Cap and trade is the only and best way to solve warming – costs, volatility, politics, and international linkage – empirics prove
Stavins 14 – Robert Stavins, Professor of Energy and Economics at Harvard (“Cap and Trade Is the Only Feasible Way of Cutting Emissions,” The New York Times, June 2nd, http://www.nytimes.com/roomfordebate/2014/06/01/can-the-market-stave-off-global-warming/cap-and-trade-is-the-only-feasible-way-of-cutting-emissions)
A national carbon-pricing regime is the only feasible way for the United States to reach its goal of reducing emissions to 83 percent below their 2005 level by 2050. With 30 years of success, even if uneven at times, pricing regimes have provided incentives to achieve goals in the least expensive manner. Because emission control costs vary drastically among the millions of diverse emissions sources, conventional regulations are unfeasible. Only a pricing regime provides incentives for the overall target to be achieved in the least expensive manner. In the long term it is economical because of incentives to adopt lower-cost, cleaner technologies. The initial distribution of allowances in a cap-and-trade system offers a direct means of compensating for the inevitably unequal burdens imposed by a climate policy. It resists degradation by political forces, because its environmental and economic performance is unaffected by the initial distribution of allowances. Internationally, it provides a straightforward means to link with other countries’ climate policies, which is exceptionally important for addressing this global problem. Finally, experience favors cap and trade because it has a history of successful adoption and implementation over three decades. In 1982, the Environmental Protection Agency put in place a trading program to phase out leaded gasoline. It produced a more rapid elimination of leaded gasoline from the marketplace than had been anticipated, and at a savings of some $250 million per year. Later, Congress enacted a law proposed by President George H. W. Bush to use cap and trade to cut sulfur dioxide emissions (and consequently acid rain) by half, at a savings of $1 billion per year. As climate change has become an increasing concern, cap and trade has most often been the instrument of choice. The first and largest example is the European Union Emissions Trading System, which has covered electricity generation and large manufacturing, and is now being expanded. But external factors in Europe have suppressed allowance prices, lowering incentives to cut emissions. The economic downturn has curtailed energy and allowance demand. “Complementary policies,” like Europe’s aggressive renewable power initiatives, have relocated emissions from electricity generation to other sectors with no net reduction. In the process, abatement costs have been driven up and allowance prices suppressed. Also, the anticipated termination of the Clean Development Mechanism created a temporary flood of offsets on the market. The European Commission is about to lower the program’s cap, bringing higher future allowance prices. In the United States, the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative, begun in 2009, brought together nine Northeastern states in a cap-and-trade regime controlling electricity sector emissions. The combination of the recession, low natural gas prices and mild weather lowered emissions below the cap, but the states have now increased the program’s stringency. California’s ambitious cap-and-trade system will soon cover 85 percent of the state’s economy and reduce carbon dioxide emissions to their 1990 levels by 2020. Add to these seven pilot carbon dioxide cap-and-trade systems in China, plus others up and running in Quebec and Switzerland, and still others planned in South Korea, India, Chile, Brazil and Mexico, and it becomes clear that cap and trade has emerged as the preferred approach for meaningful action to address climate change.
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