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Democratic Presidential Candidates Debate at Drexel University


DATE:
 October 30, 2007.

120 minutes in length from 9:00 PM Eastern time to 11:00 PM.


LOCATION:
 Drexel University in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania


PARTICIPANTS:
 Senator Joe Biden (DE);

Senator Hillary Clinton (NY);

Senator Christopher Dodd (CT);

Former Senator John Edwards (NC); Representative Dennis Kucinich (OH); Senator Barack Obama (IL) and;

Governor Bill Richardson (NM)


MODERATORS:
 Tim Russert,MSNBC ANCHOR Brian Williams, MSNBC ANCHOR


BROADCASTER:
 This is the Decision 2008 Special—the Democratic Presidential Candidates Debate, from Drexel University in Philadelphia. Here is Williams.


WILLIAMS:
 And from the Drexel campus in Philly, good evening.

Brian Williams with Tim Russert.

We have thanked our hosts for this evening. We have thanked the candidates for being here.

Senator Obama, we'll begin with you.

You gave an interview to The New York Times over the weekend pledging in it to be more aggressive, to be tougher in your campaign against your chief rival for the nomination, the leader among Democrats so far, Senator Clinton, who is here next to you tonight.

To that end, Senator, you said that Senator Clinton was trying to sound Republican, trying to vote Republican on national security issues, and that was, quote, “bad for the country and ultimately bad for the Democrats.”That is a strong charge, as you're aware.

Specifically, what are the issues where you, Senator Obama, and Senator Clinton have differed, where you think she has sounded or voted like a Republican?


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, first of all, I think some of this stuff gets overhyped. In fact, I think this has been the most hyped fight since Rocky fought Apol- lo Creed
[1]

 , although the amazing thing is I'm Rocky in this situation. (Laughter.)

But look, we have big challenges. We're at war. The country is strug gling with issues like rising health care. We've got major global challenges like climate change. And that's going to require big meaningful change, and I'm running for president because I think that the way to bring about that change is to offer some sharp contrasts with the other party. I think it means that we bring people together to get things done. I think it means that we push against the special interests that are holding us back, and most importantly, I think it requires us to be honest about the challenges that we face.

It does not mean, I think, changing positions whenever it's politically convenient.

And Senator Clinton in her campaign, I think, has been for NAFTA previously, now she's against it. She has taken one position on torture several months ago and then most recently has taken a different position. She voted for a war, to authorize sending troops into Iraq, and then later said this was a war for diplomacy.

I don't think that—now, that may be politically savvy, but I don't think that it offers the clear contrast that we need. I think what we need right now is honesty with the American people about where we would take the country. That's how I'm trying to run my campaign. That's how I will be as president.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator Clinton, rebuttal?


SEN. CLINTON:
 Well, I don't think the Republicans got the message that I'm voting and sounding like them. If you watched their debate last week, I seemed to be the topic of great conversation and consternation, and that's for a reason, because I have stood against George Bush and his failed policies.

They want to continue the war in Iraq; I want to end it. The Republicans are waving their sabers and talking about going after Iran. I want to prevent a rush to war. On every issue from health care for children to an energy policy that puts us on the right track to deal with climate change and make us more secure, I have been standing against the Republicans, George Bush and Dick Cheney, and I will continue to do so. And I think Democrats know that.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator, thank you.

Tim Russert.


RUSSERT:
 Senator Edwards, you issued a press release, your campaign, and the headline is “Edwards to Clinton: American People Deserve the Truth, Not More Double-Talk on Iran.”What double-talk are you suggesting that Senator Clinton's been engaging in on Iran?


SEN. EDWARDS:
 Well, first, good evening. (Chuckles.) It's wonderful to be here. Let me talk a little bit about what I see as the choice that voters have. I think that from my perspective, President Bush over the last seven years has destroyed the trust relationship between America and its president. In fact, I think he's destroyed the trust relationship between the president of the United States and the rest of the world. And I think it is crucial for Democratic voters and caucus-goers to determine who they can trust, who's honest, who's sincere, who has integrity.

And I think it's fair, in that regard, to look at what people have said. Senator Clinton says that she believes she can be the candidate for change, but she defends a broken system that's corrupt in Washington, D.C. She says she will end the war, but she continues to say she'll keep combat troops in Iraq and continue combat missions in Iraq. To me, that's not ending the war; that's the continuation of the war.

She says she'll stand up to George Bush on Iran. She just said it again. And in fact, she voted to give George Bush the first step in moving militarily on Iran, and he's taken it. Bush and Cheney have taken it. They've now declared the Iranian Revolutionary Guard a terrorist organization and a proliferator of weapons of mass destruction. I think we have to stand up to this president.

And then finally she said in our last debate that she was against any changes on Social Security—benefits, retirement age or raising the cap on the Social Security tax. But apparently it's been reported that she said privately something different than that. And I think the American people, given this historic moment in our country's history, deserve a president of the United States that they know will tell them the truth, and won't say one thing one time and something different at a different time.


RUSSERT:
 Do you stand behind the word “double-talk”?


SEN. EDWARDS:
 I do.


RUSSERT:
 Senator Clinton.


SEN. CLINTON:
 Well, I think that anyone who's looked at my record of 35 years fighting, for women and children and people who feel invisible and left out in this country, knows my record. I fought for expanded education and health care in Arkansas. I helped to bring health care to 6 million children while in the White House. And now, in the Senate, I've been standing up against the Republicans on everything from preventing them from privatizing Social Security to standing up against President Bush's veto of children's health.

You know, I have a long record of standing up and fighting, and I take on the special interests. I've been taking them on for many years. And I think all you have to do is go back and—and read the media to know that.

But on specific issues I've come out with very specific plans.

With respect to Social Security, I do have a plan. It's called start with fiscal responsibility. That's what we were doing in the 1990s, and we had Social Security on a much better path than it is today because of the irresponsible spending policies of George Bush and the Republican Congress.

If there are some of the long-term challenges that we need to address, let's do it in the context of having fiscal responsibility, and then let's put together a bipartisan commission and look at how we're going to deal with these long-term challenges. But I am not going to balance Social Security on the backs of seniors and hardworking middle-class Americans. Let's start taking the tax cuts away from the wealthy. Let's take away the no-bid contracts from Halliburton
[2]

 before we start imposing a trillion-dollar tax in crease on the elderly and on middle-class workers. I don't think that's necessary.

So I have a very specific plan. My friends may not agree with it, but I've been saying it and talking about it for many months.


RUSSERT:
 We're going to get to Social Security in a little bit, but I want to stay on Iran, Senator Clinton.

As you know, you voted for the Kyl-Lieberman amendment, the only member on the stage here who did that. Senator, Jim Webb of Virginia said it is for all practical purposes mandating the military option, that it is a clearly worded sense of Congress that could be interpreted as a declaration of war.

Why did you vote for that amendment, which would—calls upon the president to structure our military forces in Iraq with regard to the capability of Iran?


SEN. CLINTON:
 Well, first of all, I am against a rush to war. I was the first person on this stage and one of the very first in the Congress to go to the floor of the Senate back in February and say George Bush had no authority to take any military action in Iran.

Secondly, I am not in favor of this rush for war, but I'm also not in favor of doing nothing. Some may want a false choice between rushing to war—which is the way the Republicans sound; it's not even a question of whether, it's a question of when and what weapons to use—and doing nothing. I prefer vigorous diplomacy, and I happen to think economic sanctions are part of vigorous diplomacy. We use them with respect to North Korea. We use them with respect to Libya. And many of us who voted for that resolution said that this is not anything other than an expression of support for using economic sanctions with respect to diplomacy.

You know, several people who were adamantly opposed to the war in Iraq, like Senator Durbin, voted the same way I did and said at the time that if he thought there was even the pretense that could be used from the language in that non-binding resolution to give George Bush any support to go to war, he wouldn't have voted for it. Neither would I.

So we can argue about what is a non-binding sense of the Senate, and I think that we are missing the point, which is we've got to do everything we can to prevent George Bush and the Republicans from doing something on their own to take offensive military action against Iran. I'm prepared to pass legislation that—with my colleagues who are here in the Congress, to try to get some Republicans to join us, to make it abundantly clear that sanctions and diplomacy are the way to go; we reject and do not believe George Bush has any authority to do anything else.


RUSSERT:
 Senator Dodd, you said that vote was a justification for war in Iran.


SEN. DODD:
 Well, Tim, I believe that this issue is going to come back to haunt us. We all learned, some of us here painfully, back in 2002 that by voting for an authorization regarding Iraq, that despite the language of that resolution, which called for diplomacy at the time, this administration used that resolution, obviously, to pursue a very aggressive action in Iraq.

I'm of a view here—what you didn't learn back in '02, you should have learned by now. And you don't have to just listen to this resolution. There's been a series of drumbeats by this administration, by Dick Cheney, by the president, by others clearly pointing in the direction that would call for military action in Iran. It is a dangerous move, in my view, and therefore I thought it was incumbent upon us.

It was interesting that people like Dick Lugar, the former Republican chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee; Chuck Hagel, of Nebraska, Republicans, also had serious reservations and voted against that resolu- tion the other day, on September 26th. I'm very concerned that we're going to see those 76 votes come back, being waved in front of us here as a justification when the Bush administration decides to take military action in Iran.

So it was a moment—it's a critical moment when I think leadership is called for here. If you're going to seek the leadership of our country, this is the most serious time in a generation. You have an ascending China. You have an Iranian that's ambitious to acquire nuclear weapons. You have obviously a $4 trillion economy that's in trouble, a health care crisis in this country, energy and other issues that are going to confront the next presi dent. Good judgment and leadership at critical moments must be a part of this debate and discussion. That was a critical moment, and the wrong decision was made, in my view.


RUSSERT:
 Senator Biden, do you agree with Senator Webb it was de facto a declaration of war?


SEN. BIDEN:
 I think it can be used as a fact—a declaration.

But look, we have a—we have a problem in the Senate—and I'm not just directing this at Hillary; all—there were 75 other people who voted with her, we're in a minority—that there are consequences for what we do. And it's not even about going to war.

Let's look at what happened from the moment that vote took place.

Oil prices went up to $90 a barrel. Who benefits from that? All this talk of war, all this talk of declaring people to be terrorists, drove up the price of oil.

Secondly, we have emboldened Bush at a minimum. His talk of World War III, totally irresponsible talk. We've emboldened him, Tim, to be able to move if he chooses to move. They're terrorists. The fact that they're terrorists on one side of the border or the other, we've just declared them terrorists. That gives him the color of right to move against them.

Thirdly, this has incredible consequences for Afghanistan and Pakistan. Nobody talks about this. Do 75 of our colleagues not understand? We have now driven underground every moderate in Pakistan and in Afghanistan. This literally—literally—puts Karzai, as well as Musharraf, in jeopardy.

The notion here is it plays into this whole urban legend that America is on a crusade against Islam. This was bad—if nothing else happens, not another single thing, this was bad policy.

The president had the ability to do everything that that amendment, that resolution called for without us talking to it. And all it has done is hurt us, even if not another single action is taken. Actions have consequences. Big nations can't bluff.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator Obama, let's get at this another way. Red line is the current expression of the moment where Iran is concerned in Washington. What would your red line be concerning when to, if to attack Iran? What would make it crystal clear in your mind that the United States should attack Iran?


SEN. OBAMA:
 I don't think we should be talking about attacking Iran at this point, for some of the reasons that Chris and Joe just talked about. Look, we have been seeing, during the Republican debates, the drumbeat of war. The president has been talking about World War III. That is a continuation of the kinds of foreign policy that rejects diplomacy and sees military action as the only tool available to us to influence the region. And what we should be doing is reaching out aggressively to our allies but also talking to our enemies and focusing on those areas where we do not accept their actions, whether it be terrorism or developing nuclear weapons, but also talking to Iran directly about the potential carrots that we can provide, in terms of them being involved in the World Trade Organization, or be- ginning to look at the possibilities of diplomatic relations being normalized.

We have not made those serious attempts. This kind of resolution does not send the right signal to the region. It doesn't send the right signal to our allies or our enemies, and as a consequence, I think over the long term it weakens our capacity to influence Iran.

Now, there may come a point where those measures have been exhausted and Iran is on the verge of obtaining a nuclear weapon, where we have to consider other options, but we shouldn't talk about those options now when we haven't tried what would be a much more effective approach.


WILLIAMS:
 Same question to Senator Clinton. What would be your red line?


SEN. CLINTON:
 Well, first of all, we have to try diplomacy, and I see economic sanctions as part of diplomacy. We've used it with other very difficult situations, like Libya, like North Korea, and I think that what we're trying to do here is put pressure on the Bush administration. Joe's absolutely right—George Bush can do all of this without anybody. You know, that's the great tragedy, and that's why we've got to rein him in, and that's why we need Republican support in the Congress to help us do so. And I invite all of our colleagues to pass something immediately that makes it very clear he has no authority and we will not permit him to go take offensive action against Iran.

But what we're trying to do is push forward on vigorous diplomacy. That has been lacking.

I believe we should be engaged in diplomacy right now with the Iranians. Everything should be on the table, not just their nuclear program.

I've been advocating this for several years, I believe it strongly, but I also think when you go to the table to negotiate with an adversarial regime, you need both carrots and sticks. The Revolutionary Guard is deeply involved in the commercial activities of Iran. Having those economic sanctions hanging over their heads gives our negotiators one of the set of sticks that we need to try to make progress in dealing with a very complicated situation.

Everybody agrees up here that President Bush has made a total mess out of the situation with Iran. What we're trying to do is to sort our way through to try to put diplomacy, with some carrots and some sticks, into the mix and get the president to begin to do that.


WILLIAMS:
 Respectfully, Senator, same question, though: Do you have a threshold, a red line beyond which?


SEN. CLINTON:
 I want to start diplomacy. You know, I am not going to speculate about when or if they get nuclear weapons. We're trying to pre- vent them from getting so. We're not, in my view, rushing to war. We should not be doing that. But we shouldn't be doing nothing.

And that means we should not let them acquire nuclear weapons, and the best way to prevent that is a full-court press on the diplomatic front.


WILLIAMS:
 I've noted all of our candidates want in on this. Senator Edwards, you next.


SEN. EDWARDS:
 Thank you very much.

Well, I just listened to what Senator Clinton said, and she said she wanted to maximize pressure on the Bush administration. So the way to do that is to vote yes on a resolution that looks like it was written literally by the neocons? I mean, has anyone read this thing? I mean, it literally gave Bush and Cheney exactly what they wanted.

It didn't just give them what they wanted; they acted on it. A few weeks later, they declared the Iranian Revolutionary Guard a terrorist organization and—this is going to sound very familiar; remember from Iraq, the prelude to Iraq? Proliferators of weapons of mass destruction. The way you put pressure on this administration is you stand up to—you say no.

A lot of us on this stage have learned our lessons the hard way, that you give this president an inch and he will take a mile. And this is about such an important issue, and we have to stand up to this president. We need to make it absolutely clear that we have no intention of letting Bush, Cheney or this administration invade Iraq
[3]

 (sic) because they have been rattling the saber over and over and over.

And what this resolution did, written literally in the language of the neocons, is it enables this president to do exactly what he wants to do? He continues to march forward. He continues to say this is a terrorist organization. He continues to say these are proliferators of weapons of mass de- struction. How in the world is that Democrats? We're not talking about Republicans now, Chris and Joe—Democrats standing up to this president and saying no, we are not going to allow this; we are not going to allow this march to war in Iran.


RUSSERT:
 Governor Richardson, would you negotiate with Iran without any conditions?


GOV. RICHARDSON:
 Yes, I would, and I'm the only one on this stage that has actually negotiated with a foreign country with Iran.


REP. KUCINICH:
 That's not true. (Laughs.)


GOV. RICHARDSON:
 And I want to just say to you that, in my judgment, we have to use diplomacy, and there is a red line. We cannot permit Iran to use nuclear weapons, and I do believe what you do is—Ahmadinejad, it's very difficult to deal with him, but there are moderate elements in Iran. There are moderate clerics, there are students, there's a business community, and I believe that we can achieve a compromise on the nuclear issue in exchange for them having a nuclear fuel cycle, nuclear power; they don't develop nuclear weapons—carrot and sticks, diplomatic initiatives, economic incentives.

The problem is, we saber rattle, and this resolution in the Senate saber rattles.

I was U.N. ambassador. I know this region, and I do believe that it's critically important that we talk to North Korea, that we talk to Syria, that we talk to Iran. And it's going to take skilled diplomacy, and what we have in this administration is a policy of preemption, of saber rattling, of leaking out potential targets in Iran. That's not going to get diplomacy started.

And I believe it's critical, if we're going to resolve the situation in the Middle East, if we're going to get Iraq to stop Iran's helping terrorists, we have to engage them, vigorously, potentially also with sanctions. And we need to get European allies, who refuse generally to help us with sanctions, as well as Russia. And what you saw recently is Russia and Iran embracing each other. That is not healthy.


RUSSERT:
 Congressman Kucinich, your opinion of this resolution?


REP. KUCINICH:
 Well, first of all, we need to adamantly reject any kind of a move towards war with Iran. There's no basis for it whatsoever.

But we have to realize, Tim, that we have a number of enablers, who happen to be Democrats, who have said over the last year, with respect to Iran, all options are on the table.

And when you say all options are on the table, you are licensing Presi- dent Bush. When—and I'm the only one up here on the stage who not only voted against the war in Iraq, voted against funding the war, but also led the effort against Bush's drive towards war.

The problem is, these policies of preemption license a war. Preemption, by virtue of international law, is illegal. Our president has already violated international law. The war in Iraq is illegal. Even planning for the war a gainst Iran is illegal.

Tim, we're here in Philadelphia, the birthplace of democracy. I want to know when this Democratic Congress is going to stand up for the Consti- tution and hold the president accountable with Article II, Section 4: an impeachment act. I think that our democracy is in peril. And unless the Democrats and the Congress stand up for the Constitution, we are going to lose our country.

We need to challenge him on this war but we need to challenge him at his core. And the core is, there needs to be a separation of powers, a bal- ance of powers. Things are out of balance. It is time for us to stand up for the Constitution of the United States. (Applause.)


RUSSERT:
 I want to ask each of you the same question.

Senator Clinton, would you pledge to the American people that Iran will not develop a nuclear bomb while you are president?


SEN. CLINTON:
 I intend to do everything I can to prevent Iran from developing a nuclear bomb.


RUSSERT:
 But you won't pledge?


SEN. CLINTON:
 I am pledging I will do everything I can to prevent Iran from developing a nuclear bomb.


RUSSERT:
 But they may.


SEN. CLINTON:
 Well, you know, Tim, you asked me if I would pledge, and I have pledged that I will do everything I can—(laughter)—to prevent Iran from developing a nuclear bomb. RUSSERT: Senator Edwards.


SEN. EDWARDS:
 What I will do is take all the responsible steps that can be taken to keep Iran from developing a nuclear weapon.


RUSSERT:
 Senator Obama.


SEN. OBAMA:
 I think all of us are committed to Iran not having nuclear weapons. And—and so, you know, we—we—we could potentially short-circuit this. (Laughter)

But—but I think there is a larger point at stake, Tim, and that is we have been governed by fear for the last six years, and this president has used the fear of terrorism to launch a war that should have never been au- thorized. We are seeing the same pattern now. We are seeing the Republi- can nominees do the same thing. And it is very important for us to draw a clear line and say we are not going to be governed by fear.

We will take threats seriously. We will take action to make sure that the United States is secure. As president of the United States, I will do everything in my power to keep us safe.

But what we cannot continue to do is operate as if we are the weakest nation in the world instead of the strongest one, because that's not who we are. And that's not what America has been about historically, and it is starting to warp our domestic policies, as well. We haven't even talked about civil liberties and the impact of that politics of fear, what that has done to us in terms of undermining basic civil liberties in this country, what it has done in terms of our reputation around the world.


RUSSERT:
 Senator Biden, would you pledge to the American people that Iran would not build a nuclear bomb on your watch?


SEN. BIDEN:
 I would pledge to keep us safe. If you told me, Tim—and this is not—this is complicated stuff. We talk about this in isolation. The fact of the matter is the Iranians may get 2.6 kilograms of highly enriched urani- um; the Pakistanis have hundreds, thousands of kilograms of highly enriched uranium.

If by attacking Iran to stop them from getting 2.6 kilograms of highly enriched uranium, the government in Pakistan falls, who has missiles already deployed, with nuclear weapons on them, that can already reach Israel, already reach India, then that's a bad bargain.

Presidents make wise decisions informed not by a vacuum in which they operate, by the situation they find themselves in the world. I will do all in my power to stop Iran from getting nuclear weapons, but I will never take my eye off the ball.

What is the greatest threat to the United States of America: 2.6 kilo- grams of highly enriched uranium in Tehran or an out of control Pakistan? It's not close.


RUSSERT:
 Senator Dodd.


SEN. DODD:
 Well, listen, I—there's a deeper question here because not only with the pledge you make, but this audience and others here make a determination which of us here have the experience, the background here to manage the situation. It's a critical question.

As I said at the outset of my—the first question you gave me here, this is the most critical time in a generation in this country. The problems are in the Middle East and what's going on in the Far East, as well as in Latin America and elsewhere, and which of us here brings the background, the experience, the ability to make a difference on these issues, including the question of Iran.

I agree with, Joe. I think the more immediate problem is Pakistan, the one that needs to be addressed, but certainly bringing that experience to- gether so that you're able to marshal the resources, put together the kind of team and demonstrate as a result of what you've been able to accomplish over the years that you can actually handle this situation. Results matter. Experience matters. Having to demonstrate an ability to deal with these is- sues is critical.

So certainly, I would make a pledge, obviously, to do everything we can to avoid this problem, but I would suggest to you, Tim, that the more immediate issue is the one exactly that Joe has identified here. Pakistan does pose a more serious issue for this country and one that needs to be addressed. That's what I did in Latin American when I negotiated the set tlements in El Salvador and Nicaragua, going back 20 years ago—deeply involved in the process, working day after day with various elements, to bring about the kind of results that today has reduced the threats of violence in that part of the world.

That's what's needed here—a leader that has the experience and the background to grapple with these issues.


WILLIAMS:
 Governor Richardson.


GOV. RICHARDSON:
 Well, I would make the pledge, and it would be through diplomacy. And what we're also talking about is not just Pakistan. We're talking about enriched uranium, a loose nuclear weapon, nuclear materials, fissionable material throughout the world. Even more of a threat than nuclear weapons is a loose nuclear weapon crossing the border. So what we need is an international agreement, but the key has to be diplomacy.

And I have—in the fourth row there's a man named Bill Barloon, who I rescued from an Iraqi prison in Abu Ghraib. And it's going to take leader- ship, and it's going to take diplomacy. It's going to take negotiation. I went head to head with Saddam Hussein, and I brought two Americans out. Bill Barloon is one. And the greatest words I heard after I got them out was, “Thank you.”And then I said, “I'm taking you home.”That's diplomacy. That means talking to the Irans, to the Syrias, to the North Korea. I've done it all my life as a diplomat, as a U.N. ambassador, as a special envoy, as a hostage negotiator. I've got the most international experience here, with all due respect. There's a lot of good international experience here, but I've gone head to head in North Korea, and we got back—we got back six remains of our soldiers six months ago.

We got the North Koreans to stop their nuclear reactor. And so I believe it's important that we have a leader not just that can bring people together, but could resolve some of the thorniest problems we have.


WILLIAMS:
 Congressman Kucinich, same question.


REP. KUCINICH:
 With all due respect to our friends from the media here, the media itself has to be careful how you frame these questions. We don't want to be put in a position where we are taking this country to the thresh－old of war. The media did play a role in taking us into war in Iraq, and I'm urging the members of the media to urge restraint upon you and our president, whose rhetoric is out of control.

I would go to Iran and I would urge Iran not just to not have nuclear weapons; I would urge them to give up nuclear power because nuclear power is the most expensive type of power there is. It is not a sustainable type of power because of the cost of it. It—it is unsafe. I would urge Iran to give up nuclear power.

But I would also do—do something further. It is time that the United States government enforced and—and participated in fully the Non-Proliferation Treaty, which calls for the abolition of all nuclear weapons.

We must lead the way and we must have a president who understands the danger of these nuclear weapons, and have America lead the way among all nations towards nuclear abolition. When we do that, we will have the credibility to go to an Iran, and any other nation that may have desire for a nuclear power, to say, look, we want to take it in a differ- ent direction; we are not going to stand by and watch our country lost because we are ratcheting up the rhetoric towards war against Iran.

We have to stop this, Tim. We have to stop ratcheting up the rhetoric for war. We really need to stop it.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator Clinton, elsewhere in the region, let's talk about Iraq. One of your military advisers, retired Lieutenant General Claudia Kennedy, while campaigning for you in New Hampshire, was recently quoted saying, quote, “I don't oppose the war. I have never heard Senator Clinton say, I oppose the war,”closed quote.

Senator Clinton, do you oppose the war in Iraq?


SEN. CLINTON:
 Absolutely but I do not, and I don't think any of us do, oppose the brave young men and women who have fought this war with such distinction and heroism.

You know, I have said repeatedly that I will begin to bring our troops home as soon as I am president, because it is abundantly clear that President Bush does not intend to end the war while he is still president. In order to do that, we're going to have to get the Joint Chiefs and my secretary of Defense and advisers together to start the planning, to move as quickly as possible, because I don't believe that the planning has been sufficiently undertaken in the Pentagon under this administration. But we've got to do more. We have to try to get the Iraqi government to understand its obliga- tions, because there is no military solution, and they have thus far failed to do so.

And finally, we need to engage in diplomacy with respect to Iraq. You know, we have a big diplomatic apparatus. This president doesn't use it. He relies on a very small group of people. I think that's a terrible mistake. In addition to the Foreign Service officers, I would bring in a lot of other distinguished Americans who have experience, people, you know, like my colleagues Bill and Joe and Chris.

We need a lot of Americans trying to fan out across the world following President Bush because he's going to leave so many problems. His policies have alienated our friends and emboldened our enemies. And Iraq and Iran are tinderboxes, the Middle East, Pakistan. I agree with Joe. The Afghanistan situation. Everywhere you look in the world, we've got work to do. And I think we've got to do more than just send our young men and women out. That is not an appropriate use of their power.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator Obama, was Senator Clinton's answer to the opposition of the Iraq war question consistent, in your view?


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, I don't think it's consistent with the Iran resolution, for example, which specifically stated that we should structure our forces in Iraq with an eye towards blunting Iranian influence. It is yet another ra- tionale for what we're doing in Iraq, and I think that's a mistake.

Now, I agree that we've got to focus on diplomacy. The president has to lead that diplomacy, which is why I've said I would convene a meeting of Muslim leaders upon taking office because I think we have to send a strong signal that we are willing to listen and not just talk, and certainly not just dictate or engage in military action.

But the—the real key for the next president is someone who has the credibility of not having been one of the co-authors of this engagement in Iraq. And I think I am in a strong position to be able to say I thought this was a bad idea from the first—in the first place, we now have to fix it, we have to be as careful getting out as we were careless getting in, but we nevertheless have to take steps that are not only engaging Iraqis—the Shi'a, the Sunni and the Kurds—but also engaging Iran, Syria and other powers in the region.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator Edwards, same question.


SEN. EDWARDS:
 Well, I—here's what I want. I want to make certain that voters in Iowa, New Hampshire and all across America—Democrats, independents—understand that you have choices in this election, very clear choices. If you believe that combat missions should be continued in Iraq over the long term, if you believe that combat troops should remain stationed in Iraq, and if you believe there should be no actual timetable for withdrawal, then Senator Clinton's your candidate.

I don't. I think that we need to end combat missions; we need to get combat troops out of Iraq. As president of the United States, I will do that. I think it's a requirement of leadership as president, and I will do it in my first year in office. Combat missions ended, combat troops out of Iraq, peri- od. So there's a very clear choice here between the candidates.

And the second thing that I want to be certain that voters are aware of, when we talk—we've had long discussion about Iran, and Barack just made the connection to Iran, and there is a very clear connection, because we need to learn from the past. And what we've learned from the past is you cannot trust this president, and what I worry about is if Bush invades Iran six months from now, I mean, are we going to hear, “If only I had known then what I know now”
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 ? Well, we know enough now to know we have to stand up to this president.

And the second point I would make is, I was surprised by Senator Clinton's vote, I'll be honest about that, and then I saw an explanation of it in The New York Times for her vote, which basically said she was moving from primary mode to general election mode. I think that our responsibility as presidential candidates is to be in tell-the-truth mode all the time. We should not be saying something different in the primary than we say in the general election.

I think that's what Americans have been hearing from George Bush, and I think they're looking for something different, and voters have a choice in this election.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator Clinton, 30-second rebuttal.


SEN. CLINTON:
 May I—well, I—I need to rebut this. I don't know where to start.

Number one, when we talk about combat missions in Iraq, my under- standing is that we had the same agreement, most of us, on this stage, that we would bring out combat troops, but we would pursue a mission against al Qaeda in Iraq if they remained a threat. Now, I don't know how you pursue al Qaeda without engaging them in combat. So I think we're having a semantic difference here.

I think we should get as many of the combat troops out as quickly as possible. If we leave any troops in, like Special Operations, to go after al Qaeda in Iraq, I assume that we don't want them just sitting around and watching them; we want them to engage them. That is a very limited mission. That is what I have said consistently.

And you know, when it comes to where I stand, I have been explaining that to the American people. I stand for ending the war in Iraq, bringing our troops home. But I also know it's going to be complicated, and it's going to take time. And I intend to do it in a responsible manner that is as safe for our troops as possible. We're going to have troops remaining there, guarding our embassy. We may have a continuing training mission, and we may have a mission against al Qaeda in Iraq. So that's a very big differ- ence than having the 160,000 troops that George Bush has there today.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator, thank you. And a brief housekeeping note here: we have built two or three rather short breaks into tonight's program, this two-hour debate tonight.

And we're going to choose to take the first of them right now, mostly so everyone can take a breath, on this hot stage, on this otherwise cool night in Philadelphia. We will continue with our debate, from the campus of Drexel University in Philadelphia, right after this.

(Announcements.)


WILLIAMS:
 We are back from the campus of Drexel University in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, resuming what will be tonight a two-hour debate.

Senator, thank you.

We're going to introduce the concept of a lightning round here. Take one question; go down the line. 30 seconds each—a time we're going to enforce.

And Governor Richardson, we're going to start with you. This is about something called Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study. It's called TIMSS. A number of overseas nations took part in it. It found that overseas students spend an average of 193 days annually in school. The deficit compared to the U.S., where it's 180 days—over 12 years, that adds up to one-year gap between education in the U.S. and overseas.

Do you believe we in this country need to extend the school day and/or extend the school year? And will you commit to it?


GOV. RICHARDSON:
 Yes, I'd commit to it.

And I'm glad finally education is coming up in a major debate. This is what I would do. We are 29th in the world in science and math compared to the EU, to countries like China and India. They graduate four or five times more engineers. There is a competitiveness gap here.

This is what I would do. One, I'd have 100,000 new science and math teachers. But we have to pay our teachers what they deserve, a minimum wage, what I believe, of $40,000 per year. I'd get rid of No Child Left Behind
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 . I would have science and math academies.


WILLIAMS:
 Time.


GOV. RICHARDSON:
 But in the high school curriculum, it's critically important


WILLIAMS:
 Time.


GOV. RICHARDSON:
 ...that we have more civics, more language, and art in the schools...


WILLIAMS:
 Governor?


GOV. RICHARDSON:
 ...to provoke creativity in science and math proficiency.


WILLIAMS:
 Thirty-second limit on these.

Congressman?


REP. KUCINICH:
 There's a statue above the House of Representatives of a woman whose arm is outstretched, and she is protecting a child sitting next to a pile of books. The title of this statue is Peace Protecting Genius. We need to have a country that stands for peace, that gets us out of the wars. We see the connection between global warring and global warming; we cut the Pentagon budget 15 percent; $75 billion will go into a universal pre-kindergarten program so our children ages 3, 4 and 5 will have access to full-time day care, and more money would go into elementary and secondary education.

In addition to that, our college-age students need to know that with a Kucinich administration, they're guaranteed a two- or four-year college, tuition-free, that will be paid for by the government investing in our young people. That's the kind of approach I'll take to education.


WILLIAMS:
 Thank you, Congressman.

Senator.


SEN. OBAMA:
 I do think that we have to have more instruction in the classroom. We're going to have to pay for that, and the federal government has to help strapped local districts in order to make that happen.

We also have to—if we want to develop math and science curriculums, we've got to make math and science jobs attractive, which means increasing research grants. And this is something that is important not just for our competitiveness but also for our long-term national security. And when George Bush requests $196 billion for next year's wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, and is seeing a flat-lining of investment in science research, that makes it more difficult for us to encourage our children to go into sciences.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator Obama, thank you.

Senator Clinton.


SEN. CLINTON:
 Well, very quickly, I would start at the very beginning. We need to do more to help our families prepare their children. A family is a child's first school. The parents are a child's first teacher. This is some- thing that I've worked on for many years.

We need to really support it through nurse visitation or social worker, child care. We need to do more with the pre-Kindergarten program that I have proposed.

In addition, though, this has to fit into an overall innovation agenda which I have also set forth because we can't just say go to school longer. We need to do what happened when I was in school and Sputnik went up and our teacher said, your president wants you study math and science. That's what I want kids today to feel, that it's part of making sure we maintain our quality of life and our standard of living.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator Edwards.


SEN. EDWARDS:
 I think it's—I think we still have two public school system in many way in—ways in America. We have one for affluent commu- nities and one for everybody else.

I think the things that we need to do specifically: We should have universal pre-K for all four-year-olds. We ought to deal with nutritional and health care needs for younger children, younger than four years of age, starting at about age two. We should have a national teaching university so that we attract our most talented young people, send them out across America to teach in the toughest places to teach. We should give incentive pay to teachers who are willing to teach in the most difficult places. We should have second-chance schools for kids who are dropping out and college for any kid who's willing to work when they're in college.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator, thank you.

Senator Biden.


SEN. BIDEN:
 Yes, I proposed it in 1987. We should go to school longer. We either have to assume that our kids are natively brighter than every other child in the world or that somehow we have to go to school longer.

Secondly, we should have a minimum of 16 years of education.

Thirdly, we should be focusing on the socially economic disadvan- taged, mostly minorities in inner cities. That's something we've ignored. We've paid no attention to it. We pretend they're the same circumstances every other kid in America. They start off with a half; half of the education gap exists before they set foot in the first classroom. That should be the focus.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator Dodd.


SEN. DODD:
 Well, Brian, this is a—I've often said the single most important issue, and I've been asked the question over the years, what's the single most important issue? I always say education because it is the answer to every other problem we confront as a people here. We've got to begin—I'm proud to have been named as Senator of the Decade by the Head Start Association. All the ideas that are being advocated—early childhood education—are critical.

The federal government needs to be a better partner in all of this, not take away control locally. But—well, a child's quality of education should n't depend on the accident of birth, and that's what happens too often in our country. The children in Philadelphia or in Connecticut or whoever else are going to be competing with children in Johannesburg, in Sydney, in Moscow and Beijing. We need to make the kind of investments jointly with our local communities. Higher education community colleges need to be more tuition free. I have an idea on how to do that, so that we provide that continuum from the earliest ages through higher education to meet the challenges of the 21st century.


WILLIAMS:
 Keep you—I have to keep you to time, Senator. Thank you.

We're going to continue this notion of a lightning round.

After a quick break, we're going to start our next segment with a question handed to me by a student here at Drexel today. So again, our last break now, and a short one—we will continue from Philadelphia right after this.

(Announcements.)


WILLIAMS:
 We are back in Drexel University in Philadelphia.

Something we'd like to institute as the lightning round. We've put a clock and a noise, perhaps not loud or severe enough, on the screen. (Laughter.) As we tried this out in the previous segment, we're going to get try to get tougher and heavier concerning our enforcement.

I promised to begin with a question handed me by a Drexel student today. It dovetails—and Senator Dodd, we'll start with you—it dovetails with what physicians have asked me to ask in this room, to this group here tonight.

With so many young people choosing not to go into medicine, so many veteran physicians choosing to get out or losing heart because their ability to earn an income is going down, how do you expect this nation to attract, to continue to attract quality people to medicine, Senator?


SEN. DODD:
 Well, a couple of things, very quickly—again, 30 seconds here. But first, obviously, providing some benefits to people who choose to get into that educational field and profession, so we can attract them to work in areas that they're needed in. That certainly needs to be done.

I believe there's an answer to the medical malpractice issue, not the ones the Republicans have been proposing, but that's one of the issues that people are concerned about and, as part of a larger health care plan, ought to be a part of that, as we consider universality and other elements here, to make sure that this profession becomes one where the cost of insurance, the cost of other items here are not going to be so excessive that you'd be discouraged from going in that direction.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator, thank you.

Senator Biden.


SEN. BIDEN:
 You got to help them pay off their—they start off in the hole. They graduate and they have these gigantic bills, 40,000 bucks a year. They graduate hundreds of thousands of dollars in debt. You got to give them the ability to write that off if they engage in public service, move into areas where they need doctors, number one.

Now, number two, you got to get the insurance company out of look- ing over their shoulders and everything. They know the decisions to make. They know what they should be doing, and they should be rewarded for their decisions.

The light's on, and I want you to know I stay inside my time.


WILLIAMS:
 Very good. It's our new “tough guy”policy. (Laughter.)

Senator, thank you.

Senator Edwards.


SEN. EDWARDS:
 What we need is a universal health care system that gets doctors out of the business of having to deal with insurance companies on a daily basis, to protect them from that.

But I want to talk about another piece of this, which is we have a nurs- ing crisis in America, a serious nursing crisis. So what we need to do is ex- pand our nursing schools, give scholarships to young people who are will ing, when they go to nursing school, to commit to come out and go to the places that are underserved. We need to get rid of things like mandatory overtime. We need to have safer staff-to-patient ratios so that we can deal with this crisis for the men and women who actually provide a huge amount of the health care in this country.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator, thank you.

Senator Clinton.


SEN. CLINTON:
 Well, again, I agree with everything that has been said. In my proposal for the American Health Choices plan, we basically give the insurance companies an ultimatum. They have to get into the business of actually providing insurance instead of trying to avoid covering people. They cannot deny people coverage; they cannot exist—have a pre-existing condition which is not covered. That is one of the biggest problems that doctors face. They face this constant barrage of harassment and bureaucratization from the private insurance world.

We also need to clean up Medicare and Medicaid. They're not as friendly as they need to be either.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator, thank you.

Senator Obama.


SEN. OBAMA:
 We need to deal with the insurance companies. On Medicare and Medicaid, the reimbursement system is not working the way it should. And by the way, instituting a universal health care system that emphasizes prevention will free up dollars that potentially then can go to reimbursing doctors a little bit more, but we've got to deal with the cost of medical education. We have to deal with college costs generally. And that's why I've put forward proposals to get banks and middlemen out of the process and expand national service to encourage young people to go into these helping professions where we need a lot more work.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator, thank you.

Congressman?


REP. KUCINICH:
 I'm the co-author of the bill H.R. 676, that establishes Medicare for all.

As long as you have the private insurance companies involved in providing health services, people aren't going to get care. Doctors know that the insurance companies want to substitute their judgment for their practice. Everyone knows that the insurance companies make money not providing health care.

I'm standing for Medicare for all. There is no one else on this stage who is ready to take on the insurance companies directly by saying, you know, we should join every other industrialized nation in the world by caring for our people, by having a not-for-profit health care system. Just because you say it's universal doesn't mean it's not for profit. Even the insurance companies want a universal health care system.


WILLIAMS:
 Thank you, Congressman. Thank you, Congressman.

Governor Richardson.


GOV. RICHARDSON:
 Well, I have a specific proposal. Here it is. In exchange for two years of tuition paid by the government or loans, you give one year of national service to the country. This will attract more doctors and will enable students to afford a college education, when it's taken them 7 years to pay for this.

Get rid of the student loan and bank agencies that are ripping off the system. Reestablish, on a general basis, doctor-patient relationship. Deal with Medicare reimbursement. Deal with ways that we also not forget health professionals, and that's nurses. That's others that, in our health care system, are not given the same opportunity.


WILLIAMS:
 Governor—Governor, thank you.

Senator Obama, a question to you. More than one columnist covering the field of transportation has compared our current commercial aviation business to Aeroflot in the old Soviet Union. One writer said, hold on, that's insulting to Aeroflot. They have raised their service.

The question to you is: How did this country get into a state where point to point air travel is no longer truly dependable? But more important, what would you be truly willing to do as president to fix it?


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, this is a problem that's been building for a long time. The airlines got into trouble after deregulation, and it has continued and compounded. And they have now tried to make more money, and they're seeing better solvency, but they've done it on the backs of consumers. And anybody who's flying commercial knows that service has gone down and deteriorated further and further and further.

So as president of the United States, we have to look at making sure that there's enough airport capacity. We've got to place, potentially, some restrictions on some flights and encourage airlines to deal with the problems of remote areas that are having difficulty, in terms of making connections.

But this is going to require the kind of leadership that we have not seen from this president not just on transportation in the airlines industry, but in transportation generally. We haven't seen that kind of commitment on Amtrak
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 。


WILLIAMS:
 Time.


SEN. OBAMA:
 —I'm sorry; I didn't realize this was the lightning round.


WILLIAMS:
 Yeah. Yeah, sorry, the rules—


SEN. OBAMA:
 But generally speaking, this president has failed on this issue. We've got to keep on—we have to make much bigger progress than we've done.


WILLIAMS:
 We should probably repeat: the lighting round continues with my colleague, Tim Russert. (Laughter.)


RUSSERT:
 Thank you, Brian.

Senator Clinton, Governor of New York Eliot Spitzer has proposed giving driver's licenses to illegal immigrants. You told the Nashua, New Hampshire editorial board it makes a lot of sense. Why does it make a lot of sense to give an illegal immigrant a driver's license?


SEN. CLINTON:
 Well, what Governor Spitzer is trying to do is fill the vacuum left by the failure of this administration to bring about comprehensive immigration reform. We know in New York we have several million at any one time who are in New York illegally. They are undocumented workers. They are driving on our roads. The possibility of them having an accident that harms themselves or others is just a matter of the odds. It's probability. So what Governor Spitzer is trying to do is to fill the vacuum.

I believe we need to get back to comprehensive immigration reform because no state, no matter how well-intentioned, can fill this gap.

There needs to be federal action on immigration reform.


RUSSERT:
 Does anyone here believe an illegal immigrant should not have a driver's license?


REP. KUCINICH:
 Believe what?


RUSSERT:
 An illegal immigrant should not have a driver's license.


SEN. DODD:
 This is a privilege. And look, I'm as forthright and progressive on immigration policy as anyone here, but we're dealing with a serious problem here, we need to have people come forward. The idea that we're going to extend this privilege here of a driver's license, I think, is troublesome. And I think the American people are reacting to it.

We need to deal with security on our borders, we need to deal with the attraction that draws people here, we need to deal fairly with those who are here; but this is a privilege. Talk about health care, I have a different opinion. That affects the public health of all of us. But a license is a privilege, and that ought not to be extended, in my view.


WILLIAMS:
 Who else? Senator—


SEN. CLINTON:
 I just want to add, I did not say that it should be done, but I certainly recognize why Governor Spitzer is trying to do it. And we have failed—


SEN. DODD:
 Wait a minute. No, no, no. You said yes, you thought it made sense to do it.


SEN. CLINTON:
 No, I didn't, Chris. But the point is, what are we going to do with all these illegal immigrants who are driving—(inaudible)?


SEN. DODD:
 Well, that's a legitimate issue. But driver's license goes too far, in my view.


SEN. CLINTON:
 Well, you may say that, but what is the identification if somebody runs into you today who is an undocumented worker？


SEN. DODD:
 There's ways of dealing with that.


SEN. CLINTON:
 Well, but—


SEN. DODD:
 This is a privilege, not a right.


SEN. CLINTON:
 Well, what Governor Spitzer has agreed to do is to have three different licenses; one that provides identification for actually going onto airplanes and other kinds of security issues, another which is an ordinary driver's license, and then a special card that identifies the people who would be on the road.


SEN. DODD:
 That's a bureaucratic nightmare.


SEN. CLINTON:
 So it's not the full privilege.


RUSSERT:
 Senator Clinton, I just want to make sure what I heard. Do you, the New York Senator Hillary Clinton, support the New York governor's plan to give illegal immigrants a driver's license? You told the Nashua, New Hampshire, paper it made a lot of sense.


SEN. CLINTON:
 It—


RUSSERT:
 Do you support his plan?


SEN. CLINTON:
 You know, Tim, this is where everybody plays Gotcha
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 . It makes a lot of sense. What is the governor supposed to do? He is dealing with a serious problem. We have failed, and George Bush has failed.

Do I think this is the best thing for any governor to do? No. But do I understand the sense of real desperation, trying to get a handle on this? Remember, in New York we want to know who's in New York. We want people to come out of the shadows. He's making an honest effort to do it. We should have passed immigration reform.


WILLIAMS:
 New subject.

Senator Edwards, you have young children. As you know, the Internet can be a bit of a cultural Wild West. Assuming a lot of homes don't have parental support, would you be in favor of any government guidelines on Internet content?


SEN. EDWARDS:
 For children and try to protect children and using technology to protect children? I would.

I want to add something that Chris Dodd just said a minute ago, because I don't want it to go unnoticed. Unless I missed something, Senator Clinton said two different things in the course of about two minutes just a few minutes ago, and I think this is a real issue for the country.

I mean, America is looking for a president who will say the same thing, who will be consistent, who will be straight with them. Because what we've had for seven years is double-talk from Bush and from Cheney, and I think America deserves us to be straight.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator Obama, why are you nodding your head?


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, I was confused on Senator Clinton's answer. I can't tell whether she was for it or against it, and I do think that is important. You know, one of the things that we have to do in this country is to be honest about the challenges that we face.

Immigration is a difficult issue. But part of leadership is not just look ing backwards and seeing what's popular, or trying to gauge popular sen- timent. It's about setting a direction for the country, and that's what I in- tend to do as president.


WILLIAMS:
 Are you for it or against it?


SEN. OBAMA:
 I think that it is a—the right idea. And I disagree with Chris, because there is a public safety concern. We can make sure that drivers who are illegal come out of the shadows, that they can be tracked, that they are properly trained, and that will make our roads safer. That doesn't negate the need for us to reform illegal immigration.


SEN. DODD:
 Governor Spitzer's idea...


RUSSERT:
 Congressman Kucinich, I want to move to a different area, because this is a serious question.

The godmother of your daughter, Shirley MacLaine, writes in her new book that you've cited a UFO over her home in Washington state—(Laughter.)—that you found the encounter extremely moving, that it was a triangular craft silent and hovering, that you felt a connection to your heart and heard directions in your mind.

Now, did you see a UFO? (Laughter.)


REP. KUCINICH:
 I did. And the rest of the account—(interrupted by laughter)—I didn't—I—it was unidentified flying object, okay. It's like—it's unidentified. I saw something.

Now, to answer your question, I'm moving my—and I'm also going to move my campaign office to Roswell, New Mexico and another one, an extra, to New Hampshire, okay. (Laughter.) And also, you have to keep in mind that more—that Jimmy Carter
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 saw a UFO, and also that more people in this country have seen UFOs than, I think, approve of George Bush's presidency. (Laughter.)


RUSSERT:
 Actually—


REP. KUCINICH:
 And so—(laughter)—wait. We're just getting started here.


RUSSERT:
 No, no. Let me—14 percent of Americans say they have seen UFOs.

I'm going to move—


REP. KUCINICH:
 What was the percentage?


RUSSERT:
 Fourteen percent.


REP. KUCINICH:
 What was that percentage?


RUSSERT:
 Fourteen.


REP. KUCINICH:
 Thank you.


RUSSERT:
 I want to see—(laughter)—I'm going to ask Senator Obama a question in the same line.

The three astronauts of Apollo 11 who went to the moon back in 1969 all said that they believe there is life beyond Earth. Do you agree?


SEN. OBAMA:
 You know, I don't know, and I don't presume to know. What I know is there is life here on Earth—(laughter)—and—and that we're not attending to life here on Earth. We're not taking care of kids who are alive and, unfortunately, are not getting health care. We're not taking care of senior citizens who are alive and are seeing their heating prices go up. So as president, those are the people I will be attending to first. (Laugh ter.) There may be some other folks on their way. (Applause, laughs.)


WILLIAMS:
 Let's talk about life on Earth. Senator Clinton, Lance Armstrong
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 called here today with a question. He made the point, as he often has, 3,000 people, roughly, killed on 9/11, roughly a trillion dollars spent in the years since; about that many people die of cancer every two days. He wanted us to ask any of you, are you willing to be the president or are you willing to pledge to be the president who knocks cancer down from its status as number one killer of Americans under the age of 85?


SEN. CLINTON:
 I'm going to do everything I can to do that. I went to Lance Armstrong's cancer symposium in Iowa and it was a very moving experience—not only people like us speaking but a lot of cancer survivors, a lot of researchers.

It's just outrageous that under President Bush, the National Institutes of Health has been basically decreased in funding. We are on the brink of so many medical breakthroughs, and I will once again fund that research, get those applications processed, get those young researchers in those labs to know that we're going to tackle cancer and try to do everything we can to drive its death rate down.


MR. WILLIAMS:
 Senator, thank you.

Tim Russert.


RUSSERT:
 Senator Dodd, you went on the Bill Marr show last month and said that you were for decriminalizing marijuana. Is there anyone here who disagrees with Senator Dodd in decriminalization marijua na? Senator Biden? Senator...

(LAUGHTER)

Senator Edwards, why?


SEN. EDWARDS:
 Because I think it sends the wrong signal to young people. And I think the president of the United States has a responsibility to ensure that we're sending the right signals to young people.


SEN. DODD:
 Can I respond, I mean just why I think it ought to be? We're locking up too many people in our system here today. We've got mandatory minimum sentences that are filling our jails with people who don't belong there. My idea is to decriminalize this, reduce that problem here. We've gone from 800,000 to 2 million people in our penal institutions in this country.

We've go to get a lot smarter about this issue than we are, and as president, I'd try and achieve that.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator, Senator Biden, I introduce a new subject here. Christmas shopping season, holiday shopping, almost upon us, as there is a chill in the air. Would you advise Americans against buying imported toys from China, in light of the recent health and safety problems?


SEN. BIDEN:
 If I were president, I'd shut down, flat shut down any imports from China, period, in terms of toys—flat shut it down, number one. (Applause.)

Number two, imagine if this—Morocco was selling these—these toys. We would have shut it down a year ago.

They have mortgage on our house because Bush mortgaged us to a trillion dollars to them. He is responsible for this. This is outrageous.

And by the way, where is Rudy
[10]

 when we need him here? (Laughter.) He could have helped you on this. You know what I mean? On the UFOs. I don't—(laughter)—I don't know.


WILLIAMS:
 This is what happens late at night in a hot room. (Laughter.)

Senator Obama, we started with you. Let's take a stab at this one. Tomorrow, of course, is Halloween. (Laughter.) You will go as what? (Laughter.)


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, we haven't decided on the costume yet. I know my 9-year-old is going as a math professor, and my 6-year-old's going as a witch. I will be accompanying them. I am thinking about wearing a Mitt Romney
[11]

 mask, which I think—(laughter)—will really—but it has two sides to it.

It goes in both directions at once. (Laughter.)


WILLIAMS:
 Let's perhaps try to end on that note. (Laughter.) Along with this: If you didn't hear your question asked or answered here tonight, we are guessing there will be ample opportunity. We, among others, will be back at this pursuit with now 65 days to go until the Iowa caucuses.

I want to thank my partner first and foremost, Tim Russert, in the questioning here tonight.

We, of course, want to thank our hosts at Drexel University, the great city of Philadelphia, and the candidates in the race for the Democratic nomination for being with us here tonight.

On behalf of all of us at NBC News, especially our road crew here who makes these all possible, good night from Philadelphia. Thank you for being with us. (Applause.)

【注释】



[1]
 洛奇和阿波罗·克雷德都是著名电影《洛奇》中的角色。




[2]
 哈里伯顿公司是世界上最大的为石油及天然气行业提供产品及服务的供应商之一，总部位于美国得克萨斯州休斯敦。




[3]
 应为Iran的口误。




[4]
 此话显然矛头直指希拉里·克林顿。




[5]
 全称为“No Child Left Behind Act of 2001”，简称NCLB，是布什总统一上任即签署的国会法案（2002年1月8日生效）。




[6]
 美国全国铁路客运公司。




[7]
 “抓到你啦”（Gotcha）是指一方旨在某个游戏或者努力过程中揪出另一方的错误或谎言。




[8]
 吉米·卡特：美国前总统。




[9]
 Lance Armstrong，是一名退役的美国公路自行车赛职业车手，因从睾丸癌中康复过来后连续7次（1999年－2005年）获得环法自行车赛冠军而闻名。




[10]
 指Rudy Giuliani，鲁迪·朱利安尼，时任纽约市长，是2008年共和党总统候选人之一。




[11]
 米特·罗姆尼是美国著名商人，曾任马萨诸塞州州长（2002年—2006年），是2008年共和党总统候选人之一。对于米特·罗姆尼政治立场的善变，奥巴马曾说“I don’t pay much attention to what Mitt Romney has to say, at least what he says this week. It may be different next week”（我不太留意米特·罗姆民说的话，至少不太留意他本周说的话。到下一周，他讲的就不一样了）。
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BROADCASTER:
 This is the Decision 2008 Special—the Republican Presidential Candidates Debate, from the Kaye Performing Arts Auditorium at Florida Atlantic University in Boca Raton. Here is Williams.


WILLIAMS:
 Good evening, and welcome to the Republican Presidential Candidates Debate. This is by the way their last meeting before next week's Florida primary. There are a few people we would like to thank outside here, and we do so on behalf of everyone on our stage. First our thanks to Leadership Florida, the Florida Press Association, Florida Public Broadcasting, and thanks to our wonderful hosts here at Florida Atlantic University for their efforts in making this evening possible and success.

Before we begin, a quick review of the rules we will be following tonight, or trying to, beginning with a word about time.

Our televised debates normally run two hours. However, at the request of the candidates and their campaigns, tonight's debate will be limited to 90 minutes duration.

The candidates will have 90 seconds to respond to our questions. A series of lights will warn them time is running out. Thirty seconds of rebuttal time may also be granted to a candidate at the discretion of the moderator.

During one of our segments tonight, the candidates have been instructed to prepare one question to be asked of one of their opponents of their choosing.

Joining me in the questioning tonight, my partner, our Washington bureau chief, the moderator of “Meet the Press”on NBC, Tim Russert. And representing the Florida Press Association, Paul Tash. Paul is the editor and chairman of the St. Petersburg Times.

So to our candidates, gentlemen, welcome to you all. Thank you for being here, and let's begin. And Governor Romney, I thought we'd begin with you. The president just today signed off on this economic stimulus plan that would send out 116 million checks to American homes. The plan is somewhat contrary to yours, providing lots of short-term stimulus to individuals. Your plan, as you know, focuses as much on the long term as the short term. Are you disappointed that your recipe for the economy was not embraced by the president? And as a follow-up, will you now embrace his plan?


GOV. ROMNEY:
 Well, there's a great deal that is effective in his plan. I just wish it went further. What's effective is, first, he's getting money back to consumers. And given the fact that two-thirds of our economy is a consumer economy, getting money back into the hands of our citizens, a lot of them paying a lot for gasoline, a lot for heating oil, a lot of people concerned about how to make ends meet, that makes sense to me. Mine was a little different. It had a permanent tax cut for people at the lowest income tax bracket. I also have a savings plan for individuals that allows folks who are making under $200,000 a year to save their money tax free, no interest, dividends or capital gains. I guess we can get to that later. But his first start to help the consumers is a good start.

I just think we need to go further.

Second, we go to—to corporate support and helping corporations have the incentive to buy more capital equipment. That he also does. I do it more aggressively than he does by writing off a larger amount of capital expenditures—getting companies to, frankly, buy more stuff so that as they do so that other companies will hire people because if you want to turn an economy around, the key thing is to grow jobs. It's not just to get checks in the hands of consumers; it's consumers buying things that creates jobs. It's companies buying things that create jobs.

And then finally, his last leg is with regards to helping the FHA take on a broader array of—of—of homes that are in trouble, homeowners that are in trouble. And that's really very important, and I'm appreciative of the fact that the president took that step. We—we really have across the country a housing crisis, a mortgage crisis, that seems to have spilled out into the entire economy, and—and the effect of this, of course, is to put a lot of pain against a lot of people. And so helping reverse the housing crisis is critical.

And that's why expanding the FHA loan requirements, or excuse me, if you will, loosening those requirements and expanding the ability of FHA to help out homeowners would make a big difference. So net-net
[1]

 is something I support, and I look forward to taking it further.


WILLIAMS:
 And time is up, Governor.

Senator McCain, will you support the part of this that does not make the Bush tax cuts permanent? And as the only member of the Senate on the stage, will you vote for this compromise?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Yes, I will and I'm disappointed, because I think it's very important that we make the Bush tax cuts permanent. I voted to make them permanent twice already.

If people and businesses and families in America are now planning their 2010 budget, there's a great deal of uncertainty. And if we don't make the tax cuts permanent, then they will experience what amounts to a tax increase.

I applaud the efforts and the rapidity with which apparently we are moving.

But I also would make sure that the—not only the tax cuts are made permanent, but we cut corporate income taxes. That would keep businesses here, and it would keep jobs here and create jobs here. We pay the highest corporate income tax of any nation in the world except for Japan.

I think that it would be very important that no pork barrel
[2]

 projects be added as this bill winds its way through the various committees of Congress. I worry about that. I worry that we're going to add pork barrel projects.

I'm glad to see that we're going to allow people to expense new investments in equipment, so they can write them off in a—in a very short period of time.

But I really think that—that we have to understand that the rate cuts by Bernanke
[3]

 are a good beginning. Apparently the markets have stabilized a little bit.

But we also need to continue to cut tax rates in America. And we also have to encourage savings, because if we don't restrain spending, if we don't restrain spending, then we're going to end up in the same position that we were in earlier, and that's with an economy that has very serious fiscal difficulties.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator, time is up.

Mayor Giuliani, you've in the past supported a wide array of tax cuts. Do you think it's a mistake that they're not in this package?


MAY. GIULIANI:
 I think this package, for what it does, is okay, and I would support it, but it doesn't go far enough. I think in the face of what's been going on, which obviously is a matter of serious concern, we should be very aggressive.

Congressman Dreier and Senator Bond introduced legislation—I think it was yesterday—that with my tax package, it would be the largest tax reduction in American history. It would take the Bush tax cuts, make them permanent, reduce the corporate tax, reduce the capital gains tax, reduce taxes on those things that would allow business to see America as more competitive. And you almost don't have a distinction any longer between temporary and permanent in the kind of an economy that we live in.

Look at it this way—we're a competitive economy. We're competing with the rest of the world. If America overtaxes, if America overspends, if America over-regulates, if America oversues, then business and jobs and money go elsewhere. And we're doing all four of those things.

So Senator McCain is right. We need to put as much emphasis on reducing spending. And this has to be a permanent package. So I hope that this is the beginning of a dialogue where what will happen is major tax reductions, major reductions in spending on the civilian side, a real analysis of our regulations.

Just how much business are we running out of the United States because of the excesses of Sarbanes-Oxley?

There was a report a year ago that showed that London was going to pass New York as the financial capital of the world. As a New Yorker, that was troubling to me. But as an American, it should be troubling to everyone.


WILLIAMS:
 Mr. Mayor, the time is up. The questioning continues with Tim Russert.


RUSSERT:
 National security, the war in Iraq had been the dominant issue in the campaign until a few weeks ago. And now the economy has taken hold. Ask any of the voters; it's the economy.

Senator McCain, you have said repeatedly, quote, “I know a lot less about economics than I do about military and foreign policy issues. I still need to be educated.”

Is it a problem for your
[4]

 campaign that the economy is now the most important issue, one that, by your own acknowledgement, you are not well versed on?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Actually, I don't know where you got that quote from. I'm very well versed in economics.

I was there the Reagan Revolution
[5]

 . I was there when we enacted the first, or just after we enacted the first tax cuts and the restraints on spending. I was chairman of the Commerce Committee in the United States Sen- ate, which addresses virtually every major economic issue that affects the United States of America.

I'm very well versed on economics, and that's why I have the support of people like Jack Kemp
[6]

 , people like Phil Gramm
[7]

 , people like Warren Rudman
[8]

 , people like Doug Holtz-Eakin
[9]

 , people like Marty Feldstein
[10]

 . That's why I have a strong team around me that respect my views and my vision. And that's why The Wall Street Journal, in a survey of economists recently, that the majority of economists thought that I could handle the nation's economy best.

And I have been a consistent fighter to restrain spending and to cut taxes. And my credentials and my experience and my knowledge of these economic issues, I think, are extensive. And I would match them against anybody who's running.


RUSSERT:
 You all have described yourself as tax cutters, and yet in your records there are shortcomings on that issue.

Governor Huckabee, are you comfortable with the fact that Governor Romney raised fees a quarter of a million dollars as governor of Mas- sachusetts? Do you trust him as a tax cutter?


GOV. HUCKABEE:
 You know, it's going to be really more do the voters trust him, and do they trust me. I know this: I balanced a budget every year I was governor. I left a surplus of $850 million coming up from a deficit of $200 million. I know I signed the first- ever broad-based tax cuts. And I know that I made tax cuts that really impacted families by eliminat- ing the marriage penalty, doubling the child care tax credit, raising the income level at which people paid their income tax.

But let me speak to the really heart of what I think a lot of Americans are concerned about with the economy. And frankly, in talking about the stimulus package, one of the concerns that I have is that we'll probably end up borrowing this $150 billion from the Chinese. And when we get those rebate checks, most people are going to go out and buy stuff that's been imported from China. I have to wonder whose economy is going to be stimulated the most by the package.

And I'm grateful that something is being done. I think we all could at least acknowledge that it's good to see Congress working with the president to do something.

But if we're going to spend $150 billion, I'd like to suggest that maybe we add two lanes of highway from Bangor all the way to Miami on I-95. A third of the United States population lives within 100 miles of that.

This nation's infrastructure is falling apart. And if we built those lanes of highways—with American labor, American steel, American concrete—I believe it would do more to stimulate the economy.

And the reason I say that is because when we were going through a recession in my state, we were in the middle of a billion-dollar highway construction program that brought about 40,000 jobs and brought a billion dollars of capital into the economy. That's a long-term stimulus package that I think would have more impact on the American long-term future. And it would keep social capital from being wasted, fuel wasted. A lot of people in Florida sit around in traffic every day, never getting to their kids'dance recitals or soccer games because they're stuck in traffic, and we've done nothing about it.


RUSSERT:
 Governor Romney, you've criticized Senator McCain for opposing the first two Bush tax cuts. You've criticized Mayor Giuliani for going to court to try to retain a commuter tax on people coming to the city of New York. Do you trust Senator McCain and Mayor Giuliani on the issue of being tax cutters?


GOV. ROMNEY:
 I trust these two gentlemen and I respect them greatly. We do have differing views, and over time our record with regards to taxes has been somewhat different. But I think all of us on this stage want to see taxes brought down and want to see spending brought down.

I have a sound record of doing that. I came into a state that faced an extraordinary series of challenges. Massachusetts was in a ditch.

We had about a $3 billion budget shortfall. Everybody thought, we're going to have to raise taxes to solve the problem.

And I went to work to get Massachusetts back on track. Working with Democrats across the aisle, we were able to do that without raising taxes. And that was critical, because it said to the business community, you don't have to worry about Taxachusetts
[11]

 coming back again; you're going to see Massachusetts live within its means. We balanced the budget every one of four years. We also put in place a surplus of over $2 billion to help make sure that we'd have the kind of resources that would be needed if there were a rainy day.

Now, I also support the Bush tax cuts. Senator McCain voted against them originally. He now believes they should be made permanent. I'm glad he agrees they should be made permanent. I think he should have voted for them the first time around, and that's just a difference of viewpoint.

The Bush tax cuts helped get our economy going again when we faced the last tough times. And that's why right now, as we face tough times, we need to have somebody who understands, if you will, has the private sector, has the business world, has the economy in their DNA. I do.

I spent my life in the private sector. I know how jobs come and I know how they go, and I'll make sure that we create more good jobs for this na- tion. And one way to do that is by holding down taxes and making those tax cuts permanent.


RUSSERT:
 Senator McCain, Governor Romney invoked your name. Do you believe Governor Romney raising fees a quarter-billion dollars is equivalent to raising taxes?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Well, I'm sure the—those people that had to pay it did—(chuckles)—I would imagine.

But look, I voted—I voted on the tax cuts because I knew that unless we had spending under control, we were going to face a disaster. We let spending get completely out of control. Of course, those tax cuts have to re- main—remain permanent, otherwise people experience a tax increase.

We let spending get out of control. We Republicans lost an election—we lost an election because of the bridge to nowhere and the fact that we presided over the biggest increase in the size of government that with—since the “Great Society”
[12]

 . We—we let it get out of control. And the fact is that if we had had the spending restraints that I proposed, we would be talking about more tax cuts today. We would be talking about more tax cuts. The trust and confidence in our base was eroded. I will restore that trust and confidence because I will restrain spending along with further tax cuts. And I'm very proud of my record.

And if you look at those organizations that grade people—such as the National Taxpayers Union
[13]

 , the Citizens Against Government Waste, Citizens for a Sound Economy, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce—my record is very, very high for a consistent record of being a fiscal conservative, a record that I'm very proud of.


WILLIAMS:
 Our time ...


SEN. MCCAIN:
 But I'm going to stop the pork barrel spending, and we're not going to have any more “Bridges to Nowhere.”


WILLIAMS:
 Senator, our time is up.

Congressman Paul, you often have a different view of these issues. So I'll ask a vastly different question. Does government
[14]

 —should government, in your view, have any role at all in stimulating the economy like this?


REP. PAUL:
 Well, sure, indirectly. They shouldn't stimulate it by interfering in the market rate of interest. That's where our basic problem comes from. And when you do that, you get into these problems, and then everybody wants to solve the problem by printing more money and spending more money and asking the Federal Reserve to, you know, lower interest rates. And that just makes the problem that much worse.

The government does have a responsibility, but it's supposed to lower taxes, get rid of regulations, and devise a monetary policy that makes some—makes some sense.

But to continue to say that we just appropriate more money, which is more deficit, and then expect us either to borrow it or expect the Federal Reserve to monetize it, it makes our problems worse.

Just look at what's happening today. The dollar is crashing. And why—and—and—and Tim there suggests that we—we think of the economy, but not in foreign policy. You can't do that. They're—they're one and the same. That's where all the money's going. We're spending nearly a trillion dollars a year overseas maintaining this empire.

And then there's never been a war fought without inflation and destruction and devaluation of a currency. And this is what we're doing today to ourselves, is we're literally spending ourselves into oblivion.

But nobody here is willing to even suggest that we cut something overseas. But we have to. We don't need to cut anything here at home. I'd like to see things frozen. I'd like to see massive tax cuts. But we need deregulation. I was one of three people that voted against Sarbanes-Oxley. I knew that would be a problem, and it is a problem for the financial markets.

So this is the kind of thing we need. We need the government out of the way, but it should have sound money, low taxes, less regulations, and a sensible policy where we're not wasting our money overseas.


WILLIAMS:
 Congressman, thank you.

Time is up, in fact, for this segment. We'll take one more break. When we come back, that will take us the rest of the way tonight with the Republican candidates for president from Boca Raton, Florida.

(Announcements.)


WILLIAMS:
 We are back in Boca Raton, Florida. Tonight our final seg- ment will be going the rest of the way in our 90-minute debate tonight among the Republican candidates for the nomination.

To resume the questioning, we'll go to you, Mayor Giuliani. Say what you will about polls and their accuracy these days, our latest NBC News-Wall Street Journal poll shows you having gone, in the space of 10 months, from a positive rating of 58 percent to your current low of 29 percent today. And if you cast aside the polls, your last three finishes have been sixth, fourth and sixth
[15]

 . What has happened to your campaign?


MAY. GIULIANI:
 This has become a very competitive race, and I always expected it would be a very competitive race. And I believe that I'm going to have the same faith that the New York Giants
[16]

 had last week—(laughter)—and we're going to come from behind and surprise everyone. We have them all lulled into a very false sense of security now. We're going to—(laughter)—(chuckles)—when—when—when Mitt Romney asked me a question, notice he asked me a very nice question
[17]

 . So I think I lulled him into a false sense of security. (Laughter.) And we are going to come from behind, we're going to win here in Florida
[18]

 , and if you look at the races that are coming up after that, I think we're—we're in good shape.

You know, this is—these are terrific candidates. They're all running very, very good races. I always expected it would be very close. And I think, as it all got down to it, everyone is going to have a chance, and I think we're going to do very well here in Florida, and I think we're going to do very well on February 5th
[19]

 , and I believe that I'll get the nomination.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator McCain, next question to you. In an interview with our friend Steve Scully over at C-SPAN, your mother, who has come up in the campaign once or twice at the age of 95, your mother Roberta said that the Republican party is going to have to, quote, “hold its nose”and pick you, her son, as the nominee. (Laughter, cross talk.)

In all seriousness, and moms get a special exemption, it's a notable quote, because she expresses a view you hear around the GOP
[20]

 , because you haven't voted with your party on some core stances like taxes and judges and immigration and campaign reform. How do you expect to unite a party behind you?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 In all due respect, Brian, I love the way you throw all those together. I'm so proud of my record on judges, that those of us who got together and got Justice Alito and Roberts and so many judges together. And I won't go list by list there, point by point.

But look, I won the majority of Republican vote in both New Hampshire and South Carolina. Most conservative Republicans'major concern is the threat of radical Islamic extremism. I'm making my case that I can make America safe and safer—I can restore trust and confidence—and that I can make the needed changes to have the fundamentals of our economy, which are still strong, bring us through this difficult times.

Conservative Republicans are also concerned about climate change that we just mentioned because of their belief in their stewardship of this planet and our stewardship. There's many people who are concerned and have a priority of the—the independence of the state of Israel. They know that I know how to keep Israel independent as well.

So I'm proud of the broad base of support. I will continue to work in every way to show people that I have a very, very conservative record. I'm proud to be a conservative—a conservative. But there are times, like when Rumsfeld's strategy was going wrong, I was criticized by Republicans. When I opposed the “Bridge to Nowhere,”that was a Republican policy. When I went after Jack Abramoff
[21]

 , there were people who were Republicans who suffered from that. When I saved the taxpayers $6 billion in a bogus tanker deal, that was a Republican policy deal there. So there are times—and the reason why I've had such strong support amongst inde- pendents is because they know that I'll put my country above my party ev- ery single time, and I'm proud to be a conservative.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator, thank you. (Applause.)

Tim.


RUSSERT:
 Governor Romney, as has become apparent over the last few weeks, if Hillary Clinton is the Democratic nominee, she'll be running as a team with her husband. Specifically—specifically, how would you run against Hillary and Bill Clinton in November? (Laughter.)


GOV. ROMNEY:
 I frankly can't wait, because the idea of Bill Clinton back in the White House with nothing to do is something I just can't imagine. I can't imagine the American people can imagine. And—(laughter)—and I —


RUSSERT:
 What does that mean?


GOV. ROMNEY:
 I—I just think that we want to have a president, not a whole—a team of husband and wife thinking that they're going to run the country, and instead you want to elect a president.

But I'm not going to run on the basis of Bill Clinton. If Hillary Clinton is the nominee, it's going to be Hillary Clinton. It's going to be her position and her postures on—on a whole series of issues. And frankly, she is so out of step with the American people on everything from taxes—she wants to raise taxes. She has a plan for health care. Her health care plan, quite simply, is one which says, look, we're going to give health insurance to everybody by the government. It's going to cost $110 billion more every single year—trillion-plus dollars over 10 years. Her approach to the war in Iraq: just get out as fast as you can. Just—don't even think about the sacrifice that's been made or the need to keep al Qaeda from establishing safe havens. She is exactly what's wrong in Washington.

I said before Washington is broken. She is Washington to the core. She's been there too long. Bill Clinton's been there too long. The last thing America needs is sending the Clintons back to Washington. Look, sending the same people back to Washington expecting a different result is not go- ing to get America on track, and I'm going to make sure that we strengthen this country and we do it the old-fashioned Republican way—the Ronald Reagan way of pulling together economic conservatives, social conserva- tives and foreign policy/national defense conservatives. I speak to those three groups. I will pull them together. That's how we'll win the election, and that's also how we're going to keep the country strong and vibrant.


RUSSERT:
 Another quick question. People observing this race in Florida have been somewhat amazed by the number of television ads you've been running. Can you tell the voters of Florida and Republicans across the country, how much of your own money have you spent on this race so far?


