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pany’s pipelines. Store rents and housing costs escalated under the infla-
tionary demand of citizens compe ting for scarce office space and dwellings
in neighborhoods with accessibility to the water supply. The high prices
of office units and warehouses increased the operating costs of local mer-
chants and put them at a further disadvantage in competition with North-
ern and Southern traders.

Besides onerous fire insurance costs, New Orleans merchants felt the
sting of heavy insurance premiums levied on goods entering the port by
the water traffic. Merchants were at the mercy of a Board of Insurance
Underwriters which held a near monopoly of the city’s financial position
by charging higher shipping insurance rates than had prevailed in an
earlier competitive atmosphere.'® Anxious to safeguard their monopoly,
members of the insurance syndicate lobbied for the passage of a bill in the
Louisiana legislature which imposed stiff taxes on out-of-state insurance
firms.

The cumulative impact of the long-term barriers against New Orleans’
commercial growth became apparent in 1851 when the city’s Midwestern
trade declined precipitously. Compared to the 1848-1849 farm receipts of
Upper Mississippi River goods, the 1850—1851 business year saw a 25%
decrease in flour; a 28% decline in beef; a 31% reduction in bacon; a 41%
contraction in lard; a 54% decline in corn; and a 59% decrease in pork.!8
To make matters worse, New Orleans cotton buyers, in their anxiety to
retain control over this Southern staple, overspeculated in the cotton
crop. Operating under the false belief that the cotton harvest would be
unusually small as a result of drought and excessive heat, merchants paid
top prices to growers in advance to corner the cotton crop. The confident
smiles on the faces of New Orleans traders turned to despair upon the
discovery that the South was bringing in a bumper crop—2,350,000
bales, an increase of 250,000 over the previous season.l? The price of
cotton fell precipitously from 13% cents in January 1851 to 6% cents in
August. The New Orleans Price Current reported that the reduction in
cotton prices had touched off “a reaction more disastrous than any that has
occurred in the cotton trade since 1825.718

THE NEW ORLEANS ANNEXATION COMMITTEES

The 1851 economic downswing facilitated Lopez’ efforts to solicit funds

15 New Orleans Commercial Bulletin, May 3, 1855; New Orleans Daily Crescent, January
25 and March 14-16, 1859; DeBow's Review, IX (August, 1850), 240.

16'New York Times, January 31, 1852.

17 New Orleans Price Current, September 1, 1851; New Orleans Louisiana Courier, April
26. 1851; DeBow's Review, XVII1 (March, 1855), 383.
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and recruit committeemen among New Orleans Eusiness leaders. Buring P"'"'.! [3

1851 Lopez lived in the home of Laurence J. Sigur, who sold his owner-
ship of a local newspaper to raise $40,000 for a ship to carry the Lopez

denatd)

fimantiad_

expedition. Through Sigur, Ldpez enlisted the support of local merchants "‘m"mo

by pointing out the salutary benefits that the New Orleans economy
would derive from the acquisition of Cuba. Heavy taxes under Spanish
rule prevented Ainerican merchants from developing strong trade pat-
terns with the island. After suffering a disastrous decline in the spring of
1851, Midwestern merchants in New Orleans were particularly eager to
support any attempt to open up the Cuban marketplace to American
goods. During the three years between 1848 and 1850, only 2.4% of the
flour and 8% of the meat imported by Cuba cume from the United
States.!® Merchants in Spain easily captured the Cuban flour market from
American competitors, because of a discriminatory duty system which
placed a $10.31 surcharge on each American barrel of flour, but only a
$2.52, tax on every Spanish barrel. One American journalist, familiar with
Cuba’s economy, assertgd that the American annexation of Cuba would
increase the annual trade of New Orleans by twenty-five million dollars.20
The lure of new Cuban markets offered New Orleans businessmen a
chance to replace the loss of traditional Midwestern and Southern trade
ties. The acquisition of Cuba was even more appealing to business lead-
ers, when they considered that outfitting the Lépez expedition would
prove much cheaper than the construction of Texas and Tennessee rajl-
roads.

