TEXAS, MEXICO, and NATIONAL POLITICS

1821
MX independence invited Americans to come:  pent up consumer urge, American traders allowed into Santa Fe and American vessels into California ports as well, hoped the American colonists could bring new vitality to border economies.  Stephen Austin

BUT, in Texas risky experiment b/c underpopulated and vulnerable.  Mexico wanted to give American colonists land and convert them to Catholicism, to MX citizenship and to Hispanic civilization.  

1830    
Mex gov’t alarmed:  BUT Americans resistance at “remaking them” (just as Indians resisted what whites did) and resistant to MX sovereignty and angry to Santa Anna’s new centralization of rule.

1836
War between Americans in TX and MX, Alamo defeat; ultimately TX wins and Sam Houston becomes first president of the Republic of Texas –an independent republic within the American interior.   

1840
Whigs Win Election! (“Tippecanoe and Tyler too”; considered 1st modern campaign with mass campaigning which appealed to image and merchandising while avoiding hard issues over slogans):  Wm H Harrison dies after just days and Tyler (once a Dem and still with Dem sympathies) president.  Tyler broke w/Congressional Whigs and turned to S. Dems for support and appointed lots of Southerners to his cabinet.  

1842 
TX Ask for annexation & put off earlier by Jackson and later Van Buren to preserve peace with Mexico and harmony in the Democratic party.  People wondered if TX revolution would set a precedent --would California be “stolen” from MX by Anglo infiltration too??

1844
Election: all about expansion!!  Polk narrowly won (carries almost all of South; “dark horse candidate). Clay lost; Liberty party divided much of Northern vote, especially in NY –which cost Clay the election Lame Duck President Tyler interpreted Polk’s big win as a mandate for annexation of TX/expansion and signs joint resolution annexing Texas in last days of presidency.


Polk compromised with Britain over OR Country: extended 1818 Treaty line of 49 parallel all the way to Pacific.  HBC (Hudson’s Bay Company) most important colonizing agency for US interests in region, then came missionaries).  

1846
TX a state.

Relations w/Mexico tense:


From US POV:  nationalism high; desire for more territory (especially acquisition of a Pacific port; lots of racism and condescension produce belief that MX could be easily persuaded to surrender territory to its clearly more powerful northern neighbor (same reasoning used against Indians) plus weren’t using the land productively and properly and that therefore dispossession would be not only easy but also right.  


FROM MX POV:  still denied TX independence and therefore denied US annexation;  saw annexation as international insult; 

US sent forces to contested region btw Nueces and Rio Grande Rivers (US said TX boundary was to the southern river of Rio Grande) under Zachary Taylor –when fighting ensued, Pres. Polk called for war!  Lincoln said, “spot resolutions” looking for “spot on the map” where US blood shed on American soil.  

During War:  mostly southern generals and southern volunteers  (--no wonder why the South was so mad when the N tried to prohibit slavery in the MX cession areas); US forces occupied capital; some Americans wanted to take all over Mexico (to uplift, Americanize, and make ready for democracy, & Anglo culture).  

Further, …..Wilmot Proviso proposed during war:  proposed to ban slavery from any territory gained as a result of the war (how presumptuous!). South threatened secession & some N. Dem’s started to speak again proslavery interests of Dem party b/c of fear of not being reelected & that they appeared to have long sacrificed for the interests of appeasing S. Demo’s.   BEFORE Wilmot Proviso, political system had been able to accommodate sect’l differences b/c slavery was a state institution beyond the power of Congress, but not that it was a matter for congressional legislation, the question of slavery exploded beyond party lines and became an arena of sectional conflict.

Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo: ended war in 1848

Mexico ceded New Mexico and California to the United States and, in recognition of the loss of Texas, agreed to the Rio Grande boundary. In return, the United States assumed the claims of its citizens against Mexico and paid Mexico an additional $15 million to help the country achieve long-needed fiscal stability.

Effects of the War:

Southerners feared encirclement by free territory that would slowly squeeze slavery to death like a snake!  Afraid would be reduced to the condition of Haiti!! 

War was costly for the United States. Lots of military loses, especially from disease in army camps.  

War was POPULAR:  1st covered by lots of newspaper correspondents.  Many Americans saw war  as a romantic venture in distant & exotic land (and that’s never a good way for people to think of war!).  War even compared –in a good way  –to Spanish conquest of Mexico.  Nonetheless some Whigs saw war as unconstitutional and some abolitionists hated war b/c saw as part of ‘slaveowners’ conspiracy’ to extend slavery (paranoia!!).   Reliance on volunteers gave the conflict a democratic cast, stimulating notions of an American mission to restore republican government to a people oppressed by military rulers.  America's triumph seemed to confirm the superiority of democratic institutions, and literary figures like Walt Whitman and James Fenimore Cooper saw it as part of a worldwide mission to extend democratic ideals. Like most wars, however, this one left serious questions in its wake. The issue of whether slavery should be allowed in the lands taken from Mexico, first debated in 1846, set in motion a constitutional debate between the North and South that would dominate future political discourse, eventually dividing the Union itself.  Since an extension of the 36 30 line was not agreeable to either extreme, the idea of popular sovereignty came about. 

