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Dedev’s worse for mindset shifting
Monbiot 9 – George Monbiot, columnist for The Guardian, has held visiting fellowships or professorships at the universities of Oxford (environmental policy), Bristol (philosophy), Keele (politics), Oxford Brookes (planning), and East London (environmental science, August 17, 2009, “Is there any point in fighting to stave off industrial apocalypse?,” online: http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cif-green/2009/aug/17/environment-climate-change
From the second and third observations, this follows: instead of gathering as free collectives of happy householders, survivors of this collapse will be subject to the will of people seeking to monopolise remaining resources. This will is likely to be imposed through violence. Political accountability will be a distant memory. The chances of conserving any resource in these circumstances are approximately zero. The human and ecological consequences of the first global collapse are likely to persist for many generations, perhaps for our species' remaining time on earth. To imagine that good could come of the involuntary failure of industrial civilisation is also to succumb to denial. The answer to your question – what will we learn from this collapse? – is nothing. This is why, despite everything, I fight on. I am not fighting to sustain economic growth. I am fighting to prevent both initial collapse and the repeated catastrophe that follows. However faint the hopes of engineering a soft landing – an ordered and structured downsizing of the global economy – might be, we must keep this possibility alive. Perhaps we are both in denial: I, because I think the fight is still worth having; you, because you think it isn't.

Complexity and diminishing returns don’t cause collapse
Tainter 9 – Joseph A. Tainter, Global Institute of Sustainability and School of Human Evolution and Social Change at Arizona State University, interviewed by Kazys Varnelis, the Director of the Network Architecture Lab at the Columbia University Graduate School of Architecture, Planning, and Preservation, November 3, 2009, “Interview with Joseph Tainter on Collapse,” online: http://varnelis.net/blog/interview_with_joseph_tainter_on_collapse
Today we are living in the most complex society that has ever existed, yet we’ve avoided collapse thus far. Why is that? JT: Diminishing returns to complexity are probably inevitable, but collapse doesn’t necessarily follow. Collapses are actually not that common. There are several ways to cope with diminishing returns to complexity. One is to find energy subsidies to pay for the process. That is what we have done with fossil fuels. And it is a big part of why a future crisis in fossil fuels is the most important thing we should be worrying about.
	
Complexity’s inevitable---post-collapse we’ll get right back on the complexity treadmill 
Tainter 6 – Joseph A Tainter, Global Institute of Sustainability and School of Human Evolution and Social Change at Arizona State University, February 2006,” Social Complexity and Sustainability,” Ecological Complexity, Vol, 3, p. 91-103 
Thus, the development of complexity is a wonderful dilemmas of human history. Over the past 12,000 years, we have responded to challenges with strategies that cost more labor, time, money, and energy, and that go against our aversion to such costs. We have done this because most of the time complexity works. It is a basic problem-solving tool. Confronted with problems, we often respond by developing more complex technologies, establishing new institutions, adding more specialists or bureaucratic levels to an institution, increasing organization or regulation, or gathering and processing more information. Such increases in complexity work in part because they can be implemented rapidly, and typically build on what was developed before. While we usually prefer not to bear the cost of complexity, our problemsolving efforts are powerful complexity generators. All that is needed for growth of complexity is a problem that requires it. Since problems continually arise, there is persistent pressure for complexity to increase. 

Complexity is sustainable---it’s key to energy innovation and problem-solving that make even highly complex societies sustainable
Tainter 9 – Joseph A. Tainter, Global Institute of Sustainability and School of Human Evolution and Social Change at Arizona State University, September 9, 2009, “Human Resource Use: Timing and Implications for Sustainability,” online: http://www.theoildrum.com/node/5745
In conclusion, sustainability is not the achievement of stasis. It is not a passive consequence of having fewer humans who consume more limited resources. One must work at being sustainable. The challenges that any society (or other institution) might confront are, for practical purposes, endless in number and infinite in variety. This being so, sustainability is a matter of solving problems. In the conventional view, complexity follows energy. If so, then we should be able to forego complexity voluntarily and reduce our consumption of the resources that it requires. This approach to sustainability implicitly sees the future as a condition of stasis with no challenges. In actuality, major infusions of surplus energy are rare in human history. More commonly, complexity increases in response to problems. Complexity emerging through problem solving typically precedes the availability of energy, and compels increases in its production. Complexity is not something that we can ordinarily choose to forego. Applying this understanding leads to two conclusions. The first is that the solutions commonly recommended to promote sustainability–conservation, simplification, pricing, and innovation–can do so only in the short term. Secondly, long-term sustainability depends on solving major societal problems that will converge in coming decades, and this will require increasing complexity and energy production. Sustainability is not a condition of stasis. It is, rather, a process of continuous adaptation, of perpetually addressing new or ongoing problems and securing the resources to do so. 

Economic collapse can’t solve warming---it’s try or die for growth
Elliott 8 – Larry Elliott, Economics Editor for The Guardian, August 25, 2008, “Can a dose of recession solve climate change?,” The Guardian, online: http://www.guardian.co.uk/business/2008/aug/25/economicgrowth.globalrecession
This may strike some as a strange way of looking at things. Sure, the global economy is slowing. But what's so bad about that? Is it, in fact, bad news that the world economy will no longer grow at its recent rate of 5% a year? And if the answer to that question is "no", wouldn't it be good news if this modest retrenchment was turned into a full-blown slump? Indeed, why stop there? Shouldn't those who fear for the future of the planet pursue something akin to the Great Depression of the 1930s? It's an interesting thought. Logically, if the obsession with growth at all costs has increased emissions to the point where rising temperatures pose a threat to mankind's existence (as many experts believe) then a prolonged period of slow or negative growth will limit the damage to the environment. At the very least, it would provide a breathing space to come up with an international agreement on how to tackle the problem. There are many reasons why it is not quite as simple as that. My rudimentary understanding of the science of climate change is that concentrations of greenhouse gases have been building up over many decades, and you can't simply turn them off like a tap. Even a three- or four-year 1930s-style global slump would have little or no impact, particularly if it was followed by a period of vigorous catch-up growth. On a chart showing growth since the dawn of the industrial age 250 years ago, the Great Depression is a blip. Similarly, Britain's trade deficit always comes down in recessions because imports go down, but then widens again once the economy returns to its trend rate of growth. Politically, recessions are not helpful to the cause of environmentalism. Climate change is replaced by concerns about unemployment and stimulating growth. To be fair, politicians respond to what they hear from voters: Gordon Brown's survival as prime minister depends on how well his package of economic measures is received, not on what he does or doesn't do to limit greenhouse gases. Looking back, it is clear that every advance in the green movement has coincided with period of strong growth - the early 1970s, the late 1980s and the first half of the current decade. It was tough enough to get world leaders to make tackling climate change a priority when the world economy was experiencing its longest period of sustained growth: it will be mightily difficult to persuade them to take measures that might have a dampen growth while the dole queues are lengthening. Those most likely to suffer are workers in the most marginal jobs and pensioners who will have to pay perhaps 20% of their income on energy bills. Hence, recession does not offer even a temporary solution to the problem of climate change and it is a fantasy to imagine that it does. The real issue is whether it is possible to challenge the "growth-at-any-cost model" and come up with an alternative that is environmentally benign, economically robust and politically feasible. Hitting all three buttons is mightily difficult but attempting to do so is a heck of a lot more constructive than waiting for industrial capitalism to collapse under the weight of its own contradictions.

