

			
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
		


PENGUIN BOOKS

BLOOD AND OIL

Michael Klare is the author of Rogue States and Nuclear Outlaws, Low Intensity Warfare and Resource Wars. He is the Five College Professor of Peace and World Security Studies at Hampshire College in Amherst, and lives in Northampton, Massachusetts.


BLOOD AND OIL

The Dangers and Consequences of America’s Growing Petroleum Dependency

MICHAEL T. KLARE

[image: Image]

PENGUIN BOOKS


        PENGUIN BOOKS

        Published by the Penguin Group

        Penguin Books Ltd, 80 Strand, London WC2R 0RL,
            England

        Penguin Group (USA) Inc., 375 Hudson Street, New York,
            New York 10014, USA

        Penguin Group (Canada), 10 Alcorn Avenue, Toronto,
            Ontario, Canada M4V 3B2 (a division of Pearson Penguin Canada Inc.)

        Penguin Ireland, 25 St Stephen’s Green, Dublin
            2, Ireland (a division of Penguin Books Ltd)

        Penguin Group (Australia), 250 Camberwell Road,
            Camberwell, Victoria 3124, Australia (a division of Pearson Australia Group Pty Ltd)

        Penguin Books India Pvt Ltd, 11 Community Centre,
            Panchshed Park, New Delhi – 110 017, India

        Penguin Group (NZ), cnr Airborne and Rosedale Roads,
            Albany, Auckland 1310, New Zealand (a division of Pearson New Zealand Ltd)

        Penguin Books (South Africa) (Pty) Ltd, 24 Sturdee
            Avenue, Rosebank 2196, South Africa

        Penguin Books Ltd, Registered Offices: 80 Strand, London
            WC2R 0RL, England

        
            www.penguin.com
        

        First published in the United States of America by Henry
            Holt and Company, LLC 2004

        First published in Great Britain by Hamish Hamilton
            2004

        Published in Penguin Books 2005

        10

        Copyright © Michael T. Hare, 2004

        All rights reserved

        The moral right of the author has been asserted

        Except in the United States of America, this book is sold
            subject to the condition that it shall not, by way of trade or otherwise, be lent,
            re-sold, hired out, or otherwise circulated 1 without the publisher’s prior
            consent in any form of binding or cover other than that in which it is published and
            without a similar condition including this condition being imposed on the subsequent
            purchaser

        ISBN: 978-0-14-192718-3

    
For my brother and sister, Karl Ernest Klare and Jane Elizabeth Klare, with eternal gratitude for their steadfast loyalty and support


CONTENTS

Preface

1. The Dependency Dilemma: Imported Oil and National Security

2. Lethal Embrace: The American Alliance with Saudi Arabia

3. Choosing Dependency: The Energy Strategy of the Bush Administration

4. Trapped in the Gulf: The Irresistible Lure of Bountiful Petroleum

5. No Safe Havens: Oil and Conflict Beyond the Persian Gulf

6. Geopolitics Reborn: The U.S.-Russian-Chinese Struggle in the Persian Gulf and Caspian Basin

7. Escaping the Dilemma: A Strategy for Energy Autonomy and Integrity

Notes

Acknowledgments

Index


PREFACE

There was a time, not so very long ago, when we thought that the end of the cold war would bring forth a world of greater peace and stability. Because so much of the strife of the cold-war era—in Korea, Vietnam, Afghanistan, and Central America, for example—was tied to the hostility between the United States and the Soviet Union, it was natural to assume that global violence would abate once the two superpowers ended their enmity. President George H. W. Bush even envisioned a “new world order,”
in which international disputes would be resolved through diplomacy and multilateral peacekeeping. But, of course, the new world order never materialized. We have seen as much armed conflict in the post-cold-war era as we saw earlier, and in some respects—notably the rise of terrorism—the world has become even more dangerous. Trying to explain this upsurge of violence in an era of diminished rivalry between the great powers is the most difficult task facing conflict analysts today.

To many observers, the explanation lies in identity politics—the re-assertion of ethnic, religious, clan, and tribal ties in the wake of vanished ideologies and global disequilibrium. The best-known expression of this assessment was Harvard professor Samuel P. Huntingdon’s influential 1993 Foreign Affairs article, “A Clash of Civilizations?” Dividing the world into broad “civilizational” groupings—Western/Christian, Slavic/Orthodox, Muslim, Hindu, and Confucian—Huntingdon argued that hostility between these groups amounted to “the latest phase in the evolution of conflict in the modern world.” And, indeed, some of the most deadly encounters of the post-cold-war period, in such places as Bosnia, Kashmir, and Chechnya, appear to bear out his theory. But many other wars and alliances of the past fifteen years do not—witness, for example, America’s partnership with such uncompromisingly Muslim states as Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates in the 1991 war against Iraq. Clearly, we need to look for another explanation.

After examining a number of recent wars in Africa and Asia, I came to a conclusion radically different from Huntington’s: that resources, not differences in civilizations or identities, are at the root of most contemporary conflict. In Angola and Sierra Leone, it was control of the diamond fields that sustained the bloodshed for so long; in the Congo, gold and copper; in Borneo and Cambodia, timber. Ethnic and religious antagonisms certainly played a role in these clashes, but usually as a mobilizing ploy by the chieftains, warlords, and demagogues who were out to dominate those promising sources of wealth. Time and again, my search for the cause of a protracted war turned up a struggle over scarce or valuable materials: diamonds, gold, copper, old-growth timber, arable land, fisheries, water—and, in several notable cases, oil.

