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FOREWORD

Energy is at the heart of modern life. Industry, agriculture, transport, home light, and heat,
cannot function without it. The industrial revolution was fueled by coal, which remains a
vital if polluting resource. Since petroleum displaced whale oil in the 19th century, it has
been the energy source of choice. Investments in the finding, production, transport, refin-
ing, and marketing of petroleum have been, and remain, huge. They are necessarily long
term. The complex and expensive arrangements require contracts and concessions. Those
instruments are at once inherently stable—that is in their nature as undertakings for
years—yet they have been subjected to reinterpretation, renegotiation, revision, and rup-
ture. The search for stability has been unending. It might be said that it has been unsuccess-
ful, but that would be simplistic. In point of fact, there has been a measure of stability in
the international exploitation of petroleum, but sufficient stability remains elusive.

In this lucid work on International Energy Investment Law: The Pursuit of Stability, Professor
Peter Cameron portrays and analyses the search for stability through contract and through
treaty. He shows that, however challenging and challenged arrangements for the interna-
tional exploitation of energy have been and remain, the influence of law is significant.
To speak of the governance of law in the international energy sphere would be excessive.
Bur ro discount the influence of law would be uninformed.

Take by way of salient example the resolution of the inevitable disputes between investors
and host States through international arbitration. The remarkable case of Aramco v Royal
Government of Saudi Arabia reflects the transformation of a medieval economy into one of
the richest the world has ever seen. Oil which was not known to be under Arabian sands
was found by the Standard Oil Company of California, in unimaginably vast quantity.
It was produced by the most modern methods; Aramco proved to be an enlightened opera-
tor; the uneducated cirtizens of Saudi Arabia moved from herdsmen to technicians and
financiers in two or three decades; and, in the process, Saudi Arabia vaulted many centuries
to spring to the forefront of contemporary economic life. In the midst of this process,
Aristotle Socrates Onassis convinced the King of Saudi Arabia that a fleet flying the Saudi
Arab flag should transport the oil produced by Aramco. But that, an alarmed Aramco
maintained, would contravene the terms of a concession of 1933 that extended to 1999.
That issue went to international arbitration. It was resolved in favor of Aramco. Saudi
Arabia, to its credit, took full part in the arbitration and accepted the adverse award; the
Onassis contract disappeared.

Or take the outcome of two other very large international oil arbitrations between the
Islamic Republic of Iran and BP, and it and Amoco. Both were settled just before the ren-
dering of arbitral awards. In BP, Iran apprehended that an adverse award on the critical
points of law would prejudice multiple pending claims before the Iran—United States
Claims Tribunal. At the last moment, it moved to block distribution of the award and paid
BP amply for its claims and for the award’s suppression; it has never seen the light of day.
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In Amoco, again art a very late stage and apparently because it came to know of the immi-
nence of an adverse award, Iran settled on terms that not only met Amoco’s claims but
sacrificed Iran’s substantial counterclaims; again the award remains unpublished. But these
are examples of the influence, not the impotence, of law in action.

Professor Cameron carefully paints on a large canvas. The results will be of high interest to
the student and practitioner of international energy law.

Stephen M. Schwebel’

! Judge Stephen M Schwebsel is a former President of the International Court of Justice.
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