Kuznets curve theory is true for CO2---means growth’s the only way to slow warming---and decline just causes shifts to cheaper dirty energy
Tierney 9 – John Tierney, Science Columnist for the New York Times, April 21, 2009, “Use Energy, Get Rich and Save the Planet,” online:http://www.nytimes.com/2009/04/21/science/earth/21tier.html?_r=1&pagewanted=print
Their equation was I=PAT, which means that environmental impact is equal to population multiplied by affluence multiplied by technology. Protecting the planet seemed to require fewer people, less wealth and simpler technology — the same sort of social transformation and energy revolution that will be advocated at many Earth Day rallies on Wednesday.  But among researchers who analyze environmental data, a lot has changed since the 1970s. With the benefit of their hindsight and improved equations, I’ll make a couple of predictions:  1. There will be no green revolution in energy or anything else. No leader or law or treaty will radically change the energy sources for people and industries in the United States or other countries. No recession or depression will make a lasting change in consumers’ passions to use energy, make money and buy new technology — and that, believe it or not, is good news, because...  2. The richer everyone gets, the greener the planet will be in the long run.  I realize this second prediction seems hard to believe when you consider the carbon being dumped into the atmosphere today by Americans, and the projections for increasing emissions from India and China as they get richer.  Those projections make it easy to assume that affluence and technology inflict more harm on the environment. But while pollution can increase when a country starts industrializing, as people get wealthier they can afford cleaner water and air. They start using sources of energy that are less carbon-intensive — and not just because they’re worried about global warming. The process of “decarbonization” started long before Al Gore was born.  
The old wealth-is-bad IPAT theory may have made intuitive sense, but it didn’t jibe with the data that has been analyzed since that first Earth Day. By the 1990s, researchers realized that graphs of environmental impact didn’t produce a simple upward-sloping line as countries got richer. The line more often rose, flattened out and then reversed so that it sloped downward, forming the shape of a dome or an inverted U — what’s called a Kuznets curve. (See nytimes.com/tierneylab for an example.)  In dozens of studies, researchers identified Kuznets curves for a variety of environmental problems. There are exceptions to the trend, especially in countries with inept governments and poor systems of property rights, but in general, richer is eventually greener. As incomes go up, people often focus first on cleaning up their drinking water, and then later on air pollutants like sulfur dioxide.  As their wealth grows, people consume more energy, but they move to more efficient and cleaner sources — from wood to coal and oil, and then to natural gas and nuclear power, progressively emitting less carbon per unit of energy. This global decarbonization trend has been proceeding at a remarkably steady rate since 1850, according to Jesse Ausubel of Rockefeller University and Paul Waggoner of the Connecticut Agricultural Experiment Station.  “Once you have lots of high-rises filled with computers operating all the time, the energy delivered has to be very clean and compact,” said Mr. Ausubel, the director of the Program for the Human Environment at Rockefeller. “The long-term trend is toward natural gas and nuclear power, or conceivably solar power. If the energy system is left to its own devices, most of the carbon will be out of it by 2060 or 2070.”  But what about all the carbon dioxide being spewed out today by Americans commuting to McMansions? Well, it’s true that American suburbanites do emit more greenhouse gases than most other people in the world (although New Yorkers aren’t much different from other affluent urbanites).  But the United States and other Western countries seem to be near the top of a Kuznets curve for carbon emissions and ready to start the happy downward slope. The amount of carbon emitted by the average American has remained fairly flat for the past couple of decades, and per capita carbon emissions have started declining in some countries, like France. Some researchers estimate that the turning point might come when a country’s per capita income reaches $30,000, but it can vary widely, depending on what fuels are available. Meanwhile, more carbon is being taken out of the atmosphere by the expanding forests in America and other affluent countries. Deforestation follows a Kuznets curve, too. In poor countries, forests are cleared to provide fuel and farmland, but as people gain wealth and better agricultural technology, the farm fields start reverting to forestland. 



Satellite imagery key to save coral reef ecosystems
Robinson ‘10 (Ian, 2010, Discovering the Ocean from Space [electronic resource] The unique applications of satellite oceanography / by Ian S. Robinson., BA and MA Mechanical Sciences, Cambridge University, PhD Engineering Magneto-hydrodynamics, University of Warwick, 1973, Higher and Senior Scientific Officer, Institute of Oceanographic Sciences, Bidston, Lecturer, senior lecturer and reader, University of Southampton Department of Oceanography, Head of Department of Oceanography, Professor, University of Southampton School of Ocean and Earth Science, Professorial Fellow, Ocean and Earth Science, University of Southampton) 

However, there is one aspect of reef biology in which the wider overview provided by satellite oceanography techniques has become essential, and important enough to require this subsection to itself. This is the issue of coral bleaching, and the role that satellite monitoring of sea surface temperature (SST) plays in identifying regions where reefs are at risk of bleaching. Corals are underwater animals that attach themselves to stony substrates. The order of corals known as stony corals, or scleractinians, are found as large colonies of individual coral polyps, each of which produces limestone deposits. Over the years these deposits have created the large reef systems found in shallow tropical and temperate seas, which provide a unique habitat for rich and complex ecosystems (see, e.g., pp. 117–141 in Barnes and Hughes, 1999). Corals thrive by hosting within their cells symbiotic algae called Zooxanthellae, which provide the coral with oxygen and organic compounds resulting from photosynthesis, while themselves obtaining from the coral carbon dioxide and other chemical compounds needed for photosynthesis. The algae give coral reefs their rich coloration and the symbiotic relationship is essential for the health of the whole reef ecosystem. Coral bleaching is the name given to the situation when corals are subject to physiological stress and respond by ejecting the zooxanthellae. The departure of the algae is visually evident because corals lose the pigments that give them their yellow or brown coloration. In this case the white limestone substrate that the corals have deposited shows through the translucent cells of the polyps which then appear pale or even white. If the stress is quickly removed the algae return within a few weeks and the corals recover, but if the stress is prolonged for many weeks the corals will die and continue to appear stark white. The loss of live corals eventually causes damage to the whole reef ecosystem. Consequently coral-bleaching events pose a serious threat that is taken seriously by marine environmental managers.

