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At the very doorstep of the United States Mexico has carried
forth a Revolution Involving not just the chaos of political coups but
also the drastic measures of fundamental social and economic reform.
This study has been designed to supplement present scholarship in an
attempt to understand why Mexico after 1917 escaped the fate dealt by
the United States to other countries of the Caribbean who endangered the
rights and properties of American citizens.

Excellent studies have been

made of the role of important individuals in shaping United States
policy toward Mexico, but the reaction and influence of public opinion
has continued to be a subject for conjecture.
The major purpose of this study has been to examine American
reaction to certain events of the Mexican Revolution through the use of
contemporary journalism.

Since the term Mexican Revolution is used to

apply to such an extended period of time and a multitude of events,
three years that are especially important for seeing American reaction
to the different stages of Mexican property reform have been chosen for
investigation:

1917, the year in which the Mexican Constitution with

its fundamental revision of foreign property rights in Mexico is written
and promulgated; 1926, the year that the Land and Petroleum actually
put the constitutional provisions regarding property into effect; and
1938| the year of the major oil expropriations as well as the continuance
of the land expropriations for Mexican cooperative ejidos.

Primary-

sources have included all articles in English indexed by the Reader's
Guide to Periodical Literature and the International Index to Periodicals
in the years 1917, 1926, and 1938, as well as selected newspapers.

Emphasis has been placed on making these periodical and newspaper readings inclusive of all articles relating in any way to Mexico for the
time periods specified.
This study of American journalism has yielded insights into the
relationship of the press, public opinion, and the making of United
States foreign policy which help to explain why Mexico has been fortunate enough to escape the heavy hand of its northern neighbor.

The

search for American reaction to Mexican property reform has shown that
in 1917 relatively little attention was given to the Mexican Constitution.

Even in 1926 American concern over the new Mexican property

legislation did not evoke a call for United States intervention.

In

fact, it was Calles1 enforcement of the religious provisions of the
Constitution that stimulated the greatest emotional response among
Americans in 1926.

In 1938, statements regarding the sanctity of

property were more frequent than in 1917 or 1926.

However, this greater

American reaction in behalf of foreign property rights in Mexico was not
transformed directly into United States policy because of division in
American opinion and the international complications.
American journalism of 1917, 1926, and 1938 does contain several
substantial analyses of Mexican economic and social change, an occasional use of technical scholarship to provide perspective for present
problems and a large number of enlightened efforts to give perspective
to the conflicting issues.

However, the overall picture of the news

coverage of Mexico in 1917, 1926, and 1938 is marred by great deficiencies.

Stereotypes and myths are perpetuated by the superficial

nature of most of American journalistic coverage of Mexican events.
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INTRODUCTION
In the twentieth century the response of the United States to
foreign revolutions frequently has been of crucial importance to the
less powerful nations.

In the case of Latin American revolutions.

United States reaction has often been the decisive factor in determining their success or failure.

Frequently the internal chaos present

in Latin American revolutions has caused the United States to intervene
in order to protect the lives and investments of American citizens and
to secure the Panama Canal zone.
The strategic position of the United States with regard to the
Mexican Revolution is pointed out by a sympathetic observer in 1927i
Mexico is engaged in a great social experiment, but this
experiment is being made at the door of the richest nation
in the world, and the greatest owner of property. Will
this great, rich, property-centered nation be willing for
Mexico to carry out her experiment?l
Prior to the 1930* s, military and economic intervention is far more
typical of the policy of the United States toward Latin American
turmoil than "watchful waiting."

It is within this perspective that

it is particularly interesting to discover why Mexico, after the
Pershing expedition in 1916, escapes United States military intervention.

Why does Mexican violence, economic,and political chaos, and

^Samuel G. Inman, Review of The Present Crisis in Our Relations
with Mexico, by Amy Blanche Greene. The World Tomorrow. X (May, 1927),
230.

the danger of German influence not provide sufficient reason for the
launching of a United States crusade to clean up Mexico, as with Cuba
and the Dominican Republic?

There would appear to be even greater

reason for the United States to attempt to keep order in Mexico since
she actually borders the United States.

Why does the United States

policy toward Mexico not force her either by military intervention or
sufficient economic pressure to terminate the fundamental economic
and social reforms of her continuing revolution when they endanger the
rights and properties of American citizens?
The interplay of many forces appears to be involved in understanding why Mexico escaped the fate dealt by the United States to
other countries of the Caribbean who endangered American rights and
properties.

The individual personalities of those occupying the

Presidency, the State Department, and diplomatic posts as well as the
influence of the two World Wars and the Depression are important forces
in determining the reaction of the United States to the Mexican
Revolution.

However, American literature on Mexico also suggests

that public sentiment played a significant role.

Whereas excellent

biographical and historical studies have been made of the roles of
important individuals in shaping United States policy toward Mexico,
statements about the reaction and influence of public opinion appear
to be only generalizations; they give no evidence of being based on
thorough analysis of contemporary expression.

Statements about the

nature of public opinion and the propaganda techniques of the press
are quite numerous in United States journalistic coverage of Mexican

events.

One of the more thorough critical descriptions of the

United States coverage of Mexican affairs appears in the Kay, 1917»
issue of The Pan-American Magazine.

In his article, "Mew Life in

Mexico," Fielding Provost quotes a statement made by Luis Cabrera, the
Mexican Minister of Finance, when speaking to the American Academy of
Political and Social Science:
Literature on Mexico which I have found in the United States
is of an entirely superficial character such as is contained
in newspaper reports or interviews. Consequently, it is
tinged with the shallowness based on rumors and intended
for telegraphic transmission. In many cases those reports
have a political purpose and then the facts are not only
inaccurate but are set forth with the intention of moulding
public opinion either that of the United States Government
or of some political party. In many other cases the literature of Mexico known in the United States is simply imaginative, like the novel or the moving picture exhibition. I do
not know of any book, pamphlet or publication on the Mexican
situation which has been prepared with a scientific purpose.
It is such charges within contemporary journalism and the gaps I
have encountered in previous studies that have enticed me into a more
thorough investigation of contemporary opinion.
The major purpose of this study has been to gain insight into the
way contemporary journalism has portrayed and reacted to the Mexican

hl\, 33-3^.
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Revolution.-'

Since the term Mexican Revolution is used to apply to

such an extended period of time and a multitude of events, I have
chosen to investigate three years that are especially important for
seeing the United States reaction to the aspects of the Mexican
Revolution affecting property rights—rights held dear by Americans,
but ones that have come under serious challenge in twentieth century
revolutions.

These three years have been chosen to show American

reaction to the different stages of Mexican property reformj

1917.

the year in which the Mexican Constitution with its fundamental
revision of foreign property rights in Mexico is written and promulgated; 1926, the year that the Land and Petroleum Laws actually attempt
to put the constitutional provisions regarding property into
effect} and 1938, the year of the major oil expropriations as well as
the continuance of the land expropriations for Mexican cooperative
ejidos.
The nature of this study makes imperative a spelling out of its
scope and the procedures followed,

I realize that the value of my

<In his book, The Press and Foreign Policy (Princeton, New Jersey:
Princeton University Press, 1963). pp. 233-3^, Bernard C. Cohen states
that "the policy makers reach for the newspaper as an important source
of public opinion, as the instrument of 'feedback,1 In fact, many
officials treat the press and public opinion as synonymous, either
explicitly equating them or using them interchangeably. . . . This is the
policy makers' major segment of public opinion, a daily referendum of
articulate opinion, a surrogate for the body of plastic notions held by
the general public that tell the foreign policy makers very little about
public feelings and public preferences. In other words, the policy
makers reciprocate and support the reporters* contention that they
represent and speak for the public in the democratic dialogue between
the government and the governed."
TE have purposely avoided the years 1910-1916 when American
reaction might be more to Mexican chaos than to revolutionary reform.
viii

conclusions or comments regarding American contemporary reaction to
Mexican events is governed by the extent of reading and methods of
fair sampling upon which they are based.

Not being able to include

all pamphlets and books in these three years or to determine a fair
sampling, I decided that my conclusions would be more scientifically
valid if I limited my investigation of contemporary opinion to
periodicals and newspapers.

My primary sources have included all

periodicals in English indexed by the Reader's Guide to Periodical
Literature and the International Index to Periodicals in the years
1917» 1926, and 1938, and selected newspapers.

Concurring with the

thought expressed by one journalist that "as in love and war anything
at all is good ammunition provided it discredits Mexico," I have
emphasized making my readings all-inclusive wherever possible.5

Not

knowing in what unlikely place I might find what is in reality an
expression of American reaction to the Mexican Revolution, I have
considered all articles in these three years relating in any way to
-^George A. Miller, "Is There Religious Persecution in Mexico?,"
The Christian Century. XLIII (April 1, 1926), 411.

ix

Mexico,

Having available the cross-reference facilities of the

Reader's Guide to Periodical Literature, the International Index to
Periodicals, and the New York Times Index. I am fairly certain of the
completeness of my reading of periodicals for these three years and
of the New York Times for 1917, January-June, 1926, and January-March,
1938.7
Of necessity I have been confined in my use of newspapers as a
source of contemporary opinion to a selected number for specified
periods of time.

Some care has been given in the selection of news-

papers to give a fair representation of opinion.

I chose not to include

a detailed reading of a border newspaper which would have given a more
regional rather than a national reaction.

I chose to read more

extensively from major newspapers with extensive coverage of foreign
news and their own foreign correspondence service, as opposed to the
"Quite frequently American attitudes toward Mexican political
and social revolution are revealed in articles whose major subjects
are anything from archeological expeditions to Mexican art. Such
subjects are often the gateway to seeing a respect and appreciation of
Mexico's past and present, or in other cases, a stereotype view of
barbaric and spiritless Mexicans. An example of pertinent information
found in odd places is in "Mexico Builds for the Future," Travel, LXX
(January, 1938), 12, 4-2, 1*4, 48. The author, Joseph Freeman, shows
both in words and pictures how the architectural building in Mexico is
indicative of where the revolution is taking Mexico. He notes that
both Mexican architecture and Mexican Revolution are following paths
of functionalismt they are taking Mexican traditions, and Mexican
needs for the future, and under extreme financial limits, making the
most from them.
?One article indexed by the Reader's Guide to Periodical Literature but not available in the Library of Congress because of missing
pages from their only copy was "Mexico Continues Drive on Foreign Oil
Companies," Scholastict The American High School Weekly, XXXI
(January 22, 1938), 17S.

o

sampling of numerous small town daily papers.

In choosing to spend so

much of my research time reading the New York Times, I was influenced
not only by its available index but by its thoroughness of coverage and
the fact that its influence upon both United States policy makers and
opinion makers is greater than any other one source.9

in my analysis

I have considered the New York Times not as typical but rather as
reflective of the best coverage likely to be given Mexican events in
the American daily press.

The major portion of my newspaper reading

has been from the Mew York Times, the Chicago Tribune, and the Baltimore Sun, but they have been supplemented at times of particular
interest by the Washington Post, Philadelphia Public Ledger. New York
Herald Tribune, Cleveland Press, Houston Post-Dispatch, New York
American, Baltimore American, Detroit Free Press and the Memphis
Commercial Appeal.10

As with periodicals, my emphasis in the reading

of these newspapers for the time periods specified in the bibliography
has been on including all articles relating to Mexico regardless of the
major subject.
"Even though writing at a much later date, Bernard Cohen, in his
book on The Press and Foreign Policy, p. 9» indicates that the
sampling of newspapers is not a problem when dealing with foreign
policy because so few papers have foreign policy specialists; most
get their coverage from wire services or from the few papers like
the New York Times who do maintain coverage.
9Cohen, pp. 13^36, 140, 187.
10

An index of sorts is available for the Baltimore Sun in the
University of Maryland (College Park) library. The index is on
microfilm, very difficult to read, and "organized" in a very unique
manner, but it is of great aid if contrasted to a lengthy reading of
a paper without an index.
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CHAPTER I
1917t

U.S. REACTION TO THE MEXICAN CONSTITUTION AND RELATED EVENTS

Introduction
It is only in hindsight that the Mexican Constitution appears to
be the most significant Mexican happening of 1917.

The coverage of

Mexican events by the daily press of that time is somewhat misleading
as to what subjects are of lasting significance.

There is little

coverage of the economic, social, and cultural course of Mexico or of
its blueprint and fundamental legal basis for the future.

Even a

microscopic search in a major newspaper like the Chicago Tribune
reveals only a minimum of coverage of the Constitution or the Constitutional Assembly.1

Of course, the New York Times, as its readers

have come to expect, does present substantial and detailed information.
Among its articles are long quotations from and paraphrases of the
more significant constitutional articles as well as some commentary.
However, in proportion to the other news articles on Mexico, those on
the Constitution are very few.2

Reading the Baltimore Sun, whose

coverage of Mexican events is as high in quality as the New York Times,

^A daily reading of the Chicago Tribune from January —June—the
months of heaviest coverage of Mexican events in the New York Times—
uncovered only one article directly on the Constitution and two
indirectly related.
20nly 16 out of approximately 460 articles of the New York Times
on Mexico in 1917 were sufficiently devoted to the topic to appear in
the New York Times Index under the subject heading "Constitution" or
"Constitutional Congress."

although far less in quantity, leaves one with the same impression.
Only 6 of the Baltimore Sun's 144 articles on Mexico during 1917 are
about the Constitution.

Readers of the daily press interested in

Mexico have their attentions drawn not to the Constitution but to
headlines of border conflict, rebel movements, evidence of German
activity and influence in Mexico, and debate over Wilson's Mexican
policy.
A classification of magazine articles in 1917 by major subject
reveals a tendency somewhat similar to that of the daily press.

Only

fourteen out of the sixty articles on Mexico are on the Constitution
and the related Constitutional Convention and elections.

Thus, it is

not the journalistic coverage itself, but the purposes of this study
that make the reaction to the 1917 Mexican Constitution assume a
heavier weight in this analysis than the more numerous reports of
banditry and rebel activity.
unrelated.

However, the two are not always

I have therefore considered to some extent the whole of

journalistic response to Mexican events in order to arrive at a more
complete view of American reaction to the Mexican constitutional
provisions.
Throughout the 1917 periodical coverage of Mexican events there
are signs to BEWARE of the "inflammatory stories, garbled press
reports from border towns, and a subtle appeal to patriotic sensibilities. "^

Numerous accusations against the press range from charges

^David Lawrence, "Mexico Rebuilding," The Independent, XCI
(July 28, 1917), 127.

of inadequacy, distortion and superficiality, to intentional moulding
of public opinion.

They range from emotional indictments to well-

reasoned statements backed up with evidence.

Newspaper coverage is

frequently singled out for the harshest criticism.

A February article

in The Bellman charges:
It is almost impossible to get a clear view of present
internal conditions in the southern republic. The American
newspapers, practically without exception, are devoted to
the reactionary cause, and their reports concern little save
the outrages of lawless bandits and the apparent inability
of the Mexican government to suppress them.^
A visiting Mexican official, Luis Cabrera, accuses United States
newspapers of throwing out most of the news, keeping only that which
lends itself to sensational headlines.

He is also critical of their

tendency to use foreigners who have business interests in Mexico or
Mexicans living in the United States as sources of information.5
Several authors give substance to their criticisms of the press
by showing aspects of Mexico that defend her against the distorted
picture of chaos and violence drawn by the newspapers.

Eavid Lawrence,

the Washington correspondent for the New York Post, describes Queretaro
so as to show another side of the Mexico of that dayi

"There was an

atmosphere of bucolic calm about the place which made the words 'chaos'
and 'anarchy' and similar phrases fed to the American public at
breakfast, seem curiously alien."

In an attempt to place Mexican

^»A Bridge to Mexico," XXII (February Zh, 1917), 203.
5Provost, The Pan-American Magazine, XXV, 3^»
%ie Independent, XCI, 126.

border violence in perspective, another author emphasizes that Mexican
lives also are lost on United States territory, although these events
get little attention from the press.''

David Jordan, in addition to

pointing out that all the violence has not been on one side of the
border, shows how even factual information can be ndsleadingi "One of
my Mexican friends complains with reason that our northern newspapers
give more space to a chance hold-up below the lines than to the building of a thousand free schools."8

In this attempt to place violence

in Mexico in perspective with other happenings there and with conditions in other countries, one author even goes so far as to evoke a
comparison with Europe where violence and destruction is so much worse
than in Mexico.™
Most of the criticism of the press coverage of Mexican events
comes from the left, but not all.

Liberals are wary of the effect

that a distorted view of Mexico might have on United States policy.
They are concerned about the dangers of insufficient correct information and the tendency not to think in comparative and analytical rather
than just factual terms.

They see facts alone as not being enough

when looking at Mexico| there is a need to compare conditions now to
^George Marvin, "The Quick and the Dead on the Border," The
World's Work, XXXIII (January, 1917), 295.
%3avid Starr Jordan, "The Passing of Don Luis," The Unpopular
Review, VIII (July, 1917), I63.
^Letter of Mrs. Wm. Mcquadt Wallace to Mrs. Geo. D. Shadburne,
Jr., quoted in "The Mexican Revolution," Overland Monthly, LXX
(November, 1917)« ^33-3^. Mrs. Wallace's own personal experiences
while living in Mexico twenty years provide the basis for her criticism of the press's exaggeration of violence.

what they were a year or two years ago.

As so aptly put by one

journalist, "facts mean little to the mind that is predisposed to view
all in property values."-^
Expressing quite different attitudes—although to place its author
without qualification on the right of the spectrum might be misleading—is an article just as ardent in its accusation of the press as
those of the liberals.

John Barrett in the January issue of The iale

Review accuses the press of taking a few examples in which Americans
have caused trouble in Mexico because they have not treated the
Mexican and local governments as they would their governments at home
and playing these up as representative of the whole.

In attempting

to show Mexico as an excellent place for American investment and trade,
he draws attention to the misconceptions of the Mexican people held in
the United States.

Since so many unfavorable things have been said in

the United States about Mexico and Mexicans, he tries to counteract
these by bringing out favorable aspects.

Although he is attacking

some of the same stereotypes of Mexico as the liberal critics of the
press, the aspects he chooses to point out are often quite different.
He draws attention to the fact that many Mexicans of talent and potential who were driven from Mexico by the violence of earlier revolutions
"are anxious to return and aid in the upbuilding of their nation.""
10

Lawrence, The Independent, XCI, 126-27. Gregory Mason in "The
Hyphen in Mexico," The Outlook, CXV (January 17, 1917), 116 also points
out this predisposition of foreigners to judge "every social movement in
Mexico simply from the prospect of its immediate effect on dividends."
lln

Mexicoj A Review and a Forecast," VI (January, 1917), 321.

12

Ibid., p. 317.

Likewise, he tries to remove the stigma from Mexicans as workers, and
American companies as employers with the use of statistics and examples
that proclaim their virtues.

He also denys that workers voluntarily

left their American employers to join the revolutionists.^3
The extensive criticism of the press coverage of Mexican events in
1917, varied both in tone and source, serves to heighten an already
great interest in seeing how a controversial subject or country is
portrayed in the United States daily papers and periodicals.
questions what basis there is for such criticism.
really be so bad?

If so, why and how?

One

Could the coverage

Are the offensive stereotypes

perpetuated solely by newspaper coverage or by periodicals as well?
(Most of the criticisms are made by magazine articlesj however, there
are a few reports of such criticism in the New York Times.)

Are the

distortions and promoted misconceptions obvious as in sensationalized
or misleading headlines, or are they more insidious as in undercurrents
of tone or biased selectivity of facts?

Questions such as these would

be asked by any analysis of news coverage; however, they require even
more attention when charges already have been made by contemporaries.
A Factual Brief on the Mexican Constitution
The major source of contemporary factual information on the 1917
Mexican Constitution is the New York Times.

Appearing several months

after the immediate reactions are a few realistic and substantial
articles, most significant of which is one on property rights by
13

Ibid., pp. 315. 317, 320.

J. P. Chamberlain in the September issue of the Political Science
Quarterly, and a translation of the 191? Constitution compared to that
of 1857» published as a May supplement to Ihe Annals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science.

Since this latter source of

information is in separate hard-bound form and probably not so readily
available as New York Times quotations from the Constitution, there is
sufficient reason to doubt its extensive influence on public opinion,
or even the reactions of opinion makers in these early months.

Thus,

it does not appear prejudicial regarding 1917 opinion to look at the
facts of the Mexican Constitution as they are presented to the American
public by the Mew York Times.
Before the first major article on January 26, the New York Times
reveals in short articles the "Mexico for Mexican" bent of the Constitutional Congress.

It gives several details on the Constitution about

the limits of the use of martial law, imprisonment, fines, and the
necessity of a search warrant to search private property.

It also

notes that the holding of the presidency is limited to one term.
Information significant in that it is related to one of the centers of
controversy in the months and years to follow is contained in the
January 21 short article entitled "Radical Land Bill Proposed."

In a

factual manner without commentary regarding American interests, it
tells of the committee proposals to limit personal holdings of land to
200 acres and business to what is needed for their development, to
annul all purchases of land since 1857, to restore all ejidos that are
in the hands of "private individuals or companies," and to nationalize

8
oil lands.

On the front page of the January 22 issue of the

New York Times, although subordinated to the headlines of the National
Guardsmen returning from the border, are significant details showing
the Constitution to favor Mexicans over foreign-born both for concessions and government jobs; also noted are the restrictions against
foreigners serving as police or in the armed forces in peace time.
Important article headlines and subheadings give expression on
January 26 to United States fears and protests concerning the Mexican
Constitution.

Subheadings such as "Rights of Foreigners Abridged in

Proposed Changes, Lansing Complains to Carranza," "Fears Retroactive
Effect," and "Practical Confiscation of American-Owned Properties
Possible under Certain Pending Provisions" impress upon even those who
only scan the news the dangers facing U.S.-Mexican relations.
Secretary of State Lansing expresses concern and protest about the
provisions of the proposed constitution that give the executive power
to determine what property is necessary for a company to carry out what
it was formed to do, that declare no exemptions from taxes—a rule
which may be applied retroactively to cases where former contracts
exist for tax exempt periods—and that require all concessions on
oil lands to be renewed during the year.

The latter he calls practical

nationalization, and implies that future relations between the United

14,Sec. 1, p. 5.

States and Mexico are at stake. 15

The substance of this article also

appears in the Chicago Tribune but without the big headlines.

The

Chicago Tribune also points out the threat to relations with Mexico.
It notes that these protests were brought about after the complaints
of many American citizens who own property in Mexico.^
New York Times coverage of the first week of February relates the
completion of the Mexican Constitution and the receipt of a copy by the
United States.

It points out the advanced labor legislation, the

measures stripping the Church of its power and taking its land, and
possibly anti-foreign provisions.

It does not stress the anti-foreign

interpretations but instead makes a more positive introduction!

"Many

of the articles are based on the theory of Mexico for Mexicans."

Its

notation that "all natural resources in Mexico are declared to be the
property of the government" is stated factually with no comment.*•'
Upon receipt of a copy of the Constitution by the United States, it
points out that one controversial aspect regarding a foreigner giving
up his privilege to call upon his own government has been taken from
Article 33

a

nd placed in the article regarding land.!"

In a tiny

•^ew York Times, p. 10. It perhaps is of some significance to
note that this first protest of the United States over certain constitutional provisions was made prior to its being finished and signed.
In later years Mexicans express great dismay about the tendency of the
United States to try to influence the very formation of their laws.
l6

January 26, 1917, p. 2.

17

February 1, 1917, p. 7.

l°The United States had hoped to get this clause removed.
change of position does give it a more restricted meaning.

The

10
article entitled "Constitution Proclaimed" the New fork Times notes
that for some provisions to be put into effect legislation will have
to be passed; however, elections will take place now according to its
directives.
On February 22 in the New York Times and February 21 in the
Chicago Tribune very brief but significant coverage is given to a
subject somewhat related to the Constitution! property laws affecting
the mine owners.

The New York Times drawing its interpretation from

the recently appointed United States Ambassador to Mexico is reassuring
both in its article headlines—"Mexican Mine Titles Safei Fletcher
Thinks Carranza's Decrees Won't Affect American Owners"—and in the
article itself.

This reassurance is based on a statement of Carranza

that no decrees have been issued that will affect mines owned by
foreigners with "clear title," and also on that portion of the Constitution that no laws can be retroactive in Mexico.*'
of the Chicago Tribune is different.

However, the effect

It states that for those mine

owners who have not resumed work and also not filed their reason by
December JA in order to get an extension of time, there is danger of a
Carranza takeover.

It does not moderate the effects of this statement

with qualifying information.

It only notes that most of those in

danger of confiscation are small mines because the big ones have filed
for and got extensions. 20

February 22, p. 8.
20

February 21, p. 3.

11
The remainder of the New York Times February and Karch coverage
of the 1917 Mexican Constitution consists of two major articles with
extensive information and commentary in the February 25 and Karch 18
Sunday editions, two editorials which take a far more severe tone than
one would expect from the information in the New York Times news
columns, a letter to the editor that denounces the Constitution as
being written only by a political faction, and a notation of a heavy
oil export tax awaiting Carranza's signature.

The headlines of the

lengthy articles of February 25 and March 18 herald the fact that
Mexico plans some radical change1

"MEXICO WILL TEST UTOPIAN THEORIES1

Radical New Constitution Goes Further Than That of Any Other Country—
Aliens' Rights Curtailed" and on Karch 18 "DRASTIC CHANGES PLANNED IN
MEXICOj New Constitution Especially Affects Religious Sects and Labor
Situation—Severe toward Foreigners."21

As somewhat accurately

indicated in the headlines and subheadings these two lengthy articles
give major attention, including quotations and details, to those
portions of the Constitution involving religion, foreigners, and labor
reforms.

With regard to the church, they make note of such things as

the nationalization of the clergy, ministers not being allowed to
teach nor take part in politics, marriage having to be by civil
contract, and monastic vows being prohibited.

Articles 32 and 33

regarding respectively the preference of Mexicans over foreigners for
government jobs and concessions and the executive power to expel
foreigners "without judicial process" are quoted and discussed.

Perhaps

2lFebruary 25, 1917, sec. 7, p. 3» March 18, 1917, sec. 10, p. 6.
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most attention of all goes to the advanced labor legislation.

The

March 18 article includes long quotes from Article 123 and both
articles list many details of the reforms, some of which the United
states did not have in 1917 but which supporters of the Progressive
movement had sought.

Included among the things they enumerate are

maximum hour and minimum wage provisions, rules for women and children, standards of living for workmen in different places, overtime
pay regulations, employer responsibility for accidents, and legality
of unions, strikes, and lockouts.
Article 27» although the portion of it regarding concessions has
already been seen as a subject of Lansing's protest on January 26, is
not the big center of attention and controversy in 1917 that it
becomes in later years.

Article 27 includes the conditions under

which private property can be expropriated—only for "public utility
and by means of indemnification!1 It authorizes the division of "large
landed estates," and gives a broader scope to its definition of
national ownership of sub-soil minerals.

(Ownership is inalienable;

only concessions to work are granted by the State.)

Under its

provisions foreigners are also forbidden to acquire ownership of land
within 100 kilometers of the frontier or 50 kilometers of the sea
coast.

In order for a foreigner to be granted concessions to work

the sub-soil wealth of Mexico, he must agree to be considered as a

13
Mexican citizen with regard to his property, not calling on his
government for its protection.22
J. P. Chamberlain in his article "Property Rights Under the New
Mexican Constitution" provides the only substantial breakdown and
illumination of Article 2? available in 1917.23

He provides much of

this illumination by the use of logic and frequent comparison to
United States legal concepts and practices.

He deals both with theory

and scholarly speculation as to the possible ways it may be carried
out.

In examining the protection an individual would have for his

property, he notes Article 1^'s guarantee against retroactive legislation and Article 27*s specification that "public utility" is the
only legal reason for expropriation and that to be by payment.

He

does point out though that unlike earlier constitutions it does not
say that payment must be made before property is taken, and that the
purposes for which property may be taken under Article 27 in Mexico
are broader than the interpretation of "public interest" in the
United States.

He also notes that at least in theory the Mexican

Federal Government has more power over private property than the
United States in that it, not the states, has the police power.^
However, in emphasizing the great power the Constitution places in the
hands of Congress in the case of the police power and in the hands of
2

H. N. Branch, trans., "The Mexican Constitution of 1917 Compared
with the Constitution of 1857," The Annals of the American Academy of
Political and Social Science, LXXI Supplement (May, 1917), 16-19.
2

3political Science Quarterly, XXXII (September, 1917), 373-7^.

%bid., pp. 370-71, 376.
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the Executive, he stresses that it can be used for good or ill.

With

regard to the power of Congress, he mentions the possibility that the
courts might assume a restraining position similar to that existing
in the United States, but realistically notes that "the serious
guarantee will be the intelligence of the electorate, and the character
and wisdom of the men who represent it in the congress,"25
Chamberlain appears quite aware of the agricultural traditions of
Mexican peons and able to anticipate the twentieth century problems of
the small individual farmer in his comments on land distribution in
Mexico under Article 27.

He points out that it would be possible for

the Mexican Government to carry out the purposes of the Constitution
to return land to the peons in the style of that done in Yucatan byusing what already belongs to the nation and that confiscated from the
church.

Thus, there would be "little need for proceeding against

privately owned estates in the interest of peon ownership."26
The somewhat sympathetic tone of Chamberlain while he discusses
giving land to the peons is replaced by sternness as he deals with
that part of Article 27 relating to concessions.

He describes the

provision regarding concessions as "confiscatory" because "the person
formerly the owner of the coal or oil underlying his land is so no
more, though the value may have been the most important element in the
purchase price."2?

Chamberlain points out that the part of Article Ik

25

Ibid., p. 376.

26

Ibid., p. 383.

2

?Ibld., p. 371.

15
against retroactive legislation appears not to apply to Congress1
power regarding concessions.28

He also notes that although a similar

provision existed in the old constitution restricting foreigners from
calling on their own government for protection against Mexican judgments, this older law lacked the enforcement power of Article 27 which
says that if such is done, the property will be forfeited.2?

Reaction to the Constitution
The relatively little coverage given to the 1917 Mexican Constitution by the American press is not due solely to the overwhelming
attention given to the European war or to the immediately more interesting possibility of a withdrawal of Pershing's troops from Mexico.
Probably more significant in explaining the minimum coverage is the
nature of a large element of the American response to the Mexican
Constitution.

Although the Constitution includes articles potentially

dangerous to American interests in Mexico, there is a general lack of
fear displayed.

There is a presumption on the part of many that the

Constitution will not be carried out to the letter.3°

One American

nationalist even goes so far as to make fun of some of its measures
affecting foreigners and to suggest that a Mexican constitution should
never be taken seriouslyi

"Mexicans have never shown a united and

patriotic regard for any of their previous Constitutions, and it is
28

Ibid.. p. 387.

29

Ibid.. p. 377.

3°»Mexico»s Inhospitality to Missions," The Literary Digest, LIV
(April Ik, 1917), 1066.
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hardly rash to predict that the first violators of this latest product
of radical zeal will be Mexicans."31
In 1917 the majority of American journalistic opinion certainly
does not indicate a "jumping-to-arms" reaction of Americans to the
Mexican Constitution.

This lack of excitedness is not largely due to

a lack of information about the provisions of the Constitution.

(As

seen above, the New York Times supplies a reasonable amount of factual
data.

It also provides possible cause for United States alarm in some

of its realistic commentary and in several harsh attacks on the more
inflammable sections regarding religion and property rights.)

There

appears to be a tendency as far as the Constitution is concerned to
display a type of practical realism which sees time to be 6n the side
of the United States.

An August article in Current Opinion assures the

American public that "all radical administrations become conservative
in time."32

Similarly, the September issue of The American Review of

Reviews points out that of necessity the "anti-foreigner policy of the
new constitution" will yield somewhat to inviting foreign
cooperation.33

'fhe call for reasonableness on the part of the United

States comes from a variety of sources.

Both the voices of Protestant

opinion and those of scholarship emphasize the necessity of suspending
31»Mexico,s Constitution," The Outlook, CXV (March 14, 1917),
453-54.

32"The Roman Catholic Grievance in Mexico," LXIII (August, 1917),
111.
33"The Present State of Mexico," LVI, 281.
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judgment and reaction until Mexico's constitutional provisions are
further interpreted.3^ The author of the most scholarly analysis of
the aspects of the Mexican Constitution affecting property rights
includes the following in his comments on the controversial Article 27«
"Many of its provisions, in particular the concluding paragraph,
depend upon legislation for their interpretation, and the laws, not the
constitution will be at fault if unfairness results."35
Not all reactions to the Constitution were such as to minimize
its possible effects or to advise suspension of United States action
until more than words—at least uninterpreted words—were at stake.

In

fact, one author points to the error in this way of thinking when
writing in protest to an earlier decree of Carranza which could easily
be misused to confiscate American-owned mining property.

Ke emphasizes

that the government must protest now rather than waiting until some
action occurs when it will be to no avail.36

There are also other

commentators on the Mexican scene, while maintaining a factual or
realistic coverage, who point out with reasonable certainty that the
Constitution "is not to be regarded as merely a scrap of paper" at
least with regard to certain aspects.37 About some radical parts of
3^+"The Government and Missions in Mexico," The Missionary Review
of the World, XL (November, 1917)» 801-802. Although making some harsh
comments on the Constitution, The New York Times in its February 13i
1917 editorial, p. 10 also indicates that judgment should be suspended
until some provisions have been further studied and clarified,
35chamberlain, Political Science Quarterly, XXXII, 389.
3%oland G. Usher, "Carranza's New Industrial Policy," North
American Review, CCV (March, 1917), ^2.
3?"The Eight-Hour Day for Vera Cruz," The Survey.XXXIX (December 29,
1917), 372.
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the Constitution they are not sure—perhaps they will not be vigorously
enforced—but the provisions against foreigners probably will be
because of present feeling in Mexico.3®
A February editorial in the New York Times makes clear some
distinctions frequently drawn from fundamental American concepts.

It

states that the purpose of Mexico's Constitution to help the masses of
Mexican people is "admirable," but that "an organic law, which, while
striving to benefit the many, works rank injustice to the few must be
radically defective."39

one of the injustices the editorial shows it

is concerned with is the requirement that foreigners give up their
right to call on their own government if their land is taken.

With

regard to that part of the Constitution restricting the rights of the
clergy, the New York Times comments that "the Mexican idea of freedom
is confused with intolerance."
Among those elements of journalistic opinion whose response to
the Mexican Constitution is less tempered and whose inclusion of
factual information is perhaps subordinated to their own viewpoint are
both those who embrace the social and economic results of the Mexican
Revolution as being in tune with American ideals and those who
denounce all it represents.

Of interest to those who would try to

38"Mexico and the World War," The World's Work. XXXIII (March,
1917), ^721 Arthur Constantino, "The New Mexican Constitution and
Reforms," The Outlook, CXV (March 14, 1917), *55.
39pebruary 26, 1917, p. 8. Such distinctions are not only evident
in expressions of American opinion but appear to help shape United
States policy in the 1920's and 1930's.
^Olbid.
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understand the public sentiments in the year 191? is the fact that
there are far fewer wholesale condemnations of the Mexican Constitution than there are those who point to the similarities between it and
that of the United States and approvingly draw attention to its
advanced labor and social reforms.

