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ABSTRACT: America’s foreign policy in Arab world is viewed by most critics as being unjust and hypocritical. Factors 
like long term American presence in the Arabian (Persian) Gulf contributed to this view. To some critics of America’s foreign 
policy, the aim of America’s foreign policy invasion of Arab world especially Iraq is for control in the Persian Gulf region 
for oil. But to America’s government, its foreign policy invasion in Arab world is to ensure peace, stability and freedom 
(democracy). For America to meet these challenges and still protect her national interest is a function of her power. Thus 
pragmatic paradigm of power would be used to explain America’s effort to promote democracy in the Arab world and Iraq in 
particular. We believe that although most critics’ resentment over US policies is unlikely to become positive in the immediate 
future, certain proactive US initiative can more favorably affect the critics’ opinion over the long term. This work, therefore, 
tried to examine the motive behind the invasion of Iraq by America in 2003. It also tried to examine the authenticity of 
America’s foreign policy of democracy, the alleged America’s interest of oil in Arab world and Iraq in particular. Based on 
this, it analyzed Iraq crisis from 1991-2003. The work was able to establish that apart from pursuing its foreign policy of 
democratization, war against terrorism and human right, America’s foreign policy towards the Arab world in general and 
Iraq in particular was to control Iraq oil. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
Following the end of the cold war, the America-Arab relations assumed a new dimension. America moved from her cold war 
objectives of containing the spread of communism by any means necessary to the cold war emphasis on democratization. The 
end of cold war brought new challenges to American as the only surviving super power capable of influencing world politics. 
These challenges include poverty alleviation, refuge problems, drug trafficking, terrorism, problems of human right abuses, 
oil supply, nuclear threat, etc. To realize those objectives, America preaches the Gospel of Globalization. In this regard, 
America emphasizes war against terrorism, promotion of fundamental Human Right, rule of law and democratization. This is 
the message America has taken to Arab world and this is what defines America-Arab relations since the 20th century, 
particularly in the late 20th century to date. This message could explain America’s actions when Iraq seized Kuwait in August 
1990 due to her hegemony ambition. America led UN coalition forces in January-February, 1991, expelled Iraq and set 
Kuwait free. Following Kuwait’s liberation, the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) required Iraq to scrap all weapons 
of mass destruction and long-range missiles and allow United Nations inspection. Thus, America began the policy of regime 
change in Iraq and to force Iraq into compliance with the UNSC resolutions. America’s claimed reasons for regime change in 
Iraq are; to introduce Democracy so as to ensure peace and stability in the Arab region and Iraq in particular and to scrap the 
alleged Iraq Weapon of Mass Destruction. But most critics of Iraq crisis are of the opinion that America’s interest in Arab 
world and Iraq in particular is oil not democracy. Secondly, America’s democracy was very aggressive, dominated by 
militarists and unilateralists. This attitude of America has devalued diplomacy, co-operation, and negotiation and put to 
question the authenticity of America’s foreign policy of democracy and the rule of law in Arab world and Iraq in particular. 
This work is in essence, an attempt to access the authenticity of America’s claimed interest-Democratization and America’s 
alleged interest of oil in Arab world with particular reference to Iraq crisis from 1991-2003. 
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1.1 Review of Related Literature on Motive behind America’s Invasion of Iraq 

