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Chapter I 3 ol

NATIONAL POLICY TOWARD NAVAL OIL RESERVES

Wise disposal of public land has long been a national
problen. Regulation of the vast resources of the nation has
necessitated Congressional action f;B; time to time. Whether
the federal policy has been adequate enough to care for future
needs has remined a questionable point for many years. When
our country was young, its main object was to develop the West,
and many of our land laws were passed to aid prospective sett-
lers. As the country expanded and developed, changes a modi-
fications often became necessary.

Generally the West favored development of natural
resources by private interests and were anxious to secure
legislation which would further this principle. However, the
theory that the government was the best conservator of its
netursl wealth was strongly upheld by various elements in the
netion. Advocates of this pelicy point to the fact that es
early as 1785, the govemmment felt that some control of natural
resources was expedient. The Land Ordinance of 1785 specified
thet from the territories given by the States, the government
was to receive "...one-third of gold, silver, and copper’
mines..."l and Congress could dispose of this land as it saw

fit.

l. John Ise, United States 01il Policy, Yale Universit
New Haven, Conmn., 1926, 29l. ’ vorsity Fress,




As an inducement to further settlement of the West
and also as an incentive for railroads to extend their «
facilities, many grants of land were given by the government
during the latter half of the nineteenth century. At first temn
miles on each side of the railread were given., This was later
increases to twenty and finally thir%i?miles were alloted on
each side of the roadbed. In many cases the land was unsurveyed
end later the railroade found themselvgs in possession of
valuable mining and timber lands. |

In accepting a government grant, the railrocads were
to divide the land into 160 acre parcels and sell them to
responsible settlers for §2.50 per acre. The Seuthern Railway
System secured one of these grants containing 2,386,000 acres.
Upon investigation the railroads found the land to be heavily
timbered and worth more than $2.50 per acre. They did not sell
much of the land and the government sued. As}a result over t@g
million acres were returned, "...with the proviso that it should

2
acre,"

sell it and reimburse the railroad at the rate of $2.50 per

, The land was then classified as either timber, agricul-
tural, or mining land. If the timber value of a quarter section
was greater than the soil ialqe it was considered timber Land.
If the soil value was greater, it was sold to the settlers and

claggified as homestead land. The Department of the Interioer,

2. R. 8. Yard, Our Federal Lands, Scribners' Sons, New York,
1928, 33. '
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in its report for 1927 stated that "...railroads had received
up to then, the great total of 130,944,916 acres or 212,679
square miles of free ls.nd."3

The raw materials of our country were being disposed
of at an alarming rate, especially ggfer the discovery of oil.
However, it was not until 1865 that 4t was thought advisable
to withdraw oil lands from public entry. The General Land
Office advised its agent in Humboldt,®California to withhold
any land that might contain oil. Nevertheless, the sentiment
of the West prevailed until the twentieth century, when again
it was deemed nescessary to withdraw certain portions of the
national domain from public entry. These lands were withdrawn
from agricultural entry and proved an aid to ¢il operators.

By 1908 most of this land had been restored again.

One of the ploneer advoocates ¢f the conservation of
natural resources was Senator Robert LaFollettes. Repeatedly«
he sought to have enacted effeotive legislation governing ocur
mineral wealth. He suggested to President Theodore Roosevelt
that he withdraw "...from sale and entry of all coal, asphalt,
and ¢il lands by exesutive order...,"4 and shortly afterwards
the senator introduced a resolution to this effeot (June 20,

1906). His efforts at this time were fruitless.

3. Ibid., 31.

4, R, E.'LaFollette, Autobiogra (Personal Narrative of

Political Experiences), R. M. LaFollette and Company, Madison,
8., 0.




Specific laws pertaining to the regulation of oil
lands were conspicious by their absence. Applications‘}or oil
lands were taken out under the Placer Mining Law in the
beginning. This law was enacted (1870), when littie was known
of the vast amount of oil stored in;fgg earth. Because its
provisions were to take care of the development of mineral
resources, principally gold, silver, copper, coal, ete., it
proved inadequate for oil claims, L

0il prospecters opposed it, principally because the
discovery had to be made before patent could be secured. This
regulation was comparatively easy for gold or silver prospectors,
but a discovery of o0il necessitated more expensive equipment.
As a consequence, o0il claimants spent considerable time develop-
ing land to which they had no title. The regcovery provision
resulted in hasty construction, speed, and waste of oil. Every
prongctor was anxious to get as much oil as quickly as he P
could, lest the meighboring wells cause drainage on his properly.

The wasteful manner in which the nation's oil was
being used led President Roosevelt to appoint a Geological
Survey to determine the oil content of public lands. They were
to make suggestions for possible legislation which would secure
an adequate éupply for future needs of the navy. The sur%ey
wes not finished until the Taft administration. The geologists
resommended that Sesretary of the Interior Ballinger withdraw
about th:ee million acres in California and Wyoming from

public entry. He sponsored such a policy and on September 27,




1909, President Taft withdrew the lands.5 By June 50,!1910,
thirteen more withdrawals had been made. Some of thes;
withdrawals were classified and later restored.

Hardly had the Executive order been issued when its
constitutionality was questioned. Napy éil operators continued
to develop lands upon advice of attorneys that the presidential
action was not legal. This advice was strengthened by the
decision of the two federal district #ourts, which held that
the presidential order was invalid. Later tke Supreme Court
upheld the President's order in the Midwest case in 1915.

Before the withdrawal order in 1909, many persons had
secured title under the Placer Mining Act. Others had developed
the land, but had not made dissovery before September 1909.
These claiments maintained they had worked in good faith and
wanted some recognition of their efforts. They were insistent
that relief legislation be passed to determine the status of ~«
their claims. Many dummy locators had acquired land snd turned
it over to large corporations. These dummy locators enabled
large companies to secure more land than was legal.5 Some
prospectors even went to develop oll lands gfter the withdrawal
order., They probably felt that when legislation would be

passed, a compromise might be made in their behalf. During

5. B. H. Hibbard, Bistory of Public Land Policies, Macmillan
and Company, New York, I§23:'3§3.

6. W. Woehlke, "Grabbing the West's Liquid Fuel," Technical
World, June 1912, 378; Cengressional Record, September 3, 1919,




the years when the status of claimants was being determined in
court or in the Land Office, oil was continually being drained
from the public domain.7

Because of the uncertain situation, President Taft
asked Congress to confirm his order o® September 1909. Senator
Pickett of Iowa introduced a bill to this effect. This was
opposed by the oil operstors. The chamber ¢f Commerce of
Coalingsa, California, forwarded a resolution to Congress and
asked that "...the bill be not made retroactive, but that it
should save the rights of those who lecated on the withdrawn
land previous to the date of withdrawal, Septeumber 27, 1909."8

The bill as passed by the House upheld Taft's with-
drawals, but contained little relief for the o¢il operators
whose claims were uncertain. The Senate amended the bill and
recognized the rights of the claimants who were "...in diligent
prosecution of work leading to the discovery of oil or gas.” *
The act also authorized the}?resident te withdraw lands and to
send his recommendations concerning them to Congress. When the
Pickett Act became law (June 25, 1920), President Taft
immediately confirmed the former withdrawals.

Prom 1910 to 1916, about thirty five withdrawals were
made and classified. The change from coal burning vessels to
7. Congressional Record, January 28, 1924, 1523.

8. Iaﬁﬁ‘l_"b"l' of the United States, 319.
9. Max Ball "Tt?arﬁ% WithdTawels and Restorations Affecting

the Public ﬁomain, United States Geological Survey Bulletin
623, Government Printing 0ffice, Washington, D. C., 1916, 24.
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0oil burning ones necessitated a large supply of eil. 0il lands
owned by private interests were being developed almostf%o
meximum capacity. In 1914, the United States produced 66% of
the world's supply of crude oil. Rach year consumption had
increased, so that by 1918, the United States used 80% of the
world's supply. Some experts contend that an increased demand
of about 5% yearly would exhaust our supply in about sixteen
years.lo . ®

Experts of the Geolegical Survey viewed with alarm
the situation snd expressed grave fears for the future oil
supply. In order»to secure adequate fuel supply for future
needs of the Navy, they suggested the creation of naval oil
reserves, Their suggestions were carried out. Reserve Number
I containing 38,969 aorés in Elk Hills, California, and Reserve
Number II containing 29,341 acres in Buena Vista, Californis
were created by President Taft on September 2, 1912, and P
December 12, 1912, respectively. The third reserve called the
Teapot Dome (Wyoming) with 9,48l acres was created by President
Wilson, April 30, 1915. The following year, two oil’'shale
reserves were oreated in Uteh and Colorado, and President
Harding in 1923 set aside a reserve in Alasks.

Part of the naval reserves contained patented lénds,

especially Reserve Number I; the others had claims pending.

10. R. Arnold, "Conservation of Natural Resources," Proceedings
of the Second Pan American Congress, Vel. III, Government
Printing Offics, Washington, D. C., 1917, 208.
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These claimants were seeking Congressional astion to satisfy
their claims. For a long time their demands thwarted legis-
lation., Secretary of the Interior Lane favored giving leases
to oil operators, while Seoretary of the Navy Daniels felt that
only those on withdrawn lands, prior to September 1909, and who
had not made discovery were entitledifb any protection. Attor-
ney General Gregory upheld this point of view.

After the withdrawal order, fhere was continued
agitation for legislation which would suthorize entry to the
oil lands. Meny proposals were made but were quickly re Jected.
Efforts to restore the oil reserves helped to blook legislation
for several years. Senator Smoot introduced s bill proposing
the leasing of oil lands, in August 1919. Amendments were
introduced by proponents of the conservation of natural
resources and as ﬁsnal were rejected by the Western vote. The
oil operators sought to include provisions which would aid them,

Secretary of the Navy Daniels wrote to the Chairmanﬂ‘
of the Public Lands Committee of the House of Representatives,
stating that naval ¢0il reserves should nof be included in a
leasing act. He said thaf as a last resort he felt that
Senator Swsnson's resolution (introduced in 1917), which would
authorize the Navy to drill or order to drill wells would-be
acceptable as s compromise.ll

On February 25, 1920, the Leasing Bill was passed.

1l. Congressional Record, September 3, 1919, 4758-4759.
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The act applied to the reserves, only in so far as it author-
jzed the Secretary of the Interior "...to lease any préducing
wells within the reserves and further authorized the President
to lease all or any part of any claim (1. e., a placer mining
claim) with which there should be such producing wells."l2
Therefore, the President had author{%; to lease withdrawn lands
upon which there were private claims and the Secretary of the
Navy could leaée:only producing wells., Claimants on naval
reserves could get leases only on producing wells unless the
President permitted them to develop the rest ¢f the claim. The
administfation of the naval oil reserves was~ given to the
Bureau of m1nes.ls
Because land adjoining the reserves in California was
owned by private interests, especially Reserve Number II, many
geological experts feared that 0il was being drained by the
neighboring wells. Because of this situation Secretary Danielg
suggested to Congress that offset wells be constructed to
counteract drainage. His advice was approfed and Congress
authorized the Secretary of the Navy to advertise for drilling
| offset wells.
, An amendment t¢o the naval appropriation bill ending
June 30, 1921, empowered the Secretary of the Havy "...to take
possession of property within naval reserves on which there

are no pending claims or applications for permits or leases,

12, Senate Ragort 794 6.
13. John Ise, ted States 01l Poligz, 3563,
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under the oil leasing act, and to 'conserve, develop, use and
operate the same in his discretion, direstly or by Oonégact,
lesse, or otherwise, and to use, store, exchange or sell the
0oil and gas' as well as the royalty eil from leased lands in
naval reserves."l4 The Secretary of the Interior, however,
was to determine the validity of pending claims, not the
Secretary of the Navy. The act of June 4, 1920, also included
en appropriation of $500,000 to pay fo¥ the storage of the oil.

Shortly after President Harding assumed office, the
drainage of o0il from the reserves was again brought to the
attention of the Cabinet. Bids had previously been received
just before Secretary Daniels retired from office. The new
Secretary of the Navy (Denby) in testifying before the
Committee on Public Lands and Surveys (Ootober 25, 1923) stated
that he felt the Navy was not as well equipped to handle oil
reserves a3 the Department of the Interior. He therefore e
recommended a transfer because the latter department could use
the Buresu of Mines and Geological Survey in the administration
of the naval ¢il supply.

In writing to the President (May 26, 1929) Secretary
Denby felt that it would only be necessary to consult the Navy

should a new policy be adopted. About two weeks before this,

l4. "Leases Upon Naval 0il Reserves," Hearings before the
Committee on Public Lands and Surveys, ﬂnifeg States Senate on
Senate Resolution 282 and Senafe Resolution 294, Part II, 269.
Hereafter this will be referred to as Hearings.




emm—

Seoretary Fall had writien to Denby referring to a talk both

L 4

of them had, suggesting that the President transfer "...the
administration of the laws relating to naval reserves..."ls

to the Secretary of the Interior. Enclasosed in this letter of
Fall's was memoranda relating to the Leasing Act and also to
the Act of Jwmie, 1920. } .

