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Excerpt from the Republican presidential primary debate in Arizona
February 22, 2012
FALLACIES FOUND IN THE CANDIDATES’ ANSWERS

JOHN KING, DEBATE MODERATOR, CNN ANCHOR AND CHIEF NATIONAL
CORRESPONDENT: Thank you.
Our thanks to the Arizona State University Symphonic Chorale. That was fabulous.
Gentlemen, I want to ask you to take your seats. I'll take a moment now to explain to
you how our debate will work.
I'll question the candidates, as well as we'll also take some questions from members of
our audience. I'll follow up and guide tonight's discussion.
Candidates, we're going to try to make sure each of you get your fair amount of
questions. And you'll have a minute to answer and 30 seconds for rebuttal and followups. And if you're singled out for a particular criticism, I'll make sure you get a chance to
respond.
Now we're going to have each of the candidates introduce themselves. And so we have
more time to debate tonight, we're going to ask them to keep it short.
Here's an example. I'm John King from CNN. I'm honored to be your moderator tonight
and I'm thrilled to be in a state that reminds us baseball season is just around the
corner.
(APPLAUSE)
KING: Congressman Paul, we begin with you, sir.
REP. RON PAUL, R-TEXAS, PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATE: I'm Congressman Ron
Paul, a congressman from Texas.
I am the defender of the Constitution. I'm the champion of liberty. This shows the
roadmap to peace and prosperity.
(APPLAUSE)
FORMER SEN. RICK SANTORUM, R-PA., PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATE: I'm Rick
Santorum.
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And we have a lot of troubles around the world, as you see, the Middle East in flames,
and what's going on in this country with gas prices and the economy. And I'm here to
talk about a positive solutions that confront this country that include everybody from the
bottom up.
(APPLAUSE)
FORMER GOV. MITT ROMNEY, R-MASS., PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATE: I'm Mitt
Romney.
And there was a time in this country when you knew that if you worked hard and went to
school, and if you learned the values of America in your home, that you could count on
having a secure future and a prosperous life. That was an American promise and it's
been broken by this president.
I want to restore America's promise, and I'm going to do that -(APPLAUSE)
ROMNEY: That's good enough. As George Costanza would say, when they're
applauding, stop. Right?
FORMER REP. NEWT GINGRICH, R-GA., PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATE: I'm Newt
Gingrich.
And I've developed a program for American energy so no future president will ever bow
to a Saudi king again and so every American can look forward to $2.50 a gallon
gasoline.
(APPLAUSE)
KING: Gentlemen, it's good to see you again.
Let's get started on the important issues with a question from our audience.
Sir, please tell us who you are and state your question.
(UNKNOWN): My name is Gilbert Fidler (ph) from Gilbert, Arizona, and I'd like to ask
this question to all the candidates if I could.
Since the first time in 65 years our national debt exceeds our gross national product,
what are you going to do to bring down the debt?
KING: Thank you, sir.
Senator Santorum, let's begin with you.
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SANTORUM: Thank you, Gilbert.
I put together a specific plan that cuts $5 trillion over five years, that spends less money
each year for the next four years that I'll be president of the United States. So it's not
inflation- adjusted, it's not baseline-budgeting. We're actually going to shrink the actual
size of the federal budget, and we're going to do so by dealing with the real problem.
And here's where I differentiate myself from everybody else, including, obviously, the
president. I actually have experience on tackling the toughest problems that we have in
this country, and that's the growth of entitlement spending.
Obviously, the first thing we need to do is repeal Obamacare. That's the one entitlement
that we can get rid of.
(APPLAUSE)
And that's a couple trillion dollars in spending over the next 10 years. But there's bigger
issues.
When I was born, less than 10 percent of the federal budget was entitlement spending.
It's now 60 percent of the budget.
Some people have suggested that defense spending is the problem. When I was born,
defense spending was 60 percent of the budget. It's now 17 percent. If you think
defense spending is the problem, then you need a remedial math class to go back to.
Defense spending will not be cut under my administration, but we will go after all of the
means-tested entitlement programs -- Medicaid, food stamps, all of those programs -and do what we did with welfare.
We cut the welfare -- we cut spending on welfare, froze it and then we block granted it
to the states and gave them the flexibility to run that program they way they saw fit with
two provisos. Number one, there would be a time limit on welfare and a work
requirement. We were going to say that poverty is not a disability. That these programs
need to be transitional in nature. We need to do the same thing with Medicaid. We need
to do the same thing with -- with food stamps. All of the other means tests of entitlement
programs.
And unlike the Paul Ryan plan -- I see I'm out of time, but unlike the Paul Ryan plan, we
also will deal with Medicare and Social Security, not 10 years from now. But we need to
start dealing with it now because our country is facing fiscal bankruptcy.
KING: Governor Romney, I'm wondering if that answer satisfied you? Just in recent
days you said this, quote, "If you want a fiscal conservative, you can't vote for Rick
Santorum because he's not." Did he answer your questions there?
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ROMNEY: Well I'm looking at his historic record, which voting for raising the debt ceiling
five different times without voting for compensating cuts. Voting to keep in place DavisBacon, which cost about $100 billion over -- over 10 years. A whole series of votes.
Voting to fund Planned Parenthood, to expand the Department of Education. During his
term in the Senate, spending grew by some 80 percent of the federal government. But I
-- but I want to respond to Gilbert's question, which I think is a critical one.
