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Abstract:

Various so-called green investments are intended to limit the warming of the
earth's climate, thus minimizing social, environmental and economic damage. The
article introduces into the corresponding research field of Green Finance by
providing current data, by showing historical developments, and by forecasting
future tasks. Further, the article depicts the major difficulties of research on Green
Finance; particularly rapid technological progress, the dependence of
governmental support, high uncertainties, and, especially the interactions of so
many actors. Finally, the article gives a short review on the research field of
Green Finance.
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1. Introduction

Up to today, no commonly accepted definition of the term “Green Finance” exists
(see Lindenberg, 2014). Instead, its meaning is varying significantly between
various publications. Following Eyraud et al. (2011) we will understand Green
Finance as a broad term that “refers fo the investment necessary to reduce
greenhouse gas and air pollutant emissions, without significantly reducing the
production and consumption of non-energy goods”. According to the Stern
Review on the Economics of Climate Change (Stern, 2007), without action, the
climate change can result in a monetary-loss of more than 5% of worldwide GDP.
Additionally, the climate change is expected to lead to terrible non-monetary
effects like a high death toll, the need of migration, the loss of habitat or the
extinction of species. However, by a crucial reduction of the world wide carbon
emissions these catastrophic consequences can still be prevented. Here, green
investments are vital as they reduce carbon emissions (i) by providing low-
emission energy supply, (ii)) by increasing energy-efficiency, and (iii) by

sequestration of carbon (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1: Overview on green investments (based on Eyraud et al., 2011)
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Figure 2: Development of worldwide renewable energy investments between 2004 and 2015 in

billions of US-Dollars (Sources: UNEP; Bloomberg New Energy Finance, statista.de).

The total amount of worldwide green investments can hardly be estimated.
Especially, energy efficiency investments usually are not particularly counted and
are often difficult to distinguish from replacements. For example, did a certain
company buy a new machine because the old machine was broken and had to be
replaced? Or because technological change required a new machine? Or because it
just wanted to increase its production capacity? Or because the new machine is
more energy-efficient and safes energy costs? Only in the latter case, buying the
machine is undoubtedly an energy-efficiency investment. In reality, usually a
mixture of the four different motivations induces the investment.

Though, the total amount of energy-efficiency investments cannot exactly be
measured; only some estimations or predictions on the amount of worldwide
energy-efficiency spending exist. For example, it has been estimated that in 2013

worldwide 825 billion US-$§ have been spent for clear energy-efficiency



investments. Consequently, almost surely, energy-efficiency investments have the
highest market volume of all Green Investments.

However, in case of renewable energy investments sufficiently reliable data exists
to measure the worldwide investment activity. In particular, between 2004 and
2015 the annual worldwide renewable energy investments have increased from
46.6 billion US-$ to 285.9 billion US-$ (see Figure 2). For comparison, in the
same time only 20 billion US-§ have been invested in carbon sequestration
projects. ! Consequently, we will in the following focus on renewable energy
investments. With the exemption of the years 2009, 2012 and 2013 an increase in
the annual renewable energy investments can be observed in any year. In total,
more than 2.3 trillion US-$ have been invested in renewable energy projects
during the last 12 years. As a consequence the production of renewable energy has
increased from 1,037 Gigawatt in 2006 to 1,935 Gigawatt in 2015.> Though, the
worldwide share of renewable energy on the total produced primary energy has
only increased slowly since 2006. In 2006 renewables had a share of 12.4% on

total primary energy production. 2015 this share has been 13.5%.°
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Figure 3: Share of different renewable energy sources on the worldwide total production of

primary renewable energy in 2013 (Sources, IEA, statista.de).

! International Energy Agency (2015), Tracking Clean Energy Progress 2015, OECD/IEA, Paris
2 Statista.de, retrieved July 11th, 2016
3 Statista.de, retrieved July 11th, 2016



A clear majority of the worldwide renewable energy is produced from bio mass
(73%); mostly fire wood and bio-fuels, but it also includes electricity from
burning waste or energy crops (see Figure 3). Another larger proportion comes
from hydro power sources (18%). Wind energy, solar energy, geothermal energy,
and tidal energy count for only 10% of the world’s renewable energy production.

Interestingly, with regard to renewable energy investments wind power and solar
power are dominating. In particular, from the 285.9 billion US-$ that have been
spent into renewable energy in 2015, 161 billion US-$ (56.3%) have been
invested into solar energy and 109.6 billion US-$ (38.3%) have been invested into
wind energy.® Furthermore, in 2015, 81 billion US-$ (28.3% of the worldwide
renewable energy investments) have been invested in China, followed by the
United States with 36.3 billion US-$ (12.7%), Japan with 34.3 billion US-$
(12%), the United Kingdom with 13.9 billion US-$ (4.9%), and Germany with

11.4 billion US-$ (4.5%) (see Figure 4).
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Figure 4: Most important countries in the world according to their level of investments in

renewable energy in 2015 in billions of US dollars (Source: Bloomberg New Energy Finance).

* UNEP, Bloomberg New Energy Finance, statista.de, retrieved July 11thg, 2016



Thus, undoubtedly, Green Investments have an impressive volume and investors,
manufacturers and governments should be interested in their dynamic
development. However, it is not the market size that justifies a separate
consideration to other investment opportunities. Instead, green investments show
unique characteristics that differ from common investments.

The most important of these differences are big importance of externalities,
dependence on governmental support, rapid technological progress and multiple
sources of uncertainty. They will be discussed in detail in chapter 2. In Section 3
the view of five key-actors with respect to the diffusion of green technologies is
explained; particularly investors, manufacturers, infrastructure operators,
governments, and researchers. Furthermore, the interdependencies of these actors
and influences from additional actors are shown. Section 4 gives a short review on
research in the field of Green Finance. Finally, Section 5 concludes and gives

perspectives for future research.

2. Characteristics of Green Investments

Green investments differ from common “non-green” investments by four special
characteristics; they cause externalities, their profitability depends on
governmental support, they occur in an environment of rapid technological
progress and they are subject to severe uncertainties. Obviously, not every green
investment project necessarily has to cope with every of these four characteristics.
Likewise, also non-green investments may cause externalities, may depend on
governmental support, may occur in an environment of rapid technological

progress, or their profitability is uncertain.



2.1 Externalities of Green Investments

Green investments create a multitude of externalities. First of all, they help to
prevent the climate change and its consequences. But green investments can also
have strategic benefits. Increasing energy efficiency and the production of
renewable electricity both reduce the dependence of a country from oil or gas
exporting countries (Ténzler et al., 2007). Simultaneously, the trade balance of the
respective countries is improved - at least as long as a substantial part of the value
added is created domestically. From an economic viewpoint, all kinds of green
investments create jobs, resulting in a higher GDP as well as higher taxes and
social security contributions. For example, only the production of renewable
electricity is assumed to have created 370.000 jobs in Germany (O’Sullivan et al.,
2015). On a worldwide basis it is even estimated that green investments create
fifteen to sixty million jobs (Poschen and Tobin, 2012). Furthermore,
technological progress is enhanced by green investments, improving the market
opportunities of the country’s industry on the world market.

However, green investments also cause negative externalities. Increasing energy
efficiency by thermal insulation can increase the risk of fire and in a case of fire
result in toxic vapors.’ According to Schuiling (2014) carbon capturing and
sequestration is not safe and not sustainable. On one hand the process of capturing
and storing carbon needs a substantial amount of energy and thus produces extra
carbon. On the other hand a high risk exists that a carbon leakage might harm the

health of people nearby or the surrounding environment. Furthermore, a carbon

> Spiegel Online, November 5th, 2014: ,,Behérden-Tests: Dammung an Millionen Hausern kann
Brande anfachen”.



leakage revokes the benefits of the carbon capturing. Regarding renewable energy
it is often argued that the production of bio-fuel competes with the production of
food and thus starves the poorest (Ford Runge and Senauer, 2007). Furthermore, it
is argued that for the production of bio-fuels often valuable natural areas, for
example tropical rain forests, have to be destroyed (Fitzherbert et al., 2008). With
regard to renewable electricity, the construction of dams for hydro power certainly
has a weighty impact on nature and landscape. Likewise, wind power is blamed
for noise, disturbing shadows, the death of bats and birds as well as for negative
landscape externalities (Meyerhoff et al., 2010). Finally, the massive production
of renewable electricity provides great challenges to utilities and network
operators. Due to the volatile electricity production, especially in case of wind
power and photovoltaic, the requirements for the net infrastructure and very
flexible conventional power plants increase. For this reason, a considerable
investment effort is required to ensure permanent supply. In Germany, according
to the Bundesverband der Energie- und Wasserwirtschaft, investments of more
than fifty billion Euro will be needed for the net infrastructure until 2032.°

However, in many cases the most important deficiency of green investments is
that they are not profitable to investor’s on a stand-alone basis. For example, in
the case of renewable electricity, the levelized costs of electricity determine
whether a certain electricity source is competitive to the market. For each
electricity source this levelized costs of electricity can be determined by dividing
the sum of costs over life-time of the electricity producing system by the sum of
electricity produced over the life-time of the electricity producing system. As can

be seen in Figure 5, in Germany as well as in the US, renewable electricity from

® Der Tagesspiegel: “Die Angst vor dem Staat”. 8.6.2016



offshore wind power, photovoltaic, and bio mass is not yet competitive to
conventional electricity sources like coal, natural gas or IGCC or lignite. Onshore
wind power, thus, is the only renewable electricity source that has already reached
competitiveness. According to Allcott and Greenstone (2012) most professionals
in the energy industry have long believed in an enormous “win-win” opportunity
of energy efficiency projects, i.e. saving money and reducing the energy use at the
same time. However, due to imperfect information companies and households
often do not undertake energy efficiency investments, which would profitable to
them. Thus, the energy efficiency gap is created, “a wedge between the cost-
minimizing level of energy efficiency and the level actually realized”. Finally,

carbon sequestration does not create any surplus on a standalone basis.