 
Some commentators according to [1], believed that the war with Iraq if it culminates in the overthrow of Saddam Hussein, 
will lead to a democratic revolution in large parts of the Middle East. 
On the contrary, most critics of America’s foreign policy in Iraq were skeptical all along of Bush administration claim, that it 
will bring democracy to Iraq. Such critics argue that US Middle Eastern policy is overly tolerant of autocratic regimes as long 
as they provide support for US strategic or economic objectives in the region. This explains why US tolerated Saddam 
Hussein’s autocratic regime and war of aggression in Iran in 1980s and opposed the same autocratic regime in the 1990s 
when it threatened US interest in the region. [2], in support of the above assertions, asserts that during the 1980s and just 
preceding the Gulf war “America’s Saddam” was every bit as much dictator as he was in late 1990s. Therefore, the fact that 
Saddam has been Ironfisted during his rule in Baghdad is not a matter of contention between America and Arabs. If 
democracy was reason for invasion, America should not have supported Iraq aggression against Iran. They equally pointed 
out that some of America’s key Arab government allies particularly Saudi Arabia is no more benevolent or democratic than 
Saddam when dealing with internal dissent. For instance, the coalition lined up against Iraq in 1991 consisted of countries 
such as Kuwait-a monarchy that still does not grant women the right to vote, Saudi Arabia- which publically executes its 
critics and Egypt- which outlaws opposition parties, and sometimes murders them when they protest. These undemocratic 
regimes according to [3], are the best agents of America’s interest. He noted that they sell oil at prices said to be determined 
mainly by America, open for US military bases, facilitates American control and domination over the Arab world’s economic 
resources (including oil), and convert the Arab world into a huge consumer market for US products. Based on this, he notes 
that US government officials frequently speak about democracy and human rights, but their actions often do not support 
either democracy or human rights in the Arab world. Rather democracy is undermined by the American support for some 
Arab repressive regimes [3]. While Saddam Hussein was certainly a tyrant, he was every bit as much of a tyrant when he had 
close and supportive relationship with America. Furthermore, most critics assert that hypocrisy has always permeated US 
policy in the Middle East. Why some regimes such as those in Iraq, Iran and Libya are dubbed “rogue state”, others like 
Saudi Arabia and Israel are not. For instance, when Israel the only nuclear power in the region invaded Lebanon in 1982 and 
killed many thousand people in its effort to smash PLO it had the backing of Washington.  
 
Still on the issue of reason for invasion, [4] states that the head of Iraqi National Congress, once stated that “the future 
democratic government in Iraq will be grateful to the United States for helping the Iraqi people liberate themselves and 
getting rid of Saddam”. He added that “American companies we expect will play an important leading role in future oil 
saturation in Iraq”. From the above assertions, it is likely that as long as Saddam Hussein stays in power, US and British 
companies will be kept out of Iraq. Still on Oil as the key reason for invasion [4], further asserts that the US military presence 
is not solely about Oil, but Oil is a key reason. In support of his assertion, he stated that in 1999, General Anthony E. Zinni, 
(the head of  general command), testified to the Senate Armed Service Committee that Persian Gulf region is of “Vital 
Interest” to the US and that the country “must have free access to the region’s resources“. 
 
Most opposition to Bush’s policy in Iraq saw Bush’s claims for invasion of Iraq as that of lies, deception, and incredibly bad 
judgment. This conclusion is further confirmed by [5] assertions. He asserts that some military leaders opposed the war on the 
ground that there was no genuine reason for that. According to him, ‘’Major General Patrick Condignly, commander of  
British “Desert Rats’’ in the 1991 Gulf war, declared that he was “absolutely opposed to war” and that there was no 
justification for sending troops. 
 
In conclusion, it is worthy to note that whether it is control of source of oil, or not, America can go to any length to defend the 

fundamentals of its foreign policy thrust. It could be that America wants Arab world to democratize in order to produce 
conducive environment for trade and investment especially in the oil sector. 
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1.2 Theoretical Framework 
 
This research adopted the American pragmatism and realist paradigm of power to serve as her compass. The researcher agrees 
with Westin, et al, that the key concept used in explaining political event is power. The political scientist asks who holds 
power in order to predict how public crisis will be resolved. The realists/pragmatists believe in national interest and the use of 
power. They believe also that in international relations, states must follow their national interest, which are defined in terms of 
power. American pragmatic paradigm of power was used to explain the contradictions and divergences in America’s 
aggressive invasion of Iraq and America’s foreign policy of liberal democracy. For democracy and aggression are two strange 
bedfellows, diametrically opposed to each other. This philosophy has influenced American policy and relations with the rest 
of the world. 
 
It has been noted that American foreign policy was focused to the dismantling of autocratic rule in Iraq and bringing 
democracy, but it was not based on purely altruistic and pious intensions. Rather, American policy in Iraq was very 
subjective, aggressive, selfishly egotistic etc. Thus, American pragmatism when compared with democracy opposed each 
other. For democracy on like pragmatism is very objective, principled, altruistically humanistic and the end is judged by the 
means. Perhaps these divergences can best explain why American pragmatism when used to deal with democratization 
process in the Arab world and Africa in general at best, be described as incoherent  and at worst contradictory. Thus, 
American pragmatism which lays emphasis on “practical” and is personal, contributed to the unilateral decision to take 
military action against Iraq without authorization from United Nations and in spite of opposition from many countries 
particularly in Europe and “public”. 
 
