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Data Sources 

The primary dataset we use in this study was collected via React Labs: Educate, a national 

educational event run during the October 2012 U.S. presidential elections (Boydstun, Glazier, et 

al. 2014). React Labs: Educate collected real-time reactions from thousands of students across 

the country using React Labs, a browser-based mobile app designed for capturing real-time 

reactions during “shared watching” events such as political debates (Resnik et al. 2017). The 

project was determined to have IRB exempt status by the University of Maryland College Park 

IRB, Reference #12-0006. 

Participants were recruited by arranging with hundreds of instructors across the country 

to offer their students credit for watching and reacting to the debates, in return for an educational 

package provided immediately after each debate, which contained lecture-friendly summaries of 

the information collected.1  This method of recruiting via “colleague crowdsourcing” produced a 

sample of 6,560 participants that closely matched national demographics on all dimensions 

except for a restricted range of age and educational background – including, notably, obtaining 

reasonable numbers of participants for rare categories such as African-American Republicans 

(Boydstun, Feezell, et al. 2014). Table A1 shows the demographic composition of the 

participants in each debate.  

 
1  https://reactlabseducate.wordpress.com 
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Table A1: Demographic Composition of React Labs: Educate Respondents 

 Oct. 3 Oct. 11 Oct. 16 Oct. 22 

Age: 18-24 65.1% 65.7% 62.6% 65.1% 

Age: 25-29 4.7% 5.5% 4.6% 4.3% 

Age: 30-39 4.4% 4.2% 4.3% 3.0% 

Age: 40-49 1.9% 1.6% 2.0% 1.5% 

Age: 50 or older 1.6% 1.7% 2.0% 2.5% 

Age: No Response 22.3% 21.5% 24.6% 23.5% 

Party: Closest to Republican Party 13.8% 15.7% 16.6% 16.6% 

Party: Lean Republican 14.7% 15.6% 16.1% 16.9% 

Party: Independent 16.1% 16.6% 16.3% 14.8% 

Party: Lean Democrat 20.4% 20.1% 19.3% 19.9% 

Party: Closest to Democratic Party 32.9% 31.0% 30.6% 30.9% 

Party: No Response 2.0% 1.0% 1.2% 0.8% 

Plan to vote for: Romney 25.2% 30.5% 32.0% 33.0% 

Plan to vote for: Obama 59.0% 54.2% 53.2% 55.7% 

Plan to vote for: Other 4.2% 4.6% 4.2% 3.2% 

Plan to vote for: Not Sure 10.8% 9.5% 9.4% 7.4% 

Plan to vote for: No Response 0.8% 1.2% 1.2% 0.8% 

Race: Asian 4.0% 5.8% 5.2% 5.3% 

Race: African American 5.4% 6.9% 6.3% 6.4% 

Race: Hispanic 11.5% 9.5% 9.2% 8.4% 

Race: Other 3.8% 4.1% 3.7% 3.5% 

Race: White/Caucasian 52.9% 52.1% 51.2% 53.4% 

Race: No Response 22.3% 21.7% 24.5% 23.0% 

Gender: Male 39.2% 40.7% 39.9% 38.4% 

Gender: Female 37.7% 37.0% 34.6% 37.3% 

Gender: No Response 23.1% 22.3% 25.4% 24.3% 

N 2513 1150 1725 1580 
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React Labs Screen Shot 

Figure A1 shows the real-time reactions screen during the first debate on October 3. 

  

   

Figure A1: The Real-Time Reactions Screen on the Mobile Application 

Source: Boydstun, Glazier, et al. 2014, p 333 

The React Labs reaction tool collected data using a browser-based web application, which could 

be accessed from any internet-connected device through the web browser. Respondents reacted 

to the debate in a two-tap process, where they first tapped the person being reacted to and then 

selected one of the four reactions (Agree, Disagree, Spin, or Dodge). These labels were 

considered self-explanatory and additional instructions were not provided. 

Data Processing 

Reaction Timing 

A reaction at time t is considered linked to a candidate statement beginning and ending at times b 

and e, respectively, if b  ≤  t  ≤  e  + 1 second. Statements are defined as all the text attributed to a 

single speaker, before another speaker begins talking.  We exclude cross-talk and interjections. 

Cross-talk is when two people begin speaking during the same time stamp. Interjections are very 
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short lines of the transcript which are both preceded and followed by the same other speaker. On 

occasion, respondents indicated both agreement and disagreement within the relevant time span. 

These instances are discarded from the sample, as are instances where the respondent selects a 

speaker who was not speaking at the time.  

  An additional complication is broadcast lag, where viewers watching through different 

media may view the same portion of the debate seconds apart. Taking advantage of the fact that 

respondents indicated who they were responding to, we account for broadcast lag in a two-step 

process. We first make sure that the reaction time stamps and the time stamps in the transcript 

are optimally aligned by iteratively testing different time offsets until we achieve maximum 

agreement between the indicated speaker and the speaker in the transcript. Next, we estimate 

individual offsets in a similar fashion, allowing a maximum of ±30 seconds from the transcript 

time (most offsets are only a few seconds). The combined alignment results in agreements of 

nearly 97% and the remaining reactions are dropped from the sample. Additionally, because 

streaming video often has significantly longer lag times, respondents who indicated they 

streamed the debate online are excluded from the sample. 

Agreement and Disagreement 

Table A2 shows the number of statements and reaction types in the dataset for each 

debate, separately for each speaker. 

Table A2: Agree and Disagree Reactions per Speaker in Each Debate 

  Oct. 3 Oct. 11 Oct. 16 Oct. 22 

Obama 

Agree 44,714  35,596 35,819 

Disagree 8,223  10,451 10,577 

Spin 7,018  5,557 4,976 

Dodge 3,309  3,611 2,414 
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Statements 28  37 40 

Romney 

Agree 31,585  24,162 28,399 

Disagree 21,844  14,702 14,627 

Spin 11,709  6,688 5,290 

Dodge 5,241  5,023 3,569 

Statements 48  48 50 

Biden 

Agree  21,519   

Disagree  7,244   

Spin  3,409   

Dodge  1,813   

Statements  60   

Ryan 

Agree  16,648   

Disagree  10,294   

Spin  4,289   

Dodge  3,317   

Statements  95   

Moderator 

Agree 1,724 2,543 2,525 2,332 

Disagree 452 488 523 270 

Spin 219 257 237 152 

Dodge 162 117 88 50 

Statements 24 42 32 20 

Total 
Reactions 136,200 71,938 109,163 108,475 

Statements 100 197 117 110 

 

 

To estimate ideology for our sample of debate-watchers, we consider each discrete statement 

made by the candidates and moderator in each debate to be a potential choice item.  Only 
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statements that had less than 99% of the same response (or non-response) are included in the 

sample. Individuals must have at least ten valid reactions to be included in the sample.2 

 One potential concern is that individuals in the debate only respond to the candidate they 

support. Figure A2 shows the percentage of an individual’s reactions in which they selected the 

Democratic candidate as the person to whom they are reacting. The majority of responses are 

near the center of the distribution, indicating that most individuals responded to both candidates 

a roughly equal number of times.  