When I presented these findings in my 2001 book Resource Wars: The New Landscape of Global Conflict, I viewed all resources roughly the same way: as vital materials whose growing scarcity in the twenty-first century would trigger an endless series of hostilities unless we did a better job of allocating the world’s precious bounty. As I saw it, oil, water, land, and minerals were each important enough to provoke a conflict when quantities were limited or when two or more groups laid claim to the same source of supply. Oil would be a significant cause of conflict, but no more so than any other resource.

Since then, a series of events has forced me to reevaluate that conclusion. Resource Wars was published on May 17, 2001—the same day that President George W. Bush’s administration released its National Energy Policy, prompting angry debate over the implications of our growing dependence on imported oil and the merits of drilling in Alaska’s Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR). Four months later, Al Qaeda operatives struck the World Trade Center in New York and the Pentagon in Washington, D.C. Suddenly terrorism became the nation’s number-one security concern, triggering a new phase of U.S. military involvement in the Middle East. That fifteen of the nineteen hijackers were Saudis and that Saudi charities were linked to Al Qaeda brought new attention to America’s ties with Saudi Arabia, our leading foreign oil supplier. Then, before long, President Bush and his lieutenants began talking about war with Iraq, once again raising the issue of oil as a factor in American foreign policy. All these developments compelled me to conclude that petroleum is unique among the world’s resources—that it has more potential than any of the others to provoke major crises and conflicts in the years ahead.

Why should this be so? The answer was not immediately obvious. Of course, petroleum had been an important source of conflict throughout the twentieth century—but so, too, had water, land, and minerals. Now, in the twenty-first century, oil seemed to have outpaced all the others in its potential for sparking armed violence. To explain why this particular resource had acquired such a pivotal and volatile role, it seemed necessary to probe its significance more deeply. And so I undertook an intensive study of oil, geopolitics, and American foreign policy.

To some extent, this effort meant revisiting territory I had traveled before, notably the evolution of our country’s ties with the oil producers of the Persian Gulf. Nevertheless, this old territory yielded some surprising revelations. For example, while President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s February 1945 meeting with King Abdul Aziz ibn Saud of Saudi Arabia is well documented, there has been little recognition of the significance of that encounter, which produced the unprecedented oil-for-protection arrangement that has governed American ties with Saudi Arabia ever since. Just as striking is the saga of the Petroleum Reserves Corporation, an ill-fated but extraordinary effort by the Roosevelt administration to place Saudi Arabia’s most prolific oil reservoirs under U.S. government ownership.

But my most crucial findings had to do with the centrality of cheap and abundant petroleum to the vigor and growth of the American economy and to the preservation of a distinctly American way of life. Although oil extraction and refining accounts for a relatively small share—perhaps 5 percent—of the nation’s gross domestic product, the availability of vast quantities of relatively inexpensive petroleum is indispensable to a whole host of other industries, including automobile manufacture, road and highway construction, airlines, petrochemicals, agriculture, tourism, and suburban commerce. Taken together, these sectors make up the heart of the American economy, and without cheap oil they—and the way of life they make possible—could hardly survive.

And since cheap oil is essential to the nation’s economic vigor, American leaders—of whatever party affiliation—have felt compelled to do whatever was necessary to ensure that enough was available to satisfy our ever-expanding requirements. Until the 1940s, this effort was primarily a domestic policy matter, since the United States possessed adequate untapped supplies to meet the country’s basic needs. By the end of World War II, however, it was apparent that we would someday start to exhaust our reserves and would need large amounts of imported petroleum to supplement declining domestic supplies. At this point, oil became a foreign policy issue, with the federal government assuming a direct role in the pursuit of imported energy. And while the government has sometimes relied on private U.S. oil firms to initiate links with foreign producers, it has borne full responsibility for ensuring the security of our overseas energy investments.

In the process, oil has come to be treated differently from other trade commodities. The United States has long been dependent on foreign suppliers for critical materials like copper and cobalt, but this dependence has rarely shaped government policy. Oil, however, has been treated far more seriously, as a resource so vital to American prosperity that access to it must be protected at any cost, including the use of military force. In formal political discourse, petroleum is considered a national security matter—that is, a matter falling under the purview of the Department of Defense and other bodies responsible for safeguarding America’s vital interests. In the name of national security, military force has frequently been used over the past fifty years to guarantee access to foreign petroleum and to protect such key suppliers as Saudi Arabia and Kuwait from internal revolt and external attack.

For most of this period, the public largely tolerated the deployment of the U.S. military in securing the global flow of petroleum. So long as oil remained abundant and the number of Americans who lost their lives in ensuring its availability remained low, people were generally prepared to look the other way as the United States established close ties with corrupt and repressive oil regimes. The federal government—and its partners in the oil industry—contributed to this tolerance by concealing the extent of their connivance with the Saudi royal family and other despotic suppliers. But 9/11 and its aftermath changed all that; it is now all too clear that these alliances have exposed the United States and its citizens to far greater risk of terrorism and oil-related conflict than anyone ever acknowledged, and the danger is growing. With domestic reserves facing long-term decline, we are becoming ever more dependent on foreign sources—and thus increasingly vulnerable to the violence and disorder that accompanies oil extraction in politically unstable and often hostile oil-producing countries.