In analyzing the 1851 Lépez supporters, we should distinguish be-
tween men enlisting in the Lopez army and those serving on his New
Orleans speaking and fund-raising committees. Only a small number of
New Orleans clerks, customhouse employees, and artisans fought in
Cuba at Lopez side. The vast majority of his military personnel were
professional foreign soldiers, sons of Southern planters, and young clerks

from other cities.2T After resigning his New Orleans customhouse post for

a military command in Lopez expeditionary forces, William L. Critten-

den attracted volunteers to the Lopez cause in Southern and Midwestern
towns by promising young recruits Cuban sugar plantations and fabulous
cash bonuses. Crittenden knew the appeal of his inducements among an
audience composed of numerous young clerks already disenchanted with
their jobs™ low salaries and heavy work schedules. Crittenden’s speeches
also struck a responsive chord among the sons of Southern planters who

'® New York Times, May 23, 1854.
* Ibid.; New Orleans Louisiana Courier, September 3 and 6, 1854.

[sis'lDaily Cincinnati Commercial, August 4, 1851; Cincinnati Daily Gazette, September 3,
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faced the increasingly difficult task of acquiring farms, as inflation rapidly
increased the price of land and slaves.?2

The hope of great wealth and rapid social mobility also influenced t‘he
personal decisions of New Orleans citizens serving on the annexa'tlo'n
committees. Forever on the lookout for a chance to rise in the city’s
hierarchy, lawyers and journalists vied with one another in securing
prominent places on these committees. In fact, sixteen lawyers and four
journalists composed the majority of thirty professional men on the an-
nexation panels. (See Table 1.) Few attorneys stood any chance of break-

‘ing into the elite rank of the New Orleans legal fraternity. Thirty lawyers

reccived two-thirds of the city's legal trade, while three or four h}lndred
other attorneys scrambled after the remaining one-third.2? Lopez’ prom-
ise of Cuban plantations and cash rewards was an opportunity that many
young and middle-aged lawyers, stuck in the mire of the local legal pro-
fession, could ill afford to ignore.

Lawyers were not alone in suffering bruises in the search for wealth and
fame. Many journalists must have second-guessed their decision to enter
the extremely competitive newspaper industry. -High failure rates among
newspapers and a constant turnover of their personnel produced scant job
security for editors and reporters. The promise of Cuban sugar planta-
tions to newspapers supporting the Lopez cause was prime reason why
most New Orleans journals decided to publish only favorable stories con-
cering the 1851 Cuban invasion. Among the ardent supporters of the

22 Louisville Daily Democrat, August 25, 1851.

23 1t is difficult to confirm the accuracy of newspaper claims regarding the §urplus of
attorneys in pre-Civil War New Orleans. Census materials tend to.underelzstlm'flte thg
number of transient and less affluent lawyers who entered and left the city. By ignoring this
group of transient attorneys, census data depict a more prosp(_erous‘legal community than
probably existed. Despite this bias, an analysis of 170 lawyers llst'ed in the 1850 city census
suggests that Lopez’ offer of lucrative cash bonuses and plantations probably had appeal
among lawyers, especially those men between the ages of twenty-one and forty (see Ta:lbles
111 and 1V). Lawyers in their twenties generally did not own real estate and were not likely
to survive in the competitive environment among New Orleans lawyers (only thirty percent
remained in the city by 1860). Landless and having only a marginal chance of succeed‘mg in
the local bar establishment, these young attorneys were apt to seek their fortunes in .the
Lopez invasion of Cuba. Although lawyers in their thirties had a higher rate of geographical
persistence than their younger associates (52% compared to 30%), this older group of
attorneys still encountered difficulty in acquiring real estate: 67% possessed no real estate.
Among’the sixteen lawyers on the Cuban annexation committees, ten owned no real estate,
according to the 1852 city tax records and the 1850 census. One attorney possessed.$1000
worth of landed property, while four other men owned between $3,500 and $8,000 in re.al
estate. Only one attorney, Christian Roselius, had more than $8,000: he owned $100,000 in
immovable'property. Lopez generous offers of large Cuban plantations whetted the appe-
tite of many of these sixteen attoneys who had little chance of rising from the ranks of
non-propert'ied and small landowners to the elite class of Christian Roselius and other land
barons. New Orleans Daily Orleanian, January 24, 1852 and August 5, 1856.
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Lopez mission, Durante Da Ponte skillfully used his position on the New