Figure A2 

 

 

 
2 This threshold can be varied without meaningfully changing the results. We want to ensure that 

a sufficient number of reactions to accurately estimate an individual’s ideal point without 

dropping too many people from the sample. 
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A further concern is that a candidate will only agree with the candidate from the party they 

support and only respond negatively to a candidate they oppose. Table A3 shows that this is not 

the case. While it is true that individuals are more likely to agree with the candidate from their 

own party (and disagree with the other), there are a significant number of reactions that deviate 

from this pattern. As would be expected, Independents are relatively balanced. 

Table A3: Reactions to Candidate by Party 

 Dem. Candidate Moderator Rep. Candidate 
 Agree Disagree Agree Disagree Agree Disagree 

Democrat 49.5% 4.0% 2.4% 0.9% 7.1% 36.0% 

Lean 

Democrat 
44.5% 7.0% 2.9% 1.0% 14.6% 30.1% 

Independent 33.0% 15.2% 2.8% 1.1% 25.1% 22.9% 

Lean 

Republican 
16.0% 26.2% 2.2% 1.2% 45.2% 9.2% 

Republican 7.7% 33.9% 1.8% 1.5% 51.1% 3.9% 

 

Data Processing: Spin/ Dodge/etc. 

Several specific assumptions were involved in the data processing outlined above and they are 

listed here: 

● In the results contained in the paper, the “spin” and “dodge” reactions were included as 

encoding the same meaning as “disagree.” “Spin” and “dodge” are infrequently selected 

(11% and 7% of the total reactions, respectively). Omitting the “spin” and “dodge” 

responses from the estimation has little to no impact on the results. 

● The ordered logit approach treats non-response as informative. Since some debate 

watchers disengage and cease participation, we only include responses from when the 

watchers were actively participating. Specifically, statements in debates that a respondent 
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was not watching and statements made after their last valid reaction are coded as missing 

data and excluded from the analysis. 

Statistical Estimation 

Ideal Point Estimation Details 

The concept underlying ideal point models is that, given a matrix of political actors and their 

votes, a low-dimensional latent space can be constructed that captures similarities among 

individuals.  A standard formulation uses the record of actors a (e.g. lawmakers) making choices 

c (e.g. a yes or no vote on a bill) to locate those actors along a single political dimension by 

modeling their yes-or-no votes using a logistic function as 

𝑝(𝑣𝑎,𝑐 = 1| 𝑢𝑎, 𝑥𝑐 , 𝑦𝑐)  =  𝛷(𝑢𝑎𝑥𝑐  +  𝑦𝑐) 

inferring ua from the data as the actor’s point on the political spectrum (his or her ideal point). 

The model simultaneously estimates two additional parameters which characterize the 

choices (Bafumi et al. 2005; Gerrish and Blei 2011; Martin and Quinn 2002). The discrimination 

parameter, which we will call polarity, denoted xc, represents how strongly a given choice (i.e. a 

bill) splits actors and indicates both the direction (positive or negative, which is often interpreted 

as conservative or liberal) and magnitude, or extremity, of the choice.  The difficulty parameter, 

which we will call popularity, denoted yc, indicates how likely all respondents are to agree with 

the choice, regardless of their ideal points.  For example, the probability of any actor voting yes 

would be very high on a consensus resolution. 

We compute the ideal point estimates described in Equation 1 using a Bayesian inference 

strategy and an ordinal logistic function.  Using an ordinal logit increases the information 

available to estimate each individual’s ideal point, resulting in estimates that are more precise 

than with a standard logit implementation.  



A10 

The ideal points ua have a standard normal prior distribution, while the prior distributions 

for xc (polarity) and yc (popularity) are N(0, 5). We fit the model using Automatic Differentiation 

Variational Inference (ADVI), an algorithm proposed for variational Bayes by Kucukelbier et al. 

(2015) and implemented in PyStan (2016).3  The resulting ideal points are post-processed to be 

mean zero and have unit variance. 

Since many respondents participated in multiple debates, we pool the statements and 

reactions and build a single model over all the debates.  This is similar to Congress, where even 

though the membership changes each session, the presence of individuals across sessions allows 

for consistent ideology estimates.  It should be noted that the unique respondent identifier 

tracked by React Labs: Educate is tied to a browser session.  This means that when the identifier 

is associated with responses during two distinct debates, we can be reasonably certain it is the 

same person.  However, it is possible that some individuals used a different device or that the 

browser session reset, in which case we would estimate two separate ideal points for the same 

individual.   

As the debates differed in theme and covered different topics, pooling across debates 

reduces the potential for bias based on the issue set or format of a single debate.  Data processing 

is done separately for each debate, so respondents who were not logged in for a debate will have 

no data for that debate (i.e. non-response is only coded as “0” for statements in debates for which 

the respondent was logged in). 

 
3 Variational Bayesian estimation scales well and is well-suited to a simple model of this kind 

However, since the ADVI algorithm in STAN is still listed as experimental and variational 

Bayes is an approximation, the critical results were validated using conventional sampling 

algorithms as well. 
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Topic Coding Details 

We employed a research assistant to code the policy area of each speaker statement in the 

debate transcripts. We use the 21 major topics defined in the Comparative Agendas Project 

codebook.4 We combine the Comparative Agendas Project categories to generate three general 

policy areas: 1) economy, 2) foreign policy, and 3) defense.  The economy topic was comprised 

of topics 1 - macroeconomics, 5 - labor, immigration, and employment, and 15 - banking, 

finance, and domestic commerce. Foreign policy was comprised of topics 16 - defense, 18 - 

foreign trade, and 19 - international affairs.  All remaining topics were included as domestic 

policy. The three super-categories are mutually exclusive; where a statement included content 

from multiple categories, we made a judgement as to which policy area was most prominent in 

the statement. We then estimate the ideal points using only reactions to the subset of statements 

in each policy area. 

The distribution of Comparative Agendas Project topics by debate is available in Table 

A3.  Notably, the distribution of topics corresponds in expected ways to the substantive 

differences in the focus of the various debates.  Specifically, the first debate (Oct. 3) was focused 

on domestic policy, and the third debate (Oct. 22) emphasized foreign policy, whereas the town-

hall style second debate (Oct. 16) and the vice-presidential debate (Oct. 11) were less 

constrained.  These differences are reflected in the distribution of statements across the debates. 