The United States is not, of course, the only nation that needs more and more petroleum from providers in troubled areas. Europe and Japan are even more dependent on Persian Gulf oil than we are. And now China, with the world’s fastest-growing economy, also needs additional energy from the Middle East. As a consequence, international competition for the same unreliable sources of supply is bound to intensify. To further complicate the picture, there are indications that the global supply of oil may start to contract in the not too distant future. While energy officials go on insisting that supplies will keep expanding in the years to come, some experts argue that we will soon reach “peak” worldwide oil output and then begin an irreversible decline. If these predictions prove accurate, less oil will be available, competition for it will increase, and, inevitably, the struggle for its control will become more and more acute.

Most Americans comprehend, at some basic level, that growing dependence on imported petroleum will expose us to a greater risk of involvement in foreign oil conflicts—as the multitude of placards screaming NO BLOOD FOR OIL in the antiwar demonstrations preceding the 2003 invasion of Iraq testified. But politicians and pundits regularly deny that there is any connection between blood and oil. “The only interest the United States has in the [Gulf] region is furthering the cause of peace and stability, not [Iraq’s] ability to generate oil,” President Bush’s spokesperson, Ari Fleischer, avowed in late 2002. As the drive to war accelerated, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld declared, “This is not about oil, and anyone who thinks that, is badly misunderstanding the situation.” We know that such statements cannot be true—the entire history of U.S. intervention in the Persian Gulf discredits them—yet most of us lack the information to see our way through these contradictions.

The United States now relies on imported petroleum for more than half of its total supply. Unless fundamental policies are changed, it can only become more profoundly dependent, ANWR or no ANWR. This incontrovertible conclusion makes the need for clarity all the more urgent, and we cannot rely on our leaders to provide it; they are far too invested in the status quo to be capable of candor. Only by tracing the evolution of U.S. oil policy and weighing its consequences for the future can we acquire the knowledge to do what it takes to sever the links between blood and oil. It is to that end that I have written this book.
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 The Dependency Dilemma: Imported Oil and National Security

Tampa, Florida, is not one of the places you usually think of as a hub for American relations with the oil kingdoms of the Persian Gulf. It does not, like Houston, play host to any of the giant U.S. oil companies; it does not, like Washington, D.C., house the State Department and foreign embassies; and it does not, like New York, lay claim to the United Nations and the international news media. But Tampa does have something that none of those other cities can claim: the headquarters of the U.S. Central Command (Centcom), the nerve center for all U.S. military operations in the Persian Gulf region, including those now under way in Afghanistan and Iraq. Centcom forces, operating as they do in the greater Middle East, occupy the front lines in the war against terrorism and play a critical role in efforts to prevent the spread of weapons of mass destruction. From its very inception, however, Centcom’s principal task has been to protect the global flow of petroleum.

Situated at MacDill Air Force Base in south-central Tampa, Centcom is one of the five regional “unified commands” that govern American combat forces around the world. (The others are the Southern Command, based in Miami; the European Command, based in Stuttgart; the Pacific Command, based in Honolulu; and the Northern Command, based in Colorado Springs.) It is headed by a four-star general—currently General John P. Abizaid of the U.S. Army—and exercises direct command authority over all U.S. Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps contingents deployed in its “area of responsibility” (AOR), covering twenty-five mostly Muslim nations in the Persian Gulf area, the Horn of Africa, the Caspian Sea basin, and Southwest Asia. This vital but turbulent region includes Egypt, Iran, Iraq, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, and Yemen.1

As its recent operations in Iraq and Afghanistan indicate, Centcom has emerged as one of the Pentagon’s most important unified commands. It is not, however, the largest or best endowed. The European Command, in Stuttgart, has numerous bases in Europe and incorporates all the American forces assigned to NATO; the Pacific Command, in Honolulu, oversees powerful combat fleets and hundreds of thousands of troops in Asia and the Pacific. Centcom, in contrast, has few permanent operating bases of its own (other than MacDill) and has to borrow troops from the other commands when assembling a force to deploy in its AOR. What makes Centcom distinctive is that its forces inhabit an active war zone where American soldiers are fighting and dying on a daily basis.

The Central Command was formally established only two decades ago, on January 1,1983. Since then, Centcom forces have fought in four major engagements: the Iran-Iraq War of 1980–88, the Persian Gulf War of 1991, the Afghanistan War of 2001, and the Iraq War of 2003. Centcom was also responsible for enforcing the containment of Saddam Hussein’s Iraqi regime after the completion of Operation Desert Storm. Almost all the American soldiers who have died in combat since 1985 were serving under its authority, including the victims of terrorist attacks at the Khobar Towers in Saudi Arabia in June 1996 and aboard the USS Cole in October 2000.

Although Centcom’s AOR stretches more than three thousand miles, from Egypt in the east to Kyrgyzstan in the west, its geographic and strategic heart is the Persian Gulf basin, the home of approximately two-thirds of the earth’s known petroleum reserves. This area contains the world’s five leading producers of oil—Iran, Iraq, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab Emirates—and many of its most important suppliers of natural gas. Every day, tankers carrying approximately 14 million barrels of petroleum traverse the Gulf proper and pass through the narrow Strait of Hormuz on their way to markets around the world. Keeping this channel open and defeating any and all threats to the steady production of Persian Gulf oil is the overriding responsibility of Centcom forces.