2.2 Governmental Support of Green Investments

Usually, the positive externalities of green investments are seen to far outweigh
the negative externalities. Thus, in the cases, where green investments are not
profitable on a standalone basis, governmental support is needed to generate these
investments. The different possibilities of promoting green investments can be

categorized in subsidies, regulation, pricing, or quotas and caps (see Figure 6).
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Figure 5: Levelized costs of electricity for different electricity sources. Index value, based on the
electricity costs from coal in the respective study. Blue: costs in Germany 2013, determined by the
Fraunhofer Institute for Solar Energy Systems (Kost et al., 2013); red: costs in the United States
2015, determined by the U.S. Energy Information Administration in 2015; green: costs in the

United States 2020, estimated in by the U.S. Energy Information Administration in 2015.”

Fiscal instruments, e.g. subsidies or tax incentives, use government funds to
increase the profitability of green investments by decreasing investment costs
and/or increasing profits. They are easy to understand and implement, however,
they are not necessarily cost effective and it is not guaranteed that a certain target
is met (Gan et al., 2007). An example are tax deductions and credits of the US
government for producers of renewable electricity (Gan et al., 2007). Another
example are subsidies on the investment costs and subsidized financing of energy
efficiency investments, e.g. thermal insulation by the German government

(Galvin, 2010).

7'U.S. Energy Information Administration: “Levelized Cost and Levelized Avoided Cost of New
Generation Resources in the Annual Energy Outlook 2015”
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Figure 6: The four fundamental ways of governmental support of green investments

By using regulation to promote green investments, governments assure by law
that investors do not have another choice but to invest in projects with a minimum
“greenness”. By regulation a government can be sure to meet a certain target.
However, regulations are usually not cost-effective. Examples are the German
“Energieeinsparverordnung fiir Gebdude” that establishes a maximal heat energy
consumption per unit floor area for new constructed buildings (Galvin, 2010) or
the European Union’s mandatory emissions target for new cars of 130g/km that
will be reduced to 95g/km in 2021." Furthermore, many countries have endorsed
mandatory blending targets of bio-fuels. For example, in Canada gasoline has to
contain at least 5% bio-fuels, the same holds for Argentina and several Indian
states. Beginning in 2020 even a ten percent bio-fuel share is mandatory in the

European Union (Sorda et al., 2010).

® International Council on Clean Transportation: ,,EU CO, emission standards for passenger
cars and light-commercial vehicles”, 2014.
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By using quotas and caps to support green investments a government relies on
market mechanism for resource utilization and technology choice (Gan et al.,
2007). Here, a government defines a certain quota (minimal share) or a cap
(maximal amount) every company within a certain industry or several industries
as a whole have to achieve. Companies that do not perform according to the quota
or cap have to buy certificates. Companies that perform better than the quota or
the cap gain certificates, they can sell. Obviously, by using quotas and caps a
government can achieve any target with security. However, transaction costs of
quotas and caps are high. Furthermore, quotas and caps do not support high cost
technologies that due to learning effects might become profitable in the future
(Gan et al., 2007). An example of a cap system is the European Union Emissions
Trading Scheme for carbon, where the European Union establishes a certain cap
for the combined carbon emission of several European industries. For each ton of
carbon a company of any of these industries emits, it has to hand over a carbon
certificate. An example for a quota is the renewable portfolio standard in the state
of New York which in 2015 mandates utility companies to feed at least 29%
renewables into the grid. ° The quota can either fulfilled by the utility company
themselves or buy the acquisition of renewable certificates.

Pricing is mostly used in the case of supporting renewable electricity. Here, the
government implements a system that allows producers of renewable electricity to
gain a higher price per kWh than the market price. Today, three different
mechanisms are used to support renewable electricity. First, some governments
have established feed-in tariffs. Here, producers of renewable electricity have the

guarantee to get a fix payment per kWh electricity produced. Feed-in tariffs are

° DESIRE, North Carolina State University (www.desire.org, retrieved July15th, 2016).
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the most frequently used way of supporting renewable electricity and are used in
65 countries and 27 US-states.'® Feed-in tariffs provide a save return to investors
and can also be implemented via competitive tendering. Furthermore, they easily
allow to support different technologies or different investment with different
tariffs. However, usually they are not cost-effective and do not ensure to achieve a
long-term target (Gan et al., 2007). Second, some governments have established a
price-premium support scheme. In a price premium support scheme the
government pays producers of renewable electricity a markup on the market price
of renewable electricity, either fixed or as a percentage of the market price. In the
European Union many original fixed feed-in tariff support systems are at least
partly transformed to price-premium support schemes in recent years (Grau,
2014). Price-premium support schemes are more market-based than fixed feed-in
tariffs and thus encourage competition between technology generations. Though,
they imply a bigger risk to investors (Couture et al., 2010). Third, some
governments have implemented net metering. Here, producers of renewable
electricity get the chance to virtually use their produced renewable electricity at
any time, thus profiting from the difference of the subscription price and the
market price of electricity. For example, net metering is implemented in 44 US-
sates, Guam and Puerto Rico.'' Obviously net metering is only appropriate to
support small private renewable electricity investments.

Technological progress, economic developments or changes in the green
awareness of society sometimes make governments to adjust the support system

for certain green investments. For example, in Germany feed-in tariffs for solar

1% Renewable Energy Policy Network for the 21 century: “Renewables 2012. Global Status
Report”, 2012.
"' DESIRE, North Carolina State University (www.desire.org, retrieved July15th, 2016).
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electricity are regularly customized to the investment activity in recent periods. '
Sometimes governments also decide to implement a change in the method of
governmental support. For example, the UK has replaced its system of
competitive tendering for feed-in tariffs by a quota system (Boomsma et al.,
2012). However, the investment activity may be very sensitive to changes in
governmental support. In particular, a fundamental reduction in the amount of
governmental support or a sudden change in the support system can lead to a total
collapse of the investment activity regarding a certain green investment (Haas et

al., 2004; Munksgaard and Morthorst, 2008).

2.3 Technological Progress

The overall aim of governmental support of renewables is to initiate a process that
brings down the respective costs to a level where these technologies can actually
compete with conventional technologies (Kumbaroglu et al., 2008). And indeed,
after massive governmental support, a strong increase in profitability could have
been achieved for various green investments during the last decades. For the
future a further increase in profitability is expected.

For example, the levelized cost of electricity from wind power has decreased from
more than 500 dollar per MWh in the 1970s to less than 50 dollar per MWh in
present days. A decisive influence had the technological progress. New design
architectures and advanced materials let wind power generating systems get
bigger and more powerful. In particular, the height of hubs has increased from

17m in the 1980s to 100m in current days. This allows to access stronger and less

© www.bundesnetzagentur.de, retrieved July 6th, 2016.
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turbulent winds at higher altitude (Lantz et al., 2012). This trend is expected to
continue in the future (see Figure 7).

According to Pillai (2015) a large share in the cost reduction, furthermore, is
generated upstream in the supply chain due to learning curve effects. For example,
in the case of photovoltaic a price drop in the raw material polysilicon has been
caused by increasing plant sizes. Furthermore, solar panels manufacturing prices
have been significantly dropped due to the appearance of Chinese manufacturers.
Since 1990 the module costs have been decreased from 10 US-$ per Watt to 0.6
US-$ per Watt. This development follows the so called Swanson-Law, i.e. the
module price for photovoltaic drops by 20% for every doubling of cumulative
shipped outcome (see Figure 8).

As a result the levelized costs of electricity for photovoltaic in Germany have
decreased by more than 70% since 2000. Following recent estimations, the
levelized cost of electricity for photovoltaic may decrease by further 59% until

2025 (Taylor et al., 2016).
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Figure 7: Development of levelized cost of energy for wind power (left) and height of wind power

hubs (right). Source: US Department of Energy, DuVivier (2016).

15



$100.00

$10.00

Module Cost $/Watt

$1.00

$0.10
01 1 10 100 1,000 10,000 100,000 1,000,000 10,000,000

Cumulative Module Shipments (MWp)

Figure 7: Solar panel module costs per Watt in dependence of cumulative module shipments.

Source: wikipedia.de (data from ITRPV Edition 2015).

In case of carbon capture and storage such estimations are difficult to make as
projections of the deployment of CCS technologies vary considerably (Koelbl et

al., 2014).

2.4 Uncertainties

Green investments are subject to the same uncertainties than ordinary
investments. In particular, these are economic uncertainties, political uncertainties
and technological uncertainties. However, in case of green investments the extent
of these uncertainties as well as their effect usually is much greater.

Regarding economic uncertainty almost all investment projects face uncertainty
on wages as well as on other factor prices, uncertainty regarding the (riskless)
interest rate and uncertainty about the demand and market price of the produced

goods. If we look at the “goods” produced by green investments we observe that
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many of them are not storable. Unless regulated by statutory rules the price of
renewable electricity is continuously determined on the market balancing
stochastic demand and supply. Likewise, energy-savings that result from green
investments are compensated by the saved market price of electricity. As can be
seen in Figure 8 the market price of electricity is extremely volatile. Within one
year day-ahead prices may vary between zero and more than 2000 Euro per MWh.
Obviously, intra-day prices are even more volatile. Furthermore, prices may even
become negative. Likewise, the market price of bio-fuels or of saved conventional
fuel also is very volatile, although not nearly as extreme as the market price of
electricity.

