Oriola Arapi

Modeling the Environment

Paper 2


The climate crisis is a problem that is increasing expo
nentially as the days go by. Melting polar ice caps, rising levels of air and water pollution, and an incredible amount of natural disasters in the past five years alone—these are all signs that the problems should not only be taken seriously, but should have some concrete steps in legislation to jumpstart a more active campaign for environmental renewal. Passing further, more substantial legislations involving climate change should be the president’s top priority at this poi
nt.


Of course there have been several acts passed that have had a large impact on the welfare of the environment. The Clean Air Act, mentioned in the article “Climate Change Front and Center” by Christine Todd Whitman, is a United States federal law designed to control air pollution on a national level. It requires the Environmental Protection Agency to develop and reinforce regulations to protect the general public from exposure to airborne contaminants that are known to be hazardous to human health. This law is particularly significant in that it was the first major environmental law signed into legislation to actually include a provision for citizen suits. Then there was the Clean Water Act, passed in 1972. The Clean Water Act is the primary federal law in the United States governing water pollution. The act established the goal of eliminating releases of high amounts of high amounts of toxic substances into water, eliminating additional water pollution by 1985 and ensuring that surface waters would meet standards necessary for human sports and recreation by 1983.  These are only some of the more well-known and more successful environmental laws, among coun
tless others. So, if we are taking these massive steps toward a better environment, why is the state of our environment being degraded at such a rapid rate?


A method of controlling air pollution mentioned in Whitman’s article raises some red flags. Whitman mentions the cap-and-trade system. The cap-and-trade system is a market-based approach system used to control pollution by providing economic incentives for reducing emissions of pollutants. A cap-and-trade system is initiated when a central governing body sets a limit (a cap) on the amount a pollutant that may be emitted. Theoretically, this approach to decreasing air pollution and, consequently, decreasing the rate at which climate change is affecting the earth, should gradually produce the desired results. However, there doesn’t seem to be a direct correlation to the decrease in carbon emissions and the cap-and trade system simply because this is a system that is more economically driven than climate-control driven. Because of all the possible loopholes in this systematic approach to turning the rate of pollution around, there really is no way to keep track of the limit of the overall carbon being emitted into the air. Companies who produce way too much carbon emission and are constantly in danger of exceeding their limit can easily enact the “trade” part of cap-and-trade and buy permits from companies who are given the same amount of permits for carbon emissions but aren’t using nearly as much as the larger companies. Therefore, the smaller companies can sell the permits that they have been given to the larger companies and this is allows the larger companies to continue to emit as much carbon as they need to keep their business running as efficiently as possible and, in turn, can pollute the air just as much as, if not more than the time where they first began controlling their emissions to a certain limit. So, just because an approach to reducing the strain we are putting on the environment seems to work, there is a chance that there can be corruption on an inner level , one that can prove to be detrimental to the environment simply because it is not fully documented and can give us false hope during our endeavors to make a differ
ence.

In Robert Reich’s article entitled “Focus on Jobs, Not the Deficit” Reich talks about how Obama’s renewed presidency is a chance for him to “hit the economic reset button” and change the public’s views on America’s economic condition. He states that in order to advance the American economy in a productive and efficient way, we must begin by worrying about job creation as opposed to the growing deficit. Reich says that “the deficit is a problem only in proportion to the overall size of the economy”.  Should the economy grow faster than the rate it is growing right now (2% annualized rate), then, in comparison, the deficit will shrink. But if economic growth slows, which Reich says is likely to happen if taxes are increased on the middle class and if government spending is reduced while unemployment is still pretty high, then the deficit will certainly increase in proportion. 

I find m
yself agreeing with Robert Reich about the importance of creating jobs as opposed to having the government focus strictly on the growing deficit. The effects of job growth is actually more directly linked to the state of the economy than the deficit simply because of purchasing power. With a “larger and more buoyant middle class”, we will have the purchasing power to grow the economy and create more jobs. However, in comparison to the looming environmental concern over the heads of all Americans (and, consequently, the world,
 the creation of jobs just does not hold up. What the president should be focusing all his time and energy on is making sure the jobs we have now are enough to inspire a change in the cl
imate crisis. This doesn’t mean that these two large concerns facing the president can’t somehow go hand in hand. There can certainly be a way for the president to incorporate the creation of jobs with the repara
tion of the environment. There is a chance that, in the near future, there will be jobs created specifically to satisfy the need to decrease the rate at which the environment is being degraded. If there is a healthy economic incentive attached to the need for preservation, the United States will be so much closer to achieving its goal of creating a more sustainable environment at a rate as exponential as the one in which it is diminishing.