Table A4: Policy Statements by Topic and Debate 

Policy Area Oct. 3 Oct. 11 Oct. 16 Oct. 22 Total 

Domestic 53 36 49 10 148 

Economic 38 49 28 10 125 

Foreign 0 75 16 87 178 

 
4  See www.comparativeagendas.net for more information.  

http://www.comparativeagendas.net/
http://www.comparativeagendas.net/
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Robustness Checks 

Measure Validation: Correlation with Demographics 

Finally, we compare the measured ideal points to a number of demographic features that are 

known correlates of ideology. We would expect non-whites to be more liberal, while whites 

would be more conservative on average but have higher variance. We also expect a small gender 

gap, where women are more liberal than men.  Figure A2 presents the mean ideal point and 

standard error for each of these demographic groups.  In all cases, the results conform to 

expectations, which adds confidence to this method of ideology estimation. 
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Figure A3: Mean Ideal Point Estimate by Demographic Group 

 

 

Robustness Check: Removing reactions to the Moderator 

The debate reactions were primarily directed at statements by the candidates, but respondents 

were allowed to respond to the moderator or to audience members who asked a question in the 
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October 16 debate as well. Since the moderators’ statements are usually topically tied to the issue 

under consideration, and because individuals can agree or disagree with a moderator’s action 

(e.g. a decision to cut off a candidate or ask a question that the respondent wants to hear 

answered), we treat these just as we do statements from candidates.  The substantive conclusions 

of the paper hold even if moderator statements and questions are excluded.  

Robustness Check: Binary Logit 

Below we include results for when the model specification is based on a binary logit model 

(where non-response is treated as missing data), rather than the ordinal logit approach described 

in the main text of the paper.  The substantive conclusions do not change, although there is more 

moderation and more variance in the distributions, indicating less precision in the ideal point 

estimation as would be expected from a model with fewer observations. The correlation between 

the ideal points used in the main results and the binary logit results is 0.88 and figures A4, A5, 

and A6 replicate the main figures from the paper with a binary logit estimation. 

Figure A4: Kernel Density Plot of Estimated Ideal Points (Binary Outcome) 
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Figure A5: Distribution of Ideal Points by Party Affiliation (Binary Outcome) 
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Figure A6: Kernel Density Plot of Estimated Ideal Points (Binary Outcome)

 

 

Robustness Check: Changing Priors 

Assuming a normal prior distribution may bias the observed posterior distribution of ideal points 

to appear more normal.  Figures A7, A8, and A9 below presents the distribution of ideal points 

when the prior is proper uniform, U(-3, 3).  Although there are some differences in the shape of 

the resulting distribution, the overall conclusions are similar when a uniform prior distribution is 

used. Furthermore, the in-sample reaction prediction accuracy is relatively similar across all 

three distributions and the correlation between the ideal point estimates is greater than 0.98, 

providing further evidence that the results are not overly sensitive to changes in the assumed 

prior. Other choices of prior, a bimodal distribution created from a mixture of normals and an 

improper uniform prior, had virtually no impact on the distribution or estimated ideal points. 
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Figure A7: Kernel Density Plot of Estimated Ideal Points (Uniform Prior) 

 

Figure A8: Distribution of Ideal Points by Party Affiliation (Uniform Prior) 
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Figure A9: Kernel Density Plot of Estimated Ideal Points (Uniform Prior) 

  

 

 

 

Robustness Check: Spin and Dodge 

Figures A10, A11, and A12 include the main figures from the paper where the model was fit 

using only the agree/disagree reactions and dropping spin/dodge (which were originally included 

as a negative reaction along with disagree. The results seem largely identical. 
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Figure A10: Kernel Density Plot of Estimated Ideal Points (Spin/Dodge Removed) 

 

Figure A11: Distribution of Ideal Points by Party Affiliation (Spin/Dodge Removed) 
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Figure A12: Kernel Density Plot of Estimated Ideal Points (Spin/Dodge Removed) 
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High and Low Polarity and Popularity Statements 

As an additional validation of the model specification, we examine the results of two additional 

parameters estimated in the Bayesian ideal point estimation: popularity (discrimination 

parameter) and polarity (difficulty parameter).  These metrics describe the debate statements that 

form the basis of the ideal point model, based on the aggregate patterns of reactions to the 

statements.  Popularity indicates how likely all respondents are to agree with the statement, 

regardless of their ideal points.  Polarity represents how strongly a statement splits the 

respondents, and therefore represents the conservative or liberal extremity of a speaker’s 

statement.  These metrics provide an opportunity to examine the content of the statements and 

ensure that the model output conforms to expectations about the kinds of statements that would 

be more (or less) popular or appeal more to liberal/conservative voters.  

Table A4 shows the average polarity and popularity for the statements made by each speaker, 

across all debates. As expected, the Republican ticket has a more positive (conservative) polarity, 

and the Democratic ticket has a more negative (liberal) polarity.  On both tickets, the presidential 

candidates made statements that were, on average, more ideologically extreme than the vice-

presidential candidates.  Obama had the highest average popularity, while Ryan was lowest. The 

full text of the highest and lowest popularity and polarity statements follow in Tables A5 and A6. 
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Table A5: High and Low Popularity Statements 

 

Statement Speaker Debate Popularity Polarity 

Candy there are some jobs that are not going to come back because they're low skill jobs. I want 

high wage high skill jobs. Thats why we have to emphasize manufacturing. Thats why we have 

to invest in advanced manufacturing. Thats why we've got to make sure that we've got the best 

science and research in the world. Then when we talk about deficits if we're adding to our 

deficits for tax cuts for folks that are gonna need them and we're cutting investments in research 

and science that will create the next Apply create the next new innovation that will sell products 

around the world we will lose that race. If we're not training engineers to make sure that they are 

equipped here in this country. Then companies won't come here. Those investments are what's 

going to help to make sure that we continue to lead this world economy not just next year but 10 

years from now 50 years from now 100 years from now. 

Obama oct16 4.648 -3.94 

You've got to have -- If we're serious we've got to take a balanced responsible approach. And by 

the way this is not just when it comes to individual taxes. Let's talk about corporate taxes. Now 

I've identified areas where we can right away make a change that I believe would actually help 

the economy. The -- the oil industry gets $4 billion a year in corporate welfare. Basically they 

get deductions that those small businesses that Governor Romney refers to they don't get. Now 

does anybody think that ExxonMobil needs some extra money when they're making money 

every time you go to the pump Why wouldn't we want to eliminate that Why wouldn't we 

eliminate tax breaks for corporate jets My attitude is if you got a corporate jet you can probably 

afford to pay full freight not get a special break for it. When it comes to corporate taxes 

Governor Romney has said he wants to in a revenue-neutral way close loopholes deductions -- 

he hasn't identified which ones they are -- but thereby bring down the corporate rate. Well I want 

to do the same thing but I've actually identified how we can do that. And part of the way to do it 

is to not give tax breaks to companies that are shipping jobs overseas. Right now you can 

actually take a deduction for moving a plant overseas. I think most Americans would say that 

doesn't make sense. And all that raises revenue. And so if we take a balanced approach what that 

then allows us to do is also to help young people the way we already have during my 

administration make sure that they can afford to go to college. It means that the teacher that I 

met in Las Vegas wonderful young lady who describes to me -- she's got 42 kids in her class. 