American liberals sympathetic to

Mexican reform most frequently highlight its provisions for an eighthour work day, regulation of the pay for overtime, restrictions on
hours and conditions under which women and children can work,
employers' liability for labor accidents, voting rights for selfsupporting single women, and minimum-wage laws.

They point to its

emphasis on local government, its decentralization of education and
its restriction on the participation of military men in politics—all
things significant for showing Mexico as working toward an Americanstyle democracy.41- In recording his observations, one journalist writes:
"In studying the language of their new constitutions one is greatly
impressed with the evidence that they were molded on the Constitution
of the United States and corrected by our experience." ^
There is a tendency for those who highlight the economic and social
reforms of Mexico's Constitution also to show the Constituent Assembly
and elections in a good and meaningful light.

They stress the

^•Bernard Gallant, "Making Laws for Mexico: The New Spirit
Revealed in Mexico's Constituent Congress," The Survey. XXXVII (January 20, 1917), ^51| "Mexico's Constituent Congress," The American
Review of Reviews. LV (February, 1917), 1&*.
^2A. S. Hobart, "Conscience or Conduct," The Outlook, CXV
(February 7, 1917). 2^3.
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civilian nature of the Constituent Congress and suggest the variety
and representativeness of its composition.^

To make evident the

meaningfulness of the Mexican elections in terms of fairness and the
freedom exercised, American liberals place them in perspective with
what came before in Mexico.^

The New York Times emphasizes the "fair

and orderly manner" in which they were held, and notes that the Indians
voted for the first time and were very interested in their part in the
election.

Its headlines also include the fact that a woman was elected

to the House.^5

One article trying to show the legitimacy of the

Carranza election compares the percentage voting for Carranza to that
in the United States voting for Wilson in 1912 and 1916.^

Interesting,

and somewhat humorous to the writer of another era is the story told
about Carranza's wiring the Constituent Assembly to ask them to postpone its starting date until he could get there on horseback.
delegates

The

reply that "'it is against the law,1" making evident the

new spirit in Mexico where not even a leader is above the law. '
The Constituent Congress and elections in Mexico were not always
43

Gallant, The Survey. XXXVII, ^9, ^51.

^'The Mexican Elections," The Outlook, CXV (March 21, 1917),
^98.
^arch 12, 1917, p. 11.

^"President Carranza," The Bellman, XXII (March 17, 1917),
287.

^Gallant, The Survey, XXXVH, W-9.
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treated so kindly even in 1917.

The Chicago Tribune with its

sparsity of information does find space to mention a possible slaying
in the Constitutional Congress.*?

Suggesting the invalidity of any

work of the assembly, a March Ik article in The Outlook points out that
the delegates to the Constitutional Convention were chosen in what
amount to "farcical elections."5°

Although no real details are given

to back this up, the charge is made.

Another example of the denial of

any meaning Mexican elections might appear to have is a story somewhat
reminiscent of one segment of literature about the American Negroes
during Reconstruction.

The Mexicans are shown as simple, childlike,

and lacking in any eagerness to vote.

In the story when the Government

couriers come to get their votes, twenty-six Mexicans are shown asking
who they should vote for and when not getting an answer from the man
telling the story, twenty-three of the twenty-six men return to their
work without voting and three follow the advice of the couriers.'!
Those who tried to categorize the 1917 Mexican Constitution had
some difficulty.

It is described as modern, and thought progressive by

some, radical by others."

On the one hand it is defended against

^°The worst attacks, however, come later after portions of the
Constitution were put into action. See below p. 106.
^January 6, 1917. p. 2.
^"Mexico's Constitution, LXV, 453.
5!w. A. Joubert, "The Problem of the Mexican Peon," Harper's
Magazine. CXXXV (July, 1917). 275.
52G. B. Winton, "Mexico Redivivus," The Survey, XXXVIH (August 11,
1917), 415.

^
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being evidence of Mexico's drift toward socialism.53

On the other hand,

by emphasizing its portions opposing religion it is shown as evidence
that "the reactionary party is in full control."^

Attempting to be

realistic in its evaluation, The Nation emphasizes the variety within
the Constitutions "Many things are admirable, some are highly questionable, and the whole is undeniably open to the charge that it represents
rather a great scheme of social renovation than a workable plan of
government."55

its most caustic critic charges it with being"so

advanced that it may be considered distinctively class legislation."
He also points out details of its inconsistencies and makes somewhat of
a wholesale condemnations
Economically, the document of Queretaro is dangerous because
the precarious tenure system it provides will surely throttle
foreign initiative and alienate foreign capital: socially,
it is impracticable, for the economic conditions of the
country do not justify the enactment nor permit the enforcement of legislation of the type proposed; politically, it
lacks the sanction of the majority of the people because it
disregards the very promises of the party, and because it
denies to the inhabitants of the republic those rights generally
recognized and respected in all civilized communities,
including the right of conscience and even the right to life.56
The entanglements of the Mexican Constitution and United States
reaction to it are such as frequently to make it impossible to extricate them in order to gauge a pure reaction to some of the

53Gallant, The American Review of Reviews. LV, 184.
5^'The Elimination of Religion and Education from Mexico," The
Independent. LXXXIX (March 26, 1917), 526.
55"The New Mexican Constitution," CIV (May 10, 1917), 571.
56Salvador Martinez de Alva, "The Mexican Constitution of 1917,"
American Political Science Review, XI (May, 1917), 380.
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Constitution's revolutionary concepts.

And, in fact, it is impossible

to rid other events of the suspicious undercurrent already established
by it in United States-Mexican relations.

For example, the increased

coverage of rebel activities and the questioning of the stability of
the Carranza government by the daily press is not necessarily unrelated
to the reaction to the Constitution.

In fact, in 1917 this picture of

turmoil and chaos was perhaps the quickest way to produce effective
United States action as evinced in our interventions in other parts of
Latin America.57

The most severe strain in United States-Mexican

relations developed in March and April.

During these months there is a

growing questioning and suspicion regarding both the German danger in
Mexico and the future policies of Mexico.
takes effect May 1.)

(The Mexican Constitution

Thus, to get a total picture of United States

reaction to the 1917 Mexican Constitution it is necessary to look somewhat at the whole of United States-Mexican relations in 1917.
U.S. Concern over German Influence in Mexico
The United States reaction to the Mexican Constitution was still
very much in the making when the Zimmerraann bombshell was dropped on
the American public on March 1, 1917.

All of a sudden actions of

Mexico that hitherto had not aroused great suspicions made sense| to
^'Advocates of a new Mexican policy that would more closely
resemble our Cuban policy of that time had important spokesmen including
the Chicago Tribune. See below pp. 48, ^9, 51.
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many they now added up to proof of German influence.58

Appearing on

the front page of the March 15 issue of the New York Times is an
article that claims Germans are in control of Mexico.

The New York

Times notes that according to a neutral government source, German
bankers are in control of Mexico's finances and the German legations,
its diplomatic affairs.

What is more, it even goes on to link the

Mexican Constitution to the German causei
Several of its provisions apparently were devised as means
of assisting the cause of Germany in Mexico at the expense
of the interests of the Entente Allies and the United States.
Article 2? of the new constitution, which provided for
the confiscation of concessions of property of foreigners
is regarded as especially dangerous to the Entente Allies and
neutrals in general. Developments in the near future, the
reports indicate, will be directed at ousting from control
of the oil fields American, British, Dutch, and other
interests.-59
Somewhat similarly, in the August issue of The World's Work, when
George Marvin attempts to separate the real German dangers to Tampico
oil from those that are largely imaginary he points accusingly to the
Mexican central government and the Constitution.

He shows the Consti-

tution to be dangerous to the allies' oil supplies! he points out
that it not only says there will be "'no exemption from taxation'"
which increases their costs but that under it Mexico can also take over
the United States and British oil wells at any time.

Thus, it is his

conclusion that it is not sabotage or other direct acts of Germans in
^Associated Press Dispatch, March 1, 1917, I<ew York Times, p. 2j
Baltimore Sun, p. lj Chicago Tribune, p. 2.
59March 15, 1917, p. 1.
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Mexico that should cause alarm to the United States but German influence
"in Mexico City to bring about one or both of these restrictive measures."

Marvin, not sure of the nature of the German influence but

thinking it probably indirect, advocates that the United States should
make it clear to Mexico that to carry out constitutional measures
against Tampico oil fields is to serve the German interest.°1
In addition to these attempts to separate fact from fiction with
regard to the German danger to Mexican oil, periodical coverage of
Mexico in 1917 includes some significant background information on the
Germans1 ability to influence Mexicans.

One article contrasts the

tenor of the actions of Americans in Mexico to that of the Germans
there.

It points out that the Americans in Mexico tend to show their

independence and superior race by being non-adaptable, whereas the
Germans in Mexico pride themselves not only in being hard workers like
the Americans but on being highly adaptable, knowing how to ingratiate
themselves by adopting the customs and speaking the language.°2
Several sources confirm the popularity of the Germans in Mexico in
6o

"The Jeopardy of Tampico," XXXIV, 380. "Why the Mexican OilFields are Guarded Like Diamond-Mines," Current Opinion. LXIII
(October, 1917)• containing many quotations from Marvin, and "German
Efforts in Mexico," The World's Work. XXXV (December, 1917) come to these
same conclusions. The latter on p. 210 also stresses that the German
danger is not through the military but through pressure brought to
bear on Carranza.
6l

The World's Work. XXXIV, 389.

"2R, B. Cunninghame Graham, Review of Mexico by Mrs. Alec Tweedie,
The English Review, XXV (December, 1917), 511-12.
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comparison to other foreigners.

Another factor making for better

German-Mexican relations is that Germany, in contrast to the United
States, has not had to continually pressure Carranza about law and
order because German property is commercial rather than natural wealth.6 3
However, even many of the same articles that point to the potential
power of Germany as a commercial rival or as a diplomatic influence
on Mexico conclude optimistically.
is no reason for fear.

They assure Americans that there

They point out that there is no evidence of a

move against the United States and the probability of a Mexican
alliance with Germany has already declined. 64
Even prior to the publication of the Zimmermann note some connection had been made between our experiences with Mexico and the
European War.

Those who pushed a preparedness policy for the United

States drew from the obvious example in the daily press.

In their

arguments for universal military service, they cite the Pershing
punitive expedition.

They note how it exposed the inadequacies and

inefficiencies of relying on the state militia even to defend the
border.

More specifically, the Chicago Tribune in February was

especially active in showing Mexico as "our exposed flank," either for
Germans or for a German-influenced Mexico.
with harsh criticism of Wilson's policy.

Its editorials are filled
They point out "the folly of

our failure to settle the Mexican difficulty while we were free to act
63„ German Efforts in Mexico," The World's Work. XXXV, 210.
64.Arthur Bullard, "Germany-Mexico-Japan," The Outlook. CXV (March
14, 1917), 456i Mason, The Outlook. CXV, 105.

27
undisturbed. , , , If we had acted with vigor and common sense it
would not now be exposed and we should at this time have a seasoned
army of respectable proportions."65

in fact, all of the information

on Mexico in the February news and editorial columns of the Chicago
Tribune tends to form a negative picture of Mexico, of Carranza, and
of Wilson's policy.

The Chicago Tribune draws attention to Mexican

internal violence and border raids, German presence and influence,
British fear for her oil interests, danger of confiscation of small
mines, and purchase of munition-making machinery from Japan.

It also

gives a most severe and ridiculing reception to Carranza's peace
efforts.

In its portrayal of the Mexican refugees following Pershing.'s

returning troops, the Chicago Tribune attempts to stir up American
empathy| however, its editorial sardonically comments that "possibly
the American people would not be so indifferent to this pathetic
column working its way out of danger if the column were composed of
Armenians fleeing from the Turks."°°
Although the February coverage of Mexican events by the Kew York
Times and the Baltimore Sun also includes information on internal
violence, rebel movements, and rumors of German activity, they do not
dwell on these matters because of other more positive things that are

February 10, 1917, p. 6.
^"February 6, 1917, p. 6. In several previous editorials the
Chicago Tribune has satirized the way Americans view European and
Mexican situations differently.
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also mentioned.

The arrival of the newly appointed Ambassador Fletcher

in Mexico receives good notice and extensive attention in the New York
Times.

The Bellman points out Fletcher's particularly good qualifica-

tions for this position, even to suggesting that he will serve as a
"bridge to Mexico."

It stresses the importance of restoring the

normalized channels for solving problems.°7

One source attributes this

change, from military operations such as Pershing"s to civilian relations under Fletcher, to the European crisis.*8

(The Baltimore Sun

had suggested earlier that the United States had decided"a fully
accredited diplomatic officer" in Mexico desirable because of some of
the reforms that were being considered at Queretaro.°9) The New York
Times does state that "the State Department's anxiety to get Ambassador
Fletcher to his post has been increased by the rupture of relations
with Germany, since it is recognized as a probability that hostilities
would give rise to many problems which it would be desirable for an
accredited diplomatic representative to handle."70
Carranza's note to all neutrals regarding joint efforts to end the
war by mediation and an embargo received widespread attention in the
daily press and periodicals.

67MA

According to the Baltimore Sun, the note

Bridge to Mexico," XXII, 203.

^"Through the School Door Into Mexico," The Survey, XXXVH
(February Zh, 1917), 605.
^January 5, 1917, p. 2.
70February 8, 1917, p. 12.
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"was received with expressions of mingled amusement and gravity in
official quarters."71

Long quotations in some of the daily papers

allow readers to detect for themselves any possible reasonableness of
Carranza's position.

However, to pre-World War II ears there was no

ring of familiarity or truth to Carranza's position.

Carranza

maintained that this is a war "without any precedent in the history of
humanity," requiring the rethinking of the rights and role of
neutrals.72

United States views range from suspicion of German

influence to absolute certainty of it and this note being proof.

Even

the most benevolent press accounts point out that what Carranza has
suggested is contrary to international law and United States views of
neutrality.

The New York Times goes on to mention that there are

some who think the fact that Carranza would make such a suggestion is
indicative of German influence.73
Reaction to Carranza's note tends to become a personal attack as
well as a signal of the possible German influence in Mexico.

A

February 14 editorial in the New York Times points out that this
Carranza note is some repayment for the "gracious" treatment the United
States has given Carranza lately; perhaps the United States government
should begin to take the German danger in Mexico more seriously.7**
7lFebruary 13, 1917, p. 3.
72Mew

York Times. February 13, 1917, p. 1.

73ibid.

?V 8.
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The front-page news article in the Chicago Tribune appears under the
heading "CARRANZA OUT AS THE KAISER'S PEACEMAKER?"

Its satirical

onslaught does not confine itself just to the proof of German influence
at hand in Carranza's note, but goes on to embrace other emotion-laden
issuest

"It is believed that unusual considerations influenced

Carranza to place himself in the ludicrous attitude of disregarding
the anarchy in his own land, the slaughter of Americans, and the
destruction of American property, while preaching peace and brotherly
love to Europe,"'-'

Although the Chicago Tribune's frontpage news

column appears to be sufficiently vivid and opinionated to serve as
its editorial comment on the subject of Carranza's note to neutral
nations, such is not the case.

Its February 14 editorial, "Mischief

Again in Mexico," lambasts Carranza's character still further.

It

refers to his "genius for malevolence" and portrays him as "that
purring Latin feline," "that Latin soul . . . shot through with
poisonous intent toward the United States."'76
With the publication of the Zimmermann note, what had been an
occasional rumor in the daily press becomes a steady stream of
suspicions.

Rumors and supposedly factual information on the estab-

lishment of wireless communication between Mexico and Germany, German
submarine activity off the coast of Mexico, and United States
Germans amassing in Mexico increasingly supplement
extent of the Mexican involvement with German plans.

February 13. 1917.
76P. 8.

the debate on the
There is,
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however, some variance in the degree of suspicion in which Carranza
and Mexico are held, and there is a definite fluctuation with time.
The New York Times immediate reaction to the Zimmermann note is
to affirm its confidence in Carranza's Mexico, indicating that it does
not expect United States-Mexican relations to be hurt.

As evidence of

Mexico's friendly desires, it points to the "attentions" given to
Ambassador Fletcher.77

A March 2 article expressing its faith in

Carranza in a somewhat backhanded but interesting way indicates that
United States recognition of Carranza and sending of Fletcher messed
up the German "plot to oust Carranza."'"

But with the passing of days

and still no statement from Carranza denying his knowledge of the
Zimmermann note, the editorials of the New i'ork Times become more
critical.

Although they still maintain that Carranza is the best of

possible candidates, suspicions appear to be growing.'9
editorial statesi

A March 10

"Evidence that Mr. Carranza is a party to this plot

against the United States would have a serious bearing upon our future
relations with Mexico. ..80

Pointing out the tolerance and patience

that have characterized United States policy toward Mexico hitherto,
it goes on to note that intervention would be justified even in the
eyes of Latin America if Carranza has become or does become "pals"

77March 3, 1917, p. 1.
78p.

7.

79March k, 1917, sec. 7, p. 2.
80

?. 10.
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with Germany.51

Even though there is growing impatience and suspicion

of Carranza's Mexico reflected in its editorial columns, the New York
Times news sections continue to include expression of confidence in
Carranza and Mexico.

Good coverage is given to Fletcher's expression

of faith in Mexican neutrality.

He continues to maintain that

Von Eckhardt did not approach Carranza with the Zimmermann offer and
also states that he believes Mexico will remain neutral.^2
The news columns of the New York Times in March do give voice to
the multiple facts and rumors of German activity and influence in
Mexico, but they also include denials by factual reports and substantial articles which attempt to separate the fact from the fiction. 3
Another feature of the New York Times March coverage, in contrast to
other major papers such as the Baltimore Sun and the Chicago Tribune,
is the inclusion of some astute questioning of the source and timing
of the Zimmermann revelation.

In reporting German views on March 6,

1917, the front-page article headlines read "BERLIN SEES A WILSON
TRICKi Says He Invented a 'Plot' in Order to Stampede Congress."

The

suggestion that Wilson pulled off the Zimmermann note in order to
achieve what he wanted in foreign policy does not come solely through
the mouth of Germany, but in a feature article that offered among
other things a substantial analysis of the German-Mexican intrigue.
Sllbid.
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?March 16, 1917, p. 7 and March 29, 1917, p. 8 are examples of
such denials.
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As a part of her somewhat cutting remarks on American immaturity,
Mary Austin commentst
Mr. V/ilson knew his United States well when he reserved
his announcement of German machinations in Mexico for this
dramatic moment. It is the only way American attention can
be caught by it, and we are arrested by it largely because
it is clumsy and obvious j here is a veritable document with
a name signed to it and specific plans outlined.^
She insists that the Zimmermann note is not the reason for fighting
Germanyj there was sufficient reason for the United States to fight
before, but that a stunt like the Zimmermann note was necessary to
rally the United States.85
The editorial comment of the Chicago Tribune continues in much the
same vein in March that it had established in February or earlier.

It

continues to demand a new Mexican policy from Wilson, calling for the
United States to clean up Mexico to prevent her from letting in our
enemies.00

Attempting to play the role of the realist, the Chicago

Tribune stresses the necessity for United States action, not just
emotional talk. '

Even in its news columns there appears to be a

greater and more immediate suspicion of Carranza than in the New York
Times.

An example of the type of jeering remarks that cut Carranza can

be found on the front page of the March 3 Chicago Tribune in an article
by a special Washington correspondent, Arthur Sears Henningi

"Japan

is not suspected of having knowledge of the plot or of having encouraged
^ew York Times, March 11, 1917, sec. 7, p. J.
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Germany to propose the anti-American alliance, but faith in the
impregnability of the Carranza character to German blandishment is
not entertained by any one, except possibly the president."
The Chicago Tribune does give coverage to German views and
reaction to the Zimmermann notei however, it shows no suspicions of
the Entente letting the Zimmermann note come into United States hands.
In one editorial though, it does suggest the possibility of Germany
letting it fall into our hands.88

Throughout the month much attention

is given to German plots in Mexico and Mexican rebel activity, as well
as to the harsh criticism of Wilson's Mexican policy.
A reading of the New York American for the first portion of March
reveals that the differences in its coverage from that of the major
papers already mentioned is more in tone and headlines, than in
substance.

There is a tendency to be more authoritarian, a tone

partially achieved by the choice of verbs.8^

The information in the

Hew York American is largely the same, except perhaps a little more
doubt is expressed about Mexico's—although not Japan's—part in the
Zimmermann affair.

However, there is a curious item from the Inter-

national News Service which suggests that Germany has more to the
Mexican offer that Mexico will hear about if the United States does not
start dealing more fairly with Germany.90
88
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9Note the contrast in tone between the March 2 front-page article
in the Chicago Tribune "PLOT NOTE IS AUTHENTIC" and those of the New
York American! "CAERATTZA IS TOLD TO CURB PLOTTERS i Washington Demands
First Chief Curb German Propaganda . . . Mexican Ruler Must Tell
Fletcher His Knowledge of Zimmermann Letter." (Italics mine)
9°March 9. 1917, p. 1.
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The New York Times editorial suspicion of the Carranza Government
and Mexico builds to a climax in April when just before the denouement
there appears to be somewhat of a reconsideration.

An April 10

editorial entitled "The Mexican Threat" shows absolutely no effort to
see things from any other than the point of view of the United States.
There is even an air of condescension regarding Mexico's ungratefulness.

Its suspicions are founded upon Carranza's silence and triggered

by the gathering of both government and Villa troops near the border.
It even goes so far as to make known it is expecting the first trouble
from Germany to come from the Mexican border."

A later editorial

reveals a possible reason for this loss of sympathy toward Carranza
and Mexico.

The idea of Mexico remaining neutral when most of Latin

American countries have shown themselves to favor the United States
against Germany is incomprehensible to the New York Times editors.
They react as though to be neutral in this war is to be against all
that is good 92

They indicate that they think Mexico will revise its

position, but in the meantime they show no sympathy for or understanding of Carranza.

They refer to him as the "most whimsical of modern

statesmen" and ridicule his stance of neutrality as a "holier-thanthou" position.93

91

P. 12.

'^Perhaps a biblical reference used by Senator Lewis and appearing in the Chicago Tribune, April 23, 1917, p. 5i most aptly captures
the spirit of the times» "Those who are not with us are against us."

93April 17, 1917, p. 10.
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An April 18 editorial, "We Most Watch Mexico," marks the climax
of the New fork Times dissatisfaction with the "dubious attitude of the
Carranza Government."^

it points out that United States acceptance

of the new Mexican Ambassador does not mean all is well between the
United States and Mexico.

It mentions that even the Washington Post

who has long been friendly to Mexico is now giving a warning word to
Mexico.

In a tone somewhat remindful of that which has often charac-

terized the Chicago Tribune, it reproaches Mexico and comes closer
than at any other time to criticising Wilson's Mexican policy when it
sayst

"The Mexicans cannot understand kindness and tolerance.

They

attribute them to weakness and cowardice."95
The tone of the April 20 editorial in the New York Times—perhaps
anticipating the break in the news of April 27 that begins to lessen
United States suspicions of Mexico—is somewhat different from that
earlier in the month.
and conciliatory.

Its beginning at least is far more reasonable

It mentions the sparsity in news from Mexico and

notes that most of the "alarms" from Mexico have no authentic basis.
However, it does not go so far as to retract its suspicions of Mexico
which it says it will not do until there is proof that there is no
ground for them.

(Mexico is still guilty until proven innocent!)

And

the New York Times still maintains its position for the arms embargo
even though it realizes that this is a real sore spot with Mexico.9°

9V 12.
95ibid.
96April 25, 1917, p. 12.
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Both the New York Times and the Chicago Tribune give increased
coverage in April to Germans going into Mexico and German activity
therein.

However, the focus of the danger is not always the same in

the two papers.

The thrust of the New York Times concern is against

Carranza and his government directly| however, in the Chicago Tribune
there does not appear to be this kind of direct attack but rather a
showing of the dangers threatening Carranza's power.

Much attention

is given in the Chicago Tribune to Villa and other rebel activity.
Carranza is not shown as selling out or succumbing to German influence
but important men under him such as Obregon are.

Emphasis is given to

rumors of revolt by Obregon and generals supporting him such as Murguia
who is in command of 5t000 troops near the United States border.

Both

Obregon and the northern generals are said to be getting "German financial and moral backing."97
The April coverage of the Baltimore Sun is friendlier to Carranza's
Mexico than either the New York Times or the Chicago Tribune.

Although

its news columns do include information on the German-Mexican danger in
Mexico, the Baltimore Sun appears to continue to trust the Mexican
government.

It continues to express its confidence in Carranza to keep

Mexico neutral| its only reservation is to mention the possibility that
Carranza could have too much trouble from rebels.""

Some doubts are

expressed about Villa and his possible relations with Germans, although
within its total coverage such suspicions are also denied.

97APril 16, 1917, p. 5l April 12, 1917, p. 3.
98April 11, 1917, p. 1.
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either the New York Times or the Chicago Tribune begins to take a more
relaxed and confident attitude toward Mexico, the Baltimore Sun reports
Mexican sentiment turning against Germany and toward the United States.??
Whereas the New York Times hints that such action by Mexico would be
in line with a pro-German position,100 the Baltimore Sun points out
that the Mexican government takeover of the British-owned national
railway between Vera Cruz and Mexico City shows no evidence of "any
German influence behind the act or any success for the efforts of
German agents working to secure the support of the Mexican government.'10!
Thus, when on April 27 Mexico begins to manifest her neutrality by the
announcement that Germans will be arrested if they meet near the border,
the Baltimore Sun is able to say with some truth at least for itself
that Mexico has never really been suspected, only watched because of
known German efforts.l°2
Although in April the New York Times gives extensive coverage to
facts and suspicions of German intrigue in Mexico, it also contains
denials and articles that attempt to dispel these false fears.

As in

some of the periodicals there is an attempt to separate fact from
fiction by logic and an analysis of German methods to see what factors
in Mexico are on their side in 1917.

"April 7, 1917, p. 1.
100
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Writing during a potentially
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explosive situation caused by American fears of Mexican troops
gathering near the border supposedly in pursuit of Villa forces, the
correspondent of the New York Times in San Antonio attempts to prevent
a United States invasion of Mexico by stripping the rumors of some of
their fearful bases:
The average rumor is seemingly based upon the supposition that the present government of Mexico is in the hands of
a group of uneducated men, who are all antagonistic to the
United States. It must be admitted that the present administration is composed of men who have triumphed after several
years of revolution, in which they have been aided by the United
States, and that the majority of these men in power are men
who have lived in the United States, and who are thoroughly
familiar with the American people, their spirit, and
resources.1^3
The New York Times also quotes extensively from an executive of the
American Mission Board, G. B. Winton, who had spent much of thirty
years in Mexico and just returned from a ten-week stay.

Winton

attempts to correct the impression that there is a large amount of
German influence in Mexico.

Drawing on the authority of his language

ability to even detect the German "brogue" in Spanish and his personal
knowledge of Mexico, he denies that there is a German rush across the
border, that there is any great amount of anti-American sentiment, or
that there is any pro-German sentiment.

'"It is surprising,' he said,

•how few traces you see down there of the things you hear about here.1"
He advises that what Mexicans want is just to be let alone to attend
103
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to their own internal problems!

"They have no time for foreign

complications unless such complications are forced upon them!'^0'4'
A Sunday feature article in the April 22 issue of the New York
Times both denies the truth of some of the New York Times factual
coverage and takes several positions directly opposite to those of
its latest editorial comment.

Its headlines advisei

"American Tact

Can Thwart Germans in Mexicoi Care in Dealing with Mexican Government
May Lead It to Expel German Plotters and Be Friendly to Us in Present
Crisis."105

Although praising Wilson's policies as putting people

above vested interests, Mary Austin criticizes the United States
embargo which she sees as handicapping Carranza and helping German
propaganda.^""

she attempts to dispel the "German-Japanese bogey" by

separating the real nature of German influence from the fiction and
showing why it is economically impossible for Carranza to root out all
Germans.

Showing a real understanding of Mexico's dreams and their

relations to the present world situation, she argues optimistically
that Mexican hatred for Germany is even greater than its distrust of
the United States.

She expresses confidence in Mexico's clear vision

to see that it is in her own interest not to consort with Germans.
However, she does caution the United States against blinding Mexico
lo4
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105Mary Austin, sec. 6, p. 2.
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"with the dust of our fumbling raanoeuvers,"-'-0''
Strain in United States relations with Mexico reaches a peak in
April with the concern over Mexican troops near the border, increased
uncertainty of the extent of German influence over Carranza or his
subordinates, and fear of an oil embargo or other measures against
property that would be disastrous to the allied war effort.

The timing

and the sternness of the statements of Wilson upon receiving the new
Mexican Ambassador suggest the interrelationship of the United States
response to the German danger in Mexico and the provisions of the
Mexican Constitution affecting foreign property rights.

At the height

of United States concern over German influence in Mexico, Wilson's
reply to the friendly words of the Mexican Ambassador entails a sternly
spoken stress on the safety of American citizens and their property.
He indicates that he is glad to see a constitutional government in
Mexico but will be happy when there is convincing evidence of the
protection of American and other foreigners and their property.108
The New York Times hails the April 2? Mexican announcement that
Germans will be arrested if they amass near the border as the first
"practical manifestation of Mexico's neutrality."109 After this
107

Ibid., p. 3. Statements of Luis Cabrera quoted by Provost in
the May issue of The Pan-American Magazine, p. j6, support such a view,
Cabrera is critical of the American public not being given more
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a solid American continent is in her interest.
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announcement, press coverage of Mexican news begins to create a quite
different picture.

Where there were doubts and criticism of Carranza,

there now is a picture of hira as our friend.110

Where there had been

accusations of German influence with regard to the possibility of new
Mexican oil taxes, there now is a report that the State Department sees
it as only a necessary measure by Mexico to get needed revenue.111
In May the New York Times refers to the Mexican Constitution as the
"most liberal and advanced ever attempted."112

Only the month before*

it had been shown through the eyes of refugees who thought it illegal.113
Cbregon, who had been more frequently labeled pro-German than anyone
else near Carranza, now is said to be "only pro-Mexican" and his
character is vindicated by the revelation that he "could not be bought."11^
Mexican restriction of German activities near the border is only
the first of many actions that show her in fact to be a "benevolent
neutral" although she chooses to term her course that of "strict
neutrality."

In June and July there is even discussion of the possibil-

ity of Mexico entering the war as an ally.

However, both the New York

Times and the Baltimore Sun reveal that there is no United States
pressure for such a Mexican move.

In fact, the United States would

prefer that Mexico remain the benevolent neutral where the Allies have
110
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the advantages but not the liabilities incurred with an alliance.
Concern is expressed that having Mexico as an ally during the war
might be a hindrance to taking the stringent steps that might be
necessary to handle grievances with Mexico after the war.115
Now that Mexico is shown to be our friend in this international
conflict there is a tendency for that prevailing fact to affect
United States response to all Mexican events.

There continues to be

some coverage of wireless plots and German spies in Mexico because of
their possible danger to Mexican oil, but there is no more implicating
of the Mexican government.

Even the new export taxes on oil put into

effect July 10 after great effort by the United States to change them
is handled quietly and reasonably by both the State Department and
the press. "*
This general change in the tone of the daily press coverage of
Mexican events after April 27 does not mean that all newspapers give
the same interpretation to Mexico's actions.

Like the New York Times

and the Baltimore Sun, the Chicago Tribune is confident that the
United States can now count on Mexico to help the allies as a neutral.
However, the editorials of the Chicago Tribune show Carranza as having
been bought.

Attributing Carranza's friendship to financial motives,

the editorial comment of the Chicago Tribune infers that Carranza may
U,
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love Germany, but he cannot get money from Germany now like he can
the United States.11''
Newspaper coverage of all Mexican events decreases sharply as the
strained relations between Mexico and the United States over Mexico's
position in the war ease.

There continues to be some factual reporting

and a few articles on economic and social changes in Mexico| however,
in absolute terms there is even less coverage of significant change in
Mexico after the major scare of the Mexican government being influenced
by Germany is over than in the months prior to it.

Arguments for and A gainst Intervention
Reaction to events in Mexico in 1917 vary from sympathy to
belligerency.

A multitude of arguments both for and against interven-

tion are brought out by the the press's emphasis on Mexico's lack of
law and order, the danger of the new Constitution to the rights of
American citizens and their property in Mexico, and the fear of German
influence.

Of especial interest is the fact that those arguing

against military intervention in Mexico are not necessarily those
sympathetic to the Mexican Revolution| reasons of realism led some to
the conclusion that United States objectives in Mexico could not
effectively be gained in this manner.
Intervention into Mexican affairs could take many forms.

In

addition to the more obvious military intervention, other frequently
debated methods of influencing Mexican internal affairs are the use of
a diplomatic state of nonrecognition and a United States embargo.
117
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Withholding recognition could help keep an already tottering Mexican
government in extended limbo, whereas United States recognition could
buttress it both economically and politically.

Even more consequen-

tial during times of Mexican revolution was the use of an embargo on
munitions! the ability to buy arms from the United States by a Mexican
government, by Mexican rebels, or by neither could be the determining
factor in the rise or fall of a Mexican government.
The New fork Times tends to support Wilson's policies with regard
to recognition, the use of the embargo, and the withdrawal of Pershing.
After it is a fait accompli, the Hew York Times shows the wisdom of
restoring the normal diplomatic channels and gives favorable coverage
to the sending of Ambassador Fletcher.

Throughout the first half of

1917 its editorials take a very definite position in support of the
embargo on munitions to Mexico; however, when Wilson considers removing
it in July, the New York Times does express trust in his and Fletcher's
judgment.•*■
The January news coverage and editorial columns of the New York
Times give numerous reasons for the withdrawal of Pershing's troops.
However, the tenor of their arguments for withdrawal, although leading
to the same conclusions for United States policy as Wilson's thinking,
has a somewhat more isolationist ring.

The New York Times emphasizes

the changed internal situation in Mexico with Carranza now having more
ll8
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opposition than just Villa.119

It also stresses the high expense of

the expedition, and the fact that "high army officials" think that the
United States would be in a stronger strategic position on the American
side of the border.120

A January 14 editorial argues that the

withdrawal of United States troops should not depend on any action of
Carranza,

but on whether or not they are serving a purpose for the

United States.122

That in advocating United States withdrawal the

New York Times was thinking realistically of American interests, not
of any boost such action might give Carranza in Mexican opinion, is
suggested by its January news columns and clearly indicated in its
editorials!
Carranza1s rule in Mexico, in short, is not established. He
and his immediate following are likely to disappear from Mexico
and contemporary history before long, but even if they overcome the obstacles in their way and establish a Government it
is just as well to let them work out their own salvation.123
However, the New York Times does draw the line on a noninterference
i:L

?Editorial, January 1, 1917, p. 8.

I20january 3, 1917. p. 1.
121lt appeared that Carranza was not going to sign the Atlantic
City Protocol which had been arrived at by a United States-Mexican
Commission to provide for the withdrawal of United States troops from
Mexico. The offensive measure within it that made it political suicide
for Carranza to sign was a provision that the United States could
send troops again into Mexico under certain conditions. How it looked
from Carranza's viewpoint is brought out in the news columns of the
New York Times but not in the Chicago Tribune.
122

Sec. 7, p. 2. The news columns also note the growing sentiment
in official circles for the withdrawal of Pershing even without the
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policy when it comes to Mexico not paying her billsj here it sees the
necessity of the United States playing a part in Mexican affairs.12'4'
Others who agree with the withdrawal of Pershing's troops
frequently do so with quite different arguments.