Consequently, investors in green projects face a high economic uncertainty and
can hardly estimate future earnings. This problem is further intensified by the fact
that the earnings of most green investments are strongly influenced by political

decisions and hence are subject to a great degree of political uncertainty.
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Figure 8: History of price extremes in the German day-ahead market of electricity. Blue:

maximum day-ahead price; red: minimum day-ahead price. Source: Fraunhofer ISE, EEX.
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Figure 9: Development of the carbon emission allowances price in Euro per ton CO, between
2003 and 2008. Dark blue curve: price between 2003 and 2005; magenta curve: price 2006; orange
curve: price 2007; violet curve: price 2008; light blue curve: 2008 future; brown curve 2009

future. Source: Nicole Dellero, AREVA.

For example, the profit of carbon capture and storage depends on two basically
political decisions. First, the decision that carbon emissions have to be reduced
and, second, the decision about the actual amount of carbon that may be emitted
during a certain time span. Especially elections and international summits can
result in a major political shift (Kelly et al., 2016), constituting a major risk for the
profitability of green investments and carbon capture projects in particular. Figure
9 depicts how much the price of carbon allowances depend on this political
decisions. In particular, in the first phase emission allowances were valid until the
end of 2007. When it turned out that the quantity of carbon emissions in phase 1
set by the European governments did not exceed the demand for carbon emissions
the allowance price fell to zero. However, at the same time allowances of the
second phase with validity from 2008 to 2012 had a positive value that could

already be observed on the exchange in form of a futures contract.
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3. The different actors and their interactions

Green investments take place in an environment characterized by the decisions
and interactions of various actors. Particularly, of highest importance are
investors, manufacturers, infrastructure operators, governments and researchers
(see Figure 10). These main actors all pursue individual goals but are caught in a
network of interdependent dependencies. In particular, most decisions of these
actors have consequences not only for the own achievement of goals but also for
the other actor’s possibility to achieve their goals. Sometimes these goals are in
harmony. But sometimes they are also mutually contradictory. Additionally, the
actors are influenced by further parties (see Figure 10). In the following the roles

of the five main actors in the field of green investments will be discussed in detail.
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Creditors
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Supply Chain Partners
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Investors

Society Supply Chain
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Governments Competitors
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Research
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Supply Chain
Partners
Competitors
Creditors

Figure 10: The five most important actors in the environment of green investments and their

major influencing groups.
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3.1 Investors

According to neo-classical assumptions investors should be rational (homo
economicus) and solely aim to maximize their wealth. Hence, they should only
select investments according to the risk / return profile. Recently, however, it has
been shown that most investors - including institutional ones - pursue further
goals including sustainability, whereby the weight on sustainability and the
definition of sustainability differs between the investors (Winnett and Lewis,
2000, Lewis, 2001). Thus, if (and when) an investor invests into a green project is

partly determined by his individual characteristics.

Obviously, to a great degree the willingness of an investor to invest into a project
also depends on the profitability of the project and the associated risk. Both profit
and risk are decisively influenced by the actions of other actors. For example, the
profitability of carbon capture and storage strongly depends on the future price of
carbon emissions allowances (Islegen and Reichelstein, 2011). These prices,
however, are based on political decisions, i.e. the total amount of carbon emission
allowances issued, as well as on uncertain economic developments, i.e. the
demand of carbon emission allowances. Here technological advantage provided
by researchers and its possible implementation by competitors on the same market
or of companies at any other market under the same emissions trading scheme

plays a major role.

Additionally, investors face the problem, when to invest into a green project. For
example, in the case of photovoltaic investments by waiting with the investment
the investor can expect to minimize the investment cost. On one hand this may be
a result of the hard competition of manufacturers and the expansion of production

20



facilities (economics of scale). On the other hand technological progress done by
researchers may make available more efficient technologies. However, by waiting
with the investment the investor is exposed to the risk that the government will
change the conditions of governmental support for renewables for the bad or that

infrastructure operators - net operators in particular - will worsen their terms.

Furthermore, the green investment may depend on the willingness of supply chain
partners to engage in a green project. For example, in the case of carbon capture
and storage the operator of a coal fired power plant may depend on the
cooperation of the operator of an abandoned underground mine, who has to
prepare the mine before the storage of carbon can start. Sometimes even the
cooperation with competitors is necessary to facilitate a green project. For
example, the operators of coal fired power plants who are close to each other may

jointly build a pipeline for the removal of captured carbon.

Likewise, the profitability of a green investment depends on the acceptance of
customers or their willingness to pay higher prices after the green investment. For
example, in the case of investments in energy-efficiency of commercial property
Miller et al. (2008) have shown that certified sustainable real estate pays off due
to higher occupancy rates compared to conventional real estate and due to
customers who are only willing to pay less for conventional real estate. Finally,
investors depend on the willingness of creditors to finance their green investment
projects. Here, the government again can have an important influence, either by
state owned banks or by subsidizing loans for green investments. Furthermore,
credit risks to a large extant depend on political risks that can be minimized by the

government with the help of grandfathering rules.
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3.2 Manufacturers

Manufacturers have an important role in the environment of green investments.
Due to economies of scale, i.e. an increasing output, the factory’s unit cost can be
lowered which allows lower sales prices and hence a higher profitability of green
investments. After a certain progress on the learning curve driven by researchers
the different manufacturers usually compete on prices - with only few exemptions

that provide special solutions for niche markets.

For example, manufacturers of photovoltaic cells may offer different
technological solutions to turning sunlight into electricity, however, their
customers, i.e. the investors, have no reason to care about the technology if the
system generates the promised amount of electricity (Platzer, 2012). For this
reason in 2011 and 2012 several German photovoltaic manufacturers had to give
up after the market entry of Chinese manufacturers which lead to overcapacities
and strongly declining module prices (Bohl et al., 2013). Notably, the price
advantage of Chinese manufacturers has not been driven by country specific
advantages like lower wages and taxes but it results from much larger scaling and

more efficient supply chains (Goodrich et al., 2013).

Hence, it is the main task of manufacturers to increase their efficiency, for
example due to capacity expansions, due to improving the collaboration in their
supply chain or due to technology adoption. However, the profitability of
manufacturers also strongly depends on the demand which is determined by the
investment activity of investors in the first instant but also by political decisions
and regulation as well as by technological developments of researchers. Thus, to
assure profitability, it pays to observe and maybe to influence these other actors.

22



3.3 Infrastructure Operators

Due to green investments infrastructure operators are facing great difficulties and
risks but somehow also new opportunities. For example, with the “Erneuerbare
Energien Gesetz (EEG)” of 1991 the German government has made net operators
to receive any renewable electricity at any time or otherwise to pay compensation
to the producers of renewable electricity. Exemptions can only be made if a grid
connection is not necessary or not economically feasible (Hoppmann et al., 2014).
The production of renewable energy, however, has a large space requirement and
is dependent on wind and sun. While rural regions can become large electricity
producers, the urbanized areas cannot meet their own needs. The resulting
division of energy production and energy consumption requires an expansion of
the electricity grid which is capable of this transfer task.'> On one hand this means
enormous expenditures for net operators on the other hand they may earn high net

charges in the future.

From a decision-making point of view infrastructure operators usually have only a
reacting role. Decisions are made by the governments and in a second stage by the
investors, for example the owners of a wind park. The grid operator then has to
act under the given conditions, i.e. he has to maximize its profits under the
constraint of guaranteeing grid stability. However, the other actors - especially the
governments - should already take into account the skills and problems of
infrastructure operators in their own decision-making. For example, problems
with the grid expansion can jeopardize the government's objectives. Or even

worse, a severe power failure can result in catastrophic problems.

B www.herausforderung-netzausbau.de (retrieved January 4th 2017)
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3.4 Governments

It is well known that governments and administrations from time to time act for
their own benefit. They give their re-election higher priority than the interests of
the country or may even be corrupt (Biglaiser and Mezzetti, 1997; Mauro, 1998;
Caselli and Morelli, 2004). Furthermore, they are - also in the case of green
technologies - continuously influenced by several lobbying groups (Sithlsen and
Hisschemoller, 2014). However, even if we assume that governments only act in
best interest for the country, they still have to pursue countless goals. In particular,
governments have to care about inner security, the military, the economy, social
security, education and science, the environment, infrastructure, health care, etc.
Consequently, governmental action must always keep an eye on all of these
objectives while the weight given to these objectives is represented by the

constantly changing social attitudes.

Hence, also governmental programs regarding green technologies are evaluated
from different angles; for example the support of renewable electricity production
or incentives to increase the energy-efficiency of households (Akella et al., 2009).
In addition to the obvious criteria “ecological benefit”, “electricity prices” and
“cost for tax payers” governments take into account the impact of these programs
on employment (O’Sullivan et al., 2015), their impact on foreign and security
policy (Ténzler et al., 2007), and the degree of social acceptance (Wiistenhagen et
al., 2007). Consequently, governmental decisions regarding the support of green
technologies have to be regarded as a multi-criteria decision problem (Konidari

and Mavrakis, 2007; Blechinger and Shah, 2011). Moreover, the outcome of the

decision depends on the actions of several players and on multiple uncertainties.
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Therefore, when designing an optimal policy governments have to take the
uncertainties as well as the possible reactions of the other parties into account. In
particular, it is important to determine the reaction function of investors, i.e. to
which extant will investors invest given a certain support policy. For example, this
can be done with the help of investment planning models (Neuhoff et al., 2008).
To stimulate green investments governments can also promote the technological
progress, i.e. to fund researchers and manufacturers, and maintain the stability of
markets (Zhang et al., 2016). Additionally, governments must also take into
account the situation of the infrastructure operators in their policy decisions. Here,
the “Not in my backyard-problem” has to be solved. In particular, people and
local politicians appose infrastructure projects like grid expansions that may harm

them but are necessary on a nationwide basis (Dear, 1992; van der Horst, 2007).

