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耶鲁大学简介

耶鲁大学（Yale University）始创于1701年，坐落于美国康涅狄格州纽黑文市，是一所私立大学。



耶鲁大学是美国历史上建立的第三所大学，为美国常青藤联盟八大著名高校之一。



在耶鲁大学众多的学术精英中，有13位学者曾荣获诺贝尔奖。



美国最近三任总统都是耶鲁大学的毕业生，乔治·布什是耶鲁著名的秘密团体骷髅会的一员。克林顿总统则毕业于耶鲁大学法学院。



《美国新闻与世界报道》国立大学排名第三位。



美国《新闻周刊》世界100强大学排名第三位。



校园建筑以哥特式和乔治王朝式风格为主，多数建筑有百年以上的历史，典雅、庄重。



强调对社会的责任感，追求自由和崇尚独立人格，蔑视权威被认为是“耶鲁精神”的精髓。



校训：Lux et Veritas（拉丁文，意为“光明和真理”）。
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Queen Rania（拉尼娅王后）

拉尼娅是约旦王后，被誉为阿拉伯世界的“戴安娜”

拉尼娅曾在苹果电脑公司开发部任职

拉尼娅是一位尽职的母亲，更是一位百分之百的超级名模和国际明星

拉尼娅意志坚定，认真热情，被誉为约旦妇女的典范、媒体的宠儿





Speech 1

Make Peace Come True, for Good
让和平永远成真

President Levin, Dean Lorimer, faculty, students… thank you so much for making me feel so welcome here at Yale. I’ve wanted to come here for many years, and I’m so grateful to everyone for the hospitality and kindness you’ve shown to me and my staff.

I’ve really been looking forward to seeing the Yale landmarks that I’ve been hearing about for so long—the Beinecke Library… Harkness Tower… Old Campus… Peter Salovey’s moustache.

Oh, I’m sorry I didn’t make it quite in time for that last one! But everything else is even more impressive than I had imagined. This is a spectacular place.

Indeed, I have to admit, as I was preparing for this visit, I wondered what on earth I could tell you that you don’t already know. Yalies have won 17 Nobel prizes, 6 presidential elections, and even 2 Heisman trophies. You can choose from more than 2,000 courses… browse more than 12 million books in the libraries… make friends from more than 110 countries… and, as far as I can tell from the posters on campus, try out for 3,000 a capella singing groups!

So, rather than try to compete with all that, I thought I’d speak from my own experience.

I thought I’d offer an Arab perspective on my part of the world, and our hopes for peace and progress—especially with regard to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.

And I’m guessing, since you made the time to be here today, when you could have been doing something really important—like researching a paper, or visiting a professor, or calling your Mom to tell her how much you love her—that this is an audience that already cares about international relations.

But I realize that foreign policy isn’t typically a top concern for the American public—and especially not in a time of economic hardship at home. A poll earlier this year found that 75 percent of Americans agreed “terrorism” should be one of President Obama’s top priorities… but almost no other foreign policy issues made it to the top 20 list.

So I don’t expect that the Arab-Israeli conflict is foremost on most people’s minds.

Yet, in many ways, that conflict is at the core of U.S.-Arab relations— or, at least, at the core of Arab public opinion of America. When Arabs were asked, in a poll this spring, what two steps by the United States would improve their views of the United States the most, more than 40 percent said a peace agreement between Israel and Palestine. The same poll found that 99 percent of people put the conflict in their top 5 priorities… and one in three say the Palestinian issue is their number one concern.

That’s because for us, the occupation is a hurt we feel each day. In Jordan, nearly a third of our population are Palestinian refugees— Look at the people sitting on either side of you. Imagine one was a refugee forced to seek haven in your country because her family had been driven from their own. In Jordan we have to be concerned with the conflict because we’re living with its consequences. We don’t have the luxury of shifting our focus away.

We know as well that the crisis in Palestine does not exist in a vacuum. What happens in Palestine is related to what happens in Iraq, in Lebanon, in Syria. The longer the conflict in Palestine persists, the weaker the moderate majority becomes… the more extremists gain leverage they can exploit… and the greater the risk of instability throughout our region.

So we appreciated President Obama’s outreach in his Cairo speech. We appreciated his acknowledgement that the conflict remains a major source of tension between us… and his pledge to pursue a two-state solution with patience and dedication.

We appreciated the appointment of Senator George Mitchell as special envoy.

But we are impatient. When it comes to Palestine, time has not been a friend. To the contrary, sometimes Palestine seems like the land that time forgot.

You know, when I started college, back in 1988, Europe was divided. The United States had an existential foe called the USSR. Much of Latin America was ruled by juntas; South Africa by apartheid. Civil conflicts had been raging for decades from Guatemala to Northern Ireland. Nelson Mandela lived in a cell. And Palestine was under occupation.

These were the problems we used to describe as intractable, even insoluble. Yet hatreds have given way to handshakes. Prisoners have become presidents.

But not in Palestine. In Palestine, walls are going up, not coming down… four hundred kilometers to be precise. The decades have brought what feels like an endless parade of starts and stalemates… missed opportunities… shattered hopes… and diminishing returns.

And I’m not here to talk about blame. That doesn’t get us anywhere. It’s like tracing your finger on a Mobius Strip, going round in an infinite loop.

But coming from Jordan, I feel I must speak for those voices that Americans rarely hear… to describe the sense of “identity theft” that Palestinians have endured for over 60 years.

Because their pain is about more than the loss of their land… their olive trees… their livelihoods. Their grief is about more than being kicked out of the homes in which their families have lived for generations. As one scholar put it, land is the “geography of the Palestinian soul”. Their very understanding of who they are is deeply rooted in the context of their environment. So each new claim on their ever-shrinking space feels like a blow to their very existence. Having no place to call their own is like having no identity at all.

Think about it: When you enroll here at Yale, one of the first things you receive is your ID. It allows you access—to residential colleges… dining halls… the library stacks. It opens doors. It gets you in. It shows that you belong. And when you leave Yale, you get a piece of paper to carry with you: a diploma that gives you status before you ever have to say a word.

