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ABSTRACT 

The Mexican Revolution of 1910 posed a particular 

threat to the American dominated petroleum industry in 

Mexico. The spectacular expansion of this enterprise after 

1910 attracted the attention of revolutionary leaders who 

believed that Mexico's economic regeneration depended on 

expropriation of foreign controlled resources. When Mex

ican nationalists wrote Article 27, which reserved subsoil 

deposits to the nation., into the Constitution of 1917, 

Woodrow Wilson's administration invoked diplomatic inter

position in an effort to protect American property rights. 

Wilson, however, refused to heed demands from oil interests 

that he use force to install a Mexican Government that would 

secure American property. 

In 1919 the petroleum lobby promoted an intense 

propaganda campaign to convince the American public and Con

gress that the nationalistic policies of Mexico's President, 

Venustiano Carranza, constituted an intolerable threat to 

American security. The oil lobby enlisted the support of 

powerful Cabinet members and Senators, and by December, 

while Wilson was incapacitated, appeared to have brought the 

United States to the brink of war with Mexico. At the peak 
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of the crisis, Wilson temporarily reasserted control over 

Mexican-American relations and averted the possibility of 

intervention. 

The petroleum lobby tried another tactic. Early in 

1920 a revolt led by Alvaro Obregon overturned Carranza. 

Spokesmen for the oil industry persuaded the Wilson admin

istration to withhold diplomatic recognition from Obregon's 

government until he accepted a treaty guaranteeing American 

property rights. If Obregon refused to accept the treaty, 

oil operators argued, the lack of recognition would encour

age his domestic opposition and permit Mexicans favorable to 

American interests to use the United States as a base 

for organizing anti-Obregon uprisings. Informed of the 

conditions, Obregon pledged nonretroactive application of 

Article 27 but he refused to consider conditional recogni

tion. 

At this point the Harding administration took 

office. In May 1921, Secretary of State Charles Hughes, 

ignoring Obregon's earlier response, drafted a treaty secur

ing privileges and guarantees for American property holders 

in Mexico. Presented to Obregon as a prerequisite for 

restoring relations, he rejected the treaty; despite this, 

it remained the basis of the United States' Mexican policy 

until 1923. 

Petroleum operators, meanwhile, attempted to foment 

counterrevolution in Mexico. Obregon coped with the 
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insurrections so readily that he conclusively demonstrated 

his strength and discredited the premises upon which the 

non-recognition policy was based. Domestic critics embar

rassed the Harding administration with charges that American 

diplomacy was designed to assist the troublemakers in depos

ing Obregon. Commercial interests in the United States, 

eager to profit from the stability and reconstruction in 

Mexico, also pressured Hughes to discard the treaty and end 

the dispute. 

In March 1923> Hughes dropped his demand for a 

treaty prior to recognition. With that obstacle removed, 

unofficial negotiations produced an understanding on the 

petroleum question which led to the restoration of diplo

matic relations between the United States and Mexico in 

September 1923. Although the petroleum question troubled 

Mexican-American relations for . another twenty years, the 

problem never again attained the crisis level of 1919-1923. 

American diplomats needlessly prolonged the con

troversy with Mexico by acceding to the pleas of private 

interests to make their self-serving terms the basis for a 

diplomatic settlement with Mexico. The arrangement accepted 

by the United States in 1923 was essentially that proposed 

by Obregon in 1920. The combined efforts of the petroleum 

lobby and American diplomats to force Mexico's Government to 

concede unprecedented advantages for American citizens 
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engendered a reservoir of ill will and suspicion which 

complicated future relations between the two countries. 

Consequently, non-recognition as a means to protect American 

property rights must be considered a dismal failure. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Until about 19*10 Mexico's history alternated between 

periods of calm and internal upheavals. Violence frequently 

coincided with an international crisis involving the United 

States. The friction was as old as the Mexican Republic."'" 

Nineteenth-century tensions usually related to problems 

attendant on sharing a common border and on successful 

American attempts to expand territorially at Mexico's 

expense. The turmoil of the Mexican Revolution of 1910, 

however, provided an excuse for repeated interference by the 

United States in Mexico's domestic affairs. Threats, real 

or imagined, to Americans and their property, produced 

efforts from officials in Washington to control the course 

of events in Mexico. 

Scholars have assessed the diplomacy of Presidents 
p 

Taft and Wilson in the early stage of the Revolution, but' 

•^See J. Fred Rippy, Joel R. Poinsett, Versatile 
American (Durham: Duke Univ. Press, 1935)> pp. 105-130. 

^Howard P. Cline, The United States and Mexico (Cam
bridge, Mass.: Harvard Univ. Press, 1953); J. Fred Rippy, 
The United States and Mexico (New York: Appleton-Century, 
rev. ed., 1931); Arthur S. Link, Woodrow Wilson and the Pro
gressive Era, 1910-1917 (New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1963); 

* James Morton Callahan, American Foreign Policy in Mexican 

1 
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no thorough study has been made of United States-Mexican 

relations between the years 1919-192*1. Until recently, all 

but a few pertinent official papers on the period remained 

unpublished and inaccessible; therefore, issues with inter

national implications during President Alvaro Obregon's 

administration are treated in most secondary accounts as 

prologue to quarrels of his successor, Plutarco Elias 

Calles, with Secretary of State Prank B. Kellogg in 

1925-1927.3 

Relations (New York: Macmillan, 1932), is less satisfactory 
because it relies almost entirely on State Department files. 
A later work by Louis M. Teitelbaum, Woodrow Wilson and the 
Mexican Revolution (New York: Exposition Press, 1967), 
contains some new information, but it is marred by his pred
ilection to regard Wilson's diplomacy as a serial detective 
story. Robert E. Quirk, The Mexican Revolution, 191*1-1915 
(Bloomington: Indiana Univ. Press, 19^0), and his An Affair 
of Honor: Woodrow Wilson and the Occupation of Vera Cruz 
Tljexington: Univ. of Kentucky Press, 1962) shed considerable 
light on Wilson's frustrations in dealing with Mexico; as 
does Harley Notter, The Origins of the Foreign Policy of 
Woodrow Wi "1 son (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Univ. Press, 1937TT 
Philip G. Lowry, "The Mexican Policy of Woodrow Wilson" 
(unpublished Ph.D dissertation, Yale Univ., 19*19), gives 
only cursory attention to postwar developments. 

3 Ernest H. Gruening, Mexico and Its Heritage (New 
York: Appleton-Century, 1928), sketched the Obregdn era and 
concentrated on the Calles years. Regarded as definitive on 
Calles, because of his close relationship with Gruening, 
this apparently set the pattern. A late example is Daniel 
James, Mexico and the Americans (New York: Praeger, 1963). 
In i960 the State Department opened to the public two volu
minous files: "Records of the Department of State Relating 
to Political Relations between the United States and Mexico, 
I9IO-I929" (711 Piles, Microcopy 314) and "Records of the 
Department of State Relating to the Internal Affairs of 
Mexico, 1910-1929" (812 Files, Microcopy 27*1), hereafter 
cited as RDS and index number. The papers of the three 
Secretaries of State involved, Robert Lansing, Bainbridge 
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Yet events in both countries proceeded too rapidly 

in the immediate postwar era to permit a diplomatic hiatus. 

In the United States the elections of 1920 restored control 

of the national government to Republicans who had been long 

critical of Wilson's Mexican policy. In Mexico, Obregon and 

his supporters revolted against the regime of Venustiano 

Carranza and seized power. And, American interests in 

Mexico were demanding that their government protect them 

from the alleged dangers to property rights posed by 

Mexico's Constitution of 1917^ 

The major American petroleum companies operating in 

Mexico now thought they saw an opportunity to eliminate the 

perils of Mexican nationalism. Led by their champion, 

Senator Albert B. Pall, they insisted on withholding diplo

matic recognition and the use of military force if necessary 

to obtain concessions from Obregon which would guarantee 

"American rights" in Mexico. Instigated in the last year of 

Colby, and Charles Hughes, have long been available but are 
of limited use. They contain little that is not obtainable 
elsewhere and compromising or sensitive material was not 
included, nor do they reveal the extent to which private 
citizens attempted to influence Mexican diplomacy as do the 
two files above. Also in I960, authorities removed the con
fidential classification from the "Records of the United 
States and Mexican Claims Commissions" (Records Group 76 j 
Washington, D.C., National Archives), hereafter cited as 
US/MCC and entry number. About one-half of the more than 
1000 cubic feet of material pertains to the Commissions 
established by a 1923 Convention to settle claims for dam
ages suffered during the Revolution. In addition to the 
testimony and documentation for the cases, a research 
section gathered and compiled briefs and memorandums on 
Mexico's legal system, laws, decrees and public figures. 



4 

Wilson's administration, and continued by that of Warren 

Harding until - September of 19233 the basis of the United 

State's Mexican policy was to require a treaty exempting 

American interests from objectionable clauses of the Consti

tution as a prerequisite to recognition. 

To Americans unconvinced of the wisdom of this 

course, the reason seemed clear for pressure on Mexico to 

follow standards of right conduct determined in Washington, 

D.C. Government, the dissidents maintained, was in the 

hands of those who wished to use its powers to further their 

selfish designs abroad. Adherents to this thesis believed 

that the State Department had become the lackey of impe

rialists; they charged that foreign policy was determined 

not in Washington but in the offices of giant petroleum 

barons and Wall Street bankers. Overtly, at least, the 

Mexican diplomacy of the period did conform remarkably to 

the policy advocated by the executives and owners of these 

corporations. 

Denied access to State Department files and the 

conferences of oil and money magnates, Americans who were 

^For interesting corroboration of this thesis, see 
Robert J. Maddox, William E. Borah and American Foreign 
Policy (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State Univ. Press, 1969;, 
esp. pp. 59-61, 109-110. A consistent defender of Mexico's 
right to choose her own way free of interference, the New 
York World was fond of referring to Hughes as the "Secretary 
of Oil" in its editorials. See issues of June 27, 28, 1921; 
Aug. 12, 1922. 
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opposed to meddling in Mexico had to rely on circumstantial 

evidence to support their allegations. Did not many Cabinet 

members and lower ranking personnel have corporate back

grounds and ties? Equally significant, many .of these same 

officials returned to former or higher posts in industry and 

finance on departing from public service. For example, 

Lansing left the State Department in 1920 to join Edward 

Doheny's Mexican Petroleum Company. Similarly, after serv

ing both Harding and Coolidge as Secretary of State, Hughes 

became head of the American Petroleum Institute. These and 

other indications of a growing affinity between the exec

utive branch of government and big business nourished the 

accusations of malfeasance and encouraged controversy. 

Now that formerly unobtainable official and private 

sources can be utilized, it should be possible to settle 

5 •^Unfortunately, Mexico has not as yet opened the 
records of its Department of Foreign Affairs for these 
years. However, some of the personal and Senate Office 
Files of Albert Fall have been available since I960 from the 
University of New Mexico. Included are the files relating 
to Mexican affairs, not previously used, to my knowledge, in 
evaluating Fall's vital part in formulating the non-recogni-
tion policy. In addition there is the William F. Buckley 
Collection at the University of Texas. Buckley, a close 
collaborator with Fall, had extensive oil holdings in Mexico 
and was active in the interventionist cause. Valuable pri
marily for their files of clippings from numerous American 
and Mexican newspapers, the Buckley Collection has been 
ignored, possibly because of its disorder, although open to 
the public for almost thirty years. Also useful is a col
lection of papers in Mexico City, Archivo General de la 
Nacion, Papeles Presidenciales, hereafter cited as AGN/PP, 
relating primarily to internal security during the admin
istrations of Obregon and Calles. 
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some of the uncertainties, examine the charges, and weigh 

more accurately the implications of the Mexican policy of 

the United States from 1919 to 1924. This study, accord

ingly, will examine the implementation of the conditional 

treaty policy, the extent of the influence of the oil lobby, 

the threat of intervention by the United States, and the 

role of the principal figures connected with the "Mexican 

Question.11 



CHAPTER 2 

GENESIS OP THE PETROLEUM QUESTION 

According to Prank Tannenbaum, "the Mexican Revolu

tion can best be characterized as an emerging nationalism." 

Developing a nativistic movement is facilitated, apparently, 

by having a foreign demon, supplied in Mexico's case by 

geography and foreign economic penetration. So rapidly did 

capital pour into Mexico between 1890 and 1910 that in the 

latter year observers calculated that almost one-half her 

entire national wealth was in the hands of foreigners, with 

some estimates going even higher. Since the terms offered 

by the regime of Porfirio Dfaz to stimulate investment do 

not appear to have favored United States citizens over 

aliens of other nationalities, American preponderance could 

be attributable to propinquity."^ 

Frank Tannenbaum, Mexico: The Struggle for Peace 
and Bread (New York: Knopf, I960), pp. 52, 5^7 228-29. Only 
informed estimates, the figures are accepted as reasonably 
accurate. For a thorough discussion of this movement of 
capital and the encouraging policies of the Dfaz admin
istration, see Wilfred H. Callcott, Liberalism in Mexico, 
1857-1929. (Hamden, Conn.: Archon Books, rev. ed., 1965); 
Cline, pp. 51-58; J. F. Rippy, United States and Mexico, 
Chap. XVIII; Alfonso Teja Zabre, Guide to the History of 
Mexico: A Modern Interpretation (Mexico City: Press of the 
Ministry of Foreign Relations, 1935)* pp. 331-35. 

7 
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In 1912, Marion Letcher, a consul of the United 

States in Chihuahua, "assessed" Mexico's national wealth at 

$2,434,231,422. Of this amount, foreigners controlled 

$1,705,054,180, leaving one-third for Mexicans. The same 

source put American holdings alone at slightly over one bil

lion dollars. Of the major industries Americans owned 

78 per cent of the mines, 72 per cent of the oil, 68 per 

cent of the rubber business, and, until 1909, 80 per cent of 

2 the railroad securities. Not surprisingly, then, the anti-

foreign sentiment in Mexico was predominantly, although not 

exclusively, directed at Americans. 

In 1910 Mexicans still held most of the land, but 
% 

here, too, vast inroads had been made. Indications are that 

about one-quarter of the total was in foreign hands, of 

which 52 per cent belonged to Americans. Putting this in 

better perspective, a Mexico City newspaper noted that 

aliens controlled two-thirds of Baja California (equal in 

extent to Cuba and Puerto Rico), over 40 per cent of Chihua

hua (an area larger than England), and a total in all states 

P / / Letcher report cited in Moises Saenz and Herbert 
Priestley, Some Mexican Problems (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago 
Press, 1926), p. 7; and Robert Cleland (ed.), The Mexican 
Year Book, 1920-1921 (Los Angeles, Calif.: Mexican Year Book 
Publishing Co., 1922), p. 168. Statistics on railroads from 
Ibid., p. 167; all others from Callahan, pp. 517-21. US/ 
MCC, Entry 145, Box 3, contains a lengthy memorandum of the 
railroad concessions, which included subsidies and a guar
anteed monopoly in the area served, granted by Dfaz. 
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of 21,9^9,863 hectares, comparable in size to Prance, Spain, 

3 Portugal, and Switzerland. 

Although a major cause of the Revolution was the 

campesino's desire for land, the nationalistic aspect was an 

/} 
inseparable component. In the autumn of 1910, Henry Lane 

Wilson, the United States Ambassador to Mexico, indicated 

that even the Dfaz regime was alarmed at the enormous 

investment of American capital. Pear of the United States 

and its power, according to Wilson and other observers, had 

stimulated a sense of pro patria among Mexico's upper 

classes.^ 

^See Prank Tannenbaum, The Mexican Agrarian Revolu
tion (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institute^ 1929), p. 13; 
Fernando Gonzalez Roa, Las Cuestiones Fundament ale s de Actu-
alidad en Mexico (Mexico City: Secretaria de Relaciones 
Exteriores, 1927), p. 165 • The analysis of the landholding 
pattern is from Excelsior, Dec. 28, 1919. 

4 Tannenbaum, Agrarian Revolution, placed the empha
sis on land, but in a later work he modified his position. 
Once the Revolution began, the nationalistic element 
"unconsciously" became dominant, he says in Mexico: Peace 
and Bread, pp. 54, 228. Also see George M. McBride, The 
Land Systems of Mexico (New York: American Geographical 
Society, 1923); Helen Phipps, Some Aspects of the Agrarian 
Question in Mexico (Austin: Univ. of Texas Press, 1925); two 
works by Eyler M. Simpson, The Ejido—Mexico's Way Out 
(Chapel Hill: Univ. of North Carolina Press, 1937)» and "The 
Mexican Agrarian Reform, Problems and Progress" (unpublished 
Manuscript, Washington, D%C., Library of Congress, 1933). 
For the legislation and legerdemain by which the campesinos 
were despoiled of their land, see Wistano Luis Orozco, 
Legislacion Jurisprudencia sob re "Terr®.nos Baldfos" (Mex
ico City: Press of "El Tiempo," 1895)> 2 vols. 

^The Ambassador was reporting on a recent meeting 
involving representatives of the Mexican government and 
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Among the masses the reaction to the growing Amer

ican presence was more ominous. Late in 1910 a series of 

riots erupted in working class districts of a number of 

Mexican cities. Ambassador Wilson polled consuls throughout 

Mexico for their analysis of the disorders. The consul's 

replies, which the Ambassador forwarded to Washington, 

attributed the riots to anti-American sentiment, which was 

rapidly increasing.^ 

Pre-revolutionary agitators were well aware of the 

appeal of anti-Americanism, especially to the lower classes. 

At first, efforts to capitalize on this feeling came primar

ily from Ricardo Plores Magon through his radical journal, 

Regeneracion. Then in 1909 came Andres Molina Enrfquez' 

Los Grandes Problemas Nacionales, which spelled out explic

itly the relationship between the invasion of foreign 

capital and the plight of the masses. The book distributed 

blame equally between Mexico's rulers and foreigners, who 

together brought subservience, poverty, and shame to 

those of Spain and Japan to discuss means of countering the 
commercial preponderance and political prestige of the 
United States in Mexico. Wilson to State Department, 
Oct. 11, 1910, RDS, 711-12/5- Also see James Douglas, "The 
United States and Mexico," International Conciliation, 
No. 30 (May, 1910), p. 14; Charles C. Cumberland, Mexican 
Revolution: Genesis under Madero (Austin: Univ. of Texas 
Press, 1952), p. 123; and Stanley R. Ross, Francisco !E. 
Madero: Apostle of Mexican Democracy (New York: Columbia 
Univ. Press, 1955), p. 137-

^Wilson to State Department, Oct. 10, 1910, RDS, 
711.12/4. 
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Mexicans. The remedy, Enriquez suggested, was revolution. 

In 1910 came the founding of the Casa del Obrero Mundial in 

Mexico City. A source Tor I.W.W. tracts and imported ideas, 

the Casa also served as a center for gathering and distrib-

7 uting labor radicalism and stimulating anti-Americanism. 

But there was more than economic resentment behind 

the Mexican antipathy toward foreigners. Prom American 

critics there came a steady flow of hostile assessments of 

Mexicans and their culture. Doheny's chief legal counsel, 

Frederic Kellogg, saw nothing incongruous in beginning an 

address on the company's difficulties in Mexico with a 

racist synopsis of the "Mexican character." Furthermore, 

Kellogg said, foreigners owned 97 per cent of Mexico's 

petroleum enterprise, because Mexicans were incapable of 

developing their country's natural resources. In 1918 the 

State Department ordered consuls in Mexico to submit reports 

on the extent and basis of anti-Americanism. The essential 

cause, the consuls in Frontera and Cuidad Juarez agreed, was 

^See Ward S. Albro, III, "Ricardo Flores Magon and 
the Liberal Party: An Inquiry into the Origins of the Mex
ican Revolution of 1910" (unpublished Ph.D dissertation, 
Univ. of Arizona, Tucson, 1967), esp. pp. 52-56, 65-58. 
Anita Brenner, The Wind That Swept Mexico: The History of 
the Mexican Revolution, 1910-1942 (New York: Harper, 19-4377 
pp. 23-24, credits Enriquez' work as being the single most 
important printed means of spreading anti-Americanism, 
because it was known and discussed by thousands not able to 
read. Also consult Frank Tannenbaum, Peace by Revolution, 
An Interpretation of Mexico (New York: Columbia Univ. Press, 
1933), pp. 232-33; Cline, p. 125. 
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American residents in Mexico who were often overbearing, 

greedy, and openly contemptuous of Mexicans. As if to sup

port his colleagues' appraisal, the consul at Aguascalientes 

urged that the United States undertake the conquest and 

annexation of Mexico for the purpose of extending the 

blessings of American intelligence and power to a weak and 

inferior people, which "would be hailed with joy throughout 

Mexico. 

Another source of discord was the American investors 

who repeatedly referred to Mexico as the world's greatest 

storehouse of natural riches, to which by a curious process 

of reasoning Americans were entitled. Being incompetent and 

unable to govern themselves, Mexicans had somehow forfeited 

any right to this wealth except on terms granted by foreign

ers who possessed the qualities Mexicans allegedly lacked.^ 

Rather crudely stated initially, William Buckley 

skillfully polished this self-serving thesis. Only by 

selling land and resources to Americans, he insisted, could 

Q 
Frederic R. Kellogg, The World Petroleum Problem, 

Mexico (New York: Assoc. of Petroleum Producers in Mexico, 
1921), pp. 5-8; reprint of speech by Kellogg and debate with 
Roberto V. Pesquiera, Confidential Agent of the Mexican 
Government. See State Department Circular Letter, July 22, 
1918, and replies in RDS, 7H.12/132a, /137, AU7, /149. 
The communication from the consul at Aguascalientes is in 
711.12/26. 

^See, for example, the testimony of Doheny, William 
McGavock, railroad contractor, and Michael Smith, hemp mer
chant in United States Senate, Investigation of Mexican 
Affairs, 66th Cong., 1st Ses. [old book] (Washington, D.C.: 
1919-1920), pp. 226-291, 866-67, 886. There are two 
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Mexico establish a sufficiently broad tax base for economic 

rehabilitation. Aside from the economic motive, Buckley 

maintained that the American presence would provide needed 

instruction for Mexicans in diligence, frugality, and the 

art of self-government. The Mexican regime that followed 

Buckley's advice would secure the welfare of the masses 

because they could "work for the industrious and humane 

American, whose influence for the betterment of the Mexican 

working class is recognized by every impartial observer. 

Later Buckley's attacks on Mexico's leaders and 

their policies became more direct and increasingly violent 

in tone. Buckley's efforts led to his expulsion from Mexico 

in 1921 as a "pernicious foreigner." The Mexican press also 

singled out Doheny, Pall, and William Randolph Hearst as the 

special enemies of Mexico. All had investments in Mexico 

that were alleged to be based on illegal activities and 

titles which would be voided by the new order as soon as it 

was well-established; which explained, according to the 

press, why these four men led the intervention movement in 

the United States."'""'' 

published versions of this report, often called the Pall 
Committee report, with slight differences in pagination and 
transcripts of testimony. 

•^From an editorial in Bulletin of the American Asso
ciation of Mexico, No. 4, Aug. 25, 1921. Buckley founded, 
headed, and finance^ the AAM to promote intervention by the 
United States in Mexico. 

"L-LSee Excelsior, El Universal, and El Heraldo, 
Nov. 27-30, 1921; and R. H. Mendoza to Buckley, Jan. 23, 
1922, Buckley Collection, Buckley Jr. Pile. 
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In part, the negative attitude of Americans toward 

Mexico was understandable. Many of the recipients of the 

privileges and favors of the Dfaz regime regarded these 

benefits as prerogatives. Then men came to power in Mexico 

whose opposition to Diaz was predicated on objections to his 

policies. Recognizing the advantages or the necessity of 

catering to the anti-American sentiment, the rebels deter

mined to stop or even reverse American economic penetration. 

Simultaneously with this change, the Dfaz-imposed shield of 

censorship that had insulated Americans from verbal abuse 

was stripped away. Taking advantage of the collapse of 

authority after 1910, Mexicans often attempted to disguise 

banditry in assaulting the persons and property of Americans 

in the name of retaliation for past wrongs. Their "rights" 

threatened and their very presence under attack, some Amer

icans, though not all, found it difficult to adjust to the 

new order—some never did. Their response in the form of 

disparagement and unconcealed contempt for things Mexican 

1 ? exacerbated needlessly an already critical situation. 

12 Francisco Bulnes, The Whole Truth About Mexico: 
President Wilson's Responsibility (New York: M. Bulnes Book 
Co., 1916), pp. 124-27, discusses the full extent of Dfaz 
largess, which, in addition to the huge monetary considera
tions, allowed Americans to function as an aristocratic 
caste above the law in Mexico. For accounts of conditions 
under Dfaz giving scant comfort to Porfiristas, see Lesley 
B. Simpson, Many Mexicos (Berkeley: Univ. of Calif. Press, 
3rd ed. rev., I960), pp. 258-64, and Carleton Beals, 
Porflrio Diaz, Dictator of Mexico (Phila.: Lippincott, 
1932). More sympathetic in tone are Callcott, Chap. VI-
VIII; and Henry Lane Wilson, Diplomatic Episodes in Mexico, 
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Since foreigners owned much of what the discontented 

and dispossessed sought, it was not difficult for popular 

leaders of the revolt to direct the ire of their supporters 

against the alien as well as the native privileged class. 

Whether or not American holdings were obtained legally was 

irrelevant, rebel spokesmen insisted, for the entire process 

by which land and titles were alienated was morally repre

hensible, and social justice necessitated that all Mexicans, 

rather than a select few, share the bounty of their 

country's land and mineral wealth. 

Madero and Carranza 

Until the end of Taft's administration, the American 

public demonstrated as much curiosity as concern with the 

Mexican Revolution. To be sure, Taft had his difficulties 

with Mexico. Disruption of trade, rebels using the United 

Belgium and Chile (New York: Doubleday, 1927). For critical 
treatments of American capital in Mexico, consult Wendell C. 
Gordon, The Expropriation of Foreign Owned Properties in 
Mexico (Washington, D.C.: American Council of Public 
Affairs, 19^1), and Charles W. Hackett, "The Mexican 
Revolution and the United States, 1910-1926," World Peace 
Foundation Pamphlets, IX (No. 5, 1926). Excellent sources 
for opinions of contemporaries are the New York World and 
Sun. 

-^For the viewpoint of Mexican revolutionists on 
American capital, consult the speeches and discussions in 
C^mara de Diputados, Diario de los Debates del Conpreso 
Constltuyente 1916-191T (Mexico City: Clmara de Diputados, 
1917)> 2 vols., hereafter cited as Debates Congreso Consti-
tuyente; and Luis Cabrera et al., "The Purposes and Ideals 
of the Mexican Revolution," Annals of the American Academy 
of Political and Social Sciences, Supplement to Vol. o§ 
TJan., 1917), p. 27. 
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States as a sanctuary, American citizens exposed to injury, 

and, especially, potential compromise of the Monroe Doctrine 

14 
all evoked nervous response in Washington. 

With Mexico in civil war, problems of this nature 

could be expected. In spite of some muttering along the 

border and in Congress, Taft, unlike his successor, was not 

subjected to intense pressure from private interests agi

tating for direct action in Mexico. When such sentiment did 

surface in 1911, anti-imperialists in the Senate were able 

to head it off by inspiring a resolution to the effect "that 

intervention in Mexico would be without justification and 

contrary to the settled principles of this government 

of non-interference in the domestic concerns of other 

countries.The quantity, status, and prestige of the 

•^Link, Wilson and the Progressive Era, pp. 107-08; 
Ray S. Baker, Woodrow Wilson, Life and Letters (New York:. 
Doubleday, 8 vols., 1927-1939), IV, pp. 397-98; Michael C. 
Meyer, Mexican Rebel; Pascual Orozco and the Mexican Revolu
tion, 1910-1915 (Lincoln: Univ. of Nebraska Press, 1967). 
The irreverent and hostile Mexican attitude toward what was 
regarded in the United States as a highly venerable policy 
increased the tremors. Many Mexicans believed they could 
live more readily with the remote peril from Europe than the 
immediate threat from the United States. A short-lived and 
virulently anti-American periodical in Mexico City conveyed 
this view by a cartoon showing dogs representing England, 
France, Germany, and other nations urinating on volunes 
labeled "Monroe Doctrine," Frivolidades, July 6, 1913, p. 7, 
copy in RDS, 711•12/28. The attached memos indicate it 
provoked greai. indignation in the State Department. 

•^The text of the resolution with endorsements is in 
Affairs in Mexico: Brief in Support of Senate Resolution of 
April 20, 1911, Relative to Intervention in Mexico, (T2nd 
Cong., 1st Sess., Senate Doc. No. 25 (Washington, D.C.: 
1911). 
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resolution's supporters apparently eased Taft of any urgency 

or inclination to act, and he left the Mexican question to 

the next administration. Taft's inaction, however, may have 

served to encourage Americans in Mexico to try other methods 

of achieving tranquility. With the overthrow of Madero, 

two weeks before Taft's term expired, the Mexican Revolution 

became a major concern for American policy makers. 

President Madero confined his changes after taking 

office largely to political and administrative matters. 

Consequently, he posed no real menace to existing foreign 

holdings. But when Madero either could not or would not 

endorse a program of land reform, some of his ostensible 

followers rejected his authority and rose in revolt. 

Inability to maintain order was bad for business, as was the 

curtailment of the previous liberality in handing out oil 

and mining concessions and special treatment for foreigners. 

The United States Ambassador to Mexico, Henry Lane Wilson, 

initiated a search for a minion to preside over the restora-
-i /T 

tion of the Porfirian system. 

1 For an analysis of Madero's "Plan of San Luis 
Potosi," see Cumberland, pp. 208-15, and Ross, pp. 114-18. 
An English translation is in Investigation of Mexican 
Affairs, pp. 2631-663. At the time Madero was ousted, Con
gress was debating a proposed law—attributed to an old Dfaz 
foe, Luis Cabrera—allowing for expropriation of land to 
restore ejidos. Cabrera and others insisted Madero had 
promised land reform but opposed the bill, thereby betraying 
the Revolution. See Cabrera's speech, Dec. 3» 1912, and the 
ensuing debate in Camara de Diputados, Dlario de los Debates 
(Mexico City: Imprenta del Gobierno Federal, 1912), pp. 1-4. 
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The quest''ended when Ambassador Wilson designated 

General Yictoriano Huerta as the ideal candidate. Staging 

a bloody uprising, in which the Ambassador participated in 

all but the actual fighting, Huerta forced Madero to resign, 

had him murdered, and took over the government. To what 

extent Americans other than the Ambassador were involved in 

selecting Huerta is impossible to determine, but there is 

little doubt as to their sympathies. The mouthpiece of 

Mexico City's American colony, the Mexican Herald, greeted 

the coup with "Viva Diaz! Viva Huerta!" and told its readers 

that "a military dictator looks good to Mexico." A dispatch 

from the Ambassador made clear why Huerta was attractive: 

"He is a firm believer in the policy of General Porfirio 

Diaz. . . . 

Horrified by the murder of Madero and the implica

tion of the American Ambassador, President Wilson lent his 

aid to efforts to unseat Huerta by withholding recognition 

and cutting off his supply of arms. More importantly, 

Madero"* s fall temporarily united rival factions of local 

chieftains, ambitious politicians, and reformers with widely 

17For an appraisal of Huerta's character by one who 
knew him well, see Edith 0'Shaughnessy, A Diplomat's Wife in 
Mexico (New York: Harper, 1916), pp. 102-0T7^ For an account 
of the Ambassador's role, consult a report by William B. 
Hale, sent to Mexico by a suspicious President Wilson to 
check on the ugly rumors. RDS, 812.00/77981%. Mexican 
Herald, Feb. 14, 1913, p. 1. Ambassador Wilson to State 
Department, Mar. 12, 1913» Papers Relating to the Foreign 
Relations of the United States, 1913, pp. 7^8-75", hereafter 
cited as FR. 
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divergent views on how to effect the Revolution. Bonded 

only by resistance to Iiuerta, a coalition emerged whose 

figurehead was Venustiano Carranza, a former Forflrista. 

The combination of domestic enemies and Woodrow 

Wilson was too much for Huerta, and in 1914, he followed 

Diaz into exile. At that point the unstable Constitution

alist alliance fell apart, and the Revolution became a 

factional fight for control of Mexico's government. In 

order to maintain a following, Carranza's Constitutionalists 

announced a sweeping platform, constituting commitments to 

labor, agrarians, anti-clericals, and those who viewed 
-| O 

foreign economic penetration as a major problem. 

By the autumn of 1916, the Constitutionalists had 

slowly gained a tenuous hold over much of Mexico. To retain 

•^Wilson justified his Huerta policy on the grounds 
that Mexico had no f;overnment since Huerta came to power 
illegally. See Baker, IV, pp. 242, 248. On this phase of 
the Revolution consult Alvaro Obregon, Ocho Mil Kilometros 
en Campana (Mexico City: Fondo de Cultura Econdmico, 1959); 
Alfonso Taracena, Mi vida en el vertigo de la Revolucion 
Mexicana (Mexico City: Ediciones Botas, 193&T; and John 
Womack, Jr., Zapata and the Mexican Revolution (New York: 
Knopf, 1969). Issued Dec. 14, 1914, the text of "Additions 
to the Plan of Guadalupe," the original Constitutionalist 
plan, is in Codificacion de los Decretos del C. Venustiano 
Carranza (Mexico City: Imprenta de la Secretaria de Gober-
naci<5n, 1915)» pp« 136-38. Issued under Carranza's name, 
the Vera Cruz decrees were in fact the work of Cabrera and 
other advisors. Carranza agreed to the new departure, says 
Quirk, Mexican Revolution, p. 143, "solely to gain support 
for a cause which seemed doomed to failure." Also see two 
works by Luis Cabrera, Veinte Anos Despues (Mexico City: 
Ediciones Botas, 1938), and Obras Politicas del Lie. Bias 
Urrea [pseud.] (Mexico City: Imprenta Nacional, 192l). 
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their position, the Constitutionalists needed a legal base. 

.Retaining popular support also required evidence of intent 

to fulfill past pledges. . On September 14, 1916, Carranza 

authorized a convention to amend Mexico's Constitution. 

Elections for delegates, restricted to areas controlled by 

Constitutionalists, followed on October 22. 

The Constitution of 1917 

On December 1, 1916, a Constitutional Convention 

convened at Queretaro. Among those present was a small band 

of self-described Jacobins. The majority of the assemblage, 

however, consisted of middle class Maderistas. In spite of 

the profound differences separating the two groups, in less 

than two months the delegates presented a finished draft to 

19 Carranza. ^ 

Even more extraordinary was the product of their 

efforts, for the result was far more than a minor alteration 

of the old charter. The new Constitution incorporated a 

conflicting blend of classical liberal tenets with a then 

"^Eberhardt B. Niemeyer, Jr., "The Mexican Constitu
tional Convention of 1916-1917: The Constitutionalizing 
of a Revolutionary Ideology" (unpublished Master's thesis, 
Univ. of Texas, Austin, 1951). Tannenbaum, Mexico; Peace 
and Bread, pp. 59-69. A radical delegate, Juan de Dios 
BSJorquez (pseud. Djed Bdrquez), Cronica del Constituyente 
(Mexico City: Ediciones Botas, 1938), pp. 555-62, discusses 
the divergent objectives of the factions. For reports by a 
State Department observer from the United States, see 
M(Thurston), to State Department, Dec. 17, 22, 1916; Jan. 2, 
1917, RDS, 812.00/20090, /20194. 
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radical concept of using the power of the state to achieve 

social justice. Also included was the Jacobin program for 

controlling or eradicating the sustainers of the old regime, 

such as the Church, latifundia, and foreign interests. 

Whether and to what degree the beneficiaries of these three 

institutions cooperated with or obstructed the establishment 

of the new order would determine to what extent the theoret-

20 
ical Constitutional provisions were to be effected. 

The outnumbered Jacobins obtained their restricted 

success because of support by key military chiefs and 

Carranza's political ambitions. Generals Obregon and 

Francisco J. Mugica, both with large, loyal contingents, 

identified with the radical minority-. The threat of a 

break and more disorders induced moderates to accept unpal

atable provisions. In ope:.:ing the proceedings, Carranza 

attempted to set the tone of Maderismo and asserted that no 

new departures were necessary in land reform. In making 

a plea for expanding executive powers,. Carranza gave 

^Although the caption of the Constitution of 1917 
reads that "it amends the Constitution of 1857>" two-thirds 
of which was retained verbatum, the former is more than a 
renovation of the latter. H. N. Branch (comp.), The Mexican 
Constitution of 1917 Compared with the Constitution of 1857" 
(Phila.: American Academy of Political and Social Sciences, 
1917)• English Translation of the New Mexican Constitution 
Effective May 1st, 1917 CMexico City: American Book and 
Printing Co., 1926). Mexican Year Book, pp. 116-153. For 
expressions by delegates of the certainty of repercussions 
because of clauses which will "taste bad," particularly 
to foreigners, see Debates Congreso Constituyente, II, 
pp. 780-91. 
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considerable leverage to the Jacobins, who professed little 

faith in middle class dominated legislatures. Carranza also 

urged the Convention to prevent land from falling "openly or 

secretly, into the hands of foreigners." Since virtually 

all the delegates believed that reducing foreign control was 

a prerequisite to regenerating Mexico, this also helped hold 

the factions together. The result was a charter clearing 

Carranza's path to a presidency with enhanced authority, 

combined with radical labor and land reform codes, and a 

declaration that subsoil deposits were the property of the 

nation. The Revolution now entered a new phase. The next 

stage would be a struggle to execute the promises of the 

Pi Constitution. 

The euphoria which accompanied the Convention 

did not last. The Constitution provided only a theoret

ical framework, and applying the new doctrines awaited a 

^Bojorquez, Cronica Constituyente, pp. 686-704; 
Debates Congreso Constituyente, II, pp. 772-819, Appendix, 
xxx; Armando a'e Maria y Campos, Mugica, Cronica Biografica 
(Mexico City: Ediciones Populares, 193971 Roberto Blanco 
Moheno, Queretaro—Tlaxcalantongo La Bombilia (Mexico City: 
Libro-Mex Editores, 2nd ed., 1959)s PP~! 61-93; Jesus Romero 
Flores, La Constitucion de 1917 £ los Primeros Gobiernos 
Revolucionarlos (Mexico City: Libro-Mex Editores"] I960), 
pp. 65-71; Alfonso Taracena, "En el Vertigo de la Revolucion 
Mexicana" (typed manuscript, n.d.), pp. 215-31s US/MCC, 
Entry 145, Monograph No. 32; Adolfo de la Huerta, "Political 
Memoirs," Excelsior, Mag. section, July 13 (one of ten 
installments, June 22 - Aug. 24, 1930); Jose Vasconcelos, 
"A Mexican's Point of View," American Policies Abroad (Chi
cago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1928), pp. 128-31. The text 
of Carranza's welcoming speech is in US/MCC, Entry 144, 
Box 1, and Diarlo Oficial, April 30, 1917. 
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legislative process and rigorous enforcement by the execu

tive. Neither action materialized. Carranza and his 

gradualist supporters insisted that social reform must wait 

until the entire country was pacified. On May 8, 1917, 

under authority of Article 29 a thoroughly cowed Congress 

delegated, for an indefinite period, extraordinary faculties 

22 to Carranza, who ruled by decree until ousted in 1920. 

Carranza, however, lost little time in declaring 

portions of the Constitution unfavorable to foreigners to be 

in effect. The inevitable attacks and abuse from American 

interests and threats from the United States Government made 

Carranza a hero and diverted attention from domestic issues. 

Consequently, Carranza was able to maintain an uneasy three 

year stalemate in the progress of the Revolution. An even

tual reckoning, however, could not be avoided. Carranza's 
• 

failure to follow through on the long promised reforms 

steadily undermined his popular support, while enhancing the 

prospects of ambitious opponents. 

22in addition to Zapata and Villa, who remained in 
opposition, in 1915 Manuel Pelaez, former Villista, pro
claimed a revolution "to restore the Constitution of 1857" 
and with money supplied by oil companies kept Carranza from 
controlling the revenue-rich petroleum fields. At times, 
Pelaez worked with the perpetual plotter Felix Dfaz, nephew 
of Porfirio. "Military Operations of Manuel Pelaez, 1915-
1920," US/MCC, Entry 1^5, Box 5. Memorandum from Leon J. 
Canova, Chief of Mexican Division, to Lansing, Mar. 29, 
1916, RDS, 812.00/17672. El Universal, Oct. 16, 1919, p. 1. 
Marfa y Campos, p. 30; de la Huerta, Excelsior, July 6, 
1930. 
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Wilson and the Constitutionalists 

Devising a policy to cope with Mexico in revolution 

would have been trying for Wilson under the best of condi

tions, unskilled as he assuredly was in foreign relations. 

Elected in a campaign dominated by domestic issues, Wilson 

told a friend shortly before his inauguration: "It would be 

the irony of fate if my administration had to deal chiefly 
or> 

with foreign affairs." Suspicious of the political 

loyalties of the Republican-saturated State Department, 

Wilson initially took personal charge of Mexican relations. 

Until the end of his tenure in office, Wilson 

insisted that he was pursuing a policy of "watchful waiting" 

with regard to Mexico. What this involved, according to 

Wilson, was simplicity itself. The power of the United 

States would be used not to advance the interests of Amer

icans, as some demanded, but to insure that all parties, 

whether individuals or nations, left Mexico free to work out 

24 her own destiny. 

As decrees, which the State Department diligently 

protested, continued to flow from Carranza's headquarters, 

cries for action from American investors increased. Notes 

23Quoted in Baker, IV, p. 55- Also see Link, Wilson 
and the Progressive Era, pp. 112-14. 

? Ii 
Wilson first used the term "watchful waiting" in 

his 1913 annual message to Congress. The text is in PR, 
1913, pp. ix-xvi. Woodrow Wilson, "The Mexican Question," 
Ladies Home Journal, Oct. 16, 1916: copy in RDS, 711.12/41%. 
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were not enough. When Wilson dispatched the Pershing expe

dition to Mexico, a spokesman for the oil interests wrote to 

Lansing that Wilson must suspend his "proclaimed idea that 

foreigners are barred from meddling in the internal affairs 

of mexico [sic]" and use Pershing's men to secure American 

holdings. Elements of the jingoist press, led by the New 

York Sun and Hearst's American, also called on Wilson and 

Pershing to set up a government more amenable to American 

interests.25 

The Presidential campaign of 1916 gave Wilson's 

critics another forum. In the vanguard marched Senator 

Pall, with resolutions and speeches urging intervention. On 

June 2, Pall described Carranza to the Senate as a tyrant, 

bandit, and thief. Americans then in Mexico, Fall assured 

his colleagues, were akin to those patriots who earlier took 

California with bowie knives, "although they brought on a 

war." On the eve of the election the Senator told the New 

York Lawyers Club: "I favor the immediate organization of an 

army of 500,000 men, ostensibly for the policing of Mexico 

or for the invasion of that country to protect our citizens 

if necessary." The Republican presidential candidate, 

Charles Hughes, dutifully attacked Wilson for refusing "to 

protect American lives, property, and commerce, . . . and 

25Lewis Warfield to Lansing, June 1, 1916, RDS, 
812.00/18301. Copies of the newspaper articles above are in 
Buckley Collection, Pile 300. 
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deserting the businessman who sought opportunities in 

Pfi foreign lands to 'stew in his own juices!1" 

Early in the campaign the New York Sun predicted 

that Mexican policy would determine the outcome and insure 

Wilson's defeat. A Republican administration would then 

bring about the much-needed "Cubanization" of Mexico.^7 But 

as the menace of a larger war in Europe became more acute, 

other matters were pushed into the background. Even before 

Wilson's re-election, events in Mexico had faded from the 

headlines. Shortly thereafter, entry of the United States 

into the European conflict postponed any possibility of ter

minating by military means the hazards to American capital 

in Mexico. When the Armistice permitted interventionists to 

resume their agitation, in contrast to the earlier period, 

discussion of the Mexican Question concentrated on the 

single issue of petroleum. 

The Mexican Oil Industry 

Scarcely had Madero initiated his revolt when 

Porfiristas accused him of being a front for greedy oil 

operators. When Dfaz began to favor British capital in this 

2 6 
Copies of Pall's speeches to Congress are in Pall 

Papers, Senate Office Piles (SOP), Group P. Also see Con
gressional Record, LIII, pp. 9^5-61, and New York Times, 
Nov. 5, 191^ Buckley Collection, Pile 1210. Hughes' 
address at Baltimore, Oct. 10, 1916, New York Times, 
Oct. 11, 1916, Buckley Collection, Pile 121N. 