Finally, governments are typically not totally free in their policy design with
respect to green technologies, but they are bounded by several contracts and
treaties with foreign countries. For example, in the 2015 Paris Agreement 195
countries committed themselves to achieve certain individual emission targets
(Rogelj et al., 2016). Member states of the European Union furthermore are bound
to several European environmental regulations including the European Union
Emissions Trading System (EU ETS) and the Effort-Sharing Decision (EDS)."
Thus, from a modeling perspective international treaties act as constraints in the
government’s multi-criteria optimization problem. However, it can also be argued
that since countries are sovereign, they can terminate international contracts at any
time, a fear that with respect to the United States arose after the election of

Donald Trump (Elkerbout, 2016).

1 www.bmub.bund.de/P3634/ retrieved January 4™ 2017
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3.5Researchers

Researchers accompany the development of green technologies from the
beginning, i.e. from basic research, over phases of initial technology application
until the improving and re-thinking of current standard technologies. For example,
Becquerel (1839) discovered the underlying physical effects of photovoltaic cells.
In the 1950s scientists from the field of space travel developed the first
application of photovoltaic cells in context of the American space program. Until
today research is done to further improve the efficiency of photovoltaic cells.

Since 1975 the maximum efficiency thus has been increased from 22% to 46%. "

Of course, research is depending on funding. By funding of certain researchers
actors can thus have a great influence on the speed of technological progress in a
certain area and hence on the speed of its diffusion. Typically, the largest part of
funding for the development of green technologies comes from governments and
state-owned organizations. In this regard, Azadi et al. (2016) could show that in
case of bio-fuels research expenditures of governments and scientific output have
been highly correlated. Substantial funding for the research in green technologies

is also provided by manufacturers, infrastructure and lobbyism organizations.

However, for researchers the acceptance of external funding - which often is
required or at least honored by their research institutions - can result in a dilemma.
Research, which is considered more useful to society or science, may have to be
given lower priority just to serve the particular interests of individual donors.
Even worse, the dependence of external funding may in certain cases lead to

biased studies or even faked results (Nuirnberger, 2005).

' National Renewable Energy Laboratory
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4. Green Finance: A short literature review

Obviously, the interaction of various uncertainties and game-theoretic
dependencies in the research field can hardly be comprehensively modeled or
analyzed. Thus, research in the field of Green Finance research usually focus on a
certain aspects or otherwise has to use drastic simplifications.

At first, a research strand discusses the advantages and disadvantages of certain
green technologies - mostly in the field of renewable energy (see e.g. Klessmann
et al., 2008; Akella et al., 2009; Burgos-Payan et al., 2013). Some researchers also
just discuss certain disadvantages, for example landscape externalities caused by
wind power projects (Meyerhoff et al., 2010), or in case of bio-diesel production
environmental damages at palm oil plantations (Fitzherbert et al., 2008), and the
competition to food production (Ford Runge and Senauer, 2007).

Another research strand discusses if certain green technologies are efficient from
an investor’s perspective. In particular, it is analyzed if the technologies break
even. For example, Kopp et al. (2012) analyze the situation for diverse renewable
electricity technologies, Harder and Gibson (2011) and Hagerman et al. (2016)
consider the profitability solar electricity and Benitez et al. (2008) investigate the
economics of the combination of wind power production with energy storage. In
case of energy-efficiency technologies Berry and Davidson (2015) test the
profitability of zero-energy homes and Miller et al. (2008) study empirically if
energy-efficiency investments in commercial real estate pays off. Finally, Islegen
and Reichelstein (2011) examine the break-even value of carbon capture and

storage technologies for newly built conventional power plants.
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Related research deals with the selection of the most suitable technology, for
example, between alternative energy technologies (Siddiqui and Fleten, 2010),
between renewable energy production and carbon capture and storage (Rohlfs and
Madlener, 2013), between hybrid or electric vehicles (Nishihara, 2010), within the
field of photovoltaic cells (Garcia-Cascales et al., 2012) or within the field of bio-
fuels (Tao and Aden, 2009).

However, to determine from an investor’s perspective whether an investment in a
green technology pays off and which technology is the most promising, it is
necessary to estimate the respective cost and earnings. In case of renewable
electricity investments, in case of investments in carbon capture and storage as
well as in case of investments in the production of bio-fuels, the earnings depend
on commodity prices that are traded on an exchange and that evolve stochastically
over time. Consequently, a research strand exists that deals with the stochastic
modulation of carbon emission allowance prices and its derivatives (see e.g.
Abadie and Chamorro, 2008; Cetin and Verschuere, 2009; Daskalakis et al., 2009;
Jaehn and Letmathe, 2010; Dannenberg and Ehrenfeld, 2011; Chevallier and Sévi,
2013). Likewise, research is done on the stochastic behavior of electricity prices
(see e.g. Fleten and Kristoffersen, 2007; Gil Zapata and Maya Ochoa, 2008;
Kovacevic and Paraschiv, 2014) and of the price of alternative fuels (Bastian-
Pinto et al., 2009).

On the meta-level, another research strand examines the process of the diffusion
of green technologies, especially renewable energy technologies (see e.g.
Jacobsson and Bergek, 2004; Madlener et al., 2005; Jacobsson and Lauber, 2006;
Kumbaroglu et al., 2008). Of great importance for the diffusion of technologies is

the speed of progress on the learning curve, i.e. how fast do the technologies cost
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decline over time. Several studies deal with the forecast of future cost of future
technology and determine the causes for the progress on the learning curve.
Examples are Pillai (2015) in case of photovoltaic and Lantz et al. (2012) in case
of wind power technology. It is also of particular interest how progress on the
learning curve can be specifically promoted (see e.g. Foxon et al., 2005; Kosugi,
2013; Azadi et al., 2016). However, it is also seen that the speed and the result of
technological progress are uncertain. For example, Koelbl et al. (2014) analyze
the technological uncertainties regarding the development and diffusion of carbon
capture and storage technologies. As a consequence of technological uncertainty
Fuss and Szolgayova (2010) argue that investors should not just use a break-even
analysis to evaluate investment decisions but to use a decision rule that takes
technological uncertainty into account. As a result any uncertainty associated with
the technological progress of renewable energy technologies should lead to a
postponement of investment. In this regard Meijer et al. (2007) could empirically
show that technological uncertainty actually delays investments in renewable
energies. Only recently, Torani et al. (2016) argue that it is not just technological
uncertainty but also an expected fast progress on the learning curve in the near
future that should let potential investors wait with their investments.

Not only with respect to green investments but in most cases of investments under
uncertainty real options have been proven to be a valuable tool to analyze
investment decisions under uncertainty and to especially account for the flexibility
of the investor to wait with an investment - either until uncertainty has at least
partially resolved or until expected cost reductions have been achieved. A good
introduction to the concept of real options and their implementation is given by

Dixit and Pindyck (1994) and Trigeorgis (1999).
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With respect to Green Finance already a pronounced research strand exists that
analyzes the investors’ decision regarding green investments from a real option
perspective. However, so far, usually not technological uncertainties but market
price uncertainties are considered. In particular, Cortazar et al. (1998) use the real
option approach to deal with green investment decisions in general. Likewise,
Sarkis and Tamarkin (2008) use real options to analyze all kind of investments in
renewable energy projects. More specialized, the real option approach is used in
case of bio-fuels (Pederson and Zou, 2009), wind power (Fleten et al., 2007;
Muiioz et al., 2011), hydro power (Chaton and Doucet, 2003; Bockman et al.,
2008; Martinez-Cesefia and Mutale, 2011), geothermal energy (Moreira et al.,
2004), biomass (Di Corato and Moretto, 2011), solar power (Zhang et al., 2016;
Welling, 2016a), energy efficiency (Abadie et al., 2010) as well as the reduction
of carbon and other emissions (Kort, 1995; Insley, 2003; Abadie and Chamorro,
2008).

However, research on Green Finance does not only consider the investment
decision but also considers the financing aspects of green investments, i.e. the
source of financial resources. For example, Criscuolo and Menon (2015) analyze
the determinants of venture capital with respect to green investments, Tang et al.
(2012) show how carbon revenue bonds can help to finance green investments and
Bohl et al. (2013) investigate the performance of renewable energy stocks.
Interestingly, Chava (2014), could show that green investments have an influence
on the capital structure of companies, particularly increasing the equity share.
Furthermore, Green Finance does not only consider the perspective of single
investors but also of manufacturers - for example manufacturers of photovoltaic

cells (Goodrich et al., 2013) and whole supply chains. In particular, the question
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how to increase the sustainability of supply chains is receiving strong attention,
especially from the field of operations research (see e.g. Linton et al., 2007;
Zhang and Liu, 2013). Good reviews on these research field are provided by
Seuring and Miiller (2008) and Brandenburg and Rebs (2015). The review of
Dekker et al. (2012) specializes on the sub-problem of green logistics. A
substantial part on the research on sustainable supply chains deals with the
reduction of the supply-chain’s carbon footprint (see e.g. Du et al., 2011;
Abdallah et al., 2012; Chaabane et al., 2012; Elhedhli and Merrick, 2012;
Benjaafar et al., 2013; Dong et al., 2014; Lukas and Welling, 2014).