Coral reefs prevent extinction
Philippine Daily Inquirer ‘2 [“REEFS UNDER STRESS”, 12-10, L/N]

The artificial replacement of corals is a good start. Coral reefs are the marine equivalent of rainforests that are also being destroyed at an alarming rate not only in the Philippines but all over the world. The World Conservation Union says reefs are one of the "essential life support systems" necessary for human survival, homes to huge numbers of animals and plants.  Dr. Helen T. Yap of the Marine Science Institute of the University of the Philippines said that the country's coral reefs, together with those of Indonesia and Papua New Guinea, contain the biggest number of species of plants and animals. "They lie at the center of biodiversity in our planet," she said.


SMRs solve Iran prolif
Goodby and Heiskanen 12¸ James,  former arms control negotiator and a Hoover Institution Fellow, Markku, Associate and Program Director of The Asia Institute at the Kyung Hee University in Seoul [“The Seoul Nuclear Security Summit: New Thinking in Northeast Asia?” March 20th, http://nautilus.org/napsnet/napsnet-policy-forum/the-seoul-nuclear-security-summit-new-thinking-in-northeast-asia/]
The nuclear crises in the Middle East and Northeast Asia and the stalled promise of a nuclear renaissance in civil nuclear power could all be solved by a more rational approach to the generation of electric power. Although it will take years before the current, outdated system is replaced, the Seoul meeting could provide a political impetus. The new system would rest on three legs: small modular reactors (“mini-reactors”), internationally managed nuclear fuel services, and increasing reliance on the distributed (local) generation of electricity. After the disaster in Fukushima, there has been an understandable retreat from plans for large-scale reactors, with their inevitable safety issues. A vivid example of this reaction is found in Germany, which has cancelled its plans to increase the generation of electricity from nuclear reactors even though they are cleaner and more dependable than most other sources currently available. Vulnerabilities and inefficiencies of long-distance transmission lines point to a paradigm for generation and distribution of electric power that is more local – connected to national grids, to be sure, but able to operate independently of them. This is an ideal situation for mini-reactors, which are safer and less prone to encourage the spread of nuclear weapons. Internationally managed nuclear fuel services already exist and the security of supply can be assured by policies that foster more fuel service centers in Asia and elsewhere, including in the United States. These factors would enable suppliers of mini-reactors to expand their business to nations like North Korea and Iran under IAEA safeguards. The relevance of this energy paradigm to resolving the issues in North Korea and Iran is evident: both nations could develop civil nuclear programs with assured supplies of nuclear fuel from multiple internationally managed fuel service centers in Russia, China, and Western Europe while avoiding the ambiguity of nationally operated plutonium reprocessing and uranium enrichment. Reliance on distributed generation of electricity would be more efficient and less prone to blackouts. And the presence of a level playing field should be apparent from the fact that similar arrangements would be the 21st-century way of generating electricity from nuclear energy in the developed economies as well as in energy-starved economies such as India and China.

Iran prolif causes israel-iran war and destabilizing regional prolif
Montgomery 11, Eric Edelman, distinguished fellow at the center for strategic and budgetary assessments, Andrew Krepinevich, President of the CSBA, evan montgomery, research fellow at the CSBA [“Why Obama Should Take Out Iran's Nuclear Program,” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/136655/eric-s-edelman-andrew-f-krepinevich-jr-and-evan-braden-montgomer/why-obama-should-take-out-irans-nuclear-program?cid=nlc-this_week_on_foreignaffairs_co-111011-why_obama_should_take_out_iran-111011#] 
Even so, the U.S. government might persist with its existing approach if it believes that the consequences of a nuclear-armed Iran are manageable through a combination of containment and deterrence. In fact, the Obama administration has downplayed the findings of the new IAEA report, suggesting that a change in U.S. policy is unlikely. Yet this view underestimates the challenges that the United States would confront once Iran acquired nuclear weapons. For example, the Obama administration should not discount the possibility of an Israeli-Iranian nuclear conflict. From the very start, the nuclear balance between these two antagonists would be unstable. Because of the significant disparity in the sizes of their respective arsenals (Iran would have a handful of warheads compared to Israel's estimated 100-200), both sides would have huge incentives to strike first in the event of a crisis. Israel would likely believe that it had only a short period during which it could launch a nuclear attack that would wipe out most, if not all, of Iran's weapons and much of its nuclear infrastructure without Tehran being able to retaliate. For its part, Iran might decide to use its arsenal before Israel could destroy it with a preemptive attack. The absence of early warning systems on both sides and the extremely short flight time for ballistic missiles heading from one country to the other would only heighten the danger. Decision-makers would be under tremendous pressure to act quickly. Beyond regional nuclear war, Tehran's acquisition of these weapons could be a catalyst for additional proliferation throughout the Middle East and beyond. Few observers have failed to note that the United States has treated nuclear-armed rogues, such as North Korea, very differently from non-nuclear ones, such as Iraq and Libya. If Iran became a nuclear power and the United States reacted with a policy of containment, nuclear weapons would only be more appealing as the ultimate deterrent to outside intervention. Meanwhile, Iran's rivals for regional dominance, such as Turkey, Egypt, and Saudi Arabia, might seek their own nuclear devices to counterbalance Tehran. The road to acquiring nuclear weapons is generally a long and difficult one, but these nations might have shortcuts. Riyadh, for example, could exploit its close ties to Islamabad -- which has a history of illicit proliferation and a rapidly expanding nuclear arsenal -- to become a nuclear power almost overnight.
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Fecht 12 (http://www.popularmechanics.com/science/energy/nuclear/next-up-in-nuclear-small-modular-reactors “Next Up in Nuclear: Small Modular Reactors”, Sarah, 1/28)

Before any SMR can be used in a power plant, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission must create regulations for it. Any new reactor design raises a slew of new questions. Since SMRs are smaller and have lots of passive safety features, are fewer operators needed per reactor? Should the 10-mile evacuation radius mandated for traditional reactors be smaller for a smaller reactor? What are the proper safety protocols for an SMR? Once the NRC figures out how to adapt current regulations, it could go certify SMR designs and issue licenses to operate new power plants. SMRs may be the reactors of the future, but Genoa says traditional reactors aren’t going away anytime soon. "Small reactors are not a substitute for big reactors, but we can’t build a big reactor everywhere," he says. "Just like when you go to the auto store and you can choose a sedan, a minivan or a truck, the nuclear market needs more options." 

