Russia- Impact Calc


Romney would crush Russia relations- creates a new cold war- that’s Bandow- only relations can solve US Russian nuclear war- that’s Allison

It’s the most probable and highest magnitude
Bostrom 2 (Nick, PhD and Professor of Philosophy @ Oxford, “Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” The Journal of Evolution and Technology, March)

A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4]  Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century.
Commodification Link
Turn Media Manipulation – relying on affect allows sensationalized commodification of individual stories

Kay Schaffer and Sidonie Smith  2004 Conjunctions: Life Narratives in the Field of Human Rights Biography 27.1 () 1-24 Kay Schaffer is Adjunct Professor in the Department of Social Inquiry at the University of Adelaide. She is presently engaged in a research project, funded by the Australian Research Council, to study narratives of identity, place, and belonging in the wake of human rights inquiries in South Africa and Australia. Sidonie Smith is Martha Guernsey Colby Collegiate Professor of English and Women's Studies and chair of the Department of English at the University of Michigan. In the midst of the transits that take stories of local struggle to readerships around the world, NGOs and activists enlist stories from victims as a way of alerting a broader public to situations of human rights violations. They also solicit and package stories to attract readerships. The kinds of stories they choose--sensationalized, sentimentalized, charged with affect--target privileged readers in anticipation that they will identify with, contribute to, and become advocates for the cause. The frames they impose on stories are designed to capture the interest, empathy, and political responsiveness of readers elsewhere, in ways they have learned will "sell" to publishers and audiences. NGOs harness their rights agendas to the market and its processes of commodification. And yet, the processes of commodification are never fully complete, nor are the efficacies of stories in action entirely predictable. Given their imbrication in the flows of global capital and the commodification of suffering, stories are received and interpreted in unpredictable ways by the audiences whose attention they seek and garner.

GOP will attack Obama for prioritizing environment concerns over energy securitiy. 
Saad 12. [Lydia, senior editor, “Obama rated better on environmental than on energy policies” Gallup -- March 26 -- http://www.gallup.com/poll/153437/Obama-Rated-Better-Environmental-Energy-Policies.aspx]
Obama's rating on improving the nation's energy policy has particular significance right now as he is striving to address consumer anxiety about rising gas prices by focusing on his long-term plans for conservation and alternative "clean energy" solutions. At the same time, Obama faces significant political cross-pressures on the proposed Keystone XL pipeline. Environmentalists are fiercely opposed to the project, while Republicans in Congress, as well as the general public and some unions, endorse it.¶ Not only is Obama's overall rating for doing a good job of improving the nation's energy policies unchanged from a year ago, but his ratings on the issue from each party group have also been fairly stable. There has been a slight increase in the percentage of independents saying he is doing a good job, and a slight decrease among Republicans, but neither of these changes is statistically meaningful.¶ Bottom Line¶ Americans' views about Obama's performance on the economy, energy policy, and American prosperity have been fairly stable at the present levels since a year into his presidency. That a solid majority says he is doing a good job on protecting the environment is a positive for him. Obama's standing on the economy and energy policy is more problematic for him, given that barely 4 in 10 Americans say he has done a good job on each, and roughly half, a poor job.¶ George W. Bush's ratings on the same issues either were no better or were worse at the same point in his presidency, yet he won re-election. This may provide some reassurance for Obama. Still, Obama's ratings on the economy and energy are significantly below the high expectations Americans had for him in 2009. And, the imbalance between Americans' ratings of him on the environment and on energy could suggest he is vulnerable to Republican claims that he has pursued environmental goals at the expense of U.S. energy independence -- a position somewhat out of step with the current even split in Americans' preferences for the environment vs. energy trade-off. At the same time, Americans do favor conservation and pursuing alternative energy sources over increased development of fossil fuels.

They’ll spin it as big government green socialism. 
Koss 12. [Geoff, staff writer, “Energy: All for All of the Above” Roll Call -- July 27 -- http://www.rollcall.com/features/Outlook_July/outlook/-216503-1.html]
Republican candidates in turn are promising to replace what they deride as President Barack Obama’s green energy socialism with an economic recovery fueled by cheap American fossil fuels. They promise that if they are put in charge on both sides of the Capitol (and preferably the White House, too) vast domestic reserves of coal, oil and natural gas will be liberated when the regulatory shackles of the current administration are finally cast off. It’s a fairly uniform message for the GOP, whose ever-thinning ranks of moderates have much of the party uniformly aligned with a pro-fossil fuel, free-market energy message.