However, Denby's position was not 1n accord with
other officers in the Navy. Admiral Ghiffin, chief of the
Bureau of Steam Eﬁgineering, opposéd»the transfer. This Bureau
had handled the reserves since they were created. Lieutenant
Commander Stuart and Lieutenant Shafroth of the Engineering
Department opposed the new policy. Denby admitfed he had not
consulted his officers or a council oonsisting of the chiefs of
the bureau, who were connected with the reserves.

Secretary benby claimed he wrote & letter to the
President stating his reaséns for the transfer. This letter «
also stated that his position was opposed by Admiral Griffin,
and contained a copy of Griffin's protest. The Committee on
Publio Lands and Surveys investigating oil leases searched
diligently but could f£ind no trace of -either Denby's letter or
Griffin's protest. They came to the conclusion thet neither
ever reached Harding. Assistant Sesretary of the Navy Roésevert
brought to Harding a copy of the Executive order, and also the
letter sent by Fall to Denby for his signature; this latter

15. Ibid., 283.




remained unsigned. It seems from the evidence that Harding

gigned the executive order without any signed statement by a
16

Cebinet officer, giving reasons for the change.

The New York Times quoted Assistant Secretary of the

Navy Roosevelt as another opponent o;;penby'e ochange of policy.
Roosevelt maintained thmt after a conference with Griffih, he
came to the conclusion that the best prosedure would be to
continue to let the Navy handle the reé‘erves.17 Roosevelt's
protests to Denby were in vain. A policy letter sent by the
Navy'to the Interior Department was the result of a conference
between the two, in which they agreed that all leases would be
arranged by the Department of the Interior and later would be
sent to the Navy merely as a matter of information., This
procedure seems oorrobo:ated by Denby's testimony before an
investigating committee, where he stated that he did not know
what was in the leases, He testified that he felt Secretary e
Pall would secure the contract which would be for the best
interests ofothe Havy.la

On May 31, 1921, President Harding issued an executive
order {No. 3472) transferring "...the administration and con-
servation of all oil and gas bearing lands in naval petroleum

reserves Numbers I and II, California, and naval reserve

16. Congressional Record, January 28, 1924; Hearings, Part II,
286, ,

17. Bew York Times, April 1, 1924, 2.

18. Hearings, Pawt II, 307.




Number III in Wyoming and naval shale reserves in Colorgdo and
Utah are hereby committed to the Seoretary of the Interior
subject to supervision of the President, but no general poliocy
as to drilling or reserving lands located in naval reserves
shall be changed or adopted except ﬁpﬁn consultation and in 14
cooperation with the Seoretary or Acting Seoretary of the Navy."

Y
Department of the Interior. Senator Walsh of Montana questioned

Bids recelved for offset wells were transferred to thj
the power of a president to tranéfer_the duties of a cabinet
officer. He maintained that Congress delegated these powers
and was therefore the only body which could take them away.
Secretary Fall gave as his basis of authority the Act of June
1920, Many Congressmen when informed of the broad powers that
wore apparently delegated to the Secretary of the Navy later
made it known that such was not the intention when the bill
was before Congress. They maintained that if the bill gave -
sush broad powers they were not aware of it at the time of
~ passage. The Aot was passed to protect the naval reserves and
an appropriation of $500,000 was deemed sufficient to pay for
the storage of oil. No provision in the Aot gave the Secretary}
of the Interior any power over the reserves.

It was the sentiment of some Congressmen that should

they have given such broad powers to a Cabinet officer, te

19. Ivid., 378.




et

dispose of public lands as he saw fit, such powers would be
declared unconstitutional. The thought was expressed that a
Cabinet officer in an emergency or great less might have the
powér to act for the best interests of the country. This
power did not mean that his duties were transferable. It was
stated in Congress that the Navy Department sdequately took
care of the reserves since they were created and if the chief
officer was unaeble to do so he should$resign;20

| Many attempts then were made to solve the question
of the o1l resources of our country. That legislﬁtion was
needed waé scknowledged, but the type of legislation to ensct
was the stumbling block. Conservation of natural resources
was the goal of many. Others opposing this sought development
of the public domain by private interests. Advocates of the
latter seemed victorious when leases were given for the
development of the naval o0il reserves. The segrecy with which
the leases were adopted resulted in an investigation by a
Congressional‘committee. Some Congressmen maintained that the
public were entitled to known how public lands and espeoisally
01l reserves were being disposed of. Many legal battles were
fought to determine this contention. The Supreme Court upheld
public opinion and severely criticised those who advocated |

secreoy in securing oil leases.

—— g

20. Congressional Record, January 29, 1924, 1604.




Chapter II
CONFLICTING POLICIES OF CONSERVATION OF NAVAL OIL RESERVES

The Leasing Act of 1920 wasa vietory for the
conservative forces. Lands of the public domain would provide
a source of revenue, yet remain under federal control. Naval
resources were felt to be secure from‘speculation, besause only
the producing wells could be leassed, or if the President deemed
necessary, he could authorize leasing of the rest of the claim.

Because the leasing bill did not come up to the
expectations of many oil operators, they continued to seek
legislation which would extend development of public land by
rrivate interests. However, the bill helped to clear up a
muddled situation and some interests felt it might be an

-

initial step in the direction of later favorable legislation.
The 0il and fas Journal at the time expressed grat-

itude toward Congressman Mondell and the senators from Wyoming
and California for their efforts in behalf of the oil operatorsd
The bill "...is a measure that will eventually help the oil
operators to obtain a clear title to land upon which they.are

1
operating,” was the opinion of the magezine. Legislation of

T "y

l. F. B, Taylor, "Wyoming Fleld Operations,” 0il and Gas Jour-
nal, March 5, 1920, 44.
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this type attempted to olarify title to oil land, & gregt deal
of which had been bandied back and forth without apparent
thought of the future. Quick profit seemed to be the sole
purpose of many olaiming oil laends, and brought about needless
waste of the nation's valuable resouxaes.

During the early part of the Harding administration,
the naval reserves were transferred from the Naval Department
to that of the Interior (May 31, 1921)t A little over two
months after his inauguration, the President stated that as
long as public lands were administered by the Department of the
Interior, the naval reserves would also be more efficiéntly
taken care of by this department. Conservation forces were
considerably alarmed at this turn of events, beocause Secretary
Fall's attitude toward the publioc domain was well known. His
hostility toward conservation of natural resources was shown
while he was in thg Senate, and there was little reason to
suppose that his poesition had changed.

His opponent's fears seemed to be verified when
rumors too strong to be silenced were being spread in connection
with the lemsing of the naval reserves. The poliecy toward
disposal of the national domain seemed to have changed radically
in less than two years after the passage of the Leasing Act.
Stories concerning the seoret leases were nelther affirmed nor
denied by official Washington. As the rumor spread Congressmen

received many inquiries, but many of the legislatoers, too, were

in the dark.




Anxious to know the truth of the situation, Senator
Kendrick (Wyoming) sent to the Departments of the Interior and
the Navy for information regarding the leasing of the naval
reserves (February 1922).2 His inquiry remained unanswered
for some time. Despite the rumors nothing appeared in the

newspapers, until the Wall Street Journal, on April 14, 1922,

published an account of the lease for Teapot Dome, No soccount
appeared soncerning the oil leases in dther papers until the

29th of April. Then the New York Times, Chicago Daily Tribune,

Chicago Daily News, Boston Transcript, Springfield Republiocan,

and the Chrigtien Science Monitor had articles of varying

lengths oconcerning the lease to Mr. Sinclair.

On April 16, 1922, Senator Kendrick introduced a
resolution in the Senate asking whether the Seoretary of the
Interior had signed & lease for naval reserfgs. Because
Secretary Fall was In New Mexico at the time, Assistant Sec- =«
retary Finney sent a reply to Semnator Kendrisck, April 21, 1922,
stating that the lease for Teapot Dome had been signed. This
wes the first official statement regarding the leases which had
been signed April 7, and delivered April 12, 1922.

Such secreoy regarding an important phase of the
nation's wealth was bound to stir up opposition. It look;d

more than suspicious when it seemed that memwbers of the official

2, Hearings, Part II, 2665.
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family flaunted the federal statute which specified that any
contract except for personsal service must be aﬂvertiaedﬁz
Before Senator Kendrick's rescolution was sdopted, Senator
LaFollette had written Seoretary Fall asking for the order
creating the naval reserves and also;gye order which transferreé
the reserves to the Interior Department.

However, when Assistant Secretary Finney replied to
Senator Kendrick, LaFollette introduced a resolution (april 21,
1922} asking the Secretary of the Interior to send to the Senate|
copies of the o0il leases issued by the department, for the Naval
Reserves Numbers I, II, and IXII. This resolution also asked
for the Executive order authorizing them and any other papers
referring to the leases. The resolution provided that the
Committee on Public Lands and Surveys investigate the oil leaseg
and‘xeport back to the Senate. Senator LaFellette's resolution
was adopted April 29, 1922, and was known as Senate Resolutione
282. |

The Committee on Public Lands and Surveys was composed)
of Senators Norriss (Neb.), Lenroot (Wis.), Ladd (N. D.), Stan-
field (Ore.), Norheck (S. D.), Bursum (N. Mex.), Pittman (Nev.),|
Jones (N, Mex.), Kendriock (Wyo.), Walsh (Mont.), and Smoot |
(Utah-ohairman). | -

Although LaPollette's resolution (S. Res, 282) was

3. Congressional Record, February 7, 1924, 1976.




passed ih the spring of 1922, hearings were not begun until
October 1923, because Senator Smoot was busy working ag tariff
revisions. Shortly after, he became chairman of anoether
committee and Senator Lenroot succeeded him. Lenrecot, as chair{
man of the Committee on Publio Laﬁdg.gpd Surveys, was prevented
from attending many hearings beczuse of illness. March ll,
1924, Senator Ladd became the chairman.4

In response to senatorial ad%ion, Segretary Pall sent
a'letter, not to the Senate, but to President Harding defending
his posgsition concerning the leases. The President in turn sent
the letter to the Senate acéompanied by a note saying he approv-
ed of Fall's action in the matter.5 Neither the President nor
Sermm tor Smoot were in favor of the investigation. However, the
committee proceeded to fulfill its obligations. ZProbably the
most noteworthy work of the committee was done by Senator Walsh,
who was persistent enough to secure damaging evidence against <
some of those who were connested with the leasing of the
reserves. Two geologists, Frederick Clapp and J. O. Lewis,
wére appointed to exsmine the Teapot Dome Reserve.

During Wilson's administration, there was much
friction between officials as tb the disposal of oil lands.6
Secretary of the Interier Lane's policy favored leaging té the

4, Congressional Resord, May 29, 1928, 10539.
5. Eeagéﬁgg, Part I, 23.

6. Congreasional Record, FPebruary 7, 1924, 1976.
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oil interests, while Secretary of the Navy Daniels disapproved
of this and consistently refused to allow leasing of re;erves.
However, when the matter seemed to bé gserious Daniels allowed
leasing of wells to offset the drainage that was taking plaoce.
According to an estimate of the Buregqﬁcf Mines, 6,800,000
barrels of oil, worth more than 8 million, were lost to the
government before March 1921.7 However, others question this
and maintain the loss was very small. #Many reports from the
Bureau of Mines favor taking oil from the ground and storing it
80 other fields could not drain it. The Geological Survey on
the other hand, usually favors leaving the éil in the ground.

It was conceded by many that drainage was taking place
on Reserves Numbers I and II, because of fhe extensive production
of private interests on adjoining land.8 Seoction 36 of Reserve
Number I was valuable oil land. Many years were spent in legsal
battles to determine who had clear title te it., It had orig- =«
inally been given by the government to Califormia for educatiaml
purposes. Reports of land sgents as early as 1900 showed the
land to contain oil. When this became known, California knowing
she had no right to known mineral lands, asked for other lands, |

but no definite aoction was taken. In 1902, a survey again

showed it to be mineral land. Two years later, an agent from

7. Hearings, Part I, 56.
8. Semste T, eport 794, 4.




the Interior Department reported the land as non-minera}l and
the withdrawal order was void. By 1908, this land was seld by
the state to the Standard 01l Company.

