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The war in Iraq has brought enormous suffering to the Iraqi 
people. Over one million Iraqis have died as a direct result of 
the war and occupation [1] while over three million have 
been displaced from their homes [2]. 
 
But BP sees this as a business opportunity. 
 
BP’s history of exploitation in Iraq 
 
This is not the first time that BP has profited at the expense 
of the Iraqi people. In fact, BP was one of the first companies 
to exploit Iraqi oil. In 1925, a 75-year concession contract 
was granted to a consortium [3] 23.75% owned by BP, 
together with other British, French and American 
companies. 
 
Combined with two further contracts signed in the 1930s, 
the consortium gained control over all of Iraq’s oil. 
 
The terms of the contracts, reflected the fact that Iraq was 
occupied by Britain (under a League of Nations Mandate) 
with a British-installed Monarch – King Faisal. The deals gave 
most of the oil revenue to the companies, along with 
complete control over decision-making. Yet these terms 
long outlasted the occupation. The historical parallels to the 
present day are stark. 
 
Throughout the 1940s and 1950s, successive Iraqi 
governments tried to change the unfair terms of the 
contract. Ultimately, following the overthrow of the British-
installed monarchy in 1958, the consortium’s rights were 
restricted in 1961 to cover only existing producing fields. 
Between 1972 and 1975, those fields too were brought 
under national control, like those of all of the major oil 
producers of the Middle East. Iraqis vowed that never again 
would they allow foreign companies to control their most 
important economic resource. But now BP is attempting to 
reverse this change. 
 
In October 2002, five months before the bombs started 
falling on Baghdad, BP’s then Chief Executive John Browne 
insisted that “there should be a level playing field for the 
selection of oil companies to go in there.”[4] In other words,  
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Based on ideas proposed by a US State Department 
committee before the occupation of Iraq, the first draft was 
written in July 2006, and was seen by BP and other oil 
companies within two weeks.[10] 
 
Members of the Iraqi parliament would not see it until eight 
months later; while Iraqi civil society was excluded 
altogether.  
 
The interest groups involved in the drafting were reflected in 
the content: the law proposes that multinational companies 
will play the primary role in developing Iraq’s oil, for the first 
time since the 1970s. It offers them contracts of up to 30 
years, with exclusive rights to develop the oil, and extensive 
legal powers – everything BP had been asking for. 
 
If these contracts are signed while Iraq is unstable and still 
occupied – as is planned – these circumstances will be 
reflected in the terms of any contracts. As such, we could 
see a repeat of history, with unfair terms of a contract 
signed under occupation, but lasting a generation. 
 
Opposed by Iraqis 
 
Most Iraqis believe that oil production should remain in the 
public sector, controlled by Iraqi companies. In December 
2006, the leaderships of all five of Iraq’s trade union 
federations stated that “Iraqi public opinion strongly opposes 
the handing of authority and control over the oil to foreign 
companies, that aim to make big profits at the expense of 
the people… We strongly reject the privatization of our oil 
wealth, as well as production sharing agreements, and there 
is no room for discussing this matter. This is the demand of 
the Iraqi street, and the privatization of oil is a red line that 
may not be crossed.”[11]  
 
The 26,000 strong Iraqi Federation of Oil Unions has since 
threatened to take strike action should the oil law be passed. 
President Hassan Jumaa Awad sent a message to foreign oil 
companies at a conference in Basra early last year, "We 
strongly warn all the foreign companies and foreign capital 
against coming into our lands under the guise of production-
sharing agreements." [12]  
 
Iraqi oil experts also oppose the oil law.  
 
Over 400 Iraqi oil experts, including senior Iraqi oil company 
representatives, former oil ministers and intellectuals have 
signed statements calling for no contracts to be signed whilst 
the country is under occupation and Iraqi unions have called 
for a referendum. [13] 
 
Opposed by British citizens 
 
British Parliamentarians have also expressed their unease at 
British governmental and corporate involvement in Iraqi oil  

policy. By September 2007 145 MPs across all parties signed 
an early day motion calling for disclosure of all 
representations made by the UK government on the behalf 
of oil companies and affirmed the right of Iraqis to decide 
their economic future free from external interference. [14] 
 
February 23 saw ‘Hands Off Iraqi Oil’ campaigners in 27 
cities around the UK take direct action at the petrol stations 
of both BP and Shell for their involvement in pushing for oil 
privatization under occupation [15] 
 
‘It’s what we all want…Production Sharing 
Agreements’ 
 
At the Iraq Petroleum conference in Dubai in September 
2007, Iraq country manager John Heavyside was asked if BP 
wanted PSAs in Iraq, he replied:  ‘We want to take risks and 
get incentivised to perform better; service contracts don't 
really allow us to do that. It's what we all want, all the 
international companies here. Production-sharing 
agreements offer a win-win situation.’ [16]. 
 
War zone for Iraqis, comfort zone for BP 
 
BP is currently looking to sign a $500m contract to develop 
Iraq’s largest producing oil field, Rumaila, in Basra. The 
contract is only for two years, but BP sees it as a stepping 
stone to the long-term contracts it really wants.  
 
Steve Peacock, president of BP's Middle East and South Asia 
exploration and production unit told Reuters in April 2008, 
‘These contracts are valid for a couple of years; how does 
that link with what comes afterwards?’  
 
Confirming the company’s long-term agenda for Iraq, 
Peacock continued, ‘We've studied the whole of the rest of 
the country, so we're waiting for what comes next after the 
service agreements. And we have an opinion on which bits 
we'd be more interested in [17] 
 
Is the company ready to move Beyond Petroleum? Or is it in 
fact embedding itself in a country, that despite being a 
hydrocarbon comfort zone for the company, is a war-zone 
for the people of Iraq? 
 
If BP were to enter into long-term contracts in Iraq, it would 
be operating against the wishes of the Iraqi people. 
Opposition in the occupied country is fierce, and BP would 
have to rely upon the security services of mercenary 
companies and a military occupation in order to carry out 
business. Can the risks, both moral and economic, political 
and practical really be justified? 
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