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Solar inevitable- currently underestimated
Roca, 12 -- Bloomberg reporter 
(Marc, "Solar Power Prices More Competitive Than Thought," Bloomberg, 5-16-12, www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-05-16/solar-power-prices-more-competitive-than-thought-bnef.html, accessed 10-19-12, mss)

Power from solar panels is much closer to price competitiveness with fossil fuel-generated electricity than many policy-makers and investors realize, according to Bloomberg New Energy Finance. Many decision-makers have yet to catch up with the improvements in the economics of solar power from recent reductions in the cost of the technology, a working paper released by the London-based research firm said today. Global solar installations surged four-fold the past three years, driven by subsidies and lower technology costs. Average panel prices have dropped almost 75 percent in the period, making sun power competitive with daytime retail prices in at least five major economies including Germany, the paper said. This competitiveness is often underestimated because inadequate metrics are used to compare the costs of different energy sources. It has major implications for policy and investment decision-makers, the report’s authors from seven organizations and companies said.
The US is losing the race- certainty is key
Bolze, 11 -- GE Power & Water president 
(Steve, "America Lacks Policy Leadership," National Journal, 11-2-11, energy.nationaljournal.com/2011/10/is-america-losing-the-clean-en.php?comments=expandall#comments, accessed 10-17-12, mss)

The race America is clearly losing is the competition for a rational, coherent national energy policy, which can create an environment for cleaner energy technology innovation. The United States has the world's largest installed base of energy infrastructure, which is ripe for modernization. Accelerated deployment of advanced cleaner energy technologies can deliver substantial benefits for both consumers and industrial users and create jobs, but investors cannot commit when the policy outlook is uncertain. Technology leadership is a fragile asset. Lacking robust domestic demand, research, investment and technology development and commercialization will migrate. Almost every other country in the world has established a comprehensive energy policy aimed at diversifying their energy portfolios, reducing emissions and enhancing energy security. While they have an integrated, long-term energy strategy, the United States does not. This frustrates U.S. investment and greatly limits domestic technology growth. Despite the lack of a long-term national strategy, American companies continue to innovate, compete and win globally. For example, earlier this month, GE announced a $600 million solar technology and manufacturing investment, which will create hundreds of jobs in Colorado and New York. GE has entered the solar power arena in a big way because we believe American technology, engineering and management can deliver the best value for electric utilities and consumers. We're also a major exporter of advanced, highly efficient gas turbines. This year, every gas turbine produced in our Greenville, SC, facility will be exported outside of the United States. GE will continue to be a world leader in advancing cleaner energy solutions. But lacking U.S. policy encouragement, commercial opportunities will grow faster outside of the United States. The good news is that America has the elements required to be the global cleaner energy leader. America can out-innovate and out-compete any other nation. Technology and innovation are an historic national strength. Great American universities produce graduates with innovative ideas. An unparalleled financial system – despite the recent crisis – can deliver capital for good new business ideas. The U.S. government needs to get in the race and push clean energy policy over the finish line.


Transition is inevitable- plan and certainty key to export dominance 
Jenkins, 11 -- Breakthrough Institute Energy Policy director 
(Jesse, "Is America Losing the Clean Energy Race?" National Journal, 10-26-11, energy.nationaljournal.com/2011/10/is-america-losing-the-clean-en.php?comments=expandall#comments, accessed 10-17-12, mss)

The global market for clean energy products grew to $243 billion in 2010, a year in which China and Germany both captured a greater share of this global investment than the United States. That has led many (myself included) to worry about the erosion of US competitiveness in a set of clean energy technology products—from solar and wind to nuclear and advanced batteries—originally invented in America. Yet this growing market for clean tech is almost entirely dependent upon public subsidy and policy support. To be blunt: today’s clean energy markets are artificial, and without perpetual policy support, conventional clean energy products could not compete in most global energy markets. Across the globe, cash-strapped governments and recession-hit publics are pulling back clean energy subsidies, revealing the ephemeral nature of today’s clean tech markets. In the last year, Spain, Italy, and the United Kingdom have all slashed feed-in tariffs for solar and certain other clean energy technologies. In America, expiring tax credits and fading stimulus investments are set to send federal clean tech expenditures plunging 75 percent from 2009 to 2014, according to our research. There are a host of reasons why targeted policies and smart public investments in emerging clean tech sectors are justified. But clean tech business leaders and policymakers alike must be crystal clear: the true economic rewards in clean energy industries will not come from producing technology for subsidy-created markets that vacillate wildly with the public mood and the business cycle. Without substantial innovation to improve the performance and reduce the cost of clean energy technologies, the promise that the clean energy sector might become economically viable, much less a cornerstone of American economic revival, will never be realized. The real clean energy race is thus to invent, commercialize, progressively improve, and mass-produce cheap and reliable clean energy technologies that can compete on cost not just with international competitors but also with fossil fuels. In short, the race is to make clean energy cheap and subsidy-independent. The ultimate economic prize is a $5 trillion global energy market expected to double over the next forty years. That economic opportunity dwarfs the value of today’s subsidy-dependent and often-volatile clean energy markets. For security, economic, and environmental reasons, the global energy system is modernizing and diversifying. Developing and developed nations alike will move toward new forms of advanced energy technologies that reduce dependence on foreign nations, insulate their economies from volatile energy markets, and are cleaner and thus less costly from a public health perspective. Supplying this massive global market with reliable and affordable clean energy technologies thus represents one of the most significant market opportunities of the 21st century. In this clean energy race, pole position is still up for grabs. China may have cornered today’s subsidy-dependent markets for solar cells in recent years, but they have not yet won the race to make solar energy cheap. Chinese firms have achieved recent cost advantages by simply scaling up yesterday’s solar technology, wringing cost declines out of gigawatt-scale manufacturing supply chains and capitalizing on both a temporary glut in refined silicon and lucrative Chinese state subsidies. None of these factors are truly repeatable, and technology and market analysts project that China’s solar cost declines will soon stall out well above the levels necessary to make solar power truly affordable and subsidy-independent. America is still home to the most innovative solar firms, from technology leaders like First Solar making advanced thin film solar technologies to SunPower Corp., the manufacturer of the world’s most efficient crystalline PV panels. And we retain a global lead in venture capital investment and clean energy research. Yet to win this race to make clean energy cheap, America must overcome two threats, one each from both home and abroad. Abroad, we must ensure that Chinese firms play by the rules. And American manufacturers must out-innovate and out-compete China’s high-volume producers of conventional clean energy technologies, like crystalline PV cells, with steadily advancing technology and productivity. Already, technology leaders like First Solar are under pressure, with Citigroup reporting that the American firm may be facing layoffs of 10 percent of their workforce in coming months, as customers demand cheaper products. If these competitive pressures fuel a new round of American innovation, all the better. But if subsidized Chinese producers of conventional PV panels that will never become cheap enough to be subsidy independent end up knocking the real innovators out of the market, or squeezing their profits so much they cannot reinvest in continual R&D, both America and the world ultimately lose. At home, today’s repeatedly expiring and poorly optimized energy subsidies do American innovators little favor. The problem is that today's subsidies are principally designed to accelerate market adoption—a situation that strongly favors America's mercantilist, low-wage competitors like China—rather than demand and reward innovation and support continual adoption of the most advanced manufacturing processes by US firms. Energy subsidies today operate more like crop supports than like the demanding military procurement policies that delivered jet engines, microchips, and a suite of other core technologies now enabling blockbuster products like Apple’s iPhone. The intermittent and haphazard nature of US energy policy also wreaks havoc with the business confidence necessary for long-term investments in innovation. As a result, many private firms focus principally on ramping-up production for subsidized markets rather than pioneering next-generation designs and manufacturing processes. This must change. Both industry and government must re-prioritize innovation and competitiveness if the United States is to build a durable and globally competitive clean energy industry. Making clean energy cheap and fully competitive should become our nation’s rallying focus. The coming collapse of US clean tech policies thus presents a critical opportunity for intelligent energy policy reform. With the US clean energy policy system set to be effectively wiped clean in the coming years, American business and policymakers must now unite to craft a coordinated new set of limited but direct federal strategies optimized to drive innovation, advanced manufacturing, and competitiveness. With such a strategy in place, the United States has the potential to out-innovate and out-compete all global challengers and successfully make clean energy cheap enough for widespread export to energy-hungry markets throughout the world.
Export dominance key to heg effectiveness
Klarevas, 9 -- NYU Center for Global Affairs professor 
(Louis, "Securing American Primacy While Tackling Climate Change: Toward a National Strategy of Greengemony," Huffington Post, 12-15-9, www.huffingtonpost.com/louis-klarevas/securing-american-primacy_b_393223.html, accessed 10-19-12, mss)

As national leaders from around the world are gathering in Copenhagen, Denmark, to attend the United Nations Climate Change Conference, the time is ripe to re-assess America's current energy policies - but within the larger framework of how a new approach on the environment will stave off global warming and shore up American primacy. By not addressing climate change more aggressively and creatively, the United States is squandering an opportunity to secure its global primacy for the next few generations to come. To do this, though, the U.S. must rely on innovation to help the world escape the coming environmental meltdown. Developing the key technologies that will save the planet from global warming will allow the U.S. to outmaneuver potential great power rivals seeking to replace it as the international system's hegemon. But the greening of American strategy must occur soon. The U.S., however, seems to be stuck in time, unable to move beyond oil-centric geo-politics in any meaningful way. Often, the gridlock is portrayed as a partisan difference, with Republicans resisting action and Democrats pleading for action. This, though, is an unfair characterization as there are numerous proactive Republicans and quite a few reticent Democrats. The real divide is instead one between realists and liberals. Students of realpolitik, which still heavily guides American foreign policy, largely discount environmental issues as they are not seen as advancing national interests in a way that generates relative power advantages vis-à-vis the other major powers in the system: Russia, China, Japan, India, and the European Union. Liberals, on the other hand, have recognized that global warming might very well become the greatest challenge ever faced by mankind. As such, their thinking often eschews narrowly defined national interests for the greater global good. This, though, ruffles elected officials whose sworn obligation is, above all, to protect and promote American national interests. What both sides need to understand is that by becoming a lean, mean, green fighting machine, the U.S. can actually bring together liberals and realists to advance a collective interest which benefits every nation, while at the same time, securing America's global primacy well into the future. To do so, the U.S. must re-invent itself as not just your traditional hegemon, but as history's first ever green hegemon. Hegemons are countries that dominate the international system - bailing out other countries in times of global crisis, establishing and maintaining the most important international institutions, and covering the costs that result from free-riding and cheating global obligations. Since 1945, that role has been the purview of the United States. Immediately after World War II, Europe and Asia laid in ruin, the global economy required resuscitation, the countries of the free world needed security guarantees, and the entire system longed for a multilateral forum where global concerns could be addressed. The U.S., emerging the least scathed by the systemic crisis of fascism's rise, stepped up to the challenge and established the postwar (and current) liberal order. But don't let the world "liberal" fool you. While many nations benefited from America's new-found hegemony, the U.S. was driven largely by "realist" selfish national interests. The liberal order first and foremost benefited the U.S. With the U.S. becoming bogged down in places like Afghanistan and Iraq, running a record national debt, and failing to shore up the dollar, the future of American hegemony now seems to be facing a serious contest: potential rivals - acting like sharks smelling blood in the water - wish to challenge the U.S. on a variety of fronts. This has led numerous commentators to forecast the U.S.'s imminent fall from grace. Not all hope is lost however. With the impending systemic crisis of global warming on the horizon, the U.S. again finds itself in a position to address a transnational problem in a way that will benefit both the international community collectively and the U.S. selfishly. The current problem is two-fold. First, the competition for oil is fueling animosities between the major powers. The geopolitics of oil has already emboldened Russia in its 'near abroad' and China in far-off places like Africa and Latin America. As oil is a limited natural resource, a nasty zero-sum contest could be looming on the horizon for the U.S. and its major power rivals - a contest which threatens American primacy and global stability. Second, converting fossil fuels like oil to run national economies is producing irreversible harm in the form of carbon dioxide emissions. So long as the global economy remains oil-dependent, greenhouse gases will continue to rise. Experts are predicting as much as a 60% increase in carbon dioxide emissions in the next twenty-five years. That likely means more devastating water shortages, droughts, forest fires, floods, and storms. In other words, if global competition for access to energy resources does not undermine international security, global warming will. And in either case, oil will be a culprit for the instability. Oil arguably has been the most precious energy resource of the last half-century. But "black gold" is so 20th century. The key resource for this century will be green gold - clean, environmentally-friendly energy like wind, solar, and hydrogen power. Climate change leaves no alternative. And the sooner we realize this, the better off we will be. What Washington must do in order to avoid the traps of petropolitics is to convert the U.S. into the world's first-ever green hegemon. For starters, the federal government must drastically increase investment in energy and environmental research and development (E&E R&D). This will require a serious sacrifice, committing upwards of $40 billion annually to E&E R&D - a far cry from the few billion dollars currently being spent. By promoting a new national project, the U.S. could develop new technologies that will assure it does not drown in a pool of oil. Some solutions are already well known, such as raising fuel standards for automobiles; improving public transportation networks; and expanding nuclear and wind power sources. Others, however, have not progressed much beyond the drawing board: batteries that can store massive amounts of solar (and possibly even wind) power; efficient and cost-effective photovoltaic cells, crop-fuels, and hydrogen-based fuels; and even fusion. Such innovations will not only provide alternatives to oil, they will also give the U.S. an edge in the global competition for hegemony. If the U.S. is able to produce technologies that allow modern, globalized societies to escape the oil trap, those nations will eventually have no choice but to adopt such technologies. And this will give the U.S. a tremendous economic boom, while simultaneously providing it with means of leverage that can be employed to keep potential foes in check. The bottom-line is that the U.S. needs to become green energy dominant as opposed to black energy independent - and the best approach for achieving this is to promote a national strategy of greengemony.
Ensures heg effectiveness and conflict suppression- no alt causes
Hubbard ’10 (Hegemonic Stability Theory: An Empirical Analysis By: Jesse Hubbard Jesse Hubbard Program Assistant at Open Society Foundations Washington, District Of Columbia International Affairs Previous National Democratic Institute (NDI), National Defense University, Office of Congressman Jim Himes Education PPE at University of Oxford, 2010