Later, (1912) the government brought suit against the
Southern Pacific Railroad to determime» if they had a clear titlq
to 0il lands in Elk Hills (Reserve Number I). After 6 years of
litigation the lands were returned to the government. However,
another suit regarding more land owned*by the Southern Pacific
was lost by the government. Federal attorneys as & result of
this investigation brought to light somewhat similiar conditions
in section 36 of Naval Reserve Number I. Hearings were ordered
held to éscertain whether section 36 was known mineral land at
the time the "survey was approved."9 Apparent carelessness
either at the local office in Visalia, California, or at the
General Land Office, seems apparent when it became known that
reports on these hearings were not acted upon until 1921.
Negligence on the part of the San Prancisco office seems
probable when notice was sent to Washington stating that the
paperslgonoerning the case had been found recently in the wrong

files.
During all this time, the Standard 0il Company had

9., John Ise, United States 0il Policy, Yale University Press,
New Haven, Conmn., 1926, 375.
10. Congressional Record, January 28, 1924, 1535.




beon taking oil from the section without a clear title;ﬁ Hear-
ings were again started before local agents. An assistant
attorney genmeral suggested an injunction to prevent the company
from taking o0il until they had a clear title. However, Attorney
General Daugherty sent Mr. Loomis, vylge-president of the
Standard 01l Company, with a note to his assiastant asking him
to delay action until he (Deugherty) had a conference with him.
Then Standard 01l attorneys filed a m&%ion before Secretary
Fall to have the proceedings dismissed (June 8, 1921). The
government was represented by officials from the Navy and
Justice Departments. After Mr. Sutro, attorney for the Standard
0il Company, pleaded his case the proceedings were dismissed.
With this viectory the Standard 0il Company continued to produce
0il adjoining Naval Reserve Number I, operating about 20 wells.
This was the situstion when Seoretary Daniels adver-
tised for bids to drill 22 wells to offset drainage due to the*
ad joining Standard 0Oil interests. This was done shortly bhefore
he retired, and with the new administration new bids were
accepted. The Pan Ame:ican 0il Company, & Doheny organization,
was the highest bidder, and received the contract, July 12,
1921. Drilling of the wells was to begin six months after the

11 _ .
lease was signed. It was thought that wells 600 feet from

1l. Hearings, Part II, 255.
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the Standard 01l property were sufficient. However, whgn these
were drilled, they yielded little oil, but it was netedfthat
wells farther back contained more oil. Many were surprised at
the drainage that was taking place and felt that offset wells
should have been drilled sooner. i~

} This lease seemed then to have solved the problem of
drainage on Reserve Number I. Then too, those owning land on
this reserve promised to give six montRs notice if tﬁey inten ded
to begin drilling again.12 Criticism could not be leveled at
this lease, because it was given to the highest bidder after
being advertised.

Such was not the csse of later leases. The second
and third ones awarded to Doheny are subject to scrutiny. He
seemed partioularly anxious to secure this contract, besause
he submitted two bids. One followed the terms ¢f the advertised
bid, and the other offered to do tﬁe work for less, provided ~
Doheny was given a preferential lease to the eastern half of
the reserve. The latter bid was accepted April 25, 1922. It
was unfair besause Doheny did not comply with the advertised
requirements, but submitted his own.

Another irregularity of the centract was the phase

in which the government agreed to use royalty oil for payment

of construction of storage tanks in Pearl Harbor, Hawaii. Many

12. Senate Report 794, 20.




were 0f the opinion that this was not legal, and contended that

if Congress wished to build storage tanks, it would have approp-

13 ,
riated the money for them. Upon advice of attorney the

Standard 0il Company refused te bid upon this contraect becausev
they claimed there was not authorizaﬁion for payment in eil.
The part of the lease which dealt with construction of tanks
without competitive bidding was resented by the construction
oompanies. They stated that such work as dredging channels,
building wharves, making tanks, etc., ﬁas outgide the field of
oil companieg. They were not equipped for suoch work and had te
sublet it; therefore they eliminated competition. The Chicage
~ Bridge and Iion Works wrote & protest to Medill MeCormick
(United States Senator, Illinois). When Secretary Fall failed
to answer the protest, they lired lawyers. The Graves Corpora-
tion did the same, and much unfavorable publicity ensued.

Secretary Fall was aware of this diversity of publid
sentiment. He cited the opinion of the Judgé Advocate General
to substantiate his action. The naval appropriation bill for
the year ending June 1921 was guoted as authority for such a
step (8ee Chapter I, page 9).

Doheny's preferential rights were recognized ig the
April lease, when it was discovered that in Desember 1922, he

had been secretly given a lease for practically all of Reserve

13. Hearin s, Part II, 200; Cengressicnal Record, January 30,
1924, 1670,
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Number I. Almost all the land of Reserve Number I was leased

L4

now and could be drilled whenever "...the Pan American desires
to work it, or is directed to do so by the governmant."l4

Much of the land on Reserve Number II was acquired by
the Southern Pacific Railroad before it was generally known te
contain eil. Bescause so much of it was in private hands, some
thought it best to have the government drill all it could
before it was drained by the Southern Pacific wells. The
reserve looked like a checkerboard with the Southern Pacific
holding all the odd numbered squares. It contained aboﬁt 30,080
acres, about 5/6 of which was patented to others, principally
the Southern Pacific. There were about 330 to 350 producing
wells on the reserve.

Becguse of the meny private interests on this reserve,
it was the policy to give out leases to secure all the oil they
could. There was not trouble concerning this reserve title, -
until the Honolulu Oil Case was brought to light.

During Wilson's administration this company applied
for patent to 17 claims in Reserve Number II., OClay Tallman,
Commissioner of the Land Office, approved 13 of these claims.
Seoretary Lane also approved, but President Wilson ordered a
rehearing. Losal land agents opposed the issuance of paténts

to these lands and Tallman salso opposed. Assistant Secretary

14. Hearings, Part II, 330.
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Payne in reviewing the case upheld the local land agentg.
Because of the adverse decision, the Homolulu 0il Compa;y asked
for a rehearing and this was pending when Fall came into office.

Their petition was denied by Fall, but he ordered
leases be given them under the Leasipg Aot of February 25, 1920.
There were about 3,000 asres involved in these leases. Secretary]
Fall exceeded his authority beocause the Leasing Act gave only
the President the power to lease additfonal 0il wells. Further-
more only producing wells could be leased and the Homolulu 0il
Company had no producing wells. These leases were never signed
by President Harding. |

The law states that the Secretary of the Interior
can lease producing wells and gives the President power to
authorize leasing of additional wells. In épite of this
Assistant Seoretary Finney stated that Fall and he himself
signed thezleases., The statute implies that the Secretary >
investigate the case, make his recormendetion to the President,
who thereupon determines whether a leasé is advisable or not.

At the same time thet Doheny's lease was made public
the leasing of the Teapot Dome became known. The leases given ..
to Sinclair and Doheny were practically the same. The csontract
for Teaéot Dome provided for construction of tanks to be éaid
for in oil certificates. They were to be built by Sinclair,
whenever Denby requested them. There was no competition en

this contrsect. It stated that "...he (Sinclair) is to construct




the tanks and charge in oil the exact cost of construction;

and if during the process of conmstruction the cost is Jdecressed
he is to give the government the benefit of the decrease; if
increased he is to assume the loss."15 The Teapot Dome contract
(Naval Reserve Number III) ﬁas signequtirst by the Secfetary of
the Interior and then by the Secrefg;;.cf the Navy (April 7,
1922).

The contract in the form of 3 lease was for 20 years
or as long as o0il was found in sufficient quantities on Reserve
Number III. Productivity of the wells determined the royalty
to be paid, "...ranging from 124% in the case of wells producing
less than 50 ba:rols per day to 50% in the case of wells prodﬁcJ
ing more than 1,000 barrels per day."l6 Insteéd of receiving
0il, the government according to provisions ¢f the lease, was
to receive oil certificates which stated the amount of oil sold
and the selling price based on the market value in the mid-
continent field (Pemnsylvania) or Salt Creek oil prices.

The Standard 0il Company controlled the output in the
Salt Creek field, while Sinclair controlled the midoontinent
field. On the other hand, Sinclair's concern was Jointly
controlled’by the Standard 0il Company. The lease specified

that 20 wells were to be dug within a certsin period of time.

15. Hearings, Part 1II, 304.
16. Senafe Réport 794: 13.
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It also provided for construction of about 1,000 miles qf pipe
line to about Carrollton, Mo.,, where it would connect ;;th
another pipe line.

After the first eighteen monthé, the Navy ocould if
it wished get cash instead of oil, bpged upon the prices in the
midcontinent and Salt Creek fields. Any cash the Navy received
would go into the Treasury_of the United States and it would
have neither money nor oil, se¢ it seemy probable that the Navy
would not sell for cash.

The average royalty from Réserve Number III as late
a8 January 1924 averaged 16 or 17%. That is, of the oiljpro&ne%
the government received 16 t0117% of it. This in turn was sold
to Sinclair who paid the government in oil certificastes. These
certificates were redeemable in three ways:- l. the government
could purchase fuel oil from Sinclair with them,vin whioh a
barrel a: orude 0il equalled s barrel of fuel oil delivéred at*
seaboard, 2. the government could buy'gasoline or kerosene at
prevailing prices, 3. certificates would pay for construotion
of tanks. ,

If a tenk cost $100,000 this value in certificates
paid for it. Experience showed that té construct the eguivalent
of one storage barrel, it teok two barrels of oil to pay éor
it; that is, & hundred thogsand barrel tank required two
hundred thousand barrels of oil to comstruet it. Mathematioalhﬁ

the government did not get much because "...twoe thirds is
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ntilized in the construction of these tanks and one third of it
goes into the tank. So that 16 or 17% which the govemment is
entitled to get, a royalty of one third of that is about 6% it
sctually géts in oil in the tanks. Therefore, out of these
vast reserves which we have, the government of the United
States get just 6% of oil in its tanks suitable for consumption
by the Navy as fuel."17 ‘

Some geoldgisté in giving ansestimate say that about
26 million barrels of oil could be secured from Reserve Number
IIT, 250 million barrels from Reserve Number I, and about the
same from Reserve Number IX., If the government after storage
costs etec., gets about 6% of the oil‘it would receive 1,666,000
barrels from Reserve Number III and 15 million barrels each
from Reserve Numbers I and II, or about 3l% million barrels.
This is short of the 47 million barrels estimasted by the Navy
as necessary in time of attack. .,4

Generally speaking, the government needed to solve
the problem of drainage of Reserve Nuwbers I and II. The
solution for this was in the leasing of the land for offset
wells. An estimate of the terms of the leases given Sinclair
and Doheny shows that officials concerned with them did not
secure the best pqssible contracts. Had they advertised the
bids in all cases, it seems reasonable to suppose they could

have secured much better terms than they did.

17. Congressional Record, January 28, 1924, 1526.




Chapter IIX
THE WORK OF THE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS AND SURVEYS

The Committee on Public Lands and Surveys had the
difficult task of compiling the vario%? reports and documents
connested with the naval oil reserves. Hearings were begun in
October 1923, but attracted little notice until discrepancies
in Secretary Fall's testimony were made public. The legality
of the president's order transferring the reserves to Pall's
department was gquestiened by Senator Walsh. He wished to know
upon what authority such a change was made, considering the
fact that Congress specified the duties of Cabinet officers,l

Pall stated that the legality of this order was
discussed at Cabinet meetings, and that "...both the Seereta:igé
of the Navy and the interiar.had the advice of their authorized
legal counsel and advisers, agreeing upon such legal questions'.'za
Secretary Hughes denied that the leases came before the Cabinet |
for a decision.5 When Secretary Fall was asked to name his
legal Counselors he replied that it was "...largely himself."

It is true, he had a board of about sixteen or

sevemteen members, one of whom was Mr. Finney, Assistant

1. Congressional Record, January 28, 1924, 1540.
2. Hearings, Part II, 209.
3. New York Times, February 1, 1924, 1-3.
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Secretary of the Interior, but he did not seek their advice.
Furthermore, the Secretary of the Interior could secare‘%he
legal advice of a solioitor appointed by the Attorney General.
Secretary Fall stated that he talked with a number of lawyers
concerning the oil leases, but did npz‘get any written opinion
on the matter. ’

A letter from the Sescretary of the Navy to Secretary
Fall was introduced into the proceedings.4 This letter quoted
the opinion of Rear Admiral Latimer, Judge Advecate General of
the Navy, affirming the legality of the transfer. Sgoretary
Denby quoted Latimer as stating that the act which gave the
Secretary of the Navy authority "to store" the o0il, gave the
implied power of determining the means of storage. He further
continued that the word "exchange™ in the statute did not
restriot what might be exschanged for oil. Later when Rear
Admirai Latimer was called béfore the committee, he stated e
that he never studied law, but the opinion was writtem by a
lawyer in his otfioe.s

Senator Walsh diéagreed with the prepared opinion
and stated that the legislators originally intended that
restriction should be placed upon officials conserned with

this phase of government business. Senator King upheld this

4, Congressional Record, January 28, 1924, 1518; Hearings,
Par¥ I, 35 and 5%. . '0 ’ 2 ’ o
5. Hearings, Part II, 210; Congressional Record, January 28,
102t TEET - . ’ '
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point of view and said such broad powers could not be infarred
because "Congress did not intend to give nor 4did it give to

the President or the Secretary of the Interior suthority te
dispose of oil or gés or coal lands."6 After diligent question-
ing on the part of Senator Walsh, Seg;gtary Pall was finally
forced to admit that the Overman Aot and the acts of February 25+
and June 4, 1920, did not authorize transfer of the reserves.

