T Financial Incentives/Demonstration- 2AC
Funding for demonstration is a financial incentive- heres our counter interp and caselist

REPP ‘99 (copyright © 1999 by Renewable Energy Policy Project “Selected Finance Programs for Sustainable Energy” EPP's Mission REPP's goal is to accelerate the use of renewable energy by providing credible information, insightful policy analysis, and innovative strategies amid changing energy markets and mounting environmental needs by researching, publishing, and disseminating information, creating policy tools, and hosting highly active, on-line, renewable energy discussion groups. What REPP Does REPP supports the advancement of renewable energy technology through policy research. REPP seeks to define growth strategies for renewables that respond to competitive energy markets and environmental needs. Since its inception in 1995, REPP has investigated the relationship among policy, markets and public demand in accelerating the deployment of renewable energy, which include biomass, hydropower, geothermal, photovoltaic, solar thermal, wind and renewable hydrogen. The organization offers a platform from which experts in the field can examine issues of medium-to long-term importance to policy makers, green energy entrepreneurs, and environmental advocates. REPP Funders Energy Foundation, Oak Foundation, SURDNA Foundation, Turner Foundation, Bancker-Willimas Foundation, Joyce-Mertz-Gilmore Foundation, United States Department of Energy, National Renewable Energy Lab, and United States Environmental Protection Agency. A Sustainable Energy Industry Cluster for Mesa Del Sol 5. Selected Finance Programs for Sustainable Energy17

This section discusses financial incentives for renewable energy development, which are currently offered by the federal government, 36 states (not including New Mexico), some utilities, and several private or quasi-private entities. Incentives include loans, cash payments and tax relief. Often, the same incentive can aid both suppliers and consumers of renewable energy technologies-for example, tax incentives for installing a renewable energy project either for personal use, or for electricity to be sold to other end-users. In the following section, we include some incentive programs that could benefit clean energy development in Mesa del Sol, as well as approaches taken elsewhere that New Mexico might adapt. This section does not address non-financial measures that governments may take, such as net metering. Financial incentives for suppliers of renewable energy Because financing for suppliers is usually justified by local economic benefits, these incentives tend to come from states, rather than the federal government. Most state financing programs exist in traditional regulated electricity markets. However, as states restructure their electric systems, many may levy a "system benefits charge (SBC)" or wires fee on each kilowatt-hour of electricity distributed. Among other purposes, these funds can be used for public interest programs at risk in a market-oriented system, including those for sustainable energy development. Manufacturing: Eight states offer incentives for in-state renewable energy manufacturing. Incentives include grants, overseas marketing assistance, corporate tax exemptions, property tax exemptions, and tax credits for investors in manufacturing facilities. For example, Virginia's PV Manufacturer Grant Program offers $4.5 million annually until 2001 to companies locating and operating PV manufacturing plants in the state. The program pays firms based on their PV production, at a rate between 75 cents/watt (for in-state manufacture from raw materials to final product) and 20 cents/watt (for in-state assembly only). Firms may receive the benefits for up to five years. The incentive program attracted a $1.5 million facility owned by Atlantis Energie of Switzerland, and a $25 million Solarex (now BP Solarex) facility employing up to 100 workers. The U.S. Small Business Administration's 7(a)(12) Energy and Conservation Loan program offers loans for small businesses engaged in the design, engineering, manufacturing, distribution, marketing, installing, or servicing of energy devices or techniques that conserve U.S. energy resources. Terms for working capital are 7 years; for equipment 10 years; and for buildings 25 years. The interest rate usually cannot exceed 2.75 percent over the prime lending rate, although loans under $50,000 may have higher rates. The SBA will guarantee up to 80 percent of a loan less than $100,000, and 75 percent of a loan more than $100,000. SBA's share of a loan cannot exceed $750,000 to any business. Installation, Operation, and Research: Thirty-six states, the federal government, and private entities such as utilities offer financial incentives for renewable energy technology installation and/or operation. Incentives are targeted both at the supplier of the renewable energy technology, as well as the consumer. For suppliers, incentives include low-interest loans, revolving loan programs dedicated to renewable energy or energy efficiency, grants, assistance in research and demonstration projects, leasing and lease-purchase options; tax deductions, tax credits, property tax exemptions, and excise tax exemptions. For example:

Only funding makes it a direct incentive- avoids bad affs
King, 4 - Assistant Professor of Business Law, Oregon State University (Nancy, “CREATING INCENTIVES FOR SUSTAINABLE BUILDINGS: A COMPARATIVE LAW APPROACH FEATURING THE UNITED STATES AND THE EUROPEAN UNION” 23 Va. Envtl. L.J. 397 2004-2005, Hein Online)

Numerous federal, state, and local laws in the United States provide financial incentives for businesses to adopt "green" construction or renovation practices. 25 These laws can promote beneficial activities through either direct or indirect financial incentives. Direct financial incentives typically take the form of either tax incentives or grants.126 Indirect financial incentives include various state and federal programs that allow businesses to achieve cost savings that benefit their financial position.12 7 For example, businesses will benefit financially when government entities encourage green building by reducing the amount of "red tape" that accompanies compliance with government codes or regulations.

T- Production
It’s energy production

Holbrook et al. ‘9 (Mark Holbrook, Advisory Engineer, Jim Kinsey, Director of Regulatory Affairs, Greg Gibbs, Project Director, “NGNP Licensing Plan”, Idaho National Laboratory  Document ID: PLN-3202 Revision ID: 0 Effective Date: 06/26/09 Plan Project No. 29980

The Next Generation Nuclear Plant (NGNP) will be a licensed commercial HTGR plant capable of producing the electricity and high temperature process heat for the industrial markets discussed above. The NGNP Project will design, construct, and operate the HTGR plant and associated technologies to establish the technological basis for commercialization of this new generation of advanced nuclear plants. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) will license the NGNP for operation, which is consistent with the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 that assigns the responsibility for licensing new Department of Energy (DOE) reactors to the NRC if they are used to generate power for an electric utility system or operated in any manner to demonstrate the suitability for subsequent use by the commercial power industry. NRC licensing of the NGNP will demonstrate the efficacy of licensing future gas-cooled reactors for commercial industrial applications. 1.1 Purpose This document describes the NGNP Project’s licensing plan, including expected near-term activities for implementing a strategy that will support licensing of the NGNP and benefit future commercial applicants. This plan focuses on the most significant policy issues for resolution during this near-term phase of interactions with the NRC and outlines a licensing path for the NGNP that will lead to approval of a Combined License (COL) application by the NRC. In the near-term, the plan focuses on critical licensing activities that will proceed in parallel with the DOE’s establishment of the public-private partnership, which is ultimately responsible for the facility license. The approach described in this plan establishes a regulatory framework and project licensing structure that will result in the successful licensing, construction, and operation of the NGNP Project facility. This structure is also intended to directly support future replication and deployment of multiple HTGRs. 

Plan is not research- it is a section 103 commercial license
Burns et al. ‘7 (NGNP and Hydrogen Production Preconceptual Design Report NGNP-20-RPT-005 Special Study 20.6 – Licensing and Permitting Study , 1/29/2007 Edward Burns Energy & the Environment, Consultant Charles Kling Company: Westinghouse Electric Company Stewart Long Westinghouse Electric Company Carl Mazzola Shaw Group Stanley E. Ritterbusch Westinghouse Electric Company Valentina Shkolnik Westinghouse Electric Company 

However, the above Section 50.22 of NRC regulations indicates that a utilization facility, such as the NGNP, that uses more than 50% of its output for sale or commercial distribution would be licensed not as a research facility (with minimal regulation) but as a commercial facility under Section 103. Moreover, since the NGNP is to provide a substantial basis for follow-on NGNP commercial plants and since it is judged that a Subsection 103 commercial facility application would provide a more-applicable precedent for the NGNP commercial plant than would a Subsection 104 research and development facility application, it is appropriate to apply for a Subsection 103 commercial facility license for the NGNP. In addition, applying for a Subsection 103 license does not preclude application of the “license by test” concept to individual components or systems on a case-by-case basis (further discussed in Section 20.6.4). 
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Leadership is key to successful space law

Maniscalcoy et al ‘9 – Matthew P., Aerospace Systems Engineer, with Noel M. Bakhtian and Alan H. Zorn – Ph.D. Candidates at Stanford University (“The Eighth Continent: A Vision for Exploration of the Moon and Beyond,”  American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, AIAA Space 2009 Conference & Exposition, September 2009)

International considerations include preventative politics and global cooperation. With space law currently in its infancy, the prevailing treaties and various agreements will need to be extensively augmented in the coming years, and major players on the space stage may well have influence in shaping laws governing the future of all things space-related. Of significant import are issues relating to the militarization of space, ownership and use of \land" and resources, and protection of the space environment.¶ The United Nations Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space created five treaties and agreements between 1967 and 1984 which constitute the majority of the body of space laws in place today. According to the Committee: \the international legal principles in these five treaties provide for non-appropriation of outer space by any one country, arms control, the freedom of exploration, ..., the prevention of harmful interference with space activities and the environment, the notification and registration of ... the exploitation of natural resources in outer space and the settlement of disputes."44 However, many nations have chosen not to ratify the treaties, meaning that these regulations have not been universally accepted. Imminent lunar and martian exploration by a few countries implies a need for current space laws to be globally ratified and the inception of supplementary treaties or agreements as the need arises. Future amendments or treaties might lean towards favoring those countries at the leading edge in space activities, the effects of which might have unpredictable negative consequences for the prosperity, influence, and safety of those countries who are not. 