^Leaders both parties shared this conviction 
according to the Sun, July 10, 1916, Buckley Collection, 
Pile 153. 
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field, according to allegations, rival Americans planned to 

oust the incumbent regime and to finance the Madero upris

ing. As the Revolution proceeded, charges of interference 

directed at foreign oil operators continued to mount. In 

1915 a prominent Mexican, Candido Aguilar, openly asserted 

that petroleum interests were responsible for all of 

Mexico's diplomatic difficulties, including the failure 

of the Wilson administration to extend recognition to Car-

ranza's government. Later, in 1922, a conservative Mexico 

City daily affirmed that all Mexicans believed that problems 

relating to oil were the principal factors in every revolu-

? Q 
tion of the previous eleven years. 

Until 1910 petroleum production in Mexico did not 

meet minimal domestic requirements, requiring the nation to 

import oil to satisfy demands. At the turn of the century, 

owing to the lack of native capital, the Diaz regime began 

to encourage foreign entrepreneurs to undertake petroleum 

development. After extensive prospecting, two firms 

P ft ^°In 1913, Pall made an investigation of the rumored 
links between Madero and oil men. He reported to the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee that he was confident there was 
no connection, but he could not disclose, even to the Com
mittee, his sources of information. Copy in Fall Papers, 
SOF, Group F. Also see testimony taken at Investigation of 
Mexican Affairs, pp. 1362-63, 2222-26 and Henry Lane Wilson, 
p. 307 • Aguilar made these remarks in the presence of a 
British consul. See the Memorandum from the British Ambas
sador to the United States, June 12, 1915, RDS, 812.6363 
/196. Excelsior, Feb. 9, 1922, Buckley Collection, File 
121S. 
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accepted the invitation. In 1900 Wheetman Pearson, a 

British engineer, formed the Mexican Eagle Petroleum Com

pany. The same year Edward Doheny and associates organized 

the Mexican Petroleum Company. Drilling operations began 

the following year. 

For several years dry holes and fires plagued both 

firms and discouraged would-be competitors. In 1905-1906, 

pleading high outlays and operating costs, Doheny and Pear

son secured concessions waiving payment of all production 

and export taxes, and both firms immediately began to 

prosper. Encouraged by steady profits and positive evidence 

of tremendous deposits, by 1910 Doheny and Pearson purchased 

or leased two million acres of land in the heart of the oil 

zone and constructed transport facilities. Their headstart 

permitted them to maintain a pre-eminent position in the 

•?0 
Mexican fields for more than a decade. 

^Only the bare outline of the foundation can be told 
here. See Merrill Rippy, "The Mexican Oil Industry," Cotner 
and Casteneda (eds.), Essays in Mexican History (Austin: 
Univ. of Texas Press, 1958), pp. 248-255. The Mexican Year 
Book has a more detailed summary of problems and progress in 
the first two decades, including charts and tables of pools, 
production, ownership, exports, etc., based on data obtained 
from the Mexican Government. Also useful are Sobre el Pet-
roleo de Mexico, Conferencias (Mexico City: SecretarTa 
de Educacion Publica, 1939)'» and El petroleo de Mexico: 
Recopilacion de documentos oficiales del conflicto de orden 
economico de la industria petrolera . .~ (Mexico City: 
Gobierno de Mexico, 1940). 

OQ 
For a sanitized version of Pearson's Company (also 

referred to as Cowdray or El Aguila), consult Desmond Young, 
Member for Mexico: A Biography of Wheetman Pearson, First 
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Suddenly and dramatically, in December 1910, came 

the breakthrough. Doheny and Pearson each brought in a 

gusher with a respective unprecedented flow of sixty thou

sand and one hundred thousand barrels a day, soon to be 

exceeded by even more spectacular wells. So great was the 

flood of Mexican oil between 1910 and 1923 that steadily 

rising international consumption did not match the supply, 

forcing the owners to restrict output to maintain the market 

price for crude. Even so, Mexico's share of world produc

tion, infinitesimal in 1910, jumped from 4 per cent in 1911 

31 to 25 per cent within a decade. 

An influx of capital from abroad quickly followed 

news of the bonanza. Although the pioneers were now forced 

to share the windfall with newcomers, control remained in 

Viscount Cowdray (London: Cassel Press, 1966). A Diaz 
favorite, Pearson made a fortune from Mexican projects 
before becoming a petroleum baron, for which he was raised 
to the Peerage. "Huasteca Memorial" (containing a company 
history), US/MCC, Agency No. 183. Piled in 1924, this docu
ment was intended to buttress the company's claims against 
the Mexican Government. The Huasteca became Mexican Petro
leum's operating company after 1907» when the latter was 
reorganized as a holding company. Another reshuffling in 
1916 created the Pan American Petroleum and Transport Com
pany, whixjh took in Mexican Petroleum. Essentially a 
prospectus, Pan American Petroleum, Mexican Petroleum (New 
York: Pan American Petroleum and Transport Company, 1922) 
has some useful information on the early days. For copies 
of the concessions, see "Huasteca Memorial," El Petroleo 
de Mexico, pp. 566-67, and RDS, 812.6363/126. Land acquisi
tions are in Mexican Year Book, Table II, p. 307. 

3^-Exact figures, supplied by Mexican Year Book, Table 
III, p. 309, are 1.1 for 1910, 3.65 in 1911, 22.57~per cent 
in 1920, 97 per cent of which was exported. 
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foreign hands. One authority in 1923 estimated the industry 

to be 95 per cent alien owned, with Americans accounting for 

60 per cent, trailed by the British with 25 per cent. By 

1920 the new enterprise accounted for one-third of all Amer

ican investments in Mexico compared to less than one per 

cent in 1900. Pew of the four hundred small companies and 

independents joining the race survived the competitive 

practices of the well-financed giants. In 1920 six firms— 

Doheny, Standard, Shell, Texas Company, Gulf (Mellon 

family), and East Coast (Southern Pacific Railroad)— 

accounted for more than 90 per cent of Mexico's oil exports. 

Even the Pearson and Doheny interests eventually succumbed. 

In 1925 Standard Oil of Indiana took in Mexican Petroleum, 

while six years earlier Royal Dutch Shell had absorbed 

El Aguila. With increasing bitterness Mexicans watched 

these developments in an industx^y from which they were 

32 effectively excluded. 

The rapid expansion of production after 1910 engen

dered a spectacular rise '.in revenue for oil operators. 

Doheny's lawyer, Kellogg, expounding on the magnitude and 

potential of Mexican petroleum, attributed the profits 

to a unique combination of favorable conditions unmatched 

^Robert ̂  Dunn, American Foreign Investment (New 
York: Viking Press, 1926), pp. 91-92. Kellogg, World Petro
leum Problem, p. 8, put foreign control in 1920 at 97 per 
cent. Rippy, "Mexican Oil Industry," pp. 250-52. Young, 
Member for Mexico, p. 209. New York Times, Mar. 11, 1925. 
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anywhere in the world. The entire field, he pointed out, 

was within forty miles of the coast and had access to inter

national markets by cheap water transportation; moreover, he 

said, no Mexican well had ever known a pump, and the pools 

were close to the surface. Equally important, the Mexican 

discovery coupled an extraordinary number of high yield 

gushers with a remarkably low percentage of dry holes. The 

result was a veritable flood of oil at relatively little 

33 expense. -,-J 

Pleading trade secrets, oil entrepreneurs delib

erately obscured the profit total gained from Mexico over 

the years. Spokesmen for the companies denied their own 

statements on occasion, and frequently their figures varied, 

depending on the audience to which they were directed. 

Ample evidence exists that the sum was immense. Mexican 

Petroleum reported a ten million dollar profit from its 

twenty per cent share of Mexican production in 1919* Rippy 

-^Because of their concessions, Doheny and Pearson 
always operated in the black? Sobre el petroleo de Mexico, 
p. 25» estimated that by 1911 they had shipped 25 million 
barrels without paying a penny in taxes. Kellogg, World 
Petroleum Problem, pp. 20-32. Rippy, "Mexican Oil Indus
try," p. 251. While phenomenal elsewhere, in Mexico "a ten 
thousand barrel-well is almost a commonplace," according to 
the editor of the Mexican Year Book, pp. 309-10. Huasteca's 
Cerro Azul No. 4 was the wonder of the petroleum world. 
Drilled in 1916, it had a measured yield of 261,000 barrels 
a day, and produced some 60 million barrels in its first 
four years under partial restriction. See Mexican Petro
leum, pp. 96-10 8, and Doheny testimony at Investigation of 
Mexican Affairs, pp. 2^2-^3. 
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believes that corporate practice in declaring revenue, 

directors skimming off considerable sums not reported as 

income, or claiming of non-existent expenses enabled the 

companies to conceal a substantial portion of their income 

from Mexican operations. The Mexico City press also pointed 

to discrepancies between profits reported to the Mexican 

Government by the Huasteca Petroleum Company and the amounts 

used in its literature and press releases in the United 

States .3** 

The oil industry seemed made to order as a target 

for the Revolution. Every facet of petroleum development in 

Mexico was replete with the grievances most often cited as 

causes of the Revolution. The concessions, favoritism, and 

inducements granted to attract foreign capital provided the 

industry's foundation, insured foreign domination, and 

alienated huge blocks of land. All Mexican political fac

tions could derive political capital by emphasizing the 

responsibility of oil companies for economic grievances 

3^For El Aguila's annual reports, 1914-1918, see 
Rippy, "Mexican Oil Industry," pp. 252-5*1. Doheny testified 
at the Investigation of Mexican Affairs, p. 248, that prof
its in 1918 were slightly over four million dollars, but the 
company report for 1918 put the figure at $6,699»444; see 
New York Journal of Commerce, Sept. 5, 1919» Buckley Collec
tion, Pile 153. Mexican Petroleum's annual statements to 
stockholders for 1919-1921 indicated a return of over thirty 
million dollars, in the midst of the postwar economic slump, 
on a capital investment in Mexico of twenty million dollars, 
Rippy, "Mexican Oil Industry," pp. 252-54. A production 
breakdown by the various operators is in Mexican Year Book, 
Table II, p. 308. El Universal and El Monitor Republicano, 
Oct. 9.-„ 1919 > Buckley Collection, Pile 153. 
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and the meddling in Mexico's affairs by the United States. 

But above all, the obvious prosperity of the enter

prise attracted the attention of financially hard-pressed 

revolutionary governments. The result was a series of 

increasingly sharp diplomatic exchanges between -the United 

States and Mexico which contributed significantly to the 

postwar crisis. 

The Carranza Decrees, 1914-1918 

Not until the spring of 1914 did military action 

spill over into the oil zone along the Panuco River. Pan

icky operators immediately demanded that Washington secure 

the neutralization of this region. Wilson proposed, assert

ing no threat of force was intended, that Mexico's principal 

leaders sign written agreements to this end. The disclaimer 

of compulsion impressed few Mexicans. The week previous to 

Wilson's suggestion, following months of rumors that inter

vention to safeguard American holdings was imminent, United 

States troops occupied Vera Cruz on the edge of the oil 

district. In fact, Wilson reached his decision to send in 

the Army for reasons unrelated to the oil fields. Carranza, 

however, had an exaggerated conception of the influence of 

petroleum money in the United States, and believed that 

Wilson's opposition to Huerta was designed to insure the 
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supremacy of American capital over British interests in 

35 
Mexican petroleum fields. 

Rejecting Wilson's proposal, both Huerta and Car-

ranza voluntarily promised to respect American property. In 

passing on this information, Secretary of State Bryan went 

out of his way to impress on the operators that the assur

ances of protection "are to be understood as coming from 

constitutionalist authorities, not from this government." 

Nervous owners felt they had been cast adrift. Yet, 

Wilson's strategy was quite successful. In the continued 

turmoil after 1914, all factions pointedly avoided the 

Panuco region, sparing petroleum fields the damage inflicted 

on other enterprises. 

Physical destruction, however, was only one of the 

operators' worries. On January 8, 1915, the Carranza regime 

announced the suspension of petroleum exploration and devel

opment until proprietors of oil lands agreed in writing to 

abide in all respects with future petroleum laws. This was 

necessary, according to the decree, because the companies 

had taken advantage of disorders in Mexico to acquire vast 

3^A11 correspondence relating to neutralization is 
in RDS, 812.6363/29-/55• For Wilson's reasons for dispatch
ing troops to Vera Cruz, see Quirk, An Affair of Honor, 
pp. 1-78, and Lowry, pp. 77-78. 

^George Carothers, State Department Special Agent, 
to Bryan, May 1, 1914; Bryan to Penn-Mex Fuel Co., May 18, 
1914, RDS, 812.6363/32, /68. Doheny testimony, Investiga
tion of Mexican Affairs, pp. 239-248. 
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new holdings by force and fraud, to ignore legal obliga

tions, and to exploit oil deposits to the detriment of 

Mexico. American operators denied the charges and denounced 

Carranza for attempting to deprive them of their holdings by 

committing them in advance to restrictions on property 

rights. Their fears were compounded over the next three 

years by a host of decrees designed to reassert an old prin

ciple of Spanish law. In essence this system provided that 

ultimate title to the subsoil always remained with the 

state. By a procedure called "denouncement," however, the 

surface owner had preference in obtaining a concession— 

construed as a privilege revocable for cause, not a property 

right acquired by purchase—to exploit mineral deposits 

beneath the surface. To allow rights to the subsoil to be 

transferred, Diaz had illegally altered Mexico's Constitu

tion, Carranza insisted, and the titles were not valid. 

Carranza's purpose, oil men maintained, was to confiscate 

their property and drive them out of Mexico. Technically, 

this was not the case; but, at the least, the decrees would 

subject the industry and its profits to much greater direc

tion by the Mexican Government, while leaving actual 

possession in its present hands. Oil interests, risking 

forfeiture of their titles for failure to comply, ignored 
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the decrees and beseeched Washington to either compel Car-

ranza to back down or oust him.-" 

Wilson's response was measured but effective. All 

parties concerned knew that Pelaez, not Carranza, controlled 

the Panuco region. As long as this situation prevailed, the 

decrees could not be enforced, and Cari-'anza made no real 

effort to dislodge Pelaez. The inactivity in this area may 

have been conditioned by a series of official protests from 

the United States, whose wording was actually rather mild. 

For example, when decrees of August 15 and December 15,  

1916, required foreigners who acquired real estate to 

renounce the right of appeal to their government for dip

lomatic protection, Lansing replied, saying the "United 

States cannot regard provisions ... as annuling the rela

tions existing between it and its citizens . . . or as 

affecting its . . . obligations to protect them against 

denial of justice with respect to [their] properties." At 

any rate, the threat to oil men remained potential rather 

than actual. 

•^Copies of all these decrees are in Leglslacion 
Petrolera: Leyes, Decretos, y Disposiciones, 1783-1929 
(Mexico City: Gobierno de Mexico, 1930); English transla
tions are available in "Mexican Petroleum Decrees, 1912-
1928," US/MCC, Entry 1^6, Box 1. Complaints from petroleum 
companies are in RDS, 812.6363/1^6, /15^> /185,  /198,  /201,  
/205, /227, /235> /2H6. Also see a manifesto from "American 
Citizens in Mexico to Woodrow Wilson" in Buckley Collection, 
File 151.  

3®Lansing to Walter Thurston, representing American 
interests in Mexico, Dec. n.d., 1916,  RDS, 812.503^/36.  
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Petroleum barons wanted what they regarded as a 

deadly peril completely removed. Wilson willingly conceded 

that preventing confiscation was a legitimate function of 

diplomacy; but to go further in the absence of the act as 

distinguished from the threat would put his administration 

in the service of private interests. This he would not do. 

The regular reply of the State Department to communications 

from oil men was: ". . .it will endeavor to extend to them 

that measure of protection for their property to which they 

shall appear to be entitled by the generally accepted rules 

and principles of international law." The Department 

removed some of the ambiguity of this statement when one 

company asked if it would be shielded from the penalty for 

refusing to comply with a Carranza decree. The Department 

responded that "... failure to comply therewith would 

result in the infliction of penalties."^9 

When it appeared that the decrees might be embodied 

in the Mexican Constitution;* the operators demanded that 

Wilson take direct action to prevent Mexico from adopting a 

^Wilson said that those American interests urging 
force wished to possess Mexico and believed that Mexicans 
". . . are fit only to serve and are not fit for liberty. 
Such men can not and will not determine the policy of the 
United States." Woodrow Wilson, "The Mexican Question," 
Ladies Home Journal, Oct. 16, 1916; copy in RDS, 711.12/41%. 
R. W. Austin, House of Representatives," to Bryan, Apr. 1^, 
1915, and reply Apr. 2, 812.6363/182. Port Lobos Petroleum 
Company to State Dept., Dec. 18, 1915* and reply Dec. 28, 
812.6363/201. 
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constitution that would "effect the complete confiscation of 

property owned by foreigners." In spite of Wilson's previ

ous position, the tone and scope of diplomatic admonitions 

to Mexico became sharper. Previously, Bryan and Lansing had 

confined their statements to interpretations of law and 

reserved rights. Now the official remonstrations from 

Washington spoke of unfortunate consequences should Article 

27 in particular be implemented. But Carranza refused to 

yield on the grounds that the United States desired not only 

to protect American property, but also to dictate the 

internal structure of a sovereign state.^ 

Mexico's Constitutional Convention overlapped with a 

Mexican-American Commission to resolve the crisis that 

followed Persh:'rig's expedition. Before and after ordering 

troops into Mexico, Wilson said that his sole purpose was to 

disperse the bandits and secure the border. Yet the Amer

ican members of the Commission refused to take up the 

subject of withdrawal unless their Mexican counterparts 

agreed to discuss other points of difference, including the 

status of oil lands. Under intense pressure, especially 

^New England Fuel Oil Company, Feb. 10, 1911, and 
First National Bank of Los Angeles to Lansing, Nov. 5, 1917, 
RDS, 812.6363/263, 812.011/61. All the objections raised to 
the Constitution of 1917, most of which related to Article 
27, before adoption are in a memorandum obtained from the 
State Dept. in US/MCC, Entry 146. Also see Lansing to 
Parker, representing American interests in Mexico, Jan. 22, 
1917, 812.011/lla. 
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broad hints that Pershing's men could easily go on to Mexico 

City, the Mexican delegation violated instructions and 

signed a protocol accepting the American agenda. An adamant 

Carranza repudiated their accord. Shortly thereafter, the 

conference terminated in discord, and Wilson withdrew 

Pershing's troops from Mexico, a move that was occasioned in 

part by the fact that the United States seemed to be drift-

li i 
ing into a war with Germany. 

Efforts to negotiate a settlement resulted in a 

diplomatic standoff at this point,. But the effects would 

linger. To Mexicans, Wilson revealed his duplicity in the 

apparent contradiction between his assurances concerning the 

aim of the Pershing expedition and the position taken by the 

American negotiators during the Commission's deliberations. 

Moreover, the simultaneous barrage of protests and warnings 

to the Constitutional Convention concerning Article 27 

^The Commission, also called the New London Con
ference, convened Sept. 6, 1916, and continued to Jan. 15, 
1917. .A complete record of the proceeding is in RDS 812.00 
/I7700-/20850. See especially letter from American Commis
sioners to Mexican Commissioners and reply, Oct. 27; 
M(Thurston), representing American Interests in Mexico, to 
Lansing, Dec. 14; Memorandum to American Commissioners from 
Mexican Commissioners, Mar. 1, 1917; "Report on American and 
Mexican Joint Commission," submitted by American Commis
sioners, Apr. 26, 1917, /198611-;, /20075, /20849. The New 
York Sun, Apr. 13, 1917» Buckley Collection, Pile 151, 
despondently reflected that Mexico was now in an advanta
geous position regarding the dispute over property rights 
because that country could control the success or failure of 
the American war effort. 
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confirmed the delegates' belief that Wilson was a tool of 
ho 

the petroleum magnates. 

After 191^ the war in Europe, rather than pressure 

from oil barons, accounted for Wilson's concern with Mexican 

petroleum. Allied hopes for victory over Germany depended 

on sufficient supplies of oil, and Mexico's contribution was 

crucial.^ gut oil was contraband of war. As long as 

ownership of Mexican fields remained in English and American 

hands, no legal problem existed. However, Carranza's 

decrees and the Constitution of 1917 declared that mineral 

deposits belonged to the nation. Lansing argued that if 

petroleum became property to the state, neutral but pro-

German Mexico would be entitled, perhaps even obligated, 

under international law to embargo its exports to belliger

ents. Wilson reluctantly authorized Lansing to use force if 

necessary to prevent the complications of nationalization. 

Since Pel^fez controlled the producing areas, the State 

Department believed it would be enough to hold Tampico. 

Shortly after the United Staffes entered World War I, Wilson 

li? 
See address to the Convention, wildly applauded, 

by Heriberto Jara, delegate from Vera Cruz, Debates Con-
greso Constituyente, II, pp. 789-91-

^3john a. DeNovo, "Petroleum and the United States 
Navy Before World War I," Mississippi Valley Historical 
Review (MVHR), XLI (Mar. 195571 pp• 641-56, and "The Move-
ment for an Aggressive American Oil Policy Abroad, 1918-
1920," American Historical Review (AHR), LXI (July 1956), 
pp. 854-76; Lowry, pp. '75-80; Ludwell Denny, We Fight for 
Oil (New York: Knopf, 1930), pp. 46-49. 
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approved Lansing's suggestion to station 6,000 Marines at 

Galveston to seize the shipping port of Tampico, but only 

2|lj 
under "very pressing and unusual circumstances." 

On the eve of World War I, however, the Mexican 

Question remained unresolved. Repeatedly, although uninten

tionally, Wilson's diplomacy had redounded to the benefit of 

the oil interests. That Mexico would try again to assert 

control over the petroleum industry was as certain as that 

the operators would counter by repeating their call for 

intervention. But while preoccupied in Europe, it was 

imperative for the United States to keep the controversy in 

a passive state. In March 1917» consequently, Henry P. 

Fletcher, first resident Ambassador in four years, went to 

Mexico with instructions from Lansing "to sit on the lid." 

Carrying out his instructions, Fletcher reported, depended 

on preventing German agents from inciting an already 

vehemently anti-American public to force its leaders 

into a confrontation on the oil question. By stressing 

Wilson's resolve to block nationalization, Fletcher obtained 

^Dawson, consul at Tampico, to Secretary of State, 
June 23> 1916, RDS, 812.6363/237; Secretary of War (Baker), 
to Wilson, June 26, 1916, 812.00/19871%; Lansing to Wilson, 
Apr. 18, 1917; and Wilson to Lansing, Apr. 18, 1917» 711.12 
/^3a, /43%. Lansing to Wilson, June 4, 1918; Wilson to 
Lansing, June 6, 1918; Secretary of War to Secretary of 
Navy, June 7, 1918, all in 812.00/22199. 
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assurances from Carranza that Mexico would not "absorb" oil 

lie 
property. ^ 

An uneasy calm prevailed in Mexican-American rela

tions during Fletcher's first year at his post. Meanwhile, 

Carranza and his advisors reflected on the grounds for 

American protests. International law had long sanctioned 

diplomatic interposition by sovereign political entities to 

protect the possessions of its citizens abroad. But an even 

more venerable tenet of international law held that the 

46 power of a sovereign state to tax wa:: inviolable. 

Carranza changed his tactics. On February 19, 1918, 

Carranza decreed a royalty on oil production, including 

petroleum from land acquired prior to adoption of the Con

stitution of 1917. All holdings had to be "manifested"—a 

statement of ownership, value, improvements, and so on—with 

the Petroleum Department. The property of those who failed 

^Fletcher received his appointment early in 1916, 
but strained relations in the wake of the Pershing expedi
tion kept him in the United States. See his dispatches to 
Lansing, Mar. 3, June 6, 1917, Apr. 3, July 3, 1918, RDS, 
711.12/36, /77k, /112; 812.911/32. 

^For the background of diplomatic interposition, 
consult Edwin M. Borchard, Diplomatic Protection of Citizens 
Abroad (New York: Banks Law Pub. Co., 1919). For a discus
sion of its use in the dispute with Mexico, see Frederic S. 
Dunn, The Diplomatic Protection of Americans in Mexico (New 
York: Columbia Univ. Press, 193^7, pp. 165-195 et_ passim. 
Also see Frederic R. Kellogg, The Case for the American Oil 
Companies in the Controversy with Mexico (New York: APPM, 
1927), also in New York Journal of Commerce, Apr. 11-22, 
May 19-21, 1927. 
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to comply would be opened to denouncement by third par-

47 ties. 

In great alarm, petroleum operators besieged the 

State Department. Oil men contended that the denouncement 

provisions and royalties were an attempt to separate retro

actively surface and subsoil rights, and the high imposts 

would compel them to operate at a loss, which would force 

them out of business. The real issue, they insisted, was 

confiscation, not taxation. On April 2, Lansing instructed 

Fletcher to deliver personally to Carranza a strongly worded 

note incorporating this interpretation and threatening 

reprisals if American citizens were divested of property by 

the decree. A few days later, Lansing transcribed almost 

word for word a letter from Doheny's legal representative, 

Harold Walker, into instructions to Fletcher to renew the 

April 12 remonstration and demand relief. 

Fletcher clearly felt Lansing's protest was incon

sistent with his instructions to maintain the truce. As 

early as June 1917, he had objected to protests on petroleum 

^The decree is in Diario Oficial, Feb. 29, 1918. 
For an English translation, see US/MCC, Entry 146, Box 1, or 
Investigation of Mexican Affairs, pp. 3120. 

lifi 
Doheny to Lansing, Feb. 17, 1918, RDS, 812.6363 

/342. Lansing to Fletcher, Feb. 27, 1918, 812.512/1885. 
During this period Lansing frequently had two or three meet
ings each day with operators or their lawyers. Desk Books, 
1919, Lansing Papers. Harold Walker to Boaz Long, Minister 
to Cuba, temporarily in charge of Mexican Desk, Apr. 3, and 
Lansing to Fletcher, Apr. 7, 1918, RDS, 812.6363/438. Lan
sing to Fletcher, Apr. 2, 1918, 812.512/1935. 
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legislation as futile. Fletcher recommended that, since 

Carranza needed revenue to stay in office, the State Depart

ment should arrange financial assistance to the Mexican 

Government in order to avoid a crisis on petroleum taxation. 

Lansing ignored this advice. On April 3, Fletcher reported 

that Carranza had agreed to postpone a reply to the latest 

note and to delay for six months the effective date of the 

new regulations. Fletcher also observed that this decree 

stemmed from the absolute identification of foreigners with 

the Dfaz regime and their refusal to cooperate with the 

present Mexican Government. To ease the tension and placate 

Mexico, Fletcher sa?'.d, his previous counsel should be imple

mented. Lansing forwarded this dispatch to Wilson, who 

approved Fletcher's suggestions.^^ 

Fletcher's fears concerning the effect of the 

April 2 note were well-founded. On June 7, Wilson tried 

conciliation in his last public address on Mexican affairs. 

Before an audience of Mexican editors touring the United 

States, he singled out misuse of the Monroe Doctrine 

"adopted without your consent," as the major cause of 

dissension. He proposed a multilateral agreement as a 

solution, so that if any hemispheric nation violated the 

^Lansing to Fletcher, June 6, 7> 1917, RDS, 812.011 
/48a, /49. Fletcher to Lansing, Apr. 3, 1918; Lansing to 
Wilson, Apr. n.d.; Wilson to Lansing, Apr. 18, 1918, 711.12 
Zllh> /78, /783s. 
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political independence of any of the others, "all of the 

others will jump on her." Fletcher reported the June 7 

speech had created tremendous excitement in Mexico, but that 

Carranza's attitude was that American actions contradicted 

Wilson's words. Simultaneously, El Pueblo, voicing the 

official government position, Fletcher said, launched a con

tinuing bitter attack on Wilson's diplomacy, behind which 

El Pueblo saw the petroleum barons. The entire Mexico City 

press, excepting the pro-American Excelsior, quickly joined 

in. Over and over the tone and threats in Lansing's pro

tests were compared with Wilson's address. This revealed, 

according to the press, Wilson's duplicity; for if the 

assurances were sincere, La Republica asked, why were the 

threatening notes not withdrawn and why did they keep 

coming? The answer, El Democrata editorialized, was that, 

if the United States could not acquire Mexico's riches by 

"blandishments," it was prepared to do so by force.50 

50 A copy of Wilson's June 7 speech is in Buckley 
Collection, File 224, and the New York Times, June 8, 1918, 
printed excerpts. Wilson may have also been trying to head 
off a Carranza proposal to the Argentine Ambassador to 
Mexico for forming a Pan American Association, not including 
and directed at the United States to offset its great power. 
On Fletcher's dispatch containing this information, Wilson 
made a reference to Carranza as "that pedantic ass." 
Fletcher to Lansing, Mar. 30, 1917> and Wilson to Lansing, 
n.d., RDS, 711-12/36^. Fletcher enclosed articles and 
editorials on the June 7 address in his dispatches of 
June 10, 12, 19, 1918, 711.12/92, /93, /102. He said Car
ranza released the Apr. 2 protest and ordered the assault to 
counter the good impression made by Wilson's statements. 
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On June 24, Lansing authorized Fletcher to communi

cate to Carranza that the United States was willing to help 

arrange a loan and to hold a conference in Mexico to resolve 

other differences. Lansing's instructions obviously marked 

a shift in the American approach to dealing with Mexico, but 

it was too late or not enough. On June 28, Fletcher 

obtained an interview and delivered Lansing's proposal. 

Carranza's response was that normal relations depended on an 

end to warnings of intervention and lifting the embargo on 

American exports to Mexico. He brushed aside the loan as 

unimportant, but again agreed to delay a formal reply to the 

April 2 protest. At Fletcher's suggestion, and with 

Wilson's approval, Lansing issued a statement on July 29 

that only peaceful means had ever been considered to protect 

American property in Mexico, and therefore the April 2 note 

was neither a threat nor inconsistent with Wilson's address. 

Early in July, Fletcher again urged that the trade embargo 

be lifted and followed up with a loan as the way to elim

inate the petroleum question. Until this was done, he said, 

all other questions were unimportant and insoluble. Lansing 

rejected the advice; Carranza waited four more weeks, and on 

SI July 31 reissued the February decree. 

^Department to Fletcher, June 24, 26, 1918; Fletcher 
to Lansing, June 25, RDS, 711.12/102, /103. Fletcher to 
Lansing, June 28, 1918, /108. Fletcher to Lansing, June 26, 
/104. Lansing to Wilson, June 27 and Wilson to Lansing, 
June 28, /106h. Lansing statement to the press, June 29, 
/109a. Fletcher to Lansing, July 1, 3, /111, Lansing to 
Fletcher, July 2, 1918, /112. 
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Once again company spokesmen descended on Washing

ton. This time they delivered an ultimatum: either the 

United States would intervene to bring Carranza into line 

and block collection of the royalties or the Mexican fields 

would be closed immediately. Prank Polk, State Department 

Counselor, influenced by Fletcher's dispatches, discounted 

the claims advanced by the owners. Reserves on hand and 

increased output from wells in the United States, Polk said, 

would postpone any fuel crisis in the unlikely prospect of a 

shutdown in Mexico. He also advised Wilson that national

ization was a phantom brought up by the companies in order 

to use the administration to maintain their profits, since 

the increased petroleum levies, while high, could be lived 

with. Deprived of this revenue, Carranza probably could 

not keep order in Mexico, Polk concluded, and this ina

bility would complicate the military posture of the United 

States.^ 

On August 9» Wilson presided over a conference at 

the White House to consider the problem posed by the opera

tor's threat to shut down their Mexican holdings. Bernard 

Baruch, Head of the War Industries Board, and John Garfield, 

Fuel Administrator, supported Polk's opinions. Josephus 

5^See the telegram from the "Committee of Oil Pro
ducers in Mexico," signed by representatives of the five 
largest American companies, Aug. 4, 1918, RDS, 812.512/2094. 
Polk's analysis is in a memorandum of Aug. 1, 1918, 812.51 
/539 • 
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Daniels, Secretary of the Navy, believed the risk of losing 

the Mexican supplies could not be taken. Never sympathetic 

toward the oil interests, Wilson evidently thought the oper

ators were bluffing. He ended the discussion by announcing 

that if using force against Carranza was the only method of 

keeping the Mexican fields open, then the United States must 

get along without them and find other sources. Wilson 

returned his attention to the war, leaving Lansing to 

resolve the matter by other means.^3 

Oil men were stunned. With Pelaez holding the 

Panuco, confiscation was hardly an immediate problem, which 

no doubt influenced Wilson's verdict, but Carranza con

trolled the coast and could prevent exports if the companies 

chose to defy the decrees. The operators had arranged the 

showdown, confident that Wilson could not risk disruption of 

the crucial flow of Mexican crude. But if bringing up their 

ultimate weapon could not induce the President to act, what 

was to prevent Carranza from collecting the royalties and 

compelling the companies to recognize the validity of 

54 
Article 27? 

53A brief account of this conference is in Lowry, 
pp. 187-88. Josephus Daniels describes the meeting and his 
role in Years of War and After, 1917-1923 (Chapel Hill: 
Univ. of North Carolina Press, 19^6), p. 248. Preoccupied 
elsewhere, Wilson did not actively participate again in the 
formation of Mexican policy until December of 1919. 

5^0n Aug. 17, 1918, Aguilar, Minister of Foreign 
Affairs, rejected Lansing's protests of the Feb. and July 
decrees on the grounds they were to police the exploitation 
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Lansing did not approve of Wilson's decision to rule 

out force. The day after the White House conference, at 

Lansing's direction, Boaz Long, in charge of the Depart

ment's Mexican Desk, drew up a dissenting memorandum. In 

addition to the usual stress on strategic requirements, Long 

incorporated the thesis, furnished by oil company lawyers, 

that Mexico's oil in foreign hands other than American would 

result in prices disastrous for industry, commerce, and for

eign trade; therefore, control by American companies had to 

be maintained, by intervention if necessary. On August 12, 

Lansing ordered Fletcher to renew the April 2 protest and to 

insist that Carranza withdraw the decrees or face "the 

necessity which may arise to impel the United States to 

protect the property of its citizens in Mexico. . . ." 

Carranza responded to the warning, Fletcher said, by 

of Mexico's natural resources, and not an attempt to despoil 
any person or property. American objections, therefore, 
constituted, in Mexico's view, an infringement on her right 
of internal taxation and sovereignty. Aguilar's rejoinder 
is in RDS, 812.512/2106. In a 1933 interview with Paul P. 
Young, "Mexican Oil and American Diplomacy" (unpublished 
Ph.D dissertation, Univ. of Texas, 193^), pp. 96-97, Luis 
Cabrera reiterated this contention and asserted that Car
ranza never had intended to nationalize or take over the oil 
industry. Later, Standard Oil commissioned an independent 
consultant, Harlow S. Person, to investigate the entire 
dispute, and gave him access to company material never made 
available to others. Person concluded that not expropria
tion but "[c]ontrol through effective regulation was appar
ently their [Mexican leaders] objective." Portions of his 
evaluation are reprinted in Charles C. Cumberland (ed.), 
"A Historic Irrepressible Conflict," The Meaning of the 
Mexican Revolution (Boston: D. C. Heath, 1967)» pp. 67-72. 
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declaring that no further delay was possible and if this 

meant "war or intervention he was sorry, but was prepared to 

confront this alternative."^ 

The note, nevertheless, seemed to have its intended 

effect. In a communication to Lansing on August 17, Aguilar 

implied that if foreigners sought relief through Mexican 

courts, application of the decrees would be deferred pending 

a ruling on the issues in dispute. The foregoing became 

official policy by a decree of August 19. The operators 

hastened to file the necessary amparo proceedings, although 

they had previously shunned this course, asserting that the 

verdict of the "Carranza Courts" was a foregone conclusion. 

On the other hand, Carranza may have decided to modify his 

position before Lansing's August 12 protest. A decree of 

that date provided that petroleum lands purchased prior to 

May 1, 1917j were not subject to denouncement, but in order 

to exploit them a contract had to be obtained from the 

Secretary of Industry and royalties paid on production. The 

decree also marked the first acknowledgement by the Carranza 

administration of a distinction between the status of prop

erty acquired before and after the effective date of the 

Constitution of 1917. But the provision for royalties still 

^Lansing's request and Long's memorandum are in RDS, 
711.12/130. Lansing to Fletcher, Aug. 12, 1918, 812.512 
/2058a. Fletcher reported on his meeting with Carranza in 
dispatches of Aug. 13, 14, 812.512/2089, /2090. 
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implied that title remained with the state, according to 

the operators. 

In the next six months a number of developments sug

gested that Mexican-American differences might be resolved. 

Among other indications of amelioration, Polk noted that 

mining decrees had not been involved in recent diplomatic 

correspondence with Mexico, because there had been no com

plaints from mining interests for some time past. Consuls 

in Mexico reported -a vast improvement of conditions as the 

Carranza administration made progress in restoring order. 

As a result, said the consul in Mexico City, letters and 

comments from American residents were no longer critical of 

the Mexican Government; instead, they talked about how the 

United States could help Mexico recover.^ 

Aside from the petroleum question, there were no 

really acute obstacles to improved relations at this junc

ture. In the northern mining district operations returned 

to normal after the eclipse of Villa and other bandits. 

Mexico's continued failure to pay the interest oh her for

eign debt was a sore but not critical point as long as it 

56Aguilar to Lansing, Aug. 17, 1918, RDS, 812.512 
/2106. Decrees of Aug. 12, 19, 1918 are in "Mexican Petro
leum Decrees, 1918-1922," US/MCC, Entry 116, Box 1. 

^Polk to Stephen Porter, who would be Chairman of 
the House Foreign Relations Committee in the next Congress, 
Jan. 9» 1918, RDS, 812.6363/^31a. Consul General Philip C. 
Hanna to State Department, Sept. 18, 1918, 812.00/22270. 
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was not repudiated. On several occasions Carranza had 

indicated a desire to make arrangements to establish a com

mission to determine damages due to aliens who had suffered 

losses during the Revolution. The United States pressed 

Carranza to go further than he had offered on categories of 

claims to be considered, but according to several author

ities, Mexico's position on this matter was quite strong 

with regard to international law. Efforts to resolve the 

58 petroleum issue, however, were unsuccessful. 

Throughout June and July of 1918 two attorneys, 

James R. Garfield and Nelson 0. Rhoades, representing the 

Committee of Oil Producers in Mexico, met with Carranza 

officials in Mexico City to discuss the petroleum decrees. 

The Committee broke off the talks in August. Following 

Wilson's refusal to accede to demands for intervention, the 

operators reopened the negotiations in September. Early in 

November the participants reached tentative agreement on a 

proposed petroleum code. On November 12, Polk had an inter

view with Garfield. The new code was generally acceptable, 

-^"The Effect of the Revolution in Mexico on American 
Mining Interests," US/MCC, Entry 1*15. For decrees on the 
subject of damage claims, May 10, 1913, and Nov. 24, 1917, 
see US/MCC, Entry l^Jj, Box 2; Raoul E. Desvernine, Claims 
Against Mexico: A Brief Study of the International Law 
Applicable . . . t_o Claims . . . for Losses Sustained in 
Mexico During the Revolutions of the Last Decade (New York: 
Privately Printed, rev. ed., 1921), pp. 3-55; Frederic Dunn, 
pp. 310-350; Abraham H. Feller, The Mexican Claims Commis
sion (New York: Macmillan, 1935). 
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Garfield said, but some of the operators suspected a trap to 

get them to accept the principle of nationalization. To 

clear up any doubt, Garfield said, the producers wanted Polk 

to warn Carranza that the United States Government would not 

accept an "unreasonable construction" of the law depriving 

Americans of property, by high taxes or otherwise.59 

The crucial provision of the code, in Transitory 

Article II, provided that "lands in which there shall have 

been invested capital for the exploration of petroleum prior 

to the first day of May, 1917" could not be denounced by 

third parties. Property in this category did not have to be 

manifested, and owners did not have to pay royalties on oil 

production. Furthermore, for three months after Congress 

enacted the law, surface owners would have preferential 

rights to denounce oil rights in property in which capital 

was invested after May 1, 1917. This seemed to take care of 

the issue of retroactive application of Article 27. But, as 

Harold Walker, legal counsel for Doheny's Huasteca, pointed 

out in a memorandum to Polk, Transitory Article II did not 

specifically cover lands acquired previous to April 1,  1917,  

in which there had been no investment. If American oil 

companies accepted the code, Mexico might afterwards claim 

the owners had accepted nationalization of these holdings, 

^Minutes of the Polk-Garfield conference, Nov. 12,  
1918,  are in RDS, 812.6363/415.  
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Walker concluded. Polk said that the code seemed satisfac

tory, and the Department could not make objections on the 

assumption that Mexico might interpret laws unjustly.^0 

The oil men resumed their private negotiations with 

Carranza. Mexico's representatives said that the interpre

tation advanced by Walker was not intended nor would it be 

followed by Mexico. Subsequently Mexico's Government, 

nevertheless, consistently maintained that lands acquired 

and developed before May 1, 1917a were distinct, with 

respect to Article 27, from undeveloped property purchased 

before the Constitution of 1917 became effective. This 

became known as the "Positive Acts" doctrine, which meant, 

according to Mexico, that some positive evidence of develop

ment or exploration for minerals gave surface owners a 

"vested right" to subsoil deposits. In the absence of 

positive acts, regardless of when or under what circum

stances proprietors professed to have obtained their rights, 

title to the subsoil and the prerogative of determining the 

conditions of use remained with the state. Although it took 

some time for the argument to emerge fully, obviously oil 

men would reject this principle. The State Department's 

position was that, while it had no quarrel with how Mexico 

administered lands that passed into American control after 

^°A copy of the code is in RDS, 812.6363/418. On 
Walker's memorandum, Nov. 14, 1918, /420, Polk wrote: 
"Walker takes much more unfavorable position than Garfield." 
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May 1, 1917, attempts to apply the doctrine to property 

acquired before that date would be a retroactive application 

of Article 27, likely to result In "unfortunate conse-

„6l quences." 

Mexico refused to alter the wording of the code. On 

December 10, 1918, the producers announced to the press they 

had terminated negotiations because the code was "confis

catory and unsatisfactory in every way," but they were 

confident their government would protect their interests. 

However, the diplomatic stalemate continued. Possibly 

because the end of the European war freed the United States 

to pursue a more active course elsewhere, Carranza did not 

force the issue. On December 27, 1918, Carranza indef

initely postponed the application of petroleum decrees and 

collection of royalties until Congress formally regulated 

Article 27* Congress still had not passed a petroleum code 

fiP 
when Carranza was deposed in 1920. 

•'•Garfield to Committee, Dec. 19, 1918, and Walker 
to State Department, Dec. 20, 1918, both in RDS, 812.6363 
/568. The antecedents of "positive acts" and "vested 
rights" and their validity or lack of it have been widely 
discussed. See Antonio Gomez Robledo, The Bucareli Agree
ments and International Law (Mexico City: National Univ. of 
Mexico, 19Wi Toribio Esquivel Obregon, Mexico los 
Estados Unidos ante el Derecho Internacional (Mexico City: 
Herrero" Hermanos, 1926); and Joshua C. Clark, "The Oil 
Settlement with Mexico," Foreign AffairsVI (April, 1928), 
pp. 600-614. 

/T p 
New York Sun, Dec. 10, 1918, Buckley Collection, 

Pile 123. Decree of Dec. 27, 1918, is in US/MCC, Entry 146, 
and Diario Oficial, Jan. 6, 1919. 
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The diplomatic balance remained static until March 

of 1919, when Carranza's advisors came up with a new method 

for pressuring the operators. Soon a more intransigent 

attitude prevailed in the State Department. By December, 

the United States and Mexico appeared to be on the verge of 

a formal rupture, and conceivably war. 



CHAPTER 3 

THE PETROLEUM LOBBY 

The property and profits of American petroleum 

companies in Mexico were intact at the end of World War I 

primarily because of the support of the Wilson administra

tion. But oil operators wanted a solution, not a reprieve. 

Article 27 survived, and no one doubted that Mexican 

officials would return to the attack. Oil interests had 

been unsuccessful in their efforts to eliminate the threat 

of Mexican nationalism through such measures as negotiations 

with Carranza, bribery, and attempts to foment counter

revolution.-1- The only remaining option appeared to be 

American military intervention, made feasible in November by 

the termination of the European conflict. 