It was assumed that o0il would® be kept in the ground
after the creation of reserves. Senatorial debate since their
creation gives ample proof of this. The intention was that it
would be taken from the ground only "...when Americsa, ocut off
from every other source of 0il had been reduced to utter
dependence on her own resouroes..."v

As was generally known Seoretary of the Interior Lane
favored leasing oil lands, while Secretary of the Navy Daniels
vigerously opposed such a policy. Before the Leasing Act was <
passed, Secretary Daniels stated emphatically that oil reserves
be solely under naval Jjurisdiction. In the meantime, it was
brought to the attention of Secretary Danilels that drilling by
private concerns on land adJoining the reserves would result

in great loss of oil. Quoting from seotion 18 of the lessing
law, which gave the Havy the reserves, he suggested to the'

6., Congressional Regord, June ll, 1528, 264l1.
7. Jongressional Reoord, Maroch 10, 1924, 3876, article from
Tampa Merning Tribune, March 5, 1924, "The Real 0il Issue,”




legislators that additional offset wells be drilled and that
".,..8uch sums8 as have been oi may be turned inte the Treasury
of the United States from royalties on lands within naval
petroleum reserves prier to July 1, 1921 not to exceed $500,000
are hereby made available for this puipose until July 1, 1922."
He also asked for permission to conserve, develop, or exchange
the oil from the reserves.

Congress changed Daniels' suggestions somewhat and
authorized him to use, to store, to exchange, or to sell the
oil. His authority was limited; he was not allowed to dispose
of it in any manner he saw Iit.g This restriction was upheld
when the Standard 0il Company, upon advice of attorney, refused
to bid on the contract calling for construction of storage
tanks to be paid for in oil. It was their contention that
Congress did not give the Secretary of the Interior sush broad
powers. “

| Shortly after his inauguration, Harding transferred
disposal of naval oil reserves to the Department of the Interioz
A draft of the Executive order, and a letter showing the
necessity for the change were sent by Secretary Fall to Denby
for his signsture. During the testimony, the statement was

made that Fall conferred with various oil companies. He

8. Heariggs Part II, 213.
9. reseional Recerd February 11, 1924, 2240.




refused to name them, saying that he did not want to embarrass
the companies. Later this was contradicted by oil operﬁ%ors
testifying before the Supreme Court in the Teapot Dome Case.
lir. Mondell, Mr. Beatty, Mr. Schaffer, etc., said that Fall

- 10
refused to consider other bids. Fall further stated that

they were consulted regarding the co£§;ruction of a pipe line
from Teapet Dome. The Secretary held that if such construction
could be accomplished better oil prices would be seoured by
the government.

This could not have been very benefiscial to the
government, because it had little if any crude oil te sell. In
the contract awarded to Sinclair, he secured the royalty crude
0oil and gave the govermment in return fuel oil.

Seoretary Fall told the committee that he had secured
the best contract that hé could get. There were three conditiens}
to be complied with before he could award the lease for Teapot .
Dome. The three conditions were: "(1) cession of all these
outstending claims that were filed in the Interior Depasrtment
to the United States Govermment so as to clear the titles for
the Navy; (2) the largest royalty which I (Fall) could get,
that they figure on, and that of the Mammeth 0il on the whole
was the largest; (3) the best exchange provision which I could

11
get of fuel on the Atlantic coast for orude ¢ils.”

10, New Iork Times, Ooteber 27, 1927, 1.
11, He rI Parf I1, 232,
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Another ocompany spnt in somewhat similiar bids, but
was not awarded the contract, because it had not included the
construction of a pipe line. Sinclair was the only one to
fulfill Pall's requirements and therefore was awarded the lease.

Large concerns like-the Stgngard 01l Company were
both producing and distributing oomp;Q;es. Sinclair’'s holdings
ﬁere principally refining and distributing centers. He was
in a position where the problem of secuwring ¢il was becoming
more difficult. He could not afford to let his vast holdings
deteriorate because of lack of raw material. Therefore, Fall
contended that Sinclair was willing to pay a better price for

- the orude o0il than ether companies who were not confronted with
this problem.

From time to time various prospeotors had located
on oil lands. Many of these complied with the local land laws
in filing notices, but could not claim equity under the leasing
law. A grest many of these cleimants abandoned their locations
and others relocated them, s8¢0 that while they were not entitled
to recognition, yet Fall felt their presence was a cloud on the
Kavy's title. He was therefore anxious to dispose of them. |

The mineral surveyor of the General Land Office, (Mr.
G. Morgan) made a report upon the validity of many claims on
Teapot Dome. Not until 1911, when the Prance Wyoming 0il
Company begen drilling, were there any roads leading to the

oil fields. Therefore Mr, Morgan concluded claimasnts could




not have developed ¢il lands before this period. The sggep
peths were not adequate to haul supplies and drilling equipment.
Some discoveries were made late in 1914, but he asserted that
they were invalid.l2

A Prenoch concern, the Biljo. Qompany, bought up some
claims in Wyoming and later sold them to the Pioneer 0il
Company, & subsidiary of the Midwest Oil Company. The Pioneer
011l Company selected what they thoughwlgere the best of the
claims and filed spplications for adjustment of title. This
wes later withdrawn. ZFall said there was much pressure brought
to bear by parties who sought consideration for these old claims
knowning "...the law had not been complied with."13 Because of
this unsettled situation the Secretary of the Interior was
anxious to get rid of these claims, and asserted he could not
give full publicity to the matter.

When the rumors began to circulate regarding the “
leasing of Teapet Dome, many companies were anxious to secure
the lease. During~81pclair's trial for conspiracy, Mr. Helm,
an oil company execntive, testified that he spoke to Seoretary
Pall concerning the leases six months before they were signed, -|-
but was told that the rumors he heard were untrue. Later when

the leases were s8igned Fall told Helm that he had a chance in

12. Hearings, Part I1I, 460.
15, Hoarines %gs, Part II, 243,
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the Salt Creck field. The Midwest Company and the Pioneer
o

Company were told by the Seoretary of the Interier that their
efforts were futile. Thereupon they sold their olaims to
Sinclair. PFall's authority was to determine the validity of
leases, further than that he should ne} go. He could not decidJ
how claims should be settled, Many questioned whether it was
legal for Sinclair to pay the Pioneer 0il Company a million
dollars for their claims. *

Mr. Leo Stack, a lobbyist, had a scontract with the
Pioneer 01l Oompany, whereby he was to get a certain commission'
provided the company secured the government lease. When the
claims were sold to Sinclair, Mr. Stack felt he was not offered
enough and interested F. G. Bonfils, publisher of the Denver
Post in his case. Both agreed to share whatever they could
gedure from the Pioneer 0Qil Gempany.ls

Accordingly a series of articles appeared in the e
Denver Post eriticizing the Teapot Come leaee.ls The rapid
rise of PFall's financisl condition was prominently played up.
A suit was started against the Pioneer 0il Company. Sinclsair

gettled for "...$250,000 cash and by agreeing to pay $750,000

17
more." The newspaper articles were discontinued after

.

14. New York Times, April 4, 1928, 1.

15. Senate Report 794, 1l.

16. Thomas Welsh, "Prue History of the Teapot Dome," Forum,
July 1924, 7-8.

17. Hearings, Part II, 369; Congressional Record, May 29, 1928,
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settlement of the suit. .

Before awarding the lesse to Sinclair, Sesretary Fall
testified that he held conferences with representatives of the
Navy, principally Admirals Gregory and Robison and also the
Sesretary of the Navy, and created the, impression that the
contract was agreeable to all conscerned.

Senator Walsh called attention to the faet that the
Sinclair contract did not require adveftising for bids to build
the storage tanks or any phase of the constructién, although
Fall on the stand testified that the Navy Department would pass
on all phases of construetion from "...bids sesured by public
advertisement."18 They were then submitted to experts. Howmén
Admiral Gregory in writing to the Chief of the Bureau of
Engineering pointed out the disadvantages of cost plus contractg
in the construction of storage tanks. |

Sincé the creation of the naval reserves, the policy*
had been to leave the 9il in the ground for future needs.l9 It
was commonly supposed that this was to be oontinued, because
Congress had made no appropriations to build storage tanks.

The terms of the lease for Teapot Dome wrought & change in this .
policy; in future the oil was to be stored at strategio points

along the coast. Denby told the committee "...that the change

18. Hearings, Part II, 252.
19. UeTtsd Siates Dally, December 31, 1927, 3.
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in policy was necessitated because it was found it (oil) was
not being held in the ground."zo

In case the legality of the lease should be questimed
both Pall and Denby signed it.zl It was not publicly affirmed
until Assistant Secretary Finney sen% <a reply to Semator
Kendrick regarding it. Fall had left for New Mexico immediately
after the leaseé were signed. He said he left a memorandum for
the press, but ordered details withhelz because he considered
it a military affair. Senator Walsh tola.the commnittee he could
not see how the execution of a leaée could be considered a
military affair.

Inoreased public inquiry caused Fall to direct the
matter to be turned over to the Secretary of the Navy, who could
if he wished authorize publication. A Cabinet meeting was
called during Fall's absence and it was descided to allow the
leases to be made public. Before he started West, Secretary
Fall replied to LaFollette's inquiry concerning the reserves.
No mention was made in the letter of the lease, although the
ink was hardly dry on the contract.

After Fall's testimony was completed, Secretary of
the Navy Denby was asked to tell what he knew concerning the

2
0il leases. He assumed complete responsibility for the trumsfem

20. Hearings, Part II, 30l.
21l. Con eBsional Record, January 28, 1924, 1541.
22. ﬁew’§orE ?1mps, February 7, 1924, 1.




He said it was done on his own initiative because he fe}t that
the peraonnél 0f the Interior Department was better equipped
to handle the oil reserves. His visit to Secretary Fall
suggesting such a change would account for the letter that
Senstor Walsh introduced to the commitdee. The oonsensus of
opinion seems to be that the idea originated with Fall, although
Denby assumed responsibility.

The officers in charge of th: naval reserve were
Admiral Griffin, Commander Stuart, and Commander Richardson.
Some of the officers who opposed Denby were transferred, but
Denby denied that this was the reason for their detachment.

Concerning the contents of the leases, Denby said he
knew nothing of the circumstances connected with them.23 He
was concerned primerily with the best interests of the Navy, nef
"how it was done. He explained that after he became seoretary,
he was'informed of drainage of reserves. His administration
conformed with the established policy by advertising bids for
offset wells for Naval Reserve Number I. Doheny was awarded
this contract.

The leases deviated from the regular eustom, in that
royalty oil was stored in tanks. Denby saia the reason that

they did not seek an appropriation from Congress was because

of the loss from drainage was increasing daily. The fact

23. Current Opinion, editorial, March 1924, 268.
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remains that Congress was in gession during this period‘and yet
despite the need for hasty astion, the contract was noétdrawn
up until more than a year after Denby came into office.

Denby refused to assume responsibility fof the secrecy
regarding the leases, besause he said pegotiations for them wers|
done by the Interior Department. When completed they were sent
to his office to be signed. Becsuse he thought they were for
the best interests of the Navy he signéd them, after consulting
with the Chief of the Bureau of Steam Engineering, Admiral
Robison, and also the "...legal department of the Navy es to thJ
legality of the transactions and upon the Secretary of the
Interior as to the desirability of them..."24

Admiral Griffin, former Chief of the Bureau of
Engineering for eight years, was called to testify. He informed
the committee that he was in charge of the naval reserves from
their creation until 1920, when the Seoretary of the Navy took*
charge, Admiral Griffin wes consulted by Denby before the
transfer and he vigorously opposed such & step. He took the
position "...that the Névy had for ten years, or more, been
fighting to retain the o0il that we have in the naval reserves;

that the Number Il Reserve had been pretty well drilled up, but
we had reason to believe that there was considerable oil’ieft

in Number I and also in Number III reserve in wyomingg that in

24. Hearings, Part II, 307.
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all the_controvérsies that had taken place regarding thg naval
reserves we had alwsys met with opposition from the Int;rior
Department, we might Just as well éay good-by to our 0:[1.."25

In further opposition, Griffin objected to the astate-
ment that all public land should be gdministered under one
department as was suggested. Such land, he said was set aside
for the Navy and was as much their property as were ships, navy
yards, etc. Griffin mede a finsal effo?t to have inserted in
the transfer order & clause which would require the Secretary
of the Interior to refer any proposed leases to the Secretary
of the Navy. Assistant Sedretary Roosevelt brought the decument
over to Fall, but was not successful in keeping the oclause in
it.26 The Geological Survey, stated Griffin, supported the
theory that offset wells would solve any problem of drainage.

Lieutenant Commander Landis, 1n charge of naval
reserves in California, never knew of the transfer order until<
he read of it in the San Francisco paper. Later he received
official notice from Commander Stuart. Because of the Standard
0il wells adjoining Reserve Number I, Landis favored offset
wells for the reason that "...it was the prevailing opinien

among o1l interests in California that the two lines of wells

would constitute a defense against ordinary operations in the

25, Ibid., 348.
26, Johm Ise, United States 0il Policy, 360.
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adjoining section," Landis said that Reserve Number I could

not be maintained unless the Pan American lease was nullified.

By 1921 there was not much drilling done by the
Standsrd 0il Company because of the low market prices. There
was more drilling done by the Pacifig il Company in Reserve
Number II, and the government thought it best to keep drilling
for oil. The Southern Paoific Railroad had large holdings in
this reserve, beczuse at the time it wgs surveyed.it wes not
known to eontain oil.