In the West Bank and Gaza, young people like you are given an ID as well. But this ID is not about access. It is only about limitation. It limits the boundaries of where they can go, what they can do, who they can be. It’s a constant reminder that in others’ eyes, they are less valuable… less important… simply less.

UN sources report that almost 40 percent of the West Bank is now covered by settlement-related Israeli infrastructure—barriers… buffer zones… military bases… barbed wire and barricades.

Parents can’t get to work. Students can’t get to class. Sick people can’t get to hospitals. All traffic is stopped, from people on foot to cars and trucks to ambulances. The wait can be hours, often only to find that passage is refused—relatives detained on their way to a family wedding… schoolchildren searched, their notes ripped from their schoolbooks… grandparents, forced to stand for hours holding packages and heavy bags.

The unpredictability, anxiety, and humiliation are as wearing as the delay.

And so much more than freedom of movement is lost when each day is defined by these checkpoints… with armed soldiers demanding, “Hawiya… ID… Hawiya… ID” Show me proof that you exist.

The degradation is compounded by the sense that no one cares… that the outside world is oblivious to the hardships Palestinians endure.

Especially in Gaza, where for two years, families have faced the collective punishment of blockade… and for three weeks at the start of this year, they were subjected to devastating attack—with nowhere to run and nowhere to hide… not even UN hospitals or schools.

Today, a million people—almost 70 percent of Gaza’s population—are refugees. Homes lie in rubble. Hospitals lack power. Sewage pipes threaten to burst. The economy has totally, utterly collapsed. Unemployment is approaching 50 percent.

One resident calls it “a jail where no prisoner knows the length of his sentence.”

And not one penny of the billions of dollars pledged for reconstruction has gotten through.

More than half the population of Gaza is under the age of 18.

Children did not create this conflict… but they are its greatest victims.

Just listen to the words of the four small children who were found by the Red Cross in January… in the shell-battered neighborhood of Zeitoun… clinging to their mothers’ corpses.

They couldn’t speak. They were too weak to stand. They hadn’t eaten for days… while the firefight raged outside the door… and their families died inside.

They were alive… but being alive is not the same as surviving. These children had nothing but their mothers’ love… and now they have lost that too.

And the worst threat of all is the cynicism so many people feel… the sense that Middle East peace is hopeless… that we’ll never find a solution.

Because if we throw up our hands and say, “This problem is too hard,” we’re not just writing off a “process” … or writing off a “road map”. We’re writing off people’s lives.

But let me be clear: it isn’t just the lives of Palestinians at stake. Israelis too need a future of peace and security.

They too need to be free of wailing sirens announcing an attack.

And they too need to grow up without the shadow of walls and watchtowers… for as a columnist for a leading Israeli daily wrote this spring, one of the casualties of occupation may be a healthy state of Israel itself.

So what must be done?

On the political front, we need courage, accountability, and action.

And we see signs of hope, as President Obama and his team invest their time and capital in breathing life into negotiations for two viable, secure, sovereign states.

We see signs of hope, as all 22 members of the Arab League have offered Israel full recognition in exchange for withdrawal to its pre-1967 border.

We see signs of hope, as brave people on both sides say they are ready to give peace a chance—64 percent of Palestinians, and 40 percent of Israelis, who support the Arab League plan.

Now, all sides must take responsibility for building on this momentum. And let me say clearly: That responsibility includes the Arab world. We decry the actions of Israeli extremists, but must work harder to rein in our own. We look to the West to do more in support of Palestinian needs, but must do our part and must press the Palestinians toward unity among themselves.

At the same time, as my husband His Majesty King Abdullah has said: “It is time for Israel to choose. To integrate into the region, accepted and accepting, with normal relations with its neighbors; or to remain fortress Israel, isolated, and holding itself and the entire region a hostage to continuing confrontation.”

And from America, too, we need sustained commitment… creative engagement… and leadership… to keep the parties on the path to peaceful coexistence.

But we need even more.

Because true peace depends not just on new lines on a map. It is not just the walls on the land that must go. We must take down the walls in our hearts. There has been so much pain, so much loss, so much fear, so much hatred and mistrust. True peace depends on reconnecting the bonds of our common humanity.

I was moved by something J. K. Rowling said in her commencement at Harvard last year. She said that humans have the unique ability to “think themselves into other people’s places” … to learn and understand new things they’ve never actually experienced.

And yet, many “choose to remain comfortably within the bounds of their own experience, never troubling to wonder how it would feel to have been born other than they are. They can refuse to hear screams or to peer inside cages; they can close their minds and hearts to any suffering that does not touch them personally; they can refuse to know.”

Rowling went on to say, “I might be tempted to envy people who can live that way, except that I do not think they have any fewer nightmares than I do… I think the willfully unimaginative see more monsters,” she said, “They are often more afraid.”

She is right. So often, we dread what we do not know. We live in fear of the things we cannot see, but we’ll never move forward by closing ourselves off. The only way to grow is to reach out.

To truly make peace in the Middle East or anywhere in the world, we all have to learn to think ourselves into other people’s places. To put ourselves in other people’s shoes. To make room for other people’s hopes and fears. For the more we can appreciate one another’s perspective, the more dimension and depth we add to our own.

And in many respects, that’s what a liberal education is all about. It’s about asking questions without prejudging the answers. Drawing lessons from other peoples’ experiences. Testing and refining our own values and beliefs. Developing the habits of an open mind.

When we shine the light of inquiry… broad-mindedness… and compassion… that is how we find our way to our own best selves. The more open we become, the more we find we can contain. It’s the “lux” that leads the way to “veritas”.

And when it comes to the Middle East, no matter how great the fears, no matter how deep the mistrust, if we shine that light, we are sure to reveal what has always, and will always, be true. There is no difference between the love Palestinians and Israelis feel for their children. No difference between their laughter or their tears.

We share one humanity. As one of my heroes, Desmond Tutu, likes to say, “We, all of us, have been made for goodness. We have been made for laughter… we have been made for caring, for sharing, for compassion; for we do indeed inhabit a moral universe and; yes, goodness is powerful.”