1.3 Conflicts in the Arab World 
 
In the Arab world, the intermittent upheavals that exist there tend to corroborate the assertion by Benito Mussolini that 
“perpetual peace is neither possible nor desirable” hence “war is to man what maternity is to women” [6]. Historical records 
show that in the Arab world turbulence is as endemic as it is intractable. The escalation of crisis in the Arab world and the 
breakdown of law generate serious concern to the international community. Instances of such crisis are: Iraq/Iran crisis, 
Iraq/Kuwait crisis, Iraq crisis, Afghanistan crisis, Arab/Israeli crisis etc [7], stating that most regimes in Arab world are very 
autocratic and not democratic, asserted that by middle to late 1950s, nearly all the main parliamentary system gave way to 
authoritarian single-party populist regimes dominated by nationalist military officers, or to successful assertions of royal 
authoritarianism. [8] in support of the above assertions, states that the regime of Saddam   Hussein (Iraq president) affected 
the highest number of cases of harassment, arrest, beaten up, detention, prosecution and imprisonment of media men and 
killings. As such, democracy is almost nonexistent in the politics of the Arab world.  
 
1.4 Fundamentals of American Foreign Policy 
 
[9] asserts that the United States historically pursued three main goals of defense and foreign policy: survival of our nation, 
extension of our national borders to their “national limits” and promotion of American commerce around the globe. 
America’s mission in the world is therefore to sell the American message, to insist on American supremacy, to establish and 
promote American interest around the world. America is not just the most powerful nation in the world; it is also the 
prosperous and the most determined to protect its national interest. For it is said that the primary objective of any country’s 
foreign policy is to promote and protect the country’s national interest. 
 
In International politics, the words of [10] hold true for America and every nation. He said that in international relations, 
there are no permanent friends and no permanent enemies, just permanent interest. This explains US actions against Iraq in 
1991 in spite of the close and supportive relationship that existed between them from 1979-1990, Sudan in 1988 and even the 
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limited sanctions against Nigeria in 1995 following the execution of Ken Saro Wiwa and eight others and the general poor 
human rights record in Nigeria. Therefore, the permanent interest of the US in Arab world is “promotion of American 
commerce”. To promote American commerce means the promotion of capitalism and this means also, the promotion of  
 
 
democracy. Since democracy carries with it, freedom, liberty, guarantee to human right free trade and private investment, 
growth and development, it becomes clear what America actually want in Arab world. [11] in support of the above asserts 
that liberal democracy and capitalism remain the pillars of her foreign policy. America’s ambition has been to transform the 
world and make it safe for democracy. Thus, America is the only country that has been willing to use both soft and hard 
power to promote democracy. Any effort to juxtapose or contrast America’s effort to win the war against terrorism and its 
democracy- promotion strategy is conceptually flawed. This is why autodidactic, authoritative regimes such as that of 
Saddam Hussein pose grave threats to democratic systems. Fighting against these forces is both in America’s national 
security interest and a key ingredient of democracy promotion. 
 
 

II. US POLICY TOWARDS IRAQ 1991 TO 2003 
 
The close and supportive relationship that existed between Iraq and America (1979-1990) was terminated from the day Iraq 
invaded Kuwait (August 2, 1990). US began the policy of regime change in Iraq and to force Iraq into compliance with UN 
Security Council Resolutions. According to [5], the Bush administration’s September 2002 decision to seek a UN umbrella 
for the confrontation with Iraq led officials to mute their prior declaration that the goal of US policy was to change Iraq’s 
regime [5]. Bush administration believes that a friendly government in Baghdad would be required to ensure complete 
elimination of Iraq’s WMD. The administration stressed regime change as a specific goal of a US led war. Some critics argue 
that the president’s ultimatum that Saddam and his sons leave Iraq to avoid war indicates that the regime change goal is 
paramount. Based on this, Congress called for the removal of Saddam’s regime from power and the establishment of a 
democratic Iraqi state in its place. 
 
Since the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in 1990, Congress has played an active role in supporting US foreign policy objective to 
contain Iraq and force it into compliance with UN Security Council Resolutions. Congress restricted aid and trade in goods to 
some countries found to be in violation of international sanctions against Iraq. In 1991, Congress authorized the president to 
use force against Iraq to expel Iraqi forces from Kuwait in accordance with the United Nation Security Council Resolution 
678. On October 16, 2003, the president signed H. J. Res. 114 into law as P. L. 107-243. [5], believes that the resolution 
conferred broad authority on the president and required the president to make periodic reports to congress “on matters 
relevant to this joint resolution”. The resolution expresses congressional “support” for the efforts of the president to obtain 
“prompt and decisive action by Security Council” to enforce Iraq’s compliance with all relevant Security Council 
Resolutions. Congress continues to play a role in formulating US policy in Iraq even after the passage of H. J. Res. 114 into 
law as P. L. 107-243. 
 
