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With the election now over there are many things that need to be attended to. The Obama administration has its hands full dealing with health care, the economy, the massive amounts of debt, as well as energy and climate change. All of these issues play an important role in our country’s success; however, Carol Browner and Christine Todd Whitman believe otherwise
. In their articles “Green Goals Without Rancor” and “Climate Change Should Be Front and Center,” respectively, they both advocate for cleaner energy as well as making reforms in order to combat climate change to be at the top of President Obama’s list of political changes. Each of these distinguished ladies knows what they are talking about when energy and climate change is the topic of discussion
. Carol Browner had been the director of the White House Office of Energy and Climate Change Policy from 2009 to 2011 and the administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency from 1993 to 2001. Christine Todd Whitman was governor of New Jersey from 1994 to 2001 and the administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency from 2001 to 2003. Both Whitman and Browner have distinguished political as well as environmental careers. Their wisdom and insight should not be taken lightly and we as a country must take action. 


Despite the massive amounts of evidence that support global warming and its repercussions, there are still people who believe global warming is a hoax. Many skeptics say the environment has changed in this way before. But they must take note that the climate reacts from the forces that occur at its time; humans are the driving force for this climate change. Another typical climate myth that often arises is that humans and animals could adapt to the new warmer climate. This belief is also false because many species will become extinct from not being to adapt quickly enough, causing all other species to die off as well. But whether people want to believe that global warming is a problem, the benefits from a cleaner climate and renewable energy does not stop at saving the earth. Browner in her article brings up several solid points. She states, “Even for those who don’t believe climate change is real, the benefits of clean energy -- cleaner air, energy independence, American jobs and enhanced global competitiveness -- are just too important to ignore” (Browner, 2012, November 7). Browner understands people can be skeptical of the imminent warming of the earth but the importance and benefits of independence in energy trump any other priority on Obama’s list
. These benefits include being competitive on an international scale which has become a very important issue to
 date recently. Global competitiveness not only encompasses being independent of Middle Eastern oil but also having a leg up on other countries in Asia and Europe that are becoming more competitive in technology and education. She finally hits the nail on the head by mentioning the creation of more jobs. Many Americans are worried about the massive debt that is piling up and the idea of going through another stock market crash like the one in 2008. By funding research in renewable sources of energy, natural gas fracking, and other climate orientated projects, Obama can improve many facets of America with one stone
.


The idea of changing America into a green
 fossil fuel independent country seems very promising. Also having a clean environment in which we do not use any forms of energy that hurt the environment is the light at the end of the tunnel. But in reality the steps that must be taken are numerous, tedious, and difficult. In order to be efficient and effective the Obama administration must devise a well thought out plan. Whitman brings up several points on how she suggests Obama should go about changing regulations. She asserts that “congressional action” on regulations such as carbon dioxide limits “would be the best route” (Whitman, 2012, November 7). In her second point, she states, “I hope…Obama follows through on his mention…of clearing out needless regulations that burden businesses throughout the country” (Whitman, 2012, November 7). Regulating the use of carbon dioxide emissions is a must because many corporations are apathetic towards saving the environment and more concerned with making profits. However, the downfall
 of regulating carbon dioxide emissions could lead to the loss of jobs overseas. To prevent this, the government should subsidize companies that use green energy as well as preventing carbon dioxide emission in the U.S. in order to keep factories and jobs within the country. Whitman’s next claim that regulations should streamlined in order to make the process easier is ironic.