GOV. ROMNEY:
 In Florida? We'll report that on the—on the 31st of January as required by law, and probably not a minute earlier. You'll just have to wait, Tim.


RUSSERT:
 But why not tell the voters of Florida and across the country how much of your own wealth you're spending so they can make a judgment and factor that into their—their own decision?


GOV. ROMNEY:
 Well, I'm not concerned about the voters. I'm much more concerned about the other guys on this stage. And we have some—it's competitive information we make sure that we use for our own benefit.

But I can tell you this. I have raised more money than any other Republican in this race. Raised more. Friends of mine have come together, people I knew in high school, and helped raise money for me. So I've raised more money.

And I've also made a very substantial contribution. Not as much, by the way, as John Corzine
[22]

 did to become governor of New Jersey. Not as much as Steve Forbes
[23]

 did when he ran back some years ago. Certainly not as much as Mayor Bloomberg did in his race. But I made a substantial contribution. I can't imagine having gone to my friends and asked them to do what they've done, going out and raising money in my behalf, without saying I'm going to put some of my contributions behind this effort as well, because frankly, I think it's important.

And one thing's real clear. Given the contributions I made in this race, I know I owe no one anything. I don't have some group there that I have a special obligation to that raised money for me. I'm by far the biggest contributor to my own campaign. And people can count on the fact that there's no nobody that can call me and say, “Hey, look, you owe me,”because they don't. I'm in this race because I want to make a difference for America.


WILLIAMS:
 Governor—


RUSSERT:
 And immune from criticism that you're trying to buy the state of Florida or buy the nomination?


ROMNEY:
 You know, this is always raised any time someone makes a contribution to their own campaign. And the answer is, I care very deeply about this. I've been successful in life, enough to be able to save enough money. And I'm using that money in a campaign for a presidency to try and change this country.

I'm concerned about the America my kids will inherit and their kids will inherit and the kids of the entire nation will inherit, and I want to make sure that we have a strong and vibrant nation. And I happen to think that at a time like this, we need someone whose life has been in the private sector, who knows how America works; not just how Washington works, but how America works.


WILLIAMS:
 Governor—


GOV. ROMNEY:
 And for that reason, I'm giving it my all.


RUSSERT:
 Dr. Paul—Congressman Paul, I'd like to talk about Social Security. The last time you ran for president, a Libertarian Party candidate, you filled out a questionnaire asking about Social Security and you said, quote, “abolish it.”There are 3.5 million people in Florida who rely on Social Security payments. Are you still in favor of abolishing Social Security?


REP. PAUL:
 Yes, but not overnight. As a matter of fact, my—my program's the only one that is going to be able to take care of the elderly.

I'd like to get the young people out—out of it, just the younger generation, because there's no money there, and they're going to have to pay 50 years and they're not going to get anything. There’s no money there.

Now, I'm saying I'd take care of all the elderly, all those who are dependent, but I would save the money from this wild spending overseas. We can save hundreds of billions of dollars and still take care of the elderly. Right now they're getting behind because they're having a 10 to 12 percent inflation rate and we give them a 2 percent increase, and they're really hurting. I don't want taxes on the Social Security benefits that they receive. I have a bill in that would secure the trust fund, where none of that money could be spent in the—in the general revenues.

So in many ways, though, the goal would be to get us out of this program that is a failure—it doesn't work—and is going to bankrupt this country; that the only way you can do that is save enough money, tide the people over, let the young people get out, because they're going to be paying all these years and they're not going to get anything.

So ironically, I, who defend the position that, you know, the federal government probably should have never been involved, I probably have the only program that would really help the elderly because the way we're going now, the money's not going to be there.

There's no way these cost-of-living increases are ever going to keep up with
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 their, you know, their benefits are never going to keep up with their cost of living. They're decreasing. I say, my program has a better chance of helping them than any other one.


RUSSERT:
 Governor Huckabee, the chairman of the Federal Reserve, Ben Bernanke, said very straightforward: If entitlement spending continues, as the baby boomers retire, from 40 million to 80 million on Social Security and Medicare, we will have to raise taxes by a third or cut all other programs, other than Medicare and Social Security, by half.

That is his testimony. What will you do specifically to save Social Security?


GOV. HUCKABEE:
 I'm going to address that but I want to first comment on Mitt's decision on the—putting an extraordinary amount of money in the campaign.

First of all, let me say, you've got five exceptional sons I know you're very proud of. And you said you wanted them to inherit a great country, and I have a solution, Mitt, that I think will work. If the country will elect me president, they'll inherit a great country. And your boys will still get your money, too, and I think that would be a great answer. (Laughter) So I want to offer that as a solution tonight for inheritance.

On the Social Security question, one of the reasons that we're in trouble is because we have a smaller group of people paying into the Social Security system, fewer wage earners, more Americans getting their wealth from dividends and from investments.

So you have a shrinking supply—you have 10,000 baby boomers a day getting into the system.

One of the reasons I'm a strong supporter of the Fair Tax is that you suddenly have a different funding stream for Social Security. It comes out of the general fund. So you now have a more reliable, a more stable and a much broader funding system that will supply Social Security.


RUSSERT:
 But if you don't have a Fair Tax, which is highly unlikely, with —


GOV. HUCKABEE:
 Well, you know, everybody keeps talking about how unlikely it is.


RUSSERT:
 But —


GOV. HUCKABEE:
 It was unlikely that we'd go to the moon.


RUSSERT:
 All right, but if —


GOV. HUCKABEE:
 It was unlikely that we would have the Manhattan Project.


RUSSERT:
 But specifically, what will you do ？


GOV. HUCKABEE:
 Being president—now, Tim, I just want to say every body talks about how unlikely these things are. That's what's wrong in America. We're—we're always talking about what we can't do. We need to be talking about what we can do, whether it's energy independence, whether it's passing a tax system that'll work. And I do believe when you have an economy that brings that $12 trillion that's parked offshore—bring it back to this country, then you have a true economic stimulus, more people going back to work in America, people making wages, and that's where—that's where we start seeing the capacity to pay for Social Security.


RUSSERT:
 Governor Romney, you are a big fan of Ronald Reagan. Will you do for Social Security what Ronald Reagan did in 1983?


GOV. ROMNEY:
 I'm not going to raise taxes. What I'm going to do —


RUSSERT:
 Well, Ronald Reagan raised the payroll tax, and he also raised the retirement age, and he saved Social Security with Alan Greenspan and Tip O'Neill and Bob Dole and Pat Moynihan.


GOV. ROMNEY:
 Yeah —


RUSSERT:
 Would you do what Ronald Reagan did?


GOV. ROMNEY:
 No, I don't want to raise taxes. I've pointed out that—that of the four ways to solve the—the shortfall in Social Security, the worst idea is to raise taxes on the American people, because it has a double—double whammy.

Not only are you taking money away from their pocketbooks, you're also slowing down the economy. You slow down the economy, more people lose work. More people lose work, of course, you're having a lot of folks that really have their lives turned upside down. So, raising taxes is just something you don't want to do.

The other—there are three other ways that you can solve the problem of Social Security, and they're ways that have been brought forward by a number of Republicans over the years. We're going to have to sit down with the Democrats and say, let's have a compromise on these three elements that could get us to bring Social Security into economic balance.

What are they? Well, number one, you can have personal accounts where people can invest in something that does better than government bonds—with some portion of their Social Security. Number two, you can say we're going to have the initial benefit calculations for wealthier Ameri- cans calculated based on the Consumer Price Index rather than the wage index. That saves almost two-thirds of the shortfall. And then number three, you can change the retirement age. You can make—push it out a little bit. And so those are the three arithmetic things you can do.

There's going to have to be an agreement reached, Republicans and Democrats. Senator Judd Gregg has introduced legislation cosponsored by a Democrat saying put an equal number of Republicans and Democrats in a committee, have them work together, come up with a compromise, bring it forward, require a 60-percent vote to get the job done.

And those are the three that I think are—are the ones that have to be pursued for us to solve the issue of Social Security.

But don't forget, let's not scare anybody listening in who's on Social Security or near Social Security. It's not going to change the current program. It's not going to change for anybody who's already in retirement or near retirement. But we have to be honest to the people coming along. The program's going to have to change for 20- and 30- and 40-year-olds.


WILLIAMS:
 Governor, thanks. Time is up.

And to the very patient Paul Tash we go, in the front row, from the St. Petersburg Times. Paul?


TASH:
 Mayor Giuliani, this question to you comes from Marshall Brennan (sp) of St. Petersburg. “Your immigration plan calls for all immigrants to learn English to gain citizenship. So why is your campaign airing an ad in Spanish?”(Laughter.)


MAY. GIULIANI:
 (Laughs.) The reality is I believe that America is a country that is built around the English language. If you want to become a citizen, you should demonstrate your facility with English. If you know other languages, that is wonderful. That's a wonderful thing. And if we have substantial portions of populations that know other languages, I'm very comfortable trying to reach them in both English and in Spanish.

The core of my plan on immigration is to stop illegal immigration at the border with a border stat system, with technology, with an increased Border Patrol. I believe we can stop illegal immigration if we stop it right at the border.

And then we should develop a tamper-proof ID card so that people who want to come into the United States should be allowed to do that. We have to teach new behavior. The new behavior is, if you want to come into the United States, you have to identify yourself—which, after all, makes the United States like every other country, right?

You can't get into most countries without identifying yourself. And then if you've got the tamper-proof ID card, you'd be allowed to work, pay taxes, get online, become a citizen, follow the rules, but then at the end of the line, you'd have to be able to read, write and speak English.

If you speak a second language or a third language or a fourth lan- guage, I think that's great for America. I think America has to be a country that has facility with more languages, given the global economy we live in. And I think we can be very comfortable with that, but the focus has to be on being able to read, write and speak English if you want to be a citizen.


WILLIAMS:
 We have another question from Paul Tash in the audience.


TASH:
 Governor Huckabee, this question comes from David Haney in Spring Hill, Florida.

Chuck Norris, one of your most vocal supporters, recently said that at 72, Senator McCain would be too old to withstand the rigors of the presidency. Do you agree or disagree?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Did you get my response?


GOV. HUCKABEE:
 I did hear what Chuck said. I was standing with him and I didn't disagree with him at the time, because I was standing next to him. (Laughter) It's as simple as that. This is a guy who can put this foot on that side of my face, and there's nothing I can do about it. (Laughter.)

Now, I have said publicly, in fact, I think it was the debate we had, gosh, back in New Hampshire. And I publicly said and I have said it many times, I don't think that Senator McCain lacks the rigor and the capacity to be president. And I said, if you look at his mother and see her strength at 95, of all the things we can pick on Senator McCain for, that ain't one of them. (Laughter.)

There may be some other things I could pick on Senator McCain about, but—but not that. And frankly, I think he's demonstrated in the campaign that he's got the capacity to run. He and I would have different approaches to be president, but I promise you that is not an issue for me. It might be for Chuck, but I'm far enough away from him that I feel comfort- able in saying that now. (Laughter.)


WILLIAMS:
 Governor, thank you.

Senator McCain, because it's your mother, 15 seconds.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Well, now that Sylvester Stallone
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 has endorsed me, I'm sending him over to take care of Chuck Norris right away, and I'm going to get him. (Laughter.)


WILLIAMS:
 That would be a heck of a play for you.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 There you go.


WILLIAMS:
 All right.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 And I'm glad that Stormin'Norman, General Schwart- zkopf
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 , has endorsed me as well. I'm very honored. We'll send him, too.


WILLIAMS:
 We're getting into the final round of questions, where it makes staying to time—yellow lights, then red—essential, and we're going to enforce it. These questions are designed to speak to who you all are in terms of how you counter the attacks against you from your opponents, the weaknesses your opponents among others perceive.

Mayor Giuliani, we're going to begin with you. In tomorrow's—tomorrow morning's editions of The New York Times, they are out with their endorsements in the New York primary: Senator Clinton on the Democratic side, Senator McCain on the Republican side. In tonight's lead editorial, they say, quote, “The real Mr. Giuliani, who many New Yorkers came to know and mistrust, is a narrow, obsessively secretive, vindictive man.”

“His arrogance and bad judgment are breathtaking.”

How can you defend against that in your hometown paper? How have you changed as a man since this portrait?


MAY. GIULIANI:
 Because I probably never did anything The New York Times suggested I do in eight years as mayor of New York City. (Laughter.) And if I did, I wouldn't be considered a conservative Republican. (Applause.) I changed welfare, I changed quality of life, I took on homelessness, I did all the things that they thought make you mean, and I believe show true compassion and true love for people. I moved people from welfare to work. When I did that, when I set up workfare, the New York Times wrote nasty editorials about how mean I was, how cruel I was.

I think there's a serious ideological difference. And I worked for Ronald Reagan. And I remember once, when I was in the Justice Department, The New York Times wrote a very laudatory editorial about my boss, Bill Smith, the attorney general. And Bill was very nervous that Ronald Reagan would get upset that we were off agenda, because of the good New York Times editorial. (Chuckles.)

So the reality is that I think there is serious ideological differences. That probably was some of the nicest language they've written about me in the last six months.


WILLIAMS:
 Governor Romney, since we've been on the air tonight, one of the other campaigns has faxed us with a charge about you that you've heard before, that Governor Romney, quote, “changes positions with the wind.”

One of your own advisers admits the perception among all of the candidates on stage is that you have changed over time your positions, that you haven't paid your dues. The New York Times yesterday called you the most disliked of the five. Your defense in all that?


GOV. ROMNEY:
 Gosh, that's—that's tough on their part. But you know, I'm not terribly worried about their—about their attacks, frankly. I'm not going to Washington to make friends with politicians. I'm going to Washington to change things. So I'm not going to worry about that one.

I can tell you that I am—I'm—I'm proud of the things that we've been able to do in my state. And when people come after me and—and say, “Hey, where do you stand on this,”or “where do you stand on that,”I can point to a very simple way to find out exactly where I stand, and that is, look at my record as governor. Every issue that we're talking about in this race that's of a domestic nature I dealt with as the governor of Mas- sachusetts.

And so on the issue of—of abortion, for instance, I came down on the side of life, consistently, as governor, in every way I knew how I could do that. At the end of my term, I got awarded by the Citizens for Life in Massachusetts the Leadership Award, for my service in that regard.

In terms of marriage, as the governor, I fought same-sex marriage every way I could find a way to do that. And I actually went to Washington—Washington to testify in favor of an amendment to preserve the sanctity of marriage.

I also have a very clear record with regards to taxes. I said I was not going to raise taxes, lowered them 19 times, balanced the budget four times, created surpluses that reestablished a rainy-day fund of over $2 billion.

I have a sound record also with regards to the Second Amendment. As I indicated, the legislation I signed was legislation worked out between two sides, two very different sides who came together to find ways to make the Second Amendment work in our state.

So I got a record that's solid. I know that now and then my opponents will try and cause questions to arise in people's minds, but I'm proud of where I stand. And I'm happy to show people my record, to show it's been consistent.


WILLIAMS:
 Time has expired.

Senator McCain, we've talked about the issue that arose with the Chuck Norris fight, shall we say, with your mom. The LA Times famously wrote recently that your own temper, quote, “has been an issue for years.”Do you see that as a possible impediment?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 I don't. (Laughter.)

Look, I've dealt with people and my friends and colleagues for many, many years. I think they know me. I don't think I would have the support of so many of my colleagues that I work with every day if that were the case. And I have been able not only to make close friendships and warm ones over the years but also across the aisle
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 .

If you'll indulge me one second, I know this is unusual, but I happen to know Rudy Giuliani. I happen to know he's an American hero, and I happen to have gone to New York City after 9/11. And I'm proud of the way he led this country and united it following 9/11.

And all these are good people who are running here, and I respect them. And I intend to respect them both during and after this campaign is over.


WILLIAMS:
 Governor Huckabee, a Bush administration official said that, quote, your use of faith in your campaign gave him a “queasy feeling.”Your response?


GOV. HUCKABEE:
 I would say that would be his problem, not mine. (Chuckles) My faith does not give me a queasy feeling; it gives me a solid core from which I'm able to live every day. I don't wake up every day and have to look at a poll to decide what I believe. My faith grounds me. It gives me some sense of direction and purpose. I don't try to impose it on other people, and I certainly would never use the auspices of government to try to push my faith. But for me to run from it? Impossible. It's who I am. And so if it gives some people a queasy feeling, then they'll have to deal with it.

The fact is, this country has always been a country where people were able to respect people who had faith. And frankly, we ought to be able to respect people who don't have any. I mean, I don't feel like a person has to share my faith to share my love of this country. But if a person hates me or dislikes me because of my faith, I'm not sure if they understand what it means to truly be an American, where we can live with each other no matter how different our faith is.

But at least we have that understanding that historically faith has been an important part of who this country is. Most Americans believe in God. As I've often said, if you want a president that doesn't, you'll have to pick somebody else.


WILLIAMS:
 Thank you, Governor.

Congressman Paul, the other campaigns have said to you that their worry is that you won't stick to your party; if you look at yourself and see yourself someday as unelectable, perhaps you would launch a third-party movement and hurt the Republicans.


REP. PAUL:
 My biggest concern is they won't stick to the party principles that Republicans stood for for so long, and, you know, being conservative and balanced budgets and limited government and individual freedom. No, I have no intention of going into another party. I've been elected 10 times as a Republican. I was from a Republican family. And no, I don't have—I don't plan to do that. I wish they would worry about it, you know, just in case. But no, I have no intention of doing that, but it might keep them on their toes.

But no, I just think that the Republican Party has a problem because we don't act like Republicans. And we talked about this earlier; you know, that we're spending money that we don't have, we've run up these deficits. We—you know, in the old days we used to be against the Department of Education; now we've doubled the size of it. No child left behind
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 . Even the Democrats are running against some of the things that we do. And they used to love that kind of stuff. And it used to be that we used to stop the wars. We stopped the Korean War. We were supposed to stop the Vietnam War the Democrats started. And here we're starting these wars. So that's why we've lost our way.

So I don't think it's a matter of me leaving the Republican Party. If they would look toward what we're doing and the number of people who want to come into the party, they shouldn't be obstructing us, they should welcome.

The party's getting smaller. Yet they say: Oh, you're too strict on the Constitution.

Why should us who believe strictly in the Constitution, the rule of law, be excluded? That's the way a lot of the people that—who gather around my candidacy think they're being treated.

So I would say why don't we have a big tent and welcome those of us who believe in liberty and believe in the Constitution. That's what it's all about, and that's what the Republican Party used to stand for.


WILLIAMS:
 Congressman, thank you. That will have to be the—(cheers, applause)—before we allow the audience the chance to release their pent-up feelings about tonight, and as we bring tonight's debate to a close, we would like to remind those who missed any or all of tonight's debate it will re-air on MSNBC tonight at 9 p.m. on the West Coast, midnight here in the East.

Our thanks once again to Leadership Florida, Florida Public Broadcasting, the Florida Press Association, the men and women of Florida Atlantic University for their great work in making this debate happen.

On behalf of the five candidates on stage tonight; Tim Russert, who will be doing “Meet the Press”this Sunday from Florida; our friend Paul Tash; and myself, good night from Boca Raton, Florida. (Applause.)

【注释】



[1]
 net-net是俚语（slang），大意为“显而易见的结论”，建议不用。




[2]
 pork barrel：（俚语）议员为选民所争取得到的地方建设经费；政治分肥。




[3]
 伯南克：美国联邦储备委员会主席，宏观经济学家，曾任普林斯顿大学经济系主任，关注货币政策和宏观经济历史。曾担任国家经济研究局货币经济学项目的主任，《美国经济评论》编辑。




[4]
 这里朱利安尼把矛头指向了麦凯恩。




[5]
 里根任美国总统期间（1981—1989）被称为“里根革命”，因为本阶段见证了人类历史上的重大变革：苏联解体、冷战结束，美国作为世界上唯一一个超级大国登上了历史舞台。在美国国内，里根采取的供给主义学派的经济政策取得了巨大的成功。里根离任时的支持率达到64 ，是历任总统中支持率较高的一位。




[6]
 杰克·凯博（1935—2009），美国资深政治家，共和党人，是里根经济政策的重要推手之一。




[7]
 菲尔·格莱姆（1942—），美国知名政治家，先是民主党人，后来成为了共和党人，具有佐治亚大学的经济学博士学位，是麦凯恩竞选总统时的高级经济顾问。




[8]
 沃伦·鲁德曼（1939—），美国知名政治家，共和党人。




[9]
 道格·霍尔埃金（1958—），美国经济学家，教授，曾任美国国会预算办公室(CBO)主任，是麦凯恩竞选总统时的经济政策顾问。




[10]
 马蒂·费尔德斯坦（1939—），美国保守主义经济学家，哈佛大学教授。




[11]
 这是人们对马萨诸塞州的戏称，因为该州以税种多而税率高著称，因此给它起了如此的绰号。




[12]
 指由美国前总统林登·约翰逊（Lyndon B. Johnson，在位时间为1963年—1969年）倡导的一系列的社会变革，两个主要目标是消除贫困和种族不平等。




[13]
 美国最大的纳税者组织。




[14]
 口误，后面紧接着予以自我纠正，故不译。




[15]
 本次辩论的时间为2008年1月24日，此前共和党分别于1月8日、1月15日和1月19日在新罕布什尔州、密歇根州和南卡罗来纳州进行了预选，有众多共和党人参加，结果朱利安尼在得票名次上分别为第四名、第六名和第六名。




[16]
 New York Giants：指美国NBA的纽约巨人队。




[17]
 当时共和党参选人中罗姆尼在初选结果中占有优势。




[18]
 2008年1月29日佛罗里达的初选投票结果显示，麦凯恩赢得了该州36 的选票，名列第一，而朱利安尼只赢得了15 的选票，名列第三。




[19]
 2008年2月5日是美国两党初选历程上的所谓“超级星期二”，在那一天美国有二十多个州同时投票进行初选，一般而言过了“超级星期二”，两党的总统候选人的提名人选基本上已经明朗化，希望渺茫的竞争者都会知趣地宣布退出竞争。事实上朱利安尼于2008年1月30日即宣布退出竞选转而支持麦凯恩。




[20]
 GOP: Grand Old Party ，大老党（美国共和党的别称）。




[21]
 杰克·阿布拉莫夫：美国商人和政治说客。2006年因诈骗和行贿罪被美国联邦法院判处6年徒刑，刑期至2010年12月4日。




[22]
 约翰·科尔金（1947—），美国民主党人，2005年成功竞选新泽西州州长，2009年谋求连任失败。




[23]
 史蒂夫·福布斯（1947—），是美国福布斯集团的总裁兼首席执行官以及《福布斯》杂志的总编辑，《福布斯》杂志创始人老福布斯的孙子。他分别于1996年和2000年以共和党人的身份参加了美国总统的初选。




[24]
 keep up with: 跟上, 不落人之后。这句是口误，演讲人随后进行了更正，故不译。




[25]
 西尔维斯特·史泰龙（1946—），意大利裔美国人，好莱坞巨星，以荧幕硬汉形象著称，代表作有《第一滴血》等。




[26]
 施瓦茨克夫将军全名为诺曼·施瓦茨克夫（General H. Norman Schwarzkopf ），又名为Stormin'Norman，是美国陆军将军，曾指挥过海湾战争，现退役。




[27]
 across the aisle：指在政府工作的不同党派或持不同政见的人互相妥协，达成共识，以完成政府的工作或制定某项法律。aisle指过道、通道。但在这个习语中它代表的是人们在意识形态方面的分歧。这个习语的来源可能和在美国参议院或众议院里共和党人和民主党人通常分别坐在过道两边有关。这个习语在美国政治生活中出现频率很高。




[28]
 No child left behind：2002年1月8日由美国总统布什签署的一项联邦法律，该法案的措施的效力和愿望仍在引起热烈的辩论。
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BROADCASTER:
 This is the Decision 2008 Special—the Democratic Presidential Candidates Debate, from the Wolstein Centre at Cleveland State University in Cleveland , Ohio. Here is Brian Williams.


WILLIAMS:
 Good evening and welcome to the campus of Cleveland State University. For tonight's democratic debate, we want to welcome all the people who are here for our two guests here tonight, senator Obama and senator Clinton. This is their last scheduled debate, their last scheduled meeting before next week's primaries here in Ohio and Texas, Rhode Island and Vermont.

Before we begin here tonight, there are a few people we would like to thank, both on our own behalf and on behalf of the candidates themselves. I'd like to say a quick thank you to all the men and women here on the campus of Cleveland State University, and of course to all those at our NBC station in Cleveland, WKYC TV for their efforts in making this evening possible and this broadcast go well.

Now a quick review of the rules tonight. There really aren't any, to tell you the truth, but we are trying to cover a lot of topics and a lot of ground here tonight, and so we are going to try to enforce some sensible time rules, though there are no flashing lights on stage as has been the case in the past.

As I say, we're going to try to enforce some reasonable time limits on answers.

Joining me in the questioning, as always, my partner in all of our debates, the Washington Bureau Chief for NBC news and moderator of “meet the press”, Tim Russert, Tim, thanks for being here, thanks to our candidates for being here on a snowy night in the great city of Cleveland, Ohio.

A lot has been said since we last gathered in this forum, certainly in the few days since you two last debated. Senator Clinton, in your comments especially, the difference has been striking. And let's begin by taking a look.


SEN. CLINTON:
 You know, no matter what happens in this contest—and I am honored, I am honored to be here with Barack Obama. I am absolutely honored and... So shame on you, Barack Obama. It is time you ran a campaign consistent with your messages in public. That's what I expect from you. Meet me in Ohio. Let's have a debate about your tactics and your behavior in this campaign.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator Clinton, we're here in Ohio. Senator Obama is here. This is the debate. You would agree the difference in tone over just those 48 hours was striking.


SEN. CLINTON:
 Well, this is a contested campaign. And as I have said many times, I have a great deal of respect for Senator Obama. But we have differences.

And in the last several days, some of those differences in tactics and the choices that Senator Obama's campaign has made regarding flyers and mailers and other information that has been put out about my health care plan and my position on NAFTA have been very disturbing to me.

And, therefore, I think it's important that you stand up for yourself and you point out these differences so that voters can have the information they need to make a decision.

You know, for example, it's been unfortunate that Senator Obama has consistently said that I would force people to have health care whether they could afford it or not.

You know, health care reform and achieving universal health care is a passion of mine. It is something I believe in with all my heart.

And every day that I'm campaigning—and certainly here throughout Ohio, I've met so many families, happened again this morning in Lorain
[1]

 , who are just devastated because they don't get the health care they deserve to have.

And, unfortunately, it's a debate we should have that is accurate and is based in facts about my plan and Senator Obama's plan, because my plan will cover everyone and it will be affordable. And on many occasions, independent experts have concluded exactly that. And Senator Obama's plan does not cover everyone. It would leave, give or take, 15 million people out.

So we should have a good debate that uses accurate information, not false, misleading and discredited information, especially on something as important as whether or not we will achieve quality, affordable health care for everyone.

That's my goal. That's what I'm fighting for and I'm going to stand up for that.


WILLIAMS:
 On the topic of accurate information and to that end, one of the things that has happened over the past 36 hours, a photo went out on the Website, the “Drudge Report
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 ,”showing Senator Obama in the native garb of a nation he was visiting, as you have done in a host country on a trip overseas.

Matt Drudge
[3]

 , on his Website, said it came from a source inside the Clinton campaign.

Can you say unequivocally here tonight it did not?


SEN. CLINTON:
 Well, so far as I know, it did not and I certainly know nothing about it and have made clear that that's not the kind of behavior that I condone or expect from the people working in my campaign.

But we have no evidence where it came from. So I think that it's clear what I would do if it were someone in my campaign, as I have in the past, asking people to leave my campaign if they do things that I disagree with.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator Obama, your response.


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, first of all, I take Senator Clinton at her word that she knew nothing about the photo. So I think that's something that we can set aside.

I do want to focus on the issue of health care, because Senator Clinton has suggested that the flyer that we put out, the mailing that we put out was inaccurate.

Now, keep in mind that I have consistently said that Senator Clinton's got a good health care plan. I think I have a good health care plan. I think mine is better.

But I have said that 95 percent of our health care plan is similar. I have endured, over the course of this campaign, repeated negative mail from Senator Clinton in Iowa, in Nevada, and other places, suggesting that I want to leave 15 million people out.

According to Senator Clinton, that is accurate. I dispute it and I think it is inaccurate. On the other hand, I don't fault Senator Clinton for wanting to point out what she thinks is an advantage to her plan.

The reason she thinks that there are more people covered under her plan than mine is because of a mandate. That is not a mandate for the gov- ernment to provide coverage to everybody. It is a mandate that every individual purchase health care.

And the mailing that we put out accurately indicates that the main difference between Senator Clinton's plan and mine is the fact that she would force, in some fashion, individuals to purchase health care.

If it was not affordable, she would still presumably force them to have it, unless there is a hardship exemption, as they've done in Massachusetts, which leaves 20 percent of the uninsured out. And if that's the case, then, in fact, her claim that she covers everybody is not accurate.

Now, Senator Clinton has not indicated how she would enforce this mandate. She hasn't indicated what level of subsidy she would provide to assure that it was, in fact, affordable. And so it is entirely legitimate for us to point out these differences.

But I think it's very important to understand the context of this, and that is that Senator Clinton has, in her campaign at least, has constantly sent out negative attacks on us, e-mail, robo-calls, flyers, television ads, radio calls, and we haven't whined about it because I understand that's the nature of these campaigns.

But to suggest somehow that our mailing is somehow different from the kinds of approaches that Senator Clinton has taken throughout this campaign I think is simply not accurate.


SEN. CLINTON:
 I have to...


WILLIAMS:
 And, Senator Clinton, on this subject...


SEN. CLINTON:
 I have to respond to that, because this is not just any is- sue and certainly we've had a vigorous back-and-forth on both sides of our campaign.

But this is an issue that goes to the heart of whether or not this country will finally do what is right, and that is to provide quality, affordable health care to every single person.

Senator Obama has a mandate in his plan. It's a mandate on parents to provide health insurance for their children. That's about 150 million people who would be required to do that.

The difference between Senator Obama and myself is that I know from the work I've done on health care for many years that if everyone's not in the system, we will continue to let the insurance companies do what's called cherry picking, pick those who get insurance and leave others out. We will continue to have a hidden tax so that when someone goes to the emergency room without insurance, 15 million or however many, that amount of money that will be used to take care of that person will be then spread among all the rest of us.

And most importantly, you know, the kind of attack on my health care plan which the University of Pennsylvania and others have said is misleading, that attack goes right to the heart of whether or not we will be able to achieve universal health care. That's a core Democratic Party value. It's something that ever since Harry Truman we have stood for.

And what I find regrettable is that in Senator Obama's mailing that he has sent out across Ohio, it is almost as though the health insurance companies and the Republicans wrote it, because in my plan there is enough money, according to the independent experts who have evaluated it, to provide the kind of subsidies so that everyone would be able to afford it. It is not the same as a single state trying to do this, because the federal government has many more resources at its disposal.

So I think it's imperative that we stand as Democrats for universal health care. I've staked out a claim for that. Senator Edwards did. Others have. But Senator Obama has not.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator Obama, a quick response.


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, look, I believe in universal health care, as does Senator Clinton. And this is—this is, I think, the point of the debate, is that Senator Clinton repeatedly claims that I don't stand for universal health care. And, you know, for Senator Clinton to say that I think is simply not accurate.

Every expert has said that anybody who wants health care under my plan will be able to obtain it. President Clinton's own secretary of labor has said that my plan does more to reduce costs and, as a consequence, makes sure that the people who need health care right now all across Ohio, all across Texas, Rhode Island, Vermont, all across America, will be able to obtain it. And we do more to reduce costs than any other plan that's been out there.

Now, I have no objection to Senator Clinton thinking that her approach is superior. But the fact of the matter is, is that if, as we've heard tonight, we still don't know how Senator Clinton intends to enforce a man- date, and if we don't know the level of subsidies that she's going to provide, then you can have a situation which we're seeing right now in the state of Massachusetts, where people are being fined for not having purchased health care but choose to accept the fine because they still can't afford it even with the subsidies.

And they are then worse off. They then have no health care and are paying a fine above and beyond that.


WILLIAMS:
 Thank you.


SEN. OBAMA:
 That is a genuine difference between myself and Senator Clinton.

And the last point I would make is, the insurance companies actually are happy to have a mandate. The insurance companies don't mind mak- ing sure that everybody has to purchase their product. That's not something they're objecting to.

The question is, are we going to make sure that it is affordable for everybody? And that's my goal when I'm president of the United States.


SEN. CLINTON:
 You know, Brian...


WILLIAMS:
 Senator, as...


SEN. CLINTON:
 Brian, wait a minute. I've got—this is too important.

You know, Senator Obama has a mandate. He would enforce the mandate by requiring parents to buy insurance for their children.


SEN. OBAMA:
 Yes. This is true.


SEN. CLINTON:
 That is the case. If you have a mandate, it has to be enforceable. So there's no difference here. It's just that I know...


SEN. OBAMA
 No, there is a difference.


SEN. CLINTON:
 ...that parents who get sick have terrible consequences for their children. So you can insure the children, and then you've got the breadwinner who can't afford health insurance or doesn't have it for him or herself.

And, in fact, it would be as though Franklin Roosevelt said, let's make Social Security voluntary. That's, you know—that's—let's let everybody get in it if they can afford it. Or if President Johnson said, let's make Medicare voluntary.


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, let me...


SEN. CLINTON:
 What we have said is at the point of employment, at the point of contact with various government agencies, we would have people signed up. It's like when you get a 401(k)
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 at your employer, the employer automatically enrolls you.

You would be enrolled. And under my plan, it is affordable because, number one, we have enough money in our plan.

A comparison of the plans like the ones we're proposing found that actually I would cover nearly everybody at a much lower cost than Senator Obama's plan because we would not only provide these health care tax credits, but I would limit the amount of money that anyone ever has to pay for a premium to a low percentage of your income. So it will be affordable.

Now, if you want to say that we shouldn't try to get everyone into health insurance, that's a big difference, because I believe if we don't have universal health care, we will never provide prevention.

I have the most aggressive measures to reduce cost and improve quality. And, time and time again, people who have compared our two approaches have concluded that. So let's have a debate about the facts.


SEN. OBAMA:
 Brian, I'm sorry, I'm getting—I'm a little filibustered a little bit here.


WILLIAMS:
 The last answer on this topic.


SEN. OBAMA:
 It is just not accurate to say that Senator Clinton does more to control costs than mine. That is not the case. There are many experts who've concluded that she does not.

I do provide a mandate for children because, number one, we have created a number of programs in which we can have greater assurance that those children will be covered at an affordable price.

On the point of many adults, we don't want to put in a situation in which on the front end we are mandating them, we are forcing them to purchase insurance, and if the subsidies are inadequate the burden is on them and they will be penalized. And that is what Senator Clinton's plan does.

Now, I am happy to have a discussion with Senator Clinton about how we can both achieve the goal of universal health care. What I do not accept, and which is what Senator Clinton has consistently done—and, in fact, the same experts she cites basically say there's no real difference between our plans, that they are not substantial—but it has to do with how we're going to achieve universal health care.

That is an area where I believe that, if we make it affordable, people will purchase it. In fact, Medicare Part B is not mandated. It is voluntary, and yet people over 65 choose to purchase it, Hillary. And the reason they choose to purchase it is because it's a good deal.

And if people in Cleveland or anywhere in Ohio end up seeing a plan that is affordable for them, I promise you they are snatching it up because they are desperate to get health care. And that's what I intend to provide as president of the United States.


WILLIAMS:
 Senators, I'm going to change the subject.


SEN. CLINTON:
 About 20 percent of the people who are uninsured have the means to buy insurance. They're often young people who think they're immortal...


SEN. OBAMA:
 Which is why I cover them.


SEN. CLINTON:
 ... except when the illness or the accident strikes. And what Senator Obama has said, that then, once you get to the hospital, you'll be forced to buy insurance, I don't think that's a good idea. We ought to plan for it, and we ought to make sure we cover everyone. That is the only way to get to universal health care coverage.


SEN. OBAMA:
 With respect ...


SEN. CLINTON:
 That is what I've worked for, for 15 years...


SEN. OBAMA:
 With respect...


SEN. CLINTON:
 ... and I believe that we can achieve it. But if we don't even have a plan to get there and we start out by leaving people, you'll never, ever control costs, improve quality, and cover everyone.


SEN. OBAMA:
 With respect to the young people, my plan specifically says that, up until the age of 25, you will be able to be covered under your parents'insurance plan. So that cohort that Senator Clinton is talking about will, in fact, have coverage.


WILLIAMS:
 Well, a 16-minute discussion on health care is certainly a start.

I'd like to change up...


SEN. CLINTON:
 Well, there's hardly anything more important. I think it would be good to talk about health care...


WILLIAMS:
 Well, here's another important topic, and that's NAFTA, especially where we're sitting here tonight. And this is a tough one, depend- ing on who you ask.

The Houston Chronicle has called it a “big win”for Texas, but Ohio Democratic Senator Brown, your colleagues in the Senate, has called it a “job-killing”trade agreement.

Senator Clinton, you've campaigned in south Texas. You've cam- paigned here in Ohio. Who's right?


SEN. CLINTON:
 Well, could I just point out that, in the last several debates, I seem to get the first question all the time? And I don't mind. You know, I'll be happy to field them, but I do find it curious. And if anybody saw “Sat urday Night Live
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 ,”you know, maybe we should ask Barack if he's comfortable and needs another pillow.

I just find it kind of curious that I keep getting the first question on all of these issues, but I'm happy to answer it.

You know, I have been a critic of NAFTA from the very beginning. I didn't have a public position on it because I was part of the administration. But when I started running for the Senate, I have been a critic.

I've said it was flawed. I said that it worked in some parts of our country, and I've seen the results in Texas. I was in Laredo
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 in the last couple of days. It's the largest inland port in America now. So, clearly, some parts of our country have been benefited.

But what I have seen, where I represent upstate New York, I've seen the factories close and move. I've talked to so many people whose children have left because they don't have a good shot.

I've had to negotiate to try to keep factories open—sometimes successfully, sometimes not—because the companies got tax benefits to actually move to another country.

So what I have said is that we need to have a plan to fix NAFTA. I would immediately have a trade time-out. And I would take that time to try to fix NAFTA by making it clear that we'll have core labor and environ- mental standards in the agreement.

We will do everything we can to make it enforceable, which it is not now.

We will stop the kind of constant sniping at our protections for our workers that can come from foreign companies because they have the authority to try to sue to overturn what we do to keep our workers safe.

This is rightly a big issue in Ohio, and I have laid out my criticism; but, in addition, my plan for actually fixing NAFTA.

Again, I have received a lot of incoming criticism from Senator Obama. And the Cleveland Plain Dealer examined Senator Obama's attacks on me regarding NAFTA and said they were erroneous.

So I would hope that, again, we could get to a debate about what the real issues are and where we stand, because we do need to fix NAFTA. It is not working. It was, unfortunately, heavily disadvantaging many of our in dustries, particularly manufacturing. I have a record of standing up for that, of chairing the Manufacturing Caucus in the Senate, and I will take a tough position on these trade agreements.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator, thank you.

Before we turn the questioning over to Tim Russert, Senator Obama.


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, I think that it is inaccurate for Senator Clinton to say that she's always opposed NAFTA. In her campaign for Senate, she said that NAFTA, on balance, had been good for New York and good for America.

I disagree with that. I think that it did not have the labor standards and environmental standards that were required in order to not just be good for Wall Street, but also be good for Main Street.

And if you travel through Youngstown
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 and you travel through com- munities in my home state of Illinois, you will see entire cities that have been devastated as a consequence of trade agreements that were not ade- quately structured to make sure that U.S. workers had a fair deal.

Now, I think that Senator Clinton has shifted positions on this and believes that we should have strong environmental standards and labor standards. And I think that's a good thing.

But when I first moved to Chicago in the early '80s and I saw steel workers who had been laid off at their plants, black, white and Hispanic, and I worked on the streets of Chicago to try to help them find jobs, I saw then that the net costs of many of these trade agreements, if they're not properly structured, can be devastating.

And as president of the United States, I intend to make certain that every agreement that we sign has the labor standards, the environmental standards and the safety standards that are going to protect not just workers, but also consumers.

We can't have toys with lead paint in them that our children are play ing with. We can't have medicines that are actually making people more sick instead of better because they're produced overseas. We have to stop providing tax breaks for companies that are shipping jobs overseas and give those tax breaks to companies that are investing here in the United States of America.

And if we do those things, then I believe that we can actually get Ohio back on the path of growth and jobs and prosperity. If we don't, then we're going to continue to see the kind of deterioration that we've seen economically here in this state.


RUSSERT:
 I want to ask you both about NAFTA, because the record I think is clear, and I want—Senator Clinton, Senator Obama said that you did say in 2004, that on balance, NAFTA has been good for New York and America. You did say that.

When President Clinton signed this bill—and this was after he negotiated two new side agreements for labor and environment—President Clinton said it would be a force for economic growth and social progress. You said in '96 it was proving its worth as free and fair trade. You said that in 2000, it was a good idea that took political courage.

So your record is pretty clear. Based on that—and what you're now expressing your discomfort with it—in the debate that Al Gore had with Ross Perot
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 , Al Gore said the following: “If you don't like NAFTA and what it's done, we can get out of it in six months. The president can say to Canada and Mexico, we are out. This has not been a good agreement.”

Will you as president say, we are out of NAFTA in six months?


SEN. CLINTON:
 I have said that I will renegotiate NAFTA, so obviously you'd have to say to Canada and Mexico that that's exactly what we're go- ing to do. But you know, in fairness...


RUSSERT:
 So let me be clear...


SEN. CLINTON:
 Yes, I am saying...


RUSSERT:
 You will get out, you will notify Mexico and Canada, NAFTA is gone in six months?


SEN. CLINTON:
 No. I will say, we will opt out of NAFTA unless we renegotiate it. And we renegotiate it on terms that are favorable to all of America.

But let's be fair here, Tim. There are lots of parts of New York that have benefited, just like there are lots of parts of Texas that have benefited. The problem is in places like upstate New York, places like Youngstown, Toledo and others throughout Ohio that have not benefited. And if you look at what I've been saying, it has been consistent.

You know, Senator Obama told the farmers of Illinois a couple of years ago that he wanted more trade agreements...


RUSSERT:
 We're going to get—we're going to get to Senator Obama.


SEN. CLINTON:
 ... like NAFTA.


RUSSERT:
 But I want to stay on your comments...


SEN. CLINTON:
 Well, but that—but that is important.


RUSSERT:
 ... because this was something that you wrote about as a real success for your husband. You said it was good on balance for New York and America in 2004. And now you're in Ohio, and your words are much different, Senator. The record is very clear.


SEN. CLINTON:
 Well, you don't have all the record, because you can go back and look at what I've said consistently. And I haven't just said things, I have actually voted to toughen trade agreements, to try to put more teeth into our enforcement mechanisms. And I will continue to do so.

But, you know, Tim, when you look at what the Cleveland “Plain Dealer”said when they examined the kind of criticism that Senator Obama was making of me, it's not me saying it. They said it was erroneous. And it was erroneous because it didn't look at the entire picture, both of what I've said and what I've done. But let's talk about what we're going to do.

It is not enough just to criticize NAFTA, which I have, and for some years now. I have put forth a very specific plan about what I would do. And it does include telling Canada and Mexico that we will opt out unless we renegotiate the core labor and environmental standards.

Not side agreements, but core agreements. That we will enhance the enforcement mechanism, and that we will have a very clear view of how we're going to review NAFTA going forward to make sure it works. And we're going to take out the ability of foreign companies to sue us because of what we do to protect our workers.

I would also say that you can go back and look at from the very beginning. I think David Gergen
[9]

 was on TV today remembering that I was very skeptical about it.

It has worked in some parts of America. It has not worked in Ohio. It has not worked in upstate New York. And since I've been in the Senate, neither of us voted on this. That wasn't something either of us got to cast an independent vote on.

Since I have been in the Senate, I have worked to try to ameliorate the impact of these trade agreements.


RUSSERT:
 But let me button this up. Absent the change you're suggesting, you are willing to opt out of NAFTA in six months?


SEN. CLINTON:
 I'm confident that as president, when I say we will opt out, unless we renegotiate, we will be able to renegotiate.


RUSSERT:
 Senator Obama, you did, in 2004, talk to farmers and suggest that NAFTA had been helpful. The Associated Press today ran a story about NAFTA saying that you have been consistently ambivalent towards the issue.

A simple question. Will you as president say to Canada and Mexico, this has not worked for us, we are out?


SEN. OBAMA:
 I will make sure that we renegotiate in the same way that Senator Clinton talked about, and I think actually Senator Clinton's answer on this one is right. I think we should use the hammer of a potential opt-out as leverage to ensure that we actually get labor and environmental standards that are enforced.

And that is not what has been happening so far. That is something that I have been consistent about.

I have to say, Tim, with respect to my position on this, you know, when I ran for the United States Senate, the “Chicago Tribune,”which was adamantly pro-NAFTA noted that in their endorsement of me, they were endorsing me despite my strong opposition to NAFTA. And that conversation that I had with the Farm Bureau, I was not ambivalent at all.

What I said was that NAFTA and other trade deals can be beneficial to the United States, because I believe every U.S. worker is as productive as any worker around the world. And we can compete with anybody.

And we can't shy away from globalization. We can't draw a moat around us. But what I did say in that same quote, if you look at it, was that the problem is we've been negotiating just looking at corporate profits and what's good for multinationals, and we haven't been looking at what's good for communities here in Ohio, in my home state of Illinois, and across the country. And as president, what I want to be is an advocate on behalf of workers.

Look, you know, when I go to these plants, I meet people who are proud of their jobs. They are proud of the products that they have created. They have built brands and profits for their companies. And when they see jobs shipped overseas and suddenly they're left not just without a job, but without health care, without a pension, and are having to look for seven-buck-an-hour jobs at the local fast-food joint, that is devastating on them, but it's also devastating on the community.

That's not the way that we're going to prosper as we move forward.


RUSSERT:
 Senator, two journalists here in Ohio wrote a piece called, “Business as Usual,”which is very well known, suggesting it wasn't trade or manufacturing jobs that were being lost because of it, but rather business as usual, lack of patents, lack of innovation, lack of investment. Seventy percent of the Ph.D.s in biology, chemist, engineering, leaving the state.

The fact is, exports now have the highest share of our national income ever. Ohio ranks fourth in terms of exports to Canada and Mexico.

Are you sure this has not been better for Ohio than you're suggesting?


SEN. OBAMA:
 I'm positive that it hasn't been better for Ohio. But you are making a very legitimate point, which is, is that this—trade can't be the only part of our economic agenda.

Look, we've seen seven years in which we have a president who has been looking out for the well-heeled and people who are doing very well in the global economy in the financial industries, in the telecommunications industries, and has not been looking out for ordinary workers.

What do we have to do? We're going to have to invest in an infrastructure to make sure that we're competitive, and I've got a plan to do that.

We're going to have to invest in science and technology. We've got to vastly improve our education system. We have to look at energy and the potential for creating green jobs that can not just save on our energy costs, but more importantly, can create jobs in building windmills that will produce manufacturing jobs here in Ohio, can put rural communities back on their feet by working on alternative fuels, making buildings more energy efficient.

We can hire young people who are out of work and put them to work at a trade. So there are all sorts of things that we're going to have to do to make the United States economy much more competitive and those are plans that I have put forward in this campaign and I expect to pursue as president of the United States.


RUSSERT:
 Senator Clinton, on the issue of jobs, I watched you the other day with your economic blueprint in Wisconsin, saying, “This is my plan, hold me accountable.”And I've had a chance to read it very carefully.

It does say that you pledge to create five million new jobs over 10 years, and I was reminded of your campaign in 2000 in Buffalo
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 , my hometown, just three hours down Route 90, where you pledged 200,000 new jobs for upstate New York.

There's been a net loss of 30,000 jobs. And when you were asked about your pledge, your commitment, you told the “Buffalo News,”“I might have been a little exuberant.”
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SEN. CLINTON:
 Well...


RUSSERT:
 Tonight, will you say that the pledge of five million jobs might be a little exuberant?


SEN. CLINTON:
 No, Tim, because what happened in 2000 is that I thought Al Gore was going to be president and when I made the pledge, I was counting on having a Democratic White House, a Democratic president, who shared my values about what we needed to do to make the economy work for everyone and to create shared prosperity.

And as you know, despite the difficulties of a Bush administration and a Republican Congress for six years of my first term, I have worked very hard to create jobs. But, obviously, as president, I will have a lot more tools at my disposal.

And the reason why we can create at least five million new jobs—I mean, this is not a big leap—22.7 million new jobs were created during the eight years of the Clinton administration under my husband.

We can create at least five million new jobs. I'm not just talking about it. I helped to pass legislation to begin a training program for green collar jobs. I want to see people throughout Ohio being trained to do the work that will put solar panels on roofs, install wind turbines, do geothermal, take advantage of biofuels.

And I know that if we had put $5 billion into the stimulus package to really invest in the training and the tax incentives that would have created these jobs, as the Democrats wanted, as I originally proposed, we would be on the way to creating those.

You know, take a country like Germany. They made a big bet on solar power. They have a smaller economy and population than ours. They've created several hundred thousand new jobs, and these are jobs that can't be outsourced.

These are jobs that have to be done in Youngstown, in Dayton, in Cincinnati. These are jobs that we can create here with the right combination of tax incentives, training and a commitment to following through.

So I do think that at least five million jobs are fully capable of being produced within the next 10 years.


WILLIAMS:
 Well, we don't have such thing in our format as a closing statement, but I am going to ask a closing and fundamental question of you both. And I'll ask it of you first, Senator Obama.

What is the fundamental question you believe Senator Clinton must answer along the way to the voters here in Ohio and in Texas, and for that matter across the country, in order to prove her worthiness as the nomi- nee? And then we will ask the same question of Senator Clinton.


SEN. OBAMA:
 I have to say, Brian, I think she is—she would be worthy as a nominee. Now, I think I'd be better. Otherwise, I wouldn't be running. But there's no doubt that Senator Clinton is qualified and capable and would be a much better president than John McCain, who I respect and I honor his service to this country, but essentially has tethered himself to the failed policies of George Bush over the last seven years.

On economics, he wants to continue tax cuts to the wealthy that we can't afford, and on foreign policy he wants to continue a war that not only can we not afford in terms of money, but we can't afford in terms of lives and is not making us more safe. We can't afford it in terms of strategy.

So I don't think that Senator Clinton has to answer a question as to whether she's capable of being president or our standard bearer.

I will say this, that the reason I think I'm better as the nominee is that I can bring this country together I think in a unique way, across divisions of race, religion, region. And that is what's going to be required in order for us to actually deliver on the issues that both Senator Clinton and I care so much about.

And I also think I have a track record, starting from the days I moved to Chicago as a community organizer, when I was in my 20s, on through my work in state government, on through my work as a United States sen- ator, I think I bring a unique bias in favor of opening up government, pushing back special interests, making government more accountable so that the American people can have confidence that their voice is being heard.

Those are things—those are qualities that I bring to this race, and I hope that the people of Ohio, Texas, Rhode Island and Vermont decide that those are qualities that they need in the next president of the United States.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator Clinton, same question, and that is again—is there a fundamental question Senator Obama must answer to the voters in this state and others as to his worthiness?


SEN. CLINTON:
 Well, Brian, there isn't any doubt that, you know, both of us feel strongly about our country, that we bring enormous energy and commitment to this race and would bring that to the general election and to the White House.

As I said last week, you know, it's been an honor to campaign. I still intend to do everything I can to win, but it has been an honor, because it has been a campaign that is history making.

You know, obviously I am thrilled to be running, to be the first woman president, which I think would be a sea change in our country and around the world, and would give enormous... you know, enormous hope and, you know, a real challenge to the way things have been done, and who gets to do them, and what the rules are.

So I feel that either one of us will make history.

The question that I have been posing is, who can actually change the country? And I do believe that my experience over 35 years in the private sector as well as the public and the not-for-profit sector, gives me an understanding and an insight into how best to make the changes that we all know we have to see.

You know, when I wasn't successful about getting universal health care, I didn't give up. I just got to work and helped to create the Children's Health Insurance Program. And, you know, today in Ohio 140,000 kids have health insurance. And yet this morning in Lorain, a mother said that she spent with the insurance and everything over $3 million taking care of her daughter, who had a serious accident. And she just looked at me, as so many mothers and fathers have over so many years, and said, “will you help us?”

That's what my public life has been about. I want to help the people of this country get the chances they deserve to have. And I will do whatever I can here in Ohio, in Texas, Rhode Island, in the states to come making that case. Because I think we do need a fighter back in the White House.

You know, the wealthy and the well-connected have had a president. It's time we had a president for the middle class and working people, the people who get up every day and do the very best they can. And they deserve somebody who gets up in that White House and goes to bat for them.

And that's what I will do.


WILLIAMS:
 Senator, thank you.

【注释】



[1]
 美国俄亥俄州一县。




[2]
 “德拉吉报道”是一家内容包括美国以及国际主流媒体有关政治、娱乐、时事的新闻链接以及众多的专栏文章的网站。该网站以经常爆猛料为名，比如让其一夜成名的美国前总统克林顿与莱温斯基性丑闻事件就是一个典型。




[3]
 马特·德拉吉是“德拉吉报道”网站的创始人。




[4]
 401(k)条款，也称401(k)计划，是一种由雇员、雇主共同缴费建立起来的完全基金式的养老保险制度，出自美国税法（Internal Revenue Code，简称IRC）第401(k)条款。1979年得到法律认可，1981年又追加了实施规则，20世纪90年代迅速发展，逐渐取代了传统的社会保障体系，成为美国诸多雇主首选的社会保障计划。按该计划，企业为员工设立专门的401(k)账户，员工每月从工资中拿出一定比例的资金存入养老金账户，而企业一般也按一定的比例（不能超过员工存入的数额）往这一账户存入相应资金。与此同时，企业向员工提供3到4种不同的证券组合投资计划。员工退休时，可以选择一次性领取、分期领取和转为存款等方式使用。401(k)计划养老金领取条件是：年满59.5岁；死亡或永久丧失工作能力；发生大于年收入7.5 的医疗费用；55岁以后离职、下岗、被解雇或提前退休。一旦提前取款，将被征收惩罚性税款，但允许借款和困难取款。




[5]
 辩论会在该节目播出，所以希拉里这样说。




[6]
 美国得克萨斯州南部城市




[7]
 美国俄亥俄州东北部城市。




[8]
 指1993年时任美国副总统的埃尔·戈尔和著名商人佩罗特（曾两次参加美国总统竞选）就NAFTA问题展开的一场著名辩论，后者是坚决反对NAFTA的。




[9]
 美国的知名政治顾问，曾经担任尼克松、里根以及克林顿政府的总统顾问。




[10]
 美国纽约州西部城市。




[11]
 指2008年2月18日《布法罗消息报》记者问希拉里·克林顿对当年誓言没有实现的感想时她的回答。
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LEHRER:
 Good evening from the Ford Center for the Performing Arts at the University of Mississippi in Oxford
[2]

 . I'm Jim Lehrer of the NewsHour on PBS, and I welcome you to the first of the 2008 presidential debates between the Republican nominee, Senator John McCain of Arizona, and the Democratic nominee, Senator Barack Obama of Illinois.

The Commission on Presidential Debates is the sponsor of this event and the three other presidential and vice presidential debates coming in October.

Tonight's will primarily be about foreign policy and national security, which, by definition, includes the global financial crisis. It will be divided roughly into nine-minute segments.

Direct exchanges between the candidates and moderator follow-ups are permitted after each candidate has two minutes to answer the lead question in an order determined by a coin toss.

The specific subjects and questions were chosen by me. They have not been shared or cleared with anyone.

The audience here in the hall has promised to remain silent, no cheers, no applause, no noise of any kind, except right now, as we welcome Senators Obama and McCain.

Let me begin with something General Eisenhower
[3]

 said in his 1952 presidential campaign. Quote, “We must achieve both security and solvency. In fact, the foundation of military strength is economic strength,”end quote.

With that in mind, the first lead question.

Gentlemen, at this very moment tonight, where do you stand on the financial recovery plan?

First response to you, Senator Obama. You have two minutes.


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, thank you very much, Jim, and thanks to the commission and the University of Mississippi, “Ole Miss
[4]

 ,”for hosting us tonight. I can't think of a more important time for us to talk about the future of the country.

You know, we are at a defining moment in our history. Our nation is involved in two wars, and we are going through the worst financial crisis since the Great Depression.

And although we've heard a lot about Wall Street, those of you on Main Street I think have been struggling for a while, and you recognize that this could have an impact on all sectors of the economy.

And you're wondering, how's it going to affect me? How's it going to affect my job? How's it going to affect my house? How's it going to affect my retirement savings or my ability to send my children to college?

So we have to move swiftly, and we have to move wisely. And I've put forward a series of proposals that make sure that we protect taxpayers as we engage in this important rescue effort.

No. 1, we've got to make sure that we've got oversight over this whole process; $700 billion, potentially, is a lot of money.

No. 2, we've got to make sure that taxpayers, when they are putting their money at risk, have the possibility of getting that money back and gains, if the market —and when the market returns.

No. 3, we've got to make sure that none of that money is going to pad CEO bank accounts or to promote golden parachutes
[5]

 .

And, No. 4, we've got to make sure that we're helping homeowners, because the root problem here has to do with the foreclosures
[6]

 that are taking place all across the country.

Now, we also have to recognize that this is a final verdict on eight years of failed economic policies promoted by George Bush, supported by Senator McCain, a theory that basically says that we can shred regulations and consumer protections and give more and more to the most, and somehow prosperity will trickle down
[7]

 .

It hasn't worked. And I think that the fundamentals of the economy have to be measured by whether or not the middle class is getting a fair shake. That's why I'm running for president, and that's what I hope we're going to be talking about tonight.


LEHRER:
 Senator McCain, two minutes.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Well, thank you, Jim. And thanks to everybody.

And I do have a sad note tonight. Senator Kennedy
[8]

 is in the hospital. He's a dear and beloved friend to all of us. Our thoughts and prayers go out to the lion of the Senate.

I also want to thank the University of Mississippi for hosting us tonight.

And, Jim, I —I've been not feeling too great about a lot of things lately. So have a lot of Americans who are facing challenges. But I'm feeling a little better tonight, and I'll tell you why.

Because as we're here tonight in this debate, we are seeing, for the first time in a long time, Republicans and Democrats together, sitting down, trying to work out a solution to this fiscal crisis that we're in.

We have no doubt about the magnitude of this crisis. And we're not talking about failure of institutions on Wall Street. We're talking about fail ures on Main Street, and people who will lose their jobs, and their credits, and their homes, if we don't fix the greatest fiscal crisis, probably in —certainly in our time, and I've been around
[9]

 a little while.

But the point is —the point is, we have finally seen Republicans and Democrats sitting down and negotiating together and coming up with a package.

This package has transparency in it. It has to have accountability and oversight. It has to have options for loans to failing businesses, rather than the government taking over those loans. We have to —it has to have a package with a number of other essential elements to it.

And, yes, I went back to Washington, and I met with my Republicans in the House of Representatives. And they weren't part of the negotiations, and I understand that. And it was the House Republicans that decided that they would be part of the solution to this problem.

But I want to emphasize one point to all Americans tonight. This isn't the beginning of the end of this crisis. This is the end of the beginning, if we come out with a package that will keep these institutions stable.

And we've got a lot of work to do. And we've got to create jobs. And one of the areas, of course, is to eliminate our dependence on foreign oil.


LEHRER:
 All right, let's go back to my question. How do you all stand on the recovery plan? And talk to each other about it. We've got five minutes. We can negotiate a deal right here.

But, I mean, are you —do you favor this plan, Senator Obama, and you, Senator McCain? Do you —are you in favor of this plan?


SEN. OBAMA:
 We haven't seen the language yet. And I do think that there's constructive work being done out there. So, for the viewers who are watching, I am optimistic about the capacity of us to come together with a plan.

The question, I think, that we have to ask ourselves is, how did we get into this situation in the first place?

Two years ago, I warned that, because of the subprime lending mess, because of the lax regulation, that we were potentially going to have a problem and tried to stop some of the abuses in mortgages that were tak- ing place at the time.

Last year, I wrote to the secretary of the Treasury to make sure that he understood the magnitude of this problem and to call on him to bring all the stakeholders together to try to deal with it.

So —so the question, I think, that we've got to ask ourselves is, yes, we've got to solve this problem short term. And we are going to have to intervene; there's no doubt about that.

But we're also going to have to look at, how is it that we shredded so many regulations? We did not set up a 21st-century regulatory framework to deal with these problems. And that in part has to do with an economic philosophy that says that regulation is always bad.


LEHRER:
 Are you going to vote for the plan, Senator McCain?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 I —I hope so. And I...


LEHRER:
 As a United States senator...


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Sure.


LEHRER:
 ... you're going to vote for the plan?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Sure. But —but let me —let me point out, I also warned about Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac and warned about corporate greed and excess, and CEO pay, and all that. A lot of us saw this train wreck coming.

But there's also the issue of responsibility. You've mentioned President Dwight David Eisenhower. President Eisenhower, on the night before the Normandy invasion, went into his room, and he wrote out two letters.

One of them was a letter congratulating the great members of the military and allies that had conducted and succeeded in the greatest invasion in history, still to this day, and forever.

And he wrote out another letter, and that was a letter of resignation from the United States Army for the failure of the landings at Normandy.

Somehow we've lost that accountability. I've been heavily criticized because I called for the resignation of the chairman of the Securities and Exchange Commission. We've got to start also holding people accountable, and we've got to reward people who succeed.

But somehow in Washington today —and I'm afraid on Wall Street —greed is rewarded, excess is rewarded, and corruption —or certainly failure to carry out our responsibility is rewarded.

As president of the United States, people are going to be held accountable in my administration. And I promise you that that will happen.


LEHRER:
 Do you have something directly to say, Senator Obama, to Senator McCain about what he just said?


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, I think Senator McCain's absolutely right that we need more responsibility, but we need it not just when there's a crisis. I mean, we've had years in which the reigning economic ideology has been what's good for Wall Street, but not what's good for Main Street.

And there are folks out there who've been struggling before this crisis took place. And that's why it's so important, as we solve this short-term problem, that we look at some of the underlying issues that have led to wages and incomes for ordinary Americans to go down, the —a health care system that is broken, energy policies that are not working, because, you know, 10 days ago, John said that the fundamentals of the economy are sound.


LEHRER:
 Say it directly to him.


SEN. OBAMA:
 I do not think that they are.


LEHRER:
 Say it directly to him.


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, the —John, 10 days ago, you said that the fundamen tals of the economy are sound. (Laughter) And...


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Are you afraid I couldn't hear him? (Laughter)


LEHRER:
 I'm just determined to get you all to talk to each other. I'm going to try.


SEN. OBAMA:
 The —and I just fundamentally disagree. And unless we are holding ourselves accountable day in, day out, not just when there's a crisis for folks who have power and influence and can hire lobbyists, but for the nurse, the teacher, the police officer, who, frankly, at the end of each month, they've got a little financial crisis going on.

They're having to take out extra debt just to make their mortgage pay- ments. We haven't been paying attention to them. And if you look at our tax policies, it's a classic example.


LEHRER:
 So, Senator McCain, do you agree with what Senator Obama just said? And, if you don't, tell him what you disagree with.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 No, I —look, we've got to fix the system. We've got fundamental problems in the system. And Main Street is paying a penalty for the excesses and greed in Washington, D.C., and in Wall Street.

So there's no doubt that we have a long way to go. And, obviously, stricter interpretation and consolidation of the various regulatory agencies that weren't doing their job, that has brought on this crisis.

But I have a fundamental belief in the goodness and strength of the American worker. And the American worker is the most productive, the most innovative. America is still the greatest producer, exporter and importer.

But we've got to get through these times, but I have a fundamental belief in the United States of America. And I still believe, under the right leadership, our best days are ahead of us.


LEHRER:
 All right, let's go to the next lead question, which is essentially following up on this same subject.

And you get two minutes to begin with, Senator McCain. And using your word “fundamental,”are there fundamental differences between your approach and Senator Obama's approach to what you would do as president to lead this country out of the financial crisis?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Well, the first thing we have to do is get spending under control in Washington. It's completely out of control. It's gone —we have now presided over the largest increase in the size of government since the Great Society
[10]

 .

We Republicans came to power to change government, and government changed us. And the —the worst symptom of this disease is what my friend, Tom Coburn, calls earmarking as a gateway drug
[11]

 , because it's a gateway. It's a gateway to out-of-control spending and corruption.

And we have former members of Congress now residing in federal prison because of the evils of this earmarking and pork-barrel
[12]

 spending.

You know, we spent $3 million to study the DNA of bears in Montana. I don't know if that was a criminal issue or a paternal issue, but the fact is that it was $3 million of our taxpayers'money. And it has got to be brought under control.

As president of the United States, I want to assure you, I've got a pen. This one's kind of old. I've got a pen, and I'm going to veto every single spending bill that comes across my desk. I will make them famous. You will know their names.

Now, Senator Obama, you wanted to know one of the differences. He has asked for $932 million of earmark pork-barrel spending, nearly a million dollars for every day that he's been in the United States Senate
[13]

 .

I suggest that people go up on the web site of Citizens Against Government Waste, and they'll look at those projects.

That kind of thing is not the way to rein in runaway spending in Washington, D.C. That's one of the fundamental differences that Senator Obama and I have.


LEHRER:
 Senator Obama, two minutes.


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, Senator McCain is absolutely right that the earmarks process has been abused, which is why I suspended any requests for my home state
[14]

 , whether it was for senior centers or what have you, until we cleaned it up
[15]

 .

And he's also right that oftentimes lobbyists and special interests are the ones that are introducing these kinds of requests, although that wasn't the case with me.

But let's be clear: Earmarks account for $18 billion in last year's budget. Senator McCain is proposing —and this is a fundamental difference between us —$300 billion in tax cuts to some of the wealthiest corporations and individuals in the country, $300 billion.

Now, $18 billion is important; $300 billion is really important.

And in his tax plan, you would have CEOs of Fortune 500 companies getting an average of $700,000 in reduced taxes, while leaving 100 million Americans out.

So my attitude is, we've got to grow the economy from the bottom up. What I've called for is a tax cut for 95 percent of working families, 95 percent.

And that means that the ordinary American out there who's collecting a paycheck every day, they've got a little extra money to be able to buy a computer for their kid, to fill up on this gas that is killing them.

And over time, that, I think, is going to be a better recipe for economic growth than the —the policies of President Bush that John McCain wants to —wants to follow.


LEHRER:
 Senator McCain?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Well, again, I don't mean to go back and forth, but he...


LEHRER:
 No, that's fine.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Senator Obama suspended those requests for pork-barrel projects after he was running for president of the United States. He didn't happen to see that light during the first three years as a member of the United States Senate, $932 million in requests.

Maybe to Senator Obama it's not a lot of money. But the point is that —you see, I hear this all the time. “It's only $18 billion.”Do you know that it's tripled in the last five years? Do you know that it's gone completely out of control to the point where it corrupts people? It corrupts people.

That's why we have, as I said, people under federal indictment and charges. It's a system that's got to be cleaned up.

I have fought against it my career. I have fought against it. I was called the sheriff, by the —one of the senior members of the Appropriations Committee. I didn't win Miss Congeniality in the United States Senate.

Now, Senator Obama didn't mention that, along with his tax cuts, he is also proposing some $800 billion in new spending on new programs.

Now, that's a fundamental difference between myself and Senator Obama. I want to cut spending. I want to keep taxes low. The worst thing we could do in this economic climate is to raise people's taxes.


SEN. OBAMA:
 I —I don't know where John is getting his figures. Let's just be clear.

What I do is I close corporate loopholes, stop providing tax cuts to corporations that are shipping jobs overseas so that we're giving tax breaks to companies that are investing here in the United States. I make sure that we have a health care system that allows for everyone to have basic coverage.

I think those are pretty important priorities. And I pay for every dime of it.

But let's go back to the original point. John, nobody is denying that $18 billion is important. And, absolutely, we need earmark reform. And when I'm president, I will go line by line to make sure that we are not spending money unwisely.

But the fact is that eliminating earmarks alone is not a recipe for how we're going to get the middle class back on track.

And when you look at your tax policies that are directed primarily at those who are doing well, and you are neglecting people who are really struggling right now, I think that is a continuation of the last eight years, and we can't afford another four.


LEHRER:
 Respond directly to him about that, to Senator Obama about that, about the —he's made it twice now, about your tax —your policies about tax cuts.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Well —well, let me give you an example of what Senator Obama finds objectionable, the business tax.

Right now, the United States of America business pays the second-highest business taxes in the world, 35 percent. Ireland pays 11 per- cent.

Now, if you're a business person, and you can locate any place in the world, then, obviously, if you go to the country where it's 11 percent tax versus 35 percent, you're going to be able to create jobs, increase your business, make more investment, et cetera.

I want to cut that business tax. I want to cut it so that businesses will remain in —in the United States of America and create jobs.

But, again, I want to return. It's a lot more than $18 billion in pork-barrel spending. I can tell you, it's rife. It's throughout.

The United States Senate will take up a continuing resolution
[16]

 tomorrow or the next day, sometime next week, with 2,000 —2,000 —look at them, my friends. Look at them. You'll be appalled.

And Senator Obama is a recent convert, after requesting $932 million worth of pork-barrel spending projects.

So the point is, I want people to have tax cuts. I want every family to have a $5,000 refundable tax credit so they can go out and purchase their own health care. I want to double the dividend from $3,500 to $7,000 for every dependent child in America.

I know that the worst thing we could possibly do is to raise taxes on anybody, and a lot of people might be interested in Senator Obama's definition of “rich.”


LEHRER:
 Senator Obama, you have a question for Senator McCain on that?


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, let me just make a couple of points.


LEHRER:
 All right.


SEN. OBAMA:
 My definition —here's what I can tell the American people: 95 percent of you will get a tax cut. And if you make less than $250,000, less than a quarter-million dollars a year, then you will not see one dime's worth of tax increase.

Now, John mentioned the fact that business taxes on paper are high in this country, and he's absolutely right. Here's the problem: There are so many loopholes that have been written into the tax code, oftentimes with support of Senator McCain, that we actually see our businesses pay effec- tively one of the lowest tax rates in the world.

And what that means, then, is that there are people out there who are working every day, who are not getting a tax cut, and you want to give them more.

It's not like you want to close the loopholes. You just want to add an additional tax cut over the loopholes. And that's a problem.

Just one last point I want to make, since Senator McCain talked about providing a $5,000 health credit. Now, what he doesn't tell you is that he intends to, for the first time in history, tax health benefits.

So you may end up getting a $5,000 tax credit. Here's the only problem: Your employer now has to pay taxes on the health care that you're getting from your employer. And if you end up losing your health care from your employer, you've got to go out on the open market and try to buy it.

It is not a good deal for the American people. But it's an example of this notion that the market can always solve everything and that the less regulation we have, the better off we're going to be.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Well, you know, let me just...


LEHRER:
 We've got to go to another lead question.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 I know we have to, but this is a classic example of walking the walk and talking the talk.

We had an energy bill
[17]

 before the United States Senate. It was festooned with Christmas tree ornaments. It had all kinds of breaks for the oil companies, I mean, billions of dollars worth. I voted against it; Senator Obama voted for it.


SEN. OBAMA:
 John, you want to give oil companies another $4 billion.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 You've got to look at our record. You've got to look at our records. That's the important thing.

Who fought against wasteful and earmark spending? Who has been the person who has tried to keep spending under control?

Who's the person who has believed that the best thing for America is —is to have a tax system that is fundamentally fair? And I've fought to simplify it, and I have proposals to simplify it.

Let's give every American a choice: two tax brackets, generous dividends, and, two —and let Americans choose whether they want the —the existing tax code or they want a new tax code.

And so, again, look at the record, particularly the energy bill. But, again, Senator Obama has shifted on a number of occasions. He has voted in the United States Senate to increase taxes on people who make as low as $42,000 a year.


SEN. OBAMA:
 That's not true, John. That's not true.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 And that's just a fact. Again, you can look it up.


SEN. OBAMA:
 Look, it's just not true. And if we want to talk about oil company profits, under your tax plan, John —this is undeniable —oil companies would get an additional $4 billion in tax breaks.

Now, look, we all would love to lower taxes on everybody. But here's the problem: If we are giving them to oil companies, then that means that there are those who are not going to be getting them. And...


SEN. MCCAIN:
 With all due respect, you already gave them to the oil companies.


SEN. OBAMA:
 No, but, John, the fact of the matter is, is that I was opposed to those tax breaks, tried to strip them out. We've got an emenergy bill on the Senate floor right now that contains some good stuff, some stuff you want, including drilling off-shore, but you're opposed to it because it would strip away those tax breaks that have gone to oil companies.