The first two weeks she's got them -- some of them sitting on the floor until finally they get 

reassigned. They're using textbooks that are 10 years old. That is not a recipe for growth; that's 

not how America was built. And so budgets reflect choices. Ultimately we're going to have to 

make some decisions. And if we're asking for no revenue then that means that we've got to get 

rid of a whole bunch of stuff and the magnitude of the tax cuts that you're talking about 

Governor would end up resulting in severe hardship for people but more importantly would not 

help us grow. As I indicated before when you talk about shifting Medicaid to states we're talking 

about potentially a -- a 30 -- a 30 percent cut in Medicaid over time. Now you know that may 

not seem like a big deal when it just is -- you know numbers on a sheet of paper but if we're 

talking about a family who's got an autistic kid and is depending on that Medicaid that's a big 

problem. And governors are creative. There's no doubt about that. But they're not creatie enough 

to make up for the 30 percent revenue on something like Medicaid. What ends up happening is 

some people end up not getting help. 

Obama oct3 3.229 -3.377 
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My philosophy on taxes has been simple.  And that is I want to give middle-class families and 

folks who are striving to get into the middle-class some relief.  Because they have been hit hard 

over the last decade.  Over the last 15 over the last 20 years. So four years ago I stood on a stage 

just like this one.  Actually it was a town hall and I said I would cut taxes for middle- class 

families and that's what I've done by $3600.00.  I said I would cut taxes for small businesses 

who are the drivers and engines of growth.  And we've cut them 18 times.  And I want to 

continue those tax cuts for middle-class families and for small business. But what I've also said 

is if we're serious about reducing the deficit if this is genuinely a moral obligation to the next 

generation then in addition to some tough spending cuts we've also got to make sure that the 

wealthy do a little bit more. So what I've said is your first $250000.00 worth of income no 

change.  And that means 98 percent of American families 97 percent of small businesses they 

will not see a tax increase.  I'm ready to sign that bill right now.  The only reason it's not 

happening is because Governor Romney's allies in Congress have held the 98 percent hostage 

because they want tax breaks for the top 2 percent. But what I've also says is for above $250000 

we can go back to the tax rates we had when Bill Clinton was president.  We created 23 million 

new jobs.  That's part of what took us from deficits to surplus.  It will be good for our economy 

and it will be good for job creation. Now Governor Romney has a different philosophy.  He was 

on 60 Minutes just two weeks ago and he was asked: Is it fair for somebody like you making 

$20 million a year to pay a lower tax rate than a nurse or a bus driver somebody making $50000 

year  And he said Yes I think that's fair.  Not only that he said I think that's what grows the 

economy. Well I fundamentally disagree with that. I think what grows the economy is when you 

get that tax credit that we put in place for your kids going to college.  I think that grows the 

economy.  I think what grows the economy is when we make sure small businesses are getting a 

tax credit for hiring veterans who fought for our country.  That grows our economy. So we just 

have a different theory.  And when Governor Romney stands here after a year of campaigning 

when during a Republican primary he stood on stage and said I'm going to give tax cuts -- he 

didn't say tax rate cuts he said tax cuts to everybody including the top 1 percent you should 

believe him because that's been his history. And that's exactly the kind of top-down economics 

that is not going to work if we want a strong middle class and an economy that's striving for 

everybody. 

Obama oct16 2.852 -4.428 

Look the cost of lowering rates for everybody across the board 20 percent.  Along with what he 

also wants to do in terms of eliminating the estate tax along what he wants to do in terms of 

corporates changes in the tax code it costs about $5 trillion. Governor Romney then also wants 

to spend $2 trillion on additional military programs even though the military's not asking for 

them.  That's $7 trillion. He also wants to continue the Bush tax cuts for the wealthiest 

Americans.  That's another trillion dollars -- that's $8 trillion. Now what he says is he's going to 

make sure that this doesn't add to the deficit and he's going to cut middleclass taxes. But when 

he's asked how are you going to do it which deductions which loopholes are you going to close  

He can't tell you. The -- the fact that he only has to pay 14 percent on his taxes when a lot of you 

are paying much higher.  He's already taken that off the board capital gains are going to continue 

to be at a low rate so we -- we're not going to get money that way. We haven't heard from the 

governor any specifics beyond Big Bird and eliminating funding for Planned Parenthood in 

terms of how he pays for that. Now Governor Romney was a very successful investor.  If 

somebody came to you Governor with a plan that said here I want to spend $7 or $8 trillion and 

then we're going to pay for it but we can't tell you until maybe after the election how we're going 

to do it you wouldn't take such a sketchy deal and neither should you the American people 

because the math doesn't add up. And -- and what's at stake here is one of two things either 

Candy -- this blows up the deficit because keep in mind this is just to pay for the additional 

spending that he's talking about $7 trillion - $8 trillion before we even get to the deficit we 

already have.  Or alternatively it's got to be paid for not only by closing deductions for wealthy 

individuals that -- that will pay for about 4 percent reduction in tax rates. You're going to be 

paying for it.  You're going to lose some deductions and you can't buy the sales pitch.  Nobody 

who's looked at it that's serious actually believes it adds up. 

Obama oct16 2.64 -3.723 
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Jeremy first of all your future is bright.  And the fact that you're making an investment in higher 

education is critical.  Not just to you but to the entire nation.  Now the most important thing we 

can do is to make sure that we are creating jobs in this country.  But not just jobs good paying 

jobs.  Ones that can support a family. And what I want to do is build on the five million jobs that 

we've created over the last 30 months in the private sector alone. And there are a bunch of things 

we can do to make sure your future is bright. Number one I want to build manufacturing jobs in 

this country again.  Now when Governor Romney said we should let Detroit go bankrupt.  I said 

we're going to bet on American workers and the American auto industry and it's come surging 

back. I want to do that in industries not just in Detroit but all across the country and that means 

we change our tax code so we're giving incentives to companies that are investing here in the 

United States and creating jobs here. It also means we're helping them and small businesses to 

export all around the world to new markets. Number two we've got to make sure that we have 

the best education system in the world.  And the fact that you're going to college is great but I 

want everybody to get a great education and we've worked hard to make sure that student loans 

are available for folks like you but I also want to make sure that community colleges are offering 

slots for workers to get retrained for the jobs that are out there right now and the jobs of the 

future. Number three we've got to control our own energy.  Now not only oil and natural gas 

which we've been investing in; but also we've got to make sure we're building the energy source 

of the future not just thinking about next year but ten years from now 20 years from now.  That's 

why we've invested in solar and wind and biofuels energy efficient cars. We've got to reduce our 

deficit but we've got to do it in a balanced way.  Asking the wealthy to pay a little bit more along 

with cuts so that we can invest in education like yours. And let's take the money that we've been 

spending on war over the last decade to rebuild America roads bridges schools.  We do those 

things not only is your future going to be bright but America's future is going to bright as well. 