Yale, as the global citizens, we have a responsibility to one another. In our interconnected world, there are no zero sum games. We win or lose together. We all have a stake in peace and justice—for all of us are diminished by their absence. Let us work together, in the Middle East and around the world, to make peace come true, for good.

Thank you very much.









汉语回放（赵倩　译）

莱文校长、洛里默院长、老师们、同学们，非常感谢你们如此欢迎我。多年来我一直希望有机会来耶鲁。感谢各位对我和我的随行者所表示的友好与热情。

久闻耶鲁大学许多地标性建筑的盛名，一直期待能够亲眼见到贝尼克图书馆、哈克尼斯塔、老校园、彼得·萨洛维的胡子等等。

很遗憾最后这个我没能见到，但是其他的建筑比我想象的还要令人难忘，这里是一个非常棒的地方。

其实，我得承认，在准备这次访问的时候，我一直在想，还有什么你们不知道的事情是我可以讲给你们的。耶鲁人曾获得17个诺贝尔奖，赢得六届总统选举，还获得两个海斯曼奖杯。耶鲁有两千多门课程可供选修，图书馆里有一千两百多万本书可供阅读，在这里可以与来自一百一十多个国家的人交朋友。从校园里的这些海报上，我知道耶鲁有三千个选拔出来的阿卡贝拉歌唱组合！

我想，与其和这些相比，我不如讲讲自己的切身经历吧！

我会就自己所在的环境，让大家了解一个阿拉伯人的观点，以及我们对和平与发展的希望，特别是对巴以冲突的关注。

我猜想你本可以做一些更重要的事情。比方说研究一篇论文，见一位教授，或者是给母亲打电话告诉她你是多么爱她。但是今天你们抽出时间来到这里，说明你们一定非常关注国际关系。

我知道，外交政策并不是美国公众目前最关注的话题，特别是在国内经济困难时期。今年早些时候的一项民意调查显示，75%的美国人认为恐怖主义问题应该是奥巴马总统优先考虑的事项之一，并且在民意调查的前20项里也没有其他关于外交政策的问题。

因此我并不指望阿以冲突能成为大多数人最关注的焦点。

然而从许多方面来讲，这个冲突是美阿关系的核心，至少是阿拉伯公众对美国的看法的核心。今年春天，在阿拉伯的一项民意调查当中，被问及美国最应该采取哪两项措施以改善阿拉伯人对美国的看法，超过40%的人认为是巴以达成和平协议。在同一项调查当中，有99%的人认为巴以冲突应当被列入前五个优先考虑的问题中，1/3人认为巴勒斯坦问题是他们关注的头号问题。

因为对于我们来说，这件事是每天都占据我们内心的一个心病。在约旦，巴勒斯坦难民占将近总人口的1/3。看看你身边坐着的人，想象他们中有一个是难民，他的一家被他人从自己的国家驱逐了出来，因此他迫切地想要在贵国寻求避难的地方。在约旦，我们不得不关注这场冲突，因为这与我们息息相关，想要转移注意力简直是一种奢望。

我们都知道巴勒斯坦的危机并不是孤立地存在着，在巴勒斯坦发生的事情与在伊拉克、黎巴嫩和叙利亚发生的事情都有联系。巴勒斯坦的冲突持续得越久，极端的力量就越强大；而极端分子能够获得的力量越大，整个地区的稳定局势所面临的危险就越大。

因此，我们感谢奥巴马总统在开罗的演讲中所谈到的拓展援助。我们感谢他承认这个冲突是我们使双方局势紧张的根源，并保证将会耐心地致力于寻求双方都满意的解决方案。

我们感谢乔治·米切尔被任命为特别公使。

但是我们非常着急，巴勒斯坦已经没有时间了。这里似乎是一个时常被时间遗忘的地方。

回想起1988年我上大学的时候，欧洲解体，美国面临着苏联这个不能忽视的敌人；拉丁美洲大部分地区由武装政权统治，南非则由种族隔离政策统治；从危地马拉到北爱尔兰，内部冲突激烈地持续了几十年；纳尔逊·曼德拉被关在监狱里；巴勒斯坦被占领。

过去，我们常常称这些是难以驾驭的，或者说是不能解决的问题。然而现在仇恨被和解代替，囚犯成为了总统。

但在巴勒斯坦却不是这样。在这里，墙没有缩短反而加长了，准确地说是40万米长。几十年的时间里，不断地开始，然后陷入僵局，反反复复，永无止境。机遇被错过了，希望破碎了，转机越来越小。

我并不是在指责什么，因为指责对我们毫无用处，就像是在用手感受无限循环的魔比斯环。

然而从约旦来到这里，我必须为那些美国人很少听到的言论辩护，表达巴勒斯坦人民忍受了六十多年的被“盗用身份”的感受。

他们的痛苦已经远不止是丧失了土地、橄榄树，还有他们的生计那么简单，他们甚至比被赶出他们曾经世世代代生活的家园还要痛苦。一位学者曾经说：“土地是巴勒斯坦人的灵魂，他们对自身的理解深深植根于他们生存的环境中。因此，每一次索取他们本已渐渐缩小的空间对他们的生存来说都是沉重的打击，没有一个属于自己的地方就如同没有身份一样。”

试想一下：当你被耶鲁录取，你首先得到的就是身份，它能让你使用宿舍楼、食堂、图书馆的书架，它打开每一扇门欢迎你，它表明你属于这个地方。当你离开耶鲁的时候，你得到了一纸文凭，无须多言，这文凭就表明了你的身份地位。

在约旦河西岸和加沙，像你们一样的年轻人也有身份，但这身份不是赋予他们的权利，而是对他们的限制。它划定了他们可以去什么地方，规定了他们可以做什么事情，还有他们可以成为什么人。这个身份不断地提醒着他们，在别人的眼中，他们没那么有价值，没那么重要，就是差那么一点。

