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Abstrakt 
Cílem této práce je analyzovat, jakou roli hrála závislost na nerostných surovinách v 

zahraniční politice Spojených států amerických ve válce v Perském zálivu. Nerostné 

suroviny a především ropa byly od druhé poloviny 20. stol. nezastupitelným 

komponentem v rozvoji americké ekonomiky. Přes neustávající snahu vládní 

administrativy se Spojeným státům nepodařilo zmenšit závislost své země na importu 

zahraničních zdrojů. Odkázanost na světový trh a snaha o kontrolu této závislosti 

skrze kontrolu nerostných surovin za hranicemi Spojených států vedla k promítnutí 

těchto záležitostí do americké zahraniční politiky. První kapitola práce je teoretická a 

zabývá se pohledy jednotlivých autorů na determinanty americké zahraniční politiky 

ve vztahu k nerostným surovinám. Pozice Spojených států byla charakteristická 

hegemonním postavením, umožňujícím sledování amerických zájmů v globálním 

měřítku. Druhá kapitola analyzuje vývoj závislosti na nerostných surovinách v 

americké ekonomice od začátku 20. století do války v Perském zálivu. Odhaluje 

nejdůležitější nerostné suroviny a strategický význam Perského zálivu. Poslední 

kapitola zkoumá, jaký vliv měly nerostné suroviny na americkém rozhodnutí vstoupit 

do války v Perském zálivu.  

 

Klíčová slova 
Spojené státy americké, zahraniční politika, přírodní zdroje, ropa, válka v Perském 
zálivu 
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Abstract 
The goal of this work is to analyse what role the dependence on natural resources 

played in US foreign policy in the Persian Gulf War. Natural resources and especially 

oil were inseparable component of the US economic development from the second 

part of the 20th century. Regardless of the continuous effort of government 

administration the US was not able reduce its dependency on import of foreign 

resources. The reliance on world market and the effort to control its dependency 

through the control of natural resources located beyond the US boarders led to the 

projection of these issues to the US foreign policy. The first chapter of the work is 

theoretical and deals with the views of particular authors on the determinants of US 

foreign policy in regard to natural resources. The situation of the US was 

characterized by hegemonic position, which enabled the US to pursue its interest on a 

global scale. The second chapter analyses the development of US natural resource 

dependency in respect to the US economy from the beginning of the 20th century to 

the Persian Gulf War. The chapter identifies the most important natural resources and 

the strategic significance of the Persian Gulf. The final chapter evaluates the role 

natural resources had on America’s decision to enter the war. 
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Abstrakt 

Cílem této práce je analyzovat, jakou roli hrála závislost na nerostných surovinách v 

zahraniční politice Spojených států amerických ve válce v Perském zálivu. Nerostné 

suroviny a především ropa byly od druhé poloviny 20. stol. nezastupitelným 

komponentem v rozvoji americké ekonomiky. Přes neustávající snahu vládní 

administrativy se Spojeným státům nepodařilo zmenšit závislost své země na importu 

zahraničních zdrojů. Odkázanost na světový trh a snaha o kontrolu této závislosti 

skrze kontrolu nerostných surovin za hranicemi Spojených států vedla k promítnutí 

těchto záležitostí do americké zahraniční politiky. První kapitola práce je teoretická a 

zabývá se pohledy jednotlivých autorů na determinanty americké zahraniční politiky 

ve vztahu k nerostným surovinám. Pozice Spojených států byla charakteristická 

hegemonním postavením, umožňujícím sledování amerických zájmů v globálním 

měřítku. Druhá kapitola analyzuje vývoj závislosti na nerostných surovinách v 

americké ekonomice od začátku 20. století do války v Perském zálivu. Odhaluje 

nejdůležitější nerostné suroviny a strategický význam Perského zálivu. Poslední 

kapitola zkoumá, jaký vliv měly nerostné suroviny na americkém rozhodnutí vstoupit 

do války v Perském zálivu.  

 

Základní tvrzení práce: 

Potřeba kontroly zvyšující se závislosti na nerostných surovinách ovlivnila americkou 

zahraniční politiku ve válce v Perském zálivu.  

 

Výzkumné otázky: 
 

1. Které nerostné zdroje měly vliv na americkou zahraniční politiku a 

jaký byl historický vývoj amerických potřeb?  

Institute of Political Science 
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2. Do jaké míry ovlivnila americká závislost na nerostných surovinách 

její zahraniční politiku ve válce v Perském zálivu. 
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part of the 20th century. Regardless of the continuous effort of government 

administration the US was not able reduce its dependency on import of foreign 

resources. The reliance on world market and the effort to control its dependency 

through the control of natural resources located beyond the US boarders led to the 

projection of these issues to the US foreign policy. The first chapter of the work is 

theoretical and deals with the views of particular authors on the determinants of US 

foreign policy in regard to natural resources. The situation of the US was 
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characterized by hegemonic position, which enabled the US to pursue its interest on a 

global scale. The second chapter analyses the development of US natural resource 

dependency in respect to the US economy from the beginning of the 20th century to 

the Persian Gulf War. The chapter identifies the most important natural resources and 

the strategic significance of the Persian Gulf. The final chapter evaluates the role 

natural resources had on America’s decision to enter the war. 

 

Main statement of the work: 

The need to control increasing natural resource dependency influenced US foreign 

policy in the Persian Gulf War. 

 

Research questions: 

 

1. Which natural resources had influence on US foreign policy and what 

is the historical development of the US needs? 

2. To what extent did the US dependency on natural resources influence 

its foreign policy during the Persian Gulf War? 

Outline: 
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e. Review of literature 
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3. The importance of Natural Resources in the Persian Gulf War 
a. Historical background and course of events 
b. The Influence of US Natural Resource Dependency on US Foreign 

Policy 
Conclusion 
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List of Appendixes 
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Introduction 
 

 The growing importance of strategic natural resources became increasingly 

apparent throughout the 20th century. The oil crisis in 1973 firstly demonstrated how 

essential strategic natural resources had become to America’s economic development. 

An oil embargo, imposed by OPEC countries in response to the American 

involvement in the Yom Kippur War, caused a serious disruption in trade and a 

significant increase in the prices of oil. Middle Eastern countries showed that they 

wielded a powerful weapon and were willing to use it. 

Natural resources did create challenges prior to this – let the example be the 

Six-Day war between Israel and Egypt, Jordan and Syria in 1967. Arab countries 

decided to put oil embargo on any state that would help Israel in the war. At the time 

the embargoed countries were not significantly affected because Arab states were not 

united in their policy. Over time other incidents would occur in which natural 

resource dependency threatened the US interests. However, the impacts were more 

clearly manifested later when the US demand became greater and the ensuing 

embargos resulted in more dire consequences. The Persian Gulf War was chosen for a 

case study because it was one of such conflicts and the impact of protecting natural 

resources on US foreign policy was debatable. 

In order to determine the influence of US natural resource dependency on its 

foreign policy the empirical analytical approach will be used in this work. The main 

reason for the use of this approach is that it allows conducting sensible research 

within the boundaries set by the limitations of this work. The use of different types of 

research methods is limited by the parameters of this work and more importantly by 

the intermingling of multiple academic disciplines. It would be misleading and 

impossible to isolate the particular influences of economic, political, psychological 

and other systems so that their effects could be studied without mutual correlation or 

bias1. It is especially true because of the “inexact space”, in which the presence of 

ideological, political and moral components further complicates matters. The inability 

to separate the influences of particular systems leads to the exclusion of the systemic 

approach, which would otherwise be another candidate. 

                                                        
1 For the necessity of interdisciplinary approach argues, for example, LIEBER, Robert J. Oil and Power 
after the Gulf War. International security [online]. Summer, 1992, Vol. 17, No.1, pp. 155-176  
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The other limitation constitutes the choice of time period. For obvious reasons 

it is not possible for this work to cover extensive stages of US foreign policy. The 

longer the time period being examined necessarily results in less in-depth analysis, 

which is undesirable but at the same time unavoidable. 

The thesis is a form of case study. The advantage of a case study is that it can 

investigate in detail a narrow issue and use the results to support a general theory or 

serve as a takeoff board for further research. From the ontological point of view, the 

work treats the world as being composed of complex changing material where each 

situation is influenced by different sets of events. This leads to the use of inner/unique 

case study. As Drulák says, in opposition to the instrumental case study, the inner 

case study does not try to communicate with established theories but only aims to 

reach a detailed understanding of an issue. (Drulák 2008: 32-34) It does not lead to 

the creation of any theoretical construct or seek wider application. This thesis focuses 

only on the causal relationship between US dependency on natural resources and their 

involvement in the Persian Gulf War. The given issue will be studied using qualitative 

type of research. Based on the studied causality the choice of this approach is 

straightforward. It does not aim to assign the relationship a number on a scale or 

measure numerical data. It seeks to answer whether the increased dependence on 

natural resources was among the primal reasons, which led the US to get involved in 

the war. The purpose is to contribute to a deeper understanding of the issue since 

there is an on-going disagreement about the US actions regarding natural resources. 

As Drulák points out (2008: 39-40), the limitation of an inner case study is 

present in the inability to compare the results. Therefore, it cannot be expected more 

than rather tentative conclusions about the extent, to which variables have influence 

on the final result. The main statement of this work operates with two variables only, 

one independent and one dependent. The independent variable is the natural resource 

dependency while the dependent is US foreign policy in the Persian Gulf War. The 

definition of the variables enables set up the main statement, which the work will aim 

to support. The main statement is formulated as follows: the need to control 

increasing natural resource dependency influenced US foreign policy in the Persian 

Gulf War. The inclusion of only one independent variable is not due to the inability to 

come up with other explanatory variables. Rather, it is done in order to study only the 

causal relationship of the particular variable on the dependent variable. In order to 
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gather evidence for the support of the argument, the second and third chapter will 

seek answers to the following research questions respectively:  

• Which natural resources had influence on US foreign policy and what 

is the historical development of the US needs? 