In deciding to launch military action against Iraq, the administration asserted that Iraq is in breach of 17 UN Security Council 
Resolutions- including 1441 of November 8, 2002, mandating that Iraq fully declare and eliminate its WMD programs. 
President Bush maintained this position despite oppositions from a number of US allies and Security Council members, 
including France, Germany, Russia and China. These and several other counties believed that UN inspectors where working 
to disarm Iraq and should have been continued as an alternative to war. The end of diplomatic negotiation to avert war came 
after the United States and Britain were unable to muster sufficient Security Council support for a proposed Un Security 
Council Resolution that would have authorized force if Iraq did not meet a final deadline for Iraq to fully comply with WMD 
disarmament mandates. 

 However, from late January 2003, US Secretary, Collin Powell insisted that Iraq’s failure to co-operate fully with the latest 
weapons inspections indicated that inspectors would not succeed in disarming Iraq and that war would be required, with or 
without UN authorization. Press reports according to [5] suggest that Vice President Dick Cheney Secretary of defense 
Rumsfeld, among others, were consistently skeptical that inspections could significantly reduce the long- term threat from 



 
JSAR Journal of Law and Allied Discipline (IJSAR-JLAD) 

ISSN: 2408-7629 
Volume 2, Issue3 (September, 2015), 62-69 
http://www.mdcjournals.org/ijsar-jlad...html 

 

66 | P a g e  

JSAR Journal of Law and Allied Discipline (IJSAR-JLAD) 
ISSN: 2408-7629 

http://www.mdcjournals.org/ijsar-jlad..html 

Iraq and reportedly have long been in favor of US military action against Iraq. President Bush presented a sweeping 
condemnation of Iraq in his State of Union address on January 28, 2003. ‘’With nuclear arms or a full arsenal of chemical 
and biological weapons” the president warned, Saddam Hussein could resume his ambitions of conquest in the middle East 
and create deadly havoc in the region.   

 

III. BRITISH AND US INTEREST IN IRAQ OIL IN THE 20TH CENTURY 
 

During the World War 11, America’s involvement in Arab matters which was restricted to the protection of the business 
interest of its citizens in the Arab transformed to include a direct and complex role of controlling Arab economy and politics 
and extending and consolidating its dominance and hegemony in an area notorious for its volatility but blessed with abundant 
endowment [12] rightly observed that: 

The problems of the Middle East have been made more difficult by the fact that the bigger 
nations including the United States and Russia have keen interest in what happens in the 
Middle East. Although, much of the land is arid and infertile the area is very much in Oil. 
It is estimated that he Middle East countries contain about 42% of the world oil reserves. 
Because of its position between Asia and Africa and in relation to Suez Canal, which is the 
gate way for ships to the East, the world powers consider the Middle East to be of great 
importance particularly in times of war but also for communication in peace times. For 
these reasons, the big world powers want to control the Middle East or at least to be 
friendly with countries in that area.  

In support of this assertion, [13] and [14] affirm that: 
The United States became involved in the Middle East for a variety of reasons. Like the 
Europeans, we valued the Middle East as a critical geo-strategic area and the site of 
important Oil reserves. In addition, it was a necessary element in the arc of containment 
around the Soviet Union, which had designs on at least the northern part of the region.  

Soviet collapsed in 1990 leaving only the United States as the super power with the necessary leverage to mediate in the 
Middle East conflict. The US therefore has three options, which it is pursuing simultaneously:  

 Ensure control of Middle East Oil by removing or neutralizing problematic regimes such as Saddam’s. 

 Develop Central Asian and Siberian Oil resources; and  

 Ensure the production pipeline from Central Asia ports either through the Caspian or through Afghanistan. 

 It has achieved the second option through the breakup of the Soviet Union, which the US aggressively implemented through 
diplomacy and investment in Russia and central Asia Republics. The third it has achieved and implemented through the “war 
on terrorism” against the Taliban regime of Afghanistan. The third which was quite important, should it prove difficult to 
exploit and transport Russian and Central Asian Oil, was likewise being implemented through a policy of regime change in 
Iraq. 
 