Mobilizing the GOP base AGAINST Obama is what’s key – plan gives the GOP a talking point. 
Maddow and Kornacki 12. [Rachel, MSNBC Host, general badass, Steve, senior political writer at Salon.com, The Rachel Maddow Show -- August 6 -- lexis]
STEVE KORNACKI, MSNBC HOST, THE CYCLE: Happy to be here.¶ MADDOW: So, does the fact that voters have mostly decided earlier on their preference in the presidential campaign this year, does it mean that it`s more of a mobilization battle than a persuasion battle?¶ KORNACKI: Yes. I think so. I wouldn`t underestimate the persuasion aspect of it because part of the Romney four mil years basically, they are counting on at the very end of the election, whatever swing voters are out there are going to turn against Obama because of where the economy is. So, that`s part of it.¶ But I think, you know, the parallel has been drawn to 2004 because 2004 ended up being very much a turnout election. Bush versus Kerry. It will be a lot of people say this is sort of 2004 election sort of in reverse. Reverse the basic dynamics. You know, what was working in Bush`s favor is now working in Obama`s favor, what was working in Kerry`s favor is for the working in Romney`s favor. And sort the liabilities are flipped around, too.¶ I think there`s something to that. and I think there is an extra twist to Romney which is he really, really needs the Republican base to turn out a big numbers this year and the Republican base is not going to turn out for Mitt Romney. They`re going to turn out against Barack Obama.

Environmental groups will oppose expanded wind projects. 
Salkin 9. [Patricia, Raymond and Ella Smith Distinguished Professor of Law, Associate Dean, Director, Govt Law Center @ Albany Law, “Cooperative Federalism and Wind: A New Framework for Achieving Sustainability” Legal Studies Research Paper Series -- Hofstra Law Review -- Volume 37]
Moreover, when environmental groups oppose wind energy projects, their criticisms may be given more weight than when they challenge fossil fuel powered facilities. ―For a public official, hearing environmentalists savage renewable projects is like witnessing a family feud. Decision makers expect environmental opposition to thermal power plants, but they are surprised to find wind, biomass, and geothermal projects under attack by erstwhile allies.‖119

Obama re-election requires environmentalist support- knows they will stay home if not appeased
Schow ‘12 [Ashe, Heritage Action’s Deputy Communications Director, “Pres. Obama continues to pander to environmentalists” Heritage Action for America -- January 9 -- http://heritageaction.com/2012/01/pres-obama-continues-to-pander-to-environmentalists/]

It seems that President Obama is worried about whether or not environmentalists will come out in full force to support his re-election effort. Evidenced by the decision to delay the Keystone XL pipeline – which would lower energy prices and put thousands of Americans to work – and now a mining ban in Arizona; it’s clear that President Obama will do whatever it takes to shore up environmentalist’s support, even if it means destroying job creation and smacking down labor unions. Are his re-election priorities skewed? Probably. But it could just be strategy. President Obama is betting that labor unions will come out in support this election no matter what, so the President probably assumes that no matter what he does that ends up hurting union workers, the larger organization will still support him. The same cannot be said for environmentalists. They tend to stay home if they are not appeased. But President Obama is playing with fire. In each of these decisions – along with the 2010 moratorium on offshore drilling – environmentalists cheer victory while thousands of workers (many of them unionized) are left without a job. If the President is so concerned about jobs, why is he denying them to anyone, especially his friends in the labor unions?


AT: U Overwhelms 

Extend 1NC Liasson – national and swing state polls show Obama is winning but it’s close – prefer our evidence because it assumes turn out, is comparative between GOP and Democratic outlooks and answers all their warrants for the election being locked up – small shifts matter. 