联合国发表的报告中表明，约旦河西岸将近40%的地方被以色列相关安置设施覆盖——关卡、缓冲区、军事基地、带刺的铁丝网和防卫工事等等。

父母们无法工作，学生们不能上学，生病的人们无法就医；交通完全中断，无论是步行、驱车、运输还是急救都无法通行；通常等了个把小时只是得到了拒绝通行的答复；参加婚礼的亲人们耽搁在路上，学生们到处搜寻，连记笔记的纸都是从教科书上扯下来的，爷爷奶奶们被迫扛着行李和沉重的包袱站在那儿等上好几个小时。

难以预料的未来，焦虑和耻辱就这样在一天天的拖延中渐渐让人身心疲惫。

人们的行动自由就这样被日复一日的检查所剥夺，检查站里全副武装的士兵不断地要求以“身份”来证明你的存在。

这种潦倒的境况日渐加重，却得不到人们的关注。外界对这里的困苦置若罔闻，而巴勒斯坦一直在忍受着这一切。

特别是在加沙地区，这两年来，许多家庭面临着被集体封锁的折磨。今年年初的三周里，他们忍受着毁灭性的攻击——无处可逃，无处躲藏，就连可以躲避的联合国医院或学校都没有。

如今，有一百万加沙人是难民，这个数字占加沙总人口的70%。碎石瓦砾就是他们的家，医院没有电，下水管道随时都有爆炸的危险，经济已经完全崩溃，失业率将近50%。

一个居民称这里是“一个连囚犯都不知道要蹲上多少年的监狱”。

重建工程得不到一毛钱的拨款。

加沙一半以上的人口年龄在18岁以下。

这场冲突和孩子无关，可他们却是最大的受害者。

让我来说说这些孩子吧。今年一月，红十字会在泽恩图被炸得只剩空壳的破烂房子下面发现了四个孩子，当时他们正紧紧挨着他们母亲的尸体。

他们说不出话，虚弱得连站都站不起来，他们已经好几天都没有吃东西了。战火依然在屋外蔓延，而屋内他们的家人早已死去。

他们活着，但是活着并不等于幸存。除了母爱，这些孩子已经一无所有，可是现在，他们连母爱也失去了。

然而最可怕的是许多人那愤世嫉俗的想法，他们认为中东的和平没有希望了。那么我们永远都找不到解决的方法了。

若我们只是两手一摊，说：“这个问题太难了”，那么我们毁掉的就不仅仅是一个“进程”或是一个“和平路线图”，我们毁掉的是人们的生命。

那么我要说清楚，这不仅是巴勒斯坦人性命攸关的问题，以色列人也同样需要和平和安定的未来。

他们也同样需要远离宣战警报的生活。

他们也需要成长在没有高墙和守卫塔的阴影的地方。今年春天，一家以色列日报的专栏作家指出：在这场侵占中受损害最大的就是以色列的繁荣与兴旺。

那么我们要做些什么？

在政治方面，我们需要勇气、责任和行动。

奥巴马总统和他的团队投入了时间与资金，促进两国在确保主权独立的情况下实现安全的协商，并为这次有望实现的协商注入了生命，也让我们看到了希望的曙光。

阿拉伯联盟的22个成员国对以色列给予充分的肯定，促使以色列撤回到1967年前的边界，这让我们看到了希望的曙光。

64%的巴勒斯坦人和40%的以色列人支持阿拉伯联盟的计划，两国勇敢的人民已经准备好了要实现和平，这让我们看到了希望的曙光。

现在各方都肩负着责任，充分利用这种好的势头。我要说明的是，这种责任来自整个阿拉伯世界，我们谴责以色列极端分子行为的同时，也要加倍努力控制我们这方的极端主义行动。我们希望西方国家能够对巴勒斯坦的需求给以更多的支持，同时我们也会尽自己的力量，促进巴勒斯坦地区内部的团结统一。

与此同时我的丈夫、国王阿卜杜拉陛下也曾说过：“到以色列作出抉择的时候了，要么融入整个地区，彼此接受，并同邻国建立正常的关系。要么孤立地坚守以色列自己的堡垒，置自身与整个地区的安危于不顾，继续负隅顽抗。”

在美国方面，我们也需要持续地投入，创造性地参与及领导，使各方走上和平共处的道路。

但是我们还需要更多。

因为真正的和平并不仅仅依靠地图上几道新的界限，也不仅仅是拆掉几道墙，我们要拆掉的是我们心里的墙。曾经有过那么多的伤痛，那么多的失去，那么多的恐惧，那么多的仇恨和不信任。真正的和平取决于重新连接起我们共同的人性纽带。

J.K.罗琳女士在去年哈佛的毕业典礼上说过的话感动了我，她说：人类有一种叫做“换位思考”的独特的能力，能够使人学会并理解他们从未经历过的事情。

然而，有许多人“选择安于现状，不愿自省，他们闭目塞听，选择封闭思想和内心不让任何痛苦触及内心，他们拒绝了解”。

罗琳接下来说道：“我可能一时会妒忌那样活着的人，但我认为他们的噩梦不会比我少。我认为刻意不去想象的人会看到更多的怪兽。”她说“他们通常更加害怕”。

她说得很对，我们常常惧怕未知的东西，我们活在对看不见的事物的恐惧中。但是封闭自我就意味着永远停止不前，而成长的唯一道路就是去接触外界。

若要真正实现中东或世界上其他地方的和平，我们就都要学会换位思考，设身处地地为他人考虑，对他人的希望与恐惧要给予空间，我们越是懂得欣赏对方的观点，我们自身的度量就越大。

从许多方面来看，这也正是普通教育的本质所在，善于提出问题，对答案并不妄下结论。从他人的经历中获取经验，考验自己，并提炼出自身的价值与信仰，发展并培养一种开明的思想。

善于发问，心胸开阔，并且懂得怜悯，当我们散发出这样的光芒的时候，我们便找到了最好的自我。我们的思想越开明，就越懂得包容。只有光明才能引导我们走向真理。

当我们谈及中东的时候，无论恐惧有多么强烈，不信任感有多深，只要我们释放这样的光芒，真理之路将不言而喻。无论是巴勒斯坦还是以色列，他们对孩子的爱是相同的，他们的笑与泪是相同的。

