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1. 


Turtle Bayou Resolutions, June 13, 1832. They give reasons for causes for taking up arms against Col. Juan Bradburn at Anahuac, express loyalty to the Constitution of 1824. Link to document
Why did the Anglos support Santa Anna during this time?

Background for the Anglo colonist to compose and sign the Turtle Bayou Resolution: Colonists signed Turtle Bayou Resolution on June 13, 1832 during the Anahuac disturbances. It was the first formal protest of Texas colonists against Mexican tyranny. Settlers were already protesting the Mexican Central Government’s unconstitutional measures imposed on them, and the restrictive law of April 6,1830 which proposed: to stop immigration from U.S. to Mexico, place custom duty tax on goods coming from U.S. into Mexico thereby causing their price to rise, suspend empressario contracts that had not been completed, and ban the influx of new slaves to enter Texas. They were convinced that the present central government under President Anastasio Bustamante were violating their civil and political rights and were establishing military posts and violating their civil liberty. Anahuac was the site of a small garrison commanded by Col. Juan Davis Bradburn who belonged to the centralist government. It was established to control commerce of goods into Mexico from the United States. Bradburn enforced strict Mexican laws on the colonists, was controlling the daily affairs of the settlers by the centralist government, custom duties were applied on goods imported into Mexico from the United States, Bradburn had also incorporated runaway slaves and criminals from the United State into his troops. The colonists blamed these criminals for the local crimes.  The colonists also believed that Col. Bradburn was advising the colonist’s servants to quit the service of their masters and offering them protection for his labor. All these acts built anger and animosity between the colonists and Col. Bradburn. Bradburn quarreled with the colonists living at Anahuac about several matters. In May1832, Bradburn arrested and imprisoned two lawyers William B. Travis and Patrick C. Jack (colonists or settlers) for interfering in his efforts to enforce the laws. 160 settlers in two groups marched to Anahuac demanding the release of Travis and Jack.  Bradburn agreed to release the prisoners if the colonists retreated from Anahuac, and released the Mexican cavalrymen held as prisoners by the Texans. Since all the settlers did not withdraw, Bradburn refused to release the prisoners. The Anglo militia skirmished with Bradburn’s troops. Bradburn called in extra forces to strengthen his position. The colonists made camp at Turtle Bayou, between Anahuac and Liberty. John Austin went to Brazoria to bring back a cannon. While awaiting the arrival of John Austin the settlers composed and signed the Turtle Bayou Resolution. In the resolution they explained their rebellion against the centralist Bradburn and also insisted that they supported Federalist leader Santa Anna, as he was revolting against Centralist President Anastasio Bustamante and was also resisting his unconstitutional measures.. The Anglos supported Santa Anna in the Turtle Bayou Resolution because they were against the Centralist President Anastasio Bustamante and were in favor of the Federalist Leader Santa Anna. They called Santa Anna highly, distinguished, and chieftain. They viewed Santa Anna with deepest interest and solicitude. During most of the 1820’s, when the Federalists held power in Mexico, the Anglo American settlers received land grants, cleared fields and built their homes. They were left alone to trade with the United States and although the Mexican Government opposed slavery the colonists still brought in slaves. They began to establish their own schools and newspapers. When the Centralist Party came to power in the 1829, it put an end to these independent acts. It issued regulations to bring the states and provinces of Mexico more under the authority of the national government. The centralist Bustamante was unpopular with the colonist as, he was ignoring the federal Mexican constitution of 1824 (The General Colonization Law in Texas). This law favored colonization of North Americans into Texas and gave rights to colonists to acquire title and live in freedom in Texas. Bustamante also signed the Law of April 6, 1830, which prohibited the immigration of North Americans into Texas and suspended most empressarios contracts issued by the government that had not been completed. He was violating the rights of the colonist by having total disregard of the laws and imposing restrictions on the trade of the colonists with the United States and banning the influx of new slaves which was very important for the prosperity of the colonists.  Santa Anna’s Federalist party however, was gaining popularity and victories in Mexico. Being a federalist Santa Anna’s party was against the centralists and thus was against all the centralist’s policies. They were against the Law of April 6, 1830,and had promised to support this Texan favored constitution of 1824, thus favoring the colonists. Keeping in mind the above accounts, it is but very natural that the colonists were against the centralists who were opposing their existence and favored the federalists who supported them. The colonists heard that the federalist army had won a significant victory under the leadership of Antonio Lopez de Santa Anna. Taking advantage of the news, they aligned themselves with the federalist Santa Anna. Colonist therefore, at Anahuac declared support for Santa Anna as he claimed to be a federalist and supporter of the Mexican Constitution of 1824, and joined his growing forces in Mexico. 
+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