Obama is winning but it’s not locked up – there’s time left. 
Baltimore Sun 10-1. ["Obama-Romney: It's not over yet" -- www.baltimoresun.com/news/opinion/editorial/bs-ed-obama-romney-20121001,0,3464307.story]
Things certainly seem to be breaking President Barack Obama's way of late. A slew of new polls last week showed gains for him in crucial battleground states, most notably Ohio, the one state no Republican has ever won the presidency without. Mr. Obama won't repeat his feat of taking Indiana, and North Carolina may be a stretch, but polls in Florida, Virginia, Nevada and elsewhere suggest the possibility that this election might not even be that close.¶ But before Obama supporters start measuring the White House for second-term drapes, they may want to consider the strong possibility that the race is far from over. There's enough time left and enough volatility in this race and in the world for Mitt Romney to eke out a victory on Nov. 6. Here are a few things that could scramble this race:

Romney is energized, Obama is still ahead – it’s not locked up. 
Robinson 10-4. [Eugene, columnist for the Washington Post, "Robinson: Barack Obama gives Mitt Romney an opening, but the election isn't over yet" Newsday -- www.newsday.com/opinion/robinson-barack-obama-gives-mitt-romney-an-opening-but-the-election-isn-t-over-yet-1.4075027]
It wasn't a disaster, from Obama's point of view, but it was a bad night and a missed opportunity. Even if the debate had been no better than a draw, Obama probably could have spent the rest of the campaign running out the clock. Now Romney and the Republicans have a new spring in their step. They believe they can win.¶ The basic outline of the contest -- the president holding a modest lead and superior Electoral College prospects -- remains unchanged. Obama has bounced back before. But no, this ain't over.

Obama likely to win but polls underestimate how tight the race will get
Caldwell 9-30. [Leigh Ann, political reporter, "Pollster: Obama and Romney race will tighten" www.cbsnews.com/8301-3460_162-57523126/pollster-obama-and-romney-race-will-tighten/]
On "Face the Nation" Sunday, Larry Sabato from the University for Virginia Center on Politics predicted that the presidential race will get closer before election day.¶ "I would just caution, the fundamentals of this election call for a close election. I really think the election is going to tighten. Yes, President Obama is ahead, and probably has the best chance to win, but this is going to be a tighter race than the polls show right now," he said.¶ Sabato said he thinks the election is even tighter now than it appears and that it's "almost impossible" for him to win by 2008 margins.¶ " I'll tell you, it's caused me to question some of the polls because based on everything I know about Virginia and everything I'm seeing, I think the real margin is actually quite close," he said. "I would give President Obama, spot him two or three points, you know he won by six last time in Virginia. Think of the conditions in the country. It's almost impossible to imagine him winning by the same margin in Virginia or nationally so my projection is he gets considerably fewer electoral votes than he got last time. He got 365. I'll be surprised if he gets above 320 or so, maximum under the best conditions."

Obama winning but it’s not locked up. 
Saad 9-27. [Lydia, senior editor @ Gallup "Obama approval, vote support both reach 50% or better" Gallup -- www.gallup.com/poll/157709/obama-approval-vote-support-reach-better.aspx]
First, the Republican National Convention produced no bounce in support for Romney, leaving the race a virtual tie. Next, the Democratic National Convention boosted Obama's support by three percentage points, not big by historical bounce standards, but enough to give him a significant lead for the first time since July. The race then tightened again, possibly reflecting a fading of Obama's convention bounce or a backlash against Obama over anti-American violence in the Mideast, including the death of the U.S. ambassador to Libya on Sept. 11. The race remained close over several days when the primary news focus was on Romney's Sept. 18 comments about the "47%" of Americans who are dependent on government, but most recently has reverted to a six-point lead for Obama.¶ Over the same period, Obama's job approval rating has ranged from 43% to 52%, levels historically associated with either near-certain defeat or near-certain re-election for an incumbent. Obama is currently at the high end of that range, and has had more good days than bad this month, in terms of achieving job approval ratings of 49% or better. But there have been enough dips below that to suggest the race is far from over.

It’s not over. 
Tobin 10-5. [Jonathan, Senior Online Editor, "Did the Denver Debate Matter? Swing State Polls Say Yes as Romney Surges" Commentary -- www.commentarymagazine.com/2012/10/05/did-the-denver-debate-matter-swing-state-polls-say-yes-as-mitt-romney-surges/]
But these polls still show that what has happened is that a race that seemed on the verge of being over is up for grabs. So long as Romney is competitive in Florida, Virginia and especially Ohio, he can still win the presidency. Democrats who were hoping to put the election to bed early must make their peace with the fact that the election is back to being a nail-biter.