American petroleum interests derived particular 

advantage from World War I. In addition to enhancing the 

Diplomatic personnel at both ends allowed Doheny 
and his field manager, William Green, to exchange informa
tion concerning payments to various Mexicans. Green to 
Walker, Jan. 24, Doheny to Green, Mar. 11, 1918, RDS, 812. 
6363/332, /357- When Dawson, consul at Tampico, forwarded 
an explicit message from Green about his endeavors to induce 
Pelaez to join Felix Diaz in an uprising against Carranza, 
Lansing told Dawson that "for reasons which must be obvious 
to you, Department is not willing to transmit . . . tele
grams similar to that quoted in your June twelve. . . 
Dawson to Lansing, June 12, Lansing to Dawson, June 18, 
1918, 812.00/22055. 
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strategic importance and profits of oil, the war also gave 

operators an influential voice in Washington. Service on 

various War Boards gave petroleum executives constant access 

to agencies and persons in a position to help secure legis

lation and policies promoting domestic and foreign petroleum 

2 
expansion. The close contact established in these years 

continued after the Armistice. The many government offi

cials who departed for employment with private companies 

maintained their associations with former colleagues and 

friends who remained in public life. This was true 

especially of the Doheny enterprises, which acquired the 

services of four former members of Wilson's Cabinet and a 

host of lower echelon administrators. Led by Doheny, in 

1917 the producers launched the "battle of the shortages. 

O 
For example, six of the nine members of the Petro

leum Service Committee were Doheny and five other presidents 
of petroleum companies with Mexican operations. James L. 
Bates, This Origins of Teapot Dome: Progressives, Parties and 
Petroleum, 1909-1921 (Urbana: Univ. of Illinois Press, 
1963)j pp. 98-106. Also see Herbert Feis, Petroleum and 
American Foreign Polios' (Palo Alto: Stanford Univ. Press, 
1944), pp. 28-30. 

•^In 1919, William G. McAdoo, one-time Secretary of 
Treasury, became Mexican Petroleum's Washington represent
ative. Former Attorney-General Thomas W. Gregory and George 
Creel, director of the wartime Committee on Public Informa
tion, were also employed by Doheny, according to his 
testimony at the Teapot Dome hearings. See Burl Noggle, 
Teapot Dome: Oil and Politics in the 1920's (Baton Rouge: 
Louisiana State Univ. Press, 19^2), pp. 100-103. Joining 
Doheny in 1920 were Lansing and former Secretary of the 
Interior Franklin K. Lane, the latter at a salary of $50,000 
according to the Oil and Gas Journal, XVIII (Feb. 13, 20, 
1920), pp. 85, 78. Lane's personal assistant, Joseph 
Cotter, accompanied his chief to Pan American. 
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Doheny's chief instrument in this project was Mark 

L. Requa, a California oil man, appointed to head the Fuel 

Administration in 1917- Serving with Requa was Thomas 

O'Donnell, a director of Pan American Petroleum. Before the 

war, Requa helped organize the Independent Oil Producers 

Association to fight the big companies. Now he joined them 

and faithfully pushed Doheny's line that "the future welfare 

and prosperity of the United States . . . may be said to be 

largely dependent upon . . . the uninterrupted operation and 

control of the oil fields in Mexico now owned by American 

Companies."^ 

Initially the producers bombarded the State Depart

ment and other agencies of government with claims that 

insufficient internal oil reserves meant that military 

defeat could be averted only by opening public lands in the 

United States to drilling by private firms and forcing 

Mexico to permit the operators to set their own terms for 

oil exploitation. The operators quickly adapted to the 

Armistice and argued that domestic petroleum resources could 

not support the needs of industry and the Navy. Aroused by 

the lobbying activities and the new proximity between 

^Doheny to Requa, Mar. 15, 1918, read into the 
record at the Investigation of Mexican Affairs. pp. 251-53. 
For a discussion of Requa1s role in the battle of the short
ages, see Bates, pp. 104-06, 142-43, and DeNovo, AHR, LXI, 
pp. 857s 862-68. Both agree that the statistics did not 
sustain the allegations of inadequate reserves in the United 
States. 
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petroleum interests and the executive branch, suspicious 

Progressives in Congress temporarily blocked the ambitions 

of oil men on the domestic front. Failure here indicated 

that immediate success in enlisting government support 

abroad was vitally important to oil barons. In this 

endeavor they obtained better results. 

By 1919 a new attitude was apparent in the State 

Department with regard to overseas petroleum development. 

On May 31 an urgent request went out to consular personnel 

for data on all aspects of mineral exploitation in the 

country to which they were assigned. Specifically, consuls 

were to provide information on petroleum with respect to 

laws, taxes, restrictions on aliens, and rights reserved to 

5 
the state. Six weeks later, the Economic Liaison Commit

tee, chaired by Wesley Frost, State Department Foreign Trade 

Advisor, submitted a report urging that diplomatic officials 

in the field assist American citizens in acquiring foreign 

oil property. In August the Department instructed all 

diplomatic agents that the crucial importance of adequate 

petroleum supplies "has been forcibly brought to the atten

tion of the Department." Accordingly, they were "to lend 

all legitimate aid" to Americans seeking oil concessions.^ 

-'Special Consular Instruction No. 672, William J. 
Carr, for Acting Secretary of State, May 31, 1919, PR, 1919, 
I, pp. 163-65. 

g 
"Summary of Facts and Recommendations Bearing upon 

the Petroleum Policy of the United States," submitted by the 
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Nor was this the only indication of official concern 

for oil interests. They succeeded in adding to a proposed 

bill to regulate oil development on public lands a provision 

that would exclude British capital, in order to forestall 

alleged British efforts to obtain a worldwide monopoly of 

petroleum supplies. The British Ambassador challenged this 

assertion and objected to the exclusion section of the leg

islation. In his reply Lansing declared, without furnishing 

supporting evidence, that an inevitable decline in internal 

production would soon deplete reserves in the United 

States."^ Lansing's position was not entirely unexpected, 

for he had all along demonstrated solicitude for the argu

ments of oil men. Not so Lane, who now made a complete 

reversal. 

Until 1918 no Wilson administrator was more out

spoken than Lane in censuring the methods and motives of 

American petroleum interests operating in Mexico. He pub

licly accused them of being "land grabbers" who bore the 

Economic Liaison Committee, July 11, 1919, RDS, 811.6363/^5. 
Sec. of State (by Alvee A. Adee) to Diplomatic and Consular 
Officials, Aug. 16, 1919, FR, 1919, I, p. 167.  

7 For particulars see Hearings on Restrictions on 
American Petroleum Prospectors in Certain Foreign Countries, 
66th Cong., 2nd Sess., Sen. Doc. No. 272 (Washington, D.C.: 
1920). The British Ambassador (Grey) observed that - the 
British Empire accounted for only 2.5 per cent of world 
petroleum output compared to 70 per cent from within the 
United States, whose exports continued to greatly exceed its 
imports. Lansing ignored these points in his response. 
Both notes are in FR, 1919, I, PP- 168-71. 
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responsibility for both the Mexican problem and the Revolu

tion. By 1919 he had become a dedicated champion of these 

same interests, and his annual report for that year urged a 

vigorous policy of securing foreign oil lands through sup

port of private entrepreneurs. Lane wrote to Lansing that 

he should impose a boycott on Mexico to bring those "naughty 

children" into line. "I wish," Lane continued, "somehow 

that you could be given a free hand in this matter. I know 

it would be a stiff hand, an authoritative hand, and that is 

what those people need." Evidently, the augmented impor

tance of oil had induced Lane and other key officials to 

grant its spokesmen a more sympathetic hearing. Owners soon 
O 

had occasion to test their new leverage. 

Pour months after the Armistice, Mexico opened 

another round in the petroleum dispute. On March 20, 1919, 

Mexico's Department of Industry issued a circular providing 

for confiscation of wells drilled without permits as 

required by decrees of January 7, 1915, and July 31, 1918. 

This policy, Mexico maintained, constituted a legitimate 

exercise of its police power to stop the export of untaxed 

oil, to prevent wastage, and to protect Mexican workers 

jeopardized by the companies which evaded safety rules. 

^See Lane interview in New York World, July 16, 
1916, Buckley Collection, Pile 224.3- Annual Report of the 
Department of the Interior, 1919 (Washington, D.C.: 191977 
I, pp. 21-25. Lane to Lansing, Dec. 11, 1919> RDS, 711.12 
/22%h-
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However, as the owners pointed out, to obtain the permits 

the property had to be manifested; otherwise the holding 

could be denounced by third parties. Therefore, this latest 

regulation was simply another move to force operators to 

recognize Article 27, according to Harold Walker and Fred

eric Watriss, representatives for Doheny and the Association 

of Petroleum Producers in Mexico (APPM). In the subsequent 

diplomatic exchange with Mexico, the State Department 

actively sought and followed the position of Walker and 

Watriss, incorporating the former's memorandum into formal 

9 protests in several instances. 

The State Department's notes, all rejected by 

Mexico, became increasingly truculent in tone. Initially 

the notes asked for provisional permits while the Department 

studied the new policy, and hinted at the potential impact 

on good relations. The Department, prodded by Walker and 

Watriss, within a month included references to unfortunate 

consequences. Then, on July 21, Polk sent to Carranza a 

warning that unless Mexico afforded better protection to 

American lives and property, the United States would make a 

"radical change" in policy. Made public by Carranza late in 

August, the American note of July 21 caused a sensation in 

Mexico. Even the staunchly pro-American Excelsior was 

9 A copy of the Mar. 20 circular is in US/MCC, Entry 
1*16, Box 2. The correspondence between Walker, Watriss, and 
the Department, Mar. through July, 1919, is in RDS, 812.6363 
/438, /l»39, 7465, /W, /513. 
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alarmed and speculated that the purpose of the threat might 

be to get rid of Carranza since it would encourage "bandits" 

to conclude he had been deprived of all support."1"^ 

Once again the diplomatic exchange subsided. The 

day before receiving the July 21 protest, Mexico informed 

Summerlin that provisional permits would be issued, provid

ing the recipients agreed to respect petroleum laws when 

passed by Congress. On August 1, the Department of Industry 

made the official announcement in Circular No. 9« The APPM 

said its members could not commit themselves to legislation 

in advance, and that by applying for permits they would be 

admitting that ownership of their property resided in the 

Mexican Government. Apparently not wishing to aggravate the 

situation, the State Department waited until November to 

11 protest Circular No. 9. 

Also in August, the Mexican Senate began to consider 

the regulation of Article 27. The operators could afford to 

•^Polk instructed George T. Summerlin, charge 
d1affairs in Mexico city, to make remonstrations on 
Mar. 22. Apr. 7, 9, 11, 14, June 18, 1919, RDS, 812.6363 
/433, /438, /444, /448, /465, /472. Fletcher to Summerlin 
July 21, 1919, 711-12/214. In responding to the preceding 
on June 2, 23, July 24, Mexico held that the companies had 
only themselves to blame for their troubles since they were 
violating laws which could not be negated by the protests of 
another government. See 812.6363/463, /474, /509. Excel
sior, Aug. 29, 1919, p. 1. 

•^Summerlin reported on Circular No. 9 on July 21, 
and later sent a copy to Polk, RDS, 812.6363/486, /519. 
Watriss, for the APPM, to Lansing, Aug. 12, 1919, RDS, 812. 
6363/513. Lansing to Summerlin, Nov. 18, 1919, 812.6363 
/581. 



65 

take advantage of the opportunity to arrange a code to their 

liking because, other than diplomatically, the situation 

remained unaltered. Although Carranza had authorized the 

Army to prevent drilling and development, the troops made no 

effort to do so. As long as Pelaez controlled the oil zone 

the regulations could not be enforced, and the producers 

continued, illegally, to open new wells.^ 

This balance endured until November, while repre

sentatives of the APPM engaged in delicate negotiations with 

Mexican Senators. Meanwhile, within the State Department, 

Fletcher encouraged the trend toward a harder line with 

Mexico. 

Leaving Polk in charge, Lansing departed with Wilson 

in December of 1918 for the Paris Peace Conference. Polk 

recalled Fletcher in January and put him in charge of Mex

ican Affairs. From the field Fletcher consistently urged a 

conciliatory approach toward Mexico and demonstrated a 

1 p 
Walker and Dawson sent the Department copies of 

Carranza's order to the military on June 20, 1919, RDS, 812. 
6363/475j /476. Doheny wrote to the director of El Demo
crat a to present the companies' side in the dispute. Doheny 
said they were not in rebellion or defying the Mexican gov
ernment because the decrees were illegal. He also denied 
"that Assoc. of American Cos. are [sic] working for inter
vention. I trust my assurances that this is not so will 
suffice to convince you of the falsity of these reports." 
An undated copy of Doheny's letter is in RDS, 812.6363/446. 
Ira Williams, Pres. of the Panuco-Boston Oil Co., also put 
this Standard Oil subsidiary above the law, and informed the 
Department, April 24, 1919 > that his firm would continue to 
drill regardless of Mexican law. 812.6363/450. 
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sympathy rather rare in the diplomatic service for Mexico's 

leaders and problems. 

Immediately after taking up his new duties, Fletcher 

prepared a survey of the Mexican situation. Consistent with 

his earlier position, his memorandum spoke favorably of 

Carranza and his attempts to restore order and economic 

vitality. Accomplishment of these goals would require Amer

ican assistance, Fletcher said, which Carranza might have 

to be "compelled" to accept. The alternative, Fletcher 

believed, would be to let matters drift, in which case the 

Carranza administration would likely collapse and bring 

renewed chaos. Fletcher said that the petroleum operators 

were asking for too much and more than they would get from 

Mexico, although protests would obtain modification of the 

decrees. But it was Fletcher who drafted the increasingly 

sharp notes of June and July concerning the moratorium on 

drilling. When Lansing returned, Fletcher explained his 

policy as an effort to make Carranza realize he had to be 

more virogous in protecting American lives and property. 

Fletcher also told Lansing that the communication threaten-

1? ing a radical change in policy was approved by Wilson. J 

Even after Lansing resumed an active role in the 

Department in late July, he deferred to Fletcher in Mexican 

•^Fletcher memorandums to Lansing, Mar. 1, July 30, 
1919, RDS, 8l2.00/23111a, 711.12/216. 
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affairs. On August 4, Lansing received a letter from 

Wilson. He said that he had just read Fletcher's memorandum 

written in March, and wanted to know if Fletcher still made 

the same analysis. If so, the President asked, what should 

be done if Mexico would not accept assistance? Fletcher 

reaffirmed his previous advice and proposed a twofold 

approach to Mexico. Every effort, he said, should be made 

through diplomacy "to impress upon the Carranza government, 

and incidently the Mexican people, the grave responsibility 

resting upon them." If Carranza did not respond, Fletcher 

recommended that the United States intervene militarily and 

impose a more amenable Mexican administration. Lansing 

endorsed Fletcher's memorandum and sent it to Wilson, who 

replied on August 23 that now was not the time to act. The 

President also wished to know why Fletcher was not at his 

post in Mexico if the situation was as serious as he 

lii 
claimed. Fletcher, with Lansing in tow, had come all the 

way to abandoning conciliation in favor of force "to teach 

Carranza a lesson." 

•^Wilson to Lansing, Aug. 4, 1919, RDS, 812.00 
/23111b; Fletcher to Lansing, Aug. 18; Lansing to Wilson 
Aug. 19, 21, RDS, 711.12/187, /192h, /196h. Wilson to Lan
sing, Aug. 23, 1919 (two letters), 711.12/193 k ,  / 1 9 ^ h .  
Wilson's negative response did not deter Fletcher. When 
Fletcher told Lansing that intervention "may, unfortunately, 
become necessary," Lansing asked Newton Baker to meet with 
Fletcher to coordinate preparations "with regard to Mexico 
and Mexican matters." Fletcher to Lansing, Aug. 16; Lansing 
to Baker, Aug. 26, 1919, 711.12/195%, /217a. 
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No doubt the strategic value of oil accounts for 

Fletcher's alteration on Mexican policy, for another aspect 

of the petroleum regulations of March 20 and August 1 pro

vided the oil lobby with a formidable lever in Washington. 

A prerequisite for drilling permits was to file manifests, 

which the companies had refused to do. Consequently, by 

decrees of February and July 1918, their property was sub

ject to denouncement by third parties. The ultimate purpose 

of denying permits had now become clear, the operators said. 

Walker wrote that because American diplomacy prevented 

Mexico from nationalizing the oil industry, Carranza had 

determined to drive out Americans and turn the petroleum 

fields over to British and French interests. Here was 

double jeopardy for American security, according to oil 

spokesmen, because Carranza's policy would undermine- the 

long standing American policy of preventing extension of 

foreign political influence in the hemisphere through 

15 economic penetration. 

Fletcher and Polk took this thesis seriously enough 

to set off a spurt of diplomatic activity. The protests 

against the March 20 circular pointedly dwelled on the 

dangers of complicating "the situation by the issuance to 

third persons of titles to or rights in lands legally held 

by American citizens." When Walker charged that Cowdray 

•^Walker to Boaz Long, Apr. 3; Watriss to Lansing, 
Apr. 10, RDS, 812.6363/438, /439. 
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officials were conniving with Carranza to deny drilling per

mits to Doheny's Huasteca, Lansing promptly authorized an 

objection through the British Embassy. Polk later inquired 

of the Embassy if the reports were true that the British 

Government had acquired control of the Cowdray interests. 

Ambassador Grey responded with denials to the charges, 

denials which were received with skepticism by the State 

Department, no doubt reinforced by press statements such as 

that from Macay Edgar, associated with Royal Dutch Shell. 

Edgar said that Britain had obtained an exclusive or pre

dominant position in every important oil field in the world. 

Edgar predicted that in ten years the United States, depend

ent on imports of British petroleum, would be a British 
-| zT 

protectorate. 

Instructions went out to consuls in Mexico to inves

tigate foreign activity in oil concessions. The returns 

indicated considerable British action, and in the State 

Department suspicion became certainty. In November, Lansing 

informed Wilson that Great Britain was indeed trying to 

exclude the United States from its source of petroleum in 

Mexico. Success for Britain's ambitions in Mexico, Lansing 

"^Polk to Summerlin, Apr. 14, 1919; Walker to Sec. 
of State, Jan. 18; Polk to Fletcher, Jan. 19; Gordon Auchin-
closs, Mexican Division, to British Ambassador, Jan. 22; 
British Ambassador to Auchincloss, Jan. 24, 1918, RDS, 
812.6363/328, /330, /331, /4M8. British Ambassador to Sec. 
of State, Apr. 21, 1919, 812.6363/449. Edgar interview in 
New York Times, Sept. 21, 1919% Buckley Collection, Pile 
153. 
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asserted, would subordinate both that country and the United 

17 States to British power. 

By the autumn of 1919s the oil lobby and its views 

had gained great weight in the State Department. In empha

sizing national security, those with Mexican interests 

shrewdly selected the factor assuring them of a favorable 
-| O 

hearing. Doheny and his colleagues could view with some 

satisfaction the adoption by the State Department of 

their long-advocated method of saving Mexico—and its oil 

deposits—from itself. Two obstacles, however, remained. 

Public opinion might object to another foreign crusade, and 

Lansing and Fletcher had not yet persuaded Wilson to act. 

These impediments had evidently been anticipated. Steps had 

already been taken to condition the public and pressure 

Wilson into accepting that the time had come to restore 

order in Mexico. 

17 1Breckenridge Long, 3rd Asst. Sec., to Sydney Smith, 
consul at Ensenada, July 11, and Smith to Long, Aug. 8, 
1919, 812.6363/^92a, /518. Lansing to Joseph P. Tumulty 
(Wilson's personal Sec.), Nov. 21, 1919, 811.032/17. 

1 Q 
Walker sent the Department a pamphlet by Doheny 

entitled "The Mexican Question" which the APPM would have 
printed and distributed. The pamphlet maintained that the 
United States industry, Navy, Merchant Marine, foreign 
trade, and economy were dependent on Mexican oil. Doheny 
said that guaranteed American control of Mexico's ample 
petroleum resources would offset the threat of Britain's 
preponderance elsewhere. Walker to State Department, 
Dec. 9, 1919, RDS, 812.6363/608. 
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The Propaganda War 

Wilson's renunciation of force against Mexico had 

come with the nation at war. Now that the Armistice had 

diminished the strategic importance of oil, there was little 

hope that he would reconsider. For years Wilson had been 

the recipient of gratuitous advice from the oil lobby on how 

to deal with Carranza. Wilson's refusal to heed the advice 

of oil men caused them to blame him for jeopardizing the 

prospects of American petroleum interests in Mexico. The 

operators were equally determined to hold Wilson to account 

19 and to make Mexico safe for American capital. A change in 

political party and administration in Washington offered a 

possible solution, and predictably oil money and influence 

played a prominent role in the presidential election of 

1920. But in 1918 two years remained of Wilson's admin

istration; moreover there was no guarantee the war leader 

might not seek and receive a third term. With so much at 

stake, oil men were not overly concerned with ethics or 

legality in seeking to resolve their dilemma. 

Shortly after the Armistice, the bitter operators 

instigated a vitriolic verbal attack on Wilson's Mexican 

policy, and on Carranza and the Constitution of 1917. 

Aiding the attack were a receptive press, Republican 

•^An excellent illustration is the testimony of Buck
ley in Investigation of Mexican Affairs, pp. 767-775, 
787-8^5, and comment in his Bulletin of the AAM. 
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Congressmen, and sympathetic diplomatic and consular person

nel. Mexicans in and out of the government, Mexican 

newspapers, and self-appointed American defenders of Mexico 

responded to the charges. The propaganda campaign which 

followed concentrated on the petroleum issue, convincing a 

part of the American public and press that the Mexican 

20 Question had become the oil question. 

In July 1919, the National Association for the 

Protection of American Rights in Mexico (APARM) began to 

publish and distribute material on conditions in Mexico. 

The initial Bulletin of the new organization supplied the 

names of its directors, constituting a veritable who's who 

of American financial and petroleum interests. According 

to the Bulletin, the purpose of the APARM was to secure pro

tection for the lives and property of Americans in Mexico 

"by arousing, organizing and leading a public sentiment 

which will support the United States Government in taking 

without further delay whatever steps may be necessary to 

secure that protection." The APARM would also gather 

o n  
^Scarcely a month after the Armistice, Fletcher 

wrote to Lansing from Mexico City, Dec. 23, 1918, RDS, 
711.12/154, that Carranza used the recent proliferation of 
unfavorable references about Mexico to illustrate the anti-
Mexican attitude of the press and government of the United 
States, which was contemplating hostile moves against its 
neighbor. 
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information on the "true conditions" in Mexico, the Bulletin 

21 promised, for dissemination to all interested parties. 

The APARM had a high degree of dedication for the 

truth. Doheny told the Fall Committee that the APARM was 

formed to protect Americans against the "unjust claims of 

the Mexican Government." To that end, he said, "arrange

ments were made to do effective work for the truth, the 

whole truth, and nothing but the truth, to have that put in 

the papers about Mexico." The APARM's executive director, 

Charles Boynton, admitted to the Fall Committee that the 

organization was responsible for newspaper articles claiming 

to be eye-witness accounts of a former American Army 

intelligence officer, "Dr. Altendorf," who had gained the 

confidence of Carranza. Among other disclosures, Altendorf 

asserted that Carranza appointed him to lead an invasion 

of the United States in order to regain the lost Mexican 

cession. Unfortunately, his academic and military titles, 

along with his Mexican experience, turned out to be 

22 imaginary. 

Also suspect was the veracity of the analyses of 

"true conditions" in Mexico. Such reports made up most of 

^Bulletin of the National Association for the Pro
tection of American Rights in Mexico, No. 1, July 1, 1919, 
hereafter cited as APARM. Nine consecutive monthly issues 
appeared, after which publication ceased. 

22Investigation of Mexican Affairs, Doheny, pp. 290-
91; Boynton, ppT 403-05. 
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the Bulletin1s content. But the APARM's publicity director, 

Thomas Dawley, resigned in protest because no one in the 

organization had "any practical knowledge of Mexico, its 

people, laws and government." He cited as an example the 

errors and omissions in a "Dishonor Map" published by the 

APARM supposedly pinpointing locations in Mexico where 

2*5 
American citizens had been "outraged." 

In addition to the Bulletin, the APARM also put out 

a series of pamphlets to educate the public. Behind the 

Smoke Screen—Mexico divulged that watchful waiting was in 

fact a Bolshevik plot hatched by men such as Lincoln 

Steffens. Bread-Bolshevism-Binder Twine elaborated on this 

thesis. Argonauts of Oil demonstrated conclusively that 

Doheny and other oil men went to Mexico solely to benefit 

their country, fellow citizens, and Mexicans. Plow with 

Petroleum made clear that disaster impended "unless this 

[U.S.] government inaugurates and promulgates a broad, 

patriotic policy which will insure the protection of those 

hardy pioneers who are willing to risk their lives and money 

in other countries in an effort to develop a foreign petro

leum supply." Otherwise, the American people would "have to 

go back to the tallow dip for light, let the chickens roost 

21 
Dawley's letter of resignation, Nov. 22, 1919» is 

in Fall Papers, SOF, Group D. 
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in the 'fliver,' depending on the old gray mare for trans

portation, and run the feed chopper by hand instead of 
pll 

gasoline.11 

The emphasis on petroleum was a mistake. A variety 

of sources assailed the oil operators for reviving the Mex

ican Question. The New York World was the foremost critic 

of the APPM and APARM. Given space in this newspaper to 

reply to charges of sponsoring an intervention plot, a 

spokesman for the petroleum producers insisted they were 

interested only in presenting a united front in combatting 

Mexican programs endangering American rights. Oil men 

according to their spokesman, would deal only with the 

Mexican Government and would not even attempt to get the 

attention of the United States Government. Three months 

later Walker wrote to Polk that the operators were trying to 

get Senate hearings on Carranza's effort to confiscate oil 

lands and the great peril to the United States inherent in 

Carranza's policy. Walker added that the Producers Associa

tion was helping to stir up the public so that it would 

support a more vigorous policy by the State Department to 

2 5 block Carranza's plans. J 

2k 
Copies of these and other APARM works are in Pall 

Papers, SOP, Group M. 

2^New York World, Jan. 29, Feb. 4, 1919, Buckley Col
lection, Pile 300. Walker to Polk, May 31, 1919, RDS, 812. 
6363/^64. 
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Although oil men Insisted that they were only one of 

many interests the APARM represented, defenders of Mexico 

were convinced the APARM was simply a front for oil barons. 

Were not its printed efforts inordinately concerned with 

petroleum, whose spokesmen held disproportionate seats on 

the APARM's directing board? Where was the source of the 

vast sums of money needed to finance the APARM's extensive 

operations and pay its many employees? Especially signif

icant, according to critics, was the fact that the mailing 

address of the APPM and the APARM were the same New York 

building.^ 

By September a few newspapers had joined the 

New York World in airing accusations that the anti-Mexican 

propaganda and the APARM were part of an "oil conspiracy to 

throw the might of the nation upon the Republic of Mex-

27 ico." But the advocates of the oil conspiracy thesis in 

the American press were limited. On the other hand, many 

newspapers accepted as valid the APARM releases concerning 

allegedly rampant disorders and assaults on American citi

zens in Mexico. Consequently, many New York newspapers and 

P 
In addition to the publishing activities in New 

York, the APARM had three regional offices in the United 
States and a large, paid investigative and administrative 
staff. Boynton testified that his salary was $20,000 a 
year. Investigation of Mexican Affairs, pp. 412-13. 

Among the detractors of the oil lobby were the 
socialist oriented New York Call, Sept. 9, 1919» and the 
highly respected Christian Science Monitor, Boston, Aug. 19, 
-1919. 
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the Washington Post editorialized favorably on Fletcher's 

July 21 note and deprecated Mexico's response that only 

reckless Americans suffered outrages when, in spite of warn

ings, they ventured into unpacified areas. Most of these 

dailies agreed that if Mexico refused to conform to 

Fletcher's demands, then intervention would be the solution. 

Mexico's reply was reasonable, the New York World said, but 

Carranza's intransigent attitude made it difficult to combat 

those seeking the occupation of Mexico City with American 

troops. The New York Commercial warned that "Mexico may 

have a great deal to answer for, but that there is a vicious 

propaganda working against the present Government is not to 

be doubted."28 

At the peak of the press furor a spokesman for the 

American Chamber of Commerce in Mexico emphatically dis

counted the reports of conditions in Mexico as represented 

in the United States. He and other sources spoke in glowing 

terms of business opportunities in Mexico, and he repudiated 

the actions and statements of interventionists. The New 

York Herald expressed great bewilderment in trying to rec

oncile these conflicting appraisals, which seems to explain 

28The New York Tribune, Aug. 24, 1919> announced its 
survey of press opinion indicated that those papers favoring 
intervention were in a minority. The editorials above all 
came between Aug. 16-18 with the exception of the Washington 
Post's on Aug. 26, 27, Buckley Collection, File 121A. 
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why more of the press did not support a more stringent 

Mexican policy.^ 

At this point a flood of books both opposing and 

urging intervention began to appear. An early entry, and 

the most explicit in naming the petroleum barons as the 

leading villains, was Leander J. DeBekker, who wrote The 

Plot Against Mexico. DeBekker worked for the League of 

Free Nations, which said it was dedicated to self-determina-

30 
tion and non-intervention abroad. Backed financially by 

Protestant Missionary Societies—whose activities Carranza 

29 ^For reports of improvement in Mexico, see New York 
Sun Aug. 11, 1919, and New York Herald, Sept. 21, 191?. 
Copies of these are in Buckley Collection, File 121A, 300. 
Also see "State Department Confidential Weekly Reports," 
Oct. 6, 11, 1919, US/MCC, Entry 1^5, Box 2. Interview with 
Herbert Lewis, American Chamber of Commerce in Mexico, 
El Universal, Oct. 16, 1919- For interviews with American 
individuals and organizations expressing sentiments similar 
to Lewis', see El. Monitor, Sept. 27, Oct. 4, and Excelsior, 
Oct. 17, 1919, Buckley Collection, File 121A. 

•^The Plot Against Mexico (New York: Knopf, 1919), 
esp. pp. 20-26"! James G. MacDonald, chairman of the League 
of Free Nations, Aug. 8, 1919, sent Lansing a copy of a 1908 
Huasteca concession which was conditional on not appealing 
disagreements to foreign governments, obtaining permission 
to drill wells, and constructing a pipeline to Mexico City— 
the latter had not yet been done. Why then the dispute, 
MacDonald wanted to know, and was it true that the companies 
paid blackmail to Pel^ez with the Department's approval? 
Boaz Long said they were a bunch of socialists, and Fletcher 
advised ignoring them. But Fletcher replied to ask who made 
the statement about the Department and Pelaez, and disre
garded the remainder of the letter. MacDonald wrote that 
his information came from a representative of the APARM. He 
repeated his questions about the concession, but received no 
answer. This correspondence and related memos are in RDS, 
812.6363/508, /522. 
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encouraged as a means to undermine the power of the Catholic 

Church—DeBekker and the League crusaded against the "inter

ests" and their objectives in Mexico. Fall summoned 

DeBekker and the League's directors, who were also Prot

estant clergymen, before the Fall hearings in an attempt to 

show that the League was a paid agent of Carranza. DeBekker 

and his associates readily admitted responsibility for a 

barrage of pamphlets and news releases which defended 

Carranza and blamed the petroleum operators for intervention 

propaganda. Fall's questioning disconcerted the clergymen 

who attempted to rationalize the subsidies received from 

Carranza, leaving the impression that Fall's inference was 

true. DeBekker's book really shed little light on the con

troversy. His and other works of this genre rehashed the 

same points and circumstantial evidence, cited each other as 

authorities, and depended on personal experience, intuition, 

31 and conjecture to buttress their accusations. 

An identical criticism applies to authors attesting 

that Mexico had to be saved from itself—forcibly. Works in 

this category share a reliance on cliches about private 

property, racial prejudices, and dubious legalistic inter

pretations suggestively phrased. A prime example of this 
. • 

31similar to DeBekker in tone and style are Samuel 
G. Inman, Intervention in Mexico (New York: G. H. Doren, 
1919)> and Emile J. Dillon, Mexico on the Verge (New York: 
G. H. Doren, 1921). Investigation of Mexican Affairs, 
pp. 41-50, 141-44, 202-03, 33^-^5. 
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was Thomas E. Gibbons' Mexico Under Carranza: A Lawyer1s 

Indictment of the Crowning Infamy of Four Hundred Years of 

Misrule. A former consul stationed in Mexico City answered 

in the affirmative the question he posed in the title of his 

Is Mexico Worth Saving, but only under American domination. 

Establishing American control would not be difficult, 

according to the author, for the intelligent Mexican knows 

that the "salvation of his country lies in foreign money 

controlled by foreigners." Many of the writers urgr'.ng 

intervention had ties with oil operators, although the con

nection was not always as apparent as it was in Senator 

32 
Pall's case. 

In the midst of the controversy over the emergence 

of the APARM, Henry C. Lodge, chairman of the Senate Foreign 

Relations Committee, announced that a subcommittee, chaired 

by Senator Fall, would undertake an investigation of condi

tions in Mexico. It was now clear, said Mexico's defenders, 

that the flood of propaganda had been designed to bring on 

the hearings, which were a part of the plot against Mexico. 

Other reasons notwithstanding, the hearings were related to 

^Mexico Under Carranza (New York: Doubleday, 1920); 
George A. Chamberlain, Is Mexico Worth Saving (Indianapolis: 
Bobbs Merrill, 1920), esp. pp. 105-06, 227. Kellogg, World 
Petroleum Problem, worked for Doheny. Wallace Thompson, 
former vice-consul at Monterrey, identified Chamberlain as a 
fellow employee of Buckley in a letter to Fall, Feb. 25> 
1920, Fall Papers, SOF, Group T. Thompson contributed a 
psychological rationalization for intervention, The Mexican 
Mind (Boston: Little Brown, 1922), pp. 202-03. 
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the 1920 elections. Consequently, the Republican-dominated 

subcommittee made every effort to illustrate that all that 

was allegedly wrong in Mexico was the dual responsibility of 

•3*3 
Carranza and Wilson. J 

The hearings were a travesty. Prom September 1919 

to March 1920, the few participants whose testimony was 

favorable either to Mexico or Wilson were badgered and 

harassed. On the other hand, the subcommittee politely 

listened and gave credence to a parade of carefully selected 

witnesses who poured out venom on all things Mexican. Scat

tered through Buckley's papers are notes of sessions with 

witnesses, sessions designed to go over questions the 

witnesses would be aslccd and answers expected. Frederic N. 

Watriss, the APPM representative to the State Department, 

was to testify, and did, that far from giving the oil 

companies the support they deserved in the dispute with Car

ranza, the Department held them responsible for "stirring 

things up." Also rehearsed was Monsignor Francis Kelley, 

head of the Catholic Extension Society, who would explain 

that Carranza was a godless heathen and a Communist 

committed to the destruction of religion. One of Kelley's 

interviewers, a "Captain" William Hanson, was an inves

tigator on Fall's staff. Hanson testified that he was a 

^investigation of Mexican Affairs,' esp. pp. 40-50, 
140-45, 202-05, 334-45. 
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Texas Ranger who had been expelled from Mexico for interven

tion activity, and that Mexicans looked on American oil men 
O ll 

"as their Saviours."-3 

J. P. Rippy summed up the hearings, whose findings 

were periodically passed out in preliminary reports, as the 

last word in imperialist propaganda, leaving little to be 

said in arousing the American public.^5 Denials and refuta

tions from Mexican officials had little effect. The 

sensational character of the testimony insured that the 

defense would receive only a fraction of the press coverage 

given the charges. Nevertheless, the investigation and the 

attendant publicity greatly enhanced Pall's national reputa

tion and made him a key figure in the developing diplomatic 

crisis with Mexico. 

Yet the hearings produced no real surprises. The 

testimony was largely a repetition of months of headlines, 

articles, and books. Par more significant to opponents of 

meddling in Mexico was the odor of oil that surrounded 

the subcommittee and Senator Pall. DeBekker temporarily 

3^Buckley Collection, File 1*15, 300. Walker informed 
Lansing on Aug. 6, 1919, of Watriss' status, RDS, 812.6363 
/500. His testimony and that of Hanson is in Investigation 
of Mexican Affairs, pp. *127-28, 32^k. 

p. Rippy, U.S. and Mexico, pp. 359-60. Excel
sior, Aug. 8, Dec. 16, 1919, Buckley Collection, Pile 122, 
TP7 printed interviews with Cabrera and Carranza denying 
the accusations made against them and Mexico and that they 
ever knew or talked with Altendorf, Buckley, and others who 
claimed to have been told of various schemes and offenses by 
these two high Mexican officials. 
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disrupted the hearings when he responded to a question as to 

why he thought there was an oil plot against Mexico with: 

"I would say for one thing, Senator Fall's presence as head 

of this committee. ..." Fall's intimate association with 

Doheny and other petroleum magnates, his venerable status 

as a leading critic of watchful waiting and advocate of 

intervention, together with rumors of his large personal 

investments in Mexico seemed to make him a questionable 

choice to conduct such an investigation. A part of the news 

media which was formerly critical of the conspiracy thesis 

concluded that Fall's appointment obviously comforted the 

oil interests and gave some merit to the proponents of a 

plot against Mexico.^ 

But the same considerations that some thought should 

disqualify Fall from a position of the committee recommended 

him to others as the logical choice. As a young man he 

spent years prospecting in the Southwest and Mexico, where 

^ The New York Globe, Sept. 9> 1919, New York Times, 
Aug. 12, Sept" £, and New York Evening Post, Sept"! 8", were 
disturbed that Fall headed the subcommittee, and believed 
that the other two members were almost as bad—Senator Frank 
Brandagee was a "Republican warhorse," while Arizona's 
Marcus Smith had long been devoted to intervention. The 
New York Times was also concerned because many of the staff 
assistants—including legal counsel Dan Jackson and special 
investigator Hanson—had known connections with petroleum 
interests. These papers, together with the New York World, 
Sept. 8, 9> were appalled by the general atmosphere of the 
hearings and agreed that nothing good would come from them. 
The New York Sun and Washington Post, Sept. 8, 9> however, 
were laudatory and encouraging. Copies of these editorials 
and articles are in Buckley Collection, File 121A, 121B. 
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he met and became a friend of Doheny. Unsuccessful as a 

miner. Fall tried politics. Aided by his fluent Spanish, he 

was elected to the legislature and then to the judiciary of 

New Mexico Territory. When New Mexico achieved statehood he 

went to the United States Senate as a Republican in 1913. 

In that body his views on business, foreign policy, and con

servation aligned him with the old guard, who regarded him 

as an expert on Mexican matters. For this reason, sup-

37 posedly, Lodge selected Pall to conduct the hearings. 

According to Fall's assertions, American interven

tion would be unopposed and even welcomed by the vast 

majority of Mexicans. Yet he ordered an inquiry into the 

loyalties and inclinations of Mexicans in the area of his 

ranch in New Mexico, explaining to his wife that these 

people might be dangerous because of his activities. The 

results were reassuring but hardly flattering to Fall. His 

agent reported that trouble with Mexico or intervention 

would not bring reprisals, although neighbors and employees 

thought Fall was "loco" and wrong on the subject of Mexico. 

In fact, Fall's sources consisted almost exclusively of 

American investors in Mexico and embittered Mexican exiles 

•^David H. Stratton, "The Memoirs of Albert B. Fall," 
Southwestern Studies in History, IV (No. 3, 1966), 63 pp. 
This study is based on an unfinished biography, commissioned 
by Doheny, in Fall's papers tracing his career to 1890. 
Also see Michael C. Meyer, "Albert Bacon Fall's Mexican 
Papers: A Preliminary Investigation," New Mexico Historical 
Review, XL (Spring, 1965), pp. l65-7^j and Noggle, pp.-9-10. 
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who flocked to Washington seeking assistance to unseat 

Carranza and the Revolution. Of the various factions, 

the closest to Pall was the tiny cientifico class under 

Porfirio Diaz—referred to by Pall as the "best elements," 

and as those who should be restored to control in Mexico. 

Obviously Pall had considerable information on Mexico but 

limited understanding of the culture of which he professed 
q Q 

to be an authority. 

The results of Pall's financial ventures in Mexico 

might also explain his attitude. After years of unrewarding 

mining speculation, in 1909 he invested in "Colonel" William 

Greene's Cananea enterprise. The returns quickly netted 

Pall a small fortune. By 191^, however, the Mexican Revolu

tion had virtually suspended mining operations there, as 

well as Pall's hopes for wealth. Apparently Pall received 

little but criticism for self-seeking from his Mexican 

investments, which were alleged to be large.^9 

3 Fall to Manuel Calero, June 4, 1920, Pall Papers, 
P.P., Box 1, Item 269*1. The letter to his wife and the cor
respondence with the private detective hired to make the 
investigation are in ibid, Box 2, Items 2990-92. Felix 
Dfaz claimed to speak for the cientifico class. For years 
he petitioned the State Department to support him in over
turning the Revolution and reinstating the old order, 
including American privileges and possibly even ceding Lower 
California to the United States. He frequently met with 
Fall and oil men. Diaz' representative worked closely with 
Pall on the 1919 hearings. See RDS, 812.00/20589, /209^7, 
/21225, /21857, /22193, /22520, /2260M; Fall Papers, SOF, 
Group V; Buckley Collection, File 113, 11*1. 

^stratton, Southwestern Studies, IV, pp. 57-59. To 
still the rumors, Fall took the stand during the Investiga
tion of Mexican Affairs, pp. 1131-32, and testified that his 
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Whispers of corruption dogged Pall's entire public 

career. The final destruction of his reputation in the mire 

of Teapot Dome inevitably sustained the innuendos that he 

had long been a paid vassal of Doheny and the oil lobby. 

However, Fall's position on the Mexican question was 

entirely compatible with his personal philosophy, convic

tions, and associates. Furthermore, there is no evidence 

that illegal remuneration directed his conduct in Mexico. 

Prior to 1922 his living standards were modest, and his 

private letters indicate a struggle to balance income 

against expenses: a picture rather inconsistent with the 

legend of free access to the coffers of petroleum barons. 

His extensive papers contain only one hint that he was ever 

offered,let alone accepted, a bribe from oil men other 

than those connected with naval oil reserves and the deliv

ery of Doheny's "little black bag" in 1922. Only after 

almost forty years in public office did Fall gamble and lose 

on the solution to his financial problems. 

only economic interest in Mexico was mining stock originally 
valued at $75*000 but now of little worth. 

^The lone exception is a letter from Buckley seeking 
Fall's help in complicated maneuvers pertaining to opening 
a new field in Mexico. If the negotiations were successful, 
Fall would be given a share because his past efforts 
deserved it, Buckley wrote, Mar. 15, 1921, Fall Papers, 
P.F., Box 1, Item 1900. Fall's correspondence with Doheny 
on Mexican matters was removed from the files before they 
were turned over to the Huntington Library. 
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But apparently Pall was not adverse to using tainted 

money to advance his political fortunes. In 1917 an old 

political crony of Pall's, Charles C. Hunt, wrote to Villa 

proposing that the Mexican meet with Pall to discuss a 

scheme to obtain recognition by the United States for Villa, 

who would reward the Senator for his aid with mineral con

cessions. Word leaked out that a State Department agent had 

intercepted the letter and turned it over to Lansing, who 

accepted Pall's explanation that he had neither authorized 

nor known of Hunt's letter. In 1921, Hunt, who was bank

rupt, repeatedly and without success asked for Pall's help 

in securing a government post. Hunt threatened to reveal 

and prove that he had furnished the money to buy Fall's 

Senate seat along with the full story behind the "now cel

ebrated letter to Villa." Fall instructed his lawyer to 

deliver a $750 draft to Hunt in exchange for a receipt and a 

signed statement that the check discharged in full all 

claims of "any kind or character." Hunt's charges were 

without foundation, Fall told his go-betv;een, but they could 

111 
not be ignored because of Pall's official position. 

But in 1919 Fall's integrity was relatively intact. 

Despite vigorous efforts, DeBekker and others failed to 

^Hunt's letter to Villa, Jan. 17; Fall's disclaimer 
to Lansing, Mar. 22, 1917 > and the latter's reply are in 
RDS, 812.00/206*}^, /20886. Correspondence between Fall and 
Hunt in Sept., and Oct., 1921, instructions to Harris Walt
hall, an El Paso attorney, Oct. 2, 1921, and Walthall's 
reply to Pall are in Fall Papers, SOF, Group H. 
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discredit Pall and the oil lobby by linking them in an 

alleged plot against Mexico. Rumors of old scandals and 

circumstantial evidence did not make a convincing case. Yet 

anti-interventionists continued to swear, but could not 

document, that oil interests and money cemented a connection 

between Pall, the Senate investigation of Mexico, the APPM, 

the APARM, and anti-Mexican propaganda. The detractors of 

Pall and the oil lobby were right. Pall and Buckley were 

old friends, and their correspondence establishes the bond 

among precisely those elements named as conspirators, as 

well as illustrating Buckley's important but overlooked 

role. 

