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INTRODUCTION
The migration of settlers from the United States
to the Mexican province of Texas in the 1820s and 1830s
was still another step in the western advancement of
American civilization in the nineteenth century.

Encour-

aged by the promise of cheap Texan land, immigrants came
by the hundreds, and by the early 1830s these expatriates
had achieved numerical superiority.

In 1834, Santa Anna

emerged as dictator of Mexico, dissolved Congress, and
abrogated the Constitution of 1824, the republican document under which the American settlers had immigrated and
which granted the provinces a large degree of selfgovernment.

The inhabitants of Texas rebelled against

Santa Anna and his Centralist government, proclaiming
their fight to be for the reestablishment of the 1824
constitution.

By March 1836, this struggle had developed

into more than a constitutional battle; it had become a
war for independence.

After declaring their freedom from

the Mexican government, the Texans established their
credibility on the battlefield of San Jacinto.

However,

regardless of the immediate success enjoyed by the neophyte
Republic of Texas, her people faced a clouded future,
unsure of their destiny.

During her decade of existence, the Republic never
attained security.

In fact, much of her history was that

of a struggle for survival, be it on the military, economic, or diplomatic front.

The leaders of Texas developed

a variety of strategies for meeting this situation, proposing first one course and then another which they hoped
would achieve stability.

Thus, much of the political his-

tory of the Republic was shaped by the conflict among
the advocates of the different proposals for dealing with
the unusual circumstances in which the Republic existed.
Insofar as defense was concerned, for example, some, like
Mirabeau B. Lamar, favored an aggressive policy toward
Mexico, urging that the best method to gain security was
to take the fight to a divided Mexico.

Others, like Sam

Houston, argued that the proper course was "to let sleeping
dogs lie,"

to do nothing which might provoke the Mexicans

to lay aside their own domestic differences over the one
issue which might unite them, the desire to reconquer Texas
In economic matters, the divisions were far less
severe; the major problem, fiscal instability, affected
all segments of the Republic's populace.

Once again dif-

ferent solutions were suggested to solve this problem,
ranging from a large loan from foreign sources to the
utilization of land scrip as currency.

However, all such

schemes for economic stability would become invalid unless investors could be convinced that the Republic's

future was assured.
In the early months of the Republic, the great
majority of her citizens favored a panacea—annexation to
the United States.

If Texas could become incorporated

into the Union, her defensive worries would be assumed by
the

mother country, her financial problems could be alle-

viated, and her future would be assured.

However, owing

to various considerations, President Andrew Jackson delayed
recognition until his final day in office and refrained
from accepting the Republic's annexation proposal.

Thus,

Texas was left to determine her own fate.
As the months passed and it became clear that no
immediate attempt to reinvade Texas would follow on the
heels of the Republic's victory at San Jacinto, and as
the evidence mounted that a union with the United States
was not imminent, it became apparent to the Texan officials
that European powers should be approached for assistance.
Many felt that an acknowledgment of the Republic's independence by one or more of the major nations of the world
would foster great political and economic security and
increase the possibility for annexation.

However, even

in the area of diplomacy differences appeared among
political leaders and factions.
Most Texans continued to believe that annexation
was their only salvation and thus felt that a relationship
with any European nation was important only as it affected

relations with the United States. Others dissented, however, pointing to the benefits of European relations in a
state of permanent independence for some indefinite length
of time. But whether annexation or lasting independence
was the goal, all agreed that European recognition was
very desirable, either as a tool with which to prod a
reluctant United States into accepting the Republic's
annexation proposal, or as an essential step in gaining approval of Texas' loan requests and land titles. Furthermore, recognition was a prerequisite to obtaining the
commercial treaties needed to establish a healthy economy.
Thus, regardless of the motivation, virtually all of the
leaders of the Republic agreed by the spring of 1837 that
a representative should be dispatched to Europe to approach
the major powers concerning acknowledgment of Texan independence .
The European diplomacy of the Republic of Texas
has been an area of concentration for several scholars,
but virtually all have chosen to focus on the period from
1840-1845.

Electing to analyze the role European nations

played in the annexation of Texas to the United States,
these historians treat the 1836-1839 period only in passing
or for background.

Several monographs regarding the Repub-

lic's negotiations with Britain exist which discuss, in
varying degrees of detail, the diplomacy of the late 1830s.
Ephraim D. Adams, in British Interests and Activities in

Texas, 1838-1846, exhibits the traditional view that the
existence of slavery in the Republic was the chief impediment to recognition during the period from 1836-18 39, while
Stanley Siegel and Seymour V. Connor second Adams' assertion as well as emphasize Britain's desire to avoid the
rupture with Mexico that would undoubtedly occur should
she acknowledge Texan independence.
Much less has been written regarding French relations with Texas during this period.

Joseph Schmitz's

Texan Statecraft and Herbert R. Edwards, "Diplomatic Relations between France and the Republic of Texas, 18 36-1845,"
provide an outline of the diplomacy, but neither contains
2
comprehensive analysis.
Furthermore, both were written
Ephraim D. Adams, British Interests and Activities
in Texas, 1838-1846 (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1910)
18; Seymour V. Connor, Adventure in Glory (Austin: SteckVaughn Company, 1965), 58-59; Stanley Siegel, A Political
History of the Texas Republic, 1836-1845 (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1956), 88; see also, Joseph VI. Schmitz,
Texan Statecraft, 1836-1845 (San Antonio: The Naylor Company, 1941), 64; Justin H Smith, The Annexation of Texas
New York, 1911; reprint ed., New York: Ams Press, 19 71) ,
78; J. L. Worley, "The Diplomatic Relations of England and
the Republic of Texas," Texas State Historical Association
Quarterly, X (July, 1905), 4; Mary Lee Spence, "British
Interests and Attitudes regarding the Republic of Texas
and Its Annexation by the United States" (Ph.D. dissertation. University of Minnesota, 1957), 7, 238; and Philip
C. Sturges, "Great Britain and the Annexation of Texas"
(Ph.D. dissertation. University of Utah, 1951), 54-55.
^Schmitz, Texan Statecraft, 67-79; Herbert R.
Edwards, "Diplomatic Relations between France and the
Republic of Texas, 1836-1845," Southwestern Historical
Quarterly, XX (January, 1917), 209-241; see also Mary K.
Chase, Negociations de la Republique du Texas en Europe,
1837-1845 (Paris: Librairie Ancienne Honore Champion,
1932), 23-40.

prior to the publication of Nancy Barker's The French
Legation in Texas, an excellently edited work which
supplies previously unexamined material relative to the
3
French policy toward Texas.
The conclusions of these scholars are generally
based on rather cursory, and, in some cases unanalytical
and uncritical, examinations of relevant documents, especially those edited by George P. Garrison in Diplomatic
Correspondence of the Republic of Texas.4 While slavery
and relations with Mexico were undoubtedly important
factors in European policy toward the Republic, perhaps
they were not the only major considerations.

The ultimate

decision on the extension of recognition to Texas in the
late 1830s was a determination reached by officials who
had to evaluate the impact recognition would have on their
own nation's foreign, domestic and colonial affairs. An
examination of these considerations should depict a clearer,
more complete picture of the various issues which impacted
on diplomacy.

It should also provide a test of the valid-

ity of conclusions reached, at least partially, by inductive rather than deductive methods.

Nancy Nichols Barker, trans, and ed.. The French
Legation in Texas, 2 vols. (Austin: Texas State Historical Association, 1971).
^George P. Garrison, ed.. Diplomatic Correspondence of the Republic of Texas, 3 vols. (Washington, D. C
American Historical Association, 1908-1911) (hereafter
referred to as TDC).

To treat the Republic's European diplomacy from
1836-1839, it is necessary to study and evaluate the activities of the Texan agent in Europe, James Pinckney Henderson.

Previously the Republic's secretary of state in the

period when the decision to seek European ties was made,
he was forced, as were all representatives from the Americas
in this time when communication was by boat, to operate in
virtual isolation in Europe as the Texas representative.
As a result of this isolation, with, at best, dated information and instructions, Henderson was destined to have
overwhelming control over the Republic's European diplomacy; ultimately, his negotiations might well be the Republic's diplomacy.

An analysis of the correspondence—both

official and private—that Henderson sent and received
should help to ascertain the nuances of his diplomacy and
identify the problems which hindered his negotiations and
5
shaped the policies which finally emerged.
Furthermore,
a study of the personal and official records of those with
whom he dealt, coupled with a survey of the public opinion
in those nations, should help to further define and explain
the environment in which Henderson negotiated.

Henderson's official reports, minus occasional
comments relative to his frustrations, are contained in
TDC, while his unofficial correspondence, which presents
a more informal account of his negotiations, are located
in various collections throughout Texas and the nation.

CHAPTER I
THE DIPLOMATIC CONTEXT:

THE UNITED STATES

AND TEXAS, 1836-1837
During the first fifteen months of the Republic of
Texas, Texans strove to align themselves with the United
States in order to assure their independence from Mexico.
However, as the United States continued to display reluctance to annex the Republic, Texas officials felt compelled
to,seek aid from European sources.

Thus, in May 18 37,

President Sam Houston nominated his Secretary of State
James Pinckney Henderson as "Agent Commissioner to the
Government of His Britannic Majesty, near the Court of St.
James."

The decision to dispatch an agent to Europe to

solicit acknowledgment of the Republic's independence was
not a determination that had been hastily made, however.
In the days immediately following their declaration of independence of 2 March 1836, the citizens of the
Republic of Texas had little opportunity to give serious
consideration to their country's relations with any foreign

Houston to Senate, 29 May 18 37, Andrew Jackson
Houston Collection, Texas State Archives, Austin, Texas
8

power other than Mexico; their most immediate concern was
to establish independence on the field of battle. However,
after defeating the Mexican army led by Santa Anna at San
Jacinto on 21 April 1836, the Texans found time to reflect
on their position and decided that a liaison with the
United States would best insure their future.

Thus, James

Collinsworth and Peter W. Grayson were commissioned by ad
interim President David G. Burnet in May 1836 to proceed
to Washington, D.C. and solicit recognition of the Republic's independence and discuss the possibility of annexation.2
The commissioners arrived in Washington in July
1836 and presented their objectives to President Andrew
Jackson and his Secretary of State John Forsyth.

To the

Texans' surprise, although the President expressed his
sympathy with the plight of the Republic, he displayed a
reluctance to consider the matters of recognition and
annexation.

Jackson's position was complicated by his

desire to avoid a rupture with Mexico, a nation with which
he was already experiencing problems concerning the repayment of debts owed American citizens. And with Mexico
adamantly asserting that she would soon reestablish her

Burnet to Collinsworth and Grayson, 26 May 1836,
TDC, I, 89-91.
Collinsworth and Grayson to Burnet, 15 July 18 36,
TDC, I, 110-111.

10
sovereignty within her rebellious province, the President
was thus hesitant to act regarding Texas.

Furthermore,

Jackson was concerned with the impact recognition would
have on the growing slavery controversy in the United
States.

With slavery firmly established in Texas and

American abolitionists deeply opposed to any governmental
action which would encourage the perpetuation of that institution, the President had little desire to make any
commitment which would add fuel to the sectional fire and
increase political unrest.
Although the citizens of the Republic were undoubtedly dismayed by Jackson's rebuff, their desire to
unite with the United States did not diminish; in a referendum held in September 1836, Texans expressed their pref5
erence for annexation by a vote of 3,277 to 91. However,
Texas officials had begun to realize that should American
cooperation be denied, the Republic would need to look
elsewhere for support and protection.
Thus, the desire of Texas to establish diplomatic
relations with European nations became evident as a response
to the United States' continued display of reluctance in
regard to the recognition of Texan independence.

On

4
Connor, Adventure in Glory, 20-21.
5
H. P. N. Gamme1, comp., The Laws of Texas, 18221897, 10 vols. (Austin: Gammel Book Company, 189 8), I,
1089-1090.

11
12 October 1836, Burnet discussed the hesitation on the
part of the United States with the newly assembled Texas
Senate and commented:

"Should the [United States] Govern-

ment manifest a protracted scrupulousness on the question
of acknowledgement, I would recommend an early application
to the Court of St. James."

He pointed out that the British

would be attracted because the great amount of surplus capital in England could be invested in Texas to the benefit
of both parties, and Texas cotton, "our grand staple,"
would be valuable to English mills.

However, in Sam

Houston's inaugural address ten days later, the new President made no reference to European diplomacy.

Instead he

expressed his belief that the United States would soon
7
annex the Republic.
In November, the report of the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations contained similar observations and recommended:
Should the United States of America, the blest
mother of us all, and the unanimous choice of this
country, not deem it expedient to recognize our
Independence, but treat us with cold indifference
and not adopt us in that glorious confederation
. . ., it is but natural for us to turn to our
grand mother [Great Britain]. . . ."

Burnet to Senate, 12 October 1836, Executive
Letterbook 35, Texas Republic Papers, 1835-46, Texas
State Archives, Austin, Texas.
Houston to Congress, 22 October 1836, Amelia W.
Williams and Eugene C. Barker, eds., The Writings of Sam
Houston, 8 vols. (Austin: University of Texas Press,
1938-1943), I, 451.

12
The report cited both commercial and moral reasons why
England should recognize the independence of Texas and
concluded by recommending that if the United States had
not annexed Texas by 4 March 1837, a commissioner with
plenary powers be sent to "the Court of Great Britain
and other Countries of Europe" to obtain recognition and
o

negotiate treaties of commerce and amity.

The Telegraph

and Texas Register, among the most influential newspapers
in the Republic, concurred with the report and expressed
the conviction that an application by Texas to any of the
other European countries would undoubtedly be favorably
received.
On 18 November 18 36, Secretary of State Stephen F.
Austin applied the recommendations of Burnet and the Committee on Foreign Relations in his "private special instructions" to William H. Wharton, Minister Plenipotentiary
to the United States.

Wharton was instructed to obtain

an acknowledgment of Texan independence from the United
States and then secure annexation.

If the United States

should recognize Texas but decline annexation, he was
"Report of the Committee on Foreign Relations,"
Telegraph and Texas Register, 12 November 1836.
^Ibid., 16 November 1836.
Wharton was appointed to replace Collinsworth
and Grayson whose commissions expired when the ad. interim
government gave way to Houston's administration on
22 October 1836.

13
directed to propose and conclude a treaty of amity and
commerce and, if possible, a treaty of military alliance.
However, if the United States should be indifferent to
the fate of Texas, Wharton was instructed to contact the
British, French and other foreign representatives and explain to them "the great commercial advantages that will
result to their nations from our cotton, etc., and finding
a market here for their merchandise, and an outlet for
their surplus population. . . . "

In conclusion, Austin

firmly emphasized to his minister that he was to cultivate a "close and intimate" intercourse with the representatives of foreign nations only if "the policy of the
United States towards Texas should be indifferent or
adverse—a contingency which is not expected will ever
take place."
By the end of 1836, the United States had not only
failed to annex Texas, but had yet even to acknowledge her
independence.

In part, the hesitancy was prompted by in-

fo3nnation compiled by Henry M. Morfit, an agent dispatched
by Jackson to investigate the domestic situation in Texas.
In a series of ten reports sent to the President in August
and September 1836, Morfit forwarded data concerning the

•'••'•Austin to Wharton, 18 November 1836, TDC, I,
135-140.
12Forsyth to Burnet, 25 June 1836, TDC, I, 100.

12

14
Republic's military posture, governmental organization,
population and resources.

Although he was generally sym-

pathetic to the position of the Texans, the investigator
nevertheless concluded that he could not recommend the
recognition of Texas because he was not completely convinced that she could maintain her independence from
13
Mexico.
Thus, in a message to Congress on 21 December,
President Jackson advised against recognition "until the
lapse of time or the course of events shall have proved
. . . the ability of the people of that country to maintain their sovereignty. . . . "
On the following day, Texas agent Wharton discussed
Jackson's message with Secretary of State Forsyth and was
told that the President was reluctant to acknowledge Texan
independence too promptly, especially in light of the recent
vote in the Republic indicating an overwhelming preference
for annexation to the United States, because such an act
could apprea to be the first step in a "preconceived arrangement" that would ultimately culminate in annexation.

15

13
.
.
All ten of Morfit's reports are found m United
States, Senate Documents, 24 Cong., 2 Sess., I, No. 20,
5-36.
James D. Richardson, ed., Compilation of the
Messages and Papers of the Presidents, 1789-1897, 10 vols.
(Washington, D . C : Government Printing Office, 1907),
III, 266.
•'"\harton to Austin, 22 December 1836, TDC, I,
157-158.

15
Thus, it became more evident to the Texans that the United
States' policy toward the Republic was to continue to be
characterized by hesitancy and delay.
Despite American inaction, the Texans still evidenced reluctance to initiate talks with Britain or any
other European power.

In instructions to Memucan Hunt,

recently commissioned as Minister Extraordinary to the
United States to assist Wharton, the new secretary of
state, James Pinckney Henderson, who had replaced Austin
on his death, outlined a new plan designed to induce the
United States to acknowledge the independence of Texas and
prepare the way for ultimate annexation.

Henderson

directed his agent to use the threat of a Texas alliance
with an European power to prompt the Americans into action,
instructing him to emphasize that should the Republic conclude a treaty of amity and commerce with England or any
other nation, it might "forever and entirely preclude the
people of the United States from enjoying any of the benefits resulting in Texas from the richness of her soil,
commerce, etc."

Henderson also ordered his minister to

stress the importance of the locale of Texas in regard to
American national security.

Not only would the live oak

forests of Texas provide the material to "keep up a Naval

Henderson became secretary of state following
Austin's death on 27 December 1836.

16
power superior to that of any European Nation," but, with
Texas in the Union, the United States would be secure
enough in the Gulf of Mexico to "rest satisfied to see
Cuba the key of the whole West Indies . . . in the hands
of any other power." 17
Having stressed the defensive and commercial advantages that the United States would reap by annexing
Texas, Henderson summed up what could happen if Texans
were rebuked:
On the other hand should the Government of the
United States refuse to admit this country into
the Union . . . Texas would in all probability in
order to gain immediate wealth, strength, and respectability be induced to form a Treaty with
England by which all the advantages of commerce,
wealth and strength would be fo[r]ever lost to the
United States and important advantages given to a
power on her Southern border w[h]ich already confines her on the North.1^
To lend credence to this possible threat, in late
January and early February 1837 Wharton and Hunt contacted
the British and French ministers in Washington to ascertain
if their governments would receive a diplomatic representative from the Republic of Texas.19 Although the agents

•'•^Henderson to Hunt, 31 December 1836, TDC, I,
163-164.
18

Ibid.,

163.

•'"Wharton t o Rusk, 12 F e b r u a r y 1836, TDC, I ,

185.

received little encouragement from either minister,

17
20

their

activities had a significant impact on President Jackson
who greatly feared European influence in North America.
In writing to Representative C. B. Howard, chairman of the
house foreign affairs committee, the President expressed
his belief that unless the United States recognized the
Republic, there was no doubt that "an effort will be made
by Texas to Great Britain to have the Independence of Texas
acknowledged by her, giving and securing to Great Britain
21
as a consideration, exclusive commercial benefit."
Hunt and Wharton reiterated this point to Jackson
in a letter dated 8 February, asserting that if Texas were
not quickly recognized by the United States she would not
hesitate to align herself commercially to England or France,
if necessary, in such a manner as to possibly forfeit any
22
future chance for annexation.
Prompted by the Texans'
23
arguments and other considerations.
President Jackson
20
The British minister did not respond to the inquiry, while the French minister replied that he did not
have the authority to forward such a query to his home
office. Pageot to Hunt and Wharton, 11 February 1837,
TDC, I, 199.
^"'"Jackson to Howard, 2 February 1837, Andrew Jackson Papers, cited in Smith, The Annexation of Texas, 60.
^^Wharton and Hunt to Jackson, 8 Feburary 1837,
TDC, I, 196-197.
^^For an account of the "other considerations,"
such as congressional pressure, see Anita C. Saxine,
"President Jackson's Role in the Recognition of the

18
provided for recognition through the nomination of a
charge d'affaires to the Republic on 3 March 18 37, his
last day in office.
Upon hearing of the acknowledgment of Texan independence by the United States, President Sam Houston declared:

"This alone is cause of joy; but annexation would

have rendered me truly happy and secured all that we have
25
contended for."
Most, if not all of the Texan officials
were extremely happy that their independence had been
recognized, but many felt, like Houston, that the job was
only half-done; President Martin Van Buren, it was hoped,
would complete the task.

However, as it became clear that

Van Buren was extremely reluctant to entertain their proposal of annexation, Texans became convinced that the
Republic would have to secure recognition from European
powers in order to survive and at the same time to increase
the chances for a union with the United States.
Texans like Memucan Hunt reasoned if the threat of
treaties with European powers could help secure American
Independence of Texas" (M.A. thesis, St. Mary's University,
1966); for a detailed account of the struggle for recognition, see Ethel Z. Rather, "Recognition of the Republic of
Texas by the United States," Texas State Historical Association Quarterly, XIII (January, 1910), 155-256.
Wharton and Hunt to Henderson, 5 March 1837,
TDC, I, 201.
Houston to Irion, 19 March 1837, Robert A. Irion
Collection, University of Texas Archives, Austin, Texas.

19
recognition, actual European recognition could prompt the
United States to accept the Republic's proposal for annexation by implanting the fear that unless Texas was acquired
immediately, she might bind herself to a European nation
for protection in such a manner as to preclude future
26
American annexation.

Furthermore, European recognition

could serve as an impetus for annexation because by acknowledging Texan independence, the European power would, in
effect, be acknowledging the Republic's right to determine
her own destiny; thus, if Texas desired to join the American
Union, any nation which had extended recognition could have
no legal grounds for objection.

However, if the United

States remained adamant in her determination not to annex
the Republic because of the domestic slavery issue or the
fear of war with Mexico, European recognition would still
be of immense value in assuring the continued existence of
the Republic.

European acknowledgment of Texas indepen-

dence would undoubtedly enhance the Republic's international
status and thus enable her loan commissioners to obtain
large loans in Europe through the successful sale of the
Republic's bonds; without the credibility afforded by European recognition, the bond salesmen would have little
chance for success and the impoverished treasury of the
^^Hunt to Henderson, 15 April 1837, TDC, I, 208210; Hunt to Houston, 1 June 1837, Robert A. Irion Collection.

20
Republic would continue to seriously threaten the stability
27
of the nation.
By early May 1837, President Houston had concluded
that the time had arrived to dispatch an agent to Europe
to solicit recognition.

In a message to the Texas Congress

on 5 May, the President asserted that although he still
favored annexation, the inaction of the United States compelled him to realize that it would be in the best interest
of the Republic "to establish . . . intercourse with nations
friendly to us."

The nation Houston proposed to contact

first was Great Britain, a power which "has not disregarded
our situation thus far, nor can we believe . . . that she
is to regard our prosperity with unkind feelings of suspicion or indifference."

The President ended his discourse

on foreign affairs by defining the establishment of relations with foreign countries as "our most imperative
duty."^^
27
The finances of Texas were in an extremely impoverished state during this period. The revenue of the Republic for 1836-38 amounted to only $260,780 while the expenditures for 1836-37 amounted to $1,441,256. Edmund T. Miller,
A Financial History of Texas (Austin: University of Texas
Press, 1916), 391; the Texas Congress tried to obtain money
by passing a five million dollar loan act on 18 November
1836, but the loan commissioners had found American creditors unwilling to speculate on the Republic's bonds.
Gammel, Laws of Texas, I, 1092-1093; for an account of the
loan act and other fiscal considerations, see William M.
Gouge, The Fiscal History of Texas (Philadelphia: Lippincott, Grambo, and Co., 1852), 49-81.
28
Houston to Congress, 5 May 1837, Writings of
Sam Houston, II, 87-88; Houston's confidence that Great

21
Congress expressed agreement with Houston on 15 May
by passing a joint resolution requesting him to appoint an
29
agent to Britain,
and a subsequent resolution authorized
the President to instruct the agent to visit France to
30
obtain recognition and negotiate a commercial treaty.
Houston now had the vote of confidence he needed
to open official communication with Europe.

In searching

for the right man to send to Europe to represent Texas,
the President did not have to look outside his own cabinet;
in his twenty-seven-year-old Secretary of State James
Pinckney Henderson, Houston had a man in whom he and Congress had great confidence.

The President believed Hender-

son to be "a man of genius" and had worked closely with him
31
in formulating the Republic's diplomatic policies.

Fur-

thermore, having served as secretary of state for six months,
the former North Carolinian had more experience in foreign
affairs than anyone else available for the mission.
Britain would welcome the opportunity to assist Texas was
probably based on impressions he received from Joseph T.
Crawford, a British Vice Consul from Mexico, who was sent
by British Foreign Minister Lord Palmerston to investigate
the affairs of the Republic. Crawford arrived in Texas in
April 1837 and made no secret of the fact that his reports
to Palmerston would be most favorable. The Briton's reports are discussed in detail in chapter two.
^^Gammel, Laws of Texas, I, 1287.
^°Ibid., 1291-1292.
^•'•Houston to Anna Raguet, 7 March 1837, Writings
of Sam Houston, II, 63-64.

22
Henderson even looked the part of a statesman.

As Francis

Lubbock would later characterize him:
He was one of those magnetic men that impress you
at first sight as being of no ordinary stamp. He
was tall and rather delicate in appearance, with
light hair, fair complexion and fine gray eyes;
affable, and sparkling all over with genuine
vivacity.^^
Houston also felt that his Secretary of State was
polished enough to handle the social rigors of European
diplomacy and not be intimidated by the experienced statesmen he would encounter.

Perhaps most important, however,

was the fact that the fonner North Carolinian was independently wealthy and had influential friends in the United
States who would possibly help him finance his mission. 33
On 29 May, President Houston submitted to the Senate the
nomination of Henderson as agent to Great Britain,

and

32
Francis R. Lubbock, Six Decades in Texas, ed.
C. W. Raines (Austin, Texas: Ben C. Jones & Co., 1900),
189.
33
It was not unusual for the Republic's agents to
finance their own missions. See Wharton to Austin, 30 November 1836, TDC, I, 14 8; Hunt to Smith, 7 August 1836,
Ashbel Smith Papers, University of Texas Archives, Austin,
Texas; Toby to Burnet, 16 June 18 36, David G. Burnet Papers,
University of Texas Archives, Austin, Texas; Crawford to
Pakenham, 26 May 1837, Ephraim D. Adams, ed., British
Diplomatic Correspondence Concerning the Republic of Texas,
1838-1846 (Austin: Texas State Historical Association,
1917), 16 (hereafter referred to as British Correspondence) .
34
Houston to Senate, 29 May 1837, Andrew Jackson
Houston Collection, Texas State Archives, Austin, Texas.

23
the nomination was confirmed on 5 June.

35

With the appointment of the young Secretary of
State as the Republic's agent to Britain and France, Texas
had selected a man whose background indicated that he was
well-qualified for the position.

James Pinckney Henderson

was born in North Carolina on 31 March 1809 to Lawson and
Elizabeth Henderson, whose financial means enabled him to
study law at Chapel Hill College.

In 1829, he gained

admission to the bar, thus initiating a career that would
be a love in his life.

He also exhibited an early interest

in military affairs, being elected a colonel in the state
militia at the age of twenty-two.

However, in the winter

of 1833, the youthful Henderson's health became impaired
when his lungs began to hemorrhage, and he was compelled
to leave his native state for the milder climate of Cuba.
His health greatly improved, however, and in the summer
of 1834 the North Carolinian returned to his home in
36
Lincolnton.
Unfortunately ill health would trouble
Henderson all his life.

Arthur Robertson to Houston, 5 June 18 36, Andrew
Jackson Houston Collection; on 7 June, Houston nominated
George S. Mcintosh, another recent arrival to Texas, to
be Henderson's Secretary of Legation. Houston to Senate,
7 June 1837, Writings of Sam Houston, II, 115.
og

For accounts of Henderson's early life, see
Elizabeth Yates Morris, "James Pinckney Henderson" (M.A.
thesis. University of Texas, 1931), 1-14; "James Pinckney
Henderson," Archibald Henderson Papers, Southern Historical Collection, University of North Carolina Library,
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Although he could have undoubtedly lived a secure
existence as a lawyer in his home town, Henderson instead
elected for a more adventurous life and traveled to Canton,
Mississippi, in 1835.

While in Canton, the young lawyer

became interested in the plight of the rebellious Mexican
province of Texas, and along with Memucan Hunt, a fellow
North Carolinian, became active in the recruitment of
volunteers to fight for the Republic. 37

In the spring of

1836, Henderson delivered a stirring oration on Texas to
an assembly of the Republic's sympathizers in Canton and
left the following day for Texas at the head of a company
of approximately two hundred volunteers he had helped to
.^ 38
recruit.
He arrived in the Republic on 25 May, too late for
any action against the Mexicans, and on 9 June 1836 swore
. .
39
allegiance to Texas and petitioned to become a citizen.
Chapel Hill, North Carolina; F. B. Sexton, "An Address
Delivered on the Occasion of the Obsequies in Memory of
General Henderson, August 21, 185 8," Texas State Historical Association Quarterly, I (January, 1898), 187-190;
Robert G. Winchester, James Pinckney Henderson: Texas'
First Governor (San Antonio: Naylor Company, 19 71), 1-18.
Memucan Hunt to Thomas J. Green, 2 4 April 1836,
Thomas Jefferson Green Papers, University of Texas
Archives, Austin, Texas.
Henry Stuart Foote, Texas and the Texans, 2 vols
(Philadelphia, 1841; facsimile reprint ed., Austin: The
Steck Company, 1935), II, 336.
39
Hunt and Henderson to Secretary of State, 9 June
1836, John H. Jenkins, ed.. The Papers of the Texas Revolution, 1835-1836, 10 vols. (Austin: Presidial Press,
1973) , VII, 86.
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Officials of the Republic immediately determined that a
man of Henderson's qualifications and character could be
valuable as a recruiter, and he was commissioned as a
brigadier general and sent to the United States to enlist
40
soldiers.
From July through September 1836, this new
Texan traveled from Tennessee to North Carolina, extolling
the virtues of Texas and encouraging American support. He
was apparently successful in his endeavors and returned to
the Republic in early November 18 36, after paying for his
recruits' transportation from his own funds.
Upon his return, Henderson was rewarded for his
services by being appointed Attorney General by President
Houston on 19 November. 42 When Secretary of State Stephen
F. Austin died on 27 December 1836, Houston tapped the
43
young Attorney General to fill the vacancy.

As secre-

tary of state, Henderson involved himself intimately in
the diplomacy of the Republic and her attempts to coax the
United States into recognition and annexation, gaining
valuable polish and experience that would enhance his
European statesmanship.
"^^Henderson to Smith, 10 June 1836, Ashbel Smith
Papers, University of Texas Archives, Austin, Texas.
^•'"Sexton, "Memory of General Henderson," 19 0.
^^Houston to Senate, 19 November 18 36, Andrew
Jackson Houston Collection.
Henderson to Smith, 16 January 1837, Ashbel
Smith Papers.

26
The young lawyer had also attained a reputation
as a skillful orator, being characterized in 1835 by no
less an authority than United States Senator Henry Stuart
Foote of Mississippi as "noble and commanding" and possessing a rhetorical ability that could overwhelm an
44
audience "like a whirlwind."
Yet despite his outgoing
nature as speaker, Henderson was a very private person,
generally choosing not to discuss the details of his private life in correspondence with even close friends. His
letters, both official and private, do not reveal selfcongratulatory rhetoric, exaggerated excuses or criticisms
of his superiors, but instead seem to present an almost
modest appraisal of his accomplishments and activities.
Henderson's correspondence also indicates his dedication
to Texas. Although he had resided in the Republic for
only a short time,Henderson had acquired a love for that
land which would remain with him throughout his life. If
the Republic needed his services in Europe, he would go,
. . 45
regardless of any personal sacrifice.
While Henderson's love of Texas in part explained
his decision to accept the appointment to Europe, there
were other reasons as well. Like most of the Republic's

Foote, Texas and the Texans, II, 336.
4 5
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•

Henderson's dedication to Texas is evident m
virtually all of the private correspondence that is discussed within this dissertation.
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officials, he combined romanticism and patriotism with a
sense of noblesse oblige.

While undoubtedly warming to

the adventure of such a mission, Henderson also believed
that it was his duty as a leader to serve his newly chosen
homeland in any manner he could.

Thus, although by leaving

Texas he would be leaving speculative land investments that
would need his attention, the Texan was more than willing
to make the sacrifice.
While romanticism, patriotism and noblesse oblige
were the primary reasons for Henderson's acceptance of the
appointment, there was also perhaps a more practical
motivation—any success he achieved in Europe would undoubtedly greatly enhance his reputation and further any
political ambitions he entertained.

However, it is inter-

esting to note that Henderson did not capitalize on his
increased stature to gain elective office until five years
after his return from Europe. 47
The young lawyer's appointment was applauded by the
46
Henderson's investments, the extent of which are
unknown, suffered greatly during his mission abroad. Irion
to Houston, 1 December 1841, Robert A. Irion Collection.
47
Although he was offered the position of secretary
of state upon his return, Henderson declined, desiring instead to open a private law practice. Lamar to Senate,
20 January 1840, William W. Winkler, ed., Secret Journal
of the Senate of the Republic of Texas, 1836-1845 (Austin:
Texas Library and Historical Commission, 1911) , 173-174;
Henderson also rejected the solicitations of his friends
to run for the presidency upon his return. Smith to
Memucan Hunt, 25 January 1840, Ashbel Smith Papers.
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majority of his fellow Texans.
and Texas Register observed:

For example, the Telegraph
"We rejoice that the situa-

tion of our infant republic will now permit the absence of
men so eminently qualified as this gentleman to fill the
highest and most responsible public offices."

48

The

praise was not unanimous, however; Major Thomas G. Western,
a veteran army officer, told an acquaintance that he was
"disgusted" at the nomination and asked:
49
Henderson know of diplomacy?"

"What does

In the first two weeks following his appointment,
Henderson traveled throughout East Texas settling personal
matters in preparation for his journey.

Realizing that his

mission would require extensive financing, he placed special emphasis on the collection of debts owed him by various individuals.

Henderson also found time to surrender

the reins of the Department of State to Dr. Robert A.
Irion, a close personal friend of his and President
ti

^

•

Houston's.
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On 25 June, Henderson received the credentials he
would need to enable him to deal with the British.

The

first document, his commission as Texas agent to Great
48
Telegraph and Texas Register, 3 June 1837.
49
Ashbel Smith, Reminiscences of the Texas Republic (Galveston, 1876; reprint ed., Austin: The Pemberton
Press, 1967), 31.
Henderson to Houston, 14 June 1837, Andrew
Jackson Houston Collection.
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Britain, gave him the power "of soliciting and procuring
the recognition by that Government of the Independence of
51
this Republic."
Once recognition was achieved, Henderson
would then present his second document, his commission as
Minister Plenipotentiary to the Court of St. James which
would allow him to function as the Republic's ambassador
to Britain.52 The new Texas agent was also supplied with
an identical set of credentials commissioning him to
France.53
Accompanying his credentials were written instructions from Secretary of State Irion, but undoubtedly dictated by Houston, which outlined the course of action Henderson should follow.

These instructions were brief,

stating that no detailed instructions were necessary because
of Henderson's "intimate knowledge of the wishes and interests of the people, of our political condition and the implicit confidence which the Government reposes in your
54
fidelity, zeal and ability. . . . "
Nevertheless, these
instructions did set out specifically what Henderson was

^"'""Proclamation Concerning the Appointment of
James Pinckney Henderson, Agent to Great Britain," 20 June
1837, Writings of Sam Houston, II, 124.
^^"The Appointment of J. Pinckney Henderson Minister to Great Britain," 20 June 1837, Writings of_ Sam
Houston, II, 124-125.
^^Irion to Henderson, 25 June 1837, TD£, III, 808.
^^Ibid., 809.
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sent to accomplish and how he was to treat anticipated
problem areas.
In them, Irion affirmed that the immediate and
most important objective was to secure British recognition
of the independence of the Republic of Texas.

To obtain

this recognition, Henderson was to emphasize that Texas
was "absolutely an independent power . . . with a civil
and military Government in successful operation" and that
it had been recognized by the United States.

He should

further point out to the British that for these reasons,
Texas had the right to be recognized on the basis of
reciprocity and be placed on the footing of a most favored
nation.

55
Henderson also received instructions in regard to

slavery, the most controversial and emotional of the issues
that would ultimately confront him in England:
On the subject of slavery you can say with candor
and truth, admitting that its institution was cruel
and impolite, that, . . . , owing to the peculiar
organization of the Government, the nature of the
climate, the habits of the people and the locality
of the country, it must continue as provided by the
constitution and laws.
The agent was directed to impress upon the British that
the condition and treatment of slaves in Texas were "far
more tolerable than in the United States.

^^Ibid.
56^,.-,
Ibid.

,,56
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The instructions continued that if Henderson succeeded in obtaining recognition, he should present his
credentials as Minister Plenipotentiary and ascertain the
nature of any treaties that the British would be willing
to negotiate.

However, he was not instructed actually to

negotiate these treaties but was ordered to "report such
information and await further instructions."

Texas offi-

cials obviously desired to use the threat of such treaties
to prompt the United States to annex the Republic, but
wanted to insure that Henderson would make no agreements
that would hurt the annexation effort.

The one area of

importance that he v/as instructed specifically to research
was the possibility of a loan.

Irion's instructions con-

cluded by informing his agent that should he visit France
for the purpose of soliciting recognition, he should
"observe the same policy as that indicated in regard to
England."^^
Having received his instructions and made the
necessary preparations for what he thought would be a few
months abroad, Henderson departed the Texas capital on
27 June for New Orleans, the first leg of his journey to
Ibid. It is interesting to note that on the day
after Irion presented Henderson with his instructions, he
wrote Memucan Hunt to urge him to renew his efforts toward
annexation, asserting "on the success of this measure our
permanent prosperity, and, perhaps, existence as an organized Government mainly depends." Irion to Hunt, 26 June
1837, TDC, I, 233.
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London.

From New Orleans, Henderson wrote President

Houston to inform him of his progress, but the chief purpose of the letter appears to have been to warn the President about anticipated violations of letters of marque and
reprisal issued by Texas.

Henderson revealed that he had

learned that a Mr. Plummer had planned to utilize the
letter Houston had promised him to "cause a lawless invasion of Mexico."

In urging that limitations be placed on

the letters, Henderson undoubtedly did so to insure that
his diplomacy in Europe would not be undermined at home
by violations of international law instigated by Texans
^t.58
or Texas sympathizers.
The new Texas diplomat noted that in New Orleans
he found "Texas rather in better credit that [I] had expected to find it."

However, on the negative side, he

discerned from information that he had gathered that the
United States was still far from ready to annex Texas:
"I fear from what I can learn here that we may prepare for
a separate existence as a Republic; if so, I expect that
several years will elapse before our country will be as
prospering as its friends desire."

Henderson concluded

his report from New Orleans by declaring, "I have been
very unwell ever since I left Houston," a comment which
foretold a problem that would plague the Texan throughout

^^Henderson to Houston, 20 July 1837, TD£' ^' ^44.
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his sojourn in Europe. 59
He departed New Orleans on 21 July, arriving in
Mobile three days later.

After a short stay in Mobile,

Henderson advanced to Charleston, South Carolina, and on
16 August wrote Secretary of State Irion to update him on
his progress.

In the letter, Henderson explained that he

had been detained far too long in the United States "owing
to the difficulties of obtaining money," but was at last
ready to depart Charleston.

The diplomat maintained that

the delay in raising funds sufficient to finance his mission
was simply because "money is more scarce here than it has
ever been known to be."

Lest the Secretary of State think

that the difficulty Henderson encountered in soliciting
money was because of a lack of faith in Texas by the Southerners, the agent added:

"All of the great men of this

region are our good friends and will stand by us. . . ."

Ibid.
^^Henderson to Irion, 24 July 1837, TDC, III, 810.
Henderson to Irion, 16 August 1837, Robert A.
Irion Collection. It should be noted that the panic of
1837 had begun and money was extremely tight. A. T.
Burnley and Thomas V7. Gilmer, Texas agents in New Orleans,
wrote concerning finances that "the total prostration of
credit in this city renders it impossible to raise money
here for any purpose. . . . " Burnley and Gilmer to Henry
Smith, 11 May 1837, Seymour V. Connor, ed., Texas Treasury
Papers: Letter Received in the Treasury Department of the
Republic of Texas, 1836-1848, 3 vols. (Austin: Texas State
Library, 1955), I, 39; John K. Allen, another agent, writing
to Sam Houston from Charleston, observed: "I have never
wittnessed such a state of things and you can hardly immagin
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Also in the 16 August letter, Henderson intimated
a second area of dissatisfaction—homesickness.

Although

he had no relatives in Texas and had lived there but a
year, he expressed a desire to return as soon as possible
because "I feel in no place so well satisfied as with my
friends in Texas.

To know how much one loves Texas and

his friends there, it is only necessary to absent himself
from it and them."

Henderson also requested the Secretary

of State to "speak to the President upon the subject of my
returning home as soon as I deemed it prudent to do so,"
declaring that he was expecting to finish his work in
Europe and return by the next spring or early summer.
It is highly probable that the state of the young Texan's
health was a worry that constantly weighed on his mind.
Although Henderson could expect no help in conquering his homesickness, he had by the time of his 16
August letter received assistance that had helped alleviate
his financial problems.

In a letter from Texas agent John

K. Allen in Charleston to Sam Houston, an indication of how
this money was raised can be ascertained.

Allen revealed

that Henderson had been unable to raise the money himself,
but James Hamilton, the former Governor of South Carolina
the great distress in this country and know prospect for
the better at present." Allen to Houston, 17 August 1837,
Andrew Jackson Houston Collection.
^^Henderson to Irion, 16 August 1837, Robert A.
Irion Collection.

35
and a friend of Texas, had raised $16,000 for him by
exchanging Texas land script for money.

63

Thus, with

his monetary affairs stable enough to support him for a
period of several months, the Texas agent departed
Charleston and journeyed to New York City to board the
vessel that would carry him to England.
The vast majority of Texans had hoped that it
would be unnecessary to approach the governments of Europe
for recognition, but with the continued reluctance of
the United States to entertain the Republic's annexation
64
proposal,
diplomatic intercourse with Europe was deemed
6 "5

Allen to Houston, 17 August 1837, Andrew Jackson
Houston Collection; see also Allen to Henry Smith, 17 August 1837, Texas Treasury Papers, I, 50; a letter of introduction from Hamilton to Mirabeau Lamar contains further
evidence of Hamilton's dealings in behalf of Henderson.
In introducing R. C. Saunders, Hamilton stated: "Mr.
Saunders goes out to Texas with some Land Script which
I received in payment for the outfit I furnished Mr. Henderson to enable him to go to Europe." Hamilton to M. B.
Lamar, 4 April 1838, Charles A. Gulick, Jr., ed.. The
Papers of Mirabeau Buonaparte Lamar, 6 vols. (Austin:
The Texas State Library, 1920-27), II, 49; for a description of Hamilton's assistance to Henderson in Charleston,
see the "Letter of James Hamilton to the People of Texas,"
which appeared in the Telegraph and Texas Register,
16 February 1842.
64
On 25 August 1837, Hunt was informed by Secretary of State Forsyth that annexation would not be forthcoming in the immediate future. Hunt to Irion, 18 September 1837, TDC, I, 258-259.
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essential to the future of Texas; at most foreign recognition could prompt the United States to annex the Republic
and at least would facilitate the sale of the Republic's
bonds by helping to give the Republic legitimacy.

Thus,

when Henderson sailed for London in early September 1837
65
to solicit recognition,
the hopes of his nation sailed
with him—his success or failure could have a great influence on the very existence of the Republic of Texas.
fi 5

Telegraph and Texas Register, 21 October 1837.

CHAPTER II
BRITAIN:

THE TEXAS QUESTION, 1836-1837

As the Texan James Pinckney Henderson approached
the British Isles, he undoubtedly wondered how he would be
received in London.

He knew full well that the Texas ques-

tion had drawn the attention of the British Foreign Office,
and was sophisticated enough to realize that internal
political issues would impinge on the reception of his
solicitations for recognition.

The young diplomat was

also aware that the man with whom he would be negotiating,
Henry John Temple, the third Viscount Palmerston, was truly
a man to strike fear into the hearts of most novice diplomats.

As Henderson would soon discover, this knowledgeable

and skillful foreign minister could be overbearing, rude,
deceitful and threatening.

Yet the Texan would have no

choice but to tolerate the Briton's actions because
Palmerston dominated British foreign policy and handled
virtually all diplomatic intercourse himself.

Thus, any

Prior to departing Texas, Henderson had met with
Joseph T. Crawford, a British agent who had been sent to
Texas by the Foreign Office to report on conditions within
the Republic. Crawford to Houston, 7 June 1837, Andrew
Jackson Houston Collection.
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agent who desired to establish relations between his
country and England would have to deal directly with the
Foreign Minister and would have to play the Briton's
2
games.
Lord Plamerston, a politician of considerable influence during the greater part of the nineteenth century,
had established himself as one of the powers in the Whig
party prior to 1835.

Yet he had also acquired a reputa-

tion, even among his fellow Whigs, as being unmanageable—
a freelance operator who did as he pleased and offered few
reasons and fewer excuses. Thus, when Lord Melbourne was
forming a cabinet in 1835, he did not wish to enlist
Palmerston as his foreign minister because he feared he
would be unable to control him.