LEHRER:
 All right. Let's go another subject. Lead question, two minutes to you, senator McCain. Much has been said about the lessons of Vietnam. What do you see as the lessons of Iraq?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 I think the lessons of Iraq are very clear that you cannot have a failed strategy that will then cause you to nearly lose a conflict. Our initial military success, we went in to Baghdad and everybody celebrated. And then the war was very badly mishandled. I went to Iraq in 2003 and came back and said, we've got to change this strategy. This strategy re- quires additional troops, it requires a fundamental change in strategy and I fought for it. And finally, we came up with a great general and a strategy that has succeeded.

This strategy has succeeded. And we are winning in Iraq. And we will come home with victory and with honor. And that withdrawal is the result of every counterinsurgency that succeeds.

And I want to tell you that now that we will succeed and our troops will come home, and not in defeat, that we will see a stable ally in the re- gion and a fledgling democracy.

The consequences of defeat would have been increased Iranian influence. It would have been increase in sectarian violence. It would have been a wider war, which the United States of America might have had to come back.

So there was a lot at stake there. And thanks to this great general, David Petraeus, and the troops who serve under him, they have succeeded. And we are winning in Iraq, and we will come home. And we will come home as we have when we have won other wars and not in defeat.


LEHRER:
 Two minutes, how you see the lessons of Iraq, Senator Obama?


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, this is an area where Senator McCain and I have a fundamental difference because I think the first question is whether we should have gone into the war in the first place.

Six years ago, I stood up and opposed this war at a time when it was politically risky to do so because I said that not only did we not know how much it was going to cost, what our exit strategy might be, how it would affect our relationships around the world, and whether our intelligence was sound, but also because we hadn't finished the job in Afghanistan.

We hadn't caught Bin Laden. We hadn't put al Qaeda to rest, and as a consequence, I thought that it was going to be a distraction. Now Senator McCain and President Bush had a very different judgment.

And I wish I had been wrong for the sake of the country and they had been right, but that's not the case. We've spent over $600 billion so far, soon to be $1 trillion. We have lost over 4,000 lives. We have seen 30,000 wounded, and most importantly, from a strategic national security per- spective, al Qaeda is resurgent, stronger now than at any time since 2001.

We took our eye off the ball. And not to mention that we are still spending $10 billion a month, when they have a $79 billion surplus, at a time when we are in great distress here at home, and we just talked about the fact that our budget is way overstretched and we are borrowing money from overseas to try to finance just some of the basic functions of our government.

So I think the lesson to be drawn is that we should never hesitate to use military force, and I will not, as president, in order to keep the Ameri- can people safe. But we have to use our military wisely. And we did not use our military wisely in Iraq.


LEHRER:
 Do you agree with that, the lesson of Iraq?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 The next president of the United States is not going to have to address the issue as to whether we went into Iraq or not. The next president of the United States is going to have to decide how we leave, when we leave, and what we leave behind. That's the decision of the next president of the United States.

Senator Obama said the surge could not work, said it would increase sectarian violence, said it was doomed to failure. Recently on a television program, he said it exceed our wildest expectations
[18]

 .

But yet, after conceding that, he still says that he would oppose the surge if he had to decide that again today. Incredibly, incredibly Senator Obama didn't go to Iraq for 900 days and never asked for a meeting with General Petraeus?


LEHRER:
 Well, let's go at some of these things ...


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Senator Obama is the chairperson of a committee that oversights NATO that's in Afghanistan. To this day, he has never had a hearing.


LEHRER:
 What about that point?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 I mean, it's remarkable.


LEHRER:
 All right. What about that point?


SEN. OBAMA:
 Which point? He raised a whole bunch of them.


LEHRER:
 I know, OK, let's go to the latter point and we'll back up. The point about your not having been...


SEN. OBAMA:
 Look, I'm very proud of my vice presidential selection, Joe Biden, who is the chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, and as he explains, and as John well knows, the issues of Afghanistan, the issues of Iraq, critical issues like that, don't go through my subcommittee because they're done as a committee as a whole.

But that's Senate inside baseball. But let's get back to the core issue here. Senator McCain is absolutely right that the violence has been reduced as a consequence of the extraordinary sacrifice of our troops and our military families.

They have done a brilliant job, and General Petraeus has done a bril- liant job. But understand, that was a tactic designed to contain the damage of the previous four years of mismanagement of this war.

And so John likes —John, you like to pretend like the war started in 2007. You talk about the surge. The war started in 2003, and at the time when the war started, you said it was going to be quick and easy. You said we knew where the weapons of mass destruction were. You were wrong.

You said that we were going to be greeted as liberators. You were wrong. You said that there was no history of violence between Shiite and Sunni. And you were wrong. And so my question is...


LEHRER:
 Senator Obama...


SEN. OBAMA:
 ... of judgment, of whether or not —of whether or not —if the question is who is best-equipped as the next president to make good decisions about how we use our military, how we make sure that we are prepared and ready for the next conflict, then I think we can take a look at our judgment.


LEHRER:
 I have got a lot on the plate here...


SEN. MCCAIN:
 I'm afraid Senator Obama doesn't understand the difference between a tactic and a strategy. But the important —I'd like to tell you, two Fourths of July ago I was in Baghdad. General Petraeus invited Senator Lindsey Graham and me to attend a ceremony where 688 brave young Americans, whose enlistment had expired, were reenlisting to stay and fight for Iraqi freedom and American freedom.

I was honored to be there. I was honored to speak to those troops. And you know, afterwards, we spent a lot of time with them. And you know what they said to us? They said, let us win. They said, let us win. We don't want our kids coming back here.

And this strategy, and this general, they are winning. Senator Obama refuses to acknowledge that we are winning in Iraq.


SEN. OBAMA:
 That's not true.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 They
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 just passed an electoral...


SEN. OBAMA:
 That's not true.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 An election law just in the last few days. There is social, economic progress, and a strategy, a strategy of going into an area, clearing and holding, and the people of the country then become allied with you. They inform on the bad guys. And peace comes to the country, and prosperity.

That's what's happening in Iraq, and it wasn't a tactic.


LEHRER:
 Let me see—


SEN. OBAMA:
 Jim, Jim, this is a big—


SEN. MCCAIN:
 It was a stratagem. And that same strategy will be employed in Afghanistan by this great general. And Senator Obama, who af- ter promising not to vote to cut off funds for the troops, did the incredible thing of voting to cut off the funds for the troops in Iraq and Afghanistan.


SEN. OBAMA:
 Jim, there are a whole bunch of things we have got to answer. First of all, let's talk about this troop funding issue because John always brings this up. Senator McCain cut —Senator McCain opposed funding for troops in legislation that had a timetable, because he didn't believe in a timetable.

I opposed funding a mission that had no timetable, and was open- ended, giving a blank check to George Bush. We had a difference on the timetable. We didn't have a difference on whether or not we were going to be funding troops.

We had a legitimate difference, and I absolutely understand the difference between tactics and strategy. And the strategic question that the pres- ident has to ask is not whether or not we are employing a particular approach in the country once we have made the decision to be there.

The question is, was this wise? We have seen Afghanistan worsen, deteriorate. We need more troops there. We need more resources there. Senator McCain, in the rush to go into Iraq, said, you know what? We've been successful in Afghanistan. There is nobody who can pose a threat to us there.

This is a time when bin Laden was still out, and now they've reconstituted themselves. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates himself acknowledges the war on terrorism started in Afghanistan and it needs to end there.

But we can't do it if we are not willing to give Iraq back its country. Now, what I've said is we should end this war responsibly. We should do it in phases. But in 16 months we should be able to reduce our combat troops, put —provide some relief to military families and our troops and bolster our efforts in Afghanistan so that we can capture and kill bin Laden and crush al Qaeda.

And right now, the commanders in Afghanistan, as well as Admiral Mullen, have acknowledged that we don't have enough troops to deal with Afghanistan because we still have more troops in Iraq than we did before the surge.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Admiral Mullen suggests that Senator Obama's plan is dangerous for America.


SEN. OBAMA:
 That's not the case.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 That's what ...


SEN. OBAMA:
 What he said was a precipitous ... SEN. MCCAIN: That's what Admiral Mullen said.


SEN. OBAMA:
 ... withdrawal would be dangerous. He did not say that. That's not true.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 And also General Petraeus said the same thing. Osama bin Laden and General Petraeus have one thing in common that I know of, they both said that Iraq is the central battleground.

Now General Petraeus has praised the successes, but he said those successes are fragile and if we set a specific date for withdrawal —and by the way, Senator Obama's original plan, they would have been out last spring before the surge ever had a chance to succeed.

And I'm —I'm —understand why Senator Obama was surprised and said that the surge succeeded beyond his wildest expectations.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 It didn't exceed beyond mine, because I know that that's a strategy that has worked and can succeed. But if we snatch defeat from the jaws of victory and adopt Senator Obama's plan, then we will have a wider war and it will make things more complicated throughout the region, including in Afghanistan.


LEHRER:
 This is the last —last lead question. You have two minutes each. And the question is this, beginning with you, Senator McCain.

What do you think the likelihood is that there would be another 9/11-type attack on the continental United States?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 I think it's much less than it was the day after 9/11. I think it —that we have a safer nation, but we are a long way from safe.

And I want to tell you that one of the things I'm most proud of, among others, because I have worked across the aisle. I have a long record on that, on a long series of reforms.

But after 9/11, Senator Joe Lieberman and I decided that we needed a commission, and that was a commission to investigate 9/11, and find out what happened, and fix it.

And we were —we were opposed by the administration, another area where I differed with this administration. And we were stymied until the families of 9/11 came, and they descended on Washington, and we got that legislation passed.

And there were a series of recommendations, as I recall, more than 40. And I'm happy to say that we've gotten written into law most of those reforms recommended by that commission. I'm proud of that work, again, bipartisan, reaching across the aisle, working together, Democrat and Republican alike.

So we have a long way to go in our intelligence services. We have to do a better job in human intelligence. And we've got to —to make sure that we have people who are trained interrogators so that we don't ever torture a prisoner ever again.

We have to make sure that our technological and intelligence capabili-ties are better. We have to work more closely with our allies. I know our allies, and I can work much more closely with them.

But I can tell you that I think America is safer today than it was on 9/11. But that doesn't mean that we don't have a long way to go.

And I'd like to remind you, also, as a result of those recommendations, we've probably had the largest reorganization of government since we established the Defense Department. And I think that those men and women in those agencies are doing a great job.

But we still have a long way to go before we can declare America safe, and that means doing a better job along our borders, as well.


LEHRER:
 Two minutes, Senator Obama.


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, first of all, I think that we are safer in some ways. Obviously, we've poured billions of dollars into airport security. We have done some work in terms of securing potential targets, but we still have a long way to go.

We've got to make sure that we're hardening our chemical sites. We haven't done enough in terms of transit; we haven't done enough in terms of ports.

And the biggest threat that we face right now is not a nuclear missile coming over the skies. It's in a suitcase.

This is why the issue of nuclear proliferation is so important. It is the —the biggest threat to the United States is a terrorist getting their hands on nuclear weapons.

And we —we are spending billions of dollars on missile defense. And I actually believe that we need missile defense, because of the potential for them to obtain or to launch nuclear weapons, but I also believe that, when we are only spending a few hundred million dollars on nuclear proliferation, then we're making a mistake.

The other thing that we have to focus on, though, is al Qaeda. They are now operating in 60 countries. We can't simply be focused on Iraq. We have to go to the root cause, and that is in Afghanistan and Pakistan. That's going to be critical. We are going to need more cooperation with our allies.

And one last point I want to make. It is important for us to understand that the way we are perceived in the world is going to make a difference, in terms of our capacity to get cooperation and root out terrorism.

And one of the things that I intend to do as president is to restore America's standing in the world. We are less respected now than we were eight years ago or even four years ago.

And this is the greatest country on Earth. But because of some of the mistakes that have been made —and I give Senator McCain great credit on the torture issue, for having identified that as something that undermines our long-term security —because of those things, we, I think, are going to have a lot of work to do in the next administration to restore that sense that

America is that shining beacon on a hill.


LEHRER:
 Do you agree there's much to be done in a new administration to restore...


SEN. MCCAIN:
 But in the case of missile defense, Senator Obama said it had to be, quote, “proven.”That wasn't proven when Ronald Reagan said we would do SDI, which is missile defense. And it was major —a major factor in bringing about the end of the Cold War.

We seem to come full circle again. Senator Obama still doesn't quite understand —or doesn't get it —that if we fail in Iraq, it encourages al Qaeda. They would establish a base in Iraq.

The consequences of defeat, which would result from his plan of withdrawal and according to date certain, regardless of conditions, according to our military leaders, according to every expert, would lead to defeat —possible defeat, loss of all the fragile sacrifice that we've made of American blood and treasure, which grieves us all.

All of that would be lost if we followed Senator Obama's plan to have specific dates with withdrawal, regardless of conditions on the ground.

And General Petraeus says we have had great success, but it's very fragile. And we can't do what Senator Obama wants to do.

That is the central issue of our time. And I think Americans will judge very seriously as to whether that's the right path or the wrong path and who should be the next president of the United States.


LEHRER:
 You see the same connections that Senator McCain does?


SEN. OBAMA:
 Oh, there's no doubt. Look, over the last eight years, this administration, along with Senator McCain, have been solely focused on Iraq. That has been their priority. That has been where all our resources have gone.

In the meantime, bin Laden is still out there. He is not captured. He is not killed. Al Qaeda is resurgent.

In the meantime, we've got challenges, for example, with China, where we are borrowing billions of dollars. They now hold a trillion dollars' worth of our debt. And they are active in countries like —in regions like Latin America, and Asia, and Africa. They are —the conspicuousness of their presence is only matched by our absence, because we've been focused on Iraq.

We have weakened our capacity to project power around the world because we have viewed everything through this single lens, not to mention, look at our economy. We are now spending $10 billion or more every month.

And that means we can't provide health care to people who need it. We can't invest in science and technology, which will determine whether or not we are going to be competitive in the long term.

There has never been a country on Earth that saw its economy decline and yet maintained its military superiority. So this is a national security is- sue.

We haven't adequately funded veterans'care. I sit on the Veterans Affairs Committee, and we've got —I meet veterans all across the country who are trying to figure out, “How can I get disability payments? I've got post-traumatic stress disorder, and yet I can't get treatment.”

So we have put all chips in, right there, and nobody is talking about losing this war. What we are talking about is recognizing that the next president has to have a broader strategic vision about all the challenges that we face.

That's been missing over the last eight years. That sense is something that I want to restore.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 I've been involved, as I mentioned to you before, in virtually every major national security challenge we've faced in the last 20-some years. There are some advantages to experience, and knowledge, and judg- ment.

And I —and I honestly don't believe that Senator Obama has the knowledge or experience and has made the wrong judgments in a number of areas, including his initial reaction to Russian invasion —aggression in Georgia, to his —you know, we've seen this stubbornness before in this administration to cling to a belief that somehow the surge has not succeeded and failing to acknowledge that he was wrong about the surge is —shows to me that we —that —that we need more flexibility in a president of the United States than that.

As far as our other issues that he brought up are concerned, I know the veterans. I know them well. And I know that they know that I'll take care of them. And I've been proud of their support and their recognition of my service to the veterans.

And I love them. And I'll take care of them. And they know that I'll take care of them. And that's going to be my job.

But, also, I have the ability, and the knowledge, and the background to make the right judgments, to keep this country safe and secure.

Reform, prosperity, and peace, these are major challenges to the United States of America. I don't think I need any on-the-job training. I'm ready to go at it right now.


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, let me just make a closing point. You know, my father came from Kenya. That's where I get my name.

And in the '60s, he wrote letter after letter to come to college here in the United States because the notion was that there was no other country on Earth where you could make it if you tried. The ideals and the values of the United States inspired the entire world.

I don't think any of us can say that our standing in the world now, the way children around the world look at the United States, is the same.

And part of what we need to do, what the next president has to do —and this is part of our judgment, this is part of how we're going to keep America safe —is to —to send a message to the world that we are going to invest in issues like education, we are going to invest in issues that —that relate to how ordinary people are able to live out their dreams.

And that is something that I'm going to be committed to as president of the United States.


LEHRER:
 Few seconds. We're almost finished.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Jim, when I came home from prison, I saw our veterans be ing very badly treated, and it made me sad. And I embarked on an effort to resolve the POW-MIA
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 issue, which we did in a bipartisan fashion, and then I worked on normalization of relations between our two countries so that our veterans could come all the way home.

I guarantee you, as president of the United States, I know how to heal the wounds of war, I know how to deal with our adversaries, and I know how to deal with our friends.


LEHRER:
 And that ends this debate tonight.

On October 2, next Thursday, also at 9:00 p.m. Eastern time, the two vice presidential candidates will debate at Washington University in St. Louis. My PBS colleague, Gwen Ifill, will be the moderator.

For now, from Oxford, Mississippi, thank you, senators, both. I'm Jim Lehrer. Thank you, and good night.

【注释】



[1]
 对于二人在本次辩论的表现，CBS的调查结果为38 的人认为二人持平，40 的人认为奥巴马赢得了辩论，而22 的人则认为麦凯恩取得了本次辩论的胜利；CNN的调查结果为51 的人认为奥巴马取得了胜利，38 的人认为麦凯恩是胜利者，而11 的人则认为二人打了个平手。




[2]
 Oxford：牛津市，密西西比州南部一城市，位于田纳西州孟斐斯东南偏南，是密西西比大学的所在地，建于1844年，它是美国著名作家威廉姆·福克纳的家乡。值得注意的是，此牛津非英国之著名的牛津，之所以名字相同乃是因为美国原来是英国的殖民地，当时殖民者对很多没有名字的城市用宗主国英国的城市名命名。




[3]
 德怀特·艾森豪威尔（1890—1969），美国第34任总统（1953—1961）。




[4]
 Ole Miss是密西西比大学的昵称，可译为“老密西”。




[5]
 golden parachute：金降落伞，高级职员去职补偿费。




[6]
 foreclosure：丧失抵押品赎回权。这里指的是金融危机爆发后很多美国人失去了工作和收入，因而他们贷款买的住房被银行收回。




[7]
 trickle down：向下滴，向下淌，涓滴。西方经济学里有“涓滴效应”（trickledown effect）一说，指的是在经济发展过程中并不给予贫困阶层、弱势群体或贫困地区特别的优待，而是由优先发展起来的群体或地区通过消费、就业等方面惠及贫困阶层或地区，带动其发展和富裕。共和党出身的里根总统采取的就是类似这样的经济政策，被称为涓滴经济学或里根经济学或供给经济学。




[8]
 指的是美国前总统约翰·肯尼迪的弟弟爱德华·肯尼迪（Edward M. Kennedy），他是美国参议员，美国民主党人，自1962年起就担任参议员，被人誉为“参议院里的一头雄狮”。爱德华·肯尼迪于2008年5月被诊断患有恶性脑瘤，2009年8月26日病逝。




[9]
 have been around：非正式固定用法，意思是已经见多识广了，如：But I have experienced a lot, so I've been around a little while. （但我经历过很多，已是见多识广。）




[10]
 Great Society：专有名词，指的是1964年时任美国总统的林登·约翰逊（民主党人）提出的以社会福利为内容的施政纲领。




[11]
 gateway drug：诱导性毒品，上瘾毒品。gateway意为门径、关口。




[12]
 pork-barrel：议员为选民所争取到的地方建设经费。每个州或地区的居民选出一个议员来代表他们的利益，而这个议员则会向国会争取特别拨款来建设他们的家乡。这些财政拨款来自于所有美国人的税收。这些钱可称得上是取之于民，用之于民。如果议员将其中一部分钱据为己有，就叫做“pork-barrel”。一些联邦议员已经为此进了大牢。




[13]
 此话攻击力度很强，一方面说明奥巴马大手大脚地花钱，另一方面说明奥巴马资历很浅。奥巴马于2005年1月3日正式进入参议院工作，到辩论的时候整整工作了930天（排除周末）。




[14]
 奥巴马的代表州是伊利诺伊州。




[15]
 奥巴马的意思是尽管他也支出但他不会出现预算赤字。




[16]
 continuing resolution：指的是美国国会通过但还没有经总统签署生效的议案。




[17]
 指的是2005年美国政府通过的一项能源法案，该法案给予美国石油公司数十亿美元的补贴。




[18]
 奥巴马在2008年7月4日接受电视采访时说：the military surge “succeeded beyond our wildest dreams”（增兵“出乎意料地成功”）。




[19]
 指伊拉克人。




[20]
 POW和MIA分别是Prisoners of War和Missing in Action的缩拼。
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 2008 vice-presidential candidates Democrat Sen. Joe Biden and Republican Governor Sarah Palin
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IFILL:
 Good evening from Washington University in St. Louis
[2]

 , Missouri. I'm Gwen Ifill
[3]

 of “The News Hour”and “Washington Week”on PBS
[4]

 . Welcome to the first and the only 2008 vice presidential debate between the Republican nominee, Governor Sarah Palin of Alaska, and the Democratic nominee, Joe Biden of Delaware.

The Commission on Presidential Debates is the sponsor of this event and the two remaining presidential debates. Tonight's discussion will cover a wide range of topics, including domestic and foreign policy matters.

It will be divided roughly into five-minute segments. Each candidate will have 90 seconds to respond to a direct question and then an additional two minutes for rebuttal and follow-up. The order has been determined by a coin toss.

The specific subjects and questions were chosen by me and have not been shared or cleared with anyone on the campaigns or on the commission. The audience here in the hall has promised to remain very polite, no cheers, applause, no untoward outbursts, except right at this minute now, as we welcome Governor Palin and Senator Biden.

(APPLAUSE)


GOV. PALIN:
 Nice to meet you.


SEN. BIDEN:
 It's a pleasure.


GOV. PALIN:
 Hey, can I call you Joe?


SEN. BIDEN:
 (OFF-MIKE)


GOV. PALIN:
 Thank you.

Thank you, Gwen. Thank you. Thank you.


IFILL:
 Welcome to you both.

As we have determined by a coin toss, the first question will go to Senator Biden, with a 90-second follow-up from Governor Palin
[5]

 .

The House of Representatives this week passed a bill, a big bailout bill —or didn't pass it, I should say. The Senate decided to pass it, and the House is wrestling with it still tonight
[6]

 .

As America watches these things happen on Capitol Hill
[7]

 , Senator Biden, was this the worst of Washington or the best of Washington that we saw play out?


SEN. BIDEN:
 Let me begin by thanking you, Gwen, for hosting this.

And, Governor, it's a pleasure to meet you, and it's a pleasure to be with you.

I think it's neither the best nor worst of Washington, but it's evidence of the fact that the economic policies of the last eight years have been the worst economic policies we've ever had. As a consequence, you've seen what's happened on Wall Street.

If you need any more proof positive of how bad the economic theories have been, this excessive deregulation, the failure to oversee what was going on, letting Wall Street run wild, I don't think you needed any more evidence than what you see now.

So the Congress has been put —Democrats and Republicans have been put in a very difficult spot. But Barack Obama laid out four basic criteria for any kind of rescue plan here.

He, first of all, said there has to be oversight. We're not going to write any check to anybody unless there's oversight for the —of the secretary of Treasury.

He secondly said you have to focus on homeowners and folks on Main Street
[8]

 .

Thirdly, he said that you have to treat the taxpayers like investors in this case.

And, lastly, what you have to do is make sure that CEOs
[9]

 don't benefit from this, because this could end up, in the long run, people making money off of this rescue plan.

And so, as a consequence of that, it brings us back to maybe the fundamental disagreement between Governor Palin and me and Senator McCain and Barack Obama, and that is that the —we're going to fundamentally change the focus of the economic policy.

We're going to focus on the middle class, because it's —when the middle class is growing, the economy grows and everybody does well, not just focus on the wealthy and corporate America.


IFILL:
 Thank you, Senator.

Governor Palin? GOV. PALIN: Thank you, Gwen. And I thank the commission, also. I appreciate this privilege of being able to be here and speak with Americans.

You know, I think a good barometer here, as we try to figure out has this been a good time or a bad time in America's economy, is go to a kid's soccer game on Saturday, and turn to any parent there on the sideline and ask them, “How are you feeling about the economy?”

And I'll bet you, you're going to hear some fear in that parent's voice, fear regarding the few investments that some of us have in the stock market. Did we just take a major hit with those investments?

Fear about, how are we going to afford to send our kids to college? A fear, as small-business owners, perhaps, how we're going to borrow any money to increase inventory or hire more people.

The barometer there, I think, is going to be resounding that our econo- my is hurting and the federal government has not provided the sound oversight that we need and that we deserve, and we need reform to that end.

Now, John McCain thankfully has been one representing reform. Two years ago, remember, it was John McCain who pushed so hard with the Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac
[10]

 reform measures. He sounded that warning bell.

People in the Senate with him
[11]

 , his colleagues, didn't want to listen to him and wouldn't go towards that reform that was needed then. I think that the alarm has been heard, though, and there will be that greater oversight, again thanks to John McCain's bipartisan efforts that he was so instrumental in bringing folks together over this past week, even suspending his own campaign
[12]

 to make sure he was putting excessive politics aside and putting the country first.


IFILL:
 You both would like to be vice president.

Senator Biden, how, as vice president, would you work to shrink this gap of polarization which has sprung up in Washington, which you both have spoken about here tonight?


SEN. BIDEN:
 Well, that's what I've done my whole career, Gwen, on very, very controversial issues, from dealing with violence against women, to putting 100,000 police officers on the street, to trying to get something done about the genocide in —that was going on in Bosnia
[13]

 .

And I —I have been able to reach across the aisle. I think it's fair to say that I have almost as many friends on the Republican side of the aisle as I do the Democratic side of the aisle.

But am I able to respond to —are we able to stay on the —on the topic?


IFILL:
 You may, if you like.


SEN. BIDEN:
 Yes, well, you know, until two weeks ago —it was two Mondays ago John McCain said at 9 o'clock in the morning that the fundamentals of the economy were strong. Two weeks before that, he said George — we've made great economic progress under George Bush's policies.

Nine o'clock, the economy was strong. Eleven o'clock that same day, two Mondays ago, John McCain said that we have an economic crisis
[14]

 .

That doesn't make John McCain a bad guy, but it does point out he's out of touch. Those folks on the sidelines knew that two months ago.


IFILL:
 Governor Palin, you may respond.


GOV. PALIN:
 John McCain, in referring to the fundamental of our economy being strong, he was talking to
[15]

 and he was talking about the American workforce. And the American workforce is the greatest in this world, with the ingenuity and the work ethic that is just entrenched in our workforce. That's a positive. That's encouragement. And that's what John McCain meant.

Now, what I've done as a governor and as a mayor is (inaudible)
[16]

 . I've had that track record of reform. And I've joined this team that is a team of mavericks with John McCain, also, with his track record of reform, where we're known for putting partisan politics aside to just get the job done.

Now, Barack Obama, of course, he's pretty much only voted along his party lines. In fact, 96 percent of his votes have been solely along party line, not having that proof for the American people to know that his commitment, too, is, you know, put the partisanship, put the special interests aside, and get down to getting business done for the people of America.

We're tired of the old politics as usual. And that's why, with all due respect, I do respect your years in the U.S. Senate, but I think Americans are craving something new and different and that new energy and that new commitment that's going to come with reform.

I think that's why we need to send the maverick from the Senate and put him in the White House, and I'm happy to join him there.


IFILL:
 Governor, Senator, neither of you really answered that last question about what you would do as vice president. I'm going to come back to that ... (Laughter) ... throughout the evening to try to see if we can look forward, as well.

Now, let's talk about —the next question is to talk about the subprime lending meltdown.

Who do you think was at fault? I start with you, Governor Palin. Was it the greedy lenders? Was it the risky home-buyers who shouldn't have been buying a home in the first place? And what should you be doing about it?


GOV. PALIN:
 Darn right it was the predator lenders, who tried to talk Americans into thinking that it was smart to buy a $300,000 house if we could only afford a $100,000 house. There was deception there, and there was greed and there is corruption on Wall Street. And we need to stop that.

Again, John McCain and I, that commitment that we have made, and we're going to follow through on that, getting rid of that corruption.

One thing that Americans do at this time, also, though, is let's commit ourselves just every day American people, Joe Six Pack
[17]

 , hockey moms
[18]

 across the nation, I think we need to band together and say never again. Never will we be exploited and taken advantage of again by those who are managing our money and loaning us these dollars. We need to make sure that we demand from the federal government strict oversight of those entities in charge of our investments and our savings and we need also to not get ourselves in debt. Let's do what our parents told us before we probably even got that first credit card. Don't live outside of our means. We need to make sure that as individuals we're taking personal responsibility through all of this. It's not the American peoples fault that the economy is hurting like it is, but we have an opportunity to learn a heck of a lot of good lessons through this and say never again will we be taken advantage of.


IFILL:
 Senator?


SEN. BIDEN:
 Well Gwen, two years ago Barack Obama warned about the subprime mortgage crisis. John McCain said shortly after that in December he was surprised there was a subprime mortgage problem. John McCain while Barack Obama was warning about what we had to do was literally giving an interview to The Wall Street Journal saying that “I'm always for cutting regulations”. We let Wall Street run wild. John McCain and he's a good man, but John McCain thought the answer is that tried and true Republican response, deregulate, deregulate.

So what you had is you had overwhelming “deregulation.”You had actually the belief that Wall Street could self-regulate itself. And while Barack Obama was talking about reinstating those regulations, John on 20 different occasions in the previous year and a half called for more deregulation. As a matter of fact, John recently wrote an article in a major magazine saying that he wants to do for the health care industry deregulate it and let the free market move like he did for the banking industry.

So deregulation was the promise. And guess what? Those people who say don't go into debt, they can barely pay to fill up their gas tank. I was recently at my local gas station and asked a guy named Joey Danco (ph). I said Joey, how much did it cost to fill your tank? You know what his answer was? He said I don't know, Joe. I never have enough money to do it. The middle class needs relief, tax relief. They need it now. They need help now. The focus will change with Barack Obama.


IFILL:
 Governor, please if you want to respond to what he said about Senator McCain's comments about health care?


GOV. PALIN:
 I would like to respond about the tax increases. We can speak in agreement here that darn right we need tax relief for Americans so that jobs can be created here. Now, Barack Obama and Senator Biden also voted for the largest tax increases in U.S. history. Barack had 94 opportunities to side on the people's side and reduce taxes and 94 times he voted to increase taxes or not support a tax reduction, 94 times.

Now, that's not what we need to create jobs and really bolster and heat up our economy. We do need the private sector to be able to keep more of what we earn and produce. Government is going to have to learn to be more efficient and live with less if that's what it takes to reign in the government growth that we've seen today. But we do need tax relief and Barack Obama even supported increasing taxes as late as last year for those families making only $42,000 a year. That's a lot of middle income average American families to increase taxes on them. I think that is the way to kill jobs and to continue to harm our economy.


IFILL:
 Senator?


SEN. BIDEN:
 The charge is absolutely not true. Barack Obama did not vote to raise taxes. The vote she's referring to, John McCain voted the exact same way. It was a budget procedural vote. John McCain voted the same way. It did not raise taxes. Number two, using the standard that the governor uses, John McCain voted 477 times to raise taxes. It's a bogus standard but if you notice, Gwen, the governor did not answer the question about deregulation, did not answer the question of defending John McCain about not going along with the deregulation, letting Wall Street run wild. He did support deregulation almost across the board. That's why we got into so much trouble.


IFILL:
 Would you like to have an opportunity to answer that before we move on?


GOV. PALIN:
 I'm still on the tax thing because I want to correct you on that again. And I want to let you know what I did as a mayor and as a governor. And I may not answer the questions that either the moderator or you want to hear, but I'm going to talk straight to the American people and let them know my track record also. As mayor, every year I was in office
[19]

 I did reduce taxes. I eliminated personal property taxes and eliminated small business inventory taxes and as governor we suspended our state fuel tax. We did all of those things knowing that that is how our economy would be heated up. Now, as for John McCain's adherence to rules and regulations and pushing for even harder and tougher regulations, that is another thing that he is known for though. Look at the tobacco industry. Look at campaign finance reform.


IFILL:
 OK, our time is up here. We've got to move to the next question. Senator Biden, we want to talk about taxes, let's talk about taxes. You have proposed raising taxes on people who earn over $250,000 a year. The question for you is, why is that not class warfare
[20]

 and the same question for you, Governor Palin, is you have proposed a tax employer health benefits which some studies say would actually throw five million more people onto the roles of the uninsured. I want to know why that isn't taking things out on the poor, starting with you, Senator Biden.


SEN. BIDEN:
 Well Gwen, where I come from, it's called fairness, just simple fairness. The middle class is struggling. The middle class under John McCain's tax proposal, 100 million families, middle class families, households to be precise, they got not a single change, they got not a single break in taxes. No one making less than $250,000 under Barack Obama's plan will see one single penny of their tax raised whether it's their capital gains tax, their income tax, investment tax, any tax. And 95 percent of the people in the United States of America making less than $150,000 will get a tax break.

Now, that seems to me to be simple fairness. The economic engine of America is middle class. It's the people listening to this broadcast. When you do well, America does well. Even the wealthy do well. This is not punitive. John wants to add $300 million, billion in new tax cuts per year for corporate America and the very wealthy while giving virtually nothing to the middle class. We have a different value set. The middle class is the e conomic engine. It's fair. They deserve the tax breaks, not the super wealthy who are doing pretty well. They don't need any more tax breaks. And by the way, they'll pay no more than they did under Ronald Reagan
[21]

 .


IFILL:
 Governor?


GOV. PALIN:
 I do take issue with some of the principle there with that redistribution of wealth principle that seems to be espoused by you. But when you talk about Barack's plan to tax increase affecting only those making $250,000 a year or more, you're forgetting the millions of small businesses that are going to fit into that category. So they're going to be the higher taxes thus resulting in fewer jobs being created and less productivity.

Now you said recently that higher taxes or asking for higher taxes or paying higher taxes is patriotic. In the middle class of America which is where Todd
[22]

 and I have been all of our lives, that's not patriotic. Patriotic is saying, “Government, you know, you're not always the solution, and in fact too often, you're the problem. So, Government, lessen the tax burden on the private sector and our families and get out of the way and let the private sector and our families grow and thrive and prosper.”An increased tax formula that Barack Obama is proposing in addition to nearly a trillion dollars in new spending that he's proposing is the backwards way of trying to grow our economy.


IFILL:
 Governor, are you interested in defending Senator McCain's health care plan?


GOV. PALIN:
 I am, because he's got a good health care plan that is detailed. And I want to give you a couple details on that. He's proposing a $5,000 tax credit for families so that they can get out there and they can purchase their own health care coverage. That's a smart thing to do. That's budget neutral
[23]

 . That doesn't cost the government anything as opposed to Barack Obama's plan to mandate health care coverage and have universal government run program and unless you're pleased with the way the federal government has been running anything lately, I don't think that it's going to be real pleasing for Americans to consider health care being taken over by the feds. But a $5,000 health care credit through our income tax that's budget neutral. That's going to help. And he also wants to erase those artificial lines between states so that through competition, we can cross state lines and if there's a better plan offered somewhere else, we would be able to purchase that. So affordability and accessibility will be the keys there with that $5,000 tax credit also being offered.


IFILL:
 Thank you, governor. Senator?


SEN. BIDEN:
 Gwen, I don't know where to start. We don't call a redistri- bution in my neighborhood Scranton
[24]

 , Claymont
[25]

 , Wilmington
[26]

 , the places I grew up, to give the fair to say that not giving Exxon Mobil
[27]

 another $4 billion tax cut this year as John calls for and giving it to middle class people to be able to pay to get their kids to college, we don't call that redistribution. We call that fairness number one. Number two fact, 95 percent of the small businesses in America, their owners make less than $250,000 a year. They would not get one single solitary penny increase in taxes, those small businesses.

Now, with regard to the —to the health care plan, you know, it's with one hand you give it, the other you take it. You know how Barack Obama —excuse me, do you know how John McCain pays for his $5,000 tax credit you're going to get, a family will get?

He taxes as income every one of you out there, every one of you listening who has a health care plan through your employer. That's how he raises $3.6 trillion, on your —taxing your health care benefit to give you a $5,000 plan, which his web site points out will go straight to the insurance company.

And then you're going to have to replace a $12,000 —that's the average cost of the plan you get through your employer —it costs $12,000. You're going to have to pay —replace a $12,000 plan, because 20 million of you are going to be dropped. Twenty million of you will be dropped.

So you're going to have to place —replace a $12,000 plan with a $5,000 check you just give to the insurance company. I call that the “Ultimate Bridge to Nowhere.”


IFILL:
 Thank you, Senator.

Probably the biggest cliche about the vice-presidency is that it's a heartbeat away
[28]

 , everybody's waiting to see what would happen if the worst happened
[29]

 . How would —you disagree on some things from your principles, you disagree on drilling in Alaska, the National Wildlife Refuge, you disagree on the surveillance law, at least you have in the past. How would a Biden administration be different from an Obama adminis- tration if that were to happen.


SEN. BIDEN:
 God forbid that would ever happen, it would be a national tragedy of historic proportions if it were to happen.

But if it did, I would carry out Barack Obama's policies, his policies of reinstating the middle class, making sure they get a fair break, making sure they have access to affordable health insurance, making sure they get serious tax breaks, making sure we can help their children get to college, making sure there is an energy policy that leads us in the direction of not only toward independence and clean environment but an energy policy that creates 5 million new jobs, a foreign policy that ends this war in Iraq, a foreign policy that goes after the one mission the American public gave the president after 9/11, to get and capture or kill bin Laden and to eliminate al Qaeda. A policy that would in fact engage our allies in making sure that we knew we were acting on the same page and not dictating.

And a policy that would reject the Bush Doctrine of preemption and regime change and replace it with a doctrine of prevention and cooperation and, ladies and gentlemen, this is the biggest ticket item
[30]

 that we have in this election.

This is the most important election you will ever, ever have voted in, any of you, since 1932. And there's such stark differences, I would follow through on Barack's policies because in essence, I agree with every major initiative he is suggesting.


IFILL:
 Governor.


GOV. PALIN:
 And heaven forbid, yes, that would ever happen, no matter how this ends up, that that would ever happen with either party
[31]

 .

As for disagreeing with John McCain and how our administration would work, what do you expect? A team of mavericks, of course we're not going to agree on 100 percent of everything. As we discuss ANWR
[32]

 there, at least we can agree to disagree on that one. I will keep pushing him on ANWR. I have so appreciated he has never asked me to check my opinions at the door and he wants a deliberative debate and healthy debate so that we can make good policy.

What I would do also, if that were to ever happen, though, is to continue the good work he is so committed to as putting government back on the side of the people and get rid of the greed and corruption on Wall Street and in Washington.

I think we need a little bit of reality from Wasilla
[33]

 Main Street there, brought to Washington D.C.

So that people there can understand how the average working class family is viewing bureaucracy in the federal government and Congress and inaction of Congress.

Just everyday working class Americans saying, you know, govern- ment, just get out of my way. If you're going to do any harm and mandate more things on me and take more of my money and income tax and business taxes, you're going to have a choice in just a few weeks here on either supporting a ticket
[34]

 that wants to create jobs and bolster our economy and win the war or you're going to be supporting a ticket that wants to increase taxes, which ultimately kills jobs, and is going to hurt our economy.


SEN. BIDEN:
 Can I respond? Look, all you have to do is go down Union Street with me in Wilmington or go to Katie's Restaurant or walk into Home Depot
[35]

 with me where I spend a lot of time and you ask anybody in there whether or not the economic and foreign policy of this administration has made them better off in the last eight years. And then ask them whether there's a single major initiative that John McCain differs with the president on. On taxes, on Iraq, on Afghanistan, on the whole question of how to help education, on the dealing with health care.

Look, the people in my neighborhood, they get it. They get it. They know they've been getting the short end of the stick. So walk with me in my neighborhood, go back to my old neighborhood in Claymont, an old steel town or go up to Scranton with me. These people know the middle class has gotten the short end. The wealthy have done very well. Corporate America
[36]

 has been rewarded. It's time we change it. Barack Obama will change it.


IFILL:
 Governor?


GOV. PALIN:
 Say it ain't so, Joe, there you go again pointing backwards again. You preferenced
[37]

 your whole comment with the Bush administration. Now doggone it
[38]

 , let's look ahead and tell Americans what we have to plan to do for them in the future. You mentioned education and I'm glad that you did. I know education you are passionate about with your wife being a teacher for 30 years, and god bless her. Her reward is in heaven
[39]

 , right? I say, too, with education, America needs to be putting a lot more focus on that and our schools have got to be really ramped up in terms of the funding that they are deserving. Teachers needed to be paid more. I come from a house full of schoolteachers. My grandma was, my dad who is in the audience today, he's a schoolteacher, had been for many years. My brother, who I think is the best schoolteacher in the year, and here's a shout-out to all those third graders at Gladys Wood Elementary School, you get extra credit for watching the debate.

Education in American has been in some sense in some of our states just accepted to be a little bit lax and we have got to increase the standards. No Child Left Behind
[40]

 was implemented. It's not doing the job though. We need flexibility in No Child Left Behind. We need to put more of an emphasis on the profession of teaching. We need to make sure that education in either one of our agendas, I think, absolute top of the line. My kids as public school participants right now, it's near and dear to my heart. I'm very, very concerned about where we're going with education and we have got to ramp it up and put more attention in that arena.


IFILL:
 Everybody gets extra credit tonight. We're going to move on to the next question. Governor, you said in July that someone would have to explain to you exactly what it is the vice president does every day. You, senator, said, you would not be vice president under any circumstances. Now maybe this was just what was going on at the time. (Laughter) But tell us now, looking forward, what it is you think the vice presidency is worth now.


GOV. PALIN:
 In my comment there, it was a lame attempt at a joke and yours was a lame attempt at a joke, too, I guess, because nobody got it. (Laughter) Of course we know what a vice president does.


SEN. BIDEN:
 They didn't get yours or mine? Which one didn't they get?


GOV. PALIN:
 No, no. Of course, we know what a vice president does. And that's not only to preside over the Senate and will take that position very seriously also. I'm thankful the Constitution would allow a bit more authority given to the vice president if that vice president so chose to exert it in working with the Senate and making sure that we are supportive of the president's policies and making sure too that our president understands what our strengths are. John McCain and I have had good conversations about where I would lead with his agenda. That is energy independence in America and reform of government over all, and then working with families of children with special needs. That's near and dear to my heart also. In those arenas, John McCain has already tapped me and said, that's where I want you, I want you to lead. I said, I can't wait to get there and go to work with you.


IFILL:
 Senator?


SEN. BIDEN:
 Gwen, I hope we'll get back to education because I don't know any government program that John is supporting, not early educa- tion, more money for it. The reason No Child Left Behind was left behind, was the money was left behind, we didn't fund it. We can get back to that I assume.

With regard to the role of vice president, I had a long talk, as I'm sure the governor did with her principal, in my case with Barack. And let me tell you what Barack asked me to do. I have a history of getting things done in the United States Senate. John McCain would acknowledge that. My record shows that on controversial issues. I would be the point person for the legislative initiatives in the United States Congress for our administra- tion. I would also, when asked if I wanted a portfolio, my response was, no. But Barack Obama indicated to me he wanted me with him to help him govern. So every major decision he'll be making, I'll be sitting in the room to give him my best advice. He's president, not me, I'll give my best advice.

And one of the things he said early on when he was choosing, he said he picked someone who had an independent judgment and wouldn't be afraid to tell him if he disagreed. That is sort of my reputation, as you know. So I look forward to work with Barack and playing a very constructive role in his presidency, bringing about the kind of change this country needs.


IFILL:
 Governor, you mentioned a moment ago the constitution might give the vice president more power than it has in the past. Do you believe as Vice President Cheney does, that the Executive Branch does not hold complete sway over the office of the vice presidency, that it is also a member of the Legislative Branch?


GOV. PALIN:
 Well, our founding fathers were very wise there in allowing through the Constitution much flexibility there in the office of the vice president. And we will do what is best for the American people in tapping into that position and ushering in an agenda that is supportive and cooperative with the president's agenda in that position. Yeah, so I do agree with him that we have a lot of flexibility in there, and we'll do what we have to do to administer very appropriately the plans that are needed for this nation. And it is my executive experience that is partly to be attributed to my pick as V.P. with McCain, not only as a governor, but earlier on as a mayor, as an oil and gas regulator, as a business owner. It is those years of experience on an executive level that will be put to good use in the White House also.


IFILL:
 Vice President Cheney's interpretation of the vice presidency?


SEN. BIDEN:
 Vice President Cheney has been the most dangerous vice president we've had probably in American history. The idea he doesn't realize that Article I of the Constitution defines the role of the vice president of the United States, that's the Executive Branch. He works in the Ex- ecutive Branch. He should understand that. Everyone should understand that.

And the primary role of the vice president of the United States of America is to support the president of the United States of America, give that president his or her best judgment when sought, and as vice president, to preside over the Senate, only in a time when in fact there's a tie vote. The Constitution is explicit.

The only authority the vice president has from the legislative stand point is the vote, only when there is a tie vote. He has no authority relative to the Congress. The idea he's part of the Legislative Branch is a bizarre notion invented by Cheney to aggrandize the power of a unitary executive and look where it has gotten us. It has been very dangerous.


IFILL:
 Let's talk conventional wisdom for a moment. The conventional wisdom, Governor Palin with you, is that your Achilles heel
[41]

 is that you lack experience. Your conventional wisdom against you is that your Achilles heel is that you lack discipline, Senator Biden. What is it really for you, Governor Palin? What is it really for you, Senator Biden? Start with you, governor.


GOV. PALIN:
 My experience as an executive will be put to good use as a mayor and business owner and oil and gas regulator and then as governor of a huge state, a huge energy producing state that is accounting for much progress towards getting our nation energy independence and that's extremely important.

But it wasn't just that experience tapped into, it was my connection to the heartland of America. Being a mom, being one who's very concerned about a son in the war
[42]

 , about a special needs child
[43]

 , about kids heading off to college, how are we going to pay those tuition bills? About times and Todd and our marriage in our past where we didn't have health insurance and we know what other Americans are going through as they sit around the kitchen table and try to figure out how are they going to pay out-of-pocket for health care? We've been there also so that connection was important.

But even more important is that world view that I share with John McCain. That world view that says that America is a nation of exceptionalism. And we are to be that shining city on a hill, as President Reagan so beautifully said
[44]

 , that we are a beacon of hope and that we are unapologetic here. We are not perfect as a nation. But together, we represent a perfect ideal. And that is democracy and tolerance and freedom and equal rights. Those things that we stand for that can be put to good use as a force for good in this world.

John McCain and I share that. You combine all that with being a team with the only track record of making a really, a difference in where we've been and reforming, that's a good team, it's a good ticket.


IFILL:
 Senator?


SEN. BIDEN:
 You're very kind suggesting my only Achilles Heel is my lack of discipline.

Others talk about my excessive passion. I'm not going to change. I have 35 years in public office. People can judge who I am. I haven't changed in that time.

And, by the way, a record of change —I will place my record and Barack's record against John McCain's or anyone else in terms of funda mental accomplishments. Wrote the crime bill, put 100,000 cops on the street, wrote the Violence Against Women Act, which John McCain voted against both of them, was the catalyst to change the circumstance in Bosnia, led by President Clinton, obviously.

Look, I understand what it's like to be a single parent. When my wife and daughter died and my two sons were gravely injured, I understand what it's like as a parent to wonder what it's like if your kid's going to make it.

I understand what it's like to sit around the kitchen table with a father who says
[45]

 , “I've got to leave, champ
[46]

 , because there's no jobs here. I got to head down to Wilmington
[47]

 . And when we get enough money, honey, we'll bring you down.”

I understand what it's like. I'm much better off than almost all Ameri- cans now. I get a good salary with the United States Senate. I live in a beau- tiful house that's my total investment that I have. So I —I am much better off now.

But the notion that somehow, because I'm a man, I don't know what it's like to raise two kids alone, I don't know what it's like to have a child you're not sure is going to —is going to make it —I understand.

I understand, as well as, with all due respect, the governor or anybody else, what it's like for those people sitting around that kitchen table. And guess what? They're looking for help. They're looking for help. They're not looking for more of the same.


IFILL:
 Governor?


GOV. PALIN:
 People aren't looking for more of the same. They are looking for change. And John McCain has been the consummate maverick in the Senate over all these years.

He's taken shots left and right from the other party and from within his own party, because he's had to take on his own party when the time was right, when he recognized it was time to put partisanship aside and just do what was right for the American people. That's what I've done as governor, also, take on my own party, when I had to, and work with both sides of the aisle, in my cabinet, appointing those who would serve regardless of party, Democrats, independents, Republicans, whatever it took to get the job done.

Also, John McCain's maverick position that he's in, that's really prompt up to
[48]

 and indicated by the supporters that he has. Look at Lieberman
[49]

 , and Giuliani
[50]

 , and Romney
[51]

 , and Lingle
[52]

 , and all of us who come from such a diverse background of —of policy and of partisanship, all coming together at this time, recognizing he is the man that we need to leave —lead in these next four years, because these are tumultuous times.

We have got to win the wars
[53]

 . We have got to get our economy back on track. We have got to not allow the greed and corruption on Wall Street anymore.

And we have not got to allow the partisanship that has really been en trenched in Washington, D.C., no matter who's been in charge. When the Republicans were in charge, I didn't see a lot of progress there, either. When the Democrats, either, though, this last go-around for the last two years.

Change is coming. And John McCain is the leader of that reform.


IFILL:
 Senator...


SEN. BIDEN:
 I'll be very brief. Can I respond to that?

Look, the maverick —let's talk about the maverick John McCain is. And, again, I love him. He's been a maverick on some issues, but he has been no maverick on the things that matter to people's lives.

He voted four out of five times for George Bush's budget, which put us a half a trillion dollars in debt this year and over $3 trillion in debt since he's got there.

He has not been a maverick in providing health care for people. He has voted against —he voted against including another 3.6 million children in coverage of the existing health care plan, when he voted in the United States Senate.

He's not been a maverick when it comes to education. He has not supported tax cuts and significant changes for people being able to send their kids to college.

He's not been a maverick on the war. He's not been a maverick on virtually anything that genuinely affects the things that people really talk about around their kitchen table.

Can we send —can we get Mom's MRI? Can we send Mary back to school next semester? We can't —we can't make it. How are we going to heat the —heat the house this winter?

He voted against even providing for what they call LIHEAP
[54]

 , for assistance to people, with oil prices going through the roof in the winter.

So maverick he is not on the important, critical issues that affect people at that kitchen table.


IFILL:
 Final question tonight, before your closing statements, starting with you, Senator Biden. Can you think of a single issue —and this is to cast light for people who are just trying to get to know you in your final debate, your only debate of this year —can you think of a single issue, policy issue, in which you were forced to change a long-held view in order to accommodate changed circumstances?


SEN. BIDEN:
 Yes, I can. When I got to the United States Senate and went on the Judiciary Committee as a young lawyer, I was of the view and had been trained in the view that the only thing that mattered was whether or not a nominee appointed, suggested by the president had a judicial tem- perament, had not committed a crime of moral turpitude, and was —had been a good student.

And it didn't take me long —it was hard to change, but it didn't take me long, but it took about five years for me to realize that the ideology of that judge makes a big difference.

That's why I led the fight against Judge Bork. Had he been on the court, I suspect there would be a lot of changes that I don't like and the American people wouldn't like, including everything from Roe v. Wade
[55]

 to issues relating to civil rights and civil liberties.

And so that —that —that was one of the intellectual changes that took place in my career as I got a close look at it. And that's why I was the first chairman of the Judiciary Committee to forthrightly state that it matters what your judicial philosophy is. The American people have a right to understand it and to know it.

But I did change on that, and —and I'm glad I did.


IFILL:
 Governor?


GOV. PALIN:
 There have been times where, as mayor and governor, we have passed budgets that I did not veto and that I think could be considered as something that I quasi-caved in, if you will, but knowing that it was the right thing to do in order to progress the agenda for that year and to work with the legislative body, that body that actually holds the purse strings.

So there were times when I wanted to zero-base budget
[56]

 , and to cut taxes even more, and I didn't have enough support in order to accomplish that.

But on the major principle things, no, there hasn't been something that I've had to compromise on, because we've always seemed to find a way to work together. Up there in Alaska, what we have done is, with bipartisan efforts, is work together and, again, not caring who gets the credit for what, as we accomplish things up there.

And that's been just a part of the operation that I wanted to participate in. And that's what we're going to do in Washington, D.C., also, bring in both sides together. John McCain is known for doing that, also, in order to get the work done for the American people.


IFILL:
 Let's come full circle. You both want to bring both sides together. You both talk about bipartisanship. Once again, we saw what happened this week in Washington. How do you change the tone, as vice president, as number-two?


SEN. BIDEN:
 Well, again, I believe John McCain, were he here —and this is a dangerous thing to say in the middle of an election —but he would acknowledge what I'm about to say.

I have been able to work across the aisle on some of the most contro- versial issues and change my party's mind, as well as Republicans', because I learned a lesson from Mike Mansfield.

Mike Mansfield, a former leader of the Senate, said to me one day —he —I made a criticism of Jesse Helms. He said, “What would you do if I told you Jesse Helms and Dot Helms had adopted a child who had braces and was in real need?”I said, “I'd feel like a jerk.”

He said, “Joe, understand one thing. Everyone's sent here for a reason, because there's something in them that their folks like. Don't question their motive.”

I have never since that moment in my first year questioned the motive of another member of the Congress or Senate with whom I've disagreed. I've questioned their judgment.

I think that's why I have the respect I have and have been able to work as well as I've been able to have worked in the United States Senate
[57]

 . That's the fundamental change Barack Obama and I will bring to this party, not questioning other people's motives.


IFILL:
 Governor?


GOV. PALIN:
 You do what I did as governor, and you appoint people regardless of party affiliation, Democrats, independents, Republicans. You —you walk the walk; you don't just talk the talk.

And even in my own family, it's a very diverse family. And we have folks of all political persuasion in there, also, so I've grown up just knowing that, you know, at the end of the day, as long as we're all working together for the greater good, it's going to be OK.

But the policies and the proposals have got to speak for themselves, also. And, again, voters on November 4th
[58]

 are going to have that choice to either support a ticket that supports policies that create jobs
[59]

 .

You do that by lowering taxes on American workers and on our businesses. And you build up infrastructure, and you rein in government spending, and you make our —our nation energy independent.

Or you support a ticket that supports policies that will kill jobs by increasing taxes. And that's what the track record shows, is a desire to increase taxes, increase spending, a trillion-dollar spending proposal that's on the table. That's going to hurt our country, and saying no to energy independence. Clear choices on November 4th.


IFILL:
 Governor Palin, you get the chance to make the first closing statement.


GOV. PALIN:
 Well, again, Gwen, I do want to thank you and the commission. This is such an honor for me.

And I appreciate, too, Senator Biden, getting to meet you, finally, also, and getting to debate with you. And I would like more opportunity for this.

I like being able to answer these tough questions without the filter, even, of the mainstream media kind of telling viewers what they've just heard. I'd rather be able to just speak to the American people like we just did.

And it's so important that the American people know of the choices that they have on November 4th.

I want to assure you that John McCain and I, we're going to fight for America. We're going to fight for the middle-class, average, everyday American family like mine.

I've been there. I know what the hurts are. I know what the challenges are. And, thank God, I know what the joys are, too, of living in America. We are so blessed. And I've always been proud to be an American. And so has John McCain.

We have to fight for our freedoms, also, economic and our national security freedoms.

It was Ronald Reagan
[60]

 who said that freedom is always just one generation away from extinction. We don't pass it to our children in the bloodstream; we have to fight for it and protect it, and then hand it to them so that they shall do the same, or we're going to find ourselves spending our sunset years telling our children and our children's children about a time in America, back in the day, when men and women were free.

We will fight for it, and there is only one man in this race who has really ever fought for you
[61]

 , and that's Senator John McCain.


IFILL:
 Thank you, Governor. Senator Biden.


SEN. BIDEN:
 Gwen, thank you for doing this, and the commission, and Governor, it really was a pleasure getting to meet you.

Look, folks, this is the most important election you've ever voted in your entire life. No one can deny that the last eight years, we've been dug into a very deep hole here at home with regard to our economy, and abroad in terms of our credibility. And there's a need for fundamental change in our economic philosophy, as well as our foreign policy.

And Barack Obama and I don't measure progress toward that change based on whether or not we cut more regulations and how well CEOs are doing, or giving another $4 billion in tax breaks to the Exxon Mobils of the world.

We measure progress in America based on whether or not someone can pay their mortgage, whether or not they can send their kid to college, whether or not they're able to, when they send their child, like we have abroad —or I'm about to, abroad —and John has as well, I might add —to fight, that they are the best equipped and they have everything they need. And when they come home, they're guaranteed that they have the best health care and the best education possible.

You know, the neighborhood I grew up in, it was all about dignity and respect. A neighborhood like most of you grew up in. And in that neighborhood, it was filled with women and men, mothers and fathers who taught their children if they believed in themselves, if they were honest, if they worked hard, if they loved their country, they could accomplish anything. We believed it, and we did.

That's why Barack Obama and I are running, to re-establish that certitude in our neighborhoods.

Ladies and gentlemen, my dad used to have an expression. He'd say, “Champ, when you get knocked down, get up.”

Well, it's time for America to get up together. America's ready, you're ready, I'm ready, and Barack Obama is ready to be the next president of the United States of America.

May God bless all of you, and most of all, for both of us, selfishly, may God protect our troops.


IFILL:
 That ends tonight's debate. We want to thank the folks here at Washington University in St. Louis, and the Commission on Presidential Debates.

There are two more debates to come. Next Tuesday, October 7th, with Tom Brokaw at Belmont University in Nashville, and on October 15th at Hofstra University in New York, with Bob Schieffer.

Thank you, Governor Palin and Senator Biden. Good night, every body.

【注释】



[1]
 对于二人在本次辩论的表现，CNN的调查结果为51 的人认为奥巴马取得了胜利，36 的人认为麦凯恩是胜利者，而13 的人则认为二人打了个平手。




[2]
 圣路易斯市位于美国最长的密西西比河（Mississippi）中游河畔，美国大陆本土的中央，几乎处于美国的几何中心，在地理位置上具有重要的战略意义，现在是密苏里州最大的城市。圣路易斯华盛顿大学（Washington University in St. Louis）建于1853年，坐落在圣路易斯城郊，是当今全美最好的15所顶尖大学之一。在2008—2009年《美国新闻和世界报道》的权威排名中，其本科教育超过了多所常春藤盟校（包括康奈尔大学和布朗大学）排名全美第12。




[3]
 戈温·伊菲尔，《新闻时间》节目资深记者（Senior Correspondent）和《华盛顿一周》节目主持人。她在2004年美国大选总统辩论中担当主持人，她曾在2007年10月到广东广播学院进行学术访问。




[4]
 PBS全称为Public Broadcasting Service，美国公共广播电视台，是美国的一个非营利公共电视机构，由354个电视台加盟组成，成立于1969年，总部位于弗吉尼亚州，目的是运用非商业电视、互联网与其他媒体所提供的高质量节目与教育服务，去丰富人民生活。




[5]
 先由拜登用90秒左右的时间回答问题，接着由佩林用90秒左右的时间补充，剩余2分钟左右的时间进行反驳和补充，每个小节共计约5分钟。




[6]
 美国是实行三权分立制度的典型国家。美国宪法规定，立法权属于由参、众两院组成的美国国会，行政权属于美国总统，司法权属于最高法院及国会随时创制与设立的下级法院。美国国会实行两院制，其起源是因为国家的创建者希望拥有一个贴近且跟随民意公论的“人民议院”（即众议院），以及一个较为慎重且具贵族气质的参议院，以防护集体情绪的狂乱。美国宪法规定法律之通过须经两院允许。所以我们看到美国前总统布什的提案须经国会两院通过后才具有法律效力。




[7]
 国会山（Capitol Hill），是美国首都华盛顿哥伦比亚特区的一个街区（neighborhood），也是华盛顿特区内最大的联邦历史特定区（Federal historic districts），美国国会大厦即坐落于此。因此美国国会山即指美国国会。




[8]
 直译为“主街”，和“华尔街”（Wall Street）对应，指的是普通民众住的地方，有时就指代普通民众。




[9]
 CEO是Chief Executive Officer的缩拼，指企业中的执行总裁或首席执行官。




[10]
 Fannie Mae的全名是Federal National Mortgage Association，通常简写是FNMA，谐音就是Fannie Mae。Freddie Mac的全名是Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation，简称为FHLMC，谐音就是Freddie Mac。这两个机构都不是联邦政府的机构，但却与联邦政府有相当紧密的关系，因为两者的前身都隶属于联邦政府，在1938年成立，主要职能是向中低收入的美国人提供房屋贷款。到了1968年，国会将这两个机构改为私营机构，但称为“政府赞助事业”(Government Sponsored Enterprise或GSE)，等于是一个半官方的机构。这两个机构由于有联邦政府背景和支持，一向都可以为银行提供房屋贷款，银行完成贷款后转卖给两家机构，之后贷款被集成为债券，在市场上供投资者购买。两家机构亦成为上市公司，股票可以在市场上买卖。美国大概70 房屋贷款是由这两家机构提供。早在2004年，美联储前主席格林斯潘就曾在美国国会发出预警：“和其他金融机构不同，Fannie 和Freddie 没有有效的风险控制，却不断扩大业务规模，潜藏很大风险。”结果4年后的2008年，一场史无前例的金融风暴由这两家公司引爆。美国政府2008年9月7日宣布,从即日起接管陷入困境的美国两大住房抵押贷款融资机构房利美和房地美。




[11]
 当时任参议员的还有奥巴马和拜登，因此佩林的这句话矛头暗指向竞争对手。




[12]
 指当时约翰·麦凯恩响应布什总统的号召终止在美国各地的竞选活动回到白宫商讨救市大计。




[13]
 波斯尼亚，南斯拉夫一地区。




[14]
 这里的时间有点混乱，但是意思是明确的。




[15]
 这里的talking to显然是口误，不译。




[16]
 这句话的后半部分听不清。




[17]
 美国俯拾皆是的人名乔（Joe），加上典型美国生活的必需品半打装啤酒（Six Pack），Joe Six Pack与Uncle Sam一类词目一样，并不是特指某一个人，而是指美国社会一个特定群体或典型缩影。现在一般特指美国下班后和朋友喝酒玩乐的典型中下阶级人群。在2008年美国大选中，佩林把自己描述成典型的Joe Six Pack，表明自己与中层阶级处于同一阵线，借此拉近这个阿拉斯加州长与普罗大众的距离。




[18]
 在2008年美国大选中，佩林自称为“冰球妈妈”，实际上也是为了拉近自己与美国普通妇女的距离，争取她们手中的选票。“冰球妈妈”指的是普通美国家庭里的女性家长，她们都有周末带孩子参加体育活动的经历。美国政治家在选举活动中尽量拉近自己和选民的距离，这是司空见惯的事情。




[19]
 be in office：在职，当政。




[20]
 class warfare：指阶级冲突，尤指资产阶级和无产阶级之间的阶级冲突。




[21]
 罗纳德·里根（1911—2004），美国第40任总统（任期为1981—1989），共和党人，是唯一一位演员出身的美国总统，和奥巴马一样以擅长演讲而闻名，是美国历任总统中声望极高的一位。在其任内结束了冷战（Cold War）。




[22]
 全称为Todd Palin，是佩林的丈夫，标准的美国蓝领工人，年薪约为4.68万美元。当下美国总统奥巴马的年薪为40万美元。




[23]
 如果预算是赤字的，则称预算为激进的；如果预算是盈余的，则称预算为保守的；如果预算是平衡的，则称预算为中性的。




[24]
 1942年拜登出生于宾夕法尼亚州东北部城市斯克兰顿。




[25]
 1953年拜登随父母迁至特拉华州（Delaware）的克莱芒特市。




[26]
 拜登1953年随父母迁至特拉华州（Delaware）的克莱芒特市，几年后又迁居至威尔明顿市，从此在该市定居。




[27]
 埃克森美孚公司是世界最大的非政府石油天然气生产商，总部设在美国得克萨斯州爱文市。




[28]
 it's a heartbeat away：意思是副总统在总统心跳停止后成为总统。




[29]
 这里“最坏的事情”是指总统遭遇不测。




[30]
 big ticket item：原指商店中价值高的商品，大件商品。




[31]
 被刺杀的总统中，林肯是共和党人，而肯尼迪是民主党人。




[32]
 ANWR全称为Arctic National Wildlife Refuge，北极国家野生动物保护区。




[33]
 Wasilla：瓦西拉，美国阿拉斯加州南部的一座小城市，是佩林定居的地方。




[34]
 ticket：这里的意思是指总统候选人名单。




[35]
 Home Depot：中文名字是家得宝，该公司成立于1978年，是全球最大的家具建材零售商，美国第二大的零售商，仅次于沃尔玛。




[36]
 Corporate America：非正式用语，指美国私营公司，是自私贪婪的代名词。




[37]
 preference只有名词用法，这里恐怕是佩林因激动而用词失误。




[38]
 doggone it：在美国俚语中是粗话，大概和“damn it”差不多，可译为“他妈的”、“真可恶”等等。这句话严重地影响了佩林在美国选民中的形象，有人以“Is America ready for Sarah Palin, the leader who says ‘doggone it’?”（“美国准备好让萨拉·佩林———一个说‘他妈的’的人作领导者了吗？”）为题发表文章对佩林的领袖风度表示质疑。我们不能把麦凯恩的失败归咎于佩林的失言，但是佩林的口不择言确实给麦凯恩的竞选起到了减分的作用，由此可见“君子慎言”在辩论中显得何等重要，失言误国的例子在中国历史上也是常见的。




[39]
 “a teacher's reward is in heaven”在过去的尼日利亚（Nigeria）是比较常见的说法，大意是教师职业是高尚的不求尘世回报的职业。但是佩林在此处引用这种说法是不恰当的，因为拜登的第一任妻子和女儿1972年因车祸而死亡，所以很容易让人联想起这是在诅咒拜登，尽管佩林指的是拜登的第二任妻子，并不是恶意揭拜登的伤疤。拜登第一次结婚的时间是1966年，第一任妻子是Neilia Hunter。第二次结婚的时间是1977年，第二任妻子是Jill Biden，她是美国的教育家。




[40]
 《不让一个孩子掉队法案》（No Child Left Behind Act of 2001，Public Law 107—110），简称为NCLB，是2002年1月8日签署的一项美国联邦法律。该法案对教师质量、教学质量以及学生考试及择校都提出了具体的要求。




[41]
 阿喀琉斯之踵，意为（唯一致命的）弱点、要害。该语出自希腊神话。




[42]
 佩林有5个孩子，其中大儿子在伊拉克服役。




[43]
 佩林的最小的儿子当时才5个月左右大，而且这个孩子在出生前就被诊断出先天残疾，但佩林还是义无反顾地将孩子生下来，因为她反对堕胎。




[44]
 “city uopn a hill”源自《圣经》中对耶路撒冷的比喻，上帝把耶路撒冷许诺给了以色列人。美国人不仅认为美国是个伟大的国家，而且是世界上最伟大的国家。1630年，在英国清教徒登陆新大陆前夕，其领袖约翰·温思罗普（John Winthrop）曾放言：“我们将成为整个世界的山巅之城，全世界人民的眼睛都将看着我们。”（“For we must consider that we shall be as a city upon a hill. The eyes of all people are uopn us.”）因张扬美国价值观而受到许多美国人崇拜的里根在1989年离职演讲中更进一步，把美国视为山巅闪光之城（shining city upon a hill）。




[45]
 当时拜登刚赢得了参议员的选举，他曾考虑辞职回家照顾儿子，但是在众人劝说下他坚持了下来，在儿子病床边宣誓就任美国参议员。




[46]
 Champ是拜登的爸爸给拜登起的小名（或昵称，nickname），这里拜登用来称呼自己的儿子。后来拜登随奥巴马入主白宫后就称呼自己领养的一只小狗为“Champ”。英文里“champ”为“champion”，是“冠军”的意思。




[47]
 拜登在整个参议员生涯里都在华盛顿与威尔明顿来回穿梭，到华盛顿上班，下班后坐火车回家照顾儿子们。




[48]
 这里的“prompt”有人认为应该是“propped”，总之这句话引起了极大的争议，有人说不要期望辩论中的英语有多么好，如果难以理解不妨跳过看下一句。




[49]
 全名为Joe Lieberman，美国参议员，他是民主党人但在2008年大选中却公开支持共和党总统候选人麦凯恩。




[50]
 全名为Rudy Giuliani，曾任美国纽约市长，共和党人。




[51]
 全名为Mitt Romney，曾任美国马萨诸塞州长，共和党人。




[52]
 全名为Linda Lingle，美国夏威夷州长，共和党人。




[53]
 指伊拉克战争和阿富汗战争。




[54]
 全称为Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program。




[55]
 1970年，一位化名为简·罗伊（Jane Roe）的年轻女性因被强奸而怀孕。她想进行一次人工流产手术。而在当时的得克萨斯等几个州，堕胎是违法的。于是她发起诉讼，希望能够将堕胎合法化。被告是法官亨利·威德（Henry Wade）。1973年1月22日，美国联邦最高法院（the U. S. Supreme Court）宣判罗伊女士获胜，允许在全美实现堕胎合法化。




[56]
 零基预算：指在编制预算时对于所有的预算支出，均以零为基底，不考虑以往情况如何，从根本上研究分析每项预算有无支出的必要和支出数额的大小。




[57]
 注意该句有重复句子。




[58]
 美国大选投票日。




[59]
 这里的either和后面的or距离很长，请读者们注意。




[60]
 美国前总统里根的原话是：“Freedom is never more than one generation away from extinction. We didn't pass it to our children in the bloodstream. It must be fought for, protected, and handed on for them to do the same, or one day we will spend our sunset years telling our children and our children's children what it was once like in the United States where men were free.”




[61]
 指麦凯恩曾参加过越战。
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BROKAW:
 Good evening from Belmont University in Nashville, Tennessee. I'm Tom Brokaw of NBC News. And welcome to this second presidential debate, sponsored by the Commission on Presidential Debates.

Tonight's debate is the only one with a town hall format
[2]

 . The Gallup Organization chose 80 uncommitted voters from the Nashville area to be here with us tonight. And earlier today, each of them gave me a copy of their question for the candidates.

From all of these questions —and from tens of thousands submitted online —I have selected a long list of excellent questions on domestic and foreign policy.

Neither the commission nor the candidates have seen the questions. And although we won't be able to get to all of them tonight, we should have a wide-ranging discussion one month before the election.

Each candidate will have two minutes to respond to a common question, and there will be a one-minute follow-up. The audience here in the hall has agreed to be polite, and attentive, no cheering or outbursts. Those of you at home, of course, are not so constrained.

The only exception in the hall is right now, as it is my privilege to introduce the candidates, Senator Barack Obama of Illinois and Senator John McCain of Arizona.

Gentlemen? (APPLAUSE)

Gentlemen, we want to get underway immediately, if we can. Since you last met at Ole Miss
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 12 days ago, the world has changed a great deal, and not for the better. We still don't know where the bottom is at this time.

As you might expect, many of the questions that we have from here in the hall tonight and from online have to do with the American economy and, in fact, with global economic conditions.

I understand that you flipped a coin.

And, Senator Obama, you will begin tonight. And we're going to have our first question from over here in Section A from Alan Schaefer.

Alan?


QUESTION:
 With the economy on the downturn and retired and older citizens and workers losing their incomes, what's the fastest, most positive solution to bail these people out of the economic ruin?


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, Alan, thank you very much for the question. I want to first, obviously, thank Belmont University, Tom, thank you, and to all of you who are participating tonight and those of you who sent e-mail questions in.

I think everybody knows now we are in the worst financial crisis since the Great Depression. And a lot of you I think are worried about your jobs, your pensions, your retirement accounts, your ability to send your child or your grandchild to college.

And I believe this is a final verdict on the failed economic policies of the last eight years, strongly promoted by President Bush and supported by Senator McCain, that essentially said that we should strip away regulations, consumer protections, let the market run wild, and prosperity would rain down on all of us.

It hasn't worked out that way. And so now we've got to take some decisive action.

Now, step one was a rescue package that was passed last week. We've got to make sure that works properly. And that means strong oversight, making sure that investors, taxpayers are getting their money back and treated as investors.

It means that we are cracking down on CEOs and making sure that they're not getting bonuses or golden parachutes as a consequence of this package. And, in fact, we just found out that AIG, a company that got a bailout, just a week after they got help went on a $400,000 junket
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 .

And I'll tell you what, the Treasury should demand that money back and those executives should be fired. But that's only step one. The middle-class need a rescue package. And that means tax cuts for the middle-class.

It means help for homeowners so that they can stay in their homes. It means that we are helping state and local governments set up road projects and bridge projects that keep people in their jobs.

And then long-term we've got to fix our health care system, we've got to fix our energy system that is putting such an enormous burden on families. You need somebody working for you and you've got to have somebody in Washington who is thinking about the middle class and not just those who can afford to hire lobbyists.