A) Turn – SMRs run on existing nuclear waste
B) Szondy 12, David, writes for charged and iQ magazine, award-winning journalist [“Feature: Small modular nuclear reactors - the future of energy?” February 16th, http://www.gizmag.com/small-modular-nuclear-reactors/20860/]
C) SMRs can help with proliferation, nuclear waste and fuel supply issues because, while some modular reactors are based on conventional pressurized water reactors and burn enhanced uranium, others use less conventional fuels. Some, for example, can generate power from what is now regarded as "waste", burning depleted uranium and plutonium left over from conventional reactors. Depleted uranium is basically U-238 from which the fissible U-235 has been consumed. It's also much more abundant in nature than U-235, which has the potential of providing the world with energy for thousands of years. Other reactor designs don't even use uranium. Instead, they use thorium. This fuel is also incredibly abundant, is easy to process for use as fuel and has the added bonus of being utterly useless for making weapons, so it can provide power even to areas where security concerns have been raised.


2ac consumption


The only way to re-politicize energy issue and force re-engagement is to put forward political debate and pressure about it
Kuzemko 12
[Caroline Kuzemko, CSGR University of Warwick, Security, the State and Political Agency: Putting ‘Politics’ back into UK Energy, http://www.psa.ac.uk/journals/pdf/5/2012/381_61.pdf]
Less is said in these analyses about how politicisation takes place. This is, however, an important question given the degree to which the most recent phase of depoliticisation in the UK is understood to have become entrenched within a pro-market policy paradigm. Hay comes closest to describing how politicisation in his suggestion that it can be through the successful lobbying of government, the replacement of one administration by another, or the attempt by an incumbent administration to expand its political reach (Hay 2007: 82). To this we can add the suggestion of Flinders and Buller that repoliticisation can result from external pressures on politicians to reengage with a subject. In such instances issues which may already have considerable salience within broader public discourse are taken up and incorporated within formal legislative processes (Hay 2007: 82). This suggestion that it is issues which have prior and considerable degree of resonance with public opinion and/or discourse is one to which we will return below.


No prior questions
Owen 2 – David, Reader of Political Theory at the Univ. of Southampton,  Millennium Vol 31 No 3 2002 p. 655-7
Commenting on the ‘philosophical turn’ in IR, Wæver remarks that ‘[a] frenzy for words like “epistemology” and “ontology” often signals this philosophical turn’, although he goes on to comment that these terms are often used loosely.4 However, loosely deployed or not, it is clear that debates concerning ontology and epistemology play a central role in the contemporary IR theory wars. In one respect, this is unsurprising since it is a characteristic feature of the social sciences that periods of disciplinary disorientation involve recourse to reflection on the philosophical commitments of different theoretical approaches, and there is no doubt that such reflection can play a valuable role in making explicit the commitments that characterise (and help individuate) diverse theoretical positions. Yet, such a philosophical turn is not without its dangers and I will briefly mention three before turning to consider a confusion that has, I will suggest, helped to promote the IR theory wars by motivating this philosophical turn. The first danger with the philosophical turn is that it has an inbuilt tendency to prioritise issues of ontology and epistemology over explanatory and/or interpretive power as if the latter two were merely a simple function of the former. But while the explanatory and/or interpretive power of a theoretical account is not wholly independent of its ontological and/or epistemological commitments (otherwise criticism of these features would not be a criticism that had any value), it is by no means clear that it is, in contrast, wholly dependent on these philosophical commitments. Thus, for example, one need not be sympathetic to rational choice theory to recognise that it can provide powerful accounts of certain kinds of problems, such as the tragedy of the commons in which dilemmas of collective action are foregrounded. It may, of course, be the case that the advocates of rational choice theory cannot give a good account of why this type of theory is powerful in accounting for this class of problems (i.e., how it is that the relevant actors come to exhibit features in these circumstances that approximate the assumptions of rational choice theory) and, if this is the case, it is a philosophical weakness—but this does not undermine the point that, for a certain class of problems, rational choice theory may provide the best account available to us. In other words, while the critical judgement of theoretical accounts in terms of their ontological and/or epistemological sophistication is one kind of critical judgement, it is not the only or even necessarily the most important kind. The second danger run by the philosophical turn is that because prioritisation of ontology and epistemology promotes theory-construction from philosophical first principles, it cultivates a theory-driven rather than problem-driven approach to IR. Paraphrasing Ian Shapiro, the point can be put like this: since it is the case that there is always a plurality of possible true descriptions of a given action, event or phenomenon, the challenge is to decide which is the most apt in terms of getting a perspicuous grip on the action, event or phenomenon in question given the purposes of the inquiry; yet, from this standpoint, ‘theory-driven work is part of a reductionist program’ in that it ‘dictates always opting for the description that calls for the explanation that flows from the preferred model or theory’.5 The justification offered for this strategy rests on the mistaken belief that it is necessary for social science because general explanations are required to characterise the classes of phenomena studied in similar terms. However, as Shapiro points out, this is to misunderstand the enterprise of science since ‘whether there are general explanations for classes of phenomena is a question for social-scientific inquiry, not to be prejudged before conducting that inquiry’.6 Moreover, this strategy easily slips into the promotion of the pursuit of generality over that of empirical validity. The third danger is that the preceding two combine to encourage the formation of a particular image of disciplinary debate in IR—what might be called (only slightly tongue in cheek) ‘the Highlander view’—namely, an image of warring theoretical approaches with each, despite occasional temporary tactical alliances, dedicated to the strategic achievement of sovereignty over the disciplinary field. It encourages this view because the turn to, and prioritisation of, ontology and epistemology stimulates the idea that there can only be one theoretical approach which gets things right, namely, the theoretical approach that gets its ontology and epistemology right. This image feeds back into IR exacerbating the first and second dangers, and so a potentially vicious circle arises.

Individual focus fails—consumers are always embedded in social normality. Only visible policy can actually affect individuals and relieve them from unfair social responsibility
Bartiaux 09
[Francoise Bartiaux, Institute of Demography at the Universite catholique de Louvain (UCL), Changing energy-related practices and behaviours in the residential sector: Sociological approaches, 2009]
Consumers are definitely members of societies and not individual consumers, rational or not, obeying to price signals and applying energy advice. They are living in socio-technical systems and their practices of energy use and savings are embedded in social definitions of comfort, convenience, cleanliness and connectedness (Shove, 2003; Gram-Hansen, 2008). Although there is a growing convergence between societies, these definitions are time and location specific. So “environmentalists should argue for social and cultural diversity. They should do all that can be done to engender multiple meanings of comfort, diverse conventions of cleanliness and forms of social order less reliant on individual modes of co-ordination” concludes Shove (2003, p. 199). Escalating energy consumption has been explained by the interplay between technological developments and the co-evolution of practices and norms. Will declining consumption and energy savings be brought about by similar but reverse co-evolution patterns? It a micro-analytical scale now, these co-evolutions may be transposed into combinations of several “factors” or “domain”, which are not only numerous and complex, but also in competition and even paradoxical: the same ‘factor’ has a double valence, being possibly a lever or a brake to changes in a more energy-saving behaviour. This is summarised in the table below, presenting the major levers and barriers to changes in energy-related practices. Most domains are made of social factors (e.g. technological developments) and aggregate charac-teristics (e.g. proportion of owners). Three points are important to underline. Firstly, the same factor can be experienced as a brake or as a lever; there is thus no straightforward solution. Secondly, the weight that is given to the different lever factors also depends on the action to be undertaken or on the practice to be changed. This process of priorities-setting is often non conscious, except of course in situations where explicit advices are given, for example by an energy expert. Thirdly, there is always a combination of several lever factors: none will thus be sufficient by itself. However, one brake factor will be sufficient. (Bartiaux et al., 2006). If energy consumption is to be divided by ‘a factour four’ (von Weiszäcker, Lovins 8 and Lovins, 1997), or more, all the dimensions mentioned above indicate potential policy implications in various forms, either for energy policies as such or more broadly in terms of urban planning, employment and training policies and so on. On the whole, this synthesis calls for visible policies of sustainable energy consumption, as these policies would provide discursive consciousness, social legitimacy and relief from making individual “choice” that would be conflicting with social normality, as contextually defined.