我们有着相同的人性。我所崇敬的一位英雄——戴斯蒙·图图常说：“我们天性仁慈。我们懂得欢笑，懂得关心，懂得分享，懂得怜悯，因为我们生活在一个明辨是非的世界。是的，仁慈就是一种力量。”

耶鲁人，作为世界的公民，我们对彼此负有责任。在这个彼此紧密相连的世界上，没有所谓的“零和游戏”。我们同输赢，维护和平与正义我们人人有责。和平与正义缺一不可，无论是来自中东还是世界各地，我们大家共同努力，让和平永远成真！

非常感谢！





演讲人简介：




Tony Blair（托尼·布莱尔）

1992年，布莱尔任内政事务发言人

1994年，布莱尔当选工党领袖。布莱尔是工党历史上最年轻的领袖

1994年，伊丽莎白女王二世封布莱尔为枢密院的一名官员

1997年5月任英国首相，成为自1812年以来英国最年轻的首相，后兼任首席财政大臣和文官部大臣





Speech 2

Cherishing What You Have Now, and Striving for the Future
珍惜现在，把握未来

It is an honor to be here and to say to the Yale College Class of 2008: you did it; you came through; from all of us to you: congratulations.

This issues you must wrestle with the threat of climate change, food scarcity, and population growth, worldwide terror based on religion, the interdependence of the world economy, my student generation would barely recognized. But the difference today is they are all essentially global in nature.

You understand this. Yale has become a melting pot of culture, language and civilization. You are the global generation. So be global citizens.

Each new generation finds the world they enter. But they fashion the world they leave. So: what do you inherit and what do you pass on?

This history of humankind is marked by great events but written by great people. People like you. Given Yale’s record of achievement, perhaps by you. So to you as individuals, what wisdom, if any, have I learnt?

First, in fact, keep learning. Always be alive to the possibilities of the next experience, of thinking, doing and being.

So be awake.

Understand conventional wisdom, but be prepared to change it.

Feel as well as analyses; use your instinct alongside your reason. Calculate too much and you will miscalculate.

Be prepared to fail as well as to succeed, and realize it is failure not success than defines character.

I spent years trying to be a politician failing at every attempt and nearly gave up. I know you’re thinking: I should have.

Sir Paul McCartney reminded me that the first record company the Beatles approached rejected them as a band -no one would want to listen to.

Be good to people on your way up because you never know if you will meet them again on your way down.

Judge someone by now they treat those below them not those above them.

Be a firm friend not a fair-weather friend. It is your friendships, including those friends you made here at Yale, at this time, that sustain and enrich the human spirit.

A good test of a person is who turns up at your funeral and with what sincerity. Try not to sit the test too early, of course.

Recently, I attended a funeral and the speaker said he would like to begin by reading a list of all those whose funerals he would rather have been attending, but the list was too long. It was a sweet compliment to our friend.

Alternatively there was Spike Milligan, the quintessential English comic who when he was asked what he would like as the epitaph on his tombstone, replied: “They should write: I told you I was ill.”

There was a colleague of mine in the British Parliament who once asked another: “Why do people take such an instant dislike to me?” and got the reply: “Because it saves time.”

So, when others think of you, let them think not with their lips but their hearts of a good friend and a gracious acquaintance.

Above all, however, have a purpose in life. Life is not about living but about striving. When you get up, get up motivated. Live with a perpetual sense of urgency. And make at least part of that purpose about something bigger than you.

There are great careers. There are also great causes.

At least let some of them into your lives. Giving lifts the heart in a way that getting never can. Maybe it really was Oscar Wilde who said: “No one ever died, saying if only I had one more day at the office.”

One small but shocking sentence: each year three million children die in Africa from preventable disease or conflict.

The key word? Preventable.

When all is said and done, there is usually more said than done.

Be a doer not a commentator. Seek responsibility rather than shirk. People often ask me about leadership, I say: leadership is about wanting the responsibility to be on your shoulders, not ignoring its weight but knowing someone has to carry it and, reaching out for that person to be you. Leaders are heat-seekers not heat-deflectors.

And luck?

You have all the luck you need. You are here, at Yale, and what—apart from the hats—could be better?

You have something else: your parents.

When you are your age, you can never imagine being our age. But believe me, when you’re our age we remember clearly being your age. That’s why I am so careful about young men and my daughter. “Don’t tell me what you’re thinking. I know what you’re thinking.”

But as a parent let me tell you something about parents. Despite all rational impulses, despite all evidence to the contrary, despite what we think you do to us and what you think we do to you—and yes, it is often hell on both sides—the plain, unvarnished truth is we love you. Simply, profoundly, utterly.

I remember, back in the mists of time, my Dad greeting me off the train at Durham railway station. I was a student at Oxford. Oxford and Cambridge are for Britain kind of like Yale and Harvard, only more so. It was a big deal. I had been away for my first year and was coming home.

I stepped off the train. My hair was roughly the length of Rumpelstiltskin’s and unwashed. I had no shoes and no shirt. My jeans were torn, and this was in the days before this became a fashion item. Worst of all, we had just moved house. Mum had thrown out the sitting room drapes. I had retrieved them and made a sleeveless long coat with them.

My Dad greeted me. There were all his friends at the station. Beside me, their kids looked paragons of respectability.

He saw the drapes, and visibly winced. They did like of stand out. I took pity on him.

“Dad,” I said. “There is good news. I don’t do drugs.”

He looked me in the eye and said: “Son, the bad news is if you’re looking like this and you’re not doing drugs, we’ve got a real problem.”

Your parents look at you today with love. They know how hard it is to make the grade and they respect you for making it.

And tomorrow as I know, as a parent of one of this class, as you receive your graduation, their hearts will beat with the natural rhythm of pride. Pride in what you have achieved. Pride in who you are.

They will be nervous for you, as you stand on the threshold of a new adventure for they know the many obstacles that lie ahead.

But they will be confident that you can surmount them, for they know also the strength of character and of spirit that has taken you thus far.