Regression analysis of this data shows that Pearson’s r-value is -.836. In the case of American hegemony, economic strength is a better predictor of violent conflict than even overall national power, which had an r-value of -.819. The data is also well within the realm of statistical significance, with a p-value of .0014. While the data for British hegemony was not as striking, the same overall pattern holds true in both cases. During both periods of hegemony, hegemonic strength was negatively related with violent conflict, and yet use of force by the hegemon was positively correlated with violent conflict in both cases. Finally, in both cases, economic power was more closely associated with conflict levels than military power. Statistical analysis created a more complicated picture of the hegemon’s role in fostering stability than initially anticipated. VI. Conclusions and Implications for Theory and Policy To elucidate some answers regarding the complexities my analysis unearthed, I turned first to the existing theoretical literature on hegemonic stability theory. The existing literature provides some potential frameworks for understanding these results. Since economic strength proved to be of such crucial importance, reexamining the literature that focuses on hegemonic stability theory’s economic implications was the logical first step. As explained above, the literature on hegemonic stability theory can be broadly divided into two camps – that which focuses on the international economic system, and that which focuses on armed conflict and instability. This research falls squarely into the second camp, but insights from the first camp are still of relevance. Even Kindleberger’s early work on this question is of relevance. Kindleberger posited that the economic instability between the First and Second World Wars could be attributed to the lack of an economic hegemon (Kindleberger 1973). But economic instability obviously has spillover effects into the international political arena. Keynes, writing after WWI, warned in his seminal tract The Economic Consequences of the Peace that Germany’s economic humiliation could have a radicalizing effect on the nation’s political culture (Keynes 1919). Given later events, his warning seems prescient. In the years since the Second World War, however, the European continent has not relapsed into armed conflict. What was different after the second global conflagration? Crucially, the United States was in a far more powerful position than Britain was after WWI. As the tables above show, Britain’s economic strength after the First World War was about 13% of the total in strength in the international system. In contrast, the United States possessed about 53% of relative economic power in the international system in the years immediately following WWII. The U.S. helped rebuild Europe’s economic strength with billions of dollars in investment through the Marshall Plan, assistance that was never available to the defeated powers after the First World War (Kindleberger 1973). The interwar years were also marked by a series of debilitating trade wars that likely worsened the Great Depression (Ibid.). In contrast, when Britain was more powerful, it was able to facilitate greater free trade, and after World War II, the United States played a leading role in creating institutions like the GATT that had an essential role in facilitating global trade (Organski 1958). The possibility that economic stability is an important factor in the overall security environment should not be discounted, especially given the results of my statistical analysis. Another theory that could provide insight into the patterns observed in this research is that of preponderance of power. Gilpin theorized that when a state has the preponderance of power in the international system, rivals are more likely to resolve their disagreements without resorting to armed conflict (Gilpin 1983). The logic behind this claim is simple – it makes more sense to challenge a weaker hegemon than a stronger one. This simple yet powerful theory can help explain the puzzlingly strong positive correlation between military conflicts engaged in by the hegemon and conflict overall. It is not necessarily that military involvement by the hegemon instigates further conflict in the international system. Rather, this military involvement could be a function of the hegemon’s weaker position, which is the true cause of the higher levels of conflict in the international system. Additionally, it is important to note that military power is, in the long run, dependent on economic strength. Thus, it is possible that as hegemons lose relative economic power, other nations are tempted to challenge them even if their short-term military capabilities are still strong. This would help explain some of the variation found between the economic and military data. The results of this analysis are of clear importance beyond the realm of theory. As the debate rages over the role of the United States in the world, hegemonic stability theory has some useful insights to bring to the table. What this research makes clear is that a strong hegemon can exert a positive influence on stability in the international system. However, this should not give policymakers a justification to engage in conflict or escalate military budgets purely for the sake of international stability. If anything, this research points to the central importance of economic influence in fostering international stability. To misconstrue these findings to justify anything else would be a grave error indeed. Hegemons may play a stabilizing role in the international system, but this role is complicated. It is economic strength, not military dominance that is the true test of hegemony. A weak state with a strong military is a paper tiger – it may appear fearsome, but it is vulnerable to even a short blast of wind.


Effective heg solves nuclear war- AND strong US military de-escalates all conflict
Barnett, 11 -- Naval War College Warfare Analysis & Research professor
(Thomas, “The New Rules: Leadership Fatigue Puts U.S., and Globalization, at Crossroads,” 3-7-11, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/8099/the-new-rules-leadership-fatigue-puts-u-s-and-globalization-at-crossroads)

Let me be more blunt: As the guardian of globalization, the U.S. military has been the greatest force for peace the world has ever known. Had America been removed from the global dynamics that governed the 20th century, the mass murder never would have ended. Indeed, it's entirely conceivable there would now be no identifiable human civilization left, once nuclear weapons entered the killing equation. But the world did not keep sliding down that path of perpetual war. Instead, America stepped up and changed everything by ushering in our now-perpetual great-power peace. We introduced the international liberal trade order known as globalization and played loyal Leviathan over its spread. What resulted was the collapse of empires, an explosion of democracy, the persistent spread of human rights, the liberation of women, the doubling of life expectancy, a roughly 10-fold increase in adjusted global GDP and a profound and persistent reduction in battle deaths from state-based conflicts. That is what American "hubris" actually delivered. Please remember that the next time some TV pundit sells you the image of "unbridled" American military power as the cause of global disorder instead of its cure. With self-deprecation bordering on self-loathing, we now imagine a post-American world that is anything but. Just watch who scatters and who steps up as the Facebook revolutions erupt across the Arab world. While we might imagine ourselves the status quo power, we remain the world's most vigorously revisionist force. As for the sheer "evil" that is our military-industrial complex, again, let's examine what the world looked like before that establishment reared its ugly head. The last great period of global structural change was the first half of the 20th century, a period that saw a death toll of about 100 million across two world wars. That comes to an average of 2 million deaths a year in a world of approximately 2 billion souls. Today, with far more comprehensive worldwide reporting, researchers report an average of less than 100,000 battle deaths annually in a world fast approaching 7 billion people. Though admittedly crude, these calculations suggest a 90 percent absolute drop and a 99 percent relative drop in deaths due to war. We are clearly headed for a world order characterized by multipolarity, something the American-birthed system was designed to both encourage and accommodate. But given how things turned out the last time we collectively faced such a fluid structure, we would do well to keep U.S. power, in all of its forms, deeply embedded in the geometry to come.
Effective heg prevents global instability and is a pre-req to solve every issue
Brzezinski, former US national security advisor, 12 
(Zbigniew, national security advisor under U.S. President Jimmy Carter, currently Robert E. Osgood Professor of American Foreign Policy at Johns Hopkins University's School of Advanced International Studies, a scholar at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, and a member of various boards and councils, "After America," Foreign Policy, www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/01/03/after_america, accessed 2-9-12, mss)

How does the world look in an age of U.S. decline? Dangerously unstable. Not so long ago, a high-ranking Chinese official, who obviously had concluded that America's decline and China's rise were both inevitable, noted in a burst of candor to a senior U.S. official: "But, please, let America not decline too quickly." Although the inevitability of the Chinese leader's expectation is still far from certain, he was right to be cautious when looking forward to America's demise. For if America falters, the world is unlikely to be dominated by a single preeminent successor -- not even China. International uncertainty, increased tension among global competitors, and even outright chaos would be far more likely outcomes. While a sudden, massive crisis of the American system -- for instance, another financial crisis -- would produce a fast-moving chain reaction leading to global political and economic disorder, a steady drift by America into increasingly pervasive decay or endlessly widening warfare with Islam would be unlikely to produce, even by 2025, an effective global successor. No single power will be ready by then to exercise the role that the world, upon the fall of the Soviet Union in 1991, expected the United States to play: the leader of a new, globally cooperative world order. More probable would be a protracted phase of rather inconclusive realignments of both global and regional power, with no grand winners and many more losers, in a setting of international uncertainty and even of potentially fatal risks to global well-being. Rather than a world where dreams of democracy flourish, a Hobbesian world of enhanced national security based on varying fusions of authoritarianism, nationalism, and religion could ensue. The leaders of the world's second-rank powers, among them India, Japan, Russia, and some European countries, are already assessing the potential impact of U.S. decline on their respective national interests. The Japanese, fearful of an assertive China dominating the Asian mainland, may be thinking of closer links with Europe. Leaders in India and Japan may be considering closer political and even military cooperation in case America falters and China rises. Russia, while perhaps engaging in wishful thinking (even schadenfreude) about America's uncertain prospects, will almost certainly have its eye on the independent states of the former Soviet Union. Europe, not yet cohesive, would likely be pulled in several directions: Germany and Italy toward Russia because of commercial interests, France and insecure Central Europe in favor of a politically tighter European Union, and Britain toward manipulating a balance within the EU while preserving its special relationship with a declining United States. Others may move more rapidly to carve out their own regional spheres: Turkey in the area of the old Ottoman Empire, Brazil in the Southern Hemisphere, and so forth. None of these countries, however, will have the requisite combination of economic, financial, technological, and military power even to consider inheriting America's leading role. China, invariably mentioned as America's prospective successor, has an impressive imperial lineage and a strategic tradition of carefully calibrated patience, both of which have been critical to its overwhelmingly successful, several-thousand-year-long history. China thus prudently accepts the existing international system, even if it does not view the prevailing hierarchy as permanent. It recognizes that success depends not on the system's dramatic collapse but on its evolution toward a gradual redistribution of power. Moreover, the basic reality is that China is not yet ready to assume in full America's role in the world. Beijing's leaders themselves have repeatedly emphasized that on every important measure of development, wealth, and power, China will still be a modernizing and developing state several decades from now, significantly behind not only the United States but also Europe and Japan in the major per capita indices of modernity and national power. Accordingly, Chinese leaders have been restrained in laying any overt claims to global leadership. At some stage, however, a more assertive Chinese nationalism could arise and damage China's international interests. A swaggering, nationalistic Beijing would unintentionally mobilize a powerful regional coalition against itself. None of China's key neighbors -- India, Japan, and Russia -- is ready to acknowledge China's entitlement to America's place on the global totem pole. They might even seek support from a waning America to offset an overly assertive China. The resulting regional scramble could become intense, especially given the similar nationalistic tendencies among China's neighbors. A phase of acute international tension in Asia could ensue. Asia of the 21st century could then begin to resemble Europe of the 20th century -- violent and bloodthirsty. At the same time, the security of a number of weaker states located geographically next to major regional powers also depends on the international status quo reinforced by America's global preeminence -- and would be made significantly more vulnerable in proportion to America's decline. The states in that exposed position -- including Georgia, Taiwan, South Korea, Belarus, Ukraine, Afghanistan, Pakistan, Israel, and the greater Middle East -- are today's geopolitical equivalents of nature's most endangered species. Their fates are closely tied to the nature of the international environment left behind by a waning America, be it ordered and restrained or, much more likely, self-serving and expansionist. A faltering United States could also find its strategic partnership with Mexico in jeopardy. America's economic resilience and political stability have so far mitigated many of the challenges posed by such sensitive neighborhood issues as economic dependence, immigration, and the narcotics trade. A decline in American power, however, would likely undermine the health and good judgment of the U.S. economic and political systems. A waning United States would likely be more nationalistic, more defensive about its national identity, more paranoid about its homeland security, and less willing to sacrifice resources for the sake of others' development. The worsening of relations between a declining America and an internally troubled Mexico could even give rise to a particularly ominous phenomenon: the emergence, as a major issue in nationalistically aroused Mexican politics, of territorial claims justified by history and ignited by cross-border incidents. Another consequence of American decline could be a corrosion of the generally cooperative management of the global commons -- shared interests such as sea lanes, space, cyberspace, and the environment, whose protection is imperative to the long-term growth of the global economy and the continuation of basic geopolitical stability. In almost every case, the potential absence of a constructive and influential U.S. role would fatally undermine the essential communality of the global commons because the superiority and ubiquity of American power creates order where there would normally be conflict.
Hegemonic strategy inevitable- just a question of efficacy
Kagan, 11-- Brooking senior foreign policy fellow,
(Robert, "The Price of Power" Weekly Standard, 1-24, www.weeklystandard.com/articles/price-power_533696.html?page=3)