IV.  IMPLICATIONS OF CONTROLLING IRAQ OIL 
  
The fear that US control of Iraq Oil could mean control of the world Oil was because the five Gulf states- Saudi Arabia, Iraq, 
Kuwait, Iran and United Arab Emirates have Oil reserves totally more than 650 billion barrels. Controlling these states means 
controlling the world supply of Oil. In 1975, at the end of the energy crisis, US had virtually no military presence and very 
few military connections in those states. Today, US maintain a series of military bases that almost encircled the Persian Gulf. 
Only two of the big five have no US military presence with an invasion and occupation of Iraq, the Bush administration has 
rectified that saturation. With the US firmly located in Iraq, Iran would be isolated and effectively surrounded with America’s 
bases in Iraq to the West and Afghanistan and Pakistan to the east. Thus, military occupation of these countries will enable the 
US government to control those countries’ important resources especially Oil, which has particular strategic importance. 
Based on the above assertions, one would say that the fortuitous attacks on America and Saddam Hussein’s undemocratic 
regime have allowed President Bush to implement his unstated policy of using military to maintain economic superiority, and 
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to open up new markets to American big business. Already the main beneficiaries of the new Bush doctrine are the big Oil 
and defense companies.  
 
Iraq with the second largest Oil reserves is in a position to help supply the global market. Therefore in a bid to control Iraq, 
which abounds in Oil reserves and has tremendous Oil recovery potential; America will be in better position to strengthen its 
control force over international Oil supply, enhance its strategic advantage over international competitors, and will pave the 
way for American consortia to return to Middle-East region. Already, America’s control of Iraq had made it easier for the four 
giant firms located in the US-UK to enter Iraq, from where they were excluded with the nationalization of 1972. These 
companies according to [15], would gain the most lucrative Oil deals that will be worth hundreds of billions of dollars in 
profit in the coming decades. The Gulf is the most important single source of world energy and will become increasingly so in 
the next decades. The Bush family therefore, has a vested interest in control over world Oil supplies to avoid or mitigate the 
effects of any future Arab Oil boycott as happened in 1973. Iraq as stated earlier has the second largest proven Oil reserves in 
the world, after Saudi Arabia. If all its installations can be repaired and restored to working order, it would have an output 
capacity of 8 million barrels per day. Some economic analysts expressed fear that the United States may try to use its position 
as occupier to break OPEC, by taking control of Iraq’s Oil industry and flooding the world markets with massive quantities of 
Iraqi Oil. This would disrupt OPEC’s quota system, create a massive Oil glut and force the prices of Oil down to a fraction of 
their true economic value. The results would be major economic disruptions. Oil producing countries would have their 
revenues cut drastically, which would deny most of them the funds which they need to continue their economic development. 
Although, Oil-consuming countries might benefit initially from the lower Oil prices, they would also be losers, in that OPEC 
would be undermined as a factor for stability in the world Oil market, and this would mean that Oil prices would be less 
predictable in the future. Most critics therefore where of the opinion that US control of Iraq will weaken the control force of 
the international cartel market with the mid-east Oil exporters as the mainstay.  
 
Control of Iraq oil will also put the United States in a position where it could exercise a strong degree of control over world 
Oil market forcing prices up or down as its rulers see fit according to their own interests. This represents a great danger to the 
interest of humanity as a whole. Some people have naively argued that the United States did not conquer Iraq in order to cease 
control of Iraqi Oil, because it can obtain all Oil it needs from other suppliers, in addition to its own substantial reserves in 
Texas and Alaska. Those who use this argument are missing the points and have failed to understand the US aims. The truth 
of course is that the United States does not need Iraqi Oil for its own consumption, but certainly wants it because of the 
degree of control this will give it over Oil prices and world Oil markets in general. It already exerts a considerable amount of 
control over many Arab Oil producing countries, and its conquest of Afghanistan enables it to control Oil producing former 
Soviet Republic of Central Asia. The Bush government aims to control as much as possible of world’s Oil reserves, because 
this will enable it to control supplies and thus blackmail all countries, which depend on Oil imports. Based on these, US 
control of Iraq Oil is very dangerous to the interest of the rest of humanity. 