They point out the

uselessness of the troops staying in Mexico, criticizing their
inefficiencies but indicating that the real cause of their failure is
Wilson's hamstringing their military movements against Villa.125

The

Chicago Tribune shows the Pershing withdrawal as Wilson's failure but
not as a national failure except in so much as it shows the necessity
of preparation for war.

It introduces the troop withdrawal as the

"U.S. TO LEAVE VILLA CAPTURE TO CARRANZA," thereby helping to cushion
any ring of failure to the American ear.12©

Some members of the daily

press are led neither by sympathy with Mexico or by forces of realism
to concur with the troop withdrawal; they see it as a loss of United
States honor, an insult to the flag, and an intervention that will
have to be repeated later by either the United States or European powers
after the war. 27

The Detroit Free Press makes the accusation that

the intervention even from the beginning was just a political trick of

Ibid.
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Wilson.

It indicates that Wilson was pressured into some kind of

immediate action by the public reaction to the Columbus raid in order
to win the elections.12°
Arguments for intervention in 1917 do not center around the
Pershing expedition.

The Pershing expedition in the eyes of those

who argue for a policy of military intervention in Mexico was at best
only a half-way measure.

The Chicago Tribune entitles an editorial on

the withdrawal of Pershing "The End of a Chapter—Not of the Book."129
During the early months of 1917 the editorials of the Chicago Tribune
maintain a steady stream of satirical comment on the humanitarian
motives of Wilson's Mexican policy.

They plead for a realistic change

in that policy to make it effective like the United States policy of
that time in Cuba, the Dominican Republic, and other Caribbean
countries.130

The Chicago Tribune has many different approaches to

its promotion of a more interventionist policy for Mexicot it argues in
the name of realism, in the name of United States national security,
in the name of morality and even in the name of the safety and prosperity of the Mexican people.

It compares Mexico to Cuba where the

"American government, at the proper time, put a stop to practices
which were threatening American security and sense of decency," and
128
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shows not only American properties less secure in Mexico but the
Mexicans in a worse situationi
What Mexico wants is a chance for its citizens to live.
Mr. Wilson has made their bad case worse. He has done so by
thinking merely of them. His dogma was dramatic and fine.
It reached out to help a suffering people. It has pushed them
further under. It was our president's business to administer
the affairs of this nation with regard to Mexico so that the
interests of American citizens would be served. If Mr. Wilson
had done that he would have served the Mexicans.
If American lives and properties were safe everywhere in
Mexico—as they easily might be under a pragmatic American
administration—a great deal of the burden would be lifted
off the Mexican people. They would find security where the
American interests found security. Order would be the rule
of the land. Misrule is now its rule.131
It indicates that in reality our Cuban policy is the humane onei

In

Cuba the United States does not allow "bullets" to take the place of
ballots| thus, the Cubans are learning.■'■32
The Chicago Tribune tends to portray Mexico as a slum that is in
need of being cleaned up.

It attempts to both challenge and shame the

United States for not protecting itself and helping its neighbor.
It charges that

"the American vision evidently cannot be focused upon

things close at home.

American opinion regards Mexico as a slum and

ignores it as such, ignoring consequently all the diseases which may
emerge from a slum,"133

Calls for intervention to clean up Mexico

are heightened by American anxiety that Germany may use the Mexican
situation to its advantage.

With the United States headed for

1 1
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involvement in the war against Germany, Mexico is obviously "our
exposed flank."l^

In a threatening tone the Chicago Tribune continues

to point out that "we are not through with Mexico."135 In May when
Mexico appears to be attempting to get a loan from the United States,
its editors stress what the nature of United States policy must be:
Force of a different kind must stand behind money. If
Americans acquire new property rights in Mexico, if American
loans be made, if American money goes in, this peaceful
invasion of productive force must be respected, and if it
is not respected, respect must be commanded for it by a
different kind of force, expressed in terms of regiments.*3"
Within the comments of the Chicago Tribune one can find at least
in germinal form most of the major arguments of other interventionistss
however, they are not always bared of their cloak of reason, as in some
more emotional sources.

Through a narrative one author reveals two

Americans, who are somewhat representative of the major American elements
in Mexico, that go "Anglo-Saxon blind" when they cross the border.1-'/
She allows their own conversations to expose their Anglo-Saxon racist
views; their expressions reflect the concepts common to many nineteenth
century Americans who interpreted the ideas of Darwin and Spencer to
mean the "survival of the fittest."

They both argue for United States

intervention, one speaking in economic terms and the other as a
missionary seeing the necessity of changing the whole thought structure
1 Editorial, February 10, 1917, p. 6.
1
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^Katharine Holland Brown, "On a Brief Text from Isaiah,"
Scribner's Magazine, LXI (February, 1917), 137.

of Mexico.13°

Even among United States Congressmen there are those

calling for "immediate American occupation of Mexico.nl39

Senator

Beveridge points out that holding Mexico is in the strategic interest
of United States defense.

He indicates that the United States should

take action now while Mexico cannot get munitions} such an opportune
time may never come again.

He also argues that a relationship with

Mexico like that with Cuba under the Platt Amendment would be good for
Mexico, and after all the bloodshed, Mexicans would welcome it.liw
In 1917. periodical arguments against forceful intervention are
more numerous than those for it.1**1

Both impassioned appeals and

rational analyses call for the United States to treat revolutionary
Mexico with tolerance and patience, to attempt to cooperate with her
rather than apply force.

Arguments range from an emotional portrayal

of the Mexican Revolution as a social revolution necessary to get
Mexico out of its medieval society1

z

to the scholarly use of geograph-

ical facts to show why the costs of United States intervention in
northern Mexico is bound to be completely out of proportion to
1

3%Md.

139trwhat to Do About Mexico," The American Review of Reviews. LV
(June, 1917), 644-45 quoting Senator Albert J. Beveridge, Collierfe,
May 19, 1917.
^Ibid.
•*- ^All articles that do argue for intervention or even appear to
be anti-Mexican in tone appear in periodicals between February and
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United States benefits.1^

Many commentators applaud Wilson for his

patience with Mexico especially since there has been pressure on him
to abandon his "watchful waiting" policy.1^

Some even go so far as

to favor the lifting of the embargo on arms to the Carranza government.
They point out that the embargo continues to be a source of irritation
in United States-Mexican relations and is being exploited by the
German propaganda.**5

Evaluations and Conclusions
United States newspaper and periodical coverage of events in
Mexico in 1917 includes a variety of tones and viewpoints.

Articles

are frequently marked by their authors' attempt to be factual, to be
realistic, or to create either a favorable or unfavorable view of
Mexico and the Mexican people.

There are certain similarities that can

be noted in the arguments of those who are sympathetic to Mexico and
her revolution and likewise in the arguments of those who are antagonistic.

And even some generalizations can be made about the viewpoint

usually found within certain magazines.
1/f

3n. T. MacDougal, "Mexico, The Frontier Region ofi Notes to
Accompany a Map of the Frontier," The Geographical Review. HI
(January, 1917), 25.
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LVI (September, 1917), 280| Lawrence, The Independent, XCI, 127l
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XXXV, 212. In the daily press Mary Austin had taken a position against
the embargo as early as April 22 in her feature article in the New York
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53
Those who are sympathetic to Mexico and her revolutionary changes
tend to highlight her constructive efforts in the areas of education
and labor reform and to draw on comparisons with other times and
places in order to create adequate perspective for viewing the
disagreeable aspects of revolution.

They tend to show what is hap-

pening in Mexico as similar to the democratic reform already present
in the United States and in accordance with those desired by United
States Progressives but perhaps not yet enacted.

They lend perspective

and purpose to the "unjust" and "undiscriminating" aspects of the
Revolution, by pointing to other revolutionary struggles that have
been approved of by Americans such as the American Revolution and the
contemporary world war for democracy against oligarchy. 1^>

Similarly

they point to the past of Mexico, the hardships and injustices her
people have suffered, and the present constructive action in contrast
to the many years of violence and turmoil.

They show her current

elections in context with what has been, and in general attempt to
evaluate events in Mexico in terms of their meaning to the Mexican
^Jordan, The Unpopular Review, VTH, 160.
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people, not just how they will affect United States interests in
Mexico.^-'
One of the striking aspects of many of the pro-Mexican articles
is the naivete shown by the reports of some American observers and
writers.

In direct opposition to the extreme black portrayal of Mexico

as a land of chaos and violence that marks the daily news for so many
years and continues into 1917, some liberals portray Mexico's education
and labor reforms as though they are the United States Progressive
dream come true.

In selection of topics, descriptive terminology, and

most of all the spirit of the article, one can frequently see the impact
an author's Progressive framework has on his relation of a Mexican
event.

Such a frame of reference makes Mexican events appear

deceivingly simple and lends itself to far too roseate a view of
Mexico's present and future.
Especially in articles appearing in The Survey, changes taking
place in Mexican education and the possible educational projects
1

'Periodicals whose total coverage of Mexican events in 1917 tend
to be sympathetic to the Mexican revolution include The Bellman.
Overland Monthly. Pan-American Magazine. The Survey. The Unpopular
Review, and in a more mixed, realistic way The Mew Republic. The
Political Science Quarterly also contributes many substantial sympathetic
arguments but maintains a realistic tone accompanied by mixed conclusions. (The single articles in each of The Investment Weekly and The
I'ale Review are pro-Mexican but not pro-Revolution.) Important
sympathetic arguments of a liberal variety are provided by The Outlook
and The Independent; however, their total coverage of Mexican events
does include other points of view. Other periodical sources of proMexican information include The American Review of Reviews and
The Literary Digest which by the nature of their design contain a
variety of viewpoints. Among the daily press, the news columns of the
New York Times and the Baltimore Sun at least during some portions of
1917 come nearest to giving sufficient perspective to lend themselves
to a sympathetic position regarding the Mexican social revolution; they
also contain some specific articles with a sympathetic viewpoint.
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supported by groups of Americans are seen far too much as a panacea to
Mexico's problems, which are many and complex.1W

Similarly, some of

the coverage of the daily press reveals the naive optimism of those
who see American aid to Mexican educational efforts as a way of
achieving Mexican salvation as well as securing United States-Mexican
friendly relations.
Not all the naivete displayed by Americans is from liberals
seeing Mexican events through Progressive-colored glasses.

There are

also instances where more conservative, or business oriented commentators on the Mexican scene show their concepts of Mexican change to
be just as naive and superficial.

Although both Hamilton Reid's

article in the July 21, 1917, issue of The Investment Weekly and
John Barrett's in the January issue of The lale Review are able to
marshal facts to support their encouraging picture of Mexico as a good
place for investment, they also do a lot of wishful thinking.

Reid

invites investment in Mexican oil by citing statistics that show the
high dividends in the past and commenting on the large oil reserves,
the less expensive developing in Mexico because of drilling in the
sand, and the cheaper labor.

He points to the bright future for

investment since the political situation will be stabler and notes
that even in the worst political times oil has not been hurt too much
because of the taxes it pays.1^

None of the legal, or social and

lJ4-8.iFree, Secular Schools for Mexico," XXXVII (January 20, 1917) t
460-61t "Yucatan Schools Seek Our Help," XXXVII (March 10, 1917),
659-60.
1^9"Mexican Oil Fieldsi Enormous Reserves of This Territory—
Present Profits and Production—New Company in Field," XIX, 5.
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economic changes in Mexico are mentioned or appear to dent Reid's
optimism.

The total effect of Barrett's article, although it is a

mixture with his showing good will toward Mexico and in places some
awareness of the new day in Mexico, is to make one feel that the
political and economic chaos of the last seven years was only a
temporary interruption between the good times of Diaz and the potential
of Mexico's future as a place for American investment.

He points out

the reciprocal needs of the United States and Mexico that favor
cooperationi

Mexico needs American capital to develop herselfj and

for the United States, Mexico would be an excellent place for investment and trade.

However, making one dubious of whether Barrett is

always seeing the realities of the Mexican situation is his consistent
denial that Mexican laborers wanted to take part in the Mexican
Revolution, his insistence on their mechanical bent and excellence as
workmen, his belief that many of the talented middle class will be
returning to Mexico, and especially such naive statements about Mexico
as "there is no anti-American feeling other than that spirit of
rivalry and competition which may exist between any two friendly
nations."1^
Among those Americans who are sympathetic to the Mexican Revolution, the emphasis is on what is now being given to the Mexican people
rather than on what is being taken from non-Mexicans.

If redistribu-

tion of the land is mentioned in their articles, there is the tendency
for them to mention such positive things as it being possible for the
150

VI, 320.
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Mexican government to give land to its landless peons without expropriations from individual land owners.1^

Or, they may point to

Yucatan as an actual example of redistribution of the land which has
given each family head kO acres '"without confiscation.'"152
Similarly, in their comments on the Mexican Constitution rather than
placing it within a framework of violation of foreign property rights,
they show it as an effort to place Mexicans and foreigners in positions
of equality or as stated by Luis Cabrera, "to raise the Mexican citizen
to the plane of the foreigners in Mexico."153 in commenting on the
Constitution's restrictions on foreigners, as well as other events in
Mexico, they tend to give at least some attention to the reasons for
their being, according to the Mexican viewpoint.

For instance, in

discussing the restrictions against foreign ownership of land in
border areas, one author notes the rather reasonable fear that especially there "they might furnish excuse for foreign intervention."IS*
Among Americans in 1917 that are antagonistic to the Mexican
Revolution, there are far less arguments directly calling for intervention than there are pictures of Mexico in such dire condition as to
make United States intervention likely or desirable.

The Mexican

people and their government leaders are demeaned and Mexico's partici^■^Ichamberlain, Political Science Quarterly, XXXII, 383.
152itYucatan Schools Seek Our Help," The Survey. XXXVII, 659-60.
Constantino, The Outlook, CXV, k55.
i^enry Bruere, "Mexico Progresses," The New Republic, XII
(October 6, 1917), 263-64.
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pation in world affairs is ridiculed.

In tones reminiscent of some

earlier portrayals of the American Negro, Mexicans are shown as lazy,
irresponsible, gullible, and in short, capable of development only
within a paternalistic system.1^

Even in 1917 there is an occasional

use of barbaric and pagan selections from Mexican history to indicate
racial degeneracy.156

Some commentators, in an effort to show that

the Mexican Revolution was not a real people's revolution in a democratic sense, even rob them of the honor and valor of having fought
for a cause that had real meaning to them.

One American writer demeans

the motives of the Mexican masses with such comments as the following:
They can be stirred to fight when their hates are appealed
to, or when fighting earns more money and leisure than
work. They may be impressed by a glib tongue, an appeal to
traditional dislike, or a promise of future prosperity with,
of course, less labour involved; so they fight in the
rank and file of revolutions for pay, with the additional
incentive of enthusiasm for some individual leader, or for
fictitious ideals they do not quite understand. They never
command. They do not agitate. They only fight and die.
As a rule they do not want the land; but it is always
promised to them as a pledge of plenty . . . .157
Mexican revolutionary leaders are frequently shown as "half
butcher and half bandit"^-58

flnd even

those that have succeeded in

becoming the de facto government are granted little dignity or
qualities of character.

The daily press frequently subjects the

i^Joubert, Haraer's Magazine, CXXXV, 269, 27^, 276.
^^pancis c# Kelley, "Mexicoi Yesterday, To-day, and Tomorrow,"
The Dublin Review.CLXI (July, 1917) • 83-85. Kelley is an American
Bishop in the Catholic Church whose writings are of some importance in
the 1926 Mexican Church-State conflict.
157ibid.. p. 79.
^SGraham, The English Review. XXV, 510.
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characters of Carranza and important members of his cabinet to the
axe, and perhaps what is worse, their comments are often marked by
a tinge of Anglo-Saxon condescension,

Mexico's past is used against

her to indicate what are likely dangers for the present.

The Mexican

government is characterized as having been "notoriously corrupt,
notoriously venal in demanding bribes of corporations, notoriously
without technical training, and notoriously hostile to foreign interests."1^

Thus, in the portrayal of those antagonistic to the Mexican

revolutionary changes, Mexico is chaotic and violent, a danger to the
United States because of its inability to maintain law and order, and
likely to stay this way because of the ineptness of its people and the
tendency of its government toward demoralization and corruption unless
the policeman of this hemisphere does something about it.16°
Another form of degradation to which Mexico's image was subjected
by United States nationalists at a time when her revolutionary government was especially sensitive in this area of nationhood was the
ridicule of her Constitution and her president's efforts in world
1

59usher, North American Review, CCV, 401.

Io0^r-ticles marked by their antagonistic view of the Mexican
Revolution come from a variety of periodical sources. The total
coverage in 1917 of Mexican events by Scribner's Magazine, North American Review, American Political Science Review, and The Dublin Review
is antagonistic, but in each of these periodicals there is only one
article involved. Other articles with an anti-Mexican viewpoint can be
found in the mixed coverage of Harper's Magazine, The Outlook, The
Literary Digest, and The American Review of Reviews. A unique attack
of the religious intolerance of the Calles government from a liberal
viewpoint appears in The Independent. The Chicago Tribune and the
sampling from the Detroit Free Press, especially in their editorial
comments, provide a highly nationalistic coverage of United StatesMexican affairs and an evaluation of events in Mexico in terms of their
effects on American citizens.
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affairs.

The Chicago Tribune makes fun of Mexico's attempted leader-

ship of the continent to keep it out of the European war.

A complete

lack of respect for Mexico or other nations like her is shown by the
satirical comment of an editorial entitled "Mexican Slum Leadership."161
Not all the commentary on Mexican events is marked by American
idealism projected into the Mexican Revolution or by excessive American
nationalism.

Many articles attempt to be just factual reports on

current events or on a specialized area of interest.

Others including

some substantial analysis are especially significant because they
contain a mixture of facts and viewpoints caused by the author's
efforts to be realistic regardless of his own personal point of view.162
And some of those who reveal themselves in favor of Mexican reform and
in general optimistic about her future, are nevertheless realistically
aware of some of the difficulties Mexico faces.
At the same time that there are those who advocate Mexico's
problems being solved with a humanitarian intervention by the United
States in sending doctors, nurses, and teachers to Mexico,163 there are
also those who even in the early twentieth century are acutely aware of
the complications involved in one country's aid to another.

The

l6l

Chicago Tribune. March 20, 1917, p. 8.

l6

2The total coverage of The World's Work is distinctive for its
display of enlightened realism. The Geographical Review. Current
Opinion. The Nation. The English Review, The Missionary Review of the
World and individual articles in The Outlook, The Survey. The Literary
Ligest. and The American Review of Reviews also are characterized by
a realistic approach. Some of the periodicals already mentioned among
those favorable to the Mexican Revolution also contain articles with
portions that redound with this quality.
l6

3Brown, Scribner's Magazine, LXI, 146-48.
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awareness of Mexican sensitivity by some, as well as perhaps general
traits of their own character, leads them to stress the reciprocal
needs of the United States for Mexican help.

They emphasize that when

it comes to education we both can learn from each other,1W

Other

Americans point out Mexican fears of United States aidi
Mexico distrusts the United States even in its most
benevolent—I should say, especially when benevolent—
stage, because she is afraid that by associating with us
too much she might grow to be somewhat like us. For
Mexico, out of her half-way House, has had a vision of
freedom and reform such as the American does not so much
as talk of, unless it might be in his sleep . . . .5
If there remain any doubts about the difficulty inherent in United
States groups aiding Mexico, the New York Times printing of the following satirical letter to the editor makes clear the negative response
at least among some Mexicans:

"The people of Mexico are more inclined

to be afraid of the teachings and the 'educational agents' of the
United States than of its soldiers,"

He continues by asking what

could the United States teach other than the making of dollars, "and
what but slavery could you give to our lower classes, when the
civilization of this country has not yet conceded that a person who is
not strictly white is not human."166
In considering the total United States 1917 periodical coverage
of Mexican events and a selection of major newspaper coverage, one is
surprised that there are not more flagrantly anti-Mexican articles.
l6

**Baltimore Sun, February 21, 1917. p. 3l "Through the School
Door into Mexico," The Survey, XXXVII, 605.
l65

Austin, New York Times, April 22, 1917, sec. 6, p. 3.

l66

February 23, 1917, p. 10.
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Of course, those that do give expression to anti-Mexican bias make such
vivid impressions on the reader through the use of personal narrative
and sensational analogies that perhaps their influence in 1917 was out
of proportion to their number.

One is also surprised by the existence

of substantial articles on Mexican economic and social change—even
occasionally in the daily press—and the amount of enlightened
commentary and analysis. ■">'''

Of course, this surprise is begotten not

by their great number, but by their existence at all after one has been
led to expect a quite barren press coverage by those who wrote in 1917
that "public opinion about all Latin America is founded on the reports
of a few miners and planters who have interests there, a few newspaper
men paid to report only what they see, a few magazine writers carefully
warned to avoid being either profound or original, not one in seven of
whom speak the Latin tongue.W*8
Except for a few character assassinations, emotional labels are
not used very often in 1917.

The word "socialism" is used occasionally

but not always with high-pitched emotional connotations.

In what

appears to be merely an effort to convey the flavor of what is being
* ''Among the articles of the daily press exceptional for their
substantial coverage are those already mentioned by Mary Austin in the
March 11 and April 27 issues of the New fork Times and one by W. A. Evans
in the March 26 issue of the Chicago Tribune. Evans gives extensive
coverage to economic and social reforms in Sonora using concrete
description to make the changes that are taking place real to the
American reader. His tone is a combination of optimism and pessimism!
optimism about the change taking place in Sonora but pessimism about
some other parts of Mexico where "the new constitution is a jumble of
empty words,"
l68

Austin, New York Times, March 11, 1917, sec. 7, p. 2.
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done in some parts of Mexico, one author draws on the descriptive word
"socialism."

He states that "somewhere somebody has read the tenets

of socialism and attempted to adapt them to Mexican conditions"; however, he reasons that the chances for their success in Mexico are
slim.169

There is some defense of Mexico by those sympathizing with

the Mexican Revolution against any such charge of socialism.

They

imply that like the United States, Mexico is only trying to provide
laws to allow her to utilize her national wealth and talent rather than
have a government of special concessions and privilege.^-70
Although the emotional harangue against Mexico and her Revolution
is less in 1917 than a reader from the Cold War generation would
expect, and even though both the dailv press and periodical coverage do
include some articles of real substance and enlightened analysis, the
overall picture of the news coverage of Mexico in 1917 is one marred
by great deficiencies.
in-depth coverage.

The biggest deficiency is the general lack of

The article of substance is the rare exception,

not the rulej information on economic and social changes in Mexico is
difficult to find and practically non-existent in 1917 once the initial
scare regarding the direction of Mexico's future policies is over.
tendency is for articles to skim the surface and really not give
Americans much information to understand the diverse Mexico and the
complexities of her problems.

Although one is greatly impressed by

individual efforts of scholarship to make more understandable the
l6

9Evans, Chicago Tribune, March 26, 1917, p. 10.

17

°Gallant, The American Review of Reviews, LV, 184.

The

6k
complexities of the Mexican heritage, her geography and population
characteristics, and their relations to her present policies and
problems, these can be counted on the fingers of one hand.

Likewise,

one is greatly impressed with the insight into some of the problems
that come to dominate the twentieth century shown by an occasional
author.

However, the mainstay of American journalism in 1917 is not

so characterized.

In fact, a reader's chance of being exposed to either

an article of substance or a far-seeing analysis is slight.

The

general effect of the coverage of Mexican events by periodicals and
newspapers in 1917 both in the selection of subject and their superficial treatment is to give Americans the illusion that they know
something about what is going on in Mexico but in reality give them
only stereotypes and keep them always dependent upon the evaluations
of the news media.
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CHAPTER H
1926«

U.S. REACTION TO THE MEXICAN LAND AND PETROLEUM LAWS
Introduction

Although many revolutionary concepts, including those affecting
United States citizens and their property rights in Mexico, had been
included in the Mexican Constitution of 1917, they
put into action immediately.

were not always

In fact, it was not until the much later

presidency of Calles, that many portions of the Constitution began to
be enforced.

One writer, notable for his knowledge and understanding

of Mexican affairs, summarily explains this delay as followsi
Carranza was too harassed with the problem of military
pacification; Obregon, his successor, was too busy reconciling the various greedy factions and setting in motion
reconstructive measures to worry too much about the constitution! only with President Calles has the country entered
upon a technically legal administration .... President
Calles has systemically pushed through Congress laws not
merely regulating the churches but carrying out almost every
clause of the 1917 Constitution—land tenure, petroleum,
labor, irrigation, forestry conservation, banking, taxation,
rural credits, social insurance, mining, transportation.^
Since I have chosen to pay particular attention in this analysis to the
reaction of the United States to those aspects of the Mexican Revolution affecting property rights, the year 1926 is of central importance.
The Land and Petroleum Laws that were proposed by the Mexican Congress
in December, 1925, are viewed by the world in 1926 as they await Calles'
Carleton Beals, "Calles is Gaining in Mexico," The Nation, CXXIII
(October 6, 1926), 321.
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signature and rules of regulation.

During the early months of 1926,

the State Department's negotiations with Mexico concerning the new
Land and Petroleum Laws is a major item in some newspapers.

Prior to

the middle of February, it by far overshadows all other reports of
Mexican affairs, at least in the New 1'ork Times; however, after that,
it shares the limelight with the more sensationalized reports on
religious persecution in Mexico.
Even though the main reason for the choice of 1926 as a year
befitting an analysis of United States journalism was to secure information on United States reaction to these new Mexican property laws,
it is not always possible after the middle of February to disengage
the reaction of Americans to these laws from their reaction to religious events in Mexico, and a number of other emotional issues such as
Mexico's "divorce mills," or her border "dens of iniquity."2
Scattered throughout the /ear there are charges of collusion between
church and business! guardians of the public stress the coinciding of
interests that results in those interested in the mineral riches of
Mexico making the loudest protests against the religious persecution in
Mexico.^

Also, an analysis of the Protestant and Catholic reactions

Commercial Appeal (Memphis), February 27, 1926, p. lj editorial,
p. 6.
George A. Miller, The Christian Century, XLIII, 4ll» Alva W.
Taylor, "Why There is Trouble in Mexico," The Christian Century, XLIII
(September 9, 1926), 1108j Herbert A. Jump, "Some Adventures of an
Amateur Propagandist," The Christian Century, XLIII (November 18, 1926),
1421; "Church and State in Mexicoi A British Version," The Living Age,
CCCXXX (September 11, 1926), 572.
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indicates that there is a correlation between the relative degree to
which a religious group in Mexico is hurt bv the religious enforcements
and their reaction to the economic and political aspects of the
revolution including the land and oil laws.
The charge of an organized propaganda effort to influence public
opinion is especially significant in 1926 because during this year the
sentiments of public opinion appear to be a restraining factor on the
State Department's development of a stringent United States policy
towards Mexico.

A detailed analysis suggests that the treatment of the

religious and other emotional issues by the press does serve to fan
public opinion.

Whereas in January and early February United States

intervention is far from being considered or tolerated in reaction to
the Land and Petroleum Laws, by the end of the year, it is shown as a
serious possibility.
The significance of this fanned public opinion is pointed out by a
New York newspaper in an article entitled "MEXICO'S WAR ON CHURCHES
STIRS DEMAND U.S. INTERVENE."

Americans being aroused by the religious

persecution means that for the first time since the "virtually
confiscatory" land and oil laws, the administration could intervene in
Mexico without having the Democrats use the charge of the killing of
American boys to protect capital as a political weapon.^

By late

November and December, a far more emotional and belligerent tone
characterizes many newspaper reports and State Department releases on
the land law controversy and Mexican affairs in general.

**New York Herald Tribune, February 18, 1926, p. 1.

Whereas the
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word "Bolshevism" had previously been used largely by religious
fanatics—or those who used their cause—the Associated Press carries
an article nationwide, November 17, raising the Communist spector in
Central Americaj

Mexico is shown to be exporting Communism to

Nicaragua and Guatemala and thereby endangering the security of the
canal zone.5 Within days, newspaper reports reveal a deadlock of the
United States-Mexican negotiations over the Land and Petroleum Laws.
The United States appears to be taking a hard-line view that makes a
break in relations and even intervention seem a likely consequence if
Mexico enforces these land and oil laws."

(Owners of mining and oil

rights are required to apply for a concession by January 1, 1927.)
Even within the contemporary 1926 press there are those who question
whether the United States accusation that Mexico is setting up a
Bolshevik state in Nicaragua is not just a way to inflame the American
people against Mexico so that thev will support a "more drastic policy
toward Mexico with regard to the land and oil laws."7

Thus, other Mexi-

can issues, especially the religious issue which is covered so heavily
by both daily press and periodicals in 1926, do assume some importance
5The subject of American reaction to Mexican intrigue in Nicaragua and Guatemala is treated only summarily in this analysis of 1926
journalism because most reaction is not revealed until 1927 issues of
periodicals.
"Cleveland Press, December 1, 1926, p. 8j "Mexico's Move to
Confiscate American Property," The Literary Digest, XCI (December 11,
1926), 5.
^"Mexican Rage at Washington," The Literary Digest, XCI
(December 25, 1926), 13. "Mexico's Hand in Nicaragua," The Literary
Digest, XCI (December 4, 1926), 14, reveals the Cleveland Press
expressing such suspicions.
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in trying to understand the change in the tone and seriousness of
United States response to the Land and Petroleum Laws.
A Factual Account of Immediate Response as Revealed in the Daily Press
In contrast to the Chicago Tribune where even in the early months
of 1926 there is only an occasional article about the Land and Petroleum
Laws, the New York Times gives practically a day-to-day account of the
status of the laws and the United States-Mexican diplomacy and propaganda in response to them.

As soon as copies of the laws become

available in the United States, the New York Times prints the major
sections for American readers.8
of viewpoints.

The New York Times includes a variety

Over a period of time one can even see the view of its

own editorial comment and the reports from the State Department change.
Its discussions and commentaries are sufficiently extensive to show the
ambiguities of the Mexican laws, some of the reasons for Mexico's
nationalistic "retorts," the circumstances surrounding them that could
allow the United States and Mexico to work out a satisfactory agreement,
and "et still show the main strands of United States and Mexican
arguments that lead to a diplomatic "deadlock" the beginning of
February.
From the beginning in 1926 there is an apparent duality in the tone
of the administration's statements regarding Mexico's new Land and
Petroleum Laws.

Both the tones of friendliness and sternness mark

United States official responses in January with one sometimes

"See appendix.
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prevailing over the other.

The spirit of this duality is conveyed

in the comments of the New York Times on January 12t
The fundamental issue between the two nations since the
adoption of Article 27 in the Carranza Constitution of 1917
has been the safeguarding of American property rights in
Mexico, especially as against a confiscatory application of
its provisions. The feeling of the Coolidge administration
toward the Mexican people is one of entire friendliness. It
deeply regrets the necessity for protesting against the new
petroleum and land laws, and did so only because they are
construed as retroactive and gravely injurious to legitimate
American interests in Mexico.
It is, nevertheless, the determined purpose of President
Coolidge to maintain the friendly but firm stand of Secretary
Kellogg, and his immediate predecessors, Messrs, Hughes, Colby,
and Lansing, against 'confiscation1 of legitimate American
interest in Mexico.9
Only a few days after a very defensive and nationalistic response by
Mexico to a United States protest, President Coolidge shows some awareness of the peculiar difficulties facing the Mexican Government at
this time.

He calls on the United States to be patient with Mexico.

However, this expression of understanding does not mean an abandonment
of the definite position of the United States regarding the new laws
being retroactive and Mexico's abiding by her treaties.
A major article on January 10, although far more serious in tone
than most others in this early period of United States reaction,
indicates the main arguments that dominate United States-Mexican diplomatic attentions for the next few months.

Entitled "Protest to Mexico

Over New Oil Laws, May Bring a Break," the article has subheadings
that make equally obvious the seriousness of the situation and the firm
stand taken by Kellogg.

9P. I.

In its first and second paragraphs it directs
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attention to "facts" so startling as to stir up action among some
United States Senators anxious to protect the public from the dangers
of secret diplomacy.

It implies possible withdrawal of recognition

based upon the reasoning that United States recognition of Mexico came
only after Mexico assured the United States that American citizens and
their rights would be protected.

Thus, if these assurances were

broken, the United States would appear justified in withdrawing her
recognition.11

That there were any agreements conditional for the

recognition of the Obregon government was news to many Americans as
well as to Mexicans.

The present controversy thus goes back to

incorporate as one of its issues the 1923 Bucareli Conferences and
whether there were any binding agreements made therein bv Mexico.
Senators LaFollette, Norris, and Borah are active in getting both
present 1926 diplomatic correspondence with Mexico and the papers of
Payne and Warren relating to possible 1923 pre-recognition agreements
before the public.12
This Januarv 10 article of the New . ork Times discusses the
retroactive basis of the United States protest and goes on to give
some background for speculation about what present United States
Dolicy will be.

It points out Kellogg's tough stand on property

10

New York Times, January 17, 1926, p. 25.

n

Mew York Times, January 10, 1926, p. 1.
12
New York Times, January 17, 1926, p. 25; Januar/ 21, p. 3»
February 19, 1926, p. 12j editorial, Houston Post-Dispatch, March 10,
1926, p. 6.
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rights by quoting his statement made the previous June when he first
took office i
It is now the policy of this government to use its
influence and its support in behalf of stability and orderly
constitutional procedure, but it should be made clear that
this government will continue to support the Government in
Mexico only so long as it protects American lives and American
rights, and complies with its international engagements and
obligations.
The Government of Mexico is now on trial before the world.
We have been patient and realize, of course, that it takes
time to bring about a stable government but we cannot countenance violation of her obligations and failure to protect
American citizens.13
Although the New York Times article of January 10 is an important
exception, there is a tendency for official response and commentary of
the New York Times to be more friendly and optimistic before January 21,
1926, and less thereafter.

Curiously enough, on January 21 there is a

New York Times editorial that is still reflective of earlier tones of
optimism, whereas a statement from a State Department official is
somewhat more belligerent, revealing the United States displeasure
with Mexico and the growing of a staunch United States position.

The

editors of the New York Times respond respectfully and positively to
the statement of Senor Saenz published the day before, pointing out
that his assurance that the Land and Petroleum Laws are not retroactive
^•^Ibid. It was surprising to see this statement of Kellogg
quoted again since even when originally made, especially the part
regarding "the Government of Mexico" being "on trial before the worldj'
it received harsh criticism and appeared only to cause unnecessarily
hard feelings with the Mexican Government.
linings begin to ease again in late March and April when
diplomatic notes between the United States and Mexico are made public
and executive regulations for the two laws are released.
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or confiscatory means that we should be able to work things out
amiably.

5

However, the State Department release shows Kellogg sternly

challenging the statement of the Mexican government that they are not
retroactive or confiscatory.16

Even prior to this on January 17

amidst the optimistic prediction that Mexico was shifting to meet
United States protest, there was a hint that the situation could
become serious because Coolidge was leaving no room to do anything but
retreat. *••
By the week of January 24-30 a feeling of crisis over the new
laws pervades reports of United States-Mexican relations.

On January 25,

one diplomat in Mexico City points out that "within a few days either
the United States must back down from its position that American rights
will be protected at all costs, or the Mexican government must seek a
loophole in the present laws to preserve friendly relations with the
States."-'-"

Diplomatic argument having been open to the public in

January, one can see the approaching "deadlock" which is pronounced
in a major article, February 1 in the New York Times.