And that is as you -- as you look at this country, I'm a guy who has lived in the world of
business. If you don't balance your budget in business, you go out of business. So I've
lived balancing budgets. I also served in the Olympics, balanced a budget there. And -and served in the states. And all four years I was governor, we balanced the budget.
Here's what I'd do at the federal level, I would divide all of the programs into three major
places for opportunity to reduce costs.
Number one, I'm going to go through every single program and ask if we can afford it.
And if not, I'm going to say, is this program so critical that it's worth borrowing money
from China to pay for it? And if not, I'm going to get rid of it. Number two, I'm going to
take programs...
(APPLAUSE)
ROMNEY: ...I'm going to take programs that are important, but that could be better run
at the state level and send them back to the states as a block grant and that included
Medicaid and -- and housing vouchers and food stamps. These programs for the poor,
to be run more efficiently and can be run with less fraud and abuse at the state level.
And then finally number three, with what's left of government, I'm going to cut the
employment by 10 percent. And I'm going to link the pay of government workers with
the pay in the private sector. Government servants shouldn't get paid more than the
people who are paying taxes.
(APPLAUSE)
KING: Senator, the governor singled you out. Take a few seconds.
(APPLAUSE)
SANTORUM: Well, the governor talks about raising the debt ceiling. There was a debt
ceiling vote this summer and the governor was asked the question whether he would
have voted to raise the debt ceiling ultimately and he said, yes. Because government
has to pay their bills. We can't default ultimately. What happened the -- the 12 years I
was in the United States Senate, we went from the debt to GDP ratio, which is now over
100 percent. When I came to the Senate it was 68 percent of GDP. When I left the
Senate it was 64 percent of GDP.
So government as a size of the economy went down when I was in the United States
Senate. Sure I had some votes. Look, I think we've all had votes that I look back on I -- I
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wish I wouldn't have voted -- No Child Left Behind, you're right, it lead to education
spending. That's why I've said that we need to cut and eliminate No Child Left Behind
and -- and education funding from the federal government, move it back to the local
level where it belongs where parents and local communities can deal with that.
But if you look at my record on spending, on taking on entitlements, never having voted
for an appropriation bill increase. You look at -- at my record of never having raised
taxes. Governor Romney raised $700 million in taxes and fees in Massachusetts. I
never voted to raise taxes. Governor Romney even today suggested raising taxes on
the top 1 percent, adopting the Occupy Wall Street rhetoric. I'm not going to adopt that
rhetoric. I'm going to represent 100 percent of Americans. We're not raising taxes on
anybody.
(APPLAUSE)
KING: Governor, please quickly I want to bring the congressman and the speaker into
the conversation, but respond.
ROMNEY: There were so many misrepresentations there, it's going to take me a little
while. Number one, I said today that we're going to cut taxes on everyone across the
country by 20 percent, including the top 1 percent. So that's number one. Number two, I
said yes we should increase the debt ceiling in this last vote, but only if we have a cut,
cap and balance provision put in place. Only in that case. And, therefore, I did not agree
with the deal that was done in Washington. That was the wrong way to go.
And finally, Senator during your term in Congress, the years you've been there,
government has doubled in size. You voted to raise the debt ceiling five times without
compensating cuts in spending. In my view, we should not raise the debt ceiling again
until we get compensating cuts in spending. A cut, cap and balance approach must be
taken.
(APPLAUSE)
KING: Mr. Speaker...
(APPLAUSE)
KING: Mr. Speaker, join the conversation. Address Gilbert's question and if you so
choose, address some criticism you've received on this issue from this state's senior
Senator campaigning for governor Romney. He questioned your credentials on fiscal
conservatism. He said when you were the speaker, earmarking became an art.
GINGRICH: Well when I was speaker, as I'm sure he remembers, we balanced the
budget for four consecutive years, the only time in his lifetime. So I think that's a good
place to start with Gilbert's question. We're meeting tonight on the 280th anniversary of
George Washington's birth. You go back and look at the founding fathers, they'd have
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had very clear messages. Hamilton would have said you have to have jobs and
economic growth to get back to a balanced budget. You're never going to balance the
budget on the back of a highly unemployed country. And so I would be committed, first
of all, to a program of jobs and economic growth.
Second, the energy issue is enormous. The leading developer of North Dakota oil
estimated recently that, if we would open up federal land and open up offshore, you
would have $16 trillion to $18 trillion -- not billion -- trillion dollars in royalties to the
federal government in the next generation, an enormous flow which would drive down
prices to $2.50 a gallon, would help us balance the budget and would create millions of
jobs.
Finally, I agree generally with the need to reform government. I think that, if we were
prepared to repeal the 130-year-old civil service laws, go to a modern management
system, we could save a minimum of $500 billion a year with a better system. And if we
then applied the tenth amendment, as Governor Rick Perry has agreed to head up a
project on, I think we can return to the states an enormous share of the power that's
currently in Washington, D.C.
(APPLAUSE)
KING: Congressman Paul, you've questioned the conservative -- fiscal conservative
credentials of all these gentlemen but particularly this week Senator Santorum. You
have a new television ad that labels him a fake. Why?
PAUL: Because he's a fake.
Fallacy: Abusive ad hominem
(LAUGHTER)
(APPLAUSE)
(BOOING)
(APPLAUSE)
SANTORUM: I'm real, John. I'm real.
