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Overview

Economists interested in international energy policy are likely to be influenced by a Ricardian tradition that emphasises gains from international trade, and by extension, benefits allegedly obtainable from market-driven flows of capital and technology. However, even Adam Smith regarded Britain’s Navigation Act of 1651, clearly in restraint of international trade, as a master-stroke on the criterion of British national interest through acquisition of global dominance (Mearsheimer 2001:48). 
Smith considered the legislation ‘the wisest of all the commercial regulations of England’ because it did more damage to the Dutch economy than to the English economy, and in the mid-seventeenth century Holland was the only naval power that could endanger the security of England.’

From late 1950s to early 1970s, ideas of US oil independence were periodically revived and embodied in policy. This was despite apparent anomalies about ‘draining America first’. Since 9-11, a revivalist campaign has emerged to ‘set the US free’ of ‘foreign’ oil (Gaffney 2005). Now it is about a ‘long war’ on ‘terror’. Is this like the Navigation Act—desirable in the US national interest, even if contrary to economic logic?
Such a campaign is driven by neo-conservatives (Friedman 2007) who are hawks on US foreign oil policy. But it also seems to have attracted some ‘bipartisan’ support, not only in US party-political terms, but across important ideological and public policy divides. 
Such ‘divides’ include: first, that separating these foreign policy hawks from analysts with less interventionist or more neo-isolationist leanings. A second such divide (or systematic public policy blurring) is between those advocates of national self-sufficiency at any (environmental) cost versus those concerned to address the global problem of ‘dangerous’ climate change in a cost-effective manner internationally, thus involving trade in energy and permits. Here, a confusing and ambiguous figure is Lovins (2004).
This paper argues on the contrary that US national interest would be better served in the long-run by foreign energy policy sharply rejecting a dubious combination of US energy autarky with hawkish foreign policy interventionism in the Middle East and elsewhere. 
Such an alternative would have  mutually consistent characteristics such as the following: 
· exercising international leadership by addressing multilaterally the problem of averting ‘dangerous’ climate change by means both cost-effective in global terms and that reduce investment risk in both energy supply and in energy-saving technologies;
· accepting a multipolar world in energy (as in other) terms, with NOCs recognised as having both ‘come to stay’ and as capable of acting consistent with smooth, rational and peaceful development of global energy resources (Gholz & Press 2007);
· diversifying global oil and gas supply as one element in a complex of objectives that includes: encouraging competitive international markets, stabilising expected prices,  improving security of supply and the investment risk environment;
· the US joining other net oil-importing states in taking due account of the full social costs of over-consumption of energy—irrespective of whether sourced from ‘foreign’ or domestic sources—and where such ‘social costs’ include not only regional/local but also the global costs associated with both dangerous climate change and the macro-economic and macro-political costs arising from the depletion of ‘cheap’ oil.
Necessarily involved is revision of US attitudes about, and strategic stances with respect to the oil-rich states of West Asia. These states have important and legitimate security and prosperity interests of their own as well as interests common to the rest-of-the-world. 
Some of these common interests between West Asia, the US and the ‘rest’ can be listed:

· securing increased international trade in natural gas, whether pipelined or as LNG, and especially where that fuel can reduce growth in the environmentally problematic technologies of conventional coal-fired electricity generation and nuclear power;
· to the extent that the US insists on veto powers, notably on international energy transport, such veto powers can only be legitimate and stabilising where acceptable to an ‘international community’—and not merely to US-based electoral tests subject to manipulation by ruling élites and special interests in a situation where ‘republican’ ‘checks and balances’ are in a state of decay (Johnson 2006);
· maintaining international availability of oil and gas over time, necessarily constrained by geology but also managed consistent with sound conservationist principles both in extraction and in addressing the domestic ‘over-consumption’ of these fuels. 
Methods

The perspectives of international political economy are drawn on in this analysis together with critical reviews of the suites of economic model-based long-term scenarios published annually by the IEA and the EIA (USDOE).
Results and Conclusions 

On the basis of the above considerations, results of such official scenarios are shown to be inadequate as guides to viable global energy futures. Here the critical focus is not on any technical grounds of economic modelling but on the chosen assumptions with respect to present and future public policies, especially of the US. Alternatives are suggested.
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