Obama oct16 2.519 -2.589 

Well what you're seeing in this country is 23 million people struggling to find a job.  And a lot 

of them as you say Candy have been out of work for a long long long time.  The president's 

policies have been exercised over the last four years and they haven't put Americans back to 

work. We have fewer people working today than we had when the president took office.  If the -

- the unemployment rate was 7.8 percent when he took office it's 7.8 percent now.  But if you 

calculated that unemployment rate taking back the people who dropped out of the workforce it 

would be 10.7 percent. We have not made the progress we need to make to put people back to 

work.  That's why I put out a five-point plan that gets America 12 million new jobs in four years 

and rising take-home pay.  It's going to help Jeremy get a job when he comes out of school.  It's 

going to help people across the country that are unemployed right now. And one thing that the 

president said which I want to make sure that we understand he said that I said we should take 

Detroit bankrupt.  And that's right.  My plan was to have the company go through bankruptcy 

like 7-Eleven did and Macy's and Condell Airlines and come out stronger. And I know he keeps 

saying you want to take Detroit bankrupt.  Well the president took Detroit bankrupt.  You took 

General Motors bankrupt.  You took Chrysler bankrupt.  So when you say that I wanted to take 

the auto industry bankrupt you actually did. And I think it's important to know that that was a 

process that was necessary to get those companies back on their feet so they could start hiring 

more people. That was precisely what I recommended and ultimately what happened. 

Romney oct16 0.25 2.96 
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Thank you.  And important topic and one which I learned a great deal about particularly as I was 

serving as governor of my state because I had the chance to pull together a cabinet and all the 

applicants seemed to be men. And I -- and I went to my staff and I said How come all the people 

for these jobs are -- are all men.  They said Well these are the people that have the qualifications.  

And I said Well gosh can't we -- can't we find some -- some women that are also qualified And -

- and so we -- we took a concerted effort to go out and find women who had backgrounds that 

could be qualified to become members of our cabinet. I went to a number of women's groups 

and said Can you help us find folks and they brought us whole binders full of women. I was 

proud of the fact that after I staffed my Cabinet and my senior staff that the University of New 

York in Albany did a survey of all 50 states and concluded that mine had more women in senior 

leadership positions than any other state in America. Now one of the reasons I was able to get so 

many good women to be part of that team was because of our recruiting effort.  But number two 

because I recognized that if you're going to have women in the workforce that sometimes you 

need to be more flexible.  My chief of staff for instance had two kids that were still in school. 

She said I can't be here until 7 or 8 o'clock at night.  I need to be able to get home at 5 o'clock so 

I can be there for making dinner for my kids and being with them when they get home from 

school.  So we said fine.  Let's have a flexible schedule so you can have hours that work for you. 

We're going to have to have employers in the new economy in the economy I'm going to bring 

to play that are going to be so anxious to get good workers they're going to be anxious to hire 

women.  In the -- in the last women have lost 580000 jobs.  That's the net of what's happened in 

the last four years.  We're still down 580000 jobs. I mentioned 31/2 million women more now in 

poverty than four years ago. What we can do to help young women and women of all ages is to 

have a strong economy so strong that employers that are looking to find good employees and 

bringing them into their workforce and adapting to a flexible work schedule that gives women 

opportunities that they would otherwise not be able to afford. This is what I have done.  It's what 

I look forward to doing and I know what it takes to make an economy work and I know what a 

working economy looks like.  And an economy with 7.8 percent unemployment is not a real 

strong economy.  An economy that has 23 million people looking for work is not a strong 

economy. An economy with 50 percent of kids graduating from college that can't finds a job or a 

college level job that's not what we have to have.  I'm going to help women in America get good 

work by getting a stronger economy and by supporting women in the workforce. 

Romney oct16 0.168 2.974 
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First of all I'd thank him to his service to our country. Second of all I'd say we are not going to 

impose these devastating cuts on our military which compromises their mission and their safety. 

And then I would say you have a president who ran for president four years ago promising hope 

and change who has now turned his campaign into attack blame and defame.  You see if you 

don't have a good record to run on then you paint your opponent as someone to run from.  That 

was what President Obama said in 2008.  It's what he's doing right now. Look at all the string of 

broken promises.  If you like your health care plan you can keep it  try telling that to the 20 

million people who are projected to lose their health insurance if Obamacare goes through or the 

seven point million  7.4 million seniors who are going to lose it. Or remember when he said this: 

I guarantee if you make less than $250000 your taxes won't go up. Of the 21 tax increases in 

Obamacare 12 of them hit the middle class. Or remember when he said health insurance 

premiums will go down and $2500 per family per year  They've gone up 3000 (dollars) and 

they're expected to go up another 2400 (dollars). Or remember when he said I promise by the 

end of my first term I'll cut the deficit in half in four years  We've had four budgets four trillion-

dollar deficits.  A debt crisis is coming.  We can't keep spending and borrowing like this.  We 

can't just keep spending money we don't have. Leaders run to problems to fix problems.  

President Obama has not even put a credible plan on the table in any  any of his four years to 

deal with this debt crisis.  I passed two budgets to deal with this.  Mitt Romney's put ideas on the 

table.  We've got to tackle this debt crisis before it tackles us. The president likes to say he has a 

plan.  He gave a speech.  We asked his budget office can we see the plan  They sent us to this 

press secretary.  He gave us a copy of the speech.  We asked the Congressional Budget Office 

tell us what President Obama's plan is to prevent a debt crisis.  They said it's a speech; we can't 

estimate speeches.  You see That's what we get in this administration: speeches.  But we're not 

getting leadership. Mitt Romney is uniquely qualified to fix these problems.  His lifetime of 

experience his proven track record of bipartisanship  and what do we have from the president  

He broke his big promise to bring people together to solve the country's biggest problems.  And 

what I would tell him is we don't have to settle for this. 

Ryan oct11 0.158 3.954 

Look  look at what Mitt  look at what Ronald Reagan and Tip O'Neill did. They worked together 

out of a framework to lower tax rates and broaden the base and they worked together to fix that. 

What we're saying is here's our framework: Lower tax rates 20 percent  we raise about $1.2 

trillion through income taxes. We forgo about 1.1 trillion (dollars) in loopholes and deductions. 