The Central Command’s basic mission was originally enunciated in the Carter Doctrine of January 23, 1980, which designated the secure flow of Persian Gulf oil as a “vital interest” of the United States. Claiming that this key interest was threatened by the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan (which had begun in December 1979) and the near-simultaneous rise of a radical Islamic regime in Iran, President Jimmy Carter told Congress that Washington would use “any means necessary, including military force,” to keep the oil flowing.2 At that time, however, the United States had few forces in the Gulf and only a limited capacity to deploy additional troops in the region; moreover, authority over any American forces that might be deployed there was divided between the European and the Pacific commands, complicating coordination. In order to back up his proclamation, Carter established the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force (RDJTF) at MacDill Air Force Base and gave it responsibility for combat operations in the Gulf. Three years later, on January 1,1983, President Ronald Reagan elevated the RDJTF, naming it the Central Command (because it encompasses the “central region” between Europe and Asia) and putting it on an equal footing with the other regional commands.3

U.S. Central Command Area of Responsibility





Centcom’s critical role in protecting the nation’s and its allies’ oil supply finds blunt expression in the testimony its commanders in chief regularly deliver to Congress. “America’s vital interests in the Central Region are long-standing,” General J. H. Binford Peay III told a House subcommittee in 1997. “With over 65 percent of the world’s oil reserves located in the Gulf states of the region—from which the United States imports nearly 20 percent of its needs; Western Europe, 43 percent; and Japan, 68 percent—the international community must have free and unfettered access to the region’s resources.” Any disruption in this flow, he warned, “would intensify the volatility of the world oil market [and] precipitate economic calamity for developed and developing nations alike.”4 All of Peay’s successors have echoed this judgment.

Centcom’s forces got their first taste of combat in 1987, when President Reagan ordered U.S. warships to escort Kuwaiti tankers—hastily reflagged with the American ensign—while traversing the Persian Gulf and to protect them from attack by Iran and Iraq, then in the final throes of their bloody eight-year war. Such action was essential, Reagan declared, to demonstrate the “U.S. commitment to the flow of oil through the Gulf.”5 Three years later, in August 1990, President George H.W. Bush used similar language to justify the deployment of Centcom forces in Saudi Arabia, to deter a possible attack by the Iraqi forces then encamped in Kuwait. “Our nation now imports nearly half the oil it consumes and could face a major threat to its economic independence,” he said in a nationally televised address on August 8. Hence, “the sovereign independence of Saudi Arabia is of vital interest to the United States.”6

The ensuing Persian Gulf War introduced the American public and the international press to Centcom’s most memorable leader: General H. Norman Schwarzkopf, the brash and forceful architect of Operation Desert Storm. General Schwarzkopf is widely credited with the dramatic “Hail Mary” maneuver that led to the rapid encirclement and defeat of the Iraqi forces in Kuwait.7 At that point, Schwarzkopf—acting under orders from the president—ceased military operations and commenced what was to become the “containment” of Iraq. Enforcing the containment strategy—including the no-fly zone in southern Iraq and the UN-imposed blockade in the Gulf proper—occupied Centcom forces for the next twelve years, until the onset of Operation Iraqi preedom in March 2003.

The degree to which the 2003 war with Iraq was driven by American concern over the safety of Persian Gulf oil supplies is a complex and controversial issue that I will examine carefully later in this book. Suffice it to say here that, from the vantage of officers and enlisted personnel in the U.S. Central Command, the invasion of Iraq is only the latest in a series of military engagements in the Gulf proceeding from the Carter Doctrine. This history helps to explain why the very first military objective of Operation Iraqi Freedom was to secure control over the oil fields and refineries of southern Iraq, and why, following the initial U.S. incursion into Baghdad, American forces seized and occupied the Oil Ministry while allowing looters to overrun all the other government buildings in the neighborhood.8

Although Saddam Hussein no longer controls Iraq, and his military has been largely destroyed, Centcom’s work is far from finished. American troops continue to guard the pipelines that carry Iraqi crude to the Turkish Mediterranean port of Ceyhan and to protect oil facilities elsewhere in the country. Some of this work is being turned over to private guards and Iraqi police units, but American forces will continue to play a crucial role in defending Iraq’s highly vulnerable petroleum infrastructure against attack for some time.9 Elsewhere in the Gulf, Centcom ships and planes continue to monitor the incessant oil-tanker traffic and guard the Strait of Hormuz. Farther north, still other Centcom units serve at American military bases in Afghanistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan. No other regional command shoulders so many responsibilities or faces so much danger on a day-to-day basis.

From every indication, Centcom’s responsibilities—and the perils they entail—will grow, not diminish, in the years ahead. The United States is becoming ever more dependent on petroleum from the Persian Gulf area and Central Asia, and ensuring access to that energy source will inevitably entangle American forces in the multitude of ethnic, religious, and political conflicts that trouble the region. Notwithstanding the many American troops now deployed in Centcom’s AOR and the many battles they have fought and won, the area is no more stable today than it was in January 1980, when President Carter issued his proclamation. Although we cannot foresee the precise nature and timing of the next crisis the Central Command will address, it’s safe to predict that its forces will see combat in the Persian Gulf once more—and that such intervention will be repeated again and again until the last barrel of oil is extracted from the Gulf’s prolific but highly vulnerable reservoirs.