 
V. FINDINGS 
 
The “exemption” from democracy for key US allies like Saudi Arabia, Israel implies that US pursuit of democracy in the 
Middle East is likely to be uneven. This attitude is evidence that America gives lip service to democracy in the Arab world. 
This hypocritical behavior is reflected in a US invasion of Iraq to “liberate” those people while a regime in Kuwait was 
reinstalled without the US demanding major democratic reforms or America defending Saudi Arabia without that Government 
to widen political participation to include the masses, or the US not objecting to a military coup in Algeria against the Islamic 
party after it won the elections. The point is that most regimes like Saudi Arabia are undemocratic, corrupt, despotic and 
unresponsive to their people’s aspirations yet, US kept these regimes in power because they serve US purpose. After the 
political neutralization of Libya’s Ghaddafy, Saddam Hussein remained the most prominent and persistent anti US regime. In 
the wake of the US attack on Afghanistan, only Saddam took the option of using Oil weapon against the US and the West as a 
whole. As such they knew as long as he is in power US will not have access to Iraqi Oil. Again when Saddam was over 
throne, American occupiers began the process of establishing democratic government in Iraq. The Iraqi people saw the 
American effort as US attempts to impose a government on them. If America meant democracy to Iraq, it should have 
allowed the Iraq political forces that enjoyed popular support to take the initiative to establish it themselves. Democratic 
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government can only develop if it is based on traditions and effort of the people who want it for themselves; it is not 
something that can be grafted on them from outside. Therefore, the assertions that post Saddam Hussein regime will ensure 
democracy, stability and an intact Iraq that can counter balance Iran is Hypocritical. It is just one of the excuses put forth by 
US to dethrone Saddam Hussein, whose hegemonic ambition had become a threat to American interest in the region.  
The war was based on Bush’s unilateral drive towards power and empire. Since the Second World War, the United States has 
been the dominant world power in the Middle East. Every US policy shift, every military intervention, every C.I.A plot has 
been carried out to secure one main aim; to secure the cheap and plentiful flow of the world’s most important energy 
resources –Oil. Despite new discoveries of Oil reserves in central Asia, the Middle East still has two-thirds of the worlds 
proven Oil reserves and its Oil is still the cheapest to pump and produce. Nothing that takes place in the Middle East today 
can be understood without first understanding the strategic and economic importance of “black gold’. The US has relied on 
brutal, repressive regimes such as Iran under the Shah, Saudi Arabia and Israel to do its dirty work. It has used CIA to foment 
coups against “unfriendly” regimes when necessary. It has intervened directly to punish a regime that has challenged its 
dominance in the region as it did to Iraq in 1991. To this day, the US spends billions annually to maintain large military 
presence in the regions. It provides billions in military hard wares to client state, in particular to Egypt Saudi Arabia and Israel 
which the US carefully maintains as the region’s most formidable military power.  America’s pragmatic stand has devalued 
diplomacy, co-operation, negotiation and created new distrust for US global leadership. US foreign policies of aggression, 
military attacks, sanctions, hypocritical behavior regarding democracy and human rights, military bases in Arab world 
contributed to most critics’ resentment of US foreign policies in that region. Thus, the United States invasion of Iraq on 
March 20, 2003, was described by most critics as unjust and aggressive. Though the US administration claimed it acted in 
accordance with international law and that the war was preemptive and overwhelming majority of government and world 
public opinion, thought otherwise. 

 

IV. CONCLUSION 
 
American foreign policy towards nations, the Arab world and Iraq in particular is in accordance with its national interest. 
Thus, the liberal democracy championed by America in the Arab world and Iraq in particular is in accordance with its national 
interest, yet the ultimate aim is to make Arab world safe for trade, investment and control especially in the Oil sector. Thus, 
American foreign policy of democracy in the region especially in Iraq is not in the interest of Iraqi people. It is hypocritical, 
as such not authentic and genuine. This study equally portrayed that the key reason for regime change in Iraq is Oil not 
democracy. Control of Iraqi Oil will give America great leverage over Saudi Arabia and Oil-producing nations in the Middle-
East in setting production levels. Leveraging the Oil supplies of Iraq and Middle-East would enable the Unites States to 
exercise control over the world, since the industrial nations depend on Oil for survival. Thus, controlling Iraq Oil is about Oil 
as power, rather than Oil as fuel or increasing the profit of Exxon. For control over the Persian Gulf translates into control 
over Europe, Japan and China. America’s control of Iraq Oil would place it in a better position to control the world oil market 
so as to consolidate its power as the world super power. 
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