And so what we're saying is deny those loopholes and deductions to higher- income taxpayers so 

that more of their income is taxed which has a broader base of taxation 

Ryan oct11 0.157 1.3 

Well of course they add up.  I -- I was -- I was someone who ran businesses for 25 years and 

balanced the budget.  I ran the Olympics and balanced the budget.  I ran the -- the state of 

Massachusetts as a governor to the extent any governor does and balanced the budget all four 

years.  When we're talking about math that doesn't add up how about $4 trillion of deficits over 

the last four years $5 trillion  That's math that doesn't add up.  We have -- we have a president 

talking about someone's plan in a way that's completely foreign to what my real plan is. And 

then we have his own record which is we have four consecutive years where he said when he 

was running for office he would cut the deficit in half.  Instead he's doubled it.  We've gone from 

$10 trillion of national debt to $16 trillion of national debt.  If the president were reelected we'd 

go to almost $20 trillion of national debt.  This puts us on a road to Greece.  I know what it takes 

to balance budgets.  I've done it my entire life.  So for instance when he says Yours is a $5 

trillion cut.  Well no it's not because I'm offsetting some of the reductions with holding down 

some of the deductions. 

Romney oct16 0.069 2.8 
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Table A6: High (Conservative) and Low (Liberal) Polarity Statements 

Statement Speaker Debate Polarity Popularity 

Thank you. Bob Mr. President folks at Lynn University good to be with you. I'm optimistic 

about the future. I'm excited about our prospects as a nation. I want to see peace. I want to see 

growing peace in this country. It's our objective. We have an opportunity to have real leadership. 

America's going to have that kind of leadership and continue to promote principles of peace to 

make a world a safer place and make people in this country more confident that their future is 

secure. I also want to make sure that we get this economy going. And there are two very 

different paths the country can take. One is a path represented by the president which at the end 

of four years would mean we'd have $20 trillion in debt heading towards Greece. I'll get us on 

track to a balanced budget. The president's path will mean continuing declining in take-home 

pay. I want to make sure our take-home pay turns around and starts to grow. The president's path 

means 20 million people out of work struggling for a good job. I'll get people back to work with 

12 million new jobs. I'm going to make sure that we get people off of food stamps not by cutting 

the program but by getting them good jobs. America's going to come back and for that to happen 

we're going to have to have a president who can work across the aisle. I was in a state where my 

legislature was 87 percent Democrat. I learned how to get along on the other side of the aisle. 

We've got to do that in Washington. Washington is broken. I know what it takes to get this 

country back and will work with good Democrats and good Republicans to do that. This nation 

is the hope of the earth. We've been blessed by having a nation that's free and prosperous thanks 

to the contributions of the greatest generation. They've held a torch for the world to see - the 

torch of freedom and hope and opportunity. Now it's our turn to take that torch.  I'm convinced 

we'll do it. We need strong leadership. I'd like to be that leader with your support. I'll work with 

you. I'll lead you in an open and honest way and I ask for your vote. I'd like to be the next 

president of the United States to support and help this great nation and to make sure that we all 

together maintain America as the hope of the earth. Thank you so much. 

Romney oct22 5.856 1.013 

I want to thank you as well Martha Danville Kentucky Centre College. And I want to thank you 

Joe.  It's been an honor to engage in this critical debate. We face a very big choice. What kind of 

country are we going to be  What kind of country are we going to give our kids  President 

Obama  he had his chance.  He made his choices.  His economic agenda more spending more 

borrowing higher taxes a government takeover of health care  it's not working.  It's failed to 

create the jobs we need.  Twenty-three million Americans are struggling for work today.  Fifteen 

percent of Americans are in poverty. This is not what a real recovery looks like.  You deserve 

better.  Mitt Romney and I want to earn your support.  We're offering real reforms for a real 

recovery for every American.  Mitt Romney his experience his ideas his solutions is uniquely 

qualified to get this job done.  At a time when we have a jobs crisis in America wouldn't it be 

nice to have a job creator in the White House The choice is clear: a stagnant economy that 

promotes more government dependency or a dynamic growing economy that promotes 

opportunity and jobs.  Mitt Romney and I will not duck the tough issues. And we will not blame 

others we will take responsibility.  And we will not try to replace our founding principles; we 

will reapply our founding principles.  The choice is clear and the choice rests with you and we 

ask you for your vote. Thank you. 

Ryan oct11 4.693 0.546 
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I think you know better.  I think you know that these last four years haven't been so good as the 

president just described and that you don't feel like your confident that the next four years are 

going to be much better either. I can tell you that if you were to elect President Obama you know 

what you're going to get.  You're going to get a repeat of the last four years.  We just can't afford 

four more years like the last four years. He said that by now we'd have unemployment at 5.4 

percent.  The difference between where it is and 5.4 percent is 9 million Americans without 

work. I wasn't the one that said 5.4 percent.  This was the president's plan.  Didn't get there. He 

said he would have by now put forward a plan to reform Medicare and Social Security because 

he pointed out they're on the road to bankruptcy.  He would reform them.  He'd get that done.  

He hasn't even made a proposal on either one. He said in his first year he'd put out an 

immigration plan that would deal with our immigration challenges.  Didn't even file it. This is a 

president who has not been able to do what he said he'd do.  He said that he'd cut in half the 

deficit.  He hasn't done that either.  In fact he doubled it.  He said that by now middle-income 

families would have a reduction in their health insurance premiums by $2500 a year.  It's gone 

up by $2500 a year.  And if Obamacare is passed or implemented -- it's already been passed -- if 

it's implemented fully it'll be another $2500 on top. The middle class is getting crushed under the 

policies of a president who has not understood what it takes to get the economy working again.  

He keeps saying Look I've created 5 million jobs.  That's after losing 5 million jobs.  The entire 

record is such that the unemployment has not been reduced in this country.  The unemployment 

the number of people who are still looking for work is still 23 million Americans. There are 

more people in poverty one out of six people in poverty. How about food stamps When he took 

office 32 million people were on food stamps.  Today 47 million people are on food stamps.  

How about the growth of the economy It's growing more slowly this year than last year and 

more slowly last year than the year before. The president wants to do well.  I understand.  But 

the policies he's put in place from Obamacare to Dodd-Frank to his tax policies to his regulatory 

policies these policies combined have not let this economy take off and grow like it could have. 

You might say Well you got an example of one that worked better  Yeah in the Reagan recession 

where unemployment hit 10.8 percent between that period -- the end of that recession and the 

equivalent of time to today Ronald Reagan's recovery created twice as many jobs as this 

president's recovery. Five million jobs doesnt keep up with our population growth. And the only 

reason the unemployment rate seems to a little lower today is because of all the people that have 

dropped out of the workforce. The president has tried but his policies haven't worked.  He's great 

as a -- as a -- as a speaker and describing his plans and his vision.  That's wonderful except we 

have a record to look at.  And that record shows he just hasn't been able to cut the deficit to put 

in place reforms for Medicare and Social Security to preserve them to get us the rising incomes 

we need.  Median income is down $4300 a family and 23 million Americans out of work.  That's 

what this election is about.  It's about who can get the middle class in this country a bright and 

prosperous future and assure our kids the kind of hope and optimism they deserve. 