However, when he was in-

formed that Palmerston would accept no post other than
foreign minister, the Prime Minister, noting his party's
tenuous majority in the House of Commons, decided that
Palmerston was too important to be omitted from the cabi3
net and bowed to his ultimatum.
2
For the best overview of Palmerston's foreign
policy, see Charles K. Webster, The Foreign Policy of
Palmerston, 2 vols. (London: G. Bell and Sons, 1951).
However, Webster concentrates his study on the European
Aspects of Palmerston's diplomacy, treating his Western
Hemisphere policy only in passing. There is not an adequate treatment of Palmerston's policy regarding the
Americas.
3
Donald Southgate, 'The Most English Minister
. - .': The Policies and Politics of Palmerston (New
York: St. Martin;s Press, 1966) , 94; David Cecil, Lord M
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Once he had decided to appoint Palmerston foreign
secretary, Melbourne apparently concluded that he should
permit him to formulate and control virtually all aspects
of diplomacy.
notes:

As David Cecil, Lord Melbourne's biographer,

"For one thing, he knew he could not stop him, and

for another it was a great saving of trouble.""*
The two men, while not best of friends, maintained
formal and proper relations, traveling in the same Whig
social circle.

Regardless of the minor personal animos-

ities which periodically developed, each supported the
other in public; the Foreign Minister never criticized
Melbourne's domestic policies, with which he often disagreed, and the Prime Minister never did less than staunchly
support Palmerston's foreign policies which he likewise on
occasion found questionable.

Furthermore, Melbourne stead-

fastly refused to respond encouragingly to any communication from foreign representatives who were attempting to
go over Palmerston's head.

As David Cecil concludes:

"The

Prime Minister was willing to sanction any policy of his
Foreign Minister that would not hinder the Whig position
(London: Constable and Company, 1954), 124; Elie Halevy,
A History of the English People in the Nineteenth Century,
vol. 1: The Triumph of Reform, trans. E. I. Watkin (New
York: Barnes and Noble, 1961), 188.
Cecil, Lord M,

281.
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at home."
Palmerston, to Melbourne's relief, was usually
keenly aware of all aspects of the domestic political situation and their ramifications with regard to foreign policy.
For example, he realized that it would be very unwise to do
anything to irritate Daniel O'Connell and his Irish followers, a political group which had aligned itslef with
Melbourne and the Whigs and whose acquiescence was required
to keep the ministry in office.

Palmerston knew and appre-

ciated that O'Connell was staunchly abolitionist and also
realized that many members of parliament would vote their
own conscience and not follow the dictates of party leadership concerning any act which could encourage the growth
c.

of slavery.

Thus, he understood that any sign of weakening

on the part of the ministry in regard to slavery could
Ibid., 282-283; other historians concur with
Cecil's analysis of the Melbourne-Palmerston relationship
Donald Southgate, for example, in discussing Palmerston's
dominance of British foreign policy during his tenure as
Foreign Minister, notes that Whig Lord John Russell complained that he had more influence on his party's foreign
policy as Paymaster-General in Lord Grey's cabinet than
as Leader of the House of Commons under Melbourne with
Palmerston as Foreign Minister. Southgate,''The Most
English Minister . . .', 127-128.
James R. Johnson, "The Enforcement of the AntiSlave Trade Laws as an Issue in British Politics, 18331850" (Ph.D. dissertation, Texas Tech University, 1973),
57-58.
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possibly lead to its downfall.

The implications of this

situation, insofar as Texas was concerned, were ominous.
Palmerston delegated very little work other than
strictly routine matters and even in these he was very
reluctant to allow his clerks and under secretaries to
exercise their own initiative.

For example, the Foreign

Minister himself formulated and hand scribed almost all
the dispatches to British agents in the field.

In explain-

ing his reasoning behind this practice of monopolizing the
workload, Palmerston once told Queen Victoria that because
he was responsible for all areas of foreign policy, it was
essential that he accomplish all the work himself in order
g
to be completely knowledgeable on all issues.
In part, because of this tremendous self-imposed
work-load, the Foreign Minister developed a habit of being
notoriously late for appointments, a practice which made
him unpopular with his fellow diplomats.

Biographer Jasper

Ridley maintains, however, that Palmerston's tardiness resulted not only from the burdens of his office, but from
arrogance and a lack of consideration for others; the
foreign secretary was convinced that his time was more

For a good overview of the domestic political
scene in Britain from 1836 to 1839, see Halevy, The
Triumph of Reform, 185-351.
Jasper Ridley, Lord Palmerston (New York: E. P.
Dutton & Company, 1970), 113. This work is the best
biography of Palmerston.
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valuable than that of anyone else's and acted accordingly.
Besides, Palmerston realized that foreign diplomats were
anxious to be on good terms with Britain and would thus
tolerate his conduct.
The Foreign Minister's arrogant attitude reflected
his belief that the foreign policy of any nation should be
determined by long-range interests and not temporary passions.

Palmerston realized that economic considerations

were extremely influential in determining the relationship
between countries and knew that the economic power of his
nation was second to none.

Thus, he felt he could take

liberties in his relations with foreign diplomats and incur
no lasting resentment for Britain.

Furthermore, such

haughtiness might even intimidate diplomats of a lesser
status and actually enhance the bargaining position of
Britain.

However, beyond the diplomatic games of oneup-

manship lay the concrete foundations of Palmerstonian
foreign policy.
Seeking to preserve Britain's position as the
economic and military leader of the world, Palmerston
determined that it was essential to prevent any nation
from gaining sufficient resources to challenge British
preeminence.

In the execution of this policy, he adopted

^Ibid., 116.
•'•^Ibid., 117-118.
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a nationalistic, sometimes jingoistic, approach to diplomacy; later in his career, Palmerston would assert that
the furthering of British interests had been his one
guiding principle.

The Foreign Minister operated on the

concept that Britain should have neither permanent friends
nor permanent enemies; he believed the objectives of individual situations should dictate with whom Britain should
align herself.

Thus, in the imbroglio involving Mexico,

her revolting province of Texas, and the United States,
Lord Palmerston would base his policy on what he deemed
best for Britain, not what was "fair" to the entities
involved.
Palmerston was always anxious to further the economic interests of his nation, but in the Texas question,
it was not readily apparent what policy would enhance
Britain's commercial welfare.

Although he was aware that

an independent Texas had the potential to provide an alternative source of cotton for English textile factories as
well as function as a market for British manufactured goods,
the Foreign Minister also realized that by recognizing
Texas he would alienate the Mexican government and thus
impair trade relations with that country.

Furthermore,

Palmerston was reluctant to aggravate Mexico because of
pending problems regarding Mexican payment of debts owed

•'"•'•Ibid., 122.
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British citizens.

Thus, he would have to weigh the

potential of Texas trade against the anticipated loss
of good commercial relations with Mexico before determining a policy.
Other significant factors also had to be considered.

The Canadas had exhibited signs of unrest, even

rebellion, throughout the 1830s; consequently, Palmerston
would have to contemplate the impact the recognition of
a revolutionary state like Texas would have on Britain's
North American possession.

Furthermore, the Foreign Min-

ister, as well as the British public, was deeply committed
to arresting the expansion of slavery and suppressing the
international slave trade; any representative of Texas, a
slave state, would have to satisfy him on this issue before
he could expect any concessions. 13
Lord Palmerston was also determined to insure that
the United States would not benefit from the Texan-Mexican
struggle through the annexation of Texas or through the
"1 o

The total owed to British bondholders was approximately nine million pounds. Great Britain, Public Record
Office, Foreign Office Papers, Backhouse to Palmerston,
4 November 1840, F.O. 75/1 (hereafter cited by correspondents, date and Foreign Office designation). The 75
series contains correspondence on Texas.
•'"Herbert C. F. Bell, Lord Palmerston, 2 vols.
(Hamden, Connecticut: Archon Books, 1966), I, 235-236;
it should be noted that although there was no major
British anti-slavery organization extant in Britain from
1836-1839, the hatred for slavery and the slave-trade
was extremely strong.
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seizure of the California or New Mexico territories from a
weakened Mexico; such acts could greatly increase American
strength in the Americas and possibly result in a threat
to Britain's preeminent position.

Palmerston was not the

first British foreign minister anxious to check, whenever
possible, any gain of influence by the United States.

Lord

Castlereagh and George Canning had advanced a policy in the
early nineteenth century wherein Britain, by supporting
Mexico, had used her as a barrier to prevent further Amer14
ican expansion.
Palmerston himself was a master in
assuring that the balance of power in any geographic area
remained as favorable to British interests as possible.
His support of Turkey as a counterpoise to Egyptian and
Russian expansion in the Eastern Question of the 1830s and
early 1840s is a prime example.

15

In regard to North

America, Palmerston could elect to continue to support
Mexico, a policy which would necessitate the denial of
Texas' application for recognition, or he could decide to
favor the Republic and attempt to impose her as a new barrier to American expansion.
Finally, the foreign secretary had the actions of

J. Fred Rippy, Rivalry of the United States and
Great Britain over Latin America (Baltimore: The Johns
Hopkins Press, 1939), 247; Spence, "The British Interests
and Attitudes regarding the Republic of Texas," 195-202.
15
Anthony Haigh, Congress of Vienna to Common
Market (London: George G. Harrap & Company, 19 7 3) , 4 4-4 5.
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his predecessors, if he wished to consult them, in regard
to recognition of de^ facto independent governments. When
the rebellious Latin American states declared their independence from Spain in the early nineteenth century,
Britain had been extremely slow in extending recognition,
even after it had become readily apparent that Spain could
not retain sovereignty.

She finally extended recognition

only after the last Spanish royalist army in Latin America,
exclusive of island holdings, had been defeated.

The

British were naturally reluctant to acknowledge the independence of colonies who had successfully rebelled from
their mother country for fear of encouraging her own colonial possessions to do the same. However, on 31 December
1824, approximately two and one-half years after the United
States had done so, Britain finally recognized the independence of one of Spain's former colonies after vainly
attempting to induce Spain to extend recognition.

Recog-

nition was extended only after the British were convinced
that it was to their benefit to establish relations. Foreign Minister Canning, after pragmatically surveying the
situation, decided that there were three reasons to open
diplomatic relations; the desire to develop the commercial
resources of Latin America; the desire to check French
aggression in Latin America; and the desire to prevent the
United States from limiting British influence in the
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Americas to the colonies she already possessed.

For

these reasons, and only secondarily out of a desire to
accord the de facto governments the recognition they had
earned, the British acknowledged the independence of the
Latin American countries.

If Palmerston should choose to

follow Canning's pragmatic policy regarding recognition
of de facto governments, Texas must have something more
to offer the British than proof of her independence from
Mexico.

It is beyond the scope of this dissertation to
engage in a discussion of the Monroe Doctrine, Polignac
Memorandum and the maneuvering involved in Anglo-FrenchAmerican relations in 1823-1825. For a good treatment of
the subject, see William W. Kaufmann, British Policy and
the Independence of Latin America, 1812-1830 (Hamden,
Connecticut: Archon Books, 1967), 136-220.
17
There were few revolutions in the world between
1820 and 1845 which paralleled the Texas revolution. However, the rebellion of the Greeks against Turkish rule in
the 1820s does offer some similarities. In this conflict,
the British became convinced after five years' duration
that Turkey could not reconquer Greece and became alarmed
that Russia, anxious to extend her influence in the Eastern
Mediterranean, might use the rebellion as an excuse to declare war on Turkey and make territorial gains. To prevent
this, Britain offered to serve as a mediator between the
Greeks and Turks and continually tried to convince the
Turks to extend recognition. However, when all attempts
at mediation failed, Britain extended formal recognition
in 1827, approximately seven years after the rebellion had
begun. A. W. Ward and G. P. Gooch, eds.. The Cambridge
History of British Foreign Policy, 1783-1919, vol. II:
1815-1866 (Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood Press, 19 71),
84-106.
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Thus, it is evident that the Texas question encompassed many of the major themes of mid-nineteenth century
English foreign policy.

Yet, in 1836 and early 1837, it

was not readily apparent where the Republic stood in regard to the issues of humanitarianism. North American
balance of power, British economic interests, and the
policy of recognition of de facto governments.
In order to determine the best course for Britain
to pursue regarding the Mexico-Texas conflict, Palmerston
would undoubtedly carefully scrutinize the data available
to him.

In the months preceding his initial meeting with

Henderson, his information on the Texas-Mexico struggle
was furnished by British observers in the United States,
Mexico, and Texas.

Prior to the 21 April 1836 battle at

San Jacinto, there was very little information received
by the Foreign Office which provided much insight into the
conflict. However, as early as December 1835, Palmerston
had received a report from the British charge d'affaires
in Washington, commenting on the unrest in the Mexican
province of Texas but containing little else on the subject except a description of President Jackson as being
"pro-Texian.""'"^ A further bit of early information was
received by the Foreign Office in correspondence from the

Palmerston to Pakenham, 16 January 1836, F. O.
50/9 7. The 50 series contains correspondence to and from
British agents in Mexico.
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British minister to Mexico, Sir Richard Pakenham, written
on the day of the battle at San Jacinto.

Pakenham, obvi-

ously unaware of the battle, implied that the Texas conflict was about to be resolved in favor of the Mexican
government.

He related that a Texas army of several hun-

dred men had been captured, apparently a reference to
Fannin's surrender at Goliad, and he appeared to believe
that this would end the resistence of the Texans. 19
After the news of the stunning Texan victory at
San Jacinto arrived in England, the Texas topic was introduced as an issue of at least some importance.

In the

House of Commons on 30 June 1836, Barlow Hoy, a M.P. noted
for his abolitionist activities, asked Lord Palmerston if
any information "relative to the establishment of Slavery
and the Slave trade in Texas" had been received by the
Foreign Office.

The foreign secretary replied that no
20
information had as yet been received.
Shortly thereafter, however, the Foreign Minister

did begin to receive reports relative to Texas from his
subordinates in the United States and Mexico.

In early

July 1836, Henry Fox, British minister in Washington,
reported his observations on the attitude of the United

•'•^Pakenham to Palmerston, 21 April 1836, F.O.
50/99.
20
H a n s a r d , P a r l i a m e n t a r y D e b a t e s , 3rd S e r i e s ,
XXXIV, 1107 (30 June 1 8 3 6 ) .
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States in regard to Texas:

"I have little doubt but that

the government of the United States will be prepared to
recognize [Texan] Independence within a very short
period. . . . "

He further noted:

The United States Government has, throughout the
contest in Texas, declared its resolution to maintain a strict neutrality; and certainly no overt
act has been performed. . . . But it is at the same
time perfectly well-known that the President and
his Ministers have fully participated in the feeling and hopes of their fellow citizens, in favor of
the colonists. I am further inclined to suspect,
that this Government secretly expected and wished,
that Santa Anna, if successful over the Texians,
might be led on, in the course of that wild warfare,
to commit some act of aggression upon American territory. This would have occasioned hostilities
against Mexico, and might perhaps have become a pretext for the seizure of the district of Texas. . . .^^
In short, while Fox was convinced that the United States
had not formulated the revolt, he was nevertheless suspi22
cious of American intentions.
On 2 7 May 1836, Pakenham dispatched correspondence
to Palmerston that would bring the Texas issue to the Foreign Minister's attention once again.

He reported that he

had been asked by Mexican officials to urge the British

Fox to Palmerston, 29 May 1836, F.O. 5/307. The
5 series contains correspondence to and from agents in the
United States.
22
Although Fox occasionally mentioned the Texas
issue, the majority of his correspondence to the Foreign
Office dealt with matters such as the American economic
situation or the Canada-United States boundary dispute.
See Fox to Palmerston, 21 May 1837; 20 January 1837;
25 January 1837; 29 May 1837; 20 October 1837; F.O. 5/314.
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minister in Washington to request that the United States
government restrain her citizens from aiding the Texans.
Pakenham related to his superior that he had replied to
the Mexican official that it was not within his authority
23
to comply with this request.

In response to his minis-

ter's report, Palmerston endorsed Pakenham's decision to
remain uninvolved in the civil war and urged him to continue to use "caution" in regard to "the Texian affair."
Palmerston, apparently uanble to resist an opportunity
to needle Mexico over her failure to pay interest on her
bonds owned by British citizens, also instructed Pakenham
to inform the Mexican government that she had little right
24
to request favors when she would not meet her obligations.
This letter to Pakenham was one of the few dispatches from Palmerston in 1836-1837 to his diplomatic
corps in Mexico concerning Texas.

His instructions usually

pertained to such economic issues as forced loans, payment
of debts to British citizens, and protection of British25
owned property; Texas was rarely even mentioned.
This
suggests that Texas was not an issue of vital importance

^^Pakenham to Palmerston, 27 May 1836, F.O. 50/99.
Palmerston to Pakenham, 15 August 1836, F.O.
50/9 7.
25
Palmerston to Pakenham, 16 May 1836; 15 July
1836; 15 November 1836; F.O. 50 97; 50/97; 16 May 1837;
16 September 1836; F.O. 50/104.
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to the Foreign Minister, and indeed he had many other
matters of concern with which to deal.

For example,

Palmerston was vitally interested in Iberian affairs; he
was supporting the Liberal forces in the Spanish civil
war and was attempting to work out problems with Portugal
over slave trade enforcement, legal privileges for British
citizens and commercial policy.

He was also concerned over

growing French influence in Belgium and the increasing ambition of Russia in the Baltic area.

In all of these mat-

ters, Palmerston was pursuing an active policy, and all
were of a more immediate, more explosive nature than the
26
Mexico-Texas conflict.
However, there were certain
aspects of the Republic's situation which could not be
ignored.
One of these aspects was the growing interest with
which several strongly anti-slavery members of Parliament
viewed the Texas issue.

On 5 August 1836, Palmerston was

again confronted by Barlow Hoy regarding the situation in
Texas.

Hoy expressed concern that if Texas achieved inde-

pendence, she most likely would be annexed to the United
States and thus enable that country to gain what he perceived as a significant commercial advantage over England.
He seemed more concerned, however, that the independence
26
For a thorough account of Palmerston's diplomacy
during this period, see Webster, The Foreign Policy of
Palmerston, I, 422-521.
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of Texas would allow for the establishment of slavery and
the opening of the African slave-trade in the new nation.
He concluded his remarks to Parliament by urging Palmerston
to dispatch a naval force to assist Mexico in subduing the
rebellious province, not only to prevent the spread of the
slave-trade, but because "unless Mexico [is] assisted, as
she ought to be by this country, she would be so weakened
as soon to become an easy victim to the ambition of the
United States of America." 27
In responding to Hoy's statements. Lord Palmerston
sought to remain non-committal, arguing that he did not
forsee the annexation of Texas to the United States while
admitting that if such an occurrence were to become imminent, it would be a matter of concern for Britain.

Regard-

ing the slave trade, the Foreign Minister suggested that
any action undertaken by Britain prior to the conclusion
of the civil war in Mexico would be premature.

He further

related that he believed that there was no extensive slavetrade in Texas and "therefore, that the question of slavery
in the province of Texas was a small and comparatively insignificant branch of a much greater and more extensive
.,28
question.
^^Hansard, Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, XXXV,
928-930 (5 August 1836).
^^Ibid., 939.
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On 18 August, Palmerston received a report from
Pakenham in Mexico City dated 1 July 1836 describing conditions with regard to the war.

Pakenham now opined that

Mexico was in such turmoil that "no effort which [Mexico]
can make will not be sufficient to re-annex Texas."

He

held, however, that Mexico would not be too upset over the
loss of the rebelling province because she now realized
that Texas was "such an onerous possession" that she would
be better off without her.

In fact, according to the

Englishman, Mexico "had some time ago conceived the singular project of offering the Sovereignty of Texas to England"
in order to establish a barrier against further encroachments from the United States.

The ambassador further opined

to the Foreign Minister that "we shall see a case made out,
and acknowledged, of 'de facto' independence to be followed
by the annexation of Texas . . . as a state of the American
Union."

29
The evidence, if any, which led Pakenham to arrive

Pakenham to Palmerston, 1 July 18 36, F.O. 50/9 9;
Pakenham had been suspicious of American ambitions as early
as March 1830, when he warned the Foreign Office that the
United States was scheming to take Texas from Mexico
(Pakenham to Aberdeen, 5 March 1830, F.O. 50/60). He had
good reason to suspect this—Anthony Butler was in Mexico
City representing the American government and was indeed
attempting to obtain Texas. For an account of Butler's
activities, see Joe Gibson, "A. Butler, What a Scamp," in
Odie B. Faulk and Joseph A. Stout, Jr., eds., Th^e Mexican
War: Changing Interpretations (Chicago: The Swallow
Press, 1973), 45-56.
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at these conclusions is unknown.

However, he was subse-

quently proven quite wrong in his assertions that Mexico
would allow Texas to depart her union without a struggle
and that Texas would quickly be annexed to the United
States.

How much credence Palmerston placed in his Min-

ister's opinions is also unknown; however, the foreign
secretary had to rely on his Minister's reports in lieu
of any other first-hand information from Mexico regarding
Texas.

In an effort to correct this deficiency, on

27 August the Foreign Minister dispatched a letter to
Pakenham directing him to send an investigator to Texas
on an unofficial fact-facting mission "at such time as
30
should be deemed most advantageous."
On 29 August, Palmerston received additional information pertaining to Texas and Mexico from a surprising
source, George Villiers, the British minister to Spain.
Villiers related that he had been approached by Se?for de
Santa Maria, Mexican envoy to Spain, who had requested the
"friendly interference of England with the United States"
in order to assure American neutrality in the war in Texas.
The Mexican pointed out to the Briton that if the war were
prolonged, it would exhaust Mexican resources, and thus
Mexico would be unable to fulfill her obligations to
British creditors.

Villiers further noted that Santa Maria

on

50/97.

Palmerston to Pakenham, 27 August 1836, F.O.
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feared that the revolution was a plot by the United States
to steal Texas and extend slavery.

The British diplomat

concluded by commenting that he had promised nothing to
the Mexican diplomat except that he would forward his
request to the British Foreign Office. 31
Lord Palmerston's reply to Villier's message reiterated his desire to keep Britain as free as possible
from any involvement in the Mexican civil war.

He in-

structed his Minister to Spain, as he had his Minister to
Mexico, to inform the Mexican that as long as Mexico continued to disregard the repayment of her just debts to
English citizens, the British government "cannot consider
the Republick of Mexico as having established a claim to
32
the good office of Great Britain."
Palmerston had little
reason for desiring the success of the so-called Republic
of Texas, but apparently he was not about to lend support,
even moral support, to Mexico and allow Mexico to think
that Britain had sided with her.

Thus any pressure he

applied on the United States would not be revealed to
Mexico for fear of lessening the leverage on the Mexican
government.
M. de Santa Maria to George Villiers, 18 August
1836, F.O. 72/460; Villiers to Palmerston, 21 August 1836,
F.O. 72/460. The 72 series contains correspondence to and
from agents in Spain.
"^^Palmerston to Villiers, 8 September 1836, F.O.
72/456.
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Palmerston had an opportunity to define his position on Texas in October 1836 when he met with Andrew
Stevenson, the United States Minister to Great Britain.
Stevenson requested the interview because he was disturbed
by rumors he had heard concerning the possibility of
British intervention into the Texas revolution.

The Amer-

ican asserted that such interference would not only be
regarded with "regret" by his government, "but might impose
upon it the high obligation (arising from the dangers of
vicinity and the laws of self defence) to interpose for the
33
purpose of preventing it."
Palmerston responded that Stevenson had received
some misinformation, relating that Mexico had indeed
approached the British government regarding the revolution, but had only requested assistance in inducing the
United States to observe the laws of neutrality.

Noting

that he had observed "a strong disposition manifested by
the President to enforce the laws of the country in favor
of neutrality," Palmerston disclosed that he had spurned
the advance of the Mexicans and decided against "having
II 34
any thing to do with the subject
United States, Department of State, Despatches
from United States' Ministers to Great Britain, 1792-1870,
XXXXIV (microfilm, Texas Tech University Library, Lubbock,
Texas), Stevenson to Forsyth, 29 October 1836. Although
the Monroe Doctrine was dormant and would not be resurrected until the 1840s, note Stevenson's Monroesque tone.
Ibid.
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However, in early November 1836, Lord Palmerston
received a dispatch from Richard Pakenham in Mexico which
caused him to reevaluate his belief in American neutrality.
In this correspondence, Pakenham reversed his belief that
Mexico would do little to retain Texas which he had expressed in his 1 July 18 36 dispatch, and now declared that
"every person connected with the Government, . . . , seems
firm in the intention of prosecuting the War to the last
extreme, even at the risk of actual collision with the
United States."

He disclosed that this change of heart

was brought on by the rumor that the United States would
soon recognize Texas, an act which both he and the Mexicans
viewed as a large step toward annexation.

Additionally,

he now felt that the scope of American intrigue went beyond
a simple desire for Texas; he averred that the annexation
of the Republic would be merely the initial step in a
scheme by the United States "to subject ere long . . . the
whole extent of Territory West of Texas to the Pacific,
35
including the Californias. . . . "
Pakenham's report prompted Palmerston into finally
acting, for on 15 November he dispatched instructions to
Henry Fox in Washington to express the conviction of the

Pakenham to Palmerston, 6 September 1836, F.O.
50/100; for a concise view of the 1836 rebellion in California, see Robert G. Cleland, "Early Sentiment for the
Annexation of California," Southwestern Historical
Quarterly, XVIII (July 1914-April 1915), 1-40.
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British government that "the United States will faithfully
maintain . . . neutrality with respect to this civil
war . . . "

and no premature American recognition would

be granted to a "Province which is yet far from having
proved its capacity finally to resist the endeavours of
the Central Govt, of Mexico to reestablish its authority
therein."

If Britain were going to remain neutral,

Palmerston wanted to ensure that the United States would
do likewise.
Apparently Palmerston's pressure on the United
States had an impact—at least Henry Fox thought so. On
28 December, Fox wrote to the Foreign Minister forwarding
a copy of President Jackson's 21 December 18 36 message to
37
Congress dealing with Texas.

He noted the "wise, tem-

perate and conciliatory language" employed by the President
and praised Palmerston for exerting "a most salutary influence in moderating, and perhaps in wholly rectifying, the
course of the President's Government. . . . "

Fox further

suggested that Jackson's neutral course was designed to
avoid a splitting "of what may be called the balance of
power between the Northern and Southern States—the slave
and

the free States."

The British minister concluded by

reiterating his own opinion that the Texas insurgents would
36j
^Palmerston to Fox, 15 November 1836, F.O. 5/307.
37,The message is discussed in chapter one.
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triumph with or without foreign assistance:

"I believe

that the same spirit, valour, and sagacity, of the remarkable men . . . will in the end prevail over all the
op

superiority of numbers of the Mexicans."
Palmerston expressed great satisfaction upon read39
ing Jackson's speech.
Perhaps now, if the United States
would indeed remain neutral, there would be less reason
for the British government to concern itself further with
Mexico's civil war.

However, the Foreign Office received

from Pakenham on 14 February 1837 correspondence that
furnished Palmerston with further reason to doubt the
sincerity of the United States' professed neutrality.
The British agent reported that Powhatan Ellis, an agent
of the United States government sent to Mexico to press
claims owed American citizens, had demanded his passports,
citing the lack of cooperation by the Mexicans as his reason for departing.

Pakenham, however, maintained that

Ellis was not influenced so much by a sincere desire to
obtain redress for the grievances of his countrymen as by
a desire "to push matters to an extremity between the two
countries, . . . thus . . . adding to the embarrassments
of the Government to favor the cause of the Separation of

"^^Fox to Palmerston, 28 December 1836, F.O. 5/307.
39
Palmerston to Fox, 3 February 1836, Broadlands
Papers: Palmerston Mss (B.M. Add. 48495).
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Texas."

The ambassador also emphasized his belief that

California would break away from Mexico if the Texans
. n 40
were successful.
Amidst this influx of information, on 9 March 1837
Palmerston was once again called upon to defend his "wait
and see" Texas policy before the House of Commons. On
this occasion. Barlow Hoy reiterated his fears that Texas
would join the American Union and argued that "the interference of the English government was called for." 41
Daniel O'Connell seconded Hoy's demand for action, pointing out the British had the opportunity "to check the
progress of one of the greatest evils the human mind could
contemplate—namely, the addition of eight or nine slavery
42
states."

Palmerston acknowledged that impending annexa-

tion of Texas by the United States would indeed be a serious matter, but averred that there had been nothing in the
conduct of the government of the United States toward Texas
"which was not consistent with the most scrupulous feelings
of honour and delicacy towards other powers."

He cited

Jackson's 21 December 1836 message as evidence that the
Pakenham to Palmerston, 14 February 1837, F.O.
50/105.
Hansard, Parliamentary Debate, 3rd Series,
XXXVII, 192-193 (9 March 1837).
^^Ibid., 198-199.
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United States was striving to maintain neutrality .^"^
Information pertaining to Texas continued to
arrive sporadically at the Foreign Office.

In late March,

Palmerston received a report from Henry Fox narrating
Mexican President Santa Anna's activities in the United
States after being released by his Texas captors. Fox
reported that Secretary of State Forsyth had disclosed to
him that Santa Anna had expressed a desire to "transfer"
the province of Texas to the United States "by sale or
negotiation."

The Mexican, the ambassador related, had

explained to Forsyth that such a transfer would be the
only honorable solution for Mexico to a very difficult
problem.

Fox recited further that the Secretary of State

had told the Mexican that the United States was not inter44
ested in such an arrangement.
While this report from
Fox indicated that the United States was indeed maintaining a neutral course, subsequent correspondence gave reason
for the Foreign Minister once again to doubt American sincerity regarding the Texas matter.
In April of 1837, Fox informed Palmerston of the
United States' recognition of the independence of Texas.
However, the British envoy did not interpret this action

Ibid., 195-196. It is interesting to note that,
unknown to Palmerston, the United States had extended
recognition to Texas on 4 March.
Fox to F

T.erston, 12 February 1837, F.O. 5/314.

63
as being a step in a master plan to annex Texas; instead,
for some unknown reason, he described the move as a defensive act by a group of American Congressmen who were very
much against annexation, disclosing that many of the politicians who "followed more moderate counsels with reference
to the Texian question" had voted in favor of acknowledging
the Republic's independence "as a method of warding off,
for a longer time, the much more serious question of the
45
incorporation of that country with the United States."
Palmerston's immediate reaction to the United
States' recognition of Texas is unknown; he failed to mention the subject in instructions to his diplomatic agents
and did not discuss it in any known personal correspondence.

However, the long range path chosen by the for-

eign secretary indicated neither ire nor approval.

Instead,

Palmerston did not vary from his "watchful waiting" stance
and seemed simply to ignore that any change had occurred
in what he continually characterized as the Mexican civil
war.

And to Britain, no significant change had occurred.

There existed in Palmerston's mind no good reason to extend recognition to Texas and no good reason to help Mexico

^^Fox to Palmerston, 12 March 1837, F.O. 5/314.
^^A search in Palmerston's correspondence to Fox,
Pakenham, Villiers and other correspondents uncovered no
mention of Texas within three months of the reception of
Fox's letter informing him of the recognition by the
United States.
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reconquer Texas.

If the Prime Minister's guiding prin-

ciple were indeed the furtherance of British interests,
no reason existed which demanded action unless he was
truly convinced that the United States intended to annex
Texas and thereby attain a strategic and commercial advantage over Britain.47 For the time being at least,
Palmerston did nothing.
While the Foreign Minister was apparently unruffled
by the recognition of Texas, on 14 June 18 37 he received
a report from a man who was, Richard Pakenham.

Pakenham,-

reversing his stand that Mexico could never retake Texas,
claimed that Texas had in no way demonstrated de facto
independence, and averred that the United States was
"being influenced by unworthy and interested motives"
when she extended recognition.

He acceded that "the

Mexicans have . . . been singularly dilatory in their
movements, as far as relates to Military Operations,"
but declared that the Mexicans were diligently preparing
"to make another attempt to reestablish their authority
in that Province."

The envoy also included a copy of a

note from Jose^Monasterio, Secretary of Foreign Affairs
for Mexico, to the Secretary of State of the United States,

The London Times maintained that Jackson's
recognition proclamation was not the will of the American
people: "If this procedure had been anticipated, a violent and probably successful opposition . . . would have
been made. . . . " London Times, 17 April 1837.
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protesting the recognition of Texas and reaffirming Mexico's
intention to reconquer her rebelling province.^^
Yet Palmerston still refused to display any concern.
In his first dispatch to Pakenham after receiving the
envoy's 3 April 1837 dispatch, the Foreign Minister did
not even mention the situation in Texas.

Instead, he

ordered Pakenham to inform Monasterio that Britain might
have to employ force "to procure justice" if Mexico did
not resurae the payments of debts owed to British citizens. 49
On 26 July 1837, Baron Ashburnham, a subordinate
of Pakenham who had become the ranking British diplomat in
Mexico while Pakenham temporarily returned to England, dispatched a report to Lord Palmerston revealing his position
on the current Texas-Mexico crisis.50 The envoy intimated
his feeling that Mexico would fail in any attempt to reconquer Texas, "and in its failure hasten the defection of
other States."

He further asserted that her "delusive hope

of recovering Texas" would only bankrupt Mexico further so
she could not pay her debts. Ashburnham suggested that it
would be best for Mexico to utilize any army she possessed

"^Sakenham to Palmerston, 3 April 1837, F.O. 50/106.
"^^Palmerston to Pakenham, 16 May 1837, F.O. 50/104.
^^This was not the first note from Ashburnham to
Palmerston. Earlier letters had discussed Mexican domestic
problems but had made no mention of Texas. Ashburnham to
Palmerston, 1 May 1837, F.O. 50/106; 29 June 1837, F.O.
50/107.
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to strengthen her hold on her other provinces and dispense
with the reinvasion of Texas.

He further advocated that

"some arrangement . . . be made between the 'de facto'
Independent Republic of Texas and Mexico" to create a satisfactory atmosphere in which both countries could exist.
The approach taken by Ashburnham was a realistic answer to
Mexico's problem.

However, as would become evident in the

late 1830s and early 1840s, Mexican pride could not accept
52
such a less-than-honorable solution.
As information from Ashburnham, Fox and Pakenham
began to accumulate in the Foreign Office, Palmerston received his most comprehensive reports on conditions in
Texas from Joseph T. Crawford, a British Vice Consul stationed in Mexico.

On 21 January 1837, Crawford was in-

formed that he had been selected to visit and report on
"Matamoros and the country to the Northward" in compliance
53
with Palmerston's 2 7 August 1836 instructions.
Crawford
proceeded to Matamoros where he filed his initial report on
4 April 1837. After viewing the Mexican army garrisoned
there, he opined that Mexico would not be able to regain
control of her rebelling province.

He noted that the

^"'"Ashburnham to Palmerston, 26 July 1837, F.O.
50/107.
^^In 1839 Palmerston advocated a policy much like
the one suggested by Ashburnham.
^^O'Gorman to Crawford, 21 January 1837, F.O.
50/110.

67
Mexican army, numbering approximately seven thousand, was
"in the best state of discipline," but observed that the
officers were extremely pessimistic.

Crawford confided

that the officers "have expressed to me the hopelessness
of the struggle unless conducted upon a system which would
take time and much money."

The plan that the Mexican offi-

cers favored entailed advancing to the Nueces, erecting
defences and collecting the necessary stores, then repeating the process to the Colorado and then to the Brazos.
The general concensus, Crawford recited, held that with
any other invasion plan, "the army would be destroyed by
want and the Enemy's Guerrillas, without one battle in the
open field."

He further commented that the lack of funds

and resources made a systematic invasion virtually impossible.54
In concluding his report from Matamoros, the Briton
related that he would journey to Houston and begin his
inspection of Texas. He apparently knew little of the
Republic or her inhabitants at this time, commenting only
that he had heard that "the people in Texas are . . . the
most extraordinary multitude of lawless adventurers that
it is possible to imagine, determined to support their
54Crawford to Pakenham, 4 April 1837, F.O. 50/106.
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Independence of Mexico." 55
Crawford arrived in Texas on 12 April and was received by President Houston.

Houston had been forewarned

of his mission by Texas agents in New Orleans and was prepared to present the Republic in the best possible light.^^
While in Texas, the Briton spent much time in the company
of such men as Ashbel Smith, Peter Grayson and James
Pinckney Henderson, men who were sure to do everything
within their power to convert him to their Republic's
cause.57
Crawford submitted two reports to the Foreign
58
Office in June 1837.
In his first report, the British
55
Ibid. Crawford addressed his report to Pakenham,
but Pakenham had left Mexico to return to England on temporary leave. Ashburnham, Pakenham's lieutenant, forwarded
the report to Palmerston on 1 May 1837, and it was received
by the Foreign Office on 19 June.
Texas officials knew of Crawford's mission far
in advance. As early as March 1837, Thomas Toby wrote
Sam Houston from New Orleans that Palmerston was sending
Crawford to visit Texas to gather information on the condition of the Republic. Toby to Houston, 17 March 1837,
Andrew Jackson Houston Collection; in May 1837, the Telegraph and Texas Register declared: "On the morning of the
12th ult. Mr. Crawford arrived at Columbia. . . . The object of this gentleman's visit to Texas is, we understand,
to investigate the civil and political condition of the
country and report to the British government." Telegraph
and Texas Register, 2 May 1837.
^^Crawford to Houston, 13 May 1837; 7 June 1837;
Andrew Jackson Houston Collection.
The two reports are dated 13 May and 2 6 May but
were dispatched together to London on 5 June. Crawford to
John Backhouse, 5 June 1837, British Correspondence, 4.
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agent forwarded geographic and economic information,
including latitudinal and longitudinal listings for the
major Texas ports, and comments concerning the ability of
vessels to utilize these harbors.

59

He also estimated

that Texan commerce amounted to 4,000 tons a month, and
added that the trade would increase rapidly as the population continued to grow.

With regard to immigration, the

investigator noted that in one week's time in Houston, he
witnessed the arrival of twenty ships, all from the United
States and all with a full complement of passengers.

Craw-

ford concluded by emphasizing what Henderson would later
use as his chief selling point:

"An advantageous Barter

trade can be established with other countries who will
supply manufactures and take cotton and other produce in
return.

1.60
Crawford's second report was written at the con-

clusion of his journey through Texas.

In this lengthy

document, he declared that in the month he had spent in
Texas, he had seen very little that did not favorably impress him.

The British agent related that "all elections

are popular" and recently enacted laws were being rigidly
administered.

Concerning the Texas army, Crawford reported

59
For example, in regard to Aransas, Crawford
stated, "Vessels drawing 8 ft. Water may enter here."
^^Crawford to 0'Gorman, 13 May 1837, British
Correspondence, 10.
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that it was well-disciplined and possessed good morale.
He further asserted that it would be impossible for Mexico
to reestablish her authority in Texas, maintaining that
the population of Texas is too great now, their
confidence . . . is so great . . . compared with
the harrassed and ill paid Mexican Soldiery, that
I may be warranted in concluding that Texas has
conquered or will ultimately conquer her Independence of Mexico.61
Crawford commented on several other issues pertinent to Anglo-Texan relations.

In discussing the attitude

of the Texas citizenry toward annexation to the United
States, he acknowledged that the previous reports that
the vast majority of Texans did favor annexation were true,
but now the majority favored remaining free and independent.
Crawford also mentioned the financial situation of the
Republic's government, declaring that it was "in the worst
possible state."
Aside from the brief mention of Texas' fiscal problems, there was but one other area upon which Crawford reported unfavorably—slavery.

He began his discourse of

this many-faceted issue by affirming that slavery was indeed legal in Texas, but pointed out that the number of
slaves was small and that those there were exceedingly well
treated.

However, the Briton added that slave importation

^•^Ibid., 10-12.
^^Ibid., 12-13.
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from the United States was rapidly increasing and predicted that "within twelve months, the slave population
of Texas will probably be doubled unless some remedy be
applied to prevent it."

Worst of all, Crawford disclosed,

was the fact that although slave importation was prohibited
from anywhere except the United States, he was positive
that slaves were still being imported from other places,
most notably Cuba.

However, he was quick to point out

that this illicit slave trade was not, in hiw view, due
to a lack of effort in law enforcement on the part of the
Texas government, asserting that the Texas officials were
doing all they could to prevent it. Crawford ended his
dissertation on slavery in Texas on another positive note,
expressing his belief that slavery could be abolished in
Texas "by Treaty with some influential Nation, before the
evil has grown greater."

6o

In concluding his reports, the British investigator summarized what he considered to be the two prime
considerations—Texas commerce and the ability of Texas
to maintain her independence:

Ibid., 16; in May of 1837, President Houston
acknowledged to the world the inability of the Texas government to end traffic in slaves. Houston to Congress,
5 May 1837, published in Telegraph and Texas Register,
9 May 1837; see also, Austin to Wharton, 16 December 1836,
TDC, I, 155-156.
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Upon the whole, Texas at present offers perfect
Security of persons and property, a large field
is opening there for the consumpt[ion] of our
manufactures of every kind. Their Laws and Language are like our own and unless Mexico receives
assistance . . . that Territory will never be subject to her Controul.64
With the possible exception of the discourse on
65
slavery,
Crawford's report painted a very pro-Texan
canvas.

The British agent's emphasis on the commercial
64

Ibid., 15-16; Crawford was not the tight-lipped
type of spy. Although he took precautions to convince his
superiors that he was silently accomplishing his investigation (Crawford to Pakenham, 2 6 May 18 37, British Correspondence , 9 ) , other evidence refutes this. For example,
see Crawford to Houston, 13 May 1837, Andrew Jackson Houston Collection; James Morgan to Samuel Swarthout, 3 May
1837, Col. James Morgan Papers, Rosenberg Library, Galveston, Texas; in A. T. Burnley to Nicholas Biddle, 28 July
1837, Albert T. Burnley Papers, Texas State Archives, Austin, Texas, Burnley stated that Crawford informed him that
British recognition of Texas independence was very near:
"England [is] not in the habit of being behind hand in
acknowledging the independence of free countries." Henderson was still in Texas throughout Crawford's mission and
acknowledged that he was aware of Crawford and his mission
(Henderson to Irion, 14 October 1837, TDC, III, 820) .
While it is improbable that Henderson knew the specific
details of Crawford's report, he undoubtedly knew its
recommendations. In correspondence with Houston (Crawford
to Houston, 7 June 1837, Andrew Jackson Houston Collection)
Crawford informed Houston of the basic contents of his report to the British Foreign Office, including the portion
concerning slavery in Texas. Crawford concluded the letter
by asking Houston to relay his regards to Henderson and
others.
fi 5

It was possible that Crawford's description of
slavery in Texas could work to the Republic's advantage.
His suggestion that Texas could be induced to abolish
slavery "by Treaty with some influencial Nation" might
prompt British recognition in order to negotiate such
a treaty.
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possibilities of Texas would complement the Texans' pleas
on the subject of recognition perfectly.

Perhaps more

importantly, while Palmerston could easily dismiss any
claims by the official Texas spokesmen as "boosterism,"
Crawford's findings would have to be given credence.
The Foreign Minister might now have some first
hand information on which to base decisions affecting the
British stance toward Texas, yet he certainly did not have
totally accurate information.

Crawford was correct in his

disclosures of the severity of the financial situation in
the Republic but was misinformed concerning the state of
discipline and morale in the army and incorrect in asserting that the majority of the Texans desired to remain independent and not be annexed to the United States. Furthermore, his belief that the Texans would allow slavery to be
abolished "by Treaty with some influencial Nation" would
prove to be completely unfounded.

In all probability,

Crawford based his judgments of these matters on interviews
with the more affluent citizens of the Republic, men such
as Houston, Henderson, Irion, and Grayson who presented
their statements in the way best calculated to advance the
interests of Texas.

Thus, it is highly unlikely that Craw66
ford received an accurate picture of conditions in Texas.
66
For an accurate picture of conditions m Texas
during the period, see Andrew Muir, ed., Texas in 1837
(Austin: University of Texas Press, 1958); Siegel, A
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Crawford, Pakenham, Ashburnham, and Fox—it was
from these four British agents that Lord Palmerston obtained the majority of his information on the Mexican
civil war.

All four informants agreed on one vital issue—

Mexico could not reestablish her sovereignty in Texas.
However, on other issues about which these Britons knew
there would be vital concern, the men were not in total
agreement.

While none of the four denied that slavery

and the slave-trade were active in Texas, Pakenham
asserted that they both existed with the blessing of the
Texan government, while Crawford reported that the Texas
officials were trying to halt the illicit slave-trade and
suggested that perhaps Texas could even be induced to
abolish slavery.

There was also significant disagreement

Political History of the Texas Republic, 38-81 passim;
Connor, Adventure in Glory, 16-65; Joseph M. Nance, After
San Jacinto: The Texas-Mexican Frontier, 1836-1841 (Austin
University of Texas Press, 1963), 39-75 passim; for an excellent account of the social and economic activities
throughout the Republic period, see William R. Hogan, The
Texas Republic: A Social and Economic History (Norman,
Oklahoma: University of Oklahoma Press, 1946); Ashburnham,
Crawford's superior, indicated his concurrence with the
report in correspondence to Palmerston on 26 July 1837,
stating: "The account though more flattering to its internal tranquility and Government than could have been
anticipated is likely to be correct." Ashburnham to
Palmerston, 26 July 1837, F.O. 50/107; Palmerston extended
his gratitude to Crawford for performing the inspection,
F.O. to Parkinson, 31 August 1837, F.O. 50/109; it is also
interesting to note that in February 18 38, Crawford volunteered to become the British consul in Texas if one should
be needed. He even suggested a salary—El,500. No reply
to Crawford's suggestion is found in the Foreign Office
records. Crawford to F.O., 10 February 1838, 50/119.
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concerning the role of the United States in the rebellion.
Fox opined that she had done her best to remain neutral,
while Pakenham vehemently accused the United States of
plotting to steal Texas through annexation.

Crawford, on

the other hand, had asserted his belief that the United
States had remained neutral and claimed that the Texans
generally did not desire annexation, but rather looked
forward to an existence as an independent Republic.
The monetary aspects of the situation had certainly
not been ignored.

Crawford emphasized the abundance of

natural resources, most notably cotton, which Texas could
supply, and proposed that Texas could also function as a
market for British products.

Pakenham, however, preferred

to stress the fact that the civil war had completely impaired Mexico's ability to repay debts owed to British
citizens and suggested that the quicker Texas was subdued,
the quicker British citizens could be repaid.

