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In President Obama’s second term, he should focus on creating
 more jobs to benefit the nation’s economy. Robert Reich, the former secretary of Labor in the Clinton administration, stated, “If the economy grows faster than its current 2 percent annualized rate, the deficit shrinks in proportion
” (Reich, 2012, November 7). To get the economy to grow, the nation needs more jobs. This would result in more of the population spending, which is what the economy needs. 

At the same time, however, the nation needs to be aware of nature’s wrath as well. Recently, Hurricane Sandy had
 struck the east coast, costing the nation millions
 in repair. Many lives were ruined, some cities flooded, and homes were destroyed. Carol Browner, former administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency, claims, “it is not clear how many disasters it will take and how many billions we will have to spend before we take the potential consequences of climate change seriously” (Browner, 2012, November 8). Christine Whitman, former administrator of EPA as well, stated, “[T]he devastation caused by Hurricane Sandy, both fiscal and physical, should put the issue of climate change front and center for President Obama's second term” (Whitman, 2012, November 7).

The first thing people tend to think about, when dealing with natural disasters, is survival and cost of damages. But what about those who live on islands or on sea level grounds? The sea level around the world is rising due to climate changes. A documentary film in 2010, Sun Come Up, shows the viewers the effect of global warming on the Carteret Islands. Because of the rise in sea level, the salt water destroyed lands that the people of Carteret Islands’ use for crops. As a result, they must migrate to other lands, since there are no more resources available for the Carteret Islanders to live on. It’s a matter of time before the rise in sea level cause damage in the United States as well. In the U.S, there are millions of people who live near the coastal areas. The rise in sea level would put their lives and homes in danger. We, as a nation, must be well aware of this situation.

Although our economy is currently struggling, the citizens should still be aware of climate changes.  “[I]f economic growth slows -- as it will, if taxes are raised on the middle class
 and if government spending is reduced when unemployment is still high -- the deficit becomes larger in proportion” (Reich, 2012, November 7). When unemployment is at a high rate and the middle class gets higher taxes, the economy would not spend, which would result in a decrease in economic growth, making the problem worse.

To make a stronger economy, we need a stronger middle class. The economy needs a larger middle class
. In order to achieve this goal, the nation has to create stable jobs. And in order to create more jobs, government spending has to increase, but only in beneficial areas, such as “education, job training, and infrastructure” (Reich, 2012, November 7).

 In this economy, the rich are getting richer and the poor are getting poorer. The wealth gap between Americans is extreme. “[T]he top 1% had 125 times the net worth of the median household as of 1962. But by 2010, the disparity reached 288 times. The median household saw its net worth
 drop to $57,000 in 2010, down from $73,000 in 1983. It would have been closer to $119,000 had wealth grown equally across households” (Lazarus). So why do people want to tax the middle class while their money grows scarce? Shouldn’t we be taxing the wealthy? They are not the ones who are living paycheck to paycheck, trying to keep food on the table. If the middle class gets higher taxes, the economy will start to decay
. The middle class would decrease in size, towards the lower class, further widening the wealth gap within the economy.

There are ways to create jobs without harming the environment and the economy at the same time. President Obama “worked with governors, car industry executives, labor and environmentalists, to reach an agreement on cleaner, more fuel efficient cars. Manufacturers got the business certainty and regulatory flexibility they needed, consumers won savings at the pump and the air we all breathe got a little cleaner.” (Browner, 2012, November 8). This statement by Browner proves that environmental protection and economy growth is possible. 
The population is increasing annually which mean demands are also increasing. Eventually, the vehicle industries would have to hire more workers to design and create cleaner, higher fuel efficient vehicles. Vehicles that are getting a higher fuel efficiency rate will be in high demands. This high demand would create an increase in jobs, expansion of the middle class, and a cleaner atmosphere. However, this would not happen if the taxes on the middle class increase. There wouldn’t be many jobs available which reduces the number of people actually being able to afford the fuel efficient vehicles. 

The government needs to fund more in natural disasters preparation and rescues. It may not seem important but it will when a natural disaster actually does occur. It’s better to have society be well informed in the preparation of a natural disaster than a society who lacks awareness and be filled with panic during a disaster. While our nation is well prepared for a disaster, in the mean time, we should help other countries who are in desperate needs as well. For example, the Carteret Islanders are in desperate needs for help in relocating. There could be thousands of people still on that island struggling to survive, while the upper class of our society sips on wine that could be valued at a week’s worth of meals and drinks.

If the U.S were to experience something similar to the Carteret Islanders, we would want help from other nations too. The world is supposed to work together and help each other survive, not fight for oil and prove who the strongest nation is. What comes after that proof? Many lives were lost within the process of claiming such a title. Is it really worth it? Shouldn’t the human race be worrying more about the effects of nature if we were to abuse it? The rise in sea level is a prime example because eventually, if it rises at a fixed rate, all the countries in the world would be deeply damaged and millions of lives will be lost.

What would a weak economy be worth if millions, maybe billions, of lives were lost throughout the world due to climate changes. In order to prevent this from happening, the U.S has to strengthen their economy because with a strong economy, the U.S would be able to focus on more important matters, such as preventing natural disasters from happening. Through the creation of jobs throughout the nation, the middle class would increase in size since more people are working and more people are spending. More spending is the key to strengthening the economy as it will eventually lower the deficit of our nation. If unemployment rate increases, the wealth gap will dramatically increase, which will result in the majority of the nation’s population in the lower class. Creation of jobs is the most important thing that this country need during Obama’s second term. After the creation of jobs, the U.S is able to help provide for other countries in desperate need for help due to the effect of climate changes
. 
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�The President has only limited power to create more jobs directly.  You should be more careful how you say this point. I think  you want to say that the President should concentrate on policies that would encourage the creation of more jobs.  








This is a rather subtle point and you are not doing it full justice here.  What does the 


“in proportion” refer to?   Why would shrinking the deficit “in proportion” be good even if the actual deficit was going up?   








Don’t want the “had” here








The latest estimates I have seen of the overall damage from Sandy are more like 50 billion dollars.  








This is a somewhat technical but important point – Reich is talking here about the possible effects of focusing too much on reducing the deficit at this time by cutting government spending and raising taxes on the middle class (the immediate effects if the upcoming “fiscal cliff” is not avoided).   








I’m not sure how this relates to the first sentence of your paragraph.  
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These figures seem low to me.  This is what the article you cite said, but I looked this up in some other places and I found some different numbers from a report released by the Federal Reserve (the US “central bank”).  Their report said  the median American family's net worth dropped almost 40% between 2007 and 2010, from $126,400 in 2007 to $77,300 in 2010.   (Most of the drop came from decline in the value of homes and other real estate, plus losses in retirement investments, pensions, … as a result of the recession.)  It could be a question of what is being included in the “net worth” but  this usually includes all bank accounts, investments, value of all property owned, etc.








This seems to be your opinion, not the position of any of the sources.  Organization of the paper could use some clarification – think “they say, I say”








Chung, 





You seem to have some strong opinions on this question.  But  it would actually strengthen the presentation of those ideas if you tried to follow the “they say, I say” structure more closely.  Give a complete summary of all of the sources you are drawing on before introducing your point of view.  Make the transition clearer, and provide more explicit voice markers to show the reader who is saying what at each stage of your argument.  Finally, it would be good to think about “planting a naysayer” by anticipating a possible objection to your claim that job creation should be the main priority (perhaps an objection from the one of the foreign policy experts on the panel from the NYTimes blog).  
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