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And reassembling our afflicted Powers,
Consult how we may henceforth most offend
Our Enemy, our own loss how repair,

How overcorne this dire Calarmity,

What reinforcement we may gain from Hope,

If not what resolution from despare.

Paradise Lost, Book 1




2

BLOOD FOR OIL?

[Oil] is 2 filthy, foul smelling liquid that squirts obligingly up into

the air and falls back to earth as a rustling shower of money.

~Ryszard Kapuscinski, The Shab of Shabs

Capitalism presents itself, said Marx on more than one Onnmm.womu. as an
“immense accurmulation of commodities”. The commeodity is the
economic cell-form of capital — its basic genetic material. Oil, a petfect
specimen of the cell-form, derives its power from a double identity, a
twofold belonging to the human world. On the one hand — and what
could be simplet? — a commodity offers itself as an object for use, an
“expedient thing” whose semantics can be traced back to eatly Bo&wg
notions of income and profit. But on the othes, in 2 full-scale commodity-
wuﬁ.unwﬁﬂmm economy, what comes to matter about each separate article is
not so much its constellation of uses as its value as an item of exchange,
the commodity’s function as a “material depository” (the language is taken
from Marx once again) of exchange value.

The exact trelation between the depository and its value turns out
to be somewhat obscure, but value seems to be generated from the
commodity’s shifting place in a complex, self-contained world of ﬂwwm%
equivalents. So that finally the foul-smelling liquidity (and nomﬁvzmwgwﬂo
of petroleun presents itself as merely the outward and accidental
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appearance of something more basic, more primary: the article’s price.
The rustling shower of money becomes what “oil” truly is.

Yet oil’s price, and the forces that surround its determination, remain
Bvaﬂmu..ocmv confusing. Because petroleum and basic resources in general
ate part of a bewildering world of appearances that veil the operations
of the economy. It is no accident that Marx ends his account of
commodities in Capital not with the intricacies of value or the acrobatics
of price determination as such, but with the difficulty of seeing through
the commodity form; of coming to terms with the talismanic qualities
of commodities — their “metaphysical subtleties” and “theclogical
niceties” — that occlude their true character. The commodity is always
something other than what it seems.

In the long match toward the modern world systern, mass commodi-
 ties — gold, sugar, slaves, cotton, coal, oil — have been its beasts of
© burden. They have sometimes served as markers for entire historical
o epochs. If such commodities bear the mark (now, mostly disguised) of
capitalism’s original sin — “dripping from head to foot ... with biood and
“dirt”, as Marx put it, characteristically — they each also come to be

Hnvested with their own specific mythos, their own magic power: King
Cotton, Black Gold, Silicon Valley. Capitalism would be nothing without
“its continual ability to make matetials (of men and women reduced to the
‘status of materials) the Creators of New Worlds. For all the talk lately
about the emergence of a post-industrial economy - in which “informa-
tion” or “services” of “symbol-management” is already, we are told,
lisplacing the authority of any one material resource — the last few years
ave been an object lesson in just how vital to this dream of the future
temains the control of a few strategic commodities. Blood and dirt cling
o them still, They are the motors of production, the ultimate hard
. urrency of exchange. But for that very reason they are subject to the
eepest and most complete mystification. .
Never more so than in the case of oil. The great Polish journalist

<K,
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Ryszard Kapuscinksi, living through the spectacular oil boom of the
1970s in West Asia, fully sensed the mysteries of Black Gold:

[Oil creates the illusion of 2 completely changed life, life without work,
life for free, it expresses the eternal human dream of wealth achieved

through a lucky accident ... in this sense it is a fairy tale, and like all fairy

tales 4 bit of a ie®

Commentators on the present ills of the wosld contribute to oil’s mysti-
fication: oil is a “curse”, they say, it “distorts” the natural course of
development and ushers in an economy of Eﬂam..ooamﬁﬁmmon and
excess: golf courses in the Saudi desert, bloated shopping mails — mSnW&
with the detritus of trans-Atlantic capitalism — in Dubai and Bahrain.
Democracy is “hindered” by oil (as if cobalt promoted constitational
government), installing despotic rule and pattitnonialism rather %m.b
statecraft and capitalist discipline. There is ring of truth here. But mn.a
thin and shallow because it substitates a brand of narrow commodity
determinism for the larger truths of primitive accumulation — the deadly

complicity, that is to say, of guns, oil, and money.

At vatious points in this book we gesture back to the street amaommﬁwa
morm of February and March 2003; sometimes in awe at the moments
vitality and momentum, sometimes in frustration at its lirnits. .Hm wrmn.n
was a single political thread tying the anti-war ﬁovENmnonm. ﬁomn%wﬁ it
was undoubtedly the refrain of “No Blood for Oil”. A flotilla of .mpmww
rang variants on the idea, and on Market Street in San Francisco it was
Chevron headquarters (not Bechtel or Carlyle or Starbucks) 9& goaded

the marchers to their most vocal dissent.

20 The Shab of Shabs, New York 1982, p. 36.
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And with good reason. The American addiction to cheap petroleum
had shepherded the brokers, carpetbaggers, and hustlers of the oil busi-
ness directly into political office. Five “supermajors™ — elephantine oil
corporations with wells, pipelines, refineries, and subsidiaries in almost
every country on eatth, more gluttonous and powerful than ever after
the great round of mergers during the 19905 — had scaled the walls of
the White House. The more flagrant and vulgar the identity of interests
the better. In a bullish five years as CEO of the world’s largest oil-and-
gas-services company, Vice President Cheney had siphoned $44 million
. in salary from Halliburton — heading an outfit that on his own Brechtian
© - admission saw war as a “growth opportunity”. Millions more dollars in
- “deferred compensation” were earmarked to tide him over during his
- time away from the trough. As if to signal that Cheney’s view of politics
_now ruled unopposed in Washington, in December 2003 the administra-
“tion trotted out the Bush farnily consigliere, James Baker — the consummate
~oil man — as Special Presidential Envoy to restructure Irag’s $130 billion
debt.? Baker’s mission, we now know, was less about debt-forgiveness
“than cutting a deal for the Catlyle Group (for whom Baker is senior
counselor). Catlyle was to receive a §1 billion investment from Kuwait as
a-quid pro quo for restructuring Iraq’s liabilities, thereby guarantecing
Kuwait — and various oil companies — billions of dollars in war repara-
tions, still due from Iraq as a result of the First Guif War. Good business
f you can getit.

‘A sector of American capital, in other words ~ and a commodity
‘whose geo-strategic significance had obsessed the Ametican establishment

21" Exxon-Mobil, Royal Dutch-Shell, BP-Amoco, TotalFinaElf, and Chevron-Tesaco have

' colleciive sales revenues of over $500 billion (almost twice the GDP of all of sub-Saharan

< Africa). :

22 "Baker’s law firm represents Halliburron; Baker HMughes, his oil-services COmpany, was prom-
Jised the restoration of second-tier ol fields after Kellogg, Brown and Roor and he js a

- member of the ruling politbuto of the Cartlyle Group, in which it is estimated he owns equity

‘to the value of $180 million — a sliver of their §17.5 billion portfolio.
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cver since World War Two — had finally achieved transcendent power.
How could it be doubted that the war against Saddam was to be fought
essentially for possession of petroleum, and that the subsequent occu-
pation would aim at giving the US permanent control of a crucial
spigot?

How could it be doubted? If the last four years are not a compelling
confirmation of economic determinism in the last instance — the
economic base deciding the political superstructure — then what ever will
be? We take the point of these rhetorical questions, but shall proceed in
what follows to question the entire logical structure of the Blood for
Oil argument. We distrust its false transpatency. We think it aspires to be
an economic explanation of history, but is really still locked inside a
“hero-and-villains” vision of social process. It revolves around the
(malign) power of a single commodity, substituting the facticity of oil
(and oil men) for the complex, partially non-factual imperatives of capital
accumulation.

Let us set out our ambitions for this chapter as unambiguously as we
can. We shail putsue four lines of inquiry. The first aims to identify the
broad contours of the Blood for Oil account - in the process putting the
thesis itself in the strongest form we can manage. The second goes on
to expose the actual complexity, and the heterogeneous form, of the oil
argument when it is deployed as anything more than a slogan (and in so
doing we hope to demonstrate that the argument itself, pursued at ail
seriously, compels its users to move beyond oil as such). We then provide
out own reading of oil politics; namely, a synoptic view of the constitu-
tive role of oil in American empire, but one that exposes, and questions,
Blood for Oil’s Malthusian underpinning — its presumption that the
control of oit led ineluctably to was, and most of all, its unwillingness to
situate oil on the larger landscape of capital. Finally, we tusn to the occu-
pation of Iraq, and try to situate American policy in the Middle East in
relation to the full spectrum of capital’s needs and appetites over the past
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decade. Here we address the question of primitive accumulation, but

try above all to rethink that recurrent (and ancient) form of capitalist
: expansion in telation to the present-day configuration of US power
. worldwide — the military neo-fiberalism which characterizes American
. - empire in its twenty-first century iteration. The invasion and occupation
- of Irag must ultimately be located, in our view, in the deadly alchemy of
_permanent war, capitalist accumulation, and the new enclosures — all now
: conducted under conditions of the spectacle.
-+ What follows is sometimes technical, not to say tortuous. We see no
”.ém% out of this. Capitalism is techoical, and certainly tortuous. It is not
necessary for the Left always to follow its convolutions — we think the
- Left has regularly suffered from an infatwation with its enemy’s
mechanics — but sometimes it is. The Blood for Oil argument claims to
“provide an account of capitalist politics. We believe it does not. Our obli-
gation to the reader, therefore, is to establish, what a genuine account
would consist of.

