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PREFACE

"The Texas Revolution and Mexican War" 1s a subtheme of Theme
XV, "Westward Expansion and Extension of the National Boundaries,
1830-1898," of the Nationel Survey of Historic Sites and Bulldings.
The National Survey 1s a resumption of the Historic Sites Survey,
begun in 1537 under the authority of the Historic Sites Act of
1935. During World War II and the emergency following, it was
necessary to suspend these studies. The Survey has now been resumed
as part of the National Park Service MISSION 66 program.

When completed the Survey will make recommendations to the
Director of the National Park Service and the Secretary of the
Interior as to the sites of exceptional value that commemorate and
1llustrate the history of the United States. This will assist the
National Park Service 1n preparing the National Recreation Plan,
including sites which may be administered by the National Park
Service to f1i11 in gaps in the historical and archeological inter-
pretation within the National Park System. It will also recommend
and encourage programs of historical and archeolioglcal preservation
being carrizd out by state and local agencies.

The purpose of thls study is to assemble data on historilec
sites belleved to be of exceptional value in commemorating or
i1lustrating the history of the Texas Revolution, Callfornia Bear

Flag Revolt, and Mexican War. It early became apparent that the



historical theme of Westward Expansion was too vast to be adequately
treated within a single study. The theme was therefore divided into
11 separate subthemes, of which "The Texas Revolution and Mexican
Wwar" 1s one.

Part I 1s a narrative treatment of the theme, designed not as
a definitive study but as a brief summary from which the general
reader may obtain an over-all view of the subJect. This part was
researched and written under contract by Dr. Frederick G. Bohme,
Department of History, University of New Mexico. Part II contains
evaluatiocns of sites belleved to possess exceptional value in illus-
trating or commemorating the theme, together with brief descriptions
of sites of lmportance but not of exceptional value. This part
was prepared by historlians of the Natilonal Park Service, who in
1958 and early 1959 visited each of the sites treated. These his-
torians were Rotert M. Utley, Reglon Three Office, Santa Fe, New
Mexico, coordinztor of the study; anc Willlam C. Everhart, Reglon
Four Office, San Franclsco, California. Lawrence Sando, draftsman
in the Region Three 0ffice, drew the maps and cover.

After completion, the study was presented to the Consulting
Committee for the National Survey of Historlc Sites and Bulldings.
The Committee consists of Dr. Waldo Leland, American Historical
Association; Dr. S. K. Stevens, American Association for State and

Local History; Dr. Louils Wright, Folger Library; Mr. Earl H. Reed,
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American Institute of Architects; Dr. Richard Howland, National
Trust for Historile Preservation; Mr. Eric Gugler, American Scenic
and Historical Preservation Society; Dr. J. 0. Brew, Commlittee for
the Recovery of Archeological Remains; and Mr. Frederick Johnson,
Robert S. Peabody Foundation for American Archeology.

The over-ell Survey, as well as the theme study that follows,
1s under the general direction of John 0. Littleton, Chief, Natilonal
Survey of His%orlc Sites and Bulldings, who works under the gen-
eral supervision of Herbert E. Kahler, Chief Historlan, Branch of
History, ard of Roneld F. Lee, Chlef, Division of Interpretation,

of the National Fark Service.
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Part I

A SUMMARY OF THE THEME

The United States emerged from the War of 1812 with a new
awareness of its importance as a nation, and the decades follow-
ing the war were marked by an urge for territorial and economic
expansion unparalleled in American history. The Texas Revolution
of 1835-36, the California Bear Flag Revolt in 1846, and the war
with Mexico, 1846-48, were part and parcel of the westward move-
ment. Few periods in American history have been as significant
in "fixing the mold" for the nation's future, a mold that was to
be tested to the breaking point not many years later in the Civil

War.

Texas Impresarios

In 1821 Anglo-American frontiersmen, pressed by the combined
economic effects of the Panic of 1819 and the end of the credit
system in buying public lands, began crossing the frontier from
the Unlted States into the Mexican province of Texas. The Mexlcan
government, still busy establishing its independence from Spain,
encouraged this settlement by granting special privileges to im-
migrants. Each family could buy 177 acres of farming and 4,428

acres of grazing land, and those men who would contract to bring



other colonists received extra land for this service. These
colonizers, called empresarios, found little difficulty in obtain-
ing colonists, for good land, even at the cost of up to 12} cents
an acre 1n fees--and that on credit--was far preferable to picked-
over public land in the United States at $1.25 an acre, cash on
the barrelhead.1