• To what extent did the US dependency on natural resources influence 

its foreign policy during the Persian Gulf War? 

 The thesis is divided into 3 chapters and each of them is further structured to 

subunits to provide better orientation in the text. 

The first chapter of the work presents the theoretical discourse of US foreign 

policy. Arguments of several authors are compared in order to show the on-going 

debate about the explanation of the US approach in the foreign policy regarding 

natural resources dependency. 

 The second chapter will focus on the US natural resources needs. Firstly, it 

will cover the history of the US consumption, domestic acquisition and imports of 

coal and natural gas in the period after the end of the Second World War until the 

Persian Gulf War. Secondly, it will study the US nonfuel mineral dependency. This 

will help to determine what resources played a dominant role in the US economy. The 

major suppliers will also be identified in order to show what regions were of crucial 

importance. Finally, third part of this chapter will investigate the production, 

consumption and import of oil. 

The third chapter of the work examines the influence of natural resource 

needs on US foreign policy in the Persian Gulf War. In the beginning, hictorical 

background and facts are provided. Afterwards, the analysis of US primary resources 

is done and it is merged with the findings of the previous chapters in order to judge 

the influence of natural resources on US foreign policy in the Persian Gulf War.  

The sources used in each part of the thesis differ in order to reflect the content 

of the chapters. The following section will introduce them and point out the variance 

in sources. The range of many different sources is characteristic for a theoretical 

discourse. Both printed and online material is used, which ranges from printed 

monographs, articles from periodicals to online think-tanks. Purposefully, most of the 

authors are Americans. This measure was chosen in order to focus on American 

debate and omit the often purely negativistic views of authors originating from the 
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countries where the US military was operating. Some might say that focusing on only 

American point of view may result in biased analysis. The theoretical chapter itself 

provides enough evidence that within the American community both affirmative and 

critical views are to be found.   

Some of the information used in the first chapter was gathered from two think-

tanks – Big Think and Media Education Foundation. Big Think is a knowledge forum 

offering information from various fields of study. Among other things, it allows for 

the opportunity to hear ideas from prominent academics and authors. Media 

Education Foundation produces and distributes various educational resources, 

including recorded lectures and speeches. While think-tanks may seem to be 

resources of a questionable value, it ultimately depends on the credibility of the 

author. The ideas presented by the author in a think-tank are the same ideas that are 

published in his works, only more accessible. 

The second chapter relies predominantly on two institutional sources and an 

online book titled Strategic Minerals: U.S. Alternatives by Kenneth A. Kessel.  The 

first institutional source is the U.S. Energy Information Administration. It is a 

separate body of OECD established in 1974. The second one is British Petrol, a 

company vertically integrated in every part of the oil and gas business. Both of the 

institutions gather historical economic data, which serve as the basis for all the charts 

in this work. The data from the study of Kenneth A. Kessel is used for tables and 

analysis in the subchapter on the US mineral material needs. 

The third chapter analyzes mainly the primary sources in order to provide 

additional evidence for the main statement of the work. The States of the Union 

Addresses form the core of the primary sources; therefore all of them are reviewed 

since the end of the Second World War until the Persian Gulf War. The most 

influential are selected in order to introduce the administration’s position or 

presidential doctrines, which are often derived from these and similar presidential 

documents. Declassified reports and documents of the National Security Council are 

used as additional vital resources. The primary documents are complemented with 

articles from periodicals that analyze the issue of oil in the Persian Gulf War. In the 

end of the chapter the gathered information is put together in order to answer the 

research question. 
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1  Theoretical Debate Over the Course of US Foreign 
Policy in Regard to Natural Resource Dependency 

 
The USA began to march towards its dominant position in the world at the end 

of the 19th century. Several factors made that possible, among them – the USA found 

itself in a politically stable environment after the end of the Civil War, its military 

power was significantly increased mainly by the construction of its navy, which led to 

the victory in the Spanish-American War and helped the country’s economy to 

expand2. The US had been one of the major players in the world ever since. 

The growth of the influence of the American nation went hand in hand with 

the growth of its economy. During the 20th century the US need for natural resources 

was steadily increased and required more effort to attain enough resources to continue 

America’s economic growth. The domestic production was insufficient and so the US 

was forced to look abroad. 

The purpose of this chapter is to present views of prominent authors, analysts 

and thinkers on the topic of US foreign policy regarding natural resources acquisition. 

The authors can be divided into two general groups – either critics or defenders. It is 

imperative to distinguish that the afore-mentioned division is done only on the basis 

of the view of a particular author on the oil acquisition issue. To categorize the 

authors generally as the critics or defenders of US foreign policy would be misleading. 

The critics address many different factors of US foreign policy including 

hypocrisy of the propagation of the universal rights and inadequate use of force for 

the purpose of defending various national security interests. The US energy needs are 

one of those interests. The defenders of the US retort that it is American quest for the 

global acceptance of universal rights and democracy, war on terror, fight against the 

proliferation of nuclear weapons or simply economic growth that determine US 

foreign policy. 

It is hard if not impossible to separate the economic, political, and other 

influences on US foreign policy. It is often the case that several factors manifest at the 

same time. That is why the authors sometimes do not speak only about the economic 

dimension but rather treat it in wider context. 

                                                        
2 George B. Tindall, Dějiny států USA. Praha: Nakladatelství Lidové noviny, 1994, pp. 348-47 
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May the interests be idealistic or imperialistic, the capability of the US to 

operate on a global scale has depended on both its strong military and economy. All 

American presidents in the last four decades (and probably even before) have 

addressed the issue of American dependence on foreign natural resources, especially 

oil, and expressed a need to do something about it. 

 

1.1  Defenders of US Foreign Policy Course in Regard to 
Natural Resources 

 
The authors that advocate the given US foreign policy often share similar 

assumptions with the critics but they transform them into different conclusions. They 

work with the same facts but may recommend a different type of American Grand 

Strategy3. They back the US actions with its moral and benevolent aspirations. The 

following part presents the selection of “defenders” and their arguments. 

One of the prominent academics studying the position of the US in the world 

is Robert Kagan. He is a famous American historian and foreign policy commentator. 

He is the author of a number of books commenting on US foreign policy such as A 

Twilight Struggle: American Power and Nicaragua, 1977-1990 and Of Paradise and 

Power: America and Europe in the New World Order, which is cited below. Kagan 

(2003: 7) supports the notion that the US emerged from the Cold War as the sole 

superpower. He returns to the beginning of the century to demonstrate the two 

approaches that competed in US foreign policy. He compares Theodor Roosevelt’s 

concept of building relations towards the outside world on the premise of defending 

national interests to that of President Woodrow Wilson who perceived foreign policy 

should by guided by moral principles, relying on international law and getting its 

strength from multinational cooperation. (Kagan 2003: 7-8) 

However, the reign of international law and shared moral values requires 

consensus. Western society proved to be capable of achieving it after the end of the 

Second World War because the United Nations and NATO organizations were 

established. Within these institutions the US proved to be the only country capable of 

unilateral actions worldwide, for which it sometimes faced criticism from fellow 

                                                        
3 See POSEN, Barry R. and Andrew L. ROSS. Competing visions for U.S. grand strategy. 
International security [online]. 1996/1997, Vol. 21, Issue 3. 
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member countries. Kagan explains that it had something to do with European’s 

having different views of the US power politics. The US is aware that not the entire 

world plays according to the western rules of laws and morals. There is still a need of 

rattling arms. The US would probably like to enter the world of idealism but it cannot 

do so – it must stay on guard because outside the gates lies the Hobbesian world. 

(Kagan 2003: 98) Kagan’s deductions follow in the footsteps of Robert Cooper’s 

essay titled The postmodern state and the world order published in 2000. Cooper 

comes to the idea that America operates under double standards: “Among ourselves, 

we keep the law but when we are operating in the jungle, we must also use the laws of 

the jungle.” (Cooper 2002) In Kagan’s view (2003: 54-63) the US plays the role of 

“self-appointed but welcomed sheriff” that enforces the law in the world. In regard to 

the Iraq wars he understands the US approach as traditional, focusing on economic 

and military deterrence and intimidation instead of, as some would say, the European 

approach of encouraging. In the past many Americans believed and many of them still 

do that advancing the national interest of the US also advances the interests of the 

world. (Kagan 2003: 112) Kagan’s opinions of US foreign policy are well summed up 

in the title of one of his books – The Benevolent Empire.  

 Michael Ignatieff stresses America’s belief that it must spread democracy and 

freedom. Between 2000 and 2005 he resided in the US and worked as a director of 

Carr Center for Human Rights. He was later persuaded to enter Canadian politics and 

became a chairman of Liberal Party. From the position of both a politician and a 

historian he recalls the circumstances of the birth of the American nation and the 

foundations, on which it stands. He advocates the use of the same principles in the 

case of the Iraq war and states that “Until George W. Bush, no American president -- 

not even Franklin Roosevelt or Woodrow Wilson -- actually risked his presidency on 

the premise that Jefferson might be right.” Ignatieff feels that freeing people from 

tyranny cannot be marked as imperialism. Furthermore, he states: “while no one 

wants imperialism to win, no one in his right mind can want liberty to fail either. If 

the American project of encouraging freedom fails, there may be no one else … for 

the task.” The value that needs to be exported and enforced is above all freedom. 