2. Consultation at San Felipe de Austin. Petition for separation of Texas from Coahuila, April, 1833. Link to document
What were the treaties requests to the Mexican government and on what grounds do they present to validate their requests?

Representatives of all inhabitants of Texas met in a General Convention at the town of San Felipe de Austin and put forward their wants and grievances to the Congress of the Republic of Mexico under Santa Anna as president. Their purpose was to ask Mexican authorities for reforms by proposing a series of resolutions. The colonists were optimistic that after the xenophobic and racist Bustamante’s dictatorship had ended and Santa Anna claiming to be federalist and in support of the Constitution of 1824 will grant them their requests. By considering the consultation they wanted to let the present government know the current situation in Texas, strategies and objectives were proposed. The colonists believed that justice and liberality would return to them, as was the basis of their immigration. The following treaties were presented to the Mexican government. Separation of Texas from Coahuila, Security and settlement of Aborigines (North American tribes of Indians residing in Texas). Under Constitution of 1824 the right of Texas as an independent State and guaranteeing them a representative in Congress, whatever may be their population was put forward. According to the Constitution, as soon as Texas is populated and their situation gets better with regards to resources they can urge for independent statehood. Tariff relief on articles of necessity imported into Texas was requested. The colonists desired the separation of Texas form Coahuila believing such separation was required for their happiness and prosperity and ultimately such division would produce the happiest results to the Mexican Republic. The petition for independent statehood was based on the decree of May 7th, 1824 of the Mexican Congress. The decree stated that if Texas has the proper requisites to form singly a state separate from Coahuila “As soon as Texas shall be in a condition to figure a state of itself, it shall inform Congress there off for its resolution.” Constitution of 1824 established a federalist republic composed of multiple states. Sparsely populated provinces were denied independence statehood and instead merged with neighboring areas. Texas and Coahuila were united as Coahuila y Tejas. The state was divided into many departments. Texas was included in the department of Bexar. The colonists wanted independent statehood of Texas with assurance of loyalty to the Republic of Mexico (they emphasized that independent statehood was not to separate Texas from Mexico). The colonists wanted organization of Texas into a state of the Federal Mexican Union. They assured loyalty and patriotism to the Republic of Mexico and to it’s constitution pledging that they will always put the interest of Mexico first and foremost. October 1, 1832 55 political delegates met at San Felipe de Austin to petition for changes in the governance of Texas.  Constitution of 1824 established a federalist republic composed of multiple states. They wanted a separation of Coahuila because of the vast distance between the two regions due to which the rights and wants of the people of Texas cannot be properly protected and provided for. They also validated this request by emphasizing that Coahuila and Texas have different interests. They are dissimilar in soil, climate, and productions, in common interests, and in population. They also added that they had a political dependence on Coahuila, as many representatives of state are form Coahuila and there is a very limited representation in the state legislature from Texas. Therefore, any law for the benefit of Texas is not taken as seriously as it should. It is very difficult to enact laws that specifically address the needs of Texans. Laws constructed for the benefit of Coahuila may be ruinous to Texas for example, in places not inhabited by Anglo- Americans; only native Mexicans can be employed for relating merchandise. Another reason for the request for separation was their economic growth as well. The Constitution clamed a reform of the maritime tariff law by reducing tariff on many imported items. This will encourage agriculture and commerce. Customs, duty, enforcement, on articles of necessity to the inhabitants be delayed for three years until 1835 as these articles cannot be manufactured in Texas for several years. These articles are a necessity for the settlers and farmers whose livelihood depends on these articles. The resources in Texas are still limited and these items are required for our prosperity. Therefore, there should be on them. Some items they mentioned were iron, steel, farming utensils, wagons, carts, shoes, books and so on so forth. If this is achieved we will build the resources and in a few years build large revenue. At present, the duty on these articles is so high that it is causing them a loss to purchase them and by not having them would affect the economy of Texas. They also suggested that citizens be granted a method to remove corrupt custom officers. Resolution encouraged that land title be issue more quickly and that public lands be sold to raise money for bilingual schools. Resolution proposed that the government take a firmer action in preventing new settlers from encroaching on lands that have previously been promised to native tribes. 
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

