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Priorities for the Next Four Years


Now that Obama has been reelected for a second term o
f presidency, he must focus on a solution to strengthen our economy and improve the lives of the middle class. I believe solving domestic problems should always come before solving issues outside of our national borders, because if the United States is a strong country within itself, it can then reach out to foreign nations and lend or impose that strength on areas of concern. I agreed the most with Robert Reich, Elaine Chao, and Carol Browner’s arguments because their emphasis was on creating jobs, the economy, and environmental concerns (Browner). I think that Obama should take an approach which ties together stimulating the economy and, at the same time, take into account environmental concerns which will be discussed later
.


Robert Reich, the former secretary of Labor in the Clinton administration, is all for growing and bettering the economy and much of his focus is on the middle class. Reich states that the economic challenge at hand is “to create more good jobs, grow the economy, and widen the circle of prosperity” (Reich, 2012, November 8). He continues to explain that if taxes are raised on the middle class and if government spending is reduced when unemployment is still high, economic growth will be stunted when it really needs to pick up its growth rate. “Tax increases on the middle class would reduce their spending just when the economy needs that spending to keep growing,” writes Reich, “and cuts in government's own spending would make the problem worse” (Reich, 2012, November 8). The way to ensure continued growth of the United States’ economy in Reich’s opinion is to keep taxes low on the middle class. It is, after all, the middle class who make up a decent portion of this country’s population and it is they who hold a wide range of jobs that directly coincide with our economy’s prosperity or suffering
. He also argues that, along with his other proposed ideas, Obama should “increase government spending, especially on critical public investments like education, job training and infrastructure” (Reich, 2012, November 8). This is an important component of his proposed plan because it relates back to what was discussed in class about the American solar panel company that filed for bankruptcy and ultimately failed under the Obama administration. This was due to the inadequate government funding of the American company. Solyndra, the American company, could not compete with the Chinese companies selling their solar panels in the United States because they were practically giving them away. The Chinese companies were able to sell and distribute their products so widely because their government had shoveled millions and millions of dollars behind the company. Reich is arguing that we need this same ‘money shoveling
’ to be applied to education, job training, and infrastructure.


“If we continue lurching toward widening inequality and ever more concentrated income and wealth at the top,” explains Reich, “the vast middle class – as well as all those who aspire to join it – won't have the purchasing power to grow the economy and create more jobs” (Reich, 2012, November 8). Reich is essentially saying that the power to ‘reset’ our economy lies within the middle class, but if the middle class diminishes in size, the power that they hold will also diminish.

Elaine Chao, the secretary of Labor from 2001 to 2009, also shares some similar
 views with Reich. She attests that “the answer to America’s unemployment problem is job creation” (Chao, 2012, November 8). She also highlights the middle class as one of the most important constituents in any political plan that should take action. Chao lays out a plan of what she believes the government should follow in order to “make progress on the confidence front” (Chao, 2012, November 8). Chao advises that administration should “lessen regulatory burdens (which cost $1.75 trillion annually), increase compliance assistance to help businesses efficiently comply with necessary regulations, lower and stabilize taxation, pursue litigation reform, and get a handle on government spending” (Chao, 2012, November 8). All of her suggestions can be digested to mean that small businesses and similar establishments should receive proper attention and be taken care of in a manner that does not make it so difficult to simply exist. I agree with her entirely on this, because it all stems back to the power that lies within the middle class. Therefore, if these small businesses being run by middle class men and women are able to flourish and succeed, the economy will in turn benefit greatly
.

Chao also touches on the idea of the United States’ trade relationship with other countries. “Opening new foreign markets for American enterprises will boost job creation and the president needs to step up the administration’s efforts in negotiating new trade agreements with more nations,” (Chao, 2012, November 8) states Chao. As previously mentioned in my opinion, I believe that internal issues should be dealt with first hand and only then should President Obama look outside of our nation’s borders to further strengthen our economy. However, I do agree with Chao following the idea that the United States needs to open new foreign markets for American companies and businesses because it directly affects the creation of jobs, which the United States desperately needs. Once this is instituted, then I would support Chao’s suggestion of negotiating new trade agreements with more nations.