Moreover, soldiers from the other regional commands are increasingly being committed to oil-related operations of this sort. Already troops from the Southern Command (Southcom) are helping to defend Colombia’s Cano Limón pipeline, a vital link between oil fields in the interior and refineries on the coast, which has been under recurring attack from leftist guerrillas. Likewise, soldiers from the European Command (Eurcom) are training local forces to protect the newly constructed Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan pipeline in Georgia. Eurcom also oversees all U.S. forces deployed in Africa (except in the Horn, which falls under Centcom’s jurisdiction) and has begun seeking bases from which to support future operations to defend the region’s oil facilities. Finally, the ships and planes of the U.S. Pacific Command (Pacom) are patrolling vital tanker routes in the Indian Ocean, the South China Sea, and the western Pacific.10

Taken together, these developments lead to an inescapable conclusion: that the American military is being used more and more for the protection of overseas oil fields and the supply routes that connect them to the United States and its allies. Such endeavors, once largely confined to the Gulf area, are now being extended to unstable oil regions in other parts of the world. Slowly but surely, the U.S. military is being converted into a global oil-protection service.

How did this situation arise? Why have America’s armed services been assigned this demanding and hazardous role? What are the long-term consequences of this decision? To answer these critical questions, it is first necessary to look at petroleum itself and consider its pivotal role in shaping the American economy. Likewise, it is essential to assess oil’s place in the evolution of American security policy and the implications of the nation’s growing dependence on imported supplies.

“Petroleum,” the energy expert Edward L. Morse says, “has proven to be the most versatile fuel source ever discovered, situated at the core of the modern industrial economy.”11 This has certainly been the case in the United States, where oil is a major source of energy and a key driver of economic growth. Petroleum provides approximately 40 percent of the nation’s total energy supply—rfar more than any other source. (Natural gas supplies 24 percent, coal 23 percent, nuclear power 8 percent, and all others 5 percent.) Oil serves many functions—powering industry, heating homes and schools, providing the raw material for plastics and a wide range of other products—but it is in transportation that its role is most essential. At present, petroleum products account for 97 percent of all fuel used by America’s mammoth fleets of cars, trucks, buses, planes, trains, and ships.12

Most analysts believe that oil will remain the nation’s principal source of energy for many years to come. This is so because other sources of energy are either too scarce (natural gas, hydropower), too costly (wind, solar), or too harmful in generating by-products (carbon dioxide in the case of coal, radioactive waste in the case of nuclear power). Petroleum, by contrast, is relatively abundant, reasonably affordable, and generates less CO2 than coal does. So it will likely remain the primary source of fuel for America’s industries, communities, and transportation systems for the foreseeable future. In fact, the Department of Energy predicts that petroleum will account for approximately the same proportion of America’s total energy supply in 2025,41 percent, that it does today.13

The United States was the first country in the world to develop a large-scale petroleum industry—an endeavor that began in 1859, when pioneering developers struck oil in Titusville, Pennsylvania—and this industry has played a central role in sustaining the nation’s economic growth for the past 145 years. Copious domestic oil output gave rise to America’s first large multinational corporations, among them John D. Rockefeller’s legendary Standard Oil Company, the progenitor of such industry giants as Exxon Mobil, Chevron (now combined with Texaco), Amoco (now part of British Petroleum [BP]), and Atlantic Richfield (now also part of BP). Abundant and relatively cheap oil was also essential to the rise of such other mammoth enterprises as the Big Three automobile manufacturers, DuPont and other chemical companies, and the large airline and freight companies. These firms and others like them have generated much of the nation’s wealth and employed many of its workers over the past century.14

It is nearly impossible to chronicle all the ways petroleum contributes to the vibrancy of the American economy. Because rapid and reliable transportation is so vital to the functioning of virtually every industry and enterprise, an abundant supply of affordable oil has been a major spur of economic growth and expansion. Private automobiles and cheap gasoline made possible the suburbanization of America, with all its housing developments, malls, office parks, and associated infrastructure. Petroleum provides the “feedstock,” or basic raw material, for paints, plastics, pharmaceuticals, textile fibers, and a host of other products. The nation’s highly productive agricultural industries also rely on petroleum to power farm machinery and provide the feedstock for pesticides, herbicides, and other key materials. And the booming tourism and recreation industry utterly relies on affordable car, bus, and airplane travel.15

A painful reminder of the critical role that oil plays in the U.S. economy is the fact that nearly every economic recession since World War II has come on the heels of a global petroleum shortage and an accompanying surge in prices. Many readers will remember the Arab oil embargo and the OPEC price increases of 1973–74, which resulted in endless lines at gas stations and a severe economic contraction. Long gas lines and another contraction followed the Iranian Revolution of 1979, and a similar if shorter episode followed the August 1990 Iraqi invasion of Kuwait. More recently, a global shortage of petroleum triggered the lingering economic downturn of 2001–2002 and threatened to slow or abort the recovery of 2004. To be sure, other factors have played a role in these events, but in each case a shortage of petroleum set the downturn in motion.