If much of

the information in the hands of the British government
from its official representatives was somewhat negative
in tone, that from unofficial observers and commentators
was strongly so.

The public presses of Britain were

largely anti-Texan.

Although the newspapers had little

to print concerning the civil war in 1836 and early 1837,
what they did print was generally to the Republic's
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detriment.
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However, by October 1837, the month of Texas

agent James Pinckney Henderson's arrival, virtually every
paper in London was arguing the case against Texas.

As

the London Morning Gazette editorialized:
If Great Britain and France would refuse to recognize the independence of Texas until she had abolished slavery within her territories, they would do
more for the cause of humanity than all the crowned
heads of Europe have done it during a century.^^
The London Spectator of 14 October also utilized
the slavery theme in casting a shadow on Texas by referring
to the disposition of the annexation request in Congress
fi 7

For comments on Texas during this period, see
London Times, 7 January 1836; 29 January 1836; 9 September
1836; 16 January 1837; 19 January 1837; 8 February 1837;
17 April 1837; also, see Spence, "British Interests and
Attitudes Regarding the Republic of Texas," 5-7, for
references regarding comments in the London Patriot, Manchester Guardian, and The Scotsman or, Edinburgh Political
and Literary Journal; it is interesting to note that British publications rarely discussed the Texas-Mexico conflict
Surveys of Foreign Quarterly Review, British and Foreign
Review, Dublin Review, Frazer' s Magazine, Blackwood's
Magazine and the Shepherd turned up no articles or editorials on Texas from 1836 through 1839. These same magazines, however, contained articles on other matters of
foreign affairs—the civil war in Spain, conditions in
Canada, activities in the United States, and policies of
France and the Austrian Empire. Only the Quarterly Review
presented information on Texas in the form of synopsis of
three books on Texas. The three books are: Mary Austin
Holley, Texas (Lexington, Kentucky, 1836); A. A. Parker,
Trip to the West and Texas, with a. Brief Sketch of the
Texian War (Concord, New Hampshire, 1836); William E.
Channing, A Letter to the Hon. Henry Clay on the Annexation of Texas to the United States (Boston, 1837);
Quarterly Review, CXXII (April, 1838), 326-362.
ft 8

London Morning Gazette, 7 November 1837.
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as a decision "whether [to] give a prodigious stimulus to
the internal slave-trade by providing a new and extensive
market for Negroes."

The editorial concluded by urging

that Britain do nothing to encourage Texas as long as she
69
advocated slavery.
The London Patriot further condemned
the existence of slavery in the Republic by disclosing that
70
"trading in slaves is all the rage in Texas."
The London Times, the most respected of the British
newspapers, devoted an editorial to the Texas question in
November 1837.

Entitled "Texas and Slavery," the editorial

was extremely unfavorable to the young Republic.

Asserting

that "the question, above all, for England, is that of
slavery," the newspaper maintained that
the Annexation of Texas to the United States,
. . . , is neither more nor less that the extension and perpetuation of negro slavery. The independence of Texas amounts to the same thing.
Can Great Britain be a party consenting to one or
the other of these propositions?
The Times further acknowledged its belief that Texas "has
already become a slave market upon an extensive scale, and
unless measures be adopted of the most decisive and uncompromising nature, she will become the very nursery of
slavery."

The editorial concluded just short of demanding

that the British assist Mexico in reestablishing her

London Spectator, 14 October 1837.
70
London Patriot, 23 October 1837.
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sovereignty m

her rebellious province. 71

Not all of the presses that condemned Texas limited
themselves to editorials on slavery.

For example, the

8 November 1837 edition of the London Morning Post was extremely critical of the conduct of the Republic's vessels
in the Gulf of Mexico, referring to them as "piratical
vessels [which] continue to obstruct shipping and com72
merce. . . . "
The London Morning Herald took still a
different approach, quoting an unidentified source as revealing that in the United States "there has been a disposition to agitate on the subject on Canada, . . . , with
a view to the ultimate annexation of a northern territory
as an offset to Texas."
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Thus, although the emotional

issue of slavery was the main cause of damnation for the
Republic, there were other issues which were used against
her.
Not all of the literature available to Palmerston
and the British public was unfavorable to Texas, however.
For example, the London Weekly Chronicle ignored the
slavery issue and instead praised the Texans as "the
hardiest spirits of a hardy race—the very flower of
71
London Times, 27 November 18 37.
"^London Morning Post, 8 November 1837.
^\ondon Morning Herald, 10 October 1837.
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Kentucky, Ohio and Louisiana."
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Two pamphlets which

espoused the Texan point of view were also in print in
1837.

Texas, An English Question ignored the slavery issue

and pointed out the numerous advantages Britain would gain
by recognizing the independence of Texas.

The pamphlet

primarily emphasized commercial aspects and concluded by
warning that if England and Europe refused her application
for recognition, Texas would probably allow herself to
75
become annexed to the United States.
The other pamphlet, entitled Essays on Texas, was
sent to Palmerston from an unknown source in 1837.

Essays

on Texas presented the Republic in favorable terms and,
like Texas^An English Question, emphasized the economic
benefits that Britain would derive by extending recognition to Texas.

Unlike Texas, An English Question, however,

this pamphlet met the question of slavery head-on, asserting that the existence of slavery would be of great benefit
to the Republic and help make her "the paramount . . .
76
community in America."
Whether either of these had an
impact on Palmerston is unknown.

^^London Weekly Chronicle, 22 October 1837.
^ Texas, An English Question (London, 1837) ,
quoted in Spence, "British Interests and Attitudes regarding the Republic of Texas," 138.
^^Hancock, Essays on Texas (New York:
McGowran, 1837), 13.

Thomas W.
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Although the presses were predominantly against
Texas, editorial opinion was just one of several factors
that had to be considered by the Foreign Minister in conducting a policy regarding the civil war in Mexico.

The

information from his agents in North America, pressure
from members of Parliament, petitions from British citizens,
the emotional reaction of British anti-slavers—all of
these factors also had to be reconciled.

More importantly,

it was impossible for Palmerston to isolate the Texas issue
from the whole of British foreign policy; Mexico and Texas
could not be viewed without drawing the United States into
the picture.

The situation was indeed complicated for the

Foreign Minister . . . or was it?
On 9 October 1837, the very day Henderson entered
London to present his government's case for recognition.
Lord Palmerston penned a letter to fellow cabinet member
Thomas Spring-Rice in which he commented on the Texas
issue.

He admitted that "Mexico will not reconquer Texas"

but declared:
We must see whether the band of outlaws who
occupy Texas will be able to constitute themselves into such a community as it would be
decent for us to make a treaty with. At all
events it would not do for us to make a Treaty
with a self-nominated State, till events had
proved that such a State could permanently
maintain its independence.
He continued:
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Perhaps when the Texians no longer fear Mexico,
their wish for Admission into the Northern Union
may diminish. That Admission would be objected to
by the Northern States who are not slave holders,
and by the cotton growers of the Southern States
as well. The latter Parties would view with much
jealousy the superior fertility of the Texas soil,
& would fear that if that soil were brought into
full cultivation the price of Cotton would be
lowered by the increased production of it, & that
they should not make proper interest upon the
capital they have invested in their own cotton
lands.
To us perhaps it does not very much signify
what becomes of Texas, though in a Political View
it would be better that Texas should not be incorporated with the Union, commercially it would make
little difference. But we may be pretty sure that
if it should suit the two States to unite, their
union would not be prevented by a Commercial Treaty
between us and Texas.
Palmerston concluded by stating:

"We cannot pretend to

exert much influence on the destiny of Texas; & have little
77
to do, but to watch the course of events."
This letter provides a good insight into the Foreign Minister's opinions regarding the Texas-Mexico struggle.

He asserted his belief that Mexico would not be able

to reestablish her dominion in Texas but he still desired
proof that Texas would remain independent.

Palmerston was

apparently referring to Texas' annexation request which
still lay before the United States government.

Although

he expressed his hope that the Texans would no longer
desire a union with the United States as they became more

^'^Palmerston to Spring-Rice, 9 October 1837,
Broadland Papers: Palmerston Mss. (B.M. Add. 48505).
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assured of their ability to protect themselves from Mexico,
Palmerston primarily based his belief that annexation was
not forthcoming on his knowledge of the domestic situation
in the United States.

The Foreign Minister correctly dis-

cerned that the Northern states would fight the annexation
to prevent the Southern slave states from increasing their
power, but he was incorrect in assuming that the slave
states would willingly sacrifice an increase in political
leverage rather than allow the addition of competitive
cotton acreage.

However, Palmerston was accurate in his

basic assumption that annexation was not imminent.
The Foreign Minister's conviction that his government "cannot pretend to exert much influence on the destiny
of Texas" and has "little to do, but to watch the course
of events" perhaps explains the infrequency of his instructions concerning the civil war to his agents in North
America.

With the United States remaining neutral,

Palmerston could see little reason for Britain to concern
herself with the rebellion.

He realized that any overt

attempt by his government to favor Mexico would solicit
a harsh reaction from the United States, possibly in the
form of assistance to Canadian rebels. Furthermore,
Palmerston knew that favoring Texas, even through recognition, would greatly impair Anglo-Mexican relations.
Thus, the Briton had elected to maintain his neutral
course because he could foresee no benefit in favoring
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one side against the other.

Therefore, unless either

Mexico or Texas could convince Lord Palmerston that his
support of their position could significantly enhance
British interests, his assistance would not be forthcoming.

Mexico had already attempted to enlist Britain's

aid in the struggle but had failed; now it was Texas'
turn.

CHAPTER III
BRITAIN:

THE INITIAL MEETING

On 9 October 1837, James Pinckney Henderson arrived in London, anxious to obtain British acknowledgment
of his Republic's independence.

The young Texan was con-

fident of success; he realized that there were questions
concerning slavery, annexation to the United States, and
the ability of Texas to remain independent from Mexico
that would require explanations, but he was certain that
he could satisfy the British on these matters and convince
them that the Republic of Texas had earned the right to be
accorded recognition.

Thus, on 11 October, Henderson dis-

patched a note to Foreign Minister Palmerston, addressing
himself as "Agent of the Republic of Texas" and requesting
the honor of paying his respects and delivering his credentials.

With the note were included copies of the Texas

Constitution, Declaration of Independence and several acts
of Congress pertinent to the organization of the Judiciary.
Palmerston, in what would become a rare display of

•'"Henderson to Palmerston, 11 October 1837, TDC,
III, 812.
84

85
promptness on Texas matters, replied on the following day
and informed Henderson that he would grant him an interview on the thirteenth. 2
The Texan's initial conference with Lord Palmerston
typified the cat-and-mouse kind of discussions which TexanBritish relations were to follow.

During this two hour

meeting, Henderson continually pressed for some type of
verbal commitment from the Foreign Minister in regard to
recognition of Texas independence, but the Briton, according
to Henderson's report of the meeting, deftly sidestepped
the Texan's maneuverings and remained noncommital.

In this

first audience with Palmerston surfaced virtually all of
the stumbling blocks that the Texas agent would encounter.
It is important to note that the only accounts of this
meeting, as well as most others, are found in Henderson's
official and private correspondence to friends and superiors

in Texas. While the Texan does not appear to glo-

rify his actions, it is nevertheless highly unlikely he
would report any blunders or embarrassments.
After Henderson formally presented his credentials
at the Foreign Office, the Foreign Minister engaged him in
a general conversation concerning his voyage to London.
The friendly preliminaries did not last long, however;

^Palmerston to Henderson, 12 October 1837, TDC,
III, 812.
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the Texan was quick to inform Palmerston that the immediate objective of his mission to Britain was to procure
recognition of the independence of Texas.

To accomplish

this goal, Henderson related that he was prepared to
satisfy the British government that the Republic of Texas
was fully capable of maintaining her independence and of
performing all the duties required of an independent power
The Foreign Minister listened intently but did not commit
himself.

His only reply to Henderson's opening statement

was that the matter of the recognition of Texas was indeed
important and would require the consideration and action
3
of the whole cabinet.
Palmerston, Henderson reported, began his formal
presentation by posing a problem which he anticipated in
regard to recognition—the existence of treaties between
England and Mexico.

The Texas agent responded that he was

aware of commercial treaties between the two countries,
but was unaware that those treaties contained any clause
which would prohibit England from recognizing Texan independence if she were satisfied that Mexican authority no
longer existed in Texas.

Henderson further asserted that

Mexico herself had benefited from British acknowledgment
of her independence following her revolt from Spain.

He

^Henderson to Irion, 14 October 1837, TDC, III,
812-813.
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concluded by declaring that there was no rule of international law which could force England to deny herself
the opportunity of extending her commerce to Texas just
because a friendly commercial treaty existed between her
and Mexico.
Lord Palmerston, according to the Texan, acknowledged the truth in Henderson's statements, agreeing that
indeed Mexico had claimed and benefited from English application of international law.

The Foreign Minister further

observed that in regard to the recognition of Mexico,
Britain had been obligated "very much by the same rules
in such cases as the United States had adopted."

The

Texan immediately saw a chance to strike a blow for the
Republic's case for recognition.

Implying that there was

no difference in the positions of Mexico in 1825 and Texas
in 1837, he declared that the United States had surveyed
the situation in Texas and had seen fit to apply international law and recognize the Republic's independence.
Why, then, asked Henderson, should not Britain recognize
the Republic?

Lord Palmerston, apparently unwilling to

commit himself or to allow himself to be maneuvered by
the young diplomat, remarked that he was unaware that the
United States had formally acknowledged Texan independence
Henderson assured him that it was fact and informed him

^Ibid., 813.
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that the Texas Minister to the United States had been
formally received at Washington.
The Texan was unsure if the Foreign Minister had
feigned ignorance of American recognition or was actually
uninformed of the fact, but a dispatch from the British
Ambassador in Washington to the British Foreign Office
had reported the event.

Palmerston was apparently

attempting to avoid placing the Texas issue strictly on
a basis of international law, for if he admitted that
Texas had indeed established her independence and organized a competent government, he would be bound to extend
recognition.

Thus, in order to preserve his alternatives,

the Briton desired to remain noncommital.
Whatever his reasons for pretending to be unaware
of American recognition, Palmerston was quick to change
the subject to the geographical particulars of Texas.

He

requested and received information on the extent of Texan
territory, the nature of her rivers and the location and
conditions of her harbors.

The Foreign Minister then

questioned Henderson about the inhabitants in the Republic
Henderson replied that the population was approximately
120,000 to 125,000, with immigrants arriving daily.

He

^Ibid., 813-814.
^Fox to Palmerston, 12 March 1837, F.O. 5/314;
British newspapers also ran the story. See, London Times,
17 April 1837.
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characterized his fellow Texans as "generally young and
enterprizing men, mostly able to bear arms. . . ."^
Henderson's exaggerated figures were meant to present the facade of a large and growing Texas market for
British goods. While the population, and hence the market,
was increasing, it was still probably less than one-half
o

of the total he quoted.

The expanded population figures

were also intended to suggest a better defence capability
in case of a Mexican invasion.
Lord Palmerston next initiated a discussion on an
issue that would haunt the Texas agent throughout his mission to secure British recognition—the application Texas
9
had made to be admitted to the United States.
This was
a very difficult subject for Henderson, for he had to find
a method to try to make it appear that what Texas was

"^Henderson to Irion, 14 October 1837, TDC, III,
814.
p

There is no competent estimation of the AngloAmerican population of Texas in late 1837 or early 1838;
Connor, Adventure in Glory, 22, cites Morfit's estimate
of 30,000; Nance, After San Jacinto, 29, believes that
the 1836 population was a little less than 40,000; Siegal,
A Political History of the Republic of Texas, 39, estimates
the 1836 population approximately at 30,000; Hogan, The
Republic of Texas, 10, cites a 1847 census that placed the
Texas population at 142,000 of which 39,000 were black.
It appears obvious that the population of Texas at the
time of Henderson's interview with Palmerston was at best
only half of the 120,000-125,000 figure he stated.
^Henderson to Irion, 14 October 1837, TDC, III,
814.
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requesting from the United States, she really did not want.
If the Texan could not convince Palmerston that there was
absolutely no chance that Texas would be annexed, there
would be little, if any, chance that Britain would acknowledge the Republic's independence.
Henderson's explanation concerning the annexation
issue was intended to put Palmerston at ease. He explained
to the Foreign Minister that Texas was not in the process
of attempting to negotiate annexation.

The Texan readily

admitted that the people of Texas had panicked shortly
after Santa Anna's invasion and had sought annexation in
hopes of obtaining American protection, but the President
of the United States had balked and refused to support any
annexation measure.

Henderson implied that the President's

hesitation was fortunate because it allowed the Texans
time to regain their composure and assess their strength.
Once it became evident that they could defend themselves
and did not require protection from the United States, the
people of Texas began to realize the advantages they would
retain as an independent nation which they would not enjoy
if Texas became a part of the Union.

For example, Hender-

son maintained that by remaining free from the United
States, Texans "would not be subject to be agitated by the
local jealousies and struggle for political ascendancy
between the North and South. . . . "

Economically, Texas

would also be better off as an independent nation, for if
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she became a meiriber of the Union, the operation of the
American protective tariff would work to the detriment
of Texas'agricultural economy.

Thus, continued Henderson,

the Texans realized that their republic should remain
independent because "it would be greatly to her interest
to be able to open her ports to every nation, and invite
the manufacturies of every country to equal competition
in our markets . . . "

and not be encumbered by a protec-

tive tariff.
Carrying the economic argument a step further,
Henderson described the economic assets that Texas enjoyed.
For example, he declared that his nation possessed more
cotton land than could be found in the entire United States,
and predicted that within twenty years Texas would be producing more cotton, and of a finer staple, than would be
the United States.

Furthermore, the Texan acknowledged

that Texas "never could be a manufacturing nor a commercial people, at least so far as the carrying trade was
concerned.""'"''"

Henderson thus implied that a great oppor-

tunity was being presented to British manufacturers and
merchants with regard to obtaining the Republic's trade;
the simple act of recognition would secure it all.

The

Texan's appeal to British economic interest was obviously

"^^Ibid., 814-815.
•'••'•Ibid., 815.
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his trump card; the British were ever on the alert for new
markets for their manufactured goods and new sources of
^ • -, 12
raw materials.
At this point in the interview, the Texas diplomat
undoubtedly was well-satisfied with the course of the discussion.

However, the British Foreign Minister next

broached the issue that Henderson most feared—the existence of slavery m Texas.13 The method utilized by
Palmerston in initiating the discussion was truly extraordinary. As the Texan related:

"[Palmerston] then observed

rather archly that he believed we had abolished slavery."
It is inconceivable that the British diplomat could be so
uninformed on such a vital issue because the dispatches
from Crawford contained discourses on the state of slavery
in the Republic, and reports from Pakenham in Mexico also
referred to slavery in Texas.

Palmerston's pretended

ignorance was apparently a ploy by a master politician
to gain the upper hand over what he considered to be an

All Texas diplomats seemed to agree that the way
to approach Britain was through an appeal to her economic
interests. Memucan Hunt wrote: "The wisdom of England
seldom loses sight of her true interests, especially when
they relate to commerce and manufactures." Hunt to Irion,
20 September 1837, TDC, I, 262.
•'•'^It was acknowledged in Henderson's instructions
from the Secretary of State that the slavery question would
be the most embarrassing to the Republic. Irion to Henderson, 25 June 1837, TDC, III, 815.
14Crawford's reports are discussed in chapter two.
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inexperienced opponent.

Henderson refused to be flustered,

however, and replied that the Foreign Minister had received
some misinformation; slavery had not been abolished within
the boundaries of the Republic. 15
Having corrected Palmerston's supposed misconception, the Texan began a detailed explanation of the position of slavery and the slave trade in his nation.

He

launched his discourse by acknowledging that Mexico had
abolished slavery on paper throughout her dominions, but
asserted that she allowed slavery to exist and had actually
"indirectly sanctioned" the introduction of African slaves
into Texas.

Thus, when Texas revolted from Mexico, the

officers of the new Republic discovered that a significant
portion of their citizenry possessed slaves and would not
willingly manumit them; therefore, because of the immediate
need for solidarity and unity in the face of a Mexican army,
a decision was made to allow the slavery issue to remain
dormant for the moment.

However, Henderson implied that

the slavery issue would be reviewed when circumstances
al lowed. •'•^
In accordance with his instructions, the Texas
agent further related that although Texas permitted the

•'•^Henderson to Irion, 14 October 1837, TDC, III,
815.
Ibid.
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institution of slavery, she "had done away with the greatest evil which existed whilst we were under the Government
of Mexico,"

the introduction of African slaves, an evil

which Mexico allowed regardless of governmental decrees
to the contrary.

Henderson stressed the fact that the

Texas Constitution forbade the introduction of slaves from
any part of the world except the United States, and stated
that the death penalty was prescribed by law for any person
17
convicted of violating the law.
The Texan assured Lord
Palmerston that since winning her independence, no slaves
had been imported into Texas from anywhere except the
United States.

Thus, he suggested, Britain should favor

the continued independence of the Republic if she desired
an end to the African slave trade in Texas.

Henderson con-

cluded his oration on slavery by restating the sincerity of
the Republic to insure that no African slaves be introduced
into Texas.
After the Texan had completed his explanation of
the state of slavery in Texas, Palmerston remarked that
this issue would be a serious question to be considered by
the cabinet in deciding upon the Republic's application
•'"^The law, in part, stated: "Admission of Africans
or Negroes into the Republic of Texas except from the
United States of America, is forever prohibited, and declared to be piracy." Gammel, Laws of_ Texas, I, 1079.
^^Henderson to Irion, 14 October 1837, TDC, III,
815-816.
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for recognition.

He then asked Henderson if he were aware

of the debates that had taken place in Parliament concern19
ing the existence of slavery in Texas.

The Texan re-

ported that he answered in the affirmative and expressed
hope that if such debates should recur, the Foreign Minister would interject the facts of v;hich he had just been
20
informed. Palmerston replied that he would.
The Foreign Minister next remarked that he had very
recently received a complaint that a vessel belonging to
English citizens had been illegally seized off the coast
of Mexico by the Texas navy.

Henderson responded that he

had received no intelligence on the siobject from his superiors in Texas, but had read of such an occurrence.

The

Texan stated that if the vessel had indeed been captured,
he supposed that it was because it had contraband goods
on board, but assured the Foreign Minister that if upon
investigation it became evident that any injustice had
been done to British subjects, "most ample and speedy
reparation would be made."

21

Apparently willing to await further information
on this subject. Lord Palmerston changed the conversation
1Q

These debates are discussed in chapter two.
^^Henderson to Irion, 14 Octob r 1837, TD£'
816.
^•'•Ibid., 817.

^^^'
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to a discussion concerning the ability of the new Republic
to maintain her independence against Mexico.

Being a mili-

tary man, Henderson was well-prepared for this issue. He
briefly related a narrative of the battle of San Jacinto
and subsequent events, recounting how General Houston,
with only eight hundred men, had defeated a Mexican army
of over twice his strength while suffering only seven
killed and fourteen wounded.

The Texan further informed

the Foreign Minister that San Jacinto was far from unique.
In fact, in every instance of combat between Mexicans and
Texans, in open fields, woods and "in their strongest
fortifications," the Texans had always proved victorious,
although "on every occasion they had outnumbered us from
22
two to ten to one."

The Alamo, declared Henderson, was

the only possible exception, and on that occasion, 186
Texans fought off approximately five thousand Mexicans,
killing nearly thirteen hundred of them before falling
after two weeks' battle.

The Texas general also asserted

that since the capture of Santa Anna on 21 April 1836 and
the subsequent retreat of the remainder of the Mexican army
under General Filisola, there had not been a hostile Mexican within the boundaries of Texas.

Henderson concluded

his discourse on the strength of the Texans by pointing
out to Palmerston that if only eight hundred Texans could
22
Note the omission of Goliad.
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whip Mexico's best, consider what Texas could do to any
invading Mexican army with the ten thousand soldiers the
Republic could field "at any moment." 2 "^
Realizing that this question of the ability of
Texas to maintain her freedom was vital, Henderson reported that he had listed additional reasons why the
Republic was safe from reconquest and asserted his belief
that Mexico was doomed to perpetual revolution and would
never achieve the internal unity necessary to wage a campaign against Texas.

Furthermore, the Texan maintained

that because of this disorganization the Mexican government could not obtain the money and equipment necessary
for a major invasion.

For over twelve months, he revealed,

Mexico had tried to organize an invasion force at Matamoros
but had failed.24 The final reason proposed by Henderson
was that the Mexicans were very much aware that the Texans
were fierce warriors and were simply too afraid to attempt
25
a reconquest of their lost province.
Throughout the general's presentation on the
strengths of Texas and the weaknesses of Mexico, he continually referred to the Mexicans in derogatory terms,

^^Henderson to Irion, 14 October 1837, TDC, III,
817-818.
For a good account of Mexican army efforts at
Matamoros, see Hance, After San Jacinto, 10-44.
^^Henderson to Irion, 14 October 1837, TDC, III,
818-819.
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and in general displayed little respect for them, on one
occasion characterizing them as "a weak, ignorant and
degraded race."

When Palmerston remarked that the Texan's

opinion of the Mexican people was not too high, Henderson
reported he had replied that he thought their character
warranted this opinion.

There was obviously no love

lost between the Texan and his country's major adversaries.
There was one last major issue that the young
agent desired to discuss with the Foreign Minister—a
rumor he had heard concerning an attempt by Mexico to
surrender land in Texas to satisfy the claims of British
bondholders who had made loans to Mexico.

Henderson re-

corded that he had queried Palmerston to ascertain if the
British government had any direct interest in these claims
or had given sanction to these proceedings.

The Briton

answered in the negative, undoubtedly to the Texan's re-I • ^ 27
lief.
Satisfied that he had illustrated his arguments
for the acknowledgment of the independence of the Republic
as best he could, Henderson asked the Foreign Minister
when he could expect a decision on his application for
recognition.

Palmerston reiterated that the entire cabi-

net would have to deal with the request, but assured the

^^Ibid., 816.
^^Ibid., 819-820.
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Texan that he would present the matter to that body as
soon as possible.

The young agent pressed for an exact

date, apprising the British diplomat that he was also a
representative from the Republic to France, and wished to
deliver his credentials to the French as soon as possible.
Lord Palmerston answered that it would probably take two
weeks for a decision to be reached because most of the
cabinet members were presently absent from London.

Having

little recourse but to accept the timetable, Henderson reported that he thanked the Foreign Minister and departed,
thus concluding the first and most lengthy interview
between the two diplomats. 28
In many ways, both the style and content of this
initial exchange emerged as those dominating the relationship of the two diplomats for the remainder of the Texan's
stay in London and revealed the approach of both men.
Henderson made extended use of his "diplomatic license"—
this being the stretching, altering or ignoring of the
truth to strengthen his case.

On several issues, such as

the exaggeration of the cotton potential of the Republic
or the omission of Goliad when discussing Texas military
prowess, his lack of complete honesty was inconsequential.
However, on other subjects Henderson's altering of the
facts was far more important.

^^Ibid., 817, 819.
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The Texan asserted during the conference that the
African slave trade had been non-existent in the Republic
since Texas separated from Mexico.

Not only did Henderson

know this statement to be fallacious, Palmerston did also.
The Texas agent, while a member of Houston's cabinet, was
undoubtedly cognizant of correspondence between Secretary
of State Austin and Wharton, the Texas representative to
the United States, requesting the American assistance to
help stop the introduction of African slaves into Texas by
29
American citizens.
He also had to be aware of the President's 5 May 18 37 speech to the Senate, disclosing the
inability of the Republic to suppress the illicit slave
trade.30 Lord Palmerston, on the other hand, had received
reports from both Crawford and Pakenham which apprised him
31
of the existence of the African slave trade m Texas.
Henderson's implication that slavery was an "accident" that occurred under Mexican rule and possibly would
be eradicated once the Republic was completely stable was

^^Austin to Wharton, 16 December 1836, TDC, I,
155-156.
OQ

Houston to Congress, 5 May 1837, Writings of
Sam Houston, II, 87.
These reports are discussed in chapter two; it
should be explained that Texas was sincere in desiring to
end the importation of African slaves into the Republic.
See Austin to Wharton, 16 December 1836, TDC, I, 155-156;
Auston to Wharton, 18 November 1836, TDC, I, 127; Hunt to
Forsyth, 18 July 1837, TDC, I, 248.
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also misleading.

No reason existed to believe that the

Texans would eliminate slavery, and every reason existed
to believe that the institution would continue. Austin's
instructions to Wharton in regard to negotiating annexation covered the topic very specifically:

"There must be

no special restrictions or limitations as to Slavery in
Texas, different from what are imposed by the constitution
of the United States, upon other Slave holding States of
32
that nation. . . . "

Furthermore, if the Republic re-

mained independent and desired her cotton to compete successfully with American cotton, slave labor was a necessity
Thus, it was clear that Texas had no intention of surrendering her slaves, regardless of Henderson's implications
33
to the contrary.
The Texan's exaggeration of the population of the
Republic and his erroneous statement that there were no
Indian hostilities reflected his anxiousness to convince
Lord Palmerston of Texas' ability to defend herself and
"^^Austin to Wharton, 18 November 1836, TDC, I,
135.
^"^For a detailed account of the secure position
of slavery in Texas, see Zoie 0. Newsome, "Antislavery
Sentiment in Texas, 1821-1861" (M.A. thesis, Texas Technological College, 1968), 14-40, 84-86. On page 86, in
conclusion, Newsome points out that "it is apparent
. . . that the amount of abolition sympathy [in Texas]
between the years 1821 and 1845 was small indeed."
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maintain her independence.

His favorable statements in

regard to the discipline of the Republic's army were also
35
half-truths,
but fortunately the Foreign Minister had
l i t t l e reason to believe that Texas was in danger of reconquest.

Although Palmerston was cognizant of Mexico's

affirmations that she would retake her rebelling provo^

ince,

he had received reports that such an event was

very unlikely, and had expressed his own opinion that
37
Texas would not be retaken.
Henderson's presentation of the reasons why the
34
Henderson was well-aware of Indian hostilities
in Texas. During his tenure as secretary of state he
dispatched several letters to agents in Washington. See,
Henderson to Wharton and Hunt, 21 January 18 37, TDC, I,
177-178; Henderson to Wharton and Hunt, 19 February 1837,
TDC, I, 194-195; in Henderson to Hunt, 14 March 1837, TDC,
I, 202-2 03, Henderson stated, "News of new depredations
and murders by the Indians reach His Excellency every
week;" also, see Hogan, The Republic of Texas, 15.
35
Although Crawford, Palmerston's agent who visited Texas, commented on the good discipline exhibited
by the Texas army (Crawford to Pakenham, 26 May 18 37,
British Correspondence, 11), other accounts disagree.
See Muir, Texas in 1837, 212, 148; Louis J. Wortham,
A History of Texas: From Wilderness to Commonwealth,
5 vols. (Fort Worth: Wortham-Molyneaux Co., 1924), IV,
48-49; Nance, After San Jacinto, 23, 33, 36, 68.
36
Great Britain, Foreign Office, British and Foreign State Papers, "Mexico: Decree of the General Congress of the Mexican Republic," 20 May 1836, XXV, 1137;
ibid., "Mexico: British Notification, Relative to the
Mexican Blockade of the Coasts and Ports of Texas,"
29 June 1837, XXV, 597.
•^^Palmerston to Spring-Rice, 9 October 1837,
Broadland Papers: Palmerston Mss. (B.M. Add. 48505).
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Texans wished to remain independent from the United States
was also less than honest.

His explanation that the annex-

ation movement had been a direct result of the fear and
panic felt by the Texans immediately following San Jacinto
was undeniably partially true, but his assertion that the
desire for annexation had subsided was false; the majority
of the people of the new Republic still advocated annexa38
tion to the United States.
Thus, the Texan's declaration
that the Republic's annexation proposal did not express the
will of the people or of the government was false; the
agent who had submitted the proposal had been operating in
strict accordance with his most recent instructions, in39
structions of which Henderson was well aware.
However,
Palmerston apparently was confident that due to the political balance and jealousies of the Northern and Southern
states of the American Union, annexation was not imminent.

40

38
Although the majority of the Texas citizens
still desired annexation, there was evidence that some
were changing their opinion. See Irion to Hunt, 20 September 1837, TDC, I, 262.
"^^In Irion to Hunt, 26 June 1837, TDC, I, 232-234,
the Secretary of State wrote: "It is useless for us to
deceive ourselves on this subject, and it becomes my duty
to inform you that the situation of the country is deplorable. We are without credit abroad and our resources are
exhausted at home; and things generally are veering towards
anarchy, violence and insubordination. Annexation is the
remedy, and it is expected that you will exert yourself to
effect it." It should be noted that Henderson was still
in the Texas capital when Irion wrote these instructions.
^^Palmerston to Spring-Rice, 9 October 1837,
Broadland Papers: Palmerston Mss. (B.M. Add. 48505).
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While Henderson's honesty left something to be
desired, the Foreign Minister was also less than straightforward in the interview.

In addition to feigning igno-

rance on the existence of slavery in Texas and the United
States' recognition of Texan independence, the Foreign
Minister failed to mention the mission on which he had
sent Joseph Crawford.

Henderson made note of this omis-

sion in his report to Irion of the interview, disclosing
that although Palmerston did not mention Crawford or his
mission, "I deemed it best not to allude to it during the
interview; having thought he might regard it as betraying
too much intimacy with a matter that was supposed to be
^ ..41
a secret.
Regardless of the actual effect of his rhetoric
on the Foreign Minister, the Texan was obviously wellsatisfied with his performance, commenting to a friend
that "the interview with Lord Palmerston resulted as
A O

favorably as I expected."

And on the surface he had

reason to be confident—Palmerston, although essentially
noncommittal, had appeared cordial and sympathetic to the
Texas cause.

Henderson had been prepared for the questions

posed by the Briton and believed he had answered every
^•'"Henderson to Irion, 14 October 1837, TDC, III,
820.
^^Henderson to Bunton, 29 October 1837, John W.
Bunton Papers, University of Texas Archives, Austin, Texas.
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query in a competent manner.

The Texan was also undoubt-

edly relieved that no new major issues had surfaced;
slavery, annexation, and the Republic's ability to maintain her independence from Mexico had been the subjects
he had anticipated and were the issues that had dominated
the first meeting with Lord Palmerston.

Henderson was

confident that recognition would soon be granted by the
British government.
The Texan should not have been so assured.

Only

a diplomat as unversed in European diplomacy 'as Henderson
would have believed that he could convince a statesman as
experienced as Lord Palmerston with lies, half-truths and
exaggerations.

Perhaps the Texan believed that the For-

eign Minister's only information on the Republic and the
civil war had been provided by Crawford's reports. The
correspondence of Fox, Pakenham and Ashburnham, however,
are evidence that Palmerston had other data available, much
of it far from favorable to Texas.

Furthermore, the lack

of substance in Henderson's arguments undoubtedly detracted
from his presentation.

While he could attempt to explain

away the annexation proposal, expound on the temporary
nature of Texan slavery, and promise commercial benefits,
he could offer nothing but rhetoric as proof. Meanwhile,
the actual conditions in October 1837 portrayed a different
picture—slavery did exist in Texas, as did the slave trade;
the annexation proposal had not been withdrawn; and the
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commercial aspects of the Republic had yet to materialize.
Thus, the facts, most of which were available to Palmerston,
were detrimental to the Republic's plea for recognition;
only Henderson's unsupported assertions favored the cause.
Soon after the interview, the Texan sent a letter
to Lord Palmerston summarizing his arguments on behalf of
the Republic, asking that it be presented before the cabinet.

In addition to discussing such subjects as slavery

and the ability of Texas to maintain her independence
against Mexican force, Henderson raised other factors he
43
believed the cabinet should consider.
His initial statements in the letter were intended
to satisfy the cabinet that the Republic of Texas was an
independent nation, de jure and d£ facto.

To accomplish

this, the Texan narrated a history of the settlement of
Texas since 1821, the date of the first settlement by
Stephen F. Austin under the grant of his father, Moses
Austin.

Henderson outlined the major grievances the

Texans had against the Mexican government and illustrated the ease with which the Texans had redressed their
grievances on the field of battle.

Furthermore, he pro-

claimed that his Republic

^^Henderson to Palmerston, 26 October 1837, TDC,
III, 821-829.
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possesses every necessary element to qualify her
to perform the duties of an Independent Government. She has adopted a constitution and form
of Government . . . , every department of which
has been organized and in successful operation
for more than twelve months; Congress had met
twice and transacted all necessary business,
and will soon meet again.44
Henderson also emphasized the fact that Texas had
already received recognition of her independence from the
United States after an agent to the Republic had surveyed
the situation.

He further observed that the United States

had delayed recognition even after she was sure of the
ability of Texas to remain independent, because she "was
apprehensive that the Nations of Europe might regard such
an act as evincing a partiality for Texas."45 Henderson
implied, as Palmerston had inadvertently stated during the
interview, that Britain should be bound by the same application of international law as the United States.

Thus,

inferred the Texan, if the United States had analyzed the
situation and determined that recognition was proper, on
what grounds of international law could Britain refuse
recognition?
Henderson felt compelled to defend the existence
of slavery in the Republic to the cabinet. Averring that
the institution existed due to "expediency," he emphasized

^^Ibid., 826-827.
^^Ibid., 827; see Wharton to Austin, 22 December
1836, TDC, I, 157.
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the fact that Texas had outlawed the African slave trade
while "Mexico permitted if she did not encourage it."
Thus, because the Republic would allow no slaves to enter
that had not been slaves in the United States, the Texan
claimed that "the number of slaves in the world cannot be
increased; consequently the Government of Texas is less
objectionable on that ground than that of Mexico.

Texas

has abridged slavery in that country—its entire abolition
46
will be the work of time."
The implication was evident—
the abolition of slavery could only occur if Texas remained
independent, for if Texas should become a part of the United
States she would surely become aligned with the Southern
states and retain her slaves.

Thus, inferred the Texan,

Britain could strike a blow against the extension of slavery
by extending recognition to Texas and helping insure her
independence.
Henderson's primary purpose in submitting this
letter was obviously to mollify the cabinet in regard to
47
slavery ("its abolition will be the work of time"),
satisfy them that Texas did not desire annexation to the
United States ("The people of Texas . . . are now desirous
of remaining [independent]"),48 and then win them over to

^^Henderson to Palmerston, 26 October 1837, TDC,
III, 828.
47
Ibid.
48
Ibid., 829.
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recognition by appealing to British pocketbooks.

In stress-

ing the economic advantages that would befall Britain if
she aided Texas, the Texan began his dissertation, far more
lengthy than that in his discussion with Palmerston, by
describing the Republic's vast expanses of land and her
fine climate, both of which, he pointed out, were ideal
for cultivating cotton, indigo, rice and sugar.

Once these

crops were harvested, related Henderson, Texas must seek a
market other than the United States, because one-third of
the American states were engaged in producing the same
articles as the Republic.
must Texas turn?

So where, he asked rhetorically,

"To England then must Texas principally

look to find purchasers for the products of her soil."

In

return, England would find a rapidly expanding market in
Texas for her manufactured articles.

Henderson further

implied that it would always be this way, repeating his
argument to Palmerston that "[Texas] can never become a
manufacturing people; Texas will confine herself to the
49
production of the raw material."
He then carried his commercial argument a step further by advising the cabinet to consider the advantages
of having Texas as a "Neutral ally" in case of AngloAmerican hostilities.

^^Ibid., 828.
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in which event the English manufacturers would
not be cut short in their supplies of . . . raw
materials, as they have heretofore been principally dependent upon the United States for.
Texas could supply them whilst she would receive
an increased price for the same.50
The final commercial advantage Henderson promised
the British they would enjoy if they recognized the Republic concerned a subject dear to the economic heart of the
British--shipbuilding.

The Texan declared that the Repub-

lic possessed an "abundance of the best live oak in the
world" and could supply Britain enough oak "to any extent
necessary to maintain her present superiority over every
other nation at sea."

As for the Texans, they would bene-

fit by acquiring a market for their oak, which was "at
51
present only an encumbrance to their estates."
Henderson had presented his arguments well.

Having

utilized logic, made appeals to British military interests,
emphasized economic benefits and appealed to the British
sense of fair play, Henderson closed by playing up to the
British sense of destiny:
I cannot close the communication without congratulating your Lordship and the whole English nation
upon this prospect of extending the Anglo Saxon
Blood, Laws and Influence in the South Western

Ibid.
^•'"Ibid., 828-829.
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Region of the Western World, which must so much
redound to the greatest influence and commercial
interest of England and promote the future peace
and prosperity of that country.52
Henderson, it seemed, was determined to try all the angles
Upon receiving the young agent's letter presenting
the case of the Republic, Palmerston circulated it along
with Joseph Crawford's reports of his investigation of
53
Texas among the cabinet.

The Briton's findings comple-

mented Henderson's assertions perfectly; even on the vital
issue of slavery, both men had opined that Texas could
possibly be induced into abolition.

While the Foreign

Minister and the cabinet could easily dismiss the Texan's
presentation as exaggerated, Crawford's findings would
have to be given some credence.
While awaiting word from Palmerston, the Texan
turned to another issue that concerned the Republic-Mexico's attempt to satisfy debts owed to British credi54
tors by using land located m Texas as payment.
Having

Ibid., 829; it is interesting to note that Henderson's written report to the cabinet omitted much of the
exaggeration he had included in his oral presentation.
^"^Palmerston Memorandum, 25 October 1837, F.O.
50/111.
^^In 1837, the Mexican Government, through its
agents Messrs. F. de Lizardi and Company, attempted to
induce its British creditors to accept a conversion scheme
In this plan, the creditors' original bonds of 1824 and
1825 with their acciomulated arrears of interest would be
exchanged for new bonds, one half of which would be active
and bear interest immediately, while the other half would
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already obtained an oral affirmation from Lord Palmerston
that the British government would lend no support to such
a scheme, Henderson addressed a letter to F. de Lizardi
and Company, the agents of Mexican government in England,
vigorously protesting the move of Mexico to dictate the
disposition of land within the Republic of Texas.
Although the Texan undoubtedly derived a great deal of
satisfaction by penning the letter of protest, it was
British actions, not his, which rendered the issue moot.
The project died a quiet death when few British creditors
felt confident enough in Mexico's ability to reconquer
Texas to accept the land exchange offer.
Another and more critical of the issues that would
cause Henderson consternation appeared in late October 18 37
be deferred and not bear interest for ten years. The deferred bonds, if the creditors desired, could then be used
to buy vacant government lands at the rate of five shillings per acre. These vacant lands were designated areas
in the departments of Chihuahua, New Mexico, Sonora, California, and Texas. As a guarantee for the redemption of
both types of bonds, the government pledged the proceeds
from the sale of 100,000,000 acres of land at five shillings an acre in the five departments. It also promised
to hold open for the creditors 25,000,000 acres of land
"in the departments having the nearest communication with
the Atlantic Ocean, and best suited for colonization
abroad." Spence, "British Interests and Attitudes Regarding the Republic of Texas," 135-140; also, London Times,
9 August 1837 and 14 September 1837.
Henderson to F. de Lizardi and Company, 16
October 1837, TDC, III, 830.
^^Spence, "British Interests and Attitudes Regarding the Republic of Texas," 140.
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On 26 October, he received a dispatch dated 23 August 1837
from Secretary of State Robert Irion, informing him of the
naval violation referred to by Lord Palmerston during their
initial meeting.

According to the secretary, on 3 August

1837, Captain H. L. Thompson of the Texas schooner Invincible captured the English brig Eliza Russell, bound from
Liverpool to Sisal, Mexico.

Irion readily admitted that

Thompson had violated his orders by forcing the British
vessel into a Texas port although she carried no contraband of war.

The letter continued that upon hearing the

facts of the seizure. President Houston ordered the immediate release of the ship and apologized to the vessel's
captain, Joseph Russell.

Irion further related that al-

though the President did not have the power to reimburse
Captain Russell for any claims he might make, he did order
that the captain's demands for compensation be submitted
57
to Congress when it reconvened m September.
The secretary concluded by directing Henderson
that, as the Republic's representative "near the Court
of St. James," he should "make a candid and explicit
statement of this unpleasant affair to that Government,

^^Irion to Henderson, 23 August 1837, TDC, III,
810-811; for additional information, see P. W. Grayson to
Houston, 17 August 1837, Andrew Jackson Houston Collection;
Asa Brigham to Gail Borden, Jr., 23 August 1837, Andrew
Jackson Houston Collection; Borden to John Russell, 29
August 1837, Andrew Jackson Houston Collection; Telegraph
and Texas Register, 22 August 1837.
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and assure them . . . that this Government deeply regrets
the occurrence, and that the act was wholly unauthorized."
As to specifically how the episode should be explained,
Irion asserted that "[it] is a subject on which you will
have to exercise your discretion."^^
In accordance with Irion's instructions, Henderson
promptly addressed a note of apology to Lord Palmerston,
acknowledging that the Republic's seizure of the Eliza
Russell had been unwarranted and that orders had been
given for "the most speedy and ample satisfaction" to be
made.

The Texan concluded his apology with the promise

that measures had been taken to prevent a recurrence of
such an act of aggression. 59
When the Foreign Minister acknowledged the apology
60
on 31 October,
the Texan probably breathed a short sigh
of relief, believing that he had heard the end of the
58
Irion to Henderson, 23 August 1837, TDC, III,
811.
59
Henderson to Palmerston, 26 October 1837, in
Harriet Smither, ed., Journals of the Fourth Congress of
the Republic of Texas, vol. 3: Reports and Relief Laws
(Austin: Texas Library and Historical Commission, [1931?],
180-181 (hereafter cited as Smither, Journals of the
Fourth Congress).
Palmerston's short acknowledgment merely thanked
the Texan for his letter and expressed the hope Henderson
"will soon be enabled to state that the promised satisfaction has been given to the owners of the vessel for the
unlawful detention and capture." Palmerston to Henderson,
31 October 1837, Smither, Journals of the Fourth Congress,
III, 181.
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affair.