A native of Texas, Buckley earned a law degree from 

the University of Texas where he taught Spanish. In 1908, 

he opened an office in Mexico City and acquired a clientele 

seeking oil property. Before the boom began, Buckley pur

chased real estate and oil holdings for himself in and 

around Tampico on very favorable terms. In 1913 he founded 

the Pantepec Oil Company of Mexico. Although a relatively 

small operation, the profits did not have to be shared and 

l\2 
Buckley soon accumulated a fortune. 

Buckley and Fall shared remarkably similar views on 

Mexico and its Revolution. For a time in 1921, Buckley pub

lished his own news bulletin. Mexicans, he said, except for 

lip 
ncA biographical sketch of Buckley is in the index 

file of his papers at the University of Texas. 
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the "better class," lacked capacity for any occupation other 

than laboring for others. The Constitution of 1917 partic

ularly displeased Buckley who described this charter and 

the Revolution as the work of bandits. Because of the 

threat to private property in Article 27 9 Buckley main

tained, the Constitution must be eliminated before it 

infected all of western civilization. 

Buckley became something of a crank who lectured all 

who disagreed with his views on Mexico. He denounced the 

Texas Legislature as a propaganda agency of the Mexican 

Government because this state body passed a resolution 

advocating United States recognition of the Obregon admin

istration. To Francis J. Kearful, legal assistant to the 

Pall hearing, Buckley wrote: "I think that both of us make 

the mistake every once in a while of thinking that there 

possibly might be one or two Mexicans alive who would make 

the same sacrifice for Mexico that you and I would make. 

This is an erroneous theory to proceed on because they do 

not exist. ..." Buckley told the Fall Committee that 

while intervention was one solution to the Mexican problem, 

a better way would be to permit the oil companies to finance 

a revolution by a few people of the "right type." Asked by 

Kearful if promoting a rebellion in this manner would not be 

^3see Bulletin of the AAM, esp. No. 4. Buckley to 
Hughes, Apr. 16, 1921, Oct. 257 1923» and undated, Buckley 
Collection, File 360. 
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illegal, Buckley replied, "Yes of course It would," and 

added that the companies would be justified because the 

American Government refused the protection to which they 

were entitled. As late as 1927 Buckley was still urging 

military intervention in Mexico. But the State Department, 

which "pathetically needs advice," Buckley told Henry Lane 

ii ii 
Wilson, would not listen to him. 

Buckley's relationship with the investigation of 

Mexico was direct and close. Buckley claimed that he 

induced Pall to have his subcommittee recommend in December 

1919, that Congress pass a resolution demanding that Wilson 

sever diplomatic relations with Mexico. Later, Buckley told 

Hughes that he furnished all but $10,000 of the funds needed 

to accumulate material and "ammunition" for the hearings. 

Buckley also worked with Kearful and agents of the APARM in 

soliciting and screening potential witnesses for Pall. 

Those whose views were "satisfactory" were carefully pre

pared before presenting their testimony. A director of the 

Mexican National Railroad, George Peabody, told Buckley that 

he supported Wilson's hands-off approach and that Fall's 

^Interview in Austin Statesman, Aug. 10, 1921, Buck
ley Collection, File 121G. Buckley to Kearful, Feb. 5» 
1920, Fall Papers, P.P., Box 1, Item 2681. Investigation of 
Mexican Affairs, pp. 767> 830-^3. Buckley to H. L. Wilson, 
Feb. 1, 1927, Buckley Collection, Buckley Jr. File. Buck
ley to Chamber of Commerce of Detroit, Mar. 17, 1921; to 
Merchants Assoc. of New York, Mar. 28, 1921; and to Rep. Tom 
Connally (Texas), Aug. 10, 1921, ibid., File 3 6 0 .  
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hearings were designed to keep things stirred up for the 

1920 elections. Expecting to win, Peabody said, "the Repub

licans would then send an army through Mexico." He was not 

called to testify. Pall asked John Bennedict, who had large 

investments in Mexico, to tell the subcommittee about "out

rages" there. Bennedict replied by saying that he would be 

glad to appear, but he was not outraged. Furthermore, he 

that, the Fall hearings were unfair and promoted Mexican 

hostility, and Fall would best serve his country's interests 

by helping to cultivate friendly relations with Mexico. At 

Kearful's request, Buckley and the APARM's Boynton arranged 

a check on Bennedict's background. Boynton said the report 

was entirely favorable, but Bennedict should not be put on 

lie; 
the stand. ^ 

The APARM was not the only link between oil 

interests, other than Buckley, and the Fall hearings. At 

the urging of Harold Walker, speaking for the American Asso

ciation of Petroleum Producers in Mexico (APPM), Fall added 

Kearful to the staff. Walker identified Kearful to Fall as 

a partner in Burton Wilson's Mexico City law firm, which 

represented the APPM in Mexico. Kearful was, Walker said, 

^Buckley to Hughes, Jan. 20, 1921, Buckley Collec
tion, Buckley Jr. File. Kearful to Manuel Calero and 
replies in Jan. 1920, Fall Papers, P.F., Box 1, Items 2671-
80. Buckley interview with George Foster Peabody, Aug. 9, 
1919» Buckley Collection, File 180. Bennedict to Fall, 
Mar. 18, 1920, and Boynton to Kearful, Apr. 3, 1920, Fall' 
Papers, SOF, Group N. 
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a "Democrat in politics, but sane on matters in Mexico." 

In February 1919, Wallcer sought and obtained an audience 

with Pall to discuss the APARM. Members of the APPM, Walker 

told Pall, had been "very active in organizing and form

ulating the policy of the APARM." Buckley believed that at 

this meeting Walker and Pall reached an understanding that 

led to the Pall hearings as part of an effort by the APPM 

to use the APARM and other patriotic organizations as a 

2J6 
front to force Wilson to change his Mexican policy. 

Soon after the hearings began, numerous resolutions 

from what Buckley called "right minded" groups began to pour 

into Congress and the State Department. The contribution 

from the American Legion was essentially a compendium of 

jingoist pleas. It protested the lack of protection for 

those "who, with the pioneer spirit that made America great, 

have ventured beyond our borders and established industries 

of supreme importance to our national well being. . . ." 

It concluded with a demand that when diplomacy failed to 

secure the property of Americans abroad, "then the armed 

forces of this country should be used to secure the respect 

with which our [citizens] were endowed by the fortitude and 

^Walker to Pall, Aug. 27, Feb. n.d., 1919, Pall 
Papers, P.F., Box 2, Item 2035; SOF, Group W. Buckley to 
C. 0. Swain, Pres. of Standard Oil and Vice-pres. of APPM, 
Feb. 6, 1920; to Thomas E. Lee, director of APARM, Feb. 2, 
1921; and to Fall, Feb. 5, 1921, Fall Papers, P.F., Box 1, 
Items 1839-1884. 
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sacrifices of our progenitors." If the Legion's position 

seemed to apply very well to the interests of Doheny and the 

APPM, there was an excellent reason. Harold Walker wrote 

it. In the draft he submitted for Pall's approval, Walker 

did not acknowledge the contributions of generations of 

1} 7 
chauvinistic predecessors. ' 

Formed in August 1918, the APPM originally included 

the five largest American oil companies doing business in 

Mexico. In June 1919, El Aguila temporarily joined the 

organization, and "American" was dropped from the name. 

Doheny, Boynton, and Watriss all testified at the Fall hear

ings that the APPM's purpose was to make joint protests only 

to the Mexican Government, never to the United States, when 

Mexican policy threatened the rights of any foreign oil man. 

This tactic was so successful, Doheny said, that in 1919 

other interests decided to form the APARM to use the same 

method in protecting American investments of every type in 

Mexico. Watriss did concede that the APARM employed the 

press to try to force Wilson to take more drastic action in 

Mexico. Aside from objectives, Boynton and Doheny main

tained, the APPM and the APARM had no connection. According 

to Buckley, however, the APPM and the APARM were two names 

for the same entity. Buckley, an independent operator, was 

217 
'Walker to Dan Jackson, Oct. 8, 1919, Pall Papers, 

SOF, Group W. For the resolutions, see RDS, 711.12/233, 
812.00/22900, /22953. 
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not asked to become a member of the APPM. It had provided 

the inspiration for the Pall hearings and offered to finance 

the APARM in return for appointing its directors, Buckley 

said. In this way, Buckley claimed, the APARM could support 

Pall and intervention without revealing the control of the 

/i« 
oil barons. 

But cooperation between the Fall Committee and 

the APPM was largely one way. Prom Mexico, the APPM 

representative, Burton Wilson, told Walker that his "heavy 

disbursements" to certain Mexican legislators had assured a 

"fair law" on petroleum if "overenthusiastic" friends in the 

APARM did not jeopardize his mission. Walker replied that 

he would curb the APARM. The APPM company employees in 

Mexico scheduled to testify at the Pall hearings discovered 

previous commitments.2,9 

Buckley was furious. Then Kearful told Buckley that 

Pall had just learned that the APPM had been negotiating 

New York Sun, Aug. 23,  1918,  and New York World, 
Peb. 2, 1919, Buckley Collection, Pile 153, 300. Doheny* 
Boynton, Watriss testimony in Investigation of Mexican 
Affairs. Buckley to Pall, Feb. 5, 10, 1920, Pall Papers, 
P.P., Items 1839,  1884.  

il Q 
^Burton Wilson to Walker, Sept. 12; Walker to Burton 

Wilson, Sept. 25; C. 0. Swain, Pres. of Standard Oil of 
New Jersey and a director of the APPM, to Burton Wilson, 
Sept. 26, 1919, RDS, 812.6363/541, /5^6, /5H7. Attached to 
the file copy of this correspondence is a note asking if the 
APPM should be allowed to use the State Department's wires 
in view of the frank discussion of bribery and the APARM. A 
pencilled notation says that it has been permitted for too 
long to object now. 
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with Carranza. Buckley wrote to the directors of the APPM 

and accused them of perfidy and greed. All parties con

cerned, Buckley said, had agreed not to deal with Mexico but 

instead to cooperate with the Pall Committee in order to 

compel Wilson to change his Mexican policy and oust Car

ranza. The APPM's replies confirmed Buckley's suspicions. 

Buckley complained to Fall that, by trying to protect its 

own interests at the expense of others, the APPM had negated 

"everything you have tried to do in Mexico." Whatever the 

merits of his other contentions, Buckley was right that the 

Pall hearings had failed to alter Wilson's conviction not to 

50 use force to resolve the Mexican Question. 

5°Kearful to Buckley, Dec. 30, 1919 > Fall Papers, 
P.F., Item 1823. Buckley sent copies of his correspondence 
with the APPM directors to Fall, ibid., Items 1896, 1897. 
Buckley to Fall, Feb. 10, 1920, Buckley Collection, Buckley 
Jr. File. 
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WATCHFUL WAITING REAFFIRMED 

The APPM's efforts to shape Mexican petroleum 

legislation had considerable impact in the State Department. 

Until the APPM broke off the negotiations in November 1919, 

Lansing delayed a reply to Mexico's rejection of Fletcher's 

protests of the previous July against the conditions 

attached to provisional drilling permits. Since the 

restrictions were not enforced, Lansing evidently did not 

wish to jeopardize the APPM's private efforts to settle the 

dispute. Meanwhile, through Summerlin's reports, the 

Department followed the debate in the Mexican Congress and 

press on the proposed code. Summerlin indicated that Mex

ican newspapers were unanimous in depicting the commotion in 

the United States above disorders in Mexico as a screen for 

the real concern of the American Government. He had been 

told officially, Summerlin said, that Mexico viewed the 

propaganda campaign in the United States as an attempt to 

force Mexico to alter that part of the Constitution not 

acceptable to American oil companies. The result, he 

warned, might be to abrogate the discussions with the APPM; 

96 
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but initially developments seemed to justify Burton Wilson's 

1 
optimistic predictions of a satisfactory law. 

Throughout 1919,  Excelsior advocated that those 

portions of the Constitution which were hostile to foreign 

investors must be eliminated! otherwise, unable to attract 

capital, Mexico would be doomed to economic stagnation. 

When the Mexican Legislature convened in August, various 

members echoed Excelsior's judgment. Congressman Garcfa 

Vigil, appointed to a committee charged with drafting an oil 

law, asserted that Mexico's petroleum policies already would 

have brought American intervention if it had not been for 

"the extraordinary energy of President Wilson." Since the 

American President would soon be out of office, Vigil said, 

2 Excelsior's recommendations should be executed. 

On August 30, Summerlin had a lengthy talk with 

Senator Jose Reynoso, named by Burton Wilson as a benefi

ciary of his "disbursement of funds." Reynoso told the 

Charge that with regard to petroleum legislation, sentiment 

in the Senate was "to better the relations existing between 

•'•Lansing to Summerlin, Nov. 18, 1919, RDS, 812.6363 
/58l. Summerlin to Lansing, Aug. 6, 1919, 812.6363/512, 
/523. Burton Wilson to Walker, Sept. 12, 1919, 812.6363 
/5*»1. 

o 
Reiterating old arguments, Excelsior, on Jan. 8, 

1919, began the campaign, concentrating on Article 27. By 
Sept., the working had changed to reform of the Constitu
tion, but for the same reasons as previously given. See 
Issues of Sept. 28, Oct. *1, 6, Buckley Collection, Pile 153. 
Summerlin reviewed Vigil's speech in RDS, 812.6363/512. 
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the United States and Mexico." Reynoso was co-sponsor of a 

bill before the Senate providing that oil companies held as 

private property all lands which they intended to exploit 

as of May 1, 1917, and abrogating the 1918 decrees to which 

the United States had objected. Fletcher regarded this act 

as highly desirable.J 

But some of the members of the APPM saw an 

opportunity to increase their revenues. Mexico based its 

production tax on the price of crude oil in New York. 

Doheny complained bitterly to the Fall Committee on the 

inequity of this system, although it obviously had not 

prevented tremendous profits. Late in September, Walker 

told Burton Wilson that the APPM favored the Reynoso bill 

and that it must be enacted. The following day Wilson 

received instructions to hold out for a provision taxing oil 

at the well where its value "would be determined by the 

market there, if any." He was also to see that the total 

pumped was not taxed, but only that utilized after wastage. 

The effect would be to wipe out most if not all of the 

levy.^ 

The APPM underestimated the strength of its opposi

tion in the Mexican Congress. After the modifications, Luis 

^Summerlin to Lansing, Aug. 31, Sept. 2, containing 
Reynoso's bill, Oct. 8, 1919, RDS, 812.6363/537, /540, /646. 

^Doheny testimony, Investigation of Mexican Affairs. 
Walker to Wilson, Sept. 25l 26; Watriss-Walker to Wilson, 
Oct. 2, 1919, RDS, 812.6363/5^6, 7547, /551. 
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Cabrera, as should have been expected, attacked the Reynoso 

bill on the Senate floor, saying that the companies wanted 

to delete Article 27, not to adjust it. Under great 

pressure from Carranza, Summerlin reported, the Senate voted 

against the bill, whose passage had seemed assured. 

Approval of similar legislation by the lower house and 

reconsideration by the upper chamber was still possible but 

unlikely, for by this time the opposition had discovered 

Burton Wilson's disbursements. The Mexico City press and 

Congress resounded with charges that Reynoso and other 

legislators had been bribed by the oil companies. 

The Senate then immediately took up the "Executive 

bill" introduced the previous year. Fletcher regarded this 

code "as thoroughly unsatisfactory from our point of view" 

because it embodied the positive acts doctrine as well as 

the 1918 decrees. The Senate adopted this version on 

October 15, .and after recall for minor changes, reaffirmed 

it in November. However, giving as the official reason that 

•^For Cabrera's speech see El Universal, Oct. 3, 
1919> Buckley Collection, Pile 153. The margin of defeat 
for Reynoso1s draft was 26-17, Summerlin told Lansing, 
Oct. 7, 1919, 812.6363/554. On Dec. 8, supporters tried to 
get it substituted for the bill drawn up by the Department 
of Industry but lost by an even wider edge because it 
gave too many concessions to the operators, according to 
El Heraldo, Dec. 9, 1919. This paper and El Monitor led the 
exposure of bribery. The latter published on Nov. 6, 1919, 
a list of Senators it claimed to know were in the pay of the 
oil companies. See Buckley Collection, Pile 153. Summerlin 
informed Lansing of the sensation created by Senators accus
ing colleagues of taking payments for their votes from oil 
men, on Oct. 16, 1919, 812.6363/564. 
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a quorum could not be mustered, the Chamber of Deputies 

never approved the Executive proposal. But the APPM was 

alarmed and dispatched Doheny to Mexico to deal with Car-

g 
ranza, which might explain the dearth of deputies. 

On November 3, Doheny wired the general terms of an 

accord with Carranza, and told Frederic Kellogg to set up a 

meeting of the Association. If the other members of the 

APPM accepted the arrangement, Doheny said, it would become 

the Mexican Petroleum Code. But for reasons unknown the 

agreement was never implemented. As outlined by Doheny, the 

code included a very liberal definition of positive acts, 

that is, any evidence of exploration fulfilling the require

ments. However, the tentative law provided for payment of 

royalties imposed by the decree of July 31, 1918. In view 

of the APPM's previous position on taxes it is reasonable to 

suppose that the full membership refused to concur. On the 

other hand, Carranza may have settled the issue before the 

APPM could consent. His next action certainly would have 

negated the concord reached with Doheny.*'' 

^Summerlin kept the Dept. up to date on the progress 
of the Executive bill in his dispatches of Oct. 7, 8, 16, 
20, 1919, RDS, 812.6363/554, /556, /564, /565. That for 
Oct. 16, reporting. Senate passage of the "thoroughly unsat
isfactory" act, carries the notation forwarded to General 
Staff, War Plans, M.I.D. and Operations. Excelsior, 
Oct. 28, 1919, Buckley Collection, Pile 153, said the pur
pose of Doheny's mission was to block the Executive code. 

"^Doheny to Kellogg, Nov. 3, 1919, 812.6363/567. 
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In the last week of October 1919,  Federal troops 

moved into the oil zone and with unexpected ease dispersed 

the few remaining followers of Pelaez. For the first time 

since 191*1 Carranza controlled the petroleum rich Huasteca 

area. The implications for the oil companies were soon evi

dent. On November 12, the Mexican military announced that 

it would prevent, forcibly if necessary, opening of new 

wells unless the property had been manifested and unless 

drilling permits had been obtained. One week later Carranza 

instructed the army to shut down wells in production if the 
O 

proprietors had defied Mexican law. 

Within two weeks the first closure occurred, but not 

without some risks i'or Carranza. Rather than complying with 

Mexican law, the oil barons demanded that their government 

come to the rescue. Swain and Walker wrote to Lansing 

insisting on immediate action, adding that American indus

try, Merchant Marine, Navy, and foreign trade would 

otherwise be casualties of Carranza's maneuver. Lansing had 

See "Military Operations of Manuel Pelaez, 1915-
20," US/MCC, Entry 1*15, Box 5- Immediately preceding his 
move, El Monitor, Oct. 25, p. 1, predicted Carranza's 
course, adding, perhaps redundantly, that this "will create 
an enormous sensation in petroleum circles in New York." 
Other newspapers speculated that Pelaez, in demanding too 
much for his surrender, goaded the obstinate Carranza too 
far. Pelaez escaped, and the press believed the oil opera
tors transported him to New Orleans to begin preparations 
for an invasion of Mexico in cooperation with other expa
triates. See Mexican Review, III (Dec., 1919) ,  p. 5;  
Excelsior. Oct. 17, Nov. 25; El_ Universal, Oct. 23; El Her-
aldo, Nov. 25, 1919, Buckley Collection, File 113. Copies 
of the orders pertaining to the drilling halt are in US/MCC, 
Entry 1^6,  Box 2.  
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already protested vigorously through the Mexican Embassy. 

However, simultaneously with these events came the abduction 

of William 0. Jenkins, United States consular agent in 

Puebla. Out of this episode Lansing manufactured a crisis 

not directly related to the petroleum question which seemed 

to promise deliverance for the APPM while leaving oil in the 

q 
background.^ 

On the night of October 19, a band of rebels con

nected with Pelaez and Felix Diaz kidnapped Jenkins from his 

residence,in Puebla.10 A letter from Jenkins informed the 

American Embassy that the Mexican Government would have to 

pay a ransom for his release. Lansing instructed Summerlin 

to tell Carranza that the United States expected him to 

secure Jenkins' liberty. But private parties agreed to pay 

^Swain to Fle.cher, Dec. 3; Walker to Lans-ing, 
Dec. 19, 20; RDS, 812.6363/603, /608, /609. 

10Isaac Cox, of Northwestern's History Dept., pointed 
out to Fall that Jenkins, whom Cox knew, had used depre
ciated Mexican currency to purchase valuable real estate 
occupied by landless Indians. Since the Mexican Government 
would not move them, Jenkins had ulterior motives for wish
ing to involve the United States. The moral, Cox said, was 
that using resident businessmen for consuls needlessly 
involved personal financial dealings with diplomacy and 
usually put low caliber men in these posts. Cox to Fall, 
Dec. 8, 1919, Fall Papers, P.F., Box 2, Item 1923- Consular 
reports urging American occupation because the Mexicans 
wanted it and therefore "as to bloodshed ... I am confi
dent there would be almost nothing," or another advocating 
intervention because a poem in El Universal "insulted the 
honor and virtue of the womanhood and girlhood of the United 
States," certainly do not detract from Cox's contention. 
The first was contributed by Chapman at Mazatlan, Aug. 23, 
1919, and the second by Morgan at Saltillo, July 29, 1919, 
RDS, 711.12/215, 812.00/95657. 
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the ransom, and Jenkins was freed with minimal embarrassment 

to Carranza. On November 19, state—not federal—officers 

arrested Jenkins on charges of collusion with his captors 

and persons engaged in rebellion against the authorities. 

Lansing demanded that Carranza arrange Jenkins* immediate 

release. When Carranza declined to intervene, Lansing 

called in the Mexican Ambassador and threatened Mexico with 

war. On November 29, Lansing sent a note to Carranza con

taining a virtual ultimatum and accusing him of bad faith. 

Jenkins' conduct made it appear he may indeed have 

been an accessory to his own abduction. He refused to 

cooperate with Mexican authorities' investigation of the 

abduction. Under Mexican law the accused could not be 

bailed without his consent, and Jenkins said he preferred to 

remain in jail to increase the possibility that the United 

States would act to definitively settle the situation in 

Mexico. At the peak of the crisis, Jenkins went free when 

another American, J. Walter Hanson, posted bail. Hanson 

said he did so to prevent war because the interests were 

using the issue to compel intervention. Jenkins said that 

he had not been consulted and thought the charges against 

him had been dropped. A year later, the case was dismissed. 

•^See Charles C. Cumberland, "The Jenkins Case and 
Mexican-American Relations," Hispanic American Historical 
Review (HAHR), XXXI (Nov. 1951), pp. 586-60T- A chronology 
of events and a memorandum by Lansing of his conversation 
with the Mexican Ambassador on Nov. 28 are in RDS, 711.12 
/2283s. 
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Furthermore, as Cumberland and Carranza observed, under 

International usage consular agents were not covered by dip

lomatic Immunity; therefore, Lansing's position was rather 

weak. All in all, the Jenkins case was a strange choice for 

12 promoting a diplomatic cause celebre. 

But Lansing could not afford to be particular. He 

had already decided to force a showdown with Mexico. An 

earlier unsuccessful effort left him vulnerable. With 

Wilson incapacitated, Lansing assumed responsibility for 

calling and presiding at Cabinet meetings. When Carranza 

announced the drilling halt, and before Jenkins' abduction, 

Lansing's diary, according to Cline, indicates he intended 

to send an ultimatum. But opposition from other Cabinet 

members restrained the Secretary of State. At the same time 

Lansing designated Boaz Long and Fletcher to meet with Fall 

and furnish him with material on Mexico from the Depart

ment's files on the understanding the source would be kept 

confidential. According to Fall, the purpose was to provide 

his hearings with material which would remove objections 

both within and without the government for action against 

Mexico. 

12Cumberland, HAHR, XXXI, pp. 598ff. Summerlin to 
Sec. of State, Dec. 10, 1920, RDS, 812.00/24814. The New 
York Herald, Nov. 27> 1919» Buckley Collection, File 121C, 
printed the complete text of Carranza's rejoinder. 

1*3 
-•Supposedly, Lansing's motive was to end the inter

nal dissension then endemic in the United States and to 
rejuvenate Democratic chances in 1920 by a war with Mexico. 
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Fletcher met again with Fall on November 15- The 

next day Fall left Washington for New Mexico and El Paso, 

where the hearings would resume after Christmas. When 

Jenkins was arrested on November 19, Fletcher summoned Fall 

back to Washington. Fall said that on December 1, he, Lan

sing, and Fletcher discussed the Jenkins case and decided to 

introduce "some resolution with reference to Mexico" when 

Congress reconvened the next day. To prepare Congress, Fall 

received from Lansing copies of a "Blue Book" and letters 

attributed to Carranza, which the Secretary of State had 

See Cline, p. 195, and Daniels, pp. 521-22. Long drew up a 
memorandum of the first conference with Fall and the 
agenda for the second, Nov. 1^, 1919, RDS, 7H-12/227. 
Possibly Lansing was engaged in other intrigues. In Octo
ber, R. B. Sutton, of the Remington Arms Co., informed 
H. T. Oliver of American Trading Co., that Lansing was 
willing to grant a permit to sell arms to Carranza. Sutton 
said that Lansing deferred to Fletcher, who vetoed the proj
ect because the shipment might fall into the hands of 
bandits. Evidently that was the idea, although Lansing may 
not have known it. However, Kearful wrote to Fall that 
Felix Diaz had approached Buckley with a proposition for 
ousting Carranza. Buckley referred Diaz to Kearful. Dfaz 
agents explained to Kearful that Remington had agreed to 
provide $400,000 in arms, paid for by oil companies, because 
Lansing had approved the plan. Kearful asked for assurances 
of Remington's role and Lansing's support. Sutton, Kearful, 
and Diaz representatives had a meeting at which Sutton pro
duced a signed contract agreeing to deliver the munitions. 
Sutton told Kearful that both Tumulty and the Sec. of State 
had personally promised to facilitate the scheme because 
Lansing believed that the Mexican problem could be solved 
only by recognizing the belligerency of some faction and 
helping it to gain a foothold. If Kearful had not been 
duped and such a project actually existed, it was never con-
sumated. Sutton's letter to Oliver, Oct. 1*1, 1919; and 
Kearful's to Fall, Feb. 11, 1920, are in Fall Papers, SOF, 
Group Dj P.F., Box 2, Item 1992. 
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previously offered to Wilson as evidence of a Carranza 

14 inspired plot against the United States. 

Lansing was quite aware that these documents were 

innocuous. One of the purported Carranza letters concerned 

a public proposal by Carranza to effect a Latin American 

alliance to offset the power of the United States; the other 

concerned the "Blue Book" which would justify the "sys

tematic hostility" of Mexico towards foreign speculators. 

The "Blue Boo!'" was a freely distributed work entitled Labor 

Internacional de la Revolucion Constitucionalist a. The 

Department's own experts had examined this work and pro

nounced it harmless and containing nothing new or startling. 

But on December 3, Pall told the press that he had proof 

"that would astound the nation" of a Carranza conspiracy to 

subvert the United States. Therefore, he would ask Congress 

to approve a resolution upholding the action taken by the 

State Department in the Mexican controversy, demanding that 

Wilson furnish adequate protection for Americans in Mexico, 

and requesting the President to withdraw recognition from 

1*5 the Carranza administration. 

-^The State Department obtained these documents from 
a Mexican military attache, Lansing said in submitting them 
to Wilson, Aug. 19,  21,  RDS, 711.12/192ig ,  /196Jg.  

•1-5 on Dec. 9> Pall presented a resume of his actions 
since Nov. 16, documenting that he returned to Washington on 
Lansing's initiative for conferences in Partial and Ad 
Interim Report: Report of Senator Albert B. Fall to the Sub
committee of the Committee on Foreign Relations, Examining 
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On the morning of December 2, Lansing dispatched 

Fletcher to confer with Pall and draw up the resolution, 

which Pall introduced the next day. The Senate referred the 

proposal to the Foreign Relations Committee. Fletcher and 

Lansing asked to be heard by the Committee, and under ques

tioning, Lansing admitted that he had not informed ' the 

President of his diplomacy and ultimatum relating to the 

Jenkins case or even conferred with Wilson since before his 

illness. The Committee then named Fall and a Democr t, 

Senator Gilbert L. Hitchcock, to call on the President and 

explain the resolution and the reasons for its presentation. 

Fall evidently shared the widely held presumption that 

Wilson was totally incapacitated. Consequently, Fall was 

somewhat surprised when his request for an appointment was 

"I 
granted for the next day, December 5. 

into Mexican Affairs, 66th Cong., 2nd Sess. (Washington, 
D.C., 1919)j pp. 1-3. Fall gave essentially the same ver
sion, without mentioning the Nov. conference with Fletcher, 
to the public in an interview in the New York Tribune, 
Dec. 17. Lansing denied any advance knowledge or role in 
formulating the Pall resolution in an interview in the New 
York Times, Dec. 12. After Pall made his charges of a Car-
ranza plot, the press assumed—some exuberantly, as the New 
York Herald and New York Sun, Dec. *1, and the New York 
World, Dec. 3» glumly—that armed conflict was inevitable, 
even if Carranza backed down on Jenkins. Copies of the 
above are in Buckley Collection, File 190, 2*10. A copy of 
Labor Internacional with the Dept's appraisal of its signif
icance is in RDS, 812.00/23Hlc. Carranza outlined his 
"Carranza Doctrine" to the Mexican Congress on Sept. 1, 
1918. See Los Presldentes de Mexico Ante La Nacion, 1821-
1966 (Mexico City: Camara de Diputados, 19SF), III, p. 2^0, 
hereafter cited as Presidentes Ante La Nacion. 

"^Fall, Ad Interim Report, pp. 3-*t. The "sniffing 
committee's" real purpose, according to the New York World, 
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The conference was a fiasco for Pall. Wilson 

apparently at great effort, conveyed an impression of vigor, 

mental alertness, and being well-informed on the entire 

issue. He greeted Pall with, "Well Senator, how are your 

Mexican investments getting along?" And to Pall's statement 

that he had been praying for Wilson's health, the President 

responded, "Which way Senator?" With Hitchcock discreetly 

mute, and Pall reduced to mumbling and fumbling, the rout 

was complete when, during the meeting, Wilson received noti

fication that Jenkins had been released. The waiting horde 

of reporters, primarily interested in Wilson's condition, 

asked Pall few questions about Mexico, undoubtedly to his 

relief.17 

But Lansing had little reason to feel relief. He 

did not have a free hand in Mexican diplomacy, although the 

Dec. 5» 9j 1919, Buckley Collection, Pile 121C, 240, was to 
prove Wilson incapable of running the government, enabling 
the Republican-dominated Senate to take control of foreign 
policy and intervene in Mexico. Gene Smith, When the Cheer
ing Stopped: The Last Years of Woodrow Wilson (New York: 
Morrow and Co., 1964), pp. 131-35, also believes that Pall 
and the Republicans hoped to demonstrate that Wilson was 
unfit to hold office. 

17The dialogue is from Daniels, pp. 517-18, who was 
not present, but he obtained his information from those who 
were. Smith, pp. 131-35, has a more detailed narrative but 
garbles some of the events. Por instance, he has Jenkins 
kidnapped in Dec. and Fall meeting Wilson on Dec. 4. Pall's 
account in Ad Interim Report is very brief, but he elab
orated in his remarks to the press. See the New York Sun, 
Dec. 6, 1919, Buckley Collection, File 190. 
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execution of the policy had been left to him. Wilson had 

made his position clear too many times for Lansing to be 

under the delusion that his handling of the Jenkins case and 

the halt to drilling was congruous with Wilson's Mexican 

policy. It is evident from Lansing's conduct that he knew 

he was in trouble. When the Senate did not immediately 

adopt Pall's resolution, Lansing asked the Foreign Relations 

Committee to separate the portion upholding his actions and 

to move for its instant passage. But the Committee declined 

to accede to Lansing's request. On the morning of Decem

ber 5» Lansing wrote to Wilson that the conference to be 

held with Pall that afternoon prompted the letter. He had 

not thought it necessary to trouble Wilson with the Jenkins 

case, Lansing said, because he had only used it to divert 

attention from Fall's committee which was building up 

pressure from Congress for "drastic action" that the admin

istration might not be able to resist. "I thought," he 

continued, "before you saw these two Senators you should be 

advised as to the real question which is, as I have said, 

Carranza's past record of hostility toward this government 

and not the Jenkins case, which can be handled by the 

Department without endangering our relations with Mexico." 

Lansing enclosed a memorandum drafted, at his request, by 
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Fletcher. After reviewing the Mexican policy of the 

United States, Fletcher concluded that it had not been 

effective because the Jenkins affair illustrated the 

"unwillingness and inability of the Mexican Government to 

extend adequate protection to Americans in Mexico." Nor did 

Lansing's public denials of advance knowledge of Fall's 

resolution help. But before turning to Lansing, Wilson 

dealt with Fall.1^ 

Opposition Senators are not readily vulnerable to 

retaliation from Presidents. But Wilson found a means 

of chastising Fall. The memorandum of the subcommittee 

l8Lansing to Wilson, Dec. 5, 1919, RDS, 711.12/225^. 
Fletcher memorandum, Nov. 25, 1919, RDS, 711.12/225 3/4. 

•^in a letter to Buckley, Dec. 5, 1922, Buckley Col
lection, File 220.2, Kearful flatly contradicts Lansing 
while supporting Fall's version of the events of Nov. and 
Dec. 1919. Kearful said that initially, on Wilson's orders, 
the State Dept. absolutely refused to cooperate with Fall's 
hearings. After Wilson's collapse, Lansing took matters 
"into his own hands" and brought the Jenkins case "to a 
point where some action seemed imminent." Then the Secre
tary learned that Wilson was recovering, Kearful said, and 
fearing the President's reaction "when he found out what had 
been going on," Lansing cultivated Fall and turned over to 
him the Department's files on Carranza. Kearful met with 
Fall, Fletcher, and Lansing at the time of the Jenkins 
affair and they decided to "force the President's hand with 
reference to Mexico." Kearful said he and Lansing drew up a 
resolution for Congressional approval which supported Lan
sing's diplomacy and called for severing relations with 
Mexico. But when Lansing tried to separate the two por
tions, the scheme fell apart because the Foreign Relations 
Committee became alarmed and refused to clear either part. 
"I was much chagrined," Kearful said. His recollections are 
also extremely critical of Fall for his "egotistical" mis
handling of the hearings and ruining their effect. Kearful 
blamed Fall and Lansing for wasting a sure opportunity to 
"settle the whole matter [Mexico] once and for all." 
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submitted by Pall on December 5> asked that Wilson express 

his desire on the resolution. The President replied that 

he would be "gravely concerned" if the proposal passed 

Congress. "It would constitute a reversal of our Constitu

tional practice . . . [since] directing the relations of our 

Government with foreign governments is assigned by the Con

stitution to the Executive, and to the Executive only. . . . 

The only safe course, I am confident, is to adhere to the 

prescribed method of the Constitution. We might go very far 

afield if we departed from it." An embarrassed Fall denied 

that his intention had been to usurp Presidential powers; 

rather it was only to give advice, he told reporters, and 

complained that Wilson had dealt only with the propriety and 

not the merits of the proposal. Until the President had 

time to study the matter, Pall said, he would ask the Com

mittee to postpone any action. But most of the press was 

critical of Pall for intruding into policy making. Even the 

New York Sun took Pall to task for making ridiculous claims 

that detracted from the valid points the hearings produced. 

Moreover, this newspaper wondered if Lansing would have to 

resign since his denial of complicity with Fall was 

20 obviously absurd. 

20 
Wilson's response to Pall, Dec. 8, the Dec. 5 mem

orandum, and Pall's statement to the press are appended to 
his Ad Interim Report. New York World, Dec. 10. New York 
Herald, Dec. 10, New York Sun, Dec. 11, 1919» Buckley 
Collection, File 178.1. 
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Having adversely affected Pall's credibility, Wilson 

turned his attention to Lansing. On February 7, 1920, 

Wilson wrote to Lansing asking him if it was true that 

"during my illness, you have frequently called the heads of 

the executive departments into conferences." As this had 

been common knowledge for months, Lansing of course replied 

in the affirmative. Wilson told Lansing that in taking 

action and then seeking approval he had tried to "forestall" 

presidential policies, and "I find nothing in your letter 

which justifies your assumption of presidential authority." 

As the Washington Post noted, forestalling presidential 

policies could only refer to Mexico because Lansing sent 

memorandums to Wilson during his illness on all other 

matters. Lansing tendered his resignation and made the 

exchange with Wilson public, fostering a wave of speculation 

21 as to why Lansing had been forced out. 

Anti-Wilson journals ascribed the President's action 

to megalomania, insanity, or Lansing's justified objections 

to allegedly unsound Wilsonian policies. In an attempt at 

vindication, Lansing published his version in 1921. Lansing 

attributed his dismissal, with no reference to Mexico, pri

marily to differences with Wilson concerning the League of 

Nations. However, the New York World, the Mexican press, 

^The Washington Post printed this Lansing-Wilson 
correspondence of Feb. 7-13, in its issue of Feb. 14, 1920, 
p .  1 .  
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and Josephus Daniels saw the immediate cause in Lansing's 

efforts to reverse Wilson's Mexican policy. No doubt influ

enced by Lansing's version and the two-month interval 

separating his involuntary resignation and the Jenkins 

crisis, some scholars emphasize the League factor and min

imize or even exclude those elements relating to the Mexican 

question. Inevitably there were also suggestions that the 

long arm of the petroleum lobby had reached Lansing, bring-

22 ing down Wilson's ire. 

The excitement of the Jenkins case temporarily 

pushed the petroleum issue from the headlines. But Jenkins' 

release, the New York Times said, would shift attention back 

to the oil controversy, which had been the basis of the 

t State Department's concern all along. Luis Cabrera pre

dicted that, having failed to obtain intervention with the 

Jenkins affair, the oil barons would attempt to provoke a 

crisis over the withholding of drilling permits and alleged 

^Newspaper reaction to the firing of Lansing from 
a wide selection of American and Mexican dailies, is in, 
respectively, Buckley Collection, File 121D and 121Q. Lan
sing, The Peace Negotiations, A Personal Narrative (Boston: 
Houghton-Mifflin, 1921), esp. pp. 22-23. Examples of opin
ions on the role of Fall and Mexican matters in Lansing's 
departure are: Jean-Baptiste Duroselle, From Wilson to 
Roosevelt: Foreign Policy of the United States, 1913-19?5 
(New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1968), pp. 118-119» who does 
not mention either; Smith, p. 145, gives them minor signif
icance; to Daniels, p. 521, Callahan, p. 579s and Rippy, 
H'l-L* and Mexico, p. 361, all of whom see cooperation with 
Fall as the prime consideration, even to the exclusion of 
others. 
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favoritism to British capital. Both predictions were cor-

rect. J 

Behind the scenes, the petroleum interests had kept 

up the pressure. On December 3, Walker told Fletcher that 

the APPM wanted another protest on drilling restrictions in 

order to take advantage of the scare inflicted on Carranza 

by Lansing's notes on Jenkins. Fletcher and Lansing agreed 

they had enough to settle the entire problem without bring

ing in oil. The next day, John B. Payne, Chairman of the 

Shipping Board, which still negotiated government petroleum 

contracts, wrote to the Department that the oil companies 

said the drilling halt would make it impossible for them to 

meet commitments. Payne sent a similar memorandum to 

Wilson, adding thct unless the illegal Mexican restrictions 

were removed the American Merchant Marine and industry would 

2k be immobilized. 

Some unknown person leaked Payne's memorandum to the 

press, and many newspapers embroidered on his gloomy fore

cast of dire results for the economy. Some journals were 

not impressed. The New York Globe said the drilling 

restrictions were an exercise of police power and as such 

^New York Times, Dec. 8, 1919; Cabrera interview in 
El Universal and Excelsior, Dec. 1^, 1919> Buckley Collec
tion, File 121C, 153. 

•^Fletcher to Lansing and reply, Dec. 3; Payne to 
Lansing, Dec. *1; Payne to Wilson, which went from the White 
House to Lansing with the notation forwarded without com
ment, Dec. 10, 1919, RDS, 812.6363/647, /592, /605. 
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might be immoral but not illegal, and the assumption that 

cutting off Mexican supplies would cause the Merchant Marine 

to tie up was "equally absurd." Then Kellogg delivered to 

the Department a demand from the APPM and APARM that recog

nition of Carranza be withdrawn because his actions put 

Mexico "outside the pale of International Intercourse." 

Transfers of titles in the absence of recognition, Kellogg 

said, would not be legally binding on the United States. 

Ira Williams contributed a warning that if Carranza broke 

the producer's united front, efforts to prevent confiscation 

would be futile. Atlantic Lobos, Williams said, would soon 

be out of oil and would have to succumb to Carranza.^ 

On January 8, 1920, Lansing met with the Executive 

Committee of the APPM to discuss their predicament resulting 

from the drilling halt. When Lansing sought the APPM's 

suggestions for a remedy, the operators proposed that recog-
\ 
nition be withdrawn and warships be dispatched to Mexican 

ports in conjunction with an ultimatum to Carranza. The 

APPM also presented a draft of a "Statement on the Present 

Crisis" which it wanted Lansing to issue as an official 

State Department release. The document expressed approval 

of the companies' position and activities and indicated that 

*^New York Globe, Dec. 11, New York Herald and New 
York Evening Tribune, Dec. 12, 1919> Buckley Collection, 
Pile 121C. Joint memorandum from the APPM and APARM, 
Dec. 20; Ira Williams to Lansing, Dec. 31> 1919 s 812.6363 
/6ll, /613. 
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Lansing's notes to Mexico were the product of joint consul

tations with the APPM and Pall. This, the oil committee 

said, would be "fair to the companies," would have an 

"advantageous" effect in securing drilling permits, and 

would "clear up all doubt of the cooperation between the 

petroleum companies and the State Department." The APPM 

statement predicted that the Navy and Merchant Marine soon 

would be paralyzed or totally dependent on British oil 

because El Aguila continued to drill, draining the pools of 

American competitors; moreover, El Aguila would have a 

monopoly in new fields because of special treatment by Mex

ico. The APPM concluded that relief could come only through 

vigorous steps by the United States. Lansing declined to 

sign the draft, which he incorporated in a memorandum of the 

conference. Written in the margin is a notation that this 

may be useful "to show the Chief Executive the vital need 

^ 26 for remedial action with a minimum of delay." 

Other agencies supported the APPM's campaign for 

action against Mexico. Allison Mayfield, Texas Railroad 

Commissioner, wrote to Lansing expressing alarm about fuel 

P f\ 
^Lansing's memorandum of the meeting, Jan. 8, 1920, 

with the APPM and the statement it offered are in RDS, 812. 
6363/641. A statement from the Chief of the Mexican Petro
leum Bureau, published in El Monitor, Jan. 21, 1920, Buckley 
Collection, File 153* said that El Aguila had agreed to 
manifest, secure permits, and abide by all Mexican laws; 
therefore, El Aguila had been permitted to drill, but it had 
been given no concessions, and American oil men would get 
the same treatment if they stopped promoting intervention 
and respected Mexican law. 
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shortages, and demanding that Wilson force Mexico to stop 

hampering oil producers. Payne, recently appointed Secre

tary of the Interior, forwarded a letter from Mark Requa, 

now Vice-president of Sinclair Oil and an Interior consult

ant. Requa included a number of graphs purporting to show 

that a domestic fuel famine and an industrial crisis could 

be averted only if the United States Government cooperated 

27  with and supported the American companies in Mexico. ' 

With Wilson back in control, any move against Mexico 

other than diplomatic was not likely. But Carranza could 

not be sure, which may explain his decree of January 17, 

1920, ending the drilling suspension. Carranza said that 

since the APPM had agreed to comply with all legal rulings 

that did not violate their rights, Mexico would provide 

provisional permits valid until passage of an organic petro

leum law. Ironically, the issuance of the decree, according 
\ 
to Summerlin, was due to El Aguila, whose officials on their 

own initiative approached Carranza and then told the APPM 

how to apply and what to say in order to break the deadlock. 