Just as petroleum fuels the economy, it also plays an essential role in U.S. national security. The American military relies more than that of any other nation on oil-powered ships, planes, helicopters, and armored vehicles to transport troops into battle and rain down weapons on its foes. Although the Pentagon may boast of its ever-advancing use of computers and other high-tech devices, the fighting machines that form the backbone of the U.S. military are entirely dependent on petroleum. Without an abundant and reliable supply of oil, the Department of Defense could neither rush its forces to distant battlefields nor keep them supplied once deployed there.16

This combination of factors is what makes petroleum central to America’s economic and military strength. “Oil fuels more than automobiles and airplanes,” Robert E. Ebel, of the Center for Strategic and International Studies, told a State Department audience in April 2002. “Oil fuels military power, national treasuries, and international politics.” Far more than a simple commodity to be bought and sold on the international market, petroleum “is a determinant of well being, of national security, and international power for those who possess this vital resource, and the converse for those who do not.”17

For most of the petroleum age, the United States was among those very fortunate nations that possessed this vital resource. From 1860 until World War II, this country was the world’s leading oil producer, easily supplying its own needs and often generating a surplus for export. Petroleum self-sufficiency played a significant role in America’s economic growth and emerging military predominance. During World War II, for example, the United States was able to extract enough oil from domestic fields to satisfy the massive requirements of its own forces and those of its major allies. American wells supplied six out of every seven barrels of the oil the Allied powers consumed over the course of the war. After World War II, rising U.S. oil output helped generate this country’s great prosperity and kick-start economic recovery in Europe and Japan.18 Secretary of Energy Spencer Abraham boldly affirmed this close relationship between oil supply and global power in a June 2002 speech to U.S. energy company officials: “You and your predecessors in the oil and gas industry played a large part in making the twentieth century the ‘American Century.’ ”19

But however accurate in some respects, this characteristically exuberant message conceals a critical flaw: America’s oil inheritance, while abundant, is not limitless. In the late 1940s, the United States began to rely on foreign oil to satisfy rising energy demand, and the proportion of imports has been rising more or less steadily ever since. During the 1950s, foreign oil accounted for 10 percent of total U.S. consumption; in the 1960s, it accounted for about 18 percent, and in the 1970s approximately twice that much.20 For a while, domestic production continued to rise as well, thus mitigating to some degree the economic impact of rising energy imports. But U.S. production began an irreversible decline in 1972, and since then it has taken an ever-expanding flow of imported oil to satisfy rising demand and compensate for the decline in domestic output. Slowly but surely, the United States has become dependent on foreign petroleum for its economic vibrancy. In Ebel’s words, it has gone from being a country for which oil abundance has been a source of security and strength to one for which the converse is true.

The onset of petroleum dependency created a troubling situation for American leaders and the public at large. Briefly stated, abundant petroleum has helped the U.S. economy and the U.S. military dominate the world, and to propel further growth we will have to consume more and more of it, yet the United States is producing less oil, and thus will have to import ever increasing quantities from abroad. At present, the United States—with something less than 5 percent of the world’s total population—consumes about 25 percent of the world’s total supply of oil. In 2025, if current trends persist, we will be consuming half as much petroleum again as we do today; however, domestic production will be no greater than it is today, and so the entire increase in consumption—approximately 10 million barrels of oil per day—will have to be supplied by foreign producers.21 And because we can’t really control what goes on in those countries, we become hostage to their capacity to ensure an uninterrupted flow of petroleum.

And herein lies the dilemma. Oil makes this country strong; dependency makes us weak. It weakens us in a number of ways. First, it leaves us vulnerable to supply disruptions abroad, whether accidental or intentional. Such disruptions, like the oil shocks of 1973–74 and 1979–80, typically result in widespread shortages of oil, sharply higher prices, and a worldwide recession. Dependence also entails a massive shift in economic resources from the United States to our foreign suppliers. Assuming that oil is priced at $30 per barrel, the total bill for imported oil over the next twenty-five years should reach a colossal $3.5 trillion; if oil prices rise above this amount, the bill obviously will be much greater.22 On the political side of the ledger, dependence often requires us to grant all sorts of favors to the leaders of our major foreign suppliers, whether we like them or not. Though they may sell us their petroleum, they frequently expect more than money in compensation: support at the United Nations, transfers of advanced weaponry, military protection, and so forth. As reluctant as our leaders may be to grant such perquisites, they often feel bound to do so to facilitate the flow of oil. Worst of all, dependence can jeopardize our very security, by entangling us in overseas oil wars or by arousing the violent hostility of political and religious factions that resent a U.S. military presence in their midst.23

America’s leaders have never succeeded in resolving the energy/security dilemma. They have sometimes taken this step or that to slow the growth in oil consumption, such as improving the fuel efficiency of American cars. Or they have proposed the exploitation of untapped domestic reserves in protected wilderness areas, such as the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR). But they have never embraced a sustained and comprehensive energy strategy for reducing the demand for foreign petroleum. Instead, in order to minimize the nation’s vulnerability to overseas supply disruptions, they have chosen to securitize oil—that is, to cast its continued availability as a matter of “national security,” and thus something that can be safeguarded through the use of military force. As Secretary of Energy Abraham suggested, “energy security is a fundamental component of national security.”24 This premise underlies a great deal of American foreign and military policy since World War II.

The procurement of foreign petroleum first became a national security matter under the Franklin D. Roosevelt administration during the final years of World War II. Although the United States was then the world’s leading producer of oil, President Roosevelt and his aides feared that the accelerated wartime production was rapidly exhausting domestic reserves and hastening the onset of our reliance on imports—a development they thought had grave implications for the nation’s long-term security and well-being. But believing, as they did, that such a reliance was inevitable, they attempted to protect future U.S. energy imports by establishing an American protectorate over Saudi Arabia and a permanent military presence in the Persian Gulf.25 I will discuss the specific steps they took to achieve these ends in chapter 2; the important point here is that Roosevelt set in motion the process of ever-increasing American military involvement in the greater Gulf area.