In private correspondence, Henderson worried that

such illicit activity by Texans would impair his effectiveness as a diplomat.

To friend Col. John W. Bunton he re-

lated that he was confident that he had satisfied the
British on the Eliza Russell issue, but expressed the hope
that "our captains will not act quite so imprudently again
as such things tend very much to injure us abroad." 61 The
issue of the Eliza Russell proved to be a matter not easily
pushed aside, however; it would rise again to be a major
hindrance that would complicate the Texan's mission.
As October drew to a close, Henderson was anxious
to complete his mission successfully and return to Texas.
He wished to avoid any delay on the recognition question
not only for the good of the Republic, but for personal
reasons as well.

Beset by homesickness and suffering from

a frail constitution that would not fare well through the
dampness of an English winter, the Texan also anticipated
financial woes, disclosing to Col. Bunton that "I cannot
62
remain here long without embarrassing my fortune."
Unfortunately for the Republic and representative, however, the end was not yet in sight.

^•'"Henderson to Bunton, 29 October 1837, John W.
Bunton Papers.
^^Ibid.

CHAPTER IV
BRITAIN:

DELAY AND DISAPPOINTMENT

Henderson had presented his case to Palmerston and
the cabinet, but unless they were convinced by the Texan's
rhetoric and promises that it would benefit British interests to acknowledge the independence of the Republic, it
seemed evident that recognition would be withheld.

Lord

Palmerston had disclosed to the Texan at their initial
meeting that the cabinet would probably reach a decision
concerning his application for the recognition of Texas
about the middle of November; until then, Henderson would
have little to do but wait.

The young diplomat did not

appear impatient at this point, believing that a delay of
two or three weeks was a small price to pay for ultimately
obtaining acknowledgment of his Republic's independence.
However, when he had received no word from the Foreign
Minister by the first week of December, he dispatched a
message to Palmerston, asking if the cabinet had had an
opportunity to consider his application.

Having brought

Henderson to Palmerston, 6 December 1837, TDC,
III, 332.
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the issue to the Englishman's attention, Henderson once
again had little recourse but to await a reply.
While waiting, the Texan wrote President Houston,
apprising him of the progress of his mission.

Henderson

related that he had hoped to be able to report "an account
of the final prospect" of his mission, "but from some cause
to myself unknown I have not received an answer from Lord
Palmerston to my application."

He informed the President

of his letter of 6 December to the Foreign Minister and
promised:

"If he should not return an answer in the

course of two or three days I will urge the business more
2
strongly."
In analyzing the possible reasons for the delay,
Henderson related to Houston that although he realized
that the cabinet had many other issues of importance confronting it, he nevertheless felt that he had been very
patient "when I consider that the business which I have
laid before them is a . . . matter of principle and requires but a short consideration."

The Texan apparently

still naively believed that the evidence of de_ facto independence he had presented to Palmerston was sufficient to
3
induce the British to recognize his Republic.
Henderson acknowledged that there were possibly

^Henderson to Houston, 12 December 1837, Andrew
Jackson Houston Collection.
^Ibid.
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other aspects of the situation which could influence the
decision, revealing that Britain's delay might result from
"the disposition to avoid as long as possible giving
offense to Mexico by recognizing Texas. . . . "

Thus, it

was evident that the Texan's confidence was shaken somewhat by the delay, for this was the first time he officially acknowledged that Britain might refuse his application.

Henderson further disclosed that he feared if

rejection came it would be because of the slavery issue.
He affirmed that he had anticipated the difficulties encompassed in justifying the existence of that institution
in his Republic, but he had recently become aware of a new
facet of the issue; the Whig cabinet of which Palmerston
was a member was kept in power by the acquiescence of Irish
M. P. Daniel O'Connell and his supporters, rabid abolitionists.

Therefore, any act by the ministry that could be

interpreted as helping perpetuate slavery might induce
O'Connell to withdraw his support and thus cause the fall
of the cabinet.

For this reason, Henderson was apprehen-

sive that the current ministry might possibly be reluctant
4
to acknowledge Texan independence.
In his letter to Houston, the diplomat also requested a change in instructions.

His original instruc-

tions of 25 June 18 37 did not authorize him to consummate

^Ibid. O'Connell's relationship to the Whig
cabinet is discussed in chapter two.
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treaties, but instead ordered him to report the nature of
any agreements which the British were willing to negotiate,
and then await further instructions.

Henderson now re-

quested permission to conclude treaties with Britain if
the opportunity should arise, assuring the President that
"if things look fair at Washington this winter [for annexation] I can delay acting upon many reasons."

Thus, it

appears that the Texas agent who solemnly proclaimed to
Palmerston that the annexation issue in Texas was dead, or
at least dying, was himself an advocate of a union with the
United States.

Furthermore, it is ironic that Henderson,

while expressing frustration over what he considered to be
British delaying tactics, was himself contemplating the use
of this same maneuver if the political situation

of his

Republic warranted such an act.
The Texan also used the letter to Houston as an
opportunity to bemoan the lack of correspondence from his
homeland:
I would commence this epistle by complaining that
my friends in Texas never honor me with a letter
but I know that you would in your amiable way say
when you read my letter 'damn this spirit does he
think we have nothing to do but write to him' so
I will content myself by observing that I have
received but one letter from Texas since I left
& that was a short & exclusively official communication from Dr. Irion.^

^Ibid.
^Ibid.
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The lack of adequate communication from his superiors in
Texas was, and would continue to be, a hindrance to Henderson's mission and a major cause of his frustration.^
The agent further apprised President Houston that
he had found time to visit several English banks in order
to inquire about the possibility of securing a loan for
the Republic.

Henderson reported that the interviews went

favorably; he had been told that money could be borrowed
"upon the faith of Texas" and "at a moderate interest" if,
and only if, the Republic were successful in obtaining
o

recognition from the British government.

.
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Once again

the Texan discovered the seeming necessity of securing

^-LI
>

acknowledgment of his Republic's independence.
In this report to the President, Henderson also
analyzed his chances of obtaining recognition from France,
observing that "I am disposed to believe that he would
meet with little difficulty in that Country," and expressing his anxiousness to proceed to France as soon as his
7
Throughout his mission to Europe, Henderson would
continually complain of the inadequacy and infrequency of
his correspondence from his superiors. The reason for this
communication breakdown was apparently simple incompetence
and inexperience on the part of the Republic's officials.
None of the secretaries of state that would be over
Henderson—Irion, Webb, Bee, and Burnet—were experienced
statesmen, but all read their agent's request for instructions, yet delayed months in writing him. Presidents
Houston and Lamar were equally neglectful.
o

Henderson to Houston, 12 December 1837, Andrew
Jackson Houston Collection.
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business in England was concluded.

Henderson even recom-

mended to Houston that a secretary of legation be sent to
Paris to prepare the groundwork for his mission.

He fur-

ther apprised the President that General Mcintosh, his
own secretary of legation, would not accompany him to
Paris, but would instead remain at the Court of St. James
as the Texas representative "after being received at Court."^
Henderson's presumption that Mcintosh would be received at
Court indicated his hope that, regardless of the delay he
was presently encountering, the British would acknowledge
the justice of the Texas claim and extend recognition.
The tone of Henderson's letter was generally one
of guarded confidence, but the delay in hearing from
Palmerston obviously had caused a bit of doubt to enter
his mind.

The Texan waited until 15 December and when he

still had not received so much as an acknowledgment from
Palmerston for his letter of the sixth, he once again addressed a note to the Foreign Minister politely requesting
information concerning the disposition of the Republic's
request for acknowledgment of her independence.

Finally,

on 18 December, Henderson received a letter from the British diplomat acknowledging the receipt of his 15 December

^Ibid.
•'"^Henderson to Palmerston, 15 December 1837, TDC,
III, 832.
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note and inviting him to a conference on the twenty-first
of the month.
On the very day of his 21 December meeting with
Henderson, the Foreign Minister received a report from
Baron Ashburnham in Mexico City, recounting various aspects
of the domestic strife that continued to plague Mexico.
The envoy disclosed that there was no chance for a quick
repayment of Mexico's overdue debts owing to "the state of
almost hopeless bankruptcy to which this country is reduced."

Ashburnham further related that the Mexican army

garrisoned at Matamoros was in such a state of disorganization that an invasion by Texas would undoubtedly result in
the capture of that city.

All in all, the Baron presented
12
a dismal picture of Mexico's chances to retake Texas.
At the meeting on the twenty-first, Henderson reported that Palmerston opened by extending an apology for
not responding to the letter of 6 December, explaining
that he had been preoccupied with other matters. The
Foreign Minister further related that he had laid Henderson's proposal before the cabinet and requested its advice,
and after fully considering the application, the decision
was agreed upon that Britain "[was] not prepared at the

•'••'"Palmerston to Henderson, 18 December 1837, TDC,
III, 832-833.
"'•^Ashburnham to Palmerston, 30 November 1837,
F.O. 50/108.
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present time to give . . . a decisive answer."

In explain-

ing the reasoning behind the decision, the Briton contended
that his government was not completely convinced that Texas
could maintain her independence from Mexico.

Henderson

related that Palmerston informed him that the British government had decided to "delay action upon this business,
at least for a few months, during which time [she] might
be better satisfied as regards the ability of Texas to
maintain her present position." 13 Thus, it appears evident
that the British did not want to be pressured into a quick
decision by the representative of the young Republic.
However, Henderson was adamant in his desire to
obtain an immediate determination of his proposal. After
Lord Palmerston concluded his explanation of the reasons
his country would not extend immediate recognition, the
Texan recorded that he reiterated that he needed a decisive
answer quickly because he was commissioned to proceed to
France and solicit recognition, noting that any delay would
hinder his mission.

Henderson expressed his hope that the

Foreign Minister would recognize how important this was to
him and act accordingly.

Palmerston replied that he was

sympathetic to the Texan's position, but, as Henderson
related, "rather intimated that they would be compelled

•'•'^Henderson to Irion, 22 December 1837, TDC, III,
833.
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to deny my demand if I pressed them at present to a final
answer."

The Briton continued that his government "felt

every disposition to recognize the Independence of Texas,
as soon as they could in justice to all parties, do so."
The Texan then asked if there were any other reasons
Britain was reluctant to recognize the independence of the
Republic.

Palmerston's reply to this question was inter-

preted by Henderson as being "rather evasive, but by which
he evidently intended to satisfy me, that they had no other
reason for delaying the business." 14
While Henderson dropped his insistence for an immediate determination when the Foreign Minister intimated
that the Texan's application would be refused if the decision were made at that time, he still sought other ways to
pressure Palmerston into giving him an answer at an early
date.

The diplomat requested that the Foreign Minister

agree to a proposal wherein if nothing occurred to threaten
the safety of Texas within a short, specified time period,
Britain would extend recognition to the Republic.
Palmerston refused to be drawn into such an agreement, but
did agree, at Henderson's urging, to discuss the proposal
with the cabinet at the earliest opportunity.

The persist-

ent Texan asked when he would be informed of the disposition
of this proposal, and was told that he could visit the

•'•^Ibid., 833-835.
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Foreign Office on 26 December and learn the decision.
Feeling that he had accomplished all he could in
regard to the recognition issue, Henderson turned to another subject of concern—riamors that the British Admiralty Office had issued orders to British war ships to
treat all armed vessels sailing under the
as pirates.

flag of Texas

Palmerston quickly assured Henderson that

no such order had been given, but did disclose that the

-f
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commander of t h e B r i t i s h f l e e t in the West Indies had

>
m

been instructed to "look to the interests, and protect the
rights of English Citizens, who were trading in that guarter." The Foreign Minister's explanation was satisfactory

H
m
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to the Texas diplomat, and, feeling that he had accomplished all he could in this interview, a disappointed
Henderson promised to return on the twenty-sixth and
excused himself.
Henderson departed the Foreign Office a frustrated
man.

He had not been able to obtain the recognition for

his Republic that he desired, nor had he even been successful in negotiating an agreement which would provide
for recognition if Texas could demonstrate that she met
certain criteria.

The young Texan was especially

•'•^Ibid., 833-834.
•"•Senderson t o I r i o n ,
834.

22 December 1 8 3 7 , TDC, I I I ,
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frustrated for being unable to pin down the evasive
Palmerston on any significant issue; the Englishman's
"wait and see" policy was impenetrable. Furthermore,
when Henderson had tried to press an issue to conclusion,
the Foreign Minister had always remarked that he would
have to consult the cabinet before making a final determination.
Noting that Palmerston "has carefully avoided com-
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mitting his opinions in relation to the affairs of Texas

m

in writing," the Texan was determined to at least challenge this portion of his colleague's diplomacy.

H
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n

To do

this, Henderson resolved to make a memorandum, or protocol.

r
/A

of the upcoming 26 December interview.

He hoped to secure

>A.

a promise from the Foreign Minister that if Mexico failed
to prosecute the war by invading Texas within the next two
or three months, or was driven back in an invasion attempt,
Britain would extend recognition to the Republic. However,
if Palmerston would not offer such a promise, the Texan
would then attempt to entice him into a discussion "on all
points upon which [he] object[s] to the recognition."
Henderson would then transcribe the entire conversation,
sign it himself, and request that Palmerston sign it also.
The young diplomat hoped that such a device would help him
better ascertain his status and thus enable him to

•'•^Ibid., 835.
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reevaluate his course of action. As matters lay after the
21 December meeting, he was in a state of limbo, unsure
what his next act should be.
Henderson was sure, however, that he should act
to remove what he considered to be a serious obstacle to
the successful completion of his mission.

On 22 December

1837, he wrote Irion that he desired that the annexation
issue "be speedily disposed of."

He requested that the

Secretary of State notify him officially that the Republic
"was no longer desirous of annexing herself to the United
States."

The young Texan hoped he could use such a docu-

ment to convince the British that Texas was indeed resolved
to remain independent.

However, Henderson promised Irion,

as he had President Houston, that if the annexation measure
should be consummated, "I will learn it in time to delay
acting. . . . 1.18
The Texan also intimated to the Secretary of State
a plan he had developed to open English seaports to Texan
ships prior to recognition.

Henderson had decided that

if Palmerston would assure him that his government would
extend recognition to the Republic within a reasonable
amount of time, contingent on fulfilling specified requirements, he would request the Foreign Minister to issue
an order to British customs officials to admit vessels

^^Ibid.
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sailing under the flag of Texas to all British ports prior
to recognition. The Texan related that he would have made
such a proposal earlier, but he feared that Palmerston
might have considered such a request as an indication that
19
Texas did not expect immediate recognition.
Now that
all hope for immediate recognition had vanished, Henderson
considered this proposal the most practical method to
initiate commercial intercourse.
In this letter to Irion, Henderson also briefly
mentioned another issue which could hinder his diplomacy—
the rebellion which had recently occurred in the Canadas.
The Texan commented that the reports from Canada "will
doubtless have some unfavorable influence upon the affairs
of Texas with this Government." 20 The obstacles appeared
to be mounting.
On the day before his 26 December interview with
the Foreign Minister, Henderson penned a letter to old
friend Thomas Jefferson Green in Velasco relating the
frustration he had encountered thus far. He still maintained some optimism, however, declaring his belief that
"they will recognize our independence in less than five
months," and disclosing:

"I hope to be assured of this

by Lord P. at our next meeting."

•'"^Ibid., 835-836.
20
^^Ibid., 835.

Henderson also declared
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to Green that he was anxious to conclude his business in
England and proceed to France, where he anticipated little
problem.

The young agent concluded by requesting Green to

f02:ward to him intelligence on the domestic affairs of
Texas, revealing that he had received no direct news from
the Republic since he departed except one official dispatch.

Specifically, Henderson requested information on

any Indian activity on the frontier and any attempts or

5

21
Jcnown plans by Mexico to reinvade Texas.

-I

Such data, if

9
[p.

favorable to the Republic, could be used to convince the
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British of the stability of Texas.
While Henderson was requesting information, on

r

25 December 1837 Palmerston received still more intelli-

>

gence on the Texas question.

Henry Fox, writing from

Washington, related his opinion that the annexation of
Texas to the United States was not forthcoming due to the
opposition of President Martin Van Buren and Secretary of
State Forsyth.

For proof, the envoy forwarded a copy of

Forsyth's refusal to entertain the annexation proposal
22
which agents from Texas had submitted.
After presenting
his evidence that Texas would not be annexed. Fox commented
21
Henderson to Green, 25 December 1837, Thomas
Jefferson Green Letters, Southern Historical Collection,
University of North Carolina Library, Chapel Hill, North
Carolina.
For a copy of Forsyth's refusal, see Telegraph
and Texas Register, 6 December 1837.

130
that he found it ironic that at the very time the Republic
was applying for incorporation into the American Union,
"the same Government was despatching Agents to Europe,
charged, as I understand, to solicit Great Britain and
France to contract Treaties with Texas as an Independent
23
Power."
This irony, it was evident, had not been lost
on either Palmerston or Henderson.
On 26 December 1837, Henderson returned to the

Foreign Office for h i s scheduled appointment with the For-
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eign Minister, but was unable to gain an audience until
24
the following day.
The Texan, undoubtedly impatient
because of the delays he had encountered, reported that

H
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he went right to the matter of his concern, inquiring if

>

A)

a decision had been reached on the proposal to^enter into
an agreement which would provide for recognition if Texas
could maintain her independence for a specified length of

Fox to Palmerston, 24 November 1837, F.O. 5/314;
this is one of the few dispatches from Fox during this
period which concerned Texas. He generally reported on
such topics as Canada or the U.S. economic situation. For
example, see Fox to Palmerston, 10 January 1838, F.O. 5/322;
5 April 1838, F.O. 5/323; 21 January 1838; 1 February 1838;
25 February 1838; 13 March 1838; 22 March 1838; all in
F.O. 5/322.
^^Actually Henderson had desired to conduct his
negotiations with Palmerston through an exchange of notes
in order to force the Foreign Minister to commit his opinions to writing. However, Palmerston requested that the
Texan apply in person, and, as the Texan would later relate, "being rather delicately situated I deemed it most
prudent to yield to his desire." Henderson to Lamar,
15 January 1838, Lamar Papers, II, 25.
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time. Palmerston replied that a decision had indeed been
made; his government could not agree to such a proposal
because it was contrary to the British policy of never
making a commitment in anticipation of future events.
The experienced Foreign Minister had once again sidestepped the Texas issue.
The Texan was taken aback; he had desperately
hoped for a conditional pledge for recognition from the
British.

In reporting the meeting to Irion, Henderson

-<
m
>

m
related that he had reiterated to Palmerston that he had
presented in his 26 October 18 37 letter "facts which were
amply sufficient to satisfy any Government that Texas was
fully able to maintain her present Independent position. . . . "

Henderson reported that he had further

declared to the Briton that
I did not know what Texas could not expect from
the Justice of England, when I was informed that
the only objection this Government had to recognize [Texan] Independence was a fear that Mexico
might recover her lost authority over that country,
and when at the same time, this Government refused
to promise to recognize her, when that objection
was removed.26
The Briton, according to Henderson, responded that
his government's policy regarding Texas was being misinterpreted; Britain was not denying justice to Texas and was

^^Henderson to Irion, 5 January 1838, TDC, III,
839.
^^Ibid., 839-840.
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not refusing to recognize her independence.

He maintained

that the British government was merely delaying the decision in order to give the matter further consideration
and be better assured of the Republic's ability to remain
free from Mexico.

Henderson, in turn, argued that such a

policy had the same effect as refusing Texas' application.
Possibly realizing the truth in the Texan's statement,
Palmerston apprised him of several of the difficulties
which could arise if Britain should agree to the proposal.

"^
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For example, such a pledge could be used by opponents of

J^

n
the Whig administration to alienate that portion of the
British populace that was opposed to slavery.

Henderson

X
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rejoined that while it was the policy of his Republic "to

^
:<

pay due regard to Public sentiment, . . . at the same time
that rule should never lead a Government to do an act which
27
amounted to a denial of Justice to another Nation."
The Texan reported that Lord Palmerston then
apprised him that British credibility was also involved
in the decision not to extend immediate recognition,
stating that the other nations of Europe would ridicule
Britain if she recognized Texas and Mexico should reconquer her lost province a few months later.

Henderson

rejoined that Britain would have very respectable company
in her embarrassment, observing that the United States had

^^Ibid., 840.
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also extended recognition.

Palmerston countered that the

United States' position toward Texas "stood in a different
attitude . . . on account of her locality," but the Texas
agent professed not to see the truth in this assertion;
once again the two diplomats had reached an impasse.
The Briton next took the offensive, accusing the
Texan of being misleading in his depiction of slavery in
the Republic, reporting that informants had apprised the
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Foreign Office that African slaves had recently been trans-

^

m
ported to Texas.

In defense, the Texan could only restate

H

m
his position that the constitution of his Republic forbade
the introduction of African Negroes into the country and

-^
r

expressly provided the death penalty for all convicted

>

violators.

Henderson also repeated his rather shaky asser-

tion that not one African slave had been brought into Texas
29
since her declaration of independence from Mexico.
Once
again the two men had assumed diametrically opposed positions which left virtually no room for further discussion.
However, the 27 December conference was not a
complete failure for the Texan; he did manage to obtain
a favorable reception from Palmerston regarding a plan
by which Texas ships would be admitted to British ports
prior to recognition of the Republic's independence.

^^Ibid., 841.
^^Ibid.
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Henderson did not immediately furnish the details of the
proposition to the Foreign Minister, but promised he would
do so later in a written proposal.

Henderson was deter-

mined to make the best of a difficult situation.
Following the interview, the despondent agent
elected to forego the formulation of his previously planned
letter of protocol relative to recognition; he realized
that virtually nothing had transpired in his intercourse
with Palmerston that would be helpful to him during subse31
quent negotiations.
The Texan was stymied.
Despite his lack of success on the major issue,

Henderson continued t o press for any concession t h a t would

,
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help his Republic.

Thus, in accordance with Palmerston's

j_,
72'

request that he present a detailed plan for a commercial
agreement, the Texan forwarded his proposal on 29 December.
In it, he requested "that the Ports of Great Britain be
opened to all vessels sailing under the flag of the Republic
of Texas, and which shall have clearances from any of her
Customhouses."

Henderson also offered an explanation of

his reasoning for requesting that a commercial treaty be
negotiated prior to recognition, stating that Texas cotton
was ready for exportation and Texas planters desired an
alternate market to the United States because of the high
-^^Ibid., 8 4 2 .
•^•'"Ibid.

^
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tariff.

The Texan further intimated that his country would

use the trade agreement to exhibit her immense resources
and demonstrate to the British people the value of "friendly
intercourse with Texas."

Henderson did add, however, "that

the question of Independence is not necessarily involved
in the present proposition."

He concluded his proposal by
requesting that it be accorded immediate consideration. 32
In a report to Irion on 5 January 1838, Henderson

.

m
intimated his belief that the Foreign Minister's rhetoric

^

not acknowledge the independence of the Repi±>lic. The
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Texan listed three reasons he believed the British were

n

reluctant to extend recognition:

y.

disguised the true reasons the British government would

the unfavorable impact

71

recognition would have on British abolitionists; the detrimental effect it would exert on Anglo-Mexican relations,
especially in reference to debt collection; and the desire
to await a formal conclusion to the Republic's attempt to
join the Union.

Because of his inability to satisfy

Palmerston on these issues, Henderson had decided that
his presence in London was no longer beneficial to Texas
and made plans to leave for France. To Irion, the Texas
diplomat expressed hope in dealing with the French:
France I am persuaded will feel less embarrassment in acting upon the claims of Texas to recognition, than is felt at this Court. She has no

"^^Henderson to Palmerston, 29 December 1837, TDC,
III, 843-845.
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Mexican interest represented by wealthy Citizens—
no fanatical Anti Slavery party—No reason to dread
a powerful party which watches for an opportunity
to create excitement against the administration—
Neither has she a colony which is daily expected
to follow the example of Texas, and declare its
Independence—All of which conspire to prejudice
the rights of Texas with England.33
It is notable that Henderson included the rebellion in Canada as a factor in Britain's policy toward Texas
In February 1838, he expressed his conviction of the im-4
X

portance of the Canadian issue in even stronger terms,
asserting:

"The rebellion in Canada is the great cause of

the delay of this government to recognize, and I do not ex-

m

n
pect them to recognize Texas whilst there remains a vestige
34
of rebellion in Canada."
The Texan was aware that cer-
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tain Englishmen had expressed a fear that a successful
revolution in Texas could lead to a similar attempt in
Canada.

Henderson now felt that the British would be

hesitant to commit an act which could encourage the Canadian rebels, and the extension of recognition to a rebel
state like Texas might be interpreted as encouragement.
With the Canadian rebels looking on, he realized that the
British would have little desire to help establish a republic which had recently wrested her independence from her
•^"^Henderson to Irion, 5 January 1838, TDC, III,
841-842.
"^^Henderson to Briscoe, 20 February 1838, Biographical File, Eugene C. Barker Collection, University
of Texas, Austin, Texas.
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mother country.
The Texan also knew that some Englishmen felt that
by extending recognition to Texas, Britain would forfeit
any right to attempt to prevent that Republic from becoming
annexed to the United States. Many believed that if Texas
were annexed as a slave state, a demand for the annexation
of Canada as a free state counterweight would result. Although this was an exaggerated fear, it nevertheless presented a good argument for the enemies of Texas and provided
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Palmerston with yet another reason to delay recognition 35
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A good overview of the Canadian situation is
found in Albert B. Corey, The Crisis of 1830-1842 in
Canadian-American Relations (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1941) . On page 17, Corey states: "The acquisition
of Canada was clearly associated with the question of securing a balance of free against slave states in the event
that Texas should be admitted to the Union"; Lord Durham,
commenting on the relationship of Texas to Canada,
asserted: "I should remind Her Majesty's Government of
the invasion of Texas by a body of American citizens, who,
without the least aid from their government have seized an
extensive country, defeated armies, got possession of the
soil, and established themselves a nation. . . . " Lord
Durham to Lord Gleneg, 9 August 1838, in C. P. Lucus, ed.,
Lord Durham's Report on the Affairs of British North
America 3 vols. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1912), III, 327;
Col. James Morgan of Texas commented: "It appears almost
certain that the Canada's will [become] free from the
Mother Country, and ask admission into the Union! The
Northerners will say if the Southerners want Texas annexed,
we Northerners must have the Canadas!" Morgan to Green,
3 August 1837, Thomas Jefferson Green Letters; and the
New Orleans Bee editorialized: "Whatever might be the
wishes . . . of our government, we know by what we have
witnessed in the Texian war, that the young men of the
west and north could never.be prevented from marching by
the thousands to the aid of the Canadians." New Orleans
Bee, 20 July 1837.
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While awaiting the Foreign Minister's response to
his commercial proposal, Henderson found time to correspond unofficially with a friend in Texas, Vice President
Mirabeau B. Lamar.

In discussing the reluctance of Britain

to recognize the Republic, the Texan mentioned only the
Whig administration's fear of those who were opposed to the
36
existence of slavery in Texas.
Henderson concluded by
confiding that he planned to leave General Mcintosh, his

.

m
Secretary of Legation, in London to handle Texan affairs,
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while he himself would travel to Paris where "I anticipate
much less difficulty . . . than I have met with here."
The tone of the diplomat's letter was one of discouragement but not of defeat.37
On 16 January, an impatient Henderson addressed a
note to Lord Palmerston reminding him of the proposal and
"^6

A contemporary observer agreed with Henderson.
John Skin, a London merchant and associate of Col. James
Morgan, related to Morgan that Henderson had failed in
England "owing to the state of political parties and great
excitement about slavery." Skin to Morgan, 17 April 1838,
Col. James Morgan Papers.
37
Henderson to Lamar, 15 January 1838, Lamar Papers,
II, 25; Henderson was not the only diplomat corresponding to
North America on 15 January 18 38. On this date, Palmerston
dispatched instructions to Baron Ashburnham directing him
to inform the Mexican government that Britain "cannot admit
the Principle of unqualified irresponsibility" by which
Mexico appeared to be governed. There was no mention of
Texas in the instructions. Palmerston to Ashburnham, 15
January 1838, F.O. 50/112;.see also, Palmerston to Ashburnham, 15 February 1838; 15 March 1838; all in F.O. 50/112.
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urging the Foreign Minister to inform him of its disposition. After six more days had passed and no reply had
been received, the Texan dispatched a second letter to
Palmerston, requesting a report on the status of the proposal and reiterating that he was anxious to conclude the
matter in order to proceed to France. Henderson also used
this occasion to restate his Republic's case for recognition, noting that Texas had maintained her freedom for
almost two years and Mexico had done little to attempt to

m

^.

m
reestablish her sovereignty.

The Texan concluded by won-

m
n

dering if the British delay in answering his communications
signalled a determination by the British to reject his
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72
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, 38
proposal.

7S

The letter of 22 January finally solicited a reply
from the Foreign Minister.

In his response, Palmerston ex-

pressed regret that Henderson's 29 December letter containing the proposal for a commercial agreement had not been
acknowledged.

He explained that the government had not

yet decided a course of action concerning the proposition,
and revealed that he had referred it to the Lords Commissioners of Her Majestys Treasury and the Privy Council for
the Affairs of Trade for further study.

Palmerston prom-

ised that as soon as the opinions of these boards were
^^Henderson to Palmerston, 22 January 1838, TDC,
III, 846-847.

"^
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a v a i l a b l e , he would inform Henderson of the government's
39
decision.
Once a g a i n , the Texan had l i t t l e choice but
to w a i t .
W r i t i n g to I r i o n o n 30 J a n u a r y , H e n d e r s o n

forwarded

copies of h i s c o r r e s p o n d e n c e to and from Palmerston regarding the c o m m e r c i a l n e g o t i a t i o n s , and declared that the
finalization of such an a g r e e m e n t w a s "of v a s t importance"
to T e x a s , n o t only c o m m e r c i a l l y , b u t politically as w e l l .
He o b s e r v e d , as h e h a d to P a l m e r s t o n , that once commercial
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intercourse was initiated between the two countries, Britrr,

ain would see the Republic's potential and extend recognition.

The Texan also disclosed that he was anxious to

P,
H
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consummate the agreement because "the interest of Texas
72

abroad might be injured if I left this Country, without
either procuring her recognition or any other advantageous
arrangement." 40 Henderson recognized that a failure on
his part to secure some sort of concession from Britain
would reflect unfavorably on the credibility of the Republic

^^Palmerston to Henderson, 23 January 1838, TDC,
III, 847.
^^Henderson to Irion, 30 January 1838, TDC, III,
84 7-84 8; others were anxious to initiate commerce with
Britain. As T. J. Green said, "The strongest argument
which Texas can at present offer the British Government
to recognize her independence would be her Single Star,
proudly floating over two thousand bales of cotton in
Liverpool docks, fresh from our fields. . . . " Green
to George P. Robertson, 8 March 1838, Thomas Jefferson
Green Letters.
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Thus, a determined Henderson, anxious though he
was to proceed to France, remained in London to await the
decision of the Foreign Office.

The Texan grew more im-

patient as time passed and no word was received from
Palmerston, and on several occasions tried to gain an
interview with the Foreign Minister but always found him
"too much engaged" to give an audience.41 Finally, on
42
12 February, after another note requesting an interview,

.

Palmerston r e s p o n d e d to the effect that h e would receive
43
the Texan on the fourteenth of the month.
W h e n H e n d e r s o n m e t w i t h the Foreign Minister on
the fourteenth, promising news came forth; Palmerston h a d
received t h e r e p o r t o f the Lords Commissioners o f the

'
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Treasury and in it was found no objection to the principle
of the Texan's proposal on trade.

The Briton continued,

reported Henderson, explaining that "the principle of the
measure proposed was settled by that report, and that it
only remained for the report of the Board of Trade upon
the details in order to complete the arrangement."
Palmerston further revealed that the Board of Trade's report would be forthcoming soon, and that he would apprise

^^Henderson to Irion, 12 April 1838, TDC, III,
854.
^^Henderson to Palmerston, 12 February 1838, TD^,
III, 854.
^-^Palmerston to Henderson, 12 February 1838, TD£'
III, 854.
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the Texan of its content at the earliest opportunity. "^"^
Henderson departed the Foreign Office confident
that he was finally on the verge of success. Writing to
a friend in Texas, he proclaimed:

"If I succeed in this "

it will nearly equal in its effects absolute recognition
and will doubtless soon lead to that measure."

He further

observed that "I doubt not that the terms they will propose will be such as I can agree to. . . ."4 5 But as the

.

m
Texan w o u l d l a t e r r e l a t e , " A t this stage of the a f f a i r , I
had I t h o u g h t g o o d r e a s o n , to flatter m y s e l f that the

r^
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n e g o t i a t i o n w o u l d p r o d u c e a m o r e favorable r e s u l t than

t3

subsequent e v e n t s s h o w . "

However, while his optimism was rising regarding

C

a
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the chances for success in Britain, Henderson received
information from a Col. White, an American in London who
had recently returned from Paris, indicating that the
French government might also be reluctant to tender recognition.

Writing to Sam Houston on 18 February 1838, the

Texas agent reported that Col. White had observed that the
rebellion in Canada could cause the French to withhold
acknowledgment of Texan independence for fear of offending Britain with an act that could be construed as giving
^^Henderson to Irion, 12 April 1838, TDC, III, 855,
^^Henderson to Briscoe, 20 February 1838, Biographical File, Eugene C. Barker Collection.
^Senderson to Irion, 12 April 1838, TDC., Ill, 855

^
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indirect encouragement to the Canadian rebels.'^^
The Texan also took this opportunity to question
his superior on the subject of returning to Texas.

Citing

the fact that it took approximately four months to obtain
an answer to correspondence written to Texas, Henderson
requested that he be allowed to determine his own moment
of recall, stating:
I only ask that liberty after giving you my assurance that I will not abuse it under any circumstances. I do not wish to remain here uselessly or
after I have succeeded in the object of my m i s sion. . . . But I make the request of you as the
President of Texas and not as my friend Sam Houston;
therefore if you think the President cannot comply
with this request let him refuse it, but do not
allow Sam Houston to curse.4 8
Texas' agent obviously did not wish to remain in Europe
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one day beyond what was necessary.
On 1 March, Henderson penned a personal letter to
Secretary of War Albert Sidney Johnston relating the progress of his mission.

The diplomat relayed Lord Palmerston's

observations that the British government was not entirely
satisfied that Texas could maintain her independence against
an invasion force from Mexico, and observed:

"I hope that

the Mexicans have ere this given you an opportunity of

^^Henderson to Houston, 18 February 183^, Andrew
Jackson Houston Collection.
Ibid.
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breaking a lance with them."

49

Henderson obviously hoped

that a major victory by a Texan army could help provide for
eventual recognition.
The Texan also discussed his impending mission to
France, recounting to Johnston the comments of Col. White.
In explaining the position of France in regard to Texan
recognition, Henderson acquainted the Secretary of War
with the fact that France was anticipating hostilities

.^

with Russia "and desires the aid or at least the good will

?

of England in the struggle and consequently will do nothing
50
which could offend her."
The Texan related that he would
nevertheless journey to France to solicit recognition as

^
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soon as possible, and then return to London in the spring.

i
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He implied hopes that the political situation in Britain
would have improved by then since presently the "ministry
of England are kept in power by a small majority and are
afraid to act on any subject . . . they think . . . might
51
offend the abolitionists. . . . "
Henderson to Johnston, 1 March 1838, Albert
Sidney Johnston Papers, Howard Tilton Library, Tulane
University, New Orleans, Louisiana.
50
On 6 January 1838, Palmerston sent a note to
French Foreign Minister Mole through Ambassador Granville
thanking him for his note and stating: "The misguided men
who have taken up arms in Canada against the Authority of
the Queen will receive no assistance or Encouragement from
France. . . ." Palmerston to Granville, 6 January 1838,
Broadland Papers: Palmerston Mss. (B.M. Add. 48507).
^"'•Henderson to Johnston, 1 March 1838, Albert
Sidney Johnston Papers.
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As Henderson continued to wait for communication
from Palmerston concerning the commercial negotiations,
he took time to write an unofficial letter to Secretary
of State Irion.

The purpose of this dispatch was to re-

lease a bit of frustration and to chastise Irion for failing to keep him abreast of events in the Republic.

The

Texan admonished:
I have been here five months and have had no communication from Texas except an official letter of
August last. I am constantly interrogated by Lord
Palmerston as to the Liberation of Texas, whether
population is increasing & how rapidly—what the
number annually emigrating to Texas is—what the
whole population now amounts to—what are the
value of her imports—what amount of cotton she
will export this year—what is the present percentum of her duty on imports— whether the Indians
are quiet & friendly—whether any treaties have been
made with them—whether the Mexicans have troubled
us this winter, etc., etc. To all of which I can
only reply that I have heard nothing from Texas regarding those particulars since I left or, at most,
infoirm him how things stood twelve months since. 52
52
Henderson to Irion, 8 March 1838, Robert A. Irion
Collection; it is also interesting to note that at this approximate time in Texas, Texans were still three to four
months behind in regard to Henderson's progress. Thus, Sam
Houston could write to a friend on 1 February stating that
he had recently heard from Henderson that negotiations were
progressing well. Houston to Anna Raguet, 1 February 1838,
Writings of Sam Houston, II, 189; Bee could inform A. S.
Johnston of the good progress Henderson was achieving. Bee
to Johnston, 8 February 1838, Albert Sidney Johnston Papers;
James Treat could tell Lorenzo de Zavala that Henderson had
written him that recognition was near. Treat to de Zavala,
5 January 1838, James Treat Letters, University of Texas
Archives,
ter could Austin, Texas; and the Telegraph and Texas Registhat the British cabinet had received
Henderson state
the highest testimonies of regard" and that
the Texan "with
feels "confident that his next communication to
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Henderson had come to realize that there v/ere various barriers he could not overcome, but hindrances from his home
office were one set of obstacles that need not exist.
One of the obstacles the Texas diplomat found
difficult to combat was the Foreign Minister's policy of
delay.

In March 1838, Henderson's optimism of the pre-

ceding month was fading as he awaited further word from
the Foreign Office.

Having heard nothing by the sixteenth,

the Texan once again took the initiative and sent a note
to Palmerston reminding him of his promise to expedite the

H

Henderson requested that

m
n

even if he was "destined to be disapointed . . . or if he

r
m

report from the Board of Trade.

is to experience such delay as will be tantamount to a
refusal," he desired to be notified in order that he could
53
fulfill other responsibilities he had to his government.
When Palmerston did not answer the note, Henderson
penned another letter on 5 April, again reminding the
Briton of his delinquency in disposing of the proposed
commercial agreement.

The Texan's disillusionment and

frustration had now reached the point where he believed
that he could accomplish nothing more to advance the
interests of the Republic, and thus he informed the
our government will convey the intelligence of the recognition of our independence by Great Britain." Telegraph
and Texas Register, 3 February 1838.
^^Henderson to Palmerston, 16 March 1838, TDC,
III, 855-856.
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Foreign Minister that the attitude of the British government "has compelled him reluctantly to conclude that it
would be useless for him to remain longer in England with
the expectation of being able to complete the proposed
arrangement."

He apprised Palmerston that he had there-

fore elected to leave London within a week, but would
appreciate a final interview before departing.
Whether the Texan's 5 April letter had the effect
[T'

of prodding the British into action is unknown,^^ but on
6 April Palmerston dispatched a note to Henderson relating
54
Henderson to Palmerston, 5 April 1838, TDC, III,
856; if Henderson consulted the London newspapers for a
shift in public opinion concerning Texas, he found none.
The mentions of Texas were few and usually negative. A
scan of the London Morning Herald (1 February-1 March 1838) ,
London Sun (1 February-10 April 1838), London Weekly Chronicle (7 January-11 March 1838), London Standard (1 January8 March 1838), and London Spectator (1 January-11 March
1838) , resulted in the discovery of no editorials regarding Texas. The London Courier presented an editorial
entitled "Texas" in which the Republic was condemned as
"lawless." London Courier, 14 February 1838; the London
Times commented, "The Texas party [in America] is daily
losing ground. . . . That question is now settled." London Times, 15 Feburary 1838; and finally, abolitionist
John Scoble was carrying on a one-man outcry against Texas
in letters to various newspapers. Several of these letters
were later published in John Scoble, Texas: Its Claim to
be Recognized as an Independent Power by Great Britain
(London: Harvey and Darton, 1839) . Thus, it is unlikely
that Henderson found any encouragement to remain from the
newspapers.
55
Palmerston's flow of information concerning Texas
had slowed considerably during this period. Although he
still received reports from Ashburnham, these reports
rarely mentioned Texas. Ashburnham to Palmerston, 31 January 1838; 6 March 1838; F.O. 50/113.
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that a decision had finally been reached on his proposal.
As the Foreign Minister explained:

"So long as Texas

shall not be acknowledged as a Separate and Independent
State, that Country will be treated as a part of Mexico
with reference . . . to Trade and Navigation. . . . "
Palmerston contended that no difficulty would arise so
long "as the National character of Texas remains unchanged,"
and as long as British ships received just treatment in the

-4

m
ports of the Republic.

He concluded by declaring that the

agreement would continue "until some definitive arrange-

'^
in
H

ment shall be made between Great Britain and Texas."

j-

Henderson, although unquestionably relieved that

r
72

the British had decided to enter into an agreement with

>
72!

Texas, was quick to observe that Palmerston's communication was not a complete answer to his 29 December proposition inasmuch as no provision was made for the fact that
vessels arriving from Texas would carry papers from the
authorities of the Republic rather than Mexico.

He had

specifically requested that Texas ships be admitted on
the basis of papers from the Republic, because this, he
reasoned, would be a form of de facto acknolwedgment of
his Republic's independence.^^

By ignoring the papers

^Salmerston to Henderson, 6 April 1838, TDC, III,
856-857.
^"^Henderson to Irion, 12 April 1838, TDC, III, 857.
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and continuing to treat Texas as a part of M e x i c o , however, the R e p u b l i c would not be accorded this bit of de
facto recognition.
O n 9 A p r i l , Henderson visited the Foreign Office
to question Palmerston concerning the rewording of the
proposal.

When queried on the m a t t e r , the British diplo-

mat answered that he intended the agreement to provide
that officials of his government would "shut their eyes
to the circximstance of
papers."

[the ships from Texas] having Texian

The Texan finally realized that Palmerston was

not going to be tricked into any premature acknowledgment
of Texan independence, and thus decided to terminate that
portion of the interview.

Before changing the subject,
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however, Henderson informed his colleague that he would
address in writing the question of the rewording of the
proposal, and requested that he answer in writing "to
58
prevent any future misunderstandings."

Having accom-

plished all that he felt he could regarding the commercial
agreement, Henderson addressed another issue.
The Texan reported that he reminded the Foreign
Minister of his departure for Paris in a few d a y s , and
asked if it would be advisable to return to England during
the approaching summer or fall to try once again to procure r e c o g n i t i o n .
^^Ibid.

Henderson explained that he needed such

'^
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information to relay to his home office in order to receive instructions.

He asserted that if he were informed

that England would probably recognize Texas within twelve
to eighteen months, he would undoubtedly be instructed to
remain near the court of St. James. However, if he were
advised that there was no prospect of securing recognition
within that time, his superiors would probably instruct
him to return to Texas. 59
In reply, according to Henderson, Palmerston stated
that he had already addressed this question earlier; his
government could not pledge herself to a course of action
based on future events.

The Texan responded that he was

not asking the Foreign Minister to pledge anything; he
merely desired an unofficial intimation of the probable
policy that the British government would pursue towards
Texas.

Henderson observed that his Republic "would regard

it as an especial favor, if they did not intend to recognize within a reasonable time, to be candidly informed of
the fact. . . . "

In reply, Palmerston promised to give

the Texan a letter of introduction to Earl Granville, the
British Minister in Paris, who would keep him informed on
matters relating to Anglo-Texan diplomacy.
later remarked:

As Henderson

"This course I thought plainly indicated

the disposition of the British Govt, and that it was

^^Ibid., 859-860.
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resorted to as a polite and easy method of avoiding any
further importunity on the subject. . . ."^°
Henderson had b e e n

Once again

outmaneuvered by the more-experienced

counterpart; P a l m e r s t o n would not allow himself to be
pressed into any c o m m i t m e n t , no matter how vague or tenuous,
that would surrender any advantage to a fellow diplomat.
T h e e a s i e s t path for Henderson to have followed
at this p o i n t would have been to accept the conditions of

-4

m
the commercial agreement dictated by the British and proceed to F r a n c e .

The T e x a n , however, did not surrender

that easily, and on 10 A p r i l he fulfilled his promise to
Palmerston to submit in writing his questions concerning
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the commercial agreement.

In the letter, Henderson r e -

minded t h e Briton that his 29 December proposal had r e quested that "all vessels coming from Texas, sailing under
the Texian flag and having clearances from a Custom house
of the Republic of Texas should be admitted to the Ports
of Great B r i t a i n . . . . "

H o w e v e r , the Texan noted that

Her M a j e s t y ' s Government had chosen to alter the proposition and elected to stipulate that until the Republic was
recognized by B r i t a i n , she would be treated as a part of
Mexico.

Henderson asserted that he foresaw difficulties

arising w h e n T e x a s vessels arrived at a British port w i t h out M e x i c a n p a p e r s , and requested that the Foreign Minister

^^Ibid., 8 6 0 .
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reconsider the wording of the British statement.^"'"
On 11 April, Palmerston responded to the Texan's
letter by restating the position of his government:

"A

Texian ship would be admissable into the Ports of Great
Britain as a Mexican ship notwithstanding that the Documents . . . were [issued by] a Govt in Texas. . . . "

He

further maintained that such a policy would change only if
Mexico or Britain acknowledged the independence of Texas,
stating that at that time a separate treaty would become
62
necessary.
The tone of the Foreign Minister's note of 11 April
was one of finality. A s Henderson observed, Palmerston's
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explanation certainly left "no room for future misunder6T
Standings upon the subject."
The Texan admitted that
"Texas could have made use of the arrangement I proposed
to better effect Abroad than she can this, as that would
have amounted to little less than absolute recognition,"
but went on to say that he felt that the arrangement he
had negotiated "secures to Texas all the practical benefits of trade and intercourse with Great Britain in as
extensive a sense as though England had recognized her
^•'"Henderson to Palmerston, 10 April 1838, TDC, I I I ,
858.
^^Palmerston to Henderson, 11 April 1838, T D C , I I I ,
859.
^^Henderson to Irion, 12 April 1838, TDC, III, 859.