(Ignatieff 2005) 

David Hastings Dunn is a British academic with his main research interest in 

US foreign policy, security studies and diplomacy. He is the author of the book The 
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Politics of Threat: Minuteman Vulnerability in American National Security Policy. 

Dunn (2003: 285) connects to the ideas of Ignatieff and goes further in the debate. He 

claims that the US regards itself as an indispensable power with a prism of 

exceptionalism. The US tries to promote the whole government model – “liberal 

democratic market capitalism”. This idea comes from the confidence that the US 

values are universally good. The relevance of this notion is questionable in itself and 

even more questionable is whether it is the best set of values for every country, 

especially for the countries like Iraq that were built on a different culture and religion 

than America. He characterized (2003: 288-295) five drivers that determined the 

foreign policy under the George W. Bush administration as follows – realist anti-

appeasement, US providence and American exceptionalism, assertive unilateralism, 

willingness to fight and fighting to win, and threat inflammation and conflation. Dunn 

comes to the conclusion that the US behavior in foreign policy is generally 

misunderstood and the incapability of recognizing the true drivers leads to 

oversimplified conclusions, such as that the bottom line of the Iraq issue is fight for 

oil. 

American political scientist Joseph Nye has rich academic experience from 

prominent universities of Princeton, Harvard and Oxford. He also worked for the 

government under Carter administration. Nye (1982: 126) wrote at the beginning of 

1980s that relying on military force alone would not be sufficient strategy for 

ensuring the US goals in the Middle East. In the text he co-authored with Robert 

Keohane in 1977 he wrote: “It must be kept in mind ... that military power dominates 

economic power ... yet exercising more dominant forms of power brings higher costs. 

Thus, relative to cost, there is no guarantee that military means would be more 

effective than economic ones to achieve a given purpose.” (Nye 1982: 126) 

According to Nye the US should try to use its soft power – democratic values, 

attractiveness of the US culture, and cooperation in the international institutions rather 

than economic and military force. (Kagan 2003: 10) 

Rüdiger Graf (2010: 334-334), a German academic from Humboldt University, 

prefers the concept, in which energetic security is understood as more than only 

military dimension. Therefore, he disagrees with traditional way of national security 

that treated it primarily in military terms. In the American environment the shift of the 

view of oil was caused by higher oil consumption in the US economy. In the event of 
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a shortage the civilian sector would be threatened the most. The military security of 

the US would not be breached; instead the lack of oil would become a weapon 

rendering a blow to the US economy. The changing importance of oil was reflected in 

National Security Study Memoranda (NSSM) issued in 1971 and 1973. It became 

apparent that in order to secure a stable supply of oil the decision-making process had 

to be built on the foundations of political, technical and economic policy. (Graf 2010: 

335) 

Shortages or high prices of natural resources that influence the foreign policy 

can be based on situations beyond the US control. David A. Deese, a professor at 

Boston College and the author of Globalization: Causes and Effects, focuses his 

research primarily on the Middle East region. Deese (1979-1980: 143) brings to the 

attention both political and economic interdependence between OPEC and oil 

importing countries. The dependence is mutual. The buyers are in need of petroleum 

and members of OPEC need the revenues to buy products, which are often of western 

origin. In this respect Jahangir Amuzegar, an Iranian economist, (1978: 740) points 

out to the instability that can arise due to the depreciation of the US dollar. Weaker 

dollar means lower revenues that OPEC receives for its oil. As a result, OPEC may 

choose to resolve the situation by raising prices, which can lead to further instability. 

The defenders of US foreign policy are aware of the economic development. 

They do not try to downgrade the importance of economic needs but rather advocate 

the means of its acquisition and promote the primacy of noneconomic drivers in the 

foreign policy. The negotiations should at first be held on political and economic level 

while the use of force should constitute a matter of last resort. They explain that 

American interests are not imperialistic but driven by the efforts of spreading 

democracy and human rights, natural defense of national interests and promotion of 

free market. 

 

1.2  Critics of US Foreign Policy Course in Regard to 
Natural Resources 

 
The other group of authors believes that US foreign policy can be explained as 

a constant competition rather than cooperation. In their eyes the US pursues the tactic 

of resource control, characterized by economic and military coercion. On the other 
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hand, some of the authors often do not view the US approach as purely realistic – they 

accept the higher moral goals but assign it lower priority. 

Immanuel Wallerstein belongs among such authors. Similarly to Karl Marx, 

he stresses the dominance of economic over ideological factors. He wrote several 

books on the politics, capitalism or globalization including his most important work 

The Modern World-System where he rejects the partition on First, Second and Third 

world countries and establishes the World Systems Theory. He (2005) claims that the 

US global power is on decline. He uses Kondratiev long economic cycles to divide 

the second half of the 20th century into two periods. According to his arguments, the 

first period lasting from 1945 to 1967/1973 was characterized by the expansion and 

development of the US economy. The second period, lasting from 1967/1973 until 

today, is the period in which American hegemony is receding. 

He treats the US as an expansionary superpower, which tries to cover 

worsening economic conditions by power politics. He goes back in the past and 

claims that the Marshall plan was not driven by the American altruism but with a need 

of restoring effective demand for American supply. (Wallerstein 2005: 8-34) 

Generally, Wallerstein emphasize dominance of economic over ideological factors in 

the global politics. Capitalistic “world-system” is characterized by carelessness. “In 

the permanent process of never ending accumulation of capital the stronger states 

constantly force the weaker states to conform to their will and they go as far as they 

can. It is called imperialism… that was always defended with moral arguments – a 

civilization quest, the moral imperative to force others to conform to the regulations 

prescribed by the universalistic values… that strangely happen to be the values 

recognized by the imperialistic power.” (Wallerstein 2005:117) 

Roger Howard is the international relations commentator and has contributed 

to numerous journals and newspapers. Among the books he published on the topic of 

natural resources are The Arctic Gold Rush: The New Race for Tomorrow's Natural 

Resources and Iran Oil: The New Middle East Challenge to America. Howard 

supports the notion that the hegemonic position of the US is weakening; it will, 

however, still maintain the position of superpower. The most important things are the 

world’s economic addiction on oil and gas and the fact that political power moves to 

the hands of those who possess these resources on the expense of those who do not. 

(Howard 2009: 8). The US is not the only state fighting to meet its energetic needs. 
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Struggle of the US allies for the satisfaction of their own economic demands often 

make them face the dilemma whether to trade with problematic states of follow the 

lead of the US. Howard (2009: 11, 53) points out that the US has psychological 

barriers restraining it from trading with terroristic regimes. He further agrees that the 

US use considerable hard power to achieve its goals. 

While trade with terroristic regimes is a no-go for the US political elites, the 

same does not hold for countries with anti-American sentiments. Oil seems to be of 

higher priority. Half of the Venezuelan oil is sold to the US even though Hugo Rafael 

Chávez openly practices anti-American rhetoric. Both sides are well aware of the fact 

that if trade ceases the Venezuelan oil would find another customer far more easily 

than the US another supplier. (Howard 2009: 9). Finally, Howard comments on the 

matters in the Middle East region. He closes his book with the remark that the US 

foreign-policy makers have to realize the domestic upholding of human rights does 

not necessarily have to have an impact on the outside world and that the behavior of a 

regime inside its boarders is ultimately the issue, which can be judged only by the 

citizens of the particular country. In order to have a fair-minded discussion about the 

Middle East foreign policy the human rights issue has to be dropped from the 

discussion. (Howard 2009: 185-186) 

Professor Michael T. Klare belongs among the widely known academics that 

disagree with the dismissal of the role of oil as a motivating factor in the US 

engagement in the Middle East. He authored books entitled Resource Wars and Blood 

and Oil: The Dangers and Consequences of America's Growing Petroleum 

Dependency that taps the issue. Klare (2008a) explains that over time the US has 

become petroleum-addicted country. In 1970 the US domestic energy production 

peaked and it started relying on imports. The foreign policy had to concentrate on 

obtaining more and more oil from other countries, many of which are unfriendly or 

hostile. That has led to the militarization of the US foreign energy policy. He believes 

that oil will also prompt warfare in the future, based on the historical experience. 

Klare claims that the access to oil of Third-world countries is possible only by 

controlling the government of those countries, which ultimately leaves no choice but 

violence.  He finds astounding “…the degree to which American foreign policy since 

World War Two has been shaped by the perceived primacy of using military force to 

protect the flow of overseas oil…” (Klare 2008a) 
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He points to the statements present in the doctrines of Cold War presidents – 

Truman, Eisenhower, and Nixon. They all prepared the ground for president Carter to 

introduce his own doctrine in January of 1980 where he postulates: “Let our position 

be absolutely clear: An attempt by any outside force to gain control of the Persian 

Gulf region will be regarded as an assault on the vital interests of the United States of 

America, and such an assault will be repelled by any means necessary, including 

military force.” (Carter 1980) Although petroleum is probably of American main 

concern there have been other natural resources that caught American eye. The United 

States decided to get involved in parts of Africa as well. Klare writes (2003) that it 

was nothing else but mineral wealth in copper, cobalt, and platinum that made the US 

back the apartheid regime in South Africa. He thinks the spirit of the Carter doctrine 

continues to govern the politics of the US and says we may be at the beginning of a 

new Cold War in south-central Eurasia – for no other reason then natural resources. 