A total different research strand in the field of Green Finance that is closely linked
to environmental economics focusses on the analysis of policies regarding the
support of green technologies. For example, Kumbaroglu and Madlener (2003)
develop a method for the macroscopic analysis of a country’s energy and climate
policy, Detert and Kotani (2013) set up a model that allows to determine when a
country should change its policy from supporting conventional power to the
support of renewable electricity and Helm (2014) discusses the whole European
framework of energy and climate policies. More specifically, Galvin (2010)
discusses the German policy regarding the thermal insulation of residential real
estate and Sorda et al. (2010) give an overview on the possibilities to support bio-
fuels.

Likewise, the governmental support of carbon emissions reduction is subject to
much research. Here, with carbon taxation and cap-and-trade two different
support systems are used by governments throughout the world. With respect to
cap-and-trade a good review on the history, function and success of the European

Union Emissions Trading System is given by Ellerman and Buchner (2007). For a

31



brief discussion on carbon taxation see e.g. Proost and Regemorter (1992), Zhang,
Zhong Xiang and Baranzini (2004), and Avi-Yonah and Uhlmann (2009):

Further, many researchers analyze the governmental support of renewable
electricity. An overview of the various systems and their advantages and
disadvantages is given by Ackermann et al. (2001) and Haas et al. (2004).
Focusing on only one support system Kahn (1996) disapproves the concept of tax
credits, Helm (2002) criticizes the system of renewable quotas and obligations
trading, Duke et al. (2005) discuss the effect of net-metering (a producer of
renewable electricity can feed excess electricity in the grid and later use the same
amount for free) for private photovoltaic investments, Zipp (2015) analyzes the
effect of fixed feed-in tariffs on the orientation of photovoltaic cells, and
Mudasser et al. (2015) demonstrate the effect of location-dependent fixed feed-in
tariffs. Gan et al. (2007) compares the policies of different countries. Likewise,
Mitchell et al. (2006) compare fixed feed-in tariffs with renewable quotas, and
Garcia-Bernabeu et al. (2015) compare fixed feed-in tariffs with a support system
based on market prices.

A related research strand analyzes the effects of a sudden change in a
governmental support scheme as well as the process of a careful adjustment of
governmental support schemes. For example, Biisgen and Diirrschmidt (2009)
describe the evolution of the German feed-in tariff support scheme and
Munksgaard and Morthorst (2008) show the effects of a sudden switch in the
Danish support system of wind power. In this regard several authors discuss the
reasons for political action and the manner of political decision-making (see e.g.
van der Horst, 2007; Wiistenhagen et al., 2007; Hoppmann et al., 2014; Siihlsen

and Hisschemoller, 2014). However, it may well be noted that political decision-
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making is far away from being deterministic. Liithi and Wiistenhagen (2012)
argue that although under fixed feed-in tariff support schemes renewable
electricity investments seem to be almost riskless investors should better take into
account the political uncertainty regarding a possible regime switch. Indeed,
Meijer et al. (2007) could empirically show that political uncertainties weaken the
investment activity regarding renewables. Yang et al. (2008) and Boomsma et al.
(2012) both set up a real option model to analyze optimal investment decisions in
the context of renewable electricity investments under the presence of economic
and political uncertainty.

Likewise, in Welling et al. (2015) the potential investor of a green project faces
economic as well as political uncertainty. The investment decision is modeled and
analyzed by means of real options with the special feature that the political
uncertainty totally resolves at the next election day. The article also sets lights on
the different effect of political risk and political ambiguity (or Knightian
uncertainty) on the investment decision.

Finally, an important research strand in the field of Green Finance tries to
determine the optimal policy of governments to support green investments.
Therefore, at a first step, the reaction function of the investors has to be
determined. In particular, to be able to optimize the policy it has to be known,
how exactly the investment activity depends on the governmental support. Dinica
(2006) argues that the risk/profitability characteristics induced by a support
scheme determine the investment activity. Some researchers empirically analyze
the reaction function of investors. For example, Barradale (2014) investigates the
industries feelings regarding political uncertainty and their expectations for future

regulations and Linnerud et al. (2014) determine the reaction function of hydro
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power investors. Interestingly, they could show that different classes of investors
react differently. In particular, institutional investors act in accordance to real
option theory, i.e. they wait with the investment if political uncertainty is high,
while the reaction of private investors does not depend on uncertainty regarding a
political regime shift. Zhang et al. (2013) have developed an equilibrium model
that allows to determine the reaction of whole bio-fuel producing supply chains on
certain governmental policies and Wickart and Madlener (2007) discuss the
effects of carbon taxation on the investment activity. Boomsma et al. (2012) have
set up a real option model that determines the reaction of investors, i.e. investment
timing and investment capacity, in dependence of the different governmental
support schemes.

Building on the model of Boomsma et al. (2012) Welling (2016b) analyzes the
effect of an increase or decrease of a certain type of governmental support on the
investment activity. Paradoxically, it can be shown that an increase of
governmental support over time may weaken the investment activity.

Furthermore, to be able to optimize the governmental policy, as a second step, the
objective has to be determined with regard to which the policy shall be optimal.
For example, Schmidheiny (1992) developed the objective of eco-efficiency as
“the ratio between the (added) value of what has been produced (e.g. GDP) and
the (added) environment impacts of the product or service”. Additionally, a way
has to be defined how the achievement of the objectives shall be measured. In this
regard, Chen (2014) explains and compares two methods to measure eco-
efficiency, while Lee (2012) and Schaltegger and Csutora (2012) focus on carbon

accounting, i.e. a way to measure carbon emissions of plants or supply chains.
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On one hand optimizing governmental support can mean to slightly adjust
existing support schemes. For example, Langnif} et al. (2009) propose three
different ways to optimally develop the German support of renewable electricity
and Kosugi (2013) analyzes how to optimally adjust fixed feed-in tariffs if
investment cost decrease due to progress on the learning curve. On the other hand
optimizing governmental support can mean to develop a new optimal system.
Here, Pindyck (2002), and building on this paper Lin et al. (2007), develop a real
option model to determine the optimal timing of governmental action, Stadler et
al. (2007) develop a simulation tool that allows to determine how public money
can be spent most efficiently to promote sustainable energy systems, Du et al.
(2012) analyze the optimal cap in a cap-and-trade system for carbon, and
Eckhause and Herold (2014) use stochastic dynamic programming to obtain
optimal funding solutions under uncertainty. Other researchers are working on
methods that are adapted to problems in the field of green finance and allow to
model and solve optimization problems with multiple objectives (see e.g.
Konidari and Mavrakis, 2007 ; Oliveira et al., 2014). For example, Blechinger and
Shah (2011), use the multi-criteria of Konidari and Mavrakis (2007) to evaluate

policy measures for climate change mitigation Trinidad and Tobago.

5. Conclusion

Green Finance is a very diverse research field that strongly application-orientated
deals with many different - and often highly complex - problems. Although there
already exists a rich literature on certain aspects, political and technological

developments guarantee, that new problems arise unremittingly, that can be
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analyzed, modeled, evaluated, and optimized. In the following, some of these
emerging problem areas are presented. In particular, those, of which the author
assumes, that they will be increasingly focused on by researchers in the future.
Firstly, after the successful diffusion of renewable electricity technologies
governments around the world are faced with the task of adjusting their support
systems. A prime objective is to slowly adjust the remuneration for the production
of renewable electricity to the actual economic value produced. In the first
instance, the aim should not be an abrupt or a strong reduction in overall funding,
which could seriously damage whole industrial branches. Instead, the task will be
to carefully link the enumeration of renewable electricity to market prices to take
into account the place and the time of the production of renewable electricity.
Especially, under strict fixed feed-in tariff support schemes the time and place of
production, so far, had no influence.

In this regard two other problem fields arise. On one hand, there is the task to find
a way to reward the provision of reserve capacity in the form of fast-rising but
expensive power plants; on the other hand storage technologies become more and
more important. Open research questions are the choice of the best technology,
the technical and economic interplay with renewable energies, the impact on the
electricity market and on electricity prices, as well as the appropriate
governmental support of storage technologies and their further technological
development. Finally, smart grid technologies can be an alternative to support grid
stability. Here, with the help of new data transmission technologies of machine-
to-machine communication the electricity consumption is intelligently controlled
using market data, i.e. the demand takes the stochastic production quantity into

account.
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Another major challenge in the research field of Green Finance lies in the current
trend of increasing political uncertainties. International terrorism, financial crises,
the regression of democracies into autocracy, the increased presence of populist
parties and persons, and the increasing skepticism towards international
institutions and towards free trade, they all have the consequence that political
decision-making is becoming more and more ambiguous; especially in case of
green technologies, where decisions are often made internationally. Hence,
research should give special attention to negotiations on climate summits, to the
prediction of election outcomes and their consequences for green investments, and
to the analysis of international negotiations, such as the Brexit.

Finally, big tasks arise with the transition of fossil-fuel based mobility towards
sustainable and alternative mobility. In particular, an increased use of electric cars
will have major impacts on electricity grids, grid stability, and market prices for
electricity. Consequently, this will also have an impact on investments in
renewable energies, on investments in electricity storage and on investments in

energy efficiency

6. References

Abadie, L. M., and Chamorro, J. M. (2008). European CO2 Prices and Carbon
Capture Investments. Energy Economics, 30(6), 2992-3015.