The APPM followed this advice and proposed to Carranza that 

provisional permits be granted under conditions by which 

neither party would gain or lose. The Mexican press was 

generally favorable to the settlement. An exception was 

El Monitor, which observed that in effect the companies were 

^Mayfield to Lansing, Jan. 5; Requa to Payne, 
Jan. 10, 1920, RDS, 812.6363/621, /648. 
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saying they they could determine which Mexican laws were 

valid. American newspapers regarded the outcome as a coup 

for the APPM.28 

But the operators did not believe they had won. The 

Executive Board of the APPM complained to Lansing that the 

Department had taken too lightly the crises caused by the 

drilling halt. The restrictions could always be reimposed, 

the APPM noted. Requa reacted to the January 17 decree by 

demanding that Lansing call a conference of the Secretaries 

of State, War, Navy, Interior, and the Chairman of the 

Shipping Board to agree on measures to insure the flow of 

Mexican oil. "You cannot know, Mr. Secretary," Requa wrote, 

"the seriousness of the situation as I do. The United 

States without an adequate supply of petroleum products 

under the control of its own nationals is a situation that 

no American can view with equanimity."29 
\ 

However, Lansing was no" longer calling conferences, 

sending protests, and issuing ultimatums to Mexico on his 

own authority. On January 27, 1920, Fletcher announced his 

28See US/MCC, Entry 1^6, Box 2 for decree of Jan. 17, 
1920. Copies of the APPM's overture to Carranza, Jan. lk, 
his affirmative reply, Jan. 20, and the APPM's letter of 
appreciation, Jan. 21, 1920, are in RDS, 812.6363/629, /636, 
/638. Summerlin dispatch, Jan. 27, 1920, 812.6363/638. 
Excelsior and El_ Universal, Jan. 21, 23, El Monitor, 
Jan. 22, New York World, New York Sun, New York Herald, and 
New York Evening Post, "Jan. 23, 1920, Buckley Collection, 
Pile 153. 

29aPPM to Lansing, Jan. 26; Requa to Lansing, 
Jan. 20, 1920, RDS, 812.6363/591, /628. 
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resignation as Ambassador to Mexico. The press speculated 

that the Ambassador quit under pressure for his part in the 

strong notes to Carranza in November and December 1919• 

Fletcher's explanation for his departure was the failure of 

his four-year effort to bring Carranza into accord with 

United States policy—which is not very edifying. Lansing's 

confidential secretary later said that he had been summarily 

removed merely for having transcribed the Jenkins ultimatum, 

and all persons connected with it had been "persecuted" into 

resigning. Lansing had reason enough to wonder about his 

own tenure.^® 

Even after the showdown with Pall, Lansing and 

Fletcher continued to press Wilson to use force against 

Mexico. On December 7> Boaz Long "hastily prepared" a memo

randum for Lansing to send to Wilson. Long's draft said the 

time had come to "clean up Mexico" and the surest way to do 

this was by the "armed forces of the United States." An 

alternate method advanced by Long was to select and back 

"one or more of the honorable Mexicans who have long been in 

the field against Carranza, and who favor the restoration of 

the Constitution of 1857•11 Long recommended Felix Dfaz or 

Pelaez for support. On December 19, Fletcher drew up a 

•an 
J Press comments from all over the United States on 

Fletcher's resignation are in Fall Papers, SOF, Group F. 
Fletcher's account is in "State Department Confidential 
Reports, January 31, 1920," US/MCC, Entry 144. That of 
Lansing's secretary appeared in the New York Evening Jour
nal, Feb. 24, 1921, Buckley Collection, File 121E. 
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memorandum which Lansing signed and dispatched to Wilson. 

It postulated that if Wilson did not take action, remonstra-

tions having failed, Carranza would realize his efforts to 

nationalize Mexico's petroleum fields with disastrous con

sequences for American industry and commerce. Two weeks 

later, Lansing wrote to Wilson proposing that Fletcher 

return to Mexico to present in person an ultimatum. Mexico 

would be given four weeks to agree to the following: adopt 

effective means for protecting Americans and their property; 

sign a treaty for a commission to settle the claims of Amer

ican citizens for financial damages; submit the question of 

the effect of Article 27 to the Hague Tribunal. If Mexico 

refused to accede to any or all of these terms, Fletcher 

would ask for his passports, Lansing said, resulting either 

in Carranza's overthrow or American intervention. Wilson 

did not reply to these communications.^ 

\ If Lansing could have survived the consequences of 

his earlier actions, his continued championing of the oil 

operators condemned him. Someone was providing Wilson with 

evidence that the petroleum companies were behind the drive 

for intervention. That Wilson believed it he made clear in 

a remarkable letter to Lansing's successor, Bainbridge 

Colby, instructing him that watchful waiting was still 

3^-Long memorandum, Dec. 7; Fletcher memorandum, 
Dec. 19, 1919; Lansing to Wilson, Dec. 19, 1919, Jan. 3, 
1920, RDS, 711•12/228%; 812.6363/620; 711.12/263a.' 
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Mexican policy: 

I writer [sic], therefore, to beg (though I dare 
say it is not necessary) that the Department will 
receive and act upon no suggestions whatever from 
anybody connected with the oil interests down there. 
These are particularly dangerous interests and 
are certain to lead us astray if we follow their 
advice in any particular. I particularly distrust 
Mr. Doheny, who has proven false in so many ways 
that it would be folly to trust him in any respect. 

In a postscript Wilson added, "I understand that Mr. Lansing 

is now paid attorney for Doheny. Beware of him, he is by 
op 

nature and practice a snake in the grass.UD 

Although Wilson discharged Lansing and others pri

marily because of their involvement with Fall and the oil 

interests, it is not clear who was using whom. After World 

War I, letters and proddings to the Department from the oil 

barons became more and more imperious in tone. Apparently 

Fletcher and Lansing were regarded as minions by the APPM. 

Wilson believed Doheny had literally purchased Lansing. 
\ 

However, Lansing may have had a larger purpose in mind. 

That he would so clearly and completely violate orders on 

Mexican policy must mean that he thought Wilson to be hope

lessly ill. Entries in Lansing's diary indicate that he 

32The someone was Lansing, who had changed his views 
after Dec. 5, according to Cline, p. 191. But the RDS files 
destroy that thesis. Wilson to Colby, Nov. 5, 1920, RDS, 
812.00/26^6*1. This letter and other documents from the 
period are filed far out of sequence. An attached memo 
dated Oct. 3, 1923, says that in going over papers, which 
Fletcher left behind, some unfiled correspondence dating 
back to 1919 turned up. Some of the cache consisted of 
Fletcher's and Lansing's memorandums, filed with fractional 
numbers, and some dated after Fletcher resigned. 
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considered provoking a war with Mexico. Daniels said that 

he was confident Lansing wanted war with Mexico. Baker and 

Lane indicated to Daniels, he said, that Lansing told them 

that intervention in Mexico would still the internal dif

ficulties and unrest in the United States and revive 

Democratic prospects for 1920. It is conceivable that 

Lansing believed he would get much of the credit for a brief 

and successful war. With Wilson out of contention, why not 

the Secretary of State for his Party's nominee?^ 

The End of the Fall Committee 

The loss of Fletcher and Lansing was a severe blow 

to the APPM's hopes for using the United States Government 

to bring Mexico into line. Further setbacks were in store 

for the producers because of repercussions froir the Jenkins 

affair. Wilson's reaction to the events of November and 

December 1919> especially the purge of the State Department, 

naturally nourished a growing public belief in a noxious 

connection between the petroleum industry and high govern

ment officials. 

In December 1919, a decided change occurred in the 

nature of the organizations submitting petitions opposing 

the use of force against Mexico. Previously the resolutions 

came from groups—religious, pacifist, and socialist—that 

feline, p. 192, discusses Lansing's motives and his 
diary entries. For Daniels' comments, see pp. 521—24. 
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Fletcher termed crackpots to be Ignored. Now, businessmen, 

civic clubs, and commercial leagues began to contribute 

strongly worded denunciations of the interventionist move

ment, often specifically naming the oil interests as the 

instigators, and sometimes defending Mexico. Indicative of 

a new attitude, the New York World believed, was the 

applause given a Boston banker, John Moors, by an audience 

of colleagues for praise of Wilson's Mexican policy as his 

"crowning glory." Moors and other speakers attacked the 

APPM and the APARM for promoting a conspiracy directed at 

Mexico, and lauded Wilson for preventing oil men and Fall 

from involving the United States in an imperialist war with 

34 Mexico. 

Another casualty of the post-Jenlcins denouement was 

the Fall Committee. Although in January Fall changed the 

location to border cities where interest was more intense, 

the sessions were sparsely attended. For one of his last 

witnesses, Fall produced Charles E. Jones, who claimed to 

have been a "cooperative" agent for the State Department in 

Mexico. Jones said he drew no salary and therefore his name 

oil 
-^Compare the titles of these organizations writing 

to Wilson and the Department before and after Lansing's 
November ultimatum: "Women's Peace Party," June 19; "Young 
Friends of America," Aug. 12; "League to Oppose War," 
Aug. 17; "League of Free Nations," Sept. 3; "Society of 
Friends," Oct. 21, 1919; as contrasted with "Harvard Liberal 
Club," Dec. 10; "Board of Foreign Missions," Dec. 19, 1919; 
"Argus League of San Francisco," Jan. 9; "Greater Chicago 
Chamber of Commerce," Jan. 15, 1920; RDS, 711.12/166, /224, 
7236, /237; 812.00/22964, /23061, /23156, /23184. 
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would not appear on the record as an agent. He then testi

fied that he had been a confidant of the highest Mexican 

officials who discussed with him, in great detail, their 

plans to discredit and assassinate Pall, oil barons, and 

directors of the APARM. In these intimate conversations, 

Jones said, virtually every critic and newspaper hostile to 

Pall, to petroleum operators, and to the APARM, were men

tioned by name as being in the pay of Mexico. No one on the 

Committee thought to ask Jones why Mexicans would expose 

their nefarious plots to a citizen of the United States.^ 

According to press accounts, such preposterous 

statements by a succession of "seedy" looking witnesses 

produced hilarity in the hearing room. Apparently this 

stung, for Fall tried to enlist Mexican exiles to appear, 

even resorting to threats, but with disappointing results. 
\ 

All but two declined, citing the impropriety of the inves

tigation and the difficulties their participation would pose 

on returning to Mexico. Pall sought the aid of Arizona's 

Senator Smith, Buckley, and the latter's agent, Wallace 

Thompson, in procuring more suitable witnesses with equally 

meager returns. Smith all but disassociated himself from 

3*5 
-^Testimony of Charles Jones, Investigation of 

Mexican Affairs, pp. 2889-2952. 
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the proceedings and declined to help. Buckley tried, but 

his efforts were futile, as were those of Thompson. 

In desperation, Fall attempted to emulate Attorney-

General Palmer's success with Bolshevik hunting. Fall 

detected their presence in great numbers in Mexico. As soon 

as Carranza established a Bolshevik system in Mexico, Fall 

said, Carranza would then extend Communism to the United 

States. This tactic aroused some comment. In passing on to 

their readers the news that Fall had uncovered "secret Red 

routes" over which Mexican officials conducted Bolsheviks 

into the United States, the New York American and "Herald 

added that 125,000 members of the American Legion were 

organizing to combat this menace. Another threat was the 

appointment of Juan Rojo as Mexico's minister to Japan. In 

36por accounts of the border sessions, Jan.-Feb., 
1920, from the R1 Paso Times and San Antonio1 s Daily Express 
^nd Light, see Buckley Collection, File 121D. Fall's corre
spondence with Smith, Buckley, and Thompson is in Fall 
Papers, SOF, Group S and T, P.P.; Items 1871--81, 1891, 1894; 
Buckley Collection, File 258. The Mexico City press avidly 
followed Fall's labors along the Rio Grande, especially the 
tales of outrages inflicted on Americans in Mexico. In 
retaliation Mexican newspapers compiled and gave prominence 
to a list of Mexicans reported to have been robbed, abused, 
and killed in the United States since 1911 which consider
ably exceeded the figures produced by Fall for Americans 
similarly treated in Mexico. Even Excelsior, a one-time 
defender of oil men, joined in heaping abuse on Fall and his 
hearings and agreed that the petroleum barons were backing 
him in hopes they could avoid sharing the benefits of Mex
ico's vast oil deposits. See coverage and editorials in 
Excelsior, Dec. 13, 16, 20, 1919, Jan. 7, 28, 1920; El Her-
aldo, Jan. 7, 24, 1920; El Monitor, Dec. 28, 1919; El Uni
versal, Dec. 29, 1919, Buckley Collection, File 123, 153, 
180, 190. 
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the logic of the New York Sun, this constituted proof of a 

connection between Carranza and the Russian regime because 

Japan was antagonistic toward the United States and Rojo was 

the son-in-law of Ignacio Bonillas, Ambassador to the United 

States, who was a friend of Cabrera, who was an admirer of 

Russia and hostile to the United States. From the histor

ical viewpoint, the most ludicrous aspect of Pall's efforts 

was the attempt to depict the unimaginative and conservative 

Carranza as a Bolshevik. But not even this ploy sufficed. 

Whatever Pall and his accomplices had hoped to achieve, the 

Committee expired in April with only cursory coverage, in 

contrast to the fanfare and extensive publicity with which 

it had opened.^ 

Kearful's belief that Pall's vanity negated the 

effect of the hearings on Mexico was only partially correct. 

The subcommittee's findings and reports were tarnished by 
\ 
constant exposure of charges associating petroleum inter

ests, intervention propaganda, and Pall. The American 

Federation of Labor played a particularly important role in 

impressing on the public the interrelation of the various 

elements in the alleged plot against Mexico. President 

Samuel Gompers of the AFL staunchly defended the Revolution 

almost from its inception, and provided advice, leadership, 

3?New York American, Nov. 24, Dec. 6, Jan. 28, 1919-
1920; New York Sun, Nov. 2H, Dec. 10, 1919; New York Herald., 
Nov. 2TTT Jan. 12, 28, Feb. 15, 1919-1920; Buckley Collec
tion, File 121C, D, 153. 
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and money to foster a Mexican labor movement. Beginning in 

1912, each annual Convention of the AFL unanimously adopted 

resolutions supporting the Revolution and opposing American 

intervention. Claiming a readership many times that of any 

other journal because copies passed through many hands, APL 

newspapers devoted considerable attention to Mexican matters 

and attacked the oil industry as the source of the trouble 

in and with Mexico. In 1919-1920, APL publications concen

trated on revealing the connection between the APPM, APARM, 

Pall, and past and present members of the United States 

Government. All of those named, Gompers insisted in numer

ous editorials, were comprising to make Mexico a puppet of 

the United States "for the protection of the great oil 

interests." Even with the contributions of other critics, 

Gompers could not make a complete case ag;. inst those he 

accused of participating in the conspiracy. But the quan

tity, rather than the quality, of the charges applied the 
\ 
label of petroleum on the Pall Committee and the interven

tionists. At a crucial juncture the oil barons' detractors 

received unexpected ammunition from within the industry. 

3^Report of the Proceedings of the Annual Convention 
of the AFL (Washington, D.C.: APL, 191*1-1925); The American 
Federationist (Official Publication of the AFL), esp. XXVI, 
No. 8-12 (Aug.-Dec. 1919), XXVII, No. 1-5 (Jan.-May 1920); 
AFL Weekly Newsletter, esp. Aug. 10, 16, Sept. 6, 1919, 
Feb. 28, 1920. The APARM claimed overwhelming press 
approval in the United States for its position because it 
surveyed 675 papers and found seventy per cent for a "def
inite policy toward Mexico" and four per cent against "any 
action by this government in the Mexican matter." Bulletin 
of the APARM, No. 7, Jan. 15, 1920, p. 5. 
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The APPM carefully promoted the impression that all 

of the American oil interests in Mexico were united in oppo

sition to that country's petroleum policy. But as far back 

as 1916 many of the smaller operators vainly petitioned 

Wilson, the State Department, and Mexico to raise taxes on 

undeveloped Mexican petroleum lands. The independents said 

this policy would compel the "dominating companies" to 

relinquish part of their vast holdings to others, who would 

open new fields to the mutual benefit of the United States 

and Mexico. If this step was not taken, the petition main

tained, four giants would soon establish a monopoly in 

Mexican oil to the mutual detriment of all other parties.39 

Because the giants of the industry charged high fees 

for the use of their pipelines and tankers, few independents 

were able to compete in Mexico. World War I, however, 

brought temporary relief. As part of the mobilization 
\ 
effort, the United States created a Shipping Board which 

controlled and assigned private tankers on the basis of who 

could fill their holds. At the same time the tremendous 

demand for fuel and access to previously unavailable financ

ing permitted independents to band together and form the 

Atlantic Gulf and West Indies Company (AGWI) and the Tampico 

39"The Oil Situation in Mexico in Relation to 
American Investments: An Argument on Behalf of Various In
dependent Interests Presented to the American and Mexican 
Conferees Sitting at Philadelphia, Penn. on Dec. 19, 1916." 
Copy in RDS, 812.6363/255-
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Petroleum Pipe Line and Refining Company (TPPR). Involved 

primarily with transport, they also held or acquired leases 

on the fringes of the oil zone. But the Armistice again 

made the little man vulnerable to the tactics and vast 

resources of the big producers. 

On December 30, 1919, Harold Walker and the APPM 

asked the Shipping Board not to assign tankers to AGWI and 

TPPR. The basis for this request was that the two companies 

had agreed to observe all Mexican decrees and recognize that 

title to their holdings resided with the Mexican Government. 

The effect of the AGWI and TPPR action, Walker said, would 

nullify the resistance of the APPM to these decrees, because 

other companies would succumb in order to compete with the 

independents for new concessions. Walker predicted the 

result would be to negate the State Department's Mexican 

diplomacy. Payne, Chairman of the Shipping Board, informed 
\ 
the State Department he would comply with Walker's petition 

if Lansing thought it advisable. Lansing replied that the 

companies could determine their own attitude with respect to 

Mexico. The attempted maneuver of Walker and the APPM came 

iin 
to the attention of AGWI and TPPR. 

i 
( 

Immediately spokesmen for AGWI and TPPR emphatically 

and publicly challenged the position of Fall, the APPM, and 

^The letters from Walker and the APPM to Payne, 
Dec. 30, 1919, Payne's to Lansing, Jan. 5, and reply, 
Jan. 20, 1920, are all in RDS, 812.6363/618. 
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the State Department in the dispute with Mexico. The inde

pendents asserted that the objectives of the APPM were 

two-fold, and that neither related to the protection of 

Americans in Mexico other than its own members. Rather, the 

APPM represented an effort by the giants to coordinate their 

drive to eliminate competition and to secure a Mexican 

administration to which they could dictate terms. To obtain 

the latter goal, the APPM sought and obtained the support of 

the State Department, according to - Joseph Guffey and 

W. E. Black, Presidents of AGWI and TPPR. They promised 

that their concerns would never defy Mexican laws or appeal -

for diplomatic protection as did the APPM, for to do so was 

not necessary. Guffey and Black said their firms had pros

pered without difficulty because they complied with Mexican 

regulations which were fair and just. Guffey vowed he would 

do everything possible to counter the lies spread by the big 

companies and expose their attempts to stir up trouble and 

appropriate Mexico's petroleum. Doheny accepted the chal

lenge, and the two men exchanged, through the New York 

Times, a series of charges. Consequently, their differences 

received a thorough public airing and irrevocably shattered 

the myth of a solid front of American operators contesting 

lil 
Mexican petroleum policy. 

^For interviews with Black and Guffey and the lat
ter' s exchange with Doheny, see El_ Heraldo, Jan. 6, Feb. 5; 
Excelsior, Jan. 20, Feb. 5; and the New York Times, Feb. 15-
17, 1920; Buckley Collection, File 153-

• • 
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For the APPM and the State Department, the open 

attack by the independents was most uncomfortable. From 

Mexico City, Summerlin reported that Guffey's statements in 

particular had created a sensation and alarmed other oil 

men, who believed considerable damage had been done to their 

position. Summerlin said that Guffey should be silenced. 

Attached to Summerlin*s dispatch is a memorandum proposing 

V. H. Manning, Director of the Bureau of Mines and a member 

of the Petroleum Institute, as a go-between to make "a tact

ful suggestion" to Guffey and Doheny. Polk forwarded 

Summerlin's analysis to Manning and asked his help. Polk 

cautioned Manning that the transmittal of this information 

through the Department had to be kept confidential. Whether 

or not because of Manning's intercession, Guffey deleted 

references to the State Department in his continued vendetta 

*12 against Doheny and the APPM. 
S 

Black and Guffey's disclosures overlapped with and 

augmented the repercussions from the Jenkins case. The unu

sual report that oil companies in Mexico were alive and 

doing vfvry well fell on receptive ears. The total effect 

^Summerlin to Sec. of State, Feb. 17, 1920; Polk, 
Acting Sec. to Manning, Mar. 13, 1920, RDS, 812.6363/6*15. 
Later, recapitulating the feud between AGWI and the APPM, 
Excelsior, J?eb. 9» 1922, Buckley Collection, File 121J, said 
the Obregon administration by its aid and encouragement 
enabled AGWI to survive. Excelsior said it could produce 
documentary proof that for aiding AGWI and other reasons the 
big companies attempted to eliminate Obregon through their 
government and by fomenting rebellion. 
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enhanced the public's receptivity to charges of collusion 

between formulators of Mexican policy, Pall, and the oil 

lobby. Equally significant, the conjunction of these events 

detracted from the credibility of the APPM's denials of col

lusion. Another disappointment for advocates of the use of 

force against Mexico was yet to come. Shortly after Lan

sing's removal and the revolt of the independents, develop

ments in Mexico adversely affected the interventionist 

cause. 

The End of the Carranza Regime 

Throughout the Revolution an atmosphere of crisis 

permeated Mexican presidential elections. Particularly was 

this true in 1920. For eighteen months of active campaign

ing overlay years of maneuvering by ambitious politicos 

43 anxious to succeed the ineligible Carranza. The acknowl-
\ 
edged favorite was Alvaro Obregon, leader of the radical 

block at Queretaro, choice of organized labor, and hero of 

Celaya. But opposition by an apparent non-candidate, Car

ranza, seemed likely to bar Obregon from a decision through 

the ballot box. 

-'Headlines in El_ Universal, Mar. 30, 1919, pro
claimed that it was too early to start discussing the 
campaign of 1920. The following story proceeded to dissect 
the challengers, all Generals of Division, rank them, and 
assess their chances. Prom this point, examination of the 
possibilities- of the various candidates occupied the front 
page of Mexico City newspapers. 
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In May 1919, In a manner obviously intended to 

undermine his former subordinate, Carranza began to shuffle 

personnel in Obregon's home state and stronghold of Sonora. 

Until now, publicly, Obregon had been discreet in his ref

erences to presidential actions. Forced into the open, he 

announced his candidacy by censuring Carranza's foreign 

policy and his failure to implement the social and economic 

reforms promised in the Constitution. Carranza retaliated 

by endorsing as his successor the Ambassador to the United 

States, Ignacio Bonillas. The military background of the 

contenders enabled Carranza to disguise his antipathy to 

Obregon. According to Carranza, the real issue was civilian 

li 21 
versus military rule. 

Speculation mounted as to the President's real goal. 

Rumors swept Mexico. Carranza would check the Army by 

switching to his son-in-law, General Candido Aguilar. He 

would appoint his father-in-law Minister of War and from 

iiii „ 
Summerlin provided a copy of Obregon's manifesto, 

put out the previous day, in his dispatch of June 6, 1919, 
RDS, 812.00/22778. For accounts of the campaign see John 
W'. F. Dulles, Yesterda., in Mexico: A Chronicle of the Revo
lution, 1919-193^ (Austin: Univ. of Texas Press, 1961^, 
pp. 17-88; Edwin Lieuwen, Mexican Militarism: The Political 
Rise and Fall of the Revolutionary Army, 1910-1940 (Albu-
querque: Univ. of New Mexico Press, 1968), pp. 48-57, is 
especially valuable for his discussion of the role of 
civilismo versus militarismo; Mario Mena, Alvaro Obregon: 
Historia, milltar polltica, 1912-1929 (Mexico City: Edi
torial Jusj I960), pp^ 65-72, surveys the various factions 
and their aims in this election. Also see E. J. Dillon, 
President Obregon: A World Reformer (Boston: n.p., 1923). 
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this post Carranza would continue to rule Mexico. Obregon-

ista papers believed that the President hoped to prod 

Obregon into open rebellion, furnishing an excuse to cancel 

the elections and rule by decree in order to cope with the 

emergency. Whatever Carranza's intent, according to his 

critics, the explanation for the accommodation with the oil 

companies was now clear. Oil men would support and finance 

the schemes of Carranza, who in return would insure that 

Article 27 no longer stood in the way of Doheny and the 

APPM. Whether or not any of the assertions were valid did 

not really matter. For all factions correctly anticipated 

that the succession would not be decided by the ballot.^ 

With Obregon under surveillance, in April Carranza 

sent federal troops into Sonora and ordered the arrest of 

its Obregonista Governor, Adolfo de la Huerta. Huerta and 

many other prominent Sonorans publicly pledged to resist the 

'^illegal invasion." On April 20, after escaping from Mexico 

City, Obregon announced his backing for the Sonora rebels, 

who issued, on April 23, the Plan of Agua Prieta. By 

April 30, most of Mexico's military commanders had endorsed 

the Plan of Agua Prieta. General of Division Pablo Gonzalez 

announced on April 30 that he would assist, independently of 

45E1 Monitor, Dec. 17, 1919, Jan. 31, Mar. 12-14, 
1920; Excelsior, Feb. l8,Mar. 4, 1920, Buckley Collection, 
File 113, 123. "State Department Confidential Reports," 
Nov. 8, 1919, Jan. 31, Feb. 7, 28, Mar. 6, 20, 27, Apr. 3, 
10, 1920, US/MCC, Entry 144. 
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the Sonora rebels, in ousting Carranza. Obregon began a 

virtually unopposed drive on Mexico City. On May 7, Car

ranza gathered up the treasury and departed by train for 

46 Vera Cruz. 

In a special session on May 24, Congress appointed 

de la Huerta to head a government charged with establishing 

order to permit the election and inauguration of a President 

47 in an atmosphere of tranquility. De la Huerta performed 

this function well. He quickly eliminated a number of minor 

rebels and retired Villa to a government-furnished hacienda 

in Durango. In July federal troops crushed an uprising at 

Monterrey. Nominally launched by General Irenio Villarreal, 

the press unanimously attributed the revolt to Gonzalez. 

Arrested and tried, Gonzalez was released., Summerlin said, 

on the understanding that he would leave Mexico. Gonzalez 

turned up in the United States to engage in the perpetual 
V 
plotting of the host of Mexicans who had selected the wrong 

faction at critical points in the Revolution. In Septem

ber de la Huerta informed Congress that the degree of 

HDFor a chronicle of events, see "The Sonora Revolu
tion, April 10-May 31, 1920," US/MCC, Entry 145, Monograph 
8. Copies of the "Manifesto of the Sonora Patriots," Obre
gon, manifesto; the Plan of Agua Prieta; and Gonzalez' 
pronouncement are in RDS,"812.00/23705, /24095, /240.98. 

47  
'Summerlin reported on May 16, 18, 20, 24, RDS, 

812.00/23993, /24046, /24071, /24134, that Agua Prieta had 
been accepted all over Mexico. Colby then authorized 
Daniels on June 11 to disband an "Emergency Expeditionary 
Force" at Pensacola, 812.00/24210. 
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governmental authority and internal order in Mexico rivaled 

that of the days of Diaz. Consequently, the election was 

followed by a pacific transfer of power to 0breg<5h on Decem-

ber 1, 1920. 0 

In one ironic respect the deposition of Carranza 

was a reversal for interventionists. Authorized by Pall, 

Wallace Thompson wrote a pamphlet summarizing "what the Pall 

Committee revealed."^ Thompson concluded that when the 

hearing began "it seemed as if its findings were sure to be 

to the effect that there was no hope of solution of the 

Mexican problem inside of Mexico. . . . However, as the 

taking of testimony continued, it developed that the chief 

thing that was the matter with Mexico was President 

Carranza." APPM and APARM propaganda also focused on 

demonstrating Carranza's personal accountability for the 

conditions warranting "more forceful action." The American 
\ 

public reasonably could conclude, therefore, that the 

alleged need for intervention went with Carranza. After 

superfluous expenditure of energy and funds by his American 

opponents, Carranza had been eliminated, but not Article 27* 

2i o 
El Universal, Aug. 5, 1920, p. 1; Juan Gualberto 

Amaya, Los gobiernos de Obregon, Calles, y regimes "peleles" 
derivados del Callismo "(Mexico City: n.p., 1947), pp. 7-10; 
Summerlin dispatches of July 15, 16, 27, RDS, 812.00/24348, 
/25354, /24437- De la Huerta to Congress, Sept. 1, 1920, 
Presidentes Ante La Nacion, pp. 410-11. 

^Wallace Thompson, Yo Acuso (New York: APARM, 
Feb. 1920). 
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THE PROPOSE]) TREATY 

Prominent among the problems facing Carranza's 

successors was that of achieving diplomatic acceptance 

abroad. Excelsior cogently explained to its readers why 

recognition by the United States should be so vital to the 

stability and tenure of any Mexican administration. A 

secure base and backing from north of the border accounted 

for the triumph of the Madero movement. Legally the absence 

or suspension of relations made it easier to permit the past 

to be repeated. By imposing an arms embargo against an 

incumbent regime and allowing private persons to supply 

insurgents, the United States could assure success for the 

rebels. Merely withholding recognition might dispose of an 

administration unacceptable to the United States, for the 

effect could only be to encourage dissidents. Under these 

conditions. Excelsior concluded, any government in Mexico 

would find it impossible to remain in power for any length 

of time.1 

Alvaro Obregon appreciated the importance of such 

considerations. In announcing his candidacy, he laid down 

^Excelsior, Apr. 30, 1921, Buckley Collection, 
Pile 12IE. 
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the outlines of a foreign policy obviously designed to 

soothe those Americans hostile to the man he hoped to 

replace. Upholding the inviolability of Mexico's sov

ereignty, he said, would not prevent him from insisting on 

protection of rights acquired by foreigners or welcoming and 

assisting capital investment from abroad. Elaborating on 

this general plank in his campaign, Obregon promised to 

eliminate "every sort of difficulty with the United States." 

No doubt he had this in mind when he singled out foreign oil 

companies as deserving of special privileges to induce them 

to help promote Mexico's economic development. At least one 

consul believed this meant the repeal of Article 27; but 

Obregon did not specifically indicate he would do so or 

identify the names and nationality of the petroleum concerns 

to be encouraged. Assuredly, the audience to whom he 

directed these statements was intrigued. But pledges by 
\ 
aspirants for office universally have an ephemeral nature, 

and the Sonora rebels inadvertently furnished the oil barons 

with a formidable weapon for securing the guarantees the 

2 ' operators demanded. 

Because de la Huerta came to power by revolution, 

Colby held that the continuity of Mexico's Government was 

2 • Summerlin sent Obregon's manifesto to Lansing, 
June 6, 1919, RDS, 812.00/22778. El Monitor, Mar. 14, 1919, 
p. 1, published his foreign policy platform. Consul reports 
are in "Confidential Weekly Reports," Mar. 20, 27, 1920, 
US/MCC, Entry 144. 
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broken, and therefore, recognition did not carry over to the 

new administration. Colby's decision delighted American 

adversaries of the Obregon-Huerta regime. Colby took this 

position on recognition after conferring with Doheny's 

attorney, Frederic Kellogg. The language and thesis of 

Colby's instructions to Summerlin concerning the disruption 

of formal relations with Mexico came from a memorandum 

Kellogg submitted at the request of the State Department. 

The efficacy of dangling recognition to secure concessions 

was behind the earlier unsuccessful efforts to pressure 

Wilson into breaking diplomatic ties with Carranza. This 

tool could be especially useful in coping with the new gov

ernment in Mexico, whose dubious legal foundations inspired 

opposition.^ 

All along the American side of the border, exiled 

Mexicans, recently augmented by Carrancistas, schemed to 

replace de la Huerta and Obregon. If the United States 

permitted its territory to be utilized as a base, private 

American interests had made it clear the rebels would not 

lack the necessary material and financial resources. Only 

the threat might induce Obregon to be more amenable to the 

wishes of the oil men. Securing recognition from the United 

3Colby to Summerlin, May 24, 1920, RDS, 812.00 
/24071. Kellogg's memorandum, May 16, 1920, 812.01/42, says 
that it was prepared at the request of the Under-Secretary 
of State. A pencilled notation reads, "I asked how far does 
our previous recog. of the Carranza Govt, recognize the Con
stitution of 1917." 
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States, therefore, was the preeminent foreign policy objec

tive of both de la Huerta and Obregon. With equal diligence 

oil operators sought to prevent the restoration of relations 

unless and until they received "adequate protection." 

Colby and the Treaty 

Surprise and a storm of criticism greeted the choice 

of Colby to succeed Lansing. A Republican, Colby switched 

to Wilson in 1916, and the President appointed the New York 

corporation lawyer to the Shipping Board. Wilson took him 

to Versailles, which constituted Colby's only previous 

exposure to foreign affairs. After Wilson's collapse, old 

and trusted advisors were rejected when they tried to dis

suade the mentally impaired and suspicious President from 

seeking a third term. Colby, on the other hand, encouraged 

the sick man's pathetic delusions and went to the Convention 

intending to secure Wilson's renomination. As a result dur

ing Wilson's 1 c:r:it year in office he relied on Colby as his 

closest advisor.** 

^At the end of his administration, Wilson and Colby 
formed a law partnership. It broke up after a year because 
Wilson would not permit the firm to represent clients or 
cases that smacked of impropriety. One retainer Colby 
wanted to accept came from Doheny and Sinclair. Smith, 
pp. 163-64, 178, 208. Also see Daniels, pp. 527-28; John 
Spargo, "Bainbridge Colby," The American Secretaries of 
State and Their Diplomacy, ed. by Samuel F. Bemis (New York: 
Knopf, 1929), pp^ 179-218; and Bainbridge Colby, The Close 
of Woodrow Wilson's Administration and the Pinal Years (New 
York: M. Kennerly Co., 1930). 
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The key role In making the determination on recogni

tion of de la Huerta and Obrngon fell to Colby. In office 

only a month at the time of the Sonora revolt, inexperienced 

in diplomacy and uninformed on Mexico, Colby nevertheless 

had the confidence of a still partially incapacitated 

Wilson. The post-Jenkins purge and the normal turnover 

following the change of heads depleted the State Department 

of old Mexican experts. Consequently the Secretary could 

not expect much guidance from within the Department. How

ever, there was no lack of eager volunteers to assist Colby 

to chart his course in Mexican policy. Despite Wilson's 

warning, Colby allowed Pall and the oil lobby to influence 

the Department's Mexican diplomacy. 

Although Agua Prieta caught Pall unaware, it gave 

him an opening. News of the Sonora uprising reached him at 

Three Rivers, while he was engaged in drafting the report on 

the investigation of Mexico and conniving with Senator Lodge 

to block the confirmation of Henry Morgantheau as Ambassador 

to Mexico. Fall told Brandagee to have Lodge hold up 

Morgantheau's hearing because Obregon's rebellion, whose 

strength surprised Pall, would soon end any prospect for 

Senate approval of the nominee. "A former employee" of the 

State Department informed Doheny, Fall said, that Morgan

theau was involved with Guffey to reverse Lansing's policy 

and seize concessions in Mexico. Pall added that he was in 

contact with Obregon, and advised Brandagee to burn the 
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letter. Lodge cooperated with Pall, and Wilson subsequently 

withdrew Morgantheau's nomination. 

Fall rushed back to Washington. On May 20, 1920, 

his subcommittee presented a recommendation to the Committee 

on Foreign Relations. Fall proposed that prior to recogni

tion the Mexican Government be required to sign a treaty 

guaranteeing respect for American property rights and 

religious liberty, as well as compensate foreigners for 

damages resulting from the Revolution. The United States 

had the legal right and duty, Fall said, "to refuse to rec

ognize any government in Mexico which will not agree by way 

of a treaty to the foregoing conditions of recognition." If 

Mexico refused to meet these terms, Fall said, the United 

States "should give due warning of its intentions to take 

drastic measures involving perhaps military occupation of 
g 

Mexican territory." 

^Lodge to Fall and reply, Apr. 2; Fall to Brandagee, 
Apr. 12, 1920, SOF, Group B. 

^Preliminary Report of the Subcommittee of the Sen
ate Committee on Foreign Relations to Investigate Affairs 
in Mexico, May 20, 1920 (Washington, D.C., 19207"^ In 191?,~ 
Chandler P. Anderson, State Department Counselor under Knox, 
submitted a brief to Lansing advocating a treaty as a 
prerequisite for recognition of Carranza. An attached, 
unsigned memorandum dismissed the suggestion because the 
Supreme Court of the United States repeatedly held "that a 
treaty can not change the Constitution or be held valid if 
it be a violation of that instrument." Later, Anderson said 
Carranza should be "forced to agree" to amend the Constitu
tion to remove "objectionable provisions," and to accept a 
loan secured by all revenue to be collected under the 
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A week later, Pall told'Walker that Doheny should 

terminate direct negotiations with Mexico. Pall said he had 

talked to Colby and convinced the Secretary to accept the 

plan for a treaty. Pall believed that the APPM, by relying 

on its own government, would obtain either a satisfactory 

settlement or intervention. Walker passed this information 

on to Doheny and sent a copy of the letter to Fall. The 

Senator's advice had been heeded, Walker said, and there 

would be no conference with Obregon whose further overtures 

would be rejected.^ 

Other Americans endorsed the concept of a treaty. 

Fletcher wrote an open letter to Colby, which he signed as 

former Ambassador to Mexico, urging that Fall's recommenda

tion be implemented. Robert L. Batts, general counsel of 

Gulf Oil Company, wired Colby that now was the time to 

insure petroleum supplies for industry and the Shipping 
\ 
Board by demanding that Mexico guarantee American rights as 

the price of recognition. Colby asked for a memorandum. 

The result was a draft of a treaty, drawn up by Doheny's 

lawyers, which would have reduced Mexico to a puppet of the 

United States. Franklin Lane, then working for Pan American 

"direct supervision and guardianship" of the United States. 
The second of Anderson's memos, dated Mar. 8, May 24, 1917, 
RDS, 812.011/57, 711.12/473!, was not filed until Jan. 19, 
1934. 

"^Walker to Doheny, May 27, 1920, Pall Papers, SOF, 
Group W. 
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Petroleum, forwarded this document to Colby with the cheer-
g 

ful observation that Doheny "thinks you can work miracles." 

Summerlin furnished Colby with resumes of the press 

reaction to Pall's report and Fletcher's letter. Excelsior 

and El Universal said Mexico would be "a mere plaything for 

the United States if Pall's demands were accepted. El_ Her-

aldo depicted Fletcher as a spokesman for Pall and the 

oil interests and dismissed the treaty and recognition as 

meaningless since only Mexicans could decide if their gov

ernment was legal. Summerlin said that the situation was 

somewhat ameliorated by the attacks of prominent Americans 

on Fall's proposal, but that there had been a dangerous rise 

in anti-Americanism.^ 

Colby apparently believed that Obregon would be more 

receptive to a treaty than was the Mexican public. Before 

Colby instructed Summerlin to inform the Sonora rebels of 
\ 
the breach in recognition, the APPM sent a lawyer, Myron M. 

Parker, to appraise the new rulers. Parker told Colby that 

Obregon's election was inevitable. Parker said he had 

Obregon's assurances that as President he would insist on 

protection of American property and concessions, even to the 

^Fletcher to Colby, July 11; Batts to Colby, 
July 13, and reply, July 16; Lane to Colby, July 30, 1920, 
RDS, 812.00/24258, 812.6363/694, 711.12/340. 

^Excelsior and El Universal, June 2, El Heraldo, 
July 17, 1920. Summerlin dispatches, June 8, July 23> 1920, 
RDS, 812.00/23214, /24306. 
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extent of abrogating the Constitution of 1917 if necessary. 

Parker sought and received an interview with Colby, who 

noted in a memorandum of the conversation that Obregon prom

ised to stand squarely on the Constitution of 1857 

Informed by Summerlin that negotiations would have 

to precede the appointment of an American Ambassador, 

de la Huerta sent F. enando Yglesias Calderon to Washington 

as a Special Commissioner. In a series of conferences with 

Norman Davis, Under-Secretary of State, Yglesias pledged 

that de la Huerta repudiated the anti-American policies of 

Carranza and accepted all obligations assumed by previous 

regimes excepting the loans made to Victoriano Huerta. When 

Davis broached the topic of a treaty prior to recognition, 

the Commissioner rejected the proposal. He suggested as an 

alternative that de la Huerta be accorded de facto recogni

tion subject to withdrawal if he or his successor did 
\ 
not keep pre-determined agreements. Davis responded that 

public opinion demanded that de la Huerta first make some 

"rectifications. 

10Parker to Colby, May 4, 11, RDS, 812.00/23837; 
Colby memorandum, May 12, 1920, RDS, 812.00/24892. Parker 
also represented the Greene Cananea Copper Co., in which 
Pall held stock, and headed a bureau to funnel anti-Wilson 
propaganda to the Republican Campaign Committee. Parker to 
Pall, n.d., Pall Papers, P.P., Box 2, Item 2348. 

1 1 Two memorandums by Yglesias, July 12, 19, and one 
by Davis, July 19, 1920, of the points covered in their 
meetings are in RDS, 711.12/466, /467. 
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Yglesias' return to Mexico did not elicit a formal 

reply to Davis' proposition. Instead, Yglesias leaked to 

the press three prerequisites to recognition presented to 

him in Washington. The de la Huerta government, Yglesias 

said, would have to provide absolute guarantees to foreign 

property holders, agree to compensate American citizens for 

all damages suffered during the Revolution, and annul all 

Carranza laws and decrees considered confiscatory by the 

United States. In short, all of Fall's conditions for 

recognition except that pertaining to religion had become 

official policy. Excelsior printed Yglesias' disclosures 

along with a bitter editorial which excoriated Wilson and 

declared that Mexico had been betrayed "by the man who said 

in the Saturday Evening Post that he would never permit 

discredited material interests to prey on Mexico." El Mon

itor, speaking for Obregon—according to Summerlin—said 

the first two "rectifications" had already been accomplished 

and the third was unnecessary, because Mexico was voluntar-

12 ily removing inequitable provisions of earlier laws. 

Two months after Yglesias' mission, Colby sanctioned 

an attempt by Pall to break the deadlock. The Senator asked 

Parker to inform Yglesias that he should convince Obregon of 

the irrevocability of Pall's demands. Parker complied, but 

Yglesias replied that, as he told Pall earlier, there would 

12Excelsior and El^ Universal, Aug. 18, 1920. See 
Summerlin's dispatch, Aug. lB, 1920, RDS, 812.00/24488. 
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be no treaty and neither de la Huerta nor Obregon would 

discuss restriction of Mexico's right "to issue her own laws 

whether those laws were good or not." If the United States 

insisted on Fall's recommendations as the basis for a 

settlement, the Commissioner wrote, there could be no 

adjustment of differences. Yglesias' letter contained the 

same "insulting" position taken by Carranza, Pall said. 

Again he urged Parker to contact 0bregc5n and impress on him 

that only by meeting the Senator's conditions could recog

nition be obtained. 

In the meantime, the Republican convention in June 

provided an opportunity to apply pressure on Mexico and 

Wilson. To the delegates, Senator Lodge read a speech whose 

lengthy jingoist section was a revised version of a draft 

contributed by Pall. Lodge's audience learned that Mexicans 

would welcome intervention by the United States to "put an 
V 

end to this Mexican situation. . . . If we are to take part 

in pacifying the world, let us begin here at home in Mexico. 

If we assert and protect the Monroe Doctrine ... we must 

also accept and fulfill the duties and responsibilities 

which that doctrine imposes." The Republican platform 

and Harding's acceptance speech both embraced the course 

advocated by Lodge, which Mexico could avoid by making 

•^Fall to Parker, Sept. 24; Parker to Yglesias, 
Sept. 28; Yglesias to Parker, Oct. 5; Pall to Parker, 
Oct. 7, 1920; Pall Papers, P.F., Box 2, Items 2291-2304. 
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"understandings" In connection with recognition. The impli

cations of a Republican victory for watchful waiting seemed 

quite obvious to the Mexican press. El_ Heraldo and El Uni

versal dolefully concluded that the Republican's price for 

abstaining from intervention was abrogation of Article 27, 

1*1 which the newspapers maintained could not be done. 