Stephen Walt, professor of international affairs at Harvard university, has less 

imperialistic view of the US behavior. The primary objective of the US should be to 

protect itself and its interests with the power it has at its disposal. It should, however, 

redirect its efforts afterwards to create a better world. At the end, he says that 

unfortunately “the problem is there’s not very much we can do on that front.” (Walt 

2008) 

On the other hand, Robert Bryce puts the oil issue back to the primal concern 

of the US strategy, at least undoubtedly in the Persian Gulf War. Bryce is the author 

of the book Gusher of Lies and works as a journalist for big American newspapers. 

He claims the oil was always the motivating factor. Bush senior administration argued 

that Saddam has had connection with terrorism or Al-Qaeda but the true reason why 

Saddam mattered to the US was that he was sitting on the top of the worlds third 

largest oil reserves. “We would have never invaded Iraq if their chief export were 

dates or cabbage.” (Bryce 2008) He further analyzes that the second Iraq war was 

also fought over the precious resource but he criticizes the US that it chose a military 

approach. While America was exhausting its power in the wars other countries turned 

to the market and experienced periods of thriving economies. This was not just the 

case of the Iraq wars; the militarization of the energy security has been dominant 

since 1970s. (Bryce 2008) 
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Professor of linguistics and political activist, Noam Chomsky, describes 

American foreign policy as imperialistic. He can be considered as a both stable and 

influential critic of US foreign policy for decades. In his books and articles4 he 

criticizes the US hypocrisy in the promotion of universal values and human rights, 

efforts to economically control other countries or militarization of the foreign policy. 

“The commitment to human rights is instrumental. Where some interest is served, 

they are important, even grand ideals, otherwise the pragmatic criterion prevails.” 

(Chomsky 1999: 42) 

Having that in mind, he takes the US involvement in the Middle-East region 

as predominantly being based on the control of oil prices. Chomsky speaks of using 

unscrupulous methods by the US during the war on terror in 1980s. Neglecting the US 

behavior in Latin America, he perceives the US aid to the state of Israel in 1980s as 

an act of terrorism. (Chomsky 2007: 57-63) American support can be understood as a 

vital need of having a reliable ally in the region, which would serve as a “base of 

American power”. What was the real motive of the first Persian Gulf War? It was not 

because of maintaining cheap oil, fear of Saddam expansionism, nor defending the 

international law by reinstating sovereignty of Kuwait. “The real reason for U.S. 

opposition to Iraqi occupation of Kuwait is not to keep oil prices low, but to keep 

Washington, Wall Street, and their allies in charge of setting oil prices.” (Chomsky 

1991) German-American economic historian Andre Gunder Frank (1992: 267-269) 

shares similar opinion when he claims the US intentions were not to protect the 

principle of world order but that it was obviously a war about oil. He agrees with 

Chomsky that the US went over many similar violations of UN resolutions without 

such harsh reaction, not speaking of those situations where the authors blame the US 

itself of being the trespasser. Frank (1992: 269-270) speaks of other prosaic US 

motives for the fist Iraq war – president Bush’s attempt to counter domestic recession, 

protecting American economy or wider geopolitical goals of the US. It is worth 

noticing that he does include any higher principles or moral priorities among the real 

reasons for the intervention. 

In sum, there has been on-going disagreement between both academics and 

public about the influence of natural resources needs of the US on its foreign policy. 

Most of the authors agree that the US is the only true hegemon since the end of the 

                                                        
4 His personal website www.chomsky.info provides access to all of his articles and list of his books. 
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Cold War but then again their opinions start to differ – some claim that the US power 

is facing steady decline while the others say it is remains rather constant. Some 

authors are generally pleased with the US foreign policy, ranging from those who 

praise the advancement of universal values to those who prioritize the economic 

cooperation and US dominance. On the other hand, the others criticize the US 

unilateral actions, human rights abuses or excessive use of military force. They regard 

the US as imperialistic country that disguises the true motives of its foreign policy.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  29 

2  Development of Natural Resources Needs of the US 
 

This chapter analyses the issue of natural resources in the US economy in the 

post war period until the Persian Gulf War. The purpose of the chapter is to reveal 

what natural resources had influence on US foreign policy and what is the historical 

development of the US needs. It is divided into three parts. 

The first part analyses the development of the US consumption of coal and 

natural gas. It also examines the production, net imports and proved reserves in order 

to demonstrate the significance of the resource for US foreign policy. 

The second part focuses on nonfuel minerals. It compares domestic production 

and imports of the key natural resources in order to identify the US dependency, 

which needs to be addressed by the foreign policy. It also presents the key materials 

to the US economy. Additionally, this part delimits the foreign states that are the most 

important suppliers of minerals. 

The third part of the chapter focuses specifically on the consumption and 

acquisition of oil. There are two reasons why this particular resource gets more 

detailed approach. First, oil satisfied the biggest part of the US energy consumption in 

the period of 1950s to the beginning of 1990s5, and second, it is the relevance of oil, 

as a natural resource, that is studied in the case study in the third chapter of the work. 

 

2.1  Analysis of Consumption, Production, and Import of 
Coal and Natural Gas  

 
The US consumption was stimulated by significant population growth. The 

population rose from 76 million at the beginning of the 20th century to 250 million in 

1990. The average increase during the period was 14.3% per decade and except two 

decades was never fewer than 11%.6 The liberal model of free-market economy 

fuelled by the abundance of natural resources led the US to the first place in energy 

consumption worldwide. Emergence of corporations, industrialization and mass 

production served as a takeoff platform for the US consumption growth. 

                                                        
5 Chart 1. 
6 Table 1 in Appendix. 
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Chart 1:7 

 Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration Annual Energy Review, 2011 

 

The 19th century saw an increase in the use of fossil fuels, predominantly of 

coal. It propelled the steam-powered trains and made production more effective. Chart 

1 illustrates that in 1885 the consumption of fossil fuels (mainly coal) surpassed wood, 

a traditional resource. 

Petroleum and natural gas joined the trend before the start of World War One 

and World War Two, respectively. Their usage was increasing exponentially. 

Electricity and internal combustion engines running on oil replaced steam power, 

which dominated until 1920. The only major deviations from trend occurred during 

the Great Depression and both Oil Crises. During the Great Depression the 

consumption of gas and oil remained constant while coal suffered a big decline from 

14 to 10.5 quadrillion Btu8, as can be seen on Chart 1. The consequences of the 

economic breakdown did not disappear until 1935 but since then the consumption 

patterns recovered to the previous trend of increasing growth. The Oil Crises also 

caused slowdowns but offered a different story. At the times oil and gas consumption 

                                                        
7 Primary energy is by definition all energy sources that have not undergone any conversion process 
and thus remain in their raw state. 
8 Btu – British thermal units. 
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faced decline while that of coal kept increasing steadily. Nevertheless, consumption 

of both resources restored again and rose until the war in Persian Gulf. 

Studying coal and gas separately reveals important information. Chart 29 

describes the consumption, domestic production and net import of coal. Consumption 

nearly doubled from more than 480 million short tons in 1949 to nearly 900 in 1991. 

Production followed similar trend. It was, however, always higher than consumption, 

which resulted in net exports of coal during the whole period. This implies that the 

US could rely on domestic coal as a reliable source of energy, in which it was self-

sufficient. The US has the biggest proven coal reserves in the world equal to 27.6% of 

the total volume. At the rate of US production of 2010 they would last for 241 years, 

which is by far the best reserves-to-production ratio (R/P ratio) of any fossil fuel. The 

only issue is the recoverability, which often significantly lowers the actual 

economically sound usage of reserves. The primacy of coal R/P ratio is not limited 

only to the US. Considering the world’s aggregate R/P ratio, coal is still going to 

outlast oil and gas. (British Petrol 2011)  

In summary, the supply of coal was not of high importance for US foreign 

policy in the period before and during the Persian Gulf War because the US was not 

dependent on coal from any foreign country in satisfying its economic needs. 

 The situation is similar for another fossil fuel – natural gas. Chart 310 clearly 

shows that domestic production was for the most part able to satisfy the US 

consumption until 1986. Since then the gap between the two slowly widened to 10% 

of the consumption in 1991. That obviously needed to be covered by imports. As 

indicated by Chart 411 this gap was mostly covered by Canadian pipeline gas alone. 

The US natural gas reserves constituted 4.1% of global amount in 2010, which means 

another 12.6 years of consumption at the current R/P ratio. (British Petrol 2011) The 

US was aware of its reserves back in the second half of the 20th century as well, but 

the proven reserves were smaller. In 1990 the US dry natural gas proved reserves 

were explored to the extent of 169.3 billion cubic feet while at 2009 the amount raised 

to 272.5 billion cubic feet (EIA 2010) The overall consumption peaked in 1972 with 

approximately 22 trillion cubic feet, which presented more than four times increase to 

                                                        
9 Chart 2 in Appendix. 
10 Chart 3 in Appendix. 
11 Chart 4 in Appendix. 
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the situation after the Second World War. From 1972 to 1986 the consumption sunk 

to 16 trillion cubic feet but restored to 19.5 trillion in 1991. Even though the US 

production was majorly able to meet domestic demands and the rest was coming from 

a close, reliable neighbor the shortening of reserves and the rising need of import 

were beginning to attract more attention especially in second half of the 1980s. 

 

2.2  Analysis of Nonfuel Minerals Dependency 
 

 Temporarily leaving fossil fuels, the analysis turn to the nonfuel minerals. 