BROKAW:
 Senator McCain?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Well, thank you, Tom. Thank you, Belmont University. And Senator Obama, it's good to be with you at a town hall meeting.

And, Alan, thank you for your question. You go to the heart of America's worries tonight. Americans are angry, they're upset, and they're a little fearful. It's our job to fix the problem.

Now, I have a plan to fix this problem and it has got to do with energy independence. We've got to stop sending $700 billion a year to countries that don't want us very
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 —like us very much. We have to keep Americans'taxes low. All Americans'taxes low. Let's not raise taxes on anybody today.

We obviously have to stop this spending spree that's going on in Washington. Do you know that we've laid a $10 trillion debt on these young Americans who are here with us tonight, $500 billion of it we owe to China? We've got to have a package of reforms and it has got to lead to reform, prosperity and peace in the world. And I think that this problem has become so severe, as you know, that we're going to have to do something about home values.

You know that home values of retirees continues to decline and people are no longer able to afford their mortgage payments. As president of the United States, Alan, I would order the secretary of the treasury to immediately buy up the bad home loan mortgages in America and renegotiate at the new value of those homes —at the diminished value of those homes and let people make those —be able to make those payments and stay in their homes.

Is it expensive? Yes. But we all know, my friends, until we stabilize home values in America, we're never going to start turning around and creating jobs and fixing our economy. And we've got to give some trust and confidence back to America.

I know how to do that, my friends. And it's my proposal, it's not Senator Obama's proposal, it's not President Bush's proposal. But I know how to get America working again, restore our economy and take care of working Americans. Thank you.


BROKAW:
 Senator, we have one minute for a discussion here. Obviously the powers of the treasury secretary have been greatly expanded. The most powerful officer in the cabinet now. Hank Paulson says he won't stay on. Who do you have in mind to appoint to that very important post?

Senator McCain?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Not you, Tom.

(LAUGHTER)


BROKAW:
 No, with good reason.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 You know, that's a tough question and there's a lot of qualified Americans. But I think the first criteria, Tom, would have to be somebody who immediately Americans identify with, immediately say, we can trust that individual.

A supporter of Senator Obama's is Warren Buffett. He has already weighed in and helped stabilize some of the difficulties in the markets and with companies and corporations, institutions today.

I like Meg Whitman, she knows what it's like to be out there in the marketplace. She knows how to create jobs. Meg Whitman was CEO of a company that started with 12 people and is now 1.3 million people in America make their living off eBay. Maybe somebody here has done a little business with them.

But the point is it's going to have to be somebody who inspires trust and confidence. Because the problem in America today to a large extent, Tom, is that we don't have trust and confidence in our institutions because of the corruption on Wall Street and the greed and excess and the cronyism in Washington, D.C.


BROKAW:
 All right. Senator McCain —Senator Obama, who do you have in mind for treasury secretary?


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, Warren would be a pretty good choice —Warren Buffett, and I'm pleased to have his support. But there are other folks out there. The key is making sure that the next treasury secretary understands that it's not enough just to help those at the top.

Prosperity is not just going to trickle down. We've got to help the mid- dle class.

And we've —you know, Senator McCain and I have some fundamental disagreements on the economy, starting with Senator McCain's statement earlier that he thought the fundamentals of the economy were sound.

Part of the problem here is that for many of you, wages and incomes have flat-lined. For many of you, it is getting harder and harder to save, harder and harder to retire.

And that's why, for example, on tax policy, what I want to do is provide a middle class tax cut to 95 percent of working Americans, those who are working two jobs, people who are not spending enough time with their kids, because they are struggling to make ends meet.

Senator McCain is right that we've got to stabilize housing prices. But underlying that is loss of jobs and loss of income. That's something that the next treasury secretary is going to have to work on.


BROKAW:
 Senator Obama, thank you very much.

May I remind both of you, if I can, that we're operating under rules that you signed off on and when we have a discussion, it really is to be confined within about a minute or so.

We're going to go now, Senator McCain, to the next question for you from the hall here, and it comes from Oliver Clark, who is over here in section F.

Oliver?


QUESTION:
 Well, Senators, through this economic crisis, most of the people that I know have had a difficult time. And through this bailout package, I was wondering what it is that's going to actually help those people out.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Well, thank you, Oliver, and that's an excellent question, because as you just described it, bailout, when I believe that it's rescue, be- cause —because of the greed and excess in Washington and Wall Street, Main Street was paying a very heavy price, and we know that.

I left my campaign and suspended it to go back to Washington to make sure that there were additional protections for the taxpayer in the form of good oversight, in the form of taxpayers being the first to be paid back when our economy recovers —and it will recover —and a number of other measures.

But you know, one of the real catalysts, really the match that lit this fire was Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. I'll bet you, you may never even have heard of them before this crisis.

But you know, they're the ones that, with the encouragement of Senator Obama and his cronies and his friends in Washington, that went out and made all these risky loans, gave them to people that could never afford to pay back.

And you know, there were some of us that stood up two years ago and said we've got to enact legislation to fix this. We've got to stop this greed and excess.

Meanwhile, the Democrats in the Senate and some —and some members of Congress defended what Fannie and Freddie were doing. They resisted any change.

Meanwhile, they were getting all kinds of money in campaign contributions. Senator Obama was the second highest recipient of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac money in history —in history.

So this rescue package means that we will stabilize markets, we will shore up these institutions. But it's not enough. That's why we're going to have to go out into the housing market and we're going to have to buy up these bad loans and we're going to have to stabilize home values, and that way, Americans, like Alan, can realize the American dream and stay in their home.

But Fannie and Freddie were the catalysts, the match that started this forest fire. There were some of us —there were some of us that stood up against it. There were others who took a hike.


BROKAW:
 Senator Obama?


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, Oliver, first, let me tell you what's in the rescue package for you. Right now, the credit markets are frozen up and what that means, as a practical matter, is that small businesses and some large businesses just can't get loans.

If they can't get a loan, that means that they can't make payroll. If they can't make payroll, then they may end up having to shut their doors and lay people off.

And if you imagine just one company trying to deal with that, now imagine a million companies all across the country.

So it could end up having an adverse effect on everybody, and that's why we had to take action. But we shouldn't have been there
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 in the first place.

Now, I've got to correct a little bit of Senator McCain's history, not surprisingly. Let's, first of all, understand that the biggest problem in this whole process was the deregulation of the financial system. Senator McCain, as recently as March, bragged about the fact that he is a deregulator. On the other hand, two years ago, I said that we've got a sub-prime lending crisis that has to be dealt with.

I wrote to Secretary Paulson, I wrote to Federal Reserve Chairman Bernanke, and told them this is something we have to deal with, and nobody did anything about it.

A year ago, I went to Wall Street and said we've got to reregulate, and nothing happened.


SEN. OBAMA:
 And Senator McCain during that period said that we should keep on deregulating because that's how the free enterprise system works.

Now, with respect to Fannie Mae, what Senator McCain didn't mention is the fact that this bill that he talked about wasn't his own bill. He jumped on it a year after it had been introduced and it never got passed.

And I never promoted Fannie Mae. In fact, Senator McCain's campaign chairman's firm was a lobbyist on behalf of Fannie Mae
[7]

 , not me.

So —but, look, you're not interested in hearing politicians pointing fingers. What you're interested in is trying to figure out, how is this going to impact you?

This is not the end of the process; this is the beginning of the process. And that's why it's going to be so important for us to work with homeowners to make sure that they can stay in their homes.

The secretary already has the power to do that in the rescue package, but it hasn't been exercised yet. And the next president has to make sure that the next Treasury secretary is thinking about how to strengthen you as a home buyer, you as a homeowner, and not simply think about bailing out banks on Wall Street.


BROKAW:
 Senator Obama, time for a discussion. I'm going to begin with you. Are you saying to Mr. Clark and to the other members of the American television audience that the American economy is going to get much worse before it gets better and they ought to be prepared for that?


SEN. OBAMA:
 No, I am confident about the American economy. But we are going to have to have some leadership from Washington that not only sets out much better regulations for the financial system.

The problem is we still have a archaic, 20th-century regulatory system for 21st-century financial markets. We're going to have to coordinate with other countries to make sure that whatever actions we take work.

But most importantly, we're going to have to help ordinary families be able to stay in their homes, make sure that they can pay their bills, deal with critical issues like health care and energy, and we're going to have to change the culture in Washington so that lobbyists and special interests aren't driving the process and your voices aren't being drowned out.


BROKAW:
 Senator McCain, in all candor, do you think the economy is going to get worse before it gets better?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 I think it depends on what we do. I think if we act effectively, if we stabilize the housing market —which I believe we can, if we go out and buy up these bad loans, so that people can have a new mortgage at the new value of their home —I think if we get rid of the cronyism and special interest influence in Washington so we can act more effectively.

My friend, I'd like you to see the letter that a group of senators and I wrote warning exactly of this crisis. Senator Obama's name was not on that letter.

The point is —the point is that we can fix our economy. Americans'workers are the best in the world. They're the fundamental aspect of America's economy.

They're the most innovative. They're the best —they're most —have best —we're the best exporters. We're the best importers. They're most effective. They are the best workers in the world.

And we've got to give them a chance. They've got —we've got to give them a chance to do their best again. And they are the innocent bystanders here in what is the biggest financial crisis and challenge of our time. We can do it.


BROKAW:
 Thank you, Senator McCain.

We're going to continue over in Section F, as it turns out.

Senator Obama, this is a question from you from Theresa Finch.

Theresa?


QUESTION:
 How can we trust either of you with our money when both parties got —got us into this global economic crisis?


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, look, I understand your frustration and your cynicism, because while you've been carrying out your responsibilities —most of the people here, you've got a family budget. If less money is coming in, you end up making cuts. Maybe you don't go out to dinner as much. Maybe you put off buying a new car.

That's not what happens in Washington. And you're right. There is a lot of blame to go around.

But I think it's important just to remember a little bit of history. When George Bush came into office, we had surpluses. And now we have half-a-trillion-dollar deficit annually.

When George Bush came into office, our debt —national debt was around $5 trillion. It's now over $10 trillion. We've almost doubled it. And so while it's true that nobody's completely innocent here, we have had over the last eight years the biggest increases in deficit spending and national debt in our history. And Senator McCain voted for four out of five of those George Bush budgets.

So here's what I would do. I'm going to spend some money on the key issues that we've got to work on.

You know, you may have seen your health care premiums go up. We've got to reform health care to help you and your budget.

We are going to have to deal with energy because we can't keep on borrowing from the Chinese and sending money to Saudi Arabia. We are mortgaging our children's future. We've got to have a different energy plan.

We've got to invest in college affordability. So we're going to have to make some investments, but we've also got to make spending cuts. And what I've proposed, you'll hear Senator McCain say, well, he's proposing a whole bunch of new spending, but actually I'm cutting more than I'm spending so that it will be a net spending cut.

The key is whether or not we've got priorities that are working for you as opposed to those who have been dictating the policy in Washington lately, and that's mostly lobbyists and special interests. We've got to put an end to that.


BROKAW:
 Senator McCain?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Well, Theresa, thank you. And I can see why you feel that cynicism and mistrust, because the system in Washington is broken. And I have been a consistent reformer.

I have advocated and taken on the special interests, whether they be the big money people by reaching across the aisle and working with Senator Feingold on campaign finance reform, whether it being a variety of other issues, working with Senator Lieberman on trying to address climate change.

I have a clear record of bipartisanship. The situation today cries out for bipartisanship. Senator Obama has never taken on his leaders of his party on a single issue. And we need to reform.

And so let's look at our records as well as our rhetoric. That's really part of your mistrust here. And now I suggest that maybe you go to some of these organizations that are the watchdogs of what we do, like the Citizens Against Government Waste or the National Taxpayers Union or these other organizations that watch us all the time.

I don't expect you to watch every vote. And you know what you'll find? This is the most liberal big-spending record in the United States Senate. I have fought against excessive spending and outrages. I have fought to reduce the earmarks and eliminate them. Do you know that Senator Obama has voted for —is proposing $860 billion of new spending now? New spending. Do you know that he voted for every increase in spending that I saw come across the floor of the United States Senate while we were working to eliminate these pork barrel earmarks?

He voted for nearly a billion dollars in pork barrel earmark projects, including, by the way, $3 million for an overhead projector at a planetarium in Chicago, Illinois. My friends, do we need to spend that kind of money?

I think you have to look at my record and you have to look at his. Then you have to look at our proposals for our economy, not $860 billion in new spending, but for the kinds of reforms that keep people in their jobs, get middle-income Americans working again, and getting our economy moving again.

You're going to be examining our proposals tonight and in the future, and energy independence is a way to do that, is one of them. And drilling offshore and nuclear power are two vital elements of that. And I've been supporting those and I know how to fix this economy, and eliminate our dependence on foreign oil, and stop sending $700 billion a year overseas.


BROKAW:
 Senator McCain, thank you very much. I'm going to stick by my part of the pact and not ask a follow-up here.

The next question does come from the hall for Senator McCain. It comes from Section C over here, and it's from Ingrid Jackson.

Ingrid?


QUESTION:
 Senator McCain, I want to know, we saw that Congress moved pretty fast in the face of an economic crisis. I want to know what you would do within the first two years to make sure that Congress moves fast as far as
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 environmental issues, like climate change and green jobs?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Well, thank you. Look, we are in tough economic times; we all know that. And let's keep —never forget the struggle that Ameri- cans are in today.

But when we can —when we have an issue that we may hand our children and our grandchildren a damaged planet, I have disagreed strongly with the Bush administration on this issue. I traveled all over the world looking at the effects of greenhouse gas emissions, Joe Lieberman and I.

And I introduced the first legislation, and we forced votes on it. That's the good news, my friends. The bad news is we lost. But we kept the debate going, and we kept this issue to —to posing to Americans the danger that climate change opposes.

Now, how —what's —what's the best way of fixing it? Nuclear power. Senator Obama says that it has to be safe or disposable or something like that.

Look, I —I was on Navy ships that had nuclear power plants. Nu- clear power is safe, and it's clean, and it creates hundreds of thousands of jobs.

And —and I know that we can reprocess the spent nuclear fuel. The Japanese, the British, the French do it. And we can do it, too. Senator Oba- ma has opposed that. We can move forward, and clean up our climate, and develop green technologies, and alternate —alternative energies for —for hybrid, for hydrogen, for battery-powered cars, so that we can clean up our environment and at the same time get our economy going by creating millions of jobs.

We can do that, we as Americans, because we're the best innovators, we're the best producers, and 95 percent of the people who are our market live outside of the United States of America.


BROKAW:
 Senator Obama?


SEN. OBAMA:
 This is one of the biggest challenges of our times.

And it is absolutely critical that we understand this is not just a challenge, it's an opportunity, because if we create a new energy economy, we can create five million new jobs, easily, here in the United States.

It can be an engine that drives us into the future the same way the computer was the engine for economic growth over the last couple of decades.

And we can do it, but we're going to have to make an investment. The same way the computer was originally invented by a bunch of government scientists who were trying to figure out, for defense purposes, how to com- municate, we've got to understand that this is a national security issue, as well.

And that's why we've got to make some investments and I've called for investments in solar, wind, geothermal. Contrary to what Senator Mc- Cain keeps on saying, I favor nuclear power as one component of our over all energy mix.

But this is another example where I think it is important to look at the record. Senator McCain and I actually agree on something. He said a while back that the big problem with energy is that for 30 years, politicians in Washington haven't done anything.

What Senator McCain doesn't mention is he's been there 26 of them. And during that time, he voted 23 times against alternative fuels, 23 times.

So it's easy to talk about this stuff during a campaign, but it's important for us to understand that it requires a sustained effort from the next president.

One last point I want to make on energy. Senator McCain talks a lot about drilling, and that's important, but we have three percent of the world's oil reserves and we use 25 percent of the world's oil.

So what that means is that we can't simply drill our way out of the problem. And we're not going to be able to deal with the climate crisis if our only solution is to use more fossil fuels that create global warming.

We're going to have to come up with alternatives, and that means that the United States government is working with the private sector to fund the kind of innovation that we can then export to countries like China that also need energy and are setting up one coal power plant a week.

We've got to make sure that we're giving them the energy that they need or helping them to create the energy that they need.


BROKAW:
 Gentlemen, you may not have noticed, but we have lights around here. They have red and green and yellow and they are to signal... SEN. OBAMA: I'm just trying to keep up with John.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Tom, wave like that and I'll look at you.


BROKAW:
 All right, Senator.

Here's a follow-up to that, one-minute discussion. It's a simple question.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Sure.


BROKAW:
 Should we fund a Manhattan-like project
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 that develops a nuclear bomb to deal with global energy and alternative energy or should we fund 100,000 garages
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 across America, the kind of industry and innovation that developed Silicon Valley?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 I think pure research and development investment on the part of the United States government is certainly appropriate. I think once it gets into productive stages, that we ought to, obviously, turn it over to the private sector.

By the way, my friends, I know you grow a little weary with this back-and-forth. It was an energy bill on the floor of the Senate loaded down with goodies, billions for the oil companies, and it was sponsored by Bush and Cheney.

You know who voted for it? You might never know. That one. You know who voted against it? Me. I have fought time after time against these pork barrel —these bills that come to the floor and they have all kinds of goodies and all kinds of things in them for everybody and they buy off the votes.

I vote against them, my friends. I vote against them. But the point is, also, on oil drilling, oil drilling offshore now is vital so that we can bridge the gap. We can bridge the gap between imported oil
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 , which is a national security issue, as well as any other, and it will reduce the price of a barrel of oil, because when people know there's a greater supply, then the cost of that will go down.

That's fundamental economics. We've got to drill offshore, my friends, and we've got to do it now, and we can do it.

And as far as nuclear power is concerned, again, look at the record. Senator Obama has approved storage and reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel.

And I'll stop, Tom, and you didn't even wave. Thanks.


BROKAW:
 Thank you very much, Senator.

All right. We're going to try to get in two more questions, if we can. So we have to move along. Over in section A, Terry Chary —do I have that right, Terry?


QUESTION:
 Senator, as a retired Navy chief, my thoughts are often with those who serve our country. I know both candidates, both of you, ex- pressed support for Israel.

If, despite your best diplomatic efforts, Iran attacks Israel, would you be willing to commit U.S. troops in support and defense of Israel? Or would you wait on approval from the U.N. Security Council
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 ?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Well, thank you, Terry. And thank you for your service to the country.

I want to say, everything I ever learned about leadership I learned from a chief petty officer
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 . And I thank you, and I thank you, my friend. Thanks for serving.

Let —let —let me say that we obviously would not wait for the United Nations Security Council. I think the realities are that both Russia and China would probably pose significant obstacles.

And our challenge right now is the Iranians continue on the path to acquiring nuclear weapons, and it's a great threat. It's not just a threat —threat to the state of Israel. It's a threat to the stability of the entire Middle East.

If Iran acquires nuclear weapons, all the other countries will acquire them, too. The tensions will be ratcheted up.

What would you do if you were the Israelis and the president of a country says that they are —they are determined to wipe you off the map, calls your country a stinking corpse?

Now, Senator Obama without precondition wants to sit down and negotiate with them, without preconditions. That's what he stated, again, a matter of record.

I want to make sure that the Iranians are put enough —that we put enough pressure on the Iranians by joining with our allies, imposing significant, tough sanctions to modify their behavior. And I think we can do that.

I think, joining with our allies and friends in a league of democracies, that we can effectively abridge their behavior, and hopefully they would abandon this quest that they are on for nuclear weapons.

But, at the end of the day, my friend, I have to tell you again, and you know what it's like to serve, and you know what it's like to sacrifice, but we can never allow a second Holocaust to take place.


BROKAW:
 Senator Obama?


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, Terry, first of all, we honor your service, and we're grateful for it.

We cannot allow Iran to get a nuclear weapon. It would be a game-changer in the region. Not only would it threaten Israel, our strongest ally in the region and one of our strongest allies in the world, but it would also create a possibility of nuclear weapons falling into the hands of terrorists.

And so it's unacceptable. And I will do everything that's required to prevent it.

And we will never take military options off the table. And it is important that we don't provide veto power to the United Nations or anyone else in acting in our interests.

It is important, though, for us to use all the tools at our disposal to prevent the scenario where we've got to make those kinds of choices.

And that's why I have consistently said that, if we can work more effectively with other countries diplomatically to tighten sanctions on Iran, if we can reduce our energy consumption through alternative energy, so that Iran has less money, if we can impose the kinds of sanctions that, say, for example, Iran right now imports gasoline, even though it's an oil-producer, because its oil infrastructure has broken down, if we can prevent them from importing the gasoline that they need and the refined petroleum products, that starts changing their cost-benefit analysis. That starts putting the squeeze on them.

Now, it is true, though, that I believe that we should have direct talks —not just with our friends, but also with our enemies —to deliver a tough, direct message to Iran that, if you don't change your behavior, then there will be dire consequences.

If you do change your behavior, then it is possible for you to rejoin the community of nations.

Now, it may not work. But one of the things we've learned is that when we take that approach, whether it's in North Korea or in Iran, then we have a better chance at better outcomes.

When President Bush decided we're not going to talk to Iran, we're not going to talk to North Korea, you know what happened? Iran went from zero centrifuges to develop nuclear weapons to 4,000. North Korea quadrupled its nuclear capability.

We've got to try to have talks, understanding that we're not taking military options off the table.


BROKAW:
 All right, gentlemen, we've come to the last question.

And you'll both be interested to know this comes from the Internet and it's from a state that you're strongly contesting, both of you. It's from Peggy in Amherst, New Hampshire. And it has a certain Zen-like quality, I'll give you a fair warning.

She says, “What don't you know and how will you learn it?”(LAUGHTER)

Senator Obama, you get first crack at that.


SEN. OBAMA:
 My wife, Michelle, is there and she could give you a much longer list than I do. And most of the time, I learn it by asking her.

But, look, the nature of the challenges that we're going to face are immense and one of the things that we know about the presidency is that it's never the challenges that you expect. It's the challenges that you don't (expect) that end up consuming most of your time.

But here's what I do know. I know that I wouldn't be standing here if it weren't for the fact that this country gave me opportunity. I came from very modest means. I had a single mom and my grandparents raised me and it was because of the help of scholarships and my grandmother scrimping on things that she might have wanted to purchase and my mom, at one point, getting food stamps in order for us to put food on the table.

Despite all that, I was able to go to the best schools on earth and I was able to succeed in a way that I could not have succeeded anywhere else in this country.

The same is true for Michelle and I'm sure the same is true for a lot of you.

And the question in this election is: are we going to pass on that same American dream to the next generation? Over the last eight years, we've seen that dream diminish.

Wages and incomes have gone down. People have lost their health care or are going bankrupt because they get sick. We've got young people who have got the grades and the will and the drive to go to college, but they just don't have the money.

And we can't expect that if we do the same things that we've been doing over the last eight years, that somehow we are going to have a different outcome.

We need fundamental change. That's what's at stake in this election. That's the reason I decided to run for president, and I'm hopeful that all of you are prepared to continue this extraordinary journey that we call America.

But we're going to have to have the courage and the sacrifice, the nerve to move in a new direction.

Thank you.


BROKAW:
 Senator McCain, you get the last word. Senator Obama had the opening. You're last up.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Well, thank you, Tom. And I think what I don't know is what all of us don't know, and that's what's going to happen both here at home and abroad.

The challenges that we face are unprecedented. Americans are hurting tonight in a way they have not in our generation.

There are challenges around the world that are new and different and there will be different —we will be talking about countries sometime in the future that we hardly know where they are on the map, some Ameri- cans.

So what I don't know is what the unexpected will be. But I have spent my whole life serving this country. I grew up in a family where my father was gone most of the time because he was at sea and doing our country's business
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 . My mother basically raised our family.

I know what it's like in dark times. I know what it's like to have to fight to keep one's hope going through difficult times. I know what it's like to rely on others for support and courage and love in tough times.

I know what it's like to have your comrades reach out to you and your neighbors and your fellow citizens and pick you up and put you back in the fight.

That's what America's all about. I believe in this country. I believe in its future. I believe in its greatness. It's been my great honor to serve it for many, many years.

And I'm asking the American people to give me another opportunity and I'll rest on my record, but I'll also tell you, when times are tough, we need a steady hand at the tiller and the great honor of my life was to always put my country first.

Thank you, Tom.


BROKAW:
 Thank you very much, Senator McCain.

That concludes tonight's debate from here in Nashville. We want to thank our hosts here at Belmont University in Nashville and the Commission on Presidential Debates. And you're in my way of my script there, if you will move.

(APPLAUSE)

In addition to everything else, there is one more presidential debate on Wednesday, October 15, at Hofstra University in New York, moderated by my friend, Bob Schieffer of “CBS News.”

Thank you, Senator McCain. Thank you, Senator Obama. Good night, everyone, from Nashville.

【注释】



[1]
 对于二人在本次辩论的表现，CBS的调查结果为34 的人认为二人持平，40 的人认为奥巴马赢得了辩论，而26 的人则认为麦凯恩取得了本次辩论的胜利；CNN的调查结果为54 的人认为奥巴马取得了胜利，30 的人认为麦凯恩是胜利者，而16 的人则认为二人打了个平手。




[2]
 town hall format：指的是美国官员在市政厅举办的和选民交流的活动，通常是选民提问题，官员作答。奥巴马2009年11月16日在上海市和上海部分高校学生交流时采用的就是这种所谓的市政厅会议形式，请参见《奥巴马访谈录》（译林出版社，2012年2月）。




[3]
 Ole Miss是密西西比大学的昵称。




[4]
 junket 本义是野餐、以公款支付的游览。这里指AIG公司给高管举办奢华的宴会。




[5]
 口误，后面紧跟着更正了，故不译。




[6]
 there指的可能是麦凯恩说的房市。




[7]
 麦凯恩的竞选经理为里克·戴维斯，他是华盛顿一家游说公司（lobbying firm）的股东，而该公司每年从房地美收到几千万美元的赞助。




[8]
 此句疑为口误，不译。




[9]
 Manhattan Project：曼哈顿计划（也译作曼哈顿工程或曼哈顿项目），是第二次世界大战期间美国陆军自1942年起研究核武器计划的代号。整个计划历时3年，耗费20亿美元。




[10]
 很多大公司都是从美国车库里干起来的，比如微软、谷歌和惠普等等，所以有人把美国车库看成是企业的摇篮。




[11]
 句子似乎不全。




[12]
 Security Council：联合国安全理事会。




[13]
 chief petty officer：（美国海军）一级军士长。




[14]
 麦凯恩的爸爸是美国海军上将。
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SCHIEFFER:
 Good evening. And welcome to the third and last presidential debate of 2008, sponsored by the Commission on Presidential Debates. I'm Bob Schieffer of CBS
[2]

 News.

The rules tonight are simple. The subject is domestic policy. I will divide the next hour-and-a-half into nine-minute segments.

I will ask a question at the beginning of each segment. Each candidate will then have two minutes to respond, and then we'll have a discussion.

I'll encourage them to ask follow-up questions of each other. If they do not, I will.

The audience behind me has promised to be quiet, except at this moment, when we welcome Barack Obama and John McCain. (Applause)

Gentlemen, welcome.

By now, we've heard all the talking points, so let's try to tell the people tonight some things that they—they haven't heard. Let's get to it.

Another very bad day on Wall Street, as both of you know. Both of you proposed new plans this week to address the economic crisis.

Sen. McCain, you proposed a $52 billion plan that includes new tax cuts on capital gains, tax breaks for seniors, write-offs for stock losses, among other things.

Sen. Obama, you proposed $60 billion in tax cuts for middle-income and lower-income people, more tax breaks to create jobs, new spending for public works projects to create jobs.

I will ask both of you: Why is your plan better than his? Sen. McCain, you go first.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Well, let —let me say, Bob, thank you.

And thanks to Hofstra.

And, by the way, our beloved Nancy Reagan
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 is in the hospital tonight, so our thoughts and prayers are going with you.

It's good to see you again, Sen. Obama.

Americans are hurting right now, and they're angry. They're hurting, and they're angry. They're innocent victims of greed and excess on Wall Street and as well as Washington, D.C. And they're angry, and they have every reason to be angry.

And they want this country to go in a new direction. And there are elements of my proposal that you just outlined which I won't repeat.

But we also have to have a short-term fix, in my view, and long-term fixes.

Let me just talk to you about one of the short-term fixes.

The catalyst for this housing crisis was the Fannie and Freddie Mae that caused subprime lending situation that now caused the housing market in America to collapse.

I am convinced that, until we reverse this continued decline in home ownership and put a floor under it, and so that people have not only the hope and belief they can stay in their homes and realize the American dream, but that value will come up.

Now, we have allocated $750 billion. Let's take 300 of that billion and go in and buy those home loan mortgages and negotiate with those people in their homes, 11 million homes or more, so that they can afford to pay the mortgage, stay in their home.

Now, I know the criticism of this.

Well, what about the citizen that stayed in their homes? That paid their mortgage payments? It doesn't help that person in their home if the next door neighbor's house is abandoned. And so we've got to reverse this. We ought to put the homeowners first. And I am disappointed that Secretary Paulson and others have not made that their first priority.


SCHIEFFER:
 All right. Sen. Obama.


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, first of all, I want to thank Hofstra University and the people of New York for hosting us tonight and it's wonderful to join Sen. McCain again, and thank you, Bob.

I think everybody understands at this point that we are experiencing the worst financial crisis since the Great Depression. And the financial rescue plan that Sen. McCain and I supported is an important first step. And I pushed for some core principles: making sure that taxpayer can get their money back if they're putting money up. Making sure that CEOs are not enriching themselves through this process.

And I think that it's going to take some time to work itself out. But what we haven't yet seen is a rescue package for the middle class. Because the fundamentals of the economy were weak even before this latest crisis. So I've proposed four specific things that I think can help.

Number one, let's focus on jobs. I want to end the tax breaks for companies that are shipping jobs overseas and provide a tax credit for every company that's creating a job right here in America.

Number two, let's help families right away by providing them a tax cut—a middle-class tax cut for people making less than $200,000, and let's allow them to access their IRA
[4]

 accounts without penalty if they're experiencing a crisis.

Now Sen. McCain and I agree with your idea that we've got to help homeowners. That's why we included in the financial package a proposal to get homeowners in a position where they can renegotiate their mort- gages.

I disagree with Sen. McCain in how to do it, because the way Sen. McCain has designed his plan, it could be a giveaway to banks if we're buying full price for mortgages that now are worth a lot less. And we don't want to waste taxpayer money. And we've got to get the financial package working much quicker than it has been working.

Last point I want to make, though. We've got some long-term challenges in this economy that have to be dealt with. We've got to fix our energy policy that's giving our wealth away. We've got to fix our health care system and we've got to invest in our education system for every young person to be able to learn.


SCHIEFFER:
 All right. Would you like to ask him a question?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 No. I would like to mention that a couple days ago Sen. Obama was out in Ohio and he had an encounter with a guy who's a plumber, his name is Joe Wurzelbacher.

Joe wants to buy the business that he has been in for all of these years, worked 10, 12 hours a day. And he wanted to buy the business but he looked at your tax plan and he saw that he was going to pay much higher taxes.

You were going to put him in a higher tax bracket which was going to increase his taxes, which was going to cause him not to be able to employ people, which Joe was trying to realize the American dream.

Now Sen. Obama talks about the very, very rich. Joe, I want to tell you, I'll not only help you buy that business that you worked your whole life for and be able—and I'll keep your taxes low and I'll provide available and affordable health care for you and your employees.

And I will not have—I will not stand for a tax increase on small business income. Fifty percent of small business income taxes are paid by small businesses
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 . That's 16 million jobs in America. And what you want to do to Joe the Plumber and millions more like him is have their taxes increased and not be able to realize the American dream of owning their own business.


SCHIEFFER:
 Is that what you want to do?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 That's what Joe believes.


SEN. OBAMA:
 He has been watching ads of Sen. McCain's. Let me tell you what I'm actually going to do. I think tax policy is a major difference between Sen. McCain and myself. And we both want to cut taxes, the difference is who we want to cut taxes for.

Now, Sen. McCain, the centerpiece of his economic proposal is to provide $200 billion in additional tax breaks to some of the wealthiest corporations in America. Exxon Mobil, and other oil companies, for example, would get an additional $4 billion in tax breaks.

What I've said is I want to provide a tax cut for 95 percent of working Americans, 95 percent. If you make more—if you make less than a quarter million dollars a year, then you will not see your income tax go up, your capital gains tax go up, your payroll tax. Not one dime.

And 95 percent of working families, 95 percent of you out there, will get a tax cut. In fact, independent studies have looked at our respective plans and have concluded that I provide three times the amount of tax relief to middle-class families than Sen. McCain does.

Now, the conversation I had with Joe the Plumber, what I essentially said to him was, “Five years ago, when you were in a position to buy your business, you needed a tax cut then.”

And what I want to do is to make sure that the plumber, the nurse, the firefighter, the teacher, the young entrepreneur who doesn't yet have money, I want to give them a tax break now. And that requires us to make some important choices.

The last point I'll make about small businesses. Not only do 98 percent of small businesses make less than $250,000, but I also want to give them additional tax breaks, because they are the drivers of the economy. They produce the most jobs.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 You know, when Sen. Obama ended up his conversation with Joe the Plumber—we need to spread the wealth around. In other words, we're going to take Joe's money, give it to Sen. Obama, and let him spread the wealth around.

I want Joe the Plumber to spread that wealth around. You told him you wanted to spread the wealth around.

The whole premise behind Sen. Obama's plans are class warfare, let's spread the wealth around. I want small businesses—and by the way, the small businesses that we're talking about would receive an increase in their taxes right now.

Who—why would you want to increase anybody's taxes right now? Why would you want to do that, anyone, anyone in America, when we have such a tough time, when these small business people, like Joe the plumber, are going to create jobs, unless you take that money from him and spread the wealth around.

I'm not going to...


SEN. OBAMA:
 OK. Can I...


SEN. MCCAIN:
 We're not going to do that in my administration.


SEN. OBAMA:
 If I can answer the question. Number one, I want to cut taxes for 95 percent of Americans. Now, it is true that my friend and supporter, Warren Buffett, for example, could afford to pay a little more in taxes in order...


SEN. MCCAIN:
 We're talking about Joe the Plumber.


SEN. OBAMA:
 ... in order to give—in order to give additional tax cuts to Joe the Plumber before he was at the point where he could make $250,000.

Then Exxon Mobil, which made $12 billion, record profits, over the last several quarters, they can afford to pay a little more so that ordinary families who are hurting out there—they're trying to figure out how they're going to afford food, how they're going to save for their kids'college education, they need a break.

So, look, nobody likes taxes. I would prefer that none of us had to pay taxes, including myself. But ultimately, we've got to pay for the core investments that make this economy strong and somebody's got to do it.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Nobody likes taxes. Let's not raise anybody's taxes. OK?


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, I don't mind paying a little more.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 The fact is that businesses in America today are paying the second highest tax rate of anywhere in the world. Our tax rate for business in America is 35 percent. Ireland, it's 11 percent.

Where are companies going to go where they can create jobs and where they can do best in business?

We need to cut the business tax rate in America. We need to encourage business.

Now, of all times in America, we need to cut people's taxes. We need to encourage business, create jobs, not spread the wealth around.


SCHIEFFER:
 All right. Let's go to another topic. It's related. So if you have other things you want to say, you can get back to that.

This question goes to you first, Sen. Obama.

We found out yesterday that this year's deficit will reach an astounding record high $455 billion. Some experts say it could go to $1 trillion next year.

Both of you have said you want to reduce the deficit, but the nonpartisan Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget ran the numbers on both of your proposals and they say the cost of your proposals, even with the savings you claim can be made, each will add more than $200 billion to the deficit.

Aren't you both ignoring reality? Won't some of the programs you are proposing have to be trimmed, postponed, even eliminated?

Give us some specifics on what you're going to cut back. Sen. Obama?


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, first of all, I think it's important for the American public to understand that the $750 billion rescue package, if it's structured properly, and, as president, I will make sure it's structured properly, means that ultimately taxpayers get their money back, and that's important to understand.

But there is no doubt that we've been living beyond our means and we're going to have to make some adjustments.

Now, what I've done throughout this campaign is to propose a net spending cut. I haven't made a promise about...


SCHIEFFER:
 But you are going to have to cut some of these programs, certainly.


SEN. OBAMA:
 Absolutely. So let me get to that. What I want to emphasize, though, is that I have been a strong proponent of pay-as-you-go. Every dollar that I've proposed, I've proposed an additional cut so that it matches.

And some of the cuts, just to give you an example, we spend $15 billion a year on subsidies to insurance companies. It doesn't—under the Medicare plan—it doesn't help seniors get any better. It's not improving our health care system. It's just a giveaway.

We need to eliminate a whole host of programs that don't work. And I want to go through the federal budget line by line, page by page, programs that don't work, we should cut. Programs that we need, we should make them work better.

Now, what is true is that Sen. McCain and I have a difference in terms of the need to invest in America and the American people. I mentioned health care earlier.

If we make investments now so that people have coverage, that we are preventing diseases, that will save on Medicare and Medicaid in the future.

If we invest in a serious energy policy, that will save in the amount of money we're borrowing from China to send to Saudi Arabia.

If we invest now in our young people and their ability to go to college, that will allow them to drive this economy into the 21st century.

But what is absolutely true is that, once we get through this economic crisis and some of the specific proposals to get us out of this slump, that we're not going to be able to go back to our profligate ways.

And we're going to have to embrace a culture and an ethic of responsibility, all of us, corporations, the federal government, and individuals out there who may be living beyond their means.


SCHIEFFER:
 Time's up.

Senator?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Well, thank you, Bob. I just want to get back to this home ownership. During the Depression era, we had a thing called the home ownership loan corporation.

And they went out and bought up these mortgages. And people were able to stay in their homes, and eventually the values of those homes went up, and they actually made money.

And, by the way, this was a proposal made by Sen. Clinton not too long ago.

So, obviously, if we can start increasing home values, then there will be creation of wealth.


SCHIEFFER:
 But what...


SEN. MCCAIN:
 But—OK. All right.


SCHIEFFER:
 The question was, what are you going to cut?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Energy—well, first—second of all, energy independence. We have to have nuclear power. We have to stop sending $700 billion a year to countries that don't like us very much. It's wind, tide, solar, natural gas, nuclear, off-shore drilling, which Sen. Obama has opposed.

And the point is that we become energy independent and we will create millions of jobs—millions of jobs in America.

OK, what—what would I cut? I would have, first of all, across-the-board spending freeze, OK? Some people say that's a hatchet. That's a hatchet, and then I would get out a scalpel, OK?

Because we've got—we have presided over the largest increase—we've got to have a new direction for this country. We have presided over the largest increase in government since the Great Society
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 .

Government spending has gone completely out of control; $10 trillion dollar debt we're giving to our kids, a half-a-trillion dollars we owe China.

I know how to save billions of dollars in defense spending. I know how to eliminate programs.


SCHIEFFER:
 Which ones?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 I have fought against—well, one of them would be the marketing assistance program. Another one would be a number of subsidies for ethanol.

I oppose subsidies for ethanol because I thought it distorted the market and created inflation; Sen. Obama supported those subsidies.

I would eliminate the tariff on imported sugarcane-based ethanol from Brazil.

I know how to save billions. I saved the taxpayer $6.8 billion by fighting a deal for a couple of years, as you might recall, that was a sweetheart deal between an aircraft manufacturer, DOD
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 , and people ended up in jail.

But I would fight for a line-item veto
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 , and I would certainly veto every earmark pork-barrel bill. Sen. Obama has asked for nearly $1 billion in pork-barrel earmark projects...


SCHIEFFER:
 Time's up.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 ... including $3 million for an overhead projector in a planetarium in his hometown. That's not the way we cut—we'll cut out all the pork.


SCHIEFFER:
 Time's up.


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, look, I think that we do have a disagreement about an across-the-board spending freeze. It sounds good. It's proposed periodical ly. It doesn't happen.

And, in fact, an across-the-board spending freeze is a hatchet, and we do need a scalpel, because there are some programs that don't work at all. There are some programs that are underfunded. And I want to make sure that we are focused on those programs that work.

Now, Sen. McCain talks a lot about earmarks. That's one of the centerpieces of his campaign.

Earmarks account for 0.5 percent of the total federal budget. There's no doubt that the system needs reform and there are a lot of screwy things that we end up spending money on, and they need to be eliminated. But it's not going to solve the problem.

Now, the last thing I think we have to focus on is a little bit of history, just so that we understand what we're doing going forward.

When President Bush came into office, we had a budget surplus and the national debt was a little over $5 trillion. It has doubled over the last eight years.

And we are now looking at a deficit of well over half a trillion dollars.

So one of the things that I think we have to recognize is pursuing the same kinds of policies that we pursued over the last eight years is not going to bring down the deficit. And, frankly, Sen. McCain voted for four out of five of President Bush's budgets.

We've got to take this in a new direction, that's what I propose as president.


SCHIEFFER:
 Do either of you think you can balance the budget in four years? You have said previously you thought you could, Sen. McCain.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Sure I do. And let me tell you...


SCHIEFFER:
 You can still do that?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Yes. Sen. Obama, I am not President Bush. If you wanted to run against President Bush, you should have run four years ago. I'm go- ing to give a new direction to this economy in this country.

Sen. Obama talks about voting for budgets. He voted twice for a budget resolution that increases the taxes on individuals making $42,000 a year. Of course, we can take a hatchet and a scalpel to this budget. It's completely out of control.

The mayor of New York, Mayor Bloomberg, just imposed an across- the-board spending freeze on New York City. They're doing it all over America because they have to. Because they have to balance their budgets. I will balance our budgets and I will get them and I will...


SCHIEFFER:
 In four years?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 ... reduce this—I can—we can do it with this kind of job creation of energy independence.

Now, look, Americans are hurting tonight and they're angry and I understand that, and they want a new direction. I can bring them in that direction by eliminating spending.

Sen. Obama talks about the budgets I voted for. He voted for the last two budgets that had $24 billion more in spending than the budget that the Bush administration proposed.

He voted for the energy bill that was full of goodies for the oil companies that I opposed. So the fact is, let's look at our records, Sen. Obama. Let's look at it as graded by the National Taxpayers Union and the Citizens Against Government Waste and the other watchdog organizations.

I have fought against spending. I have fought against special interests. I have fought for reform. You have to tell me one time when you have stood up with
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 the leaders of your party on one single major issue.


SCHIEFFER:
 Barack.


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, there's a lot of stuff that was put out there, so let me try to address it. First of all, in terms of standing up to the leaders of my party, the first major bill that I voted on in the Senate was in support of tort reform, which wasn't very popular with trial lawyers, a major constituency in the Democratic Party. I support...


SEN. MCCAIN:
 An overwhelming vote.


SEN. OBAMA:
 I support charter schools and pay for performance for teachers. Doesn't make me popular with the teachers union. I support clean coal technology. Doesn't make me popular with environmentalists. So I've got a history of reaching across the aisle.

Now with respect to a couple of things Sen. McCain said, the notion that I voted for a tax increase for people making $42,000 a year has been disputed by everybody who has looked at this claim that Sen. McCain keeps on making.

Even FOX News disputes it, and that doesn't happen very often when it comes to accusations about me. So the fact of the matter is that if I occasionally have mistaken your policies for George Bush's policies, it's because on the core economic issues that matter to the American people, on tax pol- icy, on energy policy, on spending priorities, you have been a vigorous supporter of President Bush.

Now, you've shown independence—commendable independence, on some key issues like torture, for example, and I give you enormous credit for that. But when it comes to economic policies, essentially what you're proposing is eight more years of the same thing. And it hasn't worked.

And I think the American people understand it hasn't worked. We need to move in a new direction.


SCHIEFFER:
 All right...


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Let me just say, Bob.


SCHIEFFER:
 OK. About 30 seconds.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 OK. But it's very clear that I have disagreed with the Bush administration. I have disagreed with leaders of my own party. I've got the scars
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 to prove it.

Whether it be bringing climate change to the floor of the Senate for the first time. Whether it be opposition to spending and earmarks, whether it be the issue of torture, whether it be the conduct of the war in Iraq, which I vigorously opposed. Whether it be on fighting the pharmaceutical companies on Medicare prescription drugs, importation. Whether it be fighting for an HMO
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 patient's bill of rights. Whether it be the establishment of the 9/11 Commission.

I have a long record of reform and fighting through on the floor of the United States Senate.


SCHIEFFER:
 All right.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Sen. Obama, your argument for standing up to the leader- ship of your party isn't very convincing.


SCHIEFFER:
 All right. We're going to move to another question and the topic is leadership in this campaign. Both of you pledged to take the high road in this campaign yet it has turned very nasty.

Sen. Obama, your campaign has used words like “erratic,”“out of touch,”“lie,”“angry,”“losing his bearings”to describe Sen. McCain.

Sen. McCain, your commercials have included words like “disrespectful,”“dangerous,”“dishonorable,”“he lied.”Your running mate said he “palled around with terrorists.”

Are each of you tonight willing to sit at this table and say to each other's face what your campaigns and the people in your campaigns have said about each other?

And, Sen. McCain, you're first.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Well, this has been a tough campaign. It's been a very tough campaign. And I know from my experience in many campaigns that, if Sen. Obama had asked—responded to my urgent request to sit down, and do town hall meetings, and come before the American people, we could have done at least 10 of them by now.

When Sen. Obama was first asked, he said, “Any place, any time,”the way Barry Goldwater
[12]

 and Jack Kennedy
[13]

 agreed to do, before the intervention of the tragedy at Dallas. So I think the tone of this campaign could have been very different.

And the fact is, it's gotten pretty tough. And I regret some of the negative aspects of both campaigns. But the fact is that it has taken many turns which I think are unacceptable.

One of them happened just the other day, when a man I admire and respect—I've written about him—Congressman John Lewis, an American hero, made allegations that Sarah Palin and I were somehow associated with the worst chapter in American history, segregation, deaths of children in church bombings, George Wallace
[14]

 . That, to me, was so hurtful.

And, Sen. Obama, you didn't repudiate those remarks. Every time there's been an out-of-bounds remark made by a Republican, no matter where they are, I have repudiated them. I hope that Sen. Obama will repudiate those remarks that were made by Congressman John Lewis, very unfair and totally inappropriate.

So I want to tell you, we will run a truthful campaign. This is a tough campaign. And it's a matter of fact that Sen. Obama has spent more money on negative ads than any political campaign in history. And I can prove it.

And, Sen. Obama, when he said—and he signed a piece of paper that said he would take public financing for his campaign if I did—that was back when he was a long-shot candidate—you didn't keep your word.

And when you looked into the camera in a debate with Sen. Clinton and said, “I will sit down and negotiate with John McCain about public financing before I make a decision,”you didn't tell the American people the truth because you didn't.

And that's—that's—that's an unfortunate part. Now we have the highest spending by Sen. Obama's campaign than any time since Watergate.


SCHIEFFER:
 Time's up. All right.


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, look, you know, I think that we expect presidential campaigns to be tough. I think that, if you look at the record and the impressions of the American people—Bob, your network just did a poll, showing that two-thirds of the American people think that Sen. McCain is running a negative campaign versus one-third of mine.

And 100 percent, John, of your ads—100 percent of them have been negative.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 It's not true.


SEN. OBAMA:
 It absolutely is true. And, now, I think the American people are less interested in our hurt feelings during the course of the campaign than addressing the issues that matter to them so deeply.

And there is nothing wrong with us having a vigorous debate like we're having tonight about health care, about energy policy, about tax policy. That's the stuff that campaigns should be made of.

The notion, though, that because we're not doing town hall meetings that justifies some of the ads that have been going up, not just from your own campaign directly, John, but 527s
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 and other organizations that make some pretty tough accusations, well, I don't mind being attacked for the next three weeks.

What the American people can't afford, though, is four more years of failed economic policies. And what they deserve over the next four weeks is that we talk about what's most pressing to them: the economic crisis.

Sen. McCain's own campaign said publicly last week that, if we keep on talking about the economic crisis, we lose, so we need to change the subject.

And I would love to see the next three weeks devoted to talking about the economy, devoted to talking about health care, devoted to talking about energy, and figuring out how the American people can send their kids to college.

And that is something that I would welcome. But it requires, I think, a recognition that politics as usual, as been practiced over the last several years, is not solving the big problems here in America.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Well, if you'll turn on the television, as I—I watched the

Arizona Cardinals defeat the Dallas Cowboys on Sunday.


SEN. OBAMA:
 Congratulations.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Every other ad—ever other ad was an attack ad on my health care plan. And any objective observer has said it's not true. You're running ads right now that say that I oppose federal funding for stem cell research. I don't.

You're running ads that misportray completely my position on immigration. So the fact is that Sen. Obama is spending unprecedented—un- precedented in the history of American politics, going back to the begin-ning, amounts of money in negative attack ads on me.

And of course, I've been talking about the economy. Of course, I've talked to people like Joe the plumber and tell him that I'm not going to spread his wealth around. I'm going to let him keep his wealth. And of course, we're talking about positive plan of action to restore this economy and restore jobs in America.

That's what my campaign is all about and that's what it'll continue to be all about.

But again, I did not hear a repudiation of Congressman...


SEN. OBAMA:
 I mean, look, if we want to talk about Congressman Lewis, who is an American hero, he, unprompted by my campaign, without my campaign's awareness, made a statement that he was troubled with what he was hearing at some of the rallies that your running mate was holding, in which all the Republican reports indicated were shouting, when my name came up, things like “terrorist”and “kill him,”and that your running mate didn't mention, didn't stop, didn't say “Hold on a second, that's kind of out of line.”

And I think Congressman Lewis'point was that we have to be careful about how we deal with our supporters.

Now...


SEN. MCCAIN:
 You've got to read what he said...

(CROSSTALK)


SEN. OBAMA:
 Let—let—let...


SEN. MCCAIN:
 You've got to read what he said.


SEN. OBAMA:
 Let me—let me complete...


SCHIEFFER:
 Go ahead.


SEN. OBAMA:
 ... my response. I do think that he inappropriately drew a comparison between what was happening there and what had happened during the civil rights movement, and we immediately put out a statement saying that we don't think that comparison is appropriate.

And, in fact, afterwards, Congressman Lewis put out a similar state- ment, saying that he had probably gone over the line.

The important point here is, though, the American people have become so cynical about our politics, because all they see is a tit- for-tat and back-and-forth. And what they want is the ability to just focus on some really big challenges that we face right now, and that's what I have been trying to focus on this entire campaign.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 I cannot...


SEN. OBAMA:
 We can have serious differences about our health care policy, for example, John, because we do have a difference on health care policy, but we...


SEN. MCCAIN:
 We do and I hope...


SEN. OBAMA:
 ... talking about it this evening.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Sure.


SEN. OBAMA:
 But when people suggest that I pal around with terrorists, then we're not talking about issues. What we're talking about...


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Well, let me just say I would...


SCHIEFFER:
 (inaudible)


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Let me just say categorically I'm proud of the people that come to our rallies. Whenever you get a large rally of 10,000, 15,000, 20,000 people, you're going to have some fringe peoples. You know that. And I've—and we've always said that that's not appropriate.

But to somehow say that group of young women who said “Military wives for McCain”are somehow saying anything derogatory about you, but anything—and those veterans that wear those hats that say “World War II, Vietnam, Korea, Iraq,”I'm not going to stand for people saying that the people that come to my rallies are anything but the most dedicated, patriotic men and women that are in this nation and they're great citizens.

And I'm not going to stand for somebody saying that because someone yelled something at a rally—there's a lot of things that have been yelled at your rallies, Sen. Obama, that I'm not happy about either.

In fact, some T-shirts that are very...


SEN. OBAMA:
 John, I...


SEN. MCCAIN:
 ... unacceptable. So the point is—the point is that I have repudiated every time someone's been out of line, whether they've been part of my campaign or not, and I will continue to do that.

But the fact is that we need to absolutely not stand for the kind of things that have been going on. I haven't. SEN. OBAMA: Well, look, Bob, as I said...


SCHIEFFER:
 I mean, do you take issue with that?


SEN. OBAMA:
 You know, here's what I would say. I mean, we can have a debate back and forth about the merits of each other's campaigns. I suspect we won't agree here tonight.

What I think is most important is that we recognize that to solve the key problems that we're facing, if we're going to solve two wars, the worst financial crisis since the Great Depression, if we can—if we're going to fo- cus on lifting wages that have declined over the last eight years and create jobs here in America, then Democrats, independents and Republicans, we're going to have to be able to work together.

And what is important is making sure that we disagree without being disagreeable. And it means that we can have tough, vigorous debates around issues. What we can't do, I think, is try to characterize each other as bad people. And that has been a culture in Washington that has been taking place for too long. And I think...


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Well, Bob, you asked me a direct question.


SCHIEFFER:
 Short answer, yes, short answer.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Yes, real quick. Mr. Ayers
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 , I don't care about an old washed-up terrorist. But as Sen. Clinton said in her debates with you, we need to know the full extent of that relationship.

We need to know the full extent of Sen. Obama's relationship with ACORN
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 , who is now on the verge of maybe perpetrating one of the greatest frauds in voter history in this country, maybe destroying the fabric of democracy. The same front outfit organization that your campaign gave $832,000 for “lighting and site selection.”So all of these things need to be examined, of course.


SCHIEFFER:
 All right. I'm going to let you respond and we'll extend this for a moment.


SEN. OBAMA:
 Bob, I think it's going to be important to just—I'll respond to these two particular allegations that Sen. McCain has made and that have gotten a lot of attention.

In fact, Mr. Ayers has become the centerpiece of Sen. McCain's campaign over the last two or three weeks. This has been their primary focus. So let's get the record straight. Bill Ayers is a professor of education in Chicago.

Forty years ago, when I was 8 years old, he engaged in despicable acts with a radical domestic group. I have roundly condemned those acts. Ten years ago he served and I served on a school reform board that was funded by one of Ronald Reagan's former ambassadors and close friends, Mr. Annenberg.

Other members on that board were the presidents of the University of Illinois, the president of Northwestern University, who happens to be a Republican, the president of The Chicago Tribune, a Republican-leaning newspaper.

Mr. Ayers is not involved in my campaign. He has never been involved in this campaign. And he will not advise me in the White House. So that's Mr. Ayers.

Now, with respect to ACORN, ACORN is a community organization. Apparently what they've done is they were paying people to go out and register folks, and apparently some of the people who were out there did- n't really register people, they just filled out a bunch of names.

It had nothing to do with us. We were not involved. The only involvement I've had with ACORN was I represented them alongside the U.S. Jus- tice Department in making Illinois implement a motor voter law
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 that helped people get registered at DMVs
[19]

 .

Now, the reason I think that it's important to just get these facts out is because the allegation that Sen. McCain has continually made is that some how my associations are troubling.

Let me tell you who I associate with. On economic policy, I associate with Warren Buffett and former Fed Chairman Paul Volcker. If I'm interested in figuring out my foreign policy, I associate myself with my running mate, Joe Biden or with Dick Lugar, the Republican ranking member on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, or General Jim Jones, the former supreme allied commander of NATO.

Those are the people, Democrats and Republicans, who have shaped my ideas and who will be surrounding me in the White House. And I think the fact that this has become such an important part of your campaign, Sen. McCain, says more about your campaign than it says about me.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Well, again, while you were on the board of the Woods Foundation, you and Mr. Ayers, together, you sent $230,000 to ACORN. So—and you launched your political campaign in Mr. Ayers'living room.


SEN. OBAMA:
 That's absolutely not true.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 And the facts are facts and records are records.


SEN. OBAMA:
 And that's not the facts.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 And it's not the fact—it's not the fact that Sen. Obama chooses to associate with a guy who in 2001 said that he wished he had have bombed more, and he had a long association with him. It's the fact that all the—all of the details need to be known about Sen. Obama's relationship with them and with ACORN and the American people will make a judgment.

And my campaign is about getting this economy back on track, about creating jobs, about a brighter future for America. And that's what my campaign is about and I'm not going to raise taxes the way Sen. Obama wants to raise taxes in a tough economy. And that's really what this cam- paign is going to be about.


SCHIEFFER:
 All right. Let's go to the next topic and you—we may want to get back into some of this during this next discussion. I want to ask both of you about the people that you're going to bring into the government.

And our best insight yet is who you have picked as your running mates.

So I'll begin by asking both of you this question, and I'll ask you to answer first, Sen. Obama. Why would the country be better off if your running mate became president rather than his running mate?


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, Joe Biden, I think, is one of the finest public servants that has served in this country. It's not just that he has some of the best foreign policy credentials of anybody. And Democrats and Republicans alike, I think, acknowledge his expertise there.

But it's also that his entire life he has never forgotten where he came from, coming from Scranton, fighting on behalf of working families, re- membering what it's like to see his father lose his job and go through a downward spiral economically.

And, as a consequence, his consistent pattern throughout his career is to fight for the little guy. That's what he's done when it comes to economic policies that will help working families get a leg up.

That's what he's done when it comes to, for example, passing the land mark 1994 crime bill, the Violence Against Women's Act. Joe has always made sure that he is fighting on behalf of working families, and I think he shares my core values and my sense of where the country needs to go.

Because after eight years of failed policies, he and I both agree that what we're going to have to do is to re-prioritize, make sure that we're investing in the American people, give tax cuts not to the wealthiest corporations, but give them to small businesses and give them to individuals who are struggling right now, make sure that we finally get serious about energy independence, something that has been languishing in Washington for 30 years, and make sure that our kids get a great education and can afford to go to college.

So, on the key issues that are of importance to American families, Joe Biden's always been on the right side, and I think he will make an outstanding president if, heaven forbid, something happened to me.


SCHIEFFER:
 Senator?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Well, Americans have gotten to know Sarah Palin. They know that she's a role model to women and other—and reformers all over America.

She's a reformer. She is—she took on a governor who was a member of her own party when she ran for governor. When she was the head of their energy and natural resources board, she saw corruption, she resigned and said, “This can't go on.”

She's given money back to the taxpayers. She's cut the size of government. She negotiated with the oil companies and faced them down, a $40 billion pipeline of natural gas that's going to relieve the energy needs of the United—of what they call the lower 48
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 .

She's a reformer through and through. And it's time we had that breath of fresh air (sic)—breath of fresh air coming into our nation's capital and sweep out the old-boy network and the cronyism that's been so much a part of it that I've fought against for all these years.

She'll be my partner. She understands reform. And, by the way, she also understands special-needs families. She understands that autism is on the rise, that we've got to find out what's causing it, and we've got to reach out to these families, and help them, and give them the help they need as they raise these very special needs children.

She understands that better than almost any American that I know. I'm proud of her.

And she has ignited our party and people all over America that have never been involved in the political process. And I can't tell you how proud I am of her and her family.

Her husband's a pretty tough guy, by the way, too.


SCHIEFFER:
 Do you think she's qualified to be president?


SEN. OBAMA:
 You know, I think it's—that's going to be up to the American people. I think that, obviously, she's a capable politician who has, I think, excited the—a base in the Republican Party.

And I think it's very commendable the work she's done on behalf of special needs. I agree with that, John.

I do want to just point out that autism, for example, or other special needs will require some additional funding, if we're going to get serious in terms of research. That is something that every family that advocates on behalf of disabled children talk about.

And if we have an across-the-board spending freeze, we're not going to be able to do it.

That's an example of, I think, the kind of use of the scalpel that we want to make sure that we're funding some of those programs.


SCHIEFFER:
 Do you think Sen. Biden is qualified?


SEN. MCCAIN:
 I think that Joe Biden is qualified in many respects. But I do point out that he's been wrong on many foreign policy and national security issues, which is supposed to be his strength.

He voted against the first Gulf War. He voted against it and, obvious ly, we had to take Saddam Hussein out of Kuwait or it would've threat ened the Middle Eastern world supply.

In Iraq, he had this cockamamie idea about dividing Iraq into three countries. We're seeing Iraq united as Iraqis, tough, hard, but we're seeing them. We're now about to have an agreement for status of forces in Iraq coming up.

There are several issues in which, frankly, Joe Biden and I openly and honestly disagreed on national security policy, and he's been wrong on a number of the major ones.

But again, I want to come back to, notice every time Sen. Obama says, “We need to spend more, we need to spend more, that's the answer”—why do we always have to spend more?

Why can't we have transparency, accountability, reform of these agen- cies of government? Maybe that's why he's asked for 860—sought and pro- posed $860 billion worth of new spending and wants to raise people's taxes in a time of incredible challenge and difficulty and heartache for the American families.


SCHIEFFER:
 All right.

Gentlemen, we have come to the close. Before I ask both of you for your closing statements tonight, I'd like to invite our viewers and listeners to go to MyDebates.org, where you will find this evening's debates and the three that preceded tonight's debate.

Now, for the final statements, by a coin toss, Sen. McCain goes first.


SEN. MCCAIN:
 Well, thank you again, Bob.

Thanks to Hofstra.

And it's great to be with you again. I think we've had a very healthy discussion.

My friends, as I said in my opening remarks, these are very difficult times and challenges for America. And they were graphically demonstrated again today.

America needs a new direction. We cannot be satisfied with what we've been doing for the last eight years.

I have a record of reform, and taking on my party, the other party, the special interests, whether it be an HMO Patients'Bill of Rights, or trying to clean up the campaign finance system in—in this country, or whether it be establishment of a 9/11 Commission, I have a long record of it.

And I've been a careful steward of your tax dollars. We have to make health care affordable and available. We have to make quality education there for all of our citizens, not just the privileged few.

We have to stop the spending. We have to stop the spending, which has mortgaged your children's futures.

All of these things and all the promises and commitments that Sen. Obama and I made to you tonight will base—will be based on whether you can trust us or not to be careful stewards of your tax dollar, to make sure America is safe and secure and prosperous, to make sure we reform the institutions of government.

That's why I've asked you not only to examine my record, but my proposals for the future of this country.

I've spent my entire life in the service of this nation and putting my country first. As a long line of McCains that have served our country for a long time in war and in peace, it's been the great honor of my life, and I've been proud to serve.

And I hope you'll give me an opportunity to serve again. I'd be honored and humbled.


SCHIEFFER:
 Senator?


SEN. OBAMA:
 Well, I want to thank Sen. McCain and Bob for moderating.

I think we all know America is going through tough times right now. The policies of the last eight years and—and Washington's unwillingness to tackle the tough problems for decades has left us in the worst economic crisis since the Great Depression.

And that's why the biggest risk we could take right now is to adopt the same failed policies and the same failed politics that we've seen over the last eight years and somehow expect a different result.

We need fundamental change in this country, and that's what I'd like to bring.

You know, over the last 20 months, you've invited me into your homes.

You've shared your stories with me. And you've confirmed once again the fundamental decency and generosity of the American people.

And that's why I'm sure that our brighter days are still ahead.

But we're going to have to invest in the American people again, in tax cuts for the middle class, in health care for all Americans, and college for every young person who wants to go. In businesses that can create the new energy economy of the future. In policies that will lift wages and will grow our middle class.

These are the policies I have fought for my entire career. And these are the policies I want to bring to the White House.

But it's not going to be easy. It's not going to be quick. It is going to be requiring all of us—Democrats, Republicans, independents—to come to- gether and to renew a spirit of sacrifice and service and responsibility.

I'm absolutely convinced we can do it. I would ask for your vote, and I promise you that if you give me the extraordinary honor of serving as your president, I will work every single day, tirelessly, on your behalf and on the behalf of the future of our children.

Thank you very much.


SCHIEFFER:
 Sen. Obama, Sen. McCain, thank you very much.

This concludes the final debate. I'm Bob Schieffer of CBS News, and I will leave you tonight with what my mother always said—go vote now. It will make you feel big and strong. Good night, everyone.