Security is inevitable—rejecting it causes the state to become more interventionist, flipping the impact
McCormack 10
[Tara McCormack, ’10, is Lecturer in International Politics at the University of Leicester and has a PhD in International Relations from the University of Westminster. 2010, (Critique, Security and Power: The political limits to emancipatory approaches, page 59-61)]
The following section will briefly raise some questions about the rejection of the old security framework as it has been taken up by the most powerful institutions and states. Here we can begin to see the political limits to critical and emancipatory frameworks. In an international system which is marked by great power inequalities between states, the rejection of the old narrow national interest-based security framework by major international institutions, and the adoption of ostensibly emancipatory policies and policy rhetoric, has the consequence of problematising weak or unstable states and allowing international institutions or major states a more interventionary role, yet without establishing mechanisms by which the citizens of states being intervened in might have any control over the agents or agencies of their emancipation. Whatever the problems associated with the pluralist security framework there were at least formal and clear demarcations. This has the consequence of entrenching international power inequalities and allowing for a shift towards a hierarchical international order in which the citizens in weak or unstable states may arguably have even less freedom or power than before. Radical critics of contemporary security policies, such as human security and humanitarian intervention, argue that we see an assertion of Western power and the creation of liberal subjectivities in the developing world. For example, see Mark Duffield’s important and insightful contribution to the ongoing debates about contemporary international security and development. Duffield attempts to provide a coherent empirical engagement with, and theoretical explanation of, these shifts. Whilst these shifts, away from a focus on state security, and the so-called merging of security and development are often portrayed as positive and progressive shifts that have come about because of the end of the Cold War, Duffield argues convincingly that these shifts are highly problematic and unprogressive. For example, the rejection of sovereignty as formal international equality and a presumption of nonintervention has eroded the division between the international and domestic spheres and led to an international environment in which Western NGOs and powerful states have a major role in the governance of third world states. Whilst for supporters of humanitarian intervention this is a good development, Duffield points out the depoliticising implications, drawing on examples in Mozambique and Afghanistan. Duffield also draws out the problems of the retreat from modernisation that is represented by sustainable development. The Western world has moved away from the development policies of the Cold War, which aimed to develop third world states industrially. Duffield describes this in terms of a new division of human life into uninsured and insured life. Whilst we in the West are ‘insured’ – that is we no longer have to be entirely self-reliant, we have welfare systems, a modern division of labour and so on – sustainable development aims to teach populations in poor states how to survive in the absence of any of this. Third world populations must be taught to be self-reliant, they will remain uninsured. Self-reliance of course means the condemnation of millions to a barbarous life of inhuman bare survival. Ironically, although sustainable development is celebrated by many on the left today, by leaving people to fend for themselves rather than developing a society wide system which can support people, sustainable development actually leads to a less human and humane system than that developed in modern capitalist states. Duffield also describes how many of these problematic shifts are embodied in the contemporary concept of human security. For Duffield, we can understand these shifts in terms of Foucauldian biopolitical framework, which can be understood as a regulatory power that seeks to support life through intervening in the biological, social and economic processes that constitute a human population (2007: 16). Sustainable development and human security are for Duffield technologies of security which aim to create self-managing and self-reliant subjectivities in the third world, which can then survive in a situation of serious underdevelopment (or being uninsured as Duffield terms it) without  causing security problems for the developed world. For Duffield this is all driven by a neoliberal project which seeks to control and manage uninsured populations globally. Radical critic Costas Douzinas (2007) also criticises new forms of cosmopolitanism such as human rights and interventions for human rights as a triumph of American hegemony. Whilst we are in agreement with critics such as Douzinas and Duffield that these new security frameworks cannot be empowering, and ultimately lead to more power for powerful states, we need to understand why these frameworks have the effect that they do. We can understand that these frameworks have political limitations without having to look for a specific plan on the part of current powerful states. In new security frameworks such as human security we can see the political limits of the framework proposed by critical and emancipatory theoretical approaches. 


Ecosecurity discourse key to solvency dyer ev idnecates its key to create global movements to resolve warming through describing global warming as a catastrophic event
Matthew 2, Richard A, associate professor of international relations and environmental political at the University of California at Irvine, Summer (ECSP Report 8:109-124)
In addition, environmental security's language and findings can benefit conservation and sustainable development."' Much environmental security literature emphasizes the importance of development assistance, sustainable livelihoods, fair and reasonable access to environmental goods, and conservation practices as the vital upstream measures that in the long run will contribute to higher levels of human and state security. The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) and the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) are examples of bodies that have been quick to recognize how the language of environmental security can help them. The scarcity/conflict thesis has alerted these groups to prepare for the possibility of working on environmental rescue projects in regions that are likely to exhibit high levels of related violence and conflict. These groups are also aware that an association with security can expand their acceptance and constituencies in some countries in which the military has political control, For the first time in its history; the contemporary environmental movement can regard military and intelligence agencies as potential allies in the struggle to contain or reverse humangenerated environmental change. (In many situations, of course, the political history of the military--as well as its environmental record-raise serious concerns about the viability of this cooperation.) Similarly, the language of security has provided a basis for some fruitful discussions between environmental groups and representatives of extractive industries. In many parts of the world, mining and petroleum companies have become embroiled in conflict. These companies have been accused of destroying traditional economies, cultures, and environments; of political corruption; and of using private militaries to advance their interests. They have also been targets of violence, Work is now underway through the environmental security arm of the International Institute for Sustainable Development (IISD) to address these issues with the support of multinational corporations. Third, the general conditions outlined in much environmental security research can help organizations such as USAID, the World Bank, and IUCN identify priority cases--areas in which investments are likely to have the greatest ecological and social returns. For all these reasons, IUCN elected to integrate environmental security into its general plan at the Amman Congress in 2001. Many other environmental groups and development agencies are taking this perspective seriously (e.g. Dabelko, Lonergan& Matthew, 1999). However, for the most part these efforts remain preliminary.'
Conclusions Efforts to dismiss environment and security research and policy activities on the grounds that they have been unsuccessful are premature and misguided. This negative criticism has all too often been based on an excessively simplified account of the research findings of Homer-Dixon and a few others.  Homer-Dixon’s scarcity-conflict thesis has made important and highly visible contributions to the literature, but it is only a small part of a larger and very compelling theory.  This broader theory has roots in antiquity and speaks to the pervasive conflicts and security implications of complex nature-society relationships. The theory places incidents of violence in larger structural and historical contexts while also specifying contemporarily significant clusters of variables.  From this more generalized and inclusive perspective, violence and conflict are revealed rarely as a society’s endpoint and far more often as parts of complicated adaptation processes.  The contemporary research on this classical problematic has helped to revive elements of security discourse and analysis that were marginalized during the Cold War.  It has also made valuable contributions to our understanding of the requirements of human security, the diverse impacts of globalization, and the nature of contemporary transnational security threats.  Finall,y environmental security research has been valuable in myriad ways to a range of academics, policymakers, and activists, although the full extent of these contributions remains uncertain, rather than look for reasons to abandon this research and policy agenda, now is the time to recognize and to build on the remarkable achievements of the entire environmental security field.