What is the logical structure of the Blood for Ol thesis? The US astacked
: HB@ wrote (eorge Monbiot in the Guardian, because “Iraq had
: m.o.BQEDm it wanted”.” Something scarce, finite, exhaustible — and indis-

sable. No effort was made to disguise the war’s basic purpose: from
¢ very beginning, Bush had been “making plans for the day when oil
8.@5305 pezks, by seeking to secure the reserves of other nations”. In
apsule form, Monbiot identified the three basic assertions of the blood-
mﬂu_on strategic nre (Cwithout oil most Americans could not get to
work”), Malthusian scarcity (the “peaking” of world production), and
.m%um&& (the strange political geography of oil reserves). War for oil was

23: George Monbiot, “Botom of the Barwel”, Guardian, December 2, 2003. v

|

&
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premeditated and ted to one central imperative. The White House now
acted as the executive committee of the Ametican Petroleum Institute.
Almost invariably, this line of argument turns on a plotting —a mapping
— of personal connections, Big Oil business networks, and the revolving
door of government-corporate power: the kindred Houses of Bush and
Saud; the Catlyle Group and its ties to bin Laden family assets; Prince
Bandar’s Washington influence; Manchurian Global; no-bid contracts; and
s0 on. Stepping back from the detail of conspiracy theory (as we have said
before, never was a conspiracy less interested in concealment), Cheney’s
April 2001 National Energy Strategy, crafied early in the Bush presidency by
oil Iobbyists and executives, is often held to provide the state’s own explicit
set of justifications ~ of predictions, even ~ concerning the blood for oil
linkage. US oil consumption (over a quatter of global output) is estimated
to tise by over 30 percent by 2020; and no mote than a quarter of that
increase, the report reckoned, was likely to come from 2 new round of
domestic production. The ruin of Alaska would hardly make a dent in the
problem. More ominously, the contribution of the Middle East to global
oil cutput was projected to grow from 25 percent to 40 percent. The SUV
economy (by now we are paraphrasing Cheney’s report a touch freely) had
paved the way for “increased dependency on foreign powets that do not
always have America’s interests at heart.”
In. the dizzying wotld of oil addiction, Iraq had displaced Saudi
Arabia as a “swing producer”® — “urning its taps on and off when ...
it was in its strategic interest”. And Saddam’s destabilizing influence

24 'The statistics bear repeating Ire 2000, the US consumed over 1100 gallons of peteol per
capita; the other OECD countries averaged roughly 400 gallons per person. The remainder
of the planet used less than one tenth of the US figure.

Saudi Arabia is a member of OPEC, but it 5 2 measure of the bizarre world of giobal cil
polisics that the US government has, in jts “special relationship” with the House of Saud,
expected the Saudts 20 maintain sufficien: uaused capacity to compensate for any short-term
market tghtening ot price volatility. It was Saudi Arabia that released oil to stall the OPEC

25

price fises in 1973 and during the 1990-91 Gulf War Within ewenty-four hours of :

September 11, 9 miilion extea batrels of Saudi oil were released to keep prices stable. .
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(*a demonstrated willingness to use the oil weapon”) raised the possi-
bility of a future “need for military intervention”.® There was even a
. 1975 feasibility study — prepared by the Congressional Research Service
for the House Subcommitteeon International Relations — that could be
o dusted off for specific advice on “Oilfields as Military Objectives”.

Why did Iraq figure so prominently in the National Energy Sirategy’s

. calculations? A number of developments — political turbulence within
- the House of Saud, centering on the succession of King Fahd; insue-
gent Wahhabism in the kingdom (with a direct line to the September 11
attacks); signs of a Saudi-Iranian rapprochement; a new assertiveness
by other OPEC powers; and the dismal findings of the Simmons
Report,? spelling out the declining present and future vields of major
Satdi oil fields — had conspired to place in doubt the Saudi role as reli-
able swing producer. The other pillar of post-war US oil policy — Iran
= was long lost to revolutionaty Islam. Now Saudi Arabia had become

. amnmmnoam mess. According to the Arab Human Development Report, the
Kingdom ranked last in the region on all key indicators of “democtacy”
and-“social achievement”. No mean feat, given the competition. Per
capita income in 1981 had been $28,000 a year; by 2002 it had plum-
 tneted to $8,000. The population had quadrupled since 1970: a quartet
m 4 million young men enter the inhospitable labor market each year.
?ﬂﬁmw conditions cannot be determined with any precision (“we don’t
w.mé.nm tradition of statistics” says a Saudi banker); officially, unemploy-
‘ment 1s around 10 percent, but it may be as much as three or four times

m.m..Hu 2 top-secret National Secutity Council document, NSC saff were directed to cooperate
mﬁ:.u_ with Cheney’s Energy Task Force 2s its core mission included the “melding” ow two
policy arenas: “the review of vperational policies toward rogue states”™ and “actions regardin
the captuze of new and existing oil fields”. sene
vmm.zm_né Simmons, investment bank president, is an advisor o Cheney. His repogt docu-
mented the degraded condition of Seudi oil fields (due jn pazt o massive pumping of
eawatet to- facilitate extraction). Simmons estimated 2 zate of decline of 8 percent for the
ragjor Ghawar field and emphasized the need 1o bring older fields back into production
(Neiv-York Times, Febroary 24, 2004). : ’ :
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that figure among the young, Mote than half the high school curriculum
consists of religious instruction, and half the country’s youth say they
are planning to emigrate. The country has no secular charities, no non-
religious NGOs, and no political parties. If free elections were held
tomorrow in Saudi Arabia, so one Westetn Buropean ambassador had
it, hin Laden would win hands down.

Iraq, by contrast, was awash with low-cost oil. As yet only 15 of its 74
fields have been developed; known reserves are 112 billion barrels, but
once the new technologies for subsurface exploration become opera-
tional, Iragi holdings might exceed 300 billion barrels (perhaps one
quarter of global reserves) over the coming decade. What made Iraq
special, said Paul Wolfowitz to the APEC powers in Singapore, was that
it “floats on a sea of oil”. With recovery rates of 50 percent (a conses-
vative figure) and reserves of 250 billion barrels {an equally cautious
reckoning), Iragi oil would be worth about $3.125 tzillion. To this can be
added the bonus of 100 trillion cubic feet of natural gas — sufficient to
supply the entire US for ten years or more. Not to mention the fact that
compromised fields in Kirkuk and Rumaila, plus the sanctions-era degra-
dation of basic oil infrastructure (more than $60 billion of needed
repairs, the industry estimated), held out the promise of bottomless state
contracts for the likes of Bechtel, and Kellogg, Brown and Root — the
“next Klondike” as the US Overseas Private Investment Corporation
delicately put it.?® Providing, of cousse, that a pliant and stable Iraq could
be installed to administer the no-bidding:

Shock and awe offered the prospect, as Thomas Friedman said at the
time, of killing two birds with one stone: “Destroy Saddam and destabi-
lize OQPRC”.? Or, more precisely, the war promised a return to the good
old days of OPEC — oil prices kept low enough to lubricate American

28 In 2003 slone, Halliburton’s Iraq contracts represented 221 percent of its total revenues,
29 Thomas Friedman, “Oil price formula calls for critical maths if Saddam s taken out of the
equation”, Guardian, Augast 6, 2002, p. 6. :
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capitalism and satisfy the US consumer, but high enough to feed oil
company profits; oil quotas sufficient to line the pockets of supplicant
petro-oligarchies around the world; a marker price within a zone capable
of drawing non-OPEC oil intosthe world market as a buffer; and, once
- again, an obedient swing producer willing and able to respond to the
‘exigencies and volatilities (“sapply-disruption risk”, in the argot of the
New York Mercantile Exchange) of the earth’s most strategic commodity.
- Had not the 2001 Baker Institute Report (yes, that Baker), Strategic Energy
|  Policy Challenges for the 215t Century, noted the disturbing rundown in spare
- capacity worldwide? (OPEC’ unused sources of supply had amounted
= -to 25 percent of global demand in 1985; by 1990 they made up no more
.ﬁwmn 2 percent) The earth, it concluded, was “precariously close to
....mam&mm all of its available global oil production”, thereby “raising the:
‘chances of an oil supply crisis”. The occupation of Iraq promised a reso-

~Tution to all this. And more.

= An oil war offered the rosy prospect of “privatization by occupation”

‘= or, 2 “sublime” opportunity to “scoop up cheap assets” as STRATFOR
. put it.*® Whether or not existing French and Russian contracts with the

Ba’achist state would be honored was of less consequence to the oil

: .@wmmmﬂ&oﬁw than the prospect of a neo-lberal assault, led by Rumsfeld

and Cheney, on Iraq’s nationalized oil industry, a staple of all Third World -
petro-states and a sector that had in general escaped the fate of neo-

. liberal privatization. And behind this hostility to state-owned petroleum

“lay a bitter, and complex, history. The patchwork of foreign concessions

and informal state-company alliances that had dominated the first part of
the twentieth century - the so-called era of “free-flowing oil” — had been

ﬁmwnm apart by insurgent nationalisms during the post-1945 period, with

. Venezuela and Iran leading the charge. US oil companies had turned, not

30 _mmﬁnm.wn Fotecasting Inc., the self-described “world’s leading private intelligence provider”
v»wﬂm in Texas (wwwstratforcom), quoted in C. Brightman, Tt/ Insecurity, London 2004,
pe215.
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unexpectedly, to the US state for suppost: they were duly provided with
foreign tax credits to compensate for rising royalty payments in the world
at lasge, with tariffs on the importation of cheap ovesseas oil, with exemp-
tions from anti-trust prosecution, and, most dramatically, with a
CIA-backed coup to topple the Mosadeq government in Iran. But adl this,
in 2 sense, proved futdle. The new geography of oil cartels, and the
founding of OPEC in 1960, marked an historic politicization ~ and ult-
rately the global restructuring — of the oil business.