PAUL: Congratulations.
SANTORUM: Thank you.
(LAUGHTER)
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PAUL: No. I find it really fascinating that, when people are running for office, they're
really fiscally conservative. When they're in office, they do something different. And then
when they explain themselves, they say, "Oh, I want to repeal that."
So the senator voted for No Child Left Behind, but now -- he voted for it, but now he's
running on the effort to get rid of it. So I think the record is so bad, you know, with the
politicians.
And, you know, nobody accuses me of not having voted for too much. They're always
accusing me for not voting for enough. And I've been running in office, in office off and
on for a good many years, and over all those years, I've never voted for a budget deficit.
I never voted to increase the national debt.
As a matter of fact, there's only one appropriation bill I voted for, and that was for
veterans. I assumed, from the 1970s on, that we were embarking on a very dangerous
path, and we're involved in that danger right now.
So this idea of being fiscally conservative now that we're running for office and we're
going to repeal something that we did before, I mean, this -- it loses credibility is what
our problem is. So... (APPLAUSE) And -- and the one thing that I think should annoy all
Americans is the voting for foreign aid? I mean, just think there are foreign aid packages
that are huge, and when the member votes for it, they don't say, well, this money is
going to A, B, C, because I love that country, but it's the principle of the way the
government works. You vote for foreign aid because, for some weird reason, it's
supposed to be good for America, but then it goes and helps all our enemies. That's
what I disapprove of.
(APPLAUSE)
KING: Senator Santorum, respond quickly.
SANTORUM: Ron, The Weekly Standard just did a review, looking at the National
Taxpayers Union, I think, Citizens Against Government Waste, and they measured me
up against the other 50 senators who were serving when I did and they said that I was
the most fiscally conservative senator in the Congress in the -- in the 12 years that I was
there.
My -- my ratings with the National Taxpayers Union were As or Bs. They were very high
from the Citizens Against Government Waste. I got a hero award.
I was a leader, as you know, on taking on tough issues, which is the entitlement
programs, not just welfare reform, but I also worked on Medicare reform and Medicaid
reform and also was a leader on trying to deal with Social Security.
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And I did that not representing one of the most conservative districts in the state of
Texas but in the state of Pennsylvania, with the second largest per capita population of
seniors in the country.
And I can tell you those seniors really cared about Social Security. Why? Because all
my rich seniors moved to Florida and Arizona. And...
(LAUGHTER)
... and what's left -- what's left in Pennsylvania is folks who relied on Social Security.
And I was out there as a Republican senator, a conservative voting record, over a 90
percent conservative voting record from the American Conservative Union.
By the way, Ron, you ranked 145th in the bottom half of Republicans this year in a
conservative voting record from that same organization.
We had a strong record in a tough state to be a conservative. If I can stand up in the
state of Pennsylvania, which hasn't elected a Republican president since 1988, and
have a strong principled voting record on issues that were tough in my state, senior
issues, imagine now, as president of the United States, with a Tea Party movement and
a conservative -- a riled-up conservative base, what we can accomplish in Washington,
D.C.
(APPLAUSE)
KING: Congressman, quickly.
PAUL: You know, that's always a cop-out when you compare yourself to the other
members of Congress. The American people are sick and tired of the members of
Congress. They get about a 9 percent rating.
(APPLAUSE)
PAUL: But this whole thing about comparison of conservative votes, I think you make a
very important point. I don't rate what, at the top. If it's spending or on taxes I'm at the
very top because I vote for the least amount of spending and the least amount of taxes,
which means that some of the conservative ratings -- you have to realize sometimes
conservatives want to spend money, too.
When it comes to overseas spending, you vote for the foreign aid. Conservatives are
quite pleased with spending money overseas. But if you're a strict fiscal conservative
and a constitutionalist you don't vote for that kind of stuff and so you can't just go by the
ratings.
KING: As you can see, this is a -- it's an important issue to the people in the audience. I
think it's one of the reasons this race has been so volatile. Voters are looking and they
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say which of these candidates can I trust? And each of you are trying to make your case
to them.
As you try to do so, Governor Romney, you said recently that as governor you're a
severely conservative governor of Massachusetts. What did you mean by that?
ROMNEY: Well, severe, strict. I was, without question, a conservative governor in my
state. We balanced the budget all four years I was in office. We cut taxes 19 times.
Fallacy: Hasty Generalization
I enabled our state police to enforce illegal immigration laws so that people could be
taken out of our state that were illegally. We drove our schools to have -(APPLAUSE)
ROMNEY: -- campaigned for and fought for English immersion in our school, and had
that successfully implemented. My policies in Massachusetts were to -- were
conservative, and in a state, as Rick indicated, a state that was a relatively liberal state,
I stood up and said I would stand on the side of life when the legislature passed a bill
saying that life would not be defined not at conception but later.
Fallacy: Amphiboly
I said no. When there was an effort to put in place embryo farming and cloning, I vetoed
that. When the Catholic Church was attacked, saying, look we're not going to allow you
to continue to place children in homes where there's a preference for a man and a
woman being the mom and dad, I worked with the Catholic Church to put legislation in
place to protect their right to exercise their religious conscience.
I have through my record as a governor demonstrated that kind of conservative belief.
But also, look a step back and look at my record running the Olympics. Balanced the
budget there, made it successful with the help of a terrific team.