Wilson now made an overture to Mexico's leaders, who 

responded with alacrity. In September, Wilson sent George 

Creel as an unofficial emissary to Mexico. His mission was 

to sound out de la Huerta and Obregon on the possibility of 

an accord leading to the resumption of normal relations. 

Creel and de la Huerta reached a preliminary agreement, and 

the latter dispatched Roberto Pesquiera to Washington to 

work out the details. There followed a round of complex and 

perplexing negotiations, conducted orally for the most part, 

which failed to break the stalemate. However, when Creel 

kccused Colby of bad faith, an exchange of letters followed, 

illustrating what happened but not why the talks ended as 

they did. 

In their conversations, according to Creel, de la 

Huerta accepted the American position on every matter at 

issue, including those items on which Colby said Mexico 

1 ii 
For Lodge's speech, the promised Republican "firm" 

Mexican policy, and Harding's endorsement, see Republican 
Campaign Text-Book, 1920 (Washington, D.C.: n.pTV 1920), 
pp. 25-26, 50, 68-69 • Surnmerlin furnished a survey of Mex
ican reaction to the Republican convention, July 13, 1920, 
RDS, 812.00/24392. 
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would never yield. Pesquiera agreed to bind Mexico to a 

protocol, drawn up by Creel, which would be incorporated 

into a treaty after recognition. The major points of 

the protocol obliged Mexico to pledge the following: non

retroactive application of Article 27; a claims commission 

established under international law to award compensation to 

aliens for damages to their property in Mexico; and a 

commitment to settle future disputes by an arbitration com

mission. Pesquiera wrote to Colby, "In the event of the 

resumption of official relations, I stand ready and willing, 

as the duly authorized representative of the Mexican Govern

ment, to put each and every one of these statements in the 

form of a protocol between our two governments." Colby 

told the President that he and Davis were satisfied by 

Pesquiera'.letter, and, if Wilson consented, "the prelim

inaries of recognition could proceed." Wilson returned the 

1^ correspondence and approved the plan as outlined. J 

Colby proceeded in a peculiar manner. Without a 

direct reply to Pesquiera, Colby drew up a press release 

disclosing the discussions with Pesquiera and asserting that 

a settlement was near. Unknown to Wilson, before making 

the announcement, Colby relieved the APPM of any cause for 

alarm. Parker told Pall that he had been assured at the 

15CreeJ. to Colby, Oct. 23, 1920, RDS, 812.00/2 W63g. 
Pesquiera to Colby, Sept. 27, /24757. Colby to Wilson and 
reply, Oct. 28, /24757a. 
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State Department that, reading between the lines, "prelim

inaries to recognition" still meant a prior treaty. Colby 

also neglected to inform Wilson that Davis had already indi

cated to Pesquiera that action on Article 27 had to be taken 

before recognition. Pesquiera passed this obstacle on to 

Creel and complained that Colby would not see him to explain 

this new condition. Creel asked Colby to account for this 

unnecessary qualification. Creel also pointed out that 

de la Huerta could not comply because, in order to retain 

the confidence of the people and to survive, his government 

had to avoid the appearance of being "railroaded by the oil 
-I C 

men" into unconditional surrender. 

Prom Mexico City the Embassy reported that Creel's 

visit and the negotiations had received close scrutiny by 

the press. The acting Charge, Matthew Hanna, said it was 

clear that de la Huerta was being warned not to accept a 
\ 
conditional solution. The pressure was heavy enough to 

elicit a disclaimer from de la Huerta, which was published 

in the capitol's newspapers on November 6 in the form 

of a circular note to Mexican diplomatic personnel, denying 

rumors that a protocol or treaty would be signed as a result 

of resuming relations with the United States. This , was 

not enough, Hanna said, and two weeks later de la Huerta 

l6Parker to Pall, Oct. 30, 1920, Pall Papers, P.P., 
Box 2, Item 2378. Creel to Colby, Oct. 23, RDS, 812.00 
/2k72kh. 
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publicly asserted that Pesquiera's mission was unrelated 

to recognition."^ 

Colby did not reply to Creel's request for an expla

nation. Creel called at the State Department on November 5. 

He said Davis showed him a memorandum, prepared by Parker at 

Colby's invitation, which departed in every respect "from 

the bases of agreement offered by Mr. Pesquiera . . . and 

accepted by you [Colby] in your statement." Parker's mem

orandum would force Mexico, Creel said, "into what was 

virtually an absolute and unconditional surrender of sov

ereignty to the foreign oil interests in Mexico." The 

following day Creel saw Colby and expressed shock at 

Parker's work, which would insult Mexico and anger the 

people of the United States. Colby responded, Creel said, 

by accusing him of being an agent of the Mexican Government. 

Consequently, Creel, in a letter to Colby relating the 

dbove, disassociated himself from the negotiations and wrote 

to Wilson summarizing the steps he and Pesquiera had taken 

and expressing bewilderment at the failure to follow 
-1 O 

through. ° Creel had his complete confidence, Wilson wrote 

in forwarding Creel's letter to Colby. Colby had already 

replied to Creel that his services "were not in the least 

17nanna to Colby, Oct. 19, Nov. 6, RDS, 812.00/24748, 
/24764. Excelsior and El Heraldo, Nov. 6, p. 1; El Uni
versal, Nov. 6, 21, 1920, p. 1. 

l8Creel to Colby, Nov. 12, 1920, RDS, 812.00/24764%. 
Creel to Wilson, Nov. 20, /24782%. 
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degree sought by the Department, . . . but we were glad to 

avail ourselves of them." De la Huerta's circular of 

November 6, although it did not mention Pesquiera by name, 

"confused" the Department, Colby continued. The Secretary 

of State said he feared that Mexico might not accept the 

results of the negotiations, yet he conceded that Pesquiera 

had full authorization to commit his government. Parker 

drew up the memorandum at his request, Colby admitted to 

Creel, but the Secretary said it had not been adopted. 

Creel wrote again to Colby, pointing out that he went to 

Mexico on the Secretary's personal request as well as that 

of the President's, and that he, Creel, represented the 

Department. Evidently, Colby did not respond, and the 

19 exchange ended. ^ 

Colby's defense ignored that Davis' condition on 

Article 27 antedated the November 6 circular from de la 
\ 
Huerta. A few days after Colby advanced de la Huerta's dis

claimer as the cause of the Department's anxiety, Pesquiera 

said he received from the Secretary a twelve point memoran

dum listing the requirements for recognition. Item by item 

it matched Parker's contribution, as listed by Creel, which 

Colby said he had rejected. Pesquiera returned to Mexico 

and later published the State Department memorandum as 

19Wilson to Colby, n.d., RDS, 812.00/24782%. Colby 
to Creel, Nov. 17, 1920, and Creel to Colby, Dec. 1, 1920, 
both in /2 4761»?s. 
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evidence that the petroleum companies had blocked recogni

tion. The document would oblige Mexico to repudiate all 

Carranza decrees relating to petroleum; to establish a tax 

appeal board to assure fair taxation of petroleum; to dero

gate Article 27 and all other law;" , state or federal, 

impairing the right of foreigners to own, use, or alienate 

property or property rights; to agree that all future legis

lation would "adopt, recognise and respect the general 

20 principles hereinbefore [sic] expressed." 

Colby already had the President's letter referring 

to Lansing as a "snake in the grass." The Department, 

Wilson cautioned Colby, should neither receive nor act on 

any suggestion from the oil crowd, because "after whpt we 

have put in the papers about Mexico, it seems to me certain 

that all sorts of interests and people interested in Mexican 

properties . . . will be seeking to get into the game." In 

his three-page reply, Colby said that no warning was super

fluous in dealing with oil men and the Mexican question. 

Not a day passed, the Secretary said, without calls from oil 

operators "bent on keeping the situation in status quo" so 

that in dealing with Obregon they could "dangle recognition 

and financial support in one hand, and with the other to 

^El Universal, Apr. 2 8, 1921, printed Pesquiera's 
article, and the American Embassy included a copy in its 
dispatch of May 1, 1921, RDS, 812.6363/1442. No other rec
ord of the memorandum appears in the files. 
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threaten intervention." The goals of the oil men, Colby 

said, were to escape taxation, to appropriate the wealth of 

Mexico, and to establish a worldwide monopoly on the distri

bution of oil. Colby told Wilson that he would not attempt 

to impose any "precedent conditions, although strongly urged 

upon us, that might affront Mexico's national pride," but 

recognition depended on "certain assurances and proffers 

(and even guarantees) preceding from Mexico." The Secre

tary, without mentioning his recent association with Parker 

or the conditions conveyed to Pesquiera by Norman Davis, 

told Wilson: "the letter of Pesquiera, which with my comment 

thereon, was published October 30th. ... I spoke of the 

Pesquiera letter only as 'affording a basis upon which the 

preliminaries of recognition could confidently proceed.' 

P 1 This is as far as we have got." 

Shortly thereafter, Pesquiera and Colby corresponded 

with each other. On October 26, 1920, Mexico's emissary 

wrote that both de la Huerta and Obregon were dedicated to a 

policy of respecting international law and non-retroactivity 

of national laws but that neither de la Huerta nor Obregdn 

would ever accede to a loss of sovereignty to obtain recog

nition. Pesquiera's statements on Article 27, Colby 

replied, corrected any misunderstandings. Colby then added: 

"It remains to give these understandings a form which is 

21Wilson to Colby, Nov. 5, Colby to Wilson, Nov. 6, 
1920, RDS, 812.00/26464. 
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usual In dealings between friendly states, and I have the 

honor to suggest . . . that commissioners be promptly desig

nated by both Mexico and the United States to formulate a 

treaty, embodying the agreements which have been reached as 

the result of your successful mission." Colby's proposal 

terminated the negotiations. One week later, Obregon took 

office. He apparently preferred to see what, if any, alter

ation in policy would result from the upcoming change of 

22 administrations in Washington. 

Wilson and Colby also seemed willing to rest the 

matter. Their decision to bequeath the resolution of the 

recognition question to Harding is puzzling; certainly 

Wilson had no illusions as to what this would mean. Two 

days after Harding's election, Wilson wrote to Colby: "Now 

that an administration is about to come in that will try to 

upset everything we have done in Mexico, I feel particularly 
\ 
solicitous lest we should prepare the way for their mischief 

in any way." Colby replied: "A new crop of Doheny repre

sentatives has appeared on the scene. . . . The oil men 

apparently hope for the postponement of recognition until 

Obregon's inauguration Dec. lst."^ 

22Pesquiera to Colby, Oct. 26, RDS, 812.00/2^701^; 
Colby to Pesquiera, Nov. 25a 1920, 7H.12/317. An attached 
memorandum says that Mexico never formally answered Colby's 
proposition. 

2^Wilson to Colby and reply, Nov. 5S 6, RDS, 812.00 
/2646H. 
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Wilson had no direct role in Mexican policy after 

Colby took office. At the very least, the Secretary was 

guilty of dissembling and withholding information from 

Wilson. And, unless Creel, Pesquiera, Pall, and Parker were 

lying to each other, Colby deliberately misled the Presi

dent, who could not have known, from Colby's written reports 

of the conditions presented to Pesquiera. Whatever the 

reason, Colby's accounts of his handling of the negotiations 

to Wilson were not in accord with the position and state

ments the Secretary gave to Creel and Pesquiera. It is even 

possible that Wilson was not aware of Colby's proposal 

regarding a treaty, for no mention of it appears in the 

correspondence between the two men. Several possible 

explanations are available for Colby's actions. 

Buckley thought he had the answer. He wrote to Pall 

that an Ambassador would have to be appointed if Wilson 
\ 
recognized Mexico. The President, Buckley said, could not 

afford the embarrassment of the Republican Senate's inev

itable refusal to confirm the nominee. Buckley added that 

Americans in Mexico were discouraged because the governors 

of Texas, New Mexico, and Arizona were advocating uncondi

tional recognition of Obregon. With incredible obtuseness, 

Buckley said he did not comprehend "how patriotic Americans 

could advocate the recognition of a government in Mexico 

. . . under which Americans are placed in the same category 

as Japanese in California." If Pall could keep Harding from 
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being duped by Obregon, Buckley said, then Mexico's Govern

ment, knowing it could not exist without recognition, would 

have to accept a treaty. There is no indication whatever 

that Buckley's thesis influenced Wilson or Colby. There are 

? b more plausible reasons to consider. 

After the Sonora rebels overthrew Carranza, Colby 

came under considerable pressure to resume relations with 

Mexico. Congressmen, Governors, and Chambers of Commerce, 

especially from along the border, complained that by with

holding recognition to support greedy oil interests the 

State Department was sacrificing expanded trade opportu

nities made possible by the restoration of order in Mexico. 

But Colby chose to look out for the oil men. When the APPM 

held that a decree issued at the end of the Carranza regime 

would deprive them of acquired rights, Colby adopted their 

arguments in a protest to de la Huerta. This regulation 

allowed any concern organized under Mexican law to file for 

subsoil conco'ssions in federal zones (public right-of-ways), 

including those passing through private land. Hoping to 

offset the growing clamor for restoring diplomatic ties with 

Mexico, in October 1920, the APPM made public its plea to 

the government for protection against the federal zone 

decree as an illustration that only the personnel and not 

the policy of Mexico's government had changed. The APPM 

2i,Buckley to Fall, Nov. 4, 1920. Pall Papers, P.P., 
Box 1, Item 1868 .  
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also contended that once again the perfidious British were 

plotting to drive Americans out of Mexico and monopolize the 

world's oil supply. 

Although the regulation was never implemented, Colby 

had reason to believe that de la Huerta had offered federal 

zone concessions to El Aguila. Summerlin suspected the 

British Charge and other Englishmen of attempting to utilize 

the decree to make their country dominant in Mexican oil. 

Summerlin said that American oil men told him they knew two 

men in Mexico's Petroleum Bureau who were working with the 

British. The APPM had demanded that de la Huerta replace 

these two with men acceptable to American oil interests as a 

P prerequisite to settlement of the petroleum question. 

At this point El Aguila withdrew from the APPM. 

Colby was inundated with panic stricken operators. In a 

v "^Petitions fr0m a variety of sources objecting to 
Colby's policy and urging recognition of Obregon are in 
RDS, 812.6363/749; 812.00/24506, /245H-13, /24520, /24633, 
/24681, /24683, /24702, /24705-07, /24767, /24801. 
Announced Mar. 12, 1920, Diario Oficial, Mar. 19, 1920, 
copies of the federal zone decree are also in 812.6363/657; 
US/MCC, Entry 146, Box 2. According to "Confidential Weekly 
Reports," Apr. 3, 1920, US/MCC, Entry 144, over 500 conces
sions on federal zones were filed by Apr. 1. A copy of The 
Mexican Oil Controversy (New York: APPM, Oct. 1920), went to 
Summerlin along with instructions to make "representations 
without involving recognition" against the decree, Aug. 13, 
14, 1920, 812.6363/735. Walker told Pall, Dec. 15, 1920, 
Pall Papers, SOP, Group W, to be ready to counteract the 
talk of recognition by "border jobbers" and that the APPM 
was preparing friendly editors to do the same. 

^Summerlin to Chief of Mexican Division, June 22; 
Summerlin to Colby, July 14, 1920, RDS, 812.00/24917, 812. 
6363/701. 
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conference with Davis and Colby, Walker said that Kellogg 

had been told by the President of El Aguila that on instruc

tions from London he had severed relations with the APPM and 

had agreed to recognize Article 27 and the Carranza decrees. 

Walker claimed that in return El Aguila would be given con

cessions to practically all the federal zones in Mexico and 

special privileges making the survival of American companies 

impossible. Walker insisted that the State Department make 

it clear to Mexico that the United States would not accept 

this policy and to pressure England and Prance not to recog

nize Obregon until he gave in on the petroleum dispute. By 

Walker's version, Colby assented to this course, but the 

latter's memorandum of the meeting does not mention the 

request. Colby did order the Embassy in Mexico City to 

conduct an urgent investigation to determine if British and 

Dutch concerns had received concessions from de la Huerta. 

Summerlin furnished newspaper accounts quoting Obregon's 

Secretary of Industry that concessions granted by the 

de la Huerta administration were suspended pending an 

inquiry. Other than this, Summerlin said, while rumors were 

rampant, nothing could be confirmed.^ 

2?Walker sent a resume of his Dec. 10 meeting with 
Davis and Colby to Pall, Fall Papers, SOF, Group W. A 
memorandum of' the conference, signed by Davis, and the 
instructions to Summerlin are in RDS, 812.6363/755a. The 
Charge replied on Dec. 17, 20, 812.6363/758, /763. El Uni
versal, Dec. 18-21, 1920, accused de la Huerta of courting 
disaster in trying to play England off against the United 
States, and, in a complete reversal of position, urged 
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Nor was this the only ambiguity confronting Colby. 

On November 9, Charles M. Johnston, Chief of the State 

Department's Mexican Division, recommended to Colby that 

negotiations with Pesquiera be suspended for the following 

reasons: de la Huerta said he would not accept conditional 

recognition; de la Huerta's press statement that all but 

two oil companies had acknowledged Article 27; Salvador 

Alvarado, Secretary of the Treasury, admitted to being a 

Bolsheviki; indications of renewed disorders in Mexico; and 

Obregon's impending inauguration. A few days later, Summer-

lin r- ported an alleged conversation in which Obregon told a 

socialist congressman that he wanted the most radical petro

leum legislation possible and his public comments about a 

new policy were only to obtain recognition. Colby imme

diately instructed the Embassy to use any means necessary to 

determine if Obregon made the remnrks attributed to him. 

Colby also wanted to know if Pesquiera . was included in 

Obregon's recent press statement denying he had any agents 

acting on his behalf in the United States. The answers, 

Colby said, could have "a very important bearing on the 

Obregon to accept the APPM's terms. E_1 Heraldo and Excel
sior, Dec. 22, said Doheny had "purchased" their competitor. 
They claimed that several American firms agreed to submit 
manifests and denouncements when El Aguila left the APPM, 
but Doheny persuaded them to renege because support from his 
"Mercenary paper" would force Obregon to give in. Copies 
are in Summerlin's dispatch, Jan. 7» 1921, 812.6363/788. 



161 

future relations of this country with Mexico." Obregon 

assured the Charge that he gave his full consent to 

Pesquiera's mission and instructions. The evidence that 

Obregon made the other statements was entirely hearsay, 

Suminerlin said, and even if he did, they were for political 

? ft 
purposes. 

A curious episode involving a J. P. Withers also 

appears to have influenced Colby's Mexican diplomacy. 

Withers and a Manuel Vargas turned up at the State Depart

ment in October 1920, professing to be emissaries from 

Obregon. Withers asserted that Obregon had uncovered a plot 

by de la Huerta and a military faction to secure recognition 

and then deny the President-elect his seat. This accounted 

for Pesquiera's assignment, of which Obregon was unaware 

until it leaked to the press, Withers said. Vargas gave 

dolby a memorandum which said that Obregon would sign a 

treaty modeled on Parker's draft immediately after recogni

tion. Colby replied that a prior treaty would still be 

required. Colby took Withers seriously enough to engage in 

a series of conferences, in February 1921, with Withers and 

Vargas. On the basis of Withers' revelations, Colby 

informed Wilson: "There are reports of dissympathy between 

^Johnston to Colby, Nov. 9, 1920; Summerlin to 
Colby, Nov. 18, 24, 30; Colby to Summerlin, Nov. 20, 1920, 
RDS, 812.00/24765^, /24755, /24781, /24790. 
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Obregon on the one hand, and the provisional President 

de la Huerta and his minister Calles, on the other."^ 

Withers later wrote to President Harding that he, 

Withers, was responsible for reversing Colby's intention to 

recognize de la Huerta. Withers said if Harding gave him a 

temporary diplomatic appointment, he could resolve the 

recognition question. Withers also corresponded with 

Hughes, who aslced Summerlin for information. Summerlin con

firmed that Colby, Withers, and Vargas had a number of 

conferences that led to an exchange of telegrams—not in the 

files—with Obregon but nothing came of them. Summerlin, 

Hughes, and Fletcher concurred that Withers was a dangerous 

crackpot, and when he wrote again, Hughes refused to 

30 answer.J 

What fears Pcsquiera's conferences with Colby 

31 engendered in oil circles ended in January 1921. Under 

^^Withers first talked to Davis on Oct. 28 and wrote 
to him and Colby on Nov. 3, 1920, Feb. 10, 17, 26, 1921; 
Colby to Vargas, Feb. 18, 1921, all in RDS, 812.00/24918, 
/25430. Much later de la Huerta said there was friction, 
but not why, between him and Obregon at this time. See 
Roberto Guzman Esparza (transcriber), Memorias de don 
Adolfo de la Huerta, segun su propio dictado (Mexico City: 
Ediciones Guzman, 1957), pp. 143-45, 180-8.1, and "Political 
Memoirs," Excelsior, July 27, Aug. 3, 17, 1930. Colbv to 
Wilson, Nov. 6, 1920, 812.00/26464. 

30 All the correspondence from and about Withers, 
April-July 1921, in Harding's administration is in RDS, 
812.00/24985, /25075, /25114. 

3-^-When Pesquiera came to Washington, Walker asked 
Fall to tie Wilson's hands by getting Harding to announce 
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increasing pressure and criticism for alleged willingness to 

compromise Mexico's sovereignty, Obregon repudiated any 

agreements made by Pesquiera and Colby. Mexico, Obregon 

said, would neither seek nor accept recognition contingent 

on prior conditions.Because Colby insisted on prior con

ditions, Obregon knew that his statement made the resolution 

of Mexican-American differences dependent on the impending 

Republican administration. In seeking to redeem the cam

paign pledge to reverse Wilson's Mexican policy, the Harding 

administration would not be encumbered with limitations 

imposed by previous recognition. 

Hughes and the Treaty 

Hughes formulated and conducted foreign policy 

during the Harding administration. Harding confessed to 

being confused by diplomatic matters, in which he had little 

interest. When Fletcher sought approval on a point relating 

to Mexican oil, Harding expressed utter bewilderment as to 

what should be done. While going over diplomatic papers 

with Hughes, Harding complained: "Hughes, this is the 

that Mexico would be required to sign a treaty before 
recognition. Pall replied that there was no danger of 
recognition and involving Harding was not necessary. Walker 
to Pall, Nov. 5, 6, and Pall to Walker, Nov. 11, 1920, Pall 
Papers, SOP, Group W. 

320bregon's renunciation and a resume of the negative 
press reaction to Pesquiera's mission and the terms offered 
to him in Washington are in Fletcher's dispatch of Jan. 21, 
1921, RDS, 812.00/24849. 
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damndest job." However, Harding was well aware of his 

limitations. In announcing his choice, Harding referred all 

questions to Hughes and told the press: "That is going to 

be another policy of the next administration. Prom the 

beginning the Secretary of State will speak for the State 

Department." Describing his function under Harding, Hughes 

wrote: "I realized that I must take a full measure of 

responsibility. ... I did not go to him with a statement 

of difficulties and ask him what should be done, but . . . 

[made] concrete proposals ... to which he almost invar

iably gave his approval."33 

If the executive was willing to give Hughes a free 

hand, the Senate was not. Several members of this body, 

flushed with their victory over Wilson on the League, tried 

to take control of foreign affairs. But Hughes, with Hard

ing's firm support, kept overall direction in his hands, and 
\ 
neither- Lodge nor William Borah in leading the Senatorial 

3-^Harding to Fletcher, Jan. 24, 1922, RDS, 812 .6363  
/IO85. 11 Autobiographical Notes of Charles Evans Hughes," 
pp. 256, 253a, 253b (microfilm copy of a manuscript, Hughes 
Papers, Library of Congress), hereafter cited as "Notes." 
New York World, Feb. 20, 21, 1921, Buckley Collection, File 
121E. Also see Noggle, pp. 11-12; Robert K. Murray, Harding 
Era: Warren G. Harding and 'His Administration (Minneapolis: 
Univ. of Minnesota Press, 1969); Samuel H. Adams, Incredible 
Era: The Life and Times of Warren Gamaliel Harding (New 
York: Houghton-Mifflin, 1939)5 pp. 19^-207; Dexter Perkins, 
Charles Evans Hughes and American Diplomatic Statesmanship 
Boston: Little, Brown, 1956); Betty Glad, Charles Evans 
Hughes and the Illusions of Innocence: A Study in American 
Diplomacy (Urbana: Univ. of Illinois PressT 1966T7 pp. 132-
W. 
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challenge showed any inclination to interfere in the manag

ing of the Mexican Question. The same could not be said for 

others.^ 

As anticipated, Harding's election assured a Cabinet 

post for his close friend, Albert Pall. An early press fav

orite for State, when Pall chose Interior and Fletcher was 

named Under-Secretary of State, journalists still assumed 

that Pall and the oil lobby would control the administra

tion's Mexican policy. They made strenuous efforts to do 

so.35 

Late in December 1920, Pall went to Marion, Ohio, to 

consult with Harding. Pall had previously advised Walker 

that the Mexican petroleum question would.be a topic of 

discussion. Prom Marion, Pall traveled to Washington where, 

on January 15, he met with Buckley, Henry Lane Wilson, and 

representatives of the APPM and APARM. According to 

feuckley, he and Pall convinced the others to abstain from 

direct negotiations with Mexico. Instead, all concerned 

would work together and rely on the Harding administration 

3^por Hughes' difficulties with the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee, see Glad, pp. 139-^3. 

3^As early as Dec. 1920, newspapers began to specu
late on which slot Pall would get in Harding's Cabinet. See 
New York Times, Dec. 16, 24, 1920, Feb. 25, Mar. 3j New York 
Sun, Feb. 24; New York Tribune, Mar. 2, 9; New York Globe, 
Mar. 3, 1921, Buckley Collection, File 121D, F. Fall could 
have had either State or Interior, but preferred the latter, 
according to an old friend and political crony, George 
Curry, 1861-1947, An Autobiography (Albuquerque: Univ. of 
New Mexico Press, 1958), p. 301. 
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to impose on Mexico the recommendations in the preliminary 

report of the Pall Committee. Pall would see to it that the 

new administration adopted this course. Pall would also 

attempt to get ex-Ambassador Wilson re-appointed to his old 

post. The APPM agreed to cooperate if Fall committed him

self in writing. Pall, therefore, wrote a letter to the 

APARM reiterating his earlier conditions for restoring rela

tions and promising that "so long as I have anything to do 

with the Mexican question no government in Mexico will be 

recognized with my consent, which does not first enter into 

a written agreement practically along the lines suggested." 

If Mexico refused to do so, Pall added, "other action" 

should be taker, to secure full protection for American 

interests there. Pall then accompanied Harding to Florida, 

from where the President-elect announced the appointment of 

Hughes.^ 

K The united front did not endure long. Initially, 

Buckley was ecstatic over the results of the conference. It 

had been followed, he wrote to an associate, by five days of 

interviews with "everybody" in the incoming administration. 

He was "well advised," Buckley said, that Obregon must sign 

a protocol, previous to recognition, settling "all pending 

questions." Moreover, the protocol had to be elevated to 

•^Fall to Walker, Nov. 11, 1920; Buckley Memorandum 
of the Jan. 15 meeting, and letter to Pall, Jan. 8, 1921, 
Fall Papers, SOP, Group W, P.P., Items 1829* 1932. Fall to 
APARM, Jan. 19, 1921, RDS, 812.6363/808%. 
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the status of a treaty Immediately after the resumption of 

relations. A month later, Buckley informed Pall that the 

APPM intended to make its own accommodation with Obregon. 

Since oil interests controlled the APARM, Buckley said, it, 

too, would renege. He told Pall that he talked to officials 

of both organizations about adhering to the agreement 

reached in January, but the APPM maintained that an accord 

with Obregon on petroleum also would protect other American 

interests. The APPM, Buckley said, would not support Pall's 

policy in public since it would end any chance of success 

• *37 
for a direct approach to Obregon. 

Possibly the APPM expected Pall to get the post that 

went to Hughes. Or perhaps, as Buckley believed, the big 

companies saw an opportunity to protect themselves by 

sacrificing other American investors. This was the reason 

he gave to Fall for openly breaking with the APPM and form-
V 

ing the AAM, whose first Bulletin came out February 10. 

Buckley used his publication primarily to attack past and 

present Mexican Governments; but Buckley also leveled harsh 

criticism at the APPM whose directors he accused of selfish

ness, cowardice, and willingness to profit at the expense of 

others. His organization, Buckley proclaimed, represented 

hundreds of "little" American landowners and businessmen in 

^Buckley to Raymond Dickson, Jan. 24, 1921, Pall 
Papers, SOP, Group W. Buckley to Fall, Feb. 5S 10, 1921, 
Fall Papers,•P.F., Box 1, Items 1839, 1884. 
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Mexico. When Buckley declined to produce the membership 

list, an inquiring newspaperman wrote that his investigation 

indicated the AAM spoke for four persons—Pall, Buckley, and 

38 
two employees of the latter. 

Nevertheless, Buckley's assault stung. Writing for 

the APPM, Ira Williams told Buckley that his charges would 

create glee in Mexico City. Buckley's response was that the 

people in the APPM did not understand the Mexican character 

as he did, and the effect on Mexican officials would be 

gloom, not glee, since they would now know that there was 

someone determined to fight them and they could not use the 

APPM to advance their schemes. Judging from the tongue-in-

cheek coverage of the AAM in the Mexico City press, Williams 

was right. But Buckley continued his vendetta in soliciting 

members for the A/-M. Whether or not because of Buckley's 

effort, and the publicity his charges received, in March the 
\ 

APPM announced it had adopted a resolution to oppose Obre-

gon's recognition so long as Article 27 posed a threat. 

Buckley halted his overt criticism of the APPM and its 

39 
"puppet" APARM. 

^Buckley to Pall, Feb. 10, 1920, Buckley Collection, 
Buckley Jr. Pile. Bulletin of the AAM, esp. Nos. 1-3. See 
Robert Murray on the AAM, New York Evening Post, Sept. 19, 
1921, Buckley Collection, File 121T. 

^Williams to Buckley, Feb. 14 and reply, Feb. 17; 
Buckley to APPM, Feb. 2; Buckley to Swain, Feb. 6; Pall 
Papers, P.P., Box 1, Items 1840, 1885, 1896, 1897- For 
reaction to the AAM and Buckley's falling out with the APPM, 
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On the eve of Harding's inauguration, the APARM 

made public Fall's letter of January 19. On March 3, Pall 

released the "Final Report" of his subcommittee. The Report 

alleged, among other things, that the Americans advocating 

unconditional resumption of relations with Mexico had been 

purchased by promises of concessions and favors, and the 

"responsible" and "better classes" in Mexico were on the 

verge of "bloodlessly" removing Carranza when their revolu

tion was stolen by the Huerta-Obregon military clique. But 

the subcommittee, the Report said, would insist on "an 

agreement in writing, in the nature of a Protocol" as a pre

liminary to recognition and not "a mere exchange of letters" 

on disputed points; furthermore, immediately after the 

naming of Ambassadors Obregon must sign a treaty incorpora

te) 
ting the Protocol. 

* The press regarded the simultaneous presentation of 

Fall's letter of January 19 and the subcommittee Report as 

collusion between Fall and the oil lobby to force their 

Mexican policy on Hughes. A number of dailies expressed 

see El Universal and Excelsior, Feb. it, 15, 1921; New York 
World, Mar. 17, and New Yorlc Evening Post, Mar. 19, 1921, 
Buckley Collection, File 121E. Printed invitations to join 
the AAM also assault the APPM and APARM; copies are in Fall 
Papers, P.F., Box 1, Item 5^0. 

^°Fall's letter to the APARM, Jan. 19, 1920, is in 
RDS, 812.6363/808^. A copy of the "Final Report of the Sub
committee to Investigate Mexican Affairs," Mar. 2, 1920, 
is in Fall Papers, SOF, Group F. 
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alarm that Pall's views would prevail because of his close

ness to Harding. In that event, both the New York Globe and 

World believed there would be war with Mexico. Pall denied 

that there was a conspiracy to dictate to Hughes. The 

letter was drafted in January, Fall said, and he insisted 

that the timing of its release and that of the Report was 

entirely coincidental, However, the effect was to intensify 

interest in the new administration's course with regard to 

4l Mexico. 

For three months after his debut at the State 

Department, Hughes declined to go beyond a statement that 

Mexico must meet its obligations. The New York Herald said 

Harding would never recognize Obregon unless he did away 

with the "obnoxious" Article 27. The Washington Post 

asserted that if Obregon did not abolish Article 27s he 

would not get recognition and Harding would not hesitate to 

take harsh measure "exactly the opposite of the policy pur

sued by President Wilson." The New York Evening Post blamed 

Fall and the oil men for.the revived talk of intervention 

and feared that the Washington Post, whose owner was a 

Harding crony, spoke for the administration. On the same 

day that the New York Times predicted that Hughes would be 

^See the . New York Globe, Times, Tribune, and World, 
Mar. 3» 1931. The New York Sun, Mar. 7, and Washington 
Post, Mar. 8, 1921, printed Pall's disclaimer. For these 
and other articles on the Jan. 19 letter and the Report, see 
Buckley Collection, File 121E. 
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content with an exchange of notes promising protection of 

American rights, the New York Tribune announced that a prior 

i|2 
treaty would be required. The Times was wrong. 

The oil lobby and Pall were hard at work. In March, 

Kellogg submitted a long memorandum for Doheny, which urged 

Hughes to force Mexico to concede the "utter illegality that 

underlies the entire Constitution of 1917" by either revok

ing its Article 27 or reverting to the 1857 Charter. Mexico 

had to agree to this in writing, Kellogg said, as well as 

promise to eliminate the Carranza decrees, the federal zone 

concessions, as well as assure reasonable taxation. Other

wise, Kellogg maintained, Royal Dutch Shell would benefit 

from these provisions to the detriment and probable 

exclusion of American companies.^3 

Mark Requa furnished Hughes with a communication 

from a British oil executive, Sir John Cadman, that suppos-
\ 
edly buttressed Kellogg's charges. Cadman acknowledged to 

Requa that his firm, with the approval of the British 

Government, was negotiating a fuel contract with AGWI. 

Hughes asked Summerlin for his views on Cadman's letter. 

Before Summerlin could reply, Hughes recalled the Charge to 

Washington. Meanwhile, in the Senate, Lodge touched off a 

*^New York Sun, Mar. 4, Herald, Mar. 13, Evening 
Post, Mar. 18, Times, May 11, Tribune, May 11, Washington 
Post, Mar. 17, May 15» Buckley Collection, File 121E, P. 

^Kellogg memorandum, Mar. 28, 1921, RDS, 812.6363 
71074. 
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debate by reading a letter from Fall accusing England of 

making terms with Mexico in order to further the British 
l|i| 

policy of gaining control of the world's oil supply. 

In April, Hughes held a conference with a committee 

of the APPM and Buckley. According to a memorandum prepared 

by Buckley, Hughes expressed qualms that withholding recog

nition from Obregon might result in his ouster and renewed 

chaos in Mexico, and the same consequence might follow if 

Obregon gave in and signed a treaty. In that event, Hughes 

asked, what man in Mexico other than Obregon could be relied 

on to rule justly. The committee inferred from the Secre

tary's remarks that such considerations might influence his 

policy. Buckley said that the committee replied that there 

were hundreds of Mexicans who could provide a far more 

effective government than that presently in power; there

fore, the United States should adhere to its demand for a 

^treaty prior to recognition. If Obregon declined to meet 

the terms, the APPM advised Hughes, this act should be made 

public; for, when Mexicans learned that recognition had been 

denied because of a refusal to guarantee justice to Amer

icans, Obregon would be overthrown. Knowing this, Obregon 

would almost certainly accede to an accommodation, but if he 

^Cadman to Requa, Feb. 5, 1921, and Hughes' inquiry 
to Summerlin, Mar. 23, 1921, are in RDS, 812.6363/8l2a. 
Summerlin left Mexico for Washington on Apr. 14, 1921, leav
ing Matthew Hanna as acting Charge, 812.00/2^958. For 
Fall's letter, Lodge's comments, and the debate,; see the 
New York Sun, Apr. 18, 1921, Buckley Collection, Fiie 121E. 



173 

did not, the committee said, temporary chaos was better than 

a continuation of existing conditions. Should Obregon some

how survive the inevitable uprising, the oil men concluded, 

the United States could intervene with the support of a 

majority of Mexicans and back a cientifico for President. ^ 

The conference evidently helped Hughes to a deci

sion. The next day he ordered Summerlin - to Washington to 

assist in drafting a treaty. A month later Summerlin was 

back in Mexico, and on May 27 he presented the proposed 

treaty to Obregon, along with the stipulation that unless 

and until it was accepted, the United States would withhold 

recognition. Essentially an elaboration of Pall's earlier 

terms, the treaty's crucial provision, Article 1, obliged 

Mexico to affirm that neither the Constitution, statutory 

laws, executive decrees, nor any other regulation could in 

any way affect the rights, titles, or interests in American 

held property. Nor could American property be taken by the 

state except in cases of justified public utility after due 

process of law and immediate payment of a just compensation. 

A,s Alberto Pani, Obregon's Minister of Foreign Affairs, 

*^A memorandum of the Apr. 11 meeting from the AAM to 
Hughes is in RDS, 812.00/25^56 and Buckley Collection, Pile 
360. At the same time an oil company lawyer, B. F. Rice, 
"Duty of the United States in Mexico," Magazine of the New 
York Petroleum Exchange, II (April 1921), pT 57, urged 
Hughes to safeguard American property by establishing a 
protectorate over Mexico, "with the United States to direct, 
levy, and collect the taxes. ..." 
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subsequently pointed out, the United States was seeking 

concessions it could not hope to get in a treaty negotiated 

by equals as the price for recognition.^ 

On June 7> 1921, Hughes announced the Harding 

administration's Mexican policy. The fundamental question 

involved in United States-Mexican relations, Hughes said, 

was "the safeguarding of property rights against confisca

tion." The Constitution of 1917 3 Hughes asserted, threat

ened "the foundations of international intercourse," the 

very basis of Western Civilization. "Accordingly this 

Government has proposed a Treaty of Amnity and Commerce with 

Mexico, in which Mexico will agree to safeguard the rights 

of property which attached before the Constitution of 1917 

was promulgated." If Mexico complies, Hughes continued, 

"concurrently with that act its recognition will take 

place." Hughes did not reveal the specific terms of the 

proposed pact. In following, to the letter, the program 

presented by the APPM and Buckley, Hughes would be in an 

'^Summerlin1s instructions, the proposed treaty, and 
correspondence exchanged between Pani and Summerlin over the 
next two years relative to the treaty were published by the 
United States Department of State, Press Releases (Washing
ton, D.C.: 1926). Host of the same material is also in 
La Cuestion Internacional Mexicano-Amerlcana durante el Gob-
ierno del General don Alvaro 0breg3n ("Mexico City: Secre-
tarxa de Relaciones Exteriores, 1926). Article 2, later 
dropped as a condition, pertained to free exercise of reli
gion. Sixteen other articles covered claims commissions, 
commerce, settlement of future problems, and procedures for 
ratification. The New York Tribune and Sun, May 23, 1921, 
Buckley Collection, Pile 121F, believed the treaty had been 
drawn by Pall. 
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uncomfortable position should Obregon decide the price for 

resuming diplomatic ties was too high. To back down would 

be politically untenable for Harding, as would applying the 

force suggested as the ultimate step, while resting the 

liv 
matter would bring pressure from all sides. ' 

The Mexican press rallied to Obregon and bitterly 

denounced Hughes' policy in its entirety. These newspapers 

especially scorned that part of his pronouncement that the 

United States was attempting to shield civilization from the 

barbarians rather than advancing narrowly nationalistic 

goals. In choosing his course, Hughes elected to disregard 

other indicators that the one condition unacceptable to 

Mexico under any circumstances was a treaty prior to recog

nition. Yet the lack of response to similar overtures from 

Colby were not official rejections. And Hughes did not have 

to view as irrevocable Obregon's previous assurances to the 

press that he would never agree to encumbered recognition. 

Hughes' inexperience might explain why he accepted-the erro

neous dogma of oil men concerning support for Obregon and 
ii« 

Mexican attitudes toward American interests. However, it 

^Hughes' statement to the press, June 7S 1921, RDS 
812.6363/1^2; also in State Department, Press Releases. 

h O 
°Por reaction to Hughes' announcement of June 7, 

consult issues of Mexico City newspapers, June 13-15, 
Aug. 16-17, Buckley Collection, Pile 121E, F; and Summer-
lin's dispatches of May 28, Aug. 20, 1921, RDS, 711.12/337, 
812.6363/939. 
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is difficult to account for Hughes' ignoring the obvious 

message in a letter to Harding from Obregon received on 

May 11j 1921. Obregon wrote "that when diplomatic relations 

have been completely restored it will be timely and appro

priate for it [Mexico] to (and it hereby signifies its 

willingness to do so) enter into a TREATY OP AMNITY AND 

COMMERCE with the United States." The coverage, Obregon 

said, would include protection of property rights, claims 

commissions, settlement of future disputes, religious free

dom, and non-retroactive application of laws.^9 

Obregon's communication to Harding was a direct 

response to a feeler sent out by Hughes. The Secretary 

of State dispatched Elmer Dover, a personal friend of 

Harding's, in an unofficial capacity to test Obregon's 

receptivity to a treaty. In his letter, Obregon said he had 

been told by Dover that no fixed Mexican policy had yet 

been established by the Harding administration because its 

only data on the fate of American interests in Mexico came 

from these same interests. Therefore, Obregon said, he had 

resolved to write to Harding and detail the Mexican position 

on every point of concern to the United States. Obregon 

attached a copy of his recent public declarations on matters 

in dispute with the United States. He was now officially 

^^obregon's representative in Washington, Manuel C. 
Tellez, delivered to the State Department the undated com
munication from Obregon on May 11, 1921, RDS, 812.00/25^28. 
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committing his government to this position, Obregon told 

Harding. These statements, among other things, specifically 

promised that legislation vesting the nation with owner

ship of petroleum deposits would not be given retroactive 

effect.50 

After receiving the proposed treaty, Obregon wrote 

again and reminded Harding that he (Obregon) had previously 

indicated his willingness and the means to resolve the 

"three fundamental doubts" of the United States relating to 

Article 27, settling claims, and payment of the foreign 

debt. Obregon said he could not understand why more should 

be required unless it was because of the activities of those 

who hoped to gain by'prolonging the misunderstanding. In 

any event, Obregon declared, there would be no treaty 

because it was impossible under the laws of Mexico, "in the 

same manner it is not permitted to the President of the 

United States to conclude treaties contrary to the laws of 

51 your country." • 

Hughes drafted Harding's reply to Obregon. After 

acknowledging the services of Dover, Hughes pointed out that 

in extending recognition to Carranza the United States had 

5°Pirst published in Mexico City dailies on Apr. 4, 
1921, Obregon reiterated his stand to a reporter for the 
New York World, June 27, 1921, Buckley Collection, Pile 
121E, F. 

53-Obregon to Harding, June 11, 1921, RDS, 812.00 
/26059. 
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relied on his unsecured pledged that the Constitution of 

1917 would not adversely affect American rights. Since 

Carranza later reneged on his assurances, according to 

Hughes, a more definite understanding was necessary, and the 

terms previously communicated by Summerlin would have to be 

met. This policy, Hughes wrote, was based solely on a 

determination to uphold international law, and had not been 

influenced by private interests. At Harding's suggestion 

"to avoid the appearance of submission to our dictation," 

Hughes added a paragraph offering to send a commission to 

Mexico to arrange a treaty, which would still h; ve to be 

signed before recognition.52 

Hughes seems to have really expected Obregon to 

yield. In addition to oil men, Summerlin helped to shape 

the Secretary's conviction. Both before and after Summer

lin 's April-May trip to Washington, he indicated that a 

split with Calles and de la Huerta put Obregon in grave 

danger of being ousted. The Charge apparently accepted as 

fact the wishful thinking of old cientifieos from whom he 

got his information. A time limit for endorsing the treaty, 

Summerlin advised Hugheswould compel Obregon to give in 

because he knew that otherwise he would be replaced. Sum

merlin told Hughes that as a result of Harding's letter of 

52Harding to Hughes; Hughes to Harding, July 21, 
1921, RDS, 812.00/25109^. Harding to Obregon, July 21, 
1921, /251143s. 
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July 21, Obregon would succumb since he would now realize 

that "we mean to have the treaty signed before recogni

tion. "53 a week after Summerlin's prediction, Obregon again 

wrote to Harding. Obregon said he was pleased to hear that 

special interests did not influence American foreign policy. 

He invited the United States to name its representatives to 

a mixed claims commission. Meanwhile, Mexico's Congress and 

Courts would regulate Article 27, Obregon said, and the 

5 4  problems would all be solved—without a treaty. 