Orleans Picayune to publish stories about the Cuban Creoles’ desire for
independence and the cruel behavior of the Spanish regime in Cuba.2¢
Despite his prestigious job on the Picayune, this twenty-one-year-old
editor was not above violating_the law to supplement his income. Al
though owning less than a thousand dollars, Da Ponte acted fraudulently
as a straw bail bondsman when posting bonds that exceeded his wealth.
Another struggling journalist was J. H. Maddox who assumed control of
the nearly bankrupt New Orleans Daily Crescent.25 The survival of Mad-
dox’s journal depended on its ability to secure advertisements in a highly
competitive newspaper market where proprietors resorted to cutthroat
activities in order to survive. Maddox experienced difficulty in securing
advertisers, because three rival journals exercised a monopoly over local
steamboat advertisements and the New Orleans True Delta furnished

4 In the period from 1849 to 1851 when Lépez was raising funds for his expeditions, the
New Orleans press was economically depressed. J. C. Prendergast, editor of the New Or-
leans Daily Orleanian and a supporter of the 1851 filibuster, stated that during the fall of
1849 the Picayune and the Commercial Bulletin were the only two journals among the eight
city newspapers earning a profiit. Prendergast complained that these two journals were
securing a large number of advertisers by offering to print advertisements for 50% less than
the usual rate. Moreover, this Irish editor pointed out that the standard rate for newspaper
advertisements in New Orleans was below that charged in New York City, despite the fact
that printing costs in New Orleans were twice as high. New Orleans newspapers also
suffered from unstable labor costs. The job rate demanded by printers fluctuated between
37% and 75 cents per 1,000 ems. Moreover, newspapers had to replace type and other
printing equipment every year or two. According to a printer for the Daily Orfeanian,
“Types for a daily paper may be used two years, but the edges and hair threads are very apt
to break off; the Picayune changed her type every year; it is very general for the up town
[Second Municipality) papers to change their type every year.” Burdened by low advertis-
ing rates, fierce advertising competition among local journals, high labor costs, and frequent
capital investments, a small newspaper like the Daily Orleanian had difficulty in surviving
and little hope of ever earning a large profit. In competing against other city papers, the
Daily Orleanian had a capital stock worth only 33,000, compared to $13,000 for the Daily
Crescent and the $15,000 capital stock of both the Commercial Bulletin and the True Delta.
William Brooks v. Stanton & Company, Fifth Civil Court (doc. no. 5046), July 8, 1851. All
the civil courts records cited are stored in the New Orleans Public Library; H. B. Cenas,
public notary, vol. 48, February 1, 1851; Ibid., vol. 53, April 15, 1852; James Graham,
public notary, vol. 3, May 25, 1853; J. C. Prendergast v. P. O. Reilly (doc. no. 3,297),
March 31, 1851; New Orleans Daily Orleanian, November 13, 1849 and April 12, 1851.