Of course, none of this meant the collapse of profitability for the
likes of Shell arid Amoco. Quite the reverse: the new “limited flow”
arrangement was predicated, as Sheik Yamani put it, on not wanting “the
majors to lose their power”. (For every dollar increase in the price of
crude during the 1970s, the majors increased their net profits by 7
percent.) Nevertheless, the Seven Sisters were compelled to live with a
new international oil system, accepting “upstream” nationalization and
an effective Third World cartel as {unpleasant) facts of life. In response,
the majors moved “downstrearn” in many key actvities, operating as
joint ventures with national ol firms to whom higher royalties were now

paid (the so-called 50/50 system), and consolidating their power in other
sectors of the supply chain to compensate for the loss of direct control
of reserves. Between 1953 and 1972 their share of concession areas feil
from 64 percent to 24 percent. Even after the mesgers of the late 1990s,
the supermajors directly produced only 35 percent of their sales, and
controlied only 4 percent of world reserves.

On this larger canvas, then, Iraq was to be made an example —it would
set the stage for a whole new attempt at the radical de-nationalization of
oil {a process begun, to little effect, in Saudi Arabia in 1998). By creating
an “ernerging market” from a decrepit state-owned petroleum industry,
the war would Jay the foundations for something dear to the hearts of the
Washington cabal: an end to {other people’s) econiomic nationalism and
producer cartels. Augmented Iragi output under corporate -auspices
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brought another benefit: OPEC oil would continue to be traded in dollats,
- (In November 2000 Saddam had switched to the euro as 2 tiposte to
. Washington’s hard line on sanctions) In this ideological universe, oil
figured centrally ~ since oil had remained one of the Third World’s most
. effective bulwarks against the neo-liberal attack. The appointment of ex-
- Shell executive Philip Carroll to run the Baghdad energy ministry was a
~logical move given Paul Bremer’s belief (voiced to anyone who would
listen) that the Iraqi Governing Council’s attachment to oil nationalization
wrmm to be changed”. Bremer’s first act as proconsul, after all, had been
...&H@nﬁmm at the 190 state-owned companies dnd their 650,000 employees.
" He fired half a million of thetn. What followed was not simply a state
liquidation sale but a raft of laws — Order 37 lowering corporate tax rates,
Order 39 permitting wholly owned foreign subsidiaries, Order 40
welcoming foreign banks — even more radical than East European shock
thetapy (“getting Iraq ready for Wal-Mart” as the former Bush-Cheney
w.mﬁ@ﬁmm manager put it).”" Here was an unprecedented opportanity
. mﬂﬁ BP, Shell, and Lxxon-Mobil to take back their old Iraq Petroleum
Company possessions. Not just de-nationalization but restitution!
.. The occupation, everyone agrees, has not gone as planned. Doling out
%5. spoils of war amidst the chaos of a radical insurgency has turned out
ﬁo be almost impossible - of 2,390 planned projects between 2004 and
2008, only 164 are underway. But who is to say that Bremer and Exxon are
ot slowly but surely getting what they came for? As always, at taxpayers’
cxpense. Twenty percent of all congressional aid to Iraq has been devoted
to oil infrastructure — in effect, a $1.6 billion subsidy to the oil industry, As
to drive home the point, on May 22, 2003 the Bush administration tried
accelerate corporate investment in the Iraai ol sector by means of
m,km_numdm Order 13303. A secret order, naturally. It granted non-lragi
oﬁmmﬂmm blanket immunity from criminal or civil prosecution in relation

31 Notably, all of Saddam’s laws concerning labor’s (lack of) tights were left intact.
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to any action — however corrupt, illegal, abusive, or costly to the environ-
ment - undertaken with a view to oil exploration, production, or sale.
Such efforts were born partly of desperation. Iragi oil is at present still
flowing (we write in fall 2004), but at a dribble — already in 2003, sabotage
had reduced output to 1.33 million barrels per day (bpd), down from 2.12
million bpd the previous year. The occupying armies are incapable of
maintaining security in and around the refineries and pipelines. And the
extent of the oil infrastructure’s ruin has now become clear. One hears
much less talk now of that oil-financed imperialisen— 7 or 8 million barrels
per day was once 2 common estimate - which not so long ago was the
datling of the military accountants. In Rumsfeld-speak: “staff happens”.
There are caveats, then. But even taking account of the present
difficulties, does not the stoty we have told so far add up to a solid
confirmation of the Blood for Ol argument? Have not the past two
years been both a “bonanza for the American oil companies” (Washington
Post, Septernber 15, 2002) and “one of the most audacious hostile
takeovers ever” (Wall Street Jonrnal, Aptil 30, 2003)?-Who on the Left

would care to disagree?

So much for the prosecution case. What are we to make of it? Pitched
at a certain level of generality — big actots, deathless cconomic necessi-
ties, corrupt intermediaries, a conception of “capital” as essentially a
unified field — the pattern of cause and effect here looks robust. But the
argument, under closer scrutiny, turns out to be rather more complex
and unstable. The thesis is multilayered, sometimes contradictory, and
overconfident that it has put its finger on specific signs of oil at work.
In our tally, the Blood for Oil argument might mean that war was
launched for any (or all) of the following reasons, or through some

concatenation of them:
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* Because of an oil shortage (or unacceptably high oil prices), and/or
the press of Hubbert's Peak ™ (the zenith of global oil output having
been reached).

'+ Because of the unprecedented powers of the petro-industrial

complex (it had captured the White House, as never before).

* Because a self-consciously assertive “oil administration”, aware of
the need there would be to rehabilitate the vast Iraqi oil sector if
ever Saddarn was removed from power, could not resist the oppor-
tunity for their cronies to drink deep at the well of reconstruction
(over 2,300 such projects to be put out to bid for completion over
the two years from March 2004).

2% Because of a temporary (but strategic) capacity shortage within

OPEC.

~» Because of a strategic need to reassign Russian and French contracts

- inIraq (worth an estimated 70 billion barrels) to the US supermajors.
" Because the privatization of a powerful (and paradigmatic) Third
World nationalized oil sector would send a neo-liberal blast through
OPEC (indeed, removing Saddam did away with one of OPEC’s
most assertive voices for aggressive price policy, and set the stage
for clipping the wings of another, Hugo Chavez).

* Because of a short-term strategic need to deploy vast oil reserves

 for geo-strategic purposes. (China’s oil consumption is reckoned to
- be around 10 million bpd by 2020. What a prize, to have gained de
- “facto control over China’s industrial progress, as well as leverage
" over other great oil importers like Germany and Japan!)

Because the privatization of the Iraqi fields would place pressure
. on the House of Saud to further deepen the trend, tentatively
opened in 1998, to liberalize the Saudi oil sector. ‘

32 .m.m.:m .anwﬁﬁ a hard-rock geologist, correctly anticipated the peaking of US production in
the 19305, and predicted — less successfulty — that world oil sutput would peak in the year 2000.
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»

» Because war was consistent with the “open-door policy” pursued

for the better part of eighty years by the US in the Middle Hast {and
by implication fell in with a “master plan” or “global acquisition
strategy”™® for Ametican control of the great hubricant of hydro-
carbon capitalism).

+ Because war represented, as in other energy conflicts, 2 means to
restore flagging corporate profitability, low oil prices, and general
good order within the oil system wordwide.

» Because of a desite to create a new {and more reliable)
producer”, friendly to US interests, and thereby maintain the
vizbility of the dollar through petro-dollar based trade.

-+ Because the whele post-1945 US oil strategy was actually in a

 shambles (Colombia, Saudi Arabia, Traq, Nigeria, Indonesia all
demonstrably failed states); and in particular, because the capture
of Iragi oil would reledse the US from the Saudi connection.
A collateral benefit of this strategy would be the removal of US
troops from the neighborhood of Islam’s holiest sites.

Fhiota: james ép.al’shatt,’(.fox:’bis

[

‘swing

This breviary is not exhaustive, Neither is it meant to call in question
every one of the claims listed — many have merit, as we shall sce
Nonetheless, in our view the Blood for Oil thesis loses sight of what oil
uldmately stands for in the present moment: that is, weo-fberalisn: mutating
Jfrom an gpoch of “agreements” and austerity programs to one of outright war; the
a © plural and unstable relations among specific forms of capital, abvays under the banner
of some apparently deminant mass commodity; and those periodic waves of capitalist
restrachuring we. cafl primiiive avcwmnlation. However the argument is
unpacked, Blood for Oil misdescribes what a single commodity — despite
oil’s unique political weight and density — can actually represent in rela-

tion to the larget structural imperatives of the system.