Russia- AT: Relations Resilient


Romney crushes cooperation- Putin refuses to cooperate with him
Larison ‘12 (Larison 6-27 Columnist for the American Conservative [Daniel Larison “U.S.-Russian Relations Would Get Much Worse Under Romney” http://www.theamericanconservative.com/larison/u-s-russian-relations-would-get-much-worse-under-romney/]

Putin doesn’t actually want a “hard-line conservative in the White House.” Putin distrusts the U.S. because he believes that the Bush administration behaved in an ungrateful and untrustworthy fashion in the previous decade, and U.S.-Russian relations improved as much as they did because the current administration seemed to be more reliable. U.S.-Russian relations reached their lowest point in the last twenty years in no small part because of a “more active U.S. policy” toward the Middle East, the South Caucasus, and central Europe. Putin might be willing to deal with a more hard-line American President, but only so long as it this translated into tangible gains for Russia. Provided that the hard-liner was willing to live up to his end of the bargain, there could be some room for agreement, but there isn’t any. Since Romney’s Russia policy is essentially to never make any deals with the current Russian government, Putin doesn’t have much of an incentive to cooperate. That will guarantee that U.S.-Russian relations will deteriorate much more than they have in the last year. 

Putin perceives Romney as antagonistic- destroys cooperation
Larison 12 Daniel Larison is a Ph.D. graduate from the University of Chicago,He is contributing editor at The American Conservative and writes a column for The Week online. June 20, 2012 “The Presidential Election’s Effects on U.S.-Russian Relations” http://www.theamericanconservative.com/larison/the-presidential-elections-effects-on-u-s-russian-relations/?print=1

Not only does Putin have no strong incentive to take risks in pursuing new deals with Obama before the election, but he has good reason to believe that a Romney administration would halt or reverse most or all of Obama’s initiatives related to Russia. If Romney wins in November, Putin has even less incentive to cooperate with the U.S., because he will assume (correctly) that the incoming administration is going to be much more antagonistic. Arms control isn’t likely to be a top priority in a Romney White House. To the extent that he has said anything about arms control, Romney is openly hostile to new agreements and unwilling to make even the smallest concessions on missile defense.  The good news is that U.S.-Russian relations might start to recover once the election is over, but that depends on the outcome. Romney’s election would represent the confirmation of Russian hard-liners’ suspicions that the post-2008 thaw in relations was a fluke and couldn’t be sustained. Indeed, the Republican nominee seems to have crafted his Russia policy to maximize distrust and paranoia in Moscow. The 2008 and 2012 campaigns have been unusual in the post-Cold War era for the intensity of anti-Russian sentiment expressed by the Republican nominees in these cycles. If it had just been the 2008 cycle, it could have attributed to McCain’s longstanding anti-Russian attitudes and dismissed as such. The re-emergence of Russophobia as a major theme of Republican foreign policy makes that impossible.  

It’s not just rhetoric- Romney will take hard line stances that destroy cooperation
Feltonin ’12 (Mitt Romney Russia Quotes Signal Big Problems For Future US-Russian Relations Emmanuel Feltonin, World,Russia March 2012, 

The importance of America’s alliance with Russia is highlighted by the very context of Obama and Medvedev’s conversation. Obama and Medvedev were speaking in private at the Nuclear Security Summit in Seoul, South Korea. Russia is an important U.S. ally in fight against nuclear proliferation. Of the nearly 20,000 nuclear weapons that are in existence, Russia has 10,000 and the United States 8,500. Most will agree that this number is simply far too high. An alliance with Russia is essential to reducing the cold-war stockpile of nuclear weapons that continue to threaten humanity. Flexibility is critical to any alliance. Despite the strategic importance of a relationship with Russia, Republicans have signaled that any compromise on the issue of the missile defense system will be a non-starter if they gain control of the White House and Capitol Hill. The initial criticisms of Obama’s comments went something like this: “What plans are he formulating, that make his “last election” relevant? What is he planning to do that, if the American people were aware of it, would make him unelectable?” While the initial responses to Obama’s comments were purely motivated by November’s elections, Mitt Romney’s remarks went much further. Romney called Russia America’s “number one geopolitical foe.” While you could argue that this is another etch-a-sketch moment, Romney’s comments show a complete disregard for any U.S.-Russian alliance. Romney’s comments are particularly important because he is the most likely to succeed Obama in the fall. His comments have signaled to the world that Republicans don’t necessarily believe that any alliance exists in the first place. This gives Russia free reign to take more hardline positions on nuclear proliferation issues. While Romney’s comments were clearly motivated by election year politics, they also indicate that the party has not escaped Cold War thinking, an approach that says any compromise with Russia is tantamount to weakening America’s strategic position. Until that mindset is broken, global security will continue to be undermined by an increasingly hostile Kremlin. 