Abadie, L. M., Chamorro, J. M., and Gonzalez-Eguino, M. (2010). Valuing
Investments to Enhance Energy Efficiency.

Abdallah, T., Farhat, A., Diabat, A., and Kennedy, S. (2012). Green Supply
Chains with Carbon Trading and Environmental Sourcing: Formulation and
Life Cycle Assessment. Applied Mathematical Modelling, 36(9), 4271-4285.

Ackermann, T., Andersson, G., and Soder, L. (2001). Overview of Government
and Market Driven Programs for the Promotion of Renewable Power
Generation. Renewable Energy, 22(1-3), 197-204.

37



Akella, A. K., Saini, R. P., and Sharma, M. P. (2009). Social, economical and
environmental impacts of renewable energy systems. Renewable Energy,
34(2), 390-396.

Allcott, H., and Greenstone, M. (2012). Is There an Energy Efficiency Gap ?
Massachusetts Institute of Technology Department of Economics Working
Paper Series.

Avi-Yonah, R. S., and Uhlmann, D. M. (2009). Combating Global Climate
Change : Why a Carbon Tax is a Better Response to Global Warming than
Cap and Trade. Stanford Environmental Law Journal, 1(1), 3-50.

Azadi, P., Malina, R., Barrett, S. R. H., and Kraft, M. (2016). The evolution of the
biofuel science. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews.

Barradale, M. J. (2014). Investment under Uncertain Climate Policy: A
Practitioners’ Perspective on Carbon Risk. Energy Policy, 69(June), 1-16.

Bastian-Pinto, C., Brandao, L., and Hahn, W. J. (2009). Flexibility as a Source of
Value in the Production of Alternative Fuels: The Ethanol Case. Energy
Economics, 31(3), 411-422.

Becquerel, E. (1839). Mémoire sur les effets électriques produits sous I’influence
des rayons solaires. Comptes Rendus, 9, 561-567.

Benitez, L. E., Benitez, P. C., and van Kooten, G. C. (2008). The Economics of
Wind Power with Energy Storage. Energy Economics, 30(4), 1973—1989.

Benjaafar, S., Li, Y., and Daskin, M. (2013). Carbon Footprint and the
Management of Supply Chains: Insights from Simple Models. /EEE
Transactions on Automation Science and Engineering, 10(1), 99-116.

Berry, S., and Davidson, K. (2015). Zero energy homes — Are they economically
viable? Energy Policy, 85, 12-21.

Biglaiser, G., and Mezzetti, C. (1997). Politicians’ decision making with re-
election concerns. Journal of Public Economics, 66(February), 425-447.

Blechinger, P. F., and Shah, K. U. (2011). A multi-criteria evaluation of policy
instruments for climate change mitigation in the power generation sector of
Trinidad and Tobago. Energy Policy, 39(10), 6331-6343.

Backman, T., Fleten, S.-E., Juliussen, E., Langhammer, H. J., and Revdal, L.
(2008). Investment Timing and Optimal Capacity Choice for Small
Hydropower Projects. European Journal of Operational Research, 190(1),
255-267.

Bohl, M. T., Kaufmann, P., and Stephan, P. M. (2013). From hero to zero:
Evidence of performance reversal and speculative bubbles in German
renewable energy stocks. Energy Economics, 37(March 2011), 40-51.

Boomsma, T. K., Meade, N., and Fleten, S.-E. (2012). Renewable Energy
Investments under Different Support Schemes: A Real Options Approach.
European Journal of Operational Research, 220(1), 225-237.

Brandenburg, M., and Rebs, T. (2015, April 3). Sustainable Supply Chain
Management: A Modeling Perspective. Annals of Operations Research.

38



Burgos-Payan, M., Roldan-Fernandez, J. M., Trigo-Garcia, A. L., Bermudez-Rios,
J. M., and Riquelme-Santos, J. M. (2013). Costs and Benefits of the
Renewable Production of Electricity in Spain. Energy Policy, 56, 259-270.

Biisgen, U., and Diirrschmidt, W. (2009). The Expansion of Electricity Generation
from Renewable Energies in Germany: A Review Based on the Renewable
Energy Sources Act Progress Report 2007 and the New German Feed-in
Legislation. Energy Policy, 37(7), 2536-2545.

Caselli, F., and Morelli, M. (2004). Bad politicians. Journal of Public Economics,
88(3-4), 759-782.

Cetin, U., and Verschuere, M. (2009). Pricing and Hedging in Carbon Emissions
Markets. International Journal of Theoretical and Applied Finance, 12(7),
949-967.

Chaabane, A., Ramudhin, A., and Paquet, M. (2012). Design of Sustainable
Supply Chains under the Emission Trading Scheme. International Journal of
Production Economics, 135(1), 37-49.

Chaton, C., and Doucet, J. A. (2003). Uncertainty and Investment in Electricity
Generation with an Application to the Case of Hydro-Quebec. Annals of
Operations Research, 120(1-4), 59-80.

Chava, S. (2014). Environmental Externalities and Cost of Capital. Management
Science, 60(9), 2223-2247.

Chen, C.-M. (2014). Evaluating Eco-efficiency with Data Envelopment Analysis:
An Analytical Reexamination. Annals of Operations Research, 214(1), 49—
71.

Chevallier, J., and Sévi, B. (2013). On the Stochastic Properties of Carbon Futures
Prices. Environmental and Resource Economics, 58(1), 127-153.

Cortazar, G., Schwartz, E. S., and Salinas, M. (1998). Evaluating Environmental
Investments: A Real Options Approach. Management Science, 44(8), 1059—
1070.

Couture, T. D., Cory, K., Kreycik, C., and Williams, E. (2010). A Policymaker’s
Guide to Feed-in Tariff Policy Design.

Criscuolo, C., and Menon, C. (2015). Environmental Policies and Risk Finance in
the Green Sector: Cross-country Evidence. Energy Policy, 83, 38-56.

Dannenberg, H., and Ehrenfeld, W. (2011). A Model for the Valuation of Carbon
Price Risk. In R. Antes, B. Hansjiirgens, P. Letmathe, and S. Pickl (Eds.),
Emissions Trading (pp. 141-161). Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer Berlin
Heidelberg.

Daskalakis, G., Psychoyios, D., and Markellos, R. N. (2009). Modeling CO2
Emission Allowance Prices and Derivatives: Evidence from the European
Trading Scheme. Journal of Banking & Finance, 33(7), 1230—1241.

Dear, M. (1992). Understanding and Overcoming the NIMBY Syndrome. Journal
of the American Planning Association, 58(3), 288-300.

39



Dekker, R., Bloemhof, J., and Mallidis, 1. (2012). Operations Research for Green
Logistics - An Overview of Aspects, Issues, Contributions and Challenges.
European Journal of Operational Research, 219(3), 671-679.

Detert, N., and Kotani, K. (2013). Real Options Approach to Renewable Energy
Investments in Mongolia. Energy Policy, 56, 136—150.

Di Corato, L., and Moretto, M. (2011). Investing in Biogas: Timing,
Technological Choice and the Value of Flexibility from Input Mix. Energy
Economics, 33(6), 1186—1193.

Dinica, V. (2006). Support Systems for the Diffusion of Renewable Energy
Technologies - An Investor Perspective. Energy Policy, 34(4), 461-480.

Dixit, A. K., and Pindyck, R. S. (1994). Investment under Uncertainty. Princeton:
Princeton University Press.

Dong, C., Shen, B., Chow, P.-S., Yang, L., and Ng, C. T. (2014). Sustainability
Investment under Cap-and-trade Regulation. Annals of Operations Research.

Du, S., Ma, F., Fu, Z., Zhu, L., and Zhang, J. (2011). Game-theoretic Analysis for
an Emission-Dependent Supply Chain in a “Cap-and-trade” System. Annals
of Operations Research, 228(1), 135-149.

Du, S., Zhu, L., Liang, L., and Ma, F. (2012). Emission-Dependent Supply Chain
and Environment-policy-making in the “Cap-and-trade” System. Energy
Policy, (2010), 1-7.

Duke, R., Williams, R., and Payne, A. (2005). Accelerating residential PV
expansion: Demand analysis for competitive electricity markets. Energy
Policy, 33(15), 1912—-1929.

DuVivier, K. (2016). Wind Power Growing Pains. 21 Chapman Nexus Journal of
Law and Policy.

Eckhause, J., and Herold, J. (2014). Using Real Options to Determine Optimal
Funding Strategies for CO2 Capture, Transport and Storage Projects in the
European Union. Energy Policy, 66(March), 115-134.

Elhedhli, S., and Merrick, R. (2012). Green Supply Chain Network Design to
Reduce Carbon Emissions. Transportation Research Part D: Transport and
Environment, 17(5), 370-379.

Elkerbout, M. (2016). Climate policy in 2025 — after eight years of Trump in the
White House. CEPS Commentary, December 16th.

Ellerman, A. D., and Buchner, B. K. (2007). The European Union Emissions
Trading Scheme: Origins, Allocation, and Early Results. Review of
Environmental Economics and Policy, 1(1), 66—87.

Eyraud, L., Zhang, C., Wane, A., and Clements, B. (2011). Who’s Going Green
and Why? Trends and Determinants of Green Investment. IMF Working
Papers, 11(296).

Fitzherbert, E. B., Struebig, M. J., Morel, A., Danielsen, F., Br??hl, C. A., Donald,
P. F., and Phalan, B. (2008). How will oil palm expansion affect
biodiversity? Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 23(10), 538-545.