Turns the k – it changes value structures that is a prerequisite to the alt
Dyer 8 [Dr. H.C. Dyer, School of Politics & International Studies (POLIS) @ University of Leeds, “The Moral Significance of 'Energy Security' and 'Climate Security” Paper presented at WISC 2nd Global International Studies Conference, ‘What keeps us apart, what keeps us together? International Order, Justice, Values’ http://www.wiscnetwork.org/ljubljana2008/getpaper.php?id=60]
There is already considerable concern and cooperative activity, but it must also cope with predominately structural obstacles. Beyond the practical problem of coping with existing structures, or changing them, is the deeper problem of assuming foundational points of reference for any given structural reality such that challenging or changing it is difficult or impossible. So there is an intellectual, or attitudinal, hurdle to leap at the outset – we’d have to accept that some deeply held assumptions are simply not viable (sustainable), and learn to let them go. I have suggested elsewhere that while ‘perspectives on politics in the absence of immutable external foundations may be quite widely accepted… there is a great temptation in public discourses to deal with uncertainty by positing certainties, and to play fundamentalist trump cards of different kinds’ (Dyer, 2008). Switching from one foundational reference to another is not likely to work, and the anti-foundational perspective taken here suggests a pragmatic approach to developing the most effective social practices as we learn them, and adjusting structures to support them. An institutional context illustrates the discourse, in so far as ‘some controversial principles, such as whether to approach from an anthropocentric perspective or from a biocentric approach, or whether the viewpoint was from the individual or community, were the focus of considerable debate’. Not surprisingly, there is an air of realism about the application of ethical principles on renewable energy: ‘although a normative declaration would be nice, it was not feasible in the current political environment’ (UNESCO 2007; 7). The pragmatism is, nevertheless, appropriate since there is no progress to be made by assuming that an appreciation of the moral significance of energy and climate security only bears on abstractions – the point is that the underlying values reflected in political agendas should be flushed out, and the most appropriate values promoted and acted upon in a pragmatic fashion as interests. For example, it was noted that ‘barriers to renewable energy systems were institutional, political, technical and financial’ and also that there is ‘potential conflict between bioregional, potentially unstable energy systems and countries’ desires for energy independence and self-reliance’; this suggests the need for a ‘global eco-ethics’ (UNESCO 2007; 8). Pragmatism is inherent in thinking through the moral significance of such challenges: ‘From the ethical point of view, nuclear power presented many problems at each point of the complex supply chain, including uranium mining, enrichment, and risk management in a functioning plant. It was a highly centralized and state-controlled source of energy that did not promote participatory democracy’. It can also be seen that ‘nuclear and fossil-fuel based power also triggered international conflicts’. By contrast, ‘renewable energies such as solar, wind, small hydro, biomass, geothermal and tidal energy are often decentralized and can be used in remote areas without a solid energy supply system’ (UNESCO 2007; 8-9). The moral significance of energy security and climate security dilemmas is that they cause us to see change as a challenge, rather than impossible; a challenge to be met by reconsidering our value-orientations – which changes everything. Elsewhere I’ve noted that goals which the state purports to serve (health, wealth, security) are seen differently in an environmental light, and this could lead to substantial change in political practices (Dyer, 2007). Another pragmatist, John Dewey, ‘argued that the public interest was to be continuously constructed through the process of free, cooperative inquiry into the shared good of the democratic community’ and Minteer suggests that this is a necessary approach ‘in making connections between normative arguments and environmental policy discourse’ (Minteer, 2005). This reflects Hayward’s argument that environmental values are supported by enlightened human interests, and furthermore this link must exist to promote ecological goods, and that consequently there are serious implications in fully integrating environmental issues into our disciplinary concerns (Hayward, 1998). I’ve argued before that environmental politics dislodges conventional understandings of moral and political agency, and in ‘this wider socio-political-economic context, ecological significance may be the determining factor in the end’ (Dyer, 2007). Hargrove (1989) makes an argument for anthropocentric, aesthetic sources of modern environmental concern by identifying attitudes that constrained (‘idealism’, ‘property rights’) and supported (scientific and aesthetic ideals) our environmental perspectives. If this argument doesn’t stretch us much beyond ourselves, there is no reason these anthropocentric orientations couldn’t be built upon as a foundation for more specifically ecocentric perspectives. The key here is to identify the underlying ‘security’ assumptions which thwart efforts to cope with energy and climate issues coherently and effectively, and to advocate those assumptions that serve genuine long-term human security interests (inevitably, in an ecological context). In this way can we take stock of the existing structures that constrain and diminish human agency – while conceiving of those that would liberate and secure it in sustainable ways. As the reality of the situation slowly dawns on us, various moral, political, economic and social actors are beginning to consider and test new strategies for coping – the real question is whether they are just playing to beat the clock, or if they’ve stopped long enough to reconsider the rules and purposes of the strategic context in which they act. 'Security' as cause and effect of a moral turn Security is central to understandings of the responsibilities of states, even definitional in their self-conception as defenders of the nation, with moral obligations to their own population which include defending them from external threats of all kinds (even if threats to nationals commonly emanate from their own state, per Booth’s ‘protection racket’, 1995). Security is usually the first concern of individuals as well, even extending to protective self-sacrifice (if sometimes greed or pleasure usurps this priority). The boundaries of concern and felt responsibility for security are nevertheless potentially flexible, and moral obligations may vary over time and space (who’s included, who’s not; when, where). The rationale for those obligations may now be extending over wider ranges of time and space, especially within an ecological perspective on how ‘security’ might be obtained. In this way, alertness to the security implications of climate and energy drives moral development, while at the same time a developed sense of moral obligation prompts a recasting of these issues in more urgent security terms. The insecurity of the status quo with respect to both energy and climate is enough to warrant serious consideration of how relative security might be obtained, and yet the most obvious dimension of insecurity is the collective failure to plan and act for the inevitable change that will be forced upon us, sooner or later. At every periodic assessment it seems sooner, rather than later, as IPCC and other government reports confirm our worst fears and the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists sets the doomsday clock ever nearer to midnight. On the assumption that justice and equity will underwrite the feasibility of any international climate strategies, Grasso (2007) attempts to ‘identify a pluralistic normative ethical framework for climate mitigation and adaptation’ which includes ‘the criterion of lack of human security’ as regards the allocation of adaptation resources. The pursuit of any meaningful energy and climate security policy will require anticipation of future post-carbon scenarios. In offering a convincing perspective on ‘the age of petroleum’ as merely a recent blip in the long run of human energy supply (until the late 19th century provided by biomass and animate labour, and from the 21st century by renewables) the Nuclear Energy Agency argues that the ‘critical path structure’ should include ‘concurrent risk, economic, and environmental impact analyses… for all technologies and proposed actions for the transition to a post-petroleum economy’ (Nuclear Energy Agency, 2004; 37). While nuclear power remains under consideration, and hydrogen technology emerges as a potential portable fuel (though electricity intensive in production), there are many more positive solutions to the