Their deficiency has been a long-term issue. Although the US proved to be a country 

rich on natural resources, it was historically heavily dependent on numerous, 

especially metallic, minerals to a high degree. Military production, avionics, space 

program, or hi-tech equipment, they all have had one thing in common – need of 

minerals. Kenneth A. Kessel published a book on the topic entitled Strategic 

Minerals: U.S. Alternatives in 1990. In the first 30 years of the 20th century the US 

total mineral imports presented slightly higher than 10% of the total demand. The 

situation has worsened after the World War Two. Having just 5% of the world 

population the US consumed about 23% of the world’s use of the nonfuel minerals in 

1990. (Kessel 1990:4-5) While it is common that a country does not posses all the 

resources it needs and has to obtain them elsewhere the degree of development and 

magnitude of the US economy did put high demands on its satisfaction. 

 There are dozens of minerals that the US was importing during the 20th 

century. Net imports of some of the minerals fluctuated (cobalt, graphite, tantalum), 

some of them declined (asbestos) but most of them increased (PGMs12, bismuth, 

bauxite, cesium, rhenium, zinc). The US had 100% dependency on several minerals 

including manganese, industrial diamonds, tantalum, tin, cobalt or columbium. The 

domestic production of potash, bauxite, zinc, cadmium, fluorspar or iron ore was so 

low in comparison to the US consumption that imports of these resources were very 

high (often close to being net). According to the data for 1985, given by US Bureau of 

Mines, imports of 20 nonfuel minerals constituted more then 50% of the US 

consumption. (Kelly, Matos 2011) 

                                                        
12 PGMs – platinum-group metals. 
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 The definition of a strategic mineral changed throughout the US history. The 

most modern one up to the Persian Gulf War originated from the Strategic and 

Critical Materials Stock-Piling Act of 1979. It specified that a “strategic and critical 

materials” were materials that “A) would be needed to supply the military, industrial 

and essential civilian needs of the United States during a national emergency, and B) 

are not found or produced in the United States in sufficient quantities to meet such 

need.“ (U.S. Senate 1979) 

 The enactment of Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act in 1986 was preceded 

by studies on strategic minerals, which led to the creation of the List of Ten. This list 

contained 10 nonfuel minerals that were deemed to be of utmost importance to the US 

security and thus the minerals were not included on the list of the South African 

embargoed imports. The ten resources were andalusite, antimony, chrysolite asbestos, 

chromium, cobalt, industrial diamonds, manganese, PGMs, rutile (source of titanium) 

 

Table 2: 1985 Net Import Reliance Selected Nonfuel Mineral Materials 

Mineral Net imports in % Major suppliers 
Columbium 100 Brazil, Canada, Thailand 
Manganese 100 Rep. of South Africa, France, Brazil, Gabon 
Mica (sheet) 100 India, Belgium, France 
Strontium 100 Mexico, Spain 
Bauxite & Alumina 97 Australia, Jamaica, Guinea, Suriname 
Cobalt 96 Zaire, Zambia, Canada, Norway 
Platinum-group 92 Rep. of South Africa, United Kingdom, U.S.S.R. 
Tantalum 92 Thailand, Brazil, Malaysia, Australia 
Potash 77 Canada, Israel 
Chromium 73 Rep. of South Africa, Zimbabwe, Yugoslavia, Turkey 
Tin 72 Thailand, Malaysia, Bolivia, Indonesia 
Asbestos 71 Canada, Rep. of South Africa 
Barite 69 China, Morocco, Chile, Peru 
Zinc 69 Canada, Peru, Mexico, Australia 
Nickel 68 Canada, Australia, Botswana, Norway 
Tungsten 68 Canada, China, Bolivia, Portugal 
Silver 64 Canada, Mexico, Peru, United Kingdom 
Mercury 57 Spain, Algeria, Japan, Turkey 
Cadmium 56 Canada, Australia, Peru, Mexico 
Selenium 54 Canada, United Kingdom, Japan, Bel. -Lux. 
Gypsum 38 Canada, Mexico, Spain 
Gold 31 Canada, Uruguay, Switzerland 
Copper 27 Chile, Canada, Peru, Mexico 
Silicon 23 Brazil, Canada, Norway, Venezuela 
Iron ore 22 Canada, Venezuela, Liberia, Brazil 
Iron & Steel 22 European Economic Community, Japan, Canada 
Aluminum 12 Canada, Japan, Ghana, Venezuela 
Nitrogen 8 U.S.S.R., Canada, Trinidad & Tobago, Mexico 
Sulfur 5 Canada, Mexico 

Source: Kessel 1990: 16 
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and vanadium. (Kessel 1990: 20) The degree of American dependence on imports of 

selected minerals is shown in Table 2. It also lists the major suppliers for a given 

resource. 

Kessel claimed that even if the US is further to rely on imports, the problems 

associated with this issue are not going to be compounded with shortages of world 

supply. The reason for the statement is the hypothesis that the least developed 

countries are not likely to mirror the industrial development of the OECD states. 

(Kessel 1990: 13-14).  

The US’ complex mineral demand resulted in dependence on many suppliers. 

Some of them were more significant than others. Canada, Mexico, Brazil, Peru, 

Thailand, Republic of South Africa, and Australia were the countries that supplied 

large quantities of multiple minerals at the same time. The five biggest natural 

resource producers were the US, the USSR, South Africa, Australia and Canada. The 

rest of the countries mostly exported only 1 or 2 resources. That does not degrade 

their importance. For example Zaire and Zambia exported cobalt and copper but the 

amount of cobalt trade made them strategic suppliers. In 1984 Zaire’s production of 

cobalt accounted for 54% of world total and its reserves presented 37.5% of the 

world’s total reserves. Same statistics for Zambia reached 15% and 10% respectively. 

(Kessel 1990: 216) It is important to notice that the resources mined in these countries 

are transported to South Africa where they are exported to costumers. South Africa is 

the country that is most discussed in the Kessel’s analysis. It contains vast mineral 

riches and satisfies a lot of American demand. In respect with the Comprehensive 

Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986 it can be seen that although the US put political pressure 

on the demise of apartheid regime the economic dependence resulted in selective 

approach regarding the embargo. The strategic minerals were excluded because the 

US would not be able to replace the missing import of these minerals in the short run. 

Significant financial damage would almost surely be present.  

 Four out of the ten strategic minerals were further chosen to represent the “Big 

Four”, a group of minerals whose interruption in supply would cause the biggest 

impact on the US economy. The four minerals were chromium, cobalt, manganese 

and PGMs. South Africa was a significant supplier of all of these resources. Table 3 

shows how many percent of the total US dependency on Big Four minerals was 
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covered by South African exports. On average, the US dependence on Big Four 

minerals was 90% and South Africa covered 42% of the US demand. 

 

Table 3: US dependence on South Africa for the “Big Four” in 
 1987 (Percent) 

 US-Total Import dependence Dependence on South Africa 

Chromium 77 Chromite: 56 

Ferrochromium: 47 

Cobalt 95 Transported through South Africa: 50 

Manganese 100 26 
Manganese ferroalloys: 30 

PGMs 90 Direct shipments only: 41 

Source: Kessel 1990: 217 

 

Kessel analyzed how serious the US dependence had been and reached a 

conclusion that the US was indeed dependent but not vulnerable. The possible 

disruptions of supply could be temporarily replaced by inventories in national 

stockpile, more recycling, the start of domestic production, or in most of the cases 

simply by supply from other countries. The US would survive but the author admits 

that economic consequences were inevitable. Therefore, he claims that the issue of the 

US mineral dependency should remain a concern of policy-makers even though there 

is not an agreement on how to approach it. 

Finally, among the many recommendations he makes is that the US should 

focus on the mineral import from allies and reliable countries such as Brazil, Canada, 

and Mexico; it should generally decrease the amount of total imports by 50% until 

1995; offer development assistance to Third World countries for the purpose of 

increasing the production of strategic minerals in exchange for access to these 

minerals; or use bilateral negotiations with South Africa to reconcile the US needs 

with the political goals. (Kessel 1990: 196-200) 

In his study, Kessel tries to point out the distinction between dependency and 

vulnerability. Dependency is natural in the modern free market economy and not 

necessarily dangerous. According to Kessel, dependency is only a necessary but not 

sufficient condition for vulnerability. “To be vulnerable means to be open to attack or 
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damage, implying a condition of weakness.” (Kessel 1990: 30) He writes that 

additional “grocery list” of conditions have to be addressed to be able to judge the 

issue sensibly. In the end of his detailed analysis13, he comes to the agreement with 

the study of the US Interior Department that the US military fighting power is likely 

to be unaffected in the case of shortages and that there would exist replacements for 

the supply of most of the resources. 

It is not primarily the matter of survival but rather of profits. On several 

occasion Kessel’s study shows the importance of steady flow of minerals for the US 

economy. At times, it is the loss of revenues during the embargo on Rhodesia. At 

other times, it is the list of exceptions comprised in the Anti-Apartheid Act.  

 

2.3  Analysis of Consumption, Production, and Import of 
Oil 

 
The advancement of use of oil in the US dates back to the beginning of the 

20th century when big oil deposits were discovered in east Texas at Spindletop. It 

increasingly served as a source for energy supply. Table 1 shows that the steady 

growth was temporarily halted during the effects of Great Depression from 1930 to 

1935 but then again returned to even steeper growth. In 1965 it became the biggest 

source of the US primary energy consumption and remained there until the Persian 

Gulf War. Chart 5 shows the US consumption of oil rose in the post-war period and 

peaked in 1978. The generally growing trend suffered only two main disruptions 

caused by the two Oil Shocks in 1973 and 1979. In comparison with the other two 

fossil fuels it is clear that US production was not able to cover increasing demand and 

so the gap had to be filled by imports. The US domestic production peaked in 1970 

reaching approximately 11.7 million barrels per day and from that moment on 

remained between 10 and 11 million. Domestic oil discoveries could no longer keep 

pace with domestic extraction rate. Since 1970 the gap between production and 

consumption started to get bigger. It peaked at 8,5 million barrels per day in 1977, 

then declined to 4.3 million in 1982 and in 1985 started to rise again. It was nearly 7 

million barrels per day in 1991. 