During the month,

despite the optimistic outlook that Mexico would come around, the
actual protests of the United States and the Mexican replies have shown
15

P, 20.

16

P. 1.

See below n. 75.

17

New York Times, p. 25.

18

New York Times, p. 2.

7*
no common grounds upon which compromise and understanding could be
reached.
endi
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Their central arguments have headed straight for a dead

The United States has argued that the Mexican Land and Petroleum

Laws are "retroactive" and "confiscatory"j Mexico has denied that they
are either, saying they do not apply to rights before 1917 which may
be held to death»20 dissatisfied with the reply of the Mexican government which says nothing new, Kellogg challenges its statement.

Both

in a feature interview with Calles and in a New York Times report on
February 1, Calles is shown to be just as strong willed and "hard
headed as President Coolidge."21

The New York Times notes that in the

latest conference it appears that neither Sheffield or Calles gave
an inch.22
The coverage of the New York Times during the week of January 31February 6 includes a variety of viewpoints.

In addition to the

19'The tones of much of the United States-Mexican correspondence,
both official and through the press, reveal the real hindrance to
compromise. It is true that some of the ambiguities pointed out by
the New York Times—concerns of the United States such as an American
citizen who owns land in Mexico having to agree not to call upon his
own government for protection but to resort to Mexican institutionswere at least partially clarified by Mexican statements. However, much
of the two nations statements appear to be circular arguments,
Mexican statements such as that by Saenz on January 20 tended to be very
defensive about the United States interference in her internal affairs
especially when all the legalities had not been completed to put the
new laws into force. The United States played her part in the circular
arguments by making the same charges of "retroactive" and "confiscatory" over and over again.
20

New York Times, January 20, 1926, p. 1.

21

February 6, 1926, p. It February 1, 1926, p. 1.

22

February 1, 1926, p. 1.
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extensive commentary on the United States-Mexican diplomatic deadlock,
it includes everything from an expression of the oil companies viewpoint to that of an interview with Calles which allows Calles to
present himself and Mexican attitudes in a most effective way.

Speak-

ing for the oil interests, Guy Stevens is quoted by the New York Times:
The petroleum and land laws constitute a violation of the
Mexican constitution, disregard of Mexican Supreme Court
decisions, violation of agreements made in 1923 and disregard
of the attitude of the United States Government. Carranza is
overthrown, but the principles of his Government have been
given more ruthless effect than Carrana*ever dreamed.23
Stevens argues that foreigners must be able to appeal to international
law "as enforced by their respective Governments" in order to obtain
justice.2^

Bruno Newman, who lived in Mexico twenty "ears and claims

to admire both the country and its people, boils it all down in a
letter to the editor of the New York Times to "too much politics and
too little work."

He sees politics present in the "false promises of

land" that keep the people upset and even in the teachers who are the
tools of propaganda.25

in contrast to these other two pictures of

Calles1 Mexico and the Land and Petroleum Laws, the exclusive interview
of the New York Times with Calles reveals him to be a reasonable man
quite capable of answering questions and even charges made against him
regarding subjects of current controversy.

His answers, frequently

quoted, are not oversimplified and they reveal his ability to make
2

3january 31, 1926, sec. 2, p. 2.

2

%ew York Times, February It 1926, p. 2.

25January 31. 1926, sec. 8, p. 12.
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vital distinctions.

In addition to showing Calles' own strength of

mind and indicating his strong position internally in Mexicoconditions which allow him to assume an unchanging position toward the
United States—the quotations of Calles in the New York Times show
that he leaves the door open in one respect for possible agreement with
the United States.

Calles makes a big point of the fact that the laws

which the United States are protesting are in an "incomplete legal
situation"j he has not finished the executive regulations necessary
for setting the scope and procedures of carrying out the laws.26
In an editorial Februarv 8, the New York Times reveals itself
to be completely in agreement with the United States position protesting the land and property laws.

Without any qualification it indicates

that recognition of Mexico was only because of Mexico's agreement
regarding American ownership of properties.2?

Its defense of the

United States position includes a tracing of the history of the
United States protection of property rights since the days of Carranza.
It pays particular attention to the efforts of the Obregon government to
gain recognition.
Although one can see the increasing seriousness of United States
reaction to the Mexican Land and Petroleum Laws, even at the crisis
point in early February when it is the most serious international
problem of the moment, there is no danger of United States intervention.
26

February 6, 1926, pp. 1-2.

2
?P. 18. J. Fred Rippy, "Mexico's Laws Against Foreign Land
Ownership! Historical Development of Issues Involved," Current History.
XXIV (June, 1926), 331-3^ argues quite convincingly to the contrary.
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What is being threatened is the breaking of official diplomatic
relations.28

The severest threat in 1926 prior to the complication

of the reaction to the Land and Petroleum Laws with other more
emotional issues was the Done query regarding the lifting of the
embargo.

A "prominent diplomat" asked whether the United States in

case of suspending diplomatic relations with the Mexican government
would lift the embargo on weapons to enemies of the Calles government.29
After the crisis of early February, United States-Mexican
diplomatic correspondence over the Land and Petroleum Laws takes place
behind closed doors.

The New York Times attempts to detect the mood of

the negotiations with reports on the factual activity taking place
around the correspondence.

For example, it notes the calling in of

Charles Beecher Warren to the conference of Coolidge with Ambassador
Sheffield.

However, it works with only bits of official information.

Also, the development of other events in Mexico in February and March
takes the exclusive press attention away from the negotiations over the
Land and Petroleum Laws.

During the second week of February in both

the New York Times and the Chicago Tribune, attention turns to a
serious development in the Special Claims Commission.

Mexico is shown

backing out of any payment on the claims due to the revolts of Villa,
Zapata, or other "bandits."

During the next months concern is voiced

that the Commission's ruling in the Santa Ysabel case may be in
28

New York Times, February 1, 1926, p. 2.

2

9New York Times, February 7, 1926, p. 2k. The United States
at this time had an embargo that prevented the selling of United States
munitions to the enemies of a recognized government.
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accordance with the Mexican position that she is responsible only for
claims due to the Madero, Carranza, and Obregon revolutions.

Since such

a ruling would have disastrous consequences for most American claims,
it would be unacceptable to the United States.
However, far more sensational than the work of any Commission
are the stories of religious persecution and the Tia Juana Peteet case
that break in the news a few days later.

The Tia Juana Peteet case,

which consisted of an American family that committed suicide after
having their honor violated by the drugging and raping of their daughters when they crossed the border into Tia Juana, is handled quite
factually by both the New York Times and the Chicago Tribune.

The

Chicago Tribune appears quite satisfied with the effective action
taken by the central and local Mexican governments.-^0
are other daily papers that treat it quite differently.

However, there
Some allow

it to occupy more space than any other Mexican event in February;
they may even allow it and the way it is handled by Mexicans to serve
1
as incriminating evidence against all that is Mexican.-^ Nevertheless,

3°February 14, 1926, p. 2.
3*A major editorial of the Baltimore American, February 15, 1926,
p. 16 under the large heading "ARE THE RESPONSIBLE OFFICIALS OF TIA
JUANA TO GO UNPUNISHED?1 not only gives an intemperate, sensationalized portrayal of the events in an attempt to create a moral outrage
among Americans, but attempts to show the corrupt and irresponsible
officials as indirectly responsible. The Commercial Appeal (Memphis),
February 27, 1926, p. 6 generalizes from the obviously evil picture of
Tia Juana to all Mexico» outraged by the State's measures against
religion which has included closing many of the religious schools, the
editor implies that in Mexico, liberty is just license such as you can
see in "gamblingresorts, houses of ill-fame, and other dens of
iniquity" which "flourish and are unmolested."
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the Tia Juana affair is a temporary cause of inflamed opinion.
However, infractions of religious and individual freedoms continue
for months to be a source of outrage to many Americans.

The major

daily papers as well as periodicals give extensive coverage to religious events in Mexico.
tional personal accounts.

The daily press highlights the very emoIt gives voice to the irrational appeals

of some Americans for United States intervention to stop this moral
outrage that both violates the rights of American citizens and endangers
all religion.
After the dramatic news of religious persecution in Mexico,
reaction to either the Land and Petroleum Laws or the Mexican Government's religious policy frequently entails the use of the other.32
The Mexican situation is shown as ominous.

Several crises have arisen

at oncei the land and oil laws, religious turmoil, and Tia Juana.-*3
On February 20 the headlines of a front-page article in the New York
Times read "MEXICAN SITUATION CALLED PERILOUS."

The article itself

beginst "An intimation that feeling is developing in the relations
between the Government of Mexico that might lead to trouble serious
as that following the destruction of the Maine in Havana harbor in
32These practices substantiate the statement quoted earlier in
the Introduction from Miller, The Christian Century. XLIII, 411, that
"all is good ammunition providing it discredits Mexico."
33A lengthy front-page article from their special Washington
correspondent appears in the February 21, 1926, issue of the Chicago
Tribune with the headlines "U.S.-MEXICO NEAR A BREAK." Reviewing the
correspondence, Arthur Sears Henning warns that even the last Mexican
note reasserts the "directly opposite view" of Kellogg and indicates
that a "showdown ... is at hand."
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1898 was contained in a resolution offered today by Representative
Fairchild, Republican of New York. . . ."

Fairchild's own attitude

toward Mexico is that she has caused us far too much trouble for a
long time and something should be done about it.

He indicates that

maybe this religious persecution will be enough to wake the American
people up.

His resolution calls upon Kellogg to present information

to the House regarding all three subjects of crisis—"expulsion by
Mexico of Americans because of their religious beliefs, the alleged
confiscation of American property, and the 'outrages upon American
citizens at Tia Juana."1
The New York Times covers both sides of the reaction to Mexican
events in Congress. It prints the accusations of American Catholics
appearing before Congressional committees and covers the statements
of Congressmen like Fairchild.

However, it also quotes their oppo-

nents' reports of the Mexican activities and the views of those
Senators who suspect that while diplomacy is being kept secret, the
religious issue is being used to create hate between the people of the
United States and Mexico.3**
Since even before the religious developments, a major emphasis
of the New York Times has been that it is not the oil interests that
makes the United States government so concerned and insistent with
regard to the new Mexican Land and Petroleum Laws, but the small
^I'larch 2, 1926, pp. 1-2.
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American property owners that will be affected.35

Sometimes a state-

ment of this fact is just interjected as a by-the-way remark perhaps
with a few statistics.

On other occasions, it is argued passionately,

apparently as an effort to correct a propaganda attempt by some
"radical Senators of the United States" to sell the public on the idea
that it is the oil interests that are responsible for the tense situation between the United States and Mexico.-'

At still other times,

personal examples are used to appeal to American ideals and make one
feel the predicament of individual, small property owners in Mexico.37
Note the emphasis on the small farmer in this New fork Times effort to
correct the false impression that it is oil or, even the holdings of
large property owners like Hearst, about which the United States
government is most concerned!
The smaller properties, in numerous instances little farms
and ranches, are said to be thousands in number, and it is
these 'little fellows' who are probably the principal concern
of this government, their only hope being that in the end
Washington will be able to negotiate a settlement that will
at least partially safeguard their holdings, or make it possible for them to get a fair return in the event they are
disposed of under the provisions of the new law.3°
After a month and a half of extensive and very mixed coverage
of the controversial actions of the Mexican government—a time when
35February 1, 1926, p. 1; February 20, 1926, p. 3l March 2, 1926,
p. 2; March 7, 1926, p. 26i March 29, 1926, p. 4.
36February 20, 1926, p. 3.
37March 7, 1926, p. 26.
38lbid.
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even articles in the New York Times show the great emotions of the
people and events about which they are reporting, a time when the
over-all picture of the Mexican government is rather black, and a time
during which the conferences between Mexico and the oil companies
conclude in failure—the diplomatic stalemate on the Land and Petroleum
Laws is finally broken when Mexico publishes the land law regulations.
The optimism that heralds the United States receipt of these regulations appears to be based not so much on actual changes that can be
pointed to in the text of the regulations,39 but on the way officials
in Washington interpret the regulations.

Reporting on the reaction in

"official quarters}1 the New York Times writes that "the land law
regulations are now looked upon as a practical solution of the problems
involved in the alien legislation;" thus, "it is anticipated that the
oil regulations will be not less favorable."^0

The major New York

Times article on April 12 confirms the substance of the late optimism.
It reports on the ten notes that made up the diplomatic correspondence
between the United States and Mexico over the land and oil laws which
have just been made public.

Their summary by the New fork Times shows

many aspects of contention have been cleared up; and regarding those
minor ones that are still unsettled, there is a confidence that they
will be.

Even the headlines make obvious that the "SNARL WITH MEXICO

OVER LAND AND OIL CLEARED BY NOTES. i.4l
3

%ew york Times, March 30, 1926, p. 11.

40'April 2, 1926, p. 1.
41

P. 1.
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Thus ended the first round of the United States and Mexico over
the Land and Petroleum Laws; the daily press during the months of
January through April shore the details of the United States immediate
reaction to these revolutionary Mexican laws affecting the property of
American citizens in Mexico.

As pointed out by The Literary Digest

and confirmed by the treatment of the New York Times, it is amazing
that there are several newspapers who see the wisdom of the United
States and Mexico working together, rather than getting excited by
those in both countries that appeal for nationalistic action.

From the

newspaper coverage of late March and April there appears to be a
maturity evident not only in United States diplomacy, but also in the
press reaction to the solution which is not a complete or definite
victor'/- for either side.^2

A Delineation of Ka.jor Segments of American Reaction
American reaction to the Land and Petroleum laws is marked by its
variety.

One finds within the journalistic coverage of Mexico in 1926

everything from amazing attempts to understand the Mexican situation,
frequently accompanied by a criticism of the Kellogg-Sheffield legalistic approach, to demands for United States intervention.

These demands

for intervention, however, do not come until after reports on the
religious persecution have begun to influence public opinion.

Also of

^2iiour Tiff with Mexico Settled," The Literary Digest, LXXIX,
(May 1, 1926), p. 16. These indications of diplomatic and press
maturity apply only to the specified time period. Although significant
in their existence at all, they do not provide a basis for further
generalization.
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interest to the social historian is the nature of the relationship of
American public opinion in 1926 to United States foreign policy.

At

times the contrast of public opinion and United States Mexican policy,
or the influence of one on the other, is such as to even spark comment
by those writing in 1926.
A major argument of the Mexican government was that it had the
right to pass whatever laws it chosej if the enforcement of a law
showed concrete case of injury, then the Mexican courts would handle it.
Although statements of Kellogg did not directly challenge Mexico's
sovereignty to pass whatever laws necessary, their emphasis on international law and Mexican treaty commitments as well as the timing of the
earlier protest did indirectly have this effect.

The Christian Century

is critical of the State Department in what appears to it to be a
seeking of special protection for foreign property rights in Mexico.
An early March article in The Christian Century points out that
Coolidge's present Mexican policy shows only too clearly that Coolidge
still believes that '"the principal business of American is business.'"^3
Taking a position similar to that of the Emergency Foreign Policy
Conference, The Christian Century indicates that Mexico has the right
to pass whatever laws she chooses to control her property and natural
resources as long as there is no discrimination against any certain
nationals.^

Giving a sympathetic explanation of the Mexican property

^"The Coolidge Business Policy," XLIII (March k, 1926), 278-79.
^bid.t New York Times. March 15, 1926, p. 11.
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laws, it points out that Mexico's designation of the maximum property
a single person can have is not discriminating against foreigners but
treating all alikej owners can sell the surplus.

It reveals the only

discrimination against aliens to be in border areas; and, from the
record of the past, this is understandable.^
Articles in The Christian Century sometimes charge the CoolidgeKellogg policy of using United States power to protect and guarantee
the property of a certain few American capitalists, while disregarding
the effects on the Mexican people.^0

More often, they do not indicate

such purposeful misuse of power, but instead show the tragedy of the
legalistic approach taken by Secretary Kellogg and especially Ambassador Sheffield.

Sheffield is portrayed as a legalistic man, with a

"glint of steel in his eye."

Showing himself to be a man of the old

school where right is right and wrong is wrong, he is quoted saying
"that the ten commandments meant the same things in Spanish as in
English, and that justice did not materially differ whether to be
according to English common law or Spanish statute law."^

The good

^"The Mexican Muddle," The Christian Century, ..LUI (March 18,
1926), 344.
Hubert Herring quoted in John R. Scotford, "The Ambassador
Meets Some Citizens," XLIII (May 20, 1926), 644» "The Coolidge
Business Policy," XLIII, 279.
4

?Scotford, The Christian Century, XLIII, 644. Part of the
difficulty over interpretation of the Land and Petroleum Laws that led
to the deadlock was that according to Anglo-Saxon legal opinion they
were retroactive but based on the Spanish legal traditions they were
not retroactive. Unique among the daily coverage, this fact is
mentioned by the New York Times, March 30, p. 11 and is called the
"fundamental truth of the controversy."
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intentions and sincerity of Ambassador Sheffield are not questioned.
In fact, it is stated that Sheffield was not against the distribution
of the land to the Mexican people| he admitted that such acts were
"praiseworthy."

Sheffield's complaint was that the land was not being

paid for and this to him was violation of what he considered his "duty
to protect to the utmost American lives and American property."^

The

criticism of Sheffield, whose imprint was naturally on all United
States diplomacy which went through him in the early months of 1926,
was that he was first and always a lawyer.

As one writer explains, he

"has lived in an atmosphere of legal distinction until to his mind
there is no real distinction between a legal right and a moral right.^9
After a visit to Mexico which included an interview with Ambassador
Sheffield, a serious student of Mexican affairs, Hubert Herring, catches
the spirit of the real tragedy:
Over against all other impressions, one leaves Mexico with a
sense of burdening sin for all transgressions of our nation.
I listened to Ambassador Sheffield, and felt the deadening
chill of his attitude, his unyielding, his unconsciously cruel,
failure to understand what is happening in Mexico today, in
his ceaseless refrain about right and lives, American lives and
American rights. The ambassador is but a symbol of the
attitude which America has taken for a hundred years.50
Throughout 1926 in both the daily press and periodicals Sheffield
stands somewhat as a symbol of the dominance of this very major
legalistic strand in United States foreign policy.

While diplomatic

^Qlbid., quoting James Rockwell Sheffield.
^scotford, The Christian Century, XLIII, 645.
50"Mexico,s Spiritual Rebirth," The Christian Century, XLIII
(July 22, 1926), 917.
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correspondence with Mexico is being kept secret, the New York Times,
as well as individual journalists, takes note of the extent to which
Sheffield is involved in State Department consultations.

They use

this information as a key to detecting the mood of the negotiations
with Mexico.

When Charles Warren is called in for consultation by

Coolidge and Kellogg, there is conjecture that perhaps Sheffield's
imprint will not be as extensive on the next note to Mexico.

There are

similar predictions of a more conciliatory attitude of the United States
when it appears that Sheffield is being circumvented in the delivery
of United States correspondence.

(The latest United States note was

sent to Mexico by way of its Ambassador Tellez.)^1

After Kellogg's

announcement that things are settled between the United States and
Mexico—an action interpreted by some as a passing over Sheffield's
head—there is even speculation as to the likelihood that Sheffield
will resign.-'2

Expressions of those who have property and other

investments in Mexico indicate there have been no substantive changes
by Mexico to justify this apparent shift in the policy of the United
States.

They, therefore, think it will be difficult for Sheffield to

be anything other than a "staunch defender of American rightsJ53
While criticizing the government's lack of protection, they praise
and express their confidence in Ambassador Sheffield!

^New York Times, March 3. 1926, p. 7.
j2

New York Times, March 5, 1926, p. 10.

5

?Ibid.

"In Mr. Sheffield
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we undoubtedly have an Ambassador who sees facts and whose policy is
not that of catering to the American public not interested in Mexico,
but to those who have unfortunately embarked their money and labor he
means to see they have that real protection which they justly claim."5^
Although The Christian Century contains numerous articles which
are sympathetic to Mexico and critical of any press coverage or
official policy that might lead to serious trouble with Mexico, it is
not the sole source for such an understanding reaction to the Land and
Petroleum Laws.

Other contemporary sources of opinion that are

sympathetic to the dawning new day in Mexico evident in her new
legislation and reform programs include articles in the American
Federationist, Current History, Foreign Affairs, The Forum, The Nation,
The Outlook, The New Republic, and The Survey.

The means they use in

presenting a sympathetic view of the Land and Petroleum Laws as well as
other reforms vary.

They frequently choose words and images which will

appeal to American ideals.

For example, Calles may be portrayed as the

hard-working, energetic, efficiency-minded businessman concerned with
cleaning up customs, reforming the army, decreasing violence as well as
using scientific means to reform tax structure and speeding land
distribution.^

Mexican reforms may be referred to and shown as

5^'ew York Times, March 14, 1926, sec. 8, p. 14. William H. King,
United States Senator from Utah, writing "Mexico's Laws Against Foreign
Land Ownershipi IV. Mexico's Policy of Confiscation" in Current History,
XXIV (June, 1926) gives a similar supporting portrayal of Kellogg and
his relations to the changing United States diplomacy on p. 344.
55firnest Gruening, "President Calles's First Year," The Forum,
LXXV (January, 1926), 53-55l Chester M. Wright, "Mexico's Peaceful
Revolution Under Calles," Current History, XXIV (July, 1926), 505.
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"self-help and self-development" programs.56

Rather than insinuating

alien Communism as some antagonists, they may use the term "homestead
laws" to conjure the right image when referring to Mexican efforts to
give land to the landless agricultural workers.5?

To place events in

a broader perspective, they frequently use both Mexican history and
factual reminders of some of the legal rights of individuals sacrificed
by the United States in order to do what was necessary for the welfare
of the people as a whole.

They may remind the United States that in

the interest of humanity or of the greatest good for the greatest
number it too has "confiscated slaves, and breweries and saloons and
destroyed reasonable expectations of stockholders in certain monopolies
and public service corporations.5°

There are also those who realis-

tically point out that "the good old days" when there was no "limitation of the reckless liberties of the foreigner" and "an American was
above the law" are in the past 59

They realize there is no going back.

Articles in several magazines show the conflict with Mexico over
the Land and Petroleum Laws as one in which there is no simple right or

bright, Current History. XXIV, $05.
^Santiago Iglesias, "The Case of Mexico," American l-ecerationist,
XXXIII (March, 1926), 313» Plutarco alias Calles, "The Policies of
Mexico Today," Foreign Affairs, V (October, 1926), b.
5&J. Fred Rippy, "Mexico's Laws Against Foreign Land Ownership!
Historical Development of Issues Involved," Current His tor-/. XXIV
(June, 1926), 336. Similar examples with a few additions are given in
"The Mexican Complications," The Mation, CXXII (March 17, 1926), 272.
59

Carleton Beals, "The Mexican Church on Trial," The Survey,
LVII (October 1, 1926), Ik.
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wrong side, but one where legal right comes into conflict with moral
right.

This interpretation has meaning both on a national diplomatic

level in the emphasis on international law and on the thinking of
individuals as seen in the discussion of Ambassador Sheffield.

Accord-

ing to one journalist, the American tends to think of a clear-cut legal
right based upon his title to the land.

If Mexico takes his property

from him or even causes its value to diminish, this is stealing and
there is no question that "Thou shalt not steal."

However, in the

eyes of the Mexicans, the holding of Mexican land by foreigners is at
the expense of the masses of the Mexican people j in their view, human
rights should be set above legal rights.60

The New Republic shows

that the real problem is that two good cases exist.

Nevertheless, it

goes on to say that "some day, our people will have to make up their
minds whether the maintenance of a friendly relationship with Mexico
is worth more to the country than insistence upon a doctrine which in
effect is no more than extra-territorially; the doctrine that American
capital must carry with it to any part of the world the same unusual
degree of protection it enjoys within the boundaries of the United
States^1

A student of United States-Mexican affairs who publishes a

book on the subject during the year argues as follows*

"Considerations

of equity and humanity as applied to millions of people may outweigh
the legal rights, not infrequently acquired in the first instance by
6o

John R. Scotford, "Mexico We Have Ever Near Usi HI," Letter to
the editor, The Forum, LXXVT (August, 1926), 312-13.
6l

"The Week," The New Republic, XLV (January 20, 1926), 226.
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shady transactions, of a few thousand individuals whose happiness and
existence would not be seriously threatened by the partial loss of
these rights."62
Although sometimes pointing out that some of the property rights
defended by United States power were gotten originally by ill means,
those who sympathize with Mexico and agree with her right to pass laws
to control her own resources in behalf of the welfare of her people
are not typically devoid of sympathy for individuals whose rights are
endangered by the new laws.
expressed by John Dewey.

More typical is the dual sentiment

His interests in Mexico's educational and

cultural experiments lead him to evaluate its whole social structure.
He writes that "one can sympathize with foreigners in Mexico who find
that their legal rights are not assuredj yet from the standpoint of
business in the long run as well as from that of human development,
vested legalities are secondary to the creation of an integrated
people.63

Dewey is not alone in using a two-pronged argument in

favor of human rights over legal rights.

There are others who argue

both as humanist and as logician, pointing out what is good for the
Mexican people today is also what will bring the most to Americans—
even property owners—in the long run.
62
Rippy, Current History. XXIV, 336. The title of Rippy's book
published in 1926 is The~United States and Mexico; it is reviewed by
Charles A. Beard in The New Republic, XLVIII (October 13, 1926), 22526.
6

>Mexico,s Educational Renaissance," The New Republic, XLVIII
(September 22, 1926), 118.
^ippy. Current History, XXIV, 337.
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Isolationist sentiments appear to have a pervasive effect on 1926
opinion.

Although pulling against the emotional waves created by the

daily press coverage, there is a tendency among many Americans to
advocate letting Mexico take care of her own internal affairs.

The

reasons for the masses of Americans not getting on a bandwagon of
crusading idealism or feverish nationalism may not correspond exactly
with those expressed by opinion makers of isolationist persuasion; yet
the numerous periodical reminders that public opinion will not tolerate
United States intervention in Mexico or any United States action that
may set the stage for such a conflict with Mexico continue throughout
the year as indications of the unyielding reality of this mass sentiment. 5

Opinion makers who argue that Mexican laws and the enforcement

of Mexico's Constitution are internal affairs in which the United States
should not interfere do not necessarily agree with what is going on in
Mexico.

They only are sure that it is not in the interest of the

United States to try to keep other countries from experimenting.
In fact, an article in The Outlook uses historical analogies to point
out how attempts to stop other countries from experimenting with new
ideas have helped in bringing about the downfall of great powers.66
None the less, some newspapers and periodicals that tend to give
expression to isolationist sentiment in 1926 also frequently have a
6

5"The Mexican Muddle," The Christian Century, XLIII, 3^3, 3^5 j
"Mexico Outlawing the Church," The Literary Digest, LXXXVUI (March 6,
1926), 31j "Can Mexico Grow Up?," The Outlook, CXLIV (September 22,
1926), 108| "Mexico's Move to Confiscate American Property," The
Literary Digest. XCI (December 11, 1926), 6.
66

"How Far Is Mexico's Business Ours?," CXLHI (August 25, 1926),

563.
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Article 14 as giving them some protection at least on paper, but now
that the Mexican Congress has passed the Land and Petroleum Laws they
do not know where they stand.

The Public Ledger shows that the United

States has a strong case against the "anti-foreign law" based on
Article 14 of the Mexican Constitution prohibiting a law from being
retroactive and on the 1923 Warren-Payne negotiations.''0

Citing

property rights and their protection to be the supreme United States
objective since 1917i the Public Ledger editorial goes on extensively
with an emotional account of the events of 1923-1924.

It tells how

the support of the United States in the form of recognition and embargo
of weapons going to Obregon's enemies saved his government from the de
la Huerta revolt.71

It chastises the Mexican government for passing

these laws which they consider an "act of bad faith."

Stating that

"in her 'trial before the world' Mexico . . . has not met the test,"
it reprimands her for not meeting her international responsibilities.'^
Yet, despite all this moral lecturing, the extent of the United States
punishment threatened is the withdrawal of recognition.
The editorials of the New York Herald Tribune take a slightly
more interventionist position toward what it regards as the breaking of
treaty commitments by Mexico.

However, they do not openly use the

term "intervention" in 1926 until after the beginning of the reports
?Ojohn Page, January 11, 1926, p. 1; editorial, January 11, 1926,

p. 8.ft
^January 11, 1926, p. 8.

72Ibid.
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on the religious persecutions in Mexico.

Reviewing the history of the

United States treatment of Mexico, the New York Herald Tribune shows
the United States as long suffering and patient.

It indicates that

we could be sympathetic with the Mexican struggle to pull out of her
"primitive conditions" if only she would not violate her treaty commitments.

However, stressing these violations the New York Herald Tribune

concludes that if a clash must come, then this time let the intervention be conclusive.'^

Prior to the religious issue, the response of

the New York Herald Tribune to the Land and Petroleum Laws had been a
staunch, although not sensationally unreasonable, position that the
United States is not going to "sacrifice" its investments to solve
Mexican problems.'^-

It commented that "the present diplomatic disa-

greement is over the apparent tendency of the Mexican government to
try to keeo its promises in appearance, while nullifying them in fact."''
The Chicapo Tribune does not express an exact editorial position
on the Land and Petroleum Laws during the months of January and February.

Its news columns do indicate support of Coolidge's policy not

only when it shows a determination to stand up for American rights,
but even providing tolerant coverage to Coolidge's January emphasis on
the necessity of American patience.

More revealing, in its extensive

financial coverage the Chicago Tribune maintains that regardless of

Editorial, February 19t P« !*•
Editorial, February 9, 1926, p. 20.
7^1bid. Such an interpretation of events appears to express
directly what the statements of Secretary Kellogg had been implying.
See above p. 73.
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other improvements on the Mexican financial scene, Mexico is not going
to be lent more money as long as she passes confiscatory laws.?6

It

reasons that "a country which confiscates property by legislation will
not hesitate, it is fair to conclude, to repudiate its debts by
legislation.''''?

Also of great interest is the Chicago Tribune

editorial of January 22 which implies that there are forces of natural
phenomena at work in shaping the relations of Mexico and the United
States.

In an unemotional, detached manner, it denies that there is

any conscious imperialistic ambition in the United States to supply a
basis for Mexico's great fear of intervention from the North.

However,

it goes on to speak about how American people do not think things out
but respond according to forces at work.

Although denying that it is

making any threat, it points out to Mexico that to try to exclude
Americans completely will sooner or later cause a reaction and a forceful penetration.

Its emphasis on the forces at work between a

developed and a less developed land of opportunities to bring about
such a reaction tends to relieve any personal or national responsibility for it in the United States.78
Calls for intervention begin to appear after the Mexican religious
issue joins that of the property laws before the American public.
After the middle of February the New York Times and other major daily
^The particular improvement that prompts this statement was
Mexico's announcement that she was resuming interest payments on her
debt.
^Editorial, February 8, 1926, p. 8.
78

P. 8.
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papers carry reports, including flavorful quotations and letters to
the editor, on those who in effect call for intervention! also, their
headlines sometimes misleadingly suggest intervention as a real
possibility for United States policy.?9

The Literary Digest quotes

from the editorial comment of other major papers to show the great
variety in the reaction to Mexican events.

It includes many that

express harsh attitudes and contain emotional appeals to do far more
than just withdraw recognition.80

However, of those writing for

periodicals, most who favor an interventionist policy for reasons of
property, religion, or otherwise do not use the word or pursue it with
logical arguments; instead, they paint the blackest picture possible
of the purposes and activities of the Mexican government and frequently
of the Mexicans themselves.

There are some attempts to show logically

the broader dangers to world investment and to the prestige of the
United States if Mexican retroactive and confiscatory Land and Petroleum Laws are allowed to be enforced. *

However, these appeals to

™9[t is not, however, until the very end of the year after the
State Department has focused attention on Mexican involvement in
revolutionary activity in Central America suggesting both its Bolshevist nature and its imperialistic dimension that endanger the canal
zone, that in fact there is a real danger of United States intervention.
Some guardians of the public draw attention to what appears a propaganda device of the State Department at the end of 1926, but the
degree of this danger is not really measurable without the more
numerous reactions in 1927.
80

"Mexico Outlawing the Church," LXXXVIII, 30-31» "Must Intervention Save the Church in Mexico?," DCUIX (April 3, 1926), 28-29J "The
Call for Intervention in Mexico," XC (August 21, 1926), 10.

81 New York Times, February 28, 1926, p. 13.
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logic are rare compared to pictures of Mexico such as the following,
unbelievingly by a United States Senator*
The Mexican Government not only has failed to render indemnification for these losses, but has deliberately entered upon
an official policy of confiscation of American property in
that country under the guise of improving the agrarian
laws. . . . Extensive developed agricultural properties of
Americans have been seized by the Mexican Government and have
been parceled out to irresponsible Communists who harvest the
crops and then move on to other confiscated properties. These
confiscations are covered under the pretense of payment in
agrarian bonds which are valueless, and even the nominal value
of these bonds are ascertained by methods which ignore every
real element of value. This is purely a communistic movement.
It is against religion as well as against those fundamental
rights of liberty and property which are the basis of constitutional government, but the exercise of which the Communist
denominates as capitalism and bourgeois civilization. 2
U.S. Reaction to the Mexican Church-State Conflict
The daily press and periodicals in the United btates give more
extensive coverage to the "factual" details and American arguments
about the religious conflict in Mexico than any other one issue in
At least 57 out of a total of 172 magazine articles on Mexican

1926.

affairs have the Church-State conflict as their major subject, a
number far exceeding those devoted to the issue of the Land and Petroleum Laws.

They reach a sub-peak in the months of .-larch and April

reacting to the initial stages of deportations of foreign clergy,
closing of schools and general violations of the "right" of the clergy;
subside during May and Junej and then build toward a climax in the
critical months of July and August.
82

Out of a total coverage (articles

King, Current History, XXIV, 3^3.
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in English indexed by the Reader's Guide and the International Index)
of twenty-seven articles for the month of August, nineteen deal largely
with the Church-State issue.

Similarly with the daily press, the

New York Times and the Chicago Tribune begin their coverage of the
details of religious persecution in the middle of Februaryj the peak
coverage of the New York Times, which is in August, averages about eight
articles a day on Mexican affairs, the largest part dealing with the
religious crisis.
The initial stages of the Church-State conflict overlap with the
reaction to the Land and Petroleum Laws, and thus, are the most pertinent for this analysis.

In the New York Times the introduction of the

government's anti-religious activities is a dramatic front-page report
of the Mexican government's nationalization of church property and
seizing of alien priests to deport. 3 No hint to the reader of this
developing situation had preceded it in small articles on secondary
pages as is often the case in the I.ew York Times.

The dramatic tone

of the initial article and the bad light in which the State is shown is
perhaps partially explained by the fact that it was taken from a
Mexican newspaper, al Universal.8^ After this introductory article,
the New York Times February coverage of the details of the anti-clerical
activities of the Mexican government is largely factual, but facts
^February 12, 1926.
8/4

Ibid., pp. 1, 11. A further reading of the New Ifork Times
coverage~of religious activities by the State reveals that other of
the more incriminating articles are made up of "facts" taken from
£1 Universal. Quotations from El Universal show it to have a very
pro-Church editorial policy that influences its selection and account
of the "facts."
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which do tend to incriminate the State.