challenge. The alternatives to fossil fuels clearly exist, though it ‘will take a new industrial revolution’ (Scheer, 2002) or an ‘energy revolution’ (Geller, 2002). A wide range of innovations include ‘a fuel cell battery that runs on virtually any sugar source’ (African Technology Development Forum 27 March 2007). The Renewables 2007 Global Status Report (REN21) offers evidence of ‘the undeterred growth of electricity, heat, and fuel production capacities from renewable energy sources, including solar PV, wind power, solar hot water/heating, biofuels, hydropower, and geothermal’. Heinberg notes that the 21st century ushered in an era of declines, in a number of crucial parameters: Global oil, natural gas and coal extraction; Yearly grain harvests; Climate stability; Population; Economic growth; Fresh water; Minerals and ores, such as copper and platinum. ‘To adapt to this profoundly different world, we must begin now to make radical changes to our attitudes, behaviors and expectations’ – he seeks to address ‘the cultural, psychological and practical changes we will have to make as nature rapidly dictates our new limits’ (Heinberg, 2007). Thus moral issues arise as the idea of a post-petroleum economy gains new currency as a security issue. Decades ago, conventional intergovernmental bureaucracies (e.g. FAO, 1982, ‘Planning for the post-petroleum economy’) were addressing what now seems a novel and urgent issue, perhaps because the sense of urgency or emergency has re-emerged in the confluence of energy and climate concerns. Both producers and consumers of energy have already taken some steps to reflect concern with energy and climate insecurity, by experimenting with different practices (recycling, improving efficiency, slowly introducing new technologies, attempting to manage the energy situation collectively, etc), and yet a remaining element of denial is reflected in a slow pace of change limited to the margins rather than the centre of planning. It seems fairly clear that maintaining current assumptions about economic growth while addressing climate change will at the very least require prompt application of new technologies and a regulatory and fiscal environment to support them (Sachs, J., 2008). This implies a radical shift of practices, and it remains to be seen whether currently familiar assumptions about economic growth will survive. Dabelko notes the considerable history of environmental security thinking, which figured in the landmark Brundtland Report (‘Our Common Future’, 1987) twenty years ago, including extensive discussions of energy, food security, and sustainable development in general (Dabelko, 2008). However, the Brundtland account of environmental security (and sustainable development) may be too conventional and insufficiently radical for current purposes, as the contemporaneous critiques and events of the intervening decades suggest. The present challenges require a more holistic 'ecological security' perspective for achieving climate security and energy security in a coordinated manner, reflecting an evolving morality-security relationship. Pirages and De Geest offer an ‘eco-evolutionary’ approach to environmental security, ‘to anticipate and analyze emerging demographic, ecological and technological discontinuities and dilemmas associated with rapid globalization’ (Pirages and De Geest, 2003), while Kütting highlights the distinctions between environmental security and ecological security, suggesting that ecological security addresses local environment/society relations rather than state-centric concerns with environmental threats – though she does argue that ecological security is still focussed on the issue of violence and conflict as security references, rather than inequality per se; an issue that development of the concept is addressing. She also notes Peluso and Watt’s (2001) political ecology critique of the concept of environmental security: ‘[their] ecological security approach combines structural political economy approaches with cultural and ecological studies’ (Kütting, 2007; 52-53). Among the conclusions Kütting arrives at is that the breadth and inclusiveness of ‘ecological security’ which gives it great qualitative and normative analytical power can also diffuse the meaning and reference of the concept. A broad concept, to be sure, and yet the breadth of ‘ecological security’ may provide the framework for research into narrower policy topics which is otherwise thrown into a competitive relationship. For each society, economy, or country, or collective actor (such as the EU), competing political and economic demands may undermine the attempt to address climate and energy security priorities in a coordinated, consistent, and complementary manner. It is already clear that energy and climate create a nexus that invokes long-term security concerns for major actors (Hart, 2007), but not so clear that they have been understood as interconnected strategic goals in a moral context. Achieving such strategic goals rests heavily on global cooperation and the success of any such endeavours would seem to rest in having a commonly accepted framework – such as ecological security – to underwrite agreement in principle and policy. Sayre identifies as the critical factor our choice of values: ‘we have a clear and urgent need to set aside the values of consumerism and to replace them with other values …’ (Sayre, 2007; Chapter 18). It is this underlying set of values that has not yet been seriously addressed in energy and climate security discussions, not least because it presents profound challenges to almost everything we currently do, and the way we do it. To meet such challenges it will be necessary to internalize an ecological understanding of human security in our moral, political, economic, and social systems and structures. Such an ecological understanding would encompass the widest scope of moral community. The emergence of ‘energy security’ and ‘climate security’ reflects an increased sense of urgency around these issues at the heart of state interests and the global political economy, and may yet represent the tipping point at which the remnants of denial and resistance are abandoned in favour of structural adjustments of the ecological kind. While practical issues (such as developing alternative portable fuels) may carry moral implications, the real normative weight of pursuing energy and climate security arises from the wider structural implications of securing a sustainable future. Viewing such developments as a moral turn allows us to appreciate that a sense of insecurity can cause us to question our assumptions and adjust our values, and that changing values can underwrite our efforts to change everything else – including the socio-political-economic structures that influence our practices. Conclusions: more than instrumental adjustment These recent climate and energy security terms reflect more than mere instrumental adjustment to practical challenges, within the framework of existing moral conceptions and commitments; that is, within the framework of the existing international system. Our attention should be turned to the systemic and structural implications of this shifting discourse, as it may reflect substantial underlying change. Furthermore, any opportunity to build on momentum or dynamics that would address the fundamental issues of energy and climate should be identified and capitalised on – while mere instrumental short-term adjustments may advantage some actors, it is of course necessary to go far beyond such superficial instrumentality and to appreciate the deeper significance of the energy-climate scenario. In viewing shifts in the security discourse as morally significant, we are better able to appreciate the structural consequences. In light of these evolving security concepts we should attempt the further development of an 'ecological security' concept as a holistic perspective of some practical and normative significance. This should be informed by an anti-foundational interpretation of the discourses in which these security terms are deployed, with no fixed assumptions about moral, political, economic or social points of reference – this is new territory, which demands open-mindedness. As Cerny (1990) concluded in respect of structure and agency, our inherited ideas are imperfect guides to the future, and a critical report on biofuels (Santa Barbara, 2007) concludes that energy security and climate change demand a new paradigm and cites Einstein: ‘We can’t solve problems by using the same kind of thinking we used when we created them’. Oversimplification of the issues under convenient ‘security’ labels is risky – in doing this states signal high priority ‘national interests’ and the threat of extraordinary measures. However, a moral perspective on security could lead to even more extraordinary measures: global cooperation in the long-term pursuit of human interest, bringing urgency to what is obviously important. Thus some conformity around ecological values may yet help us cope with the challenges of energy and climate security.