【注释】
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[2]
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[3]
 Nancy Reagan（1921—）：南希·里根，美国前第一夫人。




[4]
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[5]
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 Great Society：1964年时任美国总统的林登·约翰逊（民主党人）提出的以社会福利为内容的施政纲领。




[7]
 DOD：Department of Defense（国防部）的缩拼。




[8]
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[9]
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[11]
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[12]
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[13]
 Jack Kennedy（1917—1963）：即约翰·肯尼迪，美国第35任总统。1963年11月22日被刺杀于得克萨斯州的达拉斯市。




[14]
 George Wallace（1919—1998）：乔治·华莱士，美国阿拉巴马州前州长，倡导种族隔离制度,后遇刺导致瘫痪,晚年时修正立场。由于他属下的州立大学允许黑人入学，他曾站在阿拉巴马大学的福斯特礼堂门口,企图阻挡学校施行种族融和政策而招收的两名黑人学生。于是联邦政府派军队来维持秩序。




[15]
 527s：527集团，美国的免税组织，以美国税级代码527命名。这类团体通常为利益集团所操控。




[16]
 William Ayers（1944—）：威廉·艾尔斯，美国中学教育理论家，伊利诺伊大学退休教授，他在20世纪60年代成立了激进组织Weather Underground，反对美国参加越战。奥巴马曾经和他有过接触，这成了政治对手攻击他的口实。




[17]
 全称为the Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now（推动改革社区组织协会），是美国的一个社区组织，曾被指责在投票时采取了欺诈手段。




[18]
 motor voter law：机动选民法。该法律帮助潜在选民在取得或更新驾驶执照时进行投票登记。




[19]
 DMV：美国车辆管理局（Department of Motor Vehicles）的缩写。




[20]
 除去夏威夷和阿拉斯加两个州之外的48个州被称为the lower 48 states，是美国本土连在一起的48个州，因为地理位置偏南，在地图下方，故得此名称。
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广播员：
 这里是“决策2008特别节目”——民主党总统候选人辩论，从位于费城的德雷塞尔大学现场直播。下面有请威廉姆斯。


威廉姆斯：
 布莱恩·威廉姆斯会同蒂姆·拉瑟特在费城的德雷塞尔大学校园向大家说一声“晚上好”。

我们已经谢过了今晚的主办方。我们已经谢过了来到这里的候选人。

奥巴马参议员，我们将从你开始。

上周末你接受了《纽约时报》的采访，采访中你发誓要在竞选中对你争取提名的主要对手采取更具有进攻性、更加强硬的手段，而你的主要竞争对手是迄今为止民主党候选人中的领跑者克林顿参议员，今晚她就站在你旁边。

参议员，为此目的你说克林顿参议员正在试图使自己听上去像位共和党人士，在关系到国家安全问题上正在试图投票赞成共和党人，引用你的话说就是“不利于国家，并最终不利于民主党人”。就像你意识到的那样，这是一种很强烈的指责。

具体来说，你们二人——奥巴马参议员和克林顿参议员——在哪些地方存在分歧？在哪些地方你认为她听起来像一位共和党人或者投共和党人的票？


奥巴马参议员：
 好的，首先，我认为一些材料被媒体过分夸大了。事实上，我认为本次竞选是继洛奇大战阿波罗·克里德之后被渲染得最厉害的一次争斗，尽管有趣的是在这场争斗中我是洛奇。（笑声）

但是请大家注意，我们面临着重大挑战。我们国家正处于战争状态。我们国家正在被诸如医疗卫生费用节节攀升这样的问题所困扰。我们面临着重大的全球性问题，比如气候变化的挑战。所有这些都要求我们来一次实质性的大变革，而我竞选总统是因为我认为实现那种变革的方法将使我们和共和党形成鲜明的对比。我认为，这意味着我们应该把人民团结起来完成变革。我认为，这意味着我们拒绝令我们止步不前的特殊利益的诱惑，最重要的是，我认为这要求我们面对挑战必须诚实以待。

我认为这并不意味着我们可以随着政治气候的变化而改变政治立场。

我认为克林顿参议员在其竞选活动中先前赞成北美自由贸易协定，而现在又反对它。几个月前她在虐囚事件上是一种态度，而就在最近她的态度发生了180度的大转弯。她曾经投票赞成对伊拉克发动战争，赞成派遣军队到伊拉克，而后来她又说这是一场外交战争。

她那样做在政治上也许是明智之举，但现在我不认为那会提供给我们所需要的清晰对比。我认为我们现在需要的是对美国人民真诚以待，告诉美国人民我们将要把美国带向何方。而我正在试图以这样的方式来开展我的竞选活动。如果成为未来的美国总统，我也将以这样的方式任职。


威廉姆斯：
 克林顿参议员，反驳吗？


克林顿参议员：
 好的，我不认为共和党人得到消息说我正在像他们一样投票和宣传。如果你看了上周他们的辩论，你会发现我似乎成了他们议论和恐惧的头号人物，这是有理由的，因为我坚决反对乔治·布什及其失败的政策。

共和党人想继续我们在伊拉克的战争，而我想终止这场战争。共和党人正在挥舞着他们的刀剑谈论着如何追击伊朗，而我想要阻止贸然发动战争。从孩子们的医疗问题到把我们送入正轨来应对气候变化、使我们更感安全的能源策略问题，在每一个问题上我一直坚决和共和党人、和乔治·布什以及迪克·切尼唱对台戏，而且我将一如既往地这么做下去。我认为民主党人对此心知肚明。


威廉姆斯：
 谢谢你，参议员。

有请蒂姆·拉瑟特。


拉瑟特：
 爱德华兹参议员，你发表了你的竞选新闻稿，标题是“爱德华兹致克林顿：在伊朗问题上美国人民应该知道真相而不是更多模棱两可的话”。请问，你所指的克林顿参议员在伊朗问题上发表的模棱两可的话是什么？


爱德华兹参议员：
 好的，首先，大家晚上好。（咯咯笑）在这里的感觉真好。让我谈一下我所说的选民的选择问题。从我的观点看，我认为过去7年来布什总统已经毁坏了美国人民和总统之间的信任关系。事实上，我认为他已经毁坏了美利坚合众国总统和世界其他地方的信任关系。因此，我认为关键是民主党选民和政党核心成员们必须决定他们能够相信谁，谁是诚实的，谁是真诚的，而谁又是正直的。

在这一点上，我认为公平的做法是看看人们都说了些什么。克林顿参议员说她相信自己能够成为变革的代言人，但是她却为华盛顿哥伦比亚特区腐败的、残破的政治体系辩护。她说她将结束这场战争，但是她接着又说她将让作战部队继续留在伊拉克并让他们继续在那里执行战斗任务。对我而言，那不是结束战争，而是战争的继续。

她说她将反对乔治·布什在伊朗问题上的立场，她刚才又说了一遍。但事实上，她投票支持布什为其对伊朗动武迈出第一步提拱了支持，而布什笑纳了她的“礼物”，布什和切尼都笑纳了她的“礼物”。他们现在已经宣布伊朗的革命卫队是一个恐怖组织并拥有大规模杀伤性武器生产基地。我认为我们必须坚决反对这样的总统。

最后，在我们上次的辩论中她说她反对对社会保障体系，包括社会福利、退休年龄进行任何改革，也反对提高社会保险税。但是有报道说她显然在私下里讲过和上面不同的话。我认为在我国历史上这个具有重大历史意义的时刻，美国人民值得拥有的是这样一位总统：人民知道他将告诉他们真相，而不是此一时这么说而彼一时又那么说。


拉瑟特：
 你支持“模棱两可”说？


爱德华兹参议员：
 我支持。


拉瑟特：
 有请克林顿参议员。


克林顿参议员：
 好的，我认为任何一位看过我35年来为妇女儿童以及那些自认为在美国被遗忘或被忽略的人而奋斗的历史的人，都会清楚我的言行记录。我在阿肯色州的时候为拓宽教育和医疗覆盖面而奋斗，我在白宫时为600万儿童争取到医疗服务，现在在参议院我在所有事情上都反对共和党的做法，从阻止他们将社会保障私有化到坚决反对布什总统否决给予儿童医疗服务。

你知道我曾长期站出来反对共和党，并且抵制特殊利益集团，多年来我一直抵制他们。我认为你们最好回去读读当年媒体的报道就知道我所说属实了。

但是在具体问题上我提出了非常具体的方案。

关于社会保障体系，我的确有一个计划，叫做“从财政责任做起”。那其实是我们在上世纪90年代就做的事情，当时我们的社会保障体系比现在的要好得多，原因是现在乔治·布什和共和党控制的国会采取了不负责任的乱花钱政策。

假如我们有一些长期挑战需要解决的话，那么首先让我们从财政责任做起，然后组成一个两党委员会看看如何解决这些长期性的挑战。但是我不会打老年人和辛苦工作的美国中产阶级的主意，以求得社会保障体系账户的平衡。让我们首先从取消富人税收优惠入手。在开始向老年人以及中产阶级劳动者增加几十亿美元的税收之前，让我们先取消哈里伯顿公司不经招标而得到的合同。我认为增加劳动者的税收是不必要的。

因此我有一个非常具体的方案。我的朋友们也许不赞成这个方案，但是几个月来我一直在宣扬它、谈论它。


拉瑟特：
 我们将拿出一点时间来探讨社会保障问题，不过现在我还想继续停留在伊朗问题上，克林顿参议员。

如你所知，你投票赞成《凯尔——利波曼修正案》，你是站在这个台上唯一投赞成票的人。参议员，来自弗吉尼亚州的吉姆·韦伯说《凯尔——利波曼修正案》实际上是在批准军事行动，很显然它是文字化了的国会意志，可以理解为一种宣战。

为什么你投票赞成那个修正案？它将——它要求总统根据伊朗的军事能力安排我们在伊拉克的军事力量。


克林顿参议员：
 首先，我反对贸然宣战。2月回到参议院，我说布什无权对伊朗采取任何军事行动；我是今天站在这个台上的人当中第一个这么说的，而且在整个国会中，我也是最早这么说的人之一。

第二，虽然我对本次贸然宣战并不赞成，但是我也不赞成无所作为。有些人也许想在贸然宣战和无所作为之间作不明智的选择；贸然宣战是共和党人发出的信号，这甚至不是是否动武，而是何时动武以及如何动武的问题。我偏好使用有力的外交手段，而且我偶然想到，经济制裁也算是一种有力的外交手段。我们用这些手段对付朝鲜，我们用这些手段对付利比亚。我们当中很多对那个决议投赞成票的人说，这不过是对在外交方面使用经济制裁表示支持。

你知道，一些坚定反对伊拉克战争的人，比如德宾参议员，和我一样投了赞成票。当时德宾说，假如他认为在那个无约束的决议中哪怕有一句托词可被用来支持乔治·布什宣战，他都不会投赞成票。我也不会。

因此我们可以就参议院的“无约束”意识是怎样的展开辩论，并且我认为我们会偏离重点，那就是我们必须采取一切可以采取的措施来制止乔治·布什和共和党人一意孤行地对伊朗实施攻击性的军事行动。我已准备好通过一项立法——和现场我的国会同事一道，并努力说服一部分共和党人加入进来——这条法律将清晰地表明经济制裁和外交手段是正确的方法；我们反对也不相信乔治·布什有任何权力做出其他任何选择。


拉瑟特：
 多德参议员，你说过那次投票为对伊朗开战找到了正当的理由。


多德参议员：
 好的，蒂姆。我相信这个问题将来还会回来纠缠我们。回首2002年我们在伊拉克问题上投票支持授权（给总统宣战），我们所有人都从中得到了教训，现场一些人甚至从中得到了痛苦的教训，那就是尽管在协议中有呼吁用外交手段解决当时问题的辞令，很显然政府仍然利用该协议去采取侵略伊拉克的行动。

这里我要谈一下我的观点——假如你在2002年没有学到那个教训的话，那么你现在应该学到了。你不必对该决议言听计从。一直以来就从政府那里、从迪克·切尼那里、从总统那里以及从明显倾向于对伊朗动武的那些人那里传来阵阵战鼓之声。在我看来这是一个危险的举动，因此我认为制止战争的责任义不容辞地落在了我们肩上。

有意思的是，一些共和党人如外交关系委员会前主席迪克·卢格以及来自内布拉斯加州的共和党人查克·哈格尔对该决议持严肃的保留态度，并在第二天即9月26日就投了反对票。我很担心当布什政府决定对伊朗采取军事行动时，我们将会看到那76票会卷土重来，在我们面前气势汹汹，摆出一副理所当然的架势。

因此我认为当务之急是在我们这里呼唤领导者的产生。如果你正在试图谋求我们国家的领袖这一职位，你要明白当下是一个时代之中最紧要的时刻。摆在你面前的是一个国力不断上升的中国，一个雄心勃勃要得到核武器的伊朗，一个明显陷入危机的总量为4万亿美元的经济体，一个危机四伏的本国医疗体系，还有能源及其他令下任总统头痛的问题。面临危机时具有良好的判断力和领导力必须成为本次辩论和讨论的内容之一。在我看来，（克林顿参议员）在那样一个危机时刻作出了错误的决定。


拉瑟特：
 拜登参议员，你同意韦伯参议员关于那个决议实际上是宣战书的观点吗？


拜登参议员：
 我认为它可以被用来作为一个事实上的宣战书。

但是请大家注意，我们的参议院是有问题的，我指的不仅仅是希拉里，还有其他和她一起投赞成票的75人，而我们投反对票的是少数人，我们的行为将产生很多后果，这甚至不是关于开不开战这个问题。

让我们回顾一下自从投票那一刻后世界发生了什么吧。

油价上升到每桶90美元，谁是其中的受益者？所有这些对战争的谈论，所有把人们封为恐怖分子的谈论都驱使油价上升。

其次，我们最低限度地怂恿了布什。他谈论第三次世界大战，那是完全不负责任的夸夸其谈。蒂姆，我们怂恿了他，使得他选择采取行动时就能够采取行动。他们是恐怖分子。事实是，在我们边界的一边或另一边的人们之所以是恐怖分子，是因为我们刚刚宣布他们是恐怖分子。这就为布什对他们动武开启了绿灯。

第三，这给阿富汗和巴基斯坦带来了不可思议的后果，但无人谈及这个问题。难道我们同事中的另外75人不明此理吗？我们现在把阿富汗和巴基斯坦的每一位温和派都赶进了地下。这意味着把卡尔扎伊连同穆沙拉夫置于危险境地。

这里给人的想法就是正在上演一出全套的美国讨伐伊斯兰教徒的都市传奇故事。这很糟糕——虽然没有发生别的事情，虽然没有发生任何一件事情，这仍是一个糟糕的政策。

总统可以不和我们商量就能够执行那个修正案、那个决议所要求的一切行为，其结果是伤害了我们，即使任何其他的行为都没有发生。行为带来后果，大国不能虚张声势。


威廉姆斯：
 奥巴马参议员，让我们换另外一种方式来讨论这个问题。红线是当前表述的华盛顿所关心的伊朗问题。在有关何时打击伊朗——假如要打击的话——的问题上，你的红线是什么？在你的头脑里是什么让你清晰地认识到美国应该打击伊朗？


奥巴马参议员：
 我并不认为我们应该在这个时候谈论打击伊朗这个话题，刚才克里斯托弗和乔给出了一些理由。瞧，在共和党人辩论的时候，我们一直看到战鼓如雷。美国总统口口声声在谈论第三次世界大战。这是那种拒绝外交手段的对外政策的一种延续，将军事行动视为我们影响该地区的唯一可用的工具。而我们应该做的是一方面积极主动地接近我们的盟友，而另一方面我们也和敌人进行谈判，我们把重点集中在那些我们无法接受其行为的地区，无论该地区是属于恐怖主义控制的地区还是正在研制核武器的地区；另外我们也直接和伊朗展开对话，鉴于他们正置身于世界贸易组织之中，所以我们看看能够提供给他们哪些潜在的“胡萝卜”，甚至我们开始考虑和他们建立正常外交关系的可能性。

对这些方法我们都没有认真地尝试过，而这种决议不会向那个地区释放正确的信号，它既不会向我们的盟友发出正确的信号，也不会向我们的敌人发出正确的信号，其结果我认为就是经过一段时期后我们对伊朗的影响力会减弱。

可能会出现一种情况，就是当那些手段都用光了的时候，伊朗仍然处于获得核武器的边缘，那么我们将不得不考虑其他的选择，但是当我们还没有尝试更加有效的方法时，我们现在不应该讨论这些选择。


威廉姆斯：
 同样的问题问克林顿参议员。你的红线是什么？


克林顿参议员：
 好的。首先，我们必须先行尝试外交手段，而我将经济制裁视为外交手段的组成部分。在其他非常困难的时期我们已经使用过这个手段，比如应对利比亚的时候，比如应对朝鲜的时候，我认为我们在这里尝试去做的是向布什政府施加压力。乔说的完全正确——乔治·布什可以撇开任何人去为所欲为。你知道，那是一个大悲剧，这就是为什么我们必须制止他，这就是为什么我们需要国会中共和党人的支持以帮助我们完成这项任务。我邀请我们的同事立即通过一项法案清楚表明他没有任何特权，我们将不允许他对伊朗采取侵略行动。

但是我们正在试图做的是继续推进积极有力的外交政策。在这一点上我们做得还不够。

我相信我们现在就应该和伊朗人展开外交活动。一切问题都应该拿到桌面上来谈，而不仅仅局限于他们的核项目。

几年来我一直是这么倡导的，对此我深信不疑；但是同时我也认为，当你和一个带有敌意的政权坐在谈判桌旁进行谈判时，你需要胡萝卜加大棒。伊朗革命卫队深深地介入了商业领域。因此对其实施经济制裁如同悬挂在他们头上的达摩克利斯之剑，这将给我们的谈判者一根大棒，在对付一种非常复杂的局面时，我们需要这样的大棒来使谈判取得进展。

这里的每个人都同意：布什总统在伊朗问题上搞得一团糟。我们正在试图做的就是在纷乱的局面中找出我们的途径，用胡萝卜加大棒的方式努力将外交手段加入进去，并让总统开始执行。


威廉姆斯：
 很可敬，参议员，但是同样的问题问你：你有一条临界线或者说红线吗？


克林顿参议员：
 我想以外交为开端。你知道，我不打算揣测他们何时或他们是否得到了核武器。我们正试图阻止他们得到核武器。以我之见，我们不急于开战。我们不应该急于开战。但是我们不能袖手旁观。

那就意味着我们不应该让他们得到核武器，而阻止他们的最好方法就是在外交前线实行全场紧逼式的政策。


威廉姆斯：
 我注意到了在这个问题上我们所有的候选人都想各抒己见。爱德华兹参议员，该你了。


爱德华兹参议员：
 非常感谢你。

好，我刚才听了克林顿参议员的高见，她说她要给布什政府施加最大的压力。难道做到这一点的最好方式就是对一个字面上看似由新保守主义者写成的决议投赞成票吗？我的意思是，有人读过这个决议吗？我的意思是，它字面上就是给予布什和切尼他们想要的东西啊。

我没有（投赞成票）给予他们想要的东西，他们可是按照决议行事的，因此（投票表决的）几周之后他们宣布伊朗革命卫队是一个恐怖组织——这听上去很耳熟，还记得伊拉克是怎么回事吗？还记得打伊拉克之前的序曲吗？——并宣布伊朗革命卫队拥有生产大规模杀伤性武器的基地。对本届政府施压的最好办法就是勇敢站出来对它说不。

台上的很多人都已经得到了深刻的教训，就是这个总统会得寸进尺。这是一个如此重要的问题，因此我们必须勇敢地站出来反对总统。我们需要向总统清晰地表明：我们无意让布什、切尼或这届政府侵略伊朗，因为他们一直一次又一次地磨刀霍霍。

而这个决议的内容是以新保守主义者的语言写成的，它帮助总统心想事成。他继续阔步向前，他继续说这个就是恐怖组织，他继续说那个就是大规模杀伤性武器扩散地。民主党人到底怎么了？我们现在不谈论共和党人，克里斯托弗和乔——这些民主党人勇敢站出来对总统说不，我们将不会允许这届政府发动伊朗战争。


威廉姆斯：
 理查德森州长，你会无条件地和伊朗进行谈判吗？


理查德森州长：
 是的，我会的，而且我是台上唯一一位和外国、和伊朗谈判过的人。


库齐尼奇众议员：
 那不是事实。（笑声）


理查德森州长：
 我只是想对你说，依我愚见，我们必须使用外交手段，而且有条红线。我们不能允许伊朗使用核武器，而且我确实相信你们也是这么想的——艾哈迈迪·内贾德是个很难对付的人，但是在伊朗也有温和派。那里有温和的教士，有温和的学者。那里有商业社区，我相信我们能够在核问题上取得妥协方案，交换条件是他们可以有核燃料以及核动力，但是不能研制核武器——胡萝卜加大棒，外交手段开路，经济手段刺激。

问题是，我们是在以武力威胁，参议院里的这个协议充满了武力威胁。

我曾在联合国担任过大使。我熟悉这一地区，我确实相信和朝鲜对话、和叙利亚对话、和伊朗对话是至关重要的，这需要熟练的外交技巧，而本届政府使用的却是先发制人的政策、是武力威胁的政策、是泄露伊朗潜在目标的政策。这不是外交手段的开始。

如果我们打算解决中东地区的问题，如果我们打算经由伊拉克去阻止伊朗对恐怖分子的资助，我相信关键点是我们必须和他们接触，积极有力地去接触，寻找潜在的接触机会，并辅之以经济制裁手段。我们需要得到欧洲盟友以及俄罗斯的帮助，他们基本上拒绝在经济制裁方面帮助我们。我们最近看到俄罗斯和伊朗眉来眼去。这是不好的势头。


拉瑟特：
 库齐尼奇众议员，对这个决议你有何高见？


库齐尼奇众议员：
 好的，首先，我们需要坚决拒绝任何形式的对伊朗动武的举动。没有任何理由这么做。

但是我们必须意识到，蒂姆，我们有不少推手碰巧是民主党人，他们在过去的一年里声称对于伊朗所有的选项都可以摆到桌面上来。

而当你说所有的选项都可以摆到桌面上来的时候，你就为布什总统对伊朗动武开了绿灯。在这里、在台上，只有我不但投票反对伊拉克战争、反对为战争拨款，而且也引领大家努力削弱布什发动战争的动力。

问题是，这些先发制人的政策准许了战争的爆发。根据国际法，先发制人的做法是非法的。我们的总统已经违反了国际法。伊拉克战争是非法的。甚至对伊朗制定的作战计划都是违法的。

蒂姆，我们是在费城，而费城是民主的诞生地。我想知道什么时候这个民主党的国会将要起来维护宪法并用宪法第2条第4款的弹劾条例让总统负责。我认为我们的民主处于危险之中。除非民主党人和国会支持宪法，否则我们将会失去我们的国家。

我们需要就这场战争向他发起挑战，但是我需要挑战他的软肋。这个软肋就是，权力需要分散化，权力需要制衡。现在权力已经失去了平衡。到了我们起来维护美国宪法的时候了。（掌声）


拉瑟特：
 我想问你们每一位同样的问题。

克林顿参议员，你愿不愿意向美国人民发誓：假如你是总统，伊朗将不会研制核弹？


克林顿参议员：
 我打算竭尽所能阻止伊朗研制核弹。


拉瑟特：
 但是你不会发誓吗？


克林顿参议员：
 我就是在发誓我将竭尽所能阻止伊朗研制核弹。


拉瑟特：
 但是他们可能会的。


克林顿参议员：
 好的，蒂姆，你知道，你问我是否愿意发誓，而我已经发

誓我将竭尽所能阻止伊朗研制核弹。（笑声）


拉瑟特：
 爱德华兹参议员。


爱德华兹参议员：
 我将要做的是采取所有一切能够采取的负责任的措施制止伊朗研制核弹。


拉瑟特：
 奥巴马参议员。


奥巴马参议员：
 我认为我们所有人都会尽力不让伊朗拥有核武器。因此，你知道，我们本可以长话短说的。（笑声）

但是——但是我认为我们有一个更大的危险，蒂姆，那就是过去6年来我们一直身处恐惧之中，而这位总统就利用人们对恐怖主义的恐惧来发动一场永远不该授权的战争。现在我们看到同样的模式在上演。我们看到共和党的候选人们循规蹈矩地做着同样的事情。对我们而言非常重要的一点就是划清界限，言明我们将不会陷于恐惧之中。

我们将认真对待威胁。我们将采取行动以确保美国的安全。作为美国总统，我将竭尽全力确保我们的安全。

但是我们不能继续做的是，我们的行事做派让我们看起来似乎是世界上最虚弱而不是最强大的国家，因为那不是我们美国人的作风。那不是历史上美国一向的作为，而且我们的国内政策也开始走进了死胡同。我们甚至还没有就公民自由以及恐惧政治所产生的影响展开讨论——在这个国家，基本公民自由的削弱给我们带来了什么后果，又给我们在世界上的威望带来了什么后果。


拉瑟特：
 拜登参议员，你愿意向美国人民发誓在你的监督下伊朗不会研制核弹吗？


拜登参议员：
 我愿意发誓保护我们的安全。蒂姆，如果你告诉了我——这不是誓言——这是复杂的话题，我们单独探讨。事实是伊朗人可能得到了2.6公斤的高浓度浓缩铀，巴基斯坦人拥有成百上千公斤的高浓度浓缩铀。

如果靠打击伊朗来阻止他们得到2.6公斤高浓度浓缩铀的话，那么巴基斯坦政府会垮台，它已经部署的携带核弹头的导弹可以抵达以色列，可以抵达印度，那可是一桩得不偿失的买卖。

总统们不是凭空而是根据世界形势做出明智决定的。我将竭尽所能阻止伊朗得到核武器，但是我将会密切留意身边发生的事情。

对美国最大的威胁到底是拥有2.6公斤高浓度浓缩铀的德黑兰，还是失去控制的巴基斯坦？这个问题尚无定论。


拉瑟特：
 多德参议员。


多德参议员：
 好的，请大家注意，我——这里有一个更深刻的问题，因为不仅仅是你发个誓就完事了，这里的观众还要根据其他品质来判定我们中的哪个人具有处理那种情况的经验以及背景。这是关键的问题。

就像我一开始回答你的第一个问题时说的那样，当下是这个国家二三十年来最危急的时刻。不但中东有问题，远东也有问题，拉丁美洲以及其他地方都有问题，因此关键是我们中的哪一位有背景、有经验、有能力在处理这些问题，包括处理伊朗问题上得心应手。

我同意乔的观点。我认为更加迫切的问题是巴基斯坦问题，但是毫无疑问，你把所有的经验集中在一起就能够集结人力物力组成团队并向世人证明你能够对付这种棘手局面，当然你必须经过多年实战才能修成正果。最后的结果很重要。平时的经验很重要。因此处理这些问题的关键是必须证明自己有能力。

因此毫无疑问，我显然愿意发誓竭尽所能地避免碰到这个难题，但是蒂姆，我愿意向你提出建议——更加紧迫的问题就是乔在这里已经澄清的问题。巴基斯坦确实给我国出了一个更加严肃且需要解决的难题。20年前，我在萨尔瓦多和尼加拉瓜谈判达成了若干协议，这就是我在拉丁美洲所做的事情——我深深地介入到了谈判过程中，日复一日地和各色人等一起工作，所带来的结果就是今天在世界上的那个地方暴力威胁减少了。

这就是这里所需要的——一个有经验、有背景解决这些问题的领导人。


威廉姆斯：
 理查德森州长。


理查德森州长：
 好的，我愿意发这个誓，而且它应该通过外交手段来解决。我们现在讨论的不仅仅是巴基斯坦，我们还在讨论浓缩铀，这是一种遍布世界的管理松散的核武器、核原料、裂变物质。比核武器更加危险的是边境线上的松散核武器。因此我们需要的是一个国际协定，但是关键必须放在外交手段上。

我已经——在观众席第四排有个名叫比尔·巴龙的男子，他是我从位于阿布格莱布的伊拉克监狱中解救出来的。这需要领导力，需要运用外交手段，需要进行谈判。我当年去伊拉克和萨达姆·侯赛因面对面地谈判，结果从监狱里带出了两个人。比尔·巴龙就是其中的一位。我救出他们后听到的最棒的一句话就是“谢谢你”，而我随后说道：“我带你们回家。”那就是外交。那意味着和伊朗谈判，和叙利亚谈判，和朝鲜谈判。作为一名外交官，作为一名驻联合国大使，作为一名特使，作为一名人质谈判代表，我一生都在谈判。请恕我直言，在这里我的国际经验最丰富。这里也有很多人具有很好的国际经验，但是我到过朝鲜和他们唇枪舌剑地谈判，然后我们6个月前带回了6具我方士兵的遗体。

我们使得朝鲜关闭了他们的核反应堆。因此我相信重要的一点是我们有一位不但能够把人民团结在一起，而且能够解决最棘手问题的领导人。


威廉姆斯：
 众议员库齐尼奇，同样的问题。


库齐尼奇众议员：
 请恕我对在座的媒体朋友们直言，媒体本身必须注意组织这些问题的方式。我们不想被媒体置于这样一个境地，即我们正把这个国家引向战争边缘。在把我们引入对伊拉克战争方面，媒体确实起到了推波助澜的作用，因此我敦促传媒界的从业人员约束自己及总统，他言过其实的说辞失去了控制。

我愿意到伊朗去，我不仅愿意敦促伊朗不要拥有核武器，还要敦促他们放弃核动力，因为核动力是现有动力中最为昂贵的一种。它不是一种可持续的动力，因为成本太高。它也不是安全的。我愿意敦促伊朗放弃核动力。

但是我也愿意走得更远。现在是美国政府执行并全面加入《核不扩散条约》的时候了，该条约要求成员国销毁所有核武器。

我们必须是领路人，我们的总统必须明白这些核武器的危险所在，我们必须在销毁核武器的道路上让美国走在所有国家的前头。这么做的时候，我们将会满怀信心地走进伊朗或其他渴望获得核动力的国家，对他们说，瞧瞧，我们想让事情朝着另外一个方向发展。我们不想看着我们的国家陷于困境而无动于衷，因为我们正在高调宣传和伊朗的战争。

我们必须予以制止，蒂姆。我们必须终止甚嚣尘上的战争狂言。我们确实需要制止。


威廉姆斯：
 克林顿参议员，让我们看看其他地方吧，让我们谈谈伊拉克。你的一位军事顾问，退休中将克劳迪娅·肯尼迪在新罕布什尔州为你助选时说了一段话，最近被引用如下：“我不反对这场战争，我从来没有听克林顿参议员说过她反对这场战争。”引用结束。

克林顿参议员，你反对伊拉克战争吗？


克林顿参议员：
 绝对反对，但是我不认为我们之中的任何人会反对那些怀着荣誉感和英雄主义精神而去作战的勇敢的男男女女。

你知道，我反复说过一旦我成为总统我将着手把我们的军队带回家，因为显而易见的是布什总统在其任内不打算结束这场战争。为了达成此目标，我们将必须和联席会议参谋长们、国防部长以及顾问们一道制定计划尽快让我们的军队撤出伊拉克，因为我不相信本届政府之下的五角大楼周密细致地制定了计划。但是我们要做的远远不止这些。我们必须试图让伊拉克政府明白它的责任，因为不存在军事解决的途径，迄今为止他们的军事努力都失败了。

最后，我们需要在伊拉克问题上进行外交斡旋。你知道，我们的外交阵容非常庞大。但是本任总统没有利用它，而是依靠一小撮人。我认为他犯了严重的错误。除了和驻外事务处的官员磋商之外，我还会把其他一些经验丰富的优秀美国人才聚集麾下，如众所周知的比尔、乔和克里斯托弗，他们都是我的同事。

我们需要大量的美国人跟随着布什分散到世界各地，因为他将留下大量的遗留问题需要处理。他的政策疏远了我们的朋友，纵容了我们的敌人。伊拉克和伊朗都是“火药库”，中东和巴基斯坦也不例外。我同意乔的观点。阿富汗局势以及放眼世界的各个地方，我们都有工作要做。我认为我们要做的不只是把我们的青年男女派出去打仗。这不是利用青年力量的正确方法。


威廉姆斯：
 奥巴马参议员，你认为克林顿参议员对反伊拉克战争的回答前后一致吗？


奥巴马参议员：
 好的，我并不认为它和关于伊朗的决议是一致的，例如，决议特别声明我们应该着眼于削弱伊朗的影响力而在伊拉克构建我们的军事实力。这是为我们在伊拉克的所作所为寻找的另外一个借口，我认为这是不对的。

那么，我同意我们必须着力于外交活动。总统必须领导外交活动，这就是为什么我说一旦就职我将召开穆斯林领袖大会，因为我认为我们必须发出一个强烈信号表明我们愿意听而不只是说个不停，当然还要表明我们不武断，也不会匆忙采取军事行动。

但是，对于下一任总统人选来说，关键是他要让人相信，他不是让美国身陷伊拉克的共同推动者。我想，我可以很有把握地说：我认为出兵伊拉克从一开始就是一个糟糕的主意——首先，我们必须修正；如何莽撞地介入，就要如何谨慎地抽身。同时，我们必须采取步骤，不仅让伊拉克人——什叶派、逊尼派、库德人，也让该地区的伊朗、叙利亚等国卷入其中。


威廉姆斯：
 爱德华兹参议员，同样的问题。


爱德华兹参议员：
 好的——下面是我想说的。我想请衣阿华州的选民、新罕布什尔州的选民以及全美国的选民——无论是民主党人还是无党派人士——明白你们在本次选举中有若干选择。如果你们相信在未来很长一段时间里我们在伊拉克的战斗还应该持续下去的话，如果你们相信我们的作战部队还有必要驻扎在伊拉克的话，还有如果你们相信不应该有撤军时间表的话，那么克林顿参议员就是你们的选择。

可我不相信。我认为我们需要结束那里的作战任务，我们需要把作战部队撤出伊拉克。作为美利坚合众国总统，我将那么做。我认为这是对一位总统领导水平的要求，而我在执政第一年里就着手办理此事。在执政第一年里我要结束作战任务，撤离作战部队。因此你们在我们这些候选人中有一个非常明确的选择。

第二件事是我想让选民们意识到，当我们谈论时——其实我们已经谈论伊朗问题很久了，而且巴拉克刚才把伊朗问题和伊拉克问题联系了起来——有一个非常清晰的联系，因为我们需要以史为鉴。我们从过去得到的教训就是你不能信任这届总统，而且我担心从现在起6个月后布什是否会入侵伊朗，我是指，我们将会听到“早知今日，悔不当初”这样的话吗？那么，我们现在已熟知我们必须起来反对这个总统。

我想指明的第二点是，坦率地说，对克林顿参议员投赞成票我当时感到吃惊，然后看到了《纽约时报》上刊登的一篇文章解释她的投票，文章大致上说她正在从初选模式进入大选模式。我认为作为总统候选人的责任是一直保持着说真话的模式。我们不应该在初选时说一套而在大选时另说一套。

我认为美国人民从乔治·布什那里一贯听到的就是这种前后不一的话语，而我认为他们正在寻求变化，选民们在本次选举中有所选择。


威廉姆斯：
 克林顿参议员，你有30秒的反驳时间。


克林顿参议员：
 我可以——好吧，我——我需要反驳，但是我不知从何说起。

第一，当我们谈论在伊拉克的作战任务时，我的理解是我们台上大部分人的意见是一致的，就是我们将撤出我们的作战部队，但是如果伊拉克的基地组织继续对我们构成威胁的话，我们将继续在那里作战。目前我不知道如果我们不和他们战斗的话我们将如何缉捕他们。因此我认为我们在这里存在的只是语意上的差别。

我认为我们应该尽快地撤出尽可能多的作战部队。如果我们在伊拉克驻留任何兵种的部队，如特种部队，去追捕基地组织，我断定我们不想让他们只是盯着基地组织而不行动，我们是想让他们和基地组织短兵相接。那只是一个有限的任务。这就是我一贯的主张。

你知道，当谈到我站在什么立场的时候，我一直向美国人民解释。我支持结束伊拉克战争，撤回我们的军队。但是我也知道这将是复杂的，是要耗费时日的。我主张以一种负责任的方式完成此事，尽可能地保证我们部队的安全。我们将会在那里驻留军队以保护我们的使馆。我们也许会在伊拉克继续我们的训练任务，也许还会有和基地组织进行作战的任务。因此，那和今天乔治·布什把16万军队驻扎在那里的做法相差千里。


威廉姆斯：
 谢谢你，参议员。说一个简短的例行通知：我们在今晚2个小时的辩论中间安排了两三次的极其短暂的休息。

现在我们马上决定开始第一次的休息时间，主要是让站在这个“闷热”讲台上的每个人透透气，尽管今晚费城天气清爽宜人。此后我们将继续在费城的德雷塞尔大学校园里进行辩论。

（公告）


威廉姆斯：
 我们从宾夕法尼亚州费城的德雷塞尔大学校园里回来继续今晚2个小时的辩论。

谢谢你，参议员。

我们在这里将引进快速应答回合的概念。拿到问题后即直奔主题。每人有30秒的时间——时间一到我们就强行终止。

理查德森州长，我们从你开始。有一个叫做“国际数学与科学研究趋势”的项目，简称TIMSS。海外不少国家参加了该项目，发现海外学生平均每年在校时间为193天，而美国学生只有180天，这种差距已经持续存在了12年以上，因此美国教育比海外的教育短缺的天数加起来有一年之多。

你赞成我们国家延长在校时间以及（或者）延长学年时间吗？你会致力于此吗？


理查德森州长：
 是的，我愿意致力于此。

我很高兴教育问题终于在一次重大辩论中走到前台。这就是我将要做的事情。在科学与数学方面，与欧盟以及中国和印度等国家相比，我们在世界上位列第29名。这些国家毕业的工程师的数量是我们的四到五倍。这里就存在着竞争差距。

这就是我将要做的事情。首先，我将新聘用10万名科学与数学老师。但是我们必须给予教师他们应得的报酬，我相信4万美元的年薪将是他们的最低工资。我将废除《不让一个孩子掉队法案》。我将成立科学与数学学会。


威廉姆斯：
 时间到。


理查德森州长：
 但是在中学课程里，至关重要的一点是……


威廉姆斯：
 时间到。


理查德森州长：
 ……是我们拥有更多的公民知识课程、语言课程以及艺术课程……


威廉姆斯：
 州长？


理查德森州长：
 ……阻碍了学生们在熟练应用科学与数学方面的创新。


威廉姆斯：
 在回答这些问题上有30秒的限制。

众议员？


库齐尼奇众议员：
 在众议院上方有一尊雕像，一位女性伸出胳臂正在保护着坐在一堆书旁边的一个孩子。这尊雕像名叫“和平保护天才”。我们需要一个代表和平的国家，我们需要一个引领我们走出战争的国家。我们看到了全球战争和全球变暖之间的联系，我们缩减五角大楼15%的军费预算，750亿美元将用于针对全体学龄前儿童的项目，这样我们的3到5岁的儿童将会接受全天候的日托教育，而更多的钱将被投入小学和中学教育之中。

除此之外，我们的大学年龄段的学生们需要知道在库齐尼奇执政下，他们2年或4年的大学学费会得到保障，这笔学费将由投资于年轻人的政府支付。以上就是我在教育方面的政策。


威廉姆斯：
 谢谢你，众议员。

参议员。


奥巴马参议员：
 我确实认为我们必须在课堂上给予学生们更多的指导。我们必须支付这部分费用，为此联邦政府必须帮助那些穷困的地方政府。

同时我们也必须——假如我们想要开发数学与科学课程的话——我们也必须让数学与科学工作变得有吸引力，这意味着要增加研究补助金。这对提升我们的竞争力以及对我们国家的长治久安都很重要。当乔治·布什要求为明年在伊拉克和阿富汗的战争拨款1960亿美元，却对科学研究的投资没有任何增加时，我们很难鼓励孩子们进入科学研究领域。


威廉姆斯：
 谢谢你，奥巴马参议员。

有请克林顿参议员。


克林顿参议员：
 好的，我将很快从起点开始回答。我们需要做更多的工作来帮助美国家庭，让他们的孩子做好准备。家庭是孩子的第一所学校。父母是孩子们的第一位老师。这是我多年工作的内容。

我们确实需要通过护士探访或社工服务及儿童照顾来支持家庭。我们需要在我提议的学龄前项目上做更多的工作。

另外，尽管如此，这必须和总体革新议程相配套，而后者也是我提出的，因为我们不能只说说“上学时间长一点”而已，我们需要做的事正如我上小学时候发生的情形；那时，苏联的人造地球卫星上天了，我们的老师对我们说：你们的总统要你们学习数学与科学。这就是我想让今天的孩子们也具有的感受，感受数学与科学是保持我们生活质量和生活水平必不可少的一部分。


威廉姆斯：
 爱德华兹参议员。


爱德华兹参议员：
 我认为它是——我认为我们美国在很多方面还是要有两套公立学校体系。其中一个面向富裕社区，另外一个则面向其余的每个人。

我认为我们需要细致地做好以下工作：我们应该对所有的4岁儿童进行全面的学前教育。我们应该满足更小孩童——2岁以上但低于4岁的幼童——的营养和医疗需求。我们应该有一个全国性的师范大学以吸引最有才华的年轻人，然后把他们派到美国最艰苦的地方去教书。我们应该给予那些愿意到最艰苦的地方去教书的教师物质鼓励。我们应该有面向辍学孩子的二次机会学校以及面向任何愿意边上大学边工作的孩子的大学。


威廉姆斯：
 谢谢你，参议员。

有请拜登参议员。


拜登参议员：
 是的，我在1987年提出了这个建议。我们的在校时间应该更长一点。除非我们假定我们的孩子们天生就比世界上其他孩子聪明，否则我们的在校时间就应该更长一点。

第二，我们应该接受最少16年的教育。

第三，我们应该重点关注那些社会上经济地位低下的人们，他们大多数是城市内的少数族裔。这点是被我们忽略了的。我们没有留意这些人。我们假装认为他们所处的环境和美国的每个孩子一样。其实他们起点比别人低一半，因此在第一次踏进课堂的时候与别人的教育差距有一半之多。他们应该受到重视。


威廉姆斯：
 有请多德参议员。


多德参议员：
 好的，布莱恩，这是一个——我经常说这是一个最最重要的问题，这几年人们问我什么是最最重要的问题。我常常说是教育，因为它是我们这里作为一个民族所面临的所有其他难题的答案。我们必须开始——我很骄傲被启蒙教育协会授予“十年优秀参议员”的称谓。所有正在提倡的理念——孩童的早期教育——都是关键的。

在所有方面，联邦政府需要成为一位更好的伙伴，而不需要拿走地方政府的控制权。但是——孩子们的教育质量不应该依赖于其出生地的偶然性，而实际上这种情况在我们国家屡见不鲜。费城的孩子或者康涅狄格州的孩子或者其他地方的美国孩子都将和约翰内斯堡、悉尼、莫斯科和北京的孩子进行竞争。我们需要和我们的当地社区联合起来进行此类投资。社区的高等教育学院需要免除更多的学费。我有主意该如何做，这样我们从幼儿园一直到高等教育才能提供连续政策以迎接21世纪的挑战。


威廉姆斯：
 限制——我必须限制你的时间，参议员。谢谢你。

我们将继续这个快速应答回合的概念。

在简短的休息之后我们将开始下一个环节，先是回答今天在场的一位德雷塞尔大学学生交到我手里的问题。因此经过再次也是最后一次简短休息后——我们将继续在费城展开辩论。

（公告）


威廉姆斯：
 我们回到了费城德雷塞尔大学的现场。

我们得为快速应答回合制定某些规则。我们已经在屏幕上设置了一个时钟并设定了闹铃，也许铃声不够响亮或不够凌厉。如同前面环节里的尝试一样，我们将在下面的环节里尝试更加严格、更不留情面地执行强制规则。

我许诺过我将先回答今天在场的一位德雷塞尔大学学生交到我手里的问题。这个问题契合于——多德参议员，我们从你开始——这个问题和一些医生们在这个房间里请我向今晚站在台上的人群发问的问题相吻合。

很多年轻人选择不读医学，很多老资格的医生选择退出医疗行业或对自己的职业失去信心，因为他们挣的钱越来越少。面对此情此景，参议员，你如何期待这个国家吸引或继续吸引高素质的人进入医疗行业？


多德参议员：
 好的，很快地说几件事——又是一个30秒。但是首先，显然要给予那些选择进入医学教育领域和医学行业的人一些福利，这样我们就能够吸引他们在这些需要他们的领域进行工作。这是理所当然应该做的。

我相信对医疗失当问题有一个答案，当然不是共和党人一向提议的答案。医疗失当问题是人们所关心的问题中的一个，是作为一个更大问题——医疗计划的一部分；当然，医疗失当问题也应该是医疗计划的一部分。由于我们在这里要考虑到普遍性和其他一些因素，对医疗失当问题的答案应该保证医生这个职业成为一个安全成本及其他成本不至于过高的职业，否则人们就不愿意进入该行业。


威廉姆斯：
 谢谢你，参议员。

有请拜登参议员。


拜登参议员：
 你必须支付他们的教育费用——他们开始从业时两手空空。他们毕业时背了一屁股巨债，即一年4万美元的学费。他们毕业时背负十几万美元的债务。如果他们从事公共服务职业，进入需要医生的一些领域，你就必须给予他们还债的能力，此其一。

第二，你不必让保险公司去监督他们的一切。他们对自己做出的决策了如指掌。他们知道自己该做什么，而且他们应该为自己的决策而得到报偿。

计时灯还亮着，我想让你知道我没超时。


威廉姆斯：
 很好。这是我们新的“硬汉”政策。（笑声）

谢谢你，参议员。

有请爱德华兹参议员。


爱德华兹参议员：
 我们所需要的是一个全民性的医疗体系，该体系把医生从和保险公司打交道的日常事务中解脱出来，保护他们的利益。

但是我想谈谈另外一件事，就是我们在美国面临着护理危机，很严重的护理危机。因此我们需要做的是扩大我们的护士学校，给予那些愿意从事护理工作、走进护校并承诺毕业后到服务缺乏的地方去工作的年轻人奖学金。我们需要废除诸如强制加班这样的制度。我们需要有一个更加安全的护士——病人比率，以便能够处理这种危机，站在那些实际上为本国的医疗事业做出巨大贡献的男男女女的立场上。


威廉姆斯：
 谢谢你，参议员。

有请克林顿参议员。


克林顿参议员：
 好的，我再次同意我先前所说的一切。在我提议的《美国健康选择计划》中，我们实际是向保险公司发出了最后通牒。它们进入该行业必须以向人们提供保险而不是试图躲避为目的。它们不可以拒绝将保险覆盖人群，不可以存在哪些人不被保险的预设条件。这是医生们面临的最大难题。他们常常面临着来自私有保险业的大量骚扰和官僚言行。

我们也需要梳理老年保健医疗制度和医疗补助制度，它们本该更为便例。


威廉姆斯：
 谢谢你，参议员。

有请奥巴马参议员。


奥巴马参议员：
 我们需要应对保险公司。在有关老年保健医疗制度和医疗补助制度问题上，报销制度没起到它应该起的作用。另外，建立重在预防的全民医疗制度将会把潜在的报销给医生的那些钱释放出来，但是我们必须应对医疗教育的开支。我们必须总体上应对大学教育的开支。这就是为什么我提议把这个过程中的银行和中间商拿出去，并扩大国民服务以鼓励年轻人进入大有可为的服务业。


威廉姆斯：
 谢谢你，参议员。

众议员？


库齐尼奇众议员：
 我是《H.R.676法案》的起草者之一，该法案主张建立全面的老年保健医疗制度。

只要私人保险公司也掺和进来，提供医疗卫生服务，人们就不会得到护理。医生们知道保险公司想要用行动来代替是非判断。人人都知道保险公司不是通过提供医疗服务而挣钱的。

我支持建立全面的老年保健医疗制度。台上没有其他人准备挑战保险公司，直接对它们说，你知道，我们应该关怀我们的人民、应该具备一个非营利的医疗体系从而和世界上其他每一个工业化国家走在一起。仅仅口头上说它是全面医疗并不意味着它不追求利润。即使保险公司也想要一个全面的医疗体系。


威廉姆斯：
 谢谢你，众议员。谢谢你，众议员。

有请理查德森州长。


理查德森州长：
 好的，我有一个具体的建议。那就是，为了取得由政府支付的两年学费或贷款，你要为国家服务一年。这将吸引更多的医生，这将帮助学生们负担大学教育费用，这笔费用需要他们工作7年。

废除学生贷款以及正在敲诈贷款制度的银行代办处。在一个总的格局下重建医患关系。应对老年保健医疗制度中的返还问题。我们也不应该忘记专业医疗人员以及护士们。在我们的医疗体系中，还有其他人没有得到同样的机会。


威廉姆斯：
 州长——州长，谢谢你。

奥巴马参议员，问你一个问题。不止一位运输领域的专栏作家把我们国家当前的商用航空业比作前苏联的民用航空总局。一位作者说，等等，那样比等于是侮辱前苏联的民用航空总局。它们已经提高了它们的服务。

想问你的问题是：本国是如何到了这样一种境地，连点对点的航空旅行也不再真正靠得住？但是更重要的是，作为总统你将愿意采取什么真正措施来进行补救？


奥巴马参议员：
 好的，这是一个积累了很长时间的问题。航空公司在放松管制后就陷入了麻烦，问题不断继续并复杂化。现在他们企图挣更多的钱，他们正在寻求更好的偿付能力，但是代价是顾客的负担增加了。任何一个坐过商用飞机的人都知道其服务水平已经下降了而且在进一步恶化。

因此作为美国总统，我们必须保证有足够的航空运输能力。我们必须飞到那些在某些航线上有某些限制的潜在地方，并鼓励航空公司解决偏远地区连通困难的问题。

这就要求总统具有某种领导力，而我们没有在现任总统身上看到这种领导力，不但表现在处理航空业的运输问题上，而且在处理整个运输业问题上也是如此。我们也没有在“美铁”问题上看到建立这种领导力的决心。


威廉姆斯：
 时间到。


奥巴马参议员：
 ——对不起，我刚才没意识到这是快速应答回合。


威廉姆斯：
 是的，是的，抱歉，规矩是——


奥巴马参议员：
 但是总的来说，现任总统在这个问题上失败了。我们必须坚持下去——我们必须取得比我们已经取得的更大的进步。


威廉姆斯：
 也许我们应该重复一下：快速应答回合由我的同事继续下去，有请蒂姆·拉瑟特。（笑声）


拉瑟特：
 谢谢你，布莱恩。

克林顿参议员，纽约州长艾略特·斯皮策提议给非法移民发放驾照。你告诉新罕布什尔州纳舒厄市的编辑委员会说这是很有意义的一件事。为什么给非法移民发放驾照就是很有意义的一件事呢？


克林顿参议员：
 好的，斯皮策州长正在试图做的是填补由本届政府未能广泛改革移民政策而导致的真空。我们知道我们纽约在任何时候都拥有数百万的非法移民。这些人是没有正式记录在册的劳动者。他们驾车行驶在路上。他们发生车祸危及自己或他人的可能性只是一个概率问题。它是一个概率问题。因此斯皮策州长正在试图做的只是填补空白而已。

我相信我们需要回到移民政策的广泛改革这条正道上去，因为没有一个州政府能够填补这个缺口，不管它出于多么大的好意。


拉瑟特：
 这里有人赞成非法移民不应该拥有驾照吗？


库齐尼奇众议员：
 赞成什么？


拉瑟特：
 赞成非法移民不应该拥有驾照。


多德参议员：
 这是一种特权。瞧，在移民政策问题上，我和这里的所有人一样坦率和开明，但是我们这里正面临着一个非常棘手的问题，我们需要人们站出来。我认为，这种把特权延伸到驾照领域的念头是很麻烦的。我认为美国人民会有所反应。

我们需要处理我们的边境安全问题，我们需要研究那些把人们吸引到这里的因素，我们需要公正对待那些在这里的人们，但是这是一项特权。谈到医疗卫生，我有不同的看法。那会影响到我们所有人的公共卫生设施。但是驾照则是一项特权，我的看法是这项特权不应该延伸。


威廉姆斯：
 还有谁赞成？参议员——


克林顿参议员：
 我只想补充一点，我没有说过应该给予非法移民驾照，但是我当然认识到为什么斯皮策州长正努力做这件事。我们已经失败了——


多德参议员：
 等一下。不，不，不。你说的是“是”，你认为做这件事有意义。


克林顿参议员：
 不是，我没有，克里斯。但问题是，面对这些驾车的非法移民我们将做些什么？


多德参议员：
 好吧，那是一个法律问题。但是以我的观点来看，驾照事件做得有些过火。


克林顿参议员：
 好的，你可以那样说，但是如果一个没有文件记录的工人撞上了你，你如何识别其身份？


多德参议员：
 总有办法来处理的。


克林顿参议员：
 好吧，但是——


多德参议员：
 这是一种特权，而不是一种权利。


克林顿参议员：
 那么，斯皮策州长同意做的是给予三种不同的驾照：一种是为乘坐飞机及其他类型安全事宜提供身份识别的驾照，另一种是普通驾照，第三种是一种能够识别谁将在路上驾车的特殊卡片。


多德参议员：
 那是一种官僚主义式的噩梦。


克林顿参议员：
 因此它不完全是一种特权。


拉瑟特：
 克林顿参议员，我只想确认一下我刚才听到的话。来自纽约的希拉里·克林顿参议员，你支持纽约州长给予非法移民驾照的计划吗？你告诉新罕布什尔州纳舒厄市的报纸说这是很有意义的一件事。


克林顿参议员：
 它——


拉瑟特：
 你支持他的计划吗？


克林顿参议员：
 你知道，蒂姆，这是每个人玩的“抓到你啦”的游戏。很有意义。斯皮策州长应该做些什么？他正在解决一个严重问题。在解决这个问题上我们失败了，乔治·布什失败了。

我会认为这是一个州长所做的最棒的事情吗？不会的。但是我会理解真正绝望的滋味，并试着去处理吗？记住，在纽约我们想知道都是些什么人在纽约。我们想要人们走出暗处。斯皮策州长正在真诚地作出一次努力。我们早应该通过移民改革法案。


威廉姆斯：
 开始新话题。

爱德华兹参议员，你有年幼的孩子。如你所知，互联网可能有些类似于文化上的西部蛮荒地带。假设很多家庭缺少父母的关爱，你会赞成政府对互联网内容给予任何形式的指导吗？


爱德华兹参议员：
 为了孩子吗？为了力图保护孩子吗？利用科技来保护孩子吗？我会的。

我想补充一点，就是克里斯·多德一分钟前说的话，因为我不想让它无声无息地消失。假如我没遗漏什么的话，克林顿参议员就在几分钟前用了大概两分钟的时间说了两件截然不同的事，而我认为这对我们国家而言非同小可。

我的意思是，美国正在寻找一位心口如一、前后一致、直率真诚的总统。因为我们7年来从布什和切尼那里看到的是两面三刀，因此我认为美国值得我们坦诚相待。


威廉姆斯：
 奥巴马参议员，你为什么点头啊？


奥巴马参议员：
 啊，我被刚才克林顿参议员的回答搞糊涂了。我分不清她到底是赞成还是反对，我的确认为这一点很重要。你知道，在这个国家我们必须做的一件事情就是面对挑战时要诚实。

移民是一个棘手的问题，但是领导力的一部分就是不要只向后看，不要只看什么受欢迎，不要只揣测大众的态度。领导力就是要为国家指明方向，而这就是我作为总统要做的事情。


威廉姆斯：
 那么你是赞成它还是反对它？


奥巴马参议员：
 我想这是一个不错的主意。我不同意克里斯的观点，因为里面涉及对公共安全的顾虑。我们能够保证那些非法的司机走出阴影，保证他们可被追踪，保证他们接受正当培训，那会使我们的路况更加安全。但是那不能否定我们对非法移民政策进行改革的需求。


多德参议员：
 斯皮策州长的主意……


拉瑟特：
 库齐尼奇众议员，我想进入一个不同的领域，因为这是一个严肃的问题。

你女儿的教母莎莉·麦克琳在她的一本新书里写道，你曾经提到过一个UFO笼罩着她在华盛顿的家（笑声），发现这个不速之客以极快的速度移动；它是一架三角形的飞船，盘旋着但没声音，你感到UFO和你心灵相通，并且你在脑海里听到了它的指令。

现在问你，你当时看到了UFO？（笑声）


库齐尼奇众议员：
 我看到了。其余的描述——（被笑声打断）——我没有——我——它是一个不明飞行物，可以吧。它像——它是无法识别的东西。我看到了一件东西。

现在，为了回答你的问题，我在移动我的——我也将把我的竞选办公室迁移到新墨西哥州的罗斯韦尔市，把另外一个办公室移到新罕布什尔州，可以吧。（笑声）同时，我不得不记住更多的东西——记得吉米·卡特曾经见到过UFO，同时我认为在这个国家见到过UFO的人要比赞成乔治·布什总统的人多。（笑声）


拉瑟特：
 实际上——


库齐尼奇众议员：
 所以——（笑声）——等等，我们只是刚开始这个话题。


拉瑟特：
 不，不，让我——14%的美国人说他们曾经看见过UFO。我要搬家——


库齐尼奇众议员：
 百分比是多少？


拉瑟特：
 14%。


库齐尼奇众议员：
 那个百分比是多少？


拉瑟特：
 14。


库齐尼奇众议员：
 谢谢你。


拉瑟特：
 我想见见——（笑声）——我要问奥巴马参议员一个同样类型的问题。

回到1969年，登上月球的“阿波罗11号”上的3名宇航员都说他们相信地球之外存在着生命。你同意吗？


奥巴马参议员：
 你知道，我不知道答案，而我不假装知道。我知道的是在这里的地球上存在着生命，而我们在地球上的这个地方却对生命照顾不周。我们不去照料有生命的孩子，而且不幸的是，他们得不到医疗服务。我们不去照料有生命的老年公民，我们看到给他们的供热价格在上升。因此作为总统我将会首先照料这些人。（笑声）但是也许还有其他的一些（外星）人正在赶往地球的路上。（笑声，掌声）


威廉姆斯：
 让我们谈谈地球上的生命吧。克林顿参议员，兰斯·阿姆斯特朗今天打电话到这里提了一个问题。一如往常，他一针见血地指出，“9·11”事件中大概有3000人被害，在此后的岁月里我们大概花费了一万亿美元；每两天就有很多人死于癌症。他想要我们问你们所有人，你们是愿意当总统还是愿意发誓成为一个打败癌症，让癌症不再成为85岁以下美国人的头号杀手的人？


克林顿参议员：
 我将竭尽我所能打败癌症。我参加了兰斯·阿姆斯特朗在衣阿华州召开的癌症讨论会，那是一次非常感人的经历——不仅仅有像我们这样的人讲话，那些癌症存活者以及很多研究人员都发了言。

让人气恼的是，在布什总统麾下，对美国国民健康研究所的资助总体上减少了。在医学领域的很多方面我们正处在突破的边缘，而我将再次资助医学研究，让那些项目申请得到处理，让那些年轻的研究者走进实验室，让他们知道我们将要攻克癌症，我们力图将其死亡率降下来。


威廉姆斯：
 谢谢你，参议员。

有请蒂姆·拉瑟特。


拉瑟特：
 多德参议员，上个月你参加了由比尔·马尔主持的脱口秀节目，说你赞成吸大麻非刑事化。我们这里有人不同意多德参议员吸食大麻非刑事化的观点吗？拜登参议员呢？参议员……（笑声）

爱德华兹参议员，为什么？


爱德华兹参议员：
 因为我认为这种观点会向年轻人发出错误的信号，并且我认为美国总统有责任保证我们向年轻人发出正确的信号。


多德参议员：
 我能反击吗？我的意思只是说明为什么我认为吸食大麻应该非刑事化。今天有太多的人被制度所困。由于强制性最低刑罚的存在，我们的监狱挤满了本不应该被关在那里的人。我的想法是对吸食大麻非刑事化，减少监狱人满为患的问题。在我们这个国家的惩戒所及监狱里住着80万到200万的人。

在这个问题上我们必须采取比现在聪明得多的办法，作为总统我将尝试并努力做到。


威廉姆斯：
 参议员，拜登参议员，我们引进一个新话题。圣诞购物季节，假期购物马上就要来临了，因为空气越来越寒冷。鉴于最近发生的一系列卫生安全问题，你会建议美国人不去购买从中国进口的玩具吗？


拜登参议员：
 假如我是总统的话，我会在一段时间内停止从中国进口任何玩具——坚决停止进口，这是第一点。（掌声）

第二，想象一下，如果是摩洛哥在销售这些玩具的话，我们早就在一年前停止进口了。

他们对我们的房屋有抵押权，因为布什把我们以一万亿美元的价格低押给他们了。他对此要负全责，这是令人愤慨的一件事。

另外顺便说一句，当这里需要鲁迪的时候他在哪？（笑声）在这个问题上他原本可以帮你的。你知道我是什么意思吗？我指的是关于 UFO的问题。我不——（笑声）——我不知道。


威廉姆斯：
 深夜在一个闷热的房间里是会发生这种情况的。（笑声）

奥巴马参议员，本次辩论我们是从你开始的，让我们也从你这里结束吧。明天当然就是万圣节了。（笑声）你将戴上什么面具呢？（笑声）


奥巴马参议员：
 哦，我们还没决定戴什么面具呢。我知道我9岁的女儿将要扮作一名数学教授，而我6岁的女儿则要扮作一名女巫。我将陪伴她们。我在想我会戴上米特·罗姆尼的面具，我认为这副面具——（笑声）——将会非常——它有两个面。

因此戴上它可以同时向两个方向前进。（笑声）


威廉姆斯：
 也许我们该设法结束这个脚注了。（笑声）除了下面的通知：假如今晚在这里你没有听到你提出的问题或者没听到你问题的答案，我们猜想将来你还有大把的机会。我们连同其他人还会在未来65天里回来继续辩论，直到在衣阿华州召开民主党核心成员会议。

最重要的是，我想要感谢我的搭档蒂姆·拉瑟特今晚在这里进行了提问。

当然我们要感谢我们这次辩论的主办方——德雷塞尔大学，感谢费城这座伟大的城市，以及今晚在这里陪伴我们的候选人们，他们在为争取民主党的提名而角逐。

我从费城代表NBC新闻台的所有同仁，特别代表让我们今晚这里的直播成为可能的巡回团队向大家道声晚安。感谢诸位和我们在一起。（掌声）


佛罗里达州大西洋大学共和党初选辩论


时间：
 2008年1月24日，东部时间晚上9：00至10：30，时长90分钟


地点：
 佛罗里达州大西洋大学


辩论人：
 前州长米特·罗姆尼（马萨诸塞州共和党人）

参议员约翰·麦凯恩（亚利桑那州共和党人）

前市长鲁道夫·W.朱利安尼（纽约市共和党人）

众议员罗恩·保罗（得克萨斯州共和党人）

前州长迈克·哈科比（阿肯色州共和党人）


主持人：
 布莱恩·威廉姆斯、蒂姆·拉瑟特、保罗·塔什


广播员：
 这里是“决策2008特别节目”——共和党总统候选人辩论，从位于波卡瑞顿市佛罗里达州大西洋大学的凯耶表演艺术大厅现场直播。下面有请威廉姆斯。


威廉姆斯：
 大家晚上好，欢迎收看“共和党总统候选人辩论”。顺便交待一下，在下周佛罗里达举行初选之前，本场辩论将是他们的最后一次正面交锋。我们要代表辩论场上的每个人感谢场外的一些人员。首先要感谢“佛罗里达州领导者”、佛罗里达记者协会以及佛罗里达公共广播电视，还要感谢佛罗里达州大西洋大学能干的接待人员，正是由于他们的努力，今晚的辩论才成为可能并取得成功。

辩论开始之前，我们先简单回顾一下今晚我们将要遵从或实行的辩论规则，首先讲几句时间规则。

我们电视直播的辩论通常持续两个小时。但是在候选人及其竞选委员会的要求下，今晚的辩论时间将限定在90分钟。

候选人回答我们提问的时间是90秒。时间一到一组灯光就会闪烁，以提醒候选人。在主持人的安排下一名候选人可以得到30秒的反驳时间。

在今晚辩论的一个环节里，我们将安排候选人准备一个问题并选择一名对手进行作答。

今晚我的搭档是蒂姆·拉瑟特和保罗·塔什。蒂姆·拉瑟特是我们NBC的华盛顿总编辑，是《与媒体见面》节目的主持人。保罗·塔什来自佛罗里达新闻协会，是《圣彼得堡时报》的编辑和董事长。今晚他们将和我一道进行提问。

现在欢迎我们的候选人们，欢迎先生们的到来。感谢你们来到这里，我们开始吧。罗姆尼州长，我们从你这里开始。今天总统刚刚签署了这项经济刺激计划，该计划将会送给美国家庭数额达11600万的支票。这个计划为个人提供大量短期的物质刺激，和你的计划有点冲突。如你所知，你的计划长期和短期并重。你为经济问题开出的处方没有被总统的计划采纳，对此你失望吗？作为后续计划的制订者，你现在支持他的计划吗？


罗姆尼州长：
 嗯，在他的计划里有大量的有效措施。我只希望它走得更远。哪些是有效的措施呢？首先，他把钱返还给消费者。考虑到我们经济的三分之二是消费经济，公民中的很多人要支付大量的汽油费，支付大量的取暖费，很多人关心如何实现收支平衡，因此我认为把钱返还到我们居民的手中很有意义。我的计划稍有不同，它包括对落入最低收入税级的那些人永久减税。同时我的计划也允许那些年收入低于20万美元的个人进行免税储蓄，没有利息税，也没有分红税或资本利得税。我想我们稍后可以对该问题进行详谈。但是他首先帮助消费者的计划是个良好的开端。

我认为我们需要深入探讨。

第二，我们对企业进行援助。我们帮助企业购买更多的资本设备。他也这么做，但是我做得比他更彻底，我计划批准更多的资本支出——坦率地说就是让企业购买更多的材料设备，这样可以让这些企业以及其他企业雇佣人手，因为你若想推动经济，关键就是要增加就业量。它并不仅仅是把支票放到消费者手中，而是消费者购买商品从而增加就业，公司购买商品从而产生就业。

最后，他的最后一招是帮助联邦住房管理局承担更多的陷于困境的房屋，帮助陷于困境的屋主。那确实很重要，并且我感激总统采取的这一措施。我们确实面临全国性的住房危机、房贷危机，而且这场危机看上去要演化为全面经济危机，当然其后果就是让很多很多的人承受很多很多的痛苦，因此帮助逆转住房危机是关键的一步。

所以放宽联邦住房管理局贷款条件——或者对不起，如果你愿意的话可以这么说，放松贷款要求并增强联邦住房管理局救助业主的能力——将是意义重大的一项措施。我支持这项显而易见的计划并期待它走得更远。


威廉姆斯：
 时间到，州长。

麦凯恩参议员，你将支持计划里的不把布什减税政策长期化的那一部分吗？作为台上唯一的参议员，你将投票支持折衷方案吗？


麦凯恩参议员：
 是的，我将支持并且我有些失望，因为我认为很重要的一点是我们要让布什的减税政策永久化。我已经两次投了赞成票。

如果让美国的人民、企业和家庭现在就计划他们的2010年预算，那么就存在着很大的不确定性。而如果我们不让减税永久化，那么他们最终还将经历增税这一过程。

我赞赏我们所付出的努力以及正在采取行动的迅捷性。

但是我也将确保——不仅减税实现永久化，而且我们还要削减企业的所得税。这将会保住我们的企业，保住我们的工作并能够创造出工作机会。我们的企业所得税比世界上除日本外任何一个国家都要高。

我认为本议案在经国会的各种委员会审查的时候，不增加政治分肥将是非常重要的一点。我担心这一点，我担心我们将会把政治分肥加进该议案。

我感到高兴的一点是我们允许人们在设备上进行新的投资，这可以在很短的时间里把政治分肥抵消掉。

但是我确实认为我们务必要明白，伯南克实施的降低利率政策是一个良好的开端。显然市场已经稳定了一些。

但是我们也需要继续降低美国的税率。我们还必须鼓励储蓄，因为如果我们不对支出予以约束的话，那么我们还会重蹈覆辙，这将会让经济陷入非常严重的财政困难。


威廉姆斯：
 参议员，时间到。

朱利安尼市长，你在过去一直支持大规模减税。你认为本次一揽子计划中不包含大规模减税是一种错误的做法吗？


朱利安尼市长：
 我认为该一揽子计划按其所采取的措施来说还是不错的，所以我将支持该计划，但是它还不到位。我认为面对目前这种令人极度不安的局面，我们应该采取非常大胆的措施。

我想是在昨天，德雷尔议员和邦德参议员向立法机构介绍了我的一揽子税收计划，这将是美国历史上规模最大的减税计划。它吸收了布什减税计划并使其永久化，减轻企业税，减轻资本利得税，对那些能够让美国变得更加具有竞争力的商品减税。在我们生活的经济体里，你将几乎分不清临时性减税和永久性减税的区别。

我们应该这样看待——我们的经济是一个具有竞争力的经济。我们正在和世界上的其他地方进行竞争。如果美国过度收税，如果美国过度支出，如果美国过度管制，如果美国过度起诉，那么生意、工作和资本都将外流。而我们现在正在这么做。

因此，麦凯恩参议员是对的。我们需要尽可能地把精力集中在减少支出上。这必须成为一项永久的方案。所以，我希望这是对话的开始，在对话中我们讨论的将是大幅减税、大幅降低民生支出以及对我们管制体制的真正分析。

想想看我们有多少生意是因为过度援引《萨班斯——奥克斯利法案》而流出了美国？

一年前有一份报告称，伦敦将要超越纽约成为世界金融中心。作为一名纽约人，我感到痛心。但作为一名美国人，我们人人都应该感到痛心。


威廉姆斯：
 市长先生，时间到。蒂姆·拉瑟特继续提问。


拉瑟特：
 国家安全和伊拉克战争在几个星期之前一直是竞选活动的焦点。现在，经济取而代之成了焦点。你去问问任何一位选民就知道现在经济是焦点。

麦凯恩参议员，你反复地说过这样的话：“我对经济的认识远不如对战争和外交问题的认识。我还需要学习。”

经济问题是当前最重要的问题，而你自己承认对经济问题并不在行，那么这对你的竞选而言是一个问题吗？


麦凯恩参议员：
 实际上，我真不知道你引用我的话从何而来。我对经济问题非常精通。

在“里根革命”期间我就在国会工作，当我们通过第一个减税法案的时候，或者当我们刚刚通过第一个减税并对支出予以约束的法案不久，我就在国会工作。我曾担任美国参议院商业委员会主席，该委员会着力解决每一个影响美国的重大经济问题。

我对经济问题非常精通，所以我能够得到诸如杰克·肯普、菲尔·格莱姆、沃伦·鲁德曼、道格·霍尔茨——埃金以及马蒂·费尔德斯坦这么多人的支持，所以我身边才有一个强大的团队会考虑我的观点和想法，所以《华尔街日报》在最近对经济学家们的一次调查中指出大多数经济学家认为我能够最好地处理国民经济问题。

我一直为约束开支以及减税而战。我认为我在处理经济问题方面的资质、经验和知识是广泛的，在这方面我能和参加竞选的任何人相匹敌。


拉瑟特：
 你们都把自己描述为减税者，但是在你们的政治记录里有关减税方面却存在着不足之处。

哈科比州长，罗姆尼州长在做马萨诸塞州州长的时候将税收增加了25万美元，对此你能平和看待吗？你相信他是一位减税者吗？


哈科比州长：
 你知道，要想获得选民们的信任他得比我付出更多的努力，我知道这一点，因为在我做州长的每一年我都使预算得以平衡。我继任州长时财政赤字高达2亿美元，到离任时财政盈余为8.5亿美元。我知道自己签署了首个涉及范围很广的减税议案，我也知道我的减税政策对人们的生活产生了切切实实的影响，这些政策包括取消婚姻惩罚税、双倍扣除儿童保健税以及提高开征所得税的收入水平。

但是请允许我说句我认为直抵很多关心经济的美国人心底的话。坦率地说，当我们谈到一揽子经济刺激计划的时候，我担心的一个问题是我们最终将会从中国借这1500亿美元。而当我们拿到政府退税支票的时候，绝大多数人将会外出购买产自中国的物品。我不得不怀疑我们这个一揽子计划到底是在刺激谁的经济。

好在谢天谢地，我们采取了一些措施。我认为至少我们都应该承认一个好现象：国会正在会同总统采取某些措施。

但是如果我们要支出1500亿美元的话，我倒建议修建一条双车道高速公路，从班哥尔一直接到迈阿密的95号州际公路，在方圆100公里的这一区域生活着美国规模第三大的人群。

国家的基础设施正在瓦解，如果我们建设这些双车道高速公路的话——用美国的劳力、美国的钢材、美国的水泥，我相信这对刺激美国的经济有很大好处。

我之所以这么说是因为当年我们州经历经济衰退的时候，我们正在投入10亿美元建设高速公路，该项目带来了4万个就业机会并为经济注入了10亿美元的资本。那是一个长期刺激经济的一揽子计划，我认为它将对美国的未来产生更深远的影响。而且它将避免社会资本的浪费，避免燃料的浪费。在佛罗里达州每天都有很多人闲坐在交通工具里无所事事，他们永远不能及时赶上观看孩子们的舞蹈表演或者足球赛，因为他们被交通阻塞所困，而我们对此却无能为力。


拉瑟特：
 罗姆尼州长，你批评了麦凯恩参议员曾反对布什的前两次减税议案，你批评了朱利安尼市长诉诸法律，试图维持对前往纽约的人们征收月票市民所得税。你相信他们会成为减税者吗？


罗姆尼州长：
 我信任这两位先生，而且我非常敬重他们。我们的确有不同的观点，而且围绕着税收问题我们历年的政治记录也有所不同。但是我认为我们台上的所有人都想看到税负降下来，都想看到支出降下来。

在这方面我有良好的政治记录。我当年走马上任的州面临着一系列非同寻常的挑战：马萨诸塞州陷入了困境。

我们有大约30亿美元的财政赤字。所有人都在想，我们必将通过增税来解决这一难题。

我到了马萨诸塞州，将其带回到正确的轨道上。我们和民主党人一起工作，我们没有通过增税就解决了赤字问题。这一招很关键，因为它向商业社会说明了一个道理，即我们无须担心马萨诸塞式课税重出江湖，你们将会看到马萨诸塞州量入为出。我们在我四年任期的每一年都平衡了预算。我们也准备了20亿美元的盈余以帮助我们确保在财政拮据的困难日子里，这些资源能够派上用场。

现在我也支持布什的减税计划。麦凯恩参议员开始时投票反对减税。他现在相信减税应该永久化。我很高兴他同意了减税永久化的观点。我认为他应该在第一轮投票时就持支持态度，那只是观点的不同而已。

在我们上次遇到经济困难的时候，布什的减税计划再一次地帮助我们恢复了经济。这就是为什么当我们现在面临困难的时候我们需要一个懂得局势的人，需要一个拥有私人部门工作经验的人，需要一个拥有生意王国的人，需要一个对经济有着天然了解的人。我拥有这些。

我一直都在私人部门工作。我知道工作是怎么来的，也知道它们是怎么消失的，我将保证我们将要为我们国家创造出更多的好工作。方法之一就是减税并使其永久化。


拉瑟特：
 麦凯恩参议员，罗姆尼州长点到了你的大名。你相信罗姆尼州长增加2.5亿美元的费用就等同于增税吗？


麦凯恩参议员：
 我相信——那些为此买单的人们会这么认为的——（咯咯笑）——我想象得到。

但是注意，我投票赞成减税乃是因为我知道除非我们控制住开支，否则我们将面临一场灾难。我们让支出像脱缰的野马一样完全失控。当然，这些减税政策必须保持永久生效，否则的话人们还得经历一次增税。

是我们让支出像脱缰的野马完全失去了控制。我们共和党人输了一次选举——因为修建那座“绝路桥”，也因为我们主政的一届政府是自“伟大社会”以来机构最臃肿的一届，我们失去了一次选举。我们让支出失去控制。事实是，假如采纳我的约束支出的建议，我们今天讨论的就会是更多的减税。人们对我们共和党的信任和信心已被弱化，而我将恢复这种信任和信心，因为我将在进一步减税的同时也约束支出。我对我的政治记录感到非常自豪。

如果你们仔细观察那些把人们分为三六九等的组织——比如全国纳税人联盟、反对政府浪费公民组织、支持健全经济国民组织以及美国商务部等等——我在这些组织里的政治记录是财政上保守的，是高度一致的，是我很引以为豪的。


威廉姆斯：
 我们的时间……


麦凯恩参议员：
 但是我将要制止政府在政治分肥上的支出，我们不再建造任何“绝路桥”。


威廉姆斯：
 参议员，时间到。

保罗众议员，你在这些问题上常常有惊人之语。所以我将问你一个极不相同的问题。在你看来，在刺激这样的经济方面，政府应该发挥一定的作用吗？


保罗众议员：
 当然应该，但是要间接发挥作用。他们不应该通过干预市场利率而刺激经济。这是我们基本问题的根源所在。当你那么做的时候，当你遇到这些问题的时候，人人都想通过印更多的钞票、花更多的钞票以及请求美联储降低利率来解决这些问题。这反而使问题变得更糟。

政府的确有责任，但是它的责任应该是减税、废除管制以及制定一些有意义的货币政策。

但是如果一个劲地说要我们拨备更多的款项——这将导致更多的赤字——然后期待我们向外国借钱，或者期待美联储启动印钞机印刷货币，这只会使得问题更加恶化。

只需看看今日发生的事情你们就会明白我说的话。美元正在崩溃。为什么蒂姆老是让我们想经济问题而不是外交政策呢？你不能这么做。因为两者是合二为一的问题，是同样的问题。金钱被花在了这两个地方。为了维护这个“帝国”，我们一年在海外就花费了将近一万亿美元。

只要有战争我们的经济就会产生通货膨胀，我们的美元就会贬值。这就是我们今天的所作所为，我们正在忘记过去。

但是没人愿意在此提出来我们要削减海外开支。但是我们必须削减。我们不需要削减国内的任何开支。我乐意看到市场流动性被冻结，我乐意看到大规模减税。但是我们有必要解除管制。我是投票反对的三人中的一个。我知道那将会成为一个问题，会成为一个金融市场问题。

所以这就是我们需要做的：我们需要政府站到一边去，但是政府应该有足够的钱，有低税收、较少的管制以及不在海外乱花钱的有意义的政策。


威廉姆斯：
 谢谢你，众议员。

时间到，事实上，是本时段时间到。我们将再次小憩一会。当我们回来的时候，我们将继续在佛罗里达州的波卡瑞顿向你们直播今晚的共和党候选人辩论。

（公告）


威廉姆斯：
 我们回到了佛罗里达州的波卡瑞顿。今晚我们最后的一个环节将进行90分钟共和党总统候选人辩论的剩余部分。

我们将从朱利安尼市长开始恢复提问。请你随便谈谈当今民意测验及其准确性的问题吧，我们NBC新闻频道联合《华尔街日报》最近进行了一次民意测验，结果显示你的支持率由10个月前的58%下降到目前的29%。抛开民意测验不说，单就你最近的初选结果来看分别为第6名、第4名和第6名。你的竞选活动出了什么问题？


朱利安尼市长：
 正如我常常期望的那样，这次的竞选变得异常激烈。我相信我将和上周的纽约巨人队一样满怀信心（笑声），而我们将会后来居上，给大家一个惊喜。我们现在已经给他们所有人都造成了我对他们不构成任何威胁的假象。我们将会（笑声）……当（咯咯笑）……当……当米特·罗姆尼问我一个问题的时候，请大家注意他问了我一个非常友善的问题。因此我认为我给他造成了稳坐钓鱼船的错误的安全感。（笑声）而我们将会后来居上，我们将会在这里赢得佛罗里达州的胜利，假如你看看随后而来的竞选的话，我认为我们竞技状态良好。

你知道，这个……这些候选人都是很了不起的人物。他们的竞选活动正在有条不紊地展开着。我一直预料本次竞选是非常势均力敌的。我认为，正如所有迹象显示的那样，我们每个人都有机会，并且我认为我们在佛罗里达州将会有出色的表现，我还认为我们同样将会在2月5号有上佳的表现，我相信我将得到提名。


威廉姆斯：
 麦凯恩参议员，请你回答下一个问题。你母亲罗伯塔以95岁高龄不止一次出现在你的竞选集会上，在美国有线电视频道接受我们的朋友斯蒂夫·斯库利采访时，你母亲说共和党将不得不（我引用她的原话）“捏着鼻子”提名她的儿子——也就是你——作为它的总统候选人。（笑声，干扰）

说正经的，妈妈们有特别豁免权，刚才的引语值得我们注意，因为她表达的是共和党人普遍的意见，因为你在某些核心立场上（如税收、法官任命、移民以及竞选改革）没有和你的政党站在一起。你如何期待共和党在你的领导下会团结一致呢？


麦凯恩参议员：
 恕我直言，布莱恩，我喜欢你这种竹筒倒豆子式的提问方法。我对自己在法官任命方面的投票记录感到骄傲，我很骄傲我们团结一致通过了阿利托和罗伯茨大法官以及其他法官的任命。在这里我就不一一点他们的名字了。

但是请注意，我赢得了新罕布什尔州和南卡罗来纳州多数共和党人的选票。大多数保守的共和党人主要关心来自激进的伊斯兰极端主义分子的威胁。我正在向世人证明我能够保证美国人民的安全，而且会越来越安全——我能够恢复美国人民的信任和信心；为了让我们依然强劲的经济基础引领我们走出此轮经济危机，我能够带来美国人民所需要的变革。

保守的共和党人还关心我们刚刚提到的气候变化，因为他们相信他们是这颗星球上的“乘务员”，相信我们也是这颗星球上的“乘务员”。也有很多人对以色列国家的独立性表示迫切关心。他们知道我能够保持以色列的独立性。