In Whitman’s “Climate Change Should Be Front and Center”, as I had previously mentioned, Whitman speaks about the economic incentives of how the Democrats made a huge mistake in failing to enact cap-and-trade to limit the emissions of carbon when they “had control of both Chambers of Congress, as getting it to the h
ouse is going to be a big challenge now.” She is adamant about having an economic incentive to spur the an increase in the public good and feels that this is something Obama should act on and very soon, regardless of past federal resistance to cap-and-trade. Whitman truly cares about the environment and has proposed several ways to preserve it that would work, including “having open and honest discussions about the need to reduce emissions, about what reasonable caps look like and about the effort it would take to achieve necessary changes.” I agree that there absolutely needs to be a sense of honesty in the confrontation of this problem. Although the cap-and-trade system has not been fully developed into a method that would kickstart the environmental movement in a way that also benefits businesses, there is a glimmer of promise in it. There does seem to be hope in this market approach , but only if there is honesty in its practice. This approach has immense promise and can certainly be, along  with the Clean Air Act of 1963, the Clean Water Act of 1972, and the countless other environmentally-driven regulations, the saving grace of this environment.

What we appear to be lacking on a larger scale is the will to kick the environmental renewal process into hyper dr
ive. People just don’t seem to understand the enormous gravity of the situation at hand. There is public awareness, certainly, but there doesn’t seem to be enough public concern. Much of this is due to the fact that the government seems to be downplaying the extremity of the situation simply by not raising it to a level of concern a
d publicity that the job crisis or the deficit crisis seem to be getting. The executive branch, in particular- because of its extended media coverage, should be playing a bigger part in this public concern. If the environment is being put on the back burner of campaign election and not being discussed, in length, during presidential speeches and debates, there can’t be an expectation of exponential change in the state of the environment. Why place a heavier burden on growing jobs or a sk
ring deficit when, soon, there won’t be job growth or shrinking deficits to enjoy? With this looming threat of a d
ying world, the president simply can’t afford to waste any more time.

�Do you mean this in the technical mathematical sense we have discussed in our class?  Or are you just using “increasing exponentially” to mean “increasing a lot?”  I would avoid this term if you don't want the technical meaning.


�This seems premature here.  You have not introduced the “They say” section of your paper yet.  Save the direct statement of your opinion for the transition to the “I say” section.  


�Don't overstate.


�All of what you say in this paragraph are possible objections to a cap-and-trade system.  However, this is all a bit academic because we have not implemented a cap-and-trade system at all yet at the federal level.  The whole idea has been blocked by Republicans in the House and Senate.  There are versions of the system that have begun to be implemented in Europe, and California is just beginning to run a system like that.  But this has not been tried yet by our nation as a whole.  


�This seems to be the start of your actual “I say” section.  


�Missing close parenthesis here


�I'm not sure what this means.  How can jobs “inspire a change in the climate crisis?”


�Wrong word.  I think you mean something like “protection” 


�House should be capitalized here (the House of Representatives)


�This is a cliche.  Find a different way to say this.


�and?


�typo


�Oriola, 





You have a number of good points here, and you have actually followed the “they say, I say” structure pretty well after the first paragraph.  For the rewrite, I would suggest that you rework your opening paragraph so that you are not getting to the “I say” prematurely.  You might also think about making a “planting a naysayer” move toward the end of the paper.  Anticipate a possible objection to what you are saying and try to answer it.  For instance, why shouldn't one  of the foreign policy issues be the major thing President Obama should address?   





On the technical side, you also need a references section and you need to identify the sources of your quotations in the text.  See the email I sent to the class last week for one acceptable form for doing that.  I know you are not intentionally trying to hide the sources , but you also have to get into the habit of correctly citing and documenting them in this kind of formal writing.
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