Romney oct16 4.479 0.371 



A29 

Thank you very much.  And let me tell you you're absolutely right about part of that which is I 

want to bring the rates down I want to simplify the tax code and I want to get middle- income 

taxpayers to have lower taxes. And the reason I want middle-income taxpayers to have lower 

taxes is because middle-income taxpayers have been buried over the past four years.  You've 

seen as middle-income people in this country incomes go down $4300 a family even as gasoline 

prices have gone up $2000.  Health insurance premiums up $2500.  Food prices up utility prices 

up. The middle-income families in America have been crushed over the last four years.  So I 

want to get some relief to middle-income families.  That's part -- that's part one. Now how about 

deductions  'Cause I'm going to bring rates down across the board for everybody but I'm going to 

limit deductions and exemptions and credits particularly for people at the high end because I am 

not going to have people at the high end pay less than they're paying now. The top 5 percent of 

taxpayers will continue to pay 60 percent of the income tax the nation collects.  So that'll stay 

the same. Middle-income people are going to get a tax break. And so in terms of bringing down 

deductions one way of doing that would be say everybody gets -- I'll pick a number -- $25000 of 

deductions and credits and you can decide which ones to use.  Your home mortgage interest 

deduction charity child tax credit and so forth you can use those as part of filling that bucket if 

you will of deductions. But your rate comes down and the burden also comes down on you for 

one more reason and that is every middle-income taxpayer no longer will pay any tax on interest 

dividends or capital gains.  No tax on your savings.  That makes life a lot easier. If you're getting 

interest from a bank if you're getting a statement from a mutual fund or any other kind of 

investment you have you don't have to worry about filing taxes on that because there'll be no 

taxes for anybody making $200000.00 per year and less on your interest dividends and capital 

gains.  Why am I lowering taxes on the middle-class  Because under the last four years they've 

been buried.  And I want to help people in the middle-class. And I will not -- I will not under 

any circumstances reduce the share that's being paid by the highest income taxpayers.  And I 

will not under any circumstances increase taxes on the middle-class.  The president's spending 

the president's borrowing will cost this nation to have to raise taxes on the American people.  

Not just at the high end.  A recent study has shown the people in the middle-class will see 

$4000.00 per year in higher taxes as a result of the spending and borrowing of this 

administration. I will not let that happen.  I want to get us on track to a balanced budget and I'm 

going to reduce the tax burden on middle income families. And what's that going to do  It's 

going to help those families and it's going to create incentives to start growing jobs again in this 

country. 

Romney oct16 4.018 0.689 
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Our entire premise of these tax reform plans is to grow the economy and create jobs.  It's a plan 

that's estimated to create 7 million jobs. Now we think that government taking 28 percent of a 

family and business' income is enough.  President Obama thinks that the government ought to be 

able to take as much as 44.8 percent of a small business' income. Look if you taxed every person 

in successful small business making over $250000 at a hundred percent it'd only run the 

government for 98 days.  If everybody who paid income taxes last year including successful 

small businesses doubled their income taxes this year we'd still have a $300 billion deficit. You 

see there aren't enough rich people and small businesses to tax to pay for all their spending.  And 

so the next time you hear them say don't worry about it we'll get a few wealthy people to pay 

their fair share watch out middle class.  The tax bill is coming to you. That's why we're saying 

we need fundamental tax reform. Let's take a look at it this way: 8-out-of-10 businesses they file 

their taxes as individuals not as corporations.  And where I come from overseas which is Lake 

Superior  the Canadians  they drop their tax rates to 15 percent.  The average tax rate on 

businesses in the industrialized world is 25 percent and the president wants the top effective tax 

rate on successful small businesses to go above 40 percent. Two-thirds of our jobs come from 

small businesses.  This one tax would actually tax about 53 percent of small-business income.  

It's expected that'd cost us 710000 jobs.  And you know what It doesn't even pay for 10 percent 

of their proposed deficit spending increases. What we are saying is lower tax rates across the 

board and close loopholes primarily to the higher-income people.  We have three bottom lines: 

Don't raise the deficit don't raise taxes on the middle class and don't lower the share of income 

that is borne by the high-income earners. He  he'll keep saying this $5 trillion plan I suppose   it's 

been discredited by six other studies and even their own deputy campaign manager 

acknowledged that it wasn't correct. 

Ryan oct11 3.954 0.618 
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You've got to have -- If we're serious we've got to take a balanced responsible approach. And by 

the way this is not just when it comes to individual taxes. Let's talk about corporate taxes. Now 

I've identified areas where we can right away make a change that I believe would actually help 

the economy. The -- the oil industry gets $4 billion a year in corporate welfare. Basically they 

get deductions that those small businesses that Governor Romney refers to they don't get. Now 

does anybody think that ExxonMobil needs some extra money when they're making money 

every time you go to the pump Why wouldn't we want to eliminate that Why wouldn't we 

eliminate tax breaks for corporate jets My attitude is if you got a corporate jet you can probably 

afford to pay full freight not get a special break for it. When it comes to corporate taxes 

Governor Romney has said he wants to in a revenue-neutral way close loopholes deductions -- 

he hasn't identified which ones they are -- but thereby bring down the corporate rate. Well I want 

to do the same thing but I've actually identified how we can do that. And part of the way to do it 

is to not give tax breaks to companies that are shipping jobs overseas. Right now you can 

actually take a deduction for moving a plant overseas. I think most Americans would say that 

doesn't make sense. And all that raises revenue. And so if we take a balanced approach what that 

then allows us to do is also to help young people the way we already have during my 

administration make sure that they can afford to go to college. It means that the teacher that I 

met in Las Vegas wonderful young lady who describes to me -- she's got 42 kids in her class. 

The first two weeks she's got them -- some of them sitting on the floor until finally they get 

reassigned. They're using textbooks that are 10 years old. That is not a recipe for growth; that's 

not how America was built. And so budgets reflect choices. Ultimately we're going to have to 

make some decisions. And if we're asking for no revenue then that means that we've got to get 

rid of a whole bunch of stuff and the magnitude of the tax cuts that you're talking about 

Governor would end up resulting in severe hardship for people but more importantly would not 

help us grow. As I indicated before when you talk about shifting Medicaid to states we're talking 

about potentially a -- a 30 -- a 30 percent cut in Medicaid over time. Now you know that may 

not seem like a big deal when it just is -- you know numbers on a sheet of paper but if we're 

talking about a family who's got an autistic kid and is depending on that Medicaid that's a big 

problem. And governors are creative. There's no doubt about that. But they're not creatie enough 

to make up for the 30 percent revenue on something like Medicaid. What ends up happening is 

some people end up not getting help. 