In theory, the United States could refrain from intervening abroad. But, in practice, will it? Many assume today that the American public has had it with interventions, and Alice Rivlin certainly reflects a strong current of opinion when she says that “much of the public does not believe that we need to go in and take over other people’s countries.” That sentiment has often been heard after interventions, especially those with mixed or dubious results. It was heard after the four-year-long war in the Philippines, which cost 4,000 American lives and untold Filipino casualties. It was heard after Korea and after Vietnam. It was heard after Somalia. Yet the reality has been that after each intervention, the sentiment against foreign involvement has faded, and the United States has intervened again. Depending on how one chooses to count, the United States has undertaken roughly 25 overseas interventions since 1898: That is one intervention every 4.5 years on average. Overall, the United States has intervened or been engaged in combat somewhere in 52 out of the last 112 years, or roughly 47 percent of the time. Since the end of the Cold War, it is true, the rate of U.S. interventions has increased, with an intervention roughly once every 2.5 years and American troops intervening or engaged in combat in 16 out of 22 years, or over 70 percent of the time, since the fall of the Berlin Wall. The argument for returning to “normal” begs the question: What is normal for the United States? The historical record of the last century suggests that it is not a policy of nonintervention. This record ought to raise doubts about the theory that American behavior these past two decades is the product of certain unique ideological or doctrinal movements, whether “liberal imperialism” or “neoconservatism.” Allegedly “realist” presidents in this era have been just as likely to order interventions as their more idealistic colleagues. George H.W. Bush was as profligate an intervener as Bill Clinton. He invaded Panama in 1989, intervened in Somalia in 1992—both on primarily idealistic and humanitarian grounds—which along with the first Persian Gulf war in 1991 made for three interventions in a single four-year term. Since 1898 the list of presidents who ordered armed interventions abroad has included William McKinley, Theodore Roose-velt, William Howard Taft, Woodrow Wilson, Franklin Roosevelt, Harry Truman, Dwight Eisenhower, John F. Kennedy, Ronald Reagan, George H.W. Bush, Bill Clinton, and George W. Bush. One would be hard-pressed to find a common ideological or doctrinal thread among them—unless it is the doctrine and ideology of a mainstream American foreign policy that leans more toward intervention than many imagine or would care to admit. Many don’t want to admit it, and the only thing as consistent as this pattern of American behavior has been the claim by contemporary critics that it is abnormal and a departure from American traditions. The anti-imperialists of the late 1890s, the isolationists of the 1920s and 1930s, the critics of Korea and Vietnam, and the critics of the first Persian Gulf war, the interventions in the Balkans, and the more recent wars of the Bush years have all insisted that the nation had in those instances behaved unusually or irrationally. And yet the behavior has continued. To note this consistency is not the same as justifying it. The United States may have been wrong for much of the past 112 years. Some critics would endorse the sentiment expressed by the historian Howard K. Beale in the 1950s, that “the men of 1900” had steered the United States onto a disastrous course of world power which for the subsequent half-century had done the United States and the world no end of harm. But whether one lauds or condemns this past century of American foreign policy—and one can find reasons to do both—the fact of this consistency remains. It would require not just a modest reshaping of American foreign policy priorities but a sharp departure from this tradition to bring about the kinds of changes that would allow the United States to make do with a substantially smaller force structure. Is such a sharp departure in the offing? It is no doubt true that many Americans are unhappy with the on-going warfare in Afghanistan and to a lesser extent in Iraq, and that, if asked, a majority would say the United States should intervene less frequently in foreign nations, or perhaps not at all. It may also be true that the effect of long military involvements in Iraq and Afghanistan may cause Americans and their leaders to shun further interventions at least for a few years—as they did for nine years after World War I, five years after World War II, and a decade after Vietnam. This may be further reinforced by the difficult economic times in which Americans are currently suffering. The longest period of nonintervention in the past century was during the 1930s, when unhappy memories of World War I combined with the economic catastrophe of the Great Depression to constrain American interventionism to an unusual degree and produce the first and perhaps only genuinely isolationist period in American history. So are we back to the mentality of the 1930s? It wouldn’t appear so. There is no great wave of isolationism sweeping the country. There is not even the equivalent of a Patrick Buchanan, who received 3 million votes in the 1992 Republican primaries. Any isolationist tendencies that might exist are severely tempered by continuing fears of terrorist attacks that might be launched from overseas. Nor are the vast majority of Americans suffering from economic calamity to nearly the degree that they did in the Great Depression. Even if we were to repeat the policies of the 1930s, however, it is worth recalling that the unusual restraint of those years was not sufficient to keep the United States out of war. On the contrary, the United States took actions which ultimately led to the greatest and most costly foreign intervention in its history. Even the most determined and in those years powerful isolationists could not prevent it. Today there are a number of obvious possible contingencies that might lead the United States to substantial interventions overseas, notwithstanding the preference of the public and its political leaders to avoid them. Few Americans want a war with Iran, for instance. But it is not implausible that a president—indeed, this president—might find himself in a situation where military conflict at some level is hard to avoid. The continued success of the international sanctions regime that the Obama administration has so skillfully put into place, for instance, might eventually cause the Iranian government to lash out in some way—perhaps by attempting to close the Strait of Hormuz. Recall that Japan launched its attack on Pearl Harbor in no small part as a response to oil sanctions imposed by a Roosevelt administration that had not the slightest interest or intention of fighting a war against Japan but was merely expressing moral outrage at Japanese behavior on the Chinese mainland. Perhaps in an Iranian contingency, the military actions would stay limited. But perhaps, too, they would escalate. One could well imagine an American public, now so eager to avoid intervention, suddenly demanding that their president retaliate. Then there is the possibility that a military exchange between Israel and Iran, initiated by Israel, could drag the United States into conflict with Iran. Are such scenarios so farfetched that they can be ruled out by Pentagon planners? Other possible contingencies include a war on the Korean Peninsula, where the United States is bound by treaty to come to the aid of its South Korean ally; and possible interventions in Yemen or Somalia, should those states fail even more than they already have and become even more fertile ground for al Qaeda and other terrorist groups. And what about those “humanitarian” interventions that are first on everyone’s list to be avoided? Should another earthquake or some other natural or man-made catastrophe strike, say, Haiti and present the looming prospect of mass starvation and disease and political anarchy just a few hundred miles off U.S. shores, with the possibility of thousands if not hundreds of thousands of refugees, can anyone be confident that an American president will not feel compelled to send an intervention force to help? Some may hope that a smaller U.S. military, compelled by the necessity of budget constraints, would prevent a president from intervening. More likely, however, it would simply prevent a president from intervening effectively. This, after all, was the experience of the Bush administration in Iraq and Afghanistan. Both because of constraints and as a conscious strategic choice, the Bush administration sent too few troops to both countries. The results were lengthy, unsuccessful conflicts, burgeoning counterinsurgencies, and loss of confidence in American will and capacity, as well as large annual expenditures. Would it not have been better, and also cheaper, to have sent larger numbers of forces initially to both places and brought about a more rapid conclusion to the fighting? The point is, it may prove cheaper in the long run to have larger forces that can fight wars quickly and conclusively, as Colin Powell long ago suggested, than to have smaller forces that can’t. Would a defense planner trying to anticipate future American actions be wise to base planned force structure on the assumption that the United States is out of the intervention business? Or would that be the kind of penny-wise, pound-foolish calculation that, in matters of national security, can prove so unfortunate? The debates over whether and how the United States should respond to the world’s strategic challenges will and should continue. Armed interventions overseas should be weighed carefully, as always, with an eye to whether the risk of inaction is greater than the risks of action. And as always, these judgments will be merely that: judgments, made with inadequate information and intelligence and no certainty about the outcomes. No foreign policy doctrine can avoid errors of omission and commission. But history has provided some lessons, and for the United States the lesson has been fairly clear: The world is better off, and the United States is better off, in the kind of international system that American power has built and defended. 



Adv 2
The plan is key to German modeling- moves them from away from feed-in-tariffs 
Sturtevant, 10 – in-house legal fellow at a renewable energy financing and development firm
(Josh, J.D. from George Washington University Law School, "The Solar REIT: A Vision for the Future of German Solar Development," BlawgConomics, 11-10-2010, blawgconomics.blogspot.com/2010/11/solar-reit-vision-for-future-of-german.html, accessed 10-12-12, mss)

As part of that proposal, we suggested that developers in other countries might eventually take advantage of such schemes as well, and since the initial posting we even posted a small blurb about the potential for a solar real estate investment trust (S-REIT) regime in Italy (albeit with little to no analysis on how such a change would be facilitated). Today our attention shifts slightly north of the Italian peninsula to Germany, another very logical candidate for S-REIT adoption. Germany currently has a comparatively robust renewables sector, greatly aided by current government regulatory schemes, most notably feed-in tariffs. However, feed-in tariffs are not permanent, and may outlive their useful lives. In this light, and based on the desire of Germany to continue to increase its percentage of energy mix from renewables, developing a more permanent means for facilitating solar development might be an attractive solution. Though this article will not address the exact changes to the German code that would be required to facilitate such a development, it is possible that, similar to the US, all that would be required is clarification from tax authorities. Indeed, as is noted below, the German and US REIT systems are quite similar, as many of the German REIT regulations are borrowed directly from the US model. Of course the political realities of the two nations are vastly different, and it is always tricky business to make broad generalizations (particularly as your author admittedly has limited experience with the German system). However, it is at least possible that any changes adopted in the US would be considered favorably by German officials, particularly with the existence of a poweful green lobby in the latter nation. In any case, with an established and growing REIT structure combined with a clear appetite for solar development, the pieces are already firmly in place if the political will for such a change were to develop. Future development may require further innovative thinking First, a brief description of Germany’s REIT system. German REITs, or G-REITs have only recently come into being. The establishment of the structure was meant to facilitate more tax-effective property ownership. According to the Deutsche Börse Group (the group that runs the main stock exchange for Germany, the Frankfurt Stock Exchange, which is the equivalent to the New York Stock Exchange in America) 73% of German companies own property while only 25% of companies own property in the US. Also according to Deutsche Börse, the largest 65 listed companies in Germany have property reserves of over €80 billion. REITs may allow some of this locked-up value to be realized, a potential boon for German companies and their shareholders. Following are some basics on G-REITs: • Companies pay no corporate income or trade tax. Earnings of G-REITs are paid to share holders and taxed individually. In other words, dividends paid are taxed as investment income for the shareholder. • At least 75 percent of the capital of G-REITs must be invested in property. • 90 percent of earnings must be paid out to share holders • 75 percent of revenue must be from fixed assets. • G-REITs must be listed in an organized market such as the General or Prime Standard. • G-REITs must have their headquarters in Germany. • Finally, G-REITs must have an initial capital of at least 15 million Euro. Those familiar with the REIT structure in the US will undoubtedly recognize that many of the general rules governing G-REITs mirror their American counterparts. While German REITs were only introduced in 2007, foreign REITs have been listed in the country for some time, and over 150 currently trade on the Frankfurt Stock Exchange. There now currently appear to be three German property companies trading as REITs on the Frankfurt including an office REIT, a diversified REIT and a retail REIT. It is clear that the trade of foreign REITs on the Frankfurt has created a familiarity with the structure in Germany. Meanwhile, the recent laws have facilitated the creation of Germany's own REIT structure. This familiarity as well as the proper legal framework indicate that the nation is fully comfortable with the idea of publicly listed firms owning income-producing property, opening the door for broader use of the REIT structure in the future. We now turn to the appetite for solar development in Germany. Incidentally, it is enormous, and it is claimed that Germany is one of the top nations, if not the top nation, for solar development. It is generally accepted that the reason for Germany’s rise as a solar power is a result of its government subsidization scheme, heavily reliant on feed-in tariffs, which has stimulated developers to provide an ever-increasing proportion of the state’s energy mix. The most simple explanation of a feed-in tariff (FiT) is that it is a policy providing for grid access, long-term contracts and methodological pricing via government set compensation rates ( under contracts which usually last from 15-25 years). The goal of such policies is to stimulate development of solar and other renewables in the short-term, and push pricing of these sources toward levels comparable to fossil fuels (a concept referred to as grid parity) in the long-term. This long-term goal is facilitated by technological improvements made by the industry during the subsidy stage. There are several features which make FiTs possible. First, the set prices are usually maintained by passing costs through to consumers, whether directly or through taxes. Though it often takes some political capital to establish this initially, these costs are not typically prohibitive for reasons including the natural decrease in the FiT over time (a concept referred to as tariff digression), technological improvements, and the caps that many jurisdictions place on how much energy can be priced at the set compensation rate. There are also typically government mandates for utilities to provide a certain percentage of their energy supply from renewable sources, similar to renewable portfolio standards. Finally, it is important to note that feed-in tariffs are typically phased out over time as technology is presumed to improve over the life of the scheme, and as grid parity hopefully comes closer to being a reality. In Germany, FiT law underwent a restructuring in 2000 under the Act on Granting Priority to Renewable Energy Sources ('Erneuerbare Energien Gesetz'). Some have claimed that this revamped structure has created the world's most effective policy framework at accelerating the deployment of renewable energy technologies. The major features include: • purchase prices which are methodologically based on the cost of generation from the various renewable energy sources, leading to different prices for different sources and sizes to account for economies of scale; • purchase guarantees which last for a period of 20 years; • the ability for utilities to participate, and; • tariff degression In Germany and elsewhere, such mechanisms have proven necessary in the past as a lack of grid parity has made it difficult for solar developers to achieve solid returns otherwise. Indeed, according to a European Commission report, ‘well-adapted feed-in tariff regimes are generally the most efficient and effective support schemes for promoting renewable electricity.’ According to at least one source, feed-in tariffs are used in one form or another in nearly 60 jurisdictions worldwide, indicating their popularity and possibly proving their worth. FiTs have shown the tremendous appetite many nations, including Germany, have for solar development. However, despite long-term contracts, feed-in tariffs don’t last forever. In addition, political winds change direction often enough that developers, particularly in emerging fields like solar, should rightfully be weary of government-run schemes. Finally, economic developments can often impact the decisions of investors even if tax incentive schemes prove popular and effective. This has been seen in, for example, the US as tax equity investors lost appetite for solar development during the economic downturn. How then, can Germany, and other countries with a desire to continue growth in the renewable sector, ensure that development continues? As noted in the admittedly conclusory introduction above, such nations could use existing REIT laws to help stimulate solar development. Quoting our earlier post on such a proposal in the US: One potential solution would be to use tax structures which already exist and benefit the commercial real estate market to stimulate large-scale solar development. Similar to the benefits that real estate investment trusts (REITs) have brought to both commercial real estate owners and investors, solar real estate investment trusts (S-REITs) could bring solar development to the masses, increase capital flows to the space and incentivize lawmakers give the solar industry the same treatment as fossil fuel counterparts. The S-REIT structure should not be viewed as the exclusive domain of solar developers either. Indeed, Germany's wind sector is, perhaps, even more robust than its solar counterpart, and developers have managed to make wind more cost effective than in the US. Therefore, and particularly in nations with well-developed wind sectors such as Germany, it is possible that other renewable sources could benefit from gaining access to the REIT structure as well. This broader vision would lead to the potential formation of Renewable Energy REITs, providing diversification for investors based on the various geographic, technological, pricing and reliability differences between the various production methods. In the US, the creation of an S-REIT structure unencumbered by tax risk requires clarification on a particular section of the tax code dealing with REITs, §856 of the US Code. Once the IRS moves to clarify this section, and if it grants the proceeds of electric sales contracts the same status as rents under the REIT laws, solar developers will be entitled to benefit from the same tax status as commercial real estate developers. This will ensure start-up capital and a wide investor base of individuals seeking steady returns, allowing the solar sector to survive any storm, whether politically or economically generated. It is possible that similar clarification would be required in Germany (further research is needed on this point, which may include discussion with the appropriate tax authorities). However, despite some hurdles, it is clear that the S-REIT could potentially provide a way for Germany and other states currently relying on feed-in tariffs to continue the ambitious global push toward maintaining a self-sustaining, secure, and environmentally friendly energy sector in the future.