Case debate

[bookmark: _GoBack]Extinction Outweighs – Everything

-- Extinction outweighs all - ethics demands you evaluate our impacts first.
Seeley, ‘86
(Central Committee for Conscientious Objectors, The Handbook of Non-Violence, p. 269-70)
In moral reasoning prediction of consequences is nearly always impossible. One balances the risks of an action against its benefits; one also considers what known damage the action would do. Thus a surgeon in deciding whether to perform an operation weighs the known effects (the loss of some nerve function, for example) and risks (death) against the benefits, and weighs also the risks and benefits of not performing surgery. Morally, however, human extinction is unlike any other risk. No conceivable human good could be worth the extinction of the race, for in order to be a human good it must be experienced by human beings. Thus extinction is one result we dare not-may not-risk. Though not conclusively established, the risk of extinction is real enough to make nuclear war utterly impermissible under any sane moral code.

As policymakers, we must prioritize the fate of humanity – any risk of extinction shatters the frame of existence and should be rejected as a decision rule
Schell 82, (Jonathan ,journalist, FATE OF THE EARTH, 1982, p. 184.)
The death of our species resembles the death of an individual in its boundlessness, its blankness, its removal beyond experience, and its tendency to baffle human thought and feeling, yet as soon as one mentions the hope of survival the similarities are clearly at an end. For while individual death is inevitable, extinction can be avoided; while every person must die, mankind can be saved. Therefore, while reflection on death may lead to resignation and acceptance, reflection on extinction must lead to exactly the opposite response: to arousal, rejection, indignation, and action. Extinction is not something to contemplate, it is something to rebel against. To point this out might seem like stating the obvious if it were not that one the whole the world’s reaction to the peril of extinction has been one of numbness and inertia, much as though extinction were as inescapable as death is. Even today, the official response to the sickening reality before us is conditioned by a grim fatalism, in which the hope of ridding the world of nuclear weapons, and thus of surviving as a species, is all but ruled out of consideration as “utopian” or “extreme” – as though it were “radical” merely to want to go on living and to want one’s descendants to be born. And yet if one gives up these aspirations one has given up on everything. As a species, we have as yet done nothing to save ourselves. The slate of action is blank. We have organizations for the preservation of almost everything in life that we want but no organization for the preservation of mankind. People seem to have decided that our collective will is too weak or flawed to rise to this occasion. They see the violence that has saturated human history, and conclude that to practice violence is innate in our species. They find the perennial hope that peace can be brought to the earth once and for all a delusion of the well-meaning who have refused to face the “harsh realities” of international life – the realities of self-interest, fear, hatred, and aggression. They have concluded that these realities are eternal ones, and this conclusion defeats at the outset any hope of taking the actions necessary for survival. Looking at the historical record, they ask what has changed to give anyone confidence that humanity can break with its violent past and act with greater restraint. The answer of course, is that everything has changed. To the old “harsh realities” of international life has been added the immeasurably harsher new reality of the peril of extinction. To the old truth that all men are brothers has been added the inescapable new truth that not only on the moral but also on the physical plane the nation that practices aggression will itself die. This is the law of the doctrine of nuclear deterrence – the doctrine of “mutual assured destruction” – which “assures” the destruction of the society of the attacker. And it is also the law of the natural world, which, in its own version of deterrence, supplements the oneness of mankind with a oneness of nature, and guarantees that when the attack rises above a certain level the attacker will be engulfed in the general ruin of the global ecosphere. To the obligation to honor life is now added the sanction that if we fail in our obligation life will actually be taken away from us, individually and collectively. Each of us will die, and as we die we will see the world around us dying. Such imponderables as the sum of human life, the integrity of the terrestrial creation, and the meaning of time, of history, and of the development of life on earth, which were once left to contemplation and spiritual understanding, are now at stake in the political realm and demand a political response from every person. As political actors, we must, like the contemplatives before us, delve to the bottom of the world, and, Atlas-like, we must take the world on our shoulders.