H

-

V3

\ 33 Mike Davis, “The View from Hubberts Peak”, Los \amw.a& Times, May 26, 2004; Michael
Kiare, Resonrce Wers, New York 2001

Kingdom Towers, Riyadh, Saudi Arabia, 2001
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"This is not quite the same thing as saying that the Blood for Oil argu-
ment is crudely reductive — substituting a single motive for a confused,
overdetermined set of reasons and causes, At one level this is true. There
are almost too many other plausible ways of framing the Iraq invasion:
as an exemplary instance of gunboat diplomacy in the interests of “free
trade”; as a consequence of the seizure of power by the Project for the
New American Century; as a demonstration of the price to be paid by
any state opposing the vision of wotld order laid out in the National
Security Strategy document of September 2002; as a road test for
Rumsfeld’s new model of the military; to permit the withdrawal of US
troops from Saudi Arabia; to complete Bush Senior’s unfinished busi-
ness; as a spectacular response to September 11; even as a reaction to the
lack of targets in Afghanistan (“we’re down to the last outhouse”, as
Rumsfeld confessed to the Wall Street Journal). Whatever the strength of
the individual arguments here, together they surely outrun the logic of
oil alone,

But this on its own.is a feeble objection. All (or most) human
tions are overdetermined: it does not follow that the best we can do is
settle for a plurality of causes, or a resigned plea for complexity. Some
determinants are more impostant than others; they may shape the logic
and lmits of the rest. And oil may be such a determinant. The problem
with the Blood for Oil hypothesis is not its choice of oil as a dominant
factor within a nexus of political economic forces. Rather it has conspic-
uously failed to grasp the most fundamental properties of imperial oil,
and is unable therefore to talk concretely about how oil’s dominance is
established. Oil's powers are drawn from a quite specific force field

having a capitalist cote that must periodically reconstitute the conditions

situa-

of its own profitability.
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How, then, do »# position oil, and the global reach of the supermajors, in
our interpretation of the Irag invasion? We begin with two incontestable
realities. The first is the brutality of the historical record. Right from the
start, commercial oil extraction has been accompanied by ruthless and
. sn&mm&mm& imperial viclence, by repeated warfare and genocide, and by
& cynical _mémommbomm characteristic of the corporate frontier. Iraq is the
" result mmso deposit) of precisely these processes. The Iraq Petroleam
-~ Compatiy EUC/I reconstituted in 1928 as a consortium made up of the
“Anglo-Persian @; Company, Shell, the Compagnie Frangaise des Pétrodes and

agtoup of five US companies spearheaded by Standard Ol — was cssen-
..mmww co-extensive with the new British client state. To ask which of the
two enabled the other is an academic exercise. Granted as a Mandate to
“the British between 1923 and 1929, Iraq was a crucial front in Britain’s
ambitious strategy, initiated through the British Controlled Qil Fields
Group at the end of World War One, to dominate global oil acquisition.
Under pressure from the League of Nations” Covenant to use its manda-
oty powers to develop representative institutions in Iraqg through indirect
rule, Britain adroitly cooked up bogus elections, installed a pliant
 Constituent Assembly and a freshly minted monarch, then successfully
igged a plebiscite with the assistance of its new high commissioner, Sir
Percy Fox. With a little help from the League of Nations in 1925, Britzin
“struck a deal with the French to ensure that oil-tich Mosul Province —
- “Nebuchadnezzar’s farnace” — was formally incorporated within Irag. In
hott order, a Principal Agreement was signed in March 1931 formally
ranting the IPC a massive tract of 32,000 square miles of Iraqi territory.
A rmmn@ convened Iraqi Parliament rubber stamped what has been called
otie of the worst oil deals that has ever been signed”,* endorsing the
J.UO demand that no taxes be levied. Iraq surrendered its right to tax the

Qm Deparement of State ofl expert Richard Funkhouser, addressing the US National War
College in 1951, cited in Francisco Parra, The Politics of Oif, London 2004, p. 13.
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companies for a “fiscal stability clause”, paid for with a trifling one-time
payment by the consortium.

Hete was the coacessionary economy at work. A ramshackle depend-
ency, whose very sovereignty is largely a fiction, grants to an oil company
an exclusive right to explore and develop oil over a vast ferritory for an
extended — often indefinite — period of time. The company, armed with
full title to all oil resources, operates with total impunity, offering
niggardly payments (royalties, rents and taxes) to the host government,
As a result of concessions like these, the Big Three oil cartel came to
control 70 percent of global oil output by the 1930s, By the end of the
Great Depression, the foundations of the modern international oil
system ~ corporate/state collusion, regulation of surplus, and manufac-
tured scarcity by means of interlocking partnerships — had been laid.
From the vantage point of the present, the only things missing were
drugs and private armies.

The second reality is America’s special place in the ongoing story. This
turns on the accident of geological history that left the world’s largest
economy, from the 1920s onward, increasingly dependent on foreign
oil. The Persian Gulf figured centrally in America’s strategic response.™
By 1933, Standard Oil of California (SOCAL)* had acquired a massive
concession from King Iha Saud, extending from the Persian Gulf to the
Red Sea. Within a decade, five US multinationals had invested $1 billion

in Iraq, Kuowait, and Saudi Arabia.

35 In the wake of the anti-trust break-up of the Rockefeller oil empire, US firms looked further

afield o Mexico and Venezuela, The British, French, and Russians meanwhile had excluded

US interests from the Quoman sphere (most dramatically in 1920 when the Buropean

powers blocked US concessions in Iraq). American fizms pushed hard for an “open doot”

policy and, under pressure, the Beidsh finally succumbed, latrgely as a resule of war debts owed

to the US, Jersey Standard and MNew York Standard were granted access to the old Ottoman
lands {and membership in IPC) by Whitchall in 1922,

SOCAL

36 Tn 1933, SOCAL established the California Arabian Standard Oil Company. In 1943,

Company {Aramco) and added Fxxon and Mobil as co-owners.

convinced the US government to take ovex SOCAL’S and the British government’s funding !
of the Saudi government. In 1944, SOCAL renamed the company the Arabian American Oil
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The new political cartography of oil had been drawn in full by the end
- of World War Two, Roosevelt, returning from Yalta in February 1945,
met with the Saudi monarch and deciared that his country was “more
important to US diplomacy than vireually any other nation”. Within two
years, Truman and his Secretary of State, Dean Acheson, were working
- directly with Big Ol for strategic assistance. The oil men would provision
Europe and the armed forces in Asia (notably Japan and Korea); in return,
< the oil companies would be given the head of Mosadeq and a military
| “base in Daharan (the center of Aramco’s Saudi operations). The coordi-
: .H.Eﬁm were clear: an inter-state coalition with the Gulf sheiks, an alliance
.Wumgmg the military (plus the CIA) and big petroleum, and an interna-
- tional oil system superintended by American firms, From the perspective
...ﬁm the US state’s political interests, it was a systermn and a strategy intended
to shore up the Marshall Plaq, to exercise “veto power” over Japanese
imports, and to help control the spread of Communism in Asia.
+The oil system, unstable and rickety at best, needed constant fine-
tuning, When in 1968 the British announced their intention to withdraw
forces from the Gulf over the next few years, no less than Henry
Kissinger stepped in ~ “to keep Iraq from achieving hegemony in the
Persian Gulf”*" Local forces were to be strengthened in the face of a
possible Iraq-USSR alliance.® Monarchical rule (Shah Pahiavi in Iran
nd, as ever, the Saudis) backed by massive military power became the
twin pillars of US strategy.
But fine-tuning could not douse the flames of Mmmcwmmum petro-nation-
sm. From the very beginning, client states had little control or
: b.&.mmmﬂmm&zm of price setting. Anglo-Persian, for example, slashed
.”.Mﬁm.amﬁ royaltes in 1933 as company revenues tumbled and promptly
..mmm.o@ Reza Shah to South Aftica for simply questioning the concessionary

M_..W.Eauva Hﬁmm.wmmﬁ. Years of Upbeaval, New York 1982, p. 669,
: 8 The wmwmmdma had broken with the US in 1967 after the Six-Day War, signed 2 weaty with
: the Soviets soon after, and nationalized the IPC in 1972,
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agreements. Concessions, and the operations of imperial oil, inevitably
stoked a strong nationalist reaction. By 1958, John Foster Dulles relue-
tantly acknowledged the limits of Big Oil geo-strategy, conceding that
nationalism “made it moze difficult for the oil companies to maintain a
decent positdon”” It was Mosadeq in Iran, Abdul Karim Qasim in Irag,
Perez Alfonso in Venezuels, and Abdullah Tariki in Saudi Arabia who
emerged as the standard-bearers of national resource control. They clev-
erly turned to the spot market — the new locus of much international oil
trading — with the result that pressures to lower oil prices intensified. In
a historic decision, Exxon (formerly Jersey Standard) unilaterally cut
posted prices by 10 cents per barrel on August 8, 1960. Harold Snow, the
President of British Petroleum, was reported to have wept at the news.
There was good reason. OPEC was born a month later as a counter-
cartel. The meeting of the five core states in Baghdad seemed to confirm
the worst American fears: insurgent natiopalisrn turned into a trade
union. Still, OPEC sat dormant for a decade. It was the confluence in
1973 of Libyan radicalism, assertive oil independents, and an Arab oil
embargo precipitated by US support for Israel in the Arab—Israeli war,
that finally detonated the old system. In a ten-month period in 1974, the
price of a barrel of oil rose 228 percent.

The OPEC revolution turned the oil-procurement system upside
down. America was now obliged to fashion, from the ruins of the cartel,
a new oil strategy in which the Saudi “special relationship” loomed even
targer, and had to learn to live with the consequences of something the
oil companies had only fantasized: three massive oil price-hikes over the
succeeding decade. All of which turned out, unexpectedly, to be good
news: for the companies’ profitability, for OPEC revenues, and for
America’s geo-strategic interest in confroanting its new economic

competitors, Japan and Germany.

39 Quoted in D. Litde, American Origntaliss, Chapel Hill 2002, p. 60.
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. How; then, does this history affect the Blood for Oil azgument in the case
= of Iraq? In brief, we go on to argue the following, Fitst, there was no
.. shortage, or impending shortage, of oil during the time war was in the
~planning stage. Second,swar was in no sense a structural or strategic
_necessity; indeed, it represented a high-stakes gamble, not least for the
~-ofl industry itself. There was a record ~ long and ignomimious — of
‘ptoven alternatives to military force, as the recent histories of both impe-
.%& and American oil reveal. And third, as we have stated previously, a
narrow focus on oil gus commodity cannot grasp the larger capitalist
complex of which oil is a constitutive part. It substitutes oil capital for a
wider capitalist nerve center.