^
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Independence

1.64

In transmitting news of the agreement to Secretary
of State Irion, Henderson recommended that the commercial
agreement be publicized but observed that Texas newspaper
editors should not refer to the arrangement as a "treaty"
because such erroneous phraseology "would . . . give
offense" to the British "[who] . . . are cautious upon all
such points."

The Texan suggested to the Secretary of

m
State that he instruct the editors to say only that an ar-
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rangement had been concluded with Britain "whereby Texian

H
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vessels and cargoes will be admitted into the Ports of Gt.

IC
r

Britain & direct trade opened between the two countries."

65

•J

Henderson hoped that such cautious wording would prevent
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Henderson to Irion, 12 April 1838, Robert A.
Irion Collection. It is interesting to note that Henderson
negotiated and concluded the agreement in spite of the fact
that his 25 June 1837 instructions which denied him the
authority to conclude treaties were still in effect. As
the Texan would later interpret his instructions, "I have
full power to make and finally ratify any commercial
arrangement that does not amo[u]nt to a Treaty. . . . "
Henderson to Lamar, 7 November 1838, Lamar Papers, II, 283.
^^Ibid.; President Houston complied with Henderson's request, describing the agreement thus: "Our vessels
and goods under the national Flag and with Texian papers
are to be admitted . . . in the same manner as the vessels
and goods of Mexico. . . . "
Herbert Gambrell, Anson Jones:
The Last President of Texas (Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Co., 1948), 144; the Telegraph and Texas Register
complied also, referring to Henderson's agreement as "a
commercial arrangement." Telegraph and Texas Register,
9 June 1838; however, pro-Texas editors in the United
States referred to the arrangement as a "treaty," causing
Henderson embarrassment in Europe. Henderson to Lamar,
7 November 1838, Lamar Papers, II, 284.
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an embarrassing misunderstanding.
On 12 April, the day before departing for France,
the Texan composed an unofficial letter to Irion in which
surfaced the frustration that had plagued him since his
arrival in London in October of 1837. After apprising
his superior of his opinion that the Republic had little
prospect of receiving acknowledgment of her independence
from Britain "for some years," the Texan exclaimed:

"No

one knows . . . how very unpleasant it is to be constantly
importuning a Government upon a subject when there is not
a single chance of success. . . . My good nature fails
me."

The frustrations of the past six months had taken

their toll.
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Yet despite his disillusionment, Henderson vowed
to Irion that he would remain in Europe "with the greatest
cheerfulness" for months if his presence could in any way
benefit the Republic.

The diplomat requested the Secre-

tary of State to "consult the President upon the whole
matter and instruct me as soon as possible" in order that
he might plan the remainder of his mission accordingly.
Henderson emphasized that if his mission to France should
entail a lengthy stay, "I will have to make my moneyed
arrangements accordingly."

However, he expressed a be-

lief that negotiations would progress much smoother and
^^Henderson to Irion, 12 April 1838, Robert A
Irion Collection.
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result much more favorably than they had in Britain.^"^
In the letter to Irion, Henderson also acknowledged
that he had recently received a dispatch from the Secretary
of State dated 5 January 1838.

Instead of expressing joy

that he had finally received official correspondence, however, the Texan expressed concern that he had found so
little of value in these instructions; Irion had written
in generalities while Henderson desired specifics. For

-I

example, the S e c r e t a r y of S t a t e informed h i s agent of the

m
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increased emigration from the United States, but did not

H

furnish numbers, and had written of the amendments of the

^

Republic's taxation and tariff laws without mentioning the

—
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rates.

His comments on the possibility of the withdrawal

>
71

of the proposition for annexation did nothing more than
state his own opinions. And in regard to specific instructions, Irion's directions were nothing more than a restatement of Henderson's initial instructions. For example,
after asserting that "negotiations regulating our foreign
intercourse should be conducted, . . . with view to a
permanent and separate existence, as an independent power,"
the Secretary of State instructed his agent in London to
conclude a commercial treaty with Great Britain based on
reciprocal interests.

Henderson undoubtedly wondered what

Irion thought he had been trying to accomplish since
Ibid.
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October of 1837.
The Texan had waited for six months for correspondence from his superiors in Texas, and when it arrived
it was virtually useless; Irion had furnished him with no
information that could help him in his negotiations.
Henderson replied to the 5 January 1838 dispatch by informing the Secretary of State:

"you will ere this have

been informed that your instructions upon the subject of
a treaty of the kind you propose is not practicable." 69

^
•T;

A lesser man might have phrased it less diplomatically.
^'1

The Texan's acquiescence to Palmerston's terms for

n

the commercial arrangement signaled his admission of defeat;
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he had presented his Republic's case for recognition in the
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best manner possible, but had failed to entice the British
to extend recognition.

Henderson had done an admirable

job of emphasizing the assets of Texas while underplaying
her liabilities.

He had stressed the Republic's present

independent stature and had striven to assure the British
that Mexico was incapable of reconquest. He had depicted.
^^Irion to Henderson, 5 January 1838, TDC, III,
836-839.
^^Henderson to Irion, 12 April 1838, Robert A.
Irion Collection; Henderson did receive some intelligence
from friends in the Republic. For example, see Morgan to
Henderson, 3 February 1838, Col. James Morgan Papers;
Henderson also informed Irion that he had received information from James Treat in New York. Henderson to Irion,
12 April 1838, Robert A. Irion Collection.
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often fallaciously, the two issues expected to cause
agitation—slavery and the pending annexation proposal —
in the manner best-calculated to appease the British, and
had described in detail the commercial advantages that
Britain would enjoy if she acknowledged Texas independence.
In short, Henderson had presented an excellent summation
of his country's claim for de jure independence, but the
British remained noncommittal.

^
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Upon his arrival in London, young Henderson had
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naively believed that by convincing the British that the
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Republic of Texas had earned the right to be acknowledged
as an independent state, recognition would be forthcoming.

v
72

However, the longer the negotiations continued, the more
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the Texan realized that he had little bargaining power with
which to combat the many factors running counter to Texas'
best interests.

As anticipated, slavery and annexation

proved to be difficult to explain, but more subtle matters
worked against the Republic as well.

For example, the

unwillingness of the Whig ministry to commit itself to a
policy that might upset its tenuous Parliamentary majority;
the reluctance of Britain to offend Mexico, due in part to
the desire to collect debts owed to British creditors by
the Mexican government; and finally, the unwillingness of
the British government to give any encouragement, regardless of how indirect, to the rebellious Canadians; all of
these issues hindered the cause of Texas. Henderson

'^
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recognized that these were the true reasons Britain would
not agree to extend immediate recognition—not the trumped
up declaration by Palmerston that his government was unconvinced that Texas could remain independent from Mexico.
The adoption of such a justification for denying
recognition by the Foreign Minister was an extremely effective move.

Palmerston had chosen a line of defence that

the Texan could not combat; for how could Henderson guar-
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antee that Texas would not be retaken by Mexico at some
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future date, when the only proof could be the passage of

^
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time?
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Thus, when the Foreign Minister would not agree to

establish criteria for recognition based on time, asserting
that his government would not commit herself to a pledge
based on anticipated events, Henderson's mission was doomed.
And when one final effort to induce Palmerston to commit
his government to some form of de_ facto recognition failed
because the Briton would not endorse the Texan's cleverlyworded proposal, the young diplomat had no alternative
other than to admit failure.
Henderson had been outmaneuvered by his adversary
if for no other reason than because virtually every factor
had favored the British.

Palmerston had received little

pressure from either Parliament or the public regarding
Texas, and what pressure he had received had been uniformly
detrimental to the Republic.

Thus, he could continue to

"wait and see" what would happen next, and not make any

159
move that would impair his diplomatic alternatives.

It

was this policy of delay that continually frustrated the
Texan; not only was his Republic in need of the immediate
assistance that could only be obtained after recognition
had been extended, but Henderson himself was a man unused
to inactivity.

Regardless of his persistence, however,

the Texan found it impossible to hurry the unperturbable
Englishman.

^
n

It had not been Henderson's lack of finesse or
inexperience that had doomed his mission in London, it had

^^
n
^
Tl

been circumstances over which he had no control. Palmerston

^

had apparently realized early in his meetings with the Texan,

[I

or more probably prior to his arrival, that it would not be

y,,

in the best interests of Britain to acknowledge the independence of Texas.

If the Englishman had been the least bit

unsure of the policy to pursue, he would have undoubtedly
queried Henderson on what compromises or concessions the
Republic was willing to make to obtain recognition. At
the very least, the Foreign Minister would have demanded
a slave-trade suppression treaty as a prerequisite.

How-

ever, Henderson never reported any mention by the British
of concessions that would have to be made by the Republic
70
prior to the negotiations for recognition.
*^°Ward and Gooch, Cambridge History of_ British
Foreign Policy, II, 244.

^
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Indeed, the Texan had often found it difficult to
maintain Palmerston's interest.

The Foreign Minister was

continually involved in what he considered to be more
serious, more immediate matters, and had often shelved
the Texas question for lengthy periods.

Palmerston's

attitude was undoubtedly influenced by the fact that the
Republic had so little to offer Britain.

The commercial

aspect was obviously the Republic's main selling point,

•4

n
but Henderson could only talk of the "potential" of Texas
and discourse on her "growing" population, and hence market, and "increasing" cotton production.

Thus, in effect,

>

H

J\
11

X
the Republic was requesting immediate recognition in
exchange for future benefits, a proposition that was

J2
71

unacceptable to the British.

Unfortunately for Texas,

Palmerston could not be won over by promises or rhetoric;
the Texan had been unable to convince him that Britain had
more to gain by recognizing the Republic than by withholding recognition, and, as a result, the "wait and see"
policy continued.
The Foreign Minister's delaying tactics enabled
his government to remain noncommittal and maintain her
foreign relations undisturbed.

By refusing to make a

decision regarding recognition, Britain neither offended
the Mexicans nor paved the way for the United States and
Texas to consummate annexation.

The path also remained

open for Britain to reevaluate her historic policy of
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supporting Mexico as a barrier against American advancement; she could elect to continue her support of Mexico,
or could choose to support Texas in a similar role.

To a

pragmatic diplomatist like Palmerston, the strategy of
delay and noncommitment seemed the approach which would
work to the best interests of his government. Furthermore, his manipulations had enabled him to completely control the negotiations.

By craftily avoiding his opponent's

^

attempts a t entrapment, and without surrendering any d i p l o -

n
>
n

matic leverage, the Foreign Minister managed to acquire the

H
•n

n
only bait—commercial concessions—that the Republic possessed to induce Britain to proffer recognition.

The

patient Palmerston had indeed come away the victor in his
71
negotiations with his inexperienced colleague.
Perhaps
Henderson and Texas would fare better in France.
Shortly after Henderson's departure, Palmerston
wrote Baron Ashburnham in Mexico City, stating that "H M
Govt have come to no decision as yet, upon [the Texas] subject." Palmerston to Ashburnham, 16 April 1838, F.O.
50/112.

j>
<

CHAPTER V
FRANCE:

THE PRELIMINARY CONTACTS

The Texas diplomat departed London and arrived in
France at the city of Boulogne on 13 April 1838, anxious
to complete his travels to Paris and open negotiations

^

with Count Louis Mathieu Mole, Minister of Foreign Affairs

'^
*\
I

and President of the Royal Council. However, Henderson

0

^
ri

was delayed in Boulogne for ten days because of a problem

-^

concerning his passport--passports issued by the Republic
of Texas were not valid in France because France had not

j
71'

recognized the legality of the Texas government. Finally,
after being notified of the Texan's predicament. Mole
granted the Texan permission to journey to Paris, while
at the same time making no mention of his diplomatic
status.
On the surface, it appeared that the prospects for
obtaining the recognition of Texas from the French were
far greater than they had been in England:

the issues of

slavery and the slave trade were not nearly so significant
in France as they were in England; France did not possess

•'"Chase, Negociations de la Republique du Texas en
Europe, 23.
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a colony recently in rebellion; the French government had
no group of Mexican bondholders with whom to contend; and
relations between France and Mexico were already in dis2
array.

Furthermore, the public presses of France were

not functioning as an anti-Texas lobby as were their
counterparts in Britain, but instead remained essentially
noncommittal on the issue of Texas recognition."^

Despite

these favorable conditions, however, Henderson was highly

4

pessimistic concerning his chances of success.
This Franco-Mexican dispute has been referred to
as the "Pastry War." From the mid 1820s to the late 1830s,
various French citizens, among them a baker, had claims
against the Mexican government for damages incurred in
Mexico. By January 1838 these claims totalled approximately $600,000, but Mexico would take no steps to settle
them. In March 1838 a French naval squadron arrived in
Mexican waters and the French representative in Mexico,
Baron Deffaudis, presented an ultimatum demanding satisfaction of the claims and giving the Mexican government
until 15 April 18 38 to reply. When Mexico failed to respond with an acceptable answer by 16 April, diplomatic
relations were suspended and a blockade declared. For an
adequate account of the "Pastry War," see George Lockhart
Rives, The United States and Mexico, 1821-1848, 2 vols.
(New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1913), I, 433-446.
*
3
. . .
The newspapers of Paris were seemingly disinterested in the Texas issue at the time of Henderson's
arrival. Although the presses frequently discussed the
deteriorating Franco-Mexican relations, Texas and her
revolution were usually mentioned only in passing, if at
all. See, Journal des Debats, 27 April 1838; National,
14 April 1838; 29 March 1838; 27 April 1838; Moniteur
Universel, 27 April 1838; Henderson's presence in Paris
was not noted until late May when the Journal des Debats
informed its readers that the Texan had arrived to solicit
recognition, but observed that he was without official
status in the eyes of the French Government. Journal
des Debats, 29 May 1838.

H
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Writing to Secretary of State Irion on 23 April,
the Texan reported a conversation he had recently held
with Lewis Cass, United States Ambassador to France, and
the American Colonel White, which underpinned his negative
view of his prospects.

Henderson related that the Amer-

icans had expressed "their sorrow at being compelled to
say from all they hear & see that I may expect to meet
with a cool acceptance by this Government."

The Texas

diplomat r e v e a l e d t h a t t h e opinions of the Americans were

f
1

J
1

"contrary to my e x p e c t a t i o n s , " but acceded t h a t "they are

-\
n

certainly well able to judge of my prospects better than
myself." Henderson concluded by declaring: "Things look
4
gloomy indeed."
2'''

Although the Texan did not reveal the basis of the
Americans' pessimism in his 23 April correspondence to
Irion, he had addressed them in earlier dispatches. According to Henderson, Cass and White believed the French
would refuse to recognize Texas because they did not wish
to offend the British with any act that could be construed
as giving even indirect encouragement to the Canadian
rebels.

The Americans argued that the French needed Brit-

ish support in the event of a confrontation with Russia,
and thus would do nothing intentionally to alienate the

^Henderson to Irion, 23 April 1838, Robert A.
Irion Collection.
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British government.

5

Despite the forebodings of Cass and White, Henderson was determined to work for a positive decision from
the French with regard to Texas. On 28 April, the Texan
transmitted to Count Mole copies of the Republic's Declaration of Independence and Constitution, along with a note
requesting an audience.
Undoubtedly prompted by Henderson's arrival and
subsequent request for an interview, Mole^ had directed that

-f
>

n
a position paper be formulated on Texas by the Department
of Political Affairs.

The paper, which was the basis of

French policy toward Texas for five months, was dated 8 May
1838 and began:
An agent from Texas has recently arrived in Paris
to negotiate the recognition of that new state by
France. The time has come, therefore, to submit
a review of the present situation of that country
and its revolution against Mexico. . . . It is
also appropriate to examine the object of the
mission of General Henderson in the light of our
interests.^
Henderson to Johnston, 1 March 1838, Albert
Sidney Papers; the mention of a possible confrontation
between France and Russia was a reference to the Eastern
Question, a diplomatic imbroglio involving the protection
of Turkey and the limitation of Russian expansion and
power. For an account of the Eastern Question, see
Webster, The Foreign Policy of Palmerston, II, 523-753.
^Henderson to Mole, 28 April 1838, TDC, III, 1206.
^"Memorandum on Texas," 8 May 1838, Barker, French
Legation, I, 39.

H
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The report contained a short narrative of the
history of Texas, concentrating on the revolution and the
role played in it by the United States. Concerning the
Republic's present relationship to the United States and
her desire to join the American Union, the paper contended
that the question of annexation "had by no means been resolved. . . . "

The report also acknowledged the commer-

cial aspects of the Texas situation, emphasizing cotton

4

production, and asserted that "our problem is to determine

>

n
what is best for our commercial interests."

The paper re-

commended that if France were to decide to extend recogni-

^
n2

tion to Texas, "it would be essential to incorporate this
recognition

in a treaty by which the new republic, in

return for this favor, would accord us such privileges
..8
as we desired for our commerce and navigation. . . .
In summation, the report admitted that the available information on conditions in Texas was "insufficient
Q

and contradictory,"

and concluded:

^Ibid., 44-45.
^It is unknown how the information for this report
was gathered. However, various facts within the memorandum
were attributed to a M. David, French Consul in New Orleans,
and to the reports of an unnamed missionary. Subsequent
reports related that French officials in North America were
friendly with Joseph T. Crawford, the British agent who
investigated the Republic in 1837. Barker, French Legation,
I, 50; the French Department of Political Affairs had also
received reports concerning Texas from Baron Deffaudis,
the French Minister to Mexico. Deffaudis forwarded information updating his home office on the progress of the
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We do not think the desire to defer to the wishes
of Mexico a sufficient reason for the Government
of the King to decline the request of Texas and
send Its envoy on the way. The French government
has many times demonstrated its friendliness and
generosity toward Mexico only to be rewarded by
injuries and insults so that indeed we were forced
to despatch a squadron to Mexico to put an end to
these outrages. The real reason for opposing the
proposition of General Henderson to recognize the
Republic of Texas, should the Government of the
King judge it prudent to reject this proposal, are
our lack of information on the condition of the
country, our very natural doubts as to its future,
the almost total absence of any advantage to be
derived from establishing regular political relations at the present time, and the advisability of
avoiding hasty action in such a state of affairs.10
It is interesting to note that this "Memorandum on

4
T
>
T
H
^
2

Texas" made no mention of slavery and did not discuss the
possible impact of recognition on Franco-British relations.
civil war. Besides relating the news of the Texan declaration of independence and Santa Anna's defeat at San
Jacinto, the Baron also observed, as early as 1 July 1836,
that "Texas is . . . lost to the Mexicans." Deffaudis to
Mole, 15 December 1835j^ 25 April 1836; 1 July 1836; France,
Minist^re des Affairs Etrangeres: Archives Diplomatiques,
X (microfilm. University of Texas Archives, Austin, Texas);
subsequent correspondence from Deffaudis reaffirmed his
belief that Mexico could not reconquer the Republic and
reemphasized his belief that the United States would ultimately obtain Texas. Deffaudis to Mole', 24 February 1837;
1 April 1837; 28 June 1837; 20 July 1837; 29 September 1837;
ibid., XI; it should be noted that the Baron's reports
usually concentrated on the growing difficulties he was
experiencing in dealing with the Mexican government, and
usually mentioned Texas only in passing. From late 1837
until diplomatic relations were suspended in April 1838,
the French envoy's reports contained almost no references
to Texas.
"Memorandum on Texas," 8 May 1838, Barker, French
Legation, I, 46-47; a subsequent memorandum reported that
Mole "adopted" the 8 May 1838 report. "Memorandum for the
Minister," 5 September 1838, ibid., 47.

•
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However, the uncertainty of the Republic's future, coupled
with "the almost total absence of any advantage to be derived from establishing regular political relations . . . ,"
made Henderson's chances of success tenuous at best.
While the French were gathering and analyzing what
little information they had on Texas, the Republic's agent,
unaware of the 8 May memorandum, did little more than bide
his time. Although Henderson had not yet received a reply

4

from Mole to his 2 8 April note, he appeared reluctant to

>

pursue the matter.

H
n
^

Writing to Colonel James Morgan on

25 May, the Texan reiterated his conversation with Cass
and White, and stated:

"I believe now that Texas has more
n

to expect from England than France . . . ," explaining
"there will be even stronger objections to our recognition
here than in England."

Asserting that since "this Govern-

ment . . . knows less of us than the English do and are
more afraid at this time of encouraging the Spirit of
Revolution" than any other nation in Europe, Henderson
concluded that the French had suffered "too many Revolutions & too little of their good fruits" to be willing
"to countenance that principle even in Texas."

Thus, in

regard to recognition, the Texan declared:
I am determined not to urge the matter strongly
until I hear of the result of the demand France
has made upon Mexico. If they blockade Mexico,

<
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I shall deem it a more favourable moment & will
then urge the matter in the strongest possible
terms, l-*^
On the following day, Henderson learned from a
French newspaper that the French had announced a blockade
of all Mexican ports and determined the time had arrived
once again to approach the French government, hoping that
he could use the deterioration of Mexican-French relations
to the benefit of Texas. Immediately, he addressed a
^
1
2
letter to Mole requesting an interview.
The Count responded three days later, informing the Texan that he would
13
meet with him on the thirty-first of the month.
Perhaps
such a prompt reply encouraged Henderson to believe that
14
success was near. But if so, he was mistaken.

f
C
*
1
^
1
r
*
^
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Henderson to Morgan, 25 May 1838, Col. James
Morgan Papers. Henderson's references to the "spirit of
revolution" were undoubtedly prompted by the civil disorder and talk of revolution which permeated the French
capital during this period; for a description of the
civil unrest in France, see Henderson to Webb, 14 May
1839, TDC, III, 1250-1251.
•'"^Henderson to Mole, 26 May 1838, TDC, III, 1207.
•'•^Mole to Henderson, 29 May 1838, TDC, III, 12071208.
•'"^At least one observer realized that Henderson's
chances for obtaining immediate success were nil. On
30 May 1838, Lewis Cass wrote: "There is obviously no
intention on the part of the French to recognize the independence of Texas at present," noting that the annexation proposal would frustrate the Texan in France as it
had in England. United States, Department of State, Despatches From United States Ministers to France, 17891869, XXXI (microfilm, Texas Tech University Library,
Lubbock, Texas), Cass to Forsyth, 30 May 1838.
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On 31 May, the meeting to discuss recognition for
Texas was held.

However, difficulties arose early in the

interview when Henderson attempted to present his credentials accrediting him as an agent of Texas and Mole refused
to receive them.

The Count explained to the Texan that he

could not receive him as an accredited agent because such
an act could be regarded as an extension of partial recognition to the Republic.

However, the Frenchman did inti-

mate, reported Henderson, that he "would very willingly
15
hear all that I might have to say. . . . "
Thus, the
meeting continued as an "unofficial" interview.
Then, another obstacle—the language barrier—
rendered the conference fruitless.

Because Mole spoke no

English, Henderson spoke no French, and the interpreter
who accompanied the Texan did not translate well, both
diplomats agreed that it would be more convenient if the
^ .
.^.
16
Texan submitted his inquiries and requests in writing.
On the following day, Henderson forwarded a letter
to the French minister in which he presented the facts upon
which the Republic based her claim to independence.

The

dispatch contained a brief narrative of the history of
Texas and presented evidence designed to assure the French

^^Henderson to Irion, 2 June 1838, TTC. ^ ^

1208.

•^Senderson to Houston, 4 June 1838, Andrew Jackson
Houston Collection; also, Henderson to Irion, 2 June 1838,
TDC, III, 1208.

'
^
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that Mexico could never reconquer the Republic.

The Texan

also endeavored to satisfy the French that the Republic was
no longer interested in joining the United States now that
she was confident of her ability to defeat any Mexican invasion force and emphasized the economic benefits that
would befall French merchants and manufacturers if commercial intercourse should be instituted between the two
nations.

Henderson concluded his epistle to Mole by

appealing to French vanity:
The Undersigned takes leave to say that the course
of Texas is precisely that (in a more humble, but
not less decisive character) of the glorious revolution achieved by this Great Country, which elevated His Present Majesty to the throne which he
now occupies and adorns. The revolution of July
was one of Constitutional freedom, and the Gallant
and Noble example of France has been followed by
Texas in resisting oppression and consecrating the
principle, that every people have a right to decide
for themselves when their fundamental laws are violated and their liberties invaded. France stands
in such a commanding position before the world, that
no one had dared to question her right, and the undersigned hopes that the spirit which prompted her
own glorious revolution will induce His Majesty's
Government to take the initiative in the recognition
of a Republic desirous of forming political and commercial relations with his great and polished
Nation.17
It is interesting to note that Henderson's 1 June
1838 letter to Mole contained almost exactly the same information and phraseology that had been used to depict the
bases for the Republic's claim to recognition in his

•'•^Henderson to Mole, 1 June 1838, TDC, III, 12081216.

\
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26 October 18 37 letter to Lord Palmerston.

There was,

however, one major omission in his letter to Mole—the
omission of any reference to slavery.

In discussing the

letter to Mol^ with Irion, the Texan noted:

"You will

observe that I have made no allusion . . . to slavery in
Texas, deeming it most prudent to leave that subject untouched until Count Mole mentions it." 19

Henderson, having

encountered great difficulty in England with the slavery

f
\

issue, did not wish to explain its circumstances in Texas
to the French unless it became absolutely unavoidable.
After submitting his note to the French, the diplomat reflected on his chances of securing recognition in a
dispatch to his Secretary of State.

Henderson intimated:

I still think that much depends upon the result of
the Blockade. . . . If Mexico still refused to satisfy the demands of France and an absolute war should
be the consequence, then I think my chance of success
is pretty good. But should the difficulty be speedily settled, I cannot hope to succeed. I in any
event expect considerable delay. . . .
The agent further informed Irion that "should my application be rejected, I will then propose a commercial arrange20
ment between Texas and France."
For the present, however,
he had little recourse but to await the next move of the
French.

•'•^Henderson to Palmerston, 26 October 1837, TDC,
III, 821-829.
•'•^Henderson to Irion, 2 June 1838, TDC, H I , 1216.
^^Ibid., 1216-1217.

^
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For the next two and one-half months, Henderson
heard nothing from Mole'. Nor did he become aware of anything concerning the Franco-Mexican dispute that encouraged
attempts to reopen discussions.

When the time for discus-

sions came, however, he would be better prepared, for during this period the Texan received several messages from
Secretary of State Irion updating him on the Republic's
internal affairs and modifying his diplomatic instructions.
In June 1838, Henderson received a dispatch from
Irion bearing data on the Texan domestic situation. The

j
I
;
I
'i

secretary described immigration (increasing tenfold), eval-

]

uated the inability of Mexico to reinvade Texas ("Mexico

1
I

is now on the eve of another revolution"), discussed
friendly Indian relations, reported improved financial
affairs (successful use of land scrip), and explained the
remote possibility of annexation to the United States (Gen21
eral Hunt reported little hope of annexation).
Irion
also transmitted new instructions to his agent relative to
his authority to negotiate treaties with foreign powers.
The secretary revealed that President Houston had directed
him "to furnish you with complete Powers, authorizing you
to negotiate and treat with the Governments of Great
21
Irion's information, with the exception of characterizing the Republic's use of land scrip as successful,
appears essentially correct. For an accurate account of
conditions in Texas in 1838, see Connor, Adventure in
Glory, 66-86.

r
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Britain and France on a l l subjects connected with the
22
objects of your mission. . . . "
On 20 July 1838, the Texan again received correspondence from Irion updating him on domestic affairs and
observing that no further directions were deemed necessary
because of "your intimate knowledge of our political organization and of the foreign policy of the Government. . . . " 23
A few weeks later, Irion further apprised his agent that
"the question of annexation may be regarded as settled
forever," and disclosed that the Republic's minister in

f
I
»
I
\
1

Washington had been instructed to withdraw the proposal

-

for annexation.

H

The secretary proclaimed:

"This cause

cannot, therefore, continue to operate against us in
Europe."

Irion also responded to Henderson's request that

he be allowed to ascertain the date for his return to Texas,
informing him that the President "desires that you will
appoint Agents at London and Paris to represent this Government," when "you shall determine to leave England and
..24
France. . . .
^^Irion to Henderson, 20 March 1838, TDC, III,
849-853; it should be remembered that Henderson's instructions of 25 June 1837 allowed him only to ascertain and
report what treaties Britain and France would be willing
to enter into, but specifically denied him the authority
to negotiate treaties himself. Irion to Henderson,
25 June 1837, TDC, III, 808-809.
^^Irion to Henderson, 20 May 1838, TDC, III, 862.
^"^Irion to Henderson, 6 June 1838, TDC, III, 863.

^

175
Although the Texas diplomat was undoubtedly glad
to receive such an outburst of correspondence from the
usually reticent Irion, such news would do him little
good until he heard or read some information "that France
had adopted some more energetic & hostile measures against
25
Mexico."
However, in mid-August 1838, Henderson learned
that rumors were afloat in "Ministerial Circles" that
France had not anticipated as much difficulty as she was

(
I

encountering in coercing Mexico, "and t h a t she was . . .

;
I

willing to compromise the affair upon almost any reasonable

j
1

terms."

Fearing that a settlement of the Franco-Mexican

dispute might well destroy any hopes for recognition, the
Texan "concluded that the time had arrived when I ought to
press this Government to give me a definite answer."
Accordingly, on 16 August, the young envoy dispatched
a letter to Count Mole', asking if any determination had
been made regarding the Republic's application for recognition.27
Having received no answer from the French by
26 August, Henderson elected to visit Mole to discuss the

^^Henderson to Houston, 23 August 1838, Andrew
Jackson Houston Collection.
^^Henderson to Irion, 5 October 1838, TDC, III,
1220.
^"^Henderson to Mole*, 16 August 1838, TDC, III,
1220.
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situation.

The interview proceeded less than satisfac-

torily; when he alluded to the question of recognition,
the Count responded that he could give no definite answer
to the Republic's application.

Henderson reported that

Mole's evasive tactics "induced me to believe that the
Govt was in doubt as to the proper course to pursue . . . "
28
in regard to Texas.
The audience with the French Foreign Minister left
Henderson in a quandary concerning the true attitude of
France toward the Republic.

Determined to explore the

question further, Henderson asked Lewis Cass to approach
Mole to attempt to discern the true feelings of the Count
29
toward Texas.

Cass agreed, and learned from the French-

man that although the foreign ministry was preparing a report for the King and his cabinet pertaining to Henderson's
mission, no decisions had as yet been reached.

The Amer-

ican further reported to the Texan that Mole had questioned
him in detail concerning the population, climate, soil,
30
crops and government of Texas.

28
Henderson t o Houston, 5 September 1838, Andrew
Jackson Houston C o l l e c t i o n .
29
Cass had told Henderson earlier that he would
gladly render "unofficial" aid to the Republic if his
services were needed. United States, Department of State,
Despatches from United States Ministers to France, XXI,
Cass to Forsyth, 30 May 1838.
on

Henderson to Houston, 5 September 1838, Andrew
Jackson Houston Collection.
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Upon receiving the American envoy's report of his
meeting with the Count, Henderson became more discouraged
concerning his chances for obtaining recognition:

"I . . .

can scarcely hope a favourable reply considering the
ignorance of this Govt upon all subjects connected with
31
our history."
However, on the very day the Texan was
bemoaning to Sam Houston this lack of information regarding
Texas, the French were making preparations to rectify that
deficiency.
In a memorandum dated 5 September 1838, new information concerning the Republic was presented to Mole from
the Department of Political Affairs.

The memorandum

declared that little doubt now existed that Texas could
maintain her freedom from Mexico, and further stated that
the possibility of annexation to the United States had
virtually disappeared.

The report continued, proposing

that with immigration increasing, the resultant increase
in agricultural production would open valuable outlets for
foreign trade.

"France cannot afford to let herself be
32
forestalled in this area," it concluded.
The paper warned against immediate recognition.

^•'"Ibid.

32
"Memorandum to the Minister," 5 September 1838,
Barker, French Legation, I, 47-48. It is unknown where
this "new" information concerning Texas was obtained, but
it possibly came from Cass and Henderson.

-•'«t:p^
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however, arguing that such a hasty measure could result in
"disappointments and complications," but at the same time
reminded that "in excessive delay lies the risk of losing
the advantages that will naturally accrue to the first
European power to treat with the new republic."

In order

to obtain sufficient data upon which to base a decision
regarding recognition, the memorandum suggested that an
intelligent and discreet envoy" be sent to investigate
the Republic.

The report further suggested that Dubois

de Saligny, second secretary of the French legation in
Washington and the man recommended by Ambassador to the
United States Count Edouard de Pontois, be entrusted as
the investigator.

33

Mole approved of the recommendations contained in
the memorandum, observing:

"Above all we do not want to

be outstripped by the English and the Americans."

The

Count further revealed his intention to meet again with
II34

Henderson "in order to tell him what we intend to do."

The decision was well-timed, for the Texan was
growing impatient.

Having no knowledge of the 5 September

memorandum and having received no communication from Mole
33
"^-^Ibid.
•^^Ibid., 48.
end of the report.

Mole's comments were added at the
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since the 26 August meeting, on 26 September Henderson
again addressed the French regarding the Republic's application for recognition.

In this note, he reemphasized his

previous position on Mexico's inability to reconquer Texas,
and reaffirmed that the Republic "is capable of maintaining
her present position and of performing all of the obligations of an Independent Government. . . . "

Henderson fur-

ther noted that nearly five months had expired since he had
first applied to the French government, and pointedly observed "that the time is near at hand when it will become
[my] duty . . . to leave France. . . . "

In closing, the

Texan requested an answer to his proposal as soon as
possible.
On 30 September, the Count replied, inviting
36
Henderson to a conference the following morning.
When
the diplomat met with the Foreign Minister, he found Mole
"in a fine humour and evinc[ing] much more interest than
37
formerly in relation to the affairs of Texas."
However,
the Frenchman informed the Texan that his government was
not yet prepared to give a final determination on the

"^^Henderson to Mole, 26 September 1838, TDC, III,
1221-1222.
^^Mole to Henderson, 30 September 1838, TDC, III,
1222.
"^"^Henderson to Houston, 5 October 1838, Lamar
Papers, II, 238. Apparently by October Henderson had
either solved his interpreter problems or learned French.

^jj^jM
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subject of recognition.

Instead, Mole apprised Henderson

of the fact that he had instructed the French representative at Washington to dispatch one of his subordinates to
the Republic to "enquire into and report . . . the situation of the country in all respects. . . ."^^

The Texas

agent expressed satisfaction with this course of action,
noting that "the United States had pursued that course
39
before they recognized Texas,"
but intimated to Mole'
"that the only thing I lamented was the length of time it
would take to carry out" such a plan.
Henderson's reference to time provoked the French
diplomat to question the Texan's comment in his 26 September note that he would soon leave France. The Texan replied that he had been granted authority to determine the
time of his departure, and acknowledged that if prospects
for recognition did not appear favorable by the last of
November, he would return to Texas.41 Henderson reported
that Mole* responded to this revelation by observing "that

^^Henderson to Irion, 5 October 1838, TD£' H I '
1222.
39
Henderson to Houston, 5 October 1838, Lamar
Papers, II, 238.
^^Henderson to Jones, 6 October 1838, Anson Jones
Memoranda and Official Correspondence relating to the
Republic of Texas, (New York: D. Appleton and Company,
1849), 134 (hereafter referred to as Jones, Republic of
Texas).
^•'"Henderson to Irion, 5 October 1838, TD£' H I '
1223-1224.
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he would be glad if 1_ would not leave Paris yet—that it
was probable his Govt would wish to make a commercial
arrangement with Texas . . . " prior to recognition.

The

Texan envoy answered that he would "gladly remain" for
the conclusion of such an agreement, and, in fact, "would
cheerfully remain during the winter if there was a probability of France recognizing Texas, in the event her agent
makes a favorable report." 42
Mole then engaged Henderson in a conversation concerning the nature of the Republic's commercial arrangement
with Britain, asking for a copy of that agreement. Before
departing, the Texan promised to provide the British agreement and to submit a proposal for a commercial agreement
y
43
for Mole's consideration.
On 1 October, the Texas diplomat transmitted a
formal request to the French foreign ministry for a trade
agreement which would go into effect prior to recognition.
The proposal reiterated the commercial advantages which
Henderson held that the French would reap by entering into
a "most favored nation" arrangement with the Republic.
Henderson emphasized his contention that "as matters now
stand, France is denying herself the benefits of a
^^Henderson to Jones, 6 October 1838, Jones,
Republic of Texas, 134.
"^"^Henderson to Irion, 5 October 1838, TDC, III,
1224.
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lucrative trade with Texas, whilst the British and American Governments are enjoying its benefits."^^

In the

original proposal, Henderson wrote only in generalities
and did not present a "finished" agreement for French
approval, leaving the formulation of the provisions to
the French.

He had tried his hand at submitting a spe-

cific arrangement in Britain, and had met with frustration; perhaps allowing the "other side" to initiate the
proceedings would result in a more advantageous agreement
for the Republic.
In his correspondence to Irion discussing the proposed agreement, the Texan expressed confidence that some
sort of an arrangement would be formulated, but admitted
"upon what basis I cannot say." 45 Henderson obviously
desired an agreement based in some manner upon the national
existence of Texas, and not, as had been the case in
England, on the assumption that Texas was still legally a
province of Mexico.

However, the Texas diplomat would

have to await the response of the French government to his
request before ascertaining his next step in regard to
securing a trade agreement and ultimately the acknowledgment of the Republic's independence.

^^Henderson to Mole, 1 October 1838, TDC, III,
1225.
^^Henderson to Irion, 5 October 1838, TDC, III,
1226.

183
Because of the newly-exhibited French interest in
Texas, a certain optimism permeated Henderson's 5 October
1838 letter to President Houston in which he described his
recent negotiations with Mole.

The Texan observed:

Altogether I am of opinion that my prospects of success with this Govt, during the coming winter are
pretty good. Indeed I expect them to recognize
Texas upon the receipt of their Agents report provided their Affairs withe Mexico remains unsettled
at that time. I shall consequently remain here
unless some unfavorable change takes place.^^
In this dispatch to Houston, Henderson also offered
a suggestion that he hoped would improve the image of the
Republic in the eyes of the French. Apprising the President of speculation he had heard that French citizens would
possibly be forced to exit Mexico if conditions between the
two governments should worsen, the Texan recommended that
the Republic issue "a formal proclamation inviting all the
citizens of France who are suffering in Mexico . . . to
come with their effects into Texas where an asylum and
hearty welcome will be given them."

Henderson explained

that "the French love a little flatery . . . " and such an
act of good will "will not go unnoticed by the French
Govt. . . ."^^

Although the plan seemingly had merit,

it was never instituted.

^^Henderson to Houston, 5 October 1838, Lamar
Papers, II, 239.
Ibid.
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While awaiting the next overture from the French,
the Texas envoy received instructions which he felt could
greatly hinder his diplomacy.

In late October 18 38, corre-

spondence arrived from Irion instructing Henderson to request the French to "extend the operations of their fleet
to the coast of Texas as far as may become necessary to
prevent the evasion of their blockade of the ports of
Mexico."

Unfortunately, the secretary furnished no ex48
planation for these instructions.
Henderson was dismayed by these orders and elected
not to comply with them because he felt that such a request
would, in effect, be "tantamount to saying to France, that
Texas is not able to defend her territory against Mexican
aggression and therefore she solicits your assistance."II4 9
Furthermore, because he had continually stressed to Mole
that Texas was a de facto independent nation fully capable
of maintaining her freedom, such an admission of weakness
would undermine his entire claim for recognition.
The Texan envoy was unsure what prompted Irion's
instructions, but surmised that they had been a reaction
to news he had received in an earlier dispatch from the
secretary regarding the Mexican occupation of the Texan

"^^Irion to Henderson, 7 September 1838, TD£' H I '
1219.
^^Henderson to Irion, 28 October 1838, TDC, III,
1228.
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port of Corpus Christi.

Rather than agree to solicit,

however indirectly, French aid in evicting the intruders,
Henderson opined:

"I think that it would even be better

that Mexico should be permitted to keep possession of
that Port, than that Texas should ask another Nation to
dispossess her."

The Texan's decision to disregard his

superior's instructions was also influenced by information
he had received in correspondence dated after Irion's
7 September 18 38 dispatch which related that the Mexicans
had abandoned Corpus Christi.

Thus, with the presumed rea-

son for the secretary's instructions having been removed,
Henderson felt even less obligation to deliver the request
to the French. 51
The envoy, however, felt compelled to explain his
decision to disregard his superior's orders, asserting to
Irion:

"I am not one of those who believe that I am vested

with authority to disregard in any case I may see proper
the positive instructions of my Government."

However, the

Texan maintained that extenuating circumstances sometimes

In early October, Henderson had received a dispatch from the secretary informing him of the "deplorable
state" to which Mexico had been reduced as a result of
the French blockade. Irion further revealed that because
Mexico "cannot live without commerce," Mexicans have been
forced "to attempt smuggling goods into their own country
through the ports of Texas." Irion to Henderson,
7 August 1838, TDC, III, 1217.
^"'"Henderson to Irion, 28 October 1838, TDC, III,
1228-1229.
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made it necessary that he use his own discretion, even in
52
the face of unequivocal instructions.
On 28 October, Henderson dispatched a letter to
friend Mirabeau B. Lamar, advising him of the progress
made.

In this report, the Texan once again expressed his

optimistic belief that French recognition was forthcoming
"as soon as they receive the report of the Agent which
. . . they have ordered to Texas. . . . "

However, the

Texan now believed he had detected a new aspect of Mole's
diplomacy, opining that the Frenchman's interest in negotiating a commercial agreement was merely a ruse to detain
him in France until sufficient data could be received from
the investigator.

Henderson also requested that he be kept

informed of the activities of the French agent in Texas
in order "that I may judge rightly of the time to press
matters here."^^

In a letter dated the same day, the Texan

also requested of Anson Jones in Washington that he keep
him abreast of any information he might uncover concerning
the French agent. 54
Having written his correspondents and apprised
them of the situation, Henderson had little to do but

^^Ibid., 1229.
^•^Henderson to Lamar, 28 October 1838, TDC, III,
1231.
^^Henderson to Jones, 28 October 1838, Jones,
Republic of Texas, 136.
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wait patiently for the French government to receive the
report from its Texas agent and act accordingly.

He had

previously been informed by Lewis Cass and Lord Granville
of the tardiness of Count Mole, and thus probably had resigned himself to a wait of several months before expecting any communication from His Majesty's Government.^^
Although Henderson was apparently convinced that
the French had no real intention of entering into a commercial arrangement with the Republic prior to recognition,
by 15 October 1838, a memorandum had been prepared for
Count Mole by the Department of Political Affairs which
discussed the 1 October proposal. The paper summarized
the Texan's economic arguments in favor of the agreement,
and concluded:

"It appears that this proposition should

be accepted, as France must not deny to herself the advantages that England and the United States have secured for
themselves."
Concerning the specific organization of the
arrangement, the memorandum specified that it should be
similar to the recently concluded agreement between the
Republic and Britain, but noted that France could not base
55
To Anson Jones, Henderson opined that recognition could result by March 1839 "should things continue
unfavorable in Mexico, and [the French] agent make a
favorable report." Ibid.
^^"Memorandum," 15 October 1838, Barker, French
Legation, I, 49.

1f#^
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an agreement with Texas "on a treaty with Mexico, as
England has done, as up to the present our treaty obligations with that country amount only to unratified declarations in dispute since 1827."^*^

Thus, Texan ships could

not be allowed in French ports under the provisions of
any existing treaty; a separate arrangement would have to
be negotiated.
The memorandum did not specify exact provisions,
but simply recommended that an arrangement be formulated
whereby the two states would enjoy most-favored nation
benefits "pending a formal and definitive treaty."

In

spite of his reputation for delay. Mole quickly approved
the contents of the report and, after securing the approval
of the French Council of Ministers, decided the time was
proper for his government to initiate commercial inter58
course with the Republic of Texas.
The Count's decision to open trade with Texas was,
it seemed evident, prompted by his fear of losing pace
with England and the United States in an area which could
become economically and strategically important.

He un-

doubtedly realized that his government had virtually forfeited any chance for substantial Mexican trade because
of the "Pastry War," and envisioned Texas as a possible

Ibid.
^^Ibid.
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offset to this loss.

However, Mole was still reluctant

to recognize a self-proclaimed nation about which so
little was known.

Until a trusted observer could report

on conditions in Texas, France would offer no concessions
to the Republic other than a commercial arrangement.
Thus, on 5 November 183 8, Henderson received correspondence from the Count which stated that France would
enter into a trade agreement prior to the extension of
recognition based on the following terms:
Until the mutual relations of France and Texas are
regulated in a complete and definitive manner, the
Citizens, the vessels and the Merchandize of the
two Countries shall enjoy in every respect in each
of the Countries the treatment accorded, or which
may eventually be accorded to the most favored
nation. . , .
The French diplomat also inquired of Henderson if he was
59
authorized to formally conclude such an agreement.
The Texan replied on 7 November, acknowledging
that he was indeed "fully authorized and empowered by the
Government of Texas, to make and complete a commercial
arrangement with the King's Government."

