morris said that as a citizen he was in 
f~l accord with the proce~~gs of the meeting, and be
heved that the ~eople of Cmcmnati spoke the voice of the 
who~e state. King, of Alabama, thought it premature to 
cons1de~ the reco~tion of Texas, and by general consent 
the subJect was laid on the table. 

On ~~y 9 Presto~, of South Carolina, presented memorials 
froln: c1t1zens of Philadelphia praying Congress to recognize 
the mdependence of Texas; but although he avowed the 
~ost ardent sympathy \\ith the revolutionists, and trusted 
m God the Te~ans would succeed, he admitted that for the 
present no action could be taken by the American govern-

1 Hitchcock, 108. t Gorostiza, C:,rrupondencia lntrod .. , ., xxvu. 
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ment. Webster proclaimed his entire concurrence with 
most of Preston's sentiments, and only criticised his per
sonal denunciation of Santa Anna-the head of a foreign 
nation with which we maintained diplomatic relations. 

A week later, after the news of San Jacinto, memorials 
praying for the recognition of Texan independence poured 
in from different parts of the country, including one from 
the legislature of Connecticut. When the subject was next 
brought up in the Senate on May 23, 1836, there was a gen
eral e:q>ression of opinion that the independence of Texas 
ought to be recognized if rea.sonable proof were furnished 
that a government had been firmly established. It was 
agreed, however, that \\ithout proof the United States could 
not act, antl that the Committee on Foreign Relations ought 
to ascertain the facts without delay. 

That committee on June 18 presented ~ report recom
mending a resolution which favored the recognition of Texas, 
whenever satisfactory inf ormation was received that it had 
a civil government in "succes.sful operation." 1 On July 1 
the report was considered and commented on by nearly all 
the leading men in the Senate-Preston, Clay, Webster, 
Walker, Buchanan, Benton, and others-all approving the 
course proposed. A clause was added to the committee's 
resolution, e:x-pressing the gratification of the Senate on 
hearing that the President of the United States had taken 
steps to ascertain the facts of the case, and the resolutions 
were then unanimously adopted in the following form: 

" l. Resolrcd, That the independence of Texas ought to be acknowl
edged by the United States whenever satisíactory information has 
been received that it has in successful operation a civil Govemment, 
capable of perf orming the duties and fulfilling the obligations of an 
independent Power. 

"2. Resolocd, That the Senate perceive with satisfaction that the 
President of the United States has adopted measures to ascertain the 
political, military and civil condition of Texas." 

1 Clay drew this report, which discusses with considerable fulness the prin
cipies that should guide a government in recognizing the independence of a 
newly created state, and which may be said to be one oí the cla88Ícs of inter
national law in the United States. See Moore, lntemal. Law Digut, I, 96. 
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In the House of Representatives there was no such una
nim.ity. Adams was again the leader of the opposition. On 
May 25, in a speech in Committee of the Whole, when an 
entirely different subject was under discussion, he denounced 
the war in Texas as intended to bring about the re-establish
ment of slavery where it had previously been abolished by 
law, and he bitterly attacked the administration for making 
every effort to drive the United States into the war upon 
the side of slavery. Mexico, according to Adams was up
holding the cause of freedom. And he warned the House 
t~at if it carne to invading, Mexico was far more likely, 
with her large and constantly exercised army, to overrun 
the border states of the American Union than the United 
States were to overrun Mexico. Adams himself was im
pressed next day with the violence of his language for he 
h h 

. " , t oug t 1t the most hazardous" speech he had ever made · 
but later he found it greeted by "a universal shout of ap~ 
plause" in the N orth.1 

N othing more was done in Congress until the very last 
moment. On June 27, 1836, the House, by a vote of 142 
to 54, laid on the table a proposal to appropriate money for 
a minister to Texas. On July 4, the last day of the ses
sion, the Committee on Foreign Affairs reported the Senate 
resolutions; debate was cut off by the previous question; 
the two resolutions were carried by decisive votes-128 to 
20, and 113 to 22-and the House thereupon immediately 
adjourned sine die. 

1 Memoirs, IX, 287-289. 

CHAPTER XVI 

TEXAS PROPOSES ANNEXATION 

WHEN the American Congress adjourned on the fourth 
of July, 1836, the question whether the independence of 
Texas should be recognized had been fairly submitted to the 
~xe_cuti~e br.anch of the government, although with strong 
mtimations m debate that an affirmative answer would be 
welcome. But before the passage of the resolution the Presi
dent had arranged for a careful inquiry at first hand into the 
facts, and for that purpose he sent to Texas a certain Henry 
M. Morfit. 

Morfit's instructions were probably verbal, and he bore 
with him as his credentials nothing but a personal letter of 
introduction from Forsyth, the American Secretary of State, 
to Burnet, the provisional President of Texas.1 

Mo~t reached Texas early in August, and stayed until 
the middle of September, sending back to the State Depart
ment about two letters a week, in which he gave an intelli
gent account of the subjects most likely to interest the 
American government. Although he only visited that part 
of Texas which 'lay in the valleys of the Brazos and the 
Colorado, he saw and talked with the principal men in the 
Texan government, and was thus enabled to make what 
appears to have been an impartial and reasonably complete 
report.2 

The army, he stated, was composed of about two thou
~nd ~~n actually with the colors. It was thought that 
m addition sorne three thousand militia might be counted 
upon. The munitions of war appeared to be abundant, 
and there was scarcely a cabin in the country that could 

1 Dated June 25, 1836; Tex. Dip. COTf'., I, 100 . 
• 1 Morfit's letters are printed in Sen. Doc. 20, 24 Cong., 2 sess., as an appen

dix to the message from President Jackson, dated Dec. 21, 1836. 
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