Although giving coverage to

Representatives Fairchild and Boylan and Archibishop Curley's calls for
United States action,85 it is not until February 28 that the New York
Times

includes an article that places the religious events in Mexico

in a historical context more favorable to the State.8^
The Chicago Tribune maintains a rather mixed factual coverage of
religious events in Mexico in February.

With the exception of some

article headlines such as "Schools Closed, Mexican Pupils Live in
Streets," the tone of its coverage excludes sensationalism.

Its

correspondent, John Corynn, even precedes the New York Times in
reporting Protestant denial that its missionaries are being persecuted
by the Mexican government.8''

In addition to reporting rumors of

actions against the Protestant missionaries on February Ik, the
Chicago Tribune gives the essence of a talk with the corresponding
secretary of the Methodist Episcopal Church who denies the persecution
rumors.

This religious leader explains that "foreign born

-Coverage is given on February 19, p. 12 to a statement of
La Guardia warning that "certain people have been trying for years to
get the United States involved in a conflict with Mexico." However,
such matter-of-fact reminders could hardly bring the attention of
Representatives Fairchild and Boylan's emotional appeals to nationalism
and religious freedom.
8

°P. 2. This perspective of Mexican events including many
quotations from the Mexican Secretary of the Interior is similar to
that given by some periodicals who use Mexican history to show the
extent of political power of the Catholic Church in Mexico, and the
Church's tendency to keep the Indians in ignorance.
87

The first Protestant denial in the New York Times is not until
February 28. Until this time, there were only the statements of
Catholic officials attempting to unite all religions in the outcry
against not just Catholic persecution, but religious persecution.
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missionaries ... are working toward the same goal as the government
of Mexico.

They maintain only an advisory relationship with native

ministers, having in view the development of a Mexican church and the
ultimate withdrawal of others."88
In Karch and April the New York Times gives coverage to both sides
of United States reaction.

It presents the views of American Catholics

and their colleagues demanding intervention to protect the rights of
American nationals and to prevent the extermination of religion.

It

also reports on those who consider the Church-State conflict in Mexico
an internal matter not to be interfered with by the United States and
who fear its use as a propaganda device.

However, the sensational

flavor and the fervor of the arguments of Representative Boylan and
Archbishop Curley, as well as the emotional experiences of those who
have been deported from iiexico, give the views of those who demand an
interventionist United States policy an added dimension of attention,
quotations from soeeches of Boylan

and Curley attack the Mexican 191?

Constitution} they show Mexico as an "international outlaw" like
Russia and in their more unreasonable moments hurl such emotional
terms as "robbers," "slaves," and "Bolshevist."8^

For those who just

scan the news, the New York Times article headlines of a report on
Curley1 s analvsis of the .Mexican Constitution to be published the next
day in the Baltimore Catholic Review reads: "CURLaY SAYS KKXICO WOULD
-iPiiL SAVIOR« ArchbishoD of Baltimore Says Robbers are in Power and
88

P. 3.

8

^Iarch 5, 1926, p. 10. During the House hearings on the Boylan
Resolution much publicity is given to his statement as well as to dramatic personal testimony of those like Mother oemple who were deported
from Mexico.
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Have Ended Religious Freedom."90
Among the news reports on the situation in r.exico there are
individual tragedies revealed by some of the returning clergy
which carry great emotional impact.

For instance, the self-revelation

of one victim is made more impressive by first picturing her as a
dedicated -Mother Superior keeping quietly

to herself and her devotions,

Upon her return Mother Superior Lorenza Rivarrez is quoted by the
!!ew York Times saying in reference to the 200 girls she had been
teaching in Mexico Cityj
It has been a very sad thing to see them driven out and
the convent looted and closed. . . .
..hat is there left for me? Retirement into the convent
in Barcelona. I am too old to start again the work I have
spent my life accomplishing, which has been destroyed in one
day. 91
father Victor Fabre who speaks of the expulsions, looting in kexico,
and his brutal treatment by police also draws attention to the love
of the people for the Church that would cause them to revolt if they
could.

The New fork Times quotes his suggestive appeal for inter-

vention:
During the days in prison I received a constant stream of
visitors from among the people and devout. They are badly
distressed over the course of the Government against the
Catholic clergy. If they had the strength they would be
in open revolt. As it is they pray for the intervention
of this country to rescue them from a tyrranous feic]
Government.92
90lbid.
9^arch 5, 1926, p. 10.
92Ibid. A "factual article on Karch 20, 1926, p. 12 shows
the people so upset that they are rioting in the streets of San Luis
Potosi and government troops are firing on them."
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Regarding the possibility of a revolution, a major front page article
on ;-.arch 13 does give lengthy treatment to the possible revolt by
Gen. Enrique Estrada a former de la Huerta leader to save Mexico from
"'Bolshevism' and 'anarchy.'"93
Articles taking an opposite point of view are somewhat more
difficult to find in the New Zork Times in r.arch and April.

They are

from more diverse sources and frequently show the impossibility of
separating reaction to the property and religious issues.

A letter

to the editor by R. Kunoz-Tebar on March 10 is a critical reaction to
Eoylan's statement in which he labeled Mexico as Bolshevist.

In con-

trast to Boylan who showed Mexico, just like Bolshevist Russia,
violating the "fundamental rights of humanity," he explains in sympathetic terms the things Mexico is doing that gets her called such
names i
Mexico has put in practice the agrarian laws; because she
wishes to uplift the conditions of the peons; because she
is striving in her own fashion and with a mind enriched by
practical experience to produce the greatest good for the
greatest number, in preference to opening up the country
for exploitation by foreigners. If the agrarian laws are
impracticable, the Mexicans themselves must find it out in
93Later in a small article the substance of this possible danger
to the Calles government is denied; however, it is curious that
Estrada's views on the property laws and religious measures—both in
accordance with those of United States protestors—were given such
lengthy treatment in the New fork Times on March 13. Its article
headlines readi "ESTRADA PREDICTS CALLES OVERTHROW IN MEXICAN CRISIS."
subheadings reveal the substance of his position without even the
necessity of reading the article which is continued on p. 6: "Rebel
General, Calling for End of 'Bolshevism' and 'Anarchy,' Hints at New
Revolution—Sees Ruin in Land Policy—He Insists on Recompense in the
Partition of Estates—Declares Alien Law Not Retroactive—Champions
Ousted Clergy—Former de la Huerta Leader, Now in California, Charges
Present Regime Violates Constitution."

1C4

the same manner that Americans may find out sooner or later
if prohibition is feasible.9^
Under the article headlines "Says Mexico Moves to End Church Veto,"
the New York Times gives the views of the Mexican government that
emphasize that unlike the Catholic Church in the United States the
political power exercised by the Catholic Church in Mexico even today
attempts to keep people from obeying the law; it also shows the
antiquity of such reform efforts to limit the power of the Church bytracing them back to the time of Juarez.95 One of the more interesting
expressions about the Mexican religious situation is made by a representative of American labor.

."/hen questioned about labor's view of the

Mexican religious situation, he does not trap himself by taking a position either for or against.

He indicates that it is difficult for

Americans to understand the situation in Mexico.

Ke goes on to reveal

that even though he believes in American ideals and institutions, he
does not think they are always appropriate for other countries.9°

The

New York Times quotes him saying, "we do not offer ourselves as moral
dictators or as models of the human race."

Although showing that he

does not aDprove of some of the things that the Mexican government is
doing, he emphasizes that United States labor is not going to help
those that are using "the religious situation in Mexico to stir up the
hatred of America against the Mexican Government."97
9"P.

22.

95tfarch 15, 1926, p. 11.
96N9W

^ork Times, April 5, 1926, p. 2.

9?ibid.
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I have included only a few examples of the emotional personal
dramas and the enraged statements by American Catholic leaders in
comparison to their number in the daily press.

However, I hope they

give a taste that, when added to the hundreds of "factual1 reports on
the deportation of the clergy, religious violence, infraction of clergy
rights, and closing of many schools by the state, does give some
concept of the tone and dimensions of the coverage of the religious
issue in the more respected newspapers,

^ven in the sampling of

newspaper coverage some of the major arguments of Catholic, rrotestant,
and liberal positions are indicated.

However, their positions are

revealed more clearly in the lengthier and more numerous arguments in
periodicals.
American Catholics and those who had common interest with then
attack the Mexican 1917 Constitution.

Seeing its strict enforcement

by the Calles government as the cause of their troubles, they attempt
to undermine American respect for it as Mexico's fundamental law.?8
Their arguments label it Bolshevist in content and origin, and maintain
Sphere are exceptions to this generalization regarding American
Catholics. There are a few instances where individual liberal Catholics
such as Harry A. Pascoe in "The Catholic Church Conflict in Mexico: I.
An American Catholic's Criticism of the Church," Current History, IXV
(November, 1926), 157-61 express their disagreement with the official
Catholic Church interpretation of the Church-State issue in .-.exican
history. Such Catholic liberals point out the complete difference in
the situations between the reactionary Cati.olic Church in .-.exico and
its relation to the Mexican political and social structure, and that of
the Catholic Church in the United States. Pointing out its extensive
land holdings and its political power which have bred intolerance ana
"selfish ecclesiasticism," they criticize American Catholics for being
misled by those who would use the religious issue to bring about a
change of government. They criticize them in general for not perceiving
the differences in the United States and Mexican historic problems that
make demands for similar rights in the present somewhat ludicrous.
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it is illegal because it has no national sanction.
contempt for it by numerous minor insinuations.

They show their

Not capitalizing

"constitution" when referring to the 191? Constitution, putting it
in quotes and even referring to it as the "so-called Constitution of
1917" are common practices.

They show it as just the result of one

more revolution in which after the fighting "new laws, or even new
'constitutions'" are set up to protect the new dictator and his seized
fortune.99

The following official defense for the Catholic Church

written by a Professor of English at the University of Notre Dame is
representative in tone of the denunciations of the Mexican Constitution
and government:
Its 'Constitution' is Bolshevik; the manner in which the
'Constitution' has been imposed on the country is Bolshevik.
Its agrarianism, as put into effect, is pure Bolshevism.
Its sovietization of industries is Bolshevik. It is Bolshevik in the worst sense of the terms all its acts, all its
utterances and documents convict it as such. Its secularism,
stateolatry, autocracy, absolutism, unlicensed despotism,
radicalism, unconstitutionalismj it is all these in the
extreme degree.100
Arguments of the Catholic clergy and the Knights of Columbus
attempt to unite all religious opinion in the United otates against
atheism by showing that Calles' enforcement of the religious provisions
99constantine E. McGuire, "The Church and State Conflict in Mexico: I. The American Catholic View," Current History, XXIV (July, 1926),
^89-9°.
100

Charles Phillips, "The Catholic Church Conflict in Mexico: II.
Official Catholic Defense of the Church in Mexico," Current History,
XXV (November, 1926), 1?0. Although this selection is typical of many
denunciations, it is not representative of the author, who only moments
before was arguing reasonably with the use of historical scholarship.
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of the Constitution were affecting Protestant missionaries as well as
Catholic clergy.

After Protestants begin to deny these "facts," they

continue to point out that although Calles may have started with the
Catholics, this is only political stratepy in his campaign to stamp
out all religions.

When he has the Catholics under control, the same

principles will then be applied to the Protestants.101

Their arguments

to unite American opinion in their behalf also include the nationalist
threat that if the United States does not enforce Mexican respect of
the rights of Americans (some of the members of the clergy being expelled
are American citizens), the United States will lose the esteem of all
Latin America and increase the danger that they will follow the
-uexican policy in the treatment of the rights of Americans.10^
American Catholics and their friends in this war against the
..exican government defend the Catholic Church against the accusations
of those who are more favorable to the State.

They argue that it is

the State with its violence and revolution, not the Church, that is
responsible for l-iexico's lack of progress.

Using different selections

of history from their opponents, they also attempt to show that what
progress has been made in civilizing the Indians has been because of
the Catholic Church and its clergy, who have been their protector
throughout modern history.

To emphasize the extent of this progress,

101

£xamples of this can be found in Francis C. Kelley, "The
Church Side of the L'exican Conflict," The Survey, LVII (October 1, 1926),
195 and Arnaldo Cipolla, "Church and State in Mexico: II. "The Livinp;
Age, CCCXXX (August 21, 1926), Ml.
J-O^New York Times, February 19, p. 12j '-ay 18, p. 5s i-ay 19, p. 6.
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some obviously Catholic sources—and some whose motivation cannot be
definitely determined—stress the barbaric and idolatrous origins of
the Indians. °3

Francis C. Kelley presents the true picture of Mexi-

can history as followsj
The Catholic Church drew HMd.ee up from the blackest
savagery ever known to a people; put her on the road to
progress and culture; showed her children by examples
taken from among their own numbers what powers were theirs;
made out of them governors and teachers, artists and
publicists, philosophers and statesmen; or gave them
schools, and a alphabet through which alone their language
and story have been preserved; taught them to design and
build the finest architectural masterpieces on this
continent; Christianized them and civilized them; before
the ruthless hands of greed and personal ambition began
the work of destruction. ^
Not all the arguments of American Catholic spokesmen are
excessively emotional.

However, two of the most reasonable expressions

<Ln 1926 much attention is given to archeological expeditions
to Mexico and their findings about ancient Indian civilization, --any
of these articles appearing both as features in the daily press and in
United States periodicals stress the advanced aspects of the Mayans and
other ancient Indian civilizations. They, along with coverage given to
the present Indian renascence in Mexico, tend to encourage pride and
dignity in Mexican Indian racial history. These articles that are
appreciative of the Mexican Indian and his past make all the more
noticeable articles such as Lewis Spence, "Church and State in i.exico,"
The Nineteenth Century and After, C November, 1926), t68-69, Thomas F,
Lee, "The Mexico of To-dayi Its Race Heritage and Its Political, economic and Social Systems, The Mentor, AIV (April, 1926), 1-14, "The Last
Stand of the Indian," The Outlook, CXLIV (September 22, 1926), 110-13
and in some ways D. H. Lawrence, "A Sunday Stroll in Sleepy Mexico,"
Travel, XLVTII (November, 1926), 30-35. 60, that still propagate the
concepts of inferior racial heritage. On p. 112 the article in
The Outlook expresses doubt that the "Indian population can, unaided,
raise themselves above their present level. In fact, it is doubtful
whether they will ever travel along the path of civilization any
farther than they are actually pushed by others."
IQ^The Survey, LVII, 19. Kelley presents the Church view of Mexican history after severe criticism of propaganda being fed to the
American public about Mexican events and Mexican history.
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of the Catholic position based their whole argument structure on the
unquestioned assumption that Mexico should be like the United States,
working toward eighteenth century expressions of American ideals.
Many of their ensuing arguments are therefore weak, not in themselves, but because of their fallacious foundation.

That the histori-

cal situations are different or that Mexico may not want to be a
carbon copy of the United States never appears to occur to them. °^
Sources of Protestant opinion include articles in The Homiletic
Review, The Methodist Quarterly Review, The Missionary Review of the
World, and The Christian Century, comments and quotations in The
Literary Digest, and newspaper reports.

If Protestants have any fears

of the Calles government attempting to extinguish all religious
activities in Mexico, they do not show through their eager attempts to
disclose why the Catholics, and not they, are feeling the axe of the
Constitution's enforcement.

They do not indicate that Calles is

suspending the enforcement of the law with regard to Protestants, but
instead argue that they, unlike the Catholics, are not breaking the
lawj

"They are proceeding with their work and succeeding because they

are loyal."10^

They contend that their views are in accordance with

Mexican patriotism and "harmonious with liberty"; in fact, they point
out that Protestants have been trying for fifty years to make the
10

5lbid.. pp. 16-18» John A. Ryan, "Liberty and the Roman Catholic
Churchi I. The Catholic Position," The Nation, CXXH (June 16, 1926),
660-61.
106

Alva W. Taylor, "The Ecclesiastical Strike in Mexico,"
The Homiletic Review. XCII (November, 1926), 365.
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Mexican church autonomous; thus, the rule against foreign ministers
does not hit them so hard.10?

Instead of accusing and protesting State

actions, they turn the accusing finger against the Catholic Church
whose political interference, extensive holding of Mexican property,
and unenlightened dominance of the Mexican people seem to justify State
action.

In Protestant eyes the record of the Catholic Church in Mexico

looks more like thisj
The Mexican people had lived for three centuries under the
crushing, unrestrained domination of Roman Catholicism in
its worst form, and, as has been the case in every country
where that Church has held practically unlimited power, it
had by one form or another, by the prostitution of religious
influence and sanctions, secured the ownership and control of
a large proportion of the very best property of the country,
and as in other countries had kept the great masses of the
people in ignorance and in poverty.108
Contrasting their own concepts of ministerial functions, Protestants
point to such "ritualistic action" as Confession as means "by which the
Catholic clergy has tried to control the illiterate and superstitious
masses of Mexico.nl°9
Protestants tend to be positive in their statements about Mexico
and the Mexican people.

They not only show that there is less discrim-

ination against Protestants and less persecution and danger to the
Protestant missionary, but indicate the social progress of Mexico.
They comment on Mexican progress in education, the greater equality of
107

Rev. G. B. Winton, "Today in Mexico," The Missionary Review of
the World, XLIX (March, 1926), 200.
108

Bishop James Cannon, Jr., "Missionary Work in Mexico," The
Methodist Quarterly Review, UXV (April, 1926), 281-82.
10

9lbid., 291.

Ill
the social classes, the growth of democracy, and the increase of the
number of small land owners.110

In contrast to the more negative

attitude of the Catholic Church, Protestant revelations of Mexican
activities, as well as their missionary policies, tend to point out
the character virtues and potentialities of the Mexican Indians.111
Even in specific expressions regarding the Land and Petroleum Laws,
Protestants emphasize their history and point out that among friends
all such things can be worked out.112

Being suspicious of present

propaganda efforts, they also draw attention to the fact that in the
oast oil men have fostered elaborate propaganda campaigns that "more
than once had this country by the ears with Mexico and on the verge
of war.',:L13
Protestant acceptance of the Constitution, Mexican laws, and
the Mexican government as here to stay, the attempt of Protestants to
work within Mexican law and to point out the positive conditions in
Mexico while denying misleading reports are not necessarily caused by
the great enlightenment of Protestants in 1926.

In fact, some of the

Protestant commentary confirms that for most Protestant missionaries
and officials it was not actual enlightenment that led to such
110

Rev. John Howland, "Fifty Years of Progress in Mexico,"
The Missionary Review of the world, LXIX (May, 1926), 357-59.
i:L1

See N.W. Taylor, "Building a Church of God in Mexico," The
Missionary Review of the florid, XLIX (torch, 1926), 197-99 for a
Protestant expression of pride in Indian vision and resoluteness.
112

B. B. Winton, "Mexico We Have Ever Near Usi IV," Letter to the
editor, The Forum, LXXVI (August, 1926), 313-1^.
13

-3lbid., p. 3i3.
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arguments, but the fact that such rationales served their evangelical
purpose.

(Since the Revolution, Protestant evangelism was having it

better than ever before in the Catholic-dominated Mexico.)

The suspi-

cion that the Protestants could be—if hit at the right place—just as
stubborn and non-compromising toward the State as the Catholics, who
maintained they were obeying a law higher than the State, is confirmed
by Bishop Cannon.

He writes that "any law passed by any government

which denies to any followers of Jesus Christ the right to 'preach the
gospel,1 to be a direct witness for Jesus Christ is in direct conflict
with the command of the Master, the King, to whom all genuine Christians must render first allegiance, and therefore cannot possibly be
binding upon the consciences of Christian men and women.,lll/4.

In his

long discussion of mission work in Mexico, Bishop Cannon also reveals
some condescending attitudes toward Mexicans as he talks about the time
not yet having come for the Mexican takeover of the Methodist Episcopal
Church.

He shows little understanding of nationalism or anti-foreignism

when it comes to Christ and his ministers.H5
American liberals give historical perspective to the actions of
the Mexican government that make its activity against the Catholic
Church understandable to Americans and not appear so unfavorable to
Calles; however, they do not necessarily go along with all of Calles'
n

^The Methodist
making this statement
to Mexico now because
such attempt has been
n

Quarterly Review, LXXV, 284. Quickly after
Bishop Cannon explains that it has no pertinence
under present interpretation of ministering no
made.

^rbid., pp. 296-97.
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actions.

Many express disagreement with some of his means especially

his intolerance of diverse opinions and his restrictions on religious
periodicals.

As their more middle-of-the-road colleagues they sometimes

question Calles' severity and inexpedient timing.

However, American

liberals overwhelmingly stress that the Church-State conflict is a
domestic problem and are constant in their warnings against intervention and the propaganda attempts by those who would use the religious
issue.116
American liberals present a harsh view of the reactionary Catholic
Church in Mexican history.

They stress that in times of revolutionary

turmoil it has always sided with the reactionary forces against the
Mexican people.

They note that it even continues to undermine the

law of the State by encouraging Catholic disobedience.

That it is this

political power, not religious worship, that the Mexican government is
attempting to halt with its enforcement of the Constitution is the
crux of the arguments of American liberals.

They state that it is the

Catholic Church who has closed its doors to worship by the strike, not
any action by the State.

They indicate "that it is entirely possible

for the Church to continue to serve its worshipers without violating
the law, if it is willing to do so."11?
United States liberals use Mexican history not only to expose the
Catholic Church's reactionary political role, but also to show the
116

\rguments that are pro-State with the above qualifications can
be most readily found in The Nation, The Kew Republic, The Survey, and
to a more limited extent in Schools and Society and The Christian Century.
n

7"The Week," The New Republic, XLVII (August 11, 1926), 319.
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Catholic Church as a cause of Mexico's economic and social problems.^-1-®
They even attempt to refute her role as the benefactor of the Mexican
Indians.

They point out the Church's enormous land holding to be a

cause of Mexico's economic stagnation as well as a basis for political
power.

Along with the Protestants they uncover some of the manipulative

means by which the great amount of this property was gained.

Some

radical sources attempt to show how the Church and its foreign clergy
pursuing their own self-interests used and abused the Mexican people,
taking their Mexican riches while opposing any educational reform that
might interfere with their complete dominance of the superstitious,
ignorant masses.~°

Other more moderate authors speak in terms of the

Church's historic failure to help the masses of the people by encouraging such reforms as education, land division, woman's suffrage, or
even by doing such small, but important things as making marriage
inexpensive.I20

One writer sums up the historic position of the Church

as being wealthy, usually political influential, and on the side of the
H8Such historical treatment tends to place that part of the Constitution which provides for the State's taking of Church property -that
is not being used for religious activities in a more favorable perspective.
11%!, "The Mexican Church on Trial," The Survey. LVH (October 1,
1926), 14-15, Carleton Beals shows the Church taking advantage of the
poor people in a somewhat charlatan manner. The tone of his expressions in this article and even more directly in his August 18, 1926,
article, "The Mexican Church Goes on Strike," in The Nation, CXXIII,
lZj.5-47 reflect the skeptical tendencies of twentieth century scientism.
In this latter article he even states that the Catholic Church in Mexico
is on the defensive "being crushed between the Indian renascence on the
one hand and the machine-age skepticism on the other."
120

"Mexico and the Catholics," The New Republic. XLVTI (July 28,
1926), 269.
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propertied.

He makes a revealing remark about the nature of the

Church's role in Mexican history when he says, "and it has steadily
opposed the radical and revolutionary efforts of reform, even when they
were led by Catholic priests."^1
If there is still question as to what difference historical
perspective can make when the lives and rights of Americans are
involved, then turn to the article of Hubert Herring in the April 29,
1926, issue of The Christian Century.

He is an individual whose occu-

pation on his passport is listed as clergyman.

As a result, during the

religious conflict he is detained at the border until the immigration
authorities can check with Mexico City.

Despite his own personal

inconvenience while he is being held, his whole being proclaims "VIVA
MEXICO."

Why?

Because as his rights are being violated, his awareness

of Mexican history makes him realize that at this moment he as an
individual represents to the authorities El Clero and the authority
acts as a Mexico that "has found its voice."

After an impassioned

review of the killing and robbing in the name of the cross and the
failure of the Church to educate or help the Mexican but instead always
siding with reactionary forces, he indicates that "the wonder is that
there lives a Mexican who will allow the cross to gleam from a church
steeple in all the land."

122

l21James G. McDonald, "Church or State?" The Survey, LVT
(September 1, 1926), 589. This remark is suggestive of how two very
different interpretations of the clergy's role in Mexican history can
be supported by history if only the right selections are made.
122uIn Hoc Signo Vinces," XLIII, 5*+8.
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American liberals frequently warn the United States public
against being misled by newspaper blowups of violence in Mexico and by
the arguments and propaganda of those who seek an interventionist
policy.

Those writing from Mexico frequently show the lack of truth

in daily press reports, maintaining that "the overt acts seemed to
have taken place mostly in newspaper offices on this side."123

When

there is the beginning of a new interventionist propaganda attempt,
they often attempt to decipher the guilty party, be it oil interests,
the Catholic Church, or munition makers.12^ Emphasizing that the
Mexican religious conflict is a domestic problem, they are especially
critical of the Knights of Columbus who, according to one article, do
not appear to realize that any intervention on the part of the United
States would just have the opposite effects from what they want.l25
There are charges of "more or less collusion for propaganda purposes
between big business and big ecclesiasticism."-^2" Or, as others see
it, the present propaganda effort requires "no collaboration to make
it such, nor does that section of American press which instinctively
reacts to commercial interest need to have any sympathy for the
12

3Taylor, The Homiletic Review. XCII, 362.

12/

*"The Mexican Complications," The Nation, CXXII, 272, finds
the Catholic Church the "culprit" behind the New York Times'Inflammatory article" entitled "Declares Mexico Repudiates Claims."
125"The Week," The New Republic, XLVII (August 18, 1926), 3^7.
"A Call for Intervention in Mexico," The Literary Digest. XC, 11,
reveals the New York World taking a similar position about the effects
of United States intervention.
126

I!iller, The Christian Century, XLIII, 411.
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Catholic cause as such to begin to play up anything that is prejudicial
to an administration hostile to an exploiting capitalism."12?

A

British analysis of the American scene is somewhat more descriptive:
The war-makers were becoming active again just as the Church
dispute flared up. Many of them, it is evident, look upon
the present situation as a godsend for their cause. They
persuade themselves that the groans of a persecuted Church
and the cries of exiled nuns can be exploited, in Protestant
America, on behalf of their crusade, which is directed
toward the mineral riches of Mexico.12"
United States liberals attempt to counteract the fallacious
propaganda appeals in the name of religious liberty and toleration.
Thev attempt to give reason for United States inaction even when they
themselves admit some of the excesses of the Calles' government.

Again

by creating a larger perspective, they remind the American public of
the laughable matter of the Mexican Catholics asking for "liberty of
conscience" when historically, and even in twentieth century statements of the Pope, the Catholic Church has denied it to others.129
They also point to the French Revolution and the Church-State conflicts
since, indicating that the tides of history are on the side of the
State.

One writer goes so far as to characterize the current extremes

of the Mexican government against religion as just the natural swing
of the pendulum which, when the opposing forces make concessions, will
12

''Taylor, The Christian Century, XLIII, 1108.

128

"Church and State in Mexicot A British Version," The Living Age,
CCCXXX, 572.
12

9"Putting Mexico in Her Place," The Nation, CXXIII (August 11,
1926), 116.
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lead to social progress.^ Liberals overwhelmingly maintain that
"when the war is over—when the Catholic Church accepts in Mexico, as
it has apparently done in this country, the modern principle of a free
church within a free State, it will suffer no more limitations than it
does in other States where it has accepted those principles."131
Conclusions and Evaluations
Neither the Land and Petroleum Law nor the emotionally presented
Mexican government activity against the Church stirred up the American
people sufficiently for them to push for or even tolerate a moral
crusade by the United States to clean up Mexico.

Why?

It was not

the lack of an excuse in the form of widely circulated stories of
indignations to American citizens, or from lack of an idealistic reason
which was ever present in the form of religious liberty.

It was not

from the lack of propaganda techniques used in press coverage to stir
up emotions.

All of these were present, and what is more, controversial

issues overlapped, making them even more potentially dangerous.
It was not Americans' extensive knowledge about Mexico and her
present reform activities that protected Mexico from a United States
confrontation.

The mass of coverage of Mexican events gave only

superficial treatment, frequently transmitting misleading stereotypes
and at best dealing only with the current crisis.132

There are those

13lTaylor, The Homiletic Review, XCII, 364.
132There were a few very perceptive articles about Mexico's
attempts to find dignity through her Indian renascence, her progressive
education reforms, her problems as an underdeveloped economy, and her
surging nationalism. However, these were relatively scarce.
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who with some justification argued that good news about Mexico never
is printed in the United States press.^33 Even the opposite side in
the religious issue argued that "we hear of Mexico only when there is
a fight on below the Rio Grande. . . . We are not fed history but
propaganda.

Ninety-nine per cent of Americans know absolutely nothing

about Mexican history or Mexican conditions but what they learn in that
way."13^

Perhaps the criticism of the press by both sides in the

religious conflict indicates that the propaganda of the one side was
effectively countered by the propaganda of the other.

It is true that

in periodical sources more articles draw attention to the dangers of
an inflaming and distorted propaganda campaign in behalf of intervention than there are examples of these efforts.

However, the daily

press_a completely different story—is not being considered in making
such a generalization.
Why did the American people and many of its opinion makers not
respond to the 1926 trumpet call of a righteous war in the name of
humanity and moral uprightness?

Was it the disillusionment remaining

from the failure of the crusade of World War T?

Was it the suspicions

of the oil industries after the Teapot Dome scandal?

Or was it the

preoccupation with riding the prosperity wave, with "having a good
time" and amassing the concrete pleasures of material goods?

Perhaps

it was just the counteraction of one propaganda campaign by that of
133jump, The Christian Century, XLIII, 1^20.
1

3\elley, The Survey, LVII, 16.
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another.

Did Americans, known for their idealism and belief in their

institutions as the best, feel as some journalists expressed that
Mexicans should be left to experiment with whatever they liked?

Did

they really concur with what one labor leader expressed that United
States ideals and institutions were not always appropriate for other
countries?

The strength of the public determination for the United

States to stay out of war with Mexico is indicated in its continuance
throughout the year even though under a great amount of pressure from
highly emotional and more subtle forms of propaganda.

However, its

cause and the part it actually played in restraining a more interventionist administration policy is a subject of conjecture.
The fact that American opinion was divided is of the greatest
significance to understanding why Kexico after 1916 was able to escape
United States military intervention and even an;/ nullifying pressure
on its property reforms which endangered the rights of American
citizens.

Division of opinion existed both among and within different

groups of the American people.*3"

There are indications that even

American businessmen were divided in the type of policy they thought
would best serve their interests.

Some bankers, mid-continent oil men,

and those in the Southwest interested in trade did not concur with an
interventionist United States policy.

A feature article in the New

fork Times on March 21, 1926, demonstrates the feeling of resistance
1

flippy. Current History, XXIV, 333* Charles A. Beard, "Americans
in Mexico," Review of The United States and Mexico, by J. Fred Hippy
and The Rosalie Evans Letters from Mexico, The New Republic, XLVIII
(October 13, 1926), 225.
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to the interventionist propaganda among many people in the Southwest:
To them it is not a question of Government ownership of
oil, confiscation of land or expulsion of preachers. Bombastic oratorv and diplomatic duplicity do not enter into it.
They read about these things and are annoyed. They want to
be restored to the status wherein they enjoyed a quiet,
neighborly existence and traded back and forth with one
another as friendly people should trade.
The border people don't want international misunderstandings and they don't want war. In the last fifteen years
they have seen so much of these things that they are tired of
them. Hence when some industrious correspondent writes to
his paper in the East accusing Uncle Sara of abandoning his
traditional policy—which the border people don't think he ever
had—of extending full protection to American interest abroad,
they suggest to the young man that he go way back and sit
down.
Or again, when Representative Fairplay, from along the
snowy Canadian frontier, waxes eloquent in Washington and
twists the eagle's tail with lurid comments about Mexico's
misbehavior, the people down on the line, who have to live
with the question, cry out with one voice, 'Aw, dry up! You're
rocking the boat.136
According to Charles Beard, J, Fred Rippy in his book The United States
and Mexico does go on to indicate that it is the division within
certain of the groups that really is the protective influence.

He

suggests that if American businessmen were to agree on the desired
policy, then Mexico will either "yield," or the American government
will be called to back them up regardless of the "laborers and the
humanitarians, the churchmen and the plain people."1-"
l-^wen P. white, sec. 4, p. 9.
1

3?fhe New Republic, XLV, 225-26.
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CHAPTER III
1938i

U.S. REACTION TO THE CARDENAS OIL EXPROPRIATION
Introduction

The diplomatic impasse that developed in 1926 was finally broken
in 1927 by the astute diplomacy of the newly appointed Ambassador
Owight Morrow.

Morrow succeeded in obtaining an accord with Mexico

which eliminated the fifty year time limit on concessions and applied
a broad definition to what constituted "positive acts."-'-

That Morrow

was able to reach a satisfactory agreement with Mexico was not because
his aims were so different from those of Sheffield, but rather because
he brought a new style to United States diplomacy in Mexico.

Neither

he nor the methods he used tended to alienate Mexicans and their
leaders.

His approach had no markings of condescensionj there was no

underlying attitude that American civilization was superior to Mexican.
Instead, being sincerely appreciative of Mexicans and their culture,
his manner was that of embracing others as equals.

It was his coop-

erative and appreciative spirit that got the United States through
doors that would have been difficult to knock down.

He gained an

^-To support a claim to sub-soil rights prior to the 1917 Constitution, it was necessary to have performed some "positive act" showing the actual working of the sub-soil. However, in accordance with
this broad definition of "positive act" even having made a contract
relative to the sub-soil was sufficient evidence of "positive act."
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accord with Mexico on the interpretation of the property laws and
their constitutional basis that lasted until 1938.
The most serious blow to American property rights by the Mexican
Revolution did not come until the presidency of Cardenas.

Prior to

that in 1917 and 1926, we have been seeing the United States react to
potential danger as seen in provisions of the Constitution and in the
laws enacted to enforce those provisions.

As noted especially in 1917

there were many who dismissed the seriousness of the provisions
affecting American property rights as well as the Constitution's
religious restrictions.

They indicated that it was unlikely that such

provisions would ever be enforced in such a way as to be threatening,
aven in 1926 one still finds remarks that reveal a lingering attitude
in the United States that "constitutions and laws in Mexico have been
largely a matter of paper documents."2 However, during the presidency
of Cardenas, there is concrete action in abundance.

Under Mexican

agrarian laws Cardenas expropriates more land—including land of
American citizens—than the total of all presidents before him.

Lven

more dramatic, after years of wrangling over labor demands with the
American and British oil companies refusing to comply, Cardenas seizes
the oil properties in March, 1938.

Observance of American reaction

to this dramatic oil expropriation—frequently intertwined with the
agrarian expropriations in United States diplomacy—allows a more
complete picture of United States response both to the theory of
revolutionary concepts and to their actualization.
2

"fhe Progress of the World," The American Review of Reviews,
LXXIV (September, 1926), 232.

->
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Of interest to a reader of 1938 journalism is not only American
opinion regarding Mexican expropriation, but the degree to which this
oil expropriation was a surprise.