Furthermore,

Henderson agreed to "ratify and confirm, on the part of
his Government . . . ," the terms specified by the Foreign
60
Minister in his 2 November note.
Thus, on 7 November

^^Mole' to Henderson, 2 November 1838, TDC, III,
1233-1234.
^^Henderson to Mole, 7 November 1838, TDC, III,
1234-1235.
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1838, the Republic of Texas officially initiated commer, cial relations with the French.
Henderson was obviously delighted with the terms
of the agreement, noting that the arrangement was based
entirely upon the national existence of Texas, with no
reference being made to Mexico.

He was especially happy

that Mole referred to "Texas as a Nation, and her authorities as a Government," something Lord Palmerston had
61
adamantly refrained from doing.
As the Texan related
to Lamar:

"The Count does not remind me that 'until France

recognizes Texas she will consider as a part of Mexico' &c
&c as did Lord Palmerston—He only speaks of Texas as^ a.
62
Nation."

After obtaining this bit of de facto recog-

nition, Henderson was now more assured than ever that
France would formally recognize Texas if her agent's report were favorable.

In fact, the Texas agent had become

so confident that the French investigator's findings would
be the decisive factor regarding recognition, that he
promised, at Mole's request, not to reintroduce the issue
^•'"Henderson to Irion, 12 November 1838, TDC, III,
1235.
^^Henderson to Lamar, 7 November 18 38, Lamar
Papers, II, 284.
^^Henderson to Irion, 12 November 1838, TDC, III,
1235.
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until after the arrival of the report.^^
In spite of joy and optimism, the Texan representative felt it necessary to explain his unilateral action
to his superiors, stating that, as in the case of the trade
agreement with Britain,
This commercial arrangement does not amount in form
to a Treaty, and therefore not requiring the Sanction of the Senate to make it complete; I determined
to exercise the full power vested in me . . . , and
give the complete and definite sanction of my Government to the same, so as to give to it immediate
effect here and in Texas. . . .^^
Henderson further asserted that he felt compelled to act
quickly in order that the agreement could be publicized
in the United States in time "to influence Mr Biddle in
his determination upon the subject of Texian bonds."
Regardless of any explanations he felt necessary
to make, Henderson became still more confident of success
in early November 1838 when he received word from Anson
Jones in Washington that he had formally withdrawn the
64
Although Henderson apparently gave his promise
to Mole in November 1838, he did not mention this agreement to his superiors until February. Henderson to Lamar,
26 February 1839, TDC, III, 1240.
Henderson to Irion, 12 November 1838, TDC, III,
1234.
66
Henderson to Lamar, 7 November 1838, Lamar
Papers, II, 284; it should also be noted that Henderson
wrote Nicholas Biddle to inform him that France was sending an agent to Texas to survey conditions. Hersaut to
Mole', 2 9 November 1838, Barker, French Legation, I, 51;
for a brief account of the Texan loan efforts, see Siegel,
^ Political History of the Texas Republic, 113-115.
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Republic's application for annexation to the United
67
States.
The Texan was relieved to learn of Jones'
action, opining that "it will remove one obstacle in the
way of . . . recognition . . . ," and the young envoy
wasted little time in informing the French

of the

68
Republic's new status.

On 12 November Henderson dis-

patched a message to Mole apprising him that Texas' annexation proposal "has been formally and absolutely withdrawn
by the Texian Minister at Washington. . . . "

Furthermore,

the Texan envoy felt it necessary
to explain to the Government of the King, the apparent inconsistency, that while Texas was applying to another Government to be recognized as an
Independent Nation, She was at the same time seeking admission into the Union of the North American
States.69
Henderson's explanation proposed that shortly after
Texas had declared her independence from Mexico, the people,
"by a vote of great unanimity," declared their intention
to join the United States in order to obtain American protection from any Mexican invasion force. However, events
soon occurred which caused the Texans to reconsider their
fear of Mexico, and thus reconsider their attitude toward
67
Correspondence referred to in Jones, Republic of
Texas, 30.
68
Henderson to Jones, 12 November 1838, Jones,
Republic of Texas, 137.
^^Henderson to Mole, 12 November 1838, TDC' H I '
1236.
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annexation.

Santa Anna's defeat at San Jacinto, the rapid

increase in the Republic's population, and Mexico's internal problems induced the Texans to realize that they
were fully capable of defending themselves, and thus no
longer needed the protection of the United States. Furthermore, the people now perceived the many disadvantages
they would incur if they joined the Union, particularly
the protected tariffs "enacted exclusively for the benefit
of the Northern States."

Thus, when the Republic's appli-

cation was refused, the citizens of Texas "rejoiced."^^
The Texan continued by stating that after the
Republic had been refused entrance into the Union, "the
Government of Texas considered that the proposition had
been finally disposed of," and thus felt that there was no
need to formally withdraw the application.

However, in the

spring of 1838, several United States Congressmen from the
South reintroduced the annexation proposal in hopes of admitting Texas to the Union "in order to counter balance
the power of the Northern Tariff States."

The Texas

Senate, upon being informed of the proposed actions of the
Southerners in Washington, passed a resolution, requesting
the President to instruct the Texas Minister in Washington
"to formally, finally and unconditionally withdraw the
application for the annexation of Texas to the United

'^^Ibid., 1236-1237.
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States."

The Texan continued that the Texas Minister

promptly withdrew the proposal, and concluded that "hereafter the relations between the Republic and the United
States will be the same as between other Nations of the
71
Earth."'-^
Henderson's explanation was fraught with lies and
half-truths.

For example, Texan officials had not "for-

gotten" about the pending annexation proposal and had not
"considered that the proposition had been finally disposed
of" nor had the Texas Senate passed a resolution requesting
the President to order the withdrawal of the proposition.

72

This was not the first occasion that the Texas diplomat
had made extended use of his diplomatic license in official
contacts; however, it was the most flagrant.

Furthermore,

it was impossible that an experienced diplomat like Count
Mole would believe Henderson's account that Texas was almost annexed against her will in the spring of 1838; as we
have seen, the Frenchman had access to more information re73
garding Texas than the Texan apparently realized.
By the end of November 1838, the Texas agent had

^•'•Ibid., 1236-1237.
72
However, a resolution introduced into the Senate
by Anson Jones in April 1838 to instruct the President to
withdraw the proposal failed by just one vote. Telegraph
and Texas Register, 9 May 1839.
^ \ h e reasons which prompted Henderson to undertake the unnecessary defense remain unknown.
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every reason to be optimistic regarding his negotiations
with France:

The French had agreed to a trade arrangement

which "hinted" at forthcoming recognition; he was no longer
forced to negotiate for recognition in the shadow of a
pending annexation proposal; and Mexico and France remained
in a belligerent state.

Thus, all Henderson felt he had

to do was await a favorable report from a French investigator and recognition would be assured.

Perhaps circum-

stances were finally beginning to favor the beleaguered
Texan.
Things were not all rosy, however, for Henderson
was encountering difficulties in other areas. By November,
the Texan's financial status was rapidly becoming critical.
Writing to Secretary of State Irion, he complained that
although he had "lived as economical as a gentleman can do
who is in a similar situation . . . ," he had still been
obliged to spend far more money than he had anticipated.
Henderson further disclosed that because "my necessary expenses amount to at least four times as much as I expected
would be the case," it had been necessary not only to expend funds from his private resources, but also to borrow
money as well.

The Texan informed Irion that although he

realized that he could not expect the government to pay
him regularly because of its "present embarrassed state
of funds," he nevertheless found it necessary to request
that action be taken to alleviate his pecuniary situation.
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Henderson concluded by intimating to the secretary:

"My

affairs at home are somewhat involved by my absence . . .
and I am anxious to arrange matters here and return home
T A

as soon as I can do so with propriety."

However, he

did not feel it proper to leave while recognition by one
of the world's major powers seemed within grasp.
74
Henderson to Irion, 28 October 1838, Secretary
of State Letterbook 41, 164, Texas Republic Papers, Texas
State Archives, Austin, Texas. Although the majority of
this letter is contained in TDC, editor Garrison chose to
delete the references by Henderson to his fiscal problems
Garrison generally did not include information relative
to personal problems, i.e., deteriorating health, complaints concerning the inadequacy of instructions, and
financial embarrassment.

CHAPTER VI
FRANCE:

FRUSTRATION AND POSTPONEMENT

Having promised Mole that he would not refer to
his proposal for recognition until Saligny's final report
had been received, the young Texan had little of an official nature to occupy himself except to carefully scrutinize the newspaper accounts regarding the Franco-Mexican
dispute.

In early January 1839, Henderson learned that

in November the French squadron blockading the ports of
Mexico had bombarded and seized the Mexican fort of San
Juan de Ulua, a supposedly impregnable fortress located
near the city of Vera Cruz.

This news was undoubtedly

welcomed; perhaps the Republic's value to France would
increase substantially now that France and Mexico had
commenced hostilities.

•'"In October 1838, Admiral Charles Baudin arrived
in Mexican waters to command the French fleet and to negotiate a settlement with Mexico. On 17 November the Admiral
met with the Mexican minister for foreign affairs and related his government's terras. Baudin allowed Mexico until
27 November to answer his terms, and when no satisfactory
reply had been received by that date, the French attacked
and defeated the supposedly impregnable fortress San Juan
de t5lua and occupied the city of Vera Cruz. Rives, The
United States and Mexico, I, 436-443.
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Although Henderson realized that "now would be a
most favourable moment" to urge recognition, he honored
his promise to refrain from mentioning the subject until
the arrival of the French agent's final report.

Such a

commitment, however, did not prevent him from engaging the
count "in general conversation . . . hoping that he would
relieve me from my bond by taking up the subject himself."
Unfortunately for the anxious Texan, Mole remained reluctant to initiate a discussion on the issue of recognition.
While frustrated over his inability to employ the
Franco-Mexico hostilities as leverage to secure acknowledgment of the Republic's independence, Henderson had other
troubles for which to seek solutions. One was the question of the validity of the credentials accrediting him as
an agent and minister plenipotentiary to the French and
British governments—the documents were signed by Sam
Houston, the outgoing President of Texas, and contained
3
several imperfections.
Therefore, the Texan requested

^Henderson to Lamar, 26 February 1839, TDC, III,
1240.
3
Henderson to Secretary of State [Irion], 23 November 1838, TDC, III, 1238; it is important to note that although many aspects of the Republic's diplomacy changed
with the inauguration of Lamar on 1 December, Henderson's
diplomatic objectives remained unchanged. While Houston
had desired European recognition to prompt American annexation, Lamar desired recognition to solidify the Republic's
independence. Thus, although the change from Houston to
Lamar affected most areas of diplomacy, Henderson's ininstructions remained unaffected. For an account of
Lamar's policies, see Schmitz, Texan Statecraft, 86-105.
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that the Secretary of State forward to him new credentials
bearing President-elect Lamar's signature, and specified
changes that needed to be made in order "to make them unobjectionable."

He commented:

"You are doubtless aware

that much very much importance is attached to matters of
form here and the least deviation from the established
4
forms is fatal to any act."
The Texas agent had enough
problems with which to contend without encountering difficulties regarding his credentials.
Henderson's other immediate problems were matters
of a more personal nature—his health and his continued
financial embarrassment.

In February 1839, he disclosed

to Lamar that he had been confined to his bed for several
5
weeks because of an inflammation of his lungs.
To new
Secretary of State Bernard E. Bee, Henderson was even more
explicit, revealing, "I am now so nervous and weak from
bleeding, blistering, etc. etc. that I can scarcely hold
my head up."^

Fortunately, however, by March, the Texan

Henderson was also upset because the Secretary
of State had failed to countersign the credentials and
the seal of the Republic had not been affixed. Henderson
to Secretary of State [Irion], 23 November 1838, TDC, III,
1238.
^Henderson to Lamar, 26 February 1839, TDC, III,
1240.
^Henderson to Bee, 27 February 1839, TDC, III,
1243. Bernard E. Bee became the new secretary of state
with the change of governments.
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reported that his health was finally improving, although
he was still "very weak and nervous."^
In addition to continuing health problems, Henderson's financial situation was also causing concern. Informing Lamar that he had been living entirely upon his
own private resources for the last ten months, the agent
confided that he needed financial assistance because "it
has been with the greatest difficulty that I have been
able to get money sufficient to pay expenses and have only
o

done so at a great sacrifice."
In a letter to Thomas Jefferson Green written in
March of 1839, Henderson again bemoaned his financial
problems, noting:
that Paris is the place above all others to enjoy
society fully in all its perfections but it requires a heavy purse and it is fortunate for me
that I am a batchelor otherwise I would have fallen
far short in the funds necessary to support the
style and dignity necessary for a Minister.^
Henderson reiterated his position to Bernard Bee
in March 1839, asserting:

"I hope you have been able to

send me some money . . . as I am in great want of it. . . .
My private resources have been strained almost to breaking."

^Henderson to Bee, 10 March 1839, TDC, III, 1243.
o

Henderson to Lamar, 26 February 1839, Secretary
of State Letterbook 41, 183, Texas Republic Papers.
Q

Henderson to Green, 28 March 1839, Thomas Jefferson Green Letters.
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To alleviate his condition, the diplomat requested that if
General James Hamilton succeeded in securing a loan in the
United States and then proceeded to Europe, he should be
authorized to "help me to a few thousand.""'"^
In addition to concerns over improper credentials,
a paucity of money and ill health, Henderson had still
another old and ongoing problem.

Writing to Memucan Hunt

in Texas, the young agent scolded his friend, as he had
others, for his failure to keep him informed on Texan
affairs, and asked:
How is it that you together with the rest of my
friends continually urge me to write you the news
of this country which can be of little interest
to you when at the same time you disregard entirely
my most urgent solicitations to you—begging you to
give me the news local and general—political and
private from our own country which you ought to
believe I am ever anxious to hear?ll
Henderson's official channels of communication had long
failed him; with his private correspondents ignoring him,
the diplomat's isolation was becoming even greater.

•'•^Henderson to Bee, 10 March 1839, Secretary of
State Letterbook 41, 185, Texas Republic Papers.
•'•"'"Henderson to Hunt, 29 March 1839, Lamar Papers,
II, 508; other diplomats in the field were encountering
the same difficulty. Anson Jones, in Washington as a
representative of the Republic was equally disgusted, commenting: "No intelligence from the cabinet at home, each
and all of whom appear to be exclusively engaged in the
promotion of their own private interest and advancement;
everything else seems neglected." Jones, Republic of
Texas, 32.

.•«I<P=»,C=
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The young Texan was particularly disturbed that no
one in the Republic had informed him of Saligny's activities nor advised him of the possible contents of his reports; instead, Henderson was forced to rely on information
that American envoy Lewis Cass could obtain from the French
government.

From Cass, the Texan learned that Saligny

had arrived in Texas in January, and that although "the
King is favourably disposed towards Texas," the investigator's report would be the deciding factor concerning the
disposition of the Republic's application for recognition."'""^
Thus, by March 1839, Henderson realized even more fully that
"every thing now depends upon that report."

Additionally,

a shift in French political alignments had given the Texan
new reason to worry.
In March, Count Mole's administration had been
forced to resign over domestic issues, and an ad interim
government was conducting affairs while the Duke of
Dalmatia, Nicolas Jean de Dieu Soult, attempted to foinn
12
Henderson to Hunt, 29 March 1839, Lamar Papers,
II, 50 8; the Texan also obtained information from American newspapers. Henderson to Lamar, 23 April 1839, ibid.,
II, 540.
•'••^Henderson to Bee, 27 February 1839, TDC, III
1243.
Henderson to Green, 28 March 1839, Thomas Jefferson Green Letters.
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15
a cabinet.
The Texan was disappointed that a new ministry was being organized,
not because I suppose the new ministry will be opposed to the recognition of Texian independence
but because I shall in all probability be compelled
to travel over the whole ground over which I have
heretofore so slowly passed to bring the question
before the Mole Ministry. . . .16
Such a circumstance could cause Henderson even more delay,
and he was anxious to avoid any additional postponement if
at all possible.
In April 1839, while the Texas agent awaited an
opportunity to press again for recognition, he learned of
the settlement of the Franco-Mexican dispute. 17

Henderson

did not feel that the cessation of hostilities would adversely affect Franco-Texan relations in the long run, but
did fear that France would delay recognizing the Republic
15
^
Mole resigned on 23 March 1839. However, Soult
encountered difficulty in forming a cabinet and did not
succeed until 12 May 1839. Until then, an ad interim
government governed France. For a brief overview of this
period, see M. D. R. Leys, Between Two Empires: A History
of the French Politicians and People between 1814 and 1848
(London: Longmans, Green and Company, 1955), 231-232.
16
^
The resignation of Mole did not take Henderson by
surprise. The Texan had earlier informed his superiors of
the Frenchman's probable fall. Henderson to Bee, 10 March
1839, TDC, III, 1244; also, Henderson to Secretary of State
[Bee], 26 January 1839, TDC, III, 1239.
On 9 March 1839, a treaty was signed by France
and Mexico whereby Mexico agreed to pay $600,000 over a
six months period. The treaty was mediated by Sir Richard
Pakenham, the British Minister to Mexico, who was anxious
to end the French blockade in order to resume trade.
Rives, The United States and Mexico, I, 445-446.
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until after the Mexican government had ratified the treaty
18
ending the conflict.
The Texan still firmly believed
that the only condition essential to Texas recognition was
a favorable report from the French investigator, although
he feared that circumstances beyond his control could prevent him from immediately concluding negotiations.
With circumstances suggesting that the extension
of recognition was not imminent, on 23 April 1839 Henderson wrote President Lamar requesting that he be permitted
to leave Europe by the first of September, or earlier if
he were able to conclude his negotiations prior to that
date.

He had previously received permission to leave

Europe at his own discretion from President Houston, but
he apparently felt obliged to obtain an understanding with
,.
. 1 9
his new superior.
In late April, the Duke of Montabello, ad interim
Minister of Foreign Affairs, informed Henderson that
Saligny's report was expected "in the course of a few
weeks."

The Texan was undoubtedly happy to receive such

information, but his optimism was tempered by the fact
that Marshal Soult had still not been able to organize
his ministry.^°

Thus, even if Saligny's report arrived

•'•^Henderson to Lamar, 23 April 1839, Lamar Papers,
II, 540.
19

Ibid., 541.

^^Henderson to Webb, 28 April 1839, TDC, III, 1248
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in Paris and was extremely flattering to the Republic, it
was highly unlikely that the ad interim government would
open negotiations with Henderson; Soult's ministry would
have to be the negotiating party.
On 14 May, Henderson reported to his superiors
that one of the major obstacles had been removed from the
path of recognition—Marshal Soult had formed a government
and assumed control.

Furthermore, the Texan related that

Soult himself would function as the Minister of Foreign
Affairs, as well as serve as President of the Royal
21
Council.
By mid-May, the young agent had also learned
of Mexico's ratification of the treaty concluding the
"Pastry War," and thus believed that recognition would be
granted as soon as Saligny's final report on the conditions
22
within the Republic was received.
Preliminary reports from the French investigator
had already arrived in Paris by mid-May, but the French
had not informed the Texan of their arrival.

In reports

forwarded from Texas in February, March and April of 1839,
Saligny recorded his observations "on the true conditions
of that country, its chances of continued existence as an
independent state, its resources, and the advantages that
^•'•Henderson to Webb, 14 May 1839, TDC, III, 12501251.
^^Mexico ratified the treaty on 20 March 1839.
Rives, The United States and Mexico, I, 446.
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it can offer our commerce and navigation."

23

The Frenchman's reports of his findings were categorically favorable to the Republic, always depicting Texas
as a civilized, almost enlightened, nation.
patch, Saligny declared:

In one dis-

"Scenes of violence and murder

. . . are uncommon here, and other crimes and misdemeanors,
comparatively rare, are always promptly and severely
punished."
Regarding "its chances of continued existence as
an independent state," the Frenchman asserted that Texas
could never be reconquered by Mexico,

stating: "That
25
magnificent country is forever lost to Mexico."
The
agent also declared that there was virtually no chance
that the Republic would become annexed to the United States
because "annexation has become extremely unpopular in
[Texas]" due to the United States' previous rejection of
the Republic.
^^Saligny to Mole, 20 February 1839, Barker,
French Legation, I, 52.
^"^Saligny to Mole, 16 March 1839, ibid., 67;
Saligny's observations were exaggerated. For an accurate
account of "civilization" in Texas, see Hogan, Th£ 'E^2S^
Republic.
^^Saligny to Mole, 3 March 1839, Barker, French
Legation, I, 58.
^^Saligny to Mole,. 8 March 1839, ibid., 62.
Lamar, an ardent anti-annexationist, undoubtedly went to
great effort to convince the Frenchman of the Republic s
desire to remain independent.
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Concerning the commercial advantages that Texas
could offer France, Saligny reported that Texans estimated that their 1839 cotton harvest would yield close to
27
100,000 bales,
and further noted that the vast forests
of East Texas could provide wood for the construction of
28
French naval vessels.
The Frenchman also related that
"by the very nature of her climate, soil, and geographic
position, Texas will always be an exclusively agricultural
country," and implied that the Republic would thus have to
rely on other nations, hopefully France, for manufactured
29
products.
Thus, according to Saligny, Texas could serve
France not only as a supplier of raw materials, but as a
30
market for French industrial produce.
Saligny also reported conversations he had held
with Texas loan commissioner General James Hamilton, one
of the most influential men in the Republic.

According to

the Frenchman, Hamilton "made no secret of the great value

^^Saligny to Mole, 17 April 1839, ibid., 76. Once
again the Frenchman grossly exaggerated the potential of
the Republic.
'^^Ibid., 68.
^^Saligny to Mole', 26 March 1839, ibid., 73.
-^^And what a market it would be! The French agent
reported the Republic's population to be between 250,000
and 300,000. This is obviously a wild exaggeration; most
historians would put the population of Texas at less than
one-fifth that total. Saligny to Mole, 16 March 1839,
ibid., 68.
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for Texas attaching to French and English recognition,"
and acknowledged that the Republic would grant commercial
concessions to whichever of the two countries was the
first to acknowledge Texan independence.

Saligny commented

that the Texan was anxious for French or English recognition to add credibility to the Republic's position as an
independent state, and thus facilitate his European loan
negotiations.

Hamilton also confided to the French agent

that he would soon be commissioned to travel to Europe and
assist Henderson with his negotiations.

Saligny concluded

his narrative of his conversations with the Texas loan commissioner by observing:
I do not know exactly, . . . , the precise nature
of the powers entrusted to General Hamilton but his
influence on General Lamar is unlimited, . . . ,
and I am convinced that if the Government of the
King believes it should recognize the new republic,
we will be able, if we are on good terms with him,
to obtain invaluable advantages for our commerce
and navigation for a long time to come.^l
Saligny's reports contained numerous errors and
exaggerations, all of which depicted the Republic in a
more favorable light than the truth would justify. Texas'
cotton production and her lack of crime were obviously
exaggerated to make Texas appear more stable and prosperous than she was.

That he would file such a report

becomes even more surprising in the light of the Frenchman's observation to United States' charge d'affaires

^•'•Saligny to Mole, 26 March 1839, ibid., 72.

IHI '^^<^K>"
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Alcee LaBranche that he was unimpressed with Texas, and
felt that the Republic had little in the way of commercial
enterprise to induce his government to extend recognition
"at least for some years to come."

Why, then, did Saligny

forward such favorable reports to his superiors if he knew
them to be false?

According to LaBranche, the French

agent did so in hopes that the French government would
extend recognition and appoint him as the first charge
d'affaires; Saligny could then use that appointment as a
32
stepping stone to a higher position.
It is further interesting to note that although
the Frenchman's reports contained descriptions of areas
throughout eastern and central Texas, and narrated the
journeys he made into these areas, in actuality he had
never left the city of Houston.

Saligny merely fabricated
33
the information or relied on other people's descriptions.
The French agent left Texas on 5 May 1839, and returned to Washington to formulate and dispatch his final
report.

After arriving in Washington in June, Saligny

^^LaBranche to Secretary of State Forsyth, 18 May
1839, copy in Justin H. Smith Papers, I, no. 20, University
of Texas Library, Austin, Texas. Saligny's scheme work^ed;
after recognition was extended, he was appointed charge
d'affaires to the Republic.
^^Barker, French Legation, I, 67, 77-78; LaBranche
also stated that Saligny confined himself to the city of
Houston. LaBranche to Forsyth, 18 May 1839, copy in Justin
H. Smith Papers, I, no. 20.
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received a letter from Marshal Soult, granting him leave
which he had requested to return to France.

Soult also

expressed his approval of the investigator's earlier reports, and commented that he was anxious to receive the
final results "of your observations on the political,
agricultural, and commercial conditions in that region
where we very much hope to find new and important outlets
for our commerce and industry." 34
Meanwhile, Henderson, uninformed of the arrival of
Saligny's preliminary reports, continued to wait patiently
in Paris for word from the French government that her agent's
observations had arrived.

While waiting, Henderson wrote

his superiors and asked if rumors he had heard that Texas
had dispatched an agent to Mexico were true. The young
diplomat commented that if they were true, "I am sorry that
I am not informed of it as it may be important to know it
35
when I come to move in the business of recognition."
The rumor referred to by Henderson was that a plan
had been developed by the Republic to approach the Mexican
government concerning recognition.

It was true.

In Febru-

ary 1839, President Lamar instructed Secretary of State
Bernard Bee to travel to Mexico City and open negotiations.

•^^Soult referred to receiving only the reports
dated 20 and 25 February. .Soult to Saligny, 17 May 1839,
Barker, French Legation, I, 94-95.
^^Henderson to Webb, 14 May 1839, TD^/ I H ^ 1251.
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Should the Mexican officials not respond favorably to his
solicitations for unconditional recognition. Bee was
authorized to expend five million dollars to purchase
acknowledgment of the Republic's independence.

Unfortu-

nately, the scheme misfired in May 1839 when Mexico refused
to receive the Texan and discuss his proposals.
Henderson was left in the dark by his superiors
concerning Bee's mission to Mexico, nor was he advised of
Saligny's activities in Texas or of the visit by M. B.
Anduze, a French official sent to Texas in April 1839 by
Admiral Baudin to discuss possible Texas military participation in event of a resumption of hostilities between
France and Mexico.

Although Secretary of State James Webb

intimated to the Frenchman that he was unable to answer
officially due to Bee's mission, he did confide unofficially that if Mexico spurned the Republic's offer of peace,
and if Mexico should provoke France to reinstitute hostilities, Texas "will then be proud to unite with France and
will bring into the field at the shortest notice, twenty
thousand soldiers. . . . "

37

•^^For an account of Bee's activities in Mexico, see
Schmitz, Texan Statecraft, 90-99; it is interesting to note
that Saligny had informed his superiors of Bee's mission in
March 1839. Thus, it is ironic that the French government
knew more concerning Texan-Mexican relations than did
Henderson. Saligny to Mole', 8 March 1839, Barker, French
Legation, I, 59-60.
^ \ e b b to Anduze, 25 April 1839, TDC, III, 12461247. James Webb became secretary of state when Bee left
on his mission to Mexico.
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Although Henderson could not have immediately
utilized this information in his negotiations with the
French because he was still pledged to await Saligny's
final report, news that a representative of the French
government had approached officials of the Republic regarding military cooperation against Mexico would have
at least bolstered the diplomat's hopes for recognition
and given him some leverage when negotiations commenced.
However, there is no record of his ever being informed
of Anduse's visit to Texas.
By June 1839, the Texas diplomat was thoroughly
disgusted with the inability or reluctance of his superiors to keep him informed of events relevant to his diplomacy.

Writing unofficially to Albert Sidney Johnston,

Henderson complained that he had not received any communication, official or unofficial, from Texas dated later
than January 1839, and revealed that he must "depend for
information upon all matters public and private on vague
rumors."^^

In an official dispatch dated 13 June 1839,

the Texan further bemoaned the lack of correspondence
from Texas, and expressed his distress that the new credentials he had requested in December 18 38 had not arrived
in spite of the fact that his present credentials might

^^Henderson to Johnston, 23 June 1839, Albert
Sidney Johnston Papers.
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not be acceptable "in case I shall have occasion to
39
present them."
While awaiting news and instructions from his superiors and the arrival of Saligny's report, Henderson continued to inquire "unofficially" concerning the Republic's
status in the eyes of the French government.

In early

June 1839, he was introduced to Baron Edouard Pontois, the
French Minister to the United States who was in Paris on
leave.

Discovering that the Baron was "a strong advocate
for our recognition," 40 Henderson later reported that he
had questioned him concerning Saligny's mission to Texas,
and found that the agent had departed the Republic and
would soon arrive in Paris to deliver his final report in
person.

Although Pontois did not acknowledge that the

French investigator's preliminary reports had been received, the Texan perceived that the Baron had access to
41
Saligny's "first impressions."
Pontois also informed Henderson that he had recently discussed the Texas issue with King Louis Philippe,

"^^Henderson to Secretary of State [Burnet] , 13
June 1839, TDC, III, 1253. David G. Burnet, vice president of the Republic, assumed the duties of secretary of
state upon the resignation of Webb.
^^Henderson to Johnston, 23 June 1839, Albert
Sidney Johnston Papers.
"^^Henderson to Jones, 20 June 1839, Jones, Republic
of Texas, 147.
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and had suggested that France was "obliged to recognize
Texas in common justice," a suggestion, the Baron observed,
that "the King received kindly."^^

The French diplomat

further opined that his government would not delay the
recognition of Texas, provided Saligny's report was favor43
able,
and concluded by asserting, Henderson recorded,
that France "only wished to be satisfied with our ability
to maintain our present position."
The Texan was happy to find a Frenchman who was
so well-informed on the Republic, and in sympathy with her
45
position.
Henderson felt that Pontois' "opinion and
advice will have much weight with the King," and believed
that the Baron could prove to be a valuable ally in the
fight for recognition.46 With the influential Lewis Cass
already firmly enrolled as a supporter of the Republic, and
with the possible addition of Baron Pontois, the Texas diplomat's optimism began to rise once again.
A O

Henderson to Secretary of State [Burnet], 13 June
1839, TDC, III, 1252-1253.
43
Henderson to Johnston, 23 June 1839, Ablert
Sidney Johnston Papers.
Henderson to Jones, 20 June 1839, Jones,
Republic of Texas, 147.
45
Pontois received most of his data on Texas from
Anson Jones. Ibid., 146.
^^Henderson t o S e c r e t a r y of S t a t e [ B u r n e t ] , 13 June
1839, TDC, I I I , 1253.
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Henderson's hopes would have risen even higher
had he known the contents of Saligny's final report which
was received in Paris in mid July 1839.

In the summation

of his findings, the French investigator declared that
the independence of Texas from both Mexico and the United
States was assured, observing:

"I see no serious external

threat to the new republic, nothing which can make us
doubt for a moment its ability as an independent state." 47
The emphasis of the agent's report was on the commercial advantages which the Republic could offer France.
For example, Saligny maintained that French wines, silks,
muslins and other articles "would find a huge market" in
Texas, while France would receive in return "the products
of [Texas'] fertile soil . . . "

Furthermore, the investi-

gator was quick to note that because England was now
Mexico's favorite, and "we are now excluded forever" from
Mexican commerce as a result of the "Pastry War," a commercial alliance with Texas could counterbalance this loss.
In closing, Saligny asked:
Shall we again let ourselves be outstripped by
England? . . . [T]he recognition of the independence of Texas by the Government of the King will
bring great advantages to France for many years
to come. We have a glorious opportunity before
us; we must not let it escape us.^^

^^Saligny to Soult, 24 June 1839, Barker, French
Legation, I, 100.
^^Ibid., 102-103.

«
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The Frencliman's report compleiaented Henderson's assertions
concerning the Republic's independent status and commercial
potential.

Surely now, nothing would stand in the way of

French recognition of Texas.
On 16 July, the young agent dined with Marshal
Soult and was informed that Saligny's final report had
been received.

Upon learning this, Henderson reported

that he had related to the Frenchman that he had an agreement with his predecessor. Count Mole, whereby Mole would
furnish him a definite answer to the Republic's application for recognition as soon as Saligny's final report had
been received.

Soult assured the Texan that he would deal

with the matter as soon as possible, but observed that he
was presently occupied with domestic affairs.

The French

diplomat further informed Henderson that Saligny was expected to arrive in Paris within a few days, and implied
that little would be done regarding Texas prior to his
arrival.49
Having established the fact that the French investigator's report had arrived, the Texas agent began a
narration of the advantages that would befall the French
government if she recognized Texas. Henderson began by
asserting that France had forfeited any possibility of

^^Henderson to Secretary of State, 26 July 1839,
TDC, III, 1256-1257.
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securing commercial advantage in Mexico since "the recent
chastisement which France found it necessary to inflict
upon Mexico would not be soon forgotten and would
strengthen the influence of England in that quarter."
Thus, the diplomat maintained it was logical that France
"should do everything to encourage a division of [Mexico],"
because an independent Texas would be ready to favor the
French over the English, considered by many to be the
friends and protectors of Mexico.
Henderson reported that he had also pointed out
that commercial intercourse between the two nations would
develop rapidly and extensively if recognition should be
accorded, far more rapidly and extensively than if the commercial arrangement which had recently been concluded remained the only tie between them.

The Texas explained that

although the agreement provided vessels of the Republic with
most-favored nation benefits, the Republic could not establish consuls in France to protect the interests and trade of
her citizens until recognition had been extended.

Without

this security, Texas merchants "would not feel themselves
. . . fully protected in French ports," and consequently
would probably continue "to seek a market in the United
States where every such protection was offered. . . . "1.51
50
Ibid., 1257.
^•'"Ibid., 1258.

218
By Henderson's account. Marshal Soult listened
attentively to these arguments in favor of recognition,
and observed that he would review the commercial arrangement that existed between the two countries to "see if
that agreement needed extension or amendment. . . . "

The

Texas replied that all he desired "was to put that agreement . . . into the form of a complete Treaty between
equal and independent Powers." 52
Having sensed that the Frenchman had come to favor
acknowledging the Republic's independence, Henderson took
the liberty to suggest that should he be "too much engaged"
to deal with the matter, he would gladly negotiate with
Baron Pontois.

Soult concurred with the suggestion, in-

forming the Texan that Pontois "would be fully authorized
on the part of France to act in the negotiation of a commercial Treaty and that recognition would follow as a matter
of course." 53 Thus, once again, the Texas agent appeared
to be on the verge of obtaining recognition; Pontois and
Saligny, both of whom Henderson believed to be friends of
Texas, would apparently be the two French agents with whom
he would negotiate. 54

Ibid.
^^Ibid., 1258-1259.
^^Lewis Cass also felt Soult was favorable to
Texas. Cass to Forsyth, 12 July 1839, Despatches from
U.S. Ministers to France, XXXIV.
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On 18 July, the Texan visited Pontois to open
negotiations, but discovered that Soult had not yet informed his subordinate of his authorization to begin discussions.

Once Henderson explained the situation, however,

the Frenchman agreed to discuss the issues relative to
recognition unofficially.

Prior to beginning the discus-

sions, the Texan felt obliged to present his credentials.
Upon examination of the credentials, as Henderson had
feared, questions arose when Pontois noted that the signatory, Sam Houston, was no longer President of Texas, and
inquired as to the validity of the documents. Henderson
was prepared for this predicament, and was able to satisfy
the French diplomat by pointing out that in a Republic,
"the People hold the sovereign power," not the President;
consequently, any change in the presidency would not affect
the credentials.

The only recourse a new President had re-

garding the continuance of the appointment of his predecessor was to remove them, "and until he actually exercises
that power, all those whom he found in office and right„55
fully continue to discharge their functions."
^^Henderson had on several occasions requested new
credentials, referring to his present ones as "grossly informal." He apparently wanted to get the issue of his credentials settled early in the negotiations so they would
not cause him trouble later. It is also interesting to
note that in reporting his•conversation with Pontois concerning the credentials, the Texan commented:
This objection I had anticipated and accordingly wrote_last winter
to the Secretary of State several times requesting him to
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Having settled the issue of the credentials,
according to Henderson's report, the two men began to
discuss various problems which could complicate the negotiations.

When Pontois mentioned slavery as a possible

area of concern, the Texan immediately launched into a
discourse on the subject in which he explained that Texas
had outlawed the international slave trade, and emphasized
that her constitution expressly forbade the entry of any
slave from any nation other than the United States.

The

diplomat further disclosed that he was explaining the existence of slavery in the Republic only because "other Nations
had a right to inquire."

However, he strongly emphasized

that
so far as regards Slavery . . . in Texas, it is exclusively a question of domestic policy with which
no Foreign Nation had any right to interfere, and
that I wished him to understand me distinctly . . .
that I will not even discuss that question any more
than I would discuss any other question of domestic
policy.57
forward to me a new Commission and Credentials from the
present Executive of Texas, but as no attention has been
paid to that request, I was compelled to assert the sufficiency of those I hold." Henderson to Secretary of
State, 26 July 1839, TD£' I H ' 1259.
^^This was not the first time the two men had
discussed slavery, but it was the first time Pontois
had mentioned it as a possible source of friction. See,
Henderson to Secretary of State [Burnet], 13 June 1839,
TDC, III, 1253.
^^Henderson to Secretary of State, 26 July 1839,
TDC, III, 1260.
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Apparently the weary Texan had grown tired of attempting
to justify the existence of slavery in the Republic, and
had adopted the position that the subject was closed.
Pontois rejoined that he had mentioned the matter
only because he might be compelled to answer questions concerning slavery to members of the cabinet.

He apprised

the Texan of the fact that in conversations with the King
concerning Texas slavery, the King had acknowledged that
"it was a question that did not concern him or his Government."

Henderson concluded the discussion on slavery by

intimating that he hoped the French government "would disregard everything but the justice of the claims of Texas,
58
and her honour and interest. . . . "
Having reached an understanding concerning slavery,
the two diplomats entered into a discussion concerning the
mechanics of recognition.

When Pontois related that his

government would probably extend recognition to the Republic in the same treaty that would provide for a commercial
agreement, Henderson objected, asserting that he would
prefer that France acknowledge Texas independence prior
to any subsequent negotiations in order that he might
enter into further negotiations as the representative of
an equal power.

The Texan observed to the Frenchman that

if recognition were accorded in the same treaty which

^^Ibid., 1260-1261.
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dealt with commercial arrangements, it might appear as if
France had extorted from the Republic "a grant of priviledges which she would have given after she had been recognized as an equal. . . . "

Henderson further maintained

that he would not allow his Republic to be blackmailed
into granting extraordinary commercial concessions, vowing
that he "would not yield a privilege before, that I would
not grant with equal freedom after recognition. . . . "
Pontois told the Texan that he would discuss the matter
with Marshal Soult, and the two men concluded their
"informal" discussion. 59
On 2 2 July, the French diplomat met once again
with Henderson and related that he had been formally authorized to begin negotiations leading to the conclusion
of a commercial treaty with the Republic of Texas. However, Pontois further revealed that Soult had instructed
him not to propose any specific provisions because the
Marshal had not yet had the opportunity to consult with
his cabinet concerning the Texas question.

Thus, once

again, the two diplomats engaged in no more than "unofficial" discussions.
Henderson was anxious to ascertain if recognition
would be granted prior to any commercial negotiations, but

^^Ibid., 1261-1262.
^°Ibid., 1262.
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Pontois disclosed that the issue had not yet been decided.
However, he intimated that Soult still appeared to desire
that recognition and the commercial agreement be combined
in one treaty.

When the Texan reiterated his objection to

such a format, the Frenchman promised to discuss the matter
61
again with the Marshal.
As the two men began discussing the commercial
aspects of their negotiations, Pontois explained that his
government expected that French wines and silks would be
allowed into the Republic on the same terms by which they
were received into the United States. Henderson, knowing
that French v/ines paid only a nominal tax and silks none
at all when being imported into the United States, was
concerned by the French expectations, and therefore, he
r e p o r t e d , h e r e p l i e d only "in v a g u e and g e n e r a l t e r m s . "

62

These s t a t e m e n t s r e g a r d i n g t h e low tariff for F r e n c h
a r t i c l e s c a u s e d t h e T e x a n to r e a f f i r m to the F r e n c h m a n
his c o n t e n t i o n t h a t r e c o g n i t i o n w a s n e c e s s a r y b e f o r e
e n t e r i n g i n t o c o m m e r c i a l n e g o t i a t i o n s in order to avoid a n y
French attempts to extort unfair concessions.

Henderson

r e a l i z e d t h a t t h e t a r i f f c o n c e s s i o n s requested by the
F r e n c h c o u l d " b e s u c h a s w o u l d t o o m a t e r i a l l y a f f e c t the
r e v e n u e o f T e x a s to m a k e them a l l o w a b l e . "

Ibid.
^^Ibid., 1263-1263.

Should

that
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occur, the Texan observed, "recognition may be delayed by
a lengthy discussion."

63

Regardless of the anticipated difficulties with
the French over commercial concessions, by mid July 1839
the young diplomat was firmly convinced that recognition
was imminent, declaring:

"Indeed it is no longer a secret

here with the Government that the King had determined to
recognize. . . . "

With Pontois, "the great friend of

Texas," authorized to negotiate, and Saligny expected
daily, Henderson believed that recognition was near at
u ^ 64
hand.

Ibid.
^^Ibid., 1263-1264.

CHAPTER VII
FRANCE:

SUCCESS

Although Henderson was anxious to continue negotiations and discuss the specific treaty provisions which
would provide for recognition, he had little choice but to
await the next overture from the French.

However, while

waiting, the Texan received a letter from American Ambassador Lewis Cass, informing him of an opportunity to
initiate diplomatic communication with another European
nation.

The American related that he had recently con-

versed with King Leopold of Belgium

and had ascertained

that the King was interested in discussing the possibility
of opening commercial intercourse between his country and
Texas.

Cass further apprised the Texas that Baron Pontois

had intimated that he had no doubt that Belgium would, in
addition, extend recognition to the Republic immediately
after France had done so.

Cass to Henderson, 3 August 1839, TDC, III, 1266;
This was not the first time Belgium had entered into the
diplomatic picture. In June 1839, R. G. Dunlap wrote
Lamar from Philadelphia: "The Belgium Minister has seen
me often. He is very warm for Texas, but says he has to
wait for England and France." Dunlap to Lamar, 2 June
1839, TD£' 1' "^02.
225
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Relating the American's observations to his superiors, Henderson suggested that a special envoy should be
dispatched to approach "the different Powers of Europe which
have not been yet applied to for . . . recognition. . . . "
In explaining his reasoning, the agent maintained that in
some of these European countries the Republic might acquire
a profitable market for her sugar. Noting that while the
United States, France, and Great Britain had either domestic or colonial sugar to protect with high tariffs, Belgium,
Russia, Prussia, Austria, Holland, and the German states
had no sugar interests to support, and thus could function
as a low tariff market.

Henderson, however, did not volun-

teer to serve as the solicitor; he was tired, broke, sick,
and anxious to return home without further delay.
tion, the French negotiations were still pending.

In addi2

On 4 August, Henderson resumed his talks with
Pontois concerning recognition.

The Frenchman informed

his Texas counterpart that his government had determined
to acknowledge the Republic's independence in conjunction
with a treaty of amity and commerce, and not, as Henderson
had desired, by simply receiving him as a representative
of a free and independent nation prior to commercial negotiations.

Although he feared that he would now be compelled

Henderson to Secretary of State [Burnet], 5 August
1839, TDC, III, 1266-1267. James Hamilton would contact
Belgium and other European nations in 1840.
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to make unequal concessions with regard to tariff reductions
and other commercial considerations, Henderson had little
choice but to acquiesce.
Having settled the procedural problem of how recognition would be granted, the two men discussed the various
provisions that the treaty would encompass. However,
because Pontois was still instructed to negotiate in
generalities, ostensibly owing to Soult's desire to discuss the treaty with the cabinet but more likely because
Saligny had yet to arrive, the two men once again talked
unofficially.

Both remained essentially noncommittal,

although the Texan did announce his willingness to allow
some tariff reductions on French wines and silks, while
the Frenchmen agreed in turn to a reduction in the duty
3
on Texas cotton.
The day following the meeting, Henderson wrote to
a friend, Texas agent James Treat in New York City, and
characterized these negotiations as having "advanced slowly,
but smoothly."

The agent further revealed that "so far we

have had but little difficulty in agreeing . . . and I feel
confident of success without unnecessary delay. . . . "1.4
Undoubtedly, one of the reasons Henderson felt

^Ibid., 1267.
^Treat to Burnet, 18 September 1839, TDC, I, 485486, Treat quotes directly from the 4 August letter he had
just received from Henderson.
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confident of success was the growing attention being paid
the Republic by the presses of Paris. As early as June
1839, the National had editorialized that the recognition
of Texas would reflect credit on France, while the Journal
des Debats had referenced Henderson's mission and called
for the acknowledgment of the Republic's independence in
order to secure commercial benefits for French merchants.^
In mid August, the presses had continued their pro-Texas
commentary; for example, the National discussed the commercial benefits that would befall France if she recognized Texas, while the Moniteur Universel related the
brilliant future that was destined for the Republic.
Also by the middle of August, Henderson and Pontois
had moved beyond generalities and were discussing specific
tariff items.

For example, the Texan reported that the

French had agreed to reduce the duty on Texas cotton by
twenty-five percent in return for a forty percent reduction in the tariff on French wines and a one-third reduction on silks.

The diplomat related to his superiors in

Texas that he was personally opposed to such reductions
on imported French articles, but intimated that such concessions needed to be made in order to entice the French

^National, 26 June 1839; Journal des Debats,
21 June 1839.
6National, 18 August 1839; Moniteur Universel,
14 August 1839.
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to conclude the treaty.

7

While negotiating "unofficially" with Pontois and
awaiting the arrival of Saligny, Henderson received a
letter from Secretary of State David G. Burnet, "the first
despatch I have received from the Govt for more than six
o

months."

However, the correspondence furnished him with

virtually no pertinent information that could assist him
with his negotiations, and Henderson, as usual, was left
Q

to his own devices.
On 20 August, Henderson wrote Burnet to report his
progress and to report that Saligny had recently arrived
in Paris.