Space law prevents extinction 

Hays ‘10 (Peter, PhD and director of the U.S. Air Force Institute for National Security Studies, “Space Law and the Advancement of Spacepower” December 13, 2010, NDU Press Chapter 28, http://www.ndu.edu/press/space-Ch28.html

Other impediments to further developing space law are exacerbated by a lack of acceptance in some quarters that sustained, cooperative efforts are often the best and sometimes the only way in which humanity can address our most pressing survival challenges. Cosmic threats to humanity's survival exist and include the depletion of resources and fouling of our only current habitat, threats in the space environment such as large objects that could strike Earth and cause cataclysmic damage, and the eventual exhaustion and destruction of the Sun. The message is clear: environmental degradation and space phenomena can threaten our existence, but humanity can improve our odds for survival if we can cooperate in grasping and exploiting survival opportunities. Law can provide one of the most effective ways to structure and use these opportunities. Sustained dialogue of the type this volume seeks to foster can help raise awareness, generate support for better space law, and ultimately nurture the spacepower needed to improve our odds for survival. The Quest for Sustainable Security In examining space law, spacepower, and humanity's quest for sustainable security, it is prudent for spacefaring actors to transcend traditional categories and approaches by considering resources in novel, broad, and multidimensional ways. This chapter attempts to employ the spirit of this unrestrained approach but is not suggesting that everything discussed would necessarily turn out to be useful or implementable in the real world. In addition, it is often not practical or even possible to examine space law developments in discrete ways by delineating between legal, technical, and policy considerations or between terrestrial and space security concerns. Over the long run, however, an expansive approach will undoubtedly reveal and help create the most opportunities to advance space law and spacepower in the most significant and lasting ways. Nonetheless, when beginning the journey, small, incremental steps are the most pragmatic way to develop and implement more effective space law, and the process should first focus on improving and refining the foundation provided by the OST regime. 

Monteiro’s wrong

Busby 12, Josh, assistant professor of public affairs at the Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs [“Josh Busby on Unipolarity and International Relations,” January 6th, http://www.strausscenter.org/strauss-news/josh-busby-on-unipolarity-and-international-relations.html] 

Strauss Scholar, Joshua Busby, wrote a three-part piece on the blog The Duck of Minerva, responding to two articles published by University of Chicago scholars Nuno Monteiro, and Sebastian Rosato and John Schuessler. The articles, and Busby’s response, focus on international relations, unipolarity and the realist approach to foreign policy. Busby’s first post critiques Nuno Monteiro’s article, “Unrest Assured: Why Unipolarity Is Not Peaceful” published in International Security. Monteiro argued that unipolarity has been less peaceful than other time periods. Busby disagrees with this argument, citing the contemporary era may create a “presentist bias” due to the overemphasis of our own lived experience and the omnipresence of the news media. Finally Busby addressed Moneiro’s argument that unipolarity drives conflict. Busby argues that domestic-level factors in both the United States and potential adversaries, rather than U.S. power alone, help explain recent conflicts. 

Concedes heg is key to solve great power war

Monteiro 11 *Nuno P. Monteiro is Assistant Professor of Political Science at Yale University [http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/pdf/10.1162/ISEC_a_00064, “Unrest Assured: Why Unipolarity is not Peaceful”]

In addition, Wohlforth claims that wars among major powers are unlikely, because the unipole will prevent conflict from erupting among important states. He writes, “The sole pole’s power advantages matter only to the degree that it is engaged, and it is most likely to be engaged in politics among the other major powers. 44 I agree that if the unipole were to pursue a strategy of defensive dominance, major power wars would be unlikely. Yet, there is no compelling reason to expect that it will always follow such a course. Should the unipole decide to disengage, as Wohlforth implies, major power wars would be possible 

K

Role of the ballot’s to simulate enactment of the plan – only way to create effective change in energy policy

Hager ’92 (, professor of political science – Bryn Mawr College, ‘92 (Carol J., “Democratizing Technology: Citizen & State in West German Energy Politics, 1974-1990” Polity, Vol. 25, No. 1, p. 45-70) 
During this phase, the citizen initiative attempted to overcome its defensive posture and implement an alternative politics. The strategy of legal and technical challenge might delay or even prevent plant construction, but it would not by itself accomplish the broader goal on the legitimation dimension, i.e., democratization. Indeed, it worked against broad participation. The activists had to find a viable means of achieving change. Citizens had proved they could contribute to a substantive policy discussion. Now, some activists turned to the parliamentary arena as a possible forum for an energy dialogue. Until now, parliament had been conspicuously absent as a relevant policy maker, but if parliament could be reshaped and activated, citizens would have a forum in which to address the broad questions of policy-making goals and forms. They would also have an institutional lever with which to pry apart the bureaucracy and utility. None of the established political parties could offer an alternative program. Thus, local activists met to discuss forming their own voting list. These discussions provoked internal dissent. Many citizen initiative members objected to the idea of forming a political party. If the problem lay in the role of parliament itself, another political party would not solve it. On the contrary, parliamentary participation was likely to destroy what political innovations the extraparliamentary movement had made. Others argued that a political party would give the movement an institutional platform from which to introduce some of the grassroots democratic political forms the groups had developed. Founding a party as the parliamentary arm of the citizen movement would allow these groups to play an active, critical role in institutionalized politics, participating in the policy debates while retaining their outside perspective. Despite the disagreements, the Alternative List for Democracy and Environmental Protection Berlin (AL) was formed in 1978 and first won seats in the Land parliament with 7.2 percent of the vote in 1981.43 The founders of the AL were encouraged by the success of newly formed local green parties in Lower Saxony and Hamburg,44 whose evolution had been very similar to that of the West Berlin citizen move-ment. Throughout the FRG, unpopular administrative decisions affect-ing local environments, generally in the form of state-sponsored indus-trial projects, prompted the development of the citizen initiative and ecology movements. The groups in turn focused constant attention on state planning "errors," calling into question not only the decisions themselves, but also the conventional forms of political decision making that produced them.45 Disgruntled citizens increasingly aimed their critique at the established political parties, in particular the federal SPD/ FDP coalition, which seemed unable to cope with the economic, social, and political problems of the 1970s. Fanned by publications such as the Club of Rome's report, "The Limits to Growth," the view spread among activists that the crisis phenomena were not merely a passing phase, but indicated instead "a long-term structural crisis, whose cause lies in the industrial-technocratic growth society itself."46 As they broadened their critique to include the political system as a whole, many grassroots groups found the extraparliamentary arena too restrictive. Like many in the West Berlin group, they reasoned that the necessary change would require a degree of political restructuring that could only be accomplished through their direct participation in parliamentary politics. Green/alternative parties and voting lists sprang up nationwide and began to win seats in local assemblies. The West Berlin Alternative List saw itself not as a party, but as the parliamentary arm of the citizen initiative movement. One member explains: "the starting point for alternative electoral participation was simply the notion of achieving a greater audience for [our] own ideas and thus to work in support of the extraparliamentary movements and initia-tives,"47 including non-environmentally oriented groups. The AL wanted to avoid developing structures and functions autonomous from the citizen initiative movement. Members adhered to a list of principles, such as rotation and the imperative mandate, designed to keep parliamentarians attached to the grassroots. Although their insistence on grassroots democracy often resulted in interminable heated discussions, the participants recognized the importance of experimenting with new forms of decision making, of not succumbing to the same hierarchical forms they were challenging. Some argued that the proper role of citizen initiative groups was not to represent the public in government, but to mobilize other citizens to participate directly in politics themselves; self-determination was the aim of their activity.48 Once in parliament, the AL proposed establishmento f a temporary parliamentaryco mmissiont o studye nergyp olicy,w hichf or the first time would draw all concernedp articipantst ogetheri n a discussiono f both short-termc hoicesa nd long-termg oals of energyp olicy. With help from the SPD faction, which had been forced into the opposition by its defeat in the 1981 elections, two such commissions were created, one in 1982-83 and the other in 1984-85.49T hese commissionsg ave the citizen activists the forum they sought to push for modernizationa nd technicali nnovation in energy policy. Although it had scaled down the proposed new plant, the utility had produced no plan to upgrade its older, more polluting facilities or to install desulfurizationd evices. With proddingf rom the energyc ommission, Land and utility experts began to formulate such a plan, as did the citizen initiative. By exposing administrative failings in a public setting, and by producing a modernization plan itself, the combined citizen initiative and AL forced bureaucratic authorities to push the utility for improvements . They also forced the authorities to consider different technological solutions to West Berlin's energy and environmental problems. In this way, the activists served as technological innovators. In 1983, the first energy commission submitted a list of recommendations to the Land parliament which reflected the influence of the citizen protest movement. It emphasized goals of demand reduction and efficiency, noted the value of expanded citizen participation