Existence is a prerequisite to everything
Wapner ‘03
(Paul, Associate prof and director of Global Environmental Policy Program @ American U, Dissent, Winter, http://dissentmagazine.org/article/?article=539)
THE THIRD response to eco-criticism would require critics to acknowledge the ways in which they themselves silence nature and then to respect the sheer otherness of the nonhuman world. Postmodernism prides itself on criticizing the urge toward mastery that characterizes modernity. But isn't mastery exactly what postmodernism is exerting as it captures the nonhuman world within its own conceptual domain? Doesn't postmodern cultural criticism deepen the modernist urge toward mastery by eliminating the ontological weight of the nonhuman world? What else could it mean to assert that there is no such thing as nature? I have already suggested the postmodernist response: yes, recognizing the social construction of "nature" does deny the self-expression of the nonhuman world, but how would we know what such self-expression means? Indeed, nature doesn't speak; rather, some person always speaks on nature's behalf, and whatever that person says is, as we all know, a social construction. All attempts to listen to nature are social constructions-except one. Even the most radical postmodernist must acknowledge the distinction between physical existence and non-existence. As I have said, postmodernists accept that there is a physical substratum to the phenomenal world even if they argue about the different meanings we ascribe to it. This acknowledgment of physical existence is crucial. We can't ascribe meaning to that which doesn't appear. What doesn't exist can manifest no character. Put differently, yes, the postmodernist should rightly worry about interpreting nature's expressions. And all of us should be wary of those who claim to speak on nature's behalf (including environmentalists who do that). But we need not doubt the simple idea that a prerequisite of expression is existence. This in turn suggests that preserving the nonhuman world-in all its diverse embodiments-must be seen by eco-critics as a fundamental good. Eco-critics must be supporters, in some fashion, of environmental preservation.
 
We have an obligation to prevent extinction
Lehman 98 (Hugh, Philosophy Department @ the University of Guelph, Ontario, “The End of the World: The Science and Ethics of Human Extinction”, Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics, Vol. 11, Issue 1, p.63-4)GZ
It is of course impossible to rationally justify any precise numerical estimates of the probability of extinction of the human species. Leslie thinks that the danger of extinction is greatest in the short term. After that the human species will probably have colonized other planets and will, in consequence, have a far greater probability of long-term survival. Leslie himself thinks that the probability of our surviving the next ﬁve centuries is in the neighborhood of 70%. Of course, Leslie is not merely saying that there is a signiﬁcant probability that the human race will become extinct in the near future. He is also saying that this ought not to occur, that is, he is making an ethical claim. People envisaging acting in ways that risk causing the extinction of the human race ought to carefully assess the possible consequences of their actions and revise their behavior accord- ingly. Similarly, people ought to consider other events which might cause human extinction and, where possible, take steps to prevent such events from occurring. In chapter four, Leslie outlines his ethical position. In the ﬁnal chapter he discusses, brieﬂy, theoretical difﬁculties which arise in determining the best way to bring about such cooperation among human beings as may be necessary to avert disaster. 