5 J. H. Maddox became editor of the Daily Crescent when Leonard Matthews, a private
banker and insurance director, and John Leeds, owner of the largest iron factory in Louisi-
ana, bought the journal for $13,000. When Matthews died in 1854 be left an estate valued
above $85,000. Maddox probably published pro-Lopez articles only after obtaining the
permission of either Matthews or Leeds. The fact that the Daily Crescent did print pro-
filibuster stories suggests that many business leaders, such as Matthews and Leeds, who did
not publicly join annexation committees, nonetheless supported Lopez’ adventure. Butler
and Brothers v. J. H. Maddox and Co., Third Civil Court {doc. no. 3729), May 26, 185I;
New Orleans Daily Crescent, June 14 and November 18, 1852; Hilary B. Cenas, public
notary, vol. 61, December 14, 1854 (Notarial Archives, New Orleans Civil District Court
Building).
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were promiuent railroad sponsors, foresaw the chilling effect such news-
paper stories would have on their economic plans. They displayed con-
sternation at the True Delta’s attack on local banking and railroad
schemes. The paper charged that the planned Tehuantepec Railroad was
a hoax: that business leaders had resorted to fraudulent tactics in promot-
ing the Jackson and Great Northern Railroad; that because of excessive
loans to local cotton speculators, the Louisiana State Bank had been
largely responsible for the 1851 cotton recession; and that this New Or-
Jeans bank had flooded the South with worthless paper currency which it
refused to redeem.$® The editor of the True Delta identified Peter Con-
rey, Jr., president of the Louisiana State Bank and chairman of the
Tehuantepec Railroad, as the arch-villain behind these Machiavellian
plots .84 Retaliating, Conrey, in alliance with his business friends, orga-
nized a boycott against advertising in this dissident newspaper.
Members of the annexation committees resented the True Delta’s vili-
fication of Conrey’s character. Conrey was one of the few city bankers
who had fought indefatigably for New Orleans railroad expansion. As a
banker and director of three railroads, Conrey was among the most im-
portant business figures in the city.s® These slurs on his reputation tar-
nished the image of the local business community. His colleagues,
moreover, objected to the untimely publication of the anti-Conrey arti-
cles, at a time when his enterprises were on the brink of bankruptcy as a
result of overspeculation in the 1851 cotton crop.88 Conrey’s business
associates suspected that greed, rather than idealism, underlay the True
Delta’s attack on this prominent banker; they felt that the journal had
printed these articles in order to break the Conrey boycott and to coerce
merchants into advertising in its columns.
On September 5, 1851, the news of Lopez capture and execution in
Cuba shocked New Orleans citizens. The General’s death spelled the end
of plans for further invading Cuba. In their grief and frustration, annexa-

63 [bid., October 13, 1850 and March 21, 1851.

64 New Orleans True Delta, August 13, 1851; New Orleans Daily Crescent, October 31,
1850.

65 New Orleans Louisiana Courier, January 11, 1847; New Orleans Commercial Bulletin,
February 24, 1851 and December 24, 1852.

6 New York Tribune, July 1, 1851; New York Times, November 15, 1851; Seaman, Will
and Peck v. Peter Conrey, Jr. (doc. no. 5,063), July 16, 1851; Leonard Sturtevant & Co. v,
Peter Conrey, Jr. (doc. no. 5,070), July 23, 1851; B. Tatout & Co. v. Peter Conrey, J1. and
Samuel Jaudon & Co. (doc. no. 5,075), July 30, 1851; James Robb & Co. v. Peter Conrey. Jr
(doc. no. 5,087), August 9, 1851, T. . Tabb v. Peter Conrey, Jr. (doc. no. 5,089), August 13
1851: Bank of Tennessee v. Peter Conrey, Jr. (doc. no. 5,108), September 12, 1851; Martin
Ownen and Co. v. Peter Conrey, Jr. (doc. no. 5,102), August 29, 1851; E. J. Dupont
de Nemours & Co. v. Peter Conrey, Jr. (doc. no. 5,196), August 12, 1851. All these cases are
in the Fifth Civil Court.
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ti(')n committeemen blamed the True Delta’s untimely revelations for the
failure to mount an expedition to rescue Lopez and liberate Cuba.®?
Vowing vengeance, annexationists encouraged their followers to attack
the True Delta’s offices. During the evening of September 6, 1851, Ben-
jamin Bynum, a lawyer, along with banker William Bell, Jumber ;iealer
David Calder, and builder David Lloyd, led forty men in an armed
assault on_the True Delta’s premises.®® As an impoverished criminal
lawyer, Bynum had enthusiastically joined the Lopez cause. Several days
be:fore the September 6 incident, General John Henderson, a famous
Lopez backer and committeeman, had commissioned Bynum a’s an officer
of the forthcoming Cuban expedition.®® Under Henderson’s direction
Bynum recruited several hundred volunteers in rural parishes, befor(;
returning to New Orleans to lead the abortive charge on the True Delta’s
printing office. Besides arresting Bynum, the police apprehended James
M. Gilbert, a clerk employed by S. H. Page, a tea merchant serving on
the annexation panels, who would become a candidate in 1852 for the
Orleans Parish tax assessor’s office.”® General Henderson put up Bynum’s
bail, while J. L. Carman, another prominent Cuban committeeman and a
large slave trader, paid for Gilbert's release on bond.”!