                                                        
13 KESSEL, Kenneth A. Strategic Minerals: U.S. Alternatives. Washington, DC: National Defense 
University Press, 1990, Chapter 2. 
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Chart 5: 

  Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration Annual Energy Review, 2011 

 

All the sectors of the US economy got used to utilizing petroleum but most of 

it was consumed by transportation. As can be seen on Chart 614, the second place 

belonged to industrial, and third to residential and commercial sectors. Since the end 

of 1970s there can be seen a declining reliance of all sectors on oil, except 

transportation. With the unprecedented rise of prices of crude oil the US government 

encouraged economy to find substitutes. Industrial sector was dependent on oil before 

1973 but then diversified quickly while other sectors remained dependent on oil. (EIA 

2011) The transportation sector proved to be the least flexible, as it could not find a 

cost effective alternative. 

 The US at first pursued a path of encouragement of domestic production. Later, 

when demand increased and opening of additional domestic oil sites got too 

expensive, the US decided to bet on the free market and buy cheap foreign oil. In the 

wake of Second World War president Roosevelt made arrangements in Middle East 

and indicated his intentions in Latin America. In 1945 a conference was hold in 

Mexico City. Latin American countries expected financial help but the US gave them 

a council to prepare optimal conditions for the US resource acquisition instead. 

Throughout the Cold War the US supported various undemocratic regimes in the 
                                                        
14 Chart 6 in Appendix. 
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region. (Cesar 1985: 27-31) It would be narrow sighted to see the US goals as purely 

economical. Cesar (1985: 31-35) writes that the regimes, however undemocratic, 

formed a barrier against communism. In 1960s president Kennedy realized that many 

of the Latin American states no longer relied on the US as they used to but may as 

well turn to the cooperation with the USSR. He decided to help financially because he 

did not treat the investments as an expense. He counted with much higher revenues in 

the future, as the loans were often conditioned on buying American products. 

 Establishment of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) 

in 1960 formed the opposition to the oil importing countries in order to defend the 

interests of exporters. The strength of the pact was demonstrated later in 1973 in 

response to the Yom Kippur War when it lifted an embargo on the US imports and 

members of the organization decreased production. The historical division of the US 

imports on OPEC and non-OPEC origin is shown on Chart 715. At first, both sources 

were in balance but at the end of the first Oil Shock the exports from OPEC started to 

rise to reach double the value in 1977. The outbreak of Iranian revolution in 1979 

resulted in decline of output, which drove the exported amount under the one of non-

OPEC countries. Steep fall ended in 1982, however, the bottom was not reached until 

1985. Then again the OPEC output began to recover and took over the non-OPEC 

exports in 1989, going over 4 million barrels per day. The four major OPEC suppliers 

are depicted in Chart 816. Two of them – Saudi Arabia and Iraq – are from the Middle 

East while the other two – Venezuela and Nigeria are not. The biggest non-OPEC 

suppliers were Canada, and Mexico, which began to increase the amount of exported 

oil in mid 1970s. The difference between these two groups is that OPEC countries 

were not understood as reliable suppliers. Most of the members had to face armed 

conflicts during the second half of the 20th century and their political goals were not 

coherent with US foreign policy. (UCDP 2010) 

Chart 10 displays the distribution of proved reserves of oil worldwide in 1990. 

What should strike an observer at first is that countries of Middle East sit on most of 

the crude oil proved reserves – over 65% in 1990. The second richest region is 

Northern America with nearly 10%, while Latin America is on 4th place with 7%. 

Taking this into account makes the Middle East strategic point of the US interest, 

                                                        
15 Chart 7 in Appendix. 
16 Chart 8 in Appendix. 
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regardless of criticism directed at Arabian states for purportedly exaggerating the real 

amount of their oil deposits. 

 

Chart 10:

   Source: British Petrol 2011 

 

The development of price of oil reveals a single trend – it is increasing over 

time. For a long time, until the first oil crisis, the price was quite stable at around 

3$ per barrel expressed in the money of the day. Both oil shocks caused unheard 

surges, which in the end drove the price to more then 35$ per barrel in 1980. Along 

with the economic rejuvenation the price fell back to less than 15$ per barrel in mid 

1980s but then again rose to nearly 25$ before the start of the Persian Gulf War. 

In sum, from the beginning of the 20th century until 1973 the price stayed 

constant and very low while in the period of 1973 between 1990 it was characterized 

by unprecedented shocks that led to the manifold increase in price of oil in 

comparison to the state before the given period. 

All together the development of price, consumption and imports of natural 

resources have increased over time. With the expansion of automobile industry and 

discovery of new technologies the US became even more dependent on foreign 

resources in comparison to the beginning of the century, respectively to the state after 

the Second World War. While the US remained largely self-sufficient in coal and gas 
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the situation differed in the case of oil. The US also proved to be highly, sometimes 

purely, dependent on non-fuel minerals. It obviously could not rely on the good will 

of the USSR, a country rich on natural resources. Therefore, it became of utmost 

importance to secure and maintain the cooperation with other suppliers, at the time 

the most important were befriended nations of Canada and Mexico, countries of 

Persian Gulf and South African Republic. 
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3  Case Study: US Natural Resource Dependency as One 
of the Main Reasons of the Persian Gulf War 

 
 The last chapter builds on the findings of the previous chapters and connects it 

with the analysis of the primary resources. The chapter answers the question to what 

extent did the US dependency on natural resources influence its foreign policy during 

the Persian Gulf War. The US involvement in the Persian Gulf War is among other 

things shown to be a logic consequence to the increasing US dependency on oil. 

 The chapter is divided into two parts. The first part introduces the basic facts 

and historical information about the conflict. It identifies the major players, walks 

through the timeline of the conflict and describes its resolution. 

 The second part highlights the growing influence of natural resources on the 

US economy, which needed to be addressed by the foreign policy. The analysis of 

different types of primary resources is presented and backed by the theoretical 

discourse provided in the first chapter and economic data that were explained in the 

second chapter. The purpose of the part is to demonstrate that natural resources 

belonged among the major reasons that led the US to intervene in the Persian Gulf 

War. 

 

3.1  Historical Background and Course of Events of the 
Persian Gulf War 

 
 The US-Iraq animosity did not emerge out of nowhere and did not start with 

the war in the Gulf. Both countries had diplomatic relations severed from the late 

1960s and whole 1970s. In 1979 the US established a list of states that according to 

the US knowledge provided direct or indirect help to terrorism. Iraq was on the list. 

The situation changed during the Iran-Iraq War when Iraq was removed from the list 

because the US decided to stand on Iraq’s side of the conflict. The mutual relationship 

of the countries improved and remained good for the most part of the 1980s. Due to 

the US help Iraq did not surrender and eventually the peace was signed in 1988. The 

war, however, got Iraq severely indebted. Most of the debt was owed to its close 

neighbors – Saudi Arabia and Kuwait. When both of the countries refused Iraqi wish 

to let the debt go it only added to the long-term disputes between Iraq and Kuwait. 
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 Four main issues stigmatized the relations between Iraq and Kuwait. Firstly, 

Iraq did not acknowledge the sovereignty of its neighbor and raised a historical claim 

on its territory. Second, there was the debt issue. Iraq could not understand why their 

Arabian brethren are not willing to forgive the debt to another Arabian nation. Thirdly, 

Kuwait was accused of stealing oil from Rumelia oil field, which was a disputable 

supply source because it ran beneath both countries. Fourthly, both Kuwait and Saudi 

Arabia did not respect OPEC oil producing quotas because they were trying to 

compensate their losses during the war. 

 Saddam Hussein, then-president of Iraq, ordered the invasion of Kuwait, 

which began on 2nd August of 1990. The Iraqi military forces occupied Kuwait and 

Iraq returned to the US list of state-sponsors of terrorism. Shortly after the invasion 

Emir of Kuwait, Sheikh Jaber Al Sabah, met with then-Secretary of Defense Richard 

Cheney and requested US military assistance (milary.com 2012) Meanwhile the 

Security Council of the United Nations (UN) convened on the matter and initiated 

efforts to resolve the situation of the attacked member. Precisely 12 resolutions were 

dedicated to the Iraq-Kuwait issue in the period from the beginning of the invasion to 

the end of September of 1990. Three additional resolutions were passed on the 

situation of Iraq and Islamic Republic of Iran. (Security Council of the United Nations 

1990a) 

 The first regulation was passed immediately on 2nd August and bore number 

660. It condemned the Iraqi actions, recognized them as breach of international peace 

and security and demanded withdrawal. (Security Council of the United Nations 

1990b) Resolutions 661 and 665 from 6th and 25th August raised trade barriers, froze 

Iraqi assets, and imposed economic sanctions, in particular focusing on Iraqi maritime 

oil exports. Members of the UN with forces already in the region were asked to see 

that the measures proclaimed by the Security council were to be met. (Security 

Council of the United Nations 1990c, 1990d) Iraq did not develop any effort to 

comply and so the outlooks for diplomatic solution became dim. The key decision 

came in the form of resolution 678 on 29th November of 1990. The Security Council 

authorized the “Member States co-operating with the Government of Kuwait, unless 

Iraq on or before 15 January 1991 fully implements… the above-mentioned 

resolutions, to use all necessary means to uphold and implement resolution 660 
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(1990) and all subsequent relevant resolutions and to restore international peace and 

security in the area.” (Security Council of the United Nations 1990e) 

 President Bush reacted shortly after the invasion began and ordered a build-up 

of troops, which were to be stationed mainly in Saudi Arabia.  The operation Desert 

Shield was in progress. As the deadline set by the UN approached and it was almost 

sure that Iraq would not meet the ultimatum the US Congress granted President Bush 

the authority to wage war on 12th January of 1991. (Military.com 2012) One day after 

the ultimatum expired the alliance launched the operation codenamed Desert Storm. It 

was an air campaign, which focused primarily on military strategic targets. The air 

strikes lasted for 38 days after which the second phase was initiated – the operation 

Desert Sabre. Operation Desert Sabre was a ground offensive with reassumed the 

previous air bombings. The operation lasted mere 100 hours from 24th to 28th of 

February after which the Iraqi forces were forced to accept cease-fire. The allied 

forces consisted of 30 nations and additional 18 countries supplied other types of 

assistance. (Globalsecurity.org 2011) When Kuwait was liberated the Bush 

administration decided not to continue with the offensive and ordered the US army 

not to attack Baghdad in order to overthrow Saddam’s regime.  