To my fellow parents: I say, let us rejoice and be glad together.

To the Yale College Class of 2008, I say: well done! And may blessings and good fortune be yours in the years to come.









汉语回放（吴洁淇　译）

很荣幸能站在这里为耶鲁大学2008届的学生作今天的演讲：你们做到了，你们成功了，祝贺你们！

气候恶化，粮食短缺，人口增长，以宗教为基础的全球恐怖主义，以及世界经济的相互依存都是我们必须要解决的问题，我往届的学生很少会认同这点。但今天，不同的是，这些都已经成为全球的实质性问题。

你们应该了解，耶鲁大学已然成为一个文化、语言和文明的大熔炉，你们是全球化的一代，所以是全球性的公民。

每代人都会创造属于自己的世界，但也会在离开之前改变它。所以：你们应该继承和传承的是什么？

历史是由重大事件所标示，但却由像你们这样的小人物所成就，是你们铸就了耶鲁的辉煌。那么我从你们每个人身上所具有的聪明才智中受益的是什么呢？

首先，学无止境。活着就是为了去经历，去思考，去行动，以及实现想做的。

时刻保持头脑清醒。

理解传统智慧的意义，准备着去改变它。

感受的同时要学会分析，用你的直觉来验证。计算太多可能会出错。

时刻作好失败或成功的准备，要明白给性格下定义是失败的做法。

我花费几年的时间，试图成为一位政治家，结果屡试屡败，几乎要放弃，你们一定会认为我确实应该放弃。

保罗·麦卡特尼先生提醒我说，甲壳虫乐队第一个联系的唱片公司拒绝了他们，原因是没人愿意听他们的音乐。

在你处于顺境时要对人好一点，因为你无法预料在你处于逆境时是否还会遇见他们。

完全可以根据某人对待下属的态度，而不是对待上级的态度来判断他。

做一个立场坚定的朋友，不只是顺境时的朋友。是友谊支撑和丰富了你的人格魅力。当然，也包括你在耶鲁交到的朋友。

测试人品的一个好办法就是看谁出现在你的葬礼上为你真诚地祷告。当然，我们都尽量不要太早进行这个实验。

最近，我参加了一个葬礼，发言者说他想先读一个名单，名单上列着的是他愿意参加其葬礼的人，但是名单太长了。对名单上的这些朋友来说，这是个美好的赞扬。

相反，有个叫斯派克·米利甘的英国喜剧演员，当他被问到希望在自己的碑文上写什么的时候，他回答：“他们应该写上：我都告诉你了，我病了。”

有一位我的在英国议会工作的同事曾经问过其他人：“为什么人们总是很快就会厌恶我？”他得到的回答是：“因为那样节省时间。”

所以，当其他人想到你的时候，让他们不只是嘴上说说，而是像对待一个好朋友或者一个亲切的熟人那样发自内心的。

总而言之，生活要有目标。不是为了活着而活着，而是要努力地生活。当你起床的时候，你就要确定你今天的目标。永远要给自己制定目标，而且目标中的一部分是你能力之外的。

有伟大的事业，就有伟大的起因。

至少把你目标中的一些放到你的生活中来。尽量把你的状态调整到你从未体验过的情境中。

或许正如奥斯卡·王尔德所说：“没人曾经死去，应该说如果我还能在办公室多待一天该有多好。”

有个短小但是很让人震惊的句子：每年非洲有三百万的儿童死于可避免的疾病或斗争。

关键词是：可避免。

当一切都说完和做完之后，通常说得总的做的多。

做一个实干家而不是评论员。要勇于承担责任而不是推卸责任。人们经常问我关于领导的概念，我会说：领导让你们的肩上背负责任，了解这责任的重量，知道谁能执行它并会向你伸出援手。领导是散热器，不是挡热板。

而运气呢？

你们拥有你们所需要的所有运气。因为你们在这儿，在耶鲁大学，有什么比这个更好的吗？

你们还有你们的父母。

你们现在永远无法想象当你们在我这个年龄的状态。但是请相信我，当你们到了我这个年龄的时候，你会清楚地记得你们年轻时候的情形。因此，我非常关心年轻人，当然也包括我的女儿，不用告诉我你们在想什么，我很清楚。

我以一个家长的身份对你们来讲一下。尽管存在着合乎情理的冲动和相反的论点，尽管我们认为你们对我们所做的和你们认为我们对你们所做的经常是背道而驰的，但是不可磨灭的真理就是：我们爱你们，单纯、深刻，而且全心全意。

在时间的迷雾背后我还记得我爸爸在杜伦火车站接我的情形。我是牛津大学的学生，在英国，牛津和剑桥的地位就像美国的耶鲁和哈佛一样，甚至更好一些。那时我已经离家一年，并决定回家探望父母。

我下了火车，头发很乱，像“坏矮人”的一样长，也没有洗；没有鞋，也没有衬衫；我的牛仔裤也破了，当然，带洞的牛仔裤那时还并未流行；更糟的是，我们之前搬了家，妈妈把客厅的窗帘扔掉了，我把它们捡了回来，做了一件无袖的长大衣。

我的父亲看到了我，火车站里站的都是他的朋友。除了我以外，其他的孩子看起来都很光鲜和体面。

他看见了我穿的窗帘，明显地怔了一下。我站在他们中间，感觉给我父亲丢脸了。

“爸爸，”我说，“有个好消息，我没有吸毒。”

他深情地看着我说：“儿子，坏消息是你看起来却好像吸了毒，但是你说你确实没吸毒，不是此地无银三百两吗？”

你们的父母现在慈爱地看着你们。他们知道成功有多难，他们为你们做到了而尊重你们。

据我所知，明天，在你们毕业的时候，你们的父母将会觉得无比骄傲和自豪。他们为你们所完成的而骄傲，为你们现在取得的成绩而自豪。

在你们开始一个新的历险时，他们了解在你们面前摆着很多障碍物，所以他们会十分担心你们。

他们对你们充满信心，相信你们会胜利，因为他们也了解你们在取得了这么多成绩后所具备的品格和精神。

家长们：让我们在一起，欣喜和快乐起来。

耶鲁2008届的学生们：好样儿的！送给你们最真诚的祝愿，也祝你们未来几年里好运常伴。





演讲人简介：




Anderson Cooper（安德森·库珀）

库珀1989年毕业于耶鲁大学政治学系，硕士学位

CNN的电视记者，Details杂志兼职编辑

库珀因对飓风的报道而获“国家头条新闻记者奖”