Fallacy: Irrelevant Thesis
Then look back into the business. You can't be, I don't believe, anything but a fiscal
conservative and run a business, because if you don't balance your budget, you go out
of business.
KING: Mr. Speaker, as you know, often when deficit reduction -(APPLAUSE)
KING: -- when deficit reduction and economic growth are priorities at the same time,
some people see a collision. Some people see a conflict. You've outlined your views on
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taxes. Governor Romney today outlined a tax plan that would cut the -- put the top rate
at 28 percent, eliminate capital gain taxes for incomes below $200,000, cut the
corporate tax rate to 25 percent.
Fallacy: Black and White
Is that the right approach? And is it consistent -- and it's a tough one sometimes -- with
spurring economic growth at a time this state and other states are looking for jobs? But
as you have Gilbert's (ph) question, also looking to make sure the next president works
on the deficit?
GINGRICH: Well, look, first of all, I think that Governor Romney today moved in the
right direction, and I think that that's a serious step towards trying to find -- closer to
supply side. I wouldn't agree with him on capping capital gains cuts at $200,000,
because I think that's, frankly, economically destructive, and I don't believe in class
warfare.
And that's a number below Obama's class warfare number. So we can argue later about
capital gains cuts.
But I think there's a different question. Everybody talks about managing the current
government. The current government is a disaster. I mean, we don't -- you know -(APPLAUSE)
GINGRICH: -- this is -- it is -- the reason I started with the idea that came out of Strong
America Now to repeal the 130-year-old civil service laws and go to a modern
management system, is you change everything.
And the fact is, if we're serious -- and, in a funny kind of way, Ron and I are closer on
the scale of change. We'd approach it slightly different, but I think you've got to start and
say what would a modern system be like?
And a modern system would be -- just take control of the border. It is utterly stupid to
say that the United States government can't control the border. It's a failure of will, it's a
failure of enforcement.
(APPLAUSE)
GINGRICH: So let me just take that one example. Let's assume you could, tomorrow
morning, have a president who wanted to work with your governor, that instead of suing
Arizona, helped Arizona, who actually worked with Arizona. Now -(APPLAUSE)
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GINGRICH: -- what's the fiscal reality three years from now in your emergency rooms,
in your schools, in your prisons, of controlling the border? It's a lot less expensive. You
just took a major step towards a less expensive future. So I think it is possible to
modernize the federal government and cut taxes and develop energy simultaneously.
And the three lead you to Gilbert's concern. Let's get back to a balanced budget.
(APPLAUSE)
KING: The Speaker raises an important point about looking forward, and I hope we
spend most of the night doing that. But as you know, there's a lot of anger in the base of
the party about some of the things that have happened in the past, and the Tea Party,
especially.
Now, earmarks, the pork barrel spending, it's a tiny slice of the budget. I think we all
know that. But if you talk to a Tea Party activist, they think -- an example, a gateway to
corruption.
Senator, you have said there are good earmarks and bad earmarks. And you have
talked about your earmarks in the past. Any that you specifically regret? And why have
you criticized -- why do you think the money that went to Governor Romney for security
at the Olympics, why was that a bad earmark?
SANTORUM: I didn't suggest it was a bad earmark. I voted for it and about half the
money -- a little over half the money that went to the Salt Lake games.
Fallacy: Shifting Ground
But Governor Romney asked for that earmark. That's really the point here. He's out
there on television ads right now, unfortunately, attacking me for saying that I'm this
great earmarker, when he not only asked for earmarks for the Salt Lake Olympics in the
order of tens of millions of dollars, sought those earmarks and used them, and he did as
the governor of Massachusetts, $300 million or $400 million. He said, I would be foolish
if I didn't go out and try to get federal dollars.
Fallacy: Tu quoque
So the idea that somehow earmarks during the time that I was in Congress were this
thing that drove up spending in Washington, D.C., if you actually look at it, as I said
before, as a percentage of GDP, actually the deficits -- the debt went down. What
happened is there was abuse. (vague)
When abuse happened, I said we should stop the earmarking process. But I did say
there were good earmarks and bad earmarks.
Fallacy: Black and White
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We wouldn't have the V-22 Osprey, which was the most essential air platform for our
Marines in particular in the war against the radical Islamists. We wouldn't have it if it
wasn't for an earmark. That program would have been killed under George Bush 41.
Dick Cheney, the Defense Department, wanted to kill that program, and many of us,
including myself, stood up and made sure that was there.
Fallacy: Shifting Ground
Congress has a role to play when it comes to appropriating money, and sometimes the
president and the administration doesn't get it right. What happened was an abuse of
the process.
When that abuse occurred, I stepped forward, as Jim DeMint did, who, by the way, was
an earmarker, as almost everybody else in Congress was. Why? Because Congress
has a role of allocating resources when they think the administration has it wrong.
Fallacy: Mob Appeal
I defended that at the time. I'm proud I defended it at the time, because I think they did
make mistakes. I do believe there was abuse, and I said we should stop it, and as
president I would oppose earmarks.
KING: Governor?
ROMNEY: I didn't follow all of that, but I can tell you this -- I would put a ban on
earmarks. I think it opens the door to excessive spending, spending on projects that
don't need to be done.
Fallacy: Slippery Slope
I think there are a lot of projects that have been voted for. You voted to the "Bridge to
Nowhere." I think these earmarks, we've had it with them.
SANTORUM: Yes.