We - begin with the specter of shortage. Qil is finite, an exhaustible
resource. It is no mcnmmm..ﬁ therefore, that the combination of strategic
use and explosive rates of consumption have made the oil sector the
object of much Malthusian speculation. Our view is that scarcity and
tice — the twin sisters of Malthusian pessimism — provide no ground
 which the Iraq war can or should be located. The history of twen-
eth-century oil is #o# the history of shortfall and inflation, but of the
constant menace — for the industry and the oil states — of excess capacity
and falling prices, of surplus and giut.

It is best to start with the years immediately prior to September 1.
Ol prices had in effect collapsed in the late 1990s — a product of the
sian financial crisis and Clinton’s Dual Containgment policy.® A round
of :Corporate metgers, accompanied by a new internal discipline within
40" Brainchild of Martin Indyk, Assistant Undersecretary of mﬂuzw, for Near East Affairs, the
. olicy mwa.«:am Irag and Iran permission (mostly) to market ofl, 2nd allocated their quoms to
the Sandis — who in effect were bankrolling the US military presence in the Gulf. The Saudis

eapt at the opportunity to increase their quota (indeed to exceed ity as a way of addressing
their own economic exisis. By 1997 Saud: Arabia was pumping 8.5 million bpd (in 1985 it had

k<
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Oil spill, Nembe Creek, Miger Deilta, MNigeria, August 2004

QPEC, resulted in prices rebounding to $30 a barrel, but in real tegrns
this was small beer. In response, the 2001 Cheney Task Force did no
more than recapitulate an argument made earlier by Jimmy Carter:
demand is growing, oil is not scarce, but it is unevenly distributed. Carter
had emphasized conservation, at least in the first instance, as a response
to market— dependency; Cheney accented military preparedness, mw&on&
secutity strategy, and alternate sources of supply (West Africa, the

v Y

Caspian).

The basic conundrum, again, was to design a system of organized
scarcity capable of keeping the oil price low enough for capitalist growth
(and latierly, an SUV car culture), and high enough for corporate

&

been basely 3 million bpd}. Eoéwﬁwn. as the Asian contagion spread and economic contzac-
dion followed, oil prices coliapsed 1o $9 per bazrel in 1998 (see Stephen Pelletiere, Trag and the

International Qif System, Washington DC 2004).

.....m:m-wﬁumn& resistance. Yet oil prices have remained, for almost half a
century, reatively stable (and cheap) in real terms. Unprecedented price hikes
- 1in1973-74 and 197980 had nothing to do with actual oil scarcity, in the
. “same way that the rapid run up in oil prices beginning in March 2004 (to
cwell over $55 a batrel by October 2004) was entirely a matter of what
- NYMEX traders cailed “paper froth”. Speculators piled into the oil
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profitability and OPEC’s Third World “high absorbers”* Repeated
| attempts to finalize and regularize these contradictory goals have all proved
fruitless: in a sense, post-1945 US oil policy stands in tatters if one simply
notes the correspondence between states with oil, political instability, and

martket because hedge funds had no alternatives, and punters wagered on
the likelthood of a “supply-disruption premium™.*

It is true that there has been a recent avalanche of “end of oil”
prophecies, connecting to a longer history of apocalyptic thinking about

“modernity’s wholesale dependence upon a finite resource. Oil is running
-'out. The claim is incontestable, of course. The question is when. The

Malthusians feed on the opinion of certain hard-rock geologists, Colin
nwﬁmgm and Kenneth Deffeyes chief among them, who believe that
maximum global production is upon us — #ow. There is a new think-tank
.. the Oil Depletion Analysis Centre — and a lobbying group -~ m._J
Association for the Study of Peak Oil — devoted to establishing m._mw
mmn.ﬁ. Yet the vast resources of the new West Aftican “Gulf States”, the “
cep-water fields beginning to be exploited in Mexico and Brazil, the ”
Canadian tar sands, the emergence of Russia as a new oil superpower, |
.nw.%m scramble, however chaotic and violent, in the Caspian ~ mm w
mnﬁd&% promoted by the Cheney Task Force — point to a rather different | N

world picture.

.ﬁ.wﬂ_mw»_umc»vommwrmanmnwcnimnmMhm&annmmmﬁnOmmammou_:m wnﬂno.nmemﬁm N.Eﬁéa\.?mg\
i development purposes, and so are much more likely to promote higher prices than surplus-
‘producing low zbsorbers like UAE or Kuwait.

A buening question™, The Econemist, March 27, 2004, p. 71.

.
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Any response to the scarcity question has to begin with the field of
oil statistics, on which there is absolutely no consensus -~ and sometimes
no data.”? There is disagreement among the oil majors and their oﬁmﬁ-.
zations (the International Energy Agency, the American Petroleum
Tnstitute) about when global oil production is likely to peak — in 20107
20257 20457 — and about the production frontier beyond which US secu-
rity might be endangered. The entire question of company oil reserves
is mugky — the US Geological Survey and the estimate of oil savant Colin
Campbell differ on the subject by 3.9 tillion barrels! — and what figares
we have are very likely cooked.* The USGS believes Hubbert’s Peak is
decades away; Royal Dutch-Shell believes it is the other side of 2030; and
the US Energy Information Administration places the zenith somewhere
berween 2021 and 2112. For every King Hubbert there is 2 Motris
Adelman (MIT emeritus professos): over the next half-century, Adelman
says, “oil available to the market is for all intents and purposes infinite”.*

In any case, new technological advances are already opening the way to
hugely better recovery rates. Deep-water drilling has exposed hitherto
inaccessible fields (in the Gulf of Mexico, the Bight of Benin, Angola,
and Brazil). Exploration breakthroughs will continue to redraft the map
of energy reserves. Even more radically, the capacity to convert Canadian
tar sands into useable hydrocarbons may alone fundamentally refigure the
whole geopolitics of petroleum: in time, Canada’s reserves could exceed

43 Here is Micolas Sackis, Director of the Arab Petroleutn Research Center in Pags: “Oil market
statistics are fuzzy. Surprisingly OPEC members publish production fgures three months
late, maintaining the confusion beiween their theotetical production quotas and actual output
.... Operators and observers play hide and seek, attermpting to track tankers and consulting
secondary soutces ... o assess daily production”. “Is there really & rise in oi} prices?”,
Le Monde diplomatigne, July 2004, p. 4.

44 Witness the recent debacle at Shell in which the CEO, Sir Philip Wazts, was compelled to
resign in the wake of corporate downgrading of its West African and Austraban reserves.
Shell’s reserves in Nigeria were appatenty overestimated by 15-20 percent largely it appears
28 a result of 2 combination of fraud within the Nigesian Petroleum Ministry and a system
of tax incentives offered by the government which induced Shell to play fast and loose with
its figures in the early 1990s.

45 Mosrs Adeiman dited in V. Vaitheeswaran, Power fo the People, New York 2603, p. 150
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those of Saudi Arabia. Would not Ottawa be a safer bet as swing producer
than Riyadh? Or Baghdad? Even within the energy industry as now
constituted, it is gas {liquefied nataral gas) that is the new panacea. And
the geography of gas reserves.is not isomorphic with the geopolitical map
“of oil security. Finally, there is the vast rearrangement of the energy land-
 scape — studiously ignored by the Cheney Task Force — made possible by
- new conservation technologies, which in as little as a decade could shift
the frontier of oil exhaustion decisively. Sheik Zaki Yamani, Saudi oil
- minister 2nd one-time head of OPEC, is fond of saying that “the Stone
* Age did not end for lack of stone”.* The Oil Age ~ and with it, hydro-
carbon capitalism — will indeed come to an end; but this rubicon will bé
‘crossed long before the world runs out of the foul-smelling liquid.
: },H.o suggest, then, that absolute scarcity propelled the events of 2003 is
-untenable. And much the same can be said about price. The relation
- -among so-called “excess demand” (read, ongoing cconotnic expansion),
“excess supply” (read, economic recession and improved conservation
methods}), and price defies any martket logic. Over the past three decades,
for example, the proxy for availability - the ratio of proven reserves to
‘carrent production — rose by a quarter, yet in real terms prices doubled.
“An examination of inventores (a commnon way to estimate the desires of
...v.&wnﬁm and seliers) confounds expectations further. During the 1970s, as
Jnventory built up, prices soared; the oil crisis of 1973-74, that is, had
.oﬂ.rw.bm to do with shortage — because there was no shortage. By the
...wwomv excess consumption had taken hold and inventories diminished,
.ﬁ.ﬁ strange to say, prices fell by 71 percent between 1980 and 1986. Over
the last fifteen years, the fluctuations of price in relation to excess demand
are utterly baffling. The magnitudes of the mismatch between demand
. m.dm. price make little sense. Since 1960, world consamption has typically
-been 2-3 percent above or below world output. How on earth can such

~

\%..m ..Ocom& in V. Vaitheeswaran, Power fo Mz Peapfe, New York 2003, p. 98. .
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relatively insignificant discrepancies explain dramatic real-price fluctua-
tions of tens or sometimes hundreds of percent 2 year? And why are
prices sometimes so sensitive to the discrepancies, and other times
completely tesistant to themn?