and urged authorities to "investigate more closely the positive role citizen participation can play in achieving policy goals."50 The second energy commission was created in 1984 to discuss the possibilities for modernization and shutdown of old plants and use of new, environmentally friendlier and cheaper technologies for electricity and heat generation. Its recommendations strengthened those of the first commission.51 Despite the non-binding nature of the commissions' recommendations, the public discussion of energy policy motivated policy makers to take stronger positions in favor of environmental protection. III. Conclusion The West Berlin energy project eventually cleared all planning hurdles, and construction began in the early 1980s. The new plant now conforms to the increasingly stringent environmental protection requirements of the law. The project was delayed, scaled down from 1200 to 600 MW, moved to a neutral location and, unlike other BEWAG plants, equipped with modern desulfurization devices. That the new plant, which opened in winter 1988-89, is the technologically most advanced and environmen-tally sound of BEWAG's plants is due entirely to the long legal battle with the citizen initiative group, during which nearly every aspect of the original plans was changed. In addition, through the efforts of the Alter-native List (AL) in parliament, the Land government and BEWAG formulated a long sought modernization and environmental protection plan for all of the city's plants. The AL prompted the other parliamentary parties to take pollution control seriously. Throughout the FRG, energy politics evolved in a similar fashion. As Habermas claimed, underlying the objections against particular projects was a reaction against the administrative-economic system in general. One author, for example, describes the emergence of two-dimensional protest against nuclear energy: The resistance against a concrete project became understood simul-taneously as resistance against the entire atomic program. Questions of energy planning, of economic growth, of understanding of democracy entered the picture. . . . Besides concern for human health, for security of conditions for human existence and protec-tion of nature arose critique of what was perceived as undemocratic planning, the "shock" of the delayed public announcement of pro-ject plans and the fear of political decision errors that would aggra-vate the problem.52 This passage supports a West Berliner's statement that the citizen initiative began with a project critique and arrived at Systemkritik.53 I have labeled these two aspects of the problem the public policy and legitima-tion dimensions. In the course of these conflicts, the legitimation dimen-sion emergd as the more important and in many ways the more prob-lematic. Parliamentary Politics In the 1970s, energy politics began to develop in the direction Offe de-scribed, with bureaucrats and protesters avoiding the parliamentary channels through which they should interact. The citizen groups them-selves, however, have to a degree reversed the slide into irrelevance of parliamentary politics. Grassroots groups overcame their defensive posture enough to begin to formulate an alternative politics, based upon concepts such as decision making through mutual understanding rather than technical criteria or bargaining. This new politics required new modes of interaction which the old corporatist or pluralist forms could not provide. Through the formation of green/alternative parties and voting lists and through new parliamentary commissions such as the two described in the case study, some members of grassroots groups attempted to both operate within the political system and fundamentally change it, to restore the link between bureaucracy and citizenry. Parliamentary politics was partially revived in the eyes of West German grassroots groups as a legitimate realm of citizen participation, an outcome the theory would not predict. It is not clear, however, that strengthening the parliamentary system would be a desirable outcome for everyone. Many remain skeptical that institutions that operate as part of the "system" can offer the kind of substantive participation that grass-roots groups want. The constant tension between institutionalized politics and grassroots action emerged clearly in the recent internal debate between "fundamentalist" and "realist" wings of the Greens. Fundis wanted to keep a firm footing outside the realm of institutionalized politics. They refused to bargain with the more established parties or to join coalition governments. Realos favored participating in institutionalized politics while pressing their grassroots agenda. Only this way, they claimed, would they have a chance to implement at least some parts of their program. This internal debate, which has never been resolved, can be interpreted in different ways. On one hand, the tension limits the appeal of green and alternative parties to the broader public, as the Greens' poor showing in the December 1990 all-German elections attests. The failure to come to agreement on basic issues can be viewed as a hazard of grass-roots democracy. The Greens, like the West Berlin citizen initiative, are opposed in principle to forcing one faction to give way to another. Disunity thus persists within the group. On the other hand, the tension can be understood not as a failure, but as a kind of success: grassroots politics has not been absorbed into the bureaucratized system; it retains its critical dimension, both in relation to the political system and within the groups themselves. The lively debate stimulated by grassroots groups and parties keeps questions of democracy on the public agenda. Technical Debate In West Berlin, the two-dimensionality of the energy issue forced citizen activists to become both participants in and critics of the policy process. In order to defeat the plant, activists engaged in technical debate. They won several decisions in favor of environmental protection, often proving to be more informed than bureaucratic experts themselves. The case study demonstrates that grassroots groups, far from impeding techno-logical advancement, can actually serve as technological innovators. The activists' role as technical experts, while it helped them achieve some success on the policy dimension, had mixed results on the legitimation dimension. On one hand, it helped them to challenge the legitimacy of technocratic policy making. They turned back the Land government's attempts to displace political problems by formulating them in technical terms.54 By demonstrating the fallibility of the technical arguments, activists forced authorities to acknowledge that energy demand was a political variable, whose value at any one point was as much influenced by the choices of policy makers as by independent technical criteria. Submission to the form and language of technical debate, however, weakened activists' attempts to introduce an alternative, goal-oriented form of decision making into the political system. Those wishing to par-ticipate in energy politics on a long-term basis have had to accede to the language of bureaucratic discussion, if not the legitimacy of bureaucratic authorities. They have helped break down bureaucratic authority but have not yet offered a viable long-term alternative to bureaucracy. In the tension between form and language, goals and procedure, the legitima-tion issue persists. At the very least, however, grassroots action challenges critical theory's notion that technical discussion is inimical to democratic politics.55 Citizen groups have raised the possibility of a dialogue that is both technically sophisticated and democratic. In sum, although the legitimation problems which gave rise to grass-roots protest have not been resolved, citizen action has worked to counter the marginalization of parliamentary politics and the technocratic character of policy debate that Offe and Habermas identify. The West Berlin case suggests that the solutions to current legitimation problems may not require total repudiation of those things previously associated with technocracy.56 In Berlin, the citizen initiative and AL continue to search for new, more legitimate forms of organization consistent with their principles. No permanent Land parliamentary body exists to coordinate and con-solidate energy policy making.57 In the 1989 Land elections, the CDU/ FDP coalition was defeated, and the AL formed a governing coalition with the SPD. In late 1990, however, the AL withdrew from the coali-tion. It remains to be seen whether the AL will remain an effective vehi-cle for grassroots concerns, and whether the citizenry itself, now includ-ing the former East Berliners, will remain active enough to give the AL direction as united Berlin faces the formidable challenges of the 1990s. On the policy dimension, grassroots groups achieved some success. On the legitimation dimension, it is difficult to judge the results of grass-roots activism by normal standards of efficacy or success. Activists have certainly not radically restructured politics. They agree that democracy is desirable, but troublesome questions persist about the degree to which those processes that are now bureaucratically organized can and should be restructured, where grassroots democracy is possible and where bureaucracy is necessary in order to get things done. In other words, grassroots groups have tried to remedy the Weberian problem of the marginalization of politics, but it is not yet clear what the boundaries of the political realm should be. It is, however, the act of calling existing boundaries into question that keeps democracy vital. In raising alternative possibilities and encouraging citizens to take an active, critical role in their own governance, the contribution of grassroots environmental groups has been significant. As Melucci states for new social movements in general, these groups mount a "symbolic" challenge by proposing "a different way of perceiving and naming the world."58 Rochon concurs for the case of the West German peace movement, noting that its effect on the public discussion of secur-ity issues has been tremendous.59 The effects of the legitimation issue in the FRG are evident in increased citizen interest in areas formerly left to technical experts. Citizens have formed nationwide associations of environmental and other grassroots groups as well as alternative and green parties at all levels of government. The level of information within the groups is generally quite high, and their participation, especially in local politics, has raised the awareness and engagement of the general populace noticeably.60 Policy concessions and new legal provisions for citizen participation have not quelled grassroots action. The attempts of the established political parties to coopt "green" issues have also met with limited success. Even green parties themselves have not tapped the full potential of public support for these issues. The persistence of legitima-tion concerns, along with the growth of a culture of informed political activism, will ensure that the search continues for a space for a delibera-tive politics in modern technological society.61
Securitization is crucial to politicization and breaks down antagonism- their theory is wrong and their alt is worse