Rather than being optimistic that the investi-

gator's arrival would facilitate negotiations, the Texan
related that since the French investigator's appearance
7
Henderson to Lamar, 17 August 1839, Lamar Papers,
III, 70-71; in order to understand what these reduction
percentages mean, it is necessary to review the Republic's
tariff of 12 June 1837, which remained in effect until
February 1840. The act provided for a duty of twenty-five
cents to two dollars a gallon, depending on quality, on
imported wines; thirty percent ad valorem on silk goods;
and twenty percent ad valorem on unenumerated articles.
Thus, if Henderson agreed to a one-third reduction in the
tariff on French silks, the tax rate would be ten percent
ad valorem. For the best summary of the tariff policy of
the Republic, see Asa K. Christian, "The Tariff History of
the Republic of Texas," Southwestern Historical Quarterly,
XX (April, 1917), 315-340.
^Henderson to Burnet, 20 August 1839, TD^, III,
1268-1269.
^Burnet to Henderson, 16 June 1839, TDC, III, 872.
The dispatch did not contain new instructions, made no
mention of Hamilton's mission to Europe, and did not contain the new credentials he had repeatedly requested.
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he had noted a tendency on the part of the French to delay
the conclusion of the treaty.

In explaining the reason

for the delay, Henderson revealed that while he was discussing treaty provisions with Baron Pontois, Saligny had
observed that he knew that Texas could grant more favorable
concessions that those offered because President Lamar had
confided to him that the Republic was so anxious to conclude a treaty with the French that advantages would be
freely granted.

The Texan further reported that Saligny

asserted that General James Hamilton, recently arrived in
London to solicit loans for Texas, carried "such authority
or instructions for me as would enable me to comply with
their wishes. . . ."
Henderson, irritated by the Frenchman's declarations
but "reflecting I was not acting for myself in this business
and that a diplomatist ought never to evince the slightest
anger in the discussion of a Treaty," contented himself with
assuring the French negotiators that he was positive that
if Hamilton possessed additional instructions, he would be
Henderson to Burnet, 20 August 1839, TDC, III,
1269; Saligny had good reason to believe this was so. In
his 26 March 1839 preliminary report, he reported a conversation with Hamilton in which the Texan observed that
he would be sent to Europe to serve as a negotiator with
Henderson, and revealed that P resident Lamar had decided
to grant substantial commercia 1 concessions to whichever
European nation was the first to recognize the Republic.
Saligny to Mole', 26 March 1839 , Barker, French Legation,
I, 70-71.
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aware of them by now.

However, understandably, the French

seemingly remained convinced that Hamilton did indeed carry
new instructions.

Henderson, realizing that only a personal

denial by Hamilton would demonstrate to the French that no
new concessions were forthcoming, sent word to his fellow
Texan to come to Paris.

Thus, once again the weary dip-

lomat experienced an unanticipated delay.
While awaiting the arrival of Hamilton, Henderson
continued to discuss the commercial provisions of the treaty
with the French agents.

In the course of the negotiations,

Pontois insisted upon a tariff reduction regarding French
brandies and "Paris articles" such as clothing, shoes, and
hats.

Henderson successfully withstood the requests con-

cerning the reductions on the "Paris articles" on the
grounds that they would not only injure the revenue of
Texas, but would do France little good because the Republic
would be compelled to grant similar reductions to the British when negotiations with that country were consummated.
However, the Texan was compelled to submit to reductions
on brandies when Pontois intimated that "any treaty which
the Govt might make that did not do something for the
French Brandies would be unpopular with the Chambers be..12
cuase that interest is strongly represented there."

^^Henderson to Burnet, 20 August 1839, TDC, III,
1269.
^^Ibid., 1269-1270.

w=;:^'
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Despite these further talks with the French negotiators, Henderson made little progress toward a final
agreement; it was clear that they were determined to await
the appearance of Hamilton.

Nevertheless, the Texan re-

mained confident that after the French discovered that
Hamilton bore no new instructions, "that they will accept
my proposals and that all will be completed in a few
13
days."
However, there was still a trauma, in the form
of James Hamilton, awaiting the young agent.
James Hamilton had long been interested in alleviating the financial distress of the Republic.

On

26 December 18 38, he had been confirmed as a "commissioner
of loans,"

and in May 1839 he had met with limited suc-

cess, obtaining a $400,000 loan from Nicholas Biddle's
16
Bank of the United States.
Hamilton, as were Henderson
and many other Texans, was convinced that French recognition was essential, declaring to President Lamar:

"The

•'"^Ibid., 1270.
It should be remerobered that Hamilton raised
$16,000 for Henderson in Charleston in 1837 to finance
his mission to Europe. For an overview of Hamilton's
contributions to the Republic, see Madge Pierce, "The
Servic: of James Hamilton to the Republic of Texas"
(M.A. r-nesis. University of Texas, 19 33) .
•'"^Ernest W. Winkler, ed.. Secret Journal of the
Senate, Republic of Texas, 1836-1845 (Austin: Texas
Library and Historical Commission, 1911), 119-120.
•'"^Hamilton to Lamar, 29 May 1839, Lamar Papers,
III, 1-2.
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successful sale of Bonds ultimately will depend on . . .
recognition by France." "^ Thus, in order to facilitate
French recognition, the former South Carolinian requested
and was granted official diplomatic status as a "conegotiator" with Henderson in May 18 39.''"^
Having received the authority he desired, Hamilton
wrote Lamar from New York in July 1839 to convey his plans
regarding his European loan negotiations.

The new agent

asserted that he had "confident hopes of success by the
1st October, . . . especially if we are able to obtain the
recognition of Louis Philipe,"

and observed that

he was

sure French recognition could be obtained "with the application of the proper means."19

Hamilton further revealed

his close association with Saligny, and commented:

"I am

inclined to stick to him until we obtain the recognition
20
of Louis Philipe."
The loan commissioner left New York

"'•^Hamilton to Lamar, 14 April 1839, ibid., II, 527.
•'•^Webb to Hamilton, 20 May 1839, Secretary of State
Letterbook 38, 104, Texas Republic Papers.
"'"^Hamilton to Lamar, 8 July 1839, TDC, II, 459;
The "proper means" referred to dealt with a plan Hamilton
had proposed to Lamar to use $50,000 to $100,000 as a
"douceur" to bribe French officials to speed recognition.
He feared that without such an incentive, recognition "may
be delayed for six months." Hamilton and Burnley to Lamar,
22 June 1839, TDC, III, 1254-1255; Lamar agreed with
Hamilton's strategy and forwarded him permission to bribe
the French, but his instructions arrived too late—
Henderson had already obtained recognition. Burnet to
Hamilton, 19 August 1839, TDC, III, 873.
20Hamilton to Lamar, 8 July 1839, TD^/ H . 459.
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on 1 August 1839

and arrived in London two and one-half

weeks later.
On 21 August 1839, Henderson received a letter
from General Hamilton in which the loan commissioner revealed that "he is impowered by the President of Texas
to cooperate with me in the pending negotiations here
and in England."

The beleaguered diplomat was shocked

and upset by this revelation; to Albert Sidney Johnston,
Henderson interpreted Hamilton's commission to. indicate
"to me (delicately perhaps) that my services are no longer
required here."

He continued:

"I shall not conceal from

you my mortification at that announcement of [Lamar's]
want of confidence in me."

Henderson further disclosed:

I have forfeited my personal inclinations—
involved my personal fortune and what is more
essential I have seriously impaired my health by
holding onto the business I have had in charge for
two years and now when I am just on the eve of concluding the matter in a manner that I had hoped
would be satisfactory to my Govt & my friends . . . ,
to have the business taken out of my hands and instructed to another is truly humiliating. . . ,22
The Texan's first impulse upon hearing of his

^"'"Hamilton to Lamar, 1 August 1839, TDC, II, 458.
^^Henderson to Johnston, 22 August 1839, Albert
Sidney Johnston Papers. Henderson's belief that he had
been replaced undoubtedly answered many questions for him
For example, he now thought he knew why he had not been
sent new credentials, why his communications from the
home office had been infrequent, why his requests for
money had been ignored, and what basis Saligny had for
presuming that Hamilton bore new instructions.
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supposed removal was to "deliver formally the business
papers & books of the Legation into the hands of Mr
Mcintosh the Secretary of Legation and withdraw."

How-

ever, he decided against such a rash act when he realized
that such a move could hinder the negotiations with the
French.

Thus, Henderson elected to await the arrival of

Hamilton and formally present him with the legation's
23
records.
Although he felt sure that he was being removed
and would have to return home in disgrace and humiliation,
the Texan was quick to assert that he held no grudges;
not only did he not blame Hamilton for replacing him,
"because if he had not I presume some other person would,"
but Henderson even vowed to return to Texas "supporting
the Administration."

The young diplomat clearly would

rather swallow his pride than let his personal feelings
create divisiveness within the Republic.
After writing several letters to his friends bemoaning the unfairness of his removal, Henderson learned to
his erabarrassment that he had completely misinterpreted
Hamilton's mission.

On 24 August, the new commissioner

arrived in Paris and was dismayed to discover that his
associate believed that he had been replaced.
23
"^"^Ibid.
Ibid.

After
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quickly assuring the distraught Henderson that such was
not the case, Hamilton related that he had been commissioned as a co-negotiator not because Lamar had requested
it, but only because he himself had solicited such authority in order to enhance his status as a bond salesman.

25

Henderson was undoubtedly relieved to learn that his position had not been undermined, and, in fact, that Hamilton
bore no new instructions.

The young diplomat obtained

from his fellow diplomat a promise not to present himself
to the French as a co-negotiator because this would lend
credence to Saligny's supposition that Hamilton carried
25
Henderson to Lamar, 1 September 1839, Lamar
Papers, III, 93; Hamilton to Lamar, 29 August 1839, ibid.,
83; it is interesting to note, however, that some people
in Texas desired Henderson's recall because of his lack
of success. Memucan Hunt and Ashbel Smith discussed
their friend's unstable position in two letters in July
1839. However, Henderson could count among his supporters Smith, Hunt, Lamar, and Houston. Hunt to Smith,
5 July 1839, Ashbel Smith Papers; Smith to Hunt, 25 July
1839, ibid.
^^Henderson to Lamar, 1 September 18 39, Lamar
Papers, III, 92-94; Henderson felt obliged to explain
the situation to Lamar because he was sure Lamar would
hear of the misunderstanding. Henderson himself had
already written Albert Sidney Johnston decrying his
removal, while Hamilton had reported the affair directly
to Lamar. Hamilton to Lamar, 29 August 1839, ibid.,
82-84; furthermore, Texas agent S. A. Roberts in Washington had heard of Henderson's plight and had reported
it to Lamar. Roberts to Lamar, 24 September 1839, ibid.,
116-117. Thus, Henderson felt he had better present the
facts to Lamar in order to clear up any misconceptions
that might have arisen from the various reports of the
episode.

^ i
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new instructions.

27

Hamilton's arrival did little to cause the French
to alter their demands concerning commercial concessions.
Henderson reported that Saligny still declared to Pontois
"that Texas is willing to grant any and every favour which
France in con[s]cience would ask . . . ," and cited for
proof that "every officer in Texas with whom he conversed
on the subject had told him so expressly or intimated as
much."

The Texan further related to his superiors that

he had done his best to convey to the French that his instructions had not been altered, but the French no longer
cared; they realized that Hamilton desperately needed
recognition if he were to succeed in selling Texan bonds
in Europe, and thus they were determined to extort a high
price for their recognition.

28

Hamilton himself undoubtedly did much to substantiate Saligny's assertions and thereby added to the difficulty of securing a satisfactory treaty.

Writing to James

Treat on 31 A u g u s t , the commissioner related that he had
held a fruitful interview with Marshal Soult,

29

during

27
Henderson to Lamar, 1 September 1839, ibid., 93;
see also, Hamilton to Soult, 8 September 1339, ibid., 104,
in which Hamilton explains to the Frenchman why he did not
formally present himself as a co-negotiator with Henderson
28
Henderson to Lamar, 1 September 1839, ibid., 93.
^^Treat to Burnet, 21 September 1839, 'TDC_, III,
488-489.
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which the Frenchman communicated to Hamilton "how very
acceptable it would be . . . if the import into Texas of
French Wines Brandies and silks, could be facilitated by
some favorable discriminations."

In return Soult promised

that his government would aid the Texan "in the negotiation of the public Loan for the Republic of Texas. . . ."^^
Hamilton, extremely anxious to secure recognition to
advance

his fiscal plans, thus agreed to use his

influence to help conclude the pending treaty on terms
favorable to France.
Therefore, it is not surprising that Henderson
found the French more demanding and less conciliatory
after Hamilton's arrival. Having already obtained an
agreement with the Texan for a tariff reduction regarding
silks, brandies and wines, Pontois now insisted on reduced
duties on various other articles, to which Henderson replied he would never consent.31 Explaining his reasoning
for rejecting the French demands, the negotiator wrote to
Secretary of State Burnet:

"I did not feel willing to pay

for recognition, even in order to accomplish the important
32
business of a loan."

^^Hamilton to Guizot, 21 January 1841, ITC/ I H /
1285.
"^•'"Henderson to Lamar, 1 September 18 39, Lamar
Papers,
Henderson to Secretary of State [Burnet], 16
October 1839, TDC, III, 1272.

2 39
Henderson understood all too clearly that the
French were using the promise of recognition to extort
unfair commercial concessions, and thus he was not too
surprised a few days later when Pontois informed him that
"he had been mistaken in the QUALITY of our cotton & that
no reduction could be made on it."

The Texan was extremely

upset "inasmuch as the whole of my propositions had been
founded upon his [agreement] to reduce the duty on Texian
cotton . . . ," and immediately informed the French negotiator that because of this drastic change in French policy, "we must commence at the beginning & make entirely new
propositions."

However, Pontois disagreed and insisted

upon holding Henderson to the concessions the Texan had
previously granted regarding French imports into Texas,
while retracting his commitment to provide a tariff reduction on Texas cotton.

The Texan replied that he could not

accede to such demands, and declared that he would terminate negotiations if the French government continued to
•

•

insist on unequal concessions

33

Following this encounter with Baron Pontois,
Henderson was extremely pessimistic regarding the future
of the negotiations; he feared the only way he could obtain
recognition would be to agree to reduce the Texas tariff
on French goods without acquiring equal reductions from the
^^Henderson to Lamar, 1 September 1839, Lamar
Papers, III, 93-94.
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French on Texas cotton.

But the weary diplomat, anxious

to conclude the treaty before the onset of winter, nevertheless vowed to "delay the business rather than make a
Treaty . . . that would be in the slightest degre[e] dis34
reputable."
However, in early September, James Hamilton,
serving as the mediator between Henderson and the French,
managed to persuade both to compromise.

The coimnissioner

convinced Marshal Soult that he would return to Texas and
work to secure more favorable concessions to France than
Henderson was able to grant; as a result, the French confined their demands to silks, wines and brandies, and
agreed to compromise on the importation of Texas cotton.

35

Hamilton then pressured his colleague to yield to the
modified French demands and conclude the negotiations.
Henderson was dissatisfied with such a compromise, but
reluctantly agreed because "Hamilton seemed to think that
every thing depended upon the success of my negotiation
with France. . . ."^^

The Texas agent also agreed to

reduce the duties on silks, wines and brandies because
they were not used "to any great extent in Texas, and

-^"^Ibid., 94.
-^^Hamilton to Soult, 8 September 1839, ibid., 104;
Soult to Hamilton, 12 September 1839, ibid., 105.
"^^Henderson to Secretary of State [Burnet] ,
16 October 1839, TDC, III, 1273.

241
therefore her revenue cannot be materially affected by it,
which was the greatest object I was compelled to look at."^^
He further disclosed that he had considered writing his
superiors for instructions, but decided that such a
measure would take too long."^^
On 10 September, General Hamilton left Paris for
London, secure in the knowledge that French recognition
39
was imminent.
However, before departing France, the
commissioner alleviated one of his colleague's major
problems by giving him $10,000 as partial payment for
his salary and expenses.

Thus, Henderson had at least

one less problem with which to contend.
After Hamilton's departure, the Texas agent and
37
Henderson to Jones, 27 September 1839, Jones,
Republic of Texas, 148.
38
Henderson to Secretary of State [Burnet],
16 October 1839, TDC, III, 1273.
39
Hamilton to Lamar, 11 October 1839, Lamar Papers,
III, 126-127; it is ironic that French recognition did not
immediately open the doors for the loans Hamilton desired.
He found he would have to offer more for loan security than
merely the fact that France had acknowledged the Republic's
independence. For an account of Hamilton's frustrations,
see Edwards, "Diplomatic Relations between France and the
Republic of Texas," 230-232.
40
Records show that Henderson received $10,000
from Hamilton and $2,6 64 from Hamilton's associate A. T.
Burnley. V7hile these payments furnished the diplomat with
operating funds, they did not totally reimburse him for
his total salary and expenditures. Upon his return to
Texas, Henderson filed a claim and collected $7,451 for
his back salary and outfit. James Pinckney Henderson File,
Financial Papers, Texas Republic Papers.
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his French counterparts concluded the provisional "Treaty
of Amity, Navigation and Commerce between France and
Texas."

Following review by the French Ministry of Com-

merce, it was officially signed on 25 September 1839.^"'"
The treaty provided for "perpetual peace and amity"
between the two nations, and guaranteed that "most favored
nation" privileges would be enjoyed by citizens of each
state within the boundaries of the other. Additional provisions dealt with the courtesies to be observed in case
of war between Texas or France and a third nation, the
establishment of consular systems, the privacy of archives,
and other matters generally included in such treaties.
Regarding the much-debated commercial provisions, Henderson
acquiesced to most of the French demands. Texas agreed to
the admittance of French silks at one-half the duty as
similar articles from other nations, and allowed wines and
brandies to be imported at forty percent and twenty percent
that of other countries, depending on quality.

In return,

the French agreed to admit Texas cotton at a tariff of
twenty francs per one hundred kilograms, the same rate
charged on the importation of cotton from the United States
Provisions were included to insure that in case France

Ratification took place in France on 2 October
1839 when King Louis Philippe affixed his signature. In
Texas, the treaty was ratified on 14 January 184 0 when
the Texas Senate gave its approval. Gammel, Laws of Texas,
II, 661-662.
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reduced the tariff on cotton from the United States, duties
on Texas cotton would be automatically reduced accordingly;
and should Texas allow a reduction in her rates on silks
and wines from other nations, the tariff charged on French
articles would be reduced proportionally.

Provisions were

also incorporated which stipulated that all French and Texas
imports must be transported on national vessles in order to
42
qualify for the tariff reductions.
This final provision caused the only major problem
of the last stages of the negotiations.

The French insisted

that a national vessel be defined as a ship that was built
in the nation to which she owed allegiance, and which was
manned by a crew, three-quarters of whom were citizens of
that country.

Henderson realized that such a definition

would doom the merchants of the Republic

because no ves-

sels had been built in Texas, and moreover, none would
likely be built for some time to come. Furthermore, he
surmised that if such a definition of a national vessel
were accepted, Texan ships would lose all trade to French
shippers if Texas merchants desired the treaty concessions.
Thus, Henderson refused to agree to such a definition,
although the French insisted on it "most strongly."

The

French finally agreed to a modified definition when the
Texan again threatened to break off negotiations rather

^^For the complete text of the treaty, see, ibid.,
655-662.

244
A O

than grant such a concession.
As a result of Henderson's adamant stand on the
issue of national vessels, three additional articles which
would not be made public were appended to the treaty.
These articles concealed from the rest of the world that
for purposes of this treaty, a national vessel of the
Republic of Texas was defined as a vessel owned by a citizen or citizens of the Republic, captained by a Texan,
and manned by a crew of which two-thirds were citizens of
44
Texas.
Henderson's perseverance enabled him to withstand this attempt by the French to extort an unfair
45
advantage.
Concerning the physical construction of the treaty,
both sides agreed that it be written and signed in the
^"^Henderson to Secretary of State [Burnet] ,
16 October 1839, TDC, III, 1274.
^^Gammel, Laws of Texas, II, 661. Henderson undoubtedly desired secrecy in this matter for fear that
other nations would capitalize on this condition and
attempt to use it to extort unfair advantages in negotiating commercial treaties with the Republic.
^^Largely because of Saligny's exaggerations, the
French greatly overestimated the immediate commercial
prospects of Texas. For example, no cotton was exported
to France through Galveston, the Republic's leading port,
until 1849. Robert E. L. Crane, "The History of the
Revenue Service and the Commerce of the Republic of Texas"
(Ph.D. dissertation. University of Texas, 1950), 376^Saligny, himself, after returning to Texas as charge
d'affaires in 1840, bemoaned the lack of French commercial
activity in the Republic, noting that only one French ship
had entered a Texan port since his arrival. Saligny to
Thiers, 17 June 1840, Barker, French Legation, I, 147.
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"alternate," a procedure by which the provisions are
written in the two languages involved in parallel columns
on the same page.

Henderson related that he considered

this method "of importance only in treating with European
Nations, where such matters of form are considered as
46
matters of substance."
After such a long wait, the
Texan wanted to ensure that even the "final touches" were
in order.
Thus, after two years of financial strife, ill
health, and numerous delays, James Pinckney Henderson had
succeeded in obtaining de jure recognition from a European
power for the Republic of Texas. However, he was not at
all satisfied with the results of the treaty, revealing
to Lamar:

"It is not as favourable as I think Texas had

a right to expect of France and is certainly not as just
a Treaty as I once had fair prospects of concluding."
Nevertheless, in his own defense, he further related:
"I can assure your Excellency of one thing that it is
47
the best I could make under present circumstances."
Henderson should not have felt so disheartened.
His mere presence in Paris had prompted the French to at
least consider the Texas issue, while his solicitations

"^^Henderson to Secretary of State [Burnet],
16 October 1839, TD£' H I / 1274.
^^Henderson to Lamar, 26 September 1839, Lamar
Papers, III, 118; also, Henderson to Jones, 27 September
1839, Jones, Republic of Texas, 147-148.

246
had caused the French foreign ministry to order an agent
to survey the conditions in the Republic, a prerequisite
to recognition.
vital.

Thus, Henderson's role had indeed been

Furtheinnore, the treaty was probably the best

Henderson could have secured from the French. As had been
the case in England, the Texan had little tangible to entice the French to acknowledge the Republic's independence.
The French had decided to extend recognition in order to
spite Mexico, obtain a possible commercial liaison to
offset the loss of influence in that country, and gain
what they considered to be an advantage over England.
Realizing that Texas needed recognition more than France
needed an alliance with Texas, the French were in a good
position to demand unequal commercial concessions in exchange for granting recognition.

Henderson had antici-

pated such an act from the French, and when they refused
to extend recognition prior to opening commercial negotiations, the Texan knew he was in trouble. The return to
France of Saligny and the subsequent arrival of Hamilton,
both incidents which Henderson had believed would strengthen
his negotiating position, had instead left him more vulnerable than before.

The Texas diplomat had done his best,

but had fallen short of obtaining the treaty based on equal
reciprocity that he and his nation had desired.
Although Henderson was somewhat dissatisfied with
the treaty, his spirits were renewed when he was presented
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to the King as "minister of Texas" at the Court of St.
Cloud on 25 September, the day of the conclusion of the
48 ^
treaty.
In reporting his audience with Louis Philippe,
the Texan related that he was received "with many kind
expressions," and disclosed that the King remarked that
"he was glad that circumstances at last allowed him to
receive one who had made so favourable an impression on
the different officers of his Govt. . . . "

Henderson

further revealed that the monarch spoke very favorably of
Texas, and "asked me several questions which convinced me
that he has a better knowledge of Texas than any European
I have met. . . . "

During his audience, the Texan took

the opportunity to deliver a short speech in which he
intimated the honor he felt in being the first Texan to
49
be presented to His Majesty.
Henderson's joy in finally
being accepted in Europe as an acknowledged representative
of the Republic was unbridled; this success meant that he
could soon return home.
A few days after consummating the treaty with
France, Henderson was approached by Count Leon, Belgian
minister to France, concerning the negotiation of a treaty
between their two nations.

The Texan immediately observed

that he could not talk officially because his credentials

Ibid.
^^Henderson to Lamar, 26 September 1839, Lamar
Papers, III, 118-119.
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did not empower him to treat with Belgium, but did reveal
to the Count that he had already suggested to his superiors
that they appoint a minister to initiate negotiations with
his country.

Despite Henderson's lack of authority, Leon

requested that they discuss the matter of a commercial
treaty unofficially.

Henderson later related to his govern-

ment that in the informal conversation that followed, the
discussion progressed so satisfactorily that he was convinced that he could have concluded a treaty then "with the
understanding that it was made without authority—to be kept
a perfect secret, and subject to the approval of the President and ratification of the Senate. . . . "

The diplomat

explained that he did not negotiate because "I feared the
President would have considered it as presumptious in me to
enter into a Treaty, not only without instructions, but
•^1,
4.
•
•
"50
without
a commission.

Henderson's talk with Count Leon concluded his activities in France; he might well have now prepared to return
to Texas.

However, although his health was "very much im-

paired," he was determined to return to London to try once
again to obtain recognition;^

perhaps since France had ac-

knowledged Texan independence, the British would follow suit.

^^Henderson to Secretary of State [Burnet],
16 October 1839, TDC, III,.1275.
^•'"Henderson to Lamar, 26 September 1839, Lamar
Papers, III, 119.

CHAPTER VIII
BRITAIN:

A FINAL ATTEMPT

While in France, Henderson had continued diplomatic intercourse with Great Britain. Arriving in France
in April 1838, the young Texan carried with him a letter
of introduction from Lord Palmerston to Lord Granville,
the British Minister to France, informing that envoy that
the Texan would receive information through him concerning
the propriety of returning to London at a later date to
solicit recognition.

Henderson had determined to utilize

this liaison "to keep up negotiations with the British,"
and vowed, "I am determined not to cease in my exertions
2
until I am rejected or succeed."
Unfortunately for the
Texas diplomat, however, the majority of the correspondence
that had passed between himself and the Foreign Office concerned issues that could only injure the credibility of the
Republic in the eyes of the British.
Although Henderson had departed London when Britain

"'"Palmerston to Granville, 9 April 1838, F.O. 27/556
(the 27 series contains correspondence to and from agents
in France).
^Henderson to Morgan, 25 May 1838, Col. James
Morgan Papers.
249
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had refused to extend immediate recognition of the Republic's independence, there were other matters that were
left unsettled.

The most important of this unfinished

business concerned the alleged depredations of the Texas
navy against the Eliza Russell and the Little Penn, two
vessels of British registry.

Both issues had surfaced

prior to Henderson's departure from the Court of St. James,
but neither had exerted much influence on negotiations.
However, while the Texan was residing in Paris, these two
claims had become a matter of greater concern to both
Henderson and the British.
Henderson had first learned of the Little Penn
affair shortly before he left for France. With a note
dated 24 January 1838, Palmerston had forwarded to Henderson documents which offered evidence that armed vessels of
the Republic of Texas had been responsible for the loss of
cargo incurred by a British merchant attempting to conduct
a legitimate trade with Mexico. According to the deposi3
tion of F. de Lizardi and Company, owners of the Little
Penn, on 26 June 1837 the British schooner ran aground on
a shoal off the Yucatan coast while en route from Liverpool
to Tobasco, a Mexican port. After attempts to remove the
vessel from the shoal failed, two Mexican vessles, the Paz

F. de Lizardi and Company were also the agents of
the Mexican government who attempted to dispose of Texan
land to repay Mexican creditors.
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and the Abispa, were dispatched to remove the cargo and
transport it to shore.

The Paz removed a portion of the

load and returned to port unharmed, but the Abispa was
captured at the site of the wreck by the Brutus and the
Invincible, two armed ships of the Texan navy.

The Abispa,

laden with goods from the Little Penn, was then taken to
the Texas port of Matagordo where she was condemned as a
4
lawful prize.
Lizardi and Company further asserted that before
leaving the site of the Little Penn, sailors of the Texas
navy "plundered the wreck . . . of everything valuable."
In submitting their claim for damages against Texas, the
merchants maintained that the property taken by the vessels
of the Republic totalled ii3,657, and begged "to entreat the
interference of Her Majesty's Government with the Texian
authorities to obtain the restoration of the property
5
. . . or adequate compensation. . . . "
The Foreign Minister concluded his 24 January communication by citing the Texan's 26 October 1837 pledge
that the Republic would quickly satisfy all just claims,
and commented:

"The British Government cannot entertain

a doubt . . . that the Texian authorities will order

Messrs. Lizardi and Company to Palmerston, 5 January 1838, Smither, Journals of the Fourth Congress, III,
182.
^Ibid.
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immediate restitution of the property so unjustifiably
seized. . . . "
On tl:ie following day, Henderson sent a note to the
Foreign Office, acknowledging the receipt of the Palmerston
letter and promising to relay the documents to his superiors
in Texas in order that they could decide the necessary
course of action.

The Texan also assured the Briton that

"if upon investigation it does appear . . . that the property referred to was wrongfully seized, they will not fail
to make full compensation or restitution to the
7
owners. . . . "
On 30 January, Henderson transmitted the documents
presented by Palmerston to Secretary of State Irion, urging
that the Little Penn matter be accorded a "prompt, thorough
and impartial investigation."

However, the Texan expressed

personal doubt concerning the justness of the Lizardi
claim, suggesting that the claim was an attempt to make
"the Government of Texas liable to pay . . . the salvage
and the expenses of that part of the cargo which she never
touched."

Henderson concluded by requesting that he be

furnished with facts attending the capture and condemnation of the cargo in order that he could satisfy the

Palmerston to Henderson, 24 January 1838, ibid.,
180. Henderson's 26 October 1837 pledge is discussed in
chapter three.
^Henderson to Palmerston, 25 January 1838, ibid.,
184.
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g
British concerning the issue.

In January 18 38, the Texas

diplomat still possessed hope of obtaining recognition and
did not want a "side issue" to disrupt his negotiations.
In February 1838, the issue of the Eliza Russell
reemerged, though it seemed to impose no immediate threat
9
to Anglo-Texan relations.

On 19 February, Henderson re-

ceived a dispatch from Lord Palmerston which contained
documentation pertinent to the disposition of the claim
pending against the Republic, including the deposition of
Captain Russell, master of the vessel. The Briton related
that he was transmitting the documents to the Texan "in
confident expectation that you will exert your influence
to expedite the redress to which the parties are entitled,
should their claims not have been already satisfactorily
adjusted.

...

On the following day, the Texas agent apprised the
Foreign Minister that he would forward the documents to his
home office in Texas, although he was "in daily expectation of receiving . . . intelligence of the manner in
which the claim of Capt. Russell has been disposed of by
^Henderson to Irion, 30 January 1838, ibid.
^The claim of the Eliza Russell, a British vessel
in route to Mexico allegedly illegally seized by the Texas
navy, was initially discussed by Henderson and Palmerston
in October 1837 and is analyzed in chapter three.
•'•^Palmerston to Henderson, 19 February 1838,
Smither, Journals of_ the_ Fourth Congress, III, 185,
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Congress."

Henderson, having received no instructions

from his superiors concerning the claim since the initial
dispatch of 23 August 1837, was nevertheless confident that
the affair had been settled and he would soon be informed
of the final disposition.
On 1 March, the Texan met with Palmerston to discuss the matter of the Eliza Russell, and during the interview Henderson's personal feelings concerning the issue
surfaced.

He reported that he began by assuring the For-

eign Minister that there was no doubt, based on Irion's
letter of August 1837, that full compensation had already
been awarded Captain Russell. However, Henderson asserted
that he "could only suppose it to have been done in the
absence of the true history of the case, or in abundant
caution on the part of the Government of Texas, to avoid
any dispute with the British Government."

The Texan then

narrated the reasons the Republic should not be obligated
to fulfill the claim.

Centering his defense on the fact

that the captain of the Eliza Russell admitted in his
deposition that he had refused to point out which portion
of the load was consigned by Mexicans, Henderson maintained

Henderson to Palmerston, 20 February 1838, ibid.,
188.
12
This dispatch is discussed in chapter three. It
should be remembered that in this letter Secretary of State
Irion admitted that the Texas vessel had been completely
in the wrong.
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that the Texans had little choice but to bring the vessel
to a Texas port to ascertain which portion of the cargo
should be confiscated.

The young agent continued his

discourse by observing that "there was no principle of
national law better understood, or more fully understood
than this, that enemy's property on board of a neutral
vessel is lawful prize of war. . . ."
Henderson reported that although Palmerston agreed
with his assertions, the Briton nevertheless maintained
that the Texas navy did not possess the right "to carry a
neutral vessel, laden with the goods of an enemy, out of
her course in order to possess themselves of the goods on
board."

The Texas diplomat replied that his navy had no

other recourse but to take the vessel to a Texas port when
the captain of the Eliza Russell refused to identify and
surrender the enemy cargo. Henderson further declared
that "Captain Russell could not rightfully complain, because he had, by refusing to surrender the goods on board,
rendered the course taken by the officer of Texas necessary."

Having expressed his convictions, the Texan in-

formed the Briton that although he considered the matter
"disposed of" and was confident Russell had already been

Henderson to Irion, 8 March 1838, Smither,
Journals of the Fourth Congress, III, 189. Henderson had
received a copy of Russell's deposition from Palmerston
in the Briton's 19 February 1838 letter.
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reimbursed, he wanted to ensure that the British understood the Republic's position.

Henderson emphasized that

although Texas was acquiescing to British demands regarding the Eliza Russell, this submission should not be
interpreted as a surrender of the Republic's rights under
international

law in future situations.

In the report of his conversation with Palmerston
which he forwarded with the documents given him, the Texan
requested that he be immediately advised "as to the course
I am to pursue."15 Once again, Henderson had to request
information and instructions which should have been sent
to him as a matter of course.
In June of 1838, after his arrival in France,
Henderson received a dispatch from Secretary of State Irion
which contained a brief mention of the Eliza Russell issue.
The secretary once again avowed that the Republic acknowledged the justness of Captain Russell's claim, and disclosed that President Houston would recommend payment in
16
his next message to Congress.
It undoubtedly surprised

•'•'^Ibid., 190. It should be remembered that at the
time of Henderson's 1 March 1838 meeting with Palmerston,
he was in the throes of a depression, brought on by his inability to gain any concession from the British. It is
thus probable that his outburst to the Foreign Minister
constituted a release of some of this built-up hostility.
•'•^Ibid.

16Irion to Henderson, 20 March 1838, TDC, III, 852
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and frustrated the young Texas agent to discover that the
claim which he had so confidently assured Palmerston was
fulfilled remained unsettled.
In late July 1838, Henderson received additional
instructions from Robert Irion pertinent to one of the
naval claims.

The dispatch, forwarded by the secretary

primarily to inform his agent that the Texan envoy in
Washington had been instructed to withdraw the Republic's
annexation proposal, also contained information relative
to the Little Penn claim.

After acknowledging the receipt

of Henderson's report of 30 January 1838 which contained
the documentation pertaining to the issue, Irion revealed
that serious doubt had arisen concerning the validity of
the claim, declaring:

"No nation could with justice and

respect for its character, acknov/ledge it on the information which they have submitted."

The secretary's dissat-

isfaction with the documentation stemmed from the fact that
the only evidence supplied by F. de Lizardi and Company
were depositions from Mexicans. He argued that "the Declaration of the officers of the Little Penn, duly authenticated, would be much more satisfactory than the depositions
of Mexicans."

Irion further implied that the Mexicans had

removed more from the Little Penn than they had admitted,
questioning "how much had been plundered by themselves,-how much buried in the sand, &c, &c, we are left to conjecture."

However, the Secretary of State affirmed that
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"when the amount and value of the property seized shall
be ascertained, this Government will not object to its
payment. . . ." 17
In order to assist Henderson's handling of the
claim, Irion enclosed several statements from Texan crewmembers involved in the seizure of the Abispa. However,
the depositions were contradictory in several areas of
importance.

For example, the statement of J. D. BoyIan,

captain of the Brutus, the Texas vessel involved in the
episode, declared that he and his crew had left the wreck
of the Little Penn undisturbed, while the deposition of a
Mr. Wright, a member of the Brutus' crew, stated that the
wreck had indeed been ravaged by the Texas sailors. Irion
included no instructions or comments in the dispatch to
his agent to indicate which of the depositions was
creditable.
The secretary closed his letter to Henderson by
requesting him to research the possibility of inducing the

Irion to Henderson, 20 May 1838, Smither, Journals of the Fourth Congress, III, 176, contains only the
information relative to the Little Penn. The remainder
of the letter can be found in Irion to Henderson, 20 May
1838, TDC, III, 860-861.
•'•^The depositions of Boylan and Wright have not
been located in the Texas State Archives. The only information available concerning their content is derived
from Henderson's complaints to Irion. Henderson to Irion,
5 September 18 38, Smither, Journals of_ the Fourth Congress,
III, 194.
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British to "appoint some kind of an agent to reside in
this Republic; such an arrangement would facilitate
much the adjustment of private claims."

19

very

And, Irion

undoubtedly hoped, to supply the Republic with a form of
de facto recognition.
On 23 August 1838, the young Texan dispatched a
personal letter to President Houston in which he outlined
his future plans regarding his negotiations with Britain
for recognition.

Henderson revealed that after concluding

negotiations with the French, he would return to London
and again solicit recognition.

The Texan proposed:

If they still insist on delaying the measure I will
endeavour to learn whether or not it will be worth
my time to remain. . . . Should I meet with the
least encouragement I will remain; if not I will
regard it as incumbent on me to return immediately
to Texas.20
Henderson also complained to Houston of the lack
of communication that existed between himself and Secretary
of State Irion, especially regarding the Eliza Russell and
Little Penn claims.^"^

This was not the first time the

young Texan had "gone over Irion's head" with complaints
about diplomatic communications from the Department of
State, but Henderson's patience had now worn to the point

•'"^Irion to Henderson, 6 June 1838, ibid., 176.
^^Henderson to Houston, 23 August 1838, Andrew
Jackson Houston Collection.
Ibid.
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that the deficiencies of Irion's diplomacy were becoming
more and more irritating.

Unfortunately, there was little

the Texan could do to attempt to improve the situation
except complain.
The day following Henderson's letter to Houston,
Lord Palmerston inquired why the claims of the Eliza
22
Russell and Little Penn had not been paid.

In reply,

the Texan revealed that in regard to the Little Penn, the
Republic had investigated the claim thoroughly and had
found evidence to refute the allegations of the F. de
Lizardi and Company.

For proof, Henderson enclosed the

deposition of the Captain of the Brutus which denied any
misconduct by his crew, choosing not to reference the
statement of crewman Wright. However, the Texas diplomat
informed Palmerston that if Lizardi could substantiate his
claim with "positive proof," the Republic would immediately
23
provide full compensation.
In reference to the Eliza Russell issue, Henderson
reaffirmed his nation's pledge to satisfy the claim, but
disclosed to the Foreign Minister that the present delay
regarding payment resulted not from any wish by the
Republic to postpone fulfilling her obligations, but from
^^Palmerston to Henderson, 24 August 1838, Smither,
Journals of the Fourth Congress, III, 191.
^^Henderson to Palmerston, 3 September 1838, ibid.,
192.
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Captain Russell's refusal to comply with the procedures
necessary to secure indemnity.

He further related that

Russell had been duly informed that he or his designated
representative must personally apply directly to the
Congress of the Republic to solicit compensation, and this
the captain had not done. The Texan summarized by reiterating that the delay "is attributable to the negligence
of the claimant, and not to any indisposition on the part
of the Government of Texas. . . . " 24 Henderson also took
the opportunity to fulfill the request of Irion that he
inform the British that such problems as the spoliation
claims would be much easier resolved if an agent of Her
25
Majesty's Government resided in the Republic.
On 5 September 1838, the Texan wrote to the
Secretary of State to relate the content of his recent
correspondence with Lord Palmerston and to protest the
inadequacy of the information he was receiving.

Henderson

remarked that the lack of cooperation he was experiencing
from home was greatly hindering his ability to defend the
actions of the Republic to the British government. He
was particularly upset over the documents relating to the

^"^Ibid., 193; it is unknown how Henderson received
this information. Perhaps Irion had forwarded him the
information in his 20 May 1838 letter. See also, Borden
to Brigham, 23 August 1837, ibid., 207-208.
^^Henderson to Palmerston, 3 September 18 38,
ibid., 19 3. Palmerston chose not to reply to the suggestion.
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Little Penn claim which were forwarded him on 20 May 1838,
noting that the evidence presented was unsatisfactory.

He

pointed, for example, to the contradictory accounts in the
various depositions and noted that the documents were sent
to him without any comment or any indication as to which
of the two President Houston credited.

"Therefore,"

continued the Texas diplomat,
I was left to draw my own conclusions as to what
was the probable determination of the President
in that regard; in doing which, I preferred giving
the decision in favor of the credibility of the
commanding officer, although I fear in doing so,
I may have erred. . . . I am at all times willing
to assume the necessary and proper responsibility
where there is no higher authority who may renounce
my acts; but in this case I have acted with great
reluctance, the more so, because I know not what
may be the opinion and policy of any future administration in this case.26
Henderson also included a comment concerning the
Eliza Russell issue, disclosing that "there was less difficulty in making an answer to Lord Palmerston's enquiries"
on the matter, but at the same time recommending that
Congress grant the President authority to draw from the
Treasury the money necessary to pay Captain Russell's
claim. 27

The Texan wanted these miscellaneous issues

settled as soon as possible; he realized that the Republic had little to gain but much to lose by prolonging the

^^Henderson to Irion, 5 September 1838, ibid..
Ill, 194.
27
"^'ibid.
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settlements.
Shortly after dispatching his 5 September 1838
report to Irion, Henderson received correspondence dated
6 June 1838 from the secretary.

In this letter, the dip-

lomat was informed that his 12 April 1838 dispatch relating the consummation of the British commercial agreement
had been received, and President Houston was extremely
satisfied with the result.

Concerning the settlement of

the Eliza Russell claim, Irion related that Congress had
adjourned without making an appropriation, but he once
again affirmed that the Republic "has no disposition to
reject such of those claims as are just."

The secretary

closed the communication by assuring his agent that "the
course you have pursued in [regard to] England has met the
28
unqualified approbation of this Government."
While
Henderson undoubtedly appreciated the vote of confidence,
he could have made far better use of information apprising
him of the settlement of the spoliation claims or the
defeat of an invading Mexican army.
In late September 1838, the Texan decided the time
had arrived to utilize his communication link with the
British Foreign Office.

Having heard nothing from the

British since his departure in April excepting correspondence concerning the naval claims, Henderson approached

28 Irion to Henderson, 6 June 1838, ibid., 176.
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Lord Granville, the British Minister to France who
Palmerston stated would function as a liaison, to "ascertain whether he might expect to receive from Lord Palmerston
some communication respecting the Recognition of the Inde29
pendence of Texas."
However, the Briton could offer no
encouragement, revealing that his government was still
"undecided." 30
However, a dramatic change was being initiated in
the Foreign Office regarding British involvement in the
Mexican struggle.

In early June 1838, Palmerston received

a lengthy report from Baron Ashburnham in Mexico City containing his observations concerning conditions within
Mexico.

Regarding the conflict, the envoy opined that "the

re-conquest of [Texas] by the Mexican Government is highly
problematical; its power to retain it, if re-conquered,
scarcely within the bounds of possibility."

He further

declared that even if Mexico did retake her lost province,
she "would be wholly incapable of checking the Slave Trade

^^Henderson to Irion, 5 October 1838, TDC, III,
1227.
"^^Henderson to Lamar, 28 October 1838, TDC, III,
1232; in his conference with Granville, Henderson informed
the Briton that the Texas government had instructed her
representative in Washington to withdraw the annexation
proposal, but Granville did not mention this in his next
correspondence to Palmerston. Granville to Palmerston,
5 October 1838, Broadland Papers: Palmerston Mss. (B.M.
Add. 48511).
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..31
there."
Once again the Foreign Minister was presented
evidence which might dispel any notion that Texas was in
danger of being reconquered by Mexico.
Discoursing further on the subject of Texas-Mexican
relations, Ashburnham declared that Mexico had no real need
for the rebellious province, noting she had more land already than she could populate and develop.

He asserted

that an independent Republic of Texas would, in fact, benefit Mexico, because "the best Frontier they can possess
against the encroachments of the Americans would be the
interposition of Neutral Power," not land.

The envoy thus

espoused a scheme that would later be advocated by his
superiors—attempting to convince the Mexican government
to utilize an independent Texas to her advantage as a bar32
rier to American aggression.
Ashburnham also suggested that Britain should

'^"'"Ashburnham to Palmerston, 24 June 1838, F.O.
50/114.
"^^Ibid.; see also, Ashburnham to Palmerston,
10 December 1838, F.O. 50/116; ibid., 5 May 1838, F.O.
50/114; ibid., 24 May 1838, F.O. 50/114; the Texas issue
was also being kept alive in Parliament. On 10 May 1838,
Sir H. Verney, during a debate over a slave-trade suppression, commented: "The annexation of Texas to the United
States of North America would be the death blow to the
abolition of slavery." Hansard, Parliamentary Debates,
3rd series, XLII, 1138 (10 May 1838); Palmerston was
also well-aware of Mexico's desire to reconquer Texas.
British and Foreign State Papers, "Mexico: Speech of the
President, on the Opening of the General Congress of Mexico,"
1 January 1838, XXVI, 1118.
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acknowledge the independence of Texas if for no other
reason than to aid Mexico, explaining that should Mexico
ever attempt to reinvade the province, it would be "productive of the most disastrous consequences."

The Briton

further revealed his belief that "every Mexican of sound
judgement would in his heart rejoice" at a settlement of
33
the civil war.
Thus, implied the Baron, the British
would incur little bitterness from the Mexican populous
by extending recognition to Texas.
Ashburnham's reasoning apparently had a positive
effect on the Foreign Minister, for in early October,
Palmerston instructed Sir Richard Pakenham to return to
Mexico and undertake to convince the Mexican government to
34
acknowledge the independence of her rebelling province.
He undoubtedly reasoned that if Mexico could be induced
to extend recognition, the British problem of relations
with Texas could quickly be rectified.
While the British were reevaluating their policies
regarding the Mexico-Texas affair, on 14 November 1838,
Henderson composed a letter to Mirabeau Lamar in which
he raised a diplomatic issue about which he anticipated
trouble.