ROMNEY: If Congress wants to vote in favor of a bill, they should take that bill, bring it
forward with committees, have people say -- vote it up or down on the floor of the House
or the Senate, have the president say yes or no, and move forward. But the earmark
process is broken. There are thousands and thousands of earmarks, money being used
inappropriately.
And I'll tell you this -- he mentioned coming to the Olympics, coming to the United
States Congress, asking for support. No question about it. That's the nature of what it is
when you lead an organization or a state.
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You come to Congress and you say, these are the things we need. In the history of the
Olympic movement, the federal government has always provided the transportation and
security. So we came to the federal government asking for help on transportation and
security.
I was fighting for those things. Our games were successful. But while I was fighting to
save the Olympics, you were fighting to save the "Bridge to Nowhere."
Fallacy: Abusive ad hominem
KING: Quickly. (APPLAUSE)
SANTORUM: It's really interesting, Governor, because the process you just described
of an open process where members of Congress put forth their suggestions on how to
spend money, have them voted on individually, is exactly how the process worked. So
what you just suggested as to how earmarks should work in the future is exactly how
they worked in the past. So I suspect you would have supported earmarks if you were in
the United States Senate.
ROMNEY: I'm sorry. The 6,000 earmarks that were put in place under the Speaker's
term, for instance, were oftentimes tagged on to other bills -(BOOING)
ROMNEY: I'm sorry. I don't mean to be critical.
That was the process. There were thousands -- I mean, we've had thousands and
thousands of earmarks. They are typically tagged on to -- bundled on to other bills.
OK. Go ahead, Mr. Speaker. Go ahead.
SANTORUM: Wait a second. You're entitled to your opinions, Mitt. You're not entitled to
-ROMNEY: I've heard that line before. I've heard that before, yes.
FORMER SEN. RICK SANTORUM, R-PA., PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATE: -misrepresent the facts, and you're misrepresenting the facts. You don't know what
you're taking about.
What happened in the earmark process -- what happens in the earmark process was
that members of Congress would ask, formally, publicly request these things, put them
on paper, and have them allocated, and have them voted on a committee, have them
voted on, on the floor of the Senate.
Congressman Paul -- Congressman...
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FORMER GOV. MITT ROMNEY, R-MASS., PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATE: Attached to
a bill? Attached to a bill?
SANTORUM: As part of the bill. Congressman Paul...
ROMNEY: And the president can't veto it?
SANTORUM: He can veto the bill.
ROMNEY: The whole bill, but he can't veto the earmark?
SANTORUM: Well, we tried to do that, by the way. I supported a line-item veto.
ROMNEY: That's what I support. That's what I support.
(APPLAUSE)
SANTORUM: Hold on. Hold on.
Mitt, I agree with you. I support -- I support the line-item veto. I voted for a line-item veto
so we could do just that. Unfortunately, the Supreme Court struck it down. I would like to
go back, as president, again, and give the president the authority to line-item veto.
But that's not the issue. The issue is were they transparent? And the bottom line was,
when I was in the United States Senate, there was transparency, and Congressman
Paul, who is one of the most prolific earmarkers in the Congress today, is -- would tell
you...
AUDIENCE MEMBER: (OFF-MIKE). SANTORUM: And I'm not -- I'm not criticizing; I'm
just saying that's a fact, that...
(LAUGHTER)
... that he -- he...
(APPLAUSE)
(BOOING)
ROMNEY: I think you need a chance to say a word.
(CROSSTALK)
(LAUGHTER)
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JOHN KING, DEBATE MODERATOR, CNN ANCHOR AND CHIEF NATIONAL
CORRESPONDENT: Mr. Speaker, you were referenced by the governor, you first, then
Congressman Paul.
Don't worry. We'll get to you, Congressman. I promise.
(BOOING)
FORMER REP. NEWT GINGRICH, R-GA., PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATE: Now, look,
let me just say flatly all of you need to think about this because this is one of those easy
demagogic fights that gets you into a lot of trouble. If you have Barack Obama as
president and you have a Republican House, you may want the House imposing certain
things on the president.
Now, when I was speaker, for example...
(APPLAUSE)
... and we had a liberal Democrat in the White House -- I actually want to reinforce what
the governor said. I helped the Atlanta Olympics get the support they needed from the
U.S. government to be successful. I thought it was totally appropriate to help the Atlanta
Olympics. And I actually went to -- to your former governor and sat down with the
people originally planning the Winter Olympics and said, look, this is what we did; this is
what you need to do.
I think it was totally appropriate for you to ask for what you got. I just think it's, kind of,
silly for you to then turn around and run an ad attacking somebody else for getting what
you got and then claiming what you got wasn't what they got because what you got was
right and what they got was wrong.
(LAUGHTER)
(APPLAUSE)
KING: Congressman Paul, answer Senator Santorum, please, sir.
REP. RON PAUL, R-TEXAS, PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATE: I followed that and I...
(LAUGHTER)
You know, there's reason for the confusion, because...
(LAUGHTER)
... because it's all Congress's fault. They're all messed up and they don't know what
they're doing in Congress is the real reason.
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Fallacy: Abusive ad hominem
(APPLAUSE)
But this whole idea of earmarking -- earmarking is designating how the money's spent.
What a lot of people don't understand is if -- if the Congress doesn't say the way the
money should be spent, it goes to the executive branch, and that's the bad part. If you
were actually cutting, it would make a difference. But you don't want to give more power
to the executive branch.