Trombetta ‘8 (Maria Julia Trombetta, (Delft University of Technology, postdoctoral researcher at the department of Economics of Infrastructures) 3/19/08 http://archive.sgir.eu/uploads/Trombetta-the_securitization_of_the_environment_and_the_transformation_of_security.pdf

On the one hand, an approach that considers the discursive formation of security issues  provides a new perspective to analyse the environmental security discourse and its transformative  potential. First, it allows for an investigation of the political process behind the selection of threats,  exploring why some of them are considered more relevant and urgent than others. The focus shifts  from the threats to the collectivities, identities and interests that deserve to be protected and the  means to be employed. Second, securitization suggests that the awareness of environmental issues  can have a relevant role in defining and transforming political communities, their interests and  identities, since the process creates new ideas about who deserve to be protected and by whom.  Finally, as Behnke points out, securitization can open the space for a “genuinely political”  constitutive and formative struggle through which political structures are contested and reestablished.(Behnke 2000: 91) Securitization allows for the breaking and transforming of rules that  are no longer acceptable, including the practices associated with an antagonistic logic of security.   On the other hand, securitization is problematic because of the set of practices it is supposed  to bring about. For the CopS security “carries with it a history and a set of connotations that it  cannot escape.”(Wæver 1995: 47) While securitizing an issue is a political choice, the practices it  brings about are not. Accordingly, transforming an issue into a security issue is not always an  improvement. In the case of the environment, the warning seems clear: “When considering  securitizing moves such as ‘environmental security’...one has to weigh the always problematic side  effects of applying a mind-set of security against the possible advantages of focus, attention, and  mobilization.”(Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998: 29) The School shares the normative suggestion that  “[a] society whose security is premised upon a logic of war should be re-shaped, re-ordered, simply  changed.”(Aradau 2001: introduction) For the CopS this does not mean to transform the practices  and logic of security, because, as it will be shown below, for the School, this is impossible. The  CopS suggests avoiding the transformation of  issues into security issues. It is necessary “to turn  threats into challenges; to move developments from the sphere of existential fear to one where they  could be handled by ordinary means, as politics, economy, culture, and so on.”(Wæver 1995: 55,  quoting Jahn). This transformation, for the CopS, is “desecuritization”, and the School has  introduced a distinction between politicization - “meaning the issue is part of public policy, requiring government decision  and resources allocation  s”(Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998: 23) - and securitization - “meaning the issue is presented as  an   existential threat, requiring emergency measures and justifying actions outside the normal bounds  of political procedure.”(Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998: 23) The slogan is: “less security, more  politics!”(Wæver 1995: 56)   Nevertheless, there are two major problems behind this suggestion. First, if securitization is  normatively problematic, desecuritization can be even more problematic. It can lead to a  depoliticization and marginalisation of urgent and serious issues, while leaving unchallenged the  practices associated with security. In the case of the environment, many appeals to security are  aimed at both soliciting action and transforming what counts as security and the way of providing it.  Second, within the School’s framework, desecuritization cannot be possible. Securitization  in fact can be inescapable, the unwanted result of discussing whether or not the environment is a  security issue. As Huysmans has noticed, the performative, constitutive approach suggested by the  speech act theory implies that even talking and researching about security can contribute to the  securitization of an issue, even if that (and the practices associated with it) is not the desired result.  “The normative dilemma thus consists of how to write or speak about security when the security  knowledge risks the production of what one tries to avoid, what one criticizes: that is, the  securitization of migration, drugs and so forth.”(Huysmans 2002: 43) When the understanding of  security is the problematic one described by the CopS, research itself can become a danger.  This  captures a paradox that characterizes the debate about environmental security. As Jon Barnett has  showed in The Meaning of Environmental Security (2001) the securitization of the environment can  have perverse effects and several attempts to transform environmental problems into security issues  have resulted in a spreading of the national security paradigm and the enemy logic, even if the  intentions behind them were different. Barnett has argued that “environmental security is not about  the environment, it is about security; as a concept, it is at its most meaningless and malign”(2001:  83) in this way, he seems to accept the ineluctability of the security mindset or logic evoked by  securitization.  However, his suggestion of promoting a “human centered” understanding of  security, in which environmental security is not about (national) security but about people and their  needs, within the securitization logic, cannot escape the trap he has described.  Why, in fact, should  the sort of his claim be different from that of similar ones?   2. The fixity of Security practices    These dilemmas, however, are based on the idea that security practices are inescapable and  unchangeable and the theory of securitization, as elaborated by the CopS, has contributed to suggest  so. The CopS has achieved the result of making a specific, negative understanding of security –  which has characterised the dominant  Realist discourse within IR - appear as “natural” and  unchangeable since all the attempts to transform it appear to reinforce its logic. To challenge this  perverse mechanism it is necessary to unpack securitization further. First, it will be shown that  securitization is not analytically accurate, the environment representing a relevant case. Second, the  assumptions behind this problematic fixity will be explored.   The CopS explores the specificity of the environmental sector in Security: A Framework for  Analysis (Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998) (Security hereafter), the theoretical book where the CopS  illustrates the theory of securitization and analyses the dynamics of securitization within five  relevant sectors. For each sector the School identifies the actors or objects (referent objects) that are  threatened, specifies the relevant threats and the agents that promote or facilitate securitization.11[11]   The environmental sector is rather different from the others and the transformative intent that is  associated with the appeal to environmental security is more evident.12[12] Amongst the peculiarities  of the environmental sector described by the School, three deserve a specific analysis for their  implications: First, the presence of two agendas - a scientific and a political one; second, the  multiplicity of actors; third, the politicization/securitization relationship. They will be analysed in  turn  “One of the most striking features of the environmental sector,” it is argued in Security, “is  the existence of two different agendas: a scientific agenda and a political agenda.”(Buzan, Wæver  and Wilde 1998: 71) The scientific one refers mainly to natural science and non-governmental  activities. The “scientific agenda is about the authoritative assessment of threat,”(Buzan, Wæver  and Wilde 1998: 72) and Buzan, Wæver and de Wilde admit that “the extent to which scientific  argument structures environmental security debates strikes us as exceptional.”(Buzan, Wæver and  Wilde 1998: 72) Quoting Rosenau, they suggest that “the demand for scientific proof is a broader  emerging characteristic in the international system.”(Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998: 72) This                                                    11[11]    So for instance in the military sector the referent object is usually the state and the threats are mainly military ones,  while in the societal sector the referent objects are collective identities “that can function independent of the state, such  as nations and religions.”(Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998: 22-3)  12[12]   This is the case even if the School adopts a conservative strategy that appears from the choice of the referent object  (or what is threatened). In the first works  of the School, the referent object within the environmental sector was the  biosphere: “Environmental security concerns the maintenance of the local and the planetary biosphere as the essential  support system on which all other human enterprises depend.” (Buzan 1991: 19) In Security the School narrows down  this perspective and identifies the level of civilization (with all the contradictions that contribute to environmental  problems) as the main referent object. This move favours a conservative perspective which considers the securitization  of the environment as  a way to preserve the status quo and the security strategies on which it is based. Despite this, the  description of the environmental sector captures the specificity of the sector and reveals the tensions within the overall  framework.  questions the “self referentiality” of the speech act security. Are some threats more “real” than  others thanks to scientific proof? Can considerations developed to characterize reflective behaviours  be applied to natural systems? Even if dealing with these issues is beyond the scope of this article, it  is necessary to note that the appeal to an external discourse has serious implications. First, it   questions the possibility and opportunity of desecuritization. Is it possible and what does it mean to  “desecuritize” an issue which is on the scientific agenda? If scientific research outlines the  dangerousness of an environmental problem, how is it possible to provide security? Second, it  suggests that security and the practices associated with it can vary from one sector to another and  thus from one context to another.   The second peculiarity of the environmental sector is the presence of many actors. This   contrasts with Wæver’s suggestion that “security is articulated only from a specific place, in an  institutional voice, by elites.”(Wæver 1995: 57) The multiplicity of actors is largely justified by the  School with the relative novelty of the securitization of the environment. “The discourses, power  struggles, and securitizing moves in the other sectors are reflected by and have sedimented over  time in concrete types of organizations - notably states...nations (identity configurations), and the  UN system,”(Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998: 71) however, this is not the case with the  environment: “It is as yet undetermined what kinds of political structures environmental concerns  will generate.”(Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998: 71). In this way a tension appears since the attempts  to securitize the environment are described as having a transforming potential, requiring and calling  for new institutions. Within the environmental sector securitization moves seem to have a  transformative intent that contrasts with the conservative one, that characterizes other sectors.  The third peculiarity is that many securitizing moves result in politicization. This is  problematic for the School, which argues that “transcending a security problem by politicising it  cannot happen through thematization in security terms, only away from such terms.”(Wæver 1995:  56) For the School, once the enemy logic has been inscribed in a context, it is very difficult to  return to an open debate. Nevertheless the various politicizations of environmental issues that  followed the appeal to security – those the CopS dismissed as failed securitizations - seem to  reinforce the argument, suggested by Edkins, that there is a tendency to politicize issues through  their securitization. (Edkins 1999: 11) This represents another signal that securitization, within the  environmental sector, can take a different form, and that the problematic aspects of evoking security  are not so evident.   Securitization theory, for the CopS, is meant to be descriptive, however the environmental  sector suggests that some of its aspects prevent it from providing an adequate instrument for  analysis. To understand why this occurs, it is necessary to explore in more detail the  conceptualization of security by Wæver, who has introduced securitization within the School and is  the strongest opponent of any attempt to securitize the environment. 

Alternative fails—and causes violence

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 137-138)

In chapter 7 I engaged with the human security framework and some of the problematic implications of ‘emancipatory’ security policy frameworks. In this chapter I argued that the shift away from the pluralist security framework and the elevation of cosmopolitan and emancipatory goals has served to enforce international power inequalities rather than lessen them. Weak or unstable states are subjected to greater international scrutiny and international institutions and other states have greater freedom to intervene, but the citizens of these states have no way of controlling or influencing these international institutions or powerful states. This shift away from the pluralist security framework has not challenged the status quo, which may help to explain why major international institutions and states can easily adopt a more cosmopolitan rhetoric in their security policies. As we have seen, the shift away from the pluralist security framework has entailed a shift towards a more openly hierarchical international system, in which states are differentiated according to, for example, their ability to provide human security for their citizens or their supposed democratic commitments. In this shift, the old pluralist international norms of (formal) international sovereign equality, non-intervention and ‘blindness’ to the content of a state are overturned. Instead, international institutions and states have more freedom to intervene in weak or unstable states in order to ‘protect’ and emancipate individuals globally. Critical and emancipatory security theorists argue that the goal of the emancipation of the individual means that security must be reconceptualised away from the state. As the domestic sphere is understood to be the sphere of insecurity and disorder, the international sphere represents greater emancipatory possibilities, as Tickner argues, ‘if security is to start with the individual, its ties to state sovereignty must be severed’ (1995: 189). For critical and emancipatory theorists there must be a shift towards a ‘cosmopolitan’ legal framework, for example Mary Kaldor (2001: 10), Martin Shaw (2003: 104) and Andrew Linklater (2005). For critical theorists, one of the fundamental problems with Realism is that it is unrealistic. Because it prioritises order and the existing status quo, Realism attempts to impose a particular security framework onto a complex world, ignoring the myriad threats to people emerging from their own governments and societies. Moreover, traditional international theory serves to obscure power relations and omits a study of why the system is as it is: [O]mitting myriad strands of power amounts to exaggerating the simplicity of the entire political system. Today’s conventional portrait of international politics thus too often ends up looking like a Superman comic strip, whereas it probably should resemble a Jackson Pollock. (Enloe, 2002 [1996]: 189) Yet as I have argued, contemporary critical security theorists seem to show a marked lack of engagement with their problematic (whether the international security context, or the Yugoslav break-up and wars). Without concrete engagement and analysis, however, the critical project is undermined and critical theory becomes nothing more than a request that people behave in a nicer way to each other. Furthermore, whilst contemporary critical security theorists argue that they present a more realistic image of the world, through exposing power relations, for example, their lack of concrete analysis of the problematic considered renders them actually unable to engage with existing power structures and the way in which power is being exercised in the contemporary international system. For critical and emancipatory theorists the central place of the values of the theorist mean that it cannot fulfil its promise to critically engage with contemporary power relations and emancipatory possibilities. Values must be joined with engagement with the material circumstances of the time.