因此我为获得广泛支持而感到自豪。我将继续全面展开工作以便向人们展示我有多么多么保守的政治记录。我很骄傲自己是个保守派。但是有些时候（不是这样）：比如当拉姆斯菲尔德的战略出现失误的时候，我受到来自共和党的批评；当我反对“绝路桥”项目的时候——那是一项共和党的政策；当我对杰克·阿布拉莫夫紧追不放的时候——有很多共和党人深受其害；当我在一项伪造的空中加油机交易中为纳税人挽回了60亿美元损失的时候——那是一项共和党的政策交易。因此有很多时候（不是这样）——我之所以在独立派中获得如此强烈的支持，是因为他们知道我们每次都会把国家利益至于共和党利益之上，我为自己是个保守派而感到自豪。


威廉姆斯：
 谢谢你，参议员。（掌声）

蒂姆。


拉瑟特：
 罗姆尼州长，正如前几周明显显示的那样，如果希拉里·克林顿成为民主党候选人，她将和其丈夫组成团队参加大选。明确——明确地说，11月时你将如何同他们竞争？（笑声）


罗姆尼州长：
 坦白地说，我迫不及待地等待这一天的到来，因为让比尔·克林顿重返白宫后无所事事的想法是我不能够想象的。我不能想象美国人民能够想象得到。而且——（笑声）——我——


拉瑟特：
 什么意思？


罗姆尼州长：
 我只是认为我们想要的是一位总统而不是由丈夫和妻子组成的一个想联手治理国家的团队，实际上你想要选举的是一位总统。

不过我不打算把比尔·克林顿当作对手进行竞选。假如希拉里·克林顿成了民主党候选人，我的对手就是希拉里·克林顿。我面对的将是她对一系列问题的立场和态度。坦白地说，她在每件事上都和美国人民不合拍，先看税收——她主张提高税负。她有自己的医保方案。简单地说，她的医保方案是这么说的：我们将由政府给所有人上医疗保险。那将每年花费1100亿美元——10年下来花费将超过一万亿美元。她对待伊拉克战争的方法只是尽快地撤出伊拉克而已。只是尽快退出——甚至不考虑我们做出的牺牲或者不考虑阻止基地组织在那里建立避风港的必要性。她和华盛顿的政治家们犯的错误一模一样。

我在华盛顿政治破产之前就这么说过。她本质上就是华盛顿的政治家。她待在那里太久了。比尔·克林顿待在那里太久了。美国最不需要的就是把克林顿夫妇送回华盛顿。指望把同样的人送回华盛顿以带来不同的结果，这无法把美国带回到正常轨道，而我将保证我们会让美国更加强大，我们会以传统共和党人的方法，即罗纳德·里根用过的方法做到这一点，把经济领域的保守党、社会领域的保守党、外交政策方面以及国防方面的保守党团结在一起。我和这三个群体谈话。我将把他们团结在一起。这样一来我们将会赢得选举，也会维持美国的强大和活力。


拉瑟特：
 另外一个简答题。那些留意佛罗里达州选举的人们会对你的一些电视广告感到惊奇。你能否告诉佛罗里达州的选民以及全国的共和党人，到目前为止你花了多少钱在本次选举上？


罗姆尼州长：
 在佛罗里达州吗？我们将根据法律在1月31日的报告中予以披露，也许一分钟都不能提前。你只需要等待即可，蒂姆。


拉瑟特：
 可是为什么不告诉佛罗里达州选民以及全国选民你花了自己多少钱，以便让他们作出判断并自行决定考虑因素呢？


罗姆尼州长：
 这个嘛，我不在乎选民。我更在乎台上的其他人。我们有些——那是竞争性信息，我们得确保那些信息对我们有利。

不过我可以告诉你。我募集到的资金比本次选举中其他任何一位共和党人募集的都多。都多。我们的朋友们走到一起来，包括我在高中就结识的那些人，他们帮助我募集资金。因此我的资金比别人的多。

同时我也捐了一笔数目可观的捐款。当然数目没有当年约翰·科尔金为了成为新泽西州州长而捐的那么多，也没有史蒂夫·福布斯几年前再次参选时捐献的那么多，当然也没有布隆伯格市长在他的竞选中捐献的那么多。我不能想象走到朋友们面前要求他们做他们已经做了的事——走向街头为我募集资金——而不说一句“我也将为本次选举捐点”的话，因为坦率地说，我认为捐款很重要。

有件事非常清楚。考虑到我为本次选举进行的捐款，我认为我不欠任何人一分钱。没有某个集团为我捐款而需要得到我的特别感谢。我是自己竞选活动的最大献金者。值得人们期待的一个事实是，任何人都不能对我指手画脚地说：“嘿，瞧瞧你，你欠我的人情”，因为他们就办不到。我参加本次选举的目的就是想给美国带来变革。


威廉姆斯：
 州长——


拉瑟特：
 没有人批评你正试图用钱收买佛罗里达州或者用钱来收买提名权吗？


罗姆尼：
 大家知道，每当有人为自己的选举捐献金钱的时候人们就会提这种问题。答案是，我很在乎它。我是生活中的成功者，我取得了巨大的成功，积累了足够的金钱。我现在把钱用来进行总统选举，试图改变美国。

我关心美国，我的孩子们将来会接手这个国家，他们的孩子们将来会接手这个国家，所有国人的孩子们将来会接手这个国家，而我想确保我们有一个强大而又富有活力的国家。我恰好认为类似这样的时刻我们需要的是一个一直在私营部门工作的人，这样的人了解美国是如何运转的；他不仅仅了解华盛顿是如何运转的，而且了解美国是如何运转的。


威廉姆斯：
 州长——


罗姆尼州长：
 正因如此，我正在全力以赴。


拉瑟特：
 保罗博士——保罗众议员，我打算和你谈谈社保问题。上次你作为自由党候选人参加总统竞选的时候，填写了一张问卷，那张问卷问了社保问题，你当时是这么回答的：“废除它。”在佛罗里达州有350万人依赖社保生活。你今天依然赞成废除社会保障制度吗？


保罗众议员：
 是的，不过不是马上废除。事实上，我的方案是唯一一项能够照顾老年人的方案。

我的意思是把年轻人赶出社保体系，只把较为年轻的一代人从社保体系中清除出去，因为社保没有钱，而他们将不得不支付50年的费用，但是他们得不到任何回报。因为社保没有钱。

我是说我的方案将会照顾老年人，照顾所有那些依赖于社保的人，但是我不会把钱乱花在国外。我们能够省下数十亿美元，因此可以照顾老年人。现在他们被甩在了后面，因为通货膨胀率在10%到12%之间，而我们只给他们增加2%的养老金，因此他们深受其害。我不想向他们得到的社保收益金征税。我的一项议案将会保证信托基金的安全，保证在总收入中不会花社保一分钱。

因此在很多方面我们的目的是要脱离这个失败的社保体系，因为它没有用，它将拖垮这个国家，而我们所能做的就是省下足够的钱，帮助人们克服难关，让年轻人脱离出来，因为他们将支付多年费用但得不到任何回报。

因此具有讽刺意味的是，我维护自己的立场，即联邦政府也许从来就不应该涉足社保领域，也许只有我的计划才真的能够帮助老年人，因为按照我们现在的方法，社保账户上不会有钱。

他们获得的收益永远赶不上生活费用的增加。收益在递减。我是说，我的方案能够比任何其他人的方案更好地帮助他们。


拉瑟特：
 哈科比州长，美联储主席本·伯南克非常直率地说过：如果政府专项开支继续下去的话，随着婴儿潮那一代人的退休——大概有4000万到8000万的人依赖于社会保险制度和老年保健医疗制度——我们将不得不提高三分之一的税收或者砍掉除此两次制度之外的一半项目。

那是他的证词。为了拯救社保体系你有什么具体做法？


哈科比州长：
 我将解决那个问题，不过我先想就米特把大把钱花在竞选活动上的决定发表一下意见。

首先我要说你有5个非常出色的儿子，我知道你为他们感到自豪。你说过要让他们继承一个伟大的美国，而我有个自认为行之有效的方法。假如国家选我做总统的话，他们将继承一个伟大的美国。你的儿子们也依然可以得到你的钱，我想这将是一个不错的答案。（笑声）因此我今晚为继承问题提供了一个解决方案。

至于社保问题，我们之所以陷入困境，原因之一就在于我们社会中把钱存入社保体系的人越来越少，拿工资的人越来越少，越来越多的美国人从红利和投资中获得财富。

因此供给越来越少——每天都有一万名婴儿潮那一代人进入社保系统。

我强烈支持“公平税”的理由之一就在于社保体系会突然得到一种全然不同的资金流。它来自普通资金。因此供给社保系统的资金更加可靠、更加稳定，也更加广泛。


拉瑟特：
 但是如果你没有“公平税”，这种“公平税”非常难实现——


哈科比州长：
 你知道，每个人都在不停地说“公平税”是多么地不可能实现。


拉瑟特：
 但是——


哈科比州长：
 过去还有人说我们不可能登月呢。


拉瑟特：
 好吧，但是假如——


哈科比州长：
 还有人说我们不可能完成曼哈顿计划呢。


拉瑟特：
 但是具体说你将做些什么？


哈科比州长：
 将来作为总统——蒂姆，我只想说每个人都说这些事情是多么地不可能发生。那是美国不对的地方。我们老是说我们不能够做什么。我们需要谈论我们能够做些什么，无论是能源独立还是通过一个行将发挥作用的税收制度。我确实相信当一个经济体把12万亿的境外资产带回国内的时候，我们的经济才会真正地受到刺激，更多的美国人才会返回工作岗位，更多的人才会拿到工资，这样一来我们才开始看到人们有能力缴纳社保费用。


拉瑟特：
 罗姆尼州长，你是罗纳德·里根的超级粉丝。对待社保问题你将会采取罗纳德·里根1983年采取的政策吗？


罗姆尼州长：
 我不会增税。我要做的是——


拉瑟特：
 可是，罗纳德·里根提高了工资税，同时他也提高了退休年龄，他和艾伦·格林斯潘、蒂普·奥尼尔、鲍伯·多尔以及帕特·莫尼汉一起挽救了社保体系。


罗姆尼州长：
 没错——


拉瑟特：
 你将会效法罗纳德·里根的做法吗？


罗姆尼州长：
 不会的，我不想提高税负。我已经指出，解决社保缺陷的四种方法中最坏的一种就是提高美国人民的税负，因为这会带来双重负面效应。

你不但会从他们的钱包里拿走钱，你还会减缓经济的增长。一旦你减缓了经济增长，更多的人就会失去工作。一旦更多的人失去工作，当然就会有更多人的生活陷于困顿。因此增税是想都不能想的事情。

另外，还有三种方法可以解决社保问题，这三种方法是这些年来由许多共和党人提出来的。我们将会和民主党人坐在一起并对他们说：为了使社保体系实现经济平衡，让我们就这三种方法达成妥协吧。

这三种方法是什么呢？第一，你可以拥有自己的私人账户并用里面的部分资金进行投资以获得比政府债券更好的收益。第二，你可以说我们要按照消费者物价指数而不是工资指数来计算美国富人的初始收益，这样就将弥补将近三分之二的亏欠。最后第三点，你可以改变退休年龄。你可以延长一点点。总而言之，这些就是你能够计算的三种方法。

共和党和民主党将会达成一项协议。贾德·格雷格参议员会同一名民主党人推出一项法规，规定建立一个由一半人数的共和党人和一半人数的民主党人组成的委员会，齐心协力提出一项妥协方案，将其摆到桌面上来，并要求60%的投票支持率来将事情敲定。

我认为那三种方法是我们为解决社保问题而应该采取的。

但是不要忘记，我们不应该吓唬那些正在收看节目且身处社保体系或马上进入社保体系的人。我们不打算改变现有方案。我们也不会为任何一位已退休或马上退休的人去改变它。不过，我们必须诚实地告诉后来人，社保项目将会为20至40岁的人而发生变化。


威廉姆斯：
 谢谢你，州长。时间到。

我们转向坐在第一排耐心等待的来自《圣彼得堡时报》的保罗·塔什。保罗？


塔什：
 朱利安尼市长，这个问题来自圣彼得堡市的马歇尔·布伦南：“你的移民计划号召所有移民为了取得公民身份而都要学习英语。那么为什么你的广告是用西班牙语做的呢？”（笑声）


朱利安尼市长：
 （笑声）事实上我相信美国是一个以英语为基础语言的国家。如果想要成为一名公民，你应该展示你的英语能力。如果你懂得其他语言，那很好。那是一件不错的事。如果我们人口中有相当比重的人懂得另外的语言，我很高兴既用英语又用西班牙语来接触他们。

我的移民计划核心是利用边境统计系统、科技手段、加强巡逻的办法在边境线上就阻止住非法移民。我相信如果我们直接在边界地区阻止住非法移民的话，我们就能够解决这个问题。

因此我们应该开发一种可防窜改的身份证，这样那些想进入美国的人就应该被允许进入。我们需要教会他们新的行为准则。新的行为准则就是，如果你想进入美国的话，你就必须表明自己的身份——这一点和其他的国家没有什么不同，不是吗？

你不证明自己你就不能进入大多数国家。那么当你得到可防窜改的身份证后你就可以去工作，去交税，去上网，你就成为了一个公民，你就会遵纪守法，但是最后一点，就是你必须会读、写、说英语。

如果你会说第二种语言或者第三种语言或者第四种语言，我想那对美国来说是件大好事。考虑到我们居住在一个全球化的经济体之中，我想美国必须成为一个多语言的国家。我认为我们能够泰然处之，但是假如你想成为一名美国公民的话，首要任务是能够读、写、说英语。


威廉姆斯：
 我们还有一个问题来自观众席上的保罗·塔什。


塔什：
 哈科比州长，这个问题来自佛罗里达州斯普林希尔市的大卫·哈尼。

你最坚定的支持者之一查克·诺里斯最近说：已经72岁的麦凯恩参议员太老了，可能承受不了总统一职的艰巨性。你是同意还是不同意？


麦凯恩参议员：
 你得到过我的答复吗？


哈科比州长：
 我的确听查克说过。我赞成过他的观点，我当时没有反对他，因为我当时就站在他旁边。（笑声）就这么简单。这是一个可以把脚踩在我脸上而我却无力反击的人。（笑声）

事实上，我已经公开表过态了，我想那是我们在新罕布什尔州进行辩论的时候。我公开说过，而且已经说了不止一次，我不认为麦凯恩参议员缺乏当总统的精力和能力。我说过，假如你看看他母亲，看看95岁高龄的她所具备的体力，那么我们可以挑麦凯恩参议员的所有毛病，但绝不应该是他的体力。（笑声）

也许我可以在麦凯恩参议员身上挑挑其他毛病，但不会是精力方面的毛病。而且坦率地说，我认为他在本次竞选活动中已经展示了他的竞选能力。他和我会用不同的方法竞选美国总统，不过我向你保证那对我来说不成问题。查克可能存在精力不足问题，但是我和他有很大的差别，我可以理直气壮地这么说。（笑声）


威廉姆斯：
 谢谢你，州长。

麦凯恩参议员，因为涉及了令堂大人，给你15秒。


麦凯恩参议员：
 好吧，既然西尔维斯特·史泰龙已经表态支持我，那么我将马上派他去“照顾”查克·诺里斯，我就去找他来。（笑声）


威廉姆斯：
 那可够你玩的了。


麦凯恩参议员：
 你说得没错。


威廉姆斯：
 好吧。


麦凯恩参议员：
 我很高兴人称“暴风雨诺曼”的诺曼·施瓦茨克夫将军也表示支持我。我很荣幸。我们也将把他派去。


威廉姆斯：
 我们马上进入最后一轮的提问环节，在这一环节里我们要遵守时间——否则先亮黄灯，再亮红灯；这是必要的，我们将强制执行。这些问题是针对你们而设计的，是围绕着你的对手所理解的你的弱点而设计的。

朱利安尼市长，我们将从你开始。明天早晨出版的《纽约时报》上将要刊登他们在纽约初步选中的支持人：民主党方面是克林顿参议员，共和党方面是麦凯恩参议员。在今晚的头条社论中他们这样说：“很多纽约人渐渐认识了一个真实的朱利安尼并对他失去了信任，他是一个心胸狭窄、神秘兮兮而又睚眦必报的人。”

“他的自以为是和糟糕的判断力令人吃惊。”

你对家乡报纸的攻击如何予以辩解？自打把你描述成这样的人之后你有没有有所改变？


朱利安尼市长：
 也许是因为我八年来作为纽约市市长从来没有做过《纽约时报》建议我做的事情吧。（笑声）假如我做了，我就不会被认为是一名保守的共和党人。（鼓掌）我改革了社会福利，我改变了生活质量，我承担起了无家可归者的问题，我做了一切他们认为让我变得恶毒的事情，我相信自己对人民显示了真正的同情和热爱。我让人们从领救济金变为走上工作岗位。当我这么做的时候，当我建立工作福利制度的时候，《纽约时报》写了一些恶毒的社评，说我如何如何自私、如何如何残酷。

我认为我们之间的意识形态存在着严重的分歧。我曾为罗纳德·里根工作过。我记得曾经有一次当我还在司法部工作的时候，《纽约时报》写过一篇对我老板即司法部长比尔·史密斯极尽谄媚之能事的社论。比尔很紧张，生怕罗纳德·里根会因为那篇拍马屁的社论而大为光火让我们卷铺盖走人。（咯咯笑）

所以，现实就是，我认为我们之间有严重的意识形态分歧。那恐怕是过去6个月以来他们对我最友善的评论。


威廉姆斯：
 罗姆尼州长，由于今晚的辩论一直在实时转播，其他人的一个竞选团队给我们发来了传真，指责罗姆尼州长“见风使舵”，你以前听说过这种指责。

你自己的一名顾问承认：台上的所有候选人都认为你的立场会随着时间的推移而改变，认为你没有实现诺言。昨天的《纽约时报》把你称为最令人讨厌的5个人之一。你对此有何辩解？


罗姆尼州长：
 上帝啊，也真难为他们了。但是你知道，坦白地说，我对他们的攻击并不十分在意。我不是去华盛顿和政客们交朋友，我是去华盛顿搞改革的。所以我并不担心他们的攻击。

我可以告诉你我对我们州的所作所为感到自豪。当人们跟在我后面说“嘿，在这个问题上你是什么立场”或者“在那个问题上你是什么立场”时，我可以指出一个非常简单的方法来表明我的真实立场，那就是看看我作为州长的政治记录。我们在本次竞选中谈论的每个国内问题，我在做马萨诸塞州州长的时候都处理过。

因此比如在堕胎问题上吧，我作为州长始终如一地站在维护生命权一方，并为此竭尽所能地做些事情。在任期结束的时候，我获得了由“马萨诸塞州维护生命权市民”组织颁发的“领导者奖”，表彰我在这方面所付出的努力。

在婚姻立场方面，作为州长，我想尽一切办法反对同性婚姻。事实上我去过华盛顿作证以支持一项旨在维护婚姻神圣性的修正案。

关于税收我的政治记录也清清楚楚。我说过我不会增税，我曾经19次降低税负、4次平衡州政府预算，创造了盈余，从而重新建立超过20亿美元的应急基金。

在“第二修正案”问题上我的政治记录同样出色。正如我指出的那样，我签署的法规是双方人士共同拟定的法规，两个立场完全不同的党派人士走到一起找出让第二修正案在我们州生效的办法。

因此我的政治记录是牢不可破的。我知道我的对手会时不时地企图在人们的心中掀起波澜，不过我对自己的立场引以为豪。我很高兴把我的政治记录展示给大家，我很高兴地告诉大家我的政治记录是一致的。


威廉姆斯：
 时间到。

麦凯恩参议员，我们刚才谈到了一个会引起查克·诺里斯和令堂大人打架的话题。《洛杉矶时报》最近发表了一篇很有名气的文章，说你的脾气“多少年来一直就是个问题”。你把那个看成一个可能的障碍吗？


麦凯恩参议员：
 我不会。（笑声）

你看，我和人们相处、和朋友及同事相处很多很多年了。我想他们了解我。我认为假如情况那么糟的话我就不会赢得那么多同事的支持，我们天天在一起工作。这么多年来我不但能够和他们结下亲密而又温馨的友谊，并且还能跨党合作。

请你容许我多说几句，我知道这一点不同寻常，但是我恰恰了解鲁迪·朱利安尼。我恰恰知道他是位美国英雄，“9·11”事件发生后我也恰恰去了纽约。我为他在“9·11”事件后领导和团结美国的所作所为而感到骄傲。

所有站在这里参加竞选的人都是好人，我尊重他们。无论在竞选中还是竞选结束后我都会尊重他们。


威廉姆斯：
 哈科比州长，布什政府的一位官员这样说道：一想到你在竞选中使用“信仰”这一字眼就让他“感到恶心”。你有什么反应？


哈科比州长：
 我想说那是他的问题而不是我的问题。（咯咯笑）我的信仰不会让我感到不安，它是支持我度过每一天的坚强核心。我不会每天醒来后看看民意调查后再决定信仰什么。我的信仰让我脚踏实地。它给了我前进的方向和生活的目标。我不试图把它强加于别人身上，当然也不会借助于政府的力量来推行我的信仰。但是要让我脱离我的信仰？没门。这就是我。因此如果我的信仰让某些人感到不舒服，那么他们自己想办法吧。

事实是，美国一直是一个个人信仰受到尊重的国家。坦率地说，我们也应该尊重那些没有信仰的人。我是指，我不是一个为了分享我对美国的爱而必须分享我的信仰的人。但是如果一个人因为我的信仰而憎恨我或不喜欢我，我就不确定他们是否真的知道作为一个美国人的真正含义，即无论我们的信仰有多么地不同，我们都能够和平共处。

但是至少我们应该明白，信仰在我国历史上一直扮演着很重要的角色。大多数美国人信奉上帝。正如我常常说的那样，如果你想要一个不信仰上帝的总统，那么你就另选别人。


威廉姆斯：
 谢谢州长。

保罗众议员，其他竞选团队曾经对你说过他们担心你不会忠诚于你的共和党，如果某天你审视一下自己并自认为无法当选的话，你也许会组建第三个政党从而伤害共和党。


保罗众议员：
 我最大的担忧是他们不会忠于共和党人坚持了这么长时间的党的原则，即保守且平衡的财政预算、受限制的政府以及个人自由。不，我不打算加入另外一个政党。我以共和党人身份被选举了10次。我来自一个共和党人家庭。不，我没有计划那么做。我希望他们的担忧只是出于“以防万一”的目的。不过不会的，我没有那么做的意图，让他们保持警惕好了。

但是不会的，我只是认为共和党之所以存在问题是因为我们不像共和党人那样行事。我们早些时候谈到过这个问题，我们正在入不敷出，我们增加了财政赤字。在过去我们往往反对教育部，可现在我们使其规模扩大了一倍，美其名曰“不让一个孩子掉队”。甚至民主党人也反对我们反对的一些事情。他们过去常常喜欢这类事情。我们过去往往阻止战争。我们制止了朝鲜战争。我们本应该制止由民主党人发动的越南战争。而现在我们发动了这些战争。因此我们已经失去了我们的风格。

因此我认为问题的关键不在于我离开共和党。如果他们愿意看看我们在做些什么以及有多少人愿意加入共和党，他们就不应该妨碍我们，他们应该欢迎我们才对。

共和党的人数越来越少。但他们依然说：哦，你们对《宪法》要求太严格。

为什么极力相信《宪法》、相信法律的我们会被排除出去呢？很多支持我成为候选人的人们认为他们受到的就是这样的对待。

因此我会说为什么我们不能有一个“大帐篷”从而欢迎那些相信自由、相信《宪法》的人们加入进来呢？这就是关键所在，这就是共和党过去所代表的价值观。


威廉姆斯：
 谢谢你，众议员。这场辩论将不得不（掌声，欢呼声）——随着今晚的辩论接近尾声，在我们允许今晚现场观众宣泄被压抑已久的情感之前，我们想提醒那些错过收看今晚部分或全部辩论的人，我们将于今晚9点在西海岸地区、午夜在东海岸地区重播本次辩论的实况。

我们再次感谢“佛罗里达州领导者”、佛罗里达公共广播电视以及佛罗里达记者协会，感谢佛罗里达大西洋大学，由于他们的努力工作才使得本次辩论得以进行。

我谨代表今晚台上的5名候选人以及蒂姆·拉瑟特——他将在佛罗里达主持本周日的《与媒体见面》节目——和我们的朋友保罗·塔什以及我本人从佛罗里达州的波卡瑞顿祝大家晚安。（掌声）


克利夫兰州立大学民主党初选辩论


时间：
 2008年2月26日，东部时间晚上9点至10点半，时长90分钟


地点：
 俄亥俄州克利夫兰市克利夫兰州立大学


人物：
 纽约州民主党参议员希拉里·罗德汉·克林顿

伊利诺伊州民主党参议员巴拉克·奥巴马


主持人：
 布莱恩·威廉姆斯及蒂姆·拉瑟特


广播员：
 这里是“决策2008特别节目”——民主党总统候选人辩论，从位于俄亥俄州的克里夫兰州立大学沃尔斯坦中心现场直播。下面有请布莱恩·威廉姆斯。


威廉姆斯：
 大家晚上好，欢迎光临克里夫兰州立大学校园。我们欢迎今晚所有来到这里参加民主党两位嘉宾辩论会的人，两位嘉宾是奥巴马参议员和克林顿参议员。这是他们议程中的最后一场辩论、最后一次碰面，下周的初选将在这里的俄亥俄州以及得克萨斯州、罗德岛州和佛蒙特州展开。

在今晚的辩论展开之前，我们要代表我们自己以及两位候选人向一些人表示感谢。我想感谢所有来到克里夫兰州立大学校园的观众，当然也感谢我们位于克里夫兰州的NBC电视台及WKYC电视台的所有人员，有他们的努力才使得今晚的辩论成为可能，才使得本次直播顺利进行。

现在简单回顾一下今晚的规则。说实话，的确没有什么规则，但是由于我们今晚在这里要讨论的话题很多、内容也很多，我们将努力执行一些合理的限时规则，不过今晚台上没有以往那种闪烁的灯光。

正如我所说，我们将努力加强对回答问题的一些合理的时间限制。

和往常一样，和我一起提问的是NBC新闻部驻华盛顿办公室主任和《与媒体见面》节目的主持人蒂姆·拉瑟特，在我们所有的辩论节目中他都是我的搭档。蒂姆，谢谢你来到这里。

自从我们上次辩论——当然是指你们几天前的辩论——以来，二位已经说了很多。克林顿参议员，尤其是在你的评论中，前后的差别之大是如此惊人。现在让我们先来看一段视频。


克林顿参议员：
 你们知道，无论本次竞争中发生什么，我都感到很荣幸，我很荣幸和巴拉克·奥巴马一起坐在这里（视频中希拉里和奥巴马坐在一起，希拉里说完这句后奥巴马面露笑容和她握手致谢）。（另外一段视频，希拉里怒气冲冲地说）你无耻，巴拉克·奥巴马！你的竞选活动应该和你的公开言论保持一致。这就是我对你的期待。让我们在俄亥俄州碰面吧，让我们对你的竞选策略和竞选行为进行辩论吧。

（回到辩论现场）威廉姆斯：
 克林顿参议员，现在我们已在俄亥俄州了，巴拉克·奥巴马参议员就在这里。这就是你所期待的辩论。在过去48小时里你的语气惊人地不同，你也会同意这个说法吧。


克林顿参议员：
 好的，这是一次竞争激烈的竞选。正如我多次重申的那样，我对巴拉克·奥巴马是非常尊重的，但是我们也有分歧。

在过去的几天里，奥巴马参议员的竞选班子选择了分发传单和邮寄广告以及其他一些信息传播的形式来散布我的医疗计划和我在北美自由贸易协定（NAFTA）问题上的立场，这使得我非常郁闷。

因此，我认为重要的是候选人应该站出来为自己说话并向人们表明分歧之处，以便让投票者在做出决定的时候有他们所需要的信息。

例如，你知道，奥巴马参议员一直说我会强迫人们去购买医疗保险而不管他们是否负担得起，这很遗憾。

你知道，医疗改革以及实现全民医疗是我热衷的事业，是我苦心经营并坚信不疑的事业。

在我竞选的每一天，当然也包括在俄亥俄州竞选的每一天，我都会遇到很多家庭，这种事情就在今天早上我在罗兰县的时候再次发生，这些家庭成员神情沮丧，因为他们得不到原本应该享有的医疗卫生服务。

不幸的是，我们应该举行的辩论是精确的，是基于我的计划和奥巴马的计划而进行的，因为我的计划将覆盖每个人，而且是负担得起的，并且在很多场合，独立专家已经得出了精确的结论。而奥巴马参议员的计划并不覆盖每个人，它将排除1500万左右的人。

因此我们应该好好进行一次辩论，要使用精确的信息而非错误的、具有误导性的以及不足取的信息来进行辩论，特别是在诸如我们是否将会为每个人提供高质量且支付得起的医疗服务这些重大问题上更是如此。

这是我的目标，这就是我正在为之奋斗的目标，也是我将奋起维护的目标。


威廉姆斯：
 关于使用精确信息这一点，在过去36小时内发生了一件事，一张照片出现在了一个名叫“德拉吉报道”的网站上，图片显示奥巴马参议员身穿某个正在被访问国家的民族服装（电视画面显示一张奥巴马身着阿拉伯服装的照片），正像你曾经出访海外时在东道国做过的那样。

马特·德拉吉在其网站上说，这张照片来源于克林顿竞选班子的内部资料。

你今晚能够毫不含糊地说这张照片不是源自你们之手吗？


克林顿参议员：
 好吧，据我所知，它不是来自我们，并且我对这种照片一无所知，而且已经澄清我是不能容忍或者期待我的竞选人员干这种事的。


威廉姆斯：
 奥巴马参议员，现在是你反击的时候。


奥巴马参议员：
 好吧，首先，我接受克林顿参议员的说法，认为她对这张照片一无所知。因此我认为我们先把这件事放在一边。

我确实想集中讨论医疗问题，因为克林顿参议员已经指出我们散发的传单和邮件是不准确的。

那么现在请记住我一以贯之地说过，克林顿参议员有一个不错的医疗计划。我认为我的医疗计划也不错。甚至我认为我的计划更好。

但是我曾经说过，我们计划中的95%是相同的。自本次竞选开始以来，我就忍受着克林顿参议员从衣阿华州、从内华达州以及从其他地方反复发来的消极的邮件，暗示我要把1500万人从我的医疗计划中排除掉。

按照克林顿参议员的说法，那是准确的。但是我不同意，我认为那不准确。另一方面，我不责怪克林顿参议员想指出她所考虑的对她的计划来说是一个优势。

她认为她的计划比我的计划将会覆盖更多的人，理由是因为一个强制令。这不是一个强制政府提供覆盖全民的医疗服务的命令，而是一个强制人人都购买医疗服务的命令。

我们寄出的信件精确指出：克林顿参议员的计划和我的计划的主要区别在于这样一个事实，即她将会以某种方式强行让个人购买医疗服务。

即使医疗服务是昂贵的，她大概仍然会强迫人们去购买它，除非有生活困难免除证明，就像他们在马萨诸塞州所做的那样，那里有 20%的人口被免除购买医疗服务。因此，如果情况如此，那么事实上她所宣称的要覆盖所有人的主张是不准确的。

克林顿参议员没有指出她将如何实施该强制令。她没有说明她将提供何种补贴来保证医疗服务是可负担的。因此，由我们指出这些区别是完全正当的。

但是我认为了解这种情况发生的背景是非常重要的，这个背景就是克林顿参议员至少在其竞选活动中常常用电子邮件、自动电话、海报传单、电视广告以及无线广播的形式对我发起负面的攻击，但是我们对此没有抱怨，因为我知道这种手段是本次竞选活动的本性。

但是我认为，那种对本次竞选活动中我们邮递广告的做法和克林顿参议员所采取的做法有所区别的暗示是非常不准确的。


克林顿参议员：
 我必须……


威廉姆斯：
 克林顿参议员，关于这个话题……


克林顿参议员：
 我必须对此做出反击，因为这不是一个问题，我们无疑在本次竞选活动中对彼此双方都你来我往地有所攻击。

但是这又是一个问题，是一个关乎这个国家是否最终将走向正轨并向每个人提供高质量且负担得起的医疗服务的核心问题。

奥巴马参议员在其计划中有一个强制令，就是强制父母为其子女提供健康保险，这将要求大概1.5亿的人去购买该保险。

奥巴马参议员和我的区别就是，我从很多年从事医疗工作的经验中得知，如果每个人都不在体制内，那么我们将继续让保险公司做那些所谓的“捡樱桃”的工作，就是把那些购买保险的人挑出来，而把其他人过滤出去。隐蔽税将继续存在，这使得当没有买保险的某人进入急诊室时，为医治他而花费的1500万美元甚至更高的费用将会由我们所有其他人来分散承担。

你知道，最重要的是，对我的医疗计划进行攻击是带有误导性的，对此宾夕法尼亚大学的专家以及其他人已经说过。这种攻击击中了我们是否能够实现全民医疗这一目标的要害之处，而这恰恰是民主党的核心价值观，是自哈里·杜鲁门总统以来我们一直拥护的价值观。

让我感到遗憾的是，奥巴马参议员在俄亥俄州散发的邮件广告，看上去简直就像是健康保险公司和共和党人写的，因为在我的计划里，按照独立专家们的评估，有足够的钱提供补贴以使得每个人都能买得起健康保险。这和单独一个州的做法是不一样的，因为联邦政府有更多的资源供其支配。

因此，我认为我们作为民主党人必须拥护全民医疗计划。我坚决拥护这一计划。爱德华兹参议员也是如此，其他人也已表态，而唯独奥巴马参议员不赞成。


威廉姆斯：
 奥巴马参议员，请快速反击。


奥巴马参议员：
 好的，请大家注意，我和克林顿参议员一样相信全民医疗计划。我认为辩论的焦点是克林顿参议员反复声明我不赞成全民医疗服务。你知道，我认为克林顿参议员这么说非常地不准确。

每位专家都说过，任何在我的计划下想得到医疗服务的人都将能够得到它。克林顿总统自己的劳工部长就曾经说过，我的计划在很多方面降低了成本，其结果就是保证所有现在需要医疗服务的人们，所有的俄亥俄人、所有的得克萨斯人、所有的罗德岛人、所有的佛蒙特人以及所有的美国人，将能够得到医疗服务。在降低成本方面我们比其他任何公开的计划都做得更多。

现在，我不反对克林顿参议员认为她的方法更加高明。但是事实是，就如同我们今晚听到的那样，假如我们仍然不知道克林顿参议员如何打算实施其强制令，假如我们不知道她将提供什么样的补贴，那么我们面临的局面就和今天我们所看到的马萨诸塞州所面临的局面一样：那里的人们因不能够购买医疗服务而遭到罚款，但是他们宁可选择被罚，因为即使有了补贴他们依然买不起。

因此他们的境况变得更糟，非但没有医疗服务，还要支付远远高于医疗费用的罚款。


威廉姆斯：
 谢谢你。


奥巴马参议员：
 那就是我和克林顿参议员的真正区别所在。我愿意指出的最后一点是，保险公司实际上很乐意拥有强制令。保险公司不介意保证每个人必须购买其产品。这不是他们反对的东西。

问题是，我们是否能保证他们的产品对每个人来说是负担得起的？这是我当选总统后的奋斗目标。


克林顿参议员：
 你知道，布莱恩……


威廉姆斯：
 参议员，当……


克林顿参议员：
 布莱恩，等一下。我必须——这个太重要了。

你知道，奥巴马参议员的计划中有一个强制令。他会通过要求父母为其子女购买保险来实施该强制令。


奥巴马参议员：
 是，这是事实。


克林顿参议员：
 就是这个问题。如果你有强制令，你就必须实施该强制令。因此这里没有什么区别。我早就知道这一点……


奥巴马参议员：
 不，有区别。


克林顿参议员：
 ……（接上句话）我知道生病的父母给其子女带来的后果是多么可怕，因此尽管你能够为孩子投保，但是养家饣胡口的人却买不起健康保险，他或者她不能为自己投保。

事实上，这就变成了富兰克林·罗斯福总统所说的那种情况：让我们使社会保障自愿化吧。你知道，这就是说，让我们大家，让我们每个人购买它，假如我们买得起的话。或者就如约翰逊总统说的那样：让我们使老年保健医疗制度自愿化吧。


奥巴马参议员：
 好吧，让我……


克林顿参议员：
 我们说过的话和就业有关，也和各类政府机关的接触有关，我们本应该让人们签订合同。就像你一旦在雇主那里得到401（k）计划，雇主就会自动为你登记。

你将会被登记。在我的计划下，老年保健医疗制度是负担得起的，因为，首先在我们的计划里我们有足够的钱。

比较一下我们的计划就会发现，我们正在倡导的计划实际上将会覆盖几乎每个人，而成本比奥巴马参议员的计划要低很多，原因是我们不但提供医疗税收抵免优惠，而且我将会把人们必须支出的金钱数额与收入的比例限制在一个较低的水平上。因此它是负担得起的。

那么，如果你想说我们不应该企图把每个人都纳入健康保险，那就是和我们有一个很大的区别，因为我相信假如我们不实现全民医疗的话，我们将永远提供不了预防机制。

我有最主动的措施来降低成本并提高质量。通过比较我们的两种方法，人们一次又一次地得出上述结论。因此，让我们就这些事实进行辩论。


奥巴马参议员：
 布莱恩，很抱歉，我正在——在这里我有点插不上嘴。


威廉姆斯：
 请对这一话题做最后的回应。


奥巴马参议员：
 说克林顿参议员比我更能够控制成本是不准确的，事实不是如此。有很多专家已经得出了结论，认为她做不到。

我确实为孩子们提供了强制令。首先，我们已经开发了一系列的项目使得我们能够有更大把握让孩子们以负担得起的价格得到覆盖。

关于很多成年人，我们不想陷入这样一种境地，即在前端我们强迫他们购买保险；如果补贴不够的话，负担仍然在他们身上，他们仍将被处罚。这就是克林顿参议员计划的内涵。

现在我很高兴和克林顿参议员讨论我们两个计划如何都能够实现全民医疗这一目标。我所不能接受的是克林顿参议员常常做的，事实上那些被她引用的同一批专家们基本上都说我们的计划之间没有实际的差别，即没有实质性的差别，但是在如何实现全民医疗方面却有差别。

在此领域我相信，假如我们使它负担得起，人们将会购买它。事实上，老年保健医疗制度的B部分不带有强制性质。它是自愿的，希拉里，但是超过65岁的老人选择购买它。他们之所以选择购买它，是因为它很划算。

假如克里夫兰的人们或者俄亥俄州的任何地方的人们看到一份他们负担得起的保险计划，我向你打包票他们会立即抓住它，因为他们迫不及待地想得到医疗服务。而这就是我作为美国总统所打算提供的。


威廉姆斯：
 参议员们，我将改变话题。


克林顿参议员：
 大约有20%的无保险的人有办法购买保险，他们常常是那些自认为长生不老的年轻人……


奥巴马参议员：
 这就是为什么我的计划中涵盖了他们。


克林顿参议员：
 ……（接被打断的话）除非疾病和事故突然降临。

奥巴马参议员说过，一旦你进了医院，你将被迫购买保险——我不认为这是一个好主意。我们要计划行事，我们要确保我们能覆盖每个人，这是实现全民医疗的唯一办法。


奥巴马参议员：
 关于……


克林顿参议员：
 那就是我工作15年的目标……


奥巴马参议员：
 关于……


克林顿参议员：
 ……而我相信我们能够达成此目标，但是如果我们甚至没有一个到达那里的计划并且我们一开始就脱离民众，那么无论怎么控制成本，你都将永远不会提高医疗质量并将其覆盖至每个人。


奥巴马参议员：
 谈到年轻人，我的计划特别指出，在25岁之前的人他的医疗事宜由其父母的保险计划覆盖，这样克林顿参议员所谈论的那一大批人将在事实上得到医疗计划的覆盖。


威廉姆斯：
 好吧，对医疗问题的16分钟的讨论仅仅是本次辩论的一个开端。我愿意将话题快速改为……


克林顿参议员：
 不过，没有比医疗更重要的问题了。我认为谈论医疗问题将会是不错的选择。


威廉姆斯：
 不过，这里有另外一个重要话题，就是关于《北美自由贸易协定》（NAFTA）的问题，对于今晚坐在这里的人们来说尤其如此，并且这是一个棘手的问题，是一个见仁见智的问题。

《休斯敦编年报》称之为得克萨斯州的“大胜利”，但是俄亥俄州民主党参议员布朗——他是你们在参议院的同僚——却把它称为“扼杀工作机会”的贸易协定。

克林顿参议员，你在南得克萨斯州已经展开了竞选活动，你也在俄亥俄州展开了竞选活动，对这个问题你是怎么看的，哪一个观点是对的？


克林顿参议员：
 好吧，我能指出一点吗？在前几次辩论中，我似乎一直第一个回答问题。不过，我不在乎。你知道，我很高兴对这些问题进行即席作答，但是我发现这很有趣。如果有人看了《周六夜现场》这个节目，你知道，我们也许应该问一下巴拉克他感觉是否舒适？是否需要换一个枕头？

我只是发现这是很有趣的一个现象，我不断地得到所有问题的第一个提问，但是我很高兴作答。

你知道，我从一开始就对NAFTA持批评态度。过去我对NAF-TA没有公开的立场，因为我是政府工作人员。但是当我开始竞选参议员的时候，我就一直持批评态度。

我曾说过，NAFTA有瑕疵。我说过它在我国的某些地区行得通，我们已经看到了得克萨斯州的情形。前几天我在拉雷多，那里现在是美国最大的内陆港口。因此，非常清楚，我国的一些地方从中受益。

但是当我描述纽约州北部的时候，我看到了工厂倒闭和迁移。我和很多父母交谈过，他们的孩子离开了那里，因为那里没有很好的机会。

我不得不进行谈判，试图让工厂继续运转；有时候成功了，有时候没有成功，因为公司迁移到其他国家后会得到实际的税收优惠。

因此我说过的就是我们需要制定一个计划来修补NAFTA。我将立即暂时终止贸易往来，在这段时间里我将明白无误地在协议中体现我们的劳工和环境的核心标准，以此来修补NAFTA。

我们将竭尽所能强制实施这种修补，不过现在情况不是这样。

我们保护我们工人的利益的做法，时不时地遭到来自外国公司的暗箭袭击，因为这些外国公司有资格提起诉讼，以便推翻我们为保护我们工人的工作安全而采取的措施，对此我们将予以阻止。

这在俄亥俄州是一个大问题，而且我已经提出了我的批评。但是，另外，我也提出了我的实际上是修补NAFTA的计划。

再次提一下，我已经收到来自奥巴马参议员的诸多批评。《克里夫兰老实人报》仔细研究了奥巴马参议员在有关NAFTA问题上对我的攻击，该报纸的结论说，这些攻击是站不住脚的。

因此我再次希望我们能够进行一次这样的辩论，即辩论什么是实际问题以及我们的立场是什么，因为我们确实需要修补NAFTA。NAFTA不但不起作用，不幸的是，它还严重地削弱了我们工业中很多行业尤其是制造业的竞争力。我在参议院主持制造业核心成员会议的记录表明我支持修补NAFTA，并且我将在贸易协定方面采取强硬立场。


威廉姆斯：
 谢谢你，参议员。

在我把询问权交给蒂姆·拉瑟特之前，奥巴马参议员，现在该你了。


奥巴马参议员：
 好的，克林顿参议员说她一直反对NAFTA，我认为这是不准确的。在她竞选参议员的时候，她曾说NAFTA总的来说有利于纽约，也有利于美国。

我不同意她的这一观点。我认为NAFTA中并不含有为使华尔街精英和普通民众都能受益所必需的劳工标准和环境标准。

如果你在扬斯敦市走一走，如果你到我的伊利诺伊州的社区看一看，你就会发现，贸易协定的后果导致了整个城市的颓废，因为这些协定的构建没有充分考虑到要保证给予美国工人们一个公平的交易。

现在我认为克林顿参议员在该问题上已经改变了立场，她相信我们应该采取强硬的环境标准和劳工标准。我认为这是一件好事。

但是，当我在上世纪80年代早期首次移居芝加哥的时候，我看到钢铁工人们刚刚被他们的工厂解雇，他们中有黑人、白人和西班牙裔人，于是我就在芝加哥的街道上试图帮助他们找到工作。那个时候我就看到，很多贸易协定如果没有恰当商定的话，它们所带来的净成本可能是毁灭性的。

如果我当选美国总统，我打算弄清楚我们所签署的每个协定是否包含劳工标准、环境标准以及安全标准，这些标准不但要保护我们的工人，还要保护我们的消费者。

我们不能够进口含有铅的玩具供我们的孩子玩耍，我们不能够服用那些海外生产、不是让我们身体好转反而是恶化的药品。我们必须停止为那些把工作机会转移到海外的公司提供税收优惠，相反我们会把税收优惠给予那些在美国本土投资的公司。

如果我们这么做了，那么我相信我们确实能够把俄亥俄州拉回到增长、就业和繁荣之路上来。如果我们不这么做，那么我们将会继续看到我们已经在本州看到的经济恶化状况。


拉瑟特：
 我想请教二位有关NAFTA的问题，因为我认为你们在这方面的记录很清晰，接下来我想——克林顿参议员，奥巴马参议员刚才说了，你在2004年确实说过：NAFTA总的来说有利于纽约，也有利于美国。你确实说过这句话。

当克林顿总统签署该项法案的时候——这是在他协商了两个关于劳工和环境的新辅助协定之后签署的——克林顿总统说NAFTA将是推动经济增长和社会进步的一种力量。你在1996年说，NAFTA作为自由和公平的贸易协定正在被证明是有价值的。你在2000年说鼓足政治勇气是个好主意。因此你的记录相当清晰。基于此——以及基于你现在对NAFTA不满意的表述——在埃尔·戈尔和罗斯·佩罗特的辩论中，埃尔·戈尔说过下面的话：“如果你不喜欢NAFTA及其所作所为，我们可以在6个月后停止该协议。总统可以对加拿大和墨西哥说：嗨，我们不玩了。这一直就不是一个好协定。”

将来作为总统你会说“我们将在6个月内退出该协议”的话吗？


克林顿参议员：
 我曾说过我将会就NAFTA问题重新展开谈判，因此很显然我们必须对加拿大和墨西哥说明我们的真实意图。但是你知道，就公平而言……


拉瑟特：
 因此让我弄明白……


克林顿参议员：
 是的，我正在说……


拉瑟特：
 你将会选择退出NAFTA，你将会通知墨西哥和加拿大6个月后NAFTA就要寿终正寝吗？


克林顿参议员：
 不会的，我会说，我们将选择退出NAFTA，除非我们重开谈判，而重开谈判的条件就是对全体美国人都有利。

但是蒂姆，我们在这里要采取公平的态度。纽约的很多地方已经从NAFTA中受益，就像得克萨斯州的很多地方从中受益一样。问题是像纽约州北部地区的一些地方以及像俄亥俄州的扬斯敦、托莱多以及其他地方没有从中得益。如果你回顾一下我所说过的话，你会发现我的话是前后一致的。

你知道，奥巴马参议员在几年前曾经对伊利诺伊州的农场主说过他想要更多的协定……


拉瑟特：
 我们将要——我们将要询问奥巴马参议员。


克林顿参议员：
 ……像NAFTA一样。


拉瑟特：
 但是我想继续听你的评论……


克林顿参议员：
 好吧，不过——不过那很重要。


拉瑟特：
 ……因为你曾写文章说签署NAFTA是你丈夫一次实实在在的成功。你在2004年说过NAFTA在总体上对纽约和美国有好处。现在你在俄亥俄州，你前后的话差别很大，参议员，记录非常清晰。


克林顿参议员：
 嗯，你没有全部记录，因为你可以回顾一下看看我始终如一地说了些什么。而且我不只是说说而已，实际上我还投票赞成在贸易协定方面采取强硬立场，试图在强制机制中加入更多的立法权。我还将继续这么做。

但是蒂姆，你知道，你看看《克里夫兰老实人报》是怎么说的，他们仔细研究了奥巴马参议员对我的批评，他们说这些批评都是不实之词，这可不是我说的，是他们说奥巴马对我的批评是错误的。之所以说他的批评是错误的，乃是因为这种批评没有全面回顾我的所说所为。但是让我们谈谈我们将要做什么吧。

仅仅批评NAFTA是不够的，近几年我也在批评它。我已经提出了一个非常细致的计划来规划我将做些什么。该计划包括我要告诉加拿大和墨西哥我们将会选择退出NAFTA，除非我们就核心的劳工和环境标准重开谈判。

我指的不是辅助协定而是核心协定。我们将要加强强制实施机制，我们将有一个非常清晰的检讨NAFTA的视野以确保其在未来有效运转。并且我们将把外国公司就我们保障我方劳动者而发起诉讼的能力消灭在萌芽之中。

我也想说，你可以追溯过去，从一开始就检查我的言行。我想大卫·格根今天在电视上回顾时说的是，当初我对NAFTA是持怀疑态度的。

NAFTA在美国的一些地方有效，而在俄亥俄州就不灵，在纽约北部地区不灵。自从我进入参议院以来，我们两人都没有投票对它进行表决。那不是我们两人中的任何一人单独投票所能表决的。

自从进入参议院以来，我就为改善这些贸易协定所带来的冲击而努力。


拉瑟特：
 但是让我问完这个问题。假如缺乏你所提到的改变，你愿意选择6个月之后退出NAFTA吗？


克林顿参议员：
 我说作为总统我有信心做到，除非重开谈判否则我们选择退出，不过我们将能够重开谈判。


拉瑟特：
 奥巴马参议员，你在2004年确实和农场主们谈过话并暗示NAFTA有好处。今天美联社刊登了一则关于NAFTA的故事，说你在这个问题上始终是首鼠两端。

问你一个简单问题：作为总统你将会对加拿大和墨西哥说“这东西对我们不合适，我们退出”这样的话吗？


奥巴马参议员：
 我将确保我们以克林顿参议员刚才谈到的方式重启谈判，实际上我认为克林顿参议员在这个问题上的回答是正确的。我认为我们应该使用潜在的退出选择作为武器和杠杆，来保证我们得到实际被强迫实施的劳工和环境标准。

而这种情形迄今为止还没发生。这就是我始终如一坚持的事情。

蒂姆，在关于该问题的立场上我必须说，你知道，当我竞选美国参议员的时候，坚定支持NAFTA的《芝加哥论坛报》在对我的支持中指出，尽管我强烈反对NAFTA，但是他们还是支持我。看看我当时和农业部官员的谈话就知道我根本就不是首鼠两端。

我曾经说过的是NAFTA以及其他贸易协议能够给美国带来好处，因为我相信每个美国工人的生产力都和世界上其他地方工人的生产力一样高，我相信我们能够和任何人进行竞争。

我们不能回避全球化趋势，我们不能画地为牢。但是如果你仔细检查的话，同样在前面被引用的话中我确实还说过这样的话，即问题是我们在谈判时只是一味地关注企业利润以及跨国公司的利益，而忽视了俄亥俄州本地社区的利益，忽视了我所代表的伊利诺伊州社区以及整个美国的利益。作为总统，我将成为工人利益的维护者。

你知道，当我走进这些工厂的时候，我见到了那些以工作为荣的工人们。他们对自己生产的产品感到骄傲。他们为公司建立了品牌，为公司挣得了利润。而当他们看到工作机会被转移到海外，突然之间他们失去的不仅仅是一份工作，他们失去的还有医疗服务，还有退休金。他们不得不在本地快餐连锁店里寻找时薪7美元的工作，这对他们而言是崩溃性的打击，对我们的经济也是崩溃性的打击。

那不是我们在前进的道路上兴旺发达的方式。


拉瑟特：
 参议员，俄亥俄州本地的两名记者写了一篇小文章，标题为“一切照旧”，现在成了家喻户晓的文章，文章表明我们不是因为NAFTA而失去了贸易行业或制造业的工作，而是一切照旧地因为缺少专利、缺少创新、缺少投资而失去了商业机会。70%拥有生物学、化学和工程学博士学位的人离开了俄亥俄州。

事实上，本州出口额在我们国民收入中达到了前所未有的最高份额。按照对加拿大和墨西哥的出口额计算俄亥俄州排名第四。

你确定这种情况不比你暗示的情况要好吗？


奥巴马参议员：
 我有信心说俄亥俄州的情况没有因此而好转。但是你正在指出一个非常合理而又重要的观点，即贸易只是我们经济体中的一部分。

请大家注意，7年来我们看到我们的总统一直和那些衣冠楚楚的人打交道，这些人在全球经济中是出类拔萃的人，他们要么来自金融界要么来自电信业，我们的总统从来不和普通劳动者打交道。

我们必须做些什么呢？我们必须投资于基础设施建设以确保我们的竞争力，而对此我有一个计划。

我们将必须投资于科学技术，我们必须大规模地改进我们的教育体系，我们必须寻找潜在能源以便创造绿色工作机会，这不仅节省我们的能源开支，更重要的是，我们在建造风车时会创造就业机会，这将在俄亥俄州创造出制造业的就业机会，我们可以通过开发替代燃料让农村社区重新站起来，使得我们的建筑更加节能。

我们可以雇佣失业的年轻人，让他们在某一行业工作。因此我们将不得不做很多事情使美国经济更具竞争力，为此我在本次竞选中提出了很多计划，我期待能够作为美国总统去实现这些计划。


拉瑟特：
 克林顿参议员，问你一个关于工作的问题。我看到你在威斯康星州时拿着你的经济蓝皮书说：“这是我的经济计划，我对此负责。”我有机会非常仔细地阅读了一遍。

你的经济蓝皮书里的确说你保证在未来10年创造出500万个新工作机会，由此我想到了你2000年在布法罗市开展的竞选活动。布法罗市是我的家乡，沿着90号干线南下只需3个小时的路程即可到达，在布法罗市你承诺为纽约北部地区创造20万个新就业机会。

可是迄今为止那里净损失了3万个工作岗位。当被问及你的保证和你的承诺的时候，你告诉《布法罗新闻报》说：“也许我过于乐观了点。”


克林顿参议员：
 哦……


拉瑟特：
 今晚，你还会说创造500万个工作机会的承诺是有点过于乐观了吗？


克林顿参议员：
 不会的，蒂姆，因为2000年发生的事情是我当时以为埃尔·戈尔将会当选总统。当我做出那个承诺的时候，我指望我们会有一位民主党人入主白宫，指望有一位民主党总统可以分享我关于如何做才能创造一个“我为人人”式的经济体并创造共享繁荣的价值观。

但是就像你所知道的那样，尽管在我担任参议员第一任的6年期间即遭遇了由布什政府和共和党控制的国会带来的诸多困难，但我仍然非常勤奋地工作去创造就业机会。但是很显然，作为总统，我将有更多的“工具”可供支配。

为什么我们能够创造出至少500万个新工作岗位？其理由是——我指的是，这并不是一个大跃进——其理由是我的丈夫克林顿总统的8年执政创造出了2270万个新的工作岗位。

我们能够创造出至少500万个新工作岗位，这不是夸夸其谈。过去我曾推动通过了立法开始对绿领工人进行培训。我想看到俄亥俄州的人们都能在接受培训后胜任将来把太阳能电池板放到屋顶的工作，都能胜任安装风力涡轮机的工作，都能够做地热方面的工作，都能够利用生物燃料。

我知道假如我们将50亿美元注入一揽子刺激计划中，真正地投资于培训和税收激励上，那么这些工作岗位是会被创造出来的；正如民主党人所期望的那样，正如我当初提议的那样，我们将会走在创造工作岗位的康庄大道上。

你知道，我们以德国为例。他们在太阳能上下了大赌注。他们拥有较小的经济体，人口比我们的也少，但是他们已经创造了几十万个新工作岗位，而且这些工作是不会外包的。

我们的扬斯敦、代顿以及辛辛那提都必须做这些工作，我们能够创造这些工作，只要我们利用税收激励和培训的正确组合并坚持我们的承诺。

因此我的确认为在未来10年内我们有足够的能力创造出至少500万个工作岗位。


威廉姆斯：
 好的，在我们的节目编排上没有诸如发表结束语这样的安排，但是我将要问二位一个既带有结束性质又很基本的问题。首先我要问奥巴马参议员这个问题。

在你看来，为了证明自己有作为总统提名人的价值，克林顿参议员必须一路回答选民的基本问题是什么？这些选民是这里俄亥俄州的选民、得克萨斯州的选民以及全国的选民。然后我们会问克林顿参议员同样的问题。


奥巴马参议员：
 布莱恩，我必须说，我认为她是——她会是一位有资格的提名人，但是现在我认为我将是更好的提名人，不然的话我也不会还在竞选。不过毫无疑问克林顿参议员是有资格、有能力担任总统一职的，而且与约翰·麦凯恩相比，她将会是更加出色的总统。我很尊敬麦凯恩，他为国服务的精神让我钦佩，但是过去7年乔治·布什政策的失败成了套在他脖子上的绳索。

在经济政策方面，他要延续为富人减税、让我们无法承担的政策；在外交政策方面，他要把一场我们既无财力支付又承担不起生命损失的战争继续下去，这场战争既不能让我们更加安全，在战略上我们也负担不起。

因此我不认为克林顿参议员必须回答她是否有能力担任总统或我们的领导者这样的问题。

但是我说自己是一名更加出色的提名人的理由，乃是我自认为我将会以一种独特的方式把我们国家团结起来，跨越种族、宗教以及地域纷争。而这点对于解决克林顿参议员和我共同关心的问题来说是必不可少的。

而且我还认为我的言行都有记录，自从我二十多岁时作为一名社区组织者进入芝加哥的那天起，一直到在州政府里工作，一直到担任美国参议员，我认为我带来的是一种对公开政府情有独钟的偏爱，对特殊利益集团的厌恶，这能让政府变得更加负责任，美国人民因此对自己的心声能被政府听到感到有信心。

那些就是我带给本次大选的品质，并且我希望俄亥俄州人、得克萨斯州人、罗德岛州人以及佛蒙特州人能够看出，这些就是他们所需要的下届总统应该具备的品质。


威廉姆斯：
 克林顿参议员，同样的问题要问你，重复一次就是——关于奥巴马参议员作为总统提名人的价值，你认为他有一个基本的问题必须回答本州以及其他州的选民吗？


克林顿参议员：
 好的，布莱恩，你知道，毫无疑问我们两人都对我们国家怀着强烈的感情，因此我们在本次竞选中投入了巨大的精力和专注，而且我将带着这种精神进入大选，直到走进白宫。

正如我上周说过的那样，你知道，参加本次竞选一直是我的荣幸。目前为止我仍然竭尽全力去争取胜利，但是（无论结局如何）参加本次竞选一直是我的荣幸，因为这是一次创造历史的选举。

你知道，很奇怪的，我对参加竞选兴奋不已，我对成为美国历史上第一位女总统的想法兴奋不已，那将是美国历史上甚至世界史上天翻地覆的变化，这将给人们以巨大的希望，这将对人们传统的行事方式——由谁来做以及规则是什么——带来真正的变化。

因此我感觉我们两人中的任何一个人都将会创造历史。

我一直提出来的问题就是，谁能够为这个国家带来真正的变革？我的确相信我在私人部门和公共部门以及非营利机构超过35年的经验，让我理解和洞悉了如何才能最大程度地带给我们大家都知道的，并且我们必须见到的变革。

你知道，当我没有成功地实行全民医疗时，我没有放弃。我只是继续努力，并帮助建立了儿童医疗保险项目。你知道，今天在俄亥俄州有14万个孩子拥有医疗保险。就在今天早上的罗兰县，一位母亲对我说，她的女儿遭到了严重的意外伤害，她在照顾女儿方面花费了超过300万美元的保险费及其他费用。她怔怔地看着我，正如这么多年来那么多的父母怔怔地看着我一样，她问：“你将会帮助我们吗？”

这就是我在公共生活中所要解决的事情，我愿意帮助这个国家的人民得到他们应有的机会，而在这里的俄亥俄州以及在得克萨斯州、罗德岛州、佛蒙特州以及将要投票的其他州，我将竭尽所能做到这点，因为我们需要一位斗士重回白宫。

你知道，达官贵人及精英分子已经有了一位他们的总统。现在到了中产阶级和劳动人民拥有我们自己总统的时候了。他们起早贪黑尽心尽力地工作着，他们应该有一个人在白宫起早贪黑地为他们服务。

而这正是我将要做的。


威廉姆斯：
 谢谢你，参议员。


2008年美国大选首次总统候选人辩论


时间：
 2008年9月26日星期五，东部时间晚9：00至晚10：30，时长90分钟


地点：
 （美国）牛津市密西西比大学


人物：
 2008年民主党总统候选人巴拉克·奥巴马参议员

2008年共和党总统候选人约翰·麦凯恩参议员


主持人：
 公共广播公司吉姆·莱勒


辩论主题：
 对外政策以及国家安全


形式：
 站在台上


莱勒：
 晚上好，这里是牛津市密西西比大学的福特艺术表演中心。我是来自公共广播公司《新闻时间》栏目的吉姆·莱勒。欢迎你们来到2008年总统竞选首场辩论现场，辩论双方是来自亚利桑那州的共和党提名人约翰·麦凯恩参议员和来自伊利诺伊州的民主党提名人巴拉克·奥巴马参议员。

总统竞选辩论委员会是本次辩论以及即将在10月举办的另外3次总统竞选辩论和副总统竞选辩论的主办者。

今晚的辩论将主要围绕外交政策和国家安全展开，其中根据定义，国家安全包括了这次全球金融危机。辩论将被划分为大约每9分钟一小段。

每位候选人先回答两分钟的先导问题，先后顺序将通过掷硬币的办法来决定，然后两位候选人可以进行直接交锋，主持人也可以进一步追问。

具体的话题和问题都由我挑选。它们从未透露给外界或让任何人知道。

大厅中的现场观众都已经承诺保持沉默，不欢呼、不鼓掌、不制造任何形式的噪音，除了现在——让我们欢迎奥巴马和麦凯恩两位参议员。

让我首先以艾森豪威尔将军在1952年竞选总统时说过的一句话作为开始。他说：“我们必须既要获得安全保障又要具备债务偿还能力。事实上，军事实力的基础就是经济实力。”

让我们记住这句话并开始第一个先导问题。

先生们，今晚的此时此刻，你们在金融复苏计划上的立场是什么？首先请奥巴马参议员回答。给你两分钟时间。


奥巴马参议员：
 好的，非常感谢你，吉姆，感谢委员会及密西西比大学即“老密西”今晚为我们举办这次辩论会。在探讨国家未来前途方面我想不出还有什么别的时机比今天晚上更加重要。

大家知道，我们现在正处于一个历史性时刻。我们国家正被卷入两场战争，我们正在经历自大萧条以来最为严重的一次金融危机。

尽管我们听说过华尔街的很多传闻，但是我认为那些普通民众已经苦苦挣扎了一段时间，而且我们认识到这次金融危机可能会对整个经济造成影响。

你也许会想，它怎么会影响到我呢？它怎么会影响到我的工作呢？它怎么会影响到我的房子？它怎么会影响到我的退休金储蓄或者影响到我送孩子上大学的能力呢？

因此我们必须立刻行动起来，而且我们必须理智。我已经提出了一系列建议来确保在我们采取此次重大救援措施时，纳税人的利益能受到保护。

第一，我们务必确保救援全过程受到监督；毕竟7000亿美元不是一个小数目。

第二，我们务必确保当市场好转的时候，纳税人能收回他们的本金和收益，因为眼下他们冒着风险把钱拿给我们用。

第三，我们务必确保没有一分救市钱进入首席执行官的银行账户或者变为高管离职补偿金。

还有第四点，我们务必确保我们正在帮助那些住房拥有者，因为与根本问题相关的是发生在全国各地的房屋被银行收回事件。

现在，我们也必须认识到这次危机是对8年来由乔治·布什主导，由麦凯恩参议员助推的失败经济政策的最终判决，他们的基本理论是我们可以把政府监管、消费者保护撕得粉碎，让有钱人得到的越来越多，最终繁荣将惠及每个人。

那种经济政策行不通。我认为经济之根本必须由中产阶级是否得到均等机会来衡量。这就是我为什么竞选总统一职的原因所在，这也是我希望我们今晚能够讨论的话题。


莱勒：
 麦凯恩参议员，给你两分钟时间。


麦凯恩参议员：
 好的，谢谢你，吉姆。谢谢大家。

今晚我得到一个坏消息。肯尼迪参议员住院了。他是我们大家敬爱的朋友。我们祝福“参议院里的雄狮”早日康复。

我也要感谢密西西比大学今晚接待我们。

吉姆，我最近对好多事情都感到不是很满意。这么多的美国人正面临着挑战。不过今晚我的感觉稍微好了点，我告诉你个中缘由。

因为就在今晚我们进行辩论的时候，我们看到，很长时间以来这是共和党人和民主党人第一次走到了一起，坐下来试图找到解决我们所面临的此次财政危机的方法。

我们对此次危机造成的巨大灾难没有怀疑。我们现在也不是在讨论华尔街监管机构的失败，而是在讨论普通监管机构的失败，假如我们不及时遏制住这次最大规模财政危机的话，也许在——当然就在眼前这个时代，我们就会看到人们将要失去工作、失去信用、失去住房，我曾不止一次有过这种经历。

但关键是——关键是，我们最终看到共和党人和民主党人坐了下来一起协商，以提出一揽子解决方案。

这个一揽子方案是透明的，必须承担责任，必须受到监督。它必须为衰退中的企业申请贷款提供多种选择，而不是由政府包办贷款。我们必须——这个一揽子方案必须有许多其他的必要因素在里面。

没错，我回到了华盛顿，和众议院里的共和党人会了面。但他们没有参与协商，我知道这一点。正是共和党众议员们决定了他们要参与到解决危机的过程中来。

但是我今晚要向全体美国人强调一点。这不是本次危机结束的开始点。这是本次危机开始的结束点，假如我们提出一套能够使这些机构保持稳定的方案的话。

我们还有很多工作要做。我们必须创造工作岗位。还有一项工作，当然就是消除我们对国外石油的依赖。


莱勒：
 好的，让我们回到刚才我的问题上。你们是如何看待复苏方案的呢？你们就此展开讨论。我们给五分钟的时间。我们可以在这里达成一个协议。

不过我的意思是，奥巴马参议员，你赞成本复苏方案吗？还有你，麦凯恩参议员，你赞成本复苏方案吗？


奥巴马参议员：
 我们还没有看到文本内容。不过我的确认为他们在华盛顿所做的工作是建设性的。因此，对正在看电视的人来说，我对我们走到一起拿出一套方案的能力抱有乐观态度。

我认为我们首先必须自我反省的一个问题就是，我们如何走到了今天这一步？

两年前，因为看到次贷市场混乱不堪，因为看到缺乏监管，我早就警告说我们存在着潜在的问题，并试图制止当时住房抵押贷款的泛滥。

去年，我给财政部部长写信以确保他明白问题的严重性，在信中我呼吁他召集所有相关人员共同应对危机。

因此我认为我们必须自我反省的一个问题就是，是的，我们务必在短期内解决该问题。我们将不得不进行干预，毫无疑问。

但是我们也必须问一问，为什么我们把这么多的监管条例抛诸脑后？我们没有建立21世纪监管框架体系来应对这些问题。而这一部分原因跟一贯认为管制有害的经济哲学有关。


莱勒：
 麦凯恩参议员，你会投票支持该方案吗？


麦凯恩参议员：
 我——我希望如此。我——


莱勒：
 你作为一名美国参议员——


麦凯恩参议员：
 当然。


莱勒：
 ——投票支持该方案吗？


麦凯恩参议员：
 当然。但是——但是让我——让我指出一点，我同样提醒过房利美和房地美问题，提醒过企业的过度贪婪和过分之举，以及首席执行官的薪酬问题等等。我们很多人预见到了系列灾难的发生。

但是也存在谁负责任的问题。你刚才提到了德怀特·大卫·艾森豪威尔总统。艾森豪威尔总统在诺曼底登陆前夜走进自己的房间，写了两封信。

其中一封是写给军队和盟军伟大将领们的贺信，祝贺他们成功指挥了史上最辉煌的登陆战，今天乃至将来都是最辉煌的登陆战。

他写的第二封信是辞职信，即一旦诺曼底登陆失败即辞去美军统帅一职。

然而我们已经失去了负责精神。我因为呼吁证券交易委员会主席辞职而受到了严厉批评。我们必须开始让人们负起责任，我们必须奖励负责任的人。

但是今天在华盛顿——恐怕在华尔街也这样——受到奖励的是贪婪、无度和腐败——或者是那些躲避责任的人受到奖励。

如当选美国总统，在我任期内人们要负起责任来。我向你们保证一定会这样的。


莱勒：
 奥巴马参议员，你对麦凯恩参议员刚才说的话有什么意见要直接对他讲吗？


奥巴马参议员：
 好的，我认为麦凯恩参议员说我们需要更多的责任心完全正确，但是我们不仅仅当发生危机的时候才需要责任心。我是说，有利于华尔街而不利于普通百姓的经济理念占统治地位由来已久。

在本次危机爆发之前就有人苦苦挣扎。因此重要的是，我们在解决这次短痛的时候，一定要挖出那些导致普通美国民众工资和收入下降、导致医保体系崩溃和能源政策失效的深层次问题，因为你知道就在10天前，麦凯恩还说过目前经济根基是稳固的这样的话。


莱勒：
 直接对他说。


奥巴马参议员：
 我并不这样认为。


莱勒：
 直接对他说。


奥巴马参议员：
 好的——约翰，10天前你说目前经济的基本面是良好的。（笑声）而且……


麦凯恩参议员：
 你是担心我听不见他讲话？（笑声）


莱勒：
 我只是想让你们相互对话。我正在努力让你们做到这点。


奥巴马参议员：
 我从根本上不同意。除非我们每天都负起责任，而不仅仅当危机来了的时候为那些有权有势能够雇得起说客的人负责，还要为护士、教师以及警官负责，坦白地说，他们每到月底就都感受到一次小小的金融危机。

他们为了付清按揭费用而不得不欠债。我们没有对他们多加留意。如果你看看我们的税收政策，你就知道它就是一个典型例子。


莱勒：
 那么，麦凯恩参议员，你同意奥巴马参议员刚才的说法吗？如果不同意，请告诉他你在什么地方不同意他。


麦凯恩参议员：
 不同意，我——我们必须修复经济系统。我们的经济体出现了根本性的问题。普通民众为来自华盛顿特区以及华尔街的贪婪和无度而埋单。

因此毫无疑问我们还有很长的路要走。而且很显然，对导致了本次危机的各种不起作用的监管机构，对它们的职能要进行更加严格的解释并给予强化。

但是我坚定相信美国工人的善良和勇气。美国工人最具有生产力和创新性。美国依然是世界上最大的生产国、出口国和进口国。

可是我们必须渡过这些难关，我坚定地相信美国。而且我依然相信只要有了正确的领导，我们最美好的日子还在前头。


莱勒：
 好的，让我们提出下一个先导问题，实际上这是同一话题的延续。

麦凯恩参议员，先从你开始，你有两分钟的时间回答问题。你用了“根本”这个词，请问一旦成为总统，你领导国家走出危机的方法和奥巴马参议员的方法有根本的区别吗？


麦凯恩参议员：
 好的，我们必须做的第一件事就是控制华盛顿的支出。现在的支出完全失去了控制。它变得不可救药——我们制造了自“伟大社会”以来最大规模的政府扩张。

我们共和党人上台后改变了政府，而政府也改变了我们。这种伟大社会的最坏病症就是我的朋友汤姆·柯本称之为“诱导性毒品”的专项拨款，因为它是一种途径。它是通往支出失控和腐败的途径。

我们的一些前国会议员因为这种专项拨款以及政治分肥，还在联邦监狱里服刑。

大家知道，我们花费了300万美元在蒙大拿州进行熊的DNA研究。我不知道那项研究是为了研究熊犯罪问题还是研究熊的父系社会问题，事实是这项研究花了我们纳税人300万美元。它必须被置于控制之下。

一旦被选为美国总统，我向你们保证，我有一支签字笔。这支笔有点旧。我有一支笔，我将会否决放在我桌子上的每一笔支出法案。我将会让它们广为人知。你们将知道它们的名字。

奥巴马参议员，你们想知道我们之间的一个区别。他要求批准一项多达9.32亿美元的建设用专项拨款支出，几乎相当于他在美国参议院每过一天要走100万美元。

我建议人们到“公民反对政府浪费”网站上看看那些项目。

那种做法不是控制华府胡乱支出的方法。那就是奥巴马参议员和我的做法的根本区别之一。


莱勒：
 奥巴马参议员，你有两分钟的时间。


奥巴马参议员：
 好的，麦凯恩参议员认为专项拨款过程被滥用的观点是绝对正确的，所以我终止了对我代表的州的专项拨款请求，无论此请求是针对老人中心还是针对其他诸如此类的项目，直到我们结清该项目为止。