Feed-in-tariffs massively increase German energy prices- causes major backlash against Merkel
Wiesmann, 10-15 – Financial Times Berlin correspondent
(Gerrit, "German rush to renewables faces backlash," Financial Times, 10-15-12, www.ft.com/cms/s/0/347e5530-16b4-11e2-957a-00144feabdc0.html#axzz29TR3GknR, accessed 10-16-12, mss)

The rapid proliferation of subsidised solar and wind plants in Germany will mean a sharp increase in electricity prices next year, it has emerged, dealing a blow to Angela Merkel’s ambitious plans to foster green energy. The price rise flies in the face of the chancellor’s previous pledge that energy costs would stay stable for households, despite the swift move away from nuclear power. Generous guaranteed prices for electricity generated by renewable sources have encouraged investors to build new capacity – so much so that consumers will have to pay green energy generators €20.4bn in feed-in tariffs in 2013. As a result, Germany’s power transmission companies revealed on Monday that the mandatory surcharge on every unit of electricity will rise to 5.3 cents next year from 3.6 cents per kWh. This will represent an overall price increase of about 7 per cent for consumers. With retail electricity prices already among the highest in Europe, many Germans have started to ask why households should bear the brunt of the subsidy for renewable energy – especially as many businesses, such as steel and glassmaking, are exempt to protect their competitiveness. Fears are mounting in Berlin that the decade-old renewable-energy subsidy could kill public acceptance of Ms Merkel’s energy policy before next autumn’s election. The question of how to deal with the obligation to pay ever more in feed-in tariffs – which will total “only” €14bn this year – has divided her coalition. The Free Democrats, Ms Merkel’s junior partner, have called for a cut in the tax levied on electricity and its surcharge. With business also worried about electricity price rises and possible scrutiny of its exemptions, Peter Altmaier, environment minister, called for “calm” and stressed that the looming increase would not be so large if Social Democrats and Greens had supported prior attempts to reform the surcharge system. The opposition last week rejected a call by Mr Altmaier to set a cap on the amount of green electricity eligible for guaranteed prices. The Social Democrats and the Greens, who introduced the surcharge to foster a nascent renewables industry when in government a decade ago, blamed its rise on what they see as a growing list of exemptions. The disaster at Japan’s Fukushima nuclear power plant last year saw Ms Merkel bring forward Germany’s phase-out of nuclear energy to 2022 from 2036 and promise to double renewable energy generation to 35 per cent by 2020. She played down warnings by industry that electricity prices could rise. But the generous price guarantees for green electricity have proved a big lure for investors. Solar power plants, in particular, still offer cast-iron returns, even after two cuts to feed-in tariffs. After 7.5gW last year, some 7gW in new capacity is expected to go live in 2012 – plants that will receive guaranteed prices until 2032. While the rapid increase in solar power installations means that Mr Altmaier now expects Germany to produce 40 per cent of its electricity from renewable sources by 2020, he has warned that the “mis-allocation” and costs of the current system could lead to a backlash and erode public support for a central Merkel policy.
Dooms Merkel and the German economy
Dempsey, 12 -- Carnegie Europe senior associate 
(Judy, editor-in-chief of Strategic Europe, IHT columnist, former diplomatic correspondent for the Financial Times in Brussels, "Merkel pays price for shift on energy," The International Herald Tribune, 5-29-12, l/n, accessed 10-16-12, mss)

The chancellor faces the political repercussions of her decision to shut down Germany's remaining 17 nuclear power plants after the nuclear disaster in Japan last year. FULL TEXT It was exactly the kind of news that Chancellor Angela Merkel did not want. Voerdal, an aluminum company employing more than 400 people, has gone into bankruptcy. It will close unless the state government of North Rhine-Westphalia comes up with a rescue package. This state-of-the art company is in such dire financial straits because of rising energy prices. Voerdal officials say that the company's energy bill went up to 40 percent of total costs, all because of the government's confused energy policies. Voerdal is not an isolated case in the energy-intensive sector, which is why Ms. Merkel, who faces re-election next year, is becoming worried. ''High energy prices are the Achilles heel of the government,'' said Tilman Mayer, a political science professor at Bonn University. ''Merkel's Christian Democrats know that energy price rises will erode their popularity. The chancellor has to reassure her supporters that her energy policies are the right ones.'' The political repercussions of energy prices are all too familiar to leaders of other industrialized countries. In the United States, President Barack Obama is trying to avoid a confrontation with Iran because it would push up energy prices in the middle of his re-election campaign. Back in Germany, Ms. Merkel is now paying the price of the radical energy policies she introduced last year following the nuclear catastrophe in Japan. Then, in a decision that grabbed the headlines all over the world, she announced the closure of the last of Germany's 17 nuclear power plants by 2022. It was extremely controversial even in her own party, which had voted to prolong the lifetime of Germany's nuclear power plants just before the tsunami hit Japan. In the 14 months since Ms. Merkel's dramatic announcement, little has happened to help one of the world's most highly industrialized countries cope with the chancellor's energy transformation, known in German as Energiewende. Much of the blame has fallen on Norbert Röttgen. As environment minister, he was supposed to ensure that Germany would have sufficient and affordable energy supplies once nuclear power was ended. Nuclear power provided 23 percent of electricity in Germany. ''He failed to communicate to industry or the public how he was going to do that,'' said Hermann-Josef Wagner, a professor of energy systems and energy economics at Ruhr-University-Bochum. Instead, Mr. Röttgen was more focused on his political career, with his sights on succeeding Ms. Merkel one day. His ambitions fell apart this month when he suffered a humiliating electoral defeat in his home state of North Rhine-Westphalia. Ms. Merkel stood by Mr. Röttgen for a few days, then fired him, and not just because of his miserable election campaign. He was not on top of the energy dossier. Analysts say Ms. Merkel is perfectly aware of the fact that she will be blamed personally should the Energiewende fail. That explains why she reacted so nervously when, over the past several months, industry officials began to complain about higher energy prices and how they would affect investments, growth and jobs. Until now, the German economy, Europe's largest, has been insulated from the euro crisis because of exports and changes to the social welfare system that drove down unemployment. Any significant rise in energy prices, said economists, could make Germany vulnerable to the economic crisis that is pulling down the rest of Europe. McKinsey & Co., the consulting group, estimated in a recent study that by 2020, German consumers could be paying 60 percent more - to (EURO)21.5 billion from (EURO)13.5 billion, or $27.1 billion to $17 billion - for their energy bill. That does not include costs the industry will carry. ''There were and still are a lot of unanswered questions about the costs of the transition,'' Mr. Wagner said. Electricity grids would need to be built to connect north to south and east to west. There is an urgent need for storage facilities for surplus wind and solar energy to safeguard supplies on calm and cloudy days. And the pricing system for renewable energy needs to be overhauled. For example, if a grid operator asks a solar or wind power producer to stop generating energy in order to keep the grid stable, the grid operator is obliged by law to pay the producers for the power that has not been generated. Those costs fall on the consumer. There also is the question of the security of energy supply given that some of the nuclear plants were shut down in 2011. Germany had to cope with serious shortages during a bitterly cold spell last January. Industry officials proposed expanding coal and natural gas production even though that would jeopardize Germany's commitment to a 40 percent reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by 2020 compared with 1990 levels. McKinsey now says that Germany can reach a reduction of only 31 percent. The big energy companies and nuclear producers accepted, with huge reservations, the government's energy policy. That decision had a hugely negative impact on these companies. Because they are losing substantial income from nuclear plants, they have begun selling assets to offset losses and diversify into renewable energy. At the same time, they have made clear to Ms. Merkel that they are not prepared to invest in the new grids, or in coal or natural gas plants, until they understand how the Energiewende is going to be implemented and financed. Still, experts believe that Ms. Merkel will stick to her energy policy. Politically, she cannot afford to do another U-turn. But neither can she afford to anger voters with ever-rising energy prices. She has no choice but to make the Energiewende work - especially as other big industrial economies want to see if it is feasible.
[Matt note: Energiewende = the chancellor's energy transformation policy from nuclear to renewables]
German econ key to the Eurozone
Scharioth, 11 -- Ph.D. in international economics from Tufts University Fletcher School 
(Klaus, former German ambassador to the United States- 2006-11, "Germany And The U.S.," The Metropolitan, 5-2-11, www.metrocorpcounsel.com/articles/13811/germany-and-us-strong-working-relationship, accessed 10-16-12, mss)

Scharioth: The buzzword is competitiveness! Germany's competitiveness stems from deep structural reforms, increased flexibility of the labor market, a strong role of small and medium-sized enterprises in our economy and from a relatively high level of specialization in industrial manufacturing. Compared with other countries, Germany's manufacturing sector is a key factor in its macroeconomic performance. Manufacturing accounted for 23.7 percent of the gross value added in Germany in 2010. Thanks to its competitive manufacturing sector, Germany can benefit from the mega-trends that have been emerging for some time now. These trends include environmental and climate protection, future-oriented mobility and energy solutions, state-of-the art medical technology, and everyday goods geared towards an aging population. Here, let me point out that Germany's economy contributes to the American and global economies in no small measure: German companies had invested a total of $218 billion in the United States as of the end of 2009, and German enterprises created about 675,000 jobs in the U.S. Editor: Germany has been characterized as the engine driving recovery in the EU generally. Is this true? Can you provide some examples? Scharioth: Given the size of Germany and its economy, it is not surprising that the country has a large impact on the EU economy as a whole. Since the German economy is currently doing well, it contributes positively to the overall performance of the European economy. It is increasingly recognized that a strong and broadly diversified manufacturing base remains crucial to the future success of Europe. Even EU member states that no longer focus on industrial production are realizing that industry leads the European value chain and greatly benefits other stages within that chain. So, not surprisingly, industrial policy is a priority in "Europe 2020," the new European growth strategy for the coming decade. 


Merkel is key to EU reforms and the global econ
Smith, 12 -- International Herald Tribune correspondent 
(Patrick, "As Merkel Goes, So Goes the European Union," The Fiscal Times, 9-4-12, www.thefiscaltimes.com/Columns/2012/09/04/As-Merkel-Goes-So-Goes-the-European-Union.aspx#page1, accessed 10-16-12, mss)

As Merkel Goes, So Goes the European Union 
The European Union is likely to take a step to finalize the Continent’s economic and financial recovery strategy. And make no mistake: We all have an interest in this phase of Europe’s protracted struggle to reshape itself. This Thursday, Mario Draghi, president of the European Central Bank, will announce plans to extend the ECB’s authority in Europe’s market for sovereign debt. When in place—Draghi hopes by next year—the plan will allow the Frankfurt-based bank to purchase sovereign bonds and thus lower the cost of borrowing for troubled nations such as Greece, Spain, Italy, and Portugal. Draghi is also expected to announce the establishment of a European financial supervisor. This is big stuff for numerous reasons: • First and most obviously, it will deliver greatly needed relief to Athens, Madrid, Lisbon, Rome and other overstretched Europeans capitals beset in recent months with volatile bond markets and interest rate spikes that have ranged well beyond the affordable cost of borrowing. This will give investors confidence they lost long ago. Indeed, it is interesting to note that borrowing costs have already begun to drift downward in Italy in anticipation of Draghi’s plans. • Second, it strengthens Europe by moving decisively toward the fiscal union that Europe forgot to forge when it unveiled its monetary union a dozen years ago. The ECB is likely to be home to the new European bank supervisor. That office will represent a dramatic step toward a united Europe and a corresponding weakening of national sovereignty. • German Chancellor Angela Merkel has moved Germany behind the ECB plan in the course of this summer, and this is decisive. She had long seemed to stand halfway between Brussels and Berlin—a good European but with a noisy, anti–European political constituency waiting for her at home. This now appears to be resolved. Wolfgang Schäuble, the German finance minister, stands with Merkel. Her only major opponent in Berlin’s upper reaches is Jens Weidmann, head of the Bundesbank, the German central bank (about whom, more below). • Draghi and his allies will end up saving us all, if his strategy is implemented. Do not forget, the EU as a bloc is the world’s largest economy—larger than America’s and larger than China’s, which are customarily ranked No. 1 and No. 2. It has been clear for some time that American companies—notably high-tech firms, auto makers, financials, and industrials—are highly exposed to any kind of crash landing in Europe. Earlier this summer, when Cisco’s CEO, John Chambers, announced that the company’s prospects in Europe were dimming, the stock dropped 11 percent in a single session.     
Even if reforms fail keeping the process alive prevents breakup- guarantees managed transition
Wright, 12 -- Brookings Managing Global Order fellow 
(Thomas, Ph.D. from Georgetown University, former executive director of studies at the Chicago Council on Global Affairs, a lecturer at the Harris School of Public Policy at the University of Chicago, and senior researcher for the Princeton Project on National Security, "What if Europe Fails?" The Washington Quarterly, Summer 2012, 35:3, 23-41, csis.org/files/publication/twq12SummerWright.pdf, accessed 10-21-12, mss) 

The Type of Failure Matters
Failure in Europe would shake the world. Whether the reverberations are modest or seismic would depend on whether the failure is within existing structures or shatters them beyond repair. The former scenario would ensure Europe becomes less relevant, a coarsening of politics inside the continent, less effective governance over global issues, and the continued relative rise of the rest. This would be contrary to the interests of the United States and the European Union, but it pales in comparison to the effects of a disorderly collapse which could include a global depression, an end to institutionalized cooperation in Europe, rising populism, potential crises inside China and Middle Eastern countries, and the end of the transatlantic alliance. Although the gap between these two scenarios is great, the difference in the probability of each may be quite small, resting on key political decisions and the impact of various shocks. Knowledge of the differences between the two types of failures will shape EU politics in alarming ways. If a comprehensive solution to the crisis appears out of reach, for political or other reasons, attention will shift to managing the type of failure that will occur. The countries most affected by the Eurocrisis at present, particularly on the periphery, will become more risk acceptant since they are already paying a high price, and more willing to countenance a breakup of the Euro. If disorderly breakup runs a 75 percent risk of chaos, they will take a chance on the one in four outcome. Maybe the shock will be manageable. Maybe devaluation will offer a path toward growth. However, the rest of the world, including the Euro core countries, will remain highly risk averse. Much as they may empathize with the periphery’s plight, they would prefer the costs and risks to be contained. In such a scenario, we can expect regular stand offs between the periphery and the rest of the world as the leaders of the former threaten to take down the whole system unless their demands are accommodated. Fiscal transfers will become a ransom the core pays to the periphery. The core will see this as a strategy of blackmail; the periphery will see it as reparations for bearing the bulk of the burden. Regardless of its title, this approach will be attractive to citizens on the periphery battered by economic headwinds and frustrated at perceived German intransigence. What the core’s response to this will be is unclear. One can expect numerous standoffs and games of brinksmanship with much scope for miscalculation and disaster. Failure promises to be a very bumpy ride. No-one should be under any illusion about the dangers it will pose to Europe and the rest of the world. Taking this into account should justify unusual levels of political risk taking and extraordinary steps in search for a solution, however difficult and unlikely that may appear.