Election of 1848: birth of Free Soil Party (Free Soil, Free Speech, Free Labor, and Free Men).  (Liberty Party, Conscience Whigs, Barnburner Democrats)

COMPROMISE OF 1850

---Meanwhile Deseret –no slavery but had polygamy –not unacceptable to begin statehood issues.

--Debates: Webster “Preserve the Union”, Wm Seward “Higher Law”(than the constitution, God’s!; Clay condemned as reckless & Calhoun MAD!); Clay the moderator aka sellout!  --exasperated southern congressman said “about an imaginary nego in an impossible place”!—Southerners worried about the future b/c eyed Cuba, central America and Mexico; Ostend Manifesto (declared US would take Cuba if in its nat’l security interest if Spain refused to sell it), which really pissed off people in Europe and US!  

--Stalemate!  Ultimately the “armistice of 1850”

1. California free state

2. Adjust the TX border (pay $$)

3. NM and UT are territories w/popular sovereignty 

4. Abolition DC slave trade

5. Fugitive Slave Act

--Killed the Whig Party b/c essentially a N. party; Free Soil Party grew; intersectional two-party system.

The Fugitive Slave Law was the most controversial component of the Compromise of 1850 and provided greater enforcement to existing fugitive slave laws and was one of the strongest national laws to date.  Even though the Supreme Court declared Pennsylvania’s personal liberty laws, which attempted to effectively non-comply with the return of runaway slaves, unconstitutional in Prigg v. Pennsylvania (1842), Southerners worried that more states would attempt to hinder and undermine this Southern right to reclaim ‘property’.  The stronger Fugitive Slave Law of 1850 demanded by Southerners included the mandatory assistance of deputized citizens in the recapture of runaway slaves, fines and jail sentences for citizens who did not assist, minimal evidence to show ownership of runaway slaves, denial of the fugitive to testify in his/her own behalf, and a group of federal commissioners to issue warrants for the return of slaves and who would financially profit from guilty verdicts over not guilty verdicts. Northerners denounced the law as a “filthy law” and others saw slaves being valued over free men of the North. To avoid enslavement and resist slave catchers, entire free black communities migrated to Canada. Vigilance committees formed in the North, taking on both nonviolent (led by Quakers) and violent forms of resistance.  In all, the law was effectively enforced in many northern regions and a significant number of fugitives as well as falsely-identified free blacks were enslaved.  The Fugitive Slave Law increased the sectional division and the emotional intensity of that division.  Ironically, the South used the Constitution as the rationale for demanding a stronger fugitive slave law, while the North attempted to use a doctrine of nullification in the passage of new personal liberty laws in response to the Fugitive Slave Law and in the outright refusal to obey federal law.  Most importantly, the Fugitive Slave Law fueled abolitionism, the very concept that it hoped to suppress.

  
Anthony Burns was a fugitive slave from Virginia who escaped to Boston, but was arrested and returned to the Virginia in 1854 under the provisions of the Fugitive Slave Law of 1850.  As news of Burns arrest spread, free blacks and abolitionists attempted to rescue Burns from the Boston courthouse, but failed.  The federal government even sent troops to ensure the enforcement of the Fugitive Slave Law and of Burns’s successful return to the South.  Federal troops escorted Burns through Boston past thousands of onlookers, horrified by this eclipse of freedom and liberty in the city which fueled those fundamental American maxims in the Revolutionary War.  Like the initial passage of the Compromise of 1850, Anthony Burns’s capture once again propelled abolitionist sentiment and re-ignited anger over the Fugitive Slave Law:  Northern states passed new personal liberty laws to aid accused fugitives and provide legal counsel and ultimately brought about a decline in the capture of fugitives.  The Burns Affair demonstrated just how far Northerners were willing to act in defense of abolition and liberty –particularly in Boston, the ‘cradle of the American Revolution’; Northerners were willing to take up arms and openly disobey and even nullify federal laws in support of a ‘higher law.’  The Burns affair radicalized even conservative New Englanders who previously argued for following the Fugitive Slave Law; moderate and conservative Whigs joined the Republican Party and even advocated abolitionism.  Together, the Fugitive Slave Law and Anthony Burns affair represented Southern attempts to exert power and influence within the federal structure during the 1850s; while secessionist existed, secession was the most radical and extreme Southern views even by 1854. Furthermore, the Fugitive Slaw Law and Anthony Burns affair unintentionally fueled abolitionism and propelled a Northern version of the doctrine of nullification, which it supposedly abhorred during the Civil War.  Likewise, this ideological inconsistency demonstrated that the cause of restoring the union was a superficial and only supplementary Northern cause in the Civil War.