Energy Realism Inevitable—1AR

Energy securitization is inevitable—all states will compete with each other for energy resources
Mulligan 08
[Shane Mulligan, “The Changing Face of Energy Security”, Prepared for the 80th Annual Conference of the Canadian Political  Science Association, Vancouver BC, 4-6 June 2008, http://www.cpsa-acsp.ca/papers-2008/Mulligan.pdf]
Thus energy, and particularly petroleum, has played a central role in the conflicts of the 20th century. It was only during the 1970s, however, that energy supply, and “the oil weapon”, became widely recognized in public discourse as a matter of state security. In October 1973, the Arab states of OPEC, in retaliation for US support of Israel, placed an embargo on oil exports to the USA and other states, and a discourse rapidly emerged regarding the “threat” this posed (to the USA in particular).4 The US Secretary of State, Henry Kissinger, warned that the US might “consider counter-measures if the oil embargo is continued indefinitely or unreasonably” (cited in Krapels, 1980, p. 42). Some months after the embargo was lifted, the US Treasury Secretary described the relationship between oil dependence and national security: Any sudden disruption in excess [of 1 million b/d] would have a prompt substantial effect upon our economic well-being, and, considering the close relation between this nation’s economic welfare and our national security, would clearly threaten to impair our national security. Furthermore, [in the event of a complete loss of oil imports] the total US production of about 11 million barrels per day might well be insufficient to supply adequately a war-time economy. As a result, the national security would not merely be threatened, but could be immediately, directly and adversely affected.5 Such statements did much to “securitize” energy issues, and while the 1973-74 oil embargo proved relatively short lived, it had a tremendous effect in generating awareness of the vulnerability of advanced industrial economies to disruptions in energy supply. The 1979 oil crisis, in which Iranian production fell and cut world supplies by some 5% virtually overnight, further reinforced the knowledge that the modern world was utterly dependent upon a resource that was, for the most part, found elsewhere. US President Jimmy Carter later stated that the flow of Middle East oil was a matter of the nation’s “vital interests”, and declared that any attempt by hostile powers to prevent the flow of oil to the U.S.A. would be resisted “by any means necessary, including military force” (cited in Klare, 2004: 4). According to Michael Klare, the Carter Doctrine, as this declaration is known, “has been endorsed by every president since Carter and now forms the foundation for U.S. grand strategy in the Persian Gulf region”. As he sees it, “the U.S. government has embraced a sort of ‘globalized Carter doctrine’ that obliges the U.S. military to protect the flow of petroleum on a worldwide basis” (2007: 139-40; cf. Stokes, 2007).   While much has been made, here and elsewhere, of U.S actions in the Middle East as a focal point for ES analysis, we must recognize that every modern state shares similar concerns. Though less overtly a military issue, a fascinating struggle is being played out between Russia and the EU states, as the latter import some 25% of their natural gas from Russia. Moreover, a number of EU states are courting Iran with an eye to its natural gas reserves, a trend that has drawn the ire of the USA. China’s growing energy demand is also very much a matter of public consciousness, and many are debating the extent to which China’s “oil diplomacy” might pose a threat to world peace, as for instance in supporting corrupt and inept governance, with a rather extreme situation in Sudan’s Darfur region (Taylor, 2006; Shaxson, 2007; de Waal, 2007). China also became a net importer of coal for the first time in 2007, a shift that will put even more pressure on global energy markets. The competition between the major powers over global energy supplies may well be the defining military issue of the next century.

Energy Realism Inevitable—Ext.