At first there was little friction between the Mexican au-
thorities and their new subjects, as their maln contact was through
the empresarios. The ex-Americans were allowed a good measure of
local freedom to build their own roads and schools and to enact
their own laws, and in 1823 the Texans were even exempted from
paylng customs duties for seven years. The Texans participated in
the government of the newly created state of Coahuila-Texas, al-
though they protested that they did not recelve the representation
they deserved.2

Deep, basic differences between the new residents of Texas
and their Mexican overlords gradually became apparent. Pollitically,
the Mexicans leaned toward absolutlism, and their government gravi-

tated more and more towards centralized control of the entire

1. Rupert N. Richardson, Texas, The Lorne Star State (New York,
1943), 22-83.

2. Ibid., 73-89; Nathaniel W. Stephenson, Texas and the
Mexican War, Vol, XXIV of The Chronicles of America (New Haven,

1921), 25-38.




country from lexico City. They diswensed justice by decree and
enforced it with troops. The Americans, on the other hand, had
been nurtured on states! rights and a complete system of courts,
with trial by jury. There was a language barrier, and not many
of the new Texans took the trouble to learn Spanisii. The ilexicans,
with a deep pride in their own institutions, felt that these Texans
would have to be kept "in their place;" the Texans, making no great
effort at mutual understanding either, considered the Mexicans
inferior and incapable of governing.3
By mid-1320's Texas was in a state of uneasy peace, punctu-
ated by the Fredonian Rebellion in which lMexicans and Americans
clashed over Spanish land grant titles. This revolt was tied, at
least in ilexican thinking, with the efforts of the United States
to purchase or otlierwise acquire Texas, and they looked upon it as
another evidence of "Yankee" pressure. As Americans continued to
pour across thelr northern frontier, the lexican government pro-
mulgated a new law in 1830 which forbade further immigration from
the United States into Texas. In this same year the tariff exemp-

tions granted in 1823 came to an end, and the Texans felt the

; ; 3 kL
pincers closing around them.

3. Richardson, 98-99.

4. 1Ipbid., 99-100; Stephenson, 33.



The first overt resistance to illexlcan rule occurred at the
little port of Andhuac in May 1832. Here the military commander
was Col, John Davis Bradburn, a Kentucklan in the Hexican service.
The local merchants had been lax in observing the tariff regula-
tions, and several residents took issue with him over his arbitrary
actions. DNever known for his diplomacy, Bradburn arrested several
colonists for obstructing his rule. This resulted in a revolt on
the part of the more hot-headed Texans; Bradburn's fort was be-
sieged, and the rebels sent to Brazoria for three cannon (illegally
kept there) to underscore their demands. The contest at Andhuac
was quickly resolved by Bradburn'!s resignation and the removal of
the Mexican troops, but meanwhile the colonists were busy boating
their cannon around from Brazoria. In order to reach Andhuac they
had to pass the fort at Velasco, at the mouth of the Brazos River.
Here the Mexican commandant refused them passage, and in a sharp
engagement the colonists took the fort. In another moveument
Texas forces under the command of Col. John W. Bullock and Col.
James V. Bowie forced the retreat of the llexican troops from
Nacogdoches and another post on the upper Brazos. All of these
soldiers left Texas and jJoined the forces of Gen. Antonio Ldpez
de Santa Anna, then gathering power in Mexico. This action satis-
fied the Texans, for they had cleared their land of the hated

trocops, customs duties were again suspended, and they also thought



Santa Anna favored their aspirations for self-rule.5

Texas now pressed for the repeal of the 1830 law prohibiting
immigration, and called for a separation from Coahuila. In
October 1832 and again in April 1833 some of the more militant
Texans met at San Felipe to formulate plans for greater self-
government, and even drew up a state constitution, which they had
Stephen Austin, a leading empresario, take to Mexico City. The
authorities there were aghast at such presumptuousness, and threw
Austin into prison. Austin urged his fellow Texans to awailt dev-
elopnents peacefully, and they did so under increasing pressure.
Although the government repealed the immigration ban and reformed
the Texan court system sufficient to satisfy the more conservative
colonists, it had also in 1834 abolished the empresario system,
thereby opening Texas to uncontrolled land speculation. A co-
incident political upheaval in Coalhwila led to an "invasion" by
Gen. HMartin Perfecto de Cos, Santa Anna's brother-in-law, and the
governor of Coahuilla-Texas began selliing public lands in Texas to

6

speculators in order to raise defense funds.

5. Richardson, 101-103; Stephenson, 42-43; George L. Rives,
The United States and iexico, 1821-1348 (2 vols., New York, 1913),
I, 21%.