 The US Department of Defense estimated the US expenditures on war to be 

about $61 billion. Only $7 billion, however, was paid by the US because Kuwait, 

Saudi Arabia, United Arab Emirates, Japan, Germany and other states provided the 

rest of the funds. (Horan 1997)  

 Overall, the Gulf War was a success for coalition forces. Their victory restored   

the sovereignty of Kuwait and brought relative peace to the region. The success of the 

operation was also a welcome piece of news for the US still remembering the war in 

Vietnam. The armed conflict was resolved rather quickly and the expenditures were 

shared among the alliance. The US paid less then 12% of the total amount. 
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3.2  The Influence of Natural Resource Dependency on US 
Foreign Policy in the Persian Gulf War 

 
 The last part of the thesis aims to demonstrate that natural resources were 

historically one of the principal US interests in the Gulf. The defense of this interest 

was then a logical reasoning for the participation in the Persian Gulf War. The 

following text provides additional evidence to the claim in the form of primary 

resources of the US administration origin. It is shown that the US government was 

intensely and permanently occupied with the control of natural resources in the Gulf 

since the beginning of the Cold War. Therefore, the Gulf War is shown to be no 

exception, rather a logic consequence to the US long-term strategy. 

 The US interests in the Gulf region related to oil can be traced back before the 

end of the Second World War, probably even sooner. As Michael Klare (2008b) 

recollects it was president Roosevelt who made oil a national security issue. He 

traveled to Saudi Arabia in 1944 to meet with King Abdul Aziz Ibn Saud to whom 

“he promised to protect the Saudi royal family against enemies in return for 

privileged access to its oil.” Klare continues and says that no American president ever 

contested this “deal with the devil”. American effort to have a dominant position in 

the Gulf is apparent throughout the presidential doctrines up to the Gulf War. 

 President Harry S. Truman, the successor of Franklin D. Roosevelt, 

commenced a struggle against the USSR in 1947 when he delivered a speech on 

March 12th of 1947 before a Joint Session of Congress where he promised aid to 

Turkey and Greece in order to keep them from becoming communist states. He also 

mentioned the integrity of Turkey as being essential to the stability of the Middle East. 

(Truman 1947) While President Truman did not explicitly talk about the issue of oil 

earlier his 1947 State of the Union Address that does not mean that natural resources 

were not having influencing on US foreign policy. The truth is quite the contrary. 

 The declassified documents of National Security Council (NSC Progress 

Report on NSC 26 Series 1953, An Appraisal of U.S. Interests and Policies in the 

Middle East 1967-75 1967) show that Truman administration feared the USSR may 

seize the Middle East oil fields and thus prepared security measures. In the event of 

USSR invasion in the region the US was prepared to destroy the surface oil 

installations using explosive devices. The so called oil-denying policy was set up in 
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1949 under the Truman administration and the plans counted on the help of British 

government and American and British major oil companies (namely Aramco) 

working in the area. It is important to note that the US plan was not to defend the oil 

fields but deny the access to the enemy. The declassified reports admitted that oil was 

the vital interest in Middle East. The stability of the region was also crucial for the 

well being of Europe’s economic health since many of the European countries relied 

on foreign oil even to a higher degree than the US. Evidence suggests that the oil 

denial policy remained an active plan at least through the 1960s. 

 Some say that Leonid Brezhnev during the Warsaw Pact meeting in 1973 

stated that “Our [USSR] aim is to gain control of the two great treasure houses on 

which the West depends: The energy treasure house of the Persian Gulf and the 

minerals treasure house of Central and Southern Africa.” There are disputes whether 

Brezhnev truly expressed this opinion (Boller, George 1989: 9-10) but the fact is that 

the US operated with the possibility of such a threat since the beginning of the Cold 

War. The important difference is that in most of the western societies, including the 

US, the oil is the property of landowners whereas in the Middle East it belongs to the 

state. Therefore, whoever controlled the state also controlled the oil. (Klare 2008b) 

The key notion is that the US did not want to permit the control over the worlds 

biggest oil reserves would to end up in the hands of its enemies. Initially, the strategy 

was targeted against the USSR but it does not mean it would not be applied on other 

states, for example, Iraq in the future. 

 President Eisenhower in his 5th State of the Union Address in 1957 expressed 

similar sentiments when he said: 

 

“Only five days ago I expressed to you the grave concern of your 

Government over the threat of Soviet aggression in the Middle East. I 

asked for Congressional authorization to help counter this threat. I say 

again that this matter is of vital and immediate importance to the Nation's 

and the free world's security and peace... no reasonable man will deny that 

the freedom and prosperity and security of Western Europe are vital to our 

own prosperity and security… these people, whose economic strength is 

largely dependent on free and uninterrupted movement of oil from the 

Middle East, cannot prosper--indeed, their economies would be severely 
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impaired--should that area be controlled by an enemy and the movement 

of oil be subject to its decisions. (Eisenhower 1957) 

 

President Lyndon Johnson also reacted to the situation in the Middle East in his 

Annual Messages to the Congress on the State of the Union in 1967 and 1969 stating 

respectively: “We shall try to use our influence to increase the possibilities of 

improved relations among the nations of that region. We are working hard at that 

task.” and “There must be a settlement of the armed hostility that exists in that region 

of the world today. It is a threat not only to Israel and to all the Arab States, but it is a 

threat to every one of us and to the entire world as well.” (Johnson 1967, 1969) 

His successor, President Nixon, commented more on the issue in his annual 

speech in 1974. He articulated the need to “lay the foundation for future capacity to 

meet America’s energy needs from America’s own resources”, expressed again the 

need for “just and lasting peace settlement in the Middle East” and reminded that US 

promised to help. He also declared that the US administration “will be working with 

the other nations of the world toward agreement on means by which oil supplies can 

be assured at reasonable prices on a stable basis in a fair way to the consuming and 

producing nations alike.” (Nixon 1974) 

President Ford claimed in his State of the Union Address of 1975 that the US 

should not abandon its commitment to international security in the area because it 

would lead to “new instabilities, new dangers around the globe, which, in turn, would 

threaten our own security.”  On the situation of natural resources he added the 

following: “Our growing dependence upon foreign sources has been adding to our 

vulnerability for years and years.” Like Nixon he was calling for the return of the US 

to energy self-sufficiency, this time announcing a deadline of 1985 (Ford 1975) 

Unfortunately, the US self-sufficiency became a dream of the presidents, which 

would never become a reality. 

 The State of the Union Address from the beginning of 1980 signalized a wind 

of change.  As already mentioned in the first chapter, President Jimmy Carter drew a 

line in the sand when he stated: “Let our position be absolutely clear: An attempt by 

any outside force to gain control of the Persian Gulf region will be regarded as an 

assault on the vital interests of the United States of America, and such an assault will 

be repelled by any means necessary, including military force.” This was the 
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beginning of Carter doctrine, which openly stated that the US would not hesitate to 

use military power in the defense of its national interests. This was a key change in 

the foreign policy. Without a doubt, this was a clear message to the states of the 

Persian Gulf in reaction to the oil crisis of 1979-1980. Carter reminded the public 

about “the overwhelming dependence of the Western democracies on oil supplies 

from the Middle East”, informed that the US “excessive dependence on foreign oil is 

a clear and present danger to our Nation's security” and stressed the need to 

“preserve the security of this [Persian Gulf] region.”  (Carter 1980) 

 Ronald Reagan’s annual speeches in the 1980s continually spoke about the oil 

issue, of the need of “strengthening alliances with partners in the Middle East”, of 

realist approach of US foreign policy and of the US determination to protect its 

friends in the Middle East but also of the intolerance to the blackmail from the 

terrorists. (Reagan 1981, 1982, 1983, 1987) It is also important to note that the issues 

regarding Middle East were mentioned in the presidential speeches more often during 

the 1980s than ever before. 

 Finally, President George Bush propagated freedom and democracy in his 

State of the Union address in 1991. In his eyes the “American leadership is 

indispensable” but “brings burdens and sacrifices.”  Twelve days after the launching 

of operation Desert Storm he stressed the need for stability and security in the Middle 

East. “We must make sure that control of the world's oil resources does not fall into 

his hands.” (Bush 1991) In this case, President Bush meant Saddam Hussein but it 

could well be generalized as a continuation of the oil-denial strategy. 

