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Chair Rogers and members of the Energy & Commerce Committee, I want to thank you for 

including me in this roundtable discussion on energy security, perhaps the most pressing concern 

facing the Congress and the Administration in the coming years. I am President of the Energy Policy 

Research Foundation, Inc. (EPRINC), a non-profit public policy research organization. EPRINC was 

founded in 1944 and studies energy economics and policy issues with special emphasis on oil, natural 

gas, and petroleum product markets. I have worked on a broad range of energy security issues for my 

entire career, both in and out of government, beginning with the 1973-74 Arab oil embargo.  This 

included policy work at  Departments of Interior, State, Energy and the EPA, as well as on the 

National Security Council staff under President Reagan.  

 

The North American oil and gas production platform is an instrument of national power and 

wealth creation that can deliver affordable, reliable, and secure energy that sustains our national 

economy. Today we are the world’s largest oil and gas producer and a net exporter of both oil and 

gas to the world market. This production platform operates at a high level of efficiency and solves a 

wide range of  complex technical and cost challenges starting with the exploration and production of 

oil and gas, its distribution to processing facilities and export markets, and the production of  

transportation fuels to American consumers and a wide range of essential products, including 

fertilizers, pharmaceuticals and plastics.  Both natural gas and refined products routinely  move 

through cross-border pipelines in Canada and  Mexico and waterborne supplies move in and out of 

U.S. ports.  Efficient operation of this production platform has placed us in a unique position not only 

to deliver affordable energy to U.S. consumers, but it is also a lifeline to our allies.  Does anyone 

think the Europeans would have been able to sustain opposition to the Russian invasion of Ukraine 

without U.S. LNG?   

 

This production platform now faces a threat from policy initiatives that will severely harm the 

security of the U.S. For example, when the Biden Administration cancelled the Keystone Pipeline 

from Alberta, this decision not only harmed Canadian producers, but imposed costs on our 

distribution systems and made our processing and refining centers less efficient. When the Biden 

Administration bans new oil and gas production from federal lands, we diminish the functioning of 

the production platform by limiting the availability of petroleum feedstocks. When natural gas 

pipelines are prohibited, and about 8 bcf/d of capacity has been prohibited by various regulatory 
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initiatives in recent years, we not only harm American industries we also put consumers at risk of 

higher prices, and we are not in a position to provide supplies for allies.  Regulatory programs that 

mandate volumetric use of biofuels, without regard to their cost or technical performance, have 

harmed our capability to produce low-cost fuels and have contributed to a reduction in domestic 

refining capacity.  All of the consequences of constraining the production of oil, natural gas, and 

petroleum products are not yet fully evident, but without genuine regulatory reforms and policy 

shifts, we are likely to face severe energy security consequences as large elements of the energy 

transition will prove both costly and elusive.  

  

Energy Security: Understanding Lessons of the Past 

One problem I suspect is that many of our policy makers have forgotten the energy security 

lessons of the past. The geopolitical threat to our energy security is directly related to a concentration 

of low-cost petroleum resources in the Persian Gulf- a small, distant, and at times unstable region. 

From the perspective of the major oil importing countries, such a large concentration of low-cost 

reserves presents two kinds of vulnerabilities or risks. The first vulnerability stems from the 

possibility that a relatively small number of producers could restrict output to the world market, and 

as a result, charge prices over the long term that are substantially higher than those which would 

prevail in more competitive markets. One could argue that restricting output and achieving higher 

prices is in fact the very purpose of OPEC, although efforts to impose higher costs on U.S. consumers 

was constrained in recent years by the surge in U.S. production. (Recently, however, a combination 

of pandemic lockdowns, supply chain disruptions, under investment in oil and gas development, and 

expectations over possible loss of substantial supplies from Russia has demonstrated  importance of 

sustaining policies that ensure our energy security. ) 

 

An important consequence of the 1973-74 Arab oil embargo was a structural shift in the 

ownership and control of the vast Gulf resources. By changing expectations on future production 

levels of the major Middle East oil producers, the 1973-74 Arab oil embargo brought about a 

sustained increase in the value of oil. As Middle East reserves were nationalized and transferred to 

the control of the host countries, expectations for future production from the region were scaled back 

and prices responded accordingly. 

 

The so-called second oil price shock in 1979 can be seen in a similar light, as the Iranian 

Revolution sent a signal that the region was in for a period of instability. The prior view that future 

output from Iran and Iraq would expand substantially was no longer plausible. The point here is that 
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in both cases, prices were affected by changing expectations on future production levels. In both 

cases, the severe economic losses experienced by the consuming countries coupled with the fear of 

physical shortages led Western countries to put into place a range of energy security initiatives, some 

of which remain in effect today (e.g., strategic petroleum stocks). 