Carol Browner, former 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, made a few suggestions that sparked my interest. I appreciate her perspective on environmental concerns and the realistic manner that she has. Browner writes, “[b]ut as the president has said, 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 8). Going off of her statement, I was able to connect her environmental concerns with the need for American jobs. There is no question that the United States needs more jobs now, and there is also no question that we, as a country, need to take more proactive measures in order to control global warming. What better way to meet the immediacy of needing jobs and taking action against global warming than to create jobs in fields that correlate directly with the environment. To begin with, our country could certainly use more research positions to get an even better idea about what changes our planet is undergoing now and what we should expect to happen in the future based on our actions today. Browner goes on to suggest in her argument that “the president should use the existing authority to work with the electric utilities and power plants to craft a sector plan to reduce carbon pollution and secure greater energy efficiency while providing business certainty” (Browner, 2012, November 8). If Obama initiated something like this, it would create a perfect opening to allow thousands of job opportunities. If manufacturing companies for instance were made more efficient to reduce their carbon pollution, this could potentially attract hundreds or even thousands of new positions within the company because the entire way the manufacturing process functioned would be changed. This would be what required new jobs.

Obama himself is a firm believer in climate change and knows that we as a country have a responsibility to control
 the environment. Deborah Zabarenko quotes President Obama from a televised newscast this past Wednesday saying, “I am a firm believer that climate change is real, that it is impacted by human behavior and carbon emissions … And as a consequence, I think we've got an obligation to future generations to do something about it” (Zabarenko, 2012, November 14). Zabarenko continues to quote Obama, who expressed his beliefs about what his plans will include in the next four years, saying “I think the American people right now have been so focused, and will continue to be focused, on our economy and jobs and growth that ... if the message is somehow, we're going to ignore jobs and growth simply to address climate change, I don't think anybody's gonna go for that … I won’t go for that” (Zabarenko, 2012, November 14). This statement most accurately describes what I believe Obama’s plan should be for his second term of presidency, and from the sound of the quote, it sounds like the plan will indeed be carried out to a certain extent.

Obama knows how to carry his country. Whether people like him or not, we are not in the same economic situation as some seriously struggling European nations right now, such as Greece. He also knows that there are a multitude of issues the United States must confront and solve, and the smartest way of doing it is to prioritize in order to see the best results. Zabarenko writes, “Obama said any serious solution would require ‘some tough political choices’” (Zabarenko, 2012, November 14). Unfortunately, not everything can work out perfectly, especially when you are the man in charge of an entire country. Not everyone is going to be pleased, and not everyone is going to be living enriched lives, but it is his job as president to make sure the majority’s needs are met in the best of interest
. For example, in order to create new jobs it may be true that some people will have to get laid off.

Speaking of the majority, a recent poll taken indicates that “[n]inety-five percent of respondents in a USA Today/Gallup national survey said fixing the economy is very or extremely important … [and] 70% and above said Obama should focus on making cuts in federal spending and simplifying the tax code” (Davidsen, 2012, November 16). It is clear that the general consensus from U.S. citizens is that they want to see their economy improved and more attention paid to the middle class during Obama’s second term of presidency.

In conclusion, I find myself agreeing with the country’s general feelings about what Obama should focus on, and what Obama himself should focus on. As far as staunch Republicans go who were extremely disappointed to see Obama win the presidential election again, my one piece of advice would be to give it time. Any politician on either side who bashes the other for not generating results from their plan(s) needs to understand that it takes time and patience to see change in a country; especially long-term change. Obama is in fact looking to create more jobs which is on the short-term end of things, but if people want to see this country’s economy grow and prosper, they need to appreciate the fact that it will not happen overnight – it will take several years and carefully thought out plans with room for some error of course. In due time, the United States will see long term effects in several areas, including the job market, economic status, and environmental concerns, if they put their trust in Obama and the appropriate leaders to do their jobs.

Reich, Chao, Browner: http://www.nytimes.com/roomfordebate/2012/11/07/a-to-do-list-for-president-obamas-next-four-years/obama-needs-green-goals-without-rancor
Zabarenko: http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/11/14/us-usa-obama-climate-idUSBRE8AD1IU20121114

Davidsen: http://www.wptv.com/dpp/news/political/presidential-polls-americans-say-president-barack-obama-should-focus-on-economy
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I think it is better to say that they agree on the ultimate goal, but disagree almost completely about how we should try to get there.  











OK, but I for one have a problem when “lessening regulation” starts to mean getting rid of the nasty, meddling EPA and relaxing the provisions of the intrusive Clean Water Act and Clean Air Act to help grow our coal industry.  Even Mitt Romney said in the second debate “I like regulation” (when it does what it should).    
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