Obama oct3 -3.377 3.229 

Look the cost of lowering rates for everybody across the board 20 percent.  Along with what he 

also wants to do in terms of eliminating the estate tax along what he wants to do in terms of 

corporates changes in the tax code it costs about $5 trillion. Governor Romney then also wants 

to spend $2 trillion on additional military programs even though the military's not asking for 

them.  That's $7 trillion. He also wants to continue the Bush tax cuts for the wealthiest 

Americans.  That's another trillion dollars -- that's $8 trillion. Now what he says is he's going to 

make sure that this doesn't add to the deficit and he's going to cut middleclass taxes. But when 

he's asked how are you going to do it which deductions which loopholes are you going to close  

He can't tell you. The -- the fact that he only has to pay 14 percent on his taxes when a lot of you 

are paying much higher.  He's already taken that off the board capital gains are going to continue 

to be at a low rate so we -- we're not going to get money that way. We haven't heard from the 

governor any specifics beyond Big Bird and eliminating funding for Planned Parenthood in 

terms of how he pays for that. Now Governor Romney was a very successful investor.  If 

somebody came to you Governor with a plan that said here I want to spend $7 or $8 trillion and 

then we're going to pay for it but we can't tell you until maybe after the election how we're going 

to do it you wouldn't take such a sketchy deal and neither should you the American people 

because the math doesn't add up. And -- and what's at stake here is one of two things either 

Candy -- this blows up the deficit because keep in mind this is just to pay for the additional 

spending that he's talking about $7 trillion - $8 trillion before we even get to the deficit we 

already have.  Or alternatively it's got to be paid for not only by closing deductions for wealthy 

individuals that -- that will pay for about 4 percent reduction in tax rates. You're going to be 

paying for it.  You're going to lose some deductions and you can't buy the sales pitch.  Nobody 

who's looked at it that's serious actually believes it adds up. 

Obama oct16 -3.723 2.64 
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We can and we will get it under 6 percent. Let's look at the  let's take a look at the facts.  Let's 

look at where we were when we came to office.  The economy was in free fall.  We had  the 

Great Recession hit.  Nine million people lost their job 1.7  $1.6 trillion in wealth lost in equity 

in your homes in retirement accounts from the middle class. We knew we had to act for the 

middle class.  We immediately went out and rescued General Motors. We went ahead and made 

sure that we cut taxes for the middle class. And in addition to that when that  and when that 

occurred what did Romney do Romney said no let Detroit go bankrupt. We moved in and helped 

people refinance their homes. Governor Romney said no let foreclosures hit the bottom. But it 

shouldn't be surprising for a guy who says 47 percent of the American people are unwilling to 

take responsibility for their own lives. My friend recently in a speech in Washington said 30% of 

the American people are takers. These people are my mom and dad the people I grew up with 

my neighbors. They pay more effective tax than Governor Romney pays in his federal income 

tax. They are elderly people who in fact are living off of Social Security. They are veterans and 

people fighting in Afghanistan right now who are quote not paying any taxes. I've had it up to 

here with this notion that 47 percent  it's about time they take some responsibility here. And 

instead of signing pledges to Grover Norquist not to ask the wealthiest among us to contribute to 

bring back the middle class they should be signing a pledge saying to the middle class we're 

going to level the playing field. We're going to give you a fair shot again. We are going to not 

repeat the mistakes we made in the past by having a different set of rules for Wall Street and 

Main Street making sure that we continue to hemorrhage these tax cuts for the superwealthy. 

They're pushing the continuation of a tax cut that will give an additional $500 billion in tax cuts 

to 120000 families. And they're holding hostage the middle-class tax cut because they say we 

won't pass  we won't continue the middle-class tax cut unless you give the tax cut for the 

superwealthy. It's about time they take some responsibility. 

Biden oct11 -3.729 2.453 

Candy there are some jobs that are not going to come back because they're low skill jobs. I want 

high wage high skill jobs. Thats why we have to emphasize manufacturing. Thats why we have 

to invest in advanced manufacturing. Thats why we've got to make sure that we've got the best 

science and research in the world. Then when we talk about deficits if we're adding to our 

deficits for tax cuts for folks that are gonna need them and we're cutting investments in research 

and science that will create the next Apply create the next new innovation that will sell products 

around the world we will lose that race. If we're not training engineers to make sure that they are 

equipped here in this country. Then companies won't come here. Those investments are what's 

going to help to make sure that we continue to lead this world economy not just next year but 10 

years from now 50 years from now 100 years from now. 

Obama oct16 -3.94 4.648 
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My philosophy on taxes has been simple.  And that is I want to give middle-class families and 

folks who are striving to get into the middle-class some relief.  Because they have been hit hard 

over the last decade.  Over the last 15 over the last 20 years. So four years ago I stood on a stage 

just like this one.  Actually it was a town hall and I said I would cut taxes for middle- class 

families and that's what I've done by $3600.00.  I said I would cut taxes for small businesses 

who are the drivers and engines of growth.  And we've cut them 18 times.  And I want to 

continue those tax cuts for middle-class families and for small business. But what I've also said 

is if we're serious about reducing the deficit if this is genuinely a moral obligation to the next 

generation then in addition to some tough spending cuts we've also got to make sure that the 

wealthy do a little bit more. So what I've said is your first $250000.00 worth of income no 

change.  And that means 98 percent of American families 97 percent of small businesses they 

will not see a tax increase.  I'm ready to sign that bill right now.  The only reason it's not 

happening is because Governor Romney's allies in Congress have held the 98 percent hostage 

because they want tax breaks for the top 2 percent. But what I've also says is for above $250000 

we can go back to the tax rates we had when Bill Clinton was president.  We created 23 million 

new jobs.  That's part of what took us from deficits to surplus.  It will be good for our economy 

and it will be good for job creation. Now Governor Romney has a different philosophy.  He was 

on 60 Minutes just two weeks ago and he was asked: Is it fair for somebody like you making 

$20 million a year to pay a lower tax rate than a nurse or a bus driver somebody making $50000 

year  And he said Yes I think that's fair.  Not only that he said I think that's what grows the 

economy. Well I fundamentally disagree with that. I think what grows the economy is when you 

get that tax credit that we put in place for your kids going to college.  I think that grows the 

economy.  I think what grows the economy is when we make sure small businesses are getting a 

tax credit for hiring veterans who fought for our country.  That grows our economy. So we just 

have a different theory.  And when Governor Romney stands here after a year of campaigning 

when during a Republican primary he stood on stage and said I'm going to give tax cuts -- he 

didn't say tax rate cuts he said tax cuts to everybody including the top 1 percent you should 

believe him because that's been his history. And that's exactly the kind of top-down economics 

that is not going to work if we want a strong middle class and an economy that's striving for 

everybody. 

Obama oct16 -4.428 2.852 
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