Security is context dependent- the speech act inherent within debate solves reflexivity
Roe, 12 (Paul Roe, Associate Professor in the Department of International Relations and European Studies at Central European University, Budapest, “Is securitization a ‘negative’ concept? Revisiting the normative debate over normal versus extraordinary politics,” Security Dialogue vol. 43 no. 3, June 2012)

For the Copenhagen School, securitization represents a panic politics: we must do something now, as our very survival is at stake. In such a scenario, it is hardly surprising that Aradau and Huysmans both see the possibilities for debate and deliberation as being minimal: normal procedures must be circumvented, otherwise it might all be too late. The speed of decisionmaking and the accompanying silence on the part of those outside the relevant elite are made all the more salient by the so-called internalist (Stritzel, 2007) or philosophical (Balzacq, 2011) view of securitization, whereby the security speech act possesses its own performative power. The internalist reading is characteristic of Wæver’s (1995) earlier work on securitization and accords with the notion of performativity. Performativity corresponds to John L. Austin’s illocutionary act. Here, uttering security is more than just describing something: it is performing an action that creates new realities (Balzacq, 2005: 177, 2011: 20; Stritzel, 2007: 361). The security speech act thus has the power to enable emergency measures and to (re)order sociopolitical relations (friend/enemy, us/them). In other words, security is a self-referential practice. The internalist reading of securitization closely resembles the Schmittian conception of the political inasmuch as both are decisionist: the securitizing actor, like Schmitt’s sovereign, defines what is exceptional. The silence that arguably marks the internalist reading therefore reflects the lack of oversight to which the securitizing actor is subject, while, with regard to speed, there is a distinct sense of automaticity in the moment when a political issue is rapidly transformed into a matter of security by virtue of its very utterance as such. This is problematized, however, by the so-called externalist (Stritzel, 2007) or sociological (Balzacq, 2011) view, which emphasizes instead the intersubjectivity of the securitization process. With the externalist reading, the authority to speak and the power of the speech act itself are subject to the context in which security is uttered. Most importantly, the framing of something as a security issue is not the sole preserve of the securitizing actor but must also be accepted by a relevant audience. As Buzan et al. (1998: 25) make clear, presenting something as an existential threat is merely a ‘securitizing move’, as ‘the issue is [successfully] securitized only if and when the audience accepts it as such’. Accordingly, with its emphasis on the intersubjective establishment of threat, the externalist rendering of securitization makes problematic Wæver’s earlier assertion of security as a self-referential practice. And this conceptual tension is reflected in the specific debate over the nature of the speech act itself. For both Thierry Balzacq and Holger Stritzel, Wæver/the Copenhagen School thus present securitization as both an illocutionary act and a perlocutionary act – that is, they discuss what is done in saying security, as well as what is done by saying security. Perlocutionary acts are external to the performative aspect of the speech act and thereby correspond not to the utterance itself but to its effects: did the securitizing actor manage to convince the relevant audience. Balzacq (2005: 177–8) sums up the situation thus: either we argue that securitization is a self-referential practice, in which case we forsake perlocution with the related acquiescence of the audience … or we hold fast to the creed that using the conception of security also produces a perlocutionary effect, in which case we abandon self-referentiality. He goes on: I suspect instead that the CS [Copenhagen School] leans towards the first option…. [A]lthough the CS appeals to an audience, its framework ignores the audience, which suggests that the CS opts for an illocutionary view of security yielding a ‘magical efficiency’ rather than a fully-fledged model encompassing perlocution as well (Balzacq, 2005: 177–8).9 It is indeed the case that the Copenhagen School has underconceptualized the role of the audience.10 This is something of which Wæver (2003) himself is well aware. But, it is debatable whether the Copenhagen School favours an internalist reading of the securitization concept. Although Wæver is keen to stress the importance of the ‘moment’ of the speech act, and thus retain its illocutionary force, he nevertheless also leans towards the importance of the relationship between securitizing actor and audience. Wæver warns of viewing securitization as a ‘unilateral performance’ – that undertaken only by the sovereign – and thus its equivalence to a ‘Schmittian anti-democratic decisionism’. Rather: We [members of the Copenhagen School] preserve the event-ness of the speech act and the performative moment, but locate it in-between the actors…. This might look like perlocution because it includes something after the speaker’s first action, but if the speech act is viewed as a larger whole including audience, it is more appropriate to see securitization as what is done in the (collective) act, rather than dissolving the move into one component of a larger complex social explanation of processes (Wæver, 2007: 4). The important point here is how the security speech act moves away from a Schmittian to an Arendtian conception of politics, ‘because the theory places power in-between humans … and insists on securityness being a quality not of threats but of their handling, that is, the theory places power not with “things” external to a community but internal to it’ (Wæver, 2011: 468). For Wæver, securitization thus takes place in a context where there is space for open politics: actors and audiences together agree as to what constitutes security and what does not. This is not to say that agreement is necessarily reached on an equal basis, as actors often possess, and indeed employ, the resources to cajole and bully audiences into acquiescing to their depiction of events. But, it is to say that some kind of agreement is nevertheless required. Indeed, the potential for securitization to avoid its Schmittian connotations in this way is also recognized by Williams. For Williams, the importance of the audience relates to a ‘discursive ethics’ that goes against the decisionist account of securitization. The security speech act entails the possibility of dialogue and thereby also the potential for the transformation of security (Williams, 2003: 522–3). And although Williams (2003: 524) seems somewhat sceptical as to the extent to which securitizations are subject to such ‘discursive legitimation’ – also noting how security issues often ‘operate in the realm of secrecy, of “national security”, of decision’ – he nonetheless makes clear the potential for securitizations to be ‘pulled back’ into the public realm, ‘particularly when the social consensus underlying the capacity for decision is challenged, either by questioning the policies, or by disputing the threat, or both’.
Our methodology and epistemology is good and self-reflexive- the alt fails and the perm solves best

Caprioli ‘4 (Mary Caprioli, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Tennessee, International Studies Review, June 2004 pp.256-8

The purported language difference between feminist and IR scholars appears to be methodological. In general, feminist IR scholars 2 are skeptical of empiricist methodologies and "have never been satisfied with the boundary constraints of conventional IR" (Tickner 2001:2). As noted above, conventional international relations is defined on the basis of methodology as a commitment "to empiricism and data-based methods of testing" (Tickner 2001:149). Ironically, some feminist IR scholars place boundary constraints on feminist IR scholarship by limiting its definition to a critical-interpretive methodology (see Carpenter 2003:ftn. 1). Rather than pushing methodological boundaries to expand the field and to promote inclusiveness, conventional IR feminists appear to discriminate against quantitative research. If conventional feminists are willing to embrace multicultural approaches to feminism, why restrict research tools? There would seem to be a lack of consistency between rhetoric and practice. Especially at the global level, there need not be only one way to achieve feminist goals. Hence, conventional feminist IR scholars might benefit from participating in mainstream IR scholars' evolving embrace of methodological pluralism and epistemological opportunism (Bueno de Mesquita 2002; Chan 2002; Fearon and Wendt 2002). One must assume that feminist IR scholars support the pursuit of research that broadens our understanding of international relations. Such a research agenda must include both evidence and logic (Bueno de Mesquita 2002; Chan 2002). Theorizing, case study evidence (specific details), and external validity (generality) are all necessary components of research—only through a combination of all three modes of inquiry can we begin to gain confidence in our understanding. "And still we debate what seems to have been obvious to our predecessors: to gain understanding, we need to integrate careful empirical analysis with the equally careful application of the power of reason" (Bueno de Mesquita 2002:2). Different types of scholarship "make different contributions that can be mutually beneficial, as when historical studies isolate immediate causes that act as catalysts for the general tendencies identified in aggregate analyses" (Chan 2002:754). Without logic and theory, the general tendencies identified through quantitative analysis are incomplete. "In the absence of guidance from such logic, the data exercises degenerate into mindless fishing expeditions and are vulnerable to spurious interpretations" (Chan 2002:750). Most scholars concerned with gender certainly owe a debt to Jean Bethke Elshtain (1987), Cynthia Enloe (1989), and Ann Tickner (1992). These IR feminists shattered the publishing boundary for feminist IR scholarship and tackled the difficult task of deconstructing IR theory, including its founding myths, thereby creating the logic to guide feminist quantitative research. It is only through exposure to feminist literature that one can begin to scientifically question the sexist assumptions inherent in the dominant paradigms of international relations.  Feminist theory is rife with testable hypotheses that can only strengthen feminist IR scholarship by identifying false leads and logical errors or by identifying general tendencies that deserve further inquiry. Without the solid body of feminist literature that exists, quantitative feminist IR scholarship would be meaningless. The existing feminist literature based on critical-interpretive epistemologies forms the rationale for quantitative testing. No one methodology is superior to the others. So, why create a dichotomy if none exists? All methodologies contribute to our knowledge, and, when put together like pieces of a puzzle, they offer a clearer picture. The idea is to build a bridge of knowledge, not parallel walls that are equally inadequate in their understanding of one another and in explaining international relations.  Further undermining the false dichotomization between positivist and interpretivist methodologies is the lack of proof that quantitative methodologies cannot challenge established paradigms or, more important, that a critical-interpretive epistemology is unbiased or more likely to uncover some truth that is supposedly obscured by quantitative inquiry. Part of the rationale for the perpetuation of the dichotomy between methodologies and for the critique of quantitative methodology as a valid type of feminist inquiry involves confusing theory and practice. On a theoretical level, quantitative research is idealized as value-free and objective, which of course it is not—particularly when applied to the social sciences. Feminists opposed to quantitative methodologies imagine that other scholars necessarily assume such scholarship to be objective (see Brown 1988). Few social scientists using quantitative methodologies, however, would suggest that this methodology is value-free, which is why so much emphasis is placed on defining measures. This procedure leaves room for debate and provides space for feminist inquiry. For example, feminists might wish to study the effect of varying definitions of democracy and of security on the democratic peace thesis, ultimately combining methodologies to provide a more thorough understanding of the social matrix underlying state behavior.