‘Before the Sinclair lease was given out, the Midwest
0il Company had a2 contract with the Navy, whereby they becsame
owners of the crude oil and gave the government in return fuel
0il at the seaboard. At the expiration of this contract, the
Mammoth 01l Compeny wae given the award. One of the so-called
advantages of this lease, which Fall took credit for, was the
construction of the pipe line. Although the oil fields in “
Wyoming were without sufficient equipment, oil operators were
of the opinion that if a future business was to be built up
construction of pipe liﬁes would become & necessity. There was
a different situation in California. On Reserve Number II there
were four "...with one pipe line owned by the Standard Oi{
Company on Reserve Number I, other pipe lines adjacent to such
reserves, and still another pipe line building into naval Resexve

28
Number Ieeos."

27, Hearings, Part II, 348.
28. Hearings, Part I, 37.




Mr, Washburne, geologist for the Geological Survey,
said there was not sufficient drainage on Reserve Humbe; III
to warrant storage. He stated it would be more advantageous to
keep o0il in the ground because crude oil could be processed in
many ways, whereas only fuel oil cou}%ﬁbe stored. Mr. Carroll
Wegeman, former geologist for the United States Geological
Survey, made a report on Teapot Dome while in the employ of an
oil company. He seid that the only pl#ce on Reserve Number III
where there was drainage was the northern piece of land dividing
Teapot Dome and 3alt Creek field.zg

Experts from the Burean of Mines and other department%
connected with the reserves were’brought before the committee.
Much of their testimony was tdo detailed, besides being very
technical. Purther difficulties were encountered because their
opinions were supplemented by charts and maps which are not
available in the published hearings.so The Geological Survey «
shows that drasinage which existed could be remedied by offset
wells.51

While there are some slight differences of opinion
among the experts, it is probably safe to conclude the drainage

was not as alarming as Secretaries Fall and Denby wished to

convey. Offset wells would take care of the loss on a muéh

29. Ibid., 40.

30. T. Welsh, "True History of the Teapot Dome," Forum, July
1924, 4-5.

3l. Ibid., 7.
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cheaper and safer basis. The hearings showed clearly "...that

there has been no adequate policy for the conservation and
32

supply of o0il and gasoline sufficient for any emergency."

32. Chicage Daily Tribune, editorial, April 12, 1924,8.




Chapter IV
ATTITUDE OF THE PRESS TOWARD THFR L§$§IEG OF THE OIL RESERVES

In response to Senate demands, the Department of the
Interior sent to the committee, a greai many documents concern-
ing the naval reserves. Senator Walsh was asked by Senators
Kendrick and LaFollette to "...aSsume'charge of the investiga-
~ tion, the chairman of the sommittee and other ma jority members
being believed to be unaympathic...."l

Official testimony, senatorial debate and finally
authorized publicatioﬁ of leases led to the conclusion that
many in Washington were well aware of what was going on, long
before the rest:of the country was informed of such dispesal gi

public lands. Little credence was given to the rumor in any

newspapers until the Wall Street Journal published an account

of the lease a week after it was signed. It seems strange that
so vital a topic could go unneticed among the newspapers of the
day.

Not until Congress asked farinformation concerning
the leases was the public provided with the facts and in some

cagses 1t was a small article shunted to the middle section of

1. T. Walsh, "True History of Teapot Dome," Forum, July 1924, 4.




the paper. The first recognition given to the oil leasgs by
the New York Times was on April 29, 1922, when considerable

first page space was devoted to Lalopllétte's attack on the
business ethiscs of Fall and Denby. Senator Poindexter, the
acting ohairman of the Naval AffairssCemmittee, suggested to
the press that thére might be & full investigation. The
struggle during Wilson's administration by private interests
seeking a larger share of oil profits ;és emphasized. The
newspapers compared the attitude of the former administration
with that of the present one. |
LaFollette belittled the theory of drainage as an
excuse for such proceedings. He quoted the state geelegist»of
Wyomning and also Governor Carfey both of whom denied that there
was drainage due t§ private wells from Salt Creek fields. The

Literary Digest (May 20, 1922) had an illustration of Teapot

Dome showing the fault. PFrom the diagram one could note that ™
the general topography of the land itself would seem to meke
drainage into the Salt Creek field impossible.

Admiral Dewey, when President of the Beneral Board of
the Navy, and Thomas Edison, chairman of the Naval Consulting
Board in 1916, favored the traditional policy. The future of
the Navy depended upon o0il and it was LaFollette's fear that if
such exploitation continued "...the supply which should have

lasted us for a century to come will be exhausted within a




2
brief span of years."”

Py

About the same time other newspapers inserted short

articles concerning the leases. The Boston Pransoript and the

Chicago Daily Tribune recognized their news value, the latter

‘paper quoting LaFollette's charge tha#éSinclair made thirty
millien dollars on the stock exchange during three days in
April of 1922. 4 study of the financial pages during April
shows that there was a great deal of tf;ding of Sinclair's
stock. On 4pril 18, 1922, 228,100 shares were dispoéed of at
$324 per share. His stook rose to its highest point the day
before, when shares were quéted at $33% eaoh.4

Shortly after the Senate had decided to begin an
investigation, the New York Globe (Msy 20, 1922) predicted that

if "...all that is hinted at is true, Mr. Harding has a socandal
of the £first magnitude on his hands,5 Generally the Republican
papers made very little comment on the leases. They maintained”
that "'the foregoing charges are too grave to permit a hasty

editorial judgment in the opinion of the Independent Syracuse

Herald, and the Chicago Daily News felt that the royalties

exacted from the lessee ranging from 12% to 50 per cent seem
6 :
fair.'" Direotly opposed to the Chicago Daily News was the

2. Bew York Times, April 29, 1922, 1.
3., Chicago Dail Tribune April 29 1922, 6.

4. '%7 ngtie e uBlican April 6 to 28, 1922.
5. %E{era Diges% May EO, 1922, 14.
6 1 4.
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New York World, an independent Demosratic paper. They affirmed
the statement that the government secured a royalty bwtﬂ”...who
wouldn't pay 50¢ a barrel for drude oil that sells for several
dollars?'"v

After passage of the Senatgﬁxesclution the committee
began its work. Senator Walsh said he studied carefully the
Department of Interior reports, the leases themselves, and Fall's
letter to President Harding giving reaghns for the transfer.
Besides this, he was compelléd to familiarize himself with the
asts of February 25, 1920, and of June 4, 1920, tégether with
"...the statutes touching contrasts by the exeoutive department
generally and the Navy Departmept specifioally."s

Senator'Walsh was discouraged by the lack of publio
interest at the beginning of the investigation. Later some
curiosity was exhibited when newspapers quoted Sinclair as
saying he could make & hundred million dellars from the lease.
Public trust in government officials was somewhat shaken when
the secrecy of the negotiation was revealed. Fall's inept
reason for the transfer stirred up further sentiment against
this type of business efhics, ésyeoially when he had to admit
on the stand that the very ast he gave for his authority was

not applicable. He then fell back upon "...Some vague aufhority

7. Ibid., 1l4.
8, Forum, July 1924, 4.




9
arising from the general scheme of the government."

Committee hearings were suspended on November 2 and
were resumed again on November 30. In the interim, many unusual
facts connected with the leases were brought to light. One of
the most important revealations was thé dissovery of the rapid
rise in Fall's financial condition Just previous to the disposal
of these leases. A newspaperman gave Senator Walsh the informa-|
tion he wanted. He made known Fall's éﬁpaid taxes for ten years
Witnesses from New Mexico testified of his inability to pay them|
until 1920 sand 1921. The sudden payment of taxes @&nd purchasge
of additional land in such a short time seem suspicious. Where
'd1id he get the money? Walsh determined to find out. The
suspiocions of other committee members were temporarily lulled
when Fall assured them his son-in-law could explain everything
to their satisfsetion. Doheny appearing before the committee
", ..denounced as an "outrage™ the bringing of witnesses from
New Mexico to besmirech the character of so upright a public
official as Albert B. Fall."lo

When his son-in-law did not appear before the committeg
Fall begged to be excused from testifying hecause of illness.
Pinally he came to Washington and had & conference in his hotel

with two menbers of the committee (Smoot and Lenrocot). He told

9., Ibid., 7.
10.” T, Walsh, "True History of the Teapot Dome,"” Forum, July
1924, 9. ,




them he borrowed $100,000 from Mr. McLean, & Washington publish-
er.ll When this became known many wondered how McLean could
loan that much cash, when at the same time there were Judgments
against him, which he asserted he could not pay.

The Weshington Hersld (Febrpary 27, 1924) capitelized

the fact that the conference was secret and that the committee
knew nothing of it. Senator Smoot was asked if he told the
committee and he said he didn't see why*they should be told.lg

McLean'wrote and substantiated PFall's story. There-
‘upon Senator Walsh asked that McLean be subpoenaed, but he was
not successful. Pinally the Senator went to Florids to get
MaLeen's story. Much to Senator Walsh's amazement, McLean
contradicted his written statement. He sald he did not loan the
money to Fall.

Surprising information was coming from entirely
unsuspected sources. Doheny volunteered the news that because
of his friendship for Fall, he loaned him $100,000. The money
wasg "...transported in a satchel from New Ygrk to Washington,
which Fall afterwards carried in a tim box to El Paso, Texes..."
In June 1921, Doheny had received the lease for 22 offset wells.

Before he sent the money to Fall, he wrote him saying he was

interested in bidding on construction of oil tanks. The money

1l. Nation, June 20, 1928.

12. Congressional Record, February 28, 1924, 3229,

13. T, éaIsE, "™hat the 0il Inquiry Developed,”" Qutlook, May 21,
1924, 96.




was loaned in November and the following spring he receiyed the
lease. )

Newspapers and magazines held up to public scrutiny
the apparent neglect of ethical conduct in some of its officisls
Sinelair was eriticised for coming t9 Jew Mexico to conduct
business instead of going to Washington, where it could be
carried on legally and officially. Criticism was intensified
when Archie Roosevelt testified to havfhg $68,000 in ocancelled
ochecks from Sinclair to Fall's foreman.l4

Under the caption, "The Wation's Weekly Washington
Letter,"” Mr. William Hard wrote concerning impeortant topios of
the day. Many of the articles were concerned with the develop-
ment of the oil investigations., The administration was often
severely criticised; prominent characters, who were identified
with the o0il leases were singled out and théir actions were
questioned. Some papers suggested that the President determine
the means of handling the matter. They felt hé would in time
reorganize his Cabinet, becaunse sooner or later public opinien

would force those concerned to resign. The San PFrancisce

Chronicle said Walsh was playing "dirty pelitics.”

Denby's testimony came in for many scathing remarks,
The futile efforts to locate a letter he had sent to Presiﬁent
Harding justifying the transfer was a target for comment. Did

14. Outlook, editorial, January 30; 1924, 166.
15. Congressional Record, February 8, 1924, 2056.
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such a letter exist, when it could not be found in the files of
the Interior, Kaval, or State Departments, or in the White
House? Questioning seemed to be further Justified when
Assistant Secretary Roosevelt, who took the Executive order to
Harding, could not remember bringing‘sich a letter with him.
Denby said the letter was written May 26, 1921, while Roosevelt
did not get the order signed until lMay 3l. Oswald Villiard
wonders whether "...the whole letter wé: not a fake drawn up to
make & record where a record did not exist."le

Boeause of the revelations concerning oil lands, the
Nation strongly advocated preserving "...our material resources
for all the peopi$ and exploit them for service and not for

private profit."”
The Tampg Morning Tribune condemmed officials who

allowed such proceedings when it was clearly shown from Senate

action at various times that exploitation of natural resourcesﬁ‘

was contrary to public policy. It considered officials very

lax in their duty who allowed removal of "...reserve o¢il from

the safest depository on earth which is the ground itsel:t...."l8
A8 soon as the testimony of Denby and Fall was taken

the Senate debaste echoed to the ¢ry of resignation. Every .day

some legislator spoke in favor of such a procedure. Outwardly

16. Nation, February 27, 1924, 224.
17, 1bid., March 26, 1924, 332,
18. Jongressional Record, March 10, 1924, 3876.




the serenity of the official family remained the same. o Senator
Robinson (Ark.) upheld the same Senstorial sentiment by intro-
ducing a resolution asking Demby's resignation. The senator

was playing cheap politios, asserted the New York Herald

(January 31, 1924) and it paid tribute to Senmator Smoot for
attacking such tactics. However, there was little support of
the administration since the beginning of the investigation by
its representatives. *

Little heed seemed to be paid Senator Rabiﬁson, when

the President opposed such s plan. According to the Washington

Evening Times (Januery 31, 1924) "...President Coolidge will

not permit Secretary Edwin Denby to resign from the Cabinet
under fire, it was stated today by those who talked with him in
the last 24 héurs."lg'

This attitude was disapproved by many because they
gaid as Vice President, under Harding, Coblidge attended Cabinet
meetings and was present in the Senate and could not but know
what was belng planned. If he did not know what things were,
then as some stated, he was the only official in Washington who
didn't. Xnowing this and well aware of the national attitude

toward the oconservation of public resources, he still seemed

hesitant when he was asked to demand the resignation of

19. Ibigd.




Daugherty and Doheny. The leasing of the reserves coulgynot be
accomplished without the assistance of Daugherty and Denby.
Although some felt the President was slow to act
during the investigations, others advosated a policy of watchful
waiting. Shortly after Semator Walsh's visit to Florida severaﬂ
telegrams were published. These telegrams sent from Washington
to MeLean aroused public interest. YNewspaper comment was
fortheoming and some former suspicions ‘seemed to be verified.