Strong EU key to solve extinction
Bruton, 2 -- former prime minister of Ireland
(John, former ambassador of the EU to the US, European Commission Delegation ambassador, "The Future of the European Union," The Irish Times, 1-31-2002, 195.7.33.33/newspaper/special/2002/europe/index.htm)

As the Laeken Declaration put it, "Europe needs to shoulder its responsibilities in the governance of globalisation" adding that Europe must exercise its power in order "to set globalisation within a moral framework, in other words to anchor it in solidarity and sustainable development". Only a strong European Union is big enough to create a space, and a stable set of rules, within which all Europeans can live securely, move freely, and provide for themselves, for their families and for their old age. Individual states are too small to do that on their own. Only a strong European Union is big enough to deal with the globalised human diseases, such as AIDS and tuberculosis. Only a strong European Union is big enough to deal with globalised criminal conspiracies, like the Mafia, that threaten the security of all Europeans. Only a strong European Union is big enough to deal with globalised environmental threats, such as global warming, which threaten our continent and generations of its future inhabitants. Only a strong European Union is big enough to deal with globalised economic forces, which could spread recession from one country to another and destroy millions of jobs. Only a strong European Union is big enough to regulate, in the interests of society as a whole, the activities of profit seeking private corporations, some of which now have more spending power than many individual states. These tasks are too large for individual states. Only by coming together in the European Union can we ensure that humanity, and the values which make us, as individuals, truly human, prevail over blind global forces that will otherwise overwhelm us.
Eurozone collapse spurs massive global depression and protectionism
Wright, 12 -- Brookings Managing Global Order fellow 
(Thomas, Ph.D. from Georgetown University, former executive director of studies at the Chicago Council on Global Affairs, a lecturer at the Harris School of Public Policy at the University of Chicago, and senior researcher for the Princeton Project on National Security, "What if Europe Fails?" The Washington Quarterly, Summer 2012, 35:3, 23-41, csis.org/files/publication/twq12SummerWright.pdf, accessed 10-21-12, mss) 

The most immediate and obvious impact would be on the European and global economy. The two scenarios under consideration are bad, but one is much worse than the other. It is the overwhelming view of senior economists, financial institutions, and international organizations that the disorderly collapse of the Eurozone, resulting in a return to national currencies, has a high probability of causing a new depression and ending the period of economic integration which has characterized world politics since the Cold War. For instance, the OECD’s Economic Outlook in November 2011 warned: The establishment and likely large exchange rate changes of the new national currencies could imply large losses for debt and asset holders, including banks that could become insolvent. Such turbulence in Europe, with the massive wealth destruction, bankruptcies and a collapse in confidence in European integration and cooperation, would most likely result in a deep depression in both the exiting and remaining euro area countries as well as in the world economy. 7 In the private sector, Citi’s chief economist William Buiter wrote that disorderly defaults and eurozone exits by the five periphery statesGreece, Ireland, Portugal, Spain, and Italywould drag down not just the European banking system but also the north Atlantic financial system and the internationally exposed parts of the rest of the global banking system. The resulting financial crisis would trigger a global depression that would last for years, with GDP likely falling by more than 10 per cent and unemployment in the West reaching 20 per cent or more. Emerging markets would be dragged down too. 8 Other analysts have reached similar conclusions about the consequences of a Euro break up. HSBC predicted, ‘‘A euro break-up would be a disaster, threatening another Great Depression;’’ UBS estimated that a breakup would cost each peripheral economy up to 40 percent of their GDP in year one; ING estimated that the Eurozone as a whole (including Germany) could see a 9 percent drop in the first year following break up, while inflation in the periphery would soar to double digits; IMF chief Christine Lagarde warned that the global economy faces the prospect of ‘‘economic retraction, rising protectionism, isolation and . . . what happened in the 30s.’’ 9 Following a disorderly breakup, it is highly likely that it would be every state for itself as governments sought to do everything possible to insulate their countries against the greatest economic shock in the West since World War II. A return to national currencies would result in tremendous fluctuations, uncertainty, and volatility following redenomination, including a redenomination of complex international contracts. 10 It would also mean that countries with a weak currency would immediately be bankrupt, as their assets would have depreciated while their debts would be denominated in the currency of the creditor state. These states would introduce capital controls to prevent capital flight and the collapse in value of the new currencies. Strong states would introduce tariffs to protect against competitive devaluations and cheap imports. The European single market would not likely survive. Globally, governments would try to save what they could and would likely replicate some of the protectionist measures introduced in Europe. The net effect could jeopardize global economic integration and open the door to neo-mercantilism and protectionism.
Economic decline causes global war- best studies; diversionary theory
Royal, 10 – Director of Cooperative Threat Reduction at the U.S. Department of Defense (Jedediah, “Economic Integration, Economic Signaling and the Problem of Economic Crises,” in Economics of War and Peace: Economic, Legal and Political Perspectives, ed. Goldsmith and Brauer, p. 213-215)

Less intuitive is how periods of economic decline may increase the likelihood of external conflict. Political science literature has contributed a moderate degree of attention to the impact of economic decline and the security and defence behaviour of interdependent states. Research in this vein has been considered at systemic, dyadic and national levels. Several notable contributions follow. First, on the systemic level, Pollins (2008) advances Modelski and Thompson's (1996) work on leadership cycle theory, finding that rhythms in the global economy are associated with the rise and fall of a pre-eminent power and the often bloody transition from one pre-eminent leader to the next. As such, exogenous shocks such as economic crises could usher in a redistribution of relative power (see also Gilpin. 1981) that leads to uncertainty about power balances, increasing the risk of miscalculation (Feaver, 1995). Alternatively, even a relatively certain redistribution of power could lead to a permissive environment for conflict as a rising power may seek to challenge a declining power (Werner. 1999). Separately, Pollins (1996) also shows that global economic cycles combined with parallel leadership cycles impact the likelihood of conflict among major, medium and small powers, although he suggests that the causes and connections between global economic conditions and security conditions remain unknown. Second, on a dyadic level, Copeland's (1996, 2000) theory of trade expectations suggests that 'future expectation of trade' is a significant variable in understanding economic conditions and security behaviour of states. He argues that interdependent states are likely to gain pacific benefits from trade so long as they have an optimistic view of future trade relations. However, if the expectations of future trade decline, particularly for difficult to replace items such as energy resources, the likelihood for conflict increases, as states will be inclined to use force to gain access to those resources. Crises could potentially be the trigger for decreased trade expectations either on its own or because it triggers protectionist moves by interdependent states.4 Third, others have considered the link between economic decline and external armed conflict at a national level. Blomberg and Hess (2002) find a strong correlation between internal conflict and external conflict, particularly during periods of economic downturn. They write: The linkages between internal and external conflict and prosperity are strong and mutually reinforcing. Economic conflict tends to spawn internal conflict, which in turn returns the favour. Moreover, the presence of a recession tends to amplify the extent to which international and external conflicts self-reinforce each other. (Blomberg & Hess, 2002. p. 89) Economic decline has also been linked with an increase in the likelihood of terrorism (Blomberg, Hess, & Weerapana, 2004), which has the capacity to spill across borders and lead to external tensions. Furthermore, crises generally reduce the popularity of a sitting government. “Diversionary theory" suggests that, when facing unpopularity arising from economic decline, sitting governments have increased incentives to fabricate external military conflicts to create a 'rally around the flag' effect. Wang (1996), DeRouen (1995). and Blomberg, Hess, and Thacker (2006) find supporting evidence showing that economic decline and use of force are at least indirectly correlated. Gelpi (1997), Miller (1999), and Kisangani and Pickering (2009) suggest that the tendency towards diversionary tactics are greater for democratic states than autocratic states, due to the fact that democratic leaders are generally more susceptible to being removed from office due to lack of domestic support. DeRouen (2000) has provided evidence showing that periods of weak economic performance in the United States, and thus weak Presidential popularity, are statistically linked to an increase in the use of force. In summary, recent economic scholarship positively correlates economic integration with an increase in the frequency of economic crises, whereas political science scholarship links economic decline with external conflict at systemic, dyadic and national levels.5 This implied connection between integration, crises and armed conflict has not featured prominently in the economic-security debate and deserves more attention. This observation is not contradictory to other perspectives that link economic interdependence with a decrease in the likelihood of external conflict, such as those mentioned in the first paragraph of this chapter. Those studies tend to focus on dyadic interdependence instead of global interdependence and do not specifically consider the occurrence of and conditions created by economic crises. As such, the view presented here should be considered ancillary to those views.
Protectionism causes global war
Panzner 8 – faculty at the New York Institute of Finance, 25-year veteran of the global stock, bond, and currency markets who has worked in New York and London for HSBC, Soros Funds, ABN Amro, Dresdner Bank, and JPMorgan Chase (Michael, “Financial Armageddon: Protect Your Future from Economic Collapse,” p. 136-138)

Continuing calls for curbs on the flow of finance and trade will inspire the United States and other nations to spew forth protectionist legislation like the notorious Smoot-Hawley bill. Introduced at the start of the Great Depression, it triggered a series of tit-for-tat economic responses, which many commentators believe helped turn a serious economic downturn into a prolonged and devastating global disaster. But if history is any guide, those lessons will have been long forgotten during the next collapse. Eventually, fed by a mood of desperation and growing public anger, restrictions on trade, finance, investment, and immigration will almost certainly intensify. Authorities and ordinary citizens will likely scrutinize the cross-border movement of Americans and outsiders alike, and lawmakers may even call for a general crackdown on nonessential travel. Meanwhile, many nations will make transporting or sending funds to other countries exceedingly difficult. As desperate officials try to limit the fallout from decades of ill-conceived, corrupt, and reckless policies, they will introduce controls on foreign exchange. Foreign individuals and companies seeking to acquire certain American infrastructure assets, or trying to buy property and other assets on the cheap thanks to a rapidly depreciating dollar, will be stymied by limits on investment by noncitizens. Those efforts will cause spasms to ripple across economies and markets, disrupting global payment, settlement, and clearing mechanisms. All of this will, of course, continue to undermine business confidence and consumer spending. In a world of lockouts and lockdowns, any link that transmits systemic financial pressures across markets through arbitrage or portfolio-based risk management, or that allows diseases to be easily spread from one country to the next by tourists and wildlife, or that otherwise facilitates unwelcome exchanges of any kind will be viewed with suspicion and dealt with accordingly. The rise in isolationism and protectionism will bring about ever more heated arguments and dangerous confrontations over shared sources of oil, gas, and other key commodities as well as factors of production that must, out of necessity, be acquired from less-than-friendly nations. Whether involving raw materials used in strategic industries or basic necessities such as food, water, and energy, efforts to secure adequate supplies will take increasing precedence in a world where demand seems constantly out of kilter with supply. Disputes over the misuse, overuse, and pollution of the environment and natural resources will become more commonplace. Around the world, such tensions will give rise to full-scale military encounters, often with minimal provocation. In some instances, economic conditions will serve as a convenient pretext for conflicts that stem from cultural and religious differences. Alternatively, nations may look to divert attention away from domestic problems by channeling frustration and populist sentiment toward other countries and cultures. Enabled by cheap technology and the waning threat of American retribution, terrorist groups will likely boost the frequency and scale of their horrifying attacks, bringing the threat of random violence to a whole new level. Turbulent conditions will encourage aggressive saber rattling and interdictions by rogue nations running amok. Age-old clashes will also take on a new, more heated sense of urgency. China will likely assume an increasingly belligerent posture toward Taiwan, while Iran may embark on overt colonization of its neighbors in the Mideast. Israel, for its part, may look to draw a dwindling list of allies from around the world into a growing number of conflicts. Some observers, like John Mearsheimer, a political scientist at the University of Chicago, have even speculated that an “intense confrontation” between the United States and China is “inevitable” at some point. More than a few disputes will turn out to be almost wholly ideological. Growing cultural and religious differences will be transformed from wars of words to battles soaked in blood. Long-simmering resentments could also degenerate quickly, spurring the basest of human instincts and triggering genocidal acts. Terrorists employing biological or nuclear weapons will vie with conventional forces using jets, cruise missiles, and bunker-busting bombs to cause widespread destruction. Many will interpret stepped-up conflicts between Muslims and Western societies as the beginnings of a new world war.
Eurozone collapse causes World War III
Gommes, 11 -- former Columbia Law Review senior editor
(Thomas, publisher of Periscope Post, former corporate lawyer, "Eurozone in crisis: The death of the euro could trigger World War III," 12-9-11, www.periscopepost.com/2011/12/eurozone-in-crisis-the-death-of-the-euro-could-trigger-world-war-iii/, accessed 10-23-12, mss)

Eurozone in crisis: The death of the euro could trigger World War III The slow-motion demise of the euro isn’t just financial Armageddon – it could just be one step down the slippery path to World War III. At the risk of being accused of scaremongering, I’ll state my point simply and up front: Things in Europe are not as bad as they seem – they’re worse. And though the commentariat is queuing up to predict the imminent demise of the euro currency and to lament the ongoing recession, that’s not even the half of it: We’re looking at World War III. As major corporations start drawing up contingency plans for a world without the euro and as weaknesses in government finances become ever more glaring, the end of the euro currency becomes an increasingly realistic prospect. Related, the total absence of business growth, or trading among European nations raises the question of what benefits a unified trading block offers. The driving motive behind the original Coal and Steel alliance that ultimately became today’s European Union was a desire among nations, traumatised by the worst war in their collective history, to provide a deterrent against another war. My concern is that that trauma has faded, and that the fear of war has been replaced by the fear of recession. As anyone with even a fleeting familiarity with European history can confirm, ours is not exactly a history of love and peace. In fact, the period since the end of World War II has been probably the longest period of relative peace the region has ever known. Arguably, it’s no coincidence that that period of peace has coincided exactly with the ever strengthening ties that have been forged between European nations over these past 60 years. If the bonds that tie European nations together are weakened, the incentives to avoid total war dwindle. And its not as dramatic or far fetched a theory as it may at first sound. The end of the euro currency and a reversion to national currencies could quite possibly provide the impetus for a further dissolution of the union. The unraveling of painstakingly negotiated ties becomes easier and easier as each strand frays and breaks. Combine this unraveling with an ongoing or even deepening recession, and it all makes for a combustible atmosphere. Unfortunately, it is human nature to blame others for our woes. In an environment of unemployment, austerity, and general resentment, it is not difficult to imagine nations starting to point the finger at their neighbours. And without the unifying effect of a common currency, thriving trading relations, free movement of peoples, and common interests, Europe would find itself increasingly susceptible to war. Moreover, as so few Europeans in my generation, let alone subsequent generations, have even the slightest inkling about how horrific war is, it may be tempting to consider it as a solution to problems, or at minimum an acceptable response to perceived slights.
Goes nuclear
Glaser, 93 -- Assistant Prof @ Chicago, 
(Charles, International Security Summer, 1993)

However, although the lack of an imminent Soviet threat eliminates the most obvious danger, U.S. security has not been entirely separated from the future of Western Europe.  The ending of the Cold War has brought many benefits, but has not eliminated the possibility of major power war, especially since such a war could grow out of a smaller conflict in the East.  And, although nuclear have greatly reduced the threat that a European  hegemon would pose to U.S. security, a sound case nevertheless remains that a major European war could threaten U.S. security.  The United States could be drawn into such a war, even if strict security considerations suggested it should stay out.  A major power war could escalate to a nuclear war that, especially if the United States joins, could include attacks against the American homeland.  Thus, the United States should not unconcerned about Europe’s future.
Eurozone collapse causes multiple war flashpoints and Russian adventurism
BMI, 10-17 
(Business Monitor International - Risk Watchdog, "Would The Eurozone’s Collapse Lead To War?," 10-17-12, www.riskwatchdog.com/2012/10/17/would-the-eurozone’s-collapse-lead-to-war/, accessed 10-21-12, mss)

Peripheral European War Risks More Plausible
Nonetheless, in the event that the eurozone/EU collapses, we do see a rising risk of war on Europe’s periphery, specifically in the following areas: The Balkans: Although the region is at peace, the political status quo in Bosnia’s Serb Republic and northern Kosovo is considered unsatisfactory to many of the regions’ inhabitants. In addition, Western Macedonia almost experienced a separatist war in 2001. If the eurozone/EU collapses, the Balkan states would no longer have a policy anchor for converging towards Western European political, economic, and social norms. This could empower extremist politicians on all sides, potentially reigniting the wars of the 1990s. Greece-Turkey: If Greece were to leave the eurozone, and if the EU collapses, then both countries would suddenly find two major restraints on their geopolitical competition removed. The Aegean sea and Eastern Mediterranean would be obvious flashpoints, especially given that the latter has considerable oil and gas reserves. However, the land border could also become a major issue, especially if a weakened Greece perceived Turkey to be encouraging the flow of Middle Eastern and Asian migrants to its territory. Russia-Eastern Europe: A collapse of the eurozone/EU could present opportunities for Russia to reassert its influence in former Soviet satellite states in eastern Europe. Moscow could become more vociferous in opposing the US’s ballistic missile shield, or seek to cow the Baltic states into political submission, or push for the de jure separation of Moldova’s separatist region of Transdniestria.