 From the previous selection of primary sources, it is clear that access to 

natural resources in Middle East was one of the primal concerns of the US 

administration in the region. The creation of the Carter Doctrine in 1980 reflected the 

build-up tension, which emanated from two oil shocks in 1970s, but did not radically 

change the course of US foreign policy at that time. The Carter administration felt a 

need to articulate the US interest more openly and made absolutely clear that the US 

would not hesitate to back its interest with the use of military force. President Reagan 

decided to continue in the given direction, which led to the US support of anti-

communist resistances in Afghanistan or Nicaragua. US foreign policy no longer 

resembled the policy of containment but was actively taking part in anti-communist 

efforts. 
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 In the 1970s oil became an effective but also limited instrument of power – 

some referred to it as the oil weapon. While the rise of the oil weapon did not lead to 

the general change of US foreign policy in the Middle East, nevertheless the region 

become a center of the US energy security concerns in 1980s and later on. (Nye 1982: 

126, 133, Licklider 1988: 217, Terzian 1991: 101) 

 Both the US and United Nations justified the intervention in the Persian Gulf 

War with plenty of reasons – the breach of international peace caused by the Iraqi 

violation of the Kuwait’s territorial boarders, defence of Saudi Arabia, protection of 

human rights, or the need to seize the Iraqi nuclear, chemical and biological weapons. 

The control of oil reserves was not articulated as being among the main reasons. 

However, the economic data and official government sources, along with prominent 

academics, were for a long time implying something else. Most probably, it was not 

mentioned because it would simply not look good. The use of noble goals and grand 

ideals does not spoil the public opinion as much as pragmatic reasoning. On the other 

hand, it does not mean that control of oil would be the only reason but to neglect it 

completely just does not make sense. German and Dutch academics Michael Renner 

and Paul Aarts (1991: 25, 27) put it bluntly – “this war was about oil – access, prices 

and profits”. “The Bush administration was less concerned about any modest 

increase in the price of oil than about the prospect of strong Iraqi influence over the 

oil policies of Saudi Arabia and the other Gulf monarchies.”  As shown above in this 

chapter this was the true aim of US policy all along. The US did not try to get hold of 

the oil concessions or explicitly steal natural resources. The intervention in the Gulf 

was mainly a continuation of US foreign policy in the region. It was based on the oil-

denial strategy and maintenance of such actions that ensured the US access to the 

Persian Gulf oil market. As Michael Klare puts it – “national security in the Persian 

Gulf means controlling the oil – not necessarily seizing it”. (Klare 2008b) 

 In sum, this chapter provided evidence that oil was one of the major interests 

of US foreign policy in the Middle East in the period between the end of the Second 

World War and the Persian Gulf War. The mixture of ideological, economic, and 

strategic reasons were behind the US decision to enter the war. It is imperative not to 

forget the economic dimension – in this case oil. The decision of the US government 

not to openly admit the role of oil in the Gulf War contradicts the historical 

development of interest in the Middle East region. The analysis of the State of the 



  49 

Union Addresses reveals that issues regarding Middle East were appearing 

increasingly in the speeches. Additionally, when the references to the Middle East 

appeared they were predominantly mentioned in the economic context or explicitly in 

relation to oil. The primary sources thus support the notion that the US effort to 

control oil in the Middle East influenced US foreign policy during the Persian Gulf 

War. The above analysis puts oil among the major influencing factors for US 

involvement in the war. 
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Conclusion 
 

 The topic of the thesis was to analyze the influence of natural resources on US 

foreign policy in the case of the Persian Gulf War. In the beginning, the dependent 

and independent variables were established and were used for the construction of the 

main argument. The analysis studied various qualitative aspects of the independent 

variable natural resource dependency and its effect on the dependent variable US 

foreign policy in the Persian Gulf War. In order to carry out the analysis, the thesis 

was divided into three parts, each of which studied different aspect of the dependent 

variable. 

 The first chapter introduced the different point of views of prominent 

academics, authors and thinkers. The academics were separated into two groups based 

on the view on the US natural resource strategy. While the authors did not share the 

same opinion on how the US should approach the issue they mostly agreed that the 

US natural resource dependency is one of the cornerstones of its foreign policy in the 

Middle East. 

 The second chapter focused on US natural resource needs. The analysis of data 

disclosed that the utilization of fossil fuels surpassed the use of traditional resources 

in the 20th century. The US modern economy quickly adapted to the new sources of 

energy and became dependent on them. With the growth of the US economy the 

consumption of these new fuels grew as well. The US managed to remain self-

sufficient in coal and almost self-sufficient in natural gas during the period between 

the Second World War and the Persian Gulf War. The story was much different for 

oil and non-fuel minerals. Their consumption increased rapidly and domestic 

production could not keep up with demand. The US became dependent on supplies 

from foreign nations. US foreign policy had to accommodate in order to meet new 

threats to the energy security, which arose from the US economic demands. It became 

apparent in the 1970s and the 1980s that the major concerns of national security 

would be geopolitical. The two critical regions, which attracted the biggest attention, 

were the Middle East and southern Africa. The former region supplied the US with oil 

and natural gas while the latter with non-fuel minerals. 

 The third chapter enriched the analysis with documents from former US 

administrations and then judged the influence of natural resources on US foreign 
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policy during the Persian Gulf War based on the findings gathered throughout the 

work. The annual speeches of the US presidents and reports of the National Security 

Council provided evidence of the importance of oil to US foreign policy. The US 

administration proved to be historically well aware of the US vulnerability to oil and 

developed an oil-denial plan, which would be initiated if the things did not go 

according to the plan in the Middle East. Later in the century the US administration 

pursued similar strategy and made sure that relations with the Middle East remained 

favorable to the point, which guaranteed the US uninterrupted access to natural 

resources. 

 The research provided enough evidence to support the claim that the US need 

to control increasing natural resource dependency influenced US foreign policy in the 

Persian Gulf War. The evidence suggests that the US natural resources dependency 

increased significantly in the 1970s and was challenging to the point that it required 

US foreign policy to embrace the issue. Therefore, the intervention in the Persian Gulf 

was not a startling and unforeseeable reaction. Rather it was the consequence of the 

long-term historical development between the US and the countries that provided a 

critical natural resource. Although the US administration along with many authors 

dismissed the significance of oil in the conflict, these claims are contradictory to the 

above made analysis and lose credibility in face of the evidence provided. 
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Appendix 

Appendix no. 1: Population of the US 1900-1990 (Table 1) 

 Number of 
states Population Population 

increase in % 
1900 45 75 994 575 20,7 
1910 46 91 972 266 21,0 
1920 48 105 710 620 14,9 
1930 48 122 775 046 16,1 
1940 48 131 669 275 7,2 
1950 48 150 697 361 14,5 
1960 50 179 323 175 19,0 
1970 50 203 235 298 13,3 
1980 50 226 504 825 11,4 
1985 50 237 839 000 5,0 
1990 50 250 122 000 5,2 

 Source: Tindall 1994 

  

 

Appendix no. 2: U.S. Coal Production, Consumption, and Net Exports, 1949-
2010 (Chart 2) 

 
 Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration Annual Energy Review, 2011 
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Appendix no. 3: U.S. Natural Gas Production, Consumption, and Net Imports, 
1949-1991 (Chart 3) 

 
 Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration Annual Energy Review, 2011 

 

Appendix no. 4: U.S. Natural Gas Total Imports, Imports from Canada, and 
Imports from Mexico 1973-1991 (Chart 4) 

  Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration Annual Energy Review, 2011 

-5 

0 

5 

10 

15 

20 

25 

1949 1952 1955 1958 1961 1964 1967 1970 1973 1976 1979 1982 1985 1988 1991 

Tr
ill

io
n 

C
ub

ic
 F

ee
t 

  

U.S. Natural Gas Production, Consumption, and Net 
Imports, 1949-1991 

Production Net Imports Consumption 

Note: All volumes are dry natural gas. 

0 
0,2 
0,4 
0,6 
0,8 

1 
1,2 
1,4 
1,6 
1,8 

2 

19
73

 

19
74

 

19
75

 

19
76

 

19
77

 

19
78

 

19
79

 

19
80

 

19
81

 

19
82

 

19
83

 

19
84

 

19
85

 

19
86

 

19
87

 

19
88

 

19
89

 

19
90

 

19
91

 

Tr
ill

io
n 

C
ub

ic
 F

ee
t 

U.S. Natural Gas Total Imports, Imports from 
Canada, and Imports from Mexico 1973-1991 

Total U.S. Gas Imports Pipeline Imports From Canada 

Pipeline Imports From Mexico 



  61 

Appendix no. 5: U.S. Petroleum Consumption¹ Estimates by Sector, 1949-1991 
(Chart 6) 

  Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration Annual Energy Review, 2011 

 

Appendix no. 6: U.S. Petroleum Imports From OPEC and Non-OPEC Countries, 
1960-1991 (Chart 7) 

 Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration Annual Energy Review, 2011 
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 Appendix no. 7: U.S. Petroleum Imports From Selected OPEC Countries, 1960-
2010 (Chart 8) 

 Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration Annual Energy Review, 2011 

 

Appendix no. 8: U.S. Petroleum Imports From Canada and Mexico, 1960-1991 
(Chart 9) 

 Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration Annual Energy Review, 2011 
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U.S. Petroleum Imports From Canada and Mexico, 
1960-1991 

Canada Mexico 