6. Richardson, 106-113; William C. Binkley, The Texas Revo-
lution (Baton Rouge, /c. 1952/), 8-lk4,




Texas was now caught hetween a factional political fight in
Coahuila, the land speculators, and the Mexican troops. Perhaps
Texas would have escaped revolution had the difficulties been con-
fined to Cozhuila alone, but events of the summer of 1835 made
this impossible. As in 1832, Texas had a small "war" party which
wished to seize upon events in order to bring about independence.
It also had a small "peace" party, just as interested in maintain-
ing things as they were. In between were the vast majority of
Texans, concerned with their own welfare and indifferent to the
vagaries of politics. As in 1832, Texas had Anfghuac, where a new
force of soldiers had moved in, and another group of merchants
became disgruntled over the collection of tariffs. Two Texans
were imprisoned and another wounded in an attempt to repeat the
1632 process. General Cos, hearing of the incident, proposed to
reinforce the garrison, and sent dispatches to Capt. Antonio Tenorio
at Andhuac to this effect. His courier was intercepted enroute,
and his letters were opened and read at San Felipe, where a Texan
convention had again gathered. Knowing that the state government
of Coahuila-Texas had fallen into Cos!'! hands and that the governor
had been arrested, Cos! new move into Texas seemed to the "war"
party an excellent time to strike. By no means supported by the
rest of the convention, a small group of 25 or 30 Texans under

the direction of W. B. Travis set out with their rifles and a small



cannon mounted on a pair of saimill truck wheels to take the post
at Andhuac before it could be reinforced. On June 30, 1835,
Captaln Tenorio surrendered his garrison without a fight.7

This action met with widespread condemnation throughout
Texas, but General Cos was unwilling to let the Texans settle
this matter themselves. He demanded the arrest of the "war"
party conspirators and moved his forces into Texas. In the face
of this new advance, opinion in Texas began to crystallize.
Austin, newly returned from his imprisonment in Mexico, as well
as the more conservative members of the convention at San Felipe,
decided that resistance was the only solution and called for armed

8
volunteers. The revolution was about to begln officially.

The Texas Revolution

Late in September the Mexican commandant at San Antonio, Col.
Domingo de Ugartechea, dispatched a corporal and four men with a
cart to Gonzales to commandeer a 6H-pounder brass cannon which
the settlers there had for protection against the Indians. The
locel alcalde, or mayor, sent the soldiers back empty-handed, hid
the gun under a peach orchard, and called for help. By October 1

some 160 Texans, under Col. J. H. lloore, assembled to face Lt.

7. Binkley, 43-55; Richardson, 115-116.

8. Binkley, 65-67.



Francisco Castafieda and a hundred Mexican dragoons just arrived at

9

the far side of the Guadalupe River. The next morning the Texans,
with their cannon disinterred and loaded with scrap iron and pieces
of chain, advanced on the Mexican forces, aimed, and let fly.
After a brief parley which produced no results the Texans again
fired, and the Hexlcans--outnumbered and with no instructions to
start a war--departed hurriedly for San Antonlo, leaving one
casualty behind.10
Wihile recruits continued to gather at Gonzales, General Cos,
with the main body of troops from ilexico, reached San Antonio
wilthout interference. Almost lmmediately, however, his supply line
to the coast was cut by a small body of Texans taking the town of
Goliad on October 9-10. Stephen Austin, the newly elected com-
mander of the "Army of the People" at Gonzales, decided that the
best plan would be to lay siege to San Antonio before Cos could
sally forth and reestablish communications. By October 24 Austin

and his followers were drawn up in front of San Antonio and began

a protracted and ineffective siege. Impatient after six weeks of

9. Eugene C. Barker, ed., Texas History (Dallas, /c. 1929/),
222. The number of liexican troops varies from 80 (Stephenson, p.
62) to 180 (Richardson, p. 122; Frank V. Johnson, A History of
Texas and Texans /5 vols., Chicago, 1916/, I, 209). The higher
figure appears in a memoir written about 40 years after the event
by one of the Texan participants.

10. Barker, 224.



this sitdown war, some 300 men followed an old frontiersman, Ben
Milam, in an assault on the town.ll One of the participants
reportved:

e went through the old adobe and picket houses . .

using vattering rams made out of logs ten or twelve

feet long. The stout men would talze hold of the

logs and swing them a while and let drive endwise,

punching holes in the walls through which we passed.

How the women and children would ye}% when we knocked

the holes in the walls and went in.