Another striking feature is the

extent to which American views of appropriate United States policy are
influenced by the extenuating international circumstances.

As in 1917

when the world embroilment in war increased the desire for Mexico's
friendliness, but also increased the suspicions of German influence
and danger to British and American oil interests, so in 1938 the
aggressions and defense pacts of Germany, Italy, and Japan loom
threatening at a time when Great Britain's biggest non-Mediterranean
supply of oil is jeopardized by Mexico.

With the British putting

pressure on the United States for effective action, there are those
who question whether the Monroe Doctrine and the Good Neighbor policy
have not come to odds.

There is general concern about how our policy

toward Mexico after the oil expropriation will affect our relations
with the rest of Latin America, especially in this time of international tension.
The Oil Controversy as Presented by the Gaily Press
when Mexican expropriation of the oil properties occurs, it is
not under the much feared and protested Article 27 of the Mexican
Constitution but instead under Article 123, as a result of a big
conflict between the oil companies and labor that leads to federal
arbitration.

Maintaining the financial impossibility of their

operating under the terms of arbitration, the case of the oil companies
goes through the Mexican courts in the early months of 1938.

After
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legal channels are exhausted, the question of what is to be done ends
up in the hands of Cardenas, whose decision is finally announced
..arch 18, 1938.
It is doubtful if many of the readers of the New "ork virr.es were
any more prepared for Cardenas' expropriation announcement than State
Deoartment officials appeared to be.

All through the month of January

the New York Times tended to show Cardenas "anxious" for a compromise.->
iven up to the announcement of the oil expropriation, extensive
coverage is given to Mexican economic difficulties which are pointed
out to be all the more reason for expecting Mexico to compromise.
Cardenas is shown to be pressed by financial difficulties and the danger
to his agrarian program and other reforms already started,5 His need
for the revenue provided by oil production is interpreted as a force
making for a Mexican compromise.°

The subheading of a BgW York Times

article on March 6 indicates that Mexican officials would even like the
United States government to "Intervene to Prevent Halt in Petroleum
Output??

British confidence that there will be a compromise since

"the Mexican Government cannot afford to lose companies like the
.lexican Eagle and its associates" is expressed by the stock of these
3january 16, 1938, p. 31? January 2, 1938, p. 3l January 24, 1926,
P. 3.
^January 2, 1938, p. 381 March 6, 1938, p. 30.
^February 13. 1938, p. 14.
6

January 16, 1938, p. 31.

7

F. 30.
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companies not only holding their own on the London Exchange but
actually experiencing a slight rise.8 Even as late as the day before
the expropriation announcement, a front-page article in the New fork
Times discusses the economic and international factors that make a
compromise likely.

It shows Cardenas and even the unions as having

been surprised to find out that the oil companies were not bluffing
and now to be looking for a way out.9
Although the expectation of compromise is the general impression
given by the New York Times coverage prior to March 18, 1938, a closer
look reveals the possibility of trouble brewing.

There is evidence of

a firm, non-compromising attitude taken by the oil companies.

There

are also indications that some of the means of resistance chosen by
the oil companies are backing Cardenas into a corner.-'-0

It is true

that their cutting of production and withdrawal of funds from Mexico
could be interpreted as a means of exerting pressure on Mexico to
compromise, but such means of resistance could also have quite an
opposite effect especially on a man of Cardenas' character.

An article

by Frank Kluckhohn on February 25 perhaps allows one to see a little
of the beginnings of Cardenas' incensement that is basic to understanding his expropriation decision.

Kluckhohn notes that after months of

vacillation, Cardenas has come out fully for labor.

He also shows

New York Times, February 26, 1938, p. 2.
9

Frank L. Kluckhohn, March 17, 1938, pp. li 5.

10

January 4, 1938, p. *H January 16, 1938, p. 31.
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Cardenas accusing the oil companies of being responsible for the
economic crisis in Mexico.11

The extreme statements of Cardenas

quoted by the New York Times on March 9 show his aroused emotions and
indicate that he is fed up with the oil companies' lack of conciliatory
action and their attempts at political influence:
Petroleum companies have intervened in the political and
economic affairs of our country and have never recognized
their debts under concessions granted by Mexico's former
dictators . . .
It is worth while to meet the present difficulties in order
to terminate forever the economic and political denomination of the petroleum companies. These companies have always
shown absolute lack of spirit of conciliation since they
withdrew their accounts from Mexican banks and executed
other financial manoeuvres causing economic difficulties.
I consider it a patriotic duty to grasp this opportunity the companies themselver offer, since the country will
come out the winner. 2
Although the reader's attention is not drawn to it, these statements
of Cardenas appear in hindsight to be a key to anticipating his future
action.

Prior to the announcement of the expropriation on March 18, the
New York Times coverage of Mexican events includes not only the
developments in the oil controversy, but extensive news on Mexican
tariffs and other financial events, reports of her trade with Japan,
reports on internal violence and the cause of border revolt, and
speculations about the Fascist danger in Mexico and where it centers.
A large proportion of the lengthy discussions of the Mexican
HP. 1.
12

Frank L. Kluckhohn, March 9, 1938, p. 12.
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situation are by the New fork Times correspondent, Frank L. Kluckhohn.
(Kluckhohn is later accused by a fellow journalist as being one of
three correspondents responsible for a shift in the tone in the United
States Mexican policy.13)

For newspaper coverage, Kluckhohn's articles

are exceptional in their breadth of discussion and consideration of
complicating aspects of the issues.

Perhaps this partially explains

why within Kluckhohn1s articles, one can find statements of Cardenas
indicative of possible expropriation in addition to the general
emphasis that economic and international factors favor compromise.
Kluckhohn draws a mixed picture of Mexico, appealing in some of its
aspects of realism, but certainly not one that is very sympathetic
to either Mexico or to Cardenas.

His coverage of the oil issue is not

directly from the viewpoint of the oil companies, but with the information he provides, a reader does see the position of the oil companies
as quite reasonable.

He also points out that it is not just oil at

stake, but the place of all foreign capital in Mexico.1
In contrast to the Washington Post where the coverage of Mexican
affairs in March prior to the expropriation announcement amounts to
one article, the Chicago Tribune gives extensive details regarding the
day-to-day status of the oil controversy.

Interestingly enough, most

of this detailed information in the Chicago Tribune appears in a
factual tone in the financial section of the paper.
1

The oil companies

3L. 0. Prendergast, "Press-War on Mexico," The Nation, CXLVII
(September 3. 1938), 222-23.
ll

Weh 13. 1938, p. 6.
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for trying to help the Mexicans over some bridgeless difficulties."
According to the editors of the Chicago Tribune Mexican tariff increases are one more link in Mexico's "drive against American capital
which the country

needs, and the expropriation of American-held lands

without suitable or satisfactory compensation."^
Prior to Cardenas' announcement on March 18, there had been no
mentioning of the possibility that Mexico might expropriate the major
United States and British oil companies by either the Ilew York Times
or United States periodicals in 1938, or by the Chicago Tribune and the
'/Washington Post in their March coverage.

The possibility of a tempo-

rary receivership was the most serious alternative considered in
American coverage of Mexican events.20

According to a statement of

Ambassador Daniels carried by the Associated Press, even for the
United States government "the expropriation was a bolt from the blue."
Daniels explains that "neither President Roosevelt, Secretary of State
Cordell Hull nor I knew about the expropriation in advance.

The gene-

ral impression here was that there would be a government receivership."2!
The March 19 news coverage of Cardenas' announcement of the
exDropriation decree is neither critical nor emotional in tone.

The

front-page reports in the New York Times, the Washington Post, and the
Chicago Tribune on March 19 are factual in tone and informative in

^bid.
20

See the Chicago Tribune, March 17, 1938, p. 25 for the mentioning of a possible receivership.
^Josephus Daniels, quoted in the New York Times, March 21, 1938,
p. 5.
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their review of the oil controversy and their coverage of related
financial events in Mexico.

The New York Times notes the portions

of Cardenas' speech that explain why the expropriation was necessary.
The Washington Post shows the oil companies surprised but calmly
preparing for further legal battle.22
Although the initial United States reports on the Mexican
expropriation of some 3200,000,000 of American and British oil investment were devoid of any undercurrent of pressure upon either Mexico or
the United States for action, this was a temporary phenomenon.

There

is quite a difference in the tone of the front-page article in the
Mew York Times on March 20 from that of March 19. even though they are
written by the same author.

V.hereas the earlier article was a factual

account of the oil takeover, the latter shows Mexican events as more
of a "campaign against foreign industry" with the government-backed
unions out to nationalize the mines as well.23
Also beginning March 20, the oil companies' views of events get
extensive attention.

Extensive quotations are taken from W. S. Parish,

President of the Standard Oil Co. of New Jersey, and H. F. Sinclair,
chairman of the executive committee of the Consolidated Oil Corp.

They

show the benevolent treatment of their Mexican employees, pointing out
the far higher pay they received than that of other Mexican workers.
Parish stresses the amicable spirit and good intentions held by the
22

March 19, 1938, p. 11.

2

3Frank L. Kluckhohn.
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oil companies during the negotiations.24

The statements of Sinclair

are far different in tone from the more reasonable Parish.

Sinclair

shows Mexican actions as a sinister plot designed to force a situation
where the oil property could be taken,

rie implicates both the Mexican

government and the "labor politicians," and attempts to show the
actions of the syndicate officials as divorced from the desires of the
workers, ->
The immediate response of the daily press to the oil expropriation
includes news of the following! American families fleeing the oil
districts in Mexicoj the overwhelming support of Cardenas by the Mexican people, who hail the expropriation decree as a proclamation of
economic independence} and most of all, a focusing of attention on the
financial chaos in Mexico that could settle the oil dilemma or even
cause the downfall of the Cardenas government.

Although somewhat of an

exaggeration, the concluding paragraph of the Chicago Tribune's first
report on the oil expropriation captures the essence of the daily press
reaction to events in Mexicoi

"The shutdown of the oil industry

passed almost unnoticed in a night crowded with fast developing events
which may bring Mexico to the verge of economic chaos.»*°

Reports are

given on the oil controversy; however, major attention of the news
columns is turned to the foreign-owned mining industry, the fluctuation
2

\'ew :ork Times, March 20, 1938, p. 20. Many of the quotations
of this special New ^ork Times article are also carried or paraphrased
by the Chicago Tribune, March 20, sec. 2, p. 5.
25

Ibid.

26. .arch 19, 1938, p. 1.
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of the value of the peso, and the heightened economic peril of Mexico.
The efforts of the Roosevelt administration to be a "good
neighbor" are evident both prior to the announcement of the oil
expropriation and immediately thereafter.

The press comments that it

is unlikely that the State Department will protest the oil expropriation until the oil companies have at least exhausted Mexican legal
possibilities. '

Statements to the press emphasize the assurances

<i;iven by Cardenas that there will be compensation.

Not only does

there appear to be no immediate plans for United States protest, but
the article headlines in the New York Times on March 22 suggest that
the "U.S. Acts to Heal Rift."

Statements of Secretary Hull explain

that the United States is studying the expropriation laws and keeping
close contact with Daniels regarding the situation.

Hull also dis-

misses questions regarding the silver purchases from Mexico} he points
out that these are considered to be solely a monetary matter.^0
Between the time that the State Department indicates it is taking
no immediate action but allowing the oil companies to pursue appropriate legal channels in Mexico, and the March 28, 1938, announcement
that the United States is suspending its silver purchases from Mexico,
there are many editorial comments critical of Mexico and of Washington's
Chicago Tribune, March 21, 1938, p. 8t ggg York Times, March 20,
1938, p. 31J March 21, 1938, p. 5« Mwoh 25, 1930. p. 18.
March 22, 1938, p. 5. Perhaps the Mew York Times headline is a
little misleading. The Chicago Tribune, March 22, lyjo, p. 2, reports
basically the same information only choosing to stress the seriousness
of Kellogg«s concern expressed in a phone call to Daniels and entitles
it "U.S. Presses for a Mexican Truce on Oil."

13*
lack of action,

oven the editorial comment of the New York TJlmes

points out that what Cardenas says about compensation sounds finei
however, when one considers the fulfillment of Cardenas words, Mexico's
record shows that it has not even paid the interest on the bonds
given to those from whom land was seized earlier.

It reproaches the

Roosevelt administration for its lack of action, noting that it "has
given no sign that it is seriously perturbed," and calls at least for
a suspension of the silver purchase which it considers economically
unsound anyway.29

The March editorials of the Washington Post take a

very anti-Carcienas interpretation of the oil controversy.3°

In

addition to their insults to Cardenas' motives and character and the
predictions of Mexican failure in running the oil industry, the
editorial comment of the Washington Post refers to United States
policy as "misguided philanthropy."31

Similar to an earlier editorial

of the Chicago Tribune, it notes that the United States is buying
silver from Mexico at high prices that really means we are giving
Mexico a subsidy while Mexico is raising her tariffs and even expropriating our property.
Even much of the "factual" news about Mexico appearing in the
daily press between the announcement of the oil expropriation, March 19,
2

%arch 25, 1938, p. 18. This editorial is curiously interesting
in that "with regard to Mexican compensation it takes a tone quite
similar to that taken later by Secretary Hull in his controversial
July letter to Mexico.
3%ithin its "Letters to the Editor" column, the Washington Post
does print letters from those of opposite persuasion.
31

March 23, 1938, p. 8» March 21, 1938, p. 6| March 26, 1938, p. 6.
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and the first action taken by the United States on March 28 is of an
incriminating nature.

The daily press draws attention to the fact that

union guards were posted on oil properties and work was stopped while
negotiations were still supposedly going on.32

There are reports in

the Chicago Tribune and the New York Times that Cardenas is preventing
any information "favorable to the oil companies and American interests"
from being printed or circulated in Mexico.33

Frank Kluckhohn even

warns that Cardenas is circulating propaganda among American liberals,
Leftist groups, and labor unions to convince them of the "'legality'
of the government's actions" so that they will serve as an internal
pressure on the State Department, 3^ .. Factual" reports also indicate
that despite Cardenas' words of commitment to democratic countries, it
is a likely possibility that Mexico is accepting a deal with Japan in
order to find markets and transportation for its oil.35

Even the

Mexican justice in the oil controversy is questioned by J, R. Carmical.
Ke suggests that one of the Supreme Court Justices should not have

32Kew

fork Times, March 23, 1938. P« 11.

33New York Times, March 23, 1938, p. Ill Chicago Tribune,
March 23, 1938, p. 25.
3**New York Times, March 27, 1938, pp. 1, 29. Kluckhohn attempts
to negate the influence of these groups who he implies have been duped
by Mexican propaganda.
Washington Post, March 26, 1938, p. 2} Kew York Times, March 24,
1938, p. 15.
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sat on the Labor Board case because of his predisposition in the
matter.36
aven within this short period of a little more than a week, the
New York Times brines to fore many fundamental questions regarding
the expropriation dilemma.
stop?

Questions as to "Where will fthel movement

Can the Government succeed?

What will be the effect upon

trade?" are brought up for discussion with regard to the danger the
wexican expropriation holds for United States interests.

There are

indications that if Mexico succeeds in getting out of this economic and
diplomatic situation, "then it is logically to be expected that the
government will gradually take over other foreign industries and
probably follow an increasingly Leftist course."37

There are also

suggestions that if Mexico is allowed to get by with taking the property
of American citizens, then there will be movements in other Latin
American countries attempting to do likewise. 38
The announcement of the suspension of silver purchases is accompanied in the daily press by statements emphasizing that this action
was taken before, not after, Secretary Hull's meeting with the representative of the four oil companies.39

There are several observers

36Mew -ork Times, March 27, 1938, sec. 3, p. 3. Carmical supports
his charge by relating previous expressions of the Supreme Court Justice
stating that Mexico should "impose its domination on foreign capital
as an example to other countries" and that "the duties of a Supreme
Court Justice were to pass on issues from a revolutionary political
aspect and not from a basis of law."
37

Frank L. Kluckhohn, New York Times, March 27, 1938, sec. 4, p. 7.

38

New York Times, March 27, 1938, sec. 3, pp. 1, 3.

Washington Post, March 28, 1938, p. 1.
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who note that it was Great Britain that applied the "effective
pressure" for bringing about this action by the United States.**°
Government statements do not actually link this action of the Treasury
Department to the Mexican oil expropriation, but the articles in the
daily press are based upon "well informed persons" who do.'4'!

Imme-

diate response indicates widespread American approval of the silver
purchase suspension, even though its consequences to the tottering
Mexican economy could be disastrous for the Cardenas government.

This

blow to the Mexican economy, the effects of which all are waiting to
see, is followed bv a United States protest of the oil seizure, which
is commended by the Chicapo Tribune as evidence of vigorous United
States action. H2
Ka.jor Arguments of American Reaction
The arguments used by Americans in response to events in Mexico
reveal the growing complexity of international economic and political
relations.

No longer could a simple sending of United states troops

be offered as an effective way of handling Latin American problems.
The world of 1938 was one in which even Americans eager to force
^Chicago Tribune, March JO, 1938, p. 21j "Silver-Dollar Diplomacy," Time, XXXI (April k, 1938), 11.
4l

Chicago Tribune, March 28, 1938, p. 1.

^March 30, 1938, p. 21j Arthur Sears Henning, March 31, 1938,
p. 5. It is not until July that Secretary Hull enunciates a really
staunch position regarding Mexican expropriation. However, after
more than a week of absolutely no action by the United States government in response to the Mexican oil expropriation, the suspension of
the silver purchase followed by anv protest perhaps did look like
vigorous action.

138
Mexico into submission on the oil question had to consider the dangers—
both economic and political—in creating a wave of "anti-gringoism."^
Thus, it is not just those sympathetic to the Mexican reform program
that point out all the dangerous ramifications of possible United States
responses to the Mexican expropriation.

Fven among American business-

men there are those who see the necessity to consider the multiple
repercussions of alternative policies as they attempt to determine what
would best serve their trade and investment interests.
The international entanglements that characterize 1938 are
reflected in more ways than one in the arguments regarding the United
States reaction to the Mexican oil expropriation.

Not only is the

Mexican situation frequently discussed in terms of international dangers, but the arguments used are about as entangled and resistant to
segregation as world ideologies.

Persons of differing viewpoints often

use common subjects in their discussion of appropriate United States
response to the Mexican action.

Among such subjects most frequently

consicered are the dangers of Communism and Fascism in Mexico, the
danger to other American investments in Latin America, a possible
conflict between the Monroe Doctrine and the Good Neighbor policy, and a
questioning of whether Mexico can actually run the oil companies.
Those who attempt to place a European label on the Mexican danger
have some difficulty.

Neither Communism or Fascism seems to exactly

^"U.S., Mexico—and Points South," Business Week (April 2, 1938),
P. 44.
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fit all the facts of Cardenas' Mexico, even for those most concerned
with the totalitarian aspects of Mexican society.

Thus, we find both

terms used to describe Cardenas and his reform programs, sometimes
even by the same author.

One of the most outspoken critics of

Cardenas' confiscation policies, Senator Allen from Kansas, states
that the present Communism in Mexico will lead to a Fascist state.

He

explains that Spaniards in Mexico will take action since they "sympathize more with the Fascist than with the Communists."^
The most frequent source of information on the Communist danger in
Mexico is the United States Catholic periodical, The Commonweal.
Writers for The Commonweal are not crusading against the Communist
danger as Senator Allen with his emotional rampages against Cardenas
and his expropriation policies; the bulk of their anti-Communist charges
are made as by-the-way remarks, or in anger when placed on the defensive by naive "pinks."^5

They are critical of the influence of the

Mexican left on Cardenas, centering many of their criticisms against
the Communist Toledano. "

They point out the Communist elements in

Mexico not only in the danger of its Communist labor leaders, but also
in State practices in the schools.

A look at a Mexican classroom

^Henry J. Allen, "Communism Across the Rio Grandei We Are Responsible for It," Vital Speeches of the Jay, V (December 15, 1938), 133.
^^Harry Sylvester, "Communicationsj A Revolution Doesn't Come Off,"
Letter to the editor, The Commonweal, XXVIII (August 19, 1938), ^30.
MCbid.t Randall Pond, "The Mexican Crisis," The Commonweal,
XXVIII (August 5, 1938), 387-88.
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reveals the State attempting to teach the children that "there is no
God."

Instead of belief in God, the children are being taught that

it is the State that is the supreme authority from which all good
things derive. '
The more widely read Newsweek also points out the danger of
leftist influence on Cardenas.

Its frequent column writer, Raymond

.-'oley, takes a severe attitude toward Cardenas and his "confiscation"
of alien property.

He infers that Cardenas is a Communistj

Any

"objective observer" knows that "to criticize Cardenas is to invite
answers from American Reds.

The Cardenas aims are their aims. "^8

Charges of Fascism are far more extensive in the American
journalism of 1938 than are the charges of Communism.

A Fascist danger

in Mexico is seen by both those arguing for a forceful United States
policy and those in favor of a more conciliatory United States attitude toward the Cardenas government.

As early as January there are

predictions that ilexico would be the next to go Fascist| Representative C'Connell gives specifics of how Germans are arming 100,000
under Cedillo. °

Some Americans see the Fascist danger within the

* ''Harry Sylvester, "Teacher Is Wonderful," The Commonweal, AXVII
(April 15, 1938), 676-77. The effect of the harsh facts of the State
indoctrination attempts is tempered by the tone of this article which
is written in story form. The story of two little girls' day in
school ends with the revelation that the State attempts at indoctrination were only changing what was said in the classroom, not what was
really believed by the people.
^Raymond Molev, "Cardenas Sows the Wind," Newsweek, XII
(August 15, 1938), W.
^Mew York Times, January 23, 1938, p. 251 Januarv 30, 1938, p. 22.
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Cardenas government, pointing out its present totalitarian aspects
and the resemblances of Cardenas to Hitler.^°

Others, having the

Spanish Civil War on the forefront of their minds, fear a similar
situation in Mexico.

They point accusingly to Cedillo as the leader

of a revolution supported by Mexican reactionary and Fascist elements,
and possibly their foreign colleagues,51

Even after the Cedillo

revolt is put down by federal troops before it had time to grow into a
major threat, United States liberals still expound on the danger of a
Fascist reaction aided by the Mexican economic depression.

They

indicate that the Cedillo affair was but "Fascism's first violent bid
for power in Mexico" and a minor one compared to what could be in the
future with so many enemies to benefit from a change in the Mexican
government.52

Articles in The Labour Monthly and Foreign Affairs also

point out the strength of the Fascist forces at work in Mexico.
5°Frank L. Kluckhohn, Hew York Times, January 9, 1938, sec. 8,
p. 15; Kluckhohn, January 20, 1938, p. 1; Kluckhohn, February 2, 1938,
p. 5% February 6, 1938, p. 30; February 23, 1938, p. 15l rf. G. FitzGerald, "The Mexico of Lazaro Cardenas," The Nineteenth Century and
After, CXXIV (July, 1938), 60j Roscoe B. Gaither, "The Mexican ExproDriation of Oil Properties," United States Law Review, LXXII (June,
1938), 324.
^Maurice Halperin, "What About Mexico?," The New Republic,
LXXXXIII (January 12, 1938), 272; "Revolt Against Oil," The Nation,
CXLVI (March 26, 1938), 3^61 "The Class Struggle in Mexico—II,"
The New Statesman and Nation, XV (February 19, 1938), 281; "Will Mexico Follow Spain," The Living Age, CCCLIV (April, 1938), 160-62; "A Firm
Hand in Mexico," The Nation, CXLVI (Kay 28, 1938), 606; "Trouble in
Mexico," The New Republic, LXXXXV (Kay 25, 1938), 62; Carleton Beals,
"l.exican Bad Man," The New Republic, LXXXXV (June 8, 1938), 122-24.
52L. 0. Prendergast, "Oil and Mexico's Future," The Nation, CXLVI
(June 25, 1938), 716; "Shall We Aid Mexican Fascism?," The New Republic,
LXXXXV (June 1, 1938), 87-88; "The Struggle in Mexico," The New Statesman and Nation, XV (June h, 1938), 9^1.
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D. Graham Hutton in an analysis in Foreign Affairs concludes that the
"Fascist-minded forces" are so much greater than any leftist tendencies
that they will probably be victorious regardless of whether it is
Cardenas or someone else in power.53
Many Americans are concerned about the possible effects on the
Mexican economy of steps already taken by the United States government.
The Mexican government with its many new programs was already in grave
financial straits before the oil expropriation,

oven Americans in

favor of Cardenas1 agrarian reforms had advised Mexico against expropriating industry.

They stressed the need for practical realisms

Mexi-

co needed the income from its industry to carry out its agrarian reformj
also, United States forbearance must not be pushed beyond its limits.^*
The oil expropriation brought new problems to the Mexican economy.
Mexico now was faced with finding markets and transportation for its
oil at a time when the major British and American oil companies were
trying to maintain a boycott of what they regarded as stolen oil.
Both pro-Cardenas and anti-Cardenas sources of opinion cite the danger
that Mexican oil will be sold to the Fascist powers.

Those that favor

Cardenas as the best of the Mexican alternatives emphasize the fact
that the democracies may be forcing him into such trade as the only
means of economic survival.

Others that are not sympathetic to

Cardenas or his economic problems note that regardless of his commitment
53»'The Kew-Old Crisis in Mexico," XVI (July, 1938), 639.
5**H. Banta Murkland, "Half-Way with Cardenas," The Christian
Century. LV (January 12, 1938), 47.
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to moral solidarity with the democracies, it is impossible to have
faith in the words of a president that orders "arbitrary seizure of
foreign investment."55
It is not only the political effects of United States policy
that worry Americans, but also the economic consequences for American
trade.

Reaction to the oil expropriation temporarily halts trade with

Mexico because of the fluctuation of the peso.

American businessmen

involved in trade with Mexico fear that this loss could be more than
temporary.

If Mexico sells her oil to Germany, Italy, and Japan, then

she will use these credits for purchases from them, thus cutting out
an important market for United States goods.5°

banger is also posed

to other American investments in Mexico and Latin America by the
unsettled state of affairs over the oil expropriation.

Thus, to some

American businessmen, a quick settlement of the oil issue is far more
important than the specific terms received by the oil companies,
nevertheless, many of these same businessmen show awareness of the
difficulties faced by Washington,

aven though impatient for action to

settle the oil controversy, they acknowledge the complications in
shaping a policy that will save Mexico as a market for the United States,
55£ditorial, Washington Post, .-larch 26, 1938, p. 6.
^"Mexican Oil to Berlin; U.S. Wary," Business Week, June 25,
1938, pp. 38-*»0.
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not throw Latin America

into the hands of Germany, and yet not set

a precedent for future expropriation.-''
Other business interests emphasize the necessity for immediate
and effective actions in behalf of the oil investments by the United
States government in order to show the world where the United States
stands on this Mexican expropriation.

They show Cardenas as beckoning

other Latin American countries to follow the Mexican course of expropriation. 5°

The oil companies are especially concerned with the

effects of the Mexican oil seizure in Venezuela and Bolivia.

And amonj-

many Americans, there is an assumed corollary between the safety of
American oil claims in Mexico and "the safety of American investment
throughout the world."59

Thev argue that if Mexico is allowed to get

by with its expropriation of American oil investment without making
immediate compensation, then other countries will do likewise.

Thus,

among those who are greatly concerned with the danger to American
business interests in Latin America, some adopt the oil cause as
their own cause, whereas others are concerned mainly with only a smooth
extrication.
Frequent reference is made to the Good Neighbor policy and the
part it plays in determining the Roosevelt administration's reaction to
■5?"Mexican Oil Baffles U.S.," Business Week, Kovember 5, 1938,
p. 49; "Mexican Oil to Berlin; U.S. Wary," Business Week, June 25,
1938, p. 40.
58i'Cardenas Bids Latin America Expropriate Alien Property,"
Newsweek, XII (July 4, 1938), 13-14; Gaither, United States Law Review,
Lxxn, 335.
^?Moley, "Cardenas Sows the Wind," Newsweek, XII, 40.
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the oil expropriation.

In the early stages of the oil controversy

and even immediately after the expropriation, there were indications
that in accordance with the Good Neighbor policy the Roosevelt administration was staying out of Mexican internal affairs.

It appeared

to be allowing the Mexican government to work out this controversy
between labor and the oil companies.

When the United States does take

its first steps to protest the Mexican action, a sigh of relief is
expressed in many editorial columns.

After the announcement of the

suspension of the United States silver purchases, the editor of
Business Week writesi
A while ago there was reason to fear that President Roosevelt
might carrv his 'good neighbor' policy to the extreme of
making the United States an easy mark for radical depredations
by any Latin American country. Fortunately, however, he has
now demonstrated that his conception of neighborliness is
not stretchable to absurd limits. The 'good neighbor' policy
does not mean that we should tamely submit to the confiscation
of American property in Mexico and thereupon continue to give
Mexico a subsidy from the United States Treasury.°°
In the months that follow this initial action, some Americans use the
Good Neighbor policy as a reminder that the whole of Latin America is
watching to see if the United States retreats to its old methods in
dealing with the problem of the Mexican expropriation; others
emphasize that the Good Neighbor policy must be reciprocal, and that
it is Mexico's turn to be the good neighbor."-'-

An added complication

for the Roosevelt administration was the British pressure for the United
6o

"Rejoinder to Mexico," April 2, 1938, p. 56.

^Raymond Holey, "Hell Bent for Chaos," Newsweek, XII (July 18,
1938), 40j New York Times, March 28, 1938, p. 3.
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States to take effective action against the Mexican oil expropriation.
To some this situation exposed a possible conflict between the Monroe
Doctrine and the Good Neighbor policy.°2
Reactions of Americans in 1938 to the Mexican oil expropriation
vary from emotional denouncement of the "confiscation" and all that
is Mexican, to defense of Cardenas1 actions as having been made
necessary by the foolish policies of the foreign oil companies.
is not to say that all reactions are emotional in tone.

This

Many of the

arguments even of those that desire a stronger United States policy in
protection of American property rights are in large part appeals to
reason.

However, they do frequently incorporate the more lively tech-

nique of slander.

The character and reform program of Cardenas

become the focusing point for much of the emotional treatment.

However,

not all those ;*ho defend Cardenas or who argue against the United States
following a staunch and vigorous policy toward Mexico after the oil
expropriation are pro-Mexican in their sympathies.

There are some who

are very much against the Mexican oil expropriation, yet because of
the international situation see it in the best interest of the United
States to promote a compromise settlement. -^
Americans most alarmed by the Mexican oil expropriation attempt
to prove that it was an illegal act.

They also maintain that there is

^2Frank L. Kluckhohn, New 1'ork Times, March 13, 1938, sec. k, p. 6.
^'Mexican oil to Berlini U.S. Wary," Business Week, June 25,
1938, pp. 39-40; George Creel, "Can Wfe Prevent Chaos in Mexico?,"
Collier"'s [CIl] (July 23, 1938), 50j "Puzzled by Mexican Oil Seizure,"
Business Week, March 26, 1938, p. 13-
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a broader danger to all Latin America, and picture the Mexican workers
as being no better off now under the Mexican government than before
under the American and British oil companies.

Pressing for a vigorous

policy by the United States, some argue that a determined defense of
property rights is necessary to maintain national self-respect and the
respect of other nations ,•*•■ Accompanying these specific arguments
against the Mexican act of expropriation are pictures of a Mexican
people living under a totalitarian ruler in the midst of economic
chaos caused by the failure of the confiscatory programs of Cardenas.
Frequently the policies of the foreign oil companies are shown as
noble and highly beneficial to the Mexican people and economy.

It is

not the motives or practices of the oil companies that are suspect, but
those of the Mexican Labor Union and the Cardenas government.

The

Mexican authorities are charged with having staged the controversy
with the oil companies just so there would be an excuse for expropriation. °5
The concept that expropriation without immediate compensation
is a violation of international law became a cornerstone of the State
department's position in its correspondence with Mexico over the oil
and agrarian expropriations.

The July 21 letter of Secretary Hull to

Ambassador Najera makes this stance particularly clean

"The taking

6

%llen, Vital Speeches of the Day, V, 134.

^William g, Culbertson, "Foreign Interest in Mexico," Speech with
discussion that followed, International Affairs, XVII (November, 1938),
773. New York Times, March 20, 1938, p. 31t Gaither, United States Law
rteview, LXXII, 324. A March 311 1938, editorial in the Washington Post ,
p. 6, refers to Cardenas' persecution of the oil companies.
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of property without compensation is not expropriation.
cation.

It is confis-

It is no less confiscation because there may be an expressed

intent to pay it some time in the future."66

The clarified position

of the United States is welcomed with relief by those who had all
along maintained the necessity of upholding international law as the
only means of protecting international investments and preventing the
"stealing by governments" from becoming respectable.6''
Those who maintain the illegality of the Mexican oil expropriation do so not just in terms of international law, but also according
to Mexico's domestic law.

They go to great lengths to show how the

procedures of Cardenas did not fulfill the constitutional requirements.
They point out, in addition to their being no provisions made for
indemnification, that the properties also had not been declared a
public utility as required by the Constitution before their expropriation.

They cite court cases as well as Mexican law to prove that

the oil expropriation "was not an orderly expropriation according to
fciexican} lawj it was an arbitrary seizure contrary to law."68
66

Quoted in "Mexico-United Statest Expropriation by Mexico of
Agrarian Properties Owned by American Citizens," The American Journal
of International Law, XXXII Supplement (October, 1938), 184.
67
Culbertson, International Affairs, XVII, 781 j Charles Cheney
Hyde, "Confiscatory Expropriation," The American Journal of International
Law, XXXII (October, 1938), 76l.
"
68

L. H. Woolsey, "The Expropriation of Oil Properties by Mexico,"
The American Journal of International Law, XXXII (July, 1938), 522;
3aither, United States Law Review. LXXII (June, 1938), 325-28, 331-32.
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Those arguing for a stronger United States policy in protection of
American property rights point out that it is not just oil at stake, but
the issue of the place of all foreipn capital in Mexico.^9

Seeing

•exican ideas as contagious, some arpue that the United States
acceptance of Mexican promises of payment "manana" would "clearly be
the signal for similar expropriations in at least half a dozen countries."70

Emphasizing that "one of the fundamental legal rights in

democratic countries is the right to own property," one writer even
goes so far as to point out that if the United States accepts this
expropriation as part of international law then it can also be done in
the United States.71
An immediate reaction to the oil expropriation by the "/.'ashinftton
Post was to attribute it to the weakness rather than the strength of
Cardenas.

As an earlier editorial of the Chicago Tribune had suggested

regarding Cardenas' protest to the German air raids, the Washington
Post interprets Cardenas' expropriation decree as a maneuver to
distract the attention of the masses from the failure of his agrarian
programs.72
Cardenas.

i:oubt is also cast on the value of any promise by
His words and actions do not always correspond as proven

^^Frank L. Kluckhohn, New York Times, sec. 4, p. 6.
7

°Moley, "Cardenas Sows the Wind," Newsweek, XII, 40.

^aither, United States Law Review, LXXII, 33-34.
Editorial, March 21, 1938, p. 6. See above p. 129 for the
.arch 2, Chicago.Tribune editorial giving a similar interpretation to
the motives of Cardenas.
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in the oil expropriation; thus, his words should be taken lightly.?3
This lack of faith in Cardenas has relevance both for interpreting his
promises of compensation and to his claims of "moral solidarity" with
the democracies.
Those who argue for a staunch United States policy frequently
appear vehement in more than just their opposition to Mexican expropriation.