Even if I'm president, I don't want more power over that -- over that funding. That should
be with the people and -- and with the Congress. But earmarking -- the reason we get
into trouble is -- is the irresponsibility of Congress.
Fallacy: Abusive ad hominem
Take your highway funds. We're supposed to pay a user fee. If we pay our gasoline tax,
we should get our fair share back. But what do they do? They take the highway funds
and other of these trust funds and they spend this money overseas in these wars that
we shouldn't be fighting. And then when the highways need building, then you have to
go and fight the political system and know who to deal with and maneuver and try to get
some of your money back.
Fallacy: Red Herring
But if you say you're against -- against the earmarking and fuss and fume over, the
answer is vote against the bill. That is what I do. I argue for the case of the responsibility
being on the Congress, but it's the responsibility of us who believe in fiscal conservatism
to vote against the bill. We need to vote against the spending is what we need to do.
(APPLAUSE)
KING: Let's take another important economic question. This one comes to us from
CNNPolitics.com, and you can see it in the audience up on the board here.
"Why was George W. Bush wrong in his efforts to save the auto industry and why was
Barack Obama wrong to continue the effort?"
Senator Santorum, I want to go to you first with this question. You, like your friends on
the stage tonight, opposed the auto bailout. Michigan votes on Tuesday, along with
Arizona. We assume folks are watching there tonight. Address your answer to an auto
worker who may believe strongly that he or she has that job tonight because of the help
-- the bailout?
SANTORUM: I would just say to them that I in principle oppose government coming in
and bailing out a sector of the economy or an industry with government dollars and --
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and with government manipulation of that market, which is exactly what happened
twice, in 2008 and 2009.
The first time it happened was the Wall Street bailout. On principle, I opposed the Wall
Street bailout, even though I understand people -- reasonable people could disagree. I
felt that having the government come in in such a major way and have a huge influence
over the direction of that industry, that that would be damaging to what I believe is the
best way to resolve these types of problems, which lets the market work, constructive
capitalism, as Governor Romney was talking about in his days at Bain Capital, and
destructive capitalism.
And that means pain. I understand that. But it also means limited government and
allowing markets to work because we believe they're more efficient over time. I held the
same consistent position when it came to the auto bailouts. I can say that with respect
to Governor Romney, that was not the case. He supported the folks on Wall Street and
bailed out Wall Street, was all for it. And then when it came to the auto workers, the
folks in Detroit, he said, no. That to me is not a consistent, principled position. I had one.
I believe in markets, not just when they're convenient for me.
KING: Governor?
(APPLAUSE)
ROMNEY: Nice -- nice try, but now let's look at the facts. All right, first of all -- first of all
let's go back to the auto industry and -- and go back to 2000, I think it was 2008,
President Bush was still in office and the three chief executive officers of the three major
auto companies got in their private planes and flew to Washington and said, please
write us a check. I think they wanted $50 billion. And I wrote an Op-Ed in the paper and
I said, absolutely not. Do not write a check for $50 billion.
These companies need to go through a managed bankruptcy, just like airlines have, just
like other industries have. Go through a managed bankruptcy...
Fallacy: Hedging
(APPLAUSE)
ROMNEY: ...and -- and if they go through that managed bankruptcy and shed the
excessive cost that's been put on them by the UAW and by their own mismanagement,
then if they need help coming out of bankruptcy, the government can provided
guarantees and get them back on their feet. No way would we allow the auto industry in
America to totally implode and disappear. That was my view. Go through bankruptcy.
When that happens, then the market can help lift them out. With regards to -- to TARP
it's very simple, or -- or the Wall Street. Look, I don't want to save any Wall Street
Banks.
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I just don't want (sic) make sure we lose all of our banks. And like -- like President Bush
at the time, I was concerned that if we didn't do something, there were some pretty high
risks that not just Wall Street banks, but all banks would collapse. And like many other
people -- many other economists, they were concerned that our entire currency system
would go down. My view is this, we have to have industries that get in trouble, go
through bankruptcy. Now, Senator you voted in favor of the bail out of the airline
industry after 9/11.
I think that was the right thing to do. It was an emergency. You also voted for the bail
out of the steel industry. I don't think I agree with that one, but I do believe that the right
course for the auto industry was to go through a managed bankruptcy process and then
to get help getting out.
KING: Governor let me ask you...
(APPLAUSE)
KING: ...you -- you mentioned -- you mentioned President Bush's position on the Wall
Street bail out. If you talk to people in the Bush administration at the time, they say they
would have preferred the structured bankruptcy route that you talked about, but that
there was no private capital available. That nobody would give the auto companies
money and that their choice they say at the time, was to either give the government
money or have them liquidate.
ROMNEY: Yeah, it was really interesting. Because, you know, I wrote my piece and I
said look, these companies need to go through managed bankruptcy. And the head of
the UAW said, we can't go through managed bankruptcy. The industry will disappear if
that happens. And the politicians, Barack Obama's people, oh no, we can't go through
managed bankruptcy. Six months they wrote, I think it was $17 billion in checks to the
auto companies. Then they finally realized I was right. They finally put them through
managed bankruptcy. That was the time they needed the help to get out of managed
bankruptcy.