Why? Because oil is an item (a key item) of market currency,
therefore subject to constantly shifting expectations and perceptions,
speculation and gambling ~ plus the pressure, as always, of “external
circumstances”. However plentiful supplies have been, since 1960
continual wars and rearmament in the Middle East have generated an
atmosphere of crisis. Prices magically return to “acceptable levels”

as
the conflicts dissipate. But if wars and regional instability produce high
itself has

and

prices, the link is in no simple sense causative. The ol industry

e long built-such things iato its normal business calculus. The so-called
price consensus typically incorporates a “peacetime base”, an “embargo
v effect”, and, of course, “war premiums”.

v If petro-Malthusianism was in some measute a product of war, might
relative scarcity (concrete threats of supply-disruption) plausibly provide
the grounds for invasion? Real oil prices had fallen steadily through the
1990s, and in the wake of world recession werte as low as they had been
for thirty years. OPEC, as expected, responded (along with Mexico) by
cutting output. Saudi Arabia cut its quota by a million barrels, and prices
reacted accordingly (amidst some agitation among traders regarding the
ascension of Hugo Chavez in Venezuela, and deteriorating US—Iraq rela-
tions). Rising oil prices in 2000, and the bursting of the Wall Street
high-technology bubble, doubtless fed the perception that oil was scarce
and economic recovery might be compromised. But rising oil prices are
the reality over the long term (in real dollars, they had doubled in three
decades), and they were tising on an historically low base. To suggest that

. .
here was a trend that “Americans could barely accommodate™ is

noensense,

47 Stephen Pelledere, Trug and the m.ﬁ&.%.é. Ol Systerm, p. 125,
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v

- Might the occupation of Iraq nevertheless reflect a deeper morbidity
- within the entire oil system? Might war have been triggered by short-
- term capacity problems, or supply disruptions {the nightmare of Osama
” tocketing oil tankers in the Steaits of Hormuz) — maybe with an eye to
- -stability in the long term? Was the resumption of large-scale oil produc-
“tion in Irag a structural imperative for the stability of the world oil
~system, or for American capitalism (the strength of the dollar), ot for
both? In our account, the answer must surely be no.

- Let us assume that the Bush oil men 44 see their national and cOrpo-
ate interests undercut by the oil situation worldwide. Let us assume too
- that the state and the companies were unable or unwilling to compromise
_-on higher but stable prices. Let us take as given that the Adsministration
was incensed by Saddam’s switch, in 2000, from dollars to euros in
.mmwaoma received under the Oil for Food program, and terrified that
such action might give Iran the same idea. And assume further. that
French and Russian contracts in Iraq were perceived by the supermajors
as undercutting their operations, or their global acquisition strategy. Given
all this, why would the companies or the Bush cabinet believe that it
required an invasion to put things right? And why might this view have
traction on the Left? War, said George Caffentzis,*® “is the only way for
the... oil companies to gain profitable access to Iragi oil”.

“From the point of view of the price of oil” said Adel Beshai,
Professor of Economics at the American University in Cairo, “the best
mﬁmm would be not to attack Iraq atall .... {It] could lead to unpredictable
events ... Attack lraq and you open Pandora’s box.* The-box might

8 Geozpe Caffentzis, “No Blood for Qil”, 2003, httpy/ fwww.commoner.org.uk/02-
= 9ptoundzero.himn.

49 Cited in Michael Mann, Incofersnt Empire, London 2003, p. 209. According to the 2003
Economist Intelligence Unit, three quarters of the countries with the “highest tisk for foreign
vestment” are ofl producing states. :
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contain unprecedented price increases, which could be good news for
the companies (including non-American majors) — but already, in saying
s0, we have cssentially left the Blood for (Cheap) Oil framework behind.
indeed why open the box at all? The crude art of cutting deals with
petro-shatks and oilygarchs was tried and tested. Rumsfeld himself had
been such an adept practitioner twenty years eatlier — with Saddam and
is oil men. And had not Cheney at the helm of Halliburton overseen
the sale of $22 million of services and parts to Saddam through a
subsidiary (Dresser) as part of the notoriously corrupt UN Oil for Food
program? It was stil all working swimmingly, Why tamper with it?
Perhaps to retain the viability of the dollar? If OPEC switched to the
curo, might the dollar crash? The dollar has fallen of course, and that is
the point. The idea that an OPEC switch could destroy the dollar is
implausible; afer all, the cartel accounts for less than 5 percent of cross
border capital flows. Peshaps, however, the oil companies were sold a bill
of goods, convinced by Cheney and associates that the risk of unfore-
seen consequences was low. But this is implausible. What the industry
wants more than anything else, noted the former Director of Operations
for the CIA, is “a stable apple cart”.® It is a sentiment parroted endlessly
by the oil trade press {by late 2001 the trade journals such as O# and Gas
International wese lamenting the commercial costs of the Afghan inva-
sion). High prices have never compensated for the costs of stabilizing
and secuting production. All of the supermajors in West Africa —to take
one example — have prepared policy papess on the current security situ-
ation, and each is haunted by the specter of worsening conditions
prompting withdrawal from the region in two to three yeass.
War is rarely a vehicle for price stability, in other words — but perhaps
that is the point. Conflict has been endemic to the industry in the Middle
Fast since the 1960s. And through ali the subsequent wars and upheavals

50 Cited in William Engdabl, A Centeery of Wer, London 2004, p. 268,
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— the Arab embargo, the Six-Day War, the Imanian Revolution, the
Iran—Iraq conflict, the first Guif War — oil companies managed to restore
their levels of profitability, oil oligarchs and dictators made Switzerland
happy, and, in spite of periods of inflationaty recession, the oil economy
- was stabilized. But the 2003 invasion was different — different than the
- first Gulf War, which had indeed been a struggle over oil supplies.”
What was on offer to the industry this time was unilateral adventarism

.

-in the face of a global Muslim insurgency, and the prospect of enraging
' the largest generation of young Arabs and Muslims in history. It risked
-20 percent of the world’s oil supply, the entite Gulf strategy, the wider |
~set of US interests in the region, the radical destabilization of the entire
Muslim world, the active promotion of the jihadi struggle, and blowback
--of a wholly unpredictable and uncontainable sort.

vl

O.F said a founder of OPEC, is “the devil’s excrement”. It works magic.
t is the force that makes the world go round. In our view, the very
tfofmulation of the Blood for Oil hypothesis concedes too much to this
.B.mmwmm_ point of view. As we have said before, it substitutes oil (as one
sector. of industry) for a dominant capitalist core, and fixes on the chat-
icter of a single commoxdity at the expense of the systemic imperatives
m : .nm@:& in general. To grasp this we must return to OPEC and the new
il regime it helped Jaunch.* .

‘The 1960s marked a decade-long decline in oil prices, accounted for in

v’

part by the unrelenting search for reserves, new upstream technologies, ¢
& 7o
Sl

Saddam was furious thas Kuwait and UAE, under U3 pressure, were producing over quota
~-to keep prices low His obvious oil-profits motive elicited widespread condemnation across
ithe Arab wosld and provided a relatively broad muldlateral ground for the American miliary
esponse.

We are deeply indebred to the brilliant analysis of the political economy of oil offered by

ol r . . . e 4 f -
Jonathan Niwzan and Shimson Bichler in The Global Political Econoay of Tsracd, Tondon Noew.v ~
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and fresh infusions of oil from Russia, all of which combined to create

massive excess capacity. Major new actors appeared on the scene. Old-
style collusion was less and less feasible. Against this backdrop, OPEC
politicization of the oil market can be understood not as a threat to the
major oil-consuming states but as a new and more sophisticated align-
ment, resting on a convergence of interest among companies, the US
government, and suppliers. A higher price-regime was good for the
majors (their profits soated during the 1970s, and their ability to check
the power of independents was enhanced), good for Washington (it
promised a slowdown in the Japanese and Futopean economies, as
Kissinger noted), good for Britain (through North Sea oil and its
majots), and good for the Cold War, since it boosted the US military
presence in the Middle East. Sheik Yamuani articulated OPEC’s mission
rather well: “to avoid at ail costs any clash of interests which would shake
the foundations of the whole oil industry™.*

Big Oil was a beneficiary of the OPEC revoluton. But understanding
why leads us immediately beyond questions of price and supply to a
wider, more inclusive economic — and political — landscape. There isa
twofold histoty at work here. On the one hand, the rollercoaster of price
booms and busts, often cutting against long-term trends; and on the
other, the ever bleaker epicycles of conflict, militarization and revolu-
tionary upheaval. On the one hand, that is, the podiiczation of the ol
sector; on the other, the commerdalization of -the atms industry.” This is
the heart of the “Weapondollar—Petrodollar O.Qmmm.on:.wm In the 1950s,

95 percent of US armament exports had been provided as foreign aid.
. o

53 Ibid., p. 227. P

54 Thid., pp. 219-73. See also “Transfortried: A Susvey of the Defense Industry”,

Tuly 30, 2002.

55 Nitzan and Bichlcr, The Glshal Politital Fconaryy of Iaet, p. 202, According to the Congtessional
Research Service, the US in 2003 maintained 2 wide lead in weapon sales {314.5 billion, 57
percent of the towl); Russia ranked (z distant) sccond. Thom Shanker, “US and Russia still
dominate arms market”, Neow York Tines, Auguse 30, 2004, p. A7. It is perhaps no surprise, then,

that Russia accounted for the fion’s share of oil contracts in Iraq.
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- By:2000, the figure had fallen to one quarter. Privatization of the arms
- trade, naturally, had established itself as the way of the future, and
- soon the ubiquitous “contractor” was providing everything from air-
- conditioned tents to motticians. Following a wave of mergers and consol-
idations in the 1990s (overseen and promoted by the Defense
" Department), the largest twenty US contractors were reduced to four —
“Boeing, Northrop Grumman, Lockheed Martin, and Raytheon. Their
- sales now account for $150 billion, and they control a vast proportion of
state contracts. Net profit in the sector, as a share of the total net profit
of the Fortune 500, doubled (to 10 percent) between 1965 and 1985,
This kind of extraordinary growth of the “Arma-Core” could not be
m.mmg..E& even by US levels of military Keynesianismy: it required foreign
- purchases, and, specifically, Third World buyers.