Here the matter rested for two years while Pani and 

Summerlin engaged in a reciprocal, sterile exchange of pre

cedents and points of international law buttressing their 

respective positions or detracting from that of the other. 

Hughes continued to insist that only when Mexico agreed by 

treaty to abide by international law would relations be 

restored. Obregon outlined to Congress on September 1, 

1921, the position he maintained throughout the dispute. 

The United States, Obregon said, was asking that its citi

zens be given a privileged status which would have to be 

extended to other foreigners and result in stripping Mexico 

^^Summerlin's dispatches of Feb. 18, June 4, Aug. 4, 
6, 10, Dept. 28, 1921, RDS, 812.02/132, /135, /136, /139; 
812.00/24874%, /25026%., /25l40%. Historical accounts of 
this stage of Obregon's administration do not support Sum-
merlin's evaluation of the relations between the President 
and Calles and de la Huerta. See Dulles, esp. pp. 131-132; 
and Romero Flores, pp. 154-55. 

^Obregon to Harding, Aug. 18, 1921, RDS, 812.00 
/ 26098 .  
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of everything of value. Conditional recognition, Obregon 

assured the Legislature, would not be accepted, and neither 

would the Constitution be modified to accord with the 

demands of foreigners. A month after this address, Summer-

lin reported, when Obregon was asked about the state of the 

proposed treaty, he replied, "that notion had definitely 

passed to history." A diplomatic deadlock, however, did not 

preclude oil men from employing other means to secure their 

55 interests. 

5^For the Pani-Summerlin correspondence, see State 
Department, Press Releases and Cuestion Internacional. 
Hughes' statement to the press, Oct. 30, 1922, RDS, 812.6363 
/14*I2. Obregon to Congress, Sept. 1, 1921, Presidehtes Ante 
La Nad on, III, pp. 439-^1. Summerlin to Hughes, Oct. 18, 
1921, 711.12/368. 



CHAPTER 6 

THE ROAD TO BUCARELI 

The Harding-Hughes policy did stimulate the 

ambitions of various Mexicans eager to oust Obregon. But 

even had diplomatic relations been restored, Obregon would 

have had to deal with challenges from assorted Generals and 

politicians. Contrary to expectations, however, his admin

istration overcame the difficulties imposed by lack of 

recognition and pursued the task of reestablishing order 

with deadly effectiveness. Independently inclined or rebel

lious military commanders and power-seekers who could not be 

induced to respect the authority of the central government 

by cannonballs of pesos were hunted down and executed.^ 

Plots concocted and organized against Obregon's administra

tion from north of the border were especially dangerous to 

him. A secure base from which to launch the attacks was 

not the only advantage. The names and money of Americans 

with Mexican oil holdings were deeply implicated in the 
• 

"'"For some revealing insights into the Machiavellian 
and very efficient techniques utilized by Obregon in hand
ling the opposition, see AGN/PP, Legajos, 100-V-3j V-ll, 
101-C-14, 101-D-8. Also consult Dulles, pp. 109-117, and 
Lieuwen, pp. 63-71. 
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conspiracies. Ironically, their bungling and ineptitude 

contributed significantly to the failure of the schemes. 

The inability of Obregon's opponents to submerge 

their differences and cooperate complicated efforts to 

promote a counterrevolution. Buckley employed William 

Hanson, Fall's former investigator, to unite the factions 

hostile to Obregon. In April 1921, Hanson wrote to Buckley 

that the Carrancistas would have nothing to do with the 

cientificos and Felix Diaz since the latter insisted on 

throwing out the Constitution of 1917 and reverting to that 

of 1857. Neither group, Hanson said, would work with Pablo 

Gonzalez as a result of his betrayal of Carranza at the time 

of the Plan of Agua Prieta. Because of this incompatibil

ity, Hanson recommended that Buckley and his friends back 

Esteban Cantu, a former Governor of Baja California who was 

ousted by the Sonora revolt. If Cantu received the "proper 

support," Hanson said, in thirty days he would have Mexico 

"in line for full compliance with the ideas of our govern-
p 

ment." 

An anonymous Justice Department agent infiltrated 

the Carrancista expatriates and independently confirmed 

Hanson's belief that consolidation of the fragmented anti-

Obregon forces was impossible. These divisions explain why 

an invasion of Mexico, scheduled for May 1921, never got 

^Hanson to Buckley, Apr. 19, and reply, Apr. 23, 
1921, Fall Papers, P.F., Box 1, Items 1920, 1924. 
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underway. The consul at Monterrey informed Hughes that this 

uprising would be led by Gonzalez supported by Carrancistas 

and Pelaez. Although Pelaez left his post as military com

mander of the Tainpico oil district and arrived in Laredo on 

April 18, the bickering got out of hand and the plan was 

•3 
abandoned. 

Although this scheme was abortive, Pelaez' trip was 

not. In May, Pelaez met with Buckley, who wrote to Pall 

asking if he could bring the Mexican visitor for a con

ference without it becoming known. After this meeting, 

Pelaez spent several weeks in Los Angeles before returning 

to Laredo, from where he departed for Tampico on July 11. 

At Monterrey, Obregon agents removed Pelaez from his train 

and escorted him to Mexico City. Before Pelaez reached the 

capitol, his deputy in the oil zone, General Martinez 

Herrera, proclaimed a revolt against the government which 

federal troops stamped out v/ithin a week.** 

^In Pall's papers are a number of reports, this one 
dated Aug. 6, 1921, filed by investigators with the Depart-
men of Justice accepted as members of one or more of the 
exiled Mexican factions in the United States. Fall obtained 
them from a friend, Charles Breniman, .Superintendent of the 
Justice Department's Southwestern Division, through Hanson. 
Breniman to Hanson, Feb. 17, 1922, Fall Papers, P.F., Box 1, 
Item 2486. Bowman, Monterrey, Apr. 6, 1921, RDS, 812.00 
/2^9^3- Robertson, Consul at Laredo, reported Pelaez' 
presence and the plot to Hughes, Apr. 18, 1921, 812.00 

h 
Buckley to Fall, May 11, 1921, Fall Papers, P.F., 

Box 1, Item 1925. A Justice Department agent submitted a 
report on Pelaez' contacts and activities at Laredo. Ibid., 
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On July 1*1, Obregdn, with Pelaez at his side, 

announced that Doheny and officials of his Iiuasteca Oil Com

pany participated in Herrera's rebellion. Pelaez told the 

press that Doheny instigated the Tampico movement. Pelaez 

insisted he was not involved, and that he and Doheny had 

not even met while they were simultaneous residents of a 

Los Angeles hotel. Packed off to the capitol for court 

martial, Herrera confirmed that Doheny financed and promoted 

the attempted coup. But Herrera incriminated Pelaez as a 

co-conspirator who had long been in the pay of oil interests 

to work for the overthrow of Mexico's Government and Consti

tution. Pelaez reiterated his charge against Doheny and 

again claimed that Herrera had acted independently.^ 

Two weeks before Herrera's uprising, Buckley warned 

Fall of the plot and named Doheny as the instigator. On 

June 27, from Chicago, Buckley ordered his Washington 

lieutenant, Paul Hudson, to pass on to Pall information 

received from Pelaez in Los Angeles. According to Buckley, 

Pelaez had just discovered that Herrera had been induced by 

Doheny to revolt against Obregdn. Pelaez could not decide 

Item 2520. Summerlin furnished a review of Pelaez' move
ments and statements while in the United States, July 15, 
RDS, 812.00/25039. 

^Por Obregon's statements and the accounts of Pelaez 
and Herrera, see Excelsior, July 15-17, Aug. El_ Uni
versal, July 15-17; and El Heraldo, Aug. 21, 1921; Buckley 
Collection, Pile 121H, I. 
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whether he should return to Mexico and stop Herrera or warn 

Obregon. Buckley said he advised the former course. Car-

rancistas in San Antonio, a Justice Department infiltrator 

indicated, believed that Pelaez was an Obregonista spy 

because Obregon revealed details of the conspiracy that 

could only have come from Pelaez. However, another Justice 

Department agent said that after conferences with Cantrf and 

Doheny in Los Angeles Pelaez agreed to initiate a revolt in 

Tampico to coincide with an attack of Mexicali led by Cantu, 

all financed by oil money distributed through Buckley.^ 

In the continued intrigue, Pelaez was of little use. 

The loyal forces Obregon moved into the oil district in July 

remained there, effectively negating any further contribu

tion from Pelaez' troops. Although never officially 

punished, Pelaez resigned his command in May 1922, and 

returned to El Paso, where he was again active in the 

affairs of dissident Mexicans.^ 

In August 1921, Buckley arranged an elaborate scheme 

for overthrowing Obregon. Initially, Cantu was to recruit 

^Buckley 16" Pall, Mar. 15, Pall Papers, P.F., Box 1, 
Item 1900. Buckley to Hudson, June 27> 1921; Hudson to 
Pall, n.d., ibid., Box 2, Item 1250. The San Antonio 
agent's report is dated July 25, 1921. That of his counter
part in Los Angeles, July 5S said one of his informants was 
an attorney for Cantu's brother-in-law, John M. Bowen, who 
helped draw up the plan. See ibid., Box 1, Items 2515, 
2525. Summerlin told Hughes, July 16, 1921, RDS, 812.00 
/25112, that Pelaez was part of the plot. 

7j. W. Dye, consul at Cuidad Juarez, to Hughes, 
June 2, 1922, RDS, 812.00/25660. 
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and arm men for an attack on Mexicali with $50,000 contrib

uted by Buckley. Meanwhile, Lucio Blanco, a Carrancista 

General, was to launch an assault along the Texas border to 

divert and confuse Mexican defenders. If Cantu took and 

held Mexicali for forty-eight hours, Buckley and other oil 

men were to put up an additional $200,000 and, with Pall's 

help, try to get the Harding administration to recognize the 

belligerency of the rebels. In August, Pall went on a west

ern tour and met with a Canttf representative at Yosemite, 

California. Following this conference, Fall wrote to 

Buckley that the plan was feasible and endorsed its execu

tion. At this point Blanco backed out, evidently under 

pressure from other Carrancistas, necessitating new prepara

tions with Cantii. The revised plan involved an invasion and 

take-over of Baja California as a base for an all-out effort 

to topple Mexico's Government. Buckley then wired to Fall 

that Hanson was coming "to tell you the full details of our 

scheme." After conferring with Hanson, Fall replied that 

the project had his approval.® 

^Buckley to Fall, Sept. 15, and Pall to Buckley, 
Oct. 19, 1921, Pall Papers, P.P., Box 1, Items 19^6, 19^7-
Three comprehensive reports from Justice Dept. agents naming 
the participants in the plot, dates, and locations of meet
ings are in ibid., Items 246l, 2^70, 2486. In Oct. and 
Nov., the Mexican consul at San Diego submitted twenty-two 
reports to the Secretary of Foreign Relations from Obregon 
agents containing information similar to the preceding. The 
consul said that American authorities refused his request to 
arrest the openly operating conspirators on the grounds that 
Mexico's Government was not legal since it had not been 
recognized. These documents are in AGN/PP, Legajos 101-B-
18, B-20. 
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Scheduled for November 1, 1921, the uprising was as 

complete a fiasco as the Herrera episode. A key provision 

of the plot required the unimpeded smuggling of arms across 

the border in trucks of a motion picture company ostensibly 

going on location in Mexico. Recruits for the rebel army 

could then enter Mexico from the United States without 

arousing suspicion. But on October 26, from Los Angeles, 

Hanson telegraphed to Buckley in San Antonio: "Arms detained 

and moving picture man (who made purchase) in jail. Indica

tions are no law violated—counsel employed—suggest you go 

to Washington, I remain here—double cross." Buckley imme

diately alerted his associate in Washington, Paul Hudson, 

that "only one thing will save situation—Senator [Pall] to 

use his influence to have Dept. Justice wire order release 

men and arms—please see if Senator inclined do this." Two 

days later, Hudson forwarded another telegram from Buckley 

to Fall: 

Agents of the Department of Justice have worked 
with Captain Hanson throughout. The capture of the 
arms was a mere accident, made by custom'guard who 
thought shipment was whisky. 

Department Justice agents did everything pos
sible to help release the men and are anxious to 
release the arms and only wait an intimation from 
Washington, which they feel they must have. 

Please see Senator and ascertain whether 
he thinks such order can be obtained without 
delay. . . . 

Captain Hanson extremely enthusiastic and says 
no trouble to take Lower California. 
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Colonel C. can get 10,000 men In 2*1 hours if he 
wants them. The public if for him on both sides of 
the border. His men are enthusiastic and ready. 
Obregons [sic] forces are inactive and ready to 
desert. Have not received their pay.9 

Without the impounded munitions, Cantti's "army" 

attempted an invasion at a number of border towns in Novem

ber and December. Unfortunately for the rebels, Obregon's 

agents had infiltrated the movement and some actually sat in 

on the meetings wh; re the strategy and tactics were form

ulated. Obregon's advance knowledge of exactly where, when, 

and what was to happen was crucial in the opinion of the 

Mexican Consul-General at San Francisco who coordinated the 

espionage which uncovered the plot.^ 

By the end of November American consuls in north

western Mexico were indicating that the troops Buckley said 

were ready to desert had the situation well in hand, and the 

^Hanson to Buckley, Oct. 26; Buckley to Hudson, 
Oct. 26; Hudson to Pall, Oct. 28, 1921, Pall Papers, P.P., 
Box 1, Items 2004, 1950. 

10Consul-General, Manuel Ruiz, San Francisco, to 
Gral. Manuel Perez Trevino, Chief of Staff to the President, 
May 16, 1922, AGN/PP, Legajo 101-B-25. Further details of 
the responsibility of American oil men for these plots are 
provided by an expose, backed by documents, affidavits, 
letters, and leaked Justice Department investigations, car
ried out by the New York American in Jan.-Feb. 1922, Buckley 
Collection, File 121K, L. The American's probe uncovered 
sufficient indirect links between the oil company intrigues 
and the Harding administration to elicit a denial of per
sonal involvement from Harding and a denunciation as the 
"rankest cheats and frauds" people who had misled him, 
misused his name, and "purported to be official spokesmen 
for the United States Government in Mexican affairs." See 
Harding statement in the New York Times, Feb. 18, 1922, 
Buckley Collection, Pile 121K. 



189 

people of Baja California were loyal to Obregon. One consul 

reported that recruiting was still going on in the United 

States unhindered by officials there, some of whom were 

probably helping the insurgents. The universal attitude in 

Mexico, this consul said, was that the American Government 

was backing Cantu. Summerlin sent a similar appraisal from 

the capitol, including press clippings holding Doheny and 

Pall responsible for the filibustering. 

Subsequent attempts to invade Mexico from the United 

States were equally futile. In each case speculation con

nected them with oil interests along with hints of tacit aid 

from Washington. In June 1922, Felix Diaz, after seeking 

support from the State Department, proclaimed a nationwide 

revolt which never got started. In August 1922, General 

Francisco Murguia, a Carrancista, crossed into Mexico from 

Texas. He found few adherents or recruits. Captured by 

federal troops, a military "tribunal ordered his execution. 

Summerlin said that Murguia failed because of the "manifest 

disinclination" of the populace to join the one man who was 

supposed to have the qualities to bring about a union of the 

dissidents. Significantly, a conspicuous lull in armed 

•^The San Diego Sun gave the Cantd movement almost 
daily front page coverage through Nov. and into Dec. Wil
liam Burdett, consul at Ensenada, Nov. 21; Walter Boyle, 
consul at Mexicali, Nov. 2*J, 1921, to Hughes; Summerlin to 
Hughes, Dec. 30, 1921, RDS, 812.00/25259, /25262, /25301. 
Also see Excelsior and El. Heraldo, Dec. 26, 1921, Buckley 
Collection, File 121K. 
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efforts to remove Obregon followed Murgufa's death. If 

nothing else, the fate of the various intrigues retired the 

potentially potent argument of interventionists that Obregon 

12 could not maintain order in Mexico. 

In fact, Obregon's durability in part inspired his 

would-be subverters. Such drastic methods would hardly have 

been necessary had his position been as tenuous as the oil 

interests' propaganda suggested. Although oil men insisted 

that Article 27 accounted for the continuation of the dis

pute with Mexico, their real concern stemmed from aspects of 

Obregon's petroleum policy which were in no sense retro

active. In the controversy with the oil companies, the 

methods Obregon chose to use made it difficult if not 

impossible to invoke diplomatic intervention, thereby 

putting the burden of defense on the operators. 

According to Luis Cabrera and other Mexican offi

cials, oil men had always feared a stable government in 

Mexico because it might investigate titles to oil lands. 

Since an inquiry would reveal that many claims had been 

fraudulently acquired, the United States could hardly object 

•"Manna, now Chief of the Department's Mexican Divi
sion, informed Hughes of Dfaz' visit and request on May 29, 
1922, RDS, 812.00/26017. Summerlin's evaluation of the Dfaz 
and Murgufa movement are in, respectively, his dispatches of 
June 10, Nov. 1, 1922, RDS, 812.00/25704, /26107. Also see 
Dulles, pp. 115-17* El Universal Grafico, Mexico City, 
Mar. 15> 1924, Buckley Collection, Unnumbered Pile, said it 
could prove that Pall and Buckley induced Murgu£a to rebel, 
but, when the instigators demanded elimination of Article 27 
as the price for their aid, Murguia split with them. 
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to their invalidation. Reluctance to subject titles to 

judicial scrutiny, Cabrera said, also accounted for the big 

companies' refusal to manifest or to push the amparo suits. 

These considerations explained the operators' hostility 

towards the Carranza administration and their determination 

13 
to step up trouble in Mexico, Cabrera said. 

Evidence from other sources supports Cabrera's 

thesis that the operators had reason to be apprehensive. To 

another oil baron, Buckley wrote that in the old days leases 

had often been obtained by bribery and other forms of chi

canery. He had been there and seen it himself, Buckley 

attested. Guffey of AGWI and Meriwether of Midcontinental 

both said they investigated before filing denouncements and 

found that titles were vague or non-existent in ninety per 

cent of the cases. Guffey asserted that the big operators 

had an agreeinent to mutually respect faulty titles since all 

were in the same position. Indicating that his claims were 

something less than solid, Doheny at one point offered to 

raise a loan of $12,000,000, along with a $500,000 "gift" if 

Obregon's Government would confirm the titles to Mexican 

Petroleum's lands. Later a Congressional hearing in the 

^•^See Cabrera's articles published in Excelsior, 
May 27-28, 30-31, June 2-4, 1920. He advanced a similar 
proposition in a brief, prepared for the Mexican Supreme 
Court, relating to the amparo suits. Summerlin sent a copy 
of Cabrera's brief to Lansing on Aug. 20, 1919, RDS, 812. 
6363/535. 
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United States listened to testimony that Doheny had not been 

paid for the Mexican holdings sold to Standard Oil because 

"his titles are considered by them to be fraudulent.""1"^ 

But future prospects in Mexico were of more impor

tance to petroleum magnates than their dubious titles. In 

1920, oil men began to inundate the State Department with 

warnings of diminishing returns and depleted wells. The 

Department used independent experts and its agents in Mexico 

to investigate the dire predictions. The results indicated 

that, while depletion was years away and the situation was 

hardly serious, production in the old fields was declining 

and operating costs going up. To maintain volume and keep 

the industry healthy, the reports indicated, it was imper

ative that Mexico's vast, proven reserves be tapped. 

Unfortunately, according to the evaluations, bedazzled by 

the magnitude of the early strikes, the companies did not 

bother to secure leases outside the original pools until 

^Buckley to Ira Williams, Dec. 15, 1919> Fall 
Papers, P.F., Box 1, Item 1806. The statements from Guffey 
and Meriwether were printed in El Heraldo, Aug. 12, 16, 
1920, which Summerlin included in his dispatch of Aug. 18, 
1920, RDS, 812.6363/717. One of Doheny's lawyers gave Hanna 
the correspondence with de la Iiuerta, Secretary of the 
Treasury, relating to Doheny's proposition. Hanna passed 
the details on to Hughes in a memorandum on Sept. 26, 1923, 
812.6363/1^^7^. For testimony on the sale to Standard Oil, 
see Rights of American Citizens to Certain Oil Lands In 
Mexico, 69th Congress, 1st Sess., Sen-. 'Doc. No. SKr"(Washing
ton, D. C.: 1926), p. 31. 
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after the Constitution of 1917 went into effect. This 

negligence the operators would long regret.^ 

Amid the first signs of diminishing yields, Obregon 

took office. Shortly thereafter he laid down the terms for 

future oil development in recommendations to Congress for 

the long-delayed regulation of Article 27. To increase 

Mexico's share of the benefits from petroleum exploitation, 

Obregon said, the law should require royalties and stringent 

conservation safeguards for new concessions. Congress 

greeted Obregon's suggestions with enthusiasm. In August 

1921, while Congress was drafting a petroleum code, Obregon 

requested that consideration of petroleum legislation be 

postponed because of the Herrera uprising and the continued 

denial of recognition. To enact an oil law under such con

ditions would give the impression, Obregon said, that Mexico 

had succumbed to the oil men and the United States Govern

ment. Congress complied, and authorized the Executive to 

control development by decree. Obregon made it clear to the 

operators that more onerous stipulations were in store. The 

APPM advised Obregon that its members would not undertake 

new exploration and investment under these terms. As 

•^por the more important of the reports and evalua
tions, along with interdepartmental memorandums, spanning 
the years 1920 to mid-1923, see RDS, 812.6363/473, /630, 
/6H3, /652, /684, /705, /815, /831, /8H3, /994, /996, /1085, 
/1099, /1102Jg, /1363. 
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production declined, the APPM warned, so would revenue to 

the Mexican Government.^ 

After the unsuccessful insurrections of 1921, the 

APPM initiated a series of conferences with Obregon's Gov

ernment to discuss the resumption of oil development. The 

operators insisted that expanding into unknown territory 

entailed increased risks and expenditures. Therefore, they 

were entitled to lower rather than higher taxes. Unless 

Mexico agreed to rescind royalties, reduce levies, and grant 

APPM members exclusive rights to exploit new pools, the 

companies in the APPM would maintain their embargo on 

investments and operate only presently producing wells. 

When they went dry, the big companies would leave Mexico 

altogether. De la Huerta, who handled the negotiations for 

Mexico, accepted a new formula for computing the production 

tax on yields from new fields but he emphatically rejected 

the other conditions. Both parties remained adamant, and 

17 the negotiations terminated. 1 

-^Both the Nation, Mar. 30, 1921, and the Mexican 
Review, IV (March 1921), pp. 3-7, printed Obregon's Feb. 27, 
1921 address to Congress on Article 27. His message of 
Aug. 1, 1921, requesting a moratorium on the petroleum code 
is in Excelsior, Aug. 1921, Buckley Collection, Pile 
1211, and Summerlin's dispatches of Aug. 4, 6, RDS, 812.6363 
/925> /926. The APPM's response to 0breg<5n came in an open 
letter to El Universal, May 2, 1921; Obregon told Excelsior, 
Dec. 1, 1921, Buckley Collection, Pile 121E, J, that the oil 
men personally conveyed their stance to him with an appeal, 
not granted, that he reconsider. 

17 'A committee composed of Doheny; W. C. Teagle, 
Standard Oil; J. W. Van Dyke, Atlantic Refinery Co.; E. C. 
Lufkin, Texas Co.; H. P. Sinclair, Sinclair Oil, presented 
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While the talks were In progress, in an Interview 

with Hughes, Walker tried to get the State Department to 

protest Mexico's contention that it could dictate the condi

tions under which subsoil deposits of privately owned lands 

were exploited even if purchased after May 1917- Hughes 

said that he told Walker "property acquired by American 

citizens . . . since the Constitution of 1917 became effec

tive is acquired under the terms of that Constitution." 

Since the area involved was in that category, the Department 

could do nothing, Hughes said, because it had "already 

announced that foreign countries may adopt any laws they see 

fit with respect to the property rights of their own cit-

i.l8 lzens. ' 

As a device to coerce Obregon to liberalize his 

conditions for opening new fields, curtailing development, 

whatever the other results, was a failure. Mexico's revenue 

from petroleum taxes rose sharply in 1922 and dropped only 

slightly in 1923 compared to the figures for 1921 when the 

moratorium began. This increase in income came in spite of 

their demands in meetings with de la Huerta in Mexico City, 
Apr. 24-May 3, and New York City, June 19-July 7» 1922. 
Minutes of the negotiations are in RDS, 812.6363/1135» 
/1200. A more complete record of correspondence, position 
papers, and counter-proposals from both parties is in US/ 
MCC, Entry 1^5, Box 4, Item 22. 

l^Hughes' memorandum of his conversation with Walker 
on July 26, 1922, is in 812.6363/1238. A memorandum from 
the AAM containing an appeal similar to Walker's is in 
"State Department Protests During Obregon's Administration,11 
US/MCC, Entry 1^6, Box 10. 
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a gradual fall In oil production throughout 1922 and an 

abrupt decline in 192 3. The explanation lies in another 

galling defeat 0breg<5n inflicted on the oil men in 1921. 

The Tax Decrees of 1921 

The prosperity and profits of Mexican petroleum 

operations were in part a reflection of light taxation. 

Prom 1917 to 1920, in addition to a nominal $.10 (pesos) per 

ton bar duty, oil exported from Mexico paid in gold only a 

variable—but never more than ten per cent—ad valorem 

production tax. In February 1920, Carranza decreed a levy 

of one peso in depreciated paper money (papel infalsific-

able) for each peso collected in gold. Even then the total 

amounted to less than twenty-five per cent of the selling 

price per barrel in Mexico, where the value of oil was 

minimal. Americans, nevertheless, frequently complained of 

confiscatory taxation and tried to use their government to 

secure reductions. Both Lansing and Colby questioned the 

rates, but conceded Mexico's right to enact the duties, in 

contrast to the vigorous protests registered when Carranza 

attempted to impose the uncollected royalties on the indus

try. Although the operators continued to grumble—and 

•^Receipts from petroleum taxes in 1921, 1922, 1923, 
respectively were. $67,69^,950, $85,980,143, $60,535,639. 
See Harold E. Davis, "Mexican Petroleum Taxes," HAHR, XII 
(Nov. 1932), p. 419, n. 51. 
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prosper—they paid the levies, and this was the situation 

20 when Obregon took office. 

In decrees of May 24 and June 7, 1921, effective 

July 1, Obregon raised the production tax and established an 

export tax on petroleum. While the ratio varied with the 

grade and degree of refinement, the increase amounted to 

about $.35 (pesos) a barrel. The New York Times calculated 

that the operators would now pay in taxes; approximately one-

third the market price in Mexico. Although the timing 

suggests the decrees could have been a response to Hughes' 

demand for a treaty, this does not appear to be the case. 

Desperate for funds to implement other programs, Obregon no 

doubt considered that the dividends and earnings reported by 

the companies since 1917 indicated the industry could well 

afford the heavier levies. Officially, the purpose of the 

decrees was to enable Mexico to resume service of the for

eign debt and to ward off a movement in the United States to 

protect domestic producers by enacting an import tax on 

Mexican oil.^ 

20Ibid., pp. 406-11. 

^"Mexican Petroleum Decrees, 1918-1922," US/MCC, 

Entry 146, Box 3. New York Times, June 9j 1921, Buckley 
Collection, File 121F. In addition to the objectives set 
out when he announced the decrees, Obregon later said the 
production tax at the well was necessary because the com
panies had been secretly exporting oil and escaping payment 
of the duties. See his interview in Excelsior, Aug. 23s 
1921, Buckley Collection, File 1211. 
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On June 20, the APPM promised that it would "take 

steps" against Mexico's confiscatory tax hike. Predictably, 

the first stop was the State Department, where Kellogg pre

sented a memorandum which asserted that American producers 

with no Mexican holdings convinced Obregc5n that he could 

successfully appropriate foreign property through taxation. 

The APPM and Kellogg insisted, therefore, that they were 

entitled to diplomatic intervention to prevent Mexico from 

illegally depriving them of property by a subterfuge. 

Kellogg demanded that Hughes stop Obregon from enforcing the 

22 decrees. 

But precedent and international law on the taxation 

power of a sovereign state made it difficult for Hughes to 

act. Complying with the APPM's request would be especially 

awkward at a time when the United States Senate was consid

ering legislation providing for higher import duties on 

Mexican petroleum than the rates announced by Obregon. 

Texas and Oklahoma oil men objected to a diplomatic protest 

against the Mexican levies, and pointedly asked why the 

State Department did not listen to small operators as well 

as big companies. With a few exceptions, press reaction in 

the United States held that Mexico was entirely within its 

97 
For the APPM's pledge see the New York Evening 

Post, June 20, 1921, Buckley Collection, Pile 121G. Kel
logg 's memorandum for the APPM is in RDS, 812.6363/14^9. 
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rights. Whatever his inclination may have been, Hughes did 

23 not involve the Department in the controversy. 

On June 30, most of the companies in the APPM 

announced that they could not meet the new schedules and 

remain in business. Therefore, the next day they would sus

pend shipments of Mexican oil until Obregon rescindrd the 

taxes. However, according to W. H. Gray, President of the 

National Association of Independent Oil Producers, the 

embargo was only one step in a larger plan. Gray charged 

that the APPM had financed a small revolution in the 

Huasteca to coincide with the curtailment of operations in 

Mexico. The operators hoped, Gray said, the attendant unem

ployment would add to the disorders enabling oil men to ask 

for military intervention to protect their property and to 

Q 2l 
get rid of Obregon. 4 

23The proposed import tax would relieve domestic pro
ducers of a depression caused by the flood of Mexico oil 
according to its proponents. For reports of the Senate 
debate, see the New York Times, June 19, Dec. 19, 1921. The 
Wall Street Journal, June 23, 2k, Sept. 13, 1921, agreed 
with the Times that Obregdn's decrees were quite legal. The 
New York Sun, June 20, 1921, saw them as an effort to 
destroy the United States Merchant Marine. For the chal
lenge by the Texas and Oklahoma oil men, see the New York 
World, June 13, 1921. Copies of the preceding are in 
Buckley Collection, File 121F, G, K. 

pii 
Gray's account, in the form of a letter to another 

oil man, appeared in the New York World, Sept. 9, 1921. 
Earlier, Excelsior, Aug. 21, published a slightly more dis
creet version which it said the government could prove if 
necessary. An analysis of the Herrera rebellion similar to 
Gray's is in E. J. Dillon, a British journalist, who spent 
some time with Obregon before writing the eulogistic 
President Obregon: A World Reformer (Boston: n.p., 1923), 
pp. 279-81. 
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At first all went well. Two American warships sud

denly appeared at Tampico just as Herrera rose in revolt. 

But Obregon upset the calculations by putting the uprising 

down in a week. Valid or not, Gray's revelations seemed 

reasonable and caused a sensation. The Nation demanded a 

Congressional investigation to determine the circumstances 

of "the opportune dispatch of two American warships." The 

Nation hinted at the complicity of the Harding administra

tion in terms that made clear the editors already knew what 

25 a probe would reveal. 

The events of July embarrassed the State Department. 

On June 30, Charles Dawson, consul at Tampico, informed 

Hughes that when the oil companies shut down the next day, 

thousands of Mexican workers would be idle and disturbances 

against Americans very likely. Dawson advised precautions. 

At Hughes' request, the Navy sent two vessels to Tampico. 

Their arrival coincided with the start of the Herrera revolt 

and credited the accusations of collusion between the insur

gents, oil men and the State Department. The warships were 

quickly withdrawn, but not before Mexico made a vigorous 

protest through Sumn;::rlin. ̂  

^^The Nation, July 20, 1921, discussed the Herrera 
movement under the title, "Our Menace to Mexico." Also see 
issue of Sept. 28, 1921. This periodical's Mexican coverage 
often ended with "Viva Mexico!" 

Pfi For Dawson's dispatch and the correspondence with 
the Navy, see RDS, 812.00/25062. Summerlin to Hughes, 
July 16, 1921, 812.00/25112. 
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But, judging by Hughes' reaction, he had been 

maneuvered into a compromising position. Moreover, Buckley 

had once identified Dawson to Pall "as being with them all 

the way." Buckley told Hanson that the consul was a source 

of confidential information on State Department policy and 

actions. After the Herrera revolt, Dawson was transferred 

to Mexico City. Prom there he submitted to the Department 

a diatribe accusing the Obregon administration of trying to 

"sovietize" Mexico, undermine civilization, and other trans

gressions. Dawson also discussed his association with 

anti-Obregon factions, prompting Hughes to ask Hanna if this 

was not a "dangerous sort of thing for Dawson to be engaged 

in." Hanna replied that he had consulted with Dawson and it 

was all right. However, Hughes' attitude toward oil men and 

Pall became distinctly cold after the events of July and 

August in contrast to his previous willingness to listen to 

and act on their advice.^7 

In September 1921, Kearful, now an associate of 

Buckley, returned from Mexico and called on Hughes. The 

Secretary did not even invite him into an office, Kearful 

wrote to Pall, but kept him standing in the hall like a 

lackey. Kearful said he tried to impress on Hughes that the 

^Buckley to C. V. Safford (Fall's personal secre
tary), Nov. 10, May 9, 1921; Buckley to Hanson, May 9, 1921, 
Pall Papers, P.P., Box 1, Items 1879, 1924. Hughes' query 
and Hanna's response are attached to Dawson's dispatch of 
June 1, 1922, RDS, 812.00/25671. 
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Mexican situation was hopeless since Mexicans did not 

understand elections and patriotism, but Hughes brusquely 

interrupted to demand "something new." Kearful said that he 

and Fall agreed that "the only remedy was to establish a 

protectorate, by treaty with the existing authorities or 

with such others as might come into power for that purpose. 

•I get your thought,' said Secretary Hughes, 'I am glad to 

have met you: good bye.' And I suddenly found myself stand

ing alone, feeling like a fool on a fool's errand." At the 

same time, Buckley warned Pall, on vacation, about "efforts 

to undermine your policy in your absence." Buckley believed 

that Hughes was about to recognize Obregon, but no one in 

the "oil crowd" could find out anything from the State 

Department. Everybody was suspicious of Fletcher, Buckley 

said, who had been negotiating with Obregon "to get 

Mr. Hughes out of his present predicament ... at the sac

rifice, of course, of principle and the rights of Americans 

in Mexico." Buckley wanted Pall to get some Senator to make 

a speech which would force Hughes to disclose if he had 

P R 
changed his Mexican policy and decided on recognition. 

Rumors began to circulate that Fall's efforts to 

dictate Mexican policy had resulted in a split with Hughes. 

Since Harding sided with Hughes, according to the press, 

^Kearful to Fall, Sept. n.d., 1921; Buckley to Fall, 
Sept. 13, 15, 1921, Fall Papers, P.F., Box 2, Item 2039; 
Box 1, Items 1944, 1946. 
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Fall would soon leave the Cabinet. Long before Pall 

resigned in January 1923> the Eastern press discussed the 

break between Pall and Hughes over Mexican policy as com

plete. Afterwards, Hughes characterized Fall as vociferous 

in Cabinet meetings, "especially about matters that did not 

concern his Department. He would discourse at length on 

foreign affairs showing neither acumen, discretion, nor 

accurate knowledge." intriguing oil men had evidently worn 

out their welcome with Hughes, as with Wilson before him, 

undermining efforts to utilize diplomatic support in the 

x 2Q 
dispute with Obregon. ^ 

Neither did the APPM's embargo of oil exports pro

duce the desired results. Two months after the APPM halted 

shipments, Walker told Fall that "the Mexican Government was 

winning and the companies losing." The reason, Walker said, 

was that British concerns and AGWI, Gulf, and Sinclair con

tinued to operate and pay the higher rates. Moreover, the 

workers blamed the companies, not Obregon, for their loss of 

income, Walker said, and there .-. had not been any disorders 

which would justify the dispatch of American troops for pro

tection. Therefore, Walker informed Fall, a committee of 

^New York Evening Post, Feb. 10; New York Times, 
Mar. 12, 1922, Buckley Collection, File 121L. For Hughes' 
comments on Fall, see Hughes, "Notes," p. 253d. Noggle, 
pp. 51-52, believed that Fall departed because of his lack 
of influence in the administration he had hoped to dominate 
and an eroding political base in New Mexico. 
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the APPM was going to Mexico for direct negotiations with 

Obregon.30 

Pall already had this information from Buckley, who 

said his informant was a member of the APPM opposed to the 

decision. Buckley regarded the trip as another betrayal, 

because in March 1921, the APPM, in order to quiet Buckley, 

had publicly resolved to cooperate with the AAM in efforts 

to get an all encompassing settlement to the Mexican ques

tion through the Harding administration. Buckley resumed 

his open assault on the APPM, which he said was "planning a 

campaign to secure temporary relief through compromises that 

were in no way comprehensive and that could not be consid

ered fair to the great bulk of American interests in 

Mexico." Before the committee departed, H. N. Branch, a 

Doheny attorney, called to clear the mission with the State 

Department. Branch said that Fletcher told him, aside from 

discussing a loan or involving the Department, the committee 

was a free agent in making the best deal it could. When 

Branch brought up Buckley, Fletcher said that the APPM 

should be grateful for Buckley because the AAM's protests 

would be an advantage to the committee in dealing with 

Mexico.31 

3°Walker to Safford, Aug. 25, 1921, Fall Papers, SOF, 
Group W. 

^Buckley to Safford, Fall Papers, SOF, Group W, 
P.F., Box 1, Item 1932. The APPM resolution on joint 
action, Mar. 30, 1921, is in RDS, 812.6363/815. Bulletin of 
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On August 29, 1921, the oil barons began to confer 

with de la Huerta and Obregon. On September 3, de la Huerta 

announced an agreement had been reached, but the only detail 

disclosed was that taxes would be paid quarterly rather than 

monthly. However, when the committee returned to the United 

States, the APPM informed Hanna that the terms of the record 

were: 

1. Production tax to be paid on July production. 

2. Suspension of the export tax decree of June 7 
until December 25, 1921. 

3. Payment of the production tax on oil in storage 
on June 30, 1921. 

4. Oil produced after August 21, 1921, to pay pro
duction tax at a rate to be prescribed. 

5. Mexico to repeal infalsificable tax. 

6. When companies make payments in (1) Mexico would 
set aside all proceedings against them for 
refusal to pay taxes under decrees of May 24 
and June 7 and the companies would withdraw 
amparo suits against the taxes. 

Apparently, Obregon had won a virtually complete victory in 

his tax battle with the APPM, whose members immediately 

•?2 
resumed exports. 

the AAM, No. 5, Aug. 27* 1921. Branch submitted a memoran
dum of his conversation with Fletcher on Aug. 24, the day 
the committee left for Mexico, 812.6363/1231. 

3^De la Huerta*s statement to the press on Sept. 3, 
is in Excelsior, Sept. 4, and New York Times, Sept. 5, 1921, 
Buckley Collection, Pile 121H. APPM to Hanna, and Hanna to 
Hughes, Sept. 23, 1921, RDS, 812.00/26097. 
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Buckley was furious. His Bulletin viciously 

attacked the APPM for negotiating "a partial and selfish 

settlement" which would delay "the complete adjustment of 

Mexican problems." Walker wrote to Pall that Doheny wanted 

to assure him that the committee had done nothing to jeop

ardize the united front opposing Mexico's Constitution. But 

Buckley told Pall that the APPM had split over the "junket" 

to Mexico since it was a failure. Buckley was right, and a 

perhaps not unanticipated benefit of the tax decrees for 

Obregon was the splintering of his American opponents; for 

not all of the provisions of the September 3 accord had been 

33 revealed as yet. 

Huerta-Lamont Agreement 

Sometime later Branch told Fletcher that the APPM's 

arrangement with Obregon provided for a sixty per cent 

reduction in the export duties set by the decree of June 7, 

3 4 
1921. This would be accomplished by Mexico accepting the 

bonds representing its foreign debt at forty per cent of 

their face value in payment of the export tax. Since no 

interest had been paid on these securities after 1914, they 

^Bulletin of the AAM, No. 7, Sept. 24, 1921. Walker 
to Safford, Sept. 22; Buckley to Pall, Sept. 13, 1921, Pall 
Papers, SOP, Group W, P.P., Box 1, Item 1944. 

Oil 
J It is not clear when the State Department was 

informed of this clause. Branch's memorandum is undated, 
but the file number places it with the correspondence 
received in July 1922, RDS, 812.6363/1231. 
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were then selling at about forty per cent of their face 

value. The effect would relieve the tax burden on oil 

magnates, while enabling Mexico to retire part of its 

liabilities at a discount of up to sixty per cent, at the 

expense of the bondholders. 

Because time had to be allowed to purchase bonds, 

the reason for extending the effective date of the June 7 

decree becomes apparent. By October, the quoted price for 

Mexican bonds began to rise because, spokesmen for Doheny 

told Excelsior, they were accepted at par for export tax 

obligations. However, de la Huerta admitted that the Mex

ican treasury was also buying the discounted securities on 

the open market. In response to charges of bad faith on 

Mexico's part to the original purchasers, de la Huerta 

defended the practice on the grounds that the American Sec

retary of the Treasury had retired depreciated Liberty Bonds 

by the same method. While this hardly dealt with the ethics 

of the question, the United States Government could hardly 

take exception to de la Huerta's action.^ 

This part of the accord with the APPM raises an 

interesting possibility. Settlement of Mexico's foreign 

debt was one of the major requirements listed by Hughes for 

35por statements on this matter from Doheny officials 
and de la Huerta, see Excelsior, Oct. 18, 31, Nov. 1, 1921, 
Buckley Collection, File 1211. Davis, HAHR, XII, pp. 415-
19, discusses the effects of the APPM agreement, but, lack
ing Branch's memorandum, had to speculate, accurately, on 
the method devised for paying the export duties. 
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recognition. The petroleum tax decrees may have been 

intended to pressure international bankers to refund the 

debt on advantageous terms for Mexico while splitting the 

financiers and oil interests in their opposition to recogni

tion of Obregon. In fact, the arrangement for paying the 

levies was partially successful in accomplishing both 

objectives. 

In 1919, the investment banks that handled the orig

inal sale of the Mexican securities formed the International 

Committee of Bankers to present a united front in negotia

tions with Mexico. Not until September 1921, however, did 

the Committee initiate a conference with Mexico's Govern

ment, because, so it was alleged, the suspension of interest 

hurt the bondholders but not the bankers who had received 

their commissions for floating the loans. Obregon's decrees 

of May and June provided that the revenues collected would 

be applied to servicing the foreign debt. The bankers would 

not be inclined to support objections, diplomatic or other

wise, to the increased levies. But the arrangement with the 

oil companies for paying taxes in bonds, if carried out, 

3^The device for extricating Mexico from its diffi
culties with the United States by hiking petroleum taxes 
paid for by the bonds was a premeditated purpose of the 
decrees, de la Huerta later asserted. See his "Political 
Memoirs," Excelsior, Aug. 3, 10, 17, 1930; Guzman Esparza, 
de la Huerta, pp. 211-12; and Rafael Trujillo, Adolfo de la 
Huerta jr. Los Tratados de Bucareli (Mexico City: Libreria de 
Manuel Porrua, 1957), pp. 29-31. 
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would significantly reduce Mexico's foreign debt, and this 

•37 
was a different matter. 1 

On September 14, 1921, the bankers' committee issued 

a statement that Thomas W. Lamont, of the house of Morgan, 

would go to Mexico for discussions with its Government. The 

State Department, the announcement said, sanctioned Lamont's 

trip. After conferring with de la Huerta, Lamont informed 

Hughes that Mexico wanted to pay the revenue from petroleum 

taxes to a bankers' syndicate, which, after withholding a 

commission, would purchase Mexican bonds and eventually 

retire the national debt at less than face value. Lamont 

said he countered with a proposal to refund the debt and 

arrange a new loan conditional on Mexico accepting super

vision and approval of governmental expenditures by the 

bankers to insure "sound financial and fiscal matters." On 

this note the talks ended without an accord. Lamont told 

Hughes that the committee did not plan any immediate 

move, but if Mexico continued to buy bonds on the open 

market, "then we shall probably advise the external bond

holders ... to make protest to their several governments 

against such illegal action. . . Lamont concluded that 

37John DeKay, Mexico, The Problem and the Solution 
(Washington, D.C.: Privately Pub.~i 1927) 3 pp. 45ff > recites 
the charges that the bankers ignored the interests of the 
bondholders and later sold them out to get commissions on 
floating new Mexican loans. Also see J. P. Rippy, United 
States and Mexico, pp. 368-70. 
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until agreement was reached on the debt, recognition of 
o O 

Obregon would be "premature." 