Realism defines energy security—energy resources are too important to a state to not pursue its best interest, multiple recent empirical examples prove
Stephan et al. 11
[Hannes R. Stephan, John Vogler, and Fariborz Zelli, “Energy Security and Climate Security: Synergy or Conflict?”, Paper presented at the Third Global International Studies Conference (17-20 August 2011, Porto, Portugal), August 17-20, 2011]
Historically, realist theoretical assumptions have dominated thinking on energy security. Widespread recognition of the role of energy resources during the build-up and conduct of the 5 Second World War ensured the status of energy as an issue belonging to the 'high' politics of national security. The role of energy as a "strategic good" par excellence is not only related to its essential function in 'fuelling' military activities. Its price level and availability also play a fundamental role in a country's economic performance and socio-political stability (Lesage et al. 2010: 183). For instance, there is considerable evidence that a large number of post-war recessions in the US have – at least partly – been caused by spikes in oil prices (Bordoff et al. 2009: 215). A realist interpretation of energy security was further reinforced by events in the 1970s when a trend towards the nationalisation of energy supplies and the sporadic use of oil embargoes, orchestrated by the Organization of Petroleum-Exporting Countries (OPEC), highlighted the dangers of energy dependence. Even today the privileged position of major energy-exporting countries still represents a constraint on the foreign policy agenda of major importers (Müller-Kraenner 2008: 27). Market expansion and low energy prices from the 1980s until the mid-2000s encouraged the development of liberal approaches to energy security. Greater diversification of sources, a gradual shift to coal and natural gas, and a consolidating world oil market all but eliminated the threat of an effective use of the 'oil weapon'. Well-functioning global markets for oil – and potentially for liquefied natural gas – have been increasingly promoted as effective mechanisms to provide cheaper energy inputs in an increasingly competitive, global economy and guard against both structural undersupply and short-term supply disruptions (Goldthau and Witte 2009). The US economy, for example, is now substantially less vulnerable to fluctuations in oil markets than in previous decades. However, realist notions of energy security have not been superseded. On the contrary, Brazil, Russia, India, and China – the so-called BRIC states – are not just consuming increasing amounts of fossil fuels. They also employ the traditional, statist tools of energy security policy such as bilateral contracts and the promotion of national energy champions (Lesage et al. 2010: 27). China and India have struck numerous energy deals with oil- and gas-exporting countries from the around the world, even if this has meant giving economic and military aid to 'pariah' states in Africa and Latin America (Müller-Kraenner 2008: 72). While this has served to raise rather than lower the availability of fossil fuels on global markets, it demonstrates that – given an uncertain future – no major power will rely exclusively on the market allocation of energy supplies. When it comes to natural gas, a commodity still largely reliant on pipeline infrastructure and long-term supply contracts, overtly political considerations have remained dominant. The European Union, although founded upon an agreement on coal and steel, has yet to produce a coherent energy policy or to perfect a ‘real internal energy market’ (Commission 2007:6). There are very significant differences in the energy mix and strategies of member states whose perspectives remain stubbornly national. Thus, the Commission’s principal approach has been to seek energy security through the perfection of a properly functioning, interconnected and transparent internal energy market. There has also been a largely 6 unsuccessful attempt to extend EU liberalising regulatory practices to the EU’s gas suppliers in its eastern ‘neigbourhood’. Failure was demonstrated in the twin Ukrainian gas crises of 2006 and 2009. In January 2009, ostensibly for commercial reasons (a dispute with Naftogaz of Ukraine) , Gazprom interrupted gas supplies with the serious knock-on effect of reducing EU gas availability by 20%, which affected 12 member states (Commission 2009: 7). The crisis again revealed the EU's vulnerability and the lack of internal planning and emergency coordination. It was only resolved through an EU-mediated political agreement between Russia and Ukraine (ibid: 4). Russia, having rejected the EU’s invitation to subscribe to the Energy Charter Treaty, increasingly relies on its economic power derived from natural resources and energy services. It uses the mechanism of 'pipeline politics' to compensate for its loss of superpower status and to preserve its zone of influence, particularly in the Caspian region and Central and Eastern Europe (Baran 2007; Müller-Kraenner 2008: 47-56). The EU counterpart is the suggestion that security of supply can be achieved through diversification involving new pipelines circumventing Russian territory, Nabucco providing the best known example. Youngs (2009) has suggested that in fact the EU is in fact caught on the horns of a dilemma, between attempts to install market based governance of energy supplies and an essentially realist approach to the geopolitics of pipelines. Certainly one of the significant outcomes of the gas crises has been the call for energy policy to play a major role in the Union’s external relations in building up a network of bilateral energy supply deals with its neighbours in the Caspian region, in North Africa and beyond (Commission 2007: 23). In the US, by contrast, new shale gas discoveries over the last few years have – for now – made the country virtually independent from imports. The situation is, of course, completely different for oil supplies even though the US – if it was minded to incur the costs – could achieve a degree of autarchy in this sector too.
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