40



Fleten, S., and Kristoffersen, T. K. (2007). Stochastic Programming for
Optimizing Bidding Strategies of a Nordic Hydropower Producer. European
Journal of Operational Research, 181(2), 916-928.

Fleten, S.-E., Maribu, K. M., and Wangensteen, [. (2007). Optimal Investment
Strategies in Decentralized Renewable Power Generation under Uncertainty.
Energy, 32(5), 803—-815.

Ford Runge, C., and Senauer, B. (2007). How bio-fuels could starve the poor.
Foreign Affairs, 86(3), 41-53.

Foxon, T. J., Gross, R., Chase, A., Howes, J., Arnall, A., and Anderson, D.
(2005). UK Innovation Systems for New and Renewable Energy
Technologies: Drivers, Barriers and Systems Failures. Energy Policy, 33(16),
2123-2137.

Fuss, S., and Szolgayova, J. (2010). Fuel Price and Technological Uncertainty in a
Real Options Model for Electricity Planning. Applied Energy, 87(9), 2938—
2944,

Galvin, R. (2010). Thermal upgrades of existing homes in Germany: The building
code, subsidies, and economic efficiency. Energy and Buildings, 42(6), 834—
844.

Gan, L., Eskeland, G. S., and Kolshus, H. H. (2007). Green electricity market
development: Lessons from Europe and the US. Energy Policy, 35(1), 144—
155.

Garcia-Cascales, M. S., Lamata, M. T., and Sanchez-Lozano, J. M. (2012).
Evaluation of Photovoltaic Cells in a Multi-criteria Decision Making
Process. Annals of Operations Research, 199(1), 373-391.

Gil Zapata, M. M., and Maya Ochoa, C. (2008). Modelaciéon de la Volatilidad de
los Precios de la Energia Eléctrica en Colombia. Revista Ingenierias
Universidad de Medellin, 7(12), 87-114.

Goodrich, A. C., Powell, D. M., James, T. L., Woodhouse, M., and Buonassisi, T.
(2013). Assessing the drivers of regional trends in solar photovoltaic
manufacturing. Energy & Environmental Science, 6, 2811-2821.

Grau, T. (2014). Comparison of Feed-in Tariff s and Tenders to Remunerate Solar
Power Generation.

Haas, R., Eichhammer, W., Huber, C., Langniss, O., Lorenzoni, A., Madlener, R.,
Menanteau, P., Morthorst, P. E., Martins, A., Oniszk, A., Schleich, J., Smith,
A., Vass, Z., and Verbruggen, A. (2004). How to Promote Renewable
Energy Systems Successfully and Effectively. Energy Policy, 32(6), 833—
839.

Hagerman, S., Jaramillo, P., and Morgan, M. G. (2016). Is rooftop solar PV at
socket parity without subsidies? Energy Policy, 89, 84-94.

Harder, E., and Gibson, J. M. (2011). The Costs and Benefits of Large-Scale Solar
Photovoltaic Power Production in Abu Dhabi, United Arab Emirates.
Renewable Energy, 36(2), 789-796.

41



Helm, D. (2002). A Critique of Renewables Policy in the UK. Energy Policy,
30(3), 185-188.

Helm, D. (2014). The European Framework for Energy and Climate Policies.
Energy Policy, 64,29-35.

Hoppmann, J., Huenteler, J., and Girod, B. (2014). Compulsive policy-making -
The evolution of the German feed-in tariff system for solar photovoltaic
power. Research Policy, 43(8), 1422—-1441.

Insley, M. C. (2003). On the Option to Invest in Pollution Control under a Regime
of Tradable Emissions Allowances. Canadian Journal of Economics, 36(4),
860—-883.

Islegen, O., and Reichelstein, S. (2011). Carbon Capture by Fossil Fuel Power
Plants: An Economic Analysis. Management Science, 57(1), 21-39.

Jacobsson, S., and Bergek, A. (2004). Transforming the Energy Sector: The
Evolution of Technological Systems in Renewable Energy Technology.
Industrial and Corporate Change, 13(5), 815-849.

Jacobsson, S., and Lauber, V. (2006). The Politics and Policy of Energy System
Transformation - Explaining the German Diffusion of Renewable Energy
Technology. Energy Policy, 34(3), 256-276.

Jaehn, F., and Letmathe, P. (2010). The Emissions Trading Paradox. European
Journal of Operational Research, 202(1), 248-254.

Kahn, E. (1996). The Production Tax Credit for Wind Turbine Powerplants is an
Ineftective Incentive. Energy Policy, 24(5), 427-435.

Kelly, B., Pastor, L., and Veronesi, P. (2016). The Price of Political Uncertainty:
Theory and Evidence from the Option Market. Journal of Finance, 71(5),
2417-2480.

Klessmann, C., Nabe, C., and Burges, K. (2008). Pros and Cons of Exposing
Renewables to Electricity Market Risks - A Comparison of the Market

Integration Approaches in Germany, Spain, and the UK. Energy Policy,
36(10), 3646-3661.

Koelbl, B. S., van den Broek, M. A., van Ruijven, B. J., Faaij, A. P. C., and van
Vuuren, D. P. (2014). Uncertainty in the deployment of Carbon Capture and
Storage (CCS): A sensitivity analysis to techno-economic parameter
uncertainty. International Journal of Greenhouse Gas Control, 27, 81-102.

Konidari, P., and Mavrakis, D. (2007). A multi-criteria evaluation method for
climate change mitigation policy instruments. Energy Policy, 35(12), 6235—
6257.

Kopp, O., EBer-Frey, A., and Engelhorn, T. (2012). K6énnen sich erneuerbare
Energien langfristig auf wettbewerblich organisierten Strommarkten
finanzieren? Zeitschrift fiir Energiewirtschaft, 36(4), 243-255.

Kort, P. M. (1995). Optimal Investment Policies for a Polluting Firm in an
Uncertain Environment. European Journal of Operational Research, 85(1),
82-96.

42



Kost, C., Mayer, J. N., Thomsen, J., Hartmann, N., Senkpiel, C., Philipps, S.,
Nold, S., Lude, S., and Schlegl, T. (2013). Stromgestehungskosten
Erneuerbare Energien. Freiburg: Frauenhofer-Institut fiir Solare
Energiesysteme ISE.

Kosugi, T. (2013). A Paradox Regarding Economic Support to Deploy Renewable
Energy Technologies. Energy Policy, 61, 1111-1115.

Kovacevic, R. M., and Paraschiv, F. (2014). Medium-Term Planning for Thermal
Electricity Production. OR Spectrum, 36(3), 723—759.

Kumbaroglu, G., and Madlener, R. (2003). Energy and Climate Policy Analysis
with the Hybrid Bottom-up Computable General Equilibrium Model
SCREEN: The Case of the Swiss CO2 Act. Annals of Operations Research,
121, 181-203.

Kumbaroglu, G., Madlener, R., and Demirel, M. (2008). A Real Options
Evaluation Model for the Diffusion Prospects of New Renewable Power
Generation Technologies. Energy Economics, 30(4), 1882—1908.

LangniB, O., Diekmann, J., and Lehr, U. (2009). Advanced Mechanisms for the
Promotion of Renewable Energy: Models for the Future Evolution of the
German Renewable Energy Act. Energy Policy, 37(4), 1289-1297.

Lantz, E., Hand, M., and Wiser, R. (2012). The past and future cost of wind
energy (No. 6A20-54526). National Renewable Energy Laboratory
conference paper.

Lee, K.-H. (2012). Carbon Accounting for Supply Chain Management in the
Automobile Industry. Journal of Cleaner Production, 36, 83-93.

Lewis, A. (2001). A focus group study of the motivation to
invest:’ethical/green'and “ordinary” investors compared. Journal of Socio-
Economics, 30,331-341.

Lin, T. T., Ko, C.-C., and Yeh, H.-N. (2007). Applying Real Options in
Investment Decisions Relating to Environmental Pollution. Energy Policy,
35(4), 2426-2432.

Lindenberg, N. (2014). Definition of Green Finance. German Development
Institute.

Linton, J., Klassen, R. D., and Jayaraman, V. (2007). Sustainable Supply Chains:
An Introduction. Journal of Operations Management, 25(6), 1075-1082.

Lukas, E., and Welling, A. (2014). Timing and Eco(nomic) Efficiency of Climate-
friendly Investments in Supply Chains. European Journal of Operational
Research, 233(2), 448-457.

Liithi, S., and Wiistenhagen, R. (2012). The price of policy risk - Empirical
insights from choice experiments with European photovoltaic project
developers. Energy Economics, 34(4), 1001-1011.

Madlener, R., Kumbaroglu, G., and Ediger, V. S. (2005). Modeling Technology
Adoption as an Irreversible Investment under Uncertainty: The Case of the
Turkish Electricity Supply Industry. Energy Economics, 27(1), 139-163.

43



Martinez-Cesefia, E. A., and Mutale, J. (2011). Application of an Advanced Real
Options Approach for Renewable Energy Generation Projects Planning.
Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 15(4), 2087-2094.

Mauro, P. (1998). Corruption and the composition of government expenditure.
Journal of Public Economics, 69, 263-279.

Meijer, 1. S. M., Hekkert, M. P., and Koppenjan, J. F. M. (2007). The Influence of
Perceived Uncertainty on Entrepreneurial Action in Emerging Renewable

Energy Technology; Biomass Gasification Projects in the Netherlands.
Energy Policy, 35(11), 5836-5854.