After World War II, American leaders continued to see foreign petroleum through the lens of national security. Both Presidents Harry S. Truman and Dwight D. Eisenhower regarded the protection of Persian Gulf oil as a vital component of cold-war military strategy, and both introduced major policy initiatives—the Truman and Eisenhower doctrines, respectively—dealing with the strategic equation in the Persian Gulf region. As a result, the United States sharply increased its military aid to friendly producers in the Gulf, especially Saudi Arabia, and sent additional combat forces to the area.26 President John F. Kennedy built on these precedents, ordering U.S. planes to the region in 1963 when Yemeni forces linked to President Gamal Abdel Nasser of Egypt attacked Saudi Arabia.27 That America’s reliance on imported oil was still relatively modest at this point—no more than 20 percent of total consumption— only underscores the degree to which the administration viewed dependency as a significant threat to national security.

Not surprisingly, American leaders grew far more deeply concerned over the implications of dependency as the level of such reliance rose. The share of America’s petroleum supply that is accounted for by imports crossed the 30 percent mark in 1973 and the 40 percent mark in 1976, reaching 45 percent in 1977.28 It was this trend, along with the Iranian revolution of 1978–79 and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, that led President Carter to regard the safe flow of oil from the Gulf as a matter of national security and to order the formation of what later became the U.S. Central Command. As I noted earlier, the Carter Doctrine provided the justification for the protection of Kuwaiti oil tankers during the later stages of the Iran-Iraq War and the deployment of American forces in Saudi Arabia following the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait.

The expulsion of Saddam Hussein’s forces from Kuwait in February 1991 and the subsequent containment of Iraq produced a degree of stability in the Gulf that supported an increase in petroleum output and a drop in prices. These developments, in turn, helped foster the growing American reliance on foreign oil: the share of imports in the nation’s total annual supply rose from 42 percent in 1990 to 49 percent in 1997. And then the once unthinkable occurred: in April 1998, American dependence on imported petroleum crossed the 50 percent mark. It increased still more in the months that followed, and so the United States entered the twenty-first century among those great powers with a net reliance on foreign oil. (See figure 1.)

As we crossed the psychologically important 50 percent threshold, a fresh debate over the strategic implications of dependency broke out among American policy makers.29 Some analysts argued that petroleum, having become a globally traded commodity with many willing suppliers, no longer required government involvement in its procurement.30 Others argued that it would take concerted action at the national level to mitigate the handicaps of dependency. This latter group proposed all sorts of initiatives both to reduce American reliance on imported oil and to cushion the impact of future disruptions in the global flow of energy. Their ideas ranged from a major expansion of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve (a vast reservoir of stockpiled oil available for use in an emergency) to the rapid introduction of alternative forms of energy, such as wind and solar.31 Still, most policy makers anticipated a deepening dependence on imports, and with it an ever-increasing role for American soldiers in guarding the global flow of oil. “As the world’s only superpower, [the United States] must accept its special responsibilities for preserving access to worldwide energy supply,” a high-level task force established by the Center for Strategic and International Studies concluded in 2000.32

Figure 1 The Dependency Dilemma U.S. Oil Production and Consumption: History 1950–2000; Projections 2010–2020





Source: Data for 1950–1990: U.S. Dept. of Energy, “Annual Energy Review 2000”; Data for 2000–2020: U.S. Dept. of Energy, International Energy Outlook 2003.

This debate gained wide attention during the 2000 presidential election, when for the first time oil dependency and energy security became important campaign issues. With worldwide shortages sending up oil prices and California reeling from blackouts, both major candidates spoke of a looming energy crisis and promised forceful action to overcome it. After taking office, President George W. Bush pledged to make energy security a top White House priority. “This administration is concerned about [the energy crisis],” he told a group of energy officials on March 19,2001,”and we will make a recommendation to the country as to how to proceed.”33

In the weeks that followed, Bush identified our growing petroleum dependency as a significant threat to the nation’s security. “If we fail to act,” he declared in May 2001, “our country will become more reliant on foreign crude oil, putting our national energy security into the hands of foreign nations, some of whom do not share our interests.”34 To counter this danger, the White House proposed a variety of measures: drilling in ANWR and other protected sites, speeding the development of hybrid (gas/electric) and hydrogen-powered vehicles, and pursuing other technological innovations. But nothing in these proposals really sought to reverse the nation’s growing reliance on imported oil; nor did they eliminate America’s dependence on the Persian Gulf. Instead, Bush—like every one of his predecessors—turned to the U.S. military to provide insurance against the hazards associated with dependency.

In the early years of the twenty-first century, then, the United States is no closer to solving the dilemma of dependency than it was in Roosevelt’s era. We remain highly reliant on foreign petroleum, much of it from the Gulf and other conflict-prone areas. This reliance exposes us to a host of perils, including supply disruptions, unsavory alliances, and entanglement in deadly oil wars. For many policy makers, this is a tolerable level of threat: if dependence on imports is what it takes to satisfy America’s gargantuan thirst for petroleum, that is just the way it is. But dependency is not a static condition. The farther we head into the future, the deeper our reliance on imported energy will be and the greater the perils we will face. To fully appreciate the severity of our dilemma, we need to project current trends into the future and see where they are taking us.