They frequently appear anti-Mexican in their portrayal of

most reforms of Cardenas and even the Mexican people themselves.

They

not only point out Cardenas' lack of economic wisdom—a point common
to all Americans who write on Cardenas' Mexico—but demonstrate how
the Mexican people are not any better off now than earlier.
suggest that the peons have only changed masters.'

They

This lack of

improved conditions is also indicated to be true in the oil industry.75
In contrast to what is portrayed as rather heroic efforts and accomplishments of foreign investors, Mexican leaders and the Mexican
people are implied to be incapable.'"

There appears to be a complete

lack of understanding of the Mexican dream and frequently an attitude
of disrespect for her leaders.

One author generalizing from the

Editorial, Washington Post, March 26, 1938, p. 6.
7

Vrank L. Kluckhohn, "Revolution on a Silver Platter,"
The Saturday Evening Post, CCX (February 5, 1938), 71.
^Gaither, United States Law Review, LXXII, 33^-35; Chicago
Tribune, March 27, 1938, sec. 2, p. 5.
76
See Allen, Vital Speeches of the Day, p. 131 for an example.
Pointing out the lack of Mexican technical and organizational ability,
the Washington Post indicates in its editorial, March 21, 1938, p. 6
that without foreign help, Mexicans are incapable of running the oil
conroanies.
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danger in Mexico, describes the situation as follows*
Ambitious social programmes, together with rising nationalism in countries which owe their economic development
largely to foreign capital, have created in insecurity for
foreign property which can only be dealt with by the
determined insistence on the part of creditor nations on
the strict observance of international law. Any other
course will invite a flood of half-thoughb-out plans for
social betterment sponsored by irresponsible politicians
without either the power or intelligence to make use of
the valuable property which they will seize.77
Americans that show they are sympathetic to Mexico and defend
Cardenas even with regard to the oil expropriation do not argue
theoretically for expropriation as a means of accomplishing a social
revolution.

They argue instead within the context of this specific

situation that resulted in the oil expropriation.

They refer to the

"American stupidity" of the oil companies that made them even resist
the Morrow compromise agreement and fight paying royalties pushed by
Cardenas in 1936.'

They expose the oil companies attempting to be

a "State within the State"; attention is drawn to the efforts of the
oil companies to buy their way out of obeying the law and to their
use of Dunitive techniques such as cutting production in order to
put economic pressure on the Mexican government,''

In this and other

ways they give perspective to the expropriation decision; they shov;
77

Culbertson, International Affairs, XVII, 776.

78

Carleton Beals, "The Mexican Challenge," Currant History, XLVIII
(April, 1938), 29.
^Anita Brenner, "The Situation in Mexico," The hflnorah Journal,
XXVI (October, 1938), 333; Hubert Herring, "Cardenas of Mexico,"
Harper's Magazine, CLXXVII (October, 1938), 499; "Revolt Against Oil,"
The Kation, CXLVI, 346; Ernesto Galarza, Washington Post, Letter to the
editor, March 24, 1938, p. 8.
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how Cardenas was forced into it by the belligerent and non-compromising
attitude of the foreign oil companies.

J. Silva Herzog presenting the

Mexican case to the American public argued that what really mattered
to the oil companies was not the payment of higher wages, but
"allowing a precedent to be established in Latin America of intervention in their financial affairs by legal or by any other means."80
Placing the oil expropriation decision in context with i-.exican
history and showing its legality in terms of Lexican law are other
means used to create a more sympathetic view of the Mexican act.

.Many

attempt to counteract the exaggerated and false picture of the Cardenas
government as either Fascist or Communist.

Rather than indicating the

oil expropriation as a part of a Communist drive to confiscate all
industry, they emphasize the democratic, liberal reform aspects of
..exican society.

They point to the encouragement of individual

creativity in the schools and stress that in educating Mexican children
for service to their society, there are no appeals to racism, no "hymns
of hate" not even against the United States. 1

They show many of the

appealing aspects of Cardenas' character, and note that he is more
moderate than other Mexican alternatives. 82

Some indicate that the

attempt to label Cardenas as a Communist is a trap of the Fascists.
80" .exico's Case in the Oil Controversy," International Conciliation, CCCXLV (December, 1938), 519.
8l

Ira W, Howerth, "Socialism in Mexican Schools," School and
Society. XLVTI (April 30, 1938), 561.
82

Kubert Herring, "Mexico Claims Its Own," The Xation, CXLVT
(April 16, 1938), *J41.
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An article in The New Statesman and Nation reveals that Cardenas
considers his reform programs as preventive of another more radical
revolution.

"By tipping the scales for the workers and placing great

handicaps on the freedom of the employers, he is 'inoculating the
country against another violent revolution,1 a revolution in which the
workers as in Russia, would rise up and take everything."83
American liberals in favor of Mexican reform are not the sole
proponents of a moderate United States policy.

They are sometimes

joined by others who are sufficiently realistic to see the oil expropriation as a fait accompli, and thus, are primarily concerned with
preventing further danger to American political and economic interests.
Some businessmen, fearful of any United States action that might drive
Mexico into the hands of the Fascists, also call upon the United States
government to back a compromise settlement by the oil companies.°4
Similarly in attempting to present a clear image of Cardenas and his
reform programs, it is not just those obviously sympathetic to the
Mexican reform that seek to separate fact from propaganda.

There are

quite a few attempts to figure out the enigmatic Cardenas.

liven Time,

which is somewhat sympathetic to the oil companies in its interpretations, points out that Cardenas "is no more a Marxian Socialist than
83

"The Class Struggle in Mexico—I," XV (February 12, 1938), 241.

^"Puzzled by Mexican Oil Seizure," Business Week, March 26, 1938,
pp. 13-14; "Mexican Oil to Berlin; U.S. Wary," Business Week, June 25,
1938, pp. 39-40j Abbot Maginnis, Washington Post, Letter to the editor,
March 26, 1938, p. 6j Hubert Herring, The I'ation, CXLVI, 442.
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was tiine Arthur or Robin Hood.

He is a purely Mexican radical and

has no particularly high opinion of Leon Trotsky to whom he has given
haven."85
Those who give a more favorable perspective to the decision of
Cardenas to expropriate the oil properties tend to be very critical
of the moralistic tendencies sometimes evident in State Department
correspondence with Mexico,

iven in April, Hubert Herring exposes the

moralistic suasion that was probably in back of the decision to suspend
silver purchases from Mexico:
The move was generally regarded as retaliatory, an answer
to the high-tariff, land, and oil policy of the Mexican
government. Though it is possible that Washington used
this opportunity to take one step toward abandoning a highly
questionable silver policy, one has a suspicion that Secretary
Hull, despite his loyalty to the Good Neighbor doctrine, is
not adverse to some chastisement of the erring Mexican. Hull
is a born moralist. All deeds, personal or corporate, are
either right or wrong;. In a capitalistic world Mexico's action
is wrong. It is taking other people's property. The proposal
to punish Mexico for its own and our good is consonant with
Hull's character. The decision to stop buying silver was
probablv his.°°
In the July 21 letter to Ambassador Najera, Secretary Hull makes clear
the United States position on the Mexican expropriation.

Much to the

consternation of United States liberals, he points out that it is not
the purpose of Mexican expropriation that is at issue.

Having stated

that the purposes are "unrelated to and apart from the real issue,"
he poes on to maintain that expropriation without immediate
8

5"Plows Plus Rifles," XXXII (August 29, 1938), 19.

86

The Nation, CXLVI, 442.
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compensation is in fact confiscation.8?

By some Americans this

stance by Secretary Hull is applauded as an appropriate verbal spanking
for Mexico who has made no compensation} in accordance with the moral,
"spare the rod and spoil the child," they maintain that Mexico has
been spoiled by the United States who has "spared the rod" under the
Good Neighbor policy.

In contrast, American liberals continue to

point out that the dangers of such treatment are great.

They maintain

that especially amidst the international complications such simple,
moralistic answers can have tragic consequences. 9

Some even point to

the statement of Hull as proof that there is no significant difference
between this administration's policy and the policies of less liberal
administrations; all have placed property rights over human rights.'0
8?Quoted in The American Journal of International Law. XiQ.II
Supplement, 182, 184.
88

"Spoiled Neighbor," Time. XXXII (August 1, 1938), 7.

89

Herring, The Nation. CXLVT, 442; 3urt M. McConnell, "Mexico
Undergoes the 'Good Neighbor' Test," The Christian Science Monitor
.leekly Magazine Section, September 7. 1938, p. 13.
9

°Prendergast, The Nation, CXLVTI, 225.
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CHAPTER IV
CONCLUSIONS AND EVALUATIONS
Press, Public Opinion, and U.S. Foreign Policy
An inquiry into the relationship of public opinion, press media,
and United States policy is interesting, although usually speculative
in nature.

The press is said to reflect public opinion in a democracy;

but in an age of highly skilled propaganda techniques it also is shown
to make public opinion.

There are those who hold that in the United

States public sentiment helps to shape foreign policy; but others deny
any major influence of public opinion over foreign policy except
perhaps for conceding that it acts as an occasional restraining factor.
Not only is the press (especially the major newspapers of the East)
accused of influencing the formation of foreign policy, but it in turn
is sometimes said to be used by the United States government for
testing public opinion or preparing the public for new policies.
Although inconclusive as far as supporting any one of these theories
over the others, this analysis of United States journalism of 1917.
1926, and 1938 has yielded several suggestive incidents.
In early January, 1917, the New fork Times in both its news and
editorial columns does actively pursue a United States withdrawal of
Fershing's forces.

It advocates such a withdrawal even if Mexico does

not sign the Atlanta Frotocol.

The New York Times takes this position

before there is any indication of such a possible presidential
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decision, and makes it appear reasonable, respectable, and in
accordance with American national interests.

It argues from military,

realist, and humanitarian viewpoints, and prevents the feeling of any
tinge of national failure in the withdrawal of these troops.
It is quite possible that the Kew York Times played an influential
role in bringing about the official decision to withdraw United States
troops from Mexico.

And it is obvious that it helped to prepare the

public for such an action.

In contrast to the role of the Kew York

Times in the Pershing withdrawal, there is definitely no such influence
or foreknowledge with regard to the United States granting recognition
to the Carranza government at the end of January, 1917*

The New York

Times remains silent on the possibility that "Wilson might grant the
Carranza government full recognition until the official announcement.
In fact, both the news columns and the editorial opinion had for weeks
stressed the weakened position of the Carranza government and the
growing strength of Villa and other rebels.

Mew York Times editorials

had suggested that the United States should stop thinking of Villa as
a bandit.

They even implied that it was possible that the Carranza

government might not last much longer.
In 1938 the influential role of the press is brought into the
limelight.

In an article in the September 3 issue of The Nation,

L. 0. Prendergast charges that the press is responsible for the
significantly more staunch position taken by Hull in his July 21 note.
In making this charge he cites three specific correspondents,

January 14, 1917, sec. 7, p. 2; January 25, 1917, p.

158
Frank L. Kluckhohn, Raymond Moley, and George Creel and articles by
them.

He stresses especially the importance of Kluckhohn because of

his position with the New York Times in addition to his publication in
The Saturday evening Post.2

Reading the articles of the specific

correspondents, as well as the press in general, does reveal that
Prendergast's charges of a war by the press have some basis in fact.
Kluckhohn and Moley, as well as newspaper editorials, do take stern
positions regarding compensation long before the State Department.

To

varying degrees they do undermine confidence in Cardenas and his government and do pursue a stronger United States response to the Mexican
expropriations.

As early as March 25, 1938, the New York Times takes

a position quite similar to that expressed by Hull in July.

It

indicates that Cardenas' words about compensation sound fine; but where
is their fulfillment?

Pointing to Mexico's past record, it notes that

often not even the interest has been paid on the bonds given to those
from whom land was seized.3
Another aspect of the interrelationship between the press, public
opinion, and government policy is suggested by the nation-wide
revelation of the Zimmermann note on March 1, 1917, and the unleashing
of the Bolshevist spector in November, 1926.

These are two obvious

examples of government use of the press to make public opinion more
receptive to a new policy.

As early as January 15. 1917. the Chicago

Tribune accuses Wilson of using the press.
2,,

Press-War on Mexico," CXLVII, 222-24.

h. 18.

It suggests that Wilton
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has made unofficial announcements to newspapers in order to test public
opinion regarding new policies.

However, there are few in 1917 who,

amidst the tide created by the revelation of the Zimmermann note,
stop to consider the possibility that '.vilson may have used the press to
unite the American public behind him.

In 1926, however, guardians of

public ooinion are alert, and apparently the public is resistant to
being duoed into a more belli; erent policy toward Mexico•

When a State

Department official attempts to inspire the press to spread the story
of Communism in Mexico and in Mexican activities in Central America,
his use of the press is exposed.

The Cleveland Press refers to this

episode where the State Department attempts to create news without
even taking responsibility for it as "Kellogg's Impropaganda."^

Evaluation of U.S. Journalism
The accusations of the press are numerous in 1917. 1926, and 1938,
and they spring from a variety of sources.

Both those on the right and

left accuse the American press of distorting and perpetuating false
impressions.

They accuse it of providing news relating only to

violence and United States-Mexican crises.

They sometimes even charge

it with conductinp a propaganda campaign for either the conservative
or liberal forces.

It is true that in 1917 and 1926 far more attention

is given to banditry, border conflict, religious persecution, and riots
than to other equally important social and economic changes.

However,

it is also interesting to note that these very accusations, sometimes

^"Editorial, December 2, 1926, p. 8.
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combined with their authors' efforts to provide a more adequate and
less misleading coverage of Mexican events, are also a part of
American journalistic coverage.
I have been impressed with the existence of some excellent
reporting on events in Kexico in the journalism of 1917, 1926, and
1938.

There have been several very good, substantial analvses

interpreting Mexican economic and social change, an occasional use of
technical scholarship to provide perspective for present problems, and
a large number of enlightened efforts to give perspective to the
conflicting issues.

I have also been impressed by the relatively few

emotional harangues; these have been the exception rather than the
rule.

However, because of their vivid images and memorable quotations,

I suspect that they may have had a much greater impact than their
numbers alone would indicate.
Of all United States periodicals, I am most impressed with the
coverage given to current Mexican events in 1926 issues of Current
History.

Current History provides a monthly account of current

Mexican developments and several series of outstanding articles in
which persons of differing viewpoints present the major arguments
regarding the property and religious issues.

Good coverage is also

°iven to Mexican events by The Christian Century and The Forum in
1926 and by International Conciliation and Business Week in 1938.
The single articles available in The Menorah Journal and Harper's
Magazine in 1938 are also excellent.

To be geared for a high school

audience, the Scholastic gives outstanding coverage to Mexican
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events and United States policy.

Articles in the Scholastic: The

American High School Weekly are amazingly informative and perceptive
to be so brief.
Despite these impressive aspects, there is much to substantiate
the charges of those that accuse the press of being misleading,
superficial in content, and tending to leave American readers with
stereotype impressions.

Much of what has not been mentioned above as

outstanding is at best superficial.

The violence and chaos in Mexico

assumes far more importance in the news than anv constructive action,
.specially during times of stress with the United States, much attention is given to rebel activities and other forces that insinuate the
Mexican government is in grave danger.

The frequent correlation of

increased press attention to Mexican violence and rebel activity and
times of strained United States-Mexican relations aopears to be more
than just coincidence.

The misleading nature of some of these articles

as well as their number suggests an attempt to tamper with the public
view of Mexico and our Mexican policy.

And to my disappointment, I

found in 1938 no decrease in the number or in the irrationality of the
statements of those who proclaim the sanctity of American rights even
in foreign countries.

In fact, the number of those journalists who

argue against the activities of the Mexican government and for a staunch
United States policy in protection of American property rights increases
in 1938, although most of this increase is made up of those whose
arguments at least have a facade of reason.

Mexican violation of

American property rights and the religious persecution are the subjects

of most of the emotional argumentj however, extreme bias and American
ignorance are revealed with regard to many Mexican subjects.
Even among authors that are sympathetic to Mexico, there is
frequently a tendency for their writings to be wishful rather than
realistic.

Many are not untruthful in what they say, but untruthful

in selecting certain aspects of a culture constantly over others; they,
thereby, present a false picture of the whole.

Within the journalism

of 1917i 1926, and 1938, there is much to support the view that Americans
conceive of Mexico in terms of certain oversimplified myths.

One

correspondent captures the essence of a portion of what has been taking
place in American journalistic portrayal of Mexico.

Writing in 1938.

he points out that the American myth that Mexico was barbarous and
oxicans, bandits has now been replaced with a myth of Mexico as a
"passive dream image.

It is now the land of afternoon sleep and

handicrafts, fiestas and manana, Aztec memories and romantic murals, a
land changeless in its pre-industrial peace since the days of
Montezuma."5
Little information is presented on the geography of Mexico, the
population, the diverse regions and their culturesj little is presented that would allow Americans to get behind the stereotypes and be
able themselves to think through new situations that arise.

As was

true in 1917, the superficial trait of much of American journalism in
1926 and 1938 keeps American opinion dependent upon the evaluations of
the press for every new problem that arises in United States relations
with Mexico.

There are articles that are excellent, but they are

^Freeman, Travel, LXX, 7.
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still a rarity,

iven enlightened authors frequently just pass on

their conclusions, not the basic awarenesses that allowed them to
arrive at such conclusions.
U.S. Reaction to The Property Issue
There is not a large amount of reaction in the United States in
1917 to the Mexican Constitution which contains several articles
regarding foreign ownership of Mexican property.

The New York Times

and a few magazine articles present quotations and commentary on the
meaning of the constitutional articles for United States citizens.
However, most of the 1917 journalism is concerned with other things
such as border conflict, rebel activity, and German influence.

Many

who would otherwise be anxious are calmed by the view they hold that
constitutions are not often carried out in Mexico.

Also, the events

of World War I in which Mexico eventually becomes a benevolent neutral
tend

to neutralize any severity that might otherwise characterize

United States diplomacy toward Mexico.
In 1926 religious persecution appears to arouse far more
emotional response than the propertv issue.

Public opinion, as

indicated by newspapers and magazines, is very definitely against
intervention or strained relations with Mexico.

There is a great

tendency—especially in the early months before the reaction to the
Land and Petroleum Laws becomes somewhat inseparable from the religious,
Via Juana, and Nicaragua issues—to be suspicious of any government
act that might derive from the influence of the oil companies.
Isolationist tendencies of the people work hand in hand with the
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suspicions of business influence on government to require more than
just the property issue to embroil public opinion against Mexico.
In 1938f statements regarding the sanctity of property are more
frequent than in 1917 or 1926.

The oil expropriation also receives far

more of the total coverage of Mexican events than the property issue
in 1917 and 1926.

However, in 1938 Americans are reacting not just to

the possibility of the loss of property by Americans in Mexico, but to
the actual seizure of American-owned agrarian and oil properties.

And,

what is called expropriation is considered by many as confiscation
since there is no immediate compensation.

Also, there appears to be

an awareness that what American investors are facing is not just the
issue in Mexico, but the security of foreigners holding property or
risking capital in all underdeveloped nations.

Some even suggest that

perhaps this is a close to an agel
Even though American concern expressed in 1938 regarding the
danger to American property rights is greater than in 1917 and 1926,
this concern is not transferred directly into United States policy.
American reaction to the oil expropriation and United States policy
is complicated bv the international situation.

Although the world

Fascist danger heightens Cardenas1 problems at hone and stirs great
fear in the United States, in the long run it probably serves to
ameliorate the United States reaction to the oil expropriation.

Also,

in 1938, even more obviously than in 1926, the business community is
divided as to what constitutes the best policy toward Mexico after the
oil expropriation.

It is such fortuitous circumstances as the division

of American opinion—including that of the business community—and
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the overshadowinc international complications that provide protective
influence for the continuing Mexican Revolution.

166

BIBLIOGRAPHY
Primary Sources
Academy of Political Science, Proceedings of the
Hackett, Charles V.
339-^6.

"Agrarian Reforms in Mexico," XII (July, 1926),

American Academy of Political and Social Science, The Annals
Bonillas jTgnacio. "The Character and the Progress of the Kevolutions,"
LXIX Supplement (January, 1917), 18-21.
Cabrera, Luis. "The Mexican Revolution—Its Causes, Furposes, and
Results," LXIX Supplement (January, 191?), 1-17.
Pani, Alberto J. "The Sanitary and Educational Problems of Mexico,"
LXIX Supplement (January, 1917), 22-26.
Rojo, Juan B. "The Meaning of the Mexican Revolution," LXIX Supplement
(January, 1917), 27-29.
Branch, H. N., translator. "The Mexican Constitution of 1917 Compared
with the Constitution of 1857," LXXI Supplement (May, 1917), 1-116.

American Anthropologist
Cresson, Frank M.
88-104.

"Maya and Mexican Sweat Houses," XL (January, 1938),

Vaillant, George C. "A Correlation of Archaeological and Historical
Sequences in the Valley of Mexico, XL (October, 1938), 535-73.

American Federationist
Iglesias, Santiago.
307-14.

"The Case of Mexico," XXXIII (March, 1926),

"Renaissance of Mexican Culture," XXXIII (March, 1926), 279-80.

167
The American Journal of International Law
Einch, George A.
399-1*06.

»y
Mexico

and the United States," XI (April, 1917),

Borchard, i,dwin M. "Decisions of the Claims Commissions, United States
and Mexico," XX (July, 1926), 536-/4-2.
"Convention Between the United States and Mexico to Prevent Smuggling
and for Other Purposes," XX Supplement (July, 1926), 107-112.
"Supplementary Extradition Convention between the United States and
Mexico," XX Supplement (October, 1926), 192-93.
"Mexico-United Statest Protocol Relative to Claims Presented to the
General Claims Commission, Established by the Convention of
September 8, 1923t" XXXII Supplement (January, 1938), 57-63.
"Eexico-United Statesj Convention for the Recovery and Return of Stolen
or Embezzled Motor Vehicles, Trailers, Airplanes, or Component
Parts of Any of Them," XXXII Supplement (April, 1938), 75-76.
"Joint Resolution* Relative to Determination and Fayment of Certain
Claims Against the Government of Mexico," XXXII Supplement
(July, 1938), 111-13.
McKernan, Louis Vf.
^57-66.

"Special Mexican Claims," XXXII (July, 1938),

"United Statesj An Act to Establish a Commission for the Settlement
of the Special Claims Comprehended within the Terms of the
Convention between the United States of America and the United
exican States Concluded April 2^, 193V XXXII Supplement
(July, 1938), 107-110.
Voolsey, L. H. "The Expropriation of Oil Properties by Mexico,"
XXXII (July, 1938), 519-26.
Hyde, Charles Cheney.
1938), 759-65.

"Confiscatory Expropriation," XXXII (October,

"Mexico-United Statesi Expropriation by Mexico of Agrarian Properties
Owned by American Citizens," XXXII Supplement (October, 1938),
181-207.
"United States Special Mexican Claims Commission! Decision No. I,"
XXXII (October, 1938), 858-69.

168
The American Journal of Public riealth
Bermudez, Salvador. "Training Sanitarians in Mexico City," XVI
(May, 1926), 491-93.
American Political Science Review
:"artinez de Alva, Salvador. "The Mexican Constitution of 1917,"
XI (Hay, 1917), 379-81.
The American Review of Reviews
Gallant, Bernard.
182-84.

"Mexico's Constituent Congress," LV (February, 1917)!

"The Needs of Mexico," LV (March, 1917), 317-18.
"What To Do about Mexico," LV (June, 1917), 64M+5.
"The Present State of Mexico," LVI (September, 1917), 280-82.
"Church and State in Mexico," LXXIV (July, 1926), 92-93.
"The Progress of the World, LXXIV (September, 1926), 227-35.
Asia
Janeway, Eliot. "Mexico, Tokyo, Berlin and the Oil Axis," XXXVIII
(September, 1938), 518-20.
Baltimore American
February, 1926.
Baltimore Sun (Morning)

January-December, 1917.
The Bellman
"A Bridge to Mexico," XXII (February 24, 1917), 203.
"President Carranza," XXII (March 17, 1917), 287.

169
Koch, Felix J. "The Last of the Mexican Bullfightsfn XXII (May 26,
1917), 569-71.
alackwood's Magazine
Powell, T. A.

'"Quots,"' CCXX (August, 1926), 26?-?5.

Milton, Francis.

"Prelude," CCXX (April, 1938), 520-39.

Business Week
"Oil Battle in Mexico," January 8, 1938, pp. 4?-48.
"Two Mexican Tariffs," January 29, 1938, p. 40.
"Both There and Here," March 12, 1938, p. 60.
"Mexican Oil Impasse," March 12, 1938, pp. 48-49.
"Puzzled by Mexican Oil Seizure," March 26, 1938, pp. 13-14.
"Rejoinder to Mexico," April 2, 1938, p. 56.
"U.S., Mexico—and Points South," April 2, 1938, pp. 42-44.
"..exican Troubles Retard Trade," May 28, 1938, p. 15.
"Mexican Oil to Berlin; U.S. Wary," June 25, 1938, pp. 38-40.
"Mexican Tariff Slash," July 23, 1938, p. 34.
"Mexican Oil Baffles U.S.," November 5, 1938, pp. 49-50.
"..exico Yields on Farm Payments," November 19, 1938, pp. 18-19.
"U.S.-Mexican Water," November 19, 1938, pp. 20, 22.

The Catholic .iorld
Donnelly, W. Patrick. "A Priest in Overalls," CXLVIII (December, 1938),
298-303.
Chicapo Tribune
January-June, 1917; January-February, November 18-21, 1926; i-^rch,
1938.

170
The Christian Century
Taylor, Alva '.■/. ""//ill Mexico Have a Living Church?," XLI1I (January 14,
1926), 48-50.
^
"The Coolidge Business Policy," XLIII (March 4, 1926), 278-79.
"The Mexican Muddle," XLIII (March 18, 1926), 343-4-5.
filler, George A. "Is There Religious Persecution in Mexico?," XLIII
(April 1, 1926), 411-13.
Herring, Hubert C.
547-48.

"In Hoc Signo Vinces," XLIII (April 29, 1926),

Scotford, John R. "The Ambassador Meets Some Citizens," XLIII
(May 20, 1926), 644-45.
"The Mexican Constitution and Religion," XLIII (June 24, 1926), 818,
821.
Herring, Hubert.
916-17.

"Mexico's Spiritual Rebirth," XLIII (July 22, 1926),

Taylor, Alva W. "Why There Is Trouble in Mexico," XLIII (September 9,
1926), 1107-1109.
. "Mexico's Church War," XLIII (September 30, 1926), 11981200.
Jump, Herbert A. "Some Adventures of an Amateur Propagandist,"
XLIII (November 18, 1926), 1420-22.
"The Threat to Mexico," XLIII (December 9, 1926), 1511-13.
"The Way It Is Done," XLIII (December 16, 1926), 1543-44.
.airkland, H. Banta.
45-47.

"Half-Way with Cardenas," LV (January 12, 1938),

Allinson, Brent Dow.
985-86.

"Oil on the Troubled Gulf," LV (August 7, 1938)

The Christian Science Monitor Magazine Section
Perrin, Frank L.

"Paradox of Mexico," March 2, 1938, pp. 6, 14.

Hanna, Phil Townsend.
pp. 8-9.

"In the Never-Never Land," March 30, 1938,

171
McConnell, Burt M. "Mexico Undergoes the 'uood Neighbor1 Test,"
September 7, 1938, p. 13.
Cleveland Press
November 29-December 2, 1926.
Collier's
Creel, George.
25-26.

"Roval Babes in the Wood," CXXVIII (November 13, 1926),

. "Can We Prevent Chaos in Mexico?," [xil] (July 23, 1938),
12-13, ^9-50.
Commercial Appeal (Memphis)
February 25-28, 1926
The Commonweal
Svlvester, Harry. "Rights and Lefts in Mexico," Letter to the editor,
XXVII (January 1A, 1938), 330.
Pond, Randall. "Rights and Lefts in Mexico," Letter to the editor,
XXVII (February 11, 1938), 141-42.
Sylvester, Harrv.
676-77.

"Teacher Is wonderful," XXVII (April 15. 1938),

"Mexico's Many Fronts," XXVIII (June 17, 1938), 216.
Sylvester, Harry. "A Revolution Doesn't Come Off," XXVEII (June 24,
1938), 231-32.
Arnold, Lillian. "A Revolution Doesn't Come Off," Letter to the editor.
XXVIII (August 5, 1938), 389-90.
Pond, Randall.

"The Mexican Crisis," XXVIII (August 5, 1938), 387-88.

Sylvester, Harry. "Communicationst A Revolution Doesn't Come Off,"
Letter to the editor, XXVTII (August 19, 1938), 429-30.
a-ner, James A.
94-96.

"Strong Men in Mexico," XXIX (November 18, 1938),

1?2
Country Life and the Sportsman
Little, Arthur W. Jr. "Polo from the Near-Side—in Mexico," LXXIII
(February, 1938), 76-77, 110-11.
. "Polo from the Near-Sidei From Mexico to California,"
LXXIII (March, 1938), 67-68, 110-11.
Phillips, Henry Albert. "Old Mexico: >/here All Roads ind and the
Trails Begin," LXXIV (September, 1938), 72-73, 88-89.

Current History
Hackett, Charles W. "Alien Land Bill Amended by Mexico," XXIII
(January, 1926), 567-69.
. "United States Protests Mexican Land Bill," XXIII (February,
1926), 731-34.

, "Mexico Faces Crisis Over Alien Bills," XXIII (March, 1926),
890-92.
, "Foreign Priests Reported from Mexico," XXIV (April, 1926),
7l6"-19.
. "Mexican Concessions in Land Laws Lispute," XXIV (May,
1926), 276-79.
Frueauff, Charles A. "Mexico's Laws Against Foreign Land Ownership:
III. An Analysis of the Land Laws," XXIV (June, 1926), 340-43.
Hackett, Charles W. "Mexico's Stand on Land and Oil Laws," XXIV
(June, 1926), 446-49.
King, William H. "Mexico's Laws Against Foreign Land Ownership: IV.
Mexico's Policy of Confiscation," XXIV (June, 1926), 343-44.
Rippy, J. Fred. "Mexico's Laws Against Foreign Land Ownership:
Historical development of Issues Involved," XXIV (June, 1926),
331-38.
Tellez, Manuel C. "Mexico's Laws Against Foreign Land Ownership: II.
Kexico Within Her Sovereign Rights," XXIV (June, 1926), 338-40.
Bejarano, Jose Miguel.

"A Mexican educator's View," HIV (July, 1926),

500-503.
Cannon, James Jr. "The Church and State Conflict in Mexico, II.-The
American Protestant View," XXIV (July, 1926), 491-96.

173
Frueauff, Charles A.
500.

"A Legal Point of View," XXIV (July, 1926), 498-

Hackett, Charles W. "Our Mexican Policy Revealed in State Papers,"
XXIV (July, 1926), 614-16.
.:c:;uire, Constantine E. "The Church and State Conflict in Mexico:
I.—The American Catholic View," XXIV (July, 1926), 485-90.
"Religious Clauses of the Mexican Constitution!' XXIV (July. 1926),
503-504.
Tellez, Manuel C. "The Church and State Conflict in Mexicoi III.—The
Mexican Official View," XXIV (July, 1926), 496-98.
rirht, Chester M. "Mexico's Peaceful Revolution Under Calles,"
" XXIV (July, 1926), 505-509.
Hackett, Charles W. and J. Lloyd Mecham. "Mexico Enforces Relipious
Regulations," XXIV (August, 1926), 784-85.
Seals, Carleton, "Mexico Seeking Central American Leadership," XXIV
(September, 1926), 839-44.
Hackett, Charles W. "Progress in Settling Claims Against Mexico,"
XXIV (September, 1926), 950.
, "Mexican President Accused of Bolshevism bv Church," XXV
(October, 1926), 118-21.
. "Catholic Petition Rejected by Mexican Chamber," XXV
(November, 1926), 287-89.
Fascoe, Harry W, "The Catholic Church Conflict in Mexico: I. An
American Catholic's Criticism of the Church," XXV (November, 1926),
157-61.
Phillips, Charles. "The Catholic Church Conflict in Mexico: II.
Official Catholic Defense of the Church in Mexico," XXV (November,
1926), 161-70.
Hackett, Charles tf. "Mexico's Campaign for Enforcement of Church
Regulations," XXV (December, 1926), 409-11.
"Mexico and Central America," XXV (December, 1926), 437-38.
Halperin, Maurice.
39-41.

"Model Farms in Mexico," XLVIII (February, 1938),

1?4
Beals, Carleton.

"The Mexican Challenge," XLVIII (April, I938), 28-30.

Arbaiza, Genaro.

"Latin-American Ilotes," XLVIII (June, 1938), 12-13.

Current Opinion
"The Roman Catholic Grievance in Mexico," LXIII (August, 1917), 111.
"Why the Mexican Oil-Fields Are Guarded Like Diamond-Mines," LXIII
(October, 1917), 279-80.
Detroit Free Press
January 1-3, 1917.
Discovery
Spence, Lewis, "Witchcraft and Sorcery in Ancient Mexico," VII
(February, 1926), 47-50.

The Drama
Skinner, Irene A.
1926), 7-8.

"Jotting from Dramatic Old Mexico," XVII (October,

The Dublin Review
Kelley, Francis C. "Mexicot Yesterday, To-day, and Tomorrow," CLXI
(July, 1917). 79-107.
Economic Geopraphy
Browne, W. A.

"Sugar Region of 21 Kante," XIV (July, 1938), 309-19.

Dicken, Samuel N.
363-71.

"Cotton Regions of Mexico," XIV (October, 1938),

The English Review
Graham. R. B. Cunninghame. Review of Mexico by Mrs. Alec. Tweedie,
XXV (December, 1917), 509-17.

175
everybody's Magazine
Steffens, Lincoln. "Bunkj A Story of Revolutionary Mexico," XXXVI
(February, 1917), 200-211.

Foreign Affairs
amio, Manuel.

"Mexico's Agrarian Problem," IV (April, 1926), 49*4-98.

Calles, Plutarco Slias.
1926), 1-5.
Hutton, D. Graham.
626-39.
Scroggs, William 0.
1938), 172-75.

"The Policies of Mexico Today," V (October,

"The New-Old Crisis in Mexico," XVI (July, 1938),
"Mexican Oil in World Politics," XVII (October,

Foreign Policy Reports
Thomson, Charles A.
122-32.

"The Mexican Oil Dispute," XIV (August 15, 1938),

Fortune

"Mexico in Revolution," XVIII (October, 1938), 74-86, 124, 128, 130,
132, 135-36, 138, 140.
The Forum
Gruening, Ernest. "President Calles's First Year," LXXV (January,
1926), 50-59.
Burke, John J. "Mexico We Have Ever Near Us: I," Letter to the editor,
LXXVI (August, 1926), 307-309.
James, Earke K. "Mexico We Have Ever Near Usi 11," Open letter to
Archbishop Curley, UXVI (August, 1926), 309-11.
Scotford, John R. "Mexico We Have Ever Near 081 III," Letter to the
editor, LXXVI (August, 1926), 311-13.
Winton, G. 3. "Mexico We Have Ever Near Us, IV," Letter to the editor,
LXXVI (August, 1926), 313-1**.