Causes nuclear war
Cohen, 97 -- Ph.D, Heritage Senior Policy Analyst
(Ariel Cohen, Heritage Foundation Reports, 1-25-97)

Much is at stake in Eurasia  for the U.S. and its allies. Attempts to restore its empire will doom Russia's transition to a democracy and free-market economy. The ongoing war in Chechnya alone has cost Russia $ 6 billion to date (equal to Russia's IMF and World Bank loans for 1995). Moreover, it has extracted a tremendous price from Russian society. The wars which would be required to restore the Russian empire would prove much more costly not just for Russia and the region, but for peace, world stability, and security. As the former Soviet arsenals are spread throughout the NIS, these conflicts may escalate to include the use of weapons of mass destruction. Scenarios including unauthorized missile launches are especially threatening. Moreover, if successful, a reconstituted Russian empire would become a major destabilizing influence both in Eurasia and throughout the world. It would endanger not only Russia's neighbors, but also the U.S. and its allies in Europe and the Middle East. And, of course, a neo-imperialist Russia could imperil the oil reserves of the Persian Gulf. n15 Vladimir Zhirinovsky, mouthpiece for the most irredentist elements in the Russian security and military services, constantly articulates this threat. Domination of the Caucasus would bring Russia closer to the Balkans, the Mediterranean Sea, and the Middle East. Russian imperialists, such as radical nationalist Vladimir Zhirinovsky, have resurrected the old dream of obtaining a warm port on the Indian Ocean. If Russia succeeds in establishing its domination in the south, the threat to Ukraine, Turkey, Iran, and Afganistan will increase. The independence of pro-Western Georgia and Azerbaijan already has been undermined by pressures from the Russian armed forces and covert actions by the intelligence and security services, in addition to which Russian hegemony would make Western political and economic efforts to stave off Islamic militancy more difficult. Eurasian oil resources are pivotal to economic development in the early 21st century. The supply of Middle Eastern oil would become precarious if Saudi Arabia became unstable, or if Iran or Iraq provoked another military conflict in the area. Eurasian oil is also key to the economic development of the southern NIS. Only with oil revenues can these countries sever their dependence on Moscow and develop modem market economies and free societies. Moreover, if these vast oil reserves were tapped and developed, tens of thousands of U.S. and Western jobs would be created. The U.S. should ensure free access to these reserves for the benefit of both Western and local economies.
Eurozone collapse dooms multilateralism
Wright, 12 -- Brookings Managing Global Order fellow 
(Thomas, Ph.D. from Georgetown University, former executive director of studies at the Chicago Council on Global Affairs, a lecturer at the Harris School of Public Policy at the University of Chicago, and senior researcher for the Princeton Project on National Security, "What if Europe Fails?" The Washington Quarterly, Summer 2012, 35:3, 23-41, csis.org/files/publication/twq12SummerWright.pdf, accessed 10-21-12, mss) 

Western Europe has been an integral part of the U.S.-led international order since its foundation in the years after World War II. NATO’s greatest role was undoubtedly in waging a successful cold war against the Soviet Union while consolidating democracy in Western Europe, but it continues to play a central part in international politics. In recent years, NATO has spearheaded interventions in the Balkans, Afghanistan, and North Africa. Politically and diplomatically, Europe and the United States form a powerful constituency for openness, democracy, and human rights on the world stage, even if they occasionally disagree about how to pursue these goals. If Europe fails, the transatlantic pillar of the international order would begin to crumble. In the relatively benign scenario of bare survival, Europe would turn inward as it became preoccupied politically, economically, and diplomatically with tackling its own existential crisis. Under such conditions, it is hard to see how Europeans would be willing to play a truly global role in world affairs. Even if they did, military budgets would continue to drop under the constraints of austerity, and the capabilities gap with the United States would widen. Europe’s soft power, which optimists have long pointed to as the European Union’s real contribution to world politics, would be decimated as European-style integration became a warning to be avoided, not a model to be emulated. If failure takes the form of a disorderly collapse, the outcome would be immeasurably worse. As Europe reels from the shock of historic proportions, the United States would have to cope with a rapidly worsening geopolitical climate, particularly in the Middle East, North Africa, and China, but also in a number of fragile states around the world. The demand for international leadership and crisis management would skyrocket at precisely the time when a pillar of the West is in a state of collapse. The United States would be compelled to go it alone while Americans would undoubtedly be angered and frustrated at what they would accurately perceive as a European crisis that could have been avoided had better decisions been taken earlier on. Taking a step back from the fate of the Western alliance, Europe’s failure, in either scenario, would be bad news for multilateralism. At the outset, the financial crisis seemed to be a boon for global governance. The crisis demonstrated the need for reform of the global economy, the involvement of emerging powers, and the absolute necessity of international cooperation and coordination. Even better, a ready-made solution was available in the form of the G-20, which enjoyed initial success and appeared to usher in a new era for international financial institutions. Three years later, however, the G-20 has failed to make its presence felt on the Eurocrisis; although the United States and the emerging powers largely agree, they have been unable to convince Germany to change course. Meanwhile, the major powers in the west have become sharply divided on fundamental questions, including the relative merits of austerity versus stimulus, as well as the nature and scope of financial markets reform. No leader has been able to articulate a future for the global economy and free markets that truly resonates. Few have even tried. No one is running for the exits. It is clear that economic isolationism and unilateralism will not work. But, it is also apparent that institutions are changing for the worse. Large countries are much more assertive within institutions. They actively undermine constraints upon their freedom of action and clash directly with other states with different interests. If there are asymmetries of power, the larger state will not hesitate to use whatever leverage it has to compel the smaller state to acquiesce to its wishes, as has been the case in Europe.
Checks great-power nuclear war
Dyer, 4 – PhD in Military History at King's College London
(Gwynne, "The End of War," Toronto Star, 12-30-4, l/n, accessed 10-21-12, mss)

War is deeply embedded in our history and our culture, probably since before we were even fully human, but weaning ourselves away from it should not be a bigger mountain to climb than some of the other changes we have already made in the way we live, given the right incentives. And we have certainly been given the right incentives: The holiday from history that we have enjoyed since the early '90s may be drawing to an end, and another great-power war, fought next time with nuclear weapons, may be lurking in our future.. The "firebreak" against nuclear weapons use that we began building after Hiroshima and Nagasaki has held for well over half a century now. But the proliferation of nuclear weapons to new powers is a major challenge to the stability of the system. So are the coming crises, mostly environmental in origin, which will hit some countries much harder than others, and may drive some to desperation. Add in the huge impending shifts in the great-power system as China and India grow to rival the United States in GDP over the next 30 or 40 years and it will be hard to keep things from spinning out of control. With good luck and good management, we may be able to ride out the next half-century without the first-magnitude catastrophe of a global nuclear war, but the potential certainly exists for a major die-back of human population. We cannot command the good luck, but good management is something we can choose to provide. It depends, above all, on preserving and extending the multilateral system that we have been building since the end of World War II. The rising powers must be absorbed into a system that emphasizes co-operation and makes room for them, rather than one that deals in confrontation and raw military power. If they are obliged to play the traditional great-power game of winners and losers, then history will repeat itself and everybody loses. Our hopes for mitigating the severity of the coming environmental crises also depend on early and concerted global action of a sort that can only happen in a basically co-operative international system. When the great powers are locked into a military confrontation, there is simply not enough spare attention, let alone enough trust, to make deals on those issues, so the highest priority at the moment is to keep the multilateral approach alive and avoid a drift back into alliance systems and arms races. And there is no point in dreaming that we can leap straight into some never-land of universal brotherhood; we will have to confront these challenges and solve the problem of war within the context of the existing state system.


1AC – Solvency
IRS does the plan with a stroke of the pen
Konrad, 10-9 – Forbes contributor
(Tom, editor of Alt Energy Stocks, private money manager and writer focused on energy issues, "Solar REITs: A Better Way to Invest in Solar," Forbes, 10-9-12, www.forbes.com/sites/tomkonrad/2012/10/09/solar-reits-a-better-way-to-invest-in-solar/print/, accessed 10-14-12, mss)

The other potential advantage of REITs as an solar investment structure is that it would not require an act of Congress for PV to become a REIT-qualified investment class.  Joshua L. Sturtevant, an Associate with solar aggregator, financier, and developer Distributed Sun of Washington, DC, has done extensive research on the changes which would allow REITs which would generate all or most of their income from solar generation. He found that “the IRS could declare that solar assets were REIT-safe with a stroke of the pen. Because of the broad authority it has been granted to regulate REITs, it could bring solar assets into the fold simply by issuing a ruling to that effect. … [I]t wouldn’t require legislation or huge changes to the tax code.” Getting a favorable IRS ruling might not be easy, but it would almost certainly be easier than getting legislation through Congress.
IRS REIT expansion guarantees massive investment- overcomes all alt causes and is key to certainty
Sturtevant, 10 – George Washington University Solar Institute 
(Josh, J.D. from George Washington University Law School, Legal Associate at Distributed Sun LLC, in-house legal fellow at a renewable energy financing and development firm, "The Solar REIT: A Vision for the Future of German Solar Development," BlawgConomics, 11-10-2010, blawgconomics.blogspot.com/2010/11/solar-reit-vision-for-future-of-german.html, accessed 10-12-12, mss)