When reading these opinionated articles, one should be wary of the bias with which the author writes.  It notes clearly in Whitman’s description she is the founder and president of an environmental strategy group. On the agency’s website, Whitman’s message about the company says the goal of the company is to provide “protection of our precious natural resources in a way that enhances economic growth” (Whitman). Although her intentions may be for the good of the earth, in the end she has to run a business and her best interest is to be a successful business woman, not helping the environment. Her statements support this idea. In order for her business to succeed in consulting companies in climate change policies, those policies need to be as simple as possible. However, those regulations cannot be too simple to follow or else her business is useless by corporations. Whitman then proceeds to follow with how regulations should be simplified by saying, “Streamlining the regulatory process does not mean abandoning regulation or enforcement” (Whitman, 2012, November 7). Her statements follow not in the best interest of the country but for her business to succeed and become prosperous. Of course, many will probably disagree on the grounds that she has experience trying to follow these confusing regulations. Many would agree that government regulations can be cumbersome to follow; however, if these regulations were not complex then corporations would be able to find a glitch in the system and abuse it in order to stay competitive. Obama and his administration must create rules that are not only faultless but also be cost effective
. 

In order for Obama to make any changes within the energy sector his ideas will probably have to concede some costly policies because of the presence of Republicans in the Senate. Whitman brings up an intelligent point by encouraging the Republicans to reconsider their ideals. She asserts, “It is my hope that my Republican colleagues will see the wisdom of a market-based system for funding a public good” (Whitman, 2012, November 7). Again one must take this reading with a grain of salt. Whitman wants regulations within the Senate to pass so that her business can be prosperous by consulting more and more corporations. If she wanted to create more jobs then her article should have been written on that basis, not that of saving the environment. 

There are no easy roads to success. The path and steps we must take in order to make this country a better place are cumbersome. We must not make haste with the ever-changing environment; however, we cannot afford to make any more mistakes. With the election now over, the future of our country is in the hands of the governing bodies. In spite of who may be in office, we as a country must take responsibility as well. As J.F.K. once said, “Ask not what your country can do for you - ask what you can do for your country.” We must be proactive in
 saving our precious earth.  
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�Careful!  The idea of the “Room for Debate” was for each contributor to come up with a single issue that he or she thought was the single most important one.  I don’t think Browner or Whitman would say the other issues were unimportant.  They are just claiming that the environmental issues are the most pressing ones.  








I’m pretty sure you didn’t mean it this way, but this sentence comes across as somewhat condescending.  All of  the contributors to the NYTimes blog know what they are talking about – that is why they were invited to participate.   It’s probably not necessary to say this.  











This does not add a lot to the sentence you quoted.  It’s not necessary to quote directly and then paraphrase as well.   











“to date recently”?  I don’t quite follow you here.








Perhaps use the saying in its original form here:  “kill several birds with one stone”





Comma after the green








I think you mean that the “downside of regulating carbon dioxide emissions is that it could lead to loss of  jobs to other countries.”  This is very true.  To work properly and not cause the sort of dislocation you are pointing out, a cap and trade system would ideally be a world-wide market.  But of course getting approval and setting up a cap and trade system in one country looks easy compared to that idea(!)








It’s great that you looked into Whitman’s potential conflict of interest.  I’m not too concerned that  her  recommendations are tainted by the fact that she has that business, though.  And if anything, it would be easier to find loopholes in complicated regulations with special cases, exemptions, … than it would in a piece of simple, streamlined, straightforward and equitable legislation.  (Think about our current  tax code and a potential simplified tax code that would eliminate lots of deductions if you want an example of what I am thinking about .)  So I am probably more inclined to cut her some slack than you seem to be.  








Jonah, 





This is very good and well-written on the whole, but it is not exactly what the assignment asked for.   You have done a very detailed analysis and critique of  the positions presented by Carol Browner, and Christine Todd Whitman (and something close to what you see as an expose of Whitman’s business connections).  But you have not really balanced the “they say” part with a comparable presentation of your own position.  I can tell what that is, of course.  But part of the idea of this assignment was to practice using the “They Say, I Say” organizational idea,  using voice markers, “planting a naysayer,” etc. in the presentation of your position.    I think you are probably being too hard on Whitman and that sidetracked you in a way from that aspect of the assignment.   If you do submit a rewrite, please focus on that part of my comments.  
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