The Philadelphia Public Ledger berated the legislaters in

Washington for their criticism of the President.

Many wondered what excuse would be given concerning
the telegram Mr. Bennett sent to his‘employer‘Mr. MeLean. It
contained a rather ourious message:- "Saw principal. Delivered
message. He says greatly appreciates...There will be no rocking
of boat and no resignations. He expects reactions from unwar- |
ranted political attacks. (Signed) Bennett."zo The general ™
conclusion was that Coolidge was the principal referred to in
the telegram. To almost everyone's amazement, Bennett went
before the committee and said that Senator Curtis was the
principal referred to. This statement did not clear things up

because the rest of the telegram was not consistent with the

information. A news item in the Washington Post (McLean's

20. Ibid.




paper) upheld the first solution to the telegram when 1y'stated
thet : "At the outset Senator Curtis of Kensas, assistant
Republican leader in the Senate, appeared voluntarily and denied
under oath three separate stories told by Ira E. Bennett, an

: 21
editorial writer for the Washington Bpgt.”

While the hearings were being conducted, many magazing
and newspapers issued articles from time to time concerning the
oil leases. The Nation had its represéﬁtative in Washington
(Wwilliam Hard ) who}prepared an article in each issue concerning
the highlights of the investigation. Many of the stories were
severe criticisms pf the principal figures. Their testimony
on the stand was reported and discussed. Archie Roesevelt{and
Secretary Denby were the subjects of good character delinestions.
The public was confronted with sketches of guileless men in
positions of trust, who were unable to cope with the situations

22

confronting them. -

A story in the Independent frankly stated that "...the

gang who were out to do the looeting, lost no time in Iastehing
on their 1_0rey."23 This article by Henry Beston (former soldier
and sailor) stated that the nation owed some members of the Navy
a debt of gratitude for vigorously opposing the new polioy:

Other organs of opinion opposed such an attitude and felt that

21. Ibid.

22. Nation, Jan., Feb., 1924.

23, H, Beston, "The Navy's 0il Story," Independent, May 10, 1924
248.
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the leases were entered into in good faith.
o
At the conclusion of the investigation, a report was
submitted to the Senate. The report is "...a verdist, not an

24
indictment...." in the opinion of the Newark News (Ind.).

Many newspapers felt that Walsh did the nation a greatl
service in revealing what was done. His work should "...Jog thJ
memory of a shockingly forgetful natien."z5 Generally Republican
papers gave little space to Walsh's wo¥k; some of them regarded
the work as a waste of time, while others thought that it would
be used as a political doeument. Probably the most constructive)

comment was contained in the Baltimore Sun, which expressed the

hope that the establishment of a definite conservation polioy
by the United States would be the result of this investigation.
On the whole newapéper and magazine articles were

scarce at the outset of the committee hearings. The committee
progressed without muéh help from the Department of Justice, o=
either ms jor pblitical party. Frém time to time some sensatioml
evidence was published. At times, only those items which made
good ocopy were used; fhen again parts of testimony were used to
interpret the political feelings of the writer. From the many
comments on various phases of the investigation it is hard to

get a true consistent picture of events. The published héaring&

24. Literary Digest, June 21, 1924, 20.
25, Inid., l4.




present the only reliable account, but the very length gf them
makes them difficult reading. The Senate report gives a very
comprehensive account of the investigation.

48 & result of their findings, court action was
initiated by the government. Nuomerops, hearings were heard in
the various courts which were delayed from time to time. As
judiceial opinions wére rendered, spurts of public interest were
revived by accounts in the newspapers.‘ Extracts of the decisﬂné

26
were usually given in the Congressional Digest.

The Literary Digest gave praise to the Supreme Court

for cancelling the Doheny and Sinclair leases (see Chapter V).
Only a "...faithless public oi’ﬁeerQ.."z7 would be involved in
such shady business. Sinclair's various legal battles were
before the public eye for many years. Some newspspers expressed
the thought that Sinclair felt that his money should keep him
outside‘the clutches of the law. This feeling grew stronger ™
especially after he was sentenced for being in contempt of the
Senate and contempt of court; even then he was able to secure
many delays. Although found guilty and sentenced in Marsh 1927,
he did not go to jail until the Supreme Court upheld the verdicty
of the lower courts in June 1929.28 |

Secretary Fall was another character who received more

26. Congressional Eigest, November 1927, 319-320.
27. Literary Digest, October 22, 1927, 11,
28, Wow York HL‘mes,'June 23, 1929, 1.
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than his share of publisity during this period. His appearanoe
before the committee, his false testimony before them oézcerning
the $100,000 loan, and finally his appearance in court in a
wheelchair were paraded before the nation. The verdict of
guilty brought to an ignoble‘end, thqiggn’who g0 hastily usurped
undue authority. Public opinion had been incensed by such poor
management of its resources, and court decisions were of the
calibre that it had "...become imperati%e for us to at once

29
begin the wise and scientific conservation of these resources,”

29, Congressional Record, April 19, 1919, 183, from address by
Judge Xerr (N. C.), "Conservation of Natural Resources."




Chapter V
RESULTS OF THE SENATE INVES®IGATING COMMITTER

In the beginning, the testimony before the committee
was quite technical. The principal point of dissension was
whether drainage was taking place on the reserves. The commities|
endeavoreéd to prove that it was not as alarming as to require
the leasing of the entire reserve. The Senators wanted to know
why the whole reserve was given to one party, when the leasing
act authorized "..,.only the drilling of offset wells on the edge
of the naval reserves, where considered negessary to prevent
wells drilled on adjoing private lands from depleting reserves!‘L

; Yot until the arrival of Archie Roosevelt before the.
oommittee and his mention of a loan to Fall did the public take
more than a casual interest in the investigation. His testimony
seemed to be the first link in a chain of evidence which finally
led to cancellation of the leases. At the suggestion of G. D.
Wahlberg, confidential sesretary to Mr. Sinclair, Roosevelt
resigned as Vice-President of the Sinclair Crude 0il Company.
Later Mr. Wahlberg denied this before the committee and said

l. Congressional Record, May 29, 1928, 10535.




thet Archie Roosevelt misunderstood him, He reéalled\ﬁ}e
conservation saying he referred to six or eight cows that were
given to Fall instead of the $68,000 loan as mentioned dy
Roosevelt.z

Suspicious activities which were unthought of at the
beginning of the investigation were pushed to the foreground.
Day by day unethical conduet was proved by testimony. In spite
of the work of the committes to brtng'guoh aotians to light,
neither the President nor the Department of Justice concerned
themselves with the preparations toward protecting the public
" interest.

Coolidge as President seemed to advocate a policy of
watchful waiting. Many of the Representatives upheld this
attitude, mainteining that the President would be guided by the
course of events. The Philadelphia North Américan (February 1,

1924) felt that Coolidge's course of action in this issue woull
provide & turning point in his political career. It bluntly
stated that only with the resignation of Cabinet members
connected with the 0il leases could he retain his popularity.5
Resolutions were passéd in Congress requesting the
resignation of Cabinet members connected with the leases.‘

Becauge of the stinging oriticism leveled at him in the Senate,

2., New York Times, February 19, 1928, Section IX, 1.
3e Uongressional Record, February 7, 1924, 1957-1958.
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Secretary Denby resigned (Feb:uary 18, 1924) not threugp any
consciousness of wrong-doing in connection with the oilvleases,
but solely to relieve the President of embarrassment.4 Two
weeks later, a committee of 5 Senators was appointed (8. Res.
157-larch 1, 1924) to find out why At}orney General Daugherty
did not arrest and prosecute Fall, Sinelair, Doheny, and Forbes.
Because of mounting unfavorable opinion, Coolidge requested
Daugherty to resign (Marsh 27, 1924). *Attorney General
Daugherty's appareht lack of ability in his department was also
the basis of an investigation at this period. The Senate was
well aware of his friendship for Fall and took cognizance of
his prejudices when théy directed the President to engage
special preosesutors to begin suit to cancel the oil leases (Sen.
Res. 54).

Not until he was ordered to do so by the Senate did
President Coolidge sesure special counsel. As soon as this
action became known Harry Sinclair fled to France, and Mr. Fall
refused to testify before the committee on the ground that he
might inoriminate himself. He further questioned the power of
the committee because he maintained that its suthority expired

with that session of Congress which instituted the investigatim

Thereupon the Senate confirmed the authority of the committee

4, Literary Digest, March 1, 1924, 1lO.




5
(February 7, 1924) and ordered it to continue the investigatim.
*

The names of Silas Strawn and ex-Attorney General
Gregory wore submitted to the Senate for approval. Both men
were hastily rejected because of their associations with the
oil interests; Strawn had been direcfur of a bank which floated
Standard Oil bonds, and Gregory had previously been attorney
for an oil company. Owen J., Roberts and Atlee Pomerene were
then submitted by Coolidge. After mnd% discussion these men
were finally accepted, although it was the consensus of opinion
in the Senate that in selecting counsel, Coolidge did not pick
the best kﬁown lewyers, who had established reputations when
prosecuting federsl cases.

The legislators also regreted the fact that Coolidge
did not consult Senator Walsh, without whose tireless efforts
such glaring irregularities would never have become known.6
Senator Lenroot was the only one who had been called in
conference with the Chief Executive. Becusse such important
functions of government were to be deoided, Senator Dill (Wash.)
objected to the President's selection, insisting that the best
legal talent of the country should have been secured. Pomerene
with practically no experience in public land cases, and gobeﬂﬁt

with no national reputation as a lawyer were handicapped in

5., Oongressional Record, April 2, 1928, 5375.
6o Joﬁg Ise, United States 0il Policy, 385.




coping with the experienced lawyers of the defense. Senators
Norris and Reed coriticized Coolidge for failing to oonéllt
Walsh. However, they made it known that i1f Walsh objected to
the President's ohoice they would help him block this selectionz

Pomerene and Roberts were fduly appointed as counsel
(February 2, 1924) and the arduous task of securing'evidence wasg
begun. While government ocounsel was busy securing data and
instituting suit in the ocourts, the in@estigating committee
continued to bring before the public eye many irregularities in
regard to the leases.

The publiocity given Sinclair's government leases kept
him busy in court for years attempting to convince the Judiciary
that their legality was unquestionable. When recalled by the
committee to disocuss again his transactions with Pall, Sinclair
refused. He had previously appeared five times before the
committee, but failed to comply with the sixth summons., He -
adopted this ooufse because his attorney advised him "...that
the case had already passed int¢ the hands of the courts, the
Government having filed a bill of complaint on the leases
validity in the Distriet Court of Wyoming."8 This action
caused the Senate to refer the procedure to the distrioct

attorney. An indioctment was filed against him for contempt of

the Senate.

7. Congressional Record, February 16, 1924, 2549.
8. Wew York Times, Mareh 7, 1927, 1l2.




This contempt indictment was shortly relegateg to the
background, when less then two months later (June 15, 1924)
criminal indictments against him together with Fall and Doheny
were issued. Using the evidence of the inveatigation as a
basig the special Grand jJury (Distrigt,of Columbia) charged
Pall, Sinclai:, snd Doheny with conspiracy, and Fall, Doheny,
and his son for bribery on July 1, 1924.

Within a year Chief Justice ﬁbcoy of the Supreme
Court of the District of Columbia quashed the indisctments
"...on the ground thet special counsel for the Government
unlawfully permitted Oliver E. Pagan, an Assistant Attorney
General, to appear before fhe Special Grand Jury investigating
the oil leases..."9 The government's appeal concerning the
bribery ihdictment was upheld and new ones charging conspiracy
were again returned against Fall and Doheny. Government
attorneys warmed the Navy not to use the storage tanks, in cas@
it might affect the outcome of the suit.

Initiation of court action to restore the naval
reserves to the government brought a temporary halt to the work
of the investigating committee. A majority report was submitted
to the Senate (June 6, 1924) which seversly oriticized the oil
policy of the Harding administration. This scathing report

9. New York Times, April 4, 1925 1; John Ise, United States
011 Policy, Z85. '
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played an important part in the presidential campaign, ‘Dem-
osrats and Progressives blamed the Republicans for suoﬁ(acanda-
lous activities. They berated'fellow Republicans in the halls
of Congress’for their lack of patriotism and the incapsocities
of its Cabinet members. Resignations were demanded for the
pbest interests of the people.

The Republicans in reply to such criticisms stated in
their platform that "...the recent con@ressional investigations
have exposed instances in both parties of men in public offices
who are willing to sell official favors and men out of office
who are willing to buy them, in some cases for money, and in
others of influemce,..."lo Senstor Walsh was dondemned because
he was trying to make a political issue out of it. President
Coolidge told the press that wrongdoers would be prosecuted to
the fullest extent of the law. The Republican point of view
wes expresséd in a minority report (January 15, 1925) which <
upheld the leasing and stated that the majority members of the
committee placed too much credence upon mere rumors.