Frequent visitors to the site may be familiar with our proposal to allow solar developers to take advantage of the real estate investment trust (REIT) tax structure to stimulate development in the US (an unabridged copy can be found here). It is our belief that providing the tax benefits of the REIT regime and the broader investor base that would come with it would help to conquer certain existing up-front hurdles and allow the solar sector to grow even in a world of rapidly changing political and economic realities. For example, it is not always clear that government created rebates and incentive schemes will be available indefinitely, adding certain risk factors to the calculations of potential investors. Additionally, it has been noted that during economic downturns, and particularly in the US, investor appetite for funding solar development declines substantially. In light of such factors, our proposal was an attempt to facilitate market-based incentives for solar development simply by affording solar developers the opportunity to use the same tax structures as commercial real estate developers. Though it is unclear whether this is currently possible under US tax law, clarification from the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) would help overcome any doubt. As part of that proposal, we suggested that developers in other countries might eventually take advantage of such schemes as well, and since the initial posting we even posted a small blurb about the potential for a solar real estate investment trust (S-REIT) regime in Italy (albeit with little to no analysis on how such a change would be facilitated). Today our attention shifts slightly north of the Italian peninsula to Germany, another very logical candidate for S-REIT adoption. Germany currently has a comparatively robust renewables sector, greatly aided by current government regulatory schemes, most notably feed-in tariffs. However, feed-in tariffs are not permanent, and may outlive their useful lives. In this light, and based on the desire of Germany to continue to increase its percentage of energy mix from renewables, developing a more permanent means for facilitating solar development might be an attractive solution. Though this article will not address the exact changes to the German code that would be required to facilitate such a development, it is possible that, similar to the US, all that would be required is clarification from tax authorities. Indeed, as is noted below, the German and US REIT systems are quite similar, as many of the German REIT regulations are borrowed directly from the US model. Of course the political realities of the two nations are vastly different, and it is always tricky business to make broad generalizations (particularly as your author admittedly has limited experience with the German system). However, it is at least possible that any changes adopted in the US would be considered favorably by German officials, particularly with the existence of a poweful green lobby in the latter nation. In any case, with an established and growing REIT structure combined with a clear appetite for solar development, the pieces are already firmly in place if the political will for such a change were to develop. Future development may require further innovative thinking First, a brief description of Germany’s REIT system. German REITs, or G-REITs have only recently come into being. The establishment of the structure was meant to facilitate more tax-effective property ownership. According to the Deutsche Börse Group (the group that runs the main stock exchange for Germany, the Frankfurt Stock Exchange, which is the equivalent to the New York Stock Exchange in America) 73% of German companies own property while only 25% of companies own property in the US. Also according to Deutsche Börse, the largest 65 listed companies in Germany have property reserves of over €80 billion. REITs may allow some of this locked-up value to be realized, a potential boon for German companies and their shareholders. Following are some basics on G-REITs: • Companies pay no corporate income or trade tax. Earnings of G-REITs are paid to share holders and taxed individually. In other words, dividends paid are taxed as investment income for the shareholder. • At least 75 percent of the capital of G-REITs must be invested in property. • 90 percent of earnings must be paid out to share holders • 75 percent of revenue must be from fixed assets. • G-REITs must be listed in an organized market such as the General or Prime Standard. • G-REITs must have their headquarters in Germany. • Finally, G-REITs must have an initial capital of at least 15 million Euro. Those familiar with the REIT structure in the US will undoubtedly recognize that many of the general rules governing G-REITs mirror their American counterparts. While German REITs were only introduced in 2007, foreign REITs have been listed in the country for some time, and over 150 currently trade on the Frankfurt Stock Exchange. There now currently appear to be three German property companies trading as REITs on the Frankfurt including an office REIT, a diversified REIT and a retail REIT. It is clear that the trade of foreign REITs on the Frankfurt has created a familiarity with the structure in Germany. Meanwhile, the recent laws have facilitated the creation of Germany's own REIT structure. This familiarity as well as the proper legal framework indicate that the nation is fully comfortable with the idea of publicly listed firms owning income-producing property, opening the door for broader use of the REIT structure in the future. We now turn to the appetite for solar development in Germany. Incidentally, it is enormous, and it is claimed that Germany is one of the top nations, if not the top nation, for solar development. It is generally accepted that the reason for Germany’s rise as a solar power is a result of its government subsidization scheme, heavily reliant on feed-in tariffs, which has stimulated developers to provide an ever-increasing proportion of the state’s energy mix. The most simple explanation of a feed-in tariff (FiT) is that it is a policy providing for grid access, long-term contracts and methodological pricing via government set compensation rates ( under contracts which usually last from 15-25 years). The goal of such policies is to stimulate development of solar and other renewables in the short-term, and push pricing of these sources toward levels comparable to fossil fuels (a concept referred to as grid parity) in the long-term. This long-term goal is facilitated by technological improvements made by the industry during the subsidy stage. There are several features which make FiTs possible. First, the set prices are usually maintained by passing costs through to consumers, whether directly or through taxes. Though it often takes some political capital to establish this initially, these costs are not typically prohibitive for reasons including the natural decrease in the FiT over time (a concept referred to as tariff digression), technological improvements, and the caps that many jurisdictions place on how much energy can be priced at the set compensation rate. There are also typically government mandates for utilities to provide a certain percentage of their energy supply from renewable sources, similar to renewable portfolio standards. Finally, it is important to note that feed-in tariffs are typically phased out over time as technology is presumed to improve over the life of the scheme, and as grid parity hopefully comes closer to being a reality. In Germany, FiT law underwent a restructuring in 2000 under the Act on Granting Priority to Renewable Energy Sources ('Erneuerbare Energien Gesetz'). Some have claimed that this revamped structure has created the world's most effective policy framework at accelerating the deployment of renewable energy technologies. The major features include: • purchase prices which are methodologically based on the cost of generation from the various renewable energy sources, leading to different prices for different sources and sizes to account for economies of scale; • purchase guarantees which last for a period of 20 years; • the ability for utilities to participate, and; • tariff degression In Germany and elsewhere, such mechanisms have proven necessary in the past as a lack of grid parity has made it difficult for solar developers to achieve solid returns otherwise. Indeed, according to a European Commission report, ‘well-adapted feed-in tariff regimes are generally the most efficient and effective support schemes for promoting renewable electricity.’ According to at least one source, feed-in tariffs are used in one form or another in nearly 60 jurisdictions worldwide, indicating their popularity and possibly proving their worth. FiTs have shown the tremendous appetite many nations, including Germany, have for solar development. However, despite long-term contracts, feed-in tariffs don’t last forever. In addition, political winds change direction often enough that developers, particularly in emerging fields like solar, should rightfully be weary of government-run schemes. Finally, economic developments can often impact the decisions of investors even if tax incentive schemes prove popular and effective. This has been seen in, for example, the US as tax equity investors lost appetite for solar development during the economic downturn. How then, can Germany, and other countries with a desire to continue growth in the renewable sector, ensure that development continues? As noted in the admittedly conclusory introduction above, such nations could use existing REIT laws to help stimulate solar development. Quoting our earlier post on such a proposal in the US: One potential solution would be to use tax structures which already exist and benefit the commercial real estate market to stimulate large-scale solar development. Similar to the benefits that real estate investment trusts (REITs) have brought to both commercial real estate owners and investors, solar real estate investment trusts (S-REITs) could bring solar development to the masses, increase capital flows to the space and incentivize lawmakers give the solar industry the same treatment as fossil fuel counterparts. The S-REIT structure should not be viewed as the exclusive domain of solar developers either. Indeed, Germany's wind sector is, perhaps, even more robust than its solar counterpart, and developers have managed to make wind more cost effective than in the US. Therefore, and particularly in nations with well-developed wind sectors such as Germany, it is possible that other renewable sources could benefit from gaining access to the REIT structure as well. This broader vision would lead to the potential formation of Renewable Energy REITs, providing diversification for investors based on the various geographic, technological, pricing and reliability differences between the various production methods. In the US, the creation of an S-REIT structure unencumbered by tax risk requires clarification on a particular section of the tax code dealing with REITs, §856 of the US Code. Once the IRS moves to clarify this section, and if it grants the proceeds of electric sales contracts the same status as rents under the REIT laws, solar developers will be entitled to benefit from the same tax status as commercial real estate developers. This will ensure start-up capital and a wide investor base of individuals seeking steady returns, allowing the solar sector to survive any storm, whether politically or economically generated.
IRS ruling is key- alternatives chill investment
Konrad, 10-9 – Forbes contributor
(Tom, editor of Alt Energy Stocks, private money manager and writer focused on energy issues, "Solar REITs: A Better Way to Invest in Solar," Forbes, 10-9-12, www.forbes.com/sites/tomkonrad/2012/10/09/solar-reits-a-better-way-to-invest-in-solar/print/, accessed 10-14-12, mss)

A few REITs have dabbled with solar already as a revenue enhancement. IRS rules allow them to generate up to 25% of their income from sources other than real property, and this allows some scope for solar on REIT-owned buildings, for instance. Some solar developers are even specifically targeting the traditional REIT market. However, few REITs are likely to use this option to obtain more than a few percent of their income from solar because “ the IRS tends to be very wary of anything that doesn’t smell right in the context of REITs” and “ leads to wariness and conservatism by many REIT managers,” according to Sturtevant. REIT managers generally feel that a little extra revenue is not worth risking greater IRS scrutiny. The conservatism of REIT managers has most likely already proven a barrier to some potential solar installations on REIT property, and a positive revenue ruling would have the added advantage of giving a green light for existing REITs to install solar on their property.


Only the S-REIT provides sufficient certainty and stimulates the right kind of production
Sturtevant, 11 – George Washington University Solar Institute
(Joshua, J.D. from George Washington University Law School, Legal Associate at Distributed Sun LLC, in-house legal fellow at a renewable energy financing and development firm, "The S-REIT: An Investment-Driven Solution to Solar Development Problems," 2011, solar.gwu.edu/Research/Sturtevant_S-REIT.pdf, accessed 10-14-12, mss)

Prior to the financial crisis, the PV incentive regime placed the emphasis on investment tax credits (ITCs), most notably the 30% Business Solar Investment Tax Credit 17 which was due to expire in 2016. 18 The ITC regime produced mixed results. 19 For one, the lack of certainty before the renewal of the credit in 2008 stifled new development as many potential projects were put on hold. Even after the extension of the credit to 2016, it was unclear that companies were being stimulated to develop new arrays. In other words, the credit didn’t sufficiently address the tax appetite of potential investors. 20 During the financial crisis, Congress amended the Federal tax code to allow eligible companies to receive cash grants but set a termination date for this authority which is approaching at the end of the year. This has seemingly led to even more uncertainty as many tax-motivated investors have since left the market. 21 In addition to the uncertainty that the current regime has caused there are other criticisms. Among these include the idea that incentivizing initial investments stimulates the wrong kind of behavior. For example, it may incentivize smaller-scale, and therefore more expensive, solar array projects. 22 Because of the failures of the structure outlined above, new strategies must be explored if the goals of a cleaner, more sustainable and more secure economy and environment are to be met. One such solution would be to take a well established and successful tax regime and allow solar developers to adopt it. For example, if solar developers were allowed to adopt, with minimal changes to existing laws, the REIT regime, it would both stimulate retail investment into the field and provide the proper incentives for developers to expand operations. 23
REITs key- massively reduce costs, democratize solar, and net reduce subsidies
Reicher, 12 -- Stanford’s Steyer-Taylor Center for Energy Policy and Finance executive director 
(Dan, and Felix Mormann, Center for Energy Policy and Finance fellow, "How to Make Renewable Energy Competitive," New York Times, 6-1-12, www.nytimes.com/2012/06/02/opinion/how-to-make-renewable-energy-competitive.html?pagewanted=all&_r=0, accessed 10-12-12, mss)

Renewable energy needs help. Technological innovation has significantly reduced the cost of solar panels, wind turbines and other equipment, but renewable energy still needs serious subsidies to compete with conventional energy. Today, help comes mostly in the form of federal tax breaks. These tax incentives, and the Congressional battle over extending them for wind projects beyond the end of this year, mean that other, more powerful policies to promote renewables are not getting the attention they deserve. If renewable energy is going to become fully competitive and a significant source of energy in the United States, then further technological innovation must be accompanied by financial innovation so that clean energy sources gain access to the same low-cost capital that traditional energy sources like coal and natural gas enjoy. Two financial mechanisms that have driven investment in traditional energy projects — real estate investment trusts and master limited partnerships — could, with some help from Washington, be extended to renewable energy projects to lower their cost and make America’s energy future cleaner, cheaper — and more democratic. Federal support for renewable energy today consists primarily of two tax breaks: tax credits and accelerated depreciation rates. But both tools have a very limited reach. Only investors with hefty tax bills, typically big banks or corporations, can exploit them to reduce their tax burden. Most potential investors, including tax-exempt pension funds and, importantly, retail investors trading stocks, don’t have big enough tax bills to exploit the break. As a result, the few remaining players whose considerable tax bills place them in the market for tax breaks are able to demand returns of up to 30 percent for investing in renewable energy projects — an investment known as “tax equity.” There are better options. They may sound wonky, but they could prove revolutionary. Real estate investment trusts, or REITs, which are traded publicly like stocks, could tap far broader pools of capital to vastly lower the cost of financing renewable energy. REITs have a market capitalization of over $440 billion while paying shareholders average dividends below 10 percent — roughly a third of the cost of tax equity investments for renewable energy. Master limited partnerships carry the fund-raising advantages of a corporation: ownership interests are publicly traded and offer investors the liquidity, limited liability and dividends of classic corporations. Their market capitalization exceeds $350 billion. With average dividends of just 6 percent, these investment vehicles could substantially reduce the cost of financing renewables. But current law makes using both of these investment vehicles for renewable energy difficult if not impossible. Washington could help in two ways. First, the Internal Revenue Service needs to clarify the eligibility of renewable power generation for REIT financing. Second, Congress needs to fix a bizarre distinction in the tax code that bars master limited partnerships from investing in “inexhaustible” natural resources like the sun and wind, while allowing investments in exhaustible resources like coal and natural gas. In 2008, as surging gasoline prices were infuriating American voters, Congress amended the tax code to enable master limited partnerships to invest in alternative transportation fuels like ethanol. We should treat power sources, like wind and solar farms, similarly. There is hope. Senator Chris Coons, Democrat of Delaware, plans to introduce a bill to allow master limited partnership investment in renewable energy. This approach is preferable to a recent proposal by Senator Bernard Sanders, independent of Vermont, and Representative Keith Ellison, Democrat of Minnesota, to eliminate this investment option for fossil-fuel projects. Both moves would level the playing field between conventional and renewable energy, but the Coons bill does so by promoting, rather than limiting, economic growth across the energy industry. These approaches could help renewable energy projects reduce their financing costs up to fivefold. These cost improvements could significantly reduce the price of renewable electricity and, over time, erase the need for costlier subsidies. Of course, making renewable energy eligible for master limited partnership and REIT financing would amount to a new kind of subsidy, because both are exempt from income tax. Indeed, some members of Congress fear that expanding master limited partnerships will erode the federal tax base. We don’t think so. Investors in master limited partnerships and REITs still pay taxes on dividends. Moreover, these investments would most likely bring many more renewable energy projects online, actually raising overall tax revenue. A more valid concern is whether renewable energy master limited partnerships might be abused as tax shelters, reminiscent of what happened in the 1980s California “wind rush.” Back then investors cared more about putting turbines in the ground to secure tax credits to lower their tax bill on other income than whether the machines actually produced electricity. History, however, need not repeat itself. Renewable energy master limited partnerships can guard against such abuse by ensuring that these tax privileges actually result in green electricity. There’s another benefit to expanding the pool of renewable energy investors: It would help democratize, and thus build support for, these new energy sources. Today, all American taxpayers fund renewable energy subsidies, but only a deep-pocketed few can cash in on the tax benefits. Publicly traded master limited partnerships and REITs would empower all Americans to invest and have a stake in the transition to cleaner energy. Renewable energy has come a long way since the 1970s energy crisis but much work remains. We must complement continued technological innovation with critical financial innovation — to level the playing field, incentivize growth, reduce subsidies and democratize America’s energy future.


REITs dramatically lower costs, democratize solar, and are empirically successful
Meehan, 11 -- Clean Energy Authority contributing writer 
(Chris, "Renewable Energy Trust projects REITs could reduce solar financing by 20 percent," Clean Energy Authority, 10-7-12, www.cleanenergyauthority.com/solar-energy-news/reits-could-reduce-solar-financing-100712, accessed 10-14-12, mss)

Renewable Energy Trust Capital (RET) is working to bring a common financing method, real estate investment trusts (REITs), to the solar financing market. If successful, it could be a powerful tool to help reduce the cost of financing solar and it would allow more people to invest in solar—even if not for themselves. The group is headed by John Bohn, who has served as Commissioner of the California Public Utilities Commission, president and CEO of Moody’s Investor Services, and Chairman and CEO of the U.S. Export Import Bank during the Reagan Administration. It proposes using asset financing for PV financing through REITs, which would be a new way to use the investment mechanism by creating a new asset class. Creating the class will depend on a number of things, like regulatory approval, which the company already is seeking. “We have on file a ruling request with the IRS—the IRS response will determine the extent to which REITs can be applied to the solar sector,” said RET CFO Christian Fong. “Historically, the IRS has allowed REITs to be applied to several other real-estate-dependent asset classes over the years. We eagerly await the IRS’s decision,” she said. Once they receive a response from the IRS they can move forward with creating a trust. “Creating real estate investment trusts to finance solar photovoltaic generation will unleash a powerful tool for the solar energy industry. Our REIT strategy should go a long way to clearing well-known financing bottlenecks that currently limit the growth of solar power,” Fong said. “And it will dramatically lower the cost of capital for solar photovoltaic projects. We project that we can cut the cost of capital to the point that we will also cut the cost of generating solar energy by 20 percent. We also believe we will expand the investor pool by creating an easy and liquid way to invest in the fast-growing solar energy market.” If successful this could allow people, their 401k-type products, insurers and others invest in solar farms on the long-term. “The REITs would be used to finance commercial and utility-scale projects—we see this strategy as one that represents the ultimate democratization of funding and support for the solar industry,” Fong said. “REITs make it easy for institutions and individuals to get a piece of the action in the clean energy sector. They are liquid, trading on the open market just like mutual funds. REITs are stable in terms of regulation and are well understood,” Fong said. “They offer investors significant tax breaks and a guaranteed distribution of 90 percent of a REIT’s taxable income. REITs, which became the dominant investment vehicle for commercial real estate, have a history of being successfully applied to new real-estate-dependent asset classes, including timber lands, cell phone towers, data centers and energy transmission.”