同时他也正确地指出，提出这些请求的往往是政治说客和特殊利益集团，当然我接手的专项拨款请求情况并非这样。

但是我们要清楚的一点是，在去年的财政预算中仅专项拨款一项就占了180亿美元。麦凯恩参议员提议——这是我们之间根本的区别——对本国一些最有钱的公司和个人减税3000亿美元，3000亿美元啊。

既然180亿美元是一大笔钱，那么3000亿美元就更是一大笔钱了。

在他的税收计划中，他会为《财富》500强企业的首席执行官们平均减税70万美元，但却把一亿美国人忽略掉。

因此我的态度是，我们必须自下而上地发展经济。我要求为95%的工薪家庭减税，95%的工薪家庭。

那就意味着天天靠薪水过日子的普通美国人可以得到一点额外的积蓄，从而能够给孩子买电脑、能够给汽车灌满贵得要命的汽油。

而随着时间流逝，我认为我提出的这种实现经济增长的方法比约翰·麦凯恩想效法的布什总统的政策更好。


莱勒：
 麦凯恩参议员？


麦凯恩参议员：
 好，再次申明，我无意婆婆妈妈地来回说，可是他——


莱勒：
 不，没关系。


麦凯恩参议员：
 奥巴马参议员在参选美国总统之后就终止了那些分肥项目的请求。但他在美国参议院工作的前3年居然没有明白过来，居然请求了9.32亿美元的拨款。

也许那笔钱对奥巴马参议员来说并不算多。可是问题的关键在于——你知道，我时常听人们这么说。“仅仅180亿美元而已。”你知道那个数目在过去5年里增长为最初数目的3倍吗？你知道它已经完全失控到了让人们堕落的地步吗？它让人堕落。

因此正如我说过的那样，有人受到了联邦政府的犯罪指控。这个体系必须得到清洗。

在我的政治生涯中我一直在和这个体系做斗争。我一直在和它做斗争。我被拨款委员会的一名高级成员称为“警长”。我在美国参议院里可没有赢得“亲善小姐”的称号。

奥巴马参议员在讲他的减税计划的时候没有提到，他同时也提出了用在一些新项目上的一项约合8000亿美元的新支出。

那就是我和奥巴马参议员的根本区别。我想要缩减支出。我想要保持低税负。在这样的经济环境下我们所做的最糟糕的事情就是提高人们的税负。


奥巴马参议员：
 我——我不知道约翰是在哪里得到那些数据的。让我们正本清源。

我所做的是堵住企业漏洞，停止对把工作岗位转到国外的企业实施税收减免优惠政策，这样我们就会把减税优惠给予那些投资于本土的企业。我确保我们会有一个允许每个人得到基本覆盖的医疗体系。

我认为那些才是相当重要的、应该优先考虑的事情。我会支付其中的每一分钱。

但是让我们回到原点上来。约翰，没人否认180亿美元是个大数目。还有，我们绝对需要对专项拨款制度进行改革。如果我成为总统，我将逐项进行检查以确保我们不会乱花钱。

但事实是，单单消除专项拨款不是让中产阶级重回正轨的灵丹妙药。

检查一下你的税收政策，你会发现那些政策主要针对的是那些成功人士，你忽视了那些现在正在苦苦挣扎的人们。我认为这是过去8年政策的延续，而我们不能承担另外一个这样的4年。


莱勒：
 请对他的那一观点——奥巴马参议员的那一观点——直接回应，他对于你的减税政策进行了两次攻击。


麦凯恩参议员：
 好的，请允许我给你举一个让奥巴马参议员感到厌恶的例子，那就是营业税。

现在美国的营业税是世界上第二高的。爱尔兰的营业税才11%。

假如你是个商人，而且你可以把资源配置到世界上的任何地方，那么很显然如果你去一个营业税是11%而非35%的国家，你将能够创造工作岗位，扩大企业规模，增加投资，如此等等。

我想要降低企业营业税。我想要降低企业营业税，这样一来企业就会留在美国创造就业机会。

但是我想再次回到刚才那个话题上。分肥支出远远不止180亿美元。我可以告诉你，它多不胜数，它无处不在。

美国参议院将会在明天或后天或下周某个时候接受一项“延续性决议”，数目高达2000亿美元——2000亿美元啊——朋友们，瞧瞧这个数字。你会被吓死的。

奥巴马参议员最近才改变了口风，是在请求价值9.32亿美元的分肥支出项目之后。

因此问题的关键是，我要给人们减税。我要给每个家庭返还数目达5000美元的税收扣除，这样他们就能够上街购买自己的医疗服务。我要让每个受抚养的美国儿童红利增加一倍，从3500美元增长到7000美元。

我知道我可能做的最糟糕的事情就是增加每个人的税负，而很多人可能会对奥巴马参议员对“富人”的定义感兴趣。


莱勒：
 奥巴马参议员，对麦凯恩的一席话你有问题吗？


奥巴马参议员：
 好，我只讲几点。


莱勒：
 好的。


奥巴马参议员：
 我的定义——我在这里能够告诉美国人的就是：你们中的95%将会得到减税优惠。如果你的年收入低于25万美元，也就是低于100万美元的四分之一，那么你们的税负将不会增加一毫一厘。

约翰提到了一个事实，就是美国的企业税在理论上是很高的，他说的绝对没错。问题是：得到麦凯恩参议员一贯支持的企业税收法则漏洞百出，因此我们实际看到的情况是美国企业支付的税率其实是世界上最低的税率之一。

那就意味着每天工作的人没有得到减税优惠，而你想要他们承担更多税负。

这听上去不像你要堵住那些漏洞的样子。你只是对那些漏洞多征收附加税而已。那是一个问题。

我想指出的最后一点是，虽然麦凯恩参议员提到了为每个家庭提供5000美元的医疗抵免优惠，但是他没有告诉你们的却是他打算在美国历史上第一次对医疗救济金征税。

因此你们可能最终得到了5000美元的税收减免优惠。但这里的唯一问题是：你的雇主必须为支付给你的医保纳税。因此如果你最后从雇主那里失去医保的话，你就必须努力到公开市场上再把它买回来。

这对美国人来说不是一个好办法。不过它倒是市场万能理念的一个例子，即市场能够解决一切问题，监管越少，我们过得越好。


麦凯恩参议员：
 那么，请让我就……


莱勒：
 我们不得不提出另外一个先导问题。


麦凯恩参议员：
 我知道，但这是典型的说归说做归做。

我们美国参议院曾有过这么一项能源议案。这是一项属于“锦上添花”式的议案。我的意思是，该议案充满了对石油公司的各种税收优惠政策，价值达几十亿美元。我投了反对票，而奥巴马参议员投了赞成票。


奥巴马参议员：
 约翰，你想要给石油公司另外40亿美元。


麦凯恩参议员：
 你必须看看我们的投票记录。那是很重要的一件事。

谁反对铺张浪费的专项拨款支出？谁一直努力把支出置于控制之下？

是谁一直相信对美国而言最好的事情就是有一个基本公平的税收制度？我一直争取简化税收制度，而且我已经提出简化它的建议。

让我们给予每个美国人一个选择：两种税级，普遍的红利。让美国人选择他们想要的是哪一种——是现有的税收法则还是新的税收法则。

因此，请再次看看我们的投票记录，尤其是在能源法案上的投票记录。但是，奥巴马参议员在很多场合再三地采取权宜之计。他在参议院投票赞成对年收入低于4.2万美元的人增加税负。


奥巴马参议员：
 那不是事实，约翰。那不是事实。


麦凯恩：
 那就是事实。请你再次查看一下。


奥巴马参议员：
 注意，那绝对不是事实。如果我们想谈谈石油公司的利润的话，以你的税收计划，约翰，不可避免的是石油公司将会得到额外的一笔价值40亿美元的税收减免。

注意，我们都愿意降低每个人的税负。但是这里有一个问题：如果我们降低了石油公司的税负，那么就意味着有人将得不到税收优惠。可是——


麦凯恩参议员：
 恕我直言，你已经把税收优惠给了石油公司。


奥巴马参议员：
 没有，但是，约翰，事实是，我反对那些税收优惠，我试图去掉它们。我们眼下在参议院就有一项紧急法案，该法案包含着一些好的条款，一些你们想要的条款，包括远离海岸去钻探，但是你却反对它，因为它会去掉那些已经给予石油公司的税收减免优惠。


莱勒：
 好的，让我们进入下一个话题。先导问题，你有两分钟时间，麦凯恩参议员。关于越战的教训人们谈得很多了。你认为伊拉克战争的教训是什么？


麦凯恩参议员：
 我认为伊拉克战争给我们的教训是非常清楚的，就是你不能制订一个失败的战略，否则你面临的几乎就是一场失败的战争。我们首战告捷就进入了巴格达，人人庆祝胜利。但随后战争进入非常糟糕的乱指挥状态。我在2003年去了一趟伊拉克，回来后我说：我们必须改变战略。我们需要增加军队，我们需要从根本上改变战略，我为此而争斗。最终我们迎来了一位了不起的将军和成功的战略。

我们的战略取得了成功。我们在伊拉克取得了胜利。我们将胜利凯旋，带着荣誉回国。每次镇压暴乱都取得成功的结果就是撤军。

我现在想要告诉你们的是，我们将取得成功，我们的军队将会回国，不是以战败者的身份；我们会看到在那一地区将出现一个稳定的盟友和一个蹒跚学步的民主国家。

失败的后果是伊朗的影响将会增加，教派暴力事件将会增加，战争之火将会蔓延，美国不得不再次回去。

因此那里危险重重。多亏了这位了不起的戴维·彼得雷乌斯将军及其领导下的军队，他们取得了成功。我们正在伊拉克取得胜利，我们将会回国。我们将会回国，正如我们在其他战争中得胜回国一样。


莱勒：
 两分钟时间，你如何看待伊拉克战争的教训，奥巴马参议员？


奥巴马参议员：
 好的，在这个问题上麦凯恩参议员和我的看法存在着根本的不同，因为我认为首要问题是我们是否应该第一时间就开战。

6年前，我站出来反对这场战争，那个时候这么做是要冒政治风险的，因为我说过我们不仅不知道战争的代价有多大，不知道我们的退出策略是什么，不知道战争会对我们与世界其他国家的关系造成什么影响，不知道我们的情报是否可靠，还因为我们没有完成在阿富汗的任务。

我们还没有抓获本·拉登。我们还没有肃清基地组织，其结果我认为就是分散了我们的精力。麦凯恩参议员和布什总统有着迥异的判断力。

从国家的利益出发我希望自己是错的而他们是对的，但是事实不是这样。我们到目前为止在那里的花费超过了6000亿美元，很快就逼近一万亿美元大关。我们牺牲的人数超过了4000人。我们受伤的人数达到了3万人，而最重要的是，从国家安全的角度看，基地组织又死灰复燃了，而且比2001年后的任何时候都更加强大。

我们没有抓住要害。更不用说我们每个月依然要在伊拉克花去100亿美元，而伊拉克人有790亿美元的盈余，并且是在我们在国内要忍受巨大痛苦的时候；我们刚刚谈到了一个事实，就是我们的预算面铺得过大，我们现在靠从国外借钱来维持政府基本功能的正常运转。

因此我认为从伊战中吸取的教训就是，为了保护美国人民的安全在使用武力方面我们永远也不应该迟疑，一旦成为总统我将毫不犹豫地动用武力。但是我们务必要明智地动用军队。在伊拉克我们就没有明智地动用军队。


莱勒：
 在伊拉克战争的教训问题上你同意他的观点吗？


麦凯恩参议员：
 美国下一届总统不必解决我们是否进入伊拉克的问题。美国下一届总统将要面临的问题是我们如何离开伊拉克、何时离开以及我们留下什么。那才是美国下一届总统要决定的事。

奥巴马参议员说增兵不起作用，只会增加教派暴力事件，注定会失败。但他最近在一个电视节目中说增兵行动取得的成功远远超出了我们最大胆的期望。

不过另一方面，在承认增兵取得成功之后他仍然说，假如自己今天必须再做决定的话他还会反对增兵。让人难以置信的是，奥巴马参议员在整整900天的时间里没有去过伊拉克，也从来没有要求和彼得雷乌斯将军会面。


莱勒：
 好吧，让我们深入挖掘一下这方面的一些话题……


麦凯恩参议员：
 奥巴马参议员是一个监督北约组织阿富汗分部的委员会的主席。但直到今天他从来没有举行过听证会。


莱勒：
 那是什么意思？


麦凯恩参议员：
 我的意思是，那很不寻常。


莱勒：
 好吧。他的观点是什么？


奥巴马参议员：
 哪个观点？他提了一大堆观点。


莱勒：
 我知道，好吧，就让我们谈谈后一个观点，然后我们回到先前的观点。后一个观点是关于你一直……


奥巴马参议员：
 请注意，我为我的副总统人选乔·拜登感到骄傲，他是参议院国际关系委员会的主席。正如他解释的那样，也正如约翰熟知的那样，阿富汗问题、伊拉克问题以及诸如此类的关键性难题都不会被送到我的小组委员会讨论，因为这些问题总的来说在委员会那里就完成了讨论。

但那是参议院内部的运作。还是让我们回到这里的核心问题上吧。麦凯恩参议员认为由于我们的军人及其家属付出的巨大牺牲，伊拉克的暴力事件已经减少。他的观点绝对没错。

他们的工作非常出色，彼得雷乌斯将军的工作非常出色。但是要知道，该战术是为了包含因前面4年对战争的处理不当造成的损失而设计的。

因此约翰喜欢——约翰，你喜欢假装这场战争好像始于2007年一样。你谈论增兵。这场战争始于2003年，在战争开始的那个时候，你当时说战争会很快结束而且也不难打。你说我们知道伊拉克的大规模杀伤性武器藏在了哪里。你错了。

你说我们将以解放者的姿态受到欢迎。你错了。你说历史上在什叶派和逊尼派之间不存在暴力。你又错了。因此我的问题是……


莱勒：
 奥巴马参议员……


奥巴马参议员：
 ……判断力问题，是与否问题——是与否问题——如果问题是谁作为下一届总统能更好地对如何使用我们的军队、如何确保我们为下一次冲突做好准备等问题做出明智决策，那么我想我们不妨看一看我们两人的判断力。


莱勒：
 我这里就有一大堆待判断的问题——


麦凯恩参议员：
 我恐怕奥巴马参议员没有明白战术和战略之间的差别。不过重要的——我愿意告诉你，两年前的7月4日我在巴格达。彼得雷乌斯将军邀请林德塞·格雷厄姆参议员和我前去参加一个为688名勇敢的美国人举行的仪式，他们的服役期已经结束，但是他们重新入伍留在伊拉克，为伊拉克的自由和美国的自由而战。

我很荣幸到那里参加仪式。我很荣幸和那些军人谈话。我们随后和他们在一起待了很长一段时间。你知道他们是怎么对我们说的吗？他们说，让我们打赢吧。他们说，让我们打赢吧。我们不想让我们的孩子再回到这里。

因为有了这样的战略，因为有了这样的将军，他们正在取得胜利。奥巴马参议员拒绝承认我们正在伊拉克取得胜利。


奥巴马参议员：
 那不是事实。


麦凯恩参议员：
 他们刚刚通过了一项选举——


奥巴马参议员：
 那不是事实。


麦凯恩参议员：
 一项选举法，就在几天前通过的。那里出现了社会进步和经济发展，那里实施了进入一个区域进行排查和保存的战略，于是那个国家的人民成为了你的盟友。他们检举坏人。那个国家迎来了和平与繁荣。

那就是在伊拉克发生的情形，那可不是一个战术就能解决的问题。


莱勒：
 让我想想——


奥巴马参议员：
 吉姆，吉姆，这是一个大——


麦凯恩参议员：
 那是一种战略。同样的战略将被这位了不起的将军用在阿富汗。奥巴马参议员先是承诺不投票停止对军队的拨款，但后来做了一件不可思议的事情，就是投票停止对驻伊部队和驻阿富汗部队的拨款。


奥巴马参议员：
 吉姆，我们有一大堆问题需要回答。首先，让我们谈谈这个军队拨款问题，因为约翰常常把这个问题挂在嘴边。麦凯恩参议员削减——麦凯恩参议员反对通过制定带有时间表的立法为军队拨款，因为他不相信时间表。

我反对的是为一项没有时间表、不确定的军事任务拨款，反对给乔治·布什一张空白支票。我们在是否拨款给军队的问题上没有分歧。

我们存在着合理的区别，而且我绝对明白战术和战略之间的区别。总统必须过问的战略问题，并不是一旦我们决定去一个国家是否要在那里实行某一特定的方法。

问题是，这是明智的做法吗？我们已经看到阿富汗的局势在恶化。我们需要派遣更多的军队到那里去。我们需要把更多的资源运到那里。麦凯恩参议员匆匆忙忙地赶到伊拉克说：你们知道吗？我们在阿富汗取得了成功。那里再也没人对我们构成威胁了。

他是在本·拉登依然逍遥法外的时候说这番话的，而现在基地组织又恢复了生机。国防部长罗伯特·盖茨自己也承认始于阿富汗的反恐战争应该在那里结束。

但是如果我们不愿意把伊拉克交还给伊拉克人，我们就做不到这一点。我已经说过，我们应该负责任地结束这场战争。我们应该分阶段地结束它。但是我们应该能够在16个月后减少作战部队，让我们的军人家属以及军人减轻点压力，同时加强我们在阿富汗的力量，这样我们就能够抓获并杀死本·拉登，摧毁基地组织。

现在驻阿富汗军队的军官们以及马伦上将都承认我们在阿富汗战场上的军队人数不够，因为我们现在驻伊军队的人数依然比增兵之前的要多。


麦凯恩参议员：
 马伦上将认为奥巴马参议员的方案对美国而言是危险的。


奥巴马参议员：
 情况不是这样。


麦凯恩参议员：
 就是那么……


奥巴马参议员：
 他说的是轻率……


麦凯恩参议员：
 马伦上将就是那么说的。


奥巴马参议员：
 ……的撤兵会很危险。他没有那么说。那不是事实。


麦凯恩参议员：
 而且彼得雷乌斯将军也说过同样的话。就我所知，奥萨马·本·拉登和彼得雷乌斯将军在一件事上有着共同的想法，那就是他们都说伊拉克是主战场。

现在彼得雷乌斯将军赞美成功，他说那些成功还很脆弱，而如果我们设定了具体的撤军时间——顺便说一句，那是奥巴马参议员的初始方案——他们就会在去年春季增兵取得成功之前退出战场。

我是——我是——我理解为什么奥巴马参议员吃惊地说增兵取得的成功远远超出了他最大的预期。

但这一点也没有超出我的预料，因为我知道那是个可行的战略而且能够取得成功。但是如果我们采纳了奥巴马参议员的方案，我们就会功亏一篑，战争就会进一步蔓延，该地区（包括阿富汗地区）的局势会更加复杂。


莱勒：
 这是最后一个先导问题。你们各自有两分钟的时间。问题是这样的，先从你开始，麦凯恩参议员。

你认为美国大陆遭受另外一次类似“9·11”那样袭击的概率有多大？


麦凯恩参议员：
 我认为现在发生这种事件的概率比“9·11”之后那些日子里发生的概率小多了，我们的国家更加安全了，但是我们离安全还有一大段距离。

我想告诉你们那是我最感骄傲的事情之一，因为我一直跨越党界工作。在这方面、在一系列改革方面我有着很长的政治记录。

但是“9·11”之后，我和乔·利波曼参议员决定我们需要建立一个委员会来调查“9·11”，查出它是如何发生的并进行善后工作。

政府的行政分支反对我们，在这方面我和行政当局政见不同。我们受到了阻挠，直到“9·11”遇害家属突然来到华盛顿，我们才通过了那项立法。

就我记忆所及，当时有很多条建议，超过了40条。我可以很高兴地说，由那个委员会提出的那些改革建议中的大多数被我们写进了法案之中。那又是一项跨党合作完成的工作，由民主党人和共和党人联手完成的工作，为此我感到自豪。

因此在情报工作方面我们还有很长的路要走。我们在人工搜集情报方面必须做得更好。我们必须确保我们有训练有素的审讯人员以杜绝虐囚事件再次发生。

我们必须确保我们有更强的科技能力和情报搜集能力。我们必须更加紧密地和我们的盟友合作。我了解我们的盟友，因此我能够更加紧密地和他们一道工作。

但是我可以告诉你们，今天的美国比“9·11”事件发生时的美国更加安全。可是那并不意味着我们就可以高枕无忧了。

我也愿意提醒你们，作为那些建议的一个结果，我们也许要对政府进行自建立国防部之后最大规模的重组。我认为那些部门人员的工作很出色。

但是在我们能够宣布美国是一个安全的国家之前我们还有很多工作要做，那就意味着我们的边防工作也要做得更好。


莱勒：
 你有两分钟时间，奥巴马参议员。


奥巴马参议员：
 好的，首先，我认为在某些方面我们更加安全了。很显然，我们在机场安检方面豪掷了数十亿美元。我们在保证潜在目标安全方面做了一些工作，但是我们还有很长的路要走。

我们必须确保我们正在加强对化学品储藏地的监管。我们在化学品的运输方面做得不够，我们在港口安检方面做得不够。

我们现在面临的最大威胁不是来自空中的核弹，而是来自手提箱里的核弹。

因此核扩散问题是如此重要。对美国最大的威胁是恐怖分子手中有核武器。

而我们——我们在核弹防务方面花费数十亿美元。实际上我相信我们需要核弹防务，因为恐怖分子有可能得到或者发射核武器，但同时我也相信，当我们在核扩散方面只花费区区数百万美元的时候，我们是在犯错误。

然而另外一个我们务必予以关注的组织就是基地组织。他们在60个国家都在展开活动。我们不能只把重点放在伊拉克。我们务必端掉他们在阿富汗和巴基斯坦的老窝。那很关键。我们需要更多地和盟友合作。

我想指出最后一点。重要的是我们要理解，就进行合作并根除恐怖主义的能力来说，世界看待我们的方式会产生影响。

一旦当选总统我要做的一件事情就是恢复美国在世界上的地位。我们现在受到的尊重比不上8年前甚至4年前了。

这是地球上最伟大的国家。而因为我们曾经犯下的一些错误——在对待虐囚问题上我给予麦凯恩参议员高度表扬，因为他指出虐囚会削弱我们的长期安全——因为那些错误，我认为我们下一届政府需要做大量工作来恢复美国在人们心目中“山岗上闪亮的灯塔”的形象。


莱勒：
 你同不同意新一届政府需要做大量工作才能恢复——


麦凯恩参议员：
 不过就核弹防务而言，奥巴马参议员说其效果有待于“证实”。当罗纳德·里根说我们要实施战略防御计划，即导弹防御系统的时候，那没有证实。但它是结束冷战的主要因素。

我们看起来再次回到了原点。奥巴马参议员依然不大懂得——或者说根本就没弄明白——如果我们在伊拉克失败的话，基地组织就会受到鼓舞。他们将会在伊拉克建立基地。

失败的后果——失败源于他的方案，即无论什么情况下都按具体时间撤军，根据我们的军官和专家的推断，他的撤军方案都会导致失败——可能的失败会导致我们已经付出的人员牺牲和财产损失变得毫无意义，而这些牺牲和损失让大家都痛心。

如果我们执行奥巴马参议员在无论什么情况下都按具体日期撤军的方案，那么所有那些牺牲和损失都不会得到回报。

彼得雷乌斯将军说我们取得了巨大成功，但是成功还很脆弱。因此我们不能按照奥巴马参议员的想法去做。

那就是我们现在的中心问题。我认为美国人将会对谁是谁非以及谁应该成为美国下届总统，做出非常严肃的判断。


莱勒：
 你有和麦凯恩参议员相同的联想吗？


奥巴马参议员：
 哦，毫无疑问。请注意，在过去8年时间里，麦凯恩参议员连同这届政府只把注意力放在了伊拉克。伊拉克问题一直是他们的首要问题。我们所有的资源都被用在了那里。

但与此同时，本·拉登依然逍遥法外。他没有被抓获。他没有被杀死。基地组织卷土重来。

但与此同时，我们面临着挑战，比如，我们从中国借了数十亿美元。他们现在手中持有我们价值一万亿的债券。他们活跃在一些国家——一些地区，诸如拉丁美洲、亚洲和美洲。他们——他们在这些地区的高调亮相只能用我们在这些地区的消失来解释，因为我们的注意力在伊拉克。

我们已经削弱了我们在世界各处施展权力的能力，因为我们透过这个单棱镜看待一切，更不用说看待我们的经济了。我们现在每个月在伊拉克的花费都在100亿美元甚至更多。

那就意味着我们不能向需要的人提供医疗服务。我们不能投资于科学技术，而科技决定着我们在长期是否具有竞争力。

世界上没有哪个国家在经济实力衰退的同时军事实力还能保持优势。因此这是国家安全问题。

我们没把足够的资金用在对退伍军人的照顾上。我在老兵事务委员会里任职，我们有——我会见来自全国各地的老兵，他们想弄明白，“我如何得到伤残补助？我患上了创伤后应激障碍，但是得不到治疗。”

因此我们把所有的筹码都投到了那里，没人谈论输掉这场战争。我们谈论的是我们要认识到，下一任总统必须有更加广阔的战略思想来应对我们面临的挑战。

那是我们过去8年所缺失的东西。那就是我想恢复的思想意识。


麦凯恩参议员：
 正如我以前给你们说过的那样，在过去二十多年的时间里我实际上一直参与国家所面临的每项重大安全挑战。我在经验、知识和判断力方面有些优势。

坦率地说，我不相信奥巴马参议员具备这方面的知识或者经验，并且他在很多领域都做出了错误的判断，包括一开始他对俄罗斯入侵格鲁吉亚所做的反应——你们知道，我们先前已经看到了他在本届政府里固守增兵不能成功的信念，他不承认他在增兵问题上出现了错误判断，这表明我们需要一个更具灵活性的美国总统。

至于他提出的其他问题，我了解老兵。我非常了解他们。我知道他们知道我将会照顾他们。我对他们的支持以及对我的建议的认同一直感到自豪。

我也爱他们。我将照顾他们。他们知道我将会照顾他们。那将是我分内之事。

但同时我也有能力、有知识、有背景做出正确判断并保证国家的稳定和安全。

改革、繁荣、和平，这些是美国所面临的主要挑战。我认为我不需要任何在岗培训。我现在就已经为这份工作做好了准备。


奥巴马参议员：
 好的，我只想做最后陈述。你知道，我父亲来自肯尼亚。我的名字就来源于此。

在20世纪60年代的时候，他写了一封又一封信想来美国读大学，因为他相信这个世界上没有哪个国家能像美国那样让努力者获得成功。美国理念和价值观激励着整个世界。

我认为任何人都不能说，我们现在在世界上的地位以及世界各地的孩子们看待我们的眼光还和以前一样。

因此我们需要做的一部分工作，我们下一任总统需要做的一部分工作——也是我们判断力的一部分，是我们维护美国安全的努力的一部分——就是要向世界传递这样一个信息，就是我们将会投入精力致力于解决诸如教育这样的问题，我们会投入精力致力于解决关系到普通美国人如何实现梦想的问题。

那就是我作为美国总统将会为之奋斗的东西。


莱勒：
 只剩几秒钟。时间快到了。


麦凯恩参议员：
 吉姆，当我从监狱回国的时候，我看到了我们的退伍军人受到了非常糟糕的待遇，那让我很难过。于是我开始了解决战俘和战斗失踪人员问题的努力，我们是以两党合作的方式解决这一问题的，然后我致力于促进美越两国关系的正常化，这样一来我们的老兵就能够一路回到祖国。

我向你们保证，一旦成为美国总统，我知道如何医治战争创伤，我知道如何对付我们的敌人，我也知道如何对待我们的朋友。


莱勒：
 今晚的这场辩论到此为止。

10月2日，也就是下周四，同样在东部时间晚上9点，两位副总统候选人将在圣路易斯的华盛顿大学进行辩论。我的美国公共广播电视台同事戈温·伊菲尔将会主持那场辩论。

这里是牛津市密西西比大学，谢谢两位参议员。我是吉姆·莱勒。谢谢诸位，晚安。


2008年美国大选副总统候选人辩论


时间：
 2008年10月2日星期四，东部时间晚9：00至晚10：30，时长共90分钟


地点：
 密苏里州圣路易斯市华盛顿大学


人物：
 2008年民主党副总统候选人乔·拜登参议员

2008年共和党副总统候选人萨拉·佩林州长


主持人：
 美国公共广播电视台戈温·伊菲尔


辩论主题：
 国内外政策


形式：
 站在台上


伊菲尔：
 大家晚上好，这里是密苏里州圣路易斯市的华盛顿大学。我是美国公共广播电视台《新闻时间》节目和《华盛顿一周》节目的戈温·伊菲尔。欢迎大家收看2008年第一场也是唯一一场副总统候选人之间的辩论，辩论双方是来自阿拉斯加州的共和党候选人萨拉·佩林州长和来自特拉华州的民主党候选人乔·拜登。

总统辩论委员会是本场辩论和其余两场总统辩论的主办者。今晚的辩论将涉及一系列话题，包括内政和外交政策。

辩论将大致被划分为每5分钟一小节来进行。在每个小节中，每位候选人将有90秒的时间直接回答一个提问，然后用另外两分钟的时间进行反驳和跟进。辩论的先后顺序由掷硬币来决定。

具体的辩论话题和问题由我选择，参与总统竞选的任何人以及总统辩论委员会的任何成员事先都无从得知其内容。大厅里的现场观众已经承诺保持礼貌，不欢呼、不鼓掌、不起哄，但是此时此刻除外，让我们欢迎佩林州长和拜登参议员。

（掌声）


佩林州长：
 见到你很高兴。


拜登参议员：
 我也是。


佩林州长：
 嘿，我能称呼你“乔”吗？


拜登参议员：
 （远离话筒，无法听清）


佩林州长：
 谢谢。

谢谢你，戈温。谢谢大家，谢谢大家。


伊菲尔：
 欢迎二位。

既然我们已由掷硬币决定了先后顺序，那么第一个问题将由拜登参议员来回答，佩林州长将有90秒的跟进时间。

本周众议院通过了一项议案，一项数额庞大的紧急援助议案——或者我应该说还没有通过。参议院决定通过该议案，但是众议院直到今晚还在这个问题上争执不决。

尽管美国人民看惯了类似事情在国会山不断发生，但是请问拜登参议员，这出戏是我们见过的在华府上演的最好的一出还是最坏的一出呢？


拜登参议员：
 首先感谢戈温主持本场辩论会。

其次很高兴和佩林州长在此相遇，很高兴和你站在一起。

我认为本次国会争拗既不是华盛顿最好的一次也不是最坏的一次，而只是过去8年我们执行的是最坏经济政策这样一个事实的明证。其结果就是我们业已看到的华尔街风暴。

假如你需要更多铁证来证明他们所依据的经济理论有多糟糕的话，看看对市场经济过度的放任自流、无力监督市场的运行以及让华尔街为所欲为就行，我认为你不需要更多证据，看看现在发生了什么就足够了。

因此国会已被置于很艰难的境地，民主党人和共和党人已被置于很艰难的境地。但是巴拉克·奥巴马给出了救市计划的4条基本标准。

首先，他说必须要有监管。我们不会向任何人开任何支票，除非有财政部长予以监督。

其次，他说我们必须关注有房业主和普通的民众。

第三，他说我们对待纳税人必须像对待投资者那样。

最后，他说我们务必确保首席执行官们不会从中渔利，因为从长远来看，这样做可以让人们最终从该救市计划中获益。

因此，这4条标准让我们重新回到佩林州长和我之间，以及麦凯恩参议员和巴拉克·奥巴马之间存在的，也许是最根本的分歧上面，即我们将要根本性地改变经济政策的重心。

我们将把重点集中在中产阶级身上而不是只关注富人和财团，因为当中产阶级壮大起来的时候，美国的经济也随之水涨船高，而每个美国人也会如鱼得水。


伊菲尔：
 谢谢你，参议员。

佩林州长的观点呢？


佩林州长：
 谢谢你，戈温。同时我也感谢总统辩论委员会。能在这里和美国人民进行交流是我的殊荣，我很珍视。

你知道，当我们试图弄明白美国经济是好是坏的时候，我认为一个好的晴雨表就是你周六去看场儿童足球，然后问问在那里观战的任何一位家长：“你认为美国经济怎么样？”

我敢打赌你从家长的声音里会听到一丝恐惧，那是关于我们中的一部分人在股票市场上极少的一点投资的恐惧：我们在股市上的投资刚刚遭受重创了吗？

那是对我们将如何支付孩子上大学费用的恐惧，那是小企业主将如何借钱以增加存货或扩大招工规模的恐惧。

我认为经济晴雨表是显而易见的：我们的经济正在恶化而联邦政府却没有提供我们需要且我们应得的有力监管，因此我们最终需要改革。

现在，谢天谢地，约翰·麦凯恩就是代表改革的一个人。还记得吗？两年前，正是约翰·麦凯恩竭力促使房利美和房地美采取改革措施。是他敲响了警钟。

但是在参议院和他一道工作的同事们却对他置若罔闻，不愿意支持当时所需要的改革。不过我认为人们已经听到了他的警言，并且由于约翰·麦凯恩跨越两党的努力——在过去的一周里他在召集人们一起共商国是方面起到了如此重大的作用，他甚至终止了自己的竞选活动以确保把过度的政治分歧搁置一边而把国家利益放在首位——我们将会看到更严厉的监管。


伊菲尔：
 你们二位都想成为副总统。

拜登参议员，将来作为副总统你将如何缩小产生于华盛顿的两党歧见？今晚你们二位在这里都谈到了这一点。


拜登参议员：
 好的，戈温，这正是我在整个职业生涯中一直从事的工作，即弥合在极有争议的问题上的分歧，从处理针对女性的暴力行为到让10万警官到街头执勤，再到试图对发生在波斯尼亚的种族灭绝行为采取行动。

而且我有能力弥合两党分歧。我认为说我在共和党一边的朋友和我在民主党一边的朋友几乎一样多是没错的。

但是我能回应——我们能够继续这个话题吗？


伊菲尔：
 如你所愿。


拜登参议员：
 好的，你知道，直到两周前——确切说是在前一个周一的上午9点，约翰·麦凯恩说美国经济的基本面是有问题的。但是在他说这句话的前两周，他说乔治——他说在乔治·布什的政策之下我们在经济上取得了很大的进步。

9点约翰·麦凯恩说美国经济表现强劲，但前一个周一同一天的11点他说我们正在经历一场经济危机。

这并不是说约翰·麦凯恩不是一个好人，但是确实说明他脱离了现实。在座的其他人在两个月前就对此有所了解。


伊菲尔：
 佩林州长，你可以进行回应。


佩林州长：
 约翰·麦凯恩在谈到我国经济表现强劲的时候，他指的是美国的劳动力，而美国的劳动力是世界上最棒的，我们的劳动者们心灵手巧并且恪守恰当确立的工作伦理。这是积极的一面，是令人鼓舞的一面，这才是约翰·麦凯恩所想说的。

作为一州之长和一市之长，我所做的就是（无法听清）。我一向有进行改革的政治记录。现在我加入了一个特立独行的团队，该团队以约翰·麦凯恩为首，他也有锐意改革的政治记录。大家都知道，我们这个团队善于搁置两党政治纷争以把工作做好。

当然对于巴拉克·奥巴马而言，他几乎只按照他的政党路线去投票。事实上，他所投票中的96%是严格按照自己的政党路线去投的，因此美国人民就没有证据证明他的承诺——你们知道他的承诺也是为了美国人民的利益而搁置两党政治纷争。

我们一向对老一套的政治纷争嗤之以鼻。所以请恕我直言，尽管我从内心尊重你们在参议院这几年的工作，但是我认为美国人们渴望的是新鲜的东西、与以往不同的东西，渴望的是新的活力和新的能带来改革的承诺。

我认为这就是我们为什么需要把来自参议院的那位特立独行的人送入白宫的原因，而我很高兴将随他一起入主白宫。


伊菲尔：
 州长和参议员，其实你们二位都没有回答作为副总统将会做什么这个问题。整个晚上我都会不断地重提这个问题……（笑声）……看看我们能否期待得到答案。

现在，让我们讨论接下来的一个问题——次级贷款的崩溃问题。

你们认为谁应该为此承担责任？佩林州长，我请你先回答这个问题：是贪婪的贷款者吗？是本来就不应该一开始就冒险买房子的住房购买者吗？对此你应该做些什么？


佩林州长：
 毫无疑问是那些掠夺成性的贷款者们，是他们试图忽悠我们美国人，让我们相信尽管我们的购买能力只有10万美元，但是购买一套价值30万美元的房屋是明智之举。在华尔街存在着欺骗，存在着贪婪，存在着腐败。我们需要制止这种行为。

约翰·麦凯恩和我再一次承诺，我们将坚持我们已经承诺的誓言，即我们将根除华尔街的腐败。

目前美国人要做的一件事是让我们每一天都对国人负责，都对“半打啤酒乔”负责，都对“冰球妈妈”负责，我认为我们需要团结起来不让类似悲剧再次上演。我们将不再被那些管理我们钱财及向我们贷款的人所盘剥、所利用。我们需要确保从联邦政府那里得到对负责我们投资和储蓄的公司实体的严格监督，我们也有必要不让自己陷入债务泥潭。让我们在得到第一张信用卡之前就遵循父母的教导：不要入不敷出。我们需要确保作为一个个体，我们自始至终都要肩负起个人的责任。现在的经济正在遭受创伤，但这不是美国人民的错，不过我们有机会从中吸取不少有用的教训，比如说我们将不会再被利用。


伊菲尔：
 参议员的观点呢？


拜登参议员：
 好的，戈温。两年前巴拉克·奥巴马就对次贷危机发出了警告。约翰·麦凯恩在此后不久的12月却说他对发生次级债问题感到很吃惊。在巴拉克·奥巴马提醒我们应该如何做的时候，约翰·麦凯恩却在接受《华尔街日报》采访时说“我一直赞成减少监管”。我们让华尔街为所欲为。尽管约翰·麦凯恩是个好人，但是他认为共和党人给出的解决问题的方案屡试不爽，那就是不要监管、不要监管。

因此你们手头的武器就是压倒一切的“不要监管”的呼声。实际上你们相信华尔街能够自我约束。当巴拉克·奥巴马谈论恢复对华尔街监管的时候，约翰在过去一年半的时间里在20个不同的场合呼吁给予华尔街更多的自由。事实上就在最近，约翰在一份重要杂志上写了一篇文章，他指出撤销监管对医疗行业有效，他说让自由市场像银行业那样自行运行。

因此你们的许诺是撤销监管。你知道吗？那些口头说不要举债的人几乎不能支付灌满油箱的费用。最近我在我们当地的加油站问一位名叫乔伊·但科的人，我说：“乔伊，灌满你的油箱需要多少钱啊？”你知道他是怎么回答的吗？他说：“我不知道，乔。我从来没有足够的钱灌满它。”因此中产阶级需要纾缓，需要减税。他们现在就需要。他们现在就需要帮助。巴拉克·奥巴马将会改变关注的焦点。


伊菲尔：
 州长，如果你想就他刚才对麦凯恩参议员关于医疗的评论所说的话进行回应的话，有请。


佩林州长：
 我愿意就增加税收问题进行回应。在这里我们可以一致地说，毫无疑问我们需要减税以增加就业。巴拉克·奥巴马和拜登参议员也曾经为美国历史上最大的税收增加议案投过赞成票。巴拉克有94次机会站在美国人民一边去投减税的票，但是他94次投票赞成增税或不赞成减税，94次啊。

那不是我们需要增加工作岗位的做法，也不是我们实实在在刺激经济的做法。我们需要的是私人部门能够让我们获得更多的收入和生产更多的产品。政府将不得不学会更加直接有效地工作，假如这样可以抑制政府机构变得臃肿的话——我们今天已经看到了臃肿的政府机构。但是我们确实需要减税，而巴拉克·奥巴马甚至在最近的去年还支持对年收入只有4.2万美元的家庭进行增税。这样就会有大量的中等收入的普通美国家庭要增加税负。我认为这样做会消灭掉我们的工作机会并继续伤害到我们的经济。


伊菲尔：
 参议员呢？


拜登参议员：
 这种指责毫无事实根据，巴拉克·奥巴马没有投票支持增加税收。她所指的投票方式正和约翰·麦凯恩的投票方式一模一样。那是一个预算案的程序性投票。约翰·麦凯恩以这种方式投了票。它没有增加税负。第二，按照州长的标准，约翰·麦凯恩投了477次增税的票。这是一个虚假的标准，但是戈温，如果你注意的话，州长没有回答关于放松管制的问题，没有回答我对她为约翰·麦凯恩不赞同放松管制、让华尔街自由发展的主张辩护的质疑。他确实几乎全面支持放松管制。这就是我们为什么遇到如此之大的麻烦的原因。


伊菲尔：
 在我们继续下去之前你愿意利用这个机会回答上述问题吗？


佩林州长：
 我还是关注征税的事情，因为我想再次纠正你在这个问题上的错误说法，并且我要让你知道我作为市长和州长都做了些什么。也许我不会回答主持人或者你想听到的问题，但是我将开诚布公地直接和美国人民谈话，让他们也知道我的政治记录。作为市长，我在职的每一年都在减税。我取消了私人财产税，取消了小企业的存货税，而作为州长，我们终止了我们州的燃料税。我们了解我们的经济如何才能变得活跃起来，因此我们采取了这些措施。至于约翰·麦凯恩坚持规章制度以及推行更加严厉的监管措施的立场，这是众所周知的，是另外一个问题。看看他对烟草业的立场，看看他发起的金融改革运动就一目了然了。


伊菲尔：
 好的，现在我们的时间已到。我们必须继续下一个问题。拜登参议员，既然我们想讨论税收问题，那么就让我们来谈谈税收问题。你曾经倡导过对年收入超过25万美元的人群增加课税。问你的问题是，难道那不是一种阶级斗争吗？同样的问题问你，佩林州长，你曾提议对雇主缴纳的医疗保险实行税收优惠政策，一些学者认为那会把超过500万的人置于无保险的境地。我想知道你们为何不从穷人身上开刀呢？请拜登参议员先回答。


拜登参议员：
 好的，戈温。我的出发点被称为公平原则，只是简简单单的公平原则。中产阶级在苦苦挣扎。在约翰·麦凯恩的课税提议下，一个亿的中产阶级的家庭——确切说是一个亿的中产阶级的家庭成员没有得到任何变化，他们在税负方面没有得到丝毫的优惠。而在巴拉克·奥巴马的方案下，年收入在25万美元之下的人不会多交一分钱的税，不论是资本利得税、所得税还是投资税，所有的税负都不会增加。而美国95%的人的年收入都在15万美元之下，因此这些人都会得到税负优惠。

这对我而言就是一种简简单单的公平。美国的经济引擎是中产阶级。是这些人在聆听这次的辩论转播。当中产阶级表现得好的时候，美国就表现得好，甚至美国的富人们也就表现得好。这不是对富人的惩罚。约翰想要对美国公司以及富豪们每年新增加3亿美元乃至10亿美元的税收减免，但中产阶级实际上什么都得不到。我们有不同的价值体系。中产阶级是美国经济的引擎。公平地讲，是他们而不是那些超级富豪们应该得到税收优惠，后者的生活很优渥，他们不需要更多的税收优惠。另外附带说一句，在奥巴马治下他们所交的税不会高于在罗纳德·里根治下所交的。


伊菲尔：
 州长？


佩林州长：
 我的确对你似乎拥护的财富再分配原则持有异议，但是当你谈到奥巴马的税负增加方案只影响到那些年收入超过25万美元的人群时，你忘了符合这个条件的数百万小企业。它们将会付更多的税，从而导致工作岗位的减少以及生产率的下降。

你最近说较高的税负或自请较高的税负或支付较高的税负是一种爱国行为。如按这种说法，托德和我一直过着美国式的中产阶级家庭生活，那么我们就不爱国了。所谓爱国就是说你知道政府不是万能的。事实上，很多时候政府是麻烦所在，因此政府采取措施减轻我们家庭的税负之后便站在一边，让私人部门和我们的家庭成长壮大和繁荣昌盛。巴拉克·奥巴马除了提议新增加将近一万亿美元的政府支出外还提出了一个增税方案，他的这个做法是我们经济增长的绊脚石。


伊菲尔：
 州长，你有兴趣为麦凯恩参议员的医疗方案进行辩护吗？


佩林州长：
 我有兴趣，因为他有一个好的、详细的医疗方案。我想向你们透露其中的两个细节。他提议为每个家庭提供5000美元的税负减免以便让他们脱离困境以及能够购买自己的医疗保险。这是明智之举，而且不会引起预算的变化。该计划不会花费政府的一毫一厘，相比而言，巴拉克·奥巴马的方案是强制性购买医疗保险，而且政府全程介入；我认为联邦政府包办医疗保险的做法不会真正令美国人高兴，除非你对最近联邦政府大包大揽的行事作风感到满意。但是通过所得税抵免的5000美元的医疗保险是预算中性的，是有所帮助的。此外，他也想消除州与州之间的人为界限，通过竞争我们能够跨越州际界限，并且如果别的地方提供更好的方案，我们将能够予以购买。因此，买得起和买得到将是5000美元的税负减免计划的关键所在。


伊菲尔：
 谢谢你，州长。参议员？


拜登参议员：
 戈温，我不知道从何谈起。在我的出生地斯克兰顿市及在我长大成人的邻近地区的克莱芒特市和威尔明顿市，我们不说财富再分配。公平地说，今年不给予埃克森美孚公司另外一个400万美元的课税优惠（一如约翰所要求的那样），而把400万美元的课税优惠给予中产阶级以便让他们有能力支付孩子上大学的费用，我们不把这种情况称为财富再分配，我们称之为公平，此其一。第二个事实是，美国95%的小型企业所有者的年收入低于25万美元，因此这些小型企业的税负不会有一分一毫的增加。

至于麦凯恩的医疗方案，它是一个一只手施舍另一只手又拿回去的把戏。你知道巴拉克·奥巴马是如何——对不起，你知道约翰·麦凯恩是如何支付他将给予你们一家人的5000美元课税优惠的吗？

他向你们中的每一位课税作为政府的收入来源，向听众中的每一位通过雇主而拥有一份医疗计划的人课税。这就是他筹集3.6万亿美元的途径——先向你的医疗保险征税而后再给你5000美元，而这些钱将直接进入保险公司的腰包，这点在他的竞选网站上写得很清楚。

于是你将不得不付出1.2万美元——这是你通过雇主得到医疗计划的平均费用——该计划花费1.2万美元。你将不得不替换一个1.2万美元的计划，因为你们中的2000万人将会被漏掉。你们中的2000万人将会被漏掉。

因此你将不得不用5000美元的支票去换取1.2万美元的保险计划，你的5000美元的支票给了保险公司。我把麦凯恩的这个方案称为“终极绝路桥”。


伊菲尔：
 谢谢，参议员。

关于副总统一职的最常见的陈词滥调也许是他将在总统心跳停止后成为总统：一旦最坏的事情发生，所有人都会拭目以待看接下来会发生什么事。你们和总统之间在某些原则问题上存在着分歧，比如你们在阿拉斯加钻探石油问题，在建立国家野生动物保护区问题，在监视法问题上存在分歧等等，至少你们在过去有过分歧。那么如果最坏的事情发生了，那么拜登政府和奥巴马政府会有所不同吗？


拜登参议员：
 上帝不允许这种事情发生，如果发生了那将是一个历史性的国家悲剧。

但是假如它发生了，我将继续执行巴拉克·奥巴马的政策——执行他的恢复中产阶级地位的政策，确保他们得到公正的减税优惠，确保他们得到负担得起的医疗保险，确保他们得到有效的减税优惠，确保他们能够帮助子女进入大学，确保我们有一个不但实现能源自主和环境清新且能够创造500万个新工作岗位的能源政策；一个结束伊拉克战争的外交政策，一个“9·11”后美国公众赋予总统抓捕或者杀死本·拉登以及消灭基地组织任务的外交政策；一个联合我们的盟友以确保我们知道我们照章行事、不独断专行的政策；一个拒绝布什先发制人而代之以预防和合作的政策，女士们和先生们，这是本次选举中最重要的一条。

因此这次选举是自1932年以来我们曾经参与和即将参与的最为重要的一次。本次选举和以往选举全然不同，我将坚持奥巴马的政策，因为本质上在他所倡导的每个重大问题上我和他都是一致的。


伊菲尔：
 州长。


佩林州长：
 上天不会容许这种事情发生。是的，这种事情到底发生过，无论结局如何，这种事情毕竟在两党历史上都发生过。

至于我和约翰·麦凯恩的分歧以及我们的政府将如何运转，你期待什么呢？作为一个具有独立见解的团队，我们当然不会在所有问题上都百分之百地意见一致。如同我们在北极国家野生动物保护区问题上的讨论一样，至少我们能够求同存异。我将在该保护区问题上继续敦促他同意我们的立场。他从来不要求我发言前先审视一下自己的主张，他要求的是深思熟虑且积极健康的辩论，以便我们能够制定出良好的政策，对此我无比感念。

但是如果悲剧不幸发生的话，我要做的也无非是继续他一心一意所从事的伟业——把政府送回到人民一边并消除寄生在华尔街和华盛顿的贪婪和腐败。

我认为我们需要的是把来自瓦西拉主街那里的少许现实主义带到华盛顿特区。

如此一来，那里的人民就能够明白，普通劳动阶级家庭成员如何看待联邦政府和国会里的官僚主义以及国会的懒惰了。

美国的劳动阶级每天都在说：“政府啊，你离我远点吧。如果你伤害了我，如果你强行让我干更多的事，如果你从我口袋里拿走更多的钱、所得税以及营业税，那么在离今天还有几周的时间人民将对你进行一次选择：或者支持那些想要增加工作岗位、刺激经济并赢得战争胜利的总统候选人，或者支持那些想要增加课税，最终会导致工作机会消失、经济受到伤害的总统候选人。”


拜登参议员：
 我能回应吗？你只需要随我在威尔明顿的联合大街上走一趟或者去一趟卡蒂餐馆或者和我去一趟家得宝（我在那里花了不少时间），你随便问问那里的人们，这个政府的经济政策和外交政策是否让他们的生活在过去8年里变得更好。然后你再问问他们，在重大问题上约翰·麦凯恩是否和总统意见不一——在税收问题上，在伊拉克问题上，在阿富汗问题上，在如何帮助人们接受教育问题上，在处理医疗保险问题上。

在我邻近地区的人们明白了，他们明白了。他们知道他们一直以来都是弱势群体。所以请你们和我一起在邻近地区转一转，和我一起回到我在老牌产钢城市——克莱芒特市的老邻居家里或者和我一道走访斯克兰顿市。那里的人们知道中产阶级已经沦为弱势群体。富豪们如鱼得水，干得很欢。美国私营公司大发其财。是我们进行变革的时候了。巴拉克·奥巴马将会带来变革。


伊菲尔：
 州长呢？


佩林州长：
 不要这么说，乔，哪壶不开你提哪壶。你偏爱自己对布什政府的所有说三道四的评论。真该死！让我们向前看，告诉美国人我们计划着在未来要为他们做些什么。你提到了教育问题，我很高兴。我知道你热衷于教育事业，你的妻子从教三十余年，上帝保佑她。她会在天堂得到回报的，对吧？关于教育我还想说，美国需要把更多精力集中到教育上面来，我们的学校也必须实实在在地根据应得的资金予以整修。教师需要得到更多的工资。我来自教育世家。我的爷爷曾是一名教师，我的爸爸今天就坐在观众席上，他是一名教师，从教很多年了。我的兄弟是一名教师，我认为他是本年度的最佳教师，我要对他的格拉蒂斯·伍德小学三年级学生们大声说：你们将因观看本场辩论而得到额外学分。

在一些州，美国的教育学分制在某种意义上被认为有点不严格，我们必须提高其标准。“不让一个孩子掉队”项目已经实施，但是并不尽如人意。我们需要在“不让一个孩子掉队”项目里加入机动元素。我们需要把更多重点集中在教学专业上。我认为在我们两党的议事日程上我们需要确保教育居于绝对首要位置。我的孩子们现在在公立学校就读，这是我心仪之事。我非常非常关注我们的教育将走向何方，我们必须提升教育水平，把更多精力投入到这方面。


伊菲尔：
 今晚每个人都会得到加分。接下来我们将继续下一个问题的讨论。州长，你在7月曾说过，必须有人向你准确解释副总统的日常职责是什么。而参议员，你曾说过在任何情况下都不做副总统。也许这只是当时发生的事情。（笑声）但是请你们现在告诉我们，展望未来，你们认为副总统一职价值几何？


佩林州长：
 我当时的言论只是一个蹩脚的笑话，而我猜测你当时的言论也只是试图说一个蹩脚的笑话而已，因为没人明白这个笑话。（笑声）当然我们都知道副总统的职责是什么。


拜登参议员：
 他们不明白你说的话还是不明白我说的话？他们到底不明白谁说的话？


佩林州长：
 不是，不是。当然，我们都知道副总统该干什么工作，他（她）不仅仅是主持参议院的工作，还要很严肃地对待副总统一职。我很欣慰宪法赋予了副总统更多的权威——假如副总统运用这种权威和参议员一道工作的话，这保证了我们对总统政策的支持力度，也保证了我们的总统知道我们的力量所在。约翰·麦凯恩和我，就我在其议事日程里在哪些领域发挥作用问题进行过多次令人愉快的交谈：首先是在美国的能源独立以及政府全面改革方面，其次是和有孩子的家庭一道工作以满足他们的特殊需求。这也是我钟爱的工作。在这些领域里，约翰·麦凯恩已经选择了我，并说：我需要你在这些领域发挥领导作用。我说：我迫不及待地接受这项任务并和你一道工作。


伊菲尔：
 参议员？


拜登参议员：
 戈温，我希望我们回到教育问题上来，因为我不了解约翰所支持的任何政府项目，不是指需要更多资金投入的早期教育问题。“不让一个孩子掉队”项目之所以掉队是因为资金没有跟上，我们没有资助该项目。我想我们能够使其回到正轨。

至于副总统角色这个问题，我有一个长篇谈话，我相信和州长与其负责人的谈话一样，在我这里就是和巴拉克交谈。让我告诉你巴拉克要求我做些什么吧。我有在参议院办成事的历史，对此约翰·麦凯恩应该了如指掌。我的政治记录显示我能够搞定有争议的问题。我将充当我们政府在美国国会立法提议的联系人。如果有人问我是否想要成为政府的头儿，我的回答是“不想”。但是巴拉克·奥巴马向我表明他想让我和他在一起帮助他治理国家。因此每个重大决策由他来制定，我坐在屋子里为他出谋划策。他是总统，我不是，我将给他最好的意见。

遴选竞选搭档的初期他说过一句话，他说他选择的人要有独立见解，有分歧时不害怕告诉他。正如你所知，我就是有这样名声的一个人。我期待着和巴拉克·奥巴马一道工作，期待着在他的总统任期内扮演一个非常有益的角色，期待着为我们国家带来所需要的变革。


伊菲尔：
 州长，你刚才提到也许宪法在将来会赋予副总统更多的权力。你和切尼副总统一样相信行政机构的小庙里已经装不下副总统这个大和尚了，副总统也应该在立法机构里有一席之地吗？


佩林州长：
 我们的国父们通过宪法允许副总统职能有很大的弹性，他们的这种做法是非常明智的。我们要好好利用这个职位，让副总统的工作配合总统的工作，并对总统的工作予以支持以造福美国人民。没错，我同意切尼的观点，认为我们在副总统的职能方面有很大的弹性，因此我们将竭尽全力地、恰到好处地去执行我国所需要的治国方略。麦凯恩正是部分地看中了我的行政经验才挑选我作为副总统人选，我的行政经验不仅仅来自于身肩州长一职，还来自于先前身肩市长一职，来自于身肩石油与天然气监察员一职，来自于身肩企业所有者一职。这些年的行政经验必将在白宫里派上大的用场。


伊菲尔：
 副总统切尼是如何理解副总统这一职位的呢？


拜登参议员：
 切尼副总统也许是美国历史上最危险的副总统。他不了解宪法第一条所定义的美国副总统的角色，即在行政部门工作。他该在行政部门工作。他应该知道这一点。每个人都应该知道这一点。

美利坚合众国副总统的主要任务就是支持美利坚合众国总统的工作，当总统问询时给予总统最好的意见；另外副总统还要主持参议院的工作，但只限于当两党投票旗鼓相当的时候。宪法的规定是很清楚的。

从立法的角度看，副总统唯一的权威就是投票权，就是当支持和反对的票数旗鼓相当的时候，他的一票具有决定权。相对于国会而言他没有任何权威。他在立法机构发挥作用的思想是切尼发明的怪诞想法，其目的就是加强一元行政权。看看这种思想把我们带到了什么地方吧。这是非常危险的行为。


伊菲尔：
 让我们拿出一点时间谈谈习惯看法。佩林州长，人们对你的习惯看法是，你的软肋是经验不足。而拜登参议员，人们对你的习惯看法是，你的软肋是桀骜不驯。佩林州长，你实际的软肋是什么？拜登参议员，你实际的软肋是什么？州长你先说。


佩林州长：
 作为高级行政人员我先后担任过市长、企业主、石油与天然气监察员，现在是一个大州的一州之长——该州是生产能源的大州，在实现我国能源自主进程中起着巨大的作用，这一点极其重要——我的经验将会有用武之地。

但是并非只有经验才有用处，有用处的还有我和处于美国核心地带的人民的联系。作为一位母亲，我为处于前线的儿子忧心忡忡，我非常关心我那位需要特殊照顾的儿子，担心孩子们不能上大学，我们将如何支付大学学费呢？我和托德结婚初期，我们没有医疗保险，为此我忧虑过，因此我们了解其他美国人围坐在餐桌旁，努力盘算着从口袋里掏现金以支付医疗费用时的心情。我们也一直是这么过来的，所以和美国人民保持联系是重要的。

但是更为重要的是约翰·麦凯恩和我共同拥有的国际视野，这个视野就是认为美国是一个独一无二的国家。正如里根总统用优美的语言所描述的那样，我们国家将是山巅之上的闪光之城，我们国家是希望的灯塔，我们不会在这里向任何人道歉。我们国家并不完美，但是携起手来，我们代表的是完美的理念，那就是民主、包容、自由和平等权利。我们所代表的这些理念能够被作为世界上向善的力量而善加利用。

约翰·麦凯恩和我共同分享这些理念。这些理念再加上我们两个人在开创今日之局面和改革方面独一无二的历史记录，这足以让我们组成一个好的团队，这足以让我们组成一个好的候选人名单。


伊菲尔：
 参议员？


拜登参议员：
 你很善意地提醒我缺乏自律是我唯一的缺陷。

其他人对我的过度热情颇有微辞，可是我不会改变的。我担任公职已有35年。人们能够评判我的为人。在这么长的时间里我一直没变。

顺便就变革记录说一句——就取得重要成就而言我和奥巴马的记录可以和约翰·麦凯恩或者其他任何人的记录相媲美。我们起草反犯罪议案，让10万警察在街道上维持治安；我们起草针对女性暴力的议案——约翰·麦凯恩对这两个议案都投了反对票，而很显然在克林顿总统的领导下该议案对于改善波斯尼亚女性的处境起到了很大的作用。

我了解作为单身家长的滋味。当我的妻子和女儿死于车祸并且两个儿子严重受伤的时候，我理解作为一名家长望子成龙的迫切心情。

我理解孩子们和父亲围坐在餐桌旁听父亲说这句话的心情：“我必须走了，柴普，因为我在这里没有工作，我必须到威尔明顿去。当我们攒足钱时，亲爱的，就可以把你们带过来。”

我理解那是什么处境。我现在的境况比绝大多数美国人的境况好得多。我在美国参议院拿到丰厚的薪水。我住在一座美丽的房子里，这是我的全部投资。因此我现在的境况好多了。

但是因为我是一个男人，不知道该如何单独抚养我的两个孩子，不知道自己的孩子是否会取得成功——我理解。

请恕我直言，我也知道州长或别的什么人围坐在餐桌旁是一个什么情形。你们知道吗？他们希望得到帮助，他们希望得到帮助。他们别无所求。


伊菲尔：
 州长？


佩林州长：
 人们别无所求，但是他们寻求变革，而约翰·麦凯恩正是这些年来参议院里完美无缺的特立独行者。

他一直尝试联合来自党内外的左派人士和右派人士，因为当时机成熟的时候他不得不担负起自己政党的责任，认识到该搁置两党歧见而去做符合美国人民利益的事情。这也是作为州长的我所做的事情，当我认为必要的时候我会肩负起自己政党的责任和州内阁两党成员一道工作，我会任命那些愿意为民服务的人们而不管他们来自哪个党派：他们可以是民主党人，可以是无党派人士，也可以是共和党人，我们会不遗余力地把事情做好。

他特立独行的立场也获得了其支持者们的佐证。看看李伯曼、朱利安尼、罗姆尼和林格以及我们所有人，我们有着不同的政策背景，有着不同的政党背景，但此刻我们走到了一起，认识到他就是在动荡的这些年，我们需要在未来4年领导我们国家的那个人。

我们必须赢得战争的胜利。我们必须让我们的经济回到正轨上。我们不允许贪婪和腐败重现华尔街。

我们一定不能让党派偏见盘踞在华盛顿特区，无论是谁主政。当共和党人主政的时候，我没看到有多大进展，而当民主党人主政的时候，我也没看到有多大进展，但是本次较量是最近两年的最后一次较量。

变革正在来临，而约翰·麦凯恩就是改革的领头人。


伊菲尔：
 参议员……


拜登参议员：
 我将简短说明。我能予以回应吗？

特立独行——让我们谈谈约翰·麦凯恩的特立独行吧。我再说一遍，我喜欢他。他确实在一些问题上特立独行，但是在关乎民生问题上他又不那么特立独行了。

5次投票中他有4次是支持乔治·布什的预算，该预算让我们今年承担了5000亿美元的债务，自从布什上台以来合计承担的债务高达3万亿美元。

在为人民提供医疗服务方面，他又不那么特立独行了。当美国参议院就把又一批360万儿童纳入现有的医保体系之中投票的时候，他投了反对票。

当遇到教育问题的时候，他又不那么特立独行了。他不支持减税以便让人们的收入发生显著变化，使他们能够供子女上大学。

在战争问题上他又不那么特立独行了。事实上，他在影响人们围绕在餐桌旁真正探讨的问题方面从来就不是一位特立独行者。

我们能为母亲做核磁共振治疗吗？下学期我们能让玛丽回到学校继续上学吗？我们不能确定。今年冬季如何取暖呢？

他甚至投票反对向人们提供我们所称的“低收入家庭能源补助计划”，当油价在冬季大幅攀升的时候该计划向人们提供援助。

因此他在影响人们生计的、重要的和关键性的问题上根本就不是特立独行的人。


伊菲尔：
 下面是今晚最后一个问题，此后就是你们的结束语。拜登参议员，从你开始。你能够想到一个问题吗？这个问题能让正在观看你的最后辩论也是唯一一次辩论的人们明白你是一个什么样的人。你能够想到这样一个问题、一个政策问题吗？在这个问题上你为了适应变化了的环境而改变了你一贯的立场？


拜登参议员：
 是的，我能想到。当我刚进入参议院的时候我就作为一名年轻律师成了法官委员会的一名成员，我拥有的观念也是我在学校接受的观念：唯一紧要的事情就是能否得到总统的任命或者被总统指出具备法官气质，没有道德瑕疵，而且在学校是个好学生。

但是没过多长时间——尽管转变是很艰难的，但是我没用很长时间就发生了转变——我用5年时间意识到法官的意识形态是何等重要。

于是我带头反对波克法官。假如他一直待在法庭上的话，我怀疑他将带来一些我不喜欢、美国人民也不喜欢的变化，包括自“罗伊诉威德案”至公民权利和公民自由的方方面面。

因此，这是当我仔细审视我的职业生涯时发现的一次认识改变。这就是为什么我成为法官委员会第一位坦率声明法官的哲学思想很关键的主席。美国人民有权利知道和了解这件事。

但是我确实在那个问题上发生了改变，至今我为我的所作所为还感到高兴。


伊菲尔：
 州长？


佩林州长：
 作为市长和州长，我遇到过这样的时刻，即我们通过了我没有投票否决但准备放弃的预算案，但是我知道在那时为了推进议事日程如此做是对的，而且和立法机关一道工作也是恰当的，毕竟后者实际上掌握着财政大权。

所以有些时候我想执行零基预算，想更大力度地减税，但是我得不到足够的支持来完成我的设想。

但是在重大的原则问题上，不，我是不会妥协的，因为我们总是找到一起工作的途径。在阿拉斯加，我们已经做的就是在两党的努力下再次携起手来一起工作，而不在乎谁为此会得到好评，因为我们完成了任务。

这只是我想参与的政府运转的一部分而已，我们在华盛顿特区也将会这么做，把两党召集在一起。为了美国人民的利益，约翰·麦凯恩也擅长这么做。


伊菲尔：
 我们兜了一圈，现在让我们回到原处。你们二位都想把双方团结在一起。你们二位都大谈两党合作。但是在本周我们又看到了在华盛顿发生的一幕。作为二号人物的副总统，你们将如何改变华盛顿的这种风格？


拜登参议员：
 我再一次地相信，假如约翰·麦凯恩在这里的话，他会同意我即将说的话，当然在选举期间这么说是很危险的。

我一直能够在一些最具争议的问题上进行跨党工作，不但能够改变本党的思想，同时也能改变共和党的思想，因为我从迈克·曼斯菲尔德那里学到了一个教训。

迈克·曼斯菲尔德是参议院的前领袖，有一天他针对我批评杰西·海默斯那件事对我说：“如果我告诉你杰西·海默斯和多德·海默斯曾领养过一个长着畸形牙齿、处于危难之中的孩子的话，你会做什么？”我说：“我感到自己是个浑球。”

他说：“乔，要知道一件事：每个人来到这里都有一个理由，就是他们身上有人们喜爱的东西。所以不要质疑他们的动机。”

从进入参议院第一年的那个时刻以后，我再也没有质疑过和我持不同政见的国会或参议院其他成员的动机。我质疑的只是他们的判断力。

我认为这就是为什么我能够心怀敬意地在美国参议院工作的原因所在吧。这就是巴拉克·奥巴马和我将给本党带来的根本变革：不质疑别人的动机。


伊菲尔：
 州长？


佩林州长：
 你所做的就是我身为州长所做的，你任命官员而不问其政党背景，他们可以是民主党人，无党派人士，也可以是共和党人。你脚踏实地而不只是夸夸其谈。

甚至在我自己的家庭就出现了非常多样的政治倾向。我们家庭的成员具有各种各样的政治观念，因此我长大成人后就知道，只要我们是为了一个更伟大的事业而一起努力，那么政治的多样性就没什么问题。

但是政策和主张也必须各为其主。所以在11月4日投票者将再次做出自己的选择：或者支持这样一组候选人，他们的政策将创造出工作机会，措施是降低美国工人以及我们企业的税负，增加基础设施建设，控制政府支出，让我们国家的能源自给自足。

或者支持另外一组候选人，他们的政策将通过增加税负而消灭工作机会，这是有政治记录可查的。他们会要求增加税负，增加支出，他们已经提出了一万亿美元的政府支出计划。这将损害我们的国家，向能源自主说不。因此11月4日的选择是泾渭分明的。


伊菲尔：
 佩林州长，你有机会首先做结束声明。


佩林州长：
 好的，戈温，我想再次感谢你和辩论委员会。本次辩论对我而言是极大的荣耀。

同时我也感谢拜登参议员，终于和你见了面，也终于和你进行了辩论。我希望有更多这样的机会。

我喜欢能够回答这些棘手的问题而不被主流媒体过滤，可以告诉观众他们刚刚听到了什么。否则我宁愿直接和美国人民谈话，就像我们刚刚做过的那样。

因此让美国人民知道他们在11月4日拥有的选择对象是何等重要。

我想要你们确信约翰·麦凯恩和我一道将会为美国而战，我们将会为中产阶级、为像我那样的普通美国家庭而战。

我战斗过，我知道美国的痛是什么。我知道我们面临的挑战是什么，同时感谢上帝，我也知道我们生活在美国的乐趣是什么。我们是如此地有福气，因此我总是以身为一个美国人为荣。约翰·麦凯恩也是如此。

我们也必须为自由而战，为经济自由和国家安全自由而战。

罗纳德·里根说过：自由离其湮灭总是只有一代人的距离，它并不延续到我们的血脉之中而被自然地传诸后代。我们必奋力追求它，必去保护它，必将它交给孩子们，以让他们能同样为之奋斗，否则我们将会发现自己在垂暮之年只能向孩子们，以及孩子们的孩子们讲述美国昔日男女自由生活的时光了。

我们将为自由而战，而在本次竞选中只有一人曾真正为你们战斗过，那就是约翰·麦凯恩参议员。


伊菲尔：
 谢谢你，州长。拜登参议员。


拜登参议员：
 戈温，谢谢你为我们主持这次辩论，谢谢辩论委员会以及州长，我确确实实很高兴在此见到你。

各位，本次选举是你们一生中所参与过的最为重要的一次。没人能够否认过去8年里我们在国内被深深埋进了经济危机的旋涡，而在国外又被不信任深深包围。因此我们无论在治理国内经济理念方面还是在对外政策方面都需要进行一次深刻的变革。

巴拉克·奥巴马和我不以下面的标准来衡量变革是否取得进展：我们是否删除了更多的管制条例，首席执行官们表现如何，或者给予埃克森美孚公司另外400万美元的减税优惠。

我们基于以下事实来衡量美国进步与否：人们是否能够归还抵押贷款；人们是否能够把自己的孩子送入大学；孩子被送上战场后是否能够得到最好的装备并具备他们需要的一切——我们的孩子都在海外战场上——或者确切地说，我即将把孩子送往海外战场而约翰已经把孩子送往了海外战场，我也许会再送一个儿子去参战。当他们返回家园时，我们能够保障他们拥有最好的医疗服务以及可能的最好的教育。

你们知道，在我成长的地区到处充满着尊严和尊重，这和你们大多数人成长的地区一样。在这样的地区到处有这样的妇女和男人、母亲和父亲，他们教育自己的子女们如果相信自己，如果诚实，如果勤奋工作，如果热爱祖国，就能够心想事成。我们相信这一点，我们也是这么做的。

这就是为什么巴拉克·奥巴马和我进行竞选的原因所在——要在我们的社区重建这个信心。

女士们，先生们，我爸爸过去常常对我这么说：“柴普，当你被击倒的时候，站起来。”

那么，现在就是美国人民一起站起来的时候。美国已做好准备，你们已做好准备，我已做好准备，而巴拉克·奥巴马也已做好了担任美利坚合众国下一任总统的准备。

愿上帝保佑诸位，并且最最重要地，出于私心，愿上帝为了我们二人护佑我们的军队。


伊菲尔：
 今晚的辩论结束了。我们要感谢来到圣路易斯市华盛顿大学现场的诸位，感谢总统辩论委员会。

还有两场辩论要进行：一场是在下周二即10月7日进行，主持人是汤姆·布罗考，地点在纳什维尔的贝尔蒙特大学；另外一场在10月15日进行，地点是在纽约的霍夫斯特拉大学，主持人是鲍伯·希弗。

谢谢你们，佩林州长和拜登参议员。祝各位晚安。


2008年美国大选第二次总统候选人辩论


时间：
 2008年10月7日星期二，东部时间晚9：00至晚10：30，时长90分钟


地点：
 田纳西州纳什维尔市贝尔蒙特大学


人物：
 民主党总统候选人巴拉克·奥巴马参议员

共和党总统候选人约翰·麦凯恩参议员


主持人：
 国家广播公司新闻频道的汤姆·布罗考


辩论主题：
 来自互联网以及现场观众的问题


形式：
 市政厅会议


布罗考：
 大家晚上好，这里是田纳西州纳什维尔市的贝尔蒙特大学。我是来自国家广播公司新闻频道的汤姆·布罗考。欢迎收看第二轮总统辩论，本场辩论由总统辩论委员会主办。

今晚的辩论是唯一一次实行市政厅会议形式的辩论。盖洛普公司从纳什维尔地区选择了80名投票意向未定的选民前来现场参加我们今晚的辩论。今天早些时候，他们每个人给了我向候选人所提问题的副本。

从这些问题中——以及从网上提交的数万个问题中——我选择了一长串精彩问题，有关于国内政策的，也有关于国外政策的。

委员会成员和候选人都没有看到过这些问题。尽管今晚我们不能把所有问题都讨论完，但是我们距离大选还有一个月的时间，我们应该进行一次广泛的讨论。

每位候选人将有2分钟的时间回应一个共同问题，然后有一分钟的时间跟进和补充。大厅里的现场观众已经同意保持礼貌和专注，不允许欢呼或喝倒彩。在家看电视的观众当然不受此限。