Meyerhoft, J., Ohl, C., and Hartje, V. (2010). Landscape Externalities from
Onshore Wind Power. Energy Policy, 38(1), 82-92.

Miller, N., Spivey, J., and Florance, A. (2008). Does green pay oft? Journal of
Real Estate Portfolio Management, 14(4), 385-399.

Mitchell, C., Bauknecht, D., and Connor, P. M. (2006). Effectiveness Through
Risk Reduction: A Comparison of the Renewable Obligation in England and
Wales and the Feed-in System in Germany. Energy Policy, 34(3), 297-305.

Moreira, A., Rocha, K., and David, P. (2004). Thermopower Generation
Investment in Brazil-economic Conditions. Energy Policy, 32(1), 91-100.

Munksgaard, J., and Morthorst, P. E. (2008). Wind Power in the Danish
Liberalised Power Market-policy Measures, Price Impact and Investor
Incentives. Energy Policy, 36(10), 3940-3947.

Muiioz, J. I., Contreras, J. G., Caamafio, J., and Correia, P. F. (2011). A Decision-
making Tool for Project Investments Based on Real Options: the Case of
Wind Power Generation. Annals of Operations Research, 186(1), 465—490.

Neuhoff, K., Ehrenmann, A., Butler, L., Cust, J., Hoexter, H., Keats, K., Kreczko,
A., and Sinden, G. (2008). Space and time: Wind in an investment planning
model. Energy Economics, 30(4), 1990-2008.

Nishihara, M. (2010). Hybrid or Electric Vehicles? A Real Options Perspective.
Operations Research Letters, 38(2), 87-93.

Niirnberger, D. (2005). Neuer Streit um die Forderung erneuerbarer Energien.
Deutschlandfunk.de.

O’Sullivan, M., Lehr, U., and Edler, D. (2015). Bruttobeschdiftigung durch
erneuerbare Energien in Deutschland und verringerte fossile
Brennstoffimporte durch erneuerbare Energien und Energieeffizienz (No.
21/15). Makrodkonomische Wirkungen und Verteilungsfragen der
Energiewende.

Oliveira, C., Coelho, D., and Antunes, C. H. (2014, December 21). Coupling
Input-output Analysis with Multiobjective Linear Programming Models for
the Study of Economy-Energy-Environment-Social (E3S) Trade-offs: A
Review. Annals of Operations Research.

Pederson, G., and Zou, T. (2009). Using Real Options to Evaluate Ethanol Plant
Expansion Decisions. Agricultural Finance Review, 69(1), 23-35.

44



Pillai, U. (2015). Drivers of cost reduction in solar photovoltaics. Energy
Economics, 50, 286—293.

Pindyck, R. S. (2002). Optimal Timing Problems in Environmental Economics.
Journal of Economic Dynamics & Control, 26(9-10), 1677-1697.

Platzer, M. D. (2012). US solar photovoltaic manufacturing: Industry trends,
global competition, federal support.

Poschen, P., and Tobin, S. (2012). Working Towards Sustainable Development:

Opportunities for Decent Work and Social Inclusion in a Green Economy.
Geneva: International Labor Office (ILO).

Proost, S., and Regemorter, D. Van. (1992). Economic effects of a carbon tax
With a general equilibrium illustration for Belgium. Energy Economics, 136—
149.

Rogelj, J., Elzen, M. Den, Fransen, T., Fekete, H., Winkler, H., Schaeffer, R., Sha,
F., Riahi, K., and Meinshausen, M. (2016). Paris Agreement climate

proposals need boost to keep warming well below 2 ° C. Nature, 534(June),
631-639.

Rohlfs, W., and Madlener, R. (2013). Investment decisions under uncertainty:
CCS competing with green energy technologies. Energy Procedia, 37, 7029—
7038.

Sarkis, J., and Tamarkin, M. (2008). Real Option Analysis for Renewable Energy
Technologies in a GHG Emissions Trading Environment. In R. Antes, B.
Hansjlirgens, and P. Letmathe (Eds.), Emissions Trading (pp. 103—119). New
York, NY: Springer New York.

Schaltegger, S., and Csutora, M. (2012). Carbon Accounting for Sustainability
and Management. Status Quo and Challenges. Journal of Cleaner
Production, 36, 1-16.

Schmidheiny, S. (1992). Changing Course: A Glohal Business Perspective on
Development and the Environment. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Schuiling, O. (2014). No to Carbon Capture and Storage! Ecologist.

Seuring, S., and Miiller, M. (2008). From a Literature Review to a Conceptual
Framework for Sustainable Supply Chain Management. Journal of Cleaner
Production, 16(15), 1699-1710.

Siddiqui, A., and Fleten, S.-E. (2010). How to Proceed with Competing
Alternative Energy Technologies: A Real Options Analysis. Energy
Economics, 32(4), 817-830.

Sorda, G., Banse, M., and Kemfert, C. (2010). An overview of biofuel policies
across the world. Energy Policy, 38(11), 6977-6988.

Stadler, M., Kranzl, L., Huber, C., Haas, R., and Tsioliaridou, E. (2007). Policy
Strategies and Paths to Promote Sustainable Energy Systems - The Dynamic
Invert Simulation Tool. Energy Policy, 35(1), 597—608.

Stern, N. (2007). The Economics of Climate Change: The Stern Review.
Cambridge: University Press.

45



Stihlsen, K., and Hisschemoller, M. (2014). Lobbying the “Energiewende”.
Assessing the effectiveness of strategies to promote the renewable energy
business in Germany. Energy Policy, 69, 316-325.

Tang, A., Chiara, N., and Taylor, J. E. (2012). Financing Renewable Energy
Infrastructure: Formulation, Pricing and Impact of a Carbon Revenue Bond.
Energy Policy, 45, 691-703.

Téanzler, D., Luhmann, H. J., Supersberger, N., Fischedick, M., Maas, A., and
Carius, A. (2007). Die sicherheitspolitische Bedeutung erneuerbarer
Energien. Studie im Auftrag des Bundesministeriums fiir Umwellt,
Naturschutz und Reaktorsicherheit. Endbericht—FKZ.

Tao, L., and Aden, A. (2009). The Economics of Current and Future Biofuels. In
Vitro Cellular & Developmental Biology - Plant, 45(3), 199-217.

Taylor, M., Ralon, P., and Ilas, A. (2016). The Power to Change: Solar and Wind
Cost Reduction Potential to 2025.

Torani, K., Rausser, G., and Zilberman, D. (2016). Innovation subsidies versus
consumer subsidies: A real options analysis of solar energy. Energy Policy,
92,255-269.

Trigeorgis, L. (1999). Real Options: Managerial Flexibility and Strategy in
Resource Allocation (4th ed.). Cambridge: MIT Press.

van der Horst, D. (2007). NIMBY or not? Exploring the relevance of location and
the politics of voiced opinions in renewable energy siting controversies.
Energy Policy, 35(5), 2705-2714.

Welling, A. (2016a). Financial Controlling of Private Solar Power Investments.
Proceedings of the 8th International Conference on Business and
Technology Transfer (ICBTT 2016).

Welling, A. (2016b). The Paradox Effects of Uncertainty and Flexibility on
Investment in Renewables under Governmental Support. European Journal
of Operational Research, 251(3), 1016—1028.

Welling, A., Lukas, E., and Kupfer, S. (2015). Investment Timing under Political
Ambiguity. Journal of Business Economics, 85(9), 977-1010.

Wickart, M., and Madlener, R. (2007). Optimal Technology Choice and
Investment Timing: A Stochastic Model of Industrial Cogeneration vs. Heat-
only Production. Energy Economics, 29(4), 934-952.

Winnett, A., and Lewis, A. (2000). “You’d have to be green to invest in this™:
Popular economic models, financial journalism, and ethical investment.
Journal of Economic Psychology, 21(3), 319-339.

Wiistenhagen, R., Wolsink, M., and Biirer, M. J. (2007). Social acceptance of
renewable energy innovation: An introduction to the concept. Energy Policy,
35(5), 2683-2691.

Yang, M., Blyth, W., Bradley, R., Bunn, D., Clarke, C., and Wilson, T. (2008).
Evaluating the Power Investment Options with Uncertainty in Climate
Policy. Energy Economics, 30(4), 1933—1950.

46



Zhang, C.-T., and Liu, L.-P. (2013). Research on Coordination Mechanism in
Three-level Green Supply Chain under Non-cooperative Game. Applied
Mathematical Modelling, 37(5), 3369-3379.

Zhang, L., Hu, G., Wang, L., and Chen, Y. (2013, November 19). A Bottom-up
Biofuel Market Equilibrium Model for Policy Analysis. Annals of
Operations Research.

Zhang, M., Zhou, D., and Zhou, P. (2016). A real option model for renewable
energy policy evaluation with application to solar PV power generation in
China. Energy Economics, 59, 213-226.

Zhang, Z. X., and Baranzini, A. (2004). What do we know about carbon taxes?
An inquiry into their impacts on competitiveness and distribution of income.
Energy Policy, 32(4), 507-518.

Zipp, A. (2015). Revenue prospects of photovoltaic in Germany-Influence
opportunities by variation of the plant orientation. Energy Policy, 81, 86-97.

47






Otto von Guericke University Magdeburg
Faculty of Economics and Management
P.0. Box 4120 | 39016 Magdeburg | Germany

Tel.: +49 (0) 3 91/67-1 85 84
Fax: +49 (0) 3 91/67-1 2120

www.fww.ovgu.de/femm

ISSN 1615-4274