Those monies they put in beforehand were -- it was wasted money. And number two,
because they put that money in, the president gave the companies to the UAW, they
were part of the reason the companies were in trouble. Giving these companies to the
UAW was wrong.
(APPLAUSE)
(CROSSTALK)
KING: Mr. Speaker -- one second.
(APPLAUSE)
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(CROSSTALK)
(APPLAUSE)
SANTORUM: As -- as Governor Romney well knows, that the American government
shut down the airline industry after 9/11. And the government by it's action stopped the
airline industry from functioning and yes, as a result of government action, which I
thought it was appropriate for government since we shut down the industry...
(CROSSTALK) ROMNEY: I agree with you.
SANTORUM: ...after the events of 9/11.
ROMNEY: I agree.
SANTORUM: But government didn't shut down the banks. They didn't shut down the
financial service industry. So when you compare those, it's not apples to apples, Mitt
and that's not a fair comparison.
KING: Mr. Speaker, come in on the conversation. It's a tough one. It's a tough one. It's a
major American industry, in a time of trouble.
GINGRICH: That's not a tough...
(CROSSTALK)
KING: That's not tough, you say.
GINGRICH: It's not tough. First of all, there's a huge amount of the American auto
industry that was just fine. BMW in South Carolina was terrific. Mercedes in Alabama
was doing just fine. Honda in Ohio was just fine. So the -- Toyota was just fine. What we
have is the United Auto Workers and a management system that had grown very, I think
incapable of tough decisions because they were used to selling out to the United Auto
Workers. And so they came in and said, oh we can't change. And this president on
behalf of the United Auto Workers said, you're exactly right.
Now, the fact is, Chrysler is now Fiat. So when we talk about saving the American auto
industry, let's be clear what they were doing. I think that they would have been much
better off to have gone through a managed bankruptcy, I agree with Governor Romney.
I think it would have happened. I think what would have happened is the UAW would
have lost all of their advantages and the result was, what you had I thought was an
unprecedented violation of 200 years of bankruptcy law by Barack Obama to pay off the
UAW at the expense of every bondholder.
Fallacy: Abusive ad hominem
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(APPLAUSE)
KING: Congressman Paul, as you join the conversation, the criticism of President
Obama here, but I also want you to address the state's current Republican governor,
Rick Snyder, who supports Mitt Romney, but that's irrelevant to this point. He says, "The
bailout actually was something that really worked."
Is that Republican governor wrong?
PAUL: Well, you know, it's interesting when they argue that case.
First, I don't like the idea that you have good bailouts and bad bailouts. If bailouts are
bad, they're bad, and we shouldn't be doing it.
Fallacy: Black and White
But this argument about maybe one that works, you know, well, now that the bankruptcy
or the bailing out of GM worked, I said that's sort of like if a criminal goes out and robs a
bank, and he's successful, therefore you endorse what he did, because he's successful.
But you have to rob people, you have to distort the law.
The government is supposed to protect contracts. They're not supposed to regulate
contracts and they're not supposed to undermine contracts. And that's what we've been
doing.
(APPLAUSE)
PAUL: In the housing bubble, we undermined contracts. And this is what we're doing
here. So you want to respect the contracts.
A lot of people will accuse me of advocating a free market, that there's no regulations.
Actually, the regulations are tougher, because you have to go through bankruptcy and
you have to face up to this.
And it isn't like General Motors would be destroyed. Newt made that point there, that
there were good parts of General Motors. But politicians can't figure this out. Then they
serve the special interests, and then you have labor fighting big business.
I opt for the free market in defense of liberty. That's what we need in this country.
(APPLAUSE)
KING: All right.
We're off to a good start, Gentlemen. We're going to take our first break of the evening.
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In a moment, our Republican presidential debate here in Arizona continues. A lot more
ground to cover, including two issues that are dominating the discussion here in Arizona
in recent days, immigration and faith.
(COMMERCIAL BREAK)
KING: Welcome back to the Mesa Arts Center and the Arizona Republican Presidential
debate. Let's get right back to questioning the four contenders for the Republican
nomination. We take a question now from cnnpolitics.com. You can see it up on the
screen here.
Since birth control is the latest hot topic, which candidate believes in birth control, and if
not, why? As you can see -- it's a -- it's a very popular question in the audience, as we
can see. Look, we're not going to spend a ton of time on this but it is -- please.
GINGRICH: Can I just make a point?
KING: Sure. UNIDENTIFIED MALE: These guys are giving you some feedback here,
John.
KING: I see that. I see that.
UNIDENTIFIED MALE: I think they're making it very clear.
GINGRICH: No, I think -- look, I think there's -- I want to make two -- I want to make two
quick point, John.
The first is there is a legitimate question about the power of the government to impose
on religion activities which any religion opposes. That's legitimate.
Fallacy: Sweeping Generalization
(APPLAUSE)
KING: Sure is.
GINGRICH: But I just want to point out, you did not once in the 2008 campaign, not
once did anybody in the elite media ask why Barack Obama voted in favor of legalizing
infanticide. OK? So let's be clear here.
Fallacy: Question-begging Epithet
(APPLAUSE)
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GINGRICH: If we're going to have a debate about who the extremist is on these issues,
it is President Obama who, as a state senator, voted to protect doctors who killed
babies who survived the abortion. It is not the Republicans.