CONCLUSION

A decline in Midwestern trade coupled with overspeculation in the
1851 cotton market induced New Orleans merchants and their friends to
support Lopez’ third and final expedition against Cuba. American mabs
on August 21 destroyed the Spanish_Consulate and stores, partially to
seek revenge for the alleged massacre of Crittenden’s company and par-
tially to prevent the transmission of information to Havana about Felix
Huston’s retaliatory expedition against Cuba. The rioters demolished
seventeen Spanish establishments (twelve coffeehouses and five cigar
stores); nine of these cofleehouse keepers and two cigar store operators in
1852 sued the city of New Orleans for damages of $70,391.17.72 The
destruction of twelve coffeehouses involved 15% of the seventy-eight
Spanish coffeehouses listed in the 1850 census. Fear of further violence
caused some two hundred Spanish citizens (approximately ten percent of
New Orleans’ Spanish population) to flee the city in late August 1851.

87 New Orleans Daily Orleanian, September 16, 1851.

88 Second Municipality Police Arrest Book, September 4-6, 1851. New Orleans Public ./

Library.

1;‘ lﬂfgf Orleans Daily Orleanian, August 25, 1850; Concordia Intelligencer, September
70 New Orleans True Delta, September 6, 1851.
" New Orleans Daily Orleanian, September 16, 1851.
72 Supra, note 3.
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Commenting on the exodus, one editor noted: “They are old citizens, a
majority of them have disposed of their property here, and take with
them all their capital.”?3

The criminal justice system in New Orleans evinced no enthusiasm for
punishing the anti-Spanish rioters. Police arrested only a handful of riot-
ers and refrained from apprehending merchants engaged in the violent
activities. William H. Wilder and four accomplices were the only rioters
arrested on either August 21 or September 6 who were ultimately
brought to trial. During the 1852 winter session, a jury in the First
District Criminal Court found four of the defendants innocent and rec-
ommended mercy for the fifth after finding him guilty.” No evidence
exists in the court’s docket book or trial records to suggest that Judge
John C. Larue ever sentenced this convicted rioter. Larue was an ambi-
tious Democratic leader who, according to the True Delta, had obtained
his seat on the criminal court by reversing his anti-banking Jacksonian
views in favor of Whig banking schemes in the state legislature.” Larue
had often spoken in behalf of American annexation of Cuba, and had
promoted New Orleans’ commercial growth. He owned twenty shares of
stock in the Tehuantepec Railroad. Before becoming a criminal court
judge, Larue, in 1850, had been one of two attorneys representing Nar-
ciso Lopez during the federal prosecution brought against the General as
a consequence of the second of his Cuban expeditions.

73 New Orleans Daily Crescent, March 22, 1848; New Orleans Daily Orleanian, August
29, 1851.

74 First District Criminal Docket Book, 1850-1856. New Orleans Criminal Court Build-
ing,.

73 New Orleans True Delta, October 19, 1850 and March 9, 1851; New Orleans Bee,
February 5, 1842; New Orleans Louisiana Courier, June 10, 1850 and September 2, 1856.
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TABLE 1
1851 New Orleans Annexation Committees*

Occupation Number Percentage
Merchants ................ oo, 38 25%
Manufacturers ................c0iin... 0 0%
Bankers .......... .o 0 0%
Political Officeholders . .................. 20 13%
Professionals . ..............coviivvnninn 30 20%
Clerks ...ovviii i 6 4%
Hotel and Coffeehouse Keepers .......... 7 4%
Skilled Laborers .. ...................... 6 4%
Semi- and Un-Skilled Laborers ........... 2 1%
Others ......... .. i 18 12%
Unknown ......... ..o, 26 17%

' 153 100%

* Sources: 1850 United States Census for New Orleans and city directories between 1849
and 1852.