HTGR desalination is key to solve extinction

- Nisana ‘6 (Utilisation of waste heat from GT‑MHR and PBMR reactors for nuclear desalination  Saied Dardoura, Simon Nisana*, Francoise Charbitb "CEA, Cadarache, F‑13108, Saint Paul‑lez‑Durance, France Tel. +33 (4) 42 25 4628; Fax: +33 (4) 42 25 3635; email: simon.nisan@cea.fr bUniversité Paul Cezanne, LPPE, F‑13090 Aix‑en‑Provence, France  Received 9 March 2006; Accepted 23 March 2006  

The gas turbine‑modular helium cooled reactor (GT‑MHR) is currently being developed by an international consortium; the pebble bed modular reactor (PBMR) is to be constructed in South Africa. In both these reactors, circulating helium that has to be compressed in two successive stages cools the reactor core. For thermodynamic reasons, these compression stages require pre‑cooling of the helium to about 26°C through the use of pre‑cooler and intercooler helium‑water heat exchangers. Considerable thermal power (300 MWth) is thus dissipated in the pre​cooler and the intercooler. This thermal power is then evacuated to the heat sink. Depending upon the specific designs, the temperature ranges of the water in these exchangers could be between 80 and 130°C. This is an ideal range for desalination in a multiple‑effect distillation (MED) plant, which can be coupled between a mixer (of the flows from the pre‑cooler and the intercooler) and the switch‑ cooling unit, evacuating the heat to the heat sink (sea or river). It is thus interesting to evaluate the desalination costs of such a system, utilising virtually free heat. The usual code for desalination cost evaluation is the DEEP software, developed by the International Atomic Energy Agency. Actual versions of DEEP do not have models for GT‑MHR and the PBMR providing heat for desalination. This paper describes the successive steps that led CEA to the development of these models from basic thermo​dynamic considerations and their integration in the new, CEA version of the DEEP code. The models are then applied to a realistic case study based on the TUINDESAL project [1]. It is shown that the desalination cost of a GT‑MHR + MED system is 34% lower than that of a gas turbine, combined cycle plant + MED system, for a fossil fuel price of about 21 $!bbl and a discount rate of 8%. Under the same conditions, this cost is 2% lower for the PBMR + MED systems1. Introduction  Water is indispensable for the very existence of [hu]mankind and for human development. Water is not only a natural resource, but is also a component of prosperity: water being the most impor​tant consumer article in the world, its worldwide availability should be guaranteed to all. However, it is now generally recognised that in the decades to come, many regions of the planet will face water scarcity or water stress. In this context, desalination is considered as a complementary, economically attractive and sustainable solution to meet ever‑increasing water demands. Desalination by nuclear reactors is particularly attractive in view of the low costs and its environmentally friendly characteristics, as has been discussed previously [1]. Two of the most com​monly used desalination processes are multiple​effect distillation (MED) and reverse osmosis (RO). MED uses mainly thermal energy and some electricity to drive the auxiliary systems. RO uses only electrical (or mechanical) energy. In both cases, part of the useful energy is diverted to produce desalted water. If the desalting capa​city is high, this energy loss could be very significant. An alternative, providing virtually free heat to be used with the MED process, is based on the utilisation of gas‑cooled, high temperature reactors. Thus, for example, in the two such reactors currently being developed the gas turbine‑modular helium cooled reactor (GT‑MHR) and the pebble bed modular reactor (PBMR) circulating helium, which has to be compressed in two successive stages, cools the reactor core. For thermodynamic reasons, these compression stages require pre‑cooling of the helium to about 26°C through the use of the pre‑cooler and intercooler helium‑water heat exchangers. Considerable ther​mal power (300 MWth) is thus dissipated in the pre‑cooler and the intercooler. This thermal power is then evacuated to the heat sink. Depending upon the specific designs, the tem​perature ranges of the water in these exchangers  could be between 80 and 130°C. This is an ideal range for desalination for a MED plant, which can be coupled between a mixer (of the flows from the pre‑cooler and the intercooler) and the switch‑ cooling unit, evacuating the heat to the heat sink, (sea or river). This paper describes the successive stages that led to the development of physical and mathe​matical models enabling the calculation of desali​nation costs of the GT‑MHR and the PBMR providing free heat (Fig. 1).  2. Modelling approach  It is obvious that the performances of an integrated nuclear desalination system are mainly dependent on those of the nuclear reactor, pro​viding the required desalination energy. An inte​grated system is an optimal combination of an energy source and an appropriate desalination process, producing both electricity and water and constituting a component of an overall strategy for alleviating water shortages at a given site. The basis of any modelling of the coupled system is thus to correlate the thermodynamic perfor​mances of the reactor (power produced, turbine efficiency, waste heat produced and evacuated, output temperature of the cooling water, etc.) to the characteristics of the site (essentially, the temperature of the heat sink) and the charac​teristics of the MED plant. This is realised in three main steps: • modelling of principal reactor components, relevant to the integrated system; • characteristics of the intermediate circuit, required for safety reasons, and linking the reactor to the desalination process; • characteristics of the desalination process itself.  Because the two gas‑cooled HTRs (GT‑MHR and PBMR) are actually under development, we have endeavoured to use, where possible, simple and general thermodynamic principles, such as   

Nuclear technocracy’s key 

Nordhaus 11, chairman – Breakthrough Instiute, and Shellenberger, president – Breakthrough Insitute, MA cultural anthropology – University of California, Santa Cruz, 2/25/‘11

(Ted and Michael, http://thebreakthrough.org/archive/the_long_death_of_environmenta) 

Tenth, we are going to have to get over our suspicion of technology, especially nuclear power. There is no credible path to reducing global carbon emissions without an enormous expansion of nuclear power. It is the only low carbon technology we have today with the demonstrated capability to generate large quantities of centrally generated electrtic power. It is the low carbon of technology of choice for much of the rest of the world. Even uber-green nations, like Germany and Sweden, have reversed plans to phase out nuclear power as they have begun to reconcile their energy needs with their climate commitments. Eleventh, we will need to embrace again the role of the state as a direct provider of public goods. The modern environmental movement, borne of the new left rejection of social authority of all sorts, has embraced the notion of state regulation and even creation of private markets while largely rejecting the generative role of the state. In the modern environmental imagination, government promotion of technology - whether nuclear power, the green revolution, synfuels, or ethanol - almost always ends badly. Never mind that virtually the entire history of American industrialization and technological innovation is the story of government investments in the development and commercialization of new technologies. Think of a transformative technology over the last century - computers, the Internet, pharmaceutical drugs, jet turbines, cellular telephones, nuclear power - and what you will find is government investing in those technologies at a scale that private firms simply cannot replicate. Twelveth, big is beautiful. The rising economies of the developing world will continue to develop whether we want them to or not. The solution to the ecological crises wrought by modernity, technology, and progress will be more modernity, technology, and progress. The solutions to the ecological challenges faced by a planet of 6 billion going on 9 billion will not be decentralized energy technologies like solar panels, small scale organic agriculture, and a drawing of unenforceable boundaries around what remains of our ecological inheritance, be it the rainforests of the Amazon or the chemical composition of the atmosphere. Rather, these solutions will be: large central station power technologies that can meet the energy needs of billions of people increasingly living in the dense mega-cities of the global south without emitting carbon dioxide, further intensification of industrial scale agriculture to meet the nutritional needs of a population that is not only growing but eating higher up the food chain, and a whole suite of new agricultural, desalinization and other technologies for gardening planet Earth that might allow us not only to pull back from forests and other threatened ecosystems but also to create new ones. The New Ecological Politics The great ecological challenges that our generation faces demands an ecological politics that is generative, not restrictive. An ecological politics capable of addressing global warming will require us to reexamine virtually every prominent strand of post-war green ideology. From Paul Erlich's warnings of a population bomb to The Club of Rome's "Limits to Growth," contemporary ecological politics have consistently embraced green Malthusianism despite the fact that the Malthusian premise has persistently failed for the better part of three centuries. Indeed, the green revolution was exponentially increasing agricultural yields at the very moment that Erlich was predicting mass starvation and the serial predictions of peak oil and various others resource collapses that have followed have continue to fail. This does not mean that Malthusian outcomes are impossible, but neither are they inevitable. We do have a choice in the matter, but it is not the choice that greens have long imagined. The choice that humanity faces is not whether to constrain our growth, development, and aspirations or die. It is whether we will continue to innovate and accelerate technological progress in order to thrive. Human technology and ingenuity have repeatedly confounded Malthusian predictions yet green ideology continues to cast a suspect eye towards the very technologies that have allowed us to avoid resource and ecological catastrophes. But such solutions will require environmentalists to abandon the "small is beautiful" ethic that has also characterized environmental thought since the 1960's. We, the most secure, affluent, and thoroughly modern human beings to have ever lived upon the planet, must abandon both the dark, zero-sum Malthusian visions and the idealized and nostalgic fantasies for a simpler, more bucolic past in which humans lived in harmony with Nature.

Our knowledge claims are accurate- epistemology and ontology shouldn’t come first

Owen ‘2 (David Owen, 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.

Predictions are good enough to act on.  Their critique sets the bar too high

Chernoff 9 (Fred, Prof. IR and Dir. IR – Colgate U., European Journal of International Relations, “Conventionalism as an Adequate Basis for Policy-Relevant IR Theory”, 15:1, Sage)