The Texan apprised Lamar that he had noted large

•^"^Ashburnham to Palmerston, 24 June 1838, F.O.
50/114.
^"^This conversation is referenced in Pakenham to
Palmerston, 3 June 1839, F.O. 50/125.
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numbers of free Negro and mulatto sailors from British
ships in the French ports.

Observing that "the recent

emancipation of the West India Slaves and our continguity
with those Islands renders it now doubly necessary for our
safety" that free blacks and mulattos be excluded from the
Republic, Henderson requested that Texas officials initiate
measures to insure that such sailors be banned from the
Republic's ports.

He suggested that treatied be negotiated

with foreign powers to prevent their entry, and observed
that because the United States would "in all probability"
be the first nation with whom Texas would conclude a commercial treaty, he could see no reason why such a stipulation should not be included.

The Texan further maintained

that it was very important that the first treaty the Republic entered into should contain such restrictions, because
if she granted one nation the privilege of entering her
ports "with every kind of sailors, she could not afterwards
refuse a like privilege to another nation.

..35

Henderson was obviously fearful that the presence
of free blacks in Texas would cause unrest among the slaves
However, he was undoubtedly also aware that a treaty provision stipulating that free black and mulatto sailors
not be allowed in the Republic would have the effect of

^^Henderson to Lamar, 14 November 1838, Lamar
Papers, II, 291; also, Henderson to Jones, 5 December
1838, Jones, Republic of Texas, 138-139.
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negating the assertions he had made to Palmerston in November 1837 that slavery was not necessarily a permanent
institution in Texas. Apparently, by November 1838, the
Texan was growing less and less concerned with British
opinion.

Perhaps it had become obvious to him that the

British would agree to extend recognition only when they
perceived that they would have something to lose by withholding recognition.

Even when Anson Jones informed

Henderson that he had finally withdrawn the Republic's
36
annexation proposal,

the Texan made no overtures to re-

open discussions with the British. Although he acknowledged to Jones that the withdrawal "will remove one obstacle in the way of" securing recognition, Henderson, no
longer the naive, inexperienced diplomat, realized that
Texas still had little to offer to induce the British to
act."^^ After his rebuff from Granville in October 1838,
it would be approximately one year before the young agent
38
would again approach Palmerston concerning recognition.
However, several influential citizens of the
-^^Ibid., 30. Although Jones' letter to Henderson
informing him of the withdrawal has not been found, Jones
states that he wrote Henderson on 13 October 1838 to inform him of the event.
^"^Henderson to Jones, 12 November 1838, ibid., 137
^^Henderson would not contact the British Foreign
Office concerning recognition until October 1839.
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Republic still possessed optimism that Britain would soon
recognize Texas and welcome her into the family of nations.
Mirabeau B. Lamar, the new President of the Republic and
dedicated anti-annexationist, discussed Texas-British relations in a 21 December 1838 message to the Third Texas
Congress:
I entertain a fond hope that other leading powers
will see the propriety of extending to us and
acquiring for themselves the advantages of international friendship. To Great Britain the Independence of Texas cannot be an indifferent event.
The advancement of her manufacturing and commercial interests is too deeply identified with our
future prosperity as a nation, to permit us to
believe that she can view our present position
with other than a favorable regard.39
In February 1839, Henderson received his last official dispatch from Robert Irion, the outgoing secretary of
state.

After mentioning a few domestic subjects, the

secretary presented a long narration of the Eliza Russell
and Little Penn claims.

Regarding his agent's 5 September

1838 protest over receiving conflicting documentation with
no instructions on which to use, Irion revealed that he had
intentionally omitted instructions so that "the manner in
which they could be most advantageously used, was left to

Lamar to Congress, 21 December 1838, Lamar
Papers, II, 347-348; Anson Jones held a similar opinion.
In discussing the importance of cotton to the British on
29 November 1838, he commented: "If England does not
take the 'blind staggers,' she cannot much longer remain
indifferent to the growing importance of Texas. . . . "
Jones, Republic of Texas, 31; also, T. J. Green to J. A.
Wharton, 10 October 1838, Lamar Papers, II, 241.
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your judgment and discretion. . . . "

He also apprised

his representative that he had acquired "unofficial information" which had helped to clear the matter of the contradictory statements presented by the captain of the
B^^^^s and crewman Wright.

According to Irion, he had

learned that the Mexicans had removed all but two or three
hundred dollars of cargo from the Little Penn prior to the
arrival of the Texas vessel, and while it was evidently
true that the Texans had plundered the wreckage, there had
been very little left to plunder.

The secretary concluded

by reaffirming the Republic's intentions to repay just
debts, but declared that the Little Penn claim would not
be honored unless Lizardi and Company could better substantiate their case.
On 26 February 1839, Henderson dispatched a report
to President Lamar which would acquaint him with his diplomatic activities.

Commenting on the situation in Britain

relative to recognition, he expressed fear that
England will not recognize Texas so long as Canada
continues to threaten to revolt. Lord Durham . . .
gives as one strong reason why the rebellion took
place in Canada the example of the conquest made
of Texas by the people of the South Western States
of the United States. I have always been of the

Irion to Henderson, 28 November 1838, Smither,
Journals of the Fourth Congress, III, 177-178.
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opinion . . . that the question would continue to
and has greatly retarded the final action of the
British Government on the question of Texian
Independence.41
Henderson still could see little hope for a favorable
determination from the British.
While negotiations with the French continued to
lag, on 2 3 April 1839 the Texan again wrote President
Lamar, in part to comment on his chances of securing
recognition from the British, observing:

"It is now

nearly two years since I arrived in England and the day
cannot be far distant when . . . that Govt, must feel
themselves bound to say positively yea or not. . . ."
Henderson offered no prediction, however, whether the
answer would be yea or nay.
Yet the Texan agent revealed to Lamar a scheme
he had devised which he believed could help the Republic
to gain recognition from the British and acquire the international stature she desired.

Having heard of the conclu-

sion of the Pastry War, the maneuver Henderson advocated
was the institution of a blockade:

"Nothing would so much

contribute to the recognition of the Independence of Texas
by England and even Mexico herself as [the blo]ckade of

^"'"Henderson to Lamar, 26 February 1839, TDC, III,
1241.
Henderson to Lamar, 23 April 1839, Lamar Papers,
II, 541.
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[as many] Mexican ports as Texas [can] support efficiently.
The diplomat maintained that an effective blockade would
demonstrate "to all the world" the Republic's capacity to
remain independent, and would cause the British creditors
of Mexico "to see the necessity of calling upon their
Govt, to interfere and bring about a compromise as they
have done between France & Mexico."^^
In subsequent correspondence, Henderson explained
that such a compromise brought about by Britain
of course would be upon the basis of absolute
recognition of Texas by Mexico and England too.
That course she would be compelled to take in
order to preserve the Millions which her citizens
have invested in Mines and trade in and to Mexico.
Her course in the late contest between France and
Mexico is sufficient to prove this fact.4 4
This scheme by the Texan was still another attempt to convince the British to extend recognition by appealing
43
Ibid.; it is interesting to note the British
policy regarding involvement in the Franco-Mexican conflict. According to Ephraim D. Adams, after promising
the French that his government would not interfere in the
conflict, Palmerston instructed his caval commander in
the Gulf of Mexico to remain neutral. Adams cites a message from Palmerston to Lords Comniissloners of the Admiralty, 9 October 1838, F.O. 50/121, which could not be
located in the Public Records Office. It should be noted,
however, that Richard Pakenham functioned as the mediator
in ending the war. His peace making activities were in
line with Palmerston's desires to stabilize affairs in
Mexico in order to provide security for British investments as well as to enable Mexico to devote her resources
to the repayment of her debts. Adams, British Interests
and Activities in Texas, 22-23.
^"^Henderson to Webb, 28 April 1839, TD£' H I '
1248-1249.
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to their commercial interests.
At approximately the same time the Texan was
writing concerning measures to induce Britain to assist
the Republic in achieving an acknowledged separation from
Mexico, the Republic was indirectly receiving assistance
from a rather surprising source—Lord Palmerston.

On 25

April 1839, the Foreign Minister wrote Richard Pakenham,
who had returned to his post as Minister to Mexico a few
months earlier, instructing him to contact the proper
Mexican officials in accordance with their October conversation and request them "to consider, whether the time is
not come, when an arrangement with the People of Texas
might be conducive to the well-understood interest of
45
Mexico."
Explaining the reasoning behind these instructions,
Palmerston expressed a doubt whether any advantage which
Mexico "could derive from success in another expedition
against Texas would counterbalance the expense of the
undertaking, and the inconveniences which might arise from
failure."

He even related the military problems involved

in a reconquest of Texas, pointing out that an invasion
force into the province would be forced to operate far
from its resources, while the Texans, fighting a defensive
war, would be near their reinforcements and supplies. The

^^Palmerston to Pakenham, 25 April 1839, F.O.
50/122A.
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Foreign Minister also opined to his envoy that even if
Mexico should enjoy early success in an invasion attempt,
"there can be no doubt that great numbers of adventurers
from the Union would flock to the assistance of the Texians,
and would probably soon turn the current against Mexico."
Palmerston continued that even if Mexico were successful
in reestablishing her authority, she could only retain
control by maintaining a force in that province greater
than the Texans could muster, because
there is . . . no natural bond of union between
[the Texans] and the Mexican Republick; and they
could not be expected to continue in connexion
with [Mexico] longer than they might be compelled
to do so, by an overpowering Military Force.46
The Briton further intimated that Mexico would
gain little, if any, advantage from such a "compulsory
connexion," noting the expense of such an effort and the
fact that Mexico already possessed more territory than she
could develop and populate.

Palmerston thus inferred that

Texas was of inconsequential importance from a domestic
standpoint.

The British diplomat then suggested that

Mexico's true interests regarding Texas should be "connected with foreign, rather than with domestic.
Policy. . . . "

Palmerston explained that "it cannot be

denied that an immediate contact between Mexico and the
United States must ever be full of inconvience [sic], if

^^Ibid.
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not of danger for Mexico.
obvious. . . . "

The reasons are sufficiently

He argued that if Mexico reinvaded Texas,

the Texans
might throw themselves upon the United States for
assistance, and the final incorporation with the
Union might be the consequence of temporary
cooperation.
He continued:
The only case indeed in which a renewed attack by
Mexico upon Texas would not be likely to bring
Mexico and the United States into direct contact
would be the case of an early and entire defeat of
the Mexican Force, which would leave the Texians
secure of their independence without obliging them
to apply anywhere for Foreign Aid.^^
Palmerston next discussed the benefits that would
befall Mexico if she had "interposed between Her and the
United States an independent community, which might form
a barrier of defence. . . . "

The British diplomat asserted

that such a buffer state, being weaker than the United
States, would be more likely to align herself with Mexico
for defensive purposes than "with the United States for
aggression."^^

Furthermore, in the realm of trade, an

independent Texas "would in many respects harmonize with
[the economic interests] of Mexico."

Palmerston concluded

his instructions by stating that if Mexico should be

Ibid.
^^This is one part of Palmerston's argument that
appears faulty. It is highly doubtful that the Texans
would prefer to align themselves militarily with Mexico
under any circumstance.
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convinced by such reasoning, Pakenham was "authorized and
instructed to tender . . . good Offices to both Parties
for the purpose of effecting an amicable arrangement between them by means of a Treaty.""^^
Palmerston's reasons for this approach were varied.
He genuinely desired peace between the two warring parties,
but not merely for humanitarian reasons. The Briton desired stability in Mexico to protect British investments
and to enable the Mexican government to repay debts owed
English citizens.

Furthermore, Palmerston did not want

any rash action by Mexico to drive Texas into the arms of
the United States, especially now that the immediate threat
of annexation had passed.

The Foreign Minister realized

that an independent Texas could indeed present a barrier
to further American advancement, while annexation could
lead to further American aggression, possibly against
Canada.

Furthermore, if Texas should be annexed, the

institution of slavery in that state would forever be

Palmerston to Pakenham, 25 April 1839, F.O.
50/112A; it is interesting to note how Palmerston utilized
the data furnished him by his agents in Mexico. For example, the Foreign Minister's statements regarding the
military difficulties Mexico would encounter in a reinvasion of Texas closely parallel information he received
in Crawford's 4 April 1837 report. Furthermore,
Palmerston's assertion that Mexico already possessed more
territory than she could populate and thus should not concern herself with the reconquest of Texas reflect the influence of Ashburnham's 24 June 1838 report. Crawford's
report is discussed in chapter two, while Ashburnham's
report is discussed in this chapter.
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placed outside the realm of British influence.
With so many reasons for establishing an independent Texas, why did not Britain herself extend recognition
in April 18 39?

The primary reason was that the British

government desired to maintain good relations
Mexicans.

with the

By serving as the mediator in the Pastry War,

the British had increased their friendship with Mexico,
and they did not wish to cause a rupture by extending
recognition to Texas while Mexico was still adamantly
opposed to such an act.

Domestic politics also continued

to influence Palmerston's reluctance to acknowledge Texas'
independence.

The situation in Canada and O'Connell's

abhorrence of extending recognition to any slave Republic
served once again as deterrents to any action. However,
if Mexico could be persuaded to recognize Texas, Britain's
dilemma might be resolved.
Prior to the arrival of Palmerston's 23 April instructions, Richard Pakenham had already approached the
Mexican government concerning the recognition of Texas.
In correspondence dated 3 June 1839, the British Minister
revealed to his superior that he had discussed the advantages that would befall Mexico if she would acknowledge
the independence of her rebelling province with foreign
Minister Manuel de Gorostiza, and found him to be in

^^Pakenham was apparently acting in accordance
with his verbal instructions of October 1838.
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agreement.

However, Pakenham disclosed that the Mexican

believed that the act of recognition would not be tolerated
by the Mexican public and could possibly result in the
overthrow of the present ministry.

The Briton concluded

his report by declaring:
Reconquest is admitted to be impossible and yet a
feeling of mistaken pride, foolishly called regard
for National honor, deters the Government from
putting an end to a state of things highly prejudicial to the interests of Texas and attended with
no sort of advantage to this country.51
Thus, it is apparent that domestic pressures had a great
impact on the policies of both Britain and Mexico in regard to Texas.

Neither ministry felt secure enough to

commit itself to a policy that would prove unpopular to
a substantial portion of the populace.
Unaware that Pakenham was endeavoring to convince
Mexican officials of the necessity of recognizing Texas,
Henderson was still espousing schemes that hopefully could
prompt British recognition.

On 23 June 1839, the young

Texan wrote Albert Sidney Johnston, the Republic's secretary of war, to update him on his European diplomacy.

To

Johnston, Henderson related that he was on the verge of
attaining recognition from the French, and proclaimed that
Britain would soon follow suit.

The Texan's new optimism

concerning British intentions was based on information he

^"'"Pakenham to Palmerston, 3 June 1839, F.O.
50/125.
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had recently heard concerning deteriorating relations
between the United States and England over the MaineNew Brunswick boundary dispute:
I have closely examined the nature of the dispute
between those Governments . . . and the importance
of the disputed territory to the British North
American possessions, the disposition of the people
of Maine and of the whole U.S. and also learned the
opinions and firm convictions of the highest officers of the British Government with regard both to
the justice of their claim and its importance and
I am as fully convinced that a war must be the consequence of the dispute (unless one of the parties
does that which they now say would be degrading to
them) as I can be of any coming event.52
The Texan continued that such a war "may be postponed for a year or two but it cannot be avoided honorably
to both parties."

He expressed mixed emotions over the

impending conflict, stating he did not like to exalt in
the misfortunes of his native land, but he could not help
but "contemplate the very great advantage such an event
would give to Texas."

Henderson further explained that

in event of a war between Britain and the United States,
"Texas . . . would immediately become the most important
country in America to England" because United States'
ports would be closed to British commerce and a British
blockade would shut off all foreign trade to the United
States.

He continued that such an event would cause many

cotton-growing Southerners to immigrate into Texas with

^^Henderson to Johnston, 23 June 1839, Albert
Sidney Johnston Papers.
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their slaves in order to produce cotton for export to
Britain.

Furthermore, because a large number of English-

men worked in cotton manufactories, Britain would have to
buy heavily from the Republic, an occurrence which "would
give to Texas a commercial importance which no subsequent
event could destory."^^

Henderson was thus convinced that

a Texas variety of what would later be called "King Cotton
diplomacy" would soon open the door to British recognition.
While Henderson was speculating on the Maine-New
Brunswick conflict and its probably impact on Texas-British
relations, Richard Pakenham was still attempting to convince Mexico of the advisability of foregoing the reconquest
of her lost province and of extending recognition.

In cor-

respondence dated 1 August 1839, he related to Palmerston
53
Ibid; Henderson's hope of inducing British recognition through "King Cotton" diplomacy was never fulfilled.
In a dissertation on the commerce of the Republic, Robert
Crane reports that shipments of cotton were made to Liverpool as early as March 1839, but points out, using the
port of Galveston as an example, that for the calendar
year 1839, 93 percent of the cotton exports were destined
for the United States, and only seven percent for England.
Regarding imports. Crane shows that all imports into the
Republic were from the United States until June 1839, when
a few small shipments of goods were imported from Havana
and Liverpool. He further points out that customs records
indicate that European countries supplied only four to 20
percent of the total imports from 1839 to 1846. Overall,
Crane maintains that Texas imports and exports were quite
small from 1837 to 1846, the imports totalling $9.5 million and the exports only $3.5 million. Crane, "The History of the Revenue Service and the Commerce of the
Republic of Texas," 375-378.
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that he had met with Mexico's new minister for foreign
affairs, Juan de Cajiedo, and had imparted Her Majesty's
Government's reasoning "relative to the question of Texas."
The British envoy disclosed that Ca'nedo had agreed completely with his suggestions and had informed him that he
would recommend to President Bustamante to accept the
Briton's offer of his government's good offices. Pakenham
further revealed that in talking with Bustamante, the President had indicated a desire for a solution to the Texas
issue, acknowledging that Texas had already de facto
ceased to be a Mexican province. However, the agent concluded his dispatch by asserting that the Texas question
would not be easily resolved because President Bustamante
lacked "the moral courage to tell the Country the truth in
a matter affecting the National vanity; and he fears the
unpopularity which the Enemies of his Government would
tl 54
attach to [such] a Negotiation. .
In September of 1839, Pakenham once again wrote
Palmerston to inform him of his progress. A definite
optimistic air permeated the letter as the envoy related
that he had discussed the Texas issue further with Canedo,
and disclosed that he had reason to believe that he soon
would "be authorized by the Mexican Government to make
known to the Government of Texas that a proposition on
^^Pakenham to Palmerston, 1 August 1839, F.O.
50/125.
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their part for a mutual suspension of hostilities would be
favourably entertained."

Pakenham further expressed hope

that if hostilities could be halted, Texas could then purchase her independence from Mexico "for a considerable sum
of money."

He further apprised the Foreign Minister that

he was already in communication with Texas agent Bernard
Bee, who was in Mexico on a well publicized "secret" mission, and had learned that it was likely "that a proposition for a suspension of hostilities would soon be made
from the Government of Texas."

Pakenham concluded by ex-

pressing a hope that "I shall shortly receive some communication from [Texas] which may enable me to take the first
step of peace between the two countries." 55
By early October 1839, however, the British Minister's optimism had faded.

In a report dated 5 October,

Pakenham confided to his superior that he had met with
frustration in his attempt to mediate an understanding
between Mexico and her warring province. His disappointment stemmed from a conversation with the Mexican foreign
minister in which he was informed that after "a long and
arduous discussion in the Council of Ministers," it had
been decided that
Pakenham to Palmerston, 12 September 18 39, F.O.
50/126; in mid-1839, Bernard Bee was in Mexico attempting
to negotiate for recognition of the Republic's independence. His activities have been covered in Schmitz, Texan
Statecraft, 90-98.
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if the Government of Texas thought proper to make
any propositions to the Government of Mexico they
would be listened to, with the distinct understanding however, . . . [that] no proposal for the
alienation of the Right of Sovereignty can be
entertained.56
Pakenham interpreted the position of the Mexican government as designed to keep Texas
in a State of feudal . . . dependence upon Mexico,
provided that in every other respect they were
left to manage for themselves, by which arrangement
the pride of the Mexican People would be saved, and
the real independence of Texas to all intents and
purposes established.
The envoy concluded his report by arguing that such an
arrangement would not be acceptable to the Texans because
they had already established d£ facto independence. However, regardless of the impasse which had developed,
Pakenham vowed to strive further to achieve an under57
standing between Texas and Mexico.
While the British envoy was meeting with little
success in Mexico City, Henderson concluded his Treaty of
Amity, Navigation and Commerce with the French, a move
which the Texan hoped would facilitate British recognition.
Two months prior to the consummation of the treaty, he had
expressed his hope that "England would recognize as soon as
France took that step, as it would be a sort of shield
^^Pakenham to Palmerston, 5 October 1839, F.O.
50/126.
^"^Ibid.
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against the attacks of the abolitionists. . . ."^^ To
insure that the British were aware of the French recognition of Texas, Henderson instructed Texan A. T. Burnley
in London to endeavor to have the Times publish the news.
Burnley was successful, and the 28 September 1839 issue
of the Times carried a brief article on the treaty.^^
Having concluded his negotiations in Paris, the
Texan wrote to Anson Jones on 2 7 September, informing him:
"I shall go to England in a few days and urge that Government to recognize or refuse, and give their reasons for so
doing."

However, Henderson expressed his fear that he

would be unsuccessful in obtaining recognition because of
the agitation of abolitionist Daniel O'Connell, commenting
"and you know the present ministry of England dare not run
counter to his wishes.

^^Henderson to Secretary of State, 26 July 1839,
TDC, III, 1261.
59
Henderson to Burnley, 25 September 1839, Albert
T. Burnley Papers, Texas State Library, Austin, Texas;
London Times, 2 8 September 1839; Palmerston had been made
aware that a treaty was imminent. Henry L. Bulwer, who
had replaced Lord Granville as the British minister to
France, reported that "the French are endeavoring to conclude a commercial treaty with Texas which involves recognition. . . . " Bulwer to Palmerston, 30 August 1839,
Broadlands Papers: Palmerston Mss. (B.M. Add. 48511).
^^Henderson to Jones, 27 September 1839, Jones,
Republic of Texas, 148; by autumn of 1839, the coalition
between O'Connell's Irish and Melbourne's Whigs had developed serious problems, and O'Connell had already warned
the Prime Minister that he was in danger of losing Irish
support. Lawrence J. McCaffrey, Daniel O'Connell and the
Repeal Year (Lexington, Kentucky: University of Kentucky
Press, 1966), 11.
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And indeed O'Connell was a problem.

On 9 July 1839,

he had questioned Lord Palmerston in the House of Commons
concerning "whether anything had been done by the Government for the purpose of recognizing the independence of
[Texas]?"

In reply, the Foreign Minister had informed his

colleague that a representative of Texas had indeed applied
to the British government, but had been told that the government was "not then prepared to acknowledge the independence of Texas."

In a rare moment of candor, Palmerston

further disclosed that he had recently forwarded instructions to the British Minister in Mexico "to endeavor to
bring about some understanding between Texas and Mexico."
O'Connell once again agitated the Texas question
in a public letter printed in the 27 August 1839 edition
of the London Morning Chronicle.

The letter demanded that

recognition be denied Texas until she abolished slavery
62
and the slave trade.
Thus, Henderson anticipated that

Hansard, Parliamentary Debate, 3rd Series, XLIX,
82 (9 July 1839).
fi 2

Public opinion, as expressed in British newspapers, was still less than favorable to Texas. For antiTexas comments, see The British Emancipator, 4, 11 September; 2, 9 October 1839; London Morning Chronicle, 16, 22,
28 August; 2, 16 September 1839; Spectator, 28 September
1839. Also in 1839, Fowell Buston published The African
Slave Trade in which he condemns Texas as a slave empire.
Not all printed material concerning Texas was negative,
however. See the London Colonial Gazette and the Hull
Observer in September and October 18 39 for pro-Texas arguments based on commercial reasoning. All of the above
information is found in Thomas P. Martin, "The Influence
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the domestic political situation in England might once
again frustrate h i s attempts to obtain acknowledgment of
his Republic's

independence.

Prior to the Texan's return to London, several
other friends of Texas had contacted Lord Palmerston concerning recognition for the Republic.

In June 1839,

Christopher H u g h e s , United States charge d'affaires to
Sweden and Norway, forwarded to the Foreign Minister a
lengthy memorandum from Anson Jones which spelled out the
commercial reasons Britain should extend recognition.
Jones' memorandum and Hughes' accompanying note offered
no new information on which the British might reevaluate
their policy concerning Texas; the "King Cotton" diplomacy
ploy had been presented by Henderson with no discernible
impact.

Palmerston acknowledged the reception of the cor-

respondence on 10 J u n e , observing that the subject of
63
Texas "is important but not without some difficulties."

of Trade (in Cotton and Wheat) on Anglo-American Relations,
1829-1846" (Ph.D. dissertation. Harvard University, 1 9 2 2 ) ,
113-144 passim; British abolitionists had formed a new
organization in April 1839. Named the British and Foreign
Anti-Slavery Society, the organization crusaded against
the perpetuation of slavery and the slave trade throughout
the world.
Howard Temperley, British Antislavery, 18331870 (London: Longman Group Limited, 19 7 2 ) , 19 7-199;
Betty Fladeland, Men and Brothers: Anglo-American A n t i slavery Cooperation (Urbana, Illinois: University of
Illinois P r e s s , 1 9 7 2 ) , 305-307.
^•^Hughes to Jones," 10 June 1839, Jones, Republic
of T e x a s , 151-152.
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Early in September 1839, James Hamilton obtained
an interview with the Foreign Minister and informed him
that Henderson was in the process of concluding a treaty
with France which would provide for recognition.

To his

surprise, Palmerston responded that the Melbourne ministry
was also giving strong consideration to acknowledging the
independence of Texas. Hamilton related that the Briton
informed him that "the British Government for some time had
been satisfied that Texas had achieved her independence and
that even Mexico ought to regard, as hopeless any expectation of her re-conquest."

Palmerston further intimated to

the Texan that Great Britain was prepared to "recognize
and conclude a Treaty, but in consequence of Great Britain
being mediator between Mexico & Texas he thought it was
best not to impair her influence by an immediate act of
recognition."

However, the Foreign Minister related that

if Mexico did not respond to mediation, his government
would then acknowledge the Republic's independence. Concerning the existence of slavery in the Republic, Hamilton
reported that Palmerston assured him that "there would be
no difficulty as to the Institution of Slavery, as this was
a matter of regulation which belonged to your own Govern^ ..64
ment.
^"^Hamilton to Lamar, 11 October 1839, Lamar Papers,
III, 127-128.
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The results of Pakenham's manipulations between
Mexico and Texas were still unknown to the Foreign Office
when Henderson arrived in London on 30 September once again
to solicit recognition.

The Texan met with Palmerston in

early October, but reported "as far as I can judge from
what passed between us I am satisfied that England will
still delay recognition."

Henderson emerged from the in-

terview with the Foreign Minister suggesting that "the
only course for Texas it seems to me is to lay discriminating duties on the goods of all countries which have
been applied to and have refused to recognize Texas." The
Texan hoped that such an act "would rouse [the English
merchants] against that neglect of their material interest."
It is unknown if Henderson had been informed of
the conversation held between Hamilton and Palmerston
relative to recognition, but it is highly probable that
he learned of its contents from A. T. Burnley, Hamilton's
associate who remained in London after Hamilton had returned to the United States in September.

If indeed the

Texan were aware of the Foreign Minister's statements
concerning the acknowledgment of the Republic's independence, why, then, did he now advocate a scheme that would

^^Henderson to Secretary of State, 16 October 1839,
TDC, III, 874.
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not only alienate the British government, but would virtually undo the commercial agreement he had arranged between
Texas and Britain eighteen months earlier?

The answer pos-

sibly lies in the fact that Henderson had watched the British stall for over two years, and interpreted Palmerston's
statements to Hamilton as merely a continuation of this
policy.

Also, by October 1839, Henderson had been in

Europe far longer than he had either anticipated or desired
and had endured severe financial problems and deteriorating
health.

Furthermore, he had achieved far less success than

he had expected.

Hence, the frustrations he had suffered

culminated in Britain's final refusal to entertain his
recognition proposal, and his scheme to "punish" the British through a heavy import tax indicated his belief that
only drastic action could prod them toward recognition.
After receiving Palmerston's rebuff regarding
recognition, Henderson undoubtedly felt he had concluded
his intercourse with the British government. However,
while preparing to depart the British Isles for New York
City,^^ the Texan received a communication from the Foreign
Minister concerning the Eliza Russell and Little Penn
claims.

After once again citing Henderson's letter of

^^It should be noted that Henderson returned
briefly to Paris in October to introduce G. ^S. Mcintosh
to the French court as the Republic's charge d'affaires.
Mcintosh to Secretary of State, 12 November 1839, Smither,
Journals of the Fourth Congress, H I , 195.
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26 October 18 37 promising that the Republic would provide
"speedy and ample satisfaction" to illegally-seized vessels,
and further revealing that Her Majesty's Government had
reviewed the two claims in question and determined them
just, Palmerston asserted that it was his duty to demand
immediate payment.

In a belligerent tone, the Foreign Min-

ister threatened that "under the circumstances. Her
Majesty's

Government would be justifiable in sending out

a ship of war to Texas" to collect the debt. Having made
his intimidation, the Briton continued in more moderate
language:
But Her Majesty's Government being at all times
anxious to avoid the employment of compulsory
measures, while a hope remains that the satisfaction of just demands may be obtained by amicable means, have determined to take advantage
of your presence in Europe, in order to make one
more application on these measures through you
to the Texian authorities.^7
Obviously, Palmerston wished to impart a message to the
Texan to reiterate to his superiors upon his return to
the Republic.
On 30 October, the Texan responded to the Briton's
threat.

After restating that the Little Penn claim had

yet to be satisfactorily proved to Texas officials and
reaffirming that the Republic would compensate Captain
Russell as soon as he followed the necessary procedures.
^"^Palmerston to Henderson, 23 October 1839, ibid.,
196.
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Henderson went straight to the heart of his concern—
Palmerston's threat of military intervention.

The Texan

expressed his "surprise and regret that Her Majesty's
Government should entertain such ill feelings towards
Texas . . . ," but assured the Foreign Minister that
such threats . . . will not have the most remote
effect to intimidate Texas to pay any claim, the
justness of which she cannot perceive, nor will
they induce her to abandon that frank and just
course which has always heretofore characterized
her intercourse with foreign nations. . . . Power
may enable Great Britain in this case to enforce
these claims in the manner Lord Palmerston intimates, but it never can justify her in such an
oppressive and unjust course.68
This final exchange with Palmerston over the spoliation
claims was, in a way, fitting; it epitomized the disappointment and frustration that the young Texas diplomat
encountered in virtually every aspect of his negotiations
with the British.
In early November 1839, Henderson boarded the
steamer British Queen in London and returned to New York
City.69 With him went his new bride, Francis Cox Henderson,

Henderson to Palmerston, 30 October 1839, ibid.,
198. The claims against the Republic for indemnity for
the Eliza Russell and Little Penn continued to be a sore
spot in Texas-British relations for several years. The
Eliza Russell claim was finally paid in September 1843,
but the Little Penn claim was never paid. It is also
interesting to note that after Palmerston's 23 October
1839 letter to Henderson, the British never again adopted
a belligerent stance on the matter of the claims. Unfortunately, there exists no detailed narrative of the
Eliza Russell and Little Penn claims negotiations.
^^Henderson to Secretary of State, 24 November
1839, TDC, III, 875.
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a nineteen-year-old American who had been living with her
father in Paris for the previous ten years. "^^ The Texan
was undoubtedly relieved to be departing a country in
which he had labored so hard yet so futilely.

He had been

hampered by a lack of cooperation from his own Department
of State, but the real obstacles had been Canada, O'Connell
and slavery, British creditors, and most importantly of all,
the inability of the Republic to present any significant
inducement to the British to extend recognition.
Lord Paljnerston' s "wait and see" policy had been
masterfully conceived and implemented.

During the two

years Henderson had solicited recognition, the Briton had
continually delayed the matter, asserting that his government needed more time to consider the situation and be
better assured that Texas would remain independent.

During

his tenure in Europe, the young diplomat had been totally
unable to combat such a contention.

Thus, in the final

analysis, circumstances over which neither Henderson nor
70
According to the Henderson family Bible, Henderson married Francis Cox in London on 30 October 1839.
Lawson Henderson family Bible, found in the Rusk County
Collection, East Texas Collection, Stephen F. Austin State
University, Nacogdoches, Texas; Henderson had never mentioned Miss Cox in any correspondence to his friends in
Texas prior to late September 1839. Henderson to Lamar,
26 September 1839, Lamar Papers, III, 119; Henderson to
A. T. Burnley, 25 September 1837, Albert T. Burnley Papers;
for an account of Mrs. Henderson's life, see Annie D.
Pickrell, "Mrs. J. Pinckney Henderson, Born Frances Cox,"
in Pioneer Women in Texas (Austin: The Steck Company,
1929), 172-179.
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his Republic had control doomed his mission.

No amount

of diplomatic prowess could have altered the outcome.
Although Henderson left England without obtaining
acknowledgment of his Republic's independence, he undoubtedly later attained satisfaction in knowing that he had
laid the groundwork for the success of a fellow Texan.

In

September 1840, Lord Palmerston received correspondence
from Richard Pakenham which reported the Mexican government's absolute refusal to negotiate with any agent of
Texas on any issue relative to independence.

71

Thus, in

October 1840, when James Hamilton approached the Foreign
Office to solicit recognition, the Foreign Minister, believing that his government had done all it could as a
mediator, responded favorably to the Texan's proposal,
and a treaty providing for recognition was negotiated.

72

But why did Britain extend recognition to the Republic in
October 1840, and not earlier?

Was Hamilton simply a bet-

ter diplomatist than Henderson, or had conditions changed
to the extent that Palmerston now deemed it in England's

^•'"Pakenham to Palmerston, 5 July 1840, F.O. 50/136;
for a good account of Pakenham's activities in Mexico during this period, see Adams, British Interests and Activities,
24-49; Pakenham had been closely monitoring Texas agent
James Treat's attempts in Mexico City to solicit recognition.
Although Treat did not depart Mexico until October 1840, it
was obvious by July 1840 that he would not be successful.
Schmitz, Texan Statecraft, 106-127.
^^For an account of Hamilton's proposal to
Palmerston, see ibid., 52-55.
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best interests to acknowledge the independence of Texas?
An examination of the status of the issues which impacted
on the British decision would seem to indicate that it
was the latter.
In October 1840, Canada was more pacific than she
had been a year earlier.

The Act of Union, passed in 1840,

combined upper and lower Canada into a federation, and
internal Canadian affairs momentarily quieted.^^

Thus,

with the mother country being less concerned about her
rebellious colony, the British were less reluctant to open
diplomatic liaison with a state such as Texas which had
only recently rebelled from her mother country.

Palmerston

had also become less fearful that Texas would allow herself
to become annexed to the United States; by the time of
Hamilton's negotiations, the Republic's annexation proposal
had been withdrawn for approximately two years, and Lamar,
an ardent anti-annexationist, remained president.
The commercial aspects of the Texas issue had not
changed significantly from October 1839 to October 1840;
Texan trade with Britain was still extremely small in
volume, but the potential of a market for British manufactured goods and the potential of Texas as a supplier
7 "^

Donald Creighton, A History of Canada (Cambridge,
Massachusetts: The Riverside Press, 1958), 251-252.
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of raw cotton were still very much in evidence. "^"^ By 1840,
American cotton prices had risen significantly, and Britain
was attempting to alleviate the situation through such
schemes as researching the feasibility of growing cotton
75
in India.
But it must be remembered that the commercial
agreement negotiated by Henderson with the British in 1838
had already opened trade between Britain and Texas even
without recognition.

Thus, with commercial intercourse,

however slight, already initiated, it appears that the commercial aspects of the situation regarding recognition were
inconsequential.
However, two other major hindrances to Henderson's
diplomacy—Mexican debts and slavery—were still potent
issues when Hamilton undertook his negotiations.

To pacify

the creditors, already upset over Mexico's inability to
repay her debts, an arrangement was agreed upon by the two
diplomats whereby the Republic would assume responsibility
for one million pounds of the Mexican debt if the British
could convince Mexico to acknowledge the independence of

The first ship from England direct to the Republic arrived in February 1839. However, from 1 January to
30 September 1840, only three British vessels came to
Texas. In contrast, during this period, 285 vessels
arrived from the United States. Christian, "The Tariff
History of the Republic of Texas," 339.
^^R. C O . Matthews, A Study in Trade-Cycle History: Economic Fluctuations in Great Britain, 1833-1842
(Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press, 1954),
138; Martin, "The Influence of Trade," 117.
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Texas within six months of the date of the ratification
of the treaty.
To mollify the more extreme of the abolitionists,
as well as satisfy his personal view regarding suppression
of the slave trade. Lord Palmerston insisted that a treaty
be negotiated providing for the mutual right of search of
each other's vessels in order to limit the African slave
trade.

Hamilton signed such an agreement only when the

Foreign Minister declared that recognition would not be
forthcoming without such an arrangement.

When criticized

by abolitionists for extending recognition to Texas,
Palmerston responded by arguing that

the Melbourne min-

istry had done nothing to encourage or perpetuate the institution of slavery by merely acknowledging the independence of a d^ facto independent state; in fact, he maintained that British influence with the Republic through
76
Adams, British Interests and Activities, 59;
it should also be noted that on 1 June 1839 Britain and
Mexico had entered into a new arrangement concerning the
payment of debts. However, complications over the accumulation of the unpaid interest on the debt kept the
issue in a constant state of disarray. Rives, The United
States and Mexico, I, 447-449.
77
Adams, British Interests and Activities, 54-55;
for Hamilton's account of the negotiations, see Hamilton
to Lipscomb, 4 January 1841, TDC, III, 922-923.
7P
For a quick overview of the anti-slavery protest, see Fladeland, Men and Brothers: Anglo-American
Antislavery Cooperation, 306-307. This wave of protest,
however, did not topple the Whig ministry.
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commercial intercourse could have a mitigating affect.^^
Although the various obstacles that had confronted
Henderson had either been reduced in importance (Canada,
annexation) , or were capable of being at least partially
circumvented (creditors, slavery) , this still does not
satisfactorily explain why a pragmatic diplomatist such
as Palmerston would abandon his "wait and see" policy and
extend recognition to Texas, After all, his "delay game"
had worked effectively for over three years, keeping the
Texas question out of domestic politics, yet without impairing any diplomatic alternatives. However, by October
1840, the Briton had changed his mind and determined that
conditions dictated that it was now in Britain's best
interest to recognize the Republic's independence.
This change of policy was necessitated by the realization in the Foreign Office that unless Her Majesty's
Government desired to forfeit any influence she possessed,
or hoped to possess, concerning Texas, she would have to
extend recognition.

By October 1840, the United States,

France, and the Netherlands had all acknowledged the Re80
public's independence,
and Britain knew she would have

^^Foreign Office to British Foreign Anti-Slavery
Society, 14 December 1840, in Temperley, British AntiSlavery, 1833-1870, 199.
^^Hamilton had secured Dutch recognition in
September of 1840. Schmitz, Texan Statecraft., 144.
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to do likewise if she were to maintain any significant
leverage in regard to Texas. Furthermore, if she hoped
to exert any pressure on the Republic relative to annexation or the African slave trade, she could do so much
better if she established diplomatic relations. Palmerston
also undoubtedly realized that Mexico's relations with
France and the United States were less harmonious, and thus
Britain would not necessarily surrender her position as
Mexico's "best friend."

Perhaps the Foreign Minister's

decision to extend recognition was also based in part on
his realization that Mexico had weakened to the point where
she could no longer be supported as a barrier to American
westward expansion.

In fact, Palmerston's instructions to

Pakenham on 25 April 1839 indicated that he feared that a
continuance of the civil war could give the United States
an excuse to intervene and acquire new territory or areas
of influence.^"'" Therefore, by extending recognition, the
British could gain sufficient influence in the Republic
to utilize Texas as a barrier to American encroachment.

82

^•''These instructions are discussed previously in
this chapter.
^^Ithough such a policy was suggested by Baron
Ashburnham in June 1838, it would not be until 1844 that
the British would actively attempt to use Texas as a barrier to American advancement. For a narrative of this
policy and British attempts to forestall the annexation
of Texas to the United States, see Smith, Annexation of
Texas, 388-413; also Adams, British Interests and
Activities, pp. 126-154.
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Thus, for the first time since the Republic undertook to solicit recognition from the British, the reasons
favoring acknowledgment of Texan independence finally outweighed the negative aspects. Hamilton, and not Henderson,
had the good fortune of being in the right place at the
time Palmerston elected to abandon his "wait and see"
policy.

However, Henderson's contribution to the effort

of securing recognition was indeed significant; through
obtaining acknowledgment of Texan independence by France
and emphasizing the Republic's assets to the Foreign Minister, he accomplished much of the work that would ultimately sway the British.

'f
EPILOGUE
Henderson and his bride returned to Texas via New
York City, arriving in the Republic on 17 January 1840.
The newlyweds were very well-received and were honored
with invitations to several dinners in their honor, but
declined all offers except one from the city of Galveston."'"
Henderson was lauded by his fellow Texans for his efforts
in Europe, the Houston Morning Star declaring that he
"deserves the lasting gratitude of the people of Texas."
Although Henderson undoubtedly enjoyed the accolades of his peers after the frustrations he had encountered in Europe, he was nevertheless anxious to complete
officially his mission.

With this in mind, he reported to

President Lamar and updated him on the details of his
European negotiations.

While meeting with Henderson, Lamar

offered him the position of secretary of state, but Henderson declined, stating that he had too long neglected his

Smith to Hunt, 25 January 1840; Ashbel Smith
Papers; Austin City Gazette, 12 February 1840; Houston
Morning Star, 21 January 1840.
^Houston Morning Star, 18 January 1840; for other
favorable comments, see Telegraph and Texas Register,
5 February 1840.
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chosen profession and desired to establish a law practice.^
The Hendersons decided to settle in San Augustine,
one of the larger cities in East Texas, and he soon entered into a law firm with Thomas J. Rusk and Kenneth L.
4
Anderson.

For the next four years, the young lawyer de-

voted his efforts to his practice, choosing not to accept
any of the numerous requests that he reenter public service.

However, in 184 4, in answer to a plea by old friend

Sam Houston, new president of Texas, Henderson consented
to travel to Washington, D.C. as minister plenipotentiary
to assist charge d'affaires Isaac Van Zandt in his negotiations for annexation.
Arriving in Washington in March of 1844, the new
negotiator discovered that Van Zandt had already concluded
a treaty providing for annexation, and thus Henderson had
little to do but await the ratification by the United
States Senate.

However, due to the sectional differences

concerning slavery, the treaty was rejected, and the diplomats returned to the Republic.

Finally, on 28 February

\amar to Senate, 20 January 1840, Secret Journals
of the Senate, 173-174; Smith to Hunt, 25 January 1840,
Ashbel Smith Papers.
^Morris, "James Pinckney Henderson," 53.
^For example, Henderson declined an appointment as
secretary of state in 1841. Irion to Houston, 1 December
1841, Robert A. Irion Collection.
Sones to Henderson, 15 February 1844, TDC, II,
252-253.
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1845, Texas' annexation proposal was accepted by a joint
resolution of both houses of Congress, but Henderson played
no role in the negotiations.^

However, he did play a major

part in the Constitutional Convention which convened to
draw up a state constitution.
While at the convention, friends convinced Henderson to become a candidate for governor, and he was elected
by a wide margin, polling 7,853 votes of the 9,538 cast.
Inaugurated on 19 February 1846, the new governor served
ably as his state assumed her position in the union.

How-

ever, in 1846, Henderson found still another capacity in
which to serve Texas.

Receiving a leave of absence from

his gubernatorial duties, the general took command of the
Texas volunteers who were fighting in the Mexican war. However, ill health prevented Henderson from active command
for other than brief periods, although he did perform
gallantly at the battle of Monterrey and was awarded a
gold-hilted sword for distinguished service by the United
9
States Congress.
After returning from the war and receiving a hero's
welcome, Henderson completed his tenure as governor on

For an account of these negotiations, see Schmitz,
Texan Statecraft, 203-205, 224-234.
^For an account of Henderson's activities, see
Morris, "James Pinckney Henderson," 67-71.
^Winchester, James Pinckney Henderson, 70-90 passim
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21 December 1847 and retired once again to private life
and his law career.

For the next ten years, the lawyer

from San Augustine built up a highly successful practice
and gained a reputation as one of the leading barristers
10
in Texas.
Henderson ventured into public service a final
time in November 1857 when he accepted an appointment to
fill a vacancy in the United States Senate caused by the
death of longtime friend Thomas Rusk. Although his health
was still less than satisfactory, the new senator journeyed to Washington to assume his duties, but died of
pneumonia on 4 June 1858, just three months after his
arrival, and was buried in Arlington cemetery.

Hender-

son was eulogized in Washington by a man who had known him
well, Sam Houston:
James Pinckney Henderson was no ordinary man.
He made his mark upon the history of Texas, and
. . .will long be remembered. He was a bold,
enterprising spirit; a man of indomitable will,
of daring enterprise, and firm purpose.12
It was these characteristics that had been very evident
in his service to both the Republic and the State of Texas

^^Ibid., 94-97.
•'••'"Morris, "James Pinckney Henderson," 120-122.
•'"^Winchester, James Pinckney Henderson, 100.
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