3.

Stephen F. Austin. Argument to Mexican authorities against the Law of April 6, 1830. Probably written in the summer of 1833. Link to dThe ocument
Is his argument sound?  Would this argument be valid for today’s current issue about immigration? Why or why not?

Stephen F. Austin opposed the 11th article of the Law of April 6, 1830, which totally prohibited the immigration of North Americans and suspended most empressarios contracts issued by the government that had not been completed, thereby depriving the present settlers of the consolation of settling their relatives and friends alongside of them. He appealed to Mexican authorities by petitioning for the repeal of the immigration of North Americans. Austin’s argument was a very sound and logical argument. His argument dated back to 1821 when Texas was uninhabited by civilized population, the Spanish presidios could not protect the few scanty villages in Texas who were subjected to robberies by the Indians. There was great waste of men and money. As a result of this ruinous system, which locked up Spanish possession from the rest of the world, a new system was established to colonize the wilderness of Texas. The colonies brought hardworking, educated, and enterprising population to Texas and in general brought prosperity to the land and broadly to the Spanish and later on the Mexican government. Through their own perseverance, relentlessness, resources; and enterprise they conquered the wilderness by developing its resources. They also contributed to the defense by populating the area and defending it. They paved their ways through famine, sickness, hardships, and darkness with a deeply embedded hope of freedom and a great tomorrow converting the land along the way into the abode of civilization, of abundance and happiness. Their settlement did not cost the government anything. They were only given title to the land that was then valueless to Mexico or to civilized men. They made possible to bring immense value to this wild land thus repaying the government more than thousand fold for the privilege of settling in Texas. Prohibiting the immigration of North Americans and suspending their contracts will shut them from the balance of a civilized world. These restrictions over time, will demoralize people from future advancements for years to come and will condemn Mexico to wilderness again. The number of honest, honorable and hardworking men will decrease and illegal immigrants will increase. The inhabitants will want Texas to be free from Mexico as with the passage of time they will observe an impediment of progress in population and wealth. Tranquility will be lost. Austin’s argument will be valid for today’s current issue about immigration in our nation. The most current facts about immigrants and immigration reforms in the United States are: In 2011 immigrants made up 13% of the total U.S. population, meaning that they were one in every eight, a U.S. resident, the countries of origin and educational background of today’s immigrants are very diverse. They complement the native born Americans in work, labor, and education. More than half of the foreign-born immigrants are homeowners and their children are better off financially than the immigrant parents. U.S. born children of immigrants are more likely to go to college, less likely to be living in poverty, and equally likely to be homeowners as the average American. Immigrants are less likely to commit crimes or be incarcerated than native-born Americans. President Barack Obama was re-elected in 2012 with the support of 71 percent of Latino voters and 73 percent of Asian American voters.  In view of the above facts it can be stated that immigrants bring prosperity, advancements and education from all over the world to the U.S. and also the ratio of crime rates due to immigrants is decreased in the U.S. The immigrants also bring political tranquility. On the other hand undocumented immigrant population’s growth has slowed in recent years, the majority are well-settled in the United States, millions of U.S.-citizen children have undocumented parents, nearly half of undocumented immigrants are homeowners, they mostly comprise labor force, more than half of them have a high school degree or higher. Therefore, the immigrants are also bringing labor force to the U.S. If the undocumented immigrants gain legal status this will expand economic growth, create jobs and increase tax revenues. In support of Austin’s argument and the facts on U.S. immigrants it is evident that immigrants bring growth and prosperity to a countries economy by bringing with them advancements in education, labor, and moral values. They also bring cultures and traditions to a country. Due to immigrants, the trade between countries is also increased. They decrease the percentage of crime rates and therefore, increase tranquility. Therefore, there should be immigration policy reforms from the congress that would enable undocumented population to earn legal status and citizenship. Applying restrictions on the immigrants can grossly affect the economy of the country, as is the case of U.S. economy suffering because of undocumented immigrants who cannot pay taxes. It can also lead to political unrest and overtime; if the restrictions are not taken off it can lead to revolutions and civil wars. 
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