 For these and other reasons, many social theorists and social scientists have come to the conclusion that prediction is impossible. Well-known IR reflexivists like Rick Ashley, Robert Cox, Rob Walker and Alex Wendt have attacked naturalism by emphasizing the interpretive nature of social theory. Ashley is explicit in his critique of prediction, as is Cox, who says quite simply, ‘It is impossible to predict the future’ (Ashley, 1986: 283; Cox, 1987: 139, cf. also 1987: 393). More recently, Heikki Patomäki has argued that ‘qualitative changes and emergence are possible, but predictions are not’ defective and that the latter two presuppose an unjustifiably narrow notion of ‘prediction’.14 A determined prediction sceptic may continue to hold that there is too great a degree of complexity of social relationships (which comprise ‘open systems’) to allow any prediction whatsoever. Two very simple examples may circumscribe and help to refute a radical variety of scepticism. First, we all make reliable social predictions and do so with great frequency. We can predict with high probability that a spouse, child or parent will react to certain well-known stimuli that we might supply, based on extensive past experience. More to the point of IR prediction – scepticism, we can imagine a young child in the UK who (perhaps at the cinema) (1) picks up a bit of 19th-century British imperial lore thus gaining a sense of the power of the crown, without knowing anything of current balances of power, (2) hears some stories about the US–UK invasion of Iraq in the context of the aim of advancing democracy, and (3) hears a bit about communist China and democratic Taiwan. Although the specific term ‘preventative strike’ might not enter into her lexicon, it is possible to imagine the child, whose knowledge is thus limited, thinking that if democratic Taiwan were threatened by China, the UK would (possibly or probably) launch a strike on China to protect it, much as the UK had done to help democracy in Iraq. In contrast to the child, readers of this journal and scholars who study the world more thoroughly have factual information (e.g. about the relative military and economic capabilities of the UK and China) and hold some cause-and-effect principles (such as that states do not usually initiate actions that leaders understand will have an extremely high probability of undercutting their power with almost no chances of success). Anyone who has adequate knowledge of world politics would predict that the UK will not launch a preventive attack against China. In the real world, China knows that for the next decade and well beyond the UK will not intervene militarily in its affairs. While Chinese leaders have to plan for many likely — and even a few somewhat unlikely — future possibilities, they do not have to plan for various implausible contingencies: they do not have to structure forces geared to defend against specifically UK forces and do not have to conduct diplomacy with the UK in a way that would be required if such an attack were a real possibility. Any rational decision-maker in China may use some cause-and-effect (probabilistic) principles along with knowledge of specific facts relating to the Sino-British relationship to predict (P2) that the UK will not land its forces on Chinese territory — even in the event of a war over Taiwan (that is, the probability is very close to zero). The statement P2 qualifies as a prediction based on DEF above and counts as knowledge for Chinese political and military decision-makers. A Chinese diplomat or military planner who would deny that theory-based prediction would have no basis to rule out extremely implausible predictions like P2 and would thus have to prepare for such unlikely contingencies as UK action against China. A reflexivist theorist sceptical of ‘prediction’ in IR might argue that the China example distorts the notion by using a trivial prediction and treating it as a meaningful one. But the critic’s temptation to dismiss its value stems precisely from the fact that it is so obviously true. The value to Chinaof knowing that the UK is not a military threat is significant. The fact that, under current conditions, any plausible cause-and-effect understanding of IR that one might adopt would yield P2, that the ‘UK will not attack China’, does not diminish the value to China of knowing the UK does not pose a military threat. A critic might also argue that DEF and the China example allow non-scientific claims to count as predictions. But we note that while physics and chemistry offer precise ‘point predictions’, other natural sciences, such as seismology, genetics or meteorology, produce predictions that are often much less specific; that is, they describe the predicted ‘events’ in broader time frame and typically in probabilistic terms. We often find predictions about the probability, for example, of a seismic event in the form ‘some time in the next three years’ rather than ‘two years from next Monday at 11:17 am’. DEF includes approximate and probabilistic propositions as predictions and is thus able to catagorize as a prediction the former sort of statement, which is of a type that is often of great value to policy-makers. With the help of these ‘non-point predictions’ coming from the natural and the social sciences, leaders are able to choose the courses of action (e.g. more stringent earthquake-safety building codes, or procuring an additional carrier battle group) that are most likely to accomplish the leaders’ desired ends. So while ‘point predictions’ are not what political leaders require in most decision-making situations, critics of IR predictiveness often attack the predictive capacity of IR theory for its inability to deliver them. The critics thus commit the straw man fallacy by requiring a sort of prediction in IR (1) that few, if any, theorists claim to be able to offer, (2) that are not required by policy-makers for theory-based predictions to be valuable, and (3) that are not possible even in some natural sciences.15 The range of theorists included in ‘reflexivists’ here is very wide and it is possible to dissent from some of the general descriptions. From the point of view of the central argument of this article, there are two important features that should be rendered accurately. One is that reflexivists reject explanation–prediction symmetry, which allows them to pursue causal (or constitutive) explanation without any commitment to prediction. The second is that almost all share clear opposition to predictive social science.16 The reflexivist commitment to both of these conclusions should be evident from the foregoing discussion.

Not impact or root cause- war causes their impacts

Goldstein ‘1 (Professor of International Relations at American University, 2001 (Joshua S., War and Gender: How Gender Shapes the War System and Vice Versa, pp.411-412) 

First, peace activists face a dilemma in thinking about causes of war and working for peace. Many peace scholars and activists support the approach, “if you want peace, work for justice”. Then if one believes that sexism contributes to war, one can work for gender justice specifically (perhaps among others) in order to pursue peace. This approach brings strategic allies to the peace movement (women, labor, minorities), but rests on the assumption that injustices cause war. The evidence in this book suggests that causality runs at least as strongly the other way. War is not a product of capitalism, imperialism, gender, innate aggression, or any other single cause, although all of these influences wars’ outbreaks and outcomes. Rather, war has in part fueled and sustained these and other injustices.  So, “if you want peace, work for peace.” Indeed, if you want justice (gener and others), work for peace. Causality does not run just upward through the levels of analysis from types of individuals, societies, and governments up to war. It runs downward too. Enloe suggests that changes in attitudes toward war and the military may be the most important way to “reverse women’s oppression/” The dilemma is that peace work focused on justice brings to the peace movement energy, allies and moral grounding, yet, in light of this book’s evidence, the emphasis on injustice as the main cause of war seems to be empirically inadequate.
No impact – threat construction isn’t sufficient to cause wars

Kaufman ‘9 (Prof Poli Sci and IR – U Delaware, ‘9 (Stuart J, “Narratives and Symbols in Violent Mobilization: The Palestinian-Israeli Case,” Security Studies 18:3, 400 – 434) 

Even when hostile narratives, group fears, and opportunity are strongly present, war occurs only if these factors are harnessed. Ethnic narratives and fears must combine to create significant ethnic hostility among mass publics. Politicians must also seize the opportunity to manipulate that hostility, evoking hostile narratives and symbols to gain or hold power by riding a wave of chauvinist mobilization. Such mobilization is often spurred by prominent events (for example, episodes of violence) that increase feelings of hostility and make chauvinist appeals seem timely. If the other group also mobilizes and if each side's felt security needs threaten the security of the other side, the result is a security dilemma spiral of rising fear, hostility, and mutual threat that results in violence. A virtue of this symbolist theory is that symbolist logic explains why ethnic peace is more common than ethnonationalist war. Even if hostile narratives, fears, and opportunity exist, severe violence usually can still be avoided if ethnic elites skillfully define group needs in moderate ways and collaborate across group lines to prevent violence: this is consociationalism.17 War is likely only if hostile narratives, fears, and opportunity spur hostile attitudes, chauvinist mobilization, and a security dilemma.

War turns structural violence

Bulloch 8

Millennium - Journal of International Studies May 2008 vol. 36 no. 3 575-595
 Douglas Bulloch, IR Department, London School of Economics and Political Science. 
 He is currently completing his PhD in International Relations at the London School of Economics, during which time he spent a year editing Millennium: Journal of International Studies 

 But the idea that poverty and peace are directly related presupposes that wealth inequalities are – in and of themselves – unjust, and that the solution to the problem of war is to alleviate the injustice that inspires conflict, namely poverty. However, it also suggests that poverty is a legitimate inspiration for violence, otherwise there would be no reason to alleviate it in the interests of peace. It has become such a commonplace to suggest that poverty and conflict are linked that it rarely suffers any examination. To suggest that war causes poverty is to utter an obvious truth, but to suggest the opposite is – on reflection – quite hard to believe. War is an expensive business in the twenty-first century, even asymmetrically. And just to examine Bangladesh for a moment is enough at least to raise the question concerning the actual connection between peace and poverty. The government of Bangladesh is a threat only to itself, and despite 30 years of the Grameen Bank, Bangladesh remains in a state of incipient civil strife. So although Muhammad Yunus should be applauded for his work in demonstrating the efficacy of micro-credit strategies in a context of development, it is not at all clear that this has anything to do with resolving the social and political crisis in Bangladesh, nor is it clear that this has anything to do with resolving the problem of peace and war in our times. It does speak to the Western liberal mindset – as Geir Lundestad acknowledges – but then perhaps this exposes the extent to which the Peace Prize itself has simply become an award that reflects a degree of Western liberal wish-fulfilment. It is perhaps comforting to believe that poverty causes violence, as it serves to endorse a particular kind of concern for the developing world that in turn regards all problems as fundamentally economic rather than deeply – and potentially radically – political. 
Their conception of violence is reductive and can’t be solved

Boulding 77

 Twelve Friendly Quarrels with Johan Galtung

Author(s): Kenneth E. BouldingReviewed work(s):Source: Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 14, No. 1 (1977), pp. 75-86Published 

 Kenneth Ewart Boulding (January 18, 1910 – March 18, 1993) was an economist, educator, peace activist, poet, religious mystic, devoted Quaker, systems scientist, and interdisciplinary philosopher.[1][2] He was cofounder of General Systems Theory and founder of numerous ongoing intellectual projects in economics and social science. 

 He graduated from Oxford University, and was granted United States citizenship in 1948. During the years 1949 to 1967, he was a faculty member of the University of Michigan. In 1967, he joined the faculty of the University of Colorado at Boulder, where he remained until his retirement. 