176
The Geographical Review
MacDougal, D. T. "Mexico, The Frontier Region ofi Notes to Accompany
a Map of the Frontier," III (January, 191?), 16-27.
Good Housekeeping
Tilden, Paul, Rita Halle Kleeman, and ..aniel Henderson, "Vie 'vent to
Mexico and We Want to Go Back," CVI (March, 1938), 60-63, 210-21.
Harper's Magazine
O'Shaughnessy, Edith. "Diplomatic Days in Mexico," CXXXV (September,
1917), 518-27; (October, 1917), 707-l6s (November, 1917), 872-79.
Joubert, /.. A.
268-80.
Herring, Hubert.
502.

"The Problem of the Mexican Peon,"

CXXAV

(July, 1917),

"Cardenas of Mexico," CLXXVII (October, 1938), ^89-

The Hispanic American Historical Review
Aiton, Arthur Scott. "Real Hacienda in New Spain under the First
Viceroy," VI (November, 1926), 232-^5.
Valle, Rafael Heliodoro. "Mexican Books and Pamphlets of 1922," VI
(November, 1926), 276-87.
Mecham, J. Lloyd. "The Origins of Federalism in Mexico," XVIII
(May, 1938), 16^-82.
Jenhardt, Robert Moorman. "The Equine Strategy of Cortes," XVIII
(November, 1938), 550-55.
Valle, Rafael Heliodoro. "Mexican Bibliography in 1936," XVIII
(November, 1938), 580-99.
The Homiletic Review
Taylor, Alva W. "The Ecclesiastical Strike in Mexico," XCII (November,
1926), 362-65.

177
House & Garden
"The Merit of Mexico," LXXIII (May, 1938), 76-78.
Houston Post-' ispatch
February 25-March 10, 1926.
The Independent
"uetting Out of Mexico," LXXXIX (February 5, 1917), 209.
"The elimination of Relifdon and Education from Mexico," LXXXIX
(March 26, 1917), 526-27.
Lawrence, David.

"Mexico Rebuilding," XCI (July 28, 1917), 126-27.

Sinroich, Frederick. "Mexico Starts to School," CXVI (January 16,
1926), 64-66, 84.
"Mexico—'.-Jhere Yesterday is Today," CXVI (January 30, 1926), 129-32.
Simpich, Frederick. "Mexico's Agrarian Experiment," CXVI (January 30,
1926), 124-26, 142.
Brucker, Herbert. "When Is a Divorce Rot a Avorce?," CXVI (toy 29,
1926), 635-36.
Sinroich, Frederick. "Yucatan Divorce Laws," Letter to the editor,
CXVII (July 10, 1926), 56.
. "Mexican Law and the Church," CXVII (August 21, 1926),
204-206.
Independent Woman
Jarrett, Edith Moore.

"Vacation in Viva-land," XVII (May, 1938), 130.

International Affairs
Culbertson, William S. "Foreign Interests in Mexico," Speech with
discussion that followed, XVII (Kovember, 1938), 769-87.

178
International Conciliation
"Correspondence between the United States and Mexico Regarding Mexico'a
Expropriation of Agrarian Properties Owned by American Citizens,"
CCCXLV (December, 1938), 521-58.
"erzop, J. Silva. "Mexico's Case in the Oil Controversy-," CCCXLV
(December, 1938), 511-20.
Stockinr, Oeorge Ward.
1938), 491-510.

"The Mexican Oil Problem," CCCXLV (December,

The Investment Weekly
Reid, Hamilton. "Mexican Oil Fieldsi enormous Reserves of This
Territory—Present Profits and Production—New Company in Field,"
XIX (July 21, 1917), 5-7, 16.
The Journal of American Folklore
..arfias, Carlota.

"Mexican Folklore," LI (.January, 1938), 83-91.

Journal of the 'Washington Academy of Sciences
Standley, Paul C. "New Plants from Chiapas Collected by C. A. Purpus,"
,.VI (January 4, 1926), 14-18.
Cook, 0. F. and J. W. Hubbard. "New Species of Cotton Plants from
Sonora and Sinaloa, Mexico," XVT (June 19, 1926), 333-39.
:-oldman, B. A. "List of the Bray Foxes of Mexico," XXVIII (November 15,
1938), 494-98.
The Labour Monthly
Varga, E.

"Mexico To-day," VIII (November, 1926), 681-90.

Montagu, Ivor.

"Mexico on the March," XX (July, 1938), 437-42.

The Library Journal
"Libraries in Mexico," LI (April 1, 1926), 325-26.
Braden, Charles S. "The National Library of Mexico," LXIII (March 1,
1938), 186-88.

179
O'Connor, Elizabeth.
1938), 364-65.

"After the Conference Is Over," LXIII (May 1,

Falvey, Daniel P. "National Library of Mexico," Letter in Readers'
Open Forum, LXIII (May 15, 1938), 390-91
The Literary Direst
"Carranza's 'Last Chance,'" LIV (January 13, 1917), 57-58.
"The Retreat of Cur Ten Thousand," LEV (February 3, 1917), 234-35.
"Mexico's Inhospitalitv to Missions," LIV (April 14, 1917), 1066.
"Trusting Mexico with Firearms," LV (August 4, 1917), 26,
"Another V.arning to Mexico," LXXXVIII (January 23, 1926), 13-14.
"Our Case Against Mexico," LXXXVIII (February 6, 1926), 14-15.
"The Mexican Cactus," LXXXVIII (February 27, 1926), 11-12.
"..exico Outlawing the Church," LXXXVIII (March 6, 1926), 30-31
"Mexicanizing Religion in Mexico," LXXXVIII (March 13, 1926), 12-13.
"Must Intervention Save the Church in Mexico?," LXXXIX (April 3. 1926),
28-29.
"Our Tiff with Mexico Settled," LXXXIX (-lay 1, 1926), 16.
"Mexico's V.ar on Catholics," XC (July 31, 1926), 26-27.
"Church and State at War in Mexico," XC (August 14, 1926), 5-7.
"The Call for Intervention in I-jexico," XC (August 21, 1926), 10-11.
"Art of Mexican Churches," XC (September 4, 1926), 26-27.
"Latin-American Views of Mexico's Church Troubles," XCI (October 2,
1926), 22.
"..exico's Hand in Nicaragua," XCI December 4, 1926), 14.
"Mexico's Move to Confiscate American Property," XCI (December 11,
1926), 5-7.
Mexican Rage at Washington," XCI (December 25, 1926), 13-14

180
The Living; A;:e
Azcona, Juan Sanchez. "A Tragic Ghatiter in Mexican History." CCCXXIX
(April 10, 1926), 93-96.
Cipolla, Arnaldo. "Church and State in Mexico. I.," CCCXXX (August 14.
1926), 31*7-51.
. "Church and State in Mexico. II.," CCCXXX (August 21, 1926),
411-11*.
Kistral, Gabriela. "i-.exico's educational Effort," CCCXXX (August 28,
1926), 439-1*4.
"Church and State in Mexico: A British Version," CCCXXX (September 11,
1926), 569-72.
"Will Mexico Follow Spain?," CCCLIV (April, 1938), 158-62.
Magazine of Art
Henle, Fritz.
340-1*3.
,erida, Carlos.
337-39.

"People in Mexico Seen in Photographs," XXXI (June, 1938),
"Mexico's Younper Generation," XXXI (June, 1938),

The Menorah Journal
Brenner, Anita.
332-40.

"The Situation in Mexico," XXVI (October, 1938),

The Mentor
Laidler, Harrv W. "Rivera, Socialist Painter of Mexico," XIV
(April, 1926), 15-18.
Lee, Thomas F. "The Mexico of i'o-dayi Its Race Heritage and Its
Political, Economic and Social Systems," AIV (April, 1926), 1-14.

The ..ethodist Quarterly Review
Cannon, Bishop James Jr.
1926), 279-99.

"Missionary Work in Mexico," LXXV (April,

181
The Missionary Review of the World
"Promises for Mexico," XL (March, 191?), 163-64.
Rowland, Rev. John. "The New Evangelical Seminarv of Mexico," XL
(November, 1917), #+2-43.
"The Government and Missions in Mexico," XL (November, 1917), 801-803.
Taylor, N. W. "Building a Church of God in Mexico," XLIX (March,
1926), 197-99.
/Jinton, Rev. G. B.

"Today in Mexico," XLIX (March, 1926), 199-200.

Howland, Rev. John. "Fiftv Years of Progress in Mexico," XLIX
(May, 1926), 357-59.
"The Winds Shift in Mexico," LAI (March, 1938), 123-24.
Montano, Walter.
35^-56.

"The Gospel in Mexico To-Lay," LXI (Julv, 1938),

..onthly Labor Review
".-.'ages and Cost of Living of Mexican Agricultural Laborers," XXIII
(November, 1926), 1055-56.

The Nation

"The New Mexican Constitution," CIV (May 10, 1917), 571.
"The Mexican Complications," CXXII (March 1?, 1926), 272.
"The Clergy or the Constitution," CXXII (March 31, 1926), 350-54.
Bejarano, Jose Miguel. "Liberty and the Roman Catholic Churcht II.
The Mexican Position," CXXII (June 16, 1926), 661-62.
Ryan, John A. "Liberty and the Roman Catholic Church. I. The Catholic
Position," CXXII (June 16, 1926), 660-61.
"Mexico vs. The Roman Church," CXXIII (August 4, 1926), 99.
"Putting Mexico in Her Place," CXXIII (August 11, 1926), 116.
Seals, Carleton. "The Mexican Church Goes on Strike," CXXIII
(August 18, 1926), 145-47.

182
"Calles Is Gaining in Mexico," CXXIII (October 6, 1926),
320-21.
Bremer, Anita.
97.

"Idols Behind Altars," CXXIII (October 20, 1926), 396-

"■financial Horse-Trading," CXLVI (January 29, 1938), 118.
"Revolt Atrainst Oil," CXLVI (March 26, 1938), 3^6.
Herring, Hubert.
W>-42.

"Mexico Claims Its Own," CXLVI (April 16, 1938),

"A Firm Hand in Mexico," CXLVI (Kay 28, 1938), 606.
Prendereast, L. C.
716-18.

"Oil and Mexico's Future," CXLVI (June 25, 1938),

"The Atlantic Presents," CXLVII (September 3, 1938), 217.
Prendergast, L. 0.
222-25.

"Press-War on Mexico," CXLVII (September 3, 1938),

The New Republic
3ruere, Henry.

"Mexico Progresses," XII (October 6, 1917), 263-64-.

"The Week," XLV (January 20, 1926), 226.
":'exico and the Catholics," XLVII (July 28, 1926), 268-70.
"The Week," XLVII (August 11, 1926), 319.
"The Week," XLVII (August 18, 1926), 3^7.
Dewey, John.
9-10.

"Church and State in Mexico," XLVIII (August 25, 1926),

. "Mexico's Educational Renaissance," XLVIII (September 22,
1926), 116-18.
Beard, Charles A. "Americans in Mexico," Review of The United States
and Mexico, by J. Fred Rippy and Th* Rosalie Evans Letters from
Mexico, XLVIII (October 13, 1926), 225-26.
Dewey, John.
239-41.

"From a Mexican Notebook," XLVIII (October 20, 1926),

183
Halperin, Maurice.
270-73.

"What About Mexico?," LXXXXIII (January 12, 1938),

"Senor Cardenas and the Gringos," LXXXIV (April 6, 1938), 273-7^.
"Trouble in Mexico," LXXXXV (Kay 25, 1938), 62.
"Shall We Aid Mexican Fascism?," LXXXXV (June 1, 1938), 87-88.
Seals, Garleton.
Bates, Ralph.
296-99.

"Mexican Bad Kan," LXXXXV (June 8, 1938), 122-2*)-.

"The Future of Mexico," LXXXXVI (October 19, 1938),

The New Statesman
"Mexico and'Washington," XXVIII (December 18, 1926), 303-30*4-.
The *'ew Statesman and Nation
"The Class Struggle in Mexico—I," XV (February 12, 1938),
2*1-0-41
"The Class Struggle in Mexico—II.," XV (February 19, 1938, 280-81.
"The Struggle in Mexico," XV (June 4, 1938), 940-41.
■lews week
"Mexico and Oil," XI (March 1*4, 1938), 21.
'•;lexicanized' Oil," XI (March 28, 1938), 20-21.
"Mexican Oil," XI (April 11, 1938), 19.
"Turbulent Mexico," XI (May 23, 1938), 13-14.
"..exicoi Manhunt," XI (Kay 30, 1938), 18.
"Cardenas Triumphs," XI (June 6, 1938), 18-19.
"Threat to Cardenas," XI (June 13, 1938), 19.
"Cardenas Bids Latin America Expropriate Alien Property," XII
(July 4, 1938), 13-14
Moley, Raymond.

"Hell Bent for Chaos," XII (July 18, 1938), 40.

"Mexico's Dilemma," XII (August 1, 1938), 17.

iau.
"Mexico," XII (August 15, 1938), 20.
Moley, Raymond.

"Cardenas Sows the Wind," XII (August 15, 1938), 40.

"Pan-American C.I.O.," XII (August 22, 1938), 36-37.
"U.S. vs. Mexico," XII (September 5, 1938), 1?.
"Mexico*a Movie Threat," XII (December 5, 1938), 25.
Xew York American
March 1-10, 1917.
'-'.ew York Herald Tribune
February 16-27, 1926.
Mew York Times
oanuary-December, 1917« January-June, 1926? January-i-larch, 1938.
The Nineteenth Century and After
Spence, Lewis.
658-69.

"Church and State in Mexico," C (November, 1926),

Fitz-Uerald, W. G.
1938), 52-63.

"The Mexico of Lazaro Cardenas," CXXIV (July,

North American Review
Usher, Roland G. "Carranza's New Industrial Policy," CCV (March,
1917), 398-402.
The Outlook
Mason, Grogory.
104-106.

"The Hyphen in Mexico," CXV (January 17, 1917),

"A V.'ay to Help Mexico,"

CAV

(January 31. 1917), 178.

"The End of a Chapter," CXV (February 7, 1917), 218-19.

185
Hobart, A. S.
242-43.

"Conscience or Conduct," CXV (February 7, 1917),

Bullard, Arthur.

456-58.

"uerraany-Hexico-Japan," CXV (March 14, 1917),

Constantino, Arthur. "The New Mexican Constitution and Reforms,"
CXV (March 14, 1917), 455-56.
"Mexico's Constitution," CXV (March 14, 1917), 453-54.
"The Mexican Elections," CXV (March 21, 1917), 498.
"Intervention—What It Means," CXLII (March 3, 1926), 315-16.

"The New Mayan Discoveries," CXLII (April 7, 1926), 513-14.
"Getting into Accord with Mexico," CXLII (April 21, 1926), 591.
Simpich, Frederick. "The Sweat of Mexico's Browi Some Aspects of Our
Southern Neighbor's Labor Problem," CXLIII (.July 14, 1926), 379-8L
Bejarano, Jose Misruel. "Church and State in Mexico," CXLIII
(August 11, 1926), 501.
Ryan, Rev. John A. "The Religious Persecution in Mexico," CXLIII
(August 18, 1926), 534-35.
"How Far Is Mexico's Business Curs?," CXLIII (August 25, 1926), 562-63.
Stowell, Jay S. "What Shall We Do with Our Tia Juanas?," CXLIV
(September 15, 1926), 79-80.
"Can Mexico Grow Up?," CXLIV (September 22, 1926), 108.
"The Last Stand of the Indian," CXLIV (September 22, 1926), 110-13.

Overland Monthly
.allace, Mrs. Wm. Mcquadt. "The Mexican Revolution," Excerpts from a
letter to Mrs. Geo. b. Shadburne, Jr., LXX (November, 1917;, <+>>
34.
Pacific Affairs
Hutton, D. Graham.

"Mexico and the Pacific," XI (June, 1938). 149-58.

186
The Pacific Historical Review
Denhardt, Robert.

"Mexican Demography," VII (June, 1938), 147-59.

The Pan-American Magazine
Provost, Fielding.

"New Life in Mexico," XXV (Kay, 1917), 33-39.

Bolio, Antonio 1'ediz. "The University of Mexico: Moulding the Soul of
the Nation," XXXIX (July, 1926), 84-87.
" odern Mexico," XXXIX (September, 1926), 1*11-42.
Pan American Union, Bulletin of the
"Don Quixote in Montezuma's Forest," LX (February, 1926), 120-24.
Bardin, James C. "Yucatan Develop* a Truly American Art," LA. (July,
1926), 676-85.
nanrique de Lara, Juana.
659-64.

"Library .ork in Mexico," LX (July, 1926),

".laya Architecture," LX (August, 1926), 770-78.
L'rena, Pedro Henriques. "Mexican Culture and the Revolution," LX
(August, 1926), 792-96.
Kolt, lilgin Bryee. "Cliff .wellers of the Mexican Sierra i-.adre," LX
(November, 1926), 1090-1104.
Alba, Pedro de.
137-42.

"Marti, Friend of the Indian," LXXII (March, 1938),

1111*08 A. Curtis. "Some Sixteenth Century Histories and Historians
J
of America," LXXII (May, 1938), 293-99.
GoeU, Delia.

"A Letter from .dchoacan," LXXII (July, 1938), 396-404.

Owen, Eugene D. "Minimum wa«*e Legislation in Latin America," LXXII
(July, 1938), 410-12.
"Amendment to the x-.exican Constitution," LXXII (October, 1938). 613.
"Message of the President of Mexico," LXXII (November, 1938). 666-72.

187
Poet Lore
Saunders, Lilian. "The Regional Theatre of San Juan Teotihuacan,"
XXXVII (Autumn, 1926), 4-68-73.
Political Science Quarterly
Chamberlain, J. P. "Property Rights Under the New Mexican Constitution," XXXII (September, 191?), 369-90.
:-opular Mechanics
"Lost World Is Found in Yucatan Jungles," XLVI (August, 1926), 268-70.
Koa<-, John B. "Greatest Feat of Railroading Taps Mexico's Treasures,"
XLVI (November, 1926), 770-7^.
rublic Ledger (Philadelphia)
January 10-23, 1926.
The Reader's Digest
Planner, Hildegarde.
Allen, Henry F.

"Twilight in Alamos," XXXII (April, 1938), 65-68.

"Mexico's Kilowatt Crooks, XXXIII (November, 1938), 58.

The Saturday £venin? Post
Kluckhohn, Frank L. "Revolution on a Silver Platter," CCX (February 5,
1938), 16-17, 70-1, 73-7^-.
"Cardenas' Promise," CCXI (December 17, 1938), 22.
The Saturday Review
Thomson, Charles A.
10-11.

"Books in the Newst Meodeo," XVIII (July 2, 1938),

188
Scholastic; The American Hi~h School Meekly
"Town Below the Rio G-randei A Radio ScriDt of a Trip throu-'Xm (April 9, 1936), 17B-19B.

aodeo."

::ico Seizes Properties of Foreien Oil firms," SOU (Acril 9, 1938),
158.
"V.S. Accents Mexican. Fleece on Oil Procerties Pavnent,"
(April 23, 1938, 15S.
.hompson, Charles A. "Socialism in Mexico: A Study of the Social
'Revolution Taking Place in Mexico," XXXII (May Ik, 1938), 25S-28S.
School and Society
"Rural Education in -•.exico," XXHI (February 6, 1926), 164-65.
"Pomona Collere and the National University of Mexico,1' -_TT1
1926), 531.
"Religious Schools in Mexico,'' XXIV (July 31. 1926), 130-31.
"Free Schools in Mexico," XXIV (August 14, 1926), 2C9-21C.
"The Mexican Educational Prorram for 192?/' .MZV (October 9, 1926, ,
447-48.
ucatior. in Mexico,'' .-.TV (October 23, 1926; , ;!:.
"Cultural Cooperation with Mexicc/' XHV i-ecer/Der '.I, 1926), 753-5^.
1

M-.e expansion of Mexican ::ir.rer- = r-=r.s,'' XLVH

March 26, 1938), 395.

Howerth, Tra :.. "Social!;-, ir. Marl nan Schools "XLVII .April 30,
1938), 553-62.
-he School Arts Ma-azir.e
Lemos, Marie do. "Different lysca at Bsalcss . . . Venders," XXXVH
(January, 1938), 142.
Lemos, Pedro J. "Art and Soldi an Editorial," XH7TT
130.

January, 1

. "Mexico's A'ost Teas": The Ar'-ist's Paradise,' XXXVII
January, 1938), 1*9-53.

189
Olson, Gerda.

"Living Art in Mexico," XXXVII (January, 1938), 133-35.

Perry, Kathleen Carden. "Mexico Comes to the Classroom," XXXVII
(January, 1938), 154-56.
Rehnstrand, Jane, "When the Art Teacher Goes to Mexico," XXXVII
(January, 1938), 136-37.
Saxe, Carol and Helen Ludwitr. "The Fifth L>rade and Mexico," XXXVII
(January, 1938), l60a-l60b.
ocience
"Horticultural Art of the Ancient Mexicans," LXIII Supplement
(March 5i 1926), xii-xiv.
Girty, George H. "A New Area of Carboniferous Hocks in Mexico," LXIII
(March 12, 1926), 286-87.
Fallaize, E.» N, "British expedition to Seek Maya Ruins," LXIII
Supplement (April 2, 1926), xiv.
Palmer, R, H. "Upper Pleistocene Occurrence Along the Oapaca Coast
of Mexico," LXIII (May 7, 1926), 4?6.
Science Kews Letter
"Bow-Le;rs and Cross-Eyes Early American Beauty," XXXIII (April 30,
1938), 284.
"Plaprues of Locusts, Drought, May Have briven Out Mayas," XXXIII
(May 14, 1938), 3W-.
Scientific American
Ingalls, Albert G.
Gann, Thomas.
233.

"Are These elephants?," CXXXIV (January, 1926), 11.

"A Mew Maya discovery in Mexico," CXXXIV (April, 1926),

".-bat Will the Next Ten Years Reveal in Yucatan?," CXXXV (July, 1926),
Washington, Henrv S.
1926), 9^-95.

"The Testimony of the Jades," CXXXV (August,

190
The Scientific Monthly
Cummings, Byron. "Cuicuilco and the Archaic Culture of Mexico "
XXIII (October, 1926), 289-3C4.
Dauterman, Carl C. "Pottery Yardstick at Monte Alban," XLVI
(February, 1938), 157-65.
Scribner's Magazine
Brown, Katharine Holland. "On a Brief Text from Isaiah," LXI
(February, 1917), 137-4-8.
La?arge, Oliver II. "The Land of Gog and Kftgogl Exploring the Lost
Mava Civilization and Their '/vild descendants," LXXIX (June, 1926),
607-16.
Social Hygiene
Boies, Elizabeth. "The Girls on the Border and v/hat They Did for the
Militia," III (April, 1917), 221-28.
Exnar, M, J. "Prostitution in Its Relation to the Army on the
Mexican Border," III (April, 1917), 205-20.
The Southwestern Social Science Quarterly
Rydjord, John.
171-82.

"Napoleon and Mexican Silver," XIX (September, 1938),

The Spectator
Greene, Graham.

"A Day at the General's," CLX (April 15, 1938), 670.

Sunset; The Pacific Monthly
Connor, Torrey. "Si, Senor!« A Little Lesson in Contentment,"
XXXVTII (March, 1917), 3^-35, 91-92.
The Survey
"Free, Secular Schools for Mexico," XXXVII (January 20, 1917), 460-61.
-allant, Bernard. "Miking Laws for Mexico; The New Spirit Revealed in
..exico's Constituent Congress," XAXVII (January 20, 1917), 449-51.

191
"Through the School Door Into Mexico," XXXVII (February 2-U-, 1917), 605.
"Yucatan Schools Seek Our Help," XXXVII (March 10, 1917), 659-60.
Winton, G, B,

"Mexico Redivivus," XXXVIII (Aup^st 11, 1917), 415-18.

"The Eight-Hour Day for Vera Cruz," XXXIX (December 29, 1917), 372-73.
McDonald, James G.
.

"Why Fight Mexico," LVI (April 1, 1926), 13.

"Church or State?," LVI (September 1, 1926), 589-90.

Beals, Carleton. "The Mexican Church on Trial," LVII (October 1, 1926),
12-15, 47-49.
Kelley, Francis C. "The Church Side of the Mexican Conflict," LVII
(October 1, 1926), 16-19.
i'eachers College Record
Fuig Casauranc, Jose Manuel.
(June, 1926), 865-72.

"Public Education in Mexico," XXVII

Theatre Arts Monthly
Best-Mau°;ard, Adolfo.
1938), 575-85.

"The Film on the Road to Truth," XXII (August,

Covarrubias, Miguel. "Slapstick and Venom: Politics, Tent Shows and
Commedians," XXII (August, 1938), 586-96.
Isaacs, Edith J. R. "Good Artists Make Good Neighbors," XXII
(August, 1938), 557-58.
Kerida, Carlos.
559-68.

"Pre-Hispanic Dance and Theatre,"

AXII

(August, 1938),

Monterde, Francisco. "Pastorals and Popular Performances! The ^rama
of Viceregal Mexico," XXII (August, 1938), 597-602.
Sandi, Luis. "The Storv Retoldi Chronicle of the Theatre in Mexico,"
XXII (August, 1938), 611-23.
i/illaurrutia, Xavier and Rodolfo Usigli. "Hope and Curiosity:
Experimental Theatre," XXII (August, 1938), 606-10.

192
Time
"Feathered Matador," XXXI (March 7, 1938), 47.
'Worker's Victory," XXXI (March 28, 1938), 18.
"Silver-Dollar Diplomacy," XXXI (April k, 1938), 11.
"Today & Yesterday," XXXI (April 11, 1938), 22.
"Cedillo Squeeze," XXXI (May 30, 1938), 18.
"Spoiled Neighbor," XXXII (August 1, 1938), 7.
"Plows Plus Rifles," XXXII (August 29, 1938), 18-20.
Travel
Lawrence, D. H. "The Gentle Art of Marketing in Mexico," XLVI
(April, 1926), 7-9, VK
Storm, Marian. "Down to the Sunless Rivers of Mexico," XLVII (June,
1926), 21-25, 44.
Lawrence, D. H. "A Sunday Stroll in Sleepy Mexico," XLVIII (November,
1926), 30-35, 60.
Freeman, Joseph. "Mexico Builds for the Future," LXX (January, 1938),
6-12, 42, 44, 48.
"Living Frescoes in Southern Mexico," LXXI (September, 1938), 24-25.
United States Law Review
Ciaither, Roscoe B. "The Mexican Expropriation of Oil Properties,"
LXXU (June, 1938), 322-36.
University of Chicago Magazine
O'Donnell, Paul.

Letter to the Editor, IX (January, 1917), 127-29.

The Unpopular Review
Jordan, David Starr.
157-67.

"The Passing of Don Luis," VIII (July, 1917).

193
Vital Speeches of the Day
Allen, Henry J. "Communism Across the Rio Grande: We Are Responsible
for It," V (December 15, 1938), 130-34.
Washington Post
March, 1938.
World Outlook
0 de Zapata, Maria. "Getting Married in a Mexican Village," HI
(November, 1917), 22.
The World's Work
Marvin, George. "The Quick and the Dead on the Border," XXXIII
(January, 1917), 295-302.
"Mexico and the World War," XXXIII (March, 1917), 471-73.
Marvin, George.
374-87.

"The Jeopardy of Tampico," XXXIV (August, 1917),

"German Efforts in Mexico," XXXV (December, 1917), 208-15.
Mason, Gregory. "A Spokesman for the Ancient Mayas I Edward K.
Thompson Reveals an Early American 'Egypt, •" LI (February, 1926)
412-17.
. "Cities That Passed in a Night: Nev. Light on the Tragic
History of the Mayas," LIE (August, 1926), 433-39.
. "The Shrines of a Vanished Race: An Article on i'ucatan's
Buried Cities," LIII (November, 1926), 75-89.

The Yale Review
3arrett, John.
307-25.
Beals, Carleton.

"Mexico: A Review and a Forecast," VI (January, 1917) ,
"Tlascala," XV (January, 1926), 364-76.

I

19*+
Secondary Sources
5ermudez, Antonio J. The Mexican National Petroleum Industry.
Stanford, California! Stanford University, I963.
Clark, J. Reuben. "The Oil Settlement with Mexico," Foreim Affairs,
VI (July, 1928), 600-614.
Cline, Howard F. The United States and Mexico. New Yorki Atheneum,
1963. (First published in 1953« Harvard University Press.)
Cohen, Bernard C. The Press and Foreign Policy.
Princeton University Press, I963.
Cronon, bJ. David. Josephus Daniels in Mexico,
of Wisconsin Press, I960.
Desmond, Robert W. The Press and /,'orld Affairs.
Century-Crofts, Inc., 193?.

Princeton, New Jersey:
Madison: The University
New York: Appleton-

Gordon, Wendell C. The expropriation of Foreign-Owned Property in
Mexico. Washington, D.C.: American Council on Public Affairs,
19^1.
Gruening, Ernest. Mexico and Its Heritage.
The Century Co., 1928.

New York and Londonj

Inman, Samuel G. Review of The Fresent Crisis in Our Relations with
Mexico, by Amy Blanche Greene, The '.vorld Tomorrow, X (May, 192?),
230.
Lippmann, Walter. "Vested Rights and Nationalism in Latin-America,"
Foreign Affairs, V (April, 1927), 353-363.
Mott, Frank Luther. American Journalism: A History of Newspapers in
the United States~Through 260 -ears: 1690 to 1950. Revised
edition. New fork! The Macmillan Company, 1950
Nicolson, Harold. Dwight Morrow.
Company, 1935.

New York: Harcourt, Brace and

Ferson, Harlow S. Mexican Oil: Symbol of Recent Trends in International
Relations. Lew York and London: Harper I Brothers Publishers,
19^2.
Powell, J. Richard. The Mexican Petroleum Industry. Eerkeley and
Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1956.
Simpson, Eyler N. The E.iido: Mexico's Way Out. Chapel Hilli
The University of North Carolina Press, 1937.

195
Thomson, C. A. "Mexico's Challenge to Foreign Capital," Forei~n
Policy Reports. XIII (August 15, 1937), 126-36.
"./ailing, William English. The Mexican Question; Mexico and American'exican Relations under Calles and Obrepon. New York: Robins
Press, 1927.
Whetten, Nathan L.
Press, 1938.

Rural Mexico.

Chicago: The university of Chicago

196

APPENDIX
The text of the new Mexican land act as quoted by the New York Tines.
January 6, 1926, p. 6.

Article I—-No alien shall acquire direct ownership in lands and
waters in a strip of 100 kilometers along frontiers and of fifty on
coasts nor be a shareholder in Mexican companies which may acquire
such ownership in the same strip.
Article 2—In order that an alien may form part of a Mexican
company which may have or may acquire ownership of lands, waters and
their accessories, or concessions for the exploitation of mines, waters
or combustible minerals in the territory of the Republic, he shall
satisfy the requirements set out in the same section 1 of Article 27
of the Constitution, to witt
That of agreeing before the Department of Foreign Relations to
consider himself national in respect of the part of the property which
pertains to him in the company; and not to invoke, in respect thereof,
the protection of his Government with reference thereto under protection, in case of failing in the agreement, of losing for the benefit
of the nation the property which he may have acquired or which he may
acquire as a shareholder in the company in question.
Article 3—In the case of Mexican companies owning rural property
for agricultural purposes the permit spoken of in the foregoing article
shall not be granted when, through the acquisition to which the permit
refers, there remains in the hands of aliens 50 per cent, or more of
the total interests of the company.
Article ^—-Foreign persons who may represent since prior to the
going into effect of this law 50 per cent, or more of the total
interest of any kind of companies ownint? rural property for agricultutral [sic} purposes shall retain it until their death in the case of
physical persons, or for ten years in the case of moral persons
(corporations).
The provisions of this article shall not affect contracts of
colonization concluded by the Federal Government prior to the going
into effect of this law.
Article 5—The rights which are the object of the present law,
not comorisod in the foregoing article and acquired legally by aliens
prior to the going into effect thereof, shall be conserved by their
present owners until their death.
Article 6—When an alien person should have to acquire by
inheritance riehts the acquisition of which might be prohibited to
aliens by the law, the Department of Foreign Relations shall rive
permit, in order that there be made the adjudication and that there may
be registered the respective deed. In case any alien person should have
to have adjudicated to himself by virtue of a pre-existing right
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acquired in good faith, a right to those which are prohibited to him
by the law, the Department of Foreign Relations shall give the permit
for such adjudication.
In both cases the permit shall be granted upon the condition of
transferring the rights in question to a person with capacity under
the law within a period of five years, counting from the date of the
death of the author of the inheritance in the first case, or from the
adjudication in the second.
Article 7—Aliens who may have any right of those which are the
subject matter of this law, acquired before the going into effect of
the same, shall make a declaration before the Department of Foreign
Relations within the year following the date of the promulgation of the
present law, upon the understanding that if this is not done it will
be considered that the acquisition was made subsequent to the promulgation of this law.
Article 8. Executed acts and contracts made against the prohibition
contained in this law shall be void with full right. Failure to comply
with Article k and 6 shall give rise to the auction of the property
indicated therein.
Article 9» The law does not repeal the restrictions placed by
special laws on alien persons to acquire rights within the territory
of the Republic.
Article 10—For the effects of this law there shall not be considered
as alienation of properties the leases of immovable property for a term
greater than ten years to the extent which may be strictly necessary
for the establishments or services with an industrial, mining, petroleum or other non-agricultural object on the part of the enterprise
without prejudice to the provisions of the special laws.
Article 11. The Executive shall regulate the provisions of this
law.

:■:

The main features of the petroleum law as quoted b-.- the 11 ev ."or-: lines.
January 10, 1926, p. 2.
Article 1. -he ownership of all natural mixtures of carbor.s of
-.- -en which are found in their natural deposits, whatever nay be the
physical condition thereof, is vested in the nation. la this law is
understood by the word 'petroleum1 all the natural mixtures of
':.-.- ire carbons of which it is composed, which are associated with it or
5.re derived from it.
Article 2. The direct dominion of the ration, to which the preeedin
article refers, is inalienable and imprescriptible, and only with the
express authorisation of the Federal Executive, granted as provided
ir. this rresenrt law and its regulations, may the works required bthe petroleum industry be carried out.
Article 3. The petroleum industry is c: public ur.tilit-- fcie} ;
wherefore it shall enjoy preference as to any utilisation of the surface
::" the land and ir. all cases ir. which the necessities of said industry
require (it) , the expropriation or occupation of the surface shall be
admissible, having regard to the corresponding legal indemnity.
The petroleum industry includes! The discovery, reduction to
oossessior., conveyance by pipe lines and refining of petroleum.
Article 4. Mexicans and civil and commercial companies constituted
ir. conformity with Mexican laws may obtain petroleum concessions upon
—r.rlia.nce with the provisions of the law. Foreigners, in addition to
the foregoing obligation, must comply beforehand with what is provided
in Article 27 of the present political Constitution.
Article 5. Rights derived from concessions granted in conformity
with this law shall not be transferred, wholly or in part, to foreign
Governments or rulers, nor shall such be admitted as associates or
copartners, nor shall any right whatever in them be created in their
favor.
Article 6. Everything relating to the petroleum industry is of
exclusive Federal jurisdiction.