 

The second vulnerability is the potential for a disruption in supplies, either short or long term, 

to the world market. Such a disruption could occur either from a conflict or revolution in a major 

producing region. An interruption in Middle East supplies clearly would raise short-term prices 

worldwide and bring about large wealth transfers from importers to exporters. Whether a short-term 

disruption would lead to a medium or long-term increase in prices would depend on whether a large 

volume of reserves was removed from the market and on the speed and cost at which new supplies 

could be developed. In any case, the long-term value of petroleum would clearly shift upward 

substantially if access to the world’s largest low-cost reserves were denied to the market. Any such 

price shift would bring about severe economic dislocations and impose related security concerns on 

the West. 

 

A key feature of the world oil market is that oil is a fully integrated commodity (e.g., factors 

affecting prices and flow in one place affect the overall price of oil). Thus, a disruption in supplies 

from the Persian Gulf or a reemergence of restrictive production policies by Middle East oil 

producers (as occurred after the 1998 price collapse) harms both the U.S. and the other oil importers 

based on the economic value of petroleum in each country’s economy and not based upon the level of 

imports from specific regions. In this integrated market, a supply disruption anywhere leads to a price 

increase everywhere.  To address these vulnerabilities, associated with the market power of producers 

as well the potential for a disruption in supply, the advanced industrial economies (OECD) 

established the International Energy Agency to organize a collective energy security response.  

Among the measures undertaken was the development of strategic oil reserves, promotion of supplies 

outside of the Persian Gulf, measures to promote improvements in energy efficiency, alternative 

energy sources, and sustaining political and military alliances among major oil producers in the 

Middle East.  In recent years, these fundamental features of the IEA have been largely abandoned in 

favor of  promoting so-called “net zero” carbon emissions by 2050  without regard to cost or 

technical capacity. In effect, the central mission of the IEA has moved from energy security to 

pursuing an energy transition, with little regard to its consequences.  

 

 



 
5 

We Have Overestimated the Pace of the Energy Transition  

Many proponents of proceeding with a rapid energy transition have argued that by 

accelerating production of electric vehicles, accompanied by a rapid buildout of wind and solar 

resources, we can free ourselves from price volatility and the supply chain disruptions now prevalent 

in world oil and natural gas markets. This strategy, however, at least in the near-term, has proven to 

be unrealistic.  Any of these envisioned transitions will require mining, processing and procuring of 

large volumes of critical minerals.  The energy transition is going to take time, likely many decades 

after 2050, and will prove more elusive than current expectations.  More importantly, policy 

measures to accelerate the transition will undermine the ability of energy markets to supply 

consumers with reliable and reasonably priced energy, especially in times of supply disruptions.  

 

To achieve a global net zero outcome, a wide array of technical and resource challenges must 

be overcome. No single technological constraint provides a path forward, but instead, a broad and 

difficult set of challenges must be addressed. Solving a long list of technical challenges across a 

broad range of energy systems and fuel use and then scaling the solutions worldwide will require a 

time horizon well beyond 2050. It is not enough to solve an array of challenges to achieve a narrow 

and specific objective, but instead, broad solutions and technical breakthroughs are required across 

the entire energy system. The scale challenge is best described by Mark Mills in his book The Cloud 

Revolution, “[The energy transition] is not like putting a man on the moon. It is more like putting all 

of humanity on the moon—permanently.” The following charts illustrate many of the challenges  we 

will face in the coming years if we do not proceed  with a more cautious  approach. 
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Appendix: Charts 
 

FIGURE 1 

 
 

 
 
 

U.S. supplied 
84% of 
incremental 
global liquids 
demand 
between 2010 
and 2020.

Incremental U.S. Oil Production Expansion Helped Moderate Gasoline Prices
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FIGURE 2 

 
 
Note: Over the last twenty years, worldwide subsidies have totaled  $5 trillion to promote, wind, solar and biofuels. Today these energy 
sources provide only 5 percent of primary energy supply, Bloomberg NEF “Global Investment in Low-Carbon Energy Transition Hit $755 
billion in 2021”  (January 27, 2022) 
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FIGURE 3 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Decarbonization is Not Another Moonshot

13

“[The energy transition] is not like putting a man on the moon. 
It is more like putting all of humanity on the moon—
permanently.” - Mark P. Mills, the Cloud Revolution
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FIGURE 4 
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World Food Production Depends on Fossil-based Fertilizers
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FIGURE 5 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Net Zero Scenario’s Energy Intensity Goals are Far Removed from Reality
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FIGURE 6 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Can We Both Rely on Unproven Technologies and Displace Demand as Large as OECD?
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FIGURE 6 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Excessive Reliance on Critical Minerals Likely Lead to Supply Disruptions and Price Volatility

3
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FIGURE 7 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Push for Electric Vehicles and Battery Adoption to Further Support China’s Dominance

4

Source: Huisman, J., et al. (April 2020) Raw Materials in the Battery Value 
Chain - Final content for the Raw Materials Information System 
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FIGURE 7 
 

 
 
 

Note: Economic and population growth in Asia Pacific, and other regions will place enormous demand for large supplies of energy, (80 percent of 
the world as yet to take an airplane flight). 

18Data: IEA

Household Energy to Grow in Non-OECD