Energy realism is inevitable and only the perm solves—resources are scarcer and states see energy as a key part of power
Dannreuther 10
[Roland Dannreuther, “International Relations Theories: Energy, Minerals and Conflict”, Polinares EU Policy on Natural Resources, September 2010, http://www.polinares.eu/docs/d1-1/polinares_wp1_ir_theories.pdf]
Realism is often seen historically as the dominant IR theory and this is certainly correct in terms of the study of security, conflict and war. This is reflected in the fact that International Security, as noted above the flagship IR journal, is dominated by realist and neo-realist authors. Classical realism includes the key early and mid-twentieth century scholars who developed a notion of the ‘tragic’ nature of international politics, arguing that there was a radical difference between politics within a state and politics between states since inter-state politics lacks any overarching sovereign arbiter  who is able authoritatively to repress the inexorable drive for power and the natural human tendency towards aggression (for key texts, see Carr 1946; Morgenthau 1960; Neibuhr 1960). The logical consequence is that the international realm is chracterised by anarchy, distrust and the ever-present prospect of war. Much of realism’s initial momentum and subsequent popularity came from its critique of inter-war liberalism (or so-called idealism) and the optimism expressed by may liberals that international relations could be transformed through developing international law and international institutions such as the League of Nations (see especially Carr 1946). In 1979, Kenneth Waltz provided a more rigorous and parsimonious model of realism, known as neorealism, whose main assumptions were that the international system is anarchical, that the structure of the system is determined by the distribution of power between states (the balance of power), and that the internal nature of the state (i.e. whether it is democratic or authoritarian) has no material structural impact on international relations (Waltz, 1979). Realism’s theoretical principles draw from deeper historical traditions of thinking about international politics and these help to explain the theory’s popularity and theoretical dominance. This includes the tradition of realpolitik developed from Machiavelli onwards, which prioritises the interests of the sovereign, and where the key goal of statesmen seeking to preserve international stability is to contain the ineluctable drive for power by states, and the conflicts this inevitably produces, through the preservation of a durable balance of power. As Kissinger has described, this was the foundation of the European order in the 18th and 19th century (Kissinger 1964). It was  an approach to international politics he also sought to resurrect to develop his own foreign policy principles when he was a highly influential US Secretary of State in the 1970s (Kissinger  1979, 1982). Another tradition which realism draws from is that of geopolitics which includes the work of people like Mahan (1890), Mackinder (1919), Haushofer, (2002) Harold and Margaret Spout (1971), and Lipschutz (1989). This tradition draws from geography as well as IR and strategic studies and highlights the spatial dimensions of state power and identifies a continued international struggle for influence and control of critical geographical  and geopolitical spaces, whether that be the Eurasian ‘heartland’ favoured by Mackinder or the international sea lanes promoted by Mahan. Much of the literature on the politics of international energy adopts implicitly a realist and geopolitical theoretical approach, even if this is rarely explicitly developed. The key underlying assumptions and arguments of those who adopt this approach can be reduced to the following: Access to and control of natural resources, of which energy is the most critical, is a key ingredient of national power and national interest Energy resources are becoming scarcer and more insecure (drawing often from the ‘peak oil’ thesis and the ‘resource curse’ and ‘resource wars’ literature) States will increasingly compete for access and control over these resources Conflict and war over these resources are increasingly likely, if not inevitable. A good illustration of this general approach can be seen in the work of Michael Klare who has written prolifically on the international politics of energy and is probably the best-known and most popular writer in the field of IR and energy (see Klare 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2008). The core arguments of his various books are essentially realist and can be distilled to: In the post-Cold War period, with the end of the ideological clash between socialism and capitalism and the rise  of new economic powers, international relations is increasingly focused on gaining or maintaining access to and control of valuable natural resources, which is inextricably linked to the post-Cold War shifts in the balance of power. This is a major source of conflict between the most powerful states: US, China, Russia, EU, Japan, India…etc Natural resources, most notably oil, is becoming increasingly scarce due to rising demand in Asia and the prospect of ‘peak oil’. Much of the world’s supply of oil, and much of its new supplies such as in Central Asia and Africa, are located in weak, fragile states with multiple inter-state disputes and conflicts and where political and religious extremism is rising. Oil wealth has the paradoxical effect of making these states more powerful international actors, due to their control of vital resources, but also more dysfunctional, more ‘dissatisfied’, revisionist, authoritarian and anti-Western. A link is to be found between resource wealth and the post 9/11 growth of radical Islam and the threat of international terrorism. International conflict over oil and other natural resources is thus becoming more and more likely. This general overarching thesis is undoubtedly a powerful and persuasive framework which captures the political imagination of many analysts and policy-makers, and which needs to be taken into account even by those who might disagree with the underlying assumptions. Such an approach feeds, for example, the concerns of the Chinese leadership see that the insecurity of the Malacca straits, and the prospect of a military embargo of its oil supplies, represents a fundamental threat to China’s core national interests; similarly, it underlay the concerns of the US Congress that CNOOC’s bid for UNOCAL in 2005 would, if successful, represent a critical threat to US national interests and its energy security. It is a theoretical frame which suffuses military planning, such  as that of the Pentagon or  the PLA or the Russian armed forces, and promotes national defence strategies which incorporate policies to defend perceived vulnerable energy supply sources and transportation routes. It also feeds into more alarmist policy and journalistic accounts of international relations where there has been a burgeoning literature about the new ‘Great Game’ in Central Asia, which pits Russia, China and the West in a zero-sum game for control over the region’s energy resources (see Blank 1995; Karasac 2002; Rasizade 2002; Jafar 2004). Similarly, the emergence of a renewed ‘scramble for Africa’ which focuses on the increased global interest in the natural resources of Africa, most notable of which is oil, and which has made this region regain strategic importance and which has incited great power competition (Morris 2006; Taylor 2006; Frynas and Paulo 2007).  This realist-driven energy conflict approach also suffuses Western concerns over the rise of China, the fears of Chinese expansion in Central Asia, Africa, Latin America, and the prospect of increased conflict between China and its regional neighbours, Russia, Japan and India.