Cos! army, twice the size of the Texan force, left the city
for the fortified chapel of liission San Antonio de Valero (better
known as the Alamo), a2 poor defensive position commanded by Texan
rifle fire. By December 10 Cos had capitulated to tlie Texans,
and was permitted to leave for Mexico with his troops. William
B. Travis, with 15C of the original Texan force, took up the posi-
tion which the lMexicans had found so untenaile. The rest of the
army, now under over-all command of Gen. Sam Houston, was split
up, and the various military commanders, hoth official aud un-
official, were left to their own schemes for defense or offense
without over-all direction or planning. IHost of the Texans,
having accomplished their purpose at San Antonio, had returned to

their homes.l’

11. Binkley, 73-74, 88; Richardson, 122; Barker, 220-229.
12. Stephenson, 67.

13. Binkley, 63-93.


http://assar.lt

Through the promise of land bountles Austin recruited two
compaiies of volunteers in Louisiana, two more in Georgia, and
one each in [ississippl and Kentucky. Ilexico was unable to
patrol the Texan coast and guard the frontier at every point,

and "emigrants," with their weapons officially described as

1

"hollow-ware,"

poured in. The Texan Government ordered an ex-
pedition against the Mexican toun of Matamoros, lest inactivity
dampen the enthusiasin of their new supporters in and from the
United States. Affer several changes, the command of thils venture
passed from Houston to Jemes V. Fannin, Jr. The parrison at San
Antonlo was stripped of supplies for the project, rendering the
wealt force at the Alamo even wealier. Houston, discovering that
the men would not accept him as commander-in-chief, persuaded
many of them that an attack on latamoros could not succeed, and
about 350 of the 500 men then departed for home. This left a
force of about 150, which was promptly destroyed almost to a man
near San Patricio by a llexican cavalry detachment under Gen., Jos€
Urrea.15
Fannin, with about 450 new volunteers, mostly from the "States,"”

was left in a quandary. At first he tried to go to the relief of

, N , 16
the now-besieged Alamo, but chanzed his nmind. General Houston

14, Rives, I, 3063-371.
15. Richardson, 127; Binkley, S4.

16. Barker, 263-264.



(once more in command of all Texan forces) then ordered him to
fall back to Guadalupe Victoria. Fannin, however, divided his
force, sending one~third of it to Refugio to help evacuate set-
tlers, and wanted to delay compliance until this detachment
returned. The Refuglo group was taken by General Urrea also,
and Fannin could only withdraw. Encumbered with artillery he had
been grdered to destroy, ne was surrounded on March 19 by the
Mexican forces on an open prairie _just north of Goliad, less
than half a mlile from a wooded area that would have given the
Texans some measure of cover. Oubtnumbered four to one, Fannin
fought all afternoon and most of the night, but he was five miles
from water, all of his horses and oxen had been killed, and he
had women and children as well as many wounded men on hils hands.
He therefore surrendered, expecting that as prisoners of war the
men would be returned to thelr homes in the United States. In-
stead, on March 27, 1836, 352 prisoners, almost the eatire group,
were lined up and shot as pirates.l7
This was a mistake on the part of the Commanding General,
Santa Anna (now also President of lexico), who had ordered the
executions. The President of the Texas State Historical Associa-
tion has remarked:

Had Santa Anna seized the opportunity of Fannin's
surrender to dump his men . . . on the wharves at

17. Rives, I, 331-334%; Richardson, 127-120.
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New Orlenas, humiliated, starving, half naked, penni-

less, homesick, and forlorn, and each with his painful

story of Yexan mismanagenent and Texan neglect, Texas!

standing with the American people would have fallen to

a new low; and American men and American money gor the

Texan venture would have become scarce indeed.l

Fanmnin's defeat was most calamitous for the Texan cause, but
it is usually overshadowed in Texas history by the defense of the
Alamo. While General Urrea took 3,000 men in the direction of
Goliad, Santa Anna marched 3,000 more to San Antonio in February
1836 and demanded its surrender. Colonel Travis refused, and
called for help. Reinforced at the last minute by 32 men from
Gonzales on March 1, the 188 attempted to defend the mission
against odds of twelve to one. The entire garrison was wiped out,
but not before some 70 Mexicans had been killed and another 300
wounded. The Texan stand was hardly warranted on military
grounds, bhut it did give the cause of independence a rallying
point, delayed Santa Anna for two weeks, and lessened his reputa-

C.

tion considerably.l’

The disintegration of Fannin's forces and the disaster at

the Alamo shoclked Texas into action. On March 1, 1036, the

impotent provisional government was replaced by a convention,

16. Harbert Davenport, "The Hen of Goliad," Southwestern
Historical OQuarterly, XLIII (July, 1939), 5.

19. Richardson, 128-130; Rives, I, 324-330; Barker, 262-
272; Stephenson, 75 ff.
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