. The key to the rise of the armaments industry — the shift from aid to
trade — was the arrival on the scene of QPEC, and the redisttibution of
mmovm_ income that followed. In 1963, the Middle East accounted for
9.9 percent of global arms imports; in the decade following 1974, the
figure was 36 percent (roughly $45 billion per year)*® Almost half was
: m.woi@o& by US suppliers. According to Nitzan and Bichler, “for every
1 percent change in oil revenues there was, three years later, 2 3.3 wﬁwwmmﬁ
ctease in arms imports™.”" The energy conflicts across the region were
oth cause and consequence of oil-fucled militarization. Endiess money,
: said Cicero, forms the sinews of war. ‘ .

The Weapondolias—Petrodollar Coalition was suseained by high oil
.ﬁ..w.nmw (and energy conflicts) but the arrangement was structarally
- unstable. Excessively high oil prices brought energy substitution and the
. mau”nnr tor higher-cost non-OPEC oil in their wake; and militarization,
should conflicts escalate, might compromise, at any moment, the easy
mxﬁ% arms imports in 1974 amounted to $2.6 billion; berween 1985 and 1992 .n spent $52.4
‘billior.. See International Crisis Group, “Can Saudi Arabia Reform Iiself?”, July m.@omr

Brusscls, p. 27. Web ardcle appearing at wwwicgorg
Nitzan and Bichler, p. 233, .
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complicity of oil companies with the OPEC nerve centet. ,HWm.m.pmm%m
ground, as Nitzan and Bichler see it, was an oil price determined by
“tension without war”, in which oil corporate profitability stayed ahead
of all other major manufacturing sectors. When profits fell to what the
industry called a “danger zone”, oil men turned hawkish. Bach a.wmmnmi
into the “danger zone” preceded an energy conflict, and was in turn
followed by a dramatic reversal of economic fortune. The price collapse
of the 19805 proved to be a major crisis for the new order, compounded
by the fact that the Irag-Iran War — an obvious source of mn.omﬁ -
contributed to an oil glut through “distress sales”. ™ Added to this, the
arms trade during the Reagan era rernained subject to foreign policy
constraints — as a consequence of which Russia captured 30 percent of
the Middle Bast arms market. The Gulf War and the subsequent
defense treatics corrected the disequilibrium, but the 1990s overall
proved to be far less welcoming, Oil prices tumbled, om%wo&mnﬁm states
{often under neo-liberal pressures) faced domestic mcmﬂoﬁa_.w and
Asab_Istaeli tensions subsided (albeit briefly). A wave of mergers in the
oil and armaments industries provided breathing space, but theit share
of the Fortune 500’ capitalization fell to 5 percent. Then along came
September 11. | .
We take our distance here from Nitzan and Bichler’s analysis. The kind
of political servo-mechanism they point to, precisely calibrating the
oil /wat nexus — 2nd setting the tempo of Amesican rule more U_..omm&_w -
is in the end too perfunctory, 0o mechanical Nevertheless, they wn.:nﬂ
in the right direction. For the significance of oil, we have been mamﬁnmv
derives as much from the industry’s relation to other fractions of capital
— to a complex and shifting capitalist epicenter - as from any straight-

forward dependence on Gulf reserves. The dialectic of oil and

armaraents — “build and destroy” — extends, in other words, mach

58 Tn 1986 George Bush, then Vice President, went to Riyadh to wwnmn_ for Jower levels of oil
output by Sawdi Arabia, to increase prices and re-stimulate the oil-weapons trade.
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further afield, embracing not only military and oil-service industries, but
the giants of construction {and “reconstruction”),” the global engi-
neering and industrial design sector, and, not least, financial services and

. “banking capital. For these last, the dollar-denominated oil surpluses of

the “low absorbers” (Kuwait, UAE, Saudi Arabia) are the necessary raw

matetials for offshore banking, hedge funds, and speculative capital
“movements. The OPEC revolution, lest we forget, inserted massive

-quantities of petro-dollars into the hands of commercial banks, which

-soon put the money to work — to build and destroy — in Brazil, Argentina,
. and Mezxico. .

- So it is about Chevron and Texaco, but also about Bechtel, Kellogg,
”_.wﬁoén and Root, Chase Manhattan, Enron, Global Crossing, BCCI, and
DynCorp. “Oil, Guns and Money” is how Midnight Notes gloss the

. R T » e T R e
intersection of work, energy, and war. This comes closest to what we are

‘seeking to emphasizé; but everfthis characterization may be too sanitary,

coccluding the “black economy” with which the likes of Enron and
- Halliburton are more and more obviously entangled. Drugs, oil theft,
~and money laundering are the main activities in this capitalist ghost
‘world; Russia, Nigeria, Colombia, and Mexico the chief way stations. In
m@vmsmﬂmmda terms, these circuits of capital and power are difficult to

_deétermine; but they run, almost cettainly, to trillions of dollars.

- We are not fully coavinced that the oll-arms-military-engineering-
-onstruction-finance-drugs nexus was brought to crisis point by the

. ‘peace dividend”, by low oil prices, and by &n...M.o@o..m,‘.mwmwomwow.dwfmr

high-tech sector.” But we are confident thafa transnational constellatio

e et e e AT o P

.m_._.m.wos.. 1994 to 2002 the Pentagon concluded 3,016 noaﬁ»nﬂmv.ﬁmc.mmm.msmw.oo me n, with
7 twélve private military/service/construction companies; 2,760 went to IKBR and the manage-
i-ment and technology consuldng firm Booz Allen Hamilton,

.60 :Midnight Notes, Miduight Qil: Work, Energy, War 1973-1992, Brooklyn 1992, remains for us

- ai absolutely foundational text for any undesstanding of the current conjunciure,

61} Nitzan and Bichler believe that the crisis was at hand as eatly as 1993: gone were the contracts,
nd gone was stagnation and conflict. As they put it “civifian business offered much better

ways 10 beat the average” (The Global Pofitical Bconomy of Frrael, p. 2713

“
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of capital, anchored through OPEC and the inter-state system, provides

the ground on which any argument of corporate interest — the heart of

\.Z
/\; . . . - - A .
"“the Blood for Oil thesis — must be assessed. To put the matter in this way
{aoam not deny the significance of oil but locates it on a larger capitalist
¥ ican ¢ forgo oil: ts controL s a geopolitical

" Tandscape. Ametican empire cannot :
wzi,wmmcommw. But these strategic and corporate oil interests cannot, in them-
/mo?,mm ;mwnawvww\mono‘ﬂmﬁ for Ad.imperial mission, however ineptly

=T oy

prosecuted, of the sort we have witnessed over the last two years. Rather,

what the Iraq adventure represents is less a wat for oil than 2 radical,
punitive, “extra-economic” resteucturing of the conditions necessary for
expanded profitability — paving the way, in mwowr for Jmﬁ rounds of
American-led dispossession and capital accumulation. This was 2 hypet-
| nationalist neo-liberal pwfsch, made in the name of globalization and
| free-roarket democracy. 1t was intended as the prototype of a new form
' of military neo-liberalism. Ofl was especially visible at this moment of
: mxﬁnm-nnomoawn imposition because, as it turned out, oil revenues were

key to the planning and financing of the military exercise itself, and to

the reconstruction of the Iragi “emerging market”.

Vil
Military neo-fiberalism s the key formula, we believe, to a proper determi-
nation of the capitalist moment sutrounding us, and therefore to the
politics of oil. The realities covered by the term “neo-liberalism’ hardly

need spelling out. The world has endured two decades and more of -

eadical reconstruction made in the name of a new/old.capitalist ortho-
doxy — repeated rounds of privatization and &mmmm&mﬁomv tight Bommw
(for some), free trade (for the defenseless), “adjustment programs.,
attacks on welfare and on big (that is, corporate-unfriendly) government.
(Ninety-five percent of all regulatory changes during the 1990s, as inven-

toried by the UN World Investment Report, were aimed mmﬂwﬂmmmwwm ommm&

AN
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controls. The tipling of bilateral investment treaties in the first half of
M e

the same decade was almost wholly aimed at removing “barriers” to
foreign investment.) We cannot explore here the origing of neo-liber-

~alism, but they

economiic hegemony as a result of 2 crisis of overaccumulation.’ Faced

date to the 1970s, and to the challenges confronting US

with growing competition from western Burope, Japan, and Hast Asia,
 the US under Richard Nixon dismantled international financial bartiers to
 “liberate the American state from succumbing to its economic weak-
“nesses and ... strengthen the political power of the American state”®.
Institutionally, what permitted this “gamble” of projecting US financial

*the heart of neo-liberalism’s strategy was an assault on the state-centered
development strategies of post-colonial states: markets were to be forced

~neo-liberalism’s own making. For the Third World, “There is no alterna-
tive” was the mantra; for the post-1989 socialist bloc, it was simply
msvvnnm:mro%,ﬁwﬁmm%: What proved so extraordinary about the neo-
liberal counterrevolution was not its missionaty zeal, but rather its

ypernationalism: that a single nation should insist on s own i

mage a3

a global norm. The 2002 National mancnmmw.mmmmww%.ﬁa can now sece, was

its-creed, and “full spectram dominance” its commandment.™ On
balance, the neo-liberal offensive was, as Antonio Gramsci might have put
1t; a passive revolution from above: conservative, defensive aned despotic.
For a while, this version of back-to-the-future seemed to carry all
¢fore it. The Fall of the Wall was its emblem; Russian mortality rates and
the ruin of Argentina its crowning achievements. The laws of €conomics,