When Mexico persisted in making purchases of the 

securities3 however, the State Department made no repre

sentations. Consequently, at the bankers' invitation 

de la Iluerta arrived in New York in May of 1922 for more 

consultations. The negotiations produced the Huerta-Lamont 

Agreement, signed on June 6, 1922, stipulating the terms and 

conditions by which Mexico would pay four hundred million 

pesos back interest on a debt of slightly more than one 

billion pesos, secured by petroleum taxes and railroad 

earnings. Although the accord was not overall very favor

able to Mexico, a separate agreement provided for a new loan 

to help the Obregon administration meet a three million peso 

monthly deficit if Mexico accepted the arrangement for 

refunding the debt. Official approval of the Agreement by 

Mexico presumably would remove a major obstacle to restoring 

diplomatic relations. The promised loan and the advantages 

of recognition apparently overcame 0breg<5n's reservations, 

and he proclaimed the Huerta-Lamont Agreement to be in 

effect on September 29, 1922.^ 

3%ew York Tribune, Sept. 1*1, 1921, Buckley Collec
tion, Pile 121K. Lamont to Hughes, Nov. 10, 1921, RDS, 
812.00/25809. 

39The text of the Huerta-Lamont Agreement is in 
American Association for International Conciliation, Pub. 
No. 187 (June, 1923), pp. 29-52, hereafter cited a&, AAIC. 
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The Amparo Cases 

While bargaining with the financiers, Obregon took 

steps to undercut the strength of the oil lobby's objections 

to his administration. On August 30, 1921, Mexico's Supreme 

Court made public an important judgment concerning a 

denouncement for petroleum exploitation filed by a third 

party on property leased in 1916 by the Texas Company. The 

Court ruled that that part of Article 27 vesting ownership 

of the subsoil in the nation was not retroactive since 

Article 1*1 of the Constitution provided "no law shall be 

given retroactive effect to the prejudice of any person 

whatsoever." Therefore, the Justices reasoned, if propri

etors of property obtained prior to May 1, 1917s had by 

positive acts made known their intent to extract subsoil 

deposits, they had acquired rights of which they could not 

be deprived. The Court accepted that securing a lease was 

evidence of positive acts sufficient to establish acquired 

rights and granted amparo to the Texas Company against 

denouncement of the holding in question. The decision 

During the discussions Obregon took exception to a number of 
points to which de la Huerta gave his assent, and their 
relationship began to show signs of strain. See Documentos 
oficiales relativos al Convenio De la Huerta-Lamont (Mexico 
City: Gobierno de Mexico, 1924). For accounts of the meet
ings and proceedings, see Dulles, pp. 148-57, and Edgar 
Turlington, Mexico and Her Foreign Creditors (New York: 
Columbia Univ. Press, 1930), pp. 287-91. 
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produced a considerable stir In the United States, where 

press comment was generally laudatory.^ 

But the oil barons were not appeased. Watriss wrote 

Hughes that the APPM took it for granted that the State 

Department realized that the judgment did not give the com

panies sufficient protection and would therefore continue 

to withhold recognition. Watriss was disturbed that the 

ruling had created the impression with the public that the 

petroleum question was settled and the oil companies were 

preventing the restoration of diplomatic relations with 

Mexico. He asked Hughes to issue a statement that would 

counter "the prevailing opinion" that oil interests were 

still trying to bring about intervention by claiming that 

in 
Mexico continued to infringe on American property rights. 

Hughes was concerned with the definition of positive 

acts. He asked the American Embassy in Mexico City to 

ascertain if the amparo decision specifically mentioned 

petroleum rights. Hughes also wanted to know if the Texas 

Company bought outright or leased the property involved in 

^Oijhe Texas amparo ruling is in AAIC, No. 187, 
pp. 53-66. Excelsior was puzzled that the Washington Post 
was the only major American daily to attack the decision and 
maintain that it had changed nothing. The Post had consist
ently and unfairly maligned Mexico, but so had other dailies 
that were enthusiastic about the outcome of the Texas Com
pany case, noted Excelsior, Sept. 7, 1921. 

^Watriss to Hughes, Sept. 6, 1921, RDS, 812.6363 
/951. 
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the suit and if any exploratory or actual work had been done 

on the claim. Summerlin said that petroleum rights were 

explicitly covered and no development operations of any kind 

had taken place on the land which had been leased from the 

owner. Seemingly the reply would have dispelled Hughes' 

anxiety. Howevex1, Guy Stevens, for the APPM, demanded that 

Hughes register a protest against the amparo decision and 

Obregon's taxes on petroleum as a violation of American 

property rights. The legal ruling did not ban denounce

ments on lands where no positive acts had been made, Stevens 

said, and the levies were really a royalty since "failure to 

L\2 
pay them incurs the penalty of forfeiture of rights." 

A week after Stevens' letter, Fletcher told Harding 

that the Department did not regard the findings in the Texas 

Company suit as warranting a change in policy. The reasons 

Fletcher advanced were a condensed version of those offered 

by Watriss and Stevens. Fletcher said that a protest was 

being prepared and that recognition should be carefully 

avoided until Mexico furnished complete and final guarantees 

of the "inviolability of private property." Harding 

responded that he had not read the amparo brief, but he was 

aware that it had caused many groups formerly opposed to 

hp 

^Hughes to Embassy, Oct. 13 ,  and Summerlin to 
Hughes, Oct. 19; Stevens to Hughes, Nov. 7» 1921, RDS, 
812.6363/1007, /1025. The five big companies individually 
asked for protests on the same grounds as the APPM in Oct. 
and Nov.; see 812 .6363 /1020-24 .  
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recognition to reverse their position. But that should not 

sway the administration's policy, Harding wrote, because 

"it is futile to venture on such a course [recognition] 

without a complete understanding if we mean to perform our 

first duty in protecting American rights." J 

In May 1922, Mexico's high court rendered four judg

ments virtually identical to that concerning the Texas 

Company. The oil lobby seems to have anticipated the effect 

of these cases. In July, Walker sent to Hanna an opinion 

solicited from Manuel Calero, a cientffico jurist resident 

in the United States, on the force of Mexican Supreme Court 

decisions. Calero said that "five consecutive harmonious 

judgments" constituted a binding precedent on lower courts, 

but the Supreme Court could overrule precedents, stating the 

reasons, under Mexican law. Walker followed up Calero's 

brief with a letter representing a consensus of the position 

of the big oil companies. Since the recent amparo rulings 

went no farther than that in the Texas Company suit, Walker 

complained, they were not sufficient. 

On August 10, 1922, the State Department made public 

its attitude with regard to the amparo decisions. The 

^Fletcher to Harding, Nov. 14; Harding to Fletcher 
Nov. 19, 1921, RDS, 8l2.6363/1028c, /10423g. On Sept. 1, 
1921, Summerlin urged Fletcher, 812.6363/951^» to persist in 
insisting on a treaty. 

lili 
Calero's opinion, dated July 15, 1922, is in RDS, 

812.6363/1153. Walker to Hanna, July 21, 1922, 812.6363 
/1158. 
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announcement acknowledged that the fiv;e cases "appear to 

constitute what Is called a precedent in Mexican jurispru

dence." However, Article 14, which prevents retroactive 

effect of laws, does not apply to the Constitution, accord

ing to the State Department, and where the charter "embodies 

retroactive provisions these must be applied retroactively." 

The press release conceded that "petroleum properties in 

process of development before . . . the present Constitution 

took effect are protected. ..." Ignoring the terminology 

and facts of the Texas Company ruling, the statement said 

positive acts had not been defined. Therefore, in the State 

Department's view, the amparo decisions were inadequate with 

regard to lands not developed or leased before the Constitu

tion of 1917 became operative. In short, Mexico had yet to 

meet the requisite test for meriting American recognition.^ 

Press reaction to the State Department announcement 

was generally deprecatory. None was more so than the New 

York World, which rhetorically asked if Hughes was Secretary 

of State or Secretary of Oil, and accused him of going 

beyond his original requirements concerning retroactive 

application of Article 27. Obregon could not be recognized, 

the World asserted, "because American oil interests in Mex

ico have not been assured the exact measure of privilege 

Estate Department press release, Aug. 10, 1922, 
812.6363/1160; also in AAIC, No. 187, pp. 466-72. 
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which he [Hughes] has so long made It his special business 

to obtain for them." The editorial concluded with the 

observation that Hughes had placed the State Department "in 

anything but a favorable light" by aligning it with those 

who "have openly been active in creating trouble with Mex

ico." Watriss wrote to Hughes to volunteer to protest to 

the World that the State Department objected not because the 

Mexican Court failed to give protection to oil property— 

which is what the statement said—but because the decisions 

did not protect agricultural lands. Hughes said he was 

agreeable if Watriss wished to contest the editorial "upon 

your own responsibility."^ 

Three weeks after the State Department revealed its 

position, Obregon gave his answer. In delivering the tradi

tional address to the opening of Congress, he directed the 

review of his administration's accomplishments at Washing

ton. Increased revenue from petroleum taxes, the successful 

refunding of the debt and resuming interest payments, the 

amparo cases, the repeated offers to sign an agreement for a 

claims commission, and the smashing of attempted subversion 

had eliminated all legitimate concerns of the United States, 

Obregon told the legislators. He had established internal 

^Nevv York World, Aug. 12, 1922. The New York Times, 
Aug. 11, Post and Tribune, Aug. 12, criticized Hughes' 
stance as unwise and excessive; see Buckley Collection, Pile 
121H, I. Watriss to State Department, Aug. 17, and reply, 
Aug. 19, 1922, RDS, 812.6363/1171. 
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peace and a solvent, stable government, he said, although 

lack of diplomatic relations with the United States had 

impeded achievement of these goals. However, the petroleum 

barons continued to ask for more than Mexico could give and 

their influence accounted for the continued withholding of 

recognition, Obregon declared. There would be no treaty, he 

concluded.^ 

On December 1, 1922, Obregon reached the mid

point of his term. Merely by surviving for two years he 

had all but eliminated the foundation of the Harding admin

istration's Mexican diplomacy; that is, that withholding 

recognition would eventually compel Obregon to remove the 

objectionable features of Mexico's Constitution or lose 

power to those who would. A reappraisal of Hughes' Mexican 

policy seemed to be in order. Although the likelihood of 

American military intervention in Mexico seemed remote, the 

possibility could not be ruler! out, if only because Hughes 

24 8 
did not. However, public opinion and the vitality of the 

^Obregon to Congress, Sept. 1, 1922, Presidentes 
Ante La Nacion, III, pp. 491-5^0. 

h o 
Glad, p. 250, believes Mexico's size and importance 

restrained Hughes from utilizing the military in dealing 
with Obregon. In a 1923 speech Hughes renounced use of the 
Monroe Doctrine to justify intervention in Latin America. 
But Hughes went on to say that the rights and duties of the 
United States might obligate it to use armed force to uphold 
"international right and national security as freely as if 
the Monroe Doctrine did not exist." Hughes, The Pathways to 
Peace: Representative Addresses Delivered During His Term as 
Secretary of State (New York: Harper, 1925), pp. 119-141. 
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Obregon regime moved the Harding administration in another 

direction. 



CHAPTER 7 

BUCARELI AND AFTER 

Hughes' Mexican policy, aside from large oil 

companies with Mexican petroleum operations, had very few 

supporters. Before Harding took office, the state legisla

tures of California and Texas passed resolutions advocating 

recognition of Obregon's government. By June 1922, legisla

tures in Arizona, Colorado, Illinois, Kentucky, Maryland, 

Michigan, and Oklahoma had also endorsed ObregcSn.^ The 

proprietor of an import-export firm, Chester Hanson, pub

lished in 1921 a pamphlet detailing the progress and 

accomplishments of . the 0bregc5n administration and listing 

the many commercial organizations and political institutions 

on record as favoring recognition. Congressmen forwarded to 

Hughes letters from constituents pointing out that the 

absence of normal relations imposed great hardship on Amer

icans who wished to do business in Mexico. The Tri-State 

Association of Credit Men of El Paso published an appeal to 

Hughes that commerce was being sacrificed to the oil inter

ests in the dispute with Mexico. The resolutions and 

endorsements, Thomas Lee of the APARM complained, hindered 

lnRecords of the 67th Congress, Mexican Relations," 
National Archives, R.G. 46, Entry 1003, Document 67A-J26. 
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efforts to get a treaty and strengthened the resistance in 

p 
Mexico "to the very mild demands of Secretary Hughes." 

The press quickly adjusted to the businessman's 

attitude toward Mexican relations. A number of formerly 

pro-intervention journals now joined older defenders of Mex

ico. Hearst's conversion, because of his chain of thirteen 

newspapers, was particularly important. In the summer of 

1921, Hearst made a lengthy tour of Mexico. Subsequently, 

at his own expense, he published and distributed a pamphlet 

of his personal editorials urging recognition for "the 

sound, progressive, and respectable 0breg<5n regime. 

Since the petroleum industry was a conspicuous 

exception to the growing support for Obregdm, the conviction 

spread that the influence of the oil lobby prevented a 

change in the Harding administration's Mexican policy. In 

Congress, Representatives James Connally and Edwin Ladd, 

Republican Senator from North Dakota, asserted that the 

State Department, and the oil lobby had formed an "unholy 

p 
Chester W. Hanson, Mexico and Obregon (n.p., n.p., 

1921), 32 pp. Caleb Layton, House of Representatives, to 
Hughes, May 3, 1922, 812.00/25558. Tri-State Association to 
Hughes, Feb. 2*1, 1922, 711.12/393. Lee interview in the 
New York World, May 9> 1921, Buckley Collection, File 121F. 

^See, for example, editorials from the New York 
Herald, San Antonio Light, and El Paso Times, Buckley Col
lection, File 121E-L, all of which prior to 1921 had sanc
tioned force in the dispute with Mexico. William R. Hearst, 
It Is Time to Recognize the Present Stable Government of 
Mexico (New York: Cosmopolitan Book Corp., 1922). 
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alliance" to force repeal of Mexican laws. Senator Borah 

told the Jersey City Chamber of Commerce that "I favor 

making the basis of the United States policy with regard to 

Mexico not oil but humanitarianism." Hughes denied in pub

lic that pressure from the oil lobby accounted for his 

continued insistence on a treaty with Mexico guaranteeing 

American property rights. However, when the APPM proposed a 

loan to Obregon to obtain favorable terms for new develop

ment, Hughes reminded an APPM lawyer, H. M. Branch, that the 

Department withheld recognition from Obregon because oil men 

complained about the lack of protection for their rights in 

Jj 
Mexico. 

Hughes also had to contend with diplomatic resist

ance to his Mexican policy. In October 1921, Summerlin 

reported that the British Charge wanted to convene a confer

ence of the major powers' representatives to Mexico to 

discuss the recognition issue. Summerlin said that the 

Belgian Charge had expressed doubt as to the good faith of 

United States in its Mexican policy, and the French envoy 

"stated to me quite frankly that his Government desires to 

recognize that of General Obregon but that my Government 

^For Connally and Ladd speeches see, respectively, 
New York American, Jan. 27, 1922; New York Times, July 20, 
1922, Buckley Collection, File 121L. Borah's remark quoted 
from Excelsior, Mar. 10, 1923, p. 1. See Hughes' press 
statement of Oct. 30, 1922, RDS, 812.6363/1442. Hanna to 
Hughes, July 10; and Hughes' memorandum of interview with 
Branch, July 11, 1922, 812.6363/1227, /1228. 
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did not desire this done until it was ready to recognize 

General Obregon." Summerlin also informed Hughes that Latin 

American Republics were urging Obregon not to accept condi

tional recognition because this might set a precedent for 
5 

the United States to use elsewhere in the hemisphere. 

Support from within the State Department for Hughes' 

Mexican diplomacy counteracted criticism from other sources. 

Because of the Secretary's ignorance of Mexico he relied on 

Hanna and Summerlin for guidance. Both of these subordi

nates based their evaluations of Mexican affairs and 

Obregon's strength on questionable sources of information 

and wishful thinking rather than a dispassionate analysis. 

In January 1922, Hanna sent to Hughes a summary of recent 

events in Mexico. The export taxes and the Texas amparo 

decision were potentially destructive to American property 

rights, Hanna warned, because "the petroleum interests have 

practically exhausted the oil deposits . . . acquired by 

them prior ... to May 1, 1917." Public order was dete

riorating, Hanna said, because "the enemies of Obregon are 

just now particularly active along the border, the plan

ning . . . being done by Mexican leaders of ability and 

prominence." Hanna regarded the departure from the Cabinet 

of several "of the more cultured type of Mexican" as an 

ominous sign of Obregon's weakness. The Department, Hanna 

^Summerlin to Hughes, Oct. 12, 29, 1921, RDS, 711.12 
7365, 7369. 
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recommended, should not deviate "materially from its funda

mental position taken about a year ago on recognition." In 

March and June, Hanna sent to Hughes appraisals similar to 

the above.^ 

In addition to Summerlin, Hanna relied on informa

tion and interpretations provided by Harold Walker, 

Excelsior, and Omega. The latter was a reactionary Mexico 

City newspaper from which Hanna quoted to buttress his 

report to Hughes that 0breg<5n could not handle his job and 

that he had little support in Mexico. When Excelsior com

manded Obregon to forget "the principles for which the 

revolution had been fought" and sign the treaty, Hanna cited 

this as evidence that Obregon was out of step with Mexican 

opinion. Hanna based a gloomy memorandum to Hughes concern

ing the petroleum question on a conference with Walker. 

Hanna told Hughes that Walker was an old friend "in whose 

7 opinion I have great confidence." 

In submitting his analysis to Hughes, Hanna ignored 

diametrically opposed conclusions from agents in the 

field. In April the Department instructed all diplomatic 

personnel in Mexico to report on revolutionary activity in 

^Hanna to Hughes, Jan. 26, Mar. 22, June 8, 20, RDS, 
812.00/26021, /26094, /26063, /26066. 

^Summerlin frequently included editorials and arti
cles from Omega and Excelsior in dispatches. Hanna to 
Hughes, Mar. 23, Apr. 12, 29, 1922, RDS, 812.00/26023, 
/26097, /26020. 
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their districts; the responses indicated peace and general 

acceptance of 0breg<5n with federal troops in firm control 

everywhere except a few areas south of Mexico City. Never

theless, in May Hughes wrote to Harding that Mexican bank

ers, merchants, and agriculturists were unanimously in 

favor of United States policy. Harding replied that this 

confirmed statements he had from other sources on the 
g 

"opinion of the business world of Mexico." 

In addition to the data and advice contributed by 

Hanna, Hughes may have been influenced by his knowledge of 

another ambitious scheme for removing Obregon. In March 

1922, a group of affluent Mexican land owners outlined to 

Summerlin a plan for a nationwide revolt led by Felix Diaz 

and Murguia. Summerlin's visitors said they would proceed 

if assured the United States would not recognize Obregon. 

Cardinal Francis Kelley, Protonotary Apostolic to his Holi

ness, told Hughes that conservative Catholics would finance 

and take part in the rebellion which would involve all of 

the anti-Ob re gc5n Mexican factions in th' United States as 

well. Numerous meetings between Carrancifrtas and Felicistas 

failed to reconcile the differences. Consequently, Diaz and 

Murguia launched uncoordinated, and unsuccessful, revolts in 

^State Department Circular Letter, Apr. 14, 1922, 
RDS, 812.00/25536a. The returns trickled in throughout May, 
812.00/25588-25600. Hughes to Harding, May 23, and reply, 
May 24, 1922, 812.00/25472. 
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July and August. In predicting trouble for 0breg<5n, Hanna 

had anticipated a better effort by these "Mexicans of abil

ity and prominence."^ 

Captured November 1, 1922, and executed the next 

day, Murgufa's death precipitated a reappraisal of Mexican 

policy within the State Department. The day prior to 

Murgufa's apprehension, Hughes announced that the position 

of the United States remained unchanged and the Obregon 

administration must furnish satisfactory guarantees for 

American property rights previous to recognition. However, 

the vigor and ease with which the Mexican Government dis

patched the latest revolt surprised and impressed Summerlin 

and Hanna. The outcome of Murgufa's uprising, Summerlin 

said, demonstrated Obregon's overwhelming support and abil

ity to keep order. Hanna's reaction to the Murgufa episode 

was much the same as that of Summerlin. 

^Summerlin dispatches, Mar. 11, 14; Apr. 19s 29; 
May 15; June 10; Oct. 20, 1922, RDS, 812.00/25^52, /25*»72, 
/25550, /25568, /25557, /25630, /25704, /26043. Hughes mem
orandum of conference with Cardinal Kelley, Mar. 3> and 
Kelley to Hughes, May 10, 1922, 812.00/2557^, /25622. Mem
orandums from Hanna of conferences with Pedro Villar, agent 
for Diaz, are in 812.00/26017, /26118. J. A. Phelan, a 
former member of the Fuel Board, wrote to Harding, Mar. 29» 
May 16, 1922, 812.00/2^596, /25607, giving details of meet
ings in New York obtained from participants. 

10Hughes press release, Oct. 30, 1922, RDS, 812.6363 
/1442. Summerlin to Hughes, Nov. 1, 1922; Feb. 10, 1923; 
Hanna to Hughes, Nov. 11, 1922, 812.00/26107, /26204, 
/26110. 
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In March 192 3, I-Ianna advised Hughes that Obregon 

should be recognized without a treaty on his promise to' 

respect American rights. There should be no delay, Hanna 

cautioned, because as the end of Obregon's term came closer 

his need for recognition would diminish. The change in 

policy would have the backing of American business interests 

with Mexican connections, but the oil men would have to 

be convinced to accept the new departures, Hanna warned. 

Restoring relations would also facilitate efforts to protect 

American property, Hanna observed, since "it would promise 

relief for the small army of claimants against Mexico who 

apparently have not yet taken note of the fact that the 

absence of recognition is preventing the settlement of their 

claims under the two conventions which Mexico is ready to 

sign." In fact, Hanna admitted, "barring a very few, per

haps not more than two or three instances, no American has 
..11 

been permanently dispossessed of land." 

Conclusion 

Evidently Hanna's arguments were persuasive. Less 

than two weeks after Hanna submitted his memorandum, Hughes 

made an overture to Mexico. The Harding administration 

approached Obregdn through James A. Ryan, then in Mexico to 

try to negotiate for the APPM an acceptable version of the 

perennially pending petroleum code. Ryan, who knew both 

1:iHanna to Hughes, Mar. 23, 1923, RDS, 811,12/541. 
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Presidents personally, conveyed to Obregon the suggestion 

that he and Harding appoint agents to informally consider 

and resolve differences between the two countries. The 

problem of a treaty prior to recognition was disposed of by 

omission. Obregon replied to Ryan that the proposal was 

acceptable. On May 14, 1923, Charles B. Warren and John B. 

Payne, Harding's spokesmen, and Fernando Gonzalez Roa and 

Ramon Ross, representing Obregon, held the first of a series 

1 P of meetings at 85 Bucareli Avenue in Mexico City. ^ 

Three general topics concerned the participants at 

Bucareli. Two, the petroleum question and agrarian expro

priations, required extensive deliberations. On the other 

matter, arrangements for a claims convention, there was no 

real disagreement. Earlier. Pani had proposed that the 

United States and Mexico sign—after recognition— a con

vention establishing a claims commission based on past 

provisions and terms advanced by the United States. Pani's 

draft was substantially that which was adopted at Bucareli. 

However, accord on this point was vital to the success of 

the conference because both sides accepted that aspects of 

•^The APPM wrote to the Department, Mar. 19, 1923, 
explaining Ryan's mission in Mexico, RDS, 812.6363/1362. 
Because relations were suspended, the two governments did 
not exchange correspondence. See La Cuestion Internacional, 
PP- 55-56, and Alberto J. Pani, Las Conferencias de Buca
reli (Mexico City: Editorial Jus, 195377" PP« 90-91. Both 
accounts contain portions of Obregon's response to Ryan, 
Apr. 9, 1923, which makes clear the initiative came from the 
United States. Also see Gomez Robledo, pp. *1-6; Dulles, 
p. 163. 
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other issues not definitively settled at Bucareli would be 

1"3 
referred to the claims commission for resolution. J 

The first problem considered at Bucareli was the 

status of petroleum lands acquired by Americans prior to 

May 1, 1917. When session after session produced no dis

cernible movement toward an accommodation, the commissioners 

took up other matters. Considered primarily in the context 

of agrarian reform, the subject of the conditions under 

which Mexico could expropriate property of American citizens 

also related to the petroleum question. Hughes told Warren 

not to contest the right of Mexico's Government to take 

American property for e jidos but to demand payment in cash 

at the time of expropriation. Warren carried out Hughes' 

instructions, citing Article 27 of the Constitution of 1857• 

He added that indemnification must be for the just value, 

rather than assessed value plus ton per cent, and the United 

States could not recognize Mexico's right to pay in bonds. 

The Article in question, Roa pointed out, stated that com

pensation must coincide with dispossession when private 

•^Department of State: Proceedings of the United 
States-Mexican Commission Convened in Mexico City, May 14 
1923 (Washington, D.C.: 192'jiT~> hereafter cited as Proceed
ings , 1923. This is not the full record of the discussions. 
At the opening session it was agreed that the minutes would 
include views presented but no stenographic record of the 
conferences would be kept. This arrangement contributed to 
a*later controversy as to what had or had not been con
tracted by Mexico at Bucareli. Also consult "Historical 
Background to the Conventions of Sept. 1923," US/MCC, Entry 
1^8, Box 5; and Pel.ler, Mexican Claims Commission. 
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property was taken for reasons of public utility, but the 

Article did not specify the mode of payment or how the value 

would be determined.-^ 

The exchange of views resulted in a compromise. 

Warren said that the United States would accept that Mexico 

could expropriate a maximum of 1775 hectares from any 

^•individual American landowner for the sole purpose of estab

lishing ejidos when compensation was in bonds. To protect 

petroleum holdings, Warren insisted that Mexico must not 

maintain this understanding constituted a precedent for a 

like form of compensation when lands were taken for any 

other purpose. Also, the United States "did not consider it 

fair, just or legal ... to expropriate lands ... on the 

basis of the assessed valuation" and, therefore, it reserved 

the right for its citizens to submit claims for damages to 

the claims commission. Roa and Ross "recognized" Warren's 

exceptions, and the commissioners returned to the oil 

15 questaon. ^ 

In a series of informal meetings, not recorded, 

between July 27 and August 2, the commissioners reached a 

concord on subsoil rights. Mexico assigned a narrow def

inition, based on the amparo decisions, to positive acts. 

-^Hughes' inr.truction to Warren, RDS, 711.1211/862. 
Article 27 of the 1857 Constitution is quoted in Proceed
ings , 1923, p. 14. 

•^For the discussion and agreement on ejidos and 
compensation, see ibid., pp. 25-28, 31-3*1, 38-39» 41-44. 
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In effectj the purchase of a lease or title prior to May 1, 

1917, entitled the holder to a perpetual right to mineral 

• 4- 16 deposits. 

Correspondence in the State Department files pro

vides a clue as to why the United States accepted the above 

settlement. Early in the conference, Summerlin reported 

that the Mexican commissioners said that in December 1922, 

the French Government nationalized oil deposits under 

private lands. An urgent request to the American Embassy in 

Paris for confirmation brought the response that the Decem

ber action modified a law of 1810 and the "attitude of the 

French Government on this question was that since 1810 sub

soil ownership has been considered as vested in the state." 

There was no mention of petroleum in the code of 1810 since 

it was not known to exist, the Embassy said, but the French 

Government "regards the lac]-: of enumeration of absolutely no 

effect." Since the position of France was also the essence 

of Mexico's argument, the reply from Paris caused consider

able consternation. Hughes asked the Department Solicitor 

•^Proceedings, 1923, pp. ^7-^9. Not mentioned in the 
minutes is an understanding reached at Bucareli on Federal 
Zone concessions. At the insistence of the APPM, Hughes 
ordered Warren to present and argue the companies' position 
on this point. Guy Stevens to Hughes, Aug. 1; Hughes to 
Warren, Aug. 6, 1923, RDS, 812.6363/1^27. The commission
ers according to an unsigned memorandum in 812.6363/1^3831, 
agreed to leave it to the claims commission to determine if 
damages were due any owner who believed he had been injured 
by the federal zone decree. 
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for a legal opinion. The Solicitor advised that this devel

opment undermined the American position with respect to 

Mexico's claims, and the United States should argue that 

since no American interests had been injured in Prance 

the two cases were not the same. Hughes forwarded the 

Solicitor's memorandum to Summerlin, but the Secretary's 

contention that Article 27 was unique and opposed to the 

laws of civilized nations had been undermined."^ 

Harding's death early in August interrupted the con

ference until after his funeral. The next and final session 

convened on August 15. The commissioners signed the minutes 

"as a record of the proceedings" and exchanged announcements 

that the agreed upon drafts for the claims convention would 

become treaties if formal diplomatic relations were resumed. 

One week later, Hughes informed Pani that President Coolidge 

had accepted the declarations of Harding's commissioners. 

If Obregon assented to the declarations made by his repre

sentatives, Hughes suggested that there be a simultaneous 

notice of the renewal of relations on September 6. Pani 

wired Obregon's approval and asked that the announcement be 

moved up a week so that Obregon could cover the discussions 

in his annual message to Congress. Accordingly, on Septem

ber 1, Obregon told the legislature that the Bucareli 

-^Summerlin to Hughes, May 18; State Department to 
Paris Embassy, May 19, and reply, May 23; Solicitor's memo
randum, May 2k's Hughes to Embassy, Mexico City, May 26, 
1923, RDS, 812.6363/1^01-1^07. 
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conference, without compromising Mexico's laws, resulted in 

the United States modifying its policy and recognizing his 

1 ft 
government effective at noon September 3 >  1923• 

But the settlement did not please the APPM. While 

the commissioners were still meeting, the APPM complained 

that nothing had been determined on petroleum taxes and 

Mexico had not conceded absolute ownership to petroleum 

deposits. The APPM demanded a conference on these matters 

before Hughes made a final decision on the Mexican situa

tion. Hughes acceded to the meeting, but according to 

Hanna's memorandum, the Secretary declined to inject any new 

questions which might jeopardize the negotiations. Stevens 

was particularly concerned that the Bucareli minutes did 

not provide "for the derogation of the Carranza decrees." 

Although the companies had never paid the royalties imposed 

by Carranza, which Mexico had never tried to collect, they 

now exceeded $100,000,000 (pesos), Stevens said, and "should 

be eliminated as a source of future dispute before the plan 

is made actually effective." The operators, according to 

Hanna, appealed to Secretary of the Treasury, Andrew Mellon 

(Gulf Oil), who failed to sway Hughes. Walker told Hanna 

that the APPM would not push the issue but insisted on 

19 presenting its objections. 

•^Proceedings, 1923, pp. 50-51. Obregon to Congress, 
Sept. 1, 1923, Pre'sidentes Ante La Nacion, III, pp. 555-57-

"^APPM to Hughes, Aug. 15, and reply, Aug. 16, 1923, 
RDS, 8l2.6363/li1273iJ /1443. Stevens to Hughes, Aug. 24, 
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Subsequent efforts by the APPM to persuade Hughes to 

make new development in Mexico a diplomatic issue also 

failed. By the spring of 1924 oil exports from Mexico fell 

to about seventy-five per cent of the average for 1923. In 

seeking the aid of the State Department, Stevens and other 

oil men alleged that harassment by the Mexican Government 

and uncertainty over Article 27 discouraged exploration and 

accounted for the drop. However, a memorandum prepared for 

Hughes within the Department said that the companies were 

storing a part of Mexican output because the production 

figures for new wells drilled in 1923 alone equalled the 

export levels for the year 1923. Earlier the consul in 

Tampico had reported that the decline was due to the com

panies curtailing shipments and not a shortage of crude. 

Hughes asked Warren, now Ambassador to Mexico, for his 

assessment of Obregon's petroleum policy. Warren responded 

that Obregon had shown no disposition to restrict the def

inition of positive acts agreed to at Bucareli and his 

government had been very liberal in its treatment of the oil 

companies. Hughes refused to intervene, and the operators 

had to rely on their own devices in bargaining for better 

p n 
terms from Mexico. 

/1438. Hanna prepared memorandums of the conference, 
Aug. 21, and his conversation with Walker, Aug. 27 1923, 
/ 1 H 3 7 ,  / 1 M 0 .  

20Unsigned memorandum to Hughes, Apr. 8, 1924, RDS, 
812.6363/1506. Warren to Hughes, July 21, 1§24, /1515. 
Steward, Tampico, "Petroleum Report for May 1923," /1419. 
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Stevens then asked that Warren suggest to 0breg<5n 

that he (Obregon) initiate a conference with the APPM. As a 

result of this approach, Swain of Standard Oil, representing 

the APPM, met with Pani and Perez Trevino, Secretary of 

Industry, in Mexico City between September 26 and Octo

ber 1^, 1924. According to Swain, Trevino, apparently 

jocularly, opened the proceedings by referring to the Teapot 

Dome scandal and announcing that "he intended to be the 

'Senator Pall' of these negotiations." Swain replied that 

the APPM "had no intention of acting in any sense suggested 

by the use of this expression." Swain threatened that the 

companies would pull out of Mexico if they did not get tax 

reductions on presently producing lands and a favorable rate 

on yields from leases acquired since May 1, 1917* Pani 

responded that conditions did not require a sacrifice on 

Mexico's part to accelerate petroleum exploitation. Pani 

and Swain then reached a tentative accord maintaining the 

tax levels on production from old fields and providing that 

Mexico's profits, which it agreed not to call a royalty, 

from new development would be determined when data on costs 

became available. Two weeks before Obregon's term ended, 

the APPM ratified the arrangement. Mexico's next President, 

Calles, approved the understanding, but Congress refused its 
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endorsement. Consequently, the companies restricted their 

P 1 operations to lands protected by the Bucareli agreements. 

After Bucareli the petroleum question ceased to be a 

diplomatic problem for the Obregon administration; but the 

value of the accord to Obregon quickly became evident. In 

December 1923, de la Huerta accused Obregon of attempting 

to impose Calles as president. Backed by a mixture of reac

tionaries, Carrancistas, and disgruntled politicians and 

22 generals, de la Huerta proclaimed a revolt. A majority of 

21Stevens to Hughes, June 23, 1924, RDS, 812.6363 
/1510. Swain reported on the discussions to Arthur Schoen-
field, Charge in Mexico City, who passed the information on 
to Hughes in dispatches of Sept. 26, 20; Oct. 10, 14, 1924, 
812.6363/1528, /1529, /1533, /1534• Stevens later sent to 
the Department a complete account of the negotiations, 
including correspondence exchanged after Swain's departure, 
812.6363/1541. Minutes of the Pani-Swain agreement are in 
US/MCC, Entry 145, Box 4. For Calles' sanction and Con
gress' rejection, see Joseph Drew, Under-Secretary, to H. W. 
Anderson, Agent for the US/MCC, Jan. 25, 1925, and James R. 
Sheffield, Ambassador to Mexico, to State Department, 
Dec. 4, 1925, 812.6363/1550, /1592. 

? 2  A number of Manifestos to the Nation, signed by 
de la Huerta, launching the uprising, make no mention of 
Bucareli; see AGN/PP, Legajos 101-R2-A-14, 22. Much later 
de la Huerta claimed that Obregon contracted a secret treaty 
at Bucareli invalidating features of the Constitution objec
tionable to the United States. This cleared the way to 
impose Calles who would be bound by the treaty, according to 
de la Huerta. By de la Huerta's retrospective account, his 
rebellion was to save the Revolution and the Constitution. 
See his articles in Excelsior, Aug. 17, 24, 1930; and Guzman 
Esparza, pp. 218-21, 230-31. Aside from de la Huerta's 
unsubstantiated statements, Huertistas and anti-Obregonistas 
have not been able to support such contentions. See, for 
example, Trujillo, pp. 12-13, 187-90, and the views of 
Cabrera in Miguel Alessio Robles, Historia polftica de la 
Revolucion (Mexico City: Ediciones Botas, 3rd ed., 19¥67T 
pp. $1-82. Otherwise highly critical of Obregon, Gomez 
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the civilian population remained loyal to the government, 

while sixty per cent of the army went over to the opposi

tion. However, the Coolidge administration gave its full 

backing to Obregon. Coolidge, on Hughes' recommendation, 

embargoed arms shipments to Mexico except to Obregcfo, who 

was permitted to purchase, on credit, large quantities of 

war material in the United States. Correspondence between 

Obregon and Mexican diplomatic personnel indicates the muni

tions were of great importance, perhaps decisive, in coping 

with de la Huerta's rebellion. Cordial relations between 

the United States and Mexico continued as Obregon com

pleted his term and relinquished authority to Calles in 

December 1924.^ 

Robledo, preamble, pp. ix-x, concedes that caught between 
the demands of the United States and his followers, Obregdn 
gave away much less than Hughes wa- asking. For a defense 
of Bucareli by Obregonistas, see the interview with Aaron 
Saenz, Minister of Foreign Relations under Obregon, in 
El Universal, Sept. 30, 1927, and his response to de la 
Huerta's Memorias in a series of thirty-two articles in 
Excelsior, Feb. 17-Mar. 20, 1958; and Mario Mena, pp. 78-81. 

^Mexico's War Department submitted to Obregon on 
Mar. 15, 1924, an estimate of his civilian and military 
support; see AGN/PP, Legajo 101-R2-A-22. Hughes' press 
statements on the position of the administration and the 
arms embargo are in the New York Times, Dec. 29, 1923; 
Jan. 8, 16, 1924, Buckley Collection, File 121N, Q. At the 
Senate's request, Hughes and the War Department reported on 
the reasons for and the extent of the aid to- 0breg6n in 
Shipment of Arms to Mexico, 68th Cong., 1st Sess., Senate 
Doc. No. 10^ (Washington, D.C.: 1924). Obregdn to consul, 
Nuevo Laredo, Jan. 13; to Charge, Washington, Jan. 15, 1924; 
and consul, San Antonio, to Saenz, n.d., AGN/PP, Legajo 
101-R2-A-62. 
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In December 1925s Mexico's Congress passed the long-

delayed regulation of Article 27. A controversial clause 

in the code required that titles and leases to oil claims, 

regardless of when acquired, be exchanged for fifty year 

confirmatory concessions. Urged on by American petroleum 

companies, Secretary Prank Kellogg responded with a series 

of protests increasingly ominous in tone, which were 

rejected by Mexico. Diplomatically", the situation threat

ened for a time to revert to that of 1919-1920. Kellogg's 

course evoked a hostile reaction from a large segment of 

the American press and Congress. Kellogg's belligerency 

declined. A change of Ambassadors also facilitated improv

ing the diplomatic climate, with Dwight Morrow replacing the 

disliked and business-oriented James R. Sheffield. Morrow 

helped to persuade Calles and Congress to amend the Petro

leum Act of 1925 to conform to the 1923 agreements. On 

March 28, 1928, the revised code went into effect. Also on 

March 2 8, the State Department announced that "together 

these steps would appear to bring to a practical conclusion 

the discussions which began ten years ago with reference to 

the effects of the Mexican Constitution upon foreign oil 
oh 

companies." 

pii 
For accounts of the oil controversy during the 

Calles administration, see Dulles, pp. 319-29; David Bryn-
Jones, Frank B. Kellogg: A Political Biography (New York:. 
Putnam, 1937), pp. 175-181; Gruening, pp. 600-618; Frederic 
R. Kellogg, The Case of the American Oil Companies in the 



238 

For the next decade, United States-Mexican relations 

remained generally amicable. In 1937* however, a labor 

dispute erupted in the Mexican petroleum fields. A Mexican 

Labor Court, later sustained by the Supreme Court, upheld 

most of the workers' demands and ordered the'absentee owners 

to grant their employees a wage increase. Certain American 

and British concerns failed to comply within the time limit 

set by the Court. Citing the companies' defiance, on 

March 18, 1938, President Lazaro Cardenas decreed the expro

priation of their Mexican holdings. Great Britain thereupon 

severed relations with Mexico. The United States, after 

some hesitation, accepted the expropriation, provided the 

companies received a fair compensation.^ 

Several years of negotiations between the Mexican 

Government and the oil companies failed to resolve the 

dispute. Largely through the efforts of the United States 

State Department, which rather adroitly managed to act 

the role of an arbitrator, in 19^3 the oil companies and 

Controversy with Mexico (New York: APPM, 1927); Guy Stevens, 
Addresses on the Mexican Situation (New York: APPM, 1926), 
and Current Controversies with Mexico (n.p., n.d. [1928]). 
State Department press release of Mar. 28, 1928, quoted in 
Clark, Foreign Affairs, VI, p. 6lk . 

•^For opposing versions on the dispute, see Gobierno 
de Mexico, The True Facts About the Expropriation of the Oil 
Companies' Properties in Mexico (Mexico" City: Talleres Gr£f-
icos de la Nacidn, 19T0), and Standard Oil Company, The 
Reply to Mexico (New York: Standard Oil Co., 19^10). Also 
see Harlow S. Person, Mexican Oil (New York: Harper, 19^2). 
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Mexico's Government reached an accord. The companies gave 

up their claims to Mexican holdings in return for a much 

smaller financial settlement than originally demanded. 

Other arrangements between foreign companies not involved in 

the dispute and the Mexican Government enabled Mexico to 

P 
convert the industry into a state controlled operation. 

Because of the position taken by the Roosevelt 

administration, Cardenas' 1938 decree, rather than fostering 

another diplomatic crisis, eventually led to the private 

negotiations which permanently retired the petroleum ques

tion. It is conceivable that the entire problem could have 

been laid to rest much sooner if the State Department had 

not been so willing to heed the counsel of petroleum inter

ests and invoke diplomatic interposition. Colby and Hughes' 

attempts to use the withholding of recognition as a dip

lomatic weapon in the controversy with Mexico was also 

unproductive and unwise. An excellent illustration is the 

arrangement reached at Bucareli, which was available at 

least three years earlier when 0breg6n offered to settle 

disputed points on essentially the same assurances and basis 

that Hughes eventually accepted. By continuing to insist on 

a treaty containing unprecedented privileges for Americans, 

P 
Valuable for the last stages of the oil controversy 

are George A. Brubaker, "A History of the Oil Controversy 
between the United States and Mexico, 1938-19^2" (unpub. 
Master's thesis, Tucson: Univ. of' Arizona, 1951)» esp. 
pp. 37j 109-113; and Richard J. Powell, The Mexican Petro
leum Industry, 1938-1950 (Berkeley: Univ. of California 
Press^ 1956). 
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Colby and Hughes prolonged the controversy and augmented 

Mexican suspicions of American objectives. 

Lansing, Colby, and Hughes all gave oil men more 

than they deserved or were entitled to in the dispute with 

Mexico because of the strategic value of Mexico's tremendous 

deposits of this critical commodity. However, the reception 

accorded oil magnates by the formulators of American foreign 

policy also reflected their legalistic backgrounds and 

nationalistic prejudices. In a speech relating to the 

"Mexican Problem," President Coolidge spoke for many of his 

contemporaries when he said that: 

Progress and civilization have always depended 
upon effort and sacrifice. . . . We believe that 
they [American institutions] are consistent with 
right and truth and justice. We live under a system 
that guarantees the sanctity of life and liberty 
through public orde^ and protects the rights of 
private property under the principle of due process 
of law. These are inalienable rights that ought to 
belong to all persons everywhere. ... We have 
adopted these ideals because we believe that they 
are of universal application and square with eter
nal principles of right. 

Coolidge concluded that even when abroad the property of 

American citizens was "a part of the general domain of the 

nation." The APPM thought highly enough of this definition 

of the American system and mission to reproduce and circu

late Coolidge's speech as a defense of the record of the 

APPM in the dispute with Mexico.^ 

^Address of President Coolidge Before the United 
Press Associations, delivered April 25i 1927 CNew York: 
APPM, 1927). 
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Hughes' biographer observes that his approach to 

foreign affairs was predicated on the conviction that chaos 

could be avoided only if all parties clung to the old stand-

9 R 
ards of international law. No doubt Hughes and his 

predecessors in the State Department sincerely believed that 

Mexico's radical Constitution threatened international com

merce and the foundations of Western Civilization. However, 

their self-righteous attitude and assumption that Mexico's 

leaders and people were bound by laws and values imposed 

from without was unrealistic and proved impossible to 

obtain. Mexico's plea that changing conditions called 

for solutions other than those dictated by the past and 

designed by aliens elicited mainly diplomatic hectoring and 

platitudinous pronouncements. A more fertile approach to 

resolution of the difficulties with Mexico is suggested by 

the expropriation measure of March 18, 1938, which, echoing 

a theme stretching across a quarter of a century and more, 

did not apply to the property of foreigners who had complied 

with Mexican law. 

28Glad, p. 166. 
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