" In the spring of 1925, Judge MeCormick upheld Semator

Walsh's ocontention that the leases were invalid. He considered

the methods of doing business carried on between Fall and Deoheny|

as unethical, especially the $100,000 loan. Such unbecoming

10. Congressional Record, May 29, 1928, 10539.




11
conduct breeds "...distrust of public officers...” Dgheny

was given credit by the Jjudge for the work he had done on the
reserve. The decision Heiding’the lease granting construction
in Pearl Harbor, Hawaii; (granted April 25, 1922), the leasing
of Elk Hills (June 5, 1922), and thesl®ase granting further
construction and authority to drill the whole reserve (December
11, 1922) was appealed by Doheny. |

The Supreme Coﬁrt agreed witg the decision of the
lower court that such & lease was fraudulent and gorrupt.
Justice Butler refused to allow Doheny reimbursement for money
spent. It was up to Congress to détermine whethqr Doheny shoulq
be recompensed because the improvements were done without
Congressional approval. Justice Butler's opinion reprimanded
Secretary Denby.because of his seemingly utter lack of knowledge
of what he signed, although the Senate report stated that he
hed no part in the deal. Newspapers estimated Doheny's loss et
24 million. According to a survey there were about 700 million
barrels in the reserve, which was three times greater that the
estimate made before the lease was giien to Doheny. From this
it was easy for Doheny to State a8 he did that he expeasted to
make 100 million dollars;12

The decision was in accord with public opinion and

11l. New York Times, May 29, 1925, 2.
12. New York Times, October 11, 1927, 1.
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newspaper articles stressed the fact that Justice had been done.

The Baltimore Sun, Springfield Republicsn, New York World and

other papers;which a few short years before seemed unaware of
the destruction of oil lands, were now severe in their criticism
of Fall and Doheny and warm in their praise of Judiciary. The

Pittsburgh Post‘Gazette, attributed governmental success to the

splendid work of Pomerene and Roberts. The Philadelphia Regord
frankly stated that Doheny had received the lease because he
loaned $100,000 to Fall. The Newark News made special mention

of the splendid efforts of Walsh and LaFollette for making known
such unethical methods of business.lz

Justice Kennedy of the United States District Court of
Wyoming was not of the same opinion concerning oil land policies
as his colleague Judge MecCormick of California. Sinclair's
lease on Teapot Dome was upheld by Judge Kennedy, June 19, 1925.
He felt that it was necessary for national security to maintain
secrecy in such a deal. He severely criticized however the
operations of the Continental Trading Company. The govermment
appealed this decision and was successful in the district court
at St. Paul. The court was of the opinion that "...the secrecy
with which the negotiations were carried on and completed was
itself conclusive evidence of the criminality of the whole

14
businessS..."”

13. Literar% Digest, March 12, 1927, 8-9; Oetober 22, 1927, 1l2.
14. New Yor imes, March 1, 1927, 1. }




The activities of the Continental Trading Company
served a8 a basis for investigation in 1928 by the Committee on
Public Lands and Surveys. Its financial transactions were
traced and later proved te be a source of irritation to prowminent
figures. Little was known of this censern until government
counsel investigating Fall's bank transactions found reference
to Liberty Bonds. Their numbers were noted and traced to the
Continental Trading Company. This congern had the New York
branch of the Dominion Bank of Banada buy over three million
dollars worth of Liberty Bonds; Sinclair gave $230,000 of these
to Fall. |

The Sinelair Crude 0il Company (50% of which was owne
by the Standard 0il Company) and the Prairie 0il and Gas Company
had a conference with Mr, Humphries, an oil dealer, whereby they
agreed to purchase oil from him. For this purpose the Contin-
ental Trading Company was organized and the two aforementioned™
companies assumed financial responsibility. 0vei thirty three
million barrels of oil were bought at $1.50 a barrel and were
sold the same day to the respective companies (Prairie 0il and
Gas Company and Sinclair Crude 0il Compeny) at $1.75 a barrel.
It was brought out in court that the Continental Trading
Company "eeowas areated overnight for the purpose of a single
transsstion; that it realized a profit of three million in one

15
. day's existence, then guietly passed out." The profits in

15, Nation, June 20, 1928, 682.




Liberty Bonds were divided evenly in four parts after the
Canadian president of the company received his commission (Mr.
Osler was appointed president of the Continental Trading
Company .
Harry Sinclair (Sinclair Czude Oil Company), James

O0'Neill (Prairie 01l and Gas Company), Robert Stewart (Standard
0il Company), and Harry Biaekmer (Midwest Refining Company)
received their share of the profits. fs soon as the i:ransactiona
of this company became known, these men became gquite lnaccessabl

to the investigating committee. All records of the company were
destroyed, before Blaskmer fled to Europe and Stewart left for
South America. Sinclair was under indictment at the time so
his testimony c¢ould not be secured. Part of Sinclair's share
of the Liberty Bonds helped to pay off some of the deficit of
the Republican party, according to the testimony of Will Hays,

16
who was chairman at the time.

-
Previously Mr. Hays had stated thet Sinclair had
given’$75,000 and oreated the impression that it was a cash
gift. Pour years later (1928), he voluntarily told the
committee that in addition to the §75,000 in bonds, Sinclair
had loaned an added $185,000. However $100,000 was returned to
Svinclair‘because some prominemt Republicans accepted the bonds

and returned cash for them.

16. Ibid,, 682.




Although successful in the lower court, Sincleir was
defeated when the Supreme Court reviewed the Teapot Dome case
and declared it fraudulent and corrupt (October 10, 1927).
Justice Butler said that from the évidence there was conclusive
proof that the lease was invalid an&héhat the contracting
parties knew that the act of June 4, 1920 did not authorize
such a§tion. Furthermore, the ogénionistated that drainage was
not great and that Fall kmew it.

Prom the time Sinclair received the lease for Teapot
Dome, April 7, 1922, until the receivers were appointed, HMarch
15, 1924, two(l50,000 gallon tanks were built which were never
~used for oil storage together with several small unused tanks.
Besides this Sinclair spent about three million dollars in
developing the land for drilling. Two offshoot wells were
létor built by the receivers. A decision returned this improved
land to the government. Newspapers gquoted Sinclair's losses ;;
approximately ten million dollars. The Court decree provided
for "...an accounting to the Govemment by the Mammoth 0il
Company for the value of all oil and other petroleum products
taken under the lease and contract which had been voided."le

While the status of the leases was being determined,
Sinclsir was attempting to justify his refusal to answer the

17. New York Times, Ootober 11, 1927, 22.
18. United States Daily, December 31, 1927, 3.
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questions of the investigating committee on March 22, 1224.
The court questioned the defendent sconceming his transactions
with FPall and also his contributions to the Republican party.
After hearing the testimony of the witnesses, the jury found
Sinclair guilty of contempt of the Sghste. The decision was
appealed and Sinclair was let out on $5,000 bond. Hardly had
his lawyers finished one casé when they were appearing in
another court pleading for Mr. Sinclai%. This time the charge
was conspiring to defraud the government in the leasing of
Teapot :Dome.l9

Shortly after the government began its case against
Sinclair and Fall on charges of conspiracy (Ostober 5, 1927)
the trial was brought to a sudden close. On November 2, 1927,
Mr. Pomerene produced affidavits of agents of the Burns
Detective Agency, who stated they tampered with the jJury. Thesq
agents were commissioned to shadow the Jurors morning and night
end report to Mr, Day, Sinclair's representative. E. K, Kidwelg
one of the accused Jurors was alleged to have spoken too much, |
on the gratuities he was to receive from Sinclair.zo‘

Judge Siddons immediately ordered a mistrial. The

Grand Jury in Washington, D, C. began an investigation and the

conspiracy trial was set for Jesnuary 16, 1928. The Grand Jury

19. New York Times, April 25, 1927, 1.
20. Congressional Record May 29, 1928 10540,




summoned Mr. Burns and he testified that Mr. Day hired Lis
“eoncern to shadow the jury. _

On December 16, 1927, the contempt case opened and the
defense attempted to convince the judge‘that shadowing a Jury
was not & violation of the law. This €urther revelation concern
ing Sinclair's attitude toward the courts increased public
opinion against him. Sinclair's attempts to influence the Jury
were subjaot to severe castigations in‘the press. The New York
Times recalled to readers that it was a newspaper reporter who
brought "...the first exposure of the nefarious work" to Semator
Walsh's attention.

Mr. Stackelberg, a reporter on the Denver Post

procured the information conceming the lease on Teapot Dome,
which his employer begen to publish. Mr. Sinclair peaid a
million dollars to the Pioneer 0il Company for its useless

claeims on Teapot Dome., After this settlement was made, news- "

paper articles in the Denver Post were discontinued because the
' ' ‘ 21
owner, Mr, Bonfils, shared in the settlement.

The Washington News, and the Charleston Daily Mail

felt that Sinclair thought his money protected him from punish-
ment. Justice Siddons (Supreme Court, D. C.) declared Sinclair,

Burns, and Day in contempt of court for shadowing the Jury.

21. Congressional Record, May 29, 1928, 10537.




Sinclair was sentenced to serve six months, Burné fifteen days,
and Day four months (February 22, 1928).22 *

. Meanwhile Congress had been busy enacting laws which
would help the government to build up a stronger case. They
made a poor showing at the first conspiracy trial becsuse they
could not produce witnesses to uphold their accusation. The
government held that Fall received $230,500 in Liberty Bonds
which were traced to Sinolair. They a¥tempted to get Mr. Ever-
hart, Fall's son-in-law to testify that he brought them from
Sinclair to Fall. He refused to'testify on the grounds that he
might incriminate himselt.' Other members of the Continental
Trading Company had fled from the country.

The vigorous efforts of Senator Walsh succeeded in
helping to pass a law which gave "...thé Fedefal court the
authority to subpoena throughconsuls American citizens resident
in foreign countries."25 Repeatedly attempts were made to -
secure the missing witnesses, but the efforts were unsuccessful|
Blackmer refused to return to the United States and $200,000
was forfeited by him; France did not recognize the subpoena
issued claiming Blackmer was a resident of that country.

Because of his refusal to return to the United States, Blackmer

was fined $60,000 for contempt of the Supreme Court of the

22, Chicago Daily Tribune, February 22, 1928, 1-2.
23. New York Times, Maroh 4, 1928, 4. ’




24 ,
Distriet of Columbia.  O'Neill refused to return to America.

Finally in 1928, Stewart returned from Cuba to appear before
the committee. He refused to tell how the profits of the
Continental Trading Company were distributed and was charged
with contempt of the Senate. %

The second trial ocharging Sineclair with gonspiracy,
originally scheduled for January}1928,ayas postponed until |
April 9, 1928, in order to give the lawyers time to study the
depositions taken from Fall in El Paso, Texas. Because of
‘Fall's illness, the court decided to try Sinclair slone on the
conspiracy charges.

The defense insisted that the Liberty Bonds given to
Pall paid for Sinclair's interest in the rgnsoh. Much to the
surprise of many, Fall stated that the Doheny loan was kept
secret at the suggestion of Will Hays, Senator Smoot and Lenroot
because "...public knowledge of the transactions would result B
in charges that the Republican administration had favored the
01l men in its Mexiecan pelisy. Doheny, with the consent of
theradministratien, had just loaned the Mexican govérnment
$10,000,000."25 Lenroot and Smoot denied Fall's accusations,
stating where he got the money and advising him to tell of it.

Asgistant Secretary of the Interior Finney told the

24, New York Times, May 4, 1931, 2.
25. Chicago Deily Tribune, April 3, 1928, L.




ocourt that he had made out the Doheny lease, while Fallewrote
the one given to Sinclair. Finney was ordered to withhold
publication of the Leases.

In oonspiracy cases, considerable evidence is rulod“
out and so it becomes quite difficult %o prove conclusively to
a Jjury the guilt of a defendent. Sinclair's asquittal on
conspiracy charges was the "...greateaf surprise Washington has

had in years," declared the New York Times (April 22, 1928).

The verdict was not as surprising as it seems at first glance.
The Jury was unaware of the Liberty Bonds given to Fall by the
/defendent. They did not know he was judged in contempt of the
Senate and the Supreme Court, nor were fhey told of the part
rlayed by the Continental Trading Company during this period.
After the trial, some Jurors stated that they learned more
about the case from friends and newspapers than in the court-
room. In eash case they made it plain that had they known of”‘
Sinclair's previous tilts with the law conocerning the leases,
they would have decided differently.26

Although Fall pleaded illness, his conspirsoy case
was set for October 1929. He refused to appear for trial and
would not permit court dostors to examine him. After a few

days continuance he was wheeled into court. Deprived of his

26. Congressional Record, May 28, 1928, 10529.
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self incrimination plea by Senatorial legislation, Everhart
testified regarding the Sinclair and Doheny loans. Ddﬁtor Bain,

Director of the Bureasu of Mines, testified that Fall dietated
| the policy concerning leases and that Robinson, Denby's. repre-
sentative, upheld his views. Doheny stated on the stand that'
the $100,000 given to Fall was a loag’and not a gift.

On October 26, 1929, Fall was found guilty, but becaums
of poor heslth was not given & maximup sentence. This public
official was the "...first member of an American cabinet to be
ad Judged a felon by a Jjury of his fellow oitizens.“27 Shortly
after he was sentenced to & year in prison and fined $100,000.
A motion for a new trial was denied by Justice Hitz.