52 Robert Brennet, The Boow and the Bubbfe: the US in the Warld Fronomy, London 2002. v

63 Peter Gowan, The Global Ganible, London 1999, p. 23,

47 See B. Silver and G. Arrighi, “Polanyi’s ‘Double Movement™ The Beller Epoches of British and
US Hegemony Compared”, Podities and Seciety, vol. 31, no. 2, 2003, pp. 325-55,

power outwards was the IMF-WTO-Treasury-Wall Street nexus. Right at \

i

~b

-open, capital and financial flows freed up, state properties sold at knock-| ©
: . . i -
down- prices, and assets devalued and transferred in crises of i

¥
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wrote Lawrence Summers, were “like the laws of engineering’’. There was

only one set, and “they wortk everywhere”. Not for a moment do we
anderestimate the continuing monochrome allure of such

of the wotld. But something has clearly shifted in the course of the last
e 1990s, our masters seemed confi-

reality; but in 2 sense the very prefix “neo” concedes too much to the ’
familiar capitalist rhetoric of renewal. For military neo-liberalism is no /

fﬁwmmmwmm,wa‘gaén accurnulation in mm_ummmpmmﬁmo . T
:muﬁmmm«.n accumulation”s The wozds have an ‘o.wm-mmmg.osma ring to \

them, which again we think appropriate to the present. They derive, to
M@Mmmw.mwoﬁ Marx’s discussion in Capitad of the first foundations z,ﬁrm

k historic presuppositions” — on which capitalist development in Britain
émm.ymcﬁnw&. And what they point to is a history of force, of dispos- 7
session and enclosure. We have already quoted the final mwbﬂann% of

- Marys chronicle, and the reader will remember that they put their stress

“unforgettably, on the sheer ruthlessness of the history in questio -

. :.Eoom and fire” are writ large on the landscape. ! n

: 3 Marx had no illusions about the role of force in his own time. But he

-did seem to believe that the age of violent mx@aowﬁwm&on was at an end. v

.H.ﬁ was capitalism’s strength that it had internalized coercion, so to s mmw.

.mmnm that henceforward the “silent compulsions of mnonomu.mn m&m%ub ,W

~would be enough to compel the worker to “sell the whole of his mnawm

hll!{..l.].kf’-rlk e

5 vvkmm . . - PP
life”. The whiplash of primitive accumulation was required only for the

laws over much

S

ten years. Even as recently as the lat
dent that the new world of capital penetration would come about

. essentially by means of agreement (between governments and corpora-
4 tions), “fiscal discipline”, fine tuning of subsidy and bailout, and nonstop
pressure from US creditors. What precise constellation of forces began

s methodology in question is still o.mmm to debate. But it
acks began to appear within the World Bank

to put thi
happened — precipitately. Cr
establishment. Stiglitz fought with Summers, Western Burope fought with
1o take its bitter

the Washington consensus, and the South often refused
medicine. The grotesqueties of Third World indebtedness and First
World subsidies to corporate agriculture became an issue in polite society.
The back-slapping and mutual congratulation of the Uruguay Round
descended into the fiasco of Seattle - and the deeper fiascos of Doha and

Cancun. At Cancun, what emerged was an in-house insurgency: a Group
& massive US-EU subsi-

” : o
“pretensions of capital in its embryonic state”.
. We are not the fir i |
St 0 ¢ i
| eare not the firs W.Ew Emum oo sanguine (or do we mean too
choly?) in this &mmmoﬁfmom in practice it has turned out that prim- v/

of Twenty steadfast in its refusal to endorse th
dies to North Atlantic agriculture, and WO rules crafted to prevent the
£ In the world at large — the wotld neo-libet-

mom%mﬁoﬁwnoﬁnnamm#m&

alism was fighting to create — struggles accumulated as the price of :ﬁm@ mnocﬁmw\mm.ol ﬁzﬁl@;ﬁ.@@& N&w‘»wm.m&ﬁnw process, essential to

change became clearer (the Argentine example was much discussed), and mmm.mm%\mvm continuing life. This i true in at Mwmwmgﬁwgmw First of all

g 1o score real successes. The underbelly of .@m class of small landed laborers — modernity’s sacrificial Wmamcm - Wmmu

proven remarkably resilient, and still fights for survival in the gmb&rmaﬂ

: m.mEQ. The collapse (or reform) of “actually existing socialisms” over

.ﬂ.r.w vm.mm .2@ decades produced several hundred million #ew peasants as

.m millennium drew to a close. If accumulation depends, as Marx .mmE

on ﬁwﬁ Bimwmnm&om of a true proletariat, then the obstacles to ﬂm:wv
.Qm.m_.zom of such uniformity never quite seemn to go mémw., .

capitalisnr’s enernies be
“globalization” was now exposed.

This is the proper frame, we believe, for understanding what has
happened in Traq. Tt is only as part of this neo-liberal firmament, io
which a dominant capitalist core begins to find it harder and harder to
benefit from “consensus” market expansion of cOrporate mergers and
fers, that the new preference for the military option makes :
liberalism seems to us a useful shorthand for the new

SO

M

asset trans

sense. Military neo 65 - Kazl Marx, Capital, ¥ol. 1, pp. 899-900.
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The process is incomplete in another sense: namely, that it is not

simply the dispossession of labos(ers) that is key to primitive accumu-
lation, but &/ forms of dispossession. And these forms recur, and
ceconstitute themselves, endlessly: the reconstitution is fundamental to
capitalism as a system. “The otiginal sin of simple robbery”, as Hannah
Arendt put it, must “be repeated lest the motor of accumulation
suddenly die down”.% Hence the periodic movement of capitalism
outward, to geographies and polities it can plunder almost unopposed.
(O so it hoped, in the case of Iraq.) But hence, also, its drive inward,
deep into the fabtic of sodiality, in search of resOutces o rip from the
rnons. How clse, for example, to grasp the present reality of the
patenting of life-forms? How else to make sense of the myriad ways in
which collectively held goods and resources are privatized — pension
funds, basic uilities, public housing, forests once open o shared use?
And how better to bring into focus the periodic financial crises ot struc-
perpetrated by the IMF and other global
concerted campaigns of

<

COMITIOI

N ﬂ“(\

tural adjustment programs —
regulatory institutions, by hedge funds, or by

— that being in their wake a wholesale devaluation of weaith,

speculation
567

v and across-the-board transfer of assets from local to foreign hands
The question remains, of course, as © why the process of primitive
accumulation takes on, as it tegulatly does, a specificalty military (impe-

rialist) form. An answet in general is easy t0 find, However dispersed and
h new instance, primitive accumu-

>
m_

ingenious its proceduses may be in eac
Jation is essentially an exercise of violence. Blood and fire are its vectors.

W # All forms of primitive accumnulation, said Marx, require “the power of the
! gtate”. Force is, he said, both the midwife of the new and itself an

ecopomic power.® So the state hovers always in the wings. But what are

66 Hannah Arendt, The Origing of Tolafitarianism, New York 1958 (orig. pub. 1951), p. 182
67 See David Harvey, The New Inperiatisn, London 2003, passin, especiaily his discussion. of
“accumulation by dispossession”,

68 Tarl Marx, Capétal, vol. 1, p. 751
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the circumstances, precisely, which oblige the state to land on stage, in the
way it has lately? They are rarely, confra Marx, straightforwardly “economic”.
In the past few years, it is the interweave of compulsions - spectacular,
economic, geopolitical - that reveals American empire’s trae character.
Wi military ceo-liberalism endure? Indeed, what might victory under
current circumstances consist of? With the deficit rolling along at
$600 billion annually, and the national debr rising to $2.5 trillion, the cost-
benefit balance of the strategy begins to look dubicus. No doubt many
state functionaties are doing their sums. And what of Operation Ieaqi
Freedom? Two years after the tanks rolled across the Euphrates floodplain,
“the occupation barely has control of Baghdad. With unempioyment
running at perhaps 50 percent, the Mahdi Army steadily draws new
“ support from the ranks of the urban unemployed in the slums of Sadr City
-and Basra, now twice dispossessed: once by Saddam, once by Bush. The
estimated number of insurgents has tisen from two to over twenty-five
?ocmmmm. Tt all “continues to calm down”, said Rumsfeld in August 2004.
" : Even the luster of the privatized contract economy has tarnished. Of
“the $18.4 billion in reconstruction funds allocated by the US Congress in
+ October 2003, less than 9 percent has been spent a year later — and untold
.mBoS.:m of that on “security”. Duting the same petod, 113 criminal
Eﬁwmcmmaomm of contractors have been launched by one Congressional
agency alone, and cases opened on another 272 allegations of fraud and
..émmﬂm:.@ As if to confirm the falling rate of expectations, Halliburton is
reportedly putting Keliog, Brown and Root on the block because it has
vnnomﬁ so unprofitable. So much for the Great Iragi Oil Robbery. Even
Rumsteld admits “we lack metrics to know if we are winning or losing

27 TG

he wat”.”® And however you caleulate it, in the present equation a few

.ﬁ.oHn million barrels of oil will not matter a damn.

GO . Washington Pasi, November 1, 2004,
30 Ciced 1 . o ey . " . .
05 %m: Mw M)W?n Krueger and David Laitin, “Misunderestimating Tervor”, Foreion Affairs, 83/5,