TABLE 11

Real Estate and Slave Holdings
of the 1851 Cuban Annexation Committee*

Number Percentage

NoProperty ........coiiiviiiinnn, 84 55%
$1000-82000 ............. ..., 21 14%
$2001-$10,000.......... S 35 23%
$10,001-825,000 .. ........ ... 8 5%
$25,001-$50,000 ........................ 3 2%
$50,001-$100,000 . ...................... 2 1%
Over $100,000 ........... . ... o, 0 0%

153 100%

* Sources: 1852 New Orleans tax records and the 1850 United States census for New
Orleans.

TABLE III

Geographical Persistence of New Orleans Lawyers
Between 1850 and 1860*

Age 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 Over 60 Total
Number .......... 160f53 3lof60 180f34 7Tofl7 20f6 74 of 170
Percentage ........ 30% 52% 33% 41% 33% 44%

* Sources: 1850 and 1860 United States Census.
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TABLE IV
Real Estate Ownership Among New Orleans Lawyers in 1850*

Age 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60  Over 60  Total
No Real Estate ....... T9% 67% 44% 29% 67% 62%(106)
$1000-32000 .. ....... 4% 3% 6% 6% 0% 4%(T)
$2001-$10,000........ 11% 17% 24% 12% 0% 15%(26)
$10,001-$25,000 .. .. .. 4% 5% 3% . 6% 16.5% 5%(8)
$25,001-$50,000 ... ... 2% 1.5% 9% 17.5% 16.5% 6%(9)
$50.001-8100.000 . ... 0% 5% 14% 17.5% 0% 6%(11)
Over $100,000 ........ 0% 1.5% 0% 12% 0% 2%(3)
Total ....... ........ 100%(53) 100%(60) 100%(34) 100%(17) 100%(6) 100%(170)

* Sources for Tables I11 and IV were the New Orleans censuses of 1850 and 1860, as well
as the 1860 city directory. In reading Table 1V, the percentages are totalled only down-
wards, not horizontally. For instance, in the 21-30-year-old age bracket of those who owned
no property, the 79% is a percentage of 53, rather than 106.

TABLE V
Age Distribution of the Annexation Committeemen*
Age Number Percentage
0-20 years........ T 0 0%
21-30 years................. ... ... 14 9%
3l-40years............................ 39 26%
41-50years............ ..., 77 11%
S1-60years................. ... .. ..... 6 4%
Over60 ....................ciiuiiiin. 0 0%
Unknown............ ..., 77 50%
Total ... 153 100%

* Sources: 1850 and 1860 United States Census.
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TABLE VI
Nativity of the Annexation Committeemen*
Place Number Percentage
Louisiana .............. .. ... . o, 14 9%
Gulf Coast States** . .................... 4 3%
South Atlantic States*** . ................ 26 17%
Upper South Statest .................... 6 4%
NewEngland .......................... 6 4%
Other Northern States .................. 8 5%
Ireland . .............. ... ... ... .. ... 9 6%
Germany ........ ..ot 3 2%
Other Foreign Countries ................ 7 5%
Unknown................. ... i 70 45%
Total ...... ... 153 100%

* Sources: 1850 and 1860 United States Census.
** Gulf Coast States: Texas, Mississippi, Alabama and Florida .
*** South Atlantic States: Maryland, Virginia, District of Columbia, North Carolina,
South Carolina, and Georgia
t Upper South States: Tennessee, Kentucky, Arkansas

TABLE VII
Wealth Distribution of the Annexation Committeemen*

1850 1860 1860 1860 Real and
Wealth Real Estate Real Estate Personal Estate Personal Wealth
None .............. 19% - 13% 4% 4%
$1000-$2000 ....... 2% 1% 7% 3%
$2001-$10,000 . .. ... 5% 5% 13% 8%
$10,001-$25,000 . ... 4% 4% 1% 5%
$25,001-$50,000 . ... 0% 1% ) 1% 3%
$50,001-$100,000 ... 1% 1% 1% 1%
Over $100,000 . ..... 0% 1% 0% 2%
Unknown .......... 69% 74% 74% 74%
Total .............. 100% 100% 100% 100%

* Sources: 1850 and 1860 United States Census of New Orleans. This table relies only on
censns data concerning wealth, while Table 11 drew such information mainly from 1852 city
tax records and added wealth data from the 1850 census only when these figures were
unavailable in the city tax lists.