4.

Lorenzo de Zavala. Broadside: "Opinion," August 7, 1835. Addressed to a gathering at Lynchburg to which he was too ill to attend. Offers his views on the quarrel of Texans with the regime of Mexican President Antonio Lopez de Santa Anna. [In Spanish, with English translation.] Link to document
Why a native Mexican would oppose their leader?  Do his facts support his opinion?

Support with excerpts from the source.

Background of Lorenzo de Zavala: Lorenzo de Zavala was a native Mexican who held office on the local, state, and national levels in the Mexican colonial, imperial and National governments. He served in the Mexican congress and senate in the new Republic of Mexico, and also as minister of the treasury. Zavala had helped to frame the Mexican Constitution of 1824. Zavala was a firm believer of democracy and was imprisoned twice for his political belief. The first time, he spent three years, 1814-1817 for advocating democratic reforms in the Spanish government. Later, after President Guerrero was overthrown in 1829, he was kept under house arrest and then forced into exile. He had liberal views and a decentralized, federal plant for the government. Lorenzo de Zavala although a Mexican native opposed his native leader Santa Anna for two major reasons. He opposed Santa Anna acquiring dictatorship (a leader with absolute power) and that Santa Anna refused to accept the Mexican Constitution of 1824. When Santa Anna became a dictator he had appointed Lorenzo de Zavala minister to France. Lorenzo resigned from his appointment, as he could not serve a dictator. Thereafter, he moved his family to the freedom of Texas in July 1835. He came to Texas to work for the restoration of democratic government of his country. Although orders for Zavala’s capture and depopulation were issued by many of the Texas authorities, he was never in real danger of arrest from 1835-1836.
 Asked to speak at a meeting planned for August 8, 1835 at Lynchburg he couldn’t attend it because of ill health. “Having been invited to attend the meeting of citizens to be held on the 8th inst. to take into consideration the important subjects which produce the present excitement, I regret that I am prevented from attending in person by an attack of the intermittent fever.” Although he couldn’t be present in person he still reflected his opinion on this important matter. By doing this he hoped to achieve involvement of all the people of Mexico, including Texans, in a revolt against Santa Anna’s centralist government. “But as I consider that a simple manifestation of my opinions on the subject might be of much service in establishing those of the citizens.” He explained himself as someone who was appointed very honorable positions in Mexican Government, therefore by addressing this gathering he has no personal interest, he is impartial in his opinion as he is a liberal and federalist therefore, with Santa Anna acquiring dictatorship he thought that a need aroused when he needs to reflect on his opinion for the savior of his country. “I have occupied in the Mexican nation the most honorable stations; that I have written a history of the revolutions of the country with such impartiality that even my enemies have acknowledged it the only monument of the kind worthy of attention.” Before Santa Anna became a dictator he had appointed Lorenzo de Zavala minister to France. Zavala had been representing Mexico in Paris when he got the word that Santa Anna had taken dictatorial control of Mexico. Lorenzo resigned from his appointment, as he could not serve a dictator. Thereafter, he moved his family to the freedom of Texas in July 1835. “In the second place, that, having received from General Santa Anna the appointment of minister pleni-potentiary to the court of his majesty the king of France, I resigned this charge as soon as I learned that he had dissolved the congress and taken all authority into his own hands. Third, that having resigned this station, I have come to Texas to establish myself among free citizens, to cultivate the lands which I had previously purchased.” He was a firm believer of democracy and completely opposed dictatorship, he believed that the law of a land should be the constitution, since Santa Anna became a dictator, the country was under military power, and the authority completely disregarded the constitution he thought of Santa Anna as a traitor.  “have destroyed the federal constitution, of which General Santa Anna, in order to be promoted to the presidency of the republic, pretended to be the defender when with a show of patriotism, he alleged that it was attacked by General Bustamante.” He believed that without a constitution being followed there will be confusion and disorder and the dictators will become violent to people who didn’t follow their laws, there will be sword culture. Of course, the present situation is confusing to all the citizens of Mexico, they are silent and their silence is misjudged by the military chiefs as peace, tranquility and order in the republic.  “The present situation of the Mexican nation is that of the greatest confusion and disorder, because, all the constitutional authorities having ceased, their places have been supplied by military chiefs, who know no other law than that of the sword and of violence, by which they have put down the civil authorities.” The acts of General Santa Anna by dissolving the congress and council, unconstitutional and violently removing the vice president and destroying the civil militia and other unconstitutional measures of equal intensity would have convicted him as a traitor in the United States of the north. “To pass over the acts of usurpation committed by General Santa Anna, such as the dissolution of the congress and council--the unconstitutional and violent disposition of the vice-president, Farias--the extension of the powers given to the electors to reform the constitution--the destruction of the civic militia--and others of equal magnitude which in the United States of the North would be sufficient to convict the president of treason.”  Institutions were destroyed and then orders were passed to build new ones, while this was happening oath was taken that they would be faithful to the constitution and laws. They believed that they had the right to become dictators as they are trying to punish delinquents (colonists) who have transgressed them basically meaning that this whole act of ignoring the constitution and becoming a dictator was against the colonists who were rebelling against Santa Anna’s centralist views. They seized the colonist’s land, imprisoned the Governor of Mexico Viesca, and put down the legislature and took away the authorities of the officials in the Mexican states with the exception of San Felipe and Nacogdoches, which they could control. They wanted all the authorities to be subservient to the military “While in the capital they were thus destroying the institutions and issuing orders to the military commanders of the states that others should be established, the latter published official notes, swearing in their usual manner that they would sustain the constitution and laws, and that their own object was to punish certain functionaries who had transgressed them.” Lorenzo de Zavala further added that since there is no government and no rights of the people all States will have to protect themselves to their best judgment. As one part of Coahuila and Texas is occupied by military force, the free part should work to bring back harmony, tranquility and order. This would bring some liberty to the Republic of Mexico. However, a convention is needed to authorize this power to the free part of Coahuila y Tejas, so in my suggestion representatives from all the departments should meet on October 15th. “Coahuila and Texas formed a state of the republic, and as one part of this is occupied by an invading force, the free part of it should proceed to organize a power which would restore harmony, and establish order and uniformity in all branches of the public administration, which would be a rallying point for the citizens, whose hearts now tremble for liberty! But as this power can be organized only by means of a convention, which would represent the free will of the citizens of Texas, it is my opinion that this step should be taken, and I suggest the 15th day of October as a time sufficient to allow all the departments to send their representatives. “It is believed by the dictators that the inhabitants of Texas are in great debt to the government of Mexico because they granted them land. This is true, but the land was not granted by this government, it surely would not have even been granted by the Spaniards. It was granted by the governments of which I am also a part of. Keep in mind that those government officials including I are now persecuted.  “It is said that the inhabitants of Texas are indebted to the supreme government of Mexico and to those of the state for the laws given them the land which they cultivate. This is true: but it must be remembered that those governments were formed of the same men who are now persecuted, among whom I have the honor to count myself one. A party composed of the military, eccesiastics, and Spaniards, would never have thrown open their country to foreigners.”He would oppose his leader if the leader were doing something he disagreed with. In this case, Santa Anna assuming dictatorial power. 