库珀在ABC期间因对戴安娜王妃葬礼的报道获“Emmy奖”





Speech 3

Transcending Yourself and Challenging Your Limits
超越自我，挑战极限

Seriously, it is pleasure to be here on what is a remarkable day. It’s a beautiful day if it doesn’t rain and a very special day in your lives. You’ve worked incredibly hard to get here, to get through here, and I hope you’re all very proud of yourselves. You should be. And I’m sure you’ve already done this, but I hope that at some point this weekend—I’m sure everybody’s encouraged you to do this—that you look your parents in the eye and hung them close and thank them for everything they have done to get you to this moment and this spot. Because as hard as it’s been for you, I guarantee you it’s been twice as hard for them.

My mom’s advice to me as Yale graduation was “Follow your bliss”. I was hoping for something a little more specific, like plastics. What, plastics? You like plastics? All right. But in retrospect, follow your bliss was pretty good advice. My mom didn’t actually coin the phrase—actually it was a professor at Sarah Lawrence College named Joseph Campbell who did—and my mom had seen a taped interview on TV. It shows you our relationship—she was giving advice she has gotten off of television. I’m thankful she wasn’t watching Montel Williams or something, or Fox News. I kid, because they have huge ratings. They kill me.

The problem, of course, with follow your bliss (and I actually think that’s pretty good advice), but the problem with follow your bliss is actually trying to figure out what your bliss is, and that’s not an easy thing to do. Like many of you, I have a liberal arts degree, which is to say, I have no actual skill. And I majored in political science. You’re excited about it now, but believe me, it doesn’t go very far. It means you can read a newspaper, but other than that, I’m not really sure what else. I also focused a lot of my studies on communism, which when the Berlin Wall fell, I was totally screwed. I know, it was a happy occasion for a lot of people, but believe me, on this campus, believe me, all of the Russian studies majors were very down in the dumps. The one thing I knew I liked was television and particularly television news. I watched a lot of it growing up so I figured okay, I’ve got a Yale degree, I’ll go give that a shot, I’ll apply for an entry-level job at ABC News, a gopher position. Like I’m totally qualified for this: answering phones, I’ll go do whatever Peter Jennings wants. I could not get this job. It took six months; they strung me along. I did interviews. I could not get the job, which shows you the value of a Yale education.

But it actually was the best thing that ever happened to me. I decided that if no one would give me a chance, I’d have to take a chance, and if no one would give me an opportunity, I would have to create my own opportunity. So I came up with this plan to become a reporter. I figured if I went places where there weren’t many Americans, I wouldn’t have much competition. So I decided to start going to wars, which my mom was thrilled about. It was a very simple plan, but it was moronic, but it actually worked. I made a fake press pass on a Macintosh computer—actually, I didn’t even make it to be honest, a friend of mine made it because I’m computer illiterate—and I got a home video camera that I borrowed and I just decided to go to wars. I snuck into Burma and holed up with some students fighting the Burmese government and moved into Somalia in the early days of the famine. I spent really the next two years going from one war-torn country to another: Bosnia, South Africa for Mandela’s election. I was in Rwanda for genocide, which makes ultimately doing “The Mole” a natural step, as you can see where I’m going.

I may have gone to school as Yale, but I always think that in many ways I was educated on the streets of Johannesburg, in Kigali, in Sarajevo, in Port-Au-Prince. And I’ve learned when you go to the edges of the world, where the boundaries aren’t clear, where the dark parts of the human heart are open for all to see, you learn things about yourself and you learn things about your fellow human beings and what we’re all capable of. We’re capable, really, of anything, great acts of compassion and dignity, as we saw in the wake of Hurricane Katrina. We’re also capable of great acts of cowardice and brutality and stupidity, which we also saw in the wake of Hurricane of Katrina.

The funny thing is that just two years after doing this, of going on my own and going into wars, ABC News called me up and offered me a job as a correspondent. I was just about 27; I was the youngest correspondent they hired since Jennings and Koppel years ago. For me, it was a lesson: two years before I tried to get an entry-level job and I thought that was the path, because that was the path that everyone took. And had I gotten that job there was no way I would have had the opportunities that I had; there was no way I would have seen the things I’ve been able to see.

When I was graduating and trying to decide what to do with my life, I really felt paralyzed because I thought I had to figure it out all at once. I had to pick a career and start down a path that I’d be on for the rest of my life. I now know that it totally doesn’t work that way. It certainly didn’t for me. Everyone I know who’s successful, professionally and personally, could never have predicted when they graduated from college where they’d actually end up. My friends from Yale who are happiest are the ones who thought less of where they’d be in 10 years and what steps they’d have to do now in order to make partner 10 years from now in a law firm or build their 401K. My friends who are happiest now are the ones who kept taking steps based on what they felt right and what felt like them at the moment. If I had gotten that job on the set of ABC News there’s no telling where I’d be now.

When I started going to wars I had no clear goal in mind. There was no path that promised me success or job security. But I was listening really to myself and followed my passion, and I’m more convinced than ever that if you do that, you will be successful. I’m not talking about rich—perhaps you will be—but you’ll be fulfilled, and that’s the greatest success you can have.

I always wince… I’m kind of rushing because I see the skies darkening, which frankly happens wherever I go, so if I whip out my rain slicker, you all are totally screwed. I always wince when someone says that college is the best four years of your life, because, frankly. For me it wasn’t. I hope it’s not for you either. Every year after college just gets better. Your confidence grows; you’re living the life that you’ve chosen.