Fallacy: Question-begging Epithet
(CROSSTALK)
ROMNEY: John, what's happened -- and you recall back in the debate that we had
George Stephanopoulos talking out about birth control, we wondered why in the world
did contraception -- and it's like, why is he going there? Well, we found out when Barack
Obama continued his attack on religious conscience.
Fallacy: Question-begging Epithet
I don't think we've seen in the history of this country the kind of attack on religious
conscience, religious freedom, religious tolerance that we've seen under Barack
Obama. Most recently, of course -(APPLAUSE)
ROMNEY: -- most recently requiring the Catholic Church to provide for its employees
and its various enterprises health care insurance that would include birth control,
sterilization and the morning-after pill. Unbelievable.
And he retried to retreat from that but he retreated in a way that was not appropriate,
because these insurance companies now have to provide these same things and
obviously the Catholic Church will end up paying for them.
But don't forget the decision just before this, where he said the government -- not a
church, but the government should have the right to determine who a church's ministers
are for the purposes of determining whether they're exempt from EEOC or from
workforce laws or labor laws.
He said the government should make that choice. That went all the way to the Supreme
Court. There are a few liberals on the Supreme Court. They voted 9-0 against President
Obama. His position -(APPLAUSE)
ROMNEY: -- his position -- his position on religious tolerance, on religious conscience is
clear, and it's one of the reasons the people in this country are saying we want to have
a president who will stand up and fight for the rights under our Constitution, our first
right, which is for freedom of religion.
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KING: So let's focus the time -- let's focus the time we spend on this on the role of the
president and your personal views and question the role of government.
And Senator Santorum, this has come up -- yes, it has come up because of the
president's decision in the campaign. It's also come up because of some of the things
you have said on the campaign trail. When you were campaigning in Iowa, you told an
evangelical blog, if elected, you will talk about what, quote, "no president has talked
about before -- the dangers of contraception." Why?
SANTORUM: What I was talking about is we have a society -- Charles Murray just
wrote a book about this and it's on the front page of "The New York Times" two days
ago, which is the increasing number of children being born out of wedlock in America,
teens who are sexually active.
What we're seeing is a problem in our culture with respect to children being raised by
children, children being raised out of wedlock, and the impact on society economically,
the impact on society with respect to drug use and all -- a host of other things when
children have children.
Fallacy: Question-begging Epithet
And so, yes, I was talking about these very serious issues. And, in fact, as I mentioned
before, two days ago on the front page of "The New York Times", they're talking about
the same thing. The bottom line is we have a problem in this country, and the family is
fracturing.
Fallacy: Hasty Generalization
Over 40 percent of children born in America are born out of wedlock. How can a country
survive if children are being raised in homes where it's so much harder to succeed
economically? It's five times the rate of poverty in single-parent households than it is in
two-parent homes. We can have limited government, lower tax -- we hear this all the
time, cut spending, limit the government, everything will be fine. No, everything's not
going to be fine.
There are bigger problems at stake in America. And someone has got to go out there -I will -- and talk about the things.
And you know what? Here's the difference.
The left gets all upset. "Oh, look at him talking about these things." You know, here's the
difference between me and the left, and they don't get this. Just because I'm talking
about it doesn't mean I want a government program to fix it.
That's what they do. That's not what we do.
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Fallacy: Black and White
(APPLAUSE)
KING: Congressman Paul?
PAUL: As an OB doctor, I've dealt with birth control pills and contraception for a long
time. This is a consequences of the fact the government has control of medical care and
medical insurance, and then we fight over how we dictate how this should be
distributed, sort of like in schools. Once the government takes over the schools,
especially at the federal level, then there's no right position, and you have to argue
which prayer, are you allowed to pray, and you get into all the details.
Fallacy: Irrelevant Thesis
The problem is the government is getting involved in things they shouldn't be involved
in, especially at the federal level.
(APPLAUSE)
But sort of along the line of the pills creating immorality, I don't see it that way. I think
the immorality creates the problem of wanting to use the pills. So you don't blame the
pills.
I think it's sort of like the argument -- conservatives use the argument all the time about
guns. Guns don't kill, criminals kill.
(APPLAUSE)
So, in a way, it's the morality of society that we have to deal with. The pill is there and,
you know, it contributes, maybe, but the pills can't be blamed for the immorality of our
society.
Fallacy: Red Herring
(APPLAUSE)
KING: Governor, please.
ROMNEY: John, you know, I think as Rick has just said, this isn't an argument about
contraceptives, this is a discussion about, are we going to have a nation which
preserves the foundation of the nation, which is the family, or are we not? And Rick is
absolutely right.
When you have 40 percent of kids being born out of wedlock, and among certain ethnic
groups the vast majority being born out of wedlock, you ask yourself, how are we going
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to have a society in the future? Because these kids are raised in poverty in many cases,
they're in abusive settings. The likelihood of them being able to finish high school or
college drops dramatically in single-family homes. And we haven't been willing to talk
about this. And when we have programs that say we're going to teach abstinence in
schools, the liberals go crazy and try and stop us from doing that. We have to have a
president who's willing to say that the best opportunity an individual can give to their
unborn child is an opportunity to be born in a home with a mother and a father. And I
think –
Fallacy: Red Herring

NOTE: FOR MORE INFORMATION ABOUT THE FALLACIES SEE HANDBOOK OF
APPLIED LOGIC ON THIS WEBSITE, CHAPTER 2, OR MY TEXT, LOGIC AND
CONTROVERSY, CHAPTER 3.
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