大厅里唯一的例外就是现在，我将荣幸地介绍候选人，他们是来自伊利诺伊州的巴拉克·奥巴马参议员和来自亚利桑那州的约翰·麦凯恩参议员。

先生们？

（掌声）

先生们，如果可以的话，我们要马上开始。自从12天前你们在“老密西”碰面之后，世界发生了巨大变化，当然不是变得更好。我们依然不知道本次经济衰退的底部在哪里。

正如你们可能预料的那样，今晚大厅内的人们提出的以及网民提出的很多问题都和美国经济有关，事实上，和全球经济形势有关。

我知道你们抛了硬币。

因此奥巴马参议员，今晚先从你开始。我们的第一个问题来自这里A区的艾伦·谢弗。

艾伦呢？


问题：
 经济状况在下行，退休的人、老年人以及工人失去了收入，你有什么最快捷、最明确的方法把这些人从经济危机中挽救出来吗？


奥巴马参议员：
 好的，艾伦，非常感谢你提出了这个问题。首先很显然我要感谢贝尔蒙特大学，谢谢你，汤姆，感谢今晚所有参与辩论的人以及那些通过电子邮件提交问题的人。

我认为人人都知道我们现在身处大萧条之后最严重的一次金融危机之中。我想你们很多人对工作、养老金、退休金账户以及送孩子或孩子的孩子上大学的能力忧虑重重。

我相信这次金融危机是对过去8年失败的经济政策的最终判决，由布什总统强烈推荐、得到麦凯恩参议员支持的这些政策，从本质上提倡我们应该甩开监管及对消费者的保护，让市场自由运转，然后繁荣就像雨水一样落在我们每个人身上。

那种做法并不可行。所以现在我们必须采取果断行动。

第一步是上周通过的一揽子救助方案。我们务必确保方案切实可行。那意味着严格监督，确保投资者、纳税人会收回他们的资金，像对待投资者那样地对待他们。

那意味着我们要严厉对待首席执行官们，确保他们不会因救助方案而得到奖金或遣散费。但事实上我们刚刚发现，美国国际集团作为一家一周前才得到救助的公司，却继续花费40万美元让其高管吃大餐。

让我告诉你吧，财政部应该把救助金要回来，美国国际集团那些高管应该被炒鱿鱼。但是那只是第一步。中产阶级需要一个一揽子救助方案。那就意味着为中产阶级减税。

那意味着要帮助那些购房者，这样他们才能够待在自己的家里。那意味着我们要帮助联邦和地方政府安排道路项目和桥梁项目以保住人们的工作岗位。

接下来的长期计划是我们必须改善我们的医疗体系，改善压得我们喘不过气来的能源体系。你们需要一个为你们工作的人，你们需要一个这样的人，他身在华盛顿心系中产阶级，而不是只想着那些有能力雇佣说客的人。


布罗考：
 麦凯恩参议员？


麦凯恩参议员：
 好的，谢谢你，汤姆。谢谢你，贝尔蒙特大学。奥巴马参议员，很高兴和你一起参加市政厅会议。

还有，艾伦，谢谢你提出问题。你今晚点到了美国的痛处。美国人民愤怒、沮丧，还有点恐惧。我们的工作就是要解决问题。

我有一个计划可以解决该问题，而该计划和能源独立有关。我们必须停止向那些不太喜欢我们的国家每年输送7000亿美元的资金。我们必须让美国税收保持低位运行。让美国的所有税收都保持低位。我们今天不会给任何人增加税收负担。

显然我们必须停止发生在华盛顿的乱花钱行为。你们知道吗？我们已经把10万亿美元的债务加在今晚和我们在一起的年轻人身上了，其中的5000亿美元是我们从中国借来的。我们必须进行一系列的改革，它必须引起整个世界的改变，带来繁荣与和平。正如你们知道的那样，我认为这个问题已经变得相当严重，我们必须采取行动以拯救房产价值。

你们知道退休人员拥有的住房价值持续下跌，人们再也无力偿还他们的抵押贷款。艾伦，一旦成为美国总统，我将会命令财政部长立即承担全美国的不良房屋抵押贷款，并在那些房屋新价值的基础上重新商议——基于房屋被贬低了的价值——以便让人们能够支付得起房贷并能够待在自己的房子里。

会花很多钱吗？是的。但是众所周知，朋友们，假如我们不稳定美国房地产的价值，我们永远也不会使经济得到好转，不能创造工作机会，不能修复我们的经济。我们必须把信任和信心带回给美国。

朋友们，我知道该怎么做。那是我的建议，不是奥巴马参议员的建议，不是布什总统的建议。但是我知道如何让美国重新腾飞，恢复我们的经济，照顾我们的工人阶级。谢谢你们。


布罗考：
 参议员，我们有一分钟的讨论时间。很显然财政部长的权力被大大地扩张了。他现在成了内阁中权力最大的官员了。汉克·保尔森说他不会继续干下去了。你想把那个重要职位交给谁呢？

麦凯恩参议员？


麦凯恩参议员：
 不是你，汤姆。

（笑声）


布罗考：
 当然不会，理由很充分。


麦凯恩参议员：
 那是个棘手的问题，有很多合适的人选。但是我想到的第一个标准，汤姆，是这个人必须立即得到美国人的认同，美国人会立刻说，“我们信任那个人”。

奥巴马参议员的支持者之一是沃伦·巴菲特。他已经出手参与并与一些公司和机构一道帮助稳定了市场。

我喜欢的人选是梅格·惠特曼，她了解市场发生了什么。她知道如何创造工作岗位。梅格·惠特曼曾在eBay担任首席执行官，这是一家开始时只有12个人而现在有130万人靠其谋生的公司。在座的一些人可能和他们做过生意。

但关键是必须有人激发起人们的信任和信心。因为今天美国面临的问题，汤姆，是华尔街的腐败、贪婪、无度以及发生在华盛顿特区的任人唯亲让我们失去了对机构的信任和信心。


布罗考：
 好的。麦凯恩参议员——奥巴马参议员，你心目中财政部长的人选是谁？


奥巴马参议员：
 好的，沃伦将是一个相当不错的选择——沃伦·巴菲特，我很高兴得到他的支持。但是还有其他人选。关键是要确保下一任财政部长明白，仅仅帮助那些高高在上的人是不够的。

繁荣不应该是自上而下“涓滴”式蔓延。我们必须帮助中产阶级。

我们已经——你们知道，麦凯恩参议员和我在经济方面有着根本不同的观点，第一个不同就是麦凯恩参议员较早时候宣称他认为美国经济的基本面是健康的。

这里的一个问题是你们中很多人的工资和收入都没有增加。你们中的很多人存钱变得越来越难，退休变得越来越难。

因此，比如说，我想做的就是向95%的美国工人提供减税优惠，他们干两份工作，他们很少和孩子待在一起，因为他们为了维持生计而四处奔波。

麦凯恩参议员认为我们必须稳定房产价格，这是对的。但是失去工作和收入是根本性问题。下一任财政部长必须解决这一问题。


布罗考：
 奥巴马参议员，非常感谢你。

请允许我提醒二位，我们是在你们签署的规则下进行辩论的，因此当我们进行讨论的时候务必要把时间控制在一分钟左右。

我们现在继续，麦凯恩参议员，你回答下一个问题，它来自大厅内F区的奥利弗·克拉克。

奥利弗？


问题：
 好的，参议员们，由于本次经济危机，我所认识的大多数人都经历了一段艰难时光。通过本次紧急援助方案，我想知道其中的哪些内容能在实质上帮助那些人走出困境。


麦凯恩参议员：
 好的，谢谢你，奥利弗，那是个很棒的问题，因为你的说法是紧急援助，而我相信那是救助——因为来自华盛顿和华尔街的贪婪无度，普通民众付出了相当沉重的代价，对此我们心知肚明。

我离开竞选活动并中止了竞选回到华盛顿，以确保我们对纳税人提供额外的保护，比如良好的监督，比如经济好转时纳税人的钱率先得到归还——经济一定会好转——以及一系列其他措施。

但是，房利美和房地美是导致本次危机的真正元凶。我和你打赌，本次危机发生之前你也许压根就没有听说过它们。

但是，它们在奥巴马参议员及其在华盛顿的亲信和朋友的鼓励下四处活动放出了这些危险的贷款，把钱贷给了那些也许永远都没有还钱能力的人。

我们中的一些人在两年前就站出来说，我们必须制定法律来纠正这一做法。我们必须制止这种贪婪和无度。

与此同时，参议院里的民主党人和一些众议员为房利美和房地美的所作所为进行辩护。他们拒绝任何变革。

与此同时，他们在竞选活动中得到各类的金钱捐助。奥巴马参议员是历史上房利美和房地美的第二大受助人。

因此这个救助方案意味着我们将稳住市场，我们将稳定住这些机构。但是这还不够。所以我们还将出击住房市场，我们必须全部承担下这些不良贷款，我们必须稳住房产价格，那样的话，像艾伦那样的美国人就能够实现美国梦，就能够待在自己的房子里。

但是房利美和房地美是导火索，是点燃“森林大火”的“火柴”。我们中的一些人——我们中的一些人起来反对它。而另外一些人则袖手旁观。


布罗考：
 奥巴马参议员？


奥巴马参议员：
 好的，奥利弗，首先，让我告诉你救助方案里有什么内容。现在的信用市场已被冻结，实际上那就意味着小企业和某些大企业不能得到贷款。

假如他们得不到贷款，那就意味着他们付不了工资。假如他们付不了工资，那他们就只好关门大吉并暂时解雇工人。

如果你能够想象出一个公司设法应对这种局面的话，你就能够想象出全国各地多达100万家公司也是如此。

因此最终的结果可能是对每个人都产生反作用，那就是为什么我们必须采取行动的原因所在。但是我们不应该第一时间赶到那里救助。

现在我必须对麦凯恩参议员的历史做出少许纠正，这并不奇怪。首先，让我们明白一点，就是这个过程中的最大问题是对金融系统缺乏监管。麦凯恩参议员就在最近的3月还自夸他是一个监管反对者。另一方面我在两年前就说过我们的次级贷款市场存在着危机，我们必须应对它。

我给财政部长保尔森写信，我给美联储主席伯南克写信，我告诉他们我们必须对付次贷危机，但是没人理睬。

一年前我去了华尔街说我们必须重新进行监管，可是泥牛入海，没任何反应。


奥巴马参议员：
 而在那段时间里麦凯恩参议员说我们应该继续放开监管，因为自由市场就是那么运作的。

在谈到房利美问题时，麦凯恩参议员没有讲到一个事实：他谈到的这个救助法案不是他自己的法案。他在该法案出台一年后还在斥责它，而它从来没有获得通过。

我从来没有推销过房利美。事实上，麦凯恩的竞选委员会主席拥有的公司就是一家代表房地美进行游说的公司，不是我。

因此——但是请注意，你们没有兴趣听政治家们相互指责。你们感兴趣的是想弄明白这将会如何影响你们。

危机没有结束，危机才刚刚开始。因此非常重要的一点就是我们和住房拥有者一起努力，以确保他们能够住在自己的家里。

财政部长已经有权力在救助方案里做到那一点，但是他还没有行使权力。下届总统必须保证下届财政部长会考虑如何加强你们购房的能力，加强你们拥有住房的能力，而不只是想着紧急救助华尔街银行。


布罗考：
 奥巴马参议员，到讨论的时间了。我打算从你开始。你有没有对克拉克先生以及其他美国电视观众说过，美国经济在好转之前将会变得更加恶化，因此他们应该做好准备？


奥巴马参议员：
 没有，我对美国经济充满信心。但是我们必须要求华盛顿发挥领导作用，要做的不仅仅是为金融系统设计出更好的规章制度。

问题是我们面对21世纪的金融市场使用的依然是20世纪陈旧的监管制度。我们必须和其他国家进行配合以确保我们采取的一切行动都能够奏效。

但是最重要的是，我们必须帮助那些普通家庭保住他们的住房，确保他们能够支付各类账单，帮助他们对付诸如医疗和能源等各种严峻问题，我们必须改变华盛顿的政治文化，让说客和特殊利益集团不能够左右立法进程，让你们的声音不再被埋没。


布罗考：
 麦凯恩参议员，坦率地说，你认为经济前景在好转前会变得更坏吗？


麦凯恩参议员：
 我认为那取决于我们做什么。我认为假如我们采取有效措施，假如我们稳定住房地产市场——我相信我们能够做到这一点，假如我们出手买下这些不良贷款，那么人们就能够在新的房屋估值基础上获得新的住房抵押贷款——我认为如果我们去掉华盛顿的裙带作风以及特殊利益影响，那么我们就能够更加有效地行动起来。

我的朋友，我希望你们看一封由一些参议员和我写的信，信中准确地警告了这次危机的发生。奥巴马参议员的名字没有出现在那封信里。

关键是——关键是我们能够修复我们的经济。美国工人是世界上最棒的。他们就是美国经济的基本面。

他们最具创造力。他们是最好的——他们是最——有最好的——我们是最大的出口国。我们是最大的进口国。他们最具生产力。他们是世界上最棒的工人。

我们必须给他们机会。他们必须——我们必须给他们机会，让他们发挥最大的才能。他们现在成了本次最大经济危机和时代挑战面前的无辜旁观者。我们能够做到。


布罗考：
 谢谢你，麦凯恩参议员。

结果表明，我们将继续停留在F区。

奥巴马参议员，这个问题来自特里萨·芬奇。特里萨？


问题：
 两个政党让我们陷入了这场全球性经济危机之中，我们把钱交给你们两人中的一个，我们怎么信得过你们呢？


奥巴马参议员：
 是这样，我理解你的不满和怀疑，因为你担负着自己的责任——我们这里的大多数人都肩负着责任，你负责家庭预算。如果家庭收入减少了，你最终也得减少支出。也许你晚上出去吃饭的次数减少了。也许你推迟了购新车的计划。

华盛顿没有发生这样的事。你是对的。要责怪的人有很多。

不过我想，重要的是要记住历史。当乔治·布什上台的时候，我们还有盈余。可是现在我们每年的赤字达到了5000万美元。

当乔治·布什上台的时候，我们的债务——我们的国债大概有5万亿美元。现在已经超过了10万亿。我们几乎翻了一倍。因此尽管事实是这里的任何人都脱不了干系，但是过去8年我们的财政赤字和国债的增量是史上最大的。麦凯恩参议员对于乔治·布什的5项预算案中的4项投了赞成票。

因此我想做的就是这些。我将把钱花在一些我们不得不处理的关键问题上。

你们也许看到了，你们的医疗保险费上升了。我们必须改革医疗体系帮你们节省预算。

我们必须解决能源问题，因为我们不能一直从中国人那里借钱，不能把钱送给沙特阿拉伯。我们正在抵押孩子们的未来。我们必须有一个不同的能源方案。

我们必须投资大学教育，让人们付得起学费。因此我们将会做出一些投资，但是我们同时也得削减某些支出。对于我的建议，你们将会听到麦凯恩参议员说，“他建议一大堆新开支”，但实际上我削减的开支要超过新开支，因此结果将会是支出的净削减。

关键是我们是否能够优先做一些有利于你们而不是有利于那些最近一直在左右华盛顿政策的人们——大部分是政治说客和特殊利益者——的事情。我们必须终止那种情况。


布罗考：
 麦凯恩参议员？


麦凯恩参议员：
 好的，特里萨，谢谢你。我能明白你为什么感到怀疑和不信任，因为华盛顿那里的制度已经崩溃。而我一直就是一位改革者。

我倡导改革并挑战特殊利益者，无论他们是不是大款，我都会跨党合作；我和法因戈尔德参议员合作倡导竞选筹资改革，无论是否属于其他多样的议题；我还和利波曼参议员一道工作试图应对气候变化问题。

我有清晰的跨党合作记录。在今天的局势下我们强烈呼吁跨党合作。奥巴马参议员从来没有在一个问题上向他所在党的领导人发起过挑战。我们需要进行改革。

因此就让我们看看我们的政治宣传和政治记录吧。那的确构成了你们不信任的一部分。现在我建议你们也许应该到一些专门监督我们的组织那里去查查，比如公民反对政府浪费组织或者全国纳税人联盟，或者其他一些一直监督我们的组织。

我并不期望你们观察到每张投票。你们知道你们将会发现什么吗？这是美国参议员最自由化的、最大一笔支出记录。我一直反对过度支出。我一直努力减少甚至消灭专项支出。你们知道吗？奥巴马参议员已经投票赞成——现在建议8600亿美元的新支出。新支出啊，你们知道吗？他对摆在参议院里的每项支出的增加议案都投票赞成，而我们却在努力去除这些分肥专项拨款。

他投票赞成将近10亿美元的分肥专项拨款项目，顺便说一下，其中包括为伊利诺伊州芝加哥天文馆添置一台价值300万美元的高射投影仪。朋友们，我们需要把钱花在那样的地方吗？

我认为你们应该看看我的投票记录，你们再看看他的。然后你们应该看看我们对经济提出的建议，不是8600亿美元的新支出，而是一系列改革措施以便保住人们的工作岗位，让美国的中产阶级再次发挥作用，让美国的经济再次运转。

你们今晚和将来都将会审视我们的建议，而能源独立是其中之一。远离海岸进行钻探以及核能是建议中的两个基本点。我一直支持那两点，我也知道如何修复经济，如何摆脱对国外石油的依赖，知道如何制止一年7000亿美元的海外支出。


布罗考：
 麦凯恩参议员，非常感谢你。我会忠实执行协定中我的职责，不在这时问附加问题。

下一个问题来自大厅内现场嘉宾，是问麦凯恩参议员的。这个问题来自C区的英格里德·杰克逊。

英格里德？


问题：
 麦凯恩参议员，我想知道，我们看到国会在面对经济危机时果断出手。我想知道在你（出任总统后的）前两年里，你会做些什么来确保国会迅速行动来应对诸如气候变化和绿色工作这样的环境问题？


麦凯恩参议员：
 好的，谢谢你。请注意，我们处于经济困难时期，我们都明白这一点。让我们继续——永远不要忘记今天的美国人在挣扎。

但是当我们能够——当我们面临着可能把一个受到破坏的地球交给子孙后代的挑战时，我和布什政府的意见完全不同。我走遍世界查看温室气体排放效应，乔·利波曼和我一起。

我起草了第一项法规，我们敦促参议院对其投票表决。那是个好消息，朋友们。坏消息是我们失败了。但是我们继续辩论，我们继续保持对这个问题——继续向美国人民指出气候变化所带来的危险。

那么，解决这一问题的出路在哪里？核能。奥巴马参议员说它必须是安全的或可处理的，必须是诸如此类的东西。

请注意，我——我曾经乘坐过装有核电设备的海军军舰。核能是安全的，是清洁的，而且它能够创造出几十万个工作岗位。

我知道我们能够对核废料进行重新加工。日本人、英国人和法国人都在这么做。我们也可以这么做。奥巴马参议员反对这么做。我们能够前进一步，能够净化空气，能够开发绿色技术，能够为混合动力汽车、氢动力汽车以及电池动力汽车开发可替代能源，因此我们能够净化环境，与此同时我们的经济也会因为有数以百万计的工作岗位被创造出来而充满活力。

我们作为美国人能够做到，因为我们是最棒的革新者，我们是最棒的生产者，我们95%的市场是在美国以外的地方。


布罗考：
 奥巴马参议员？


奥巴马参议员：
 这是我们时代所面临的最大挑战之一。

至关重要的一点是，我们要明白这不仅仅是一次挑战，它更是一次机遇，因为假如我们创造出一个新能源经济的话，我们就能够轻松地在美国创造出500万个新工作岗位。

它能够成为驱动我们进入未来经济增长的发动机，就如同计算机成为前面几十年经济增长的发动机一样。

我们能够做到，但是我们必须进行投资。和当年计算机最初由一批来自政府的科学家出于国防目的研究通讯手段而研制出来一样，我们务必明白这也是一个关系到国防的问题。

所以我们必须进行投资，而我已经呼吁在太阳能、风能、地热能等领域进行投资。和麦凯恩参议员反复说的那些不同，我赞成核能作为我们混合能源的一个重要组成部分。

但是这是另外一个例子，我认为这个例子说明仔细查看一下政治记录是何等重要。麦凯恩参议员和我实际上在某些问题上持相同意见。不久前他说围绕着能源的一大问题是华盛顿的政治家们在30年的时间里无所作为。

麦凯恩参议员没有提到的一点是他一直在那里待了26年。在那段时间里，他有23次投票反对可替代燃料，23次。

因此在本次竞选活动中夸夸其谈是很容易的一件事，但是重要的是我们要明白下届总统需要不断地付出努力。

在能源问题上我想指出最后一点。麦凯恩参议员谈了很多钻探问题，那很重要，但是我们的石油储量仅占世界储量的三分之一，而我们的使用量则占世界使用量的25%。

因此那意味着我们的问题不可能一“钻”了之。如果我们还只是通过使用更多让气候变暖的化石燃料来解决能源问题的话，那就不能够应对气候危机。

我们必须提出替代方案，那就意味着美国政府正在与私人部门合作去资助技术革新，然后我们把专利技术出口到像中国这样也需要能源，并且一周就建一座煤炭发电厂的国家。

我们务必确保我们给他们的能源就是他们所需要的能源，或者帮助他们制造他们所需要的能源。


布罗考：
 先生们，你们也许没有注意到，我们的灯亮了好几次了。它们有红灯、绿灯和黄灯，它们发出信号——


奥巴马参议员：
 我只是在努力跟上约翰而已。


麦凯恩参议员：
 汤姆，你像那样挥挥手，我会看到的。


布罗考：
 好吧，参议员。

这里有一个附加问题，给你们一分钟的讨论时间。是个简单问题。


麦凯恩参议员：
 当然。


布罗考：
 我们是应该资助一个像曼哈顿计划那样的项目以应对全球能源危机和可替代能源问题呢，还是应该资助遍布美国的10万个车库型企业呢？这些企业所具有的革新精神曾经缔造了硅谷。


麦凯恩参议员：
 我认为纯粹的研究和开发投资由美国政府承担是最合适不过的了。我认为一旦它进入生产阶段则很显然我们就应该把它交给私人部门。

顺便说一句，朋友们，我知道你们对这种翻来覆去（说一件事）感到了一点厌倦。但那项摆在参议院里的议案充满了诱惑，里面有给石油公司几十亿美元（的减税优惠政策），那项议案是布什和切尼起草的。

你们知道谁投了赞成票吗？你们也许永远不知道。那个人。你们知道谁投了反对票？我。我一次又一次地反对这些分肥拨款议案——这些议案来到参议院，它们包含各种各样的好处和诱惑，人人有份，他们用这个收买选票。

我投反对票，朋友们。我投反对票。石油钻探问题也是如此，现在深海钻探非常重要，因为这样一来我们就能够填补缺口。我们能够填补进口石油的缺口，这和其他问题一样是一个关系到国家安全的问题，它将会降低每桶石油的价格，因为当人们知道供给增加的时候，成本将会下降。

那是基本的经济学知识。我们必须进行远离海岸的钻探，朋友们，我们务必这么做，而且我们能够这么做。

就核能而言，再次强调一点：看看我们的政治记录吧。奥巴马参议员反对核存储及核废料的再加工。

我就说完，汤姆，你甚至还没有挥手呢。谢谢。


布罗考：
 非常感谢你，参议员。

好的。我们正试图多回答两个问题，如果我们可以的话。因此我们必须继续。在那边的A区，特里·沙里——我说对了吗，特里？


问题：
 参议员，作为一名退休海军军官，我常常挂念那些为国家服役的人。我知道你们两位候选人都表示支持以色列。

尽管你们做了最大的努力，但假如伊朗攻击以色列，你愿意投入美国军队支持或保卫以色列吗？还是你愿意等待联合国安理会的批准呢？


麦凯恩参议员：
 好的，谢谢你，特里。谢谢你为国家服役。

我想说，我从一名一级军士长那里学到了有关领导力的所有知识。我感谢你，谢谢你，我的朋友。

让我说，很显然我们不会等待联合国安理会的批准。我认为事实是俄罗斯可能会成为重要的阻碍。

我们现在面临的挑战是伊朗继续沿着获取核武器的道路走下去，那是很大的威胁。那不仅仅是一种威胁——对以色列的威胁，那还是对整个中东地区稳定的威胁。

如果伊朗获得了核武器，那么其他国家也将获得核武器。紧张气氛将会进一步加剧。

假如一个国家的总统说他们决心把你彻底从地图上抹去，把你的国家称为行尸走肉，假如你是以色列人，你将怎么办？

奥巴马参议员想不设前提条件和他们坐下来谈判，没有前提条件。他就是那样声明的，又是一句有记录可查的话。

我想确保伊朗被施加足够——我们和盟友一道对伊朗施加足够的压力，对其实施有效的、严厉的制裁以使其有更好的表现。我认为我们能够做到这一点。

我认为我们团结民主阵线里的盟友和朋友就能够有效地制约他们的行为，并且他们有望放弃对核武器的索求。

但是最后，朋友，我必须再次告诉你，你知道为国服役的滋味，你知道为国牺牲的滋味，但是我们永远不允许第二个大屠杀惨剧的发生。


布罗考：
 奥巴马参议员？


奥巴马参议员：
 好的，特里，首先，我们向你的为国服役致敬，我们为此心存感激。

我们不允许伊朗得到核武器。它会成为那一地区游戏规则的改变者。它不仅仅会威胁到以色列——以色列是我们在该地区的最强大的盟友，也是我们在世界上最强大的盟友之一，它还可能会让核武器落入恐怖分子之手。

因此那种情况不可接受。我将采取一切必要手段制止它。

我们永远不会把军事手段排除在外。重要的一点是我们在维护自身利益时不把否决权授予联合国或者其他任何人。

尽管如此，重要的是我们要使用一切可以使用的手段，来制止那种迫使我们选择武力的情况发生。

因此我一直说，假如我们能够和其他国家更加有效地合作以便对伊朗实施外交制裁，假如我们能够通过替代能源减少能源消费，伊朗就不会有那么多钱；假如我们能实施某些制裁，比如说，伊朗现在进口汽油，尽管它是石油生产国，因为它的石油基础设施已经损毁，假如我们能够阻止它进口用来提炼石油产品的汽油，那就会开始改变他们的成本收益分析。那就会给他们戴上紧箍咒。

但事实是，我相信我们应该进行直接的对话——不仅仅是和我们的朋友，也和我们的敌人——向伊朗传递一个强硬而又直接的信息：如果你不改变你的行为，那么你将面临严重的后果。

如果你的确改变了行为，那么你还有机会重新加入到国际大家庭里来。

尽管那可能不奏效，但是我们学到的经验教训之一就是当我们采取那类方法时，我们就有较大的机会得到较好的结果。

我们必须在明白不排除军事手段的前提下尝试对话。


布罗考：
 好的，先生们，我们来回答最后一个问题。

你们两位将会对这个来自互联网上的问题感兴趣，问题来自你们竞争激烈的州。提问者是来自新罕布什尔州阿默斯特市的佩吉。该问题颇有点禅道的意思，我提前给你们一个清晰的警告。

她说：“你有什么未知之事？你又将如何学习它？”（笑声）

奥巴马参议员，你先来回答这个问题。


奥巴马参议员：
 我妻子米歇尔在那里，她有一长串我不懂的事，比我自己列的多得多。大多数时候，我向她请教。

但是请注意，我们就要面对的挑战就其本质而言是巨大的，关于总统一职我们所知道的事情之一就是你永远不希望遇到这样的挑战。你不希望这样的挑战占用你大部分时间。

但是这就是我所知道的。我知道如果不是国家给了我机会我就不会站在这里。我来自一个最普通的家庭。我妈妈是个单亲妈妈，我由外祖父母抚养长大，因为有奖学金的帮助以及外祖母把自己买东西的钱省下来，还有我妈妈为了让我们有饭吃曾一度领取救济粮。

尽管如此，我能够到世界上最好的学校读书，我能够在这个国家取得在任何国家都无法取得的成功。

米歇尔也是这样，我相信你们中的很多人也是这样。

本次选举的问题是：我们将把同样的美国梦传递给下一代吗？在过去8年里，我们看到的是此梦渐远。

人们的工资和收入已经下降。人们失去了医疗服务或者因病破产。我们的年轻人中学毕业后有愿望、有动力去读大学，但是他们没钱交学费。

我们不期望假如我们重复过去8年的做法而出现不同的结果。

我们需要根本性的变革。那才是本次选举的关键所在。那才是我决定竞选总统的理由，我希望你们所有人都做好了准备继续推动这个被我们称为美国的伟大征程。

但是我们必须要有勇气做出牺牲，要有沿着新方向前进的胆量。


布罗考：
 麦凯恩参议员，该你最后辩解了。奥巴马参议员开了个头，你就殿后吧。


麦凯恩参议员：
 好的，谢谢你，汤姆。我想我不知道的就是大家都不知道的，无论是国内将要发生的事还是国外将要发生的事，概莫能外。

我们面对的挑战是前所未有的。美国人今晚所受到的折磨是我们这代人所没有经受过的。

世界各地都有新的和不同的挑战，而且还将会有不同的——在未来的某个时候我们将谈论一些我们几乎不知道其在地图上的位置的国家，一些美国人（不知道的国家）。

所以我所不知道的就是那些难以预料的事情。但是我已经将毕生都投入到了为国服务之中。我成长于一个父亲长年在外的家庭，因为他在海上为国家效力。我们家基本上由我妈妈操持。

我知道在黑暗中度日的滋味。我知道为了让希望不在艰难时日中破灭而必须奋斗的滋味。我知道在艰难时期从他人那里得到支持、勇气和爱的滋味。

我知道你的战友们、邻居们和同胞们向你伸出手把你拉起来、让你重新回到战场上的滋味。

那就是美国的全部含义。我相信美国。我相信它的未来。我相信它的伟大。为它服务这么多，这么多年是我的莫大荣幸。

我请求美国人民再一次给我机会，我将依托于自己的履历，但同时我告诉你们，当时局艰险时，我们需要一双稳健的双手把住船舵，而我莫大的荣幸就是永远以国家利益为先。

谢谢你，汤姆。


布罗考：
 非常感谢，麦凯恩参议员。

今晚在纳什维尔的辩论就到此为止了。我们要感谢作为本次辩论主办方的纳什维尔市贝尔蒙特大学以及总统辩论委员会。你们挡住了我看字幕的视线，是否移动一下。

（掌声）

最重要的是，还有一场总统辩论，时间是10月15日星期三，地点在纽约市的霍夫斯特拉大学，由我的朋友哥伦比亚广播公司新闻部的鲍勃·希弗主持。

谢谢你，麦凯恩参议员。谢谢你，奥巴马参议员。我在纳什维尔祝大家晚安。


2008年美国大选第三次总统候选人辩论


时间：
 2008年10月15日星期三，东部时间晚9：00至晚10：30，全长90分钟


地点：
 纽约州亨普斯特德市霍夫斯特拉大学


人物：
 民主党总统候选人巴拉克·奥巴马参议员

共和党总统候选人约翰·麦凯恩参议员


主持人：
 哥伦比亚广播公司的鲍勃·希弗


辩论主题：
 国内政策以及经济政策


形式：
 坐在桌边


希弗：
 大家晚上好，欢迎收看2008年第三次也是最后一次总统候选人之间的辩论，本次辩论由总统辩论委员会主办。我是哥伦比亚广播公司晚间新闻的主持人鲍勃·希弗。

本次辩论的规则很简单。辩论主题是国内政策。我将把接下来的一个半小时的辩论时间分割成若干小节，每小节的时间为9分钟。

我在每小节开始的时候提一个问题。然后每位候选人用2分钟的时间来回答这个问题，接下来我们将进行讨论。

我将会鼓励他们相互追问。如果他们不这么做的话，我就追问。

我身后的观众已经许诺保持安静，但此刻例外，让我们欢迎巴拉克·奥巴马和约翰·麦凯恩出场。（掌声）

先生们，欢迎你们。

迄今为止，我们已经知道了你们的所有论点，因此今晚让我们尽量告诉人们一些他们未曾听到的东西。让我们切入正题。

正如二位知道的那样，今天对于华尔街来说又是非常糟糕的一天。你们二位都各自在本周提出了解决经济危机的新方案。

麦凯恩参议员，你提出了一项总额达520亿美元的方案，包括对资本利得税新一轮的减税、对老年人的减税优惠、对股票损失的一笔勾销，等等。

奥巴马参议员，你提出了一项总额达600亿美元的方案，包括为中等收入者和低等收入者减税、更多的税收优惠以创造就业机会、在公共项目上增加支出以创造就业机会。

我问你们一个问题：为什么你们的方案比对方的好？麦凯恩参议员，你先回答。


麦凯恩参议员：
 好的，让——让我说一句，鲍勃，谢谢你。

谢谢霍夫斯特拉大学。

顺便提一句，我们敬爱的南希·里根今晚住在医院，因此我们的关心和祝福与你同在。

很高兴再次见到你，奥巴马参议员。

美国人今晚正在煎熬之中，他们感到愤怒。他们很受伤，他们很愤怒。他们无辜受害于华尔街以及华盛顿特区的贪婪无度。他们愤怒，他们有一万个理由感到愤怒。

他们想要这个国家沿着一个新方向前进。你刚才概述的我的建议中就包含了这样的因素，我不再赘述。

但以我之见，我们必须既要短期修复也要长期修复。

我只想谈谈短期修复中的一个点。

本次住房危机的导火索是房利美和房地美，它们导致了次级贷款市场的混乱从而导致了整个美国房产市场的崩溃。

我确信，只要我们扭转私有住房市场继续下滑的势头并稳住它，那么人们就不但有了希望并相信他们能够保住住房实现美国梦，而且房产价格会回升。

我们已经拨出了7500亿美元。让我们拿出其中的3000亿美元进入房产市场购买那些抵押权，与大约1100多万房产业主协商，这样他们就能够付得起抵押贷款从而保住住房。

我了解人们对本届政府的批评。

那么那些保住了住房、支付了抵押贷款的人们又怎么样呢？如果隔壁邻居的房屋被收回去的话，拥有住房的人也没什么好处。所以我们必须扭转这个趋势。我们应该把房屋拥有者的利益放在第一位。令我失望的是保尔森部长以及其他人没有把这件事当成他们的头等大事。


希弗：
 好的，奥巴马参议员？


奥巴马参议员：
 好，首先，我要感谢霍夫斯特拉大学以及纽约市的市民今晚为我们举办辩论会，再次和麦凯恩参议员走到一起我感到很高兴，还有鲍勃，谢谢你。

我认为人人此时都明白我们正在经历一次自大萧条以来最为严重的金融危机。麦凯恩参议员和我都支持金融救助方案，这是重要的第一步。我极力主张一些核心原则：确保为救助方案提供资金的纳税人能够拿回自己的钱。确保首席执行官们不会在这个过程中中饱私囊。

我认为救助方案需要一定的时间才能见效。但是我们还没有看到一个为中产阶级着想的救助方案。因为经济的基本面甚至在本次危机发生前就是脆弱的。因此我提出了具体的4点建议，我认为能够有所帮助。

第一，让我们关注工作。我想终止对把工作岗位转到国外的企业实施税收减免优惠政策，把减税优惠给予那些在本土创造工作岗位的企业。

第二，让我们马上通过减税来帮助美国家庭——为年收入不足20万美元的人减税，允许他们遇到危机时进入个人退休账户而不会受到惩罚。

麦凯恩参议员和我都主张我们必须帮助房屋拥有者。所以我们在金融救助方案里加入了一项建议，建议让住房拥有者有权利重新协商他们的抵押贷款。

但在如何做这方面我不同意麦凯恩参议员的观点，因为按照麦凯恩参议员设计的方案，如果我们按全价买下价值大打折扣的抵押贷款的话，那它就成了送给银行的大礼包。我们不想浪费纳税人的钱。我们必须让金融救援方案的见效速度比以往快得多。

我想说最后一点。我们经济中面临着一些长期性的挑战，我们必须应对。我们必须修正正在让我们的财富消失的能源政策。我们必须修正我们的医疗体系，我们必须投资于我们的教育系统，让每个年轻人都能够学习知识。


希弗：
 好的。你愿意问他问题吗?


麦凯恩参议员：
 不。我愿意讲一件事，几天前，奥巴马参议员出行到了俄亥俄州，他碰到了一个水暖工，名叫乔·沃泽尔巴赫。

乔想买下他这些年来一直效力的企业，他在那个企业一天工作10到12个小时。他想买下那个企业，但是他看到了你的税收方案，发现他将要承担比原来高得多的税负。

你将把他划到更高的税级，那就意味着他要缴纳更多的税，那将让他不能够雇佣工人，不能够实现他的美国梦。

现在奥巴马参议员谈论非常非常富有的人。乔，我告诉你吧，我不但会帮助你买下那个你终生为之工作的企业，并能够——而且我将让你的纳税保持在低位，我将会为你和你的员工提供可得又买得起的医疗。

我将不会——我将不会允许对小企业的营业收入增加征税。50%的小企业所得税是由小企业缴纳的。在美国有1600万份工作。你要对水暖工乔以及数百万像他那样的人做的，就是让他们多交税，让他们不能实现拥有自己企业的美国梦。


希弗：
 那是你想要做的吗？


麦凯恩参议员：
 那是乔所相信的。


奥巴马参议员：
 他一直在观看麦凯恩参议员的广告。让我告诉你我实际上要做什么吧。我认为税收政策是麦凯恩参议员和我之间的主要区别。我们两人都想减税，区别在于我们想要减谁的税。

麦凯恩参议员的经济建议，其核心思想是为美国一些最富有的公司提供2000亿美元的额外减税。比如，埃克森美孚以及其他石油公司将会另外得到40亿美元的减税。

我已经说过我想给95%的美国工人减税，95%的美国工人。如果你挣得多——如果你每年的收入不足25万美元的话，你的所得税就不会增加，你的资本利得税不会增加，你的工资税也不会增加。一分一厘都不会增加。

95%的工薪家庭，95%的你们将会得到减税优惠。事实上，一些独立研究已经观察了我们各自的方案，得到的结论是，我给中产阶级家庭提供的减税额度是麦凯恩提供的减税额度的3倍。

在我和水暖工乔的对话中，实际上我对他是这么说的：“5年前当你有能力买下你的企业的时候，那时你就需要减税。”

我要做的就是确保水暖工、护士、消防员、教师、还没有钱的年轻企业家现在就得到减税优惠。那需要我们做出一些重要选择。

下面我将表明关于小企业的最后一个观点。不仅仅98%的小企业年收入不足25万美元，我还要给予它们额外的减税优惠，因为它们是经济的驱动力。它们创造了大部分工作岗位。


麦凯恩参议员：
 你们知道吗？奥巴马参议员是这么结束他与水暖工乔的对话的——“我们需要四处分发财富”。换句话说，我们把乔的钱拿出来交给奥巴马参议员，然后让他把财富到处分发。

我想要水暖工乔到处分发财富。你告诉他你想要到处分发财富。

奥巴马参议员方案的整个前提就是阶级福利：让我们到处分发财富。我想要小企业（到处分发财富）——顺便说一句，我们谈到的小企业将会马上增加税负。

谁——为什么你想马上增加所有人的税负呢？为什么你想那么做呢？每个人，每个美国人，当我们的生活如此艰难的时候，当这些小企业主，像水暖工乔这样的人，将要创造工作机会的时候，你却要把钱从他们手里拿走去分给别人。

我不会……


奥巴马参议员：
 好吧。我能否……


麦凯恩参议员：
 在我的政府里我们不会那么做的。


奥巴马参议员：
 如果我能够回答问题的话。第一，我要给95%的美国人减税。事实是，举例来说，我的朋友和支持者沃伦·巴菲特可以承担得起高一点的税负，为了……


麦凯恩参议员：
 我们在谈论水暖工乔。


奥巴马参议员：
 ……为了给——为了在水暖工乔能够挣25万美元之前给他另外的减税优惠。

埃克森美孚在前几个季度里盈利达到了创纪录的120亿美元，他们承担得起高一点的税负，这样那些受伤害的普通家庭——他们在盘算着用多少钱买食品，存多少钱支付孩子们上大学的费用，他们需要喘口气。

因此，请注意，没人喜欢税负。我真希望我们在座的每个人都不交税，包括我自己。但是最终我们为了支付让经济变得强大的核心投资而必须纳税，有人必须纳税。


麦凯恩参议员：
 没人喜欢纳税。别让我们增加每个人的税负，好吗？


奥巴马参议员：
 不过，我不在意多交点税。


麦凯恩参议员：
 事实是，今天美国的小企业所承担的税率是世界上第二高的税率。我们美国企业的税率为35%。爱尔兰才11%。

公司会到哪个地方去？他们去能够创造工作岗位的地方，他们去能够做生意做得最好的地方。

我们都需要降低美国的商业税率。我们需要鼓励企业。

在美国，无论什么时候我们都需要降低人民的税负。我们需要鼓励企业，创造工作岗位，而不是到处分发财富。


希弗：
 好的。让我们转向另外一个话题。是一个相关的话题。因此如果你们有其他想说的事情，你们可以回到刚才的话题。

你先回答这个问题，奥巴马参议员。

我们昨天发现今年的赤字将会达到惊人的历史纪录——4550亿美元。一些专家说明年的赤字会达到一万亿。

你们两人都说过要减少赤字的话，但是无党派色彩的“尽责联邦预算委员会”对你们两人的建议进行了数字演算，他们说如果按照你们的建议来投入费用，即使算上你们声称能够得到的储蓄赤字也将在原来的基础上再增加2000亿美元。

难道你们忽视了现实？难道你们建议的项目中的一些不能够缩减、推迟或者取消？

让我们具体地知道你们将要削减什么项目。奥巴马参议员？


奥巴马参议员：
 好的，首先，我认为重要的是美国民众要理解7500亿美元的救助方案——如果该方案得到合理规划的话，当然将来作为总统我会确保它得到合理规划——意味着纳税人最终会收回他们的钱，理解这点很重要。

但是毫无疑问，我们一直入不敷出，我们必须做出一些调整。

我在本次竞选中所做的就是提出净支出削减建议。我没有承诺……


希弗：
 但是你肯定要削减那些项目中的一些。


奥巴马参议员：
 当然。那么就让我详细说明一下。我想强调的是，我强烈支持“量入为出”的做法。我所提议的每一块钱都和我提议的额外削减相配套。

一些削减，只给你举一个例子，我们每年花在给保险公司的补贴上就达到150亿美元。它不——在现有的医疗补助制度下——它不会帮助老年人过得更好。它不会改进我们的医疗服务体系。它只是一种馈赠。

我们需要消除一大批不起作用的项目。我要一行一行、一页一页地检查联邦预算，我们应该枪毙掉那些不起作用的项目。对于我们需要的项目，我们应该让它们更好地发挥作用。

事实上，麦凯恩参议员和我在投资于美国和美国人民的必要性上存在着分歧。我早些时候提到了医疗服务。

如果我们现在就进行投资以便人们得到医疗服务，那么我们就会预防住疾病，我们就会在未来节省老年保健医疗制度和医疗补助制度的支出。

如果我们投资于非同小可的能源政策，我们将会剩下一大笔从中国借来转手送给沙特阿拉伯的钱。

如果我们现在就投资于我们的年轻人让他们有能力上大学，那么他们就会驱动美国经济进入21世纪。

但是绝对没问题的一件事就是，一旦我们渡过了本次经济危机，一些具体建议能把我们拉出萧条泥潭，那么我们就能够重新过上高枕无忧的生活。

我们必须接受一种负责任的文化观和道德观，我们所有人，包括企业、联邦政府以及那些过着入不敷出生活的人。


希弗：
 时间到。

参议员？


麦凯恩参议员：
 好的，谢谢你，鲍勃。我只是想回到住房问题上来。在大萧条年代，我们出现了一个叫做住房贷款公司的事物。

他们到那里借到这些抵押贷款。人们能够保住住房，最终那些住房价值攀升，而他们实际上以此赚了钱。

顺便说一句，这是不久前克林顿参议员的建议。

因此很显然，如果我们能够让房产升值，那么财富就会增加。


希弗：
 但是什么……


麦凯恩参议员：
 但是——好吧。好的。


希弗：
 问题是，你将要削减哪些项目？


麦凯恩参议员：
 能源——好的，首先——第二，能源独立。我们必须拥有核能。我们必须终止每年把7000亿美元输送到那些不大喜欢我们的国家的做法。奥巴马参议员反对风能、潮汐能、太阳能、天然气、核能、深海钻探。

关键是我们要实现能源独立，我们将会创造出数百万个工作岗位——数百万在美国的工作岗位。

好的，什么——我会削减什么？首先，我会全面冻结支出，好吗？一些人说那只不过是“小斧头”。如果那是“小斧头”的话，那么我将拿出“手术刀”来，好吧？

因为我们必须——我们已经带来了最大规模的增加——我们必须为这个国家指明新方向。我们已经带来了自“大社会”以来政府机构规模最大幅度的增加。

政府支出已经完全失去了控制，我们把10万亿美元的债务留给了孩子们，其中我们欠中国5000亿美元的债务。

我知道如何在国防支出方面省下数十亿美元。我知道如何砍掉一些项目。


希弗：
 哪些？


麦凯恩参议员：
 我反对——好的，其中一个将会是市场营销辅助项目。另外一个会是对乙醇项目的一系列补贴。

我反对对乙醇项目进行补贴，因为我认为它扭曲了市场，制造了通货膨胀。奥巴马参议员支持那些补贴。

我会取消加在从巴西进口的以甘蔗为原料的乙醇上的关税。

我知道如何节省数十亿美元。在几年的时间里我通过反对一项交易为纳税人省下了68亿美元，你们也许会回忆起来，那是一项飞机制造商和国防部之间的“情人交易”，一些人最终锒铛入狱。

我会为争取单项否决权而奋斗，我当然会否决掉每项专项拨款议案。奥巴马参议员申请了将近10亿美元的专项拨款项目——


希弗：
 时间到。


麦凯恩参议员：
 ……包括为家乡天文馆申请的价值300万美元的一台高射投影仪。那不是我们的削减之道——我们将停掉所有分肥专项拨款。


希弗：
 时间到。


奥巴马参议员：
 好的，请注意，我认为我们在全面冻结支出问题上确有不同意见。它听上去很好。时不时地也有人提出来。但它没有发生。

事实上，全面冻结支出是小打小闹，我们需要动大手术，因为有些项目根本不起作用。而有些项目经费不足。我要确保我们把注意力集中到那些能够发挥作用的项目上。

麦凯恩参议员大谈特谈专项拨款。那是他竞选活动的宣传核心。

专项资金占了联邦总预算的0.5%。毫无疑问预算体系需要修改，有很多稀奇古怪的项目花了钱，我们需要把它们消除掉。但是这还解决不了问题。

最后我认为我们必须适当地关注历史，这样我们就可以理解前进时我们所采取的行动。

当布什总统上台执政的时候，我们有财政盈余，国债也只有5万亿美元多一点。在过去8年里，国债翻了一番。

我们现在看看政府赤字已经远远超过了5000亿美元。

因此我认为我们必须承认的一件事情就是沿用过去8年的政策将不会减少赤字。坦率地说，麦凯恩参议员对布什总统的5次预算案投了4次赞成票。

我们必须为其指明新方向，那就是我作为总统的建议。


希弗：
 你们都自认为在未来4年能够平衡预算吗？你刚才说你认为可以，麦凯恩参议员。


麦凯恩参议员：
 我当然认为可以。让我告诉你吧——


希弗：
 你依然能够做到？


麦凯恩参议员：
 是。奥巴马参议员，我不是布什总统。如果你想和布什总统竞选，你应该在4年前参加选举。我将会为本国经济指明新方向。

奥巴马参议员谈到了投票支持预算案一事。他两次投票赞成一项预算决议，旨在提高年收入为4.2万美元的个人的税负。当然对这项预算我们可以挥起“小斧头”和“手术刀”。它完全失去了控制。

纽约市市长布隆伯格刚刚在纽约市强行实施全面冻结支出计划。他们正在全美这么做，因为他们必须这么做。因为他们必须平衡预算。我将会平衡我们的预算，我将会达到目标，我将……


希弗：
 4年内？


麦凯恩参议员：
 ……减少这个——我可以——我们能够通过能源独立创造出工作岗位来达到目的。

请注意，美国人今晚在受煎熬，他们感到愤怒，我理解，他们想要一个新方向。我可以通过消除支出给他们带来新方向。

奥巴马参议员谈到我投了赞成票的预算案。对最近两项预算案他投了赞成票，这两项预算案的支出比布什政府建议的预算案超出了240亿美元。

他投票赞成能源议案，议案处处对石油公司有利，我反对该议案。因此事实是，让我们看看我们的投票记录吧，奥巴马参议员。让我们看看比如“公民反对政府浪费”组织或者“纳税人国民大会”组织或者其他一些一直监督我们的组织。

我一向反对支出。我一向反对特殊利益。我一向支持改革。你必须告诉我你什么时候在什么问题上和你们党的领导持不同意见。


希弗：
 巴拉克。


奥巴马参议员：
 好的，有很多公布的材料，因此就让我试图说明这个问题。首先，就和我党的领导人有不同意见而言，我在参议院表决的第一项重大议案内容是支持侵权法改革，这在当时不受庭辩律师的欢迎，而这些律师构成了民主党的主要支持者。我支持……


麦凯恩参议员：
 一次压倒性的投票。


奥巴马参议员：
 我支持特许学校，支持为老师们的表现而支付报酬。这让我不受教师工会的欢迎。我支持清洁煤炭技术。这让我不受环保主义者的欢迎。因此我有跨党合作的历史。

至于麦凯恩参议员所说的几件事，我建议对年收入为4.2万美元的人增税的想法，遭到了所有听过麦凯恩参议员不断声明的人的非议。

甚至引起了《福克斯新闻》的争议，由它出面指责我的做法不同寻常。因此事实是，假如我偶尔把你的政策误会成了乔治·布什的政策，那是因为在关系到美国人民的核心经济问题上，在税收政策上，在能源政策上，在支出优先权上，你一直是布什总统的坚定支持者。

在某些主要问题如虐囚问题上你表现出了独立性——值得称赞的独立性，我对此表示极大地欣赏。但是当谈到经济政策时，你提的建议本质上和8年来的政策一模一样。它行不通。

我想美国人民明白它行不通。我们需要沿着一个新方向前进。


希弗：
 好的……


麦凯恩参议员：
 让我只说几句，鲍勃。


希弗：
 好吧。大约30秒。


麦凯恩参议员：
 好的。但是很清楚的是我和布什政府意见不同。我和本党领导人意见不同。我可以用“伤疤”证明这一点。

无论是我第一次把气候变化议案拿到参议院，无论是我反对支出和专项拨款，无论是我极力反对伊拉克战争的指挥方法，无论是我反对医药公司在医疗补助项目处方药和进口药上的做法，无论是我为健康维护组织病人的权利法案而战，也无论是我建立“9·11”委员会。

我在美国参议院里有着长时间的改革和力排众议的记录。


希弗：
 好的。


麦凯恩参议员：
 奥巴马参议员，你的敢于对抗贵党领导人的说法没什么说服力。


希弗：
 好的。我们就要问下一个问题了，主题是关于本次竞选活动中的领导力的。你们两人都发誓在本次竞选中要堂堂正正光明正大，但是事实却很龌龊。

奥巴马参议员，你的竞选团队在形容麦凯恩参议员时使用了“古怪的”、“不近人情”、“撒谎”、“愤怒”、“失去风度”等字眼。

麦凯恩参议员，你的竞选广告包含了“无礼的”、“危险的”、“丢人的”、“他撒谎”等字眼。你的竞选搭档说他“与恐怖分子为友”。

今晚，你们两人愿意坐在这张桌子旁当着对方的面，说一下你们的竞选活动和竞选人员说过对方的什么话吗？


麦凯恩参议员：
 好的，本次竞选是一场艰难的竞选，非常艰难。我凭历年竞选的经验知道，如果奥巴马参议员要求——回应我坐下来举行市政厅会议在美国人民面前亮相的话，我们到现在为止可能已经举行不下10次的市政厅会议了。

当奥巴马参议员第一次被邀请的时候，他说“任何地点、任何时候”都行，方式就如同达拉斯悲剧发生前，巴里·戈德华特和杰克·肯尼迪的约定一样。因此我认为本次竞选的基调本应该有很大不同。

事实是，竞选变得异常艰难。我对双方在竞选中表现出的负面行为表示遗憾。但事实是，有几个转折点我认为是不能够接受的。

其中一个就发生在几天前，当时一个我敬重的人——我曾写过他的故事——约翰·刘易斯众议员，他是一名美国英雄，他声称萨拉·佩林和我与美国历史上最黑暗的篇章有某种关联，包括种族隔离、教堂爆炸案中死亡的儿童、乔治·华莱士。那对我是很大的伤害。

奥巴马参议员，你没有拒绝那些言论。每当共和党人发表出格的言论时，无论是什么样的言论，我都予以拒绝。我希望奥巴马参议员也会拒绝约翰·刘易斯众议员发表的那些言论，它们非常不公平，也完全不合时宜。

因此我想告诉你，我们将进行一场诚实的竞选。这是一场艰难的竞选。实际上，奥巴马参议员花在负面广告上的钱比历史上任何一次政治竞选活动所花费的都要多。我可以证明这点。

奥巴马参议员，当他说——他在一张纸上签名说他将会为其竞选接受公众捐款，假如我那么做的话——那时他还是一个希望不大的候选人——他没有遵守诺言。

和克林顿参议员辩论的时候，你看着镜头说：“在我做出决定之前，我将坐下来和约翰·麦凯恩商谈公众融资问题。”你没有告诉美国人民真相，因为你没有（遵守诺言）。

那是让人遗憾的地方。奥巴马参议员的竞选支出是自水门事件以来最高的。


希弗：
 时间到。好吧。


奥巴马参议员：
 好的，请注意，我想我们都预料到了，总统竞选会是艰苦的。我认为，假如你查查记录和美国人民的印象，鲍勃，你们的网络刚刚做了一次民意调查，结果显示三分之二的美国人认为麦凯恩参议员的竞选活动是负面的，而认为我的竞选活动是负面的只有三分之一。


麦凯恩参议员：
 那不是事实。


奥巴马参议员：
 绝对是事实。我认为美国人民比较不感兴趣的是我们竞选活动中的感情伤害，他们比较感兴趣的是能否解决和他们密切相关的问题。

像我们今晚这样就医疗问题、能源问题和税收问题进行激烈的辩论并没有任何不妥。竞选本身就应该由这样的活动构成。

我们不能因为没有进行市政厅会议而为日益升级的广告攻击进行辩护，这种广告攻击不仅仅直接来自你自己的竞选团队，约翰，也来自527集团和其他组织，后者对我的指责相当难听，但是我不在意在未来3周受到攻击。

美国人民承受不起的是4年失败的经济政策。他们在未来4周应该得到的是我们应该谈论对他们而言最为迫切的问题：经济危机。

麦凯恩参议员自己的竞选团队上周公开说：如果我们继续讨论经济危机的话，我们会输掉选举，因此我们需要改变话题。

我希望看到接下来的3周时间被用于谈论经济、用于谈论医疗、用于谈论能源、用于找出美国人民能够送孩子上大学的办法。

那才是我欢迎的话题。但我认为人们需要明白，政治通常不会解决美国的大问题，正如过去几年的实践所表明的那样。


麦凯恩参议员：
 好，如果你打开电视机，如同我——我周日看到了亚利桑那红雀队击败了达拉斯牛仔队。


奥巴马参议员：
 恭喜。


麦凯恩参议员：
 任何其他广告——任何其他广告都是对我医疗计划的攻击。任何一位客观的观察家都说广告的内容不是真的。你现在发布的广告说我反对为肝细胞研究提供联邦资金。我不反对。

你散布广告完全歪曲了我在移民问题上的立场。因此事实是，奥巴马参议员在竞选上的支出之巨是美国历史上前所未有的，一开始就花费大把金钱制作负面广告攻击我。

我当然一直在谈论经济。我当然谈到了诸如水暖工乔这样的人物，我告诉他我不会四处分发财富。我将会让他保住自己的财富。还有，我们当然在谈论恢复美国经济、恢复工作岗位的积极行动方案。

那就是我的竞选活动的所有内容，而且那还将继续成为我的竞选活动的全部内容。

但是再次提醒，我没有听到过你对众议员的反驳……


奥巴马参议员：
 我的意思是，如果我们想要谈论众议员刘易斯的话，他是位美国英雄，他在没有受到我们竞选团队的鼓动，甚至在我们竞选团队不知晓的情况下发表声明，说他对在你的竞选伙伴举行的一些集会上听到的话感到忧虑不安，他说在这些集会上每当我的名字出现的时候，共和党人就呼喊“恐怖分子”、“杀死他”等，而你的竞选伙伴没有提到，没有制止，没有说“等一下，那有点过分了”。

我想刘易斯的观点无非是我们在如何对待支持者这一问题上应该谨慎小心。

现在……


麦凯恩参议员：
 你必须读一下他说的话……

（串音）


奥巴马参议员：
 让我……


麦凯恩参议员：
 你必须读一下他说的话。


奥巴马参议员：
 让我——让我讲完……


希弗：
 请讲。


奥巴马参议员：
 ……我的答复。我的确认为他不恰当地把当时发生的事情和民权运动时期发生的事情做了对比，而我们立即发表声明说我们认为那种对比是不合适的。

事实上，刘易斯众议员随后发表了一项相似的声明，说自己也许说了过头的话。

重要的一点是，美国人民对我们的政治已经变得不信任了，因为他们看到的都是你来我往的相互攻击。他们想要的只是我们集中精力应对一些我们目前所面临的大危机，那就是我在整个竞选活动中试图集中精力做到的。


麦凯恩参议员：
 我不能……


奥巴马参议员：
 比如，约翰，我们在医保政策问题上可以存在很严重的分歧，因为在医保政策问题上我们的确存在着分歧，但是我们……


麦凯恩参议员：
 的确存在，不过我希望……


奥巴马参议员：
 ……今晚正在讨论它。


麦凯恩参议员：
 当然。


奥巴马参议员：
 但是当人们暗示我和恐怖分子为伍的时候，那么我们就不是在讨论问题。我们正在讨论的……


麦凯恩参议员：
 好的，让我说我将会……


希弗：
 （无法听清）


麦凯恩参议员：
 我只想说我绝对地为参加我们集会的人感到骄傲。无论你什么时候有大型集会（如1万人、1.5万人、2万人），总会有一些偏激的人参加。对此你心知肚明。我已经——我们常常说那是不合适的。

可是无论如何，说一群年轻妇女喊着“为麦凯恩而战的军人妻子”其实就是对你的不敬，但是任何事情——还有那些帽子上写着“二战、越南、朝鲜、伊拉克”的老兵，我不能说那些参加我的集会的人们不是这个国家里最具有奉献精神、最爱国的人，他们是了不起的公民。

有些人声称，由于集会中出现了大喊大叫——你的集会上也喊出了很多口号，奥巴马参议员——我感到不爽，对于这些人，我不打算容忍。

事实上，一些T恤衫非常……


奥巴马参议员：
 约翰，我……


麦凯恩参议员：
 ……让人难以接受。因此关键是——关键是每当有人做了出格的事我都予以驳斥，无论他们是不是我自己阵营里的人，我还将继续那么做。

但是事实是，我们绝对不需要容忍某些正在发生着的事情。我没有容忍。


奥巴马参议员：
 好的，请注意，鲍勃，正如我说过的……


希弗：
 我的意思是，你有不同意见吗？


奥巴马参议员：
 是的，我有话想说。我是指，我们可以就彼此竞选活动的优点进行反复辩论。我怀疑我们今晚不会达成一致意见。

我认为最重要的是，我们认识到要解决一些我们正在面临的主要问题，如果我们想结束两场战争，解决自大萧条以来最为严重的金融危机，如果我们能够——如果我们想将精力集中在提高过去8年来下降了的工资上，并在本土创造工作岗位的话，那么民主党人、无党派人士以及共和党人就必须齐心协力一起工作。

重要的是要确保我们有不同意见而不怨恨。这就意味着，我们可以就很多问题展开艰难激烈的辩论。我认为我们不能做的就是企图把对方说成是坏人。而那种事一直在华盛顿发生着，成了那里的一种文化现象。我认为……


麦凯恩参议员：
 好的，鲍勃，你刚才问了我一个坦率的问题。


希弗：
 简短回答，是，简短回答。


麦凯恩参议员：
 是的，真的很快的。艾尔斯先生，我对一个老的、彻底失败了的恐怖分子不感兴趣。但是如同克林顿参议员在和你的辩论中所说的那样，我们需要知道你和他的关系的全部细节。

我们需要知道奥巴马参议员和“推动改革社区组织协会”（ACORN）关系的全部细节，ACORN现在正处于也许是美国投票史上最大的舞弊案的风口浪尖上，舞弊案可能会重创民主体制。你的竞选团队以集会的“灯光布置和地点选择”为理由给予这个前沿团体83.2万美元。因此所有这些事情当然需要仔细检查了。


希弗：
 好的。我让你给予回应，我们将会就这一话题延长一段时间。


奥巴马参议员：
 鲍勃，我认为重要的一点是——我将要回应麦凯恩参议员做出的这两项引起人们广泛关注的特别的指控。

事实上，艾尔斯先生现在已成了麦凯恩参议员竞选活动在过去2到3周里的中心话题。这成了他们的主要焦点。那么就让我们还原事情的真相吧。比尔·艾尔斯在芝加哥担任教育学方面的教授。

40年前我还是一个8岁的孩子的时候，他和一个国内激进组织一道从事一些让人不齿的活动。我已经严厉地谴责了那些行为。10年前他和我一起在一所由罗纳德·里根的前大使和好友安南伯格先生出资建立的学校担任改革董事。

董事会的其他成员还有伊利诺伊大学的校长、碰巧是位共和党人的西北大学的校长、亲共和党的《芝加哥论坛报》的总裁。

艾尔斯先生没有参与我的竞选活动。他从来都没有参与本次竞选活动。而且他将不会在白宫为我出谋划策。关于艾尔斯先生情况就是这样。

至于ACORN，它是一个社区组织。显然他们所做的事情无非就是花钱让人出去为别人登记，而且显然其中有些人并没有真正去帮别人登记，他们只不过填了一大堆名字而已。

它和我们没有任何关系。我们没有参与它的活动。我和ACORN的唯一一次联系，是我代表他们和美国司法部一道让伊利诺伊州的“机动选民法”生效，该法律有助于人们在车辆管理局完成登记注册。

我认为把这些事实揭示出来之所以重要，原因在于麦凯恩参议员不断指责我从事一些让人不安的社交活动。

那么让我告诉你我都和什么人交往吧。在经济政策方面，我和沃伦·巴菲特以及前美联储主席保罗·沃克尔交往。如果我对策划外交政策感兴趣的话，我和我的竞选搭档乔·拜登或者和迪克·路加交往，后者是参议院国际关系委员会里的优秀成员，或者和吉姆·琼斯将军交往，他是前北约盟军最高指挥官。

那些人有民主党人也有共和党人，他们共同影响我的观点，他们也将会在白宫围绕在我身边。我认为这样的一个事实已经成为了你竞选活动的重要的一部分，麦凯恩参议员，这样的事实与其是在说我有问题倒不如是在说你的竞选活动有问题。


麦凯恩参议员：
 再次提醒，你和艾尔斯先生一起在伍兹基金会的董事会任职，你送了23万美元给ACORN。因此——而且你是在艾尔斯先生的起居室里启动你自己的竞选活动的。


奥巴马参议员：
 那绝对不是事实。


麦凯恩参议员：
 事实就是事实，档案就是档案。


奥巴马参议员：
 可那不是事实。


麦凯恩参议员：
 它不是事实——事实不是奥巴马参议员选择和一个在2001年放言说他真希望扔更多炸弹的家伙交往，但他却和他交往了很久。关于奥巴马参议员和他们以及和ACORN交往的所有细节，都需要让美国人民知道，然后他们将做出判断。

我的竞选活动谈的是经济复苏，谈的是创造工作岗位，谈的是为美国创造更加美好的未来。那是我的竞选活动的主题，我不会在经济困难的时候按照奥巴马参议员的方式增税。那才是本次竞选活动要谈论的主题。


希弗：
 好吧。让我们开始下一个话题，你们——我们在下面的讨论中可能还想回到刚才的话题上面来。我想问问你们两人组阁的人选问题。

不过我们了解最多的就是你们选择谁作为你们的竞选伙伴。

因此我将开始问你们如下问题，而我将先请奥巴马参议员作答：为什么你的竞选伙伴成为总统会比他的竞选伙伴成为总统更让国家受益？


奥巴马参议员：
 好的，我认为乔·拜登是本国最好的公务员之一。并不仅仅是因为他具备最好的外交政策方面的资历。我想无论是民主党人还是共和党人都会承认他在外交政策方面的专业知识。

还因为在他一生中他从来没有忘记他从哪里来，没有忘记他来自斯克兰顿，代表着劳动家庭而奋战，没有忘记看到自己的父亲失去工作、经济直线下降的滋味。

结果是，他的整个职业生涯就是一直为小人物而战。当谈到那些将会帮助劳动家庭摆脱困境的经济政策时，他就是那么做的。

当谈到，比如说，通过1994年具有里程碑意义的犯罪议案《反对暴力侵犯妇女法案》时，他就是那么做的。乔常常确保自己是在代表着劳动家庭而奋斗，而我认为他分享了我的核心价值观，他和我一样想的是我们国家需要往哪里走。

因为经历过8年失败的政策，他和我都同意我们必须重新安排事情的轻重急缓，确保我们投资于美国人民，确保不给最富有的那些人减税优惠，而是把减税优惠给予那些小企业和正在挣扎的个人，确保我们最终能够做到真正的能源独立——这是华盛顿决策者30年来梦寐以求的事，确保我们的孩子得到良好的教育并能够支付上大学的费用。

因此，在关乎美国家庭重大利益的关键问题上，乔·拜登常常站在正确的立场上，我认为他将会成为一位出色的总统，假如我发生意外的话——但愿不会如此。


希弗：
 参议员？


麦凯恩参议员：
 好的，美国人已经了解了萨拉·佩林。他们知道她是妇女界的模范和其他——她是全美改革者的模范。

她是位改革家。她是——当她竞选州长的时候她挑战的是一位来自本党的州长。当她担任能源和天然气资源董事会主席的时候，她看到了腐败，于是她辞了职，她说：“这种情况不能再继续下去了。”

她把钱返还给纳税人。她削减了政府规模。她和石油公司谈判，勇敢地战胜他们，得到了一条价值达400亿美元的天然气输气管，那将缓解他们所称的美国“下48州”的能源需求。

她是位彻头彻尾的改革家。是时候让新鲜空气进入我们的首都一扫那里风行的关系网和裙带风了，这么多年来我一直在和这种现象作斗争。

她将成为我的搭档。她懂得改革。而且顺便说一句，她也懂得家庭的特殊需要。她明白患自闭症的病人正在增加，她明白我们必须找出原因，我们必须伸出手帮助那些家庭，在他们抚育那些有特别需要的孩子们时给予他们所需要的帮助。

她比我认识的大多数美国人更明白那一点。我为她感到骄傲。

她点燃了我们党和美国各地参与本次政治进程的人民的热情。我可以告诉你我是多么以她和她家人为荣。

顺便说一句，她的丈夫也很坚强。


希弗：
 你认为她适合当总统吗？


奥巴马参议员：
 你知道吗？我认为这是——那将由美国人民做出决定。我认为，显然她是一位能干的政治家，我认为她着实让一群共和党人兴奋了一把。

我想她为有特殊需要的人群做了一些非常值得赞扬的工作。我同意你的说法，约翰。

但我只想指出，对于自闭症或者其他特殊需要，有必要提供一些额外资助，如果我们要进行认真研究的话。那是每个为残疾儿童奔走的家庭所提倡的。

假如我们实行全面冻结支出计划的话，我们就不能够做那件事了。我想那是使用“手术刀”的结果之一，我们想要确保我们正在资助那些项目中的某些项目。


希弗：
 你认为拜登参议员适合当总统吗？


麦凯恩参议员：
 我认为乔·拜登在很多方面都是合格的。但是我想指出的是，他在很多外交政策和国家安全问题上一直就是错的，本来这个领域应该是他擅长的。

他投票反对第一次海湾战争。他投票反对它，很显然我们必须把萨达姆·侯赛因赶出科威特，否则它会威胁到中东世界的供给。

在伊拉克，他竟然有把伊拉克分成3个国家的复杂想法。我们看到伊拉克人正团结在一起，尽管面临艰难困苦，但我们看到他们团结在一起。我们现在打算就伊拉克的军队地位达成协议。

有几个问题，坦率地说，乔·拜登和我公开并诚实地在国家安全政策上表示出不同意见，在很多重大问题上他一直是错的。

但是再次说，我想回到刚才的问题上，请注意奥巴马参议员总是说：“我们需要支出更多，我们需要支出更多，那就是答案。”为什么我们必须支出更多呢？

为什么我们不能让政府部门透明、负责任和进行改革呢？也许那正是为什么他请求8600——寻求和建议价值达8600亿美元的新支出，并在美国家庭经受不可思议的挑战、困难和痛苦的时候还要加税的原因所在。


希弗：
 好的。

先生们，我们就要结束辩论了。在我要求你们二位发表今晚的结束语之前，我愿意邀请我们的观众和听众登录MyDebates.org网站，在那里你将会找到今晚的辩论以及前3场的晚间辩论。

现在到了最后陈述时间，根据抛硬币结果，麦凯恩参议员先来。


麦凯恩参议员：
 好的，再次感谢你，鲍勃。

感谢霍夫斯特拉大学。

再次和你在一起我感到很高兴。我想我们的讨论非常积极。

朋友们，正如我在开场白里说的那样，美国正经历着非常困难的时期，面临着非常大的挑战。这些困苦和挑战今天被再次清晰地展现了出来。

美国需要一个新方向。我们不能满足于过去8年来的所作所为。

我有改革的历史记录，有挑战本党和其他政党以及特殊利益集团的历史记录，无论是健康维护组织的病人权利法案，还是我力图整顿美国的竞选经费体系，还是建立“9·11”委员会，我都有很长的改革记录。

我一直精心管理着你们所纳的税款。我们必须让医疗服务变得可以负担并且触手可得。我们必须为所有公民提供良好的教育，而不仅仅是为少数特权阶层。

我们必须制止支出。我们必须制止把孩子们的未来作为抵押品的支出。

奥巴马参议员和我今晚向你们做出的所有这些承诺，将会基于以下事实：你们是否信任我们成为你们所纳税款的精明管理者，是否信任我们能确保美国的安全以及繁荣，是否信任我们能确保改革政府机构。

那就是为什么我要求你们不仅仅检查我的记录，还要检查我为国家之未来提出的建议。

我花费一生的时间服务于我们这个国家，将国家放在首位。麦凯恩家族有着长期为国服务的历史，无论是在战争时期还是在和平时期，而作为麦凯恩家族的一个成员，我感到无比荣幸，同时我为能为国服务感到自豪。

我希望你们再给我一次为国服务的机会。我会感到荣幸和谦卑。


希弗：
 参议员？


奥巴马参议员：
 好的，我要感谢麦凯恩参议员和主持人鲍勃。

我认为我们都知道美国现在正在经历困难时期。过去8年的政策以及——几十年来华盛顿面对难题的消极态度，把我们引入了自大萧条以来最为严重的经济危机之中。

所以我们目前最大的风险就是采取过去8年已经失败了的政策，但却期待一个不同的结果。

我们需要给这个国家带来彻底的变革，而我愿意把这种改革带到我们国家。

你们知道，在过去的20个月里，你们邀请我进入你们的家。

我和你们一起分享你们的故事。你们再次证明了美国人民从根本上说是正直的和慷慨的。

这就是为什么我坚信我们的明天会更加美好。

但是我们必须再次投资于美国人民，我们必须为中产阶级减税，必须为所有美国人的医疗投资，让每个想上大学的年轻人都能够上大学。我们必须投资于能够为未来创造新能源经济的企业。我们必须投资于将会提高工资和壮大中产阶级力量的政策。

这些政策是我用全部职业生涯为之奋斗的政策。这些政策是我想带到华盛顿的政策。

但是事情不会那么简单。事情也不会那么快速完成。它将需要我们所有人——民主党人、共和党人以及无党派人士——团结起来重现牺牲精神、奉献精神和负责精神。

我绝对相信我们能够做到这一点。我请求你们投票，我向你们保证假如你们给我莫大的荣幸成为总统，我将不知疲倦地每天工作，代表你们的利益，也代表我们孩子们的未来。


希弗：
 奥巴马参议员，麦凯恩参议员，非常感谢你们。

最后一场辩论至此结束。我是哥伦比亚广播公司晚间新闻的主持人鲍勃·希弗，今晚我将留给你们我的母亲常说的一句话——现在就去投票。投票会让你感到是成人，并且很强大。祝大家晚安。
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