1AC – Plan
Plan: The United States federal government should issue a revenue ruling establishing that solar power production is a real estate investment trust qualified asset class.

1AC – Pre-empts
Big new solar incentives now
Johnsen, 10-13 -- Hot Air associate editor
(Erika, "Interior all set to fast-track solar projects on public lands," Hot Air, 10-13-12, hotair.com/archives/2012/10/13/good-news-interior-all-set-to-fast-track-solar-projects-on-public-lands/, accessed 10-20-12, mss)

Well, that’s a relief! Even while the Obama administration continues to dither about finishing those environmental reviews on ostensible-but-still-elusive proof of groundwater contamination from fracking,; and continues to deny oil and gas companies access to America’s own wildly abundant resources; and owns over a third of the United States’ surface area which puts the land to less productive uses than private property owners and businesses could and more often than not engenders environmental degradation while costing American taxpayers a heap; at least we can take a small bit of comfort in knowing that the Department of Interior, in what I’m sure is their completely dispassionate and enlightened wisdom, has recently expended their bureaucratic energies on finalizing a program to quickly review-and-greenlight solar energy projects on public lands across the Western states. From The Hill: The Interior Department set aside about 285,000 acres for commercial-scale solar in Arizona, California, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico and Utah. The federal government will offer incentives for development, help facilitate access to existing or planned electric infrastructure and ease the permitting process in the 17 zones.
New loan guarantees now
RT, 9-25 
("Solyndra 2.0? Obama administration to give millions to solar panel producer," 9-25-12, rt.com/usa/news/solyndra-solar-million-energy-899/, accessed 10-23-12, mss)

Solyndra 2.0? Obama administration to give millions to solar panel producer
SoloPower, a small solar power start-up company, is eligible for a $197 million federal loan guarantee awarded under the same government program that gave $535 million to the failed panel maker Solyndra. While SoloPower has a business strategy that the government hopes would make it a success, it has much in common with Solyndra, which declared bankruptcy after taking in about half a billion taxpayer dollars in loans. The Department of Energy currently has a $35 billion program to support clean energy technologies, $197 million of which will go to the new Silicon Valley start-up. SoloPower has already collected $56.5 million in loans, tax credits and incentives from the state of Oregon, where its first factory will be based. The company has also raised more than $200 million in venture funding from investors.
Solyndra triggers all their links
Brickley, 10-18 – Wall Street Journal staff
(Peg, "Solyndra’s Legal Team Pours It On as Political Spotlight Burns," Wall Street Journal, 10-18-12, blogs.wsj.com/bankruptcy/2012/10/18/solyndras-legal-team-pours-it-on-as-political-spotlight-burns/, accessed 10-23-12, mss)

Solyndra’s Legal Team Pours It On as Political Spotlight Burns
As if bankruptcy itself were not tough enough, Solyndra had the ill fortune to sink with $527 million of taxpayer loans and a private equity owner with links to President Barack Obama just when presidential campaign politics began to heat up. Cue the surprise raid by the Federal Bureau of Investigation on corporate headquarters—a surprise to Solyndra, though the local TV news operation had a crew on the scene. Send in the irate Republican lawmakers to demand answers, fling subpoenas at the White House. Circulate the rumors of brewing criminal charges, stir up an aura of notoriety and get Solyndra’s name on the lips of the pundits. All of this was happening while Solyndra was looking for a buyer to revive its manufacturing operations at a time when the U.S. solar-power industry had become strictly a buyer’s market, thanks to intense competition from price-chopping rivals in China. From the start, Solyndra’s lawyers at Pachulski Stang Ziehl & Jones complained regularly in bankruptcy filings that the company was being slammed around the courtroom by the Department of Energy for political reasons and that the campaign firestorm was making a bad business situation really terrible. The agency behind the lending embarrassment found itself hauled into congressional hearings along with Solyndra’s leaders and was grilled about what went wrong. Now, with $71 million in cash to stretch across more than $900 million in unpaid debts, Solyndra is battling the Energy Department and the Internal Revenue Service over whether its Chapter 11 plan can be confirmed. Out of business and almost out of Chapter 11, Solyndra is still in the spotlight as one of Republican presidential contender Mitt Romney’s campaign battle cries. And now, Solyndra is not just another name on a long list of failed solar power equipment makers driven under by intense, government-backed, competition from Chinese rivals. Solyndra is also a name on a growing list of presidential debate drinking games. Yes! “Every time Solyndra’s name is mentioned in a debate or an advertisement,” the law firm’s associates knock back a beverage, Debra Grassgreen, a Pachulski partner, told Judge Mary Walrath at the close of the evidence on Solyndra’s bid for Chapter 11 confirmation. Fortunately for Pachulski’s young lawyers, who have got to be staggering around a lot lately, Solyndra’s Chapter 11 proceeding is drawing to a close. Walrath will hear closing arguments Monday, review a day’s worth of testimony and a year’s worth of stored-up emails and other evidence, and then issue a ruling.
A123 and other recent bankruptcies trigger the link
Young, 10-16 – IBT staff
(Angelo, "A123 Once Again Thrusts Taxpayer Funded Failed Green Tech Into Spotlight," International Business Times, 10-16-12, www.ibtimes.com/a123-once-again-thrusts-taxpayer-funded-failed-green-tech-spotlight-847447, accessed 10-23-12, mss)

A123 Once Again Thrusts Taxpayer Funded Failed Green Tech Into Spotlight
A123 Systems Inc. (Nasdaq: AONE) once had a promising future making electric car batteries. Then a series of company missteps coupled with a glut in the marketplace sent A123, based in Waltham, Mass., into bankruptcy protection on Tuesday. The lithium-ion battery technology company was created at MIT. Although its public-offering presentations in 2009 were delivered to standing-room-only audiences, today it has become the latest U.S. government-sponsored company to file for bankruptcy. It isn't the first, and it probably won't be the last. The issue of failed ventures backed by government guarantees has been used by opponents of the Barack Obama administration’s stimulus spending policy. A123’s bankruptcy protection filing was announced on the same day as the second of three presidential debates and a day before another failed government-backed green-energy company, Solyndra Inc., goes before a federal bankruptcy judge in Delaware. The timing of these developments could only be worse for the Obama campaign if they had happened even closer to the Nov. 4 U.S. presidential election. A123 received a $249 million federal loan guarantee in 2009 as part of Washington's promotion of alternative energy technologies. It ended up using $129 million to build a plant in Livonia, Mich. In its bankruptcy court filing, A123 listed assets of $459.8 million and liabilities of $376 million as of Aug. 31. Under terms of a deal with Johnson Controls, Inc. (NYSE: JCI), it will provide $72.5 million so A123 can operate in bankruptcy. Johnson Controls plans to pay $125 million for A123’s automotive technology, products and customer contracts; its facilities in Livonia and Romulus, Mich.; its cathoe powder manufacturing facilities in China; and A123’s equity interest in Shanghai Advanced Traction Battery Systems Co. Johnson Controls was also a recipient of a $299 million grant under the same initiative. The A123 collapse follows a number of similar failures of government-supported green technology start-ups. Here are four of them: Solyndra Inc. was formed in 2005, two months after Congress approved and Pres. George Bush signed the Energy Policy Act of 2005 that provided loan guarantees. In 2009 it received a $535 million loan guarantee from the Energy Dept. Two years later, it closed its factory, laid off 1,100 workers and filed for bankruptcy. Earlier this year, Abound Solar filed for bankruptcy, losing about $70 million in taxpayer funding. Besides the funding, it had received a $400 million loan guarantee under terms of the Energy Policy Act of 2005. Ener1, an Indianapolis-based lithium battery manufacturer that took an $118 million grant from the Energy Dept. in 2009, is now in bankruptcy, along with an affiliate named EnerDel. Beacon, a flywheel-based energy storage manufacturer in Woburn, Mass., filed last October for Chapter 11 bankruptcy protection. A month later the company agreed to sell a manufacturing facility to pay off the Dept. of Energy loan. In February, the company was bought by private equity firm Rockland Capital LLC.

Wind triggers the link
Duggan, 10-23 -- World-Herald staff 
(Joe, "Gov. Heineman hopes for extension of wind-power tax credit," Kearney Hub, 10-23-12, www.kearneyhub.com/news/local/gov-heineman-hopes-for-extension-of-wind-power-tax-credit/article_d33410da-1d11-11e2-8c3a-001a4bcf887a.html, accessed 10-23-12, mss)

The credit, set to expire at the end of the year, has become a contested issue in the presidential race, with Democratic President Barack Obama saying he would extend it while Republican challenger Mitt Romney wants to let it end. Nebraska's Republican governor, a strong ally of Romney's, said Monday that he would like to see Congress extend the credit, although he would understand if it went away to help reduce the nation's budget deficit. “I hope they find a way to keep it,” Heineman said. “It's been very beneficial to wind.” When questioned about the tax credit in August, the governor took a neutral position. The subsidy costs taxpayers more than $1 billion annually but it helps wind power to compete with cheaper sources of electricity. Wind energy advocates have made extension of the credit their top priority, predicting that the industry would lose nearly 40,000 jobs without it.


Solar inevitable- India drives the industry
Elsasser  ‘12
“India Can Make Solar the Backbone of Its Economy by 2050”
– Mr. Markus Elsasser, MD, Solar Promotion International GmbH Delhi, September 2012: Intersolar India’s “Opportunities in the Indian Solar Market” media roundtable was recently held in Delhi by Messe Munich International India, Solar Promotion International GmbH & FMMI Freiburg Management and Marketing International GmbH, the promoters of Intersolar India 2012. The media roundtable was organized to facilitate an understanding of India’s position in the Solar Market and also engage the media in valuable information exchange & to position Intersolar India which is India’s largest Exhibition and Conference for the Solar Industry till now 
Prominent speakers were, Mr. Markus Elsasser, MD, Solar Promotion International, GmbH, Mr. Venkateshwara Rao, General Manager, Indian Renewable Energy Development Agency Limited, Mr. Vivek Saxena, Group President – Marketing, PCI Group, Mr. Rohit Dhar, Vice President C&S Electric, Mr. Oliver Herzog, Director, Bridge to India Energy Pvt. Ltd., Mr. Darryl Dasilva– CEO, MMI India
 
Mr. Markus Elsasser, MD, Solar Promotion International GmbH said, “India has huge potential for solar power generation. As the nation is facing an increasing demand – supply gap in energy, it is important to tap the solar potential to meet the energy needs. The Jawaharlal Nehru National Solar Mission (also known as the National Solar Mission) is a major initiative by the Government of India to promote ecologically sustainable growth while addressing India’s energy needs. With Intersolar India, we play a key role in contributing to the amount of knowledge in this field and also continue to recognize those projects through Intersolar award that helps move the industry forward in this direction.” The Indian solar market is undergoing sweeping developments. While, according to figures published by the Ministry for New and Renewable Energy (MNRE), India had merely 10 megawatts (MW) of installed photovoltaic capacity in 2009, this figure has risen to over 20000 MW by the end of 2011. India can make renewable resources such as solar the backbone of its economy by 2050, reining in its long-term carbon emissions without compromising its economic & ecological growth potential.” Mr. Tarun Kapoor, Joint Secretary, Ministry of New and Renewable Energy, shared his key insights and said, “India requires Euro 30 billion investment to develop 20000 MW of grid connected solar power by 2012. Indian policies in renewable energy are welcoming for investors, lenders and financial institutions in India and abroad. As a growing economy with a surging middle class energy resources are much essential. When a wide scope of such a renewable energy source exists, we should utilize it to the maximum.” Industry Perspective: “From 1994, the Indian Government is trying to push the development of solar and solar power but due to high investment cost as well as lack of expertise, the project couldn’t take off. But now, the scenario is different, overall cost to such project is reduced because of development of national and international players in the solar market and the various government subsidies towards this industry”, said Mr. Venkateshwara Rao, General Manager – Projects, Indian Renewable Energy Development Agency Limited. The spokespersons from PCI Group and L& T Construction gave an insight into to the various projects & breakthroughs made in the India Solar Projects division, elaborating on the various grid systems and techniques under experiment across India. Mr. Shaji John, Chief Solar, Division, L& T Construction, highlighted some of L&T’s experiences in constructing and managing the Rooftop Solar PV system which they had successfully tested in their Chennai campus. He said our primary goals towards this project were “Taking positive steps create and alternative and a reliable source of back-up power for meeting emergency. Most commercial units depend on DG set and diesel oil. Our outlook was aimed at moving towards smart micro grids, energy savings and an initiative to make environment more clean and peaceful. The speakers during the media roundtable, also stressed on the need of the hour contribution of not just the government but also the corporate companies in India, towards promotion of solar power as a whole, at a urban, state & national level as well as providing impetus & encouragement to the individual home to home basis. Mr. Vikas Saxena, Group President, PCI Group said, India is facing a perfect storm of factors that will drive solar photovoltaic (PV) adoption at a “furious pace over the next five years and beyond”. The falling prices of PV panels, mostly from China but also from the U.S., have coincided with the growing cost of grid power in India. Government support and ample solar resources have also helped to increase solar adoption across many business verticals.” According to the Jawaharlal Nehru National Solar Mission (JNNSM), the target is for 20 GW of capacity to be installed by 2022, making India one of the most promising and fastest growing solar markets in the world. The State of Karnataka, for example, 60 MW were awarded recently as part of a tender and a further 25 MW in Orissa 200 MW in Madhya Pradesh 250 MW are up for tender in Rajasthan while the federal state of Tamil Nadu is planning to have 3 GW installed in the coming three years. With the launch of such ambitious projects, the states have also encouraged small villages to include the power needs based via solar roof top projects, which would be an answer to the overwhelming problem of power shortage across the country. The eventual aim of the government and the various players involved is to make India independent for its power needs in the years to come and shine forth as the beacon of successful Solar Project implementations.