Step by step the judiciary was ascertaining the
legality of the disposal of the naval reserves. The conduct of
those connected with the leases was being Judged. Doheny was
the next defendant brought before the tribunal of justise te -
anawer an indictment as giver of a.bribe. The Judge instructed
the jury in passing sentence to consider only Doheﬁy's intentiab
The defendant was acquitted and numerous magazines and news-
papers questioned such a decision, considering the fact that
shortly before this Fall on the same sharges had been declared

28
guilty.

27. New York Times, October 26, 1929, 1.
28, Outlook, April 2, 1930, 13; Literary Digest, April 5, 1930,
530. ‘




After many years of sensational headlines, the last
chapter of this episode in history came to a close. 1Im ;harp
contrast to a former period of national interest, Atlee
Pomerene's appearance in the Supreme Court of the District of
Columbia seeking to quash any indictmpyts still on the docket
against Fall, Sinclair, and the Dohenys attracted very little
attention. Either new indictments had been secured and decided
upon, or the defendants had been acquit%ed, 80 the Jjudge
granted the government's petition. In accordance with the
naval polisy, most of the producing wells were to be shut down
as soon as possible.

The Supreme Court upheld the stand of Senator Walsh
and his colleagues, who s8igned a majority report of their
inveStigatién, which declared null and void the leases given
out by Secretary FPall. Public officials were censured for
rerforming in office an act which might be construed as to >
their own advantage. Public opinion expressed disgust at the
methods of transacting business used by Sinclair and Doheny,
who considered profits first and last, regardless of how or
where they were made. This episode in American history casts
& shameful light on some of our fellow citizens, but it is
hoped that their actions are considered the unusual in Améiiean

life rather than the average.
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However, the mathematical technical- |-
ities that are touched upon, espec-
ially when Sinclair testified about
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to the committee, were too scientifiec
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Denbys' testimony gives a splendid
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Washington, D. C., March 17, 1927,
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Senate Doosument 191; 68th Congress, 2nd session.

. Letters from the Secretary of the
Interior and the Secoretary of the Navy
in response to Senate Resolution, "
April 15, 1922, transmitting informa-
tion relative to negotiations with
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in Naval Petroleum Reserve Number III
in Wyoming (April 21, 1922).

Senate Document 196; 67th Congress, 2nd session.

Letter from Aceting Secretary of the
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Senate Resolution, April 15, 1922, &
copy of the contract between the
Secretary of the Interior and the
Secsretary of the Navy and the Mammoth
0il Company, executed April 7, 1922.

Senate Document 210; 67th Congress, 2nd session.
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House Dosument l74; 68th Congress; io% session, January 29, 1924

House Document 675; 69th Congress, 2nd session, February 1,]92%

Congressional Record, Government Printing Office, Washingtonm,

Resolution, April 29, 1922,
communication from the Secretary of
the Interior submitting information
concerning the leases. Harding
stated in the letter that he approved
of the action of the Seoretary of the
Interior in this matter.

01l leases made on navel reserves,
estimate of appropriations, for the
fiscal year 1924, to enable the Chief
Executive to take such action as may
be requiredsfor the purpose of insur-
ing enforcement of wither civil or
eriminal liability perteining to oil |
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LaPollette, (p. 360), "President
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" York.
"Teapot Dome Leases Declared Void," Congressional Digest,
November 1927, 319-320, Weshingtoen,
Do C- .

.
P
» <

"Conviction of Fall," Current History, December 1929, 513-514,
ew Yorke.

"y Teapot Gusher of Scandal," Current gpinion, Mavoh 1924, 268,
New York. ' :

Brokaw, A. D., "O0il," Foreign Affairs, October 1927, 12, New

Walsh, T., "True History of Teapot Dome,” Forum, July 1924, 1l-
8, New York.
This is a fine review of the part
played by the author in investigating
0il leases. :

Beach, Stewart, "United States versus Mr, Sinclair,"” Independent]

April 14, 1928, Boston, Mass.

The author wrote many articles con-
cerning the o0il scandal for this
magazine. This one is a sriticism of
Sinoclair's donations to Pall. -

Beach, Stewart, "More Oil in the Senate Grindstone," Independent

February 18, 1928, Boston, Nass.
Mr. Beach comments on the activities
of the Continental Trading Company.

"Greasing the 0il Investigation," Independent, March 17, 1928,
262, Boston, Mass,
This is a further criticism of the
business deals of the Continental
Trading Company. .

Beston, H., "The Navy's 0il Story," Independent, May 10, 1924,
248, Boston, Mass.
The author attempts to uphold Dendby's
attitude twoard the oil leases.

"Placing thé Guilt for Teapot Dome," Literary Digest, June 21,
1924, 14-15, New vork.




"Tempest of Teapot Dome," Literary Digest, May 20, 1922, 14,
ow orK, - -

"Scalding Teapot Dome Decisions,"” Literary Digest, October 22,
1928, 11, New York.

"Doheny Fall Paradox," Literary Digest, April 5, 1930, New York.
i author questions the verdiect of
Fall's guilt and Doheny's acquittal

based on th® same conspiracy charges.

"Doheny Leases Knocked Out,” Literary Digest, March 12, 1927,
8-9, New York. :

"Indictments that Failed," Literary Dikest, April 18, 1925, 9-
N 10, New York.

"A Rockefeller Condemms Business Trickery," Literary Digest,
Pebruary 25, 1928, 11, New Yorf.‘

This artiocle praises Roskefeller for
his attitude toward the oil scandals.

"Jury Shadowers in Shadow of Jail," Literary Digest, March 10,
1928, 13-14, New York.
The many unbiased articles in the
Litera§z Digest are especially
valuable besause of the numerous
gquotations from newspapers which
represented all shades of opinion.

"Lessons of the Scandals,” Nation, March 26, 1924, 322, New
YorE.» ‘

"Case of Andrew Mellen," Nation, June 6, 1928, 682, New York.

"Fall, Denby, Daugherty, Roosevelt, and Coolidge,"” Nation, 130,
February 6, 1930, New York.

"A Multimillionaire Goes Pree," Natioﬁ, May 2, 1928, 502, New
York.

"Chronology of the 0il Scandal,” Nation, June 20, 1928, New
York.

"America Waking Up," Nation, March 28, 19228, 337, New York.

"Continental Trading Company,” Nation, June 20, 1928, 682, New
York.




"Thomas Walsh, Presidential Possibilities " Nation, May 9, 1928,
New York. «

"Sinclair and Fall on Trial,”™ Nation, October 26, 1927, 445-447,
New York.

"Our Trustworthy Newspapers " Nation, April 4, 1928, New York.
This 18 & oriticism of the change in
attitude of the newspapers toward the

. 0il scand#18. This magsazine publishe
under the caption "Covering Washingt
by the Unofficial Observer, numerous
articles concerning the oil leases.
Many of the comments were very
critical of #he Republican administra-
tion.

Dodd, William, "Political Corruption and the Publis Fifty Years
- Ago and Todgy," New Republic, June 11,
1924, New York.
Mr. Dodd compares the former scandals
with the present onss.

"Plutoeracy and Corruption,” New Republic, February 22, 1928,
3-5, New York. '

"Doheny Case Verdict," New Republic, April 2, 1930, 124-125,
New York.

"Great American Scandal,"” New Statesman, May 24, 1924, London, ,
Eélana . e

"Teapot Dome Scandal,” New Statesmen, April 28, 1928, London,
- England,

The two articles in the New Statesman
give a general account of events
leading up to the leasing of the oil |.
reserves, They criticize Pall and
show how essily Sinelaeir and Doheny
got what they wanted.

Cil and Gas Journal, March 8, 1917, 33, Tulsa, Oklshoma. .
This was a short untitled article
expressing Senatorial sentiment con-
cerning drilling on oil reserves.

Taylor, P. B., "Wyoming Field Operations,” 0il and Gas Journal,
March 5, 1920, 44, Tulsa, Oklahoma. -
This trade magazine gives 0il men up
to date informstion on sall phases of




the petroleum industry. It centains
accounts of legislation beingrconsiden
ed cencerning oil and quotes opinions
of leaders in 1ndustry.

Walsh, T., "What the Oil Inquiry Developed,"” Qutlecok, May 21
1924, 96-98, New York.

"Pfwo Years of the Harding Administration,” Qutloek, March 14,
1923, 472-475, New York.

"0il Leases in Court," Qutlock, June 10, 1925, 210-211, New
ork.

"Senator Walsh on the Oil Inquiry,” Qutlook, May 21, 1924, 92-
93, New York.

"The 0il Cases,™ OQutlook, April 2, 1930, 530, New York.
Most of the articles in Qutlook were
well presented and showed both sides
of the question.

Arnold, R., "Conservation of Natural Resources," Proceedings
' of the Second Pan-American congress
TII, Government Printing Office,.
Washington D. C., 1917,
Mr. Arnold presents a general review

of the conservation problem in this
excellent report; some references to
the mineral wealth of our country are |
included. -

Shaw, E. W., "Petroleum and Asphalt in the United States,"”
Proceedings of the Pan-American Con-
88, Government Printing Office,
%asﬁington D. C., 1917.
This article gives a good description

of the petroleum wealth of our
sountry.

Bonsal, 8., "Lessons from Leases," Review of Reviews, April 1924
9, New YoTk. .

Woehlke, W., "Grabbing the West's Ligunid Fuel," Techniocal World,
June 1912, 378, New York,
This is a very critical article show-
ing the development of the California
oil fields, and how many claimants
unlawfully usurped them,




"0il and Mr, Coolidge," World March 1924, 305-306,
ondnn %ngland.

Desmond, Shaw, "Oil, War,

The author tells the effect the
scandal might have on Coolidge's
coming election.

and World Power," World Today, March
1924, 307, London, England.

This artfgfe considers the importance
of oil in future wars.

Newspapers

Chicago Daily Tribune had syndicated artiﬂles which were written

April 29, l9z22,

April 12, 1924,

from time to time, especially when
some outstanding decisions concerning
the case were made. Although the
articles were well presented in the
above paper, the New York Times was
referred to more often because of its
index.

6, Commentary on LaFollette's charges
that Sinclair made 30 million in
three days on the stock exchange.

8, An editorial concerning the future
o1l supply of the nation.

February 22, 1928, 1-2, Sinclair sentenced six months

April 13, 1928,

for “shadcwing‘the Jury.. ,
1, Article guoting Fall's testimony
ooncerning Doheny and the $loo 000
loan.

New York Times 1is the best newspaper for daily accounts of the

April 29, 1922,

leasing of o0il reserves. Its index
is especially valuable, because it
gives the only continuous story of
what developments were tsking place
from the initial investigation until
the finsl gourt decisions.

1, LaFollette discunsses the future
0il supply of the Navy; oriticizes
national poliay.

February 1, 1924, 1-3, Cabinet members deny discuss-

ing oil leases at meetings.

February 7, 1924, 1, Testifying before committee

Secretary Denby assumes responsibilit;
for transfer of reserves.




April 4, 1925, 1, First conspiracy indictments con-
: cerning Fall, Sinclair, and Poheny
gquashed. on a tecshniecality.
May 29, 1925, 2, Doheny lease voided.
March 1, 1927, 1, Court reverses opinion of lower
court which upheld Sinclair's leases.
Mardh 7, 1927, 2, Sinclair refuses to testify bhefore
investigating committee.
April 25, 1927, 1, Sinolair called to answer conspir-
' acy charges. ‘
October 11, 1927, 1, Supreme Court censures Denby
concerning leases.
October 27, 1927, 2, Testimony of oil operators con-
cerning leases.
February 19, 1928, Sec. IX, %1, Article on oil leases.
April 4, 1928, 1, 0il operators rebuffed by Fall, when|
. they questioned him concerning oil
- leases.
~March 4, 1928, 4, Law compelling witnesses seeking
refuge in foreign countries to return
passed by Congress.
June 23, 1929, 1, Supreme Court upholds contempt
: sentence against Sinclair.
October 26, 1929, 1, Fall found guilty of conspirscy
charges.
Mey 4, 1931, 2, Blackmer fined $60,000 for contempt
of the Supreme Court of the Distriect
of Columbia.

Springfield Republican was used for a study of the financial

' changes in Sinclair's stock during =

April 1922. XNo mention of the leases

was made at this early dats.

April 6-28, 1922, Daily quotations on the stock
market value of Sinclair's holdings.

United States Daily was established in March 1926 in Washingtonl].
D. C.,, with David Lawrence as pres-
ident and Owen D. Young, Charles
Evans Hughes, Clarence Mackay, Samuel
Insull, James Gerard, Waslter Teagle,
Otto Kahn, C. Bascon Slemp, and other
prominent personages as owners. The
paper stated that only authorized
statements were published in its
issues.
December 31, 1927, 3, Sinclair asked by the court te
give an accounting of the reserve
while he held the lease.




The thesis "0il Scandals During the Harding
Administration," written by Mary M. Ridze, has been
accepted by the Graduate School with reference to form,
and by the readers whose names appear below with
reference to content. It is therefors accepted in partial
fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Master
of Arts.

Paul Kiniery, Ph.D. November 11, 1936

Rev. Joseph Roubik,S5.d, November 14, 1936
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