The first of these trends is the steady, unrelieved growth of our dependence on imports. The reasons for this growing dependency is simple: America’s oil consumption is rising while domestic production is falling. The situation will continue as far into the future as we can see, according to the long-range projections of the Department of Energy. Its Annual Energy Outlook 2004 foresees that total U.S. oil consumption will rise from an average of 19.7 million barrels per day in 2001 to 28.3 million barrels in 2025, an increase of 44 percent. At the same time, domestic crude-oil production is expected to drop from 5.7 to 4.6 million barrels per day. The drop will be offset to some degree by a slight gain in the production of liquid petroleum from natural gas, but the yawning gap between consumption and production—a gap that only imports can fill—will continue to widen throughout this period.35 (See figure 2.)

The reasons for the decline in domestic petroleum output are steeped in geology and history. At its founding, the United States was blessed with a substantial but fixed amount of conventional (i.e., liquid) petroleum. Debate rages over the magnitude of that original inheritance—some geologists set it at 345 billion barrels of oil, others at considerably less—but most experts agree that the country’s largest and most productive fields have already been discovered and exploited.36 Because naturally occurring petroleum is stored in porous rock under considerable pressure, any given reservoir or producing area will initially yield great quantities of oil—the well-known gusher effect—but output will drop as time goes on and underground field pressure diminishes. The United States achieved maximum domestic production in 1972; petroleum output has been in decline ever since. The development of new fields in Alaska can slow the rate of decline to some extent but cannot reverse this long-term process of depletion.37

The factors behind the increase in consumption are more diffuse but no less identifiable. Petroleum is an unusually efficient and versatile energy source, performing many vital functions for individuals and for the economy as a whole. These include, as I already noted, its many industrial and agricultural applications and its use as a home heating fuel. But to explain the steady increase in consumption we must look primarily to transportation, which accounts for about two-thirds of our current petroleum usage. The numbers are staggering: as Americans buy more and bigger vehicles and drive them longer distances every year, the 13.5 million barrels per day devoted to transportation use in 2001 will jump to an estimated 20.7 million in 202538—at which point such usage will commandeer approximately three-quarters of America’s total petroleum supply and over one-sixth of the entire world’s.39

Consumption on this scale cannot help but boost the demand for imports. “The single biggest factor in our ever-increasing dependency on foreign oil is our seemingly endless capacity to consume,” former deputy secretary of the Treasury Stuart E. Eizenstat told Congress in 2002. “And, on this subject, the facts are overwhelmingly clear: increased capacity to supply energy from domestic sources cannot match the increased demand that American consumers will have for oil.”40 Accordingly, our dependence on foreign petroleum will continue to grow, rising from 55 percent of U.S. consumption in 2001 to an estimated 58 percent in 2010, 66 percent in 2020, and 70 percent in 2025—the furthest into the future that the Department of Energy is currently prepared to project.41

Figure 2 DOMESTIC U.S. OIL PRODUCTION, CONSUMPTION, AND IMPORTS, 2001–2025 (In million barrels per day, unless otherwise noted)



	 

	History

	Projections




	Category

	2001

	2005

	2010

	2015

	2020

	2025




	U.S. crude oil production

	5.74

	5.58

	5.93

	5.53

	4.95

	4.61




	Other domestic petroleum inputs*

	3.12

	3.40

	3.59

	3.72

	3.94

	3.99




	Total U.S. domestic supply

	8.86

	8.98

	9.52

	9.25

	8.89

	8.60




	Total U.S. oil consumption

	19.71

	20.48

	22.71

	24.80

	26.41

	28.30




	Estimated petroleum imports†

	10.85

	11.50

	13.19

	15.55

	17.52

	19.70




	Imports as a percent of total consumption

	55.0

	56.2

	58.1

	62.7

	66.3

	69.6





Source: U.S. Department of Energy, Annual Energy Outlook 2004 (Washington, D.C.: DOE/EIA, 2004), table A11, p. 150. Projections for 2005 from 2003 edition of this annual reference.

*Includes natural gas plant liquids, refinery processing gain, and other inputs (alcohol, ethers, coal-derived liquids, and other synthetic products).

†Includes crude petroleum and refined products.

The second trend we need to consider is that more and more of our imported oil will be coming to us from countries that are unstable, unfriendly, or located in the middle of dangerous areas (or some combination of all three). And it is this trend, more than any other, that makes our reliance on foreign energy so worrisome. After all, we wouldn’t be so anxious about our growing dependency if all our energy was coming to us from Canada, Norway, Australia, and other friendly producers located in peaceful parts of the world. But those countries have limited reserves and are slowly running out of oil, and so it is to the Middle East, Central Asia, Africa, and other less stable but more prolific areas of the world that we will increasingly have to turn for our future petroleum supplies.

Here, too, it is geology that underlies our predicament. Conventional petroleum is not distributed evenly across the planet; it is highly concentrated in a few giant reservoirs. The United States has the good fortune of owning a number of these, as do a few other industrialized nations— Canada, Russia, and North Sea countries. But most of the earth’s remaining large deposits are in the developing world, notably the Persian Gulf area, the Caspian Sea basin, northern and western Africa, and South America. And because the industrialized nations generally started exploiting their own deposits at the beginning of the petroleum era, most of the world’s as yet untapped oil is now lodged in the developing areas.42

As figure 3 shows, six Persian Gulf countries—Saudi Arabia, Iraq, the United Arab Emirates (UAE), Kuwait, Iran, and Qatar—jointly possess 674 billion barrels of proven reserves, or about 64 percent of the world’s known supplies. Venezuela, Nigeria, and Mexico jointly claim another 114 billion barrels (11 percent of known reserves), and Russia and the Caspian Sea states have some 77 billion barrels (7 percent of reserves). This leaves only 18 percent
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