 Finally, we come to the great Galtung metaphors of 'structural violence' 'and 'positive peace'. They are metaphors rather than models, and for that very reason are suspect. Metaphors always imply models and metaphors have much more persuasive power than models do, for models tend to be the preserve of the specialist. But when a metaphor implies a bad model it can be very dangerous, for it is both persuasive and wrong. The metaphor of structural violence I would argue falls right into this category. The metaphor is that poverty, deprivation, ill health, low expectations of life, a condition in which more than half the human race lives, is 'like' a thug beating up the victim and 'taking his money away from him in the street, or it is 'like' a conqueror stealing the land of the people and reducing them to slavery. The implication is that poverty and its associated ills are the fault of the thug or the conqueror and the solution is to do away with thugs and conquerors. While there is some truth in the metaphor, in the modern world at least there is not very much. Violence, whether of the streets and the home, or of the guerilla, of the police, or of the armed forces, is a very different phenomenon from poverty. The processes which create and sustain poverty are not at all like the processes which create and sustain violence, although like everything else in 'the world, everything is somewhat related to everything else. There is a very real problem of the structures which lead to violence, but unfortunately Galitung's metaphor of structural violence as he has used it has diverted attention from this problem. Violence in the behavioral sense, that is, somebody actually doing damage to somebody else and trying to make them worse off, is a 'threshold' phenomenon, rather like the boiling over of a pot. The temperature under a pot can rise for a long time without its boiling over, but at some 'threshold boiling over will take place. The study of the structures which underlie violence are a very important and much neglected part of peace research and indeed of social science in general. Threshold phenomena like violence are difficult to   study because they represent 'breaks' in the systenm rather than uniformities. Violence, whether between persons or organizations, occurs when the 'strain' on a system is too great for its 'strength'. The metaphor here is that violence is like what happens when we break a piece of chalk. Strength and strain, however, especially in social systems, are so interwoven historically that it is very difficult to separate them. The diminution of violence involves two possible strategies, or a mixture of the two; one is Ithe increase in the strength of the system, 'the other is the diminution of the strain. The strength of systems involves habit, culture, taboos, and sanctions, all these 'things which enable a system to stand lincreasing strain without breaking down into violence. The strains on the system 'are largely dynamic in character, such as arms races, mutually stimulated hostility, changes in relative economic position or political power, which are often hard to identify. Conflicts of interest 'are only part 'of the strain on a system, and not always the most important part. It is very hard for people ito know their interests, and misperceptions of 'interest take place mainly through the dynamic processes, not through the structural ones. It is only perceptions of interest which affect people's behavior, not the 'real' interests, whatever these may be, and the gap between percepti'on and reality can be very large and resistant to change. However, what Galitung calls structural violence (which has been defined 'by one unkind commenltator as anything that Galitung doesn't like) was originally defined as any unnecessarily low expectation of life, on that assumption that anybody who dies before the allotted span has been killed, however unintentionally and unknowingly, by somebody else. The concept has been expanded to include all 'the problems of poverty, destitution, deprivation, and misery. These are enormously real and are a very high priority for research and action, but they belong to systems which are only peripherally related to 'the structures whi'ch produce violence. This is not rto say that the cultures of violence and the cultures of poverty are not sometimes related, though not all poverty cultures are cultures of violence, and certainly not all cultures of violence are poverty cultures. But the dynamics lof poverty and the success or failure to rise out of it are of a complexity far beyond anything which the metaphor of structural violence can offer. While the metaphor of structural violence performed a service in calling attention to a problem, it may have d'one a disservice in preventing us from finding the answer. 

Discussion of energy policymaking is key to change- changes both individuals and states

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]
This observation brings us on to the way in which debates and narratives within political circles, particularly within parliament and amongst policymakers, started to shift. A plethora of new papers, debates and policy documents on energy emerged over this time, despite the round of energy reviews and the new White Paper that had been produced immediately prior to this period (see in particular Havard 2004; Ofgem 2004; DTI 2005a, 2005b, 2006a, 2006b and 2006c; JESS 2006). The energy sector became increasingly referenced in these proliferating policy and other government documents in terms of potential supply insecurity (FCO 2004; Straw in Plesch et al 2004). Echoing media, academic and think-tank narratives, direct links can be found between fears of supply insecurity and Russia (FAC 2008; see also House of Commons 2007; Ofgem 2009: 1). In particular, in 2007 the Foreign Affairs Committee (FAC) produced a report entitled ‘Global Security: Russia’ (FAC 2008). This is where we see how assumptions about resource nationalism and energy ‘politicisation’ as wrong affect perceptions (Straw in Plesch et al 2004; DTI 2007: 19). The FAC report focuses on certain political frameworks in non-OECD producer countries, particularly Russia, which may not allow new reserves to be developed properly making them ‘unstable’ suppliers (Havard 2004; FCO 2004). This in turn had negative implications for energy prices (Straw in Plesch et al 2004; DTI 2007: 19). What was also evident over this time, however, was the rising amount of reports produced by political institutions outside of those directly responsible for policymaking, the Energy Directorate of the DTI and the independent regulator, Ofgem. The Foreign Office, House of Commons committees and parliamentary offices, such as that of Science and Technology, all started to produce reports on energy focused on energy security (FCO 2004; POST 2004; Fox 2006; House of Lords 2006; House of Commons 2007; FAC 2007). Energy security was added, by the UK, to formal forums for international negotiation. In 2005, during the October EU Summit at Hampton Court, the issue of ‘energy security’ was added to the agenda (Offerdahl 2007). In a paper prepared for conference delegates energy is characterised as a sector which was by then becoming an issue of national security (Helm 2005b: 2). Increasing dependence on Russia for supplies of, particularly gas, is seen as a source of threat to the security of EU, and by extension UK, energy supply. Likewise, energy security was made top of the agenda in the G8 Summit of 2006 (G8 2006). In 2006 Prime Minister Tony Blair used his annual Lord Mayor’s speech to highlight energy security concerns (DTI 2006c: 4). Growing political interest in energy, outside of those institutions formally responsible for energy policymaking, indicates the extent to which energy was becoming subject, once more, to political debate and deliberation. What is also interesting to note at this time is the degree to which the deliberation of energy becomes formalised through various new institutions. In July 2004, in the immediate aftermath of the Yukos affair, the new Energy Act had conferred on the Secretary of State for Trade and Industry a fixed duty to report annually on energy security matters to Parliament (DTI 2005a). Thus a specific political process was put in place to revisit energy security at least annually. Changes related to the need to deliberate more formally had also started to take place within the DTI and FCO in that new resources were allocated to energy analysis (Interview 5). The 2007 White Paper acknowledged that energy had not up until the mid 2000s existed as a discrete area of foreign policy. Again, as such, it had less dedicated capacity assigned to it. The paper announced that, for the first time, the UK would have ...an integrated international energy strategy which describes the action we are taking to help deliver secure energy supplies and tackle climate change. (DTI 2007: 8) Concurrent with the degree to which energy was re-entering elite political debates at both the national and international levels, which in itself indicates a degree of deliberative repoliticisation , there were a number of policy alterations made relating to changing interpretations of energy and international markets. It could be argued that energy security had, in 2003, been assumed to exist, especially given the degree to which energy governance was still understood to be heading in a promarket direction (Thomas 2006: 583; Jegen 2009: 1; Lesage et al 2010: 6; EC 2011: 14). For example the energy supply objective had been worded such that the UK should continue to “maintain the reliability of… supplies” (DTI 2003: 11). Energy security, although still an objective, had been an assumed outcome of marketisation which explains why competitive markets had been the principal objective of energy policy at that time (cf. Helm 2005). By contrast, however, by 2007 energy security is understood to be something that needs to be established, as one of the ‘immense’ challenges facing the UK as a nation, and furthermore, to require further political action to achieve (DTI 2006c: Introduction and 4). This refocus of objectives onto achieving energy security, over time, added to the political pressures being brought to bear on energy policymakers given the degree to which supplies continued to be considered ‘insecure’ (Kuzemko 2012b: ). These changes in policy objectives, political institutions, and the addition of political capacity to deliberate energy are understood have taken place partly in response to political pressures to change emanating from outside energy policy circles, i.e. the DTI and Ofgem. Ofgem officials report a higher degree of ‘outside’ political interference in their practices (Interview 15), and it has been widely claimed that both the 2006 Energy Review and 2007 White Paper were researched and compiled specifically because the DTI and Ofgem understood the political need to respond to the crisis (CEPMLP 2006; House of Commons 2007a). As these processes of deliberation intensified it started also to become clear that the state had lost considerable capacity to understand the complexities of energy. Government was considered to be more responsible, given that the narrative was of national energy supply security, but lacking in information and knowledge both about what was happening and what to do about it. Ultimately this resulted in the formation of a new government institution, the Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC), with specific mandates to deliver on energy and climate security. 
Discourse analysis is incorrect and trades off

Tuathail ’96 (Gearoid Tuathail, 1996,Department of Geography at Virginia Polytechnic Institute, Political Geography, 15(6-7), p. 664. 

While theoretical debates at academic conferences  are important to academics, the discourse and concerns of foreign-policy decision-  makers are quite different, so different that they constitute a distinctive problem-  solving, theory-averse, policy-making subculture. There is a danger that academics  assume that the discourses they engage are more significant in the practice of foreign  policy and the exercise of power than they really are. This is not, however, to  minimize the obvious importance of academia as a general institutional structure  among many that sustain certain epistemic communities in particular states.  In general, I do not disagree with Dalby’s fourth point about politics and discourse  except to note that his statement-‘Precisely because reality could be represented in  particular ways political decisions could be taken, troops and material moved and war  fought’-evades the important question of agency that I noted in my review essay. The  assumption that it is representations that make action possible is inadequate by itself.  Political, military and economic structures, institutions, discursive networks and  leadership are all crucial in explaining social action and should be theorized together  with representational practices. Both here and earlier, Dalby’s reasoning inclines  towards a form of idealism.  In response to Dalby’s fifth point (with its three subpoints), it is worth noting, first,  that his book is about the CPD, not the Reagan administration. He analyzes certain CPD  discourses, root the geographical reasoning practices of the Reagan administration nor  its public-policy reasoning on national security. Dalby’s book is narrowly textual; the  general contextuality of the Reagan administration is not dealt with. Second, let me  simply note that I find that the distinction between critical theorists and post-  structuralists is a little too rigidly and heroically drawn by Dalby and others. Third,  Dalby’s interpretation of the reconceptualization of national security in Moscow as  heavily influenced by dissident peace researchers in Europe is highly idealist, an  interpretation that ignores the structural and ideological crises facing the Soviet elite at  that time. Gorbachev’s reforms and his new security discourse were also strongly self-  interested, an ultimately futile attempt to save the Communist Party and a discredited  regime of power from disintegration.  The issues raised by Simon Dalby in his comment are important ones for all those  interested in the practice of critical geopolitics. While I agree with Dalby that questions  of discourse are extremely important ones for political geographers to engage, there is  a danger of fetishizing this concern with discourse so that we neglect the institutional  and the sociological, the materialist and the cultural, the political and the geographical  contexts within which particular discursive strategies become significant. Critical  geopolitics, in other words, should not be a prisoner of the sweeping ahistorical cant  that sometimes accompanies ‘poststructuralism nor convenient reading strategies like  the identity politics narrative; it needs to always be open to the patterned mess that is  human history.