It’s so interesting to me how real life has very little to do with what you’ve learned here, and yet, what you’ve learned here, what you’ve struggled to achieve, will help you. I can’t exactly say how: It’s not something that can necessarily be defined. When I first went to Somalia I was surrounded by teenagers with guns and grenade launchers, there was nothing particular that I’ve learned at Yale that allowed me to survive. When I was in Rwanda in the genocide and was surrounded by bodies and had seen terrible things, there was no one particular class that I’ve taken that helped me got through. And yet something about the experience here—the friendships, the accumulating of facts and theories, the confidence I gained over the course of four years—allowed me to go to those places and helped me chart my own course.

At Yale I met some of the smartest people I know but that kind of academic success really means very little once you’ve left this campus. I’ve never been asked what my grades were at Yale; that only happens if you run for president, and frankly, as we’ve all seen, it doesn’t even matter. No one has ever asked me to talk about my senior thesis paper and I’ve never gotten a job because I was on the lightweight crew team. All those things were hugely important to me at the time, but right now, in truth, they are kind of dim memories for me. And I’m not saying they’re frivolous or unimportant, they’re not, and I treasure all the opportunities I had here at Yale.

But when you graduate, the slate is wiped clean. Outside of college campuses, I think we’re encouraged today to see things through a very limited lens. On cable news, anchors have become caricatures, wearing their politics on their sleeves or their lapels, claiming that they’re looking out for you and if you only watch their show or read their book, you’ll be able to understand how things really are. It would be kind of humorous if it weren’t, frankly, dangerous. On reality TV shows you watch people swapping lives, but a genuine swapping of ideas is something you rarely see outside of the college campus. We’re fighting not just a war of terror but a war of ideas, and I think it’s important that as a class, we all understand the importance of understanding other people’s ideas, our enemies, as well as our friends’.

I’m not very good at giving advice. We all know that’s Bill O’Reilly’s job and he does it very well. I actually Googled graduation speeches to see what kind of advice other people give at these kind of things, and believe me, they’re incredibly cheesy. Goldie Hawn told graduates at AU, and I quote, “while you are continuing to walk down that sometimes bumpy road of life, develop the art of laughter and joy. Keep in your backpack of treasures the whole you, the best you, the you that won’t fear failure.” Yeah, think about it. Backpack of treasures. Very true. Yoko Ono gave a Commencement speech. (she didn’t sing it, she actually talked at it.) She said: “I say you can’t stand if you’ve got too much muck in your head. Let it go, and dance through life.” So true, so much muck, you know? Muck is a big problem. Of course. It’s easier to dance through life if you have a billion dollars, but I digress.

Since my mom gave me advice from television, I’m actually going to give you advice from a movie, because that’s the best I could come up with, frankly. It’s one of my favorite movies: “Lawrence of Arabia.” And for you, I think, on this day, at this moment in your lives, I think that is especially true. Nothing is written. You’ve been taught how to write for yourselves. This weekend, the slate is wiped clean. There are no words that you have to use. There are no sentences you must complete. You stand before a field of freshly fallen snow; there are no footprints that you have to follow. Nothing is written. And I hope you know that it is truly a rare and wonderful place to be. Congratulations, Class of 2006. You deserve it.









汉语回放（彭琪淋　译）

说真的，在这样一个重要的日子来到这里，我感到非常高兴。如果不下雨的话，今天将会是美好的一天，也将会是你们人生中非常重要的一天。为了来到这里，为了从这里毕业，你们付出了艰辛的努力。我希望你们能为自己感到自豪。你们应该会的。而且我很确定你们已经这样认为了。但是，我希望在这个周末的某个时间——我想肯定已经有人鼓励你们去这样做了——正视你们的父母，紧紧地拥抱他们并且感谢他们为了能让你们此时此刻站在这里而付出的一切。因为你们认为艰难的事情，对他们来说一定更加艰难，我保证。

在耶鲁大学的毕业典礼上，我母亲给我的忠告是“追随天赐之福”。其实，我期待着有一些更明确的建议，比如去整容。什么，整容？你们喜欢整容吗？很好。但是回顾过去，追随天赐之福是非常好的建议。事实上，并不是我母亲新造的这个短语——它其实来自于萨拉劳伦斯学院一名叫约瑟夫·坎贝尔的教授——我母亲曾经在电视上看过他的采访。她把自己从电视里听来的建议传授给了我。很庆幸，她没有看蒙特尔·威廉斯或其他的，抑是《福克斯新闻》。我的天，它们拥有很高的收视率。它们会折磨死我。

当然，问题与追随天赐之福有关（事实上，我认为那是很棒的建议）。但追随天赐之福的问题实际上是努力找出你的福是什么，但那不是件容易的事。像你们当中的许多人一样，我具有大学文凭，也就是说，我没有实际技能。我主修政治学。现在你们对这一学科很狂热，但是相信我，它没有多少前途。换句话说，它只能帮助你读报纸，仅此而已。我真的不知道还能做什么。同时，我也很关注对共产主义的研究，但是，当柏林墙倒塌的时候我完全错愕了。我知道对许多人来讲这是一件开心的事，但是相信我，在这所大学里，请相信我，所有有关俄语研究的专业都很可悲。我喜欢看电视，尤其是电视新闻。我看到了许多事件的发展，所以我感到很棒。我已经获得了耶鲁大学学历。我将要用这一学历试一试，我想在ABC新闻中申请一份入门水平的工作，一个微不足道的职位。我完全适合这样的工作：接听电话，做任何皮特·詹宁斯吩咐的事。但是，我没有得到这份工作。我为这份工作花了六个月的时间。他们愚弄了我。我参加了面试，但我没有得到这份工作，这可能会让你们明白耶鲁大学学历的价值。

但事实上这是我从未有过的最好的经历。我决定，倘若没有人给我机会，我就要抓住机会，倘若没人给我时机，我就要自己创造时机。于是我有了这样的想法，我想成为一名记者。我认为如果我去一个美国人不多的国家，那么我就会有更大的竞争优势。于是，我决定去有战争的地方，这个决定让我母亲非常担心。这是一个非常简单的计划，但是它看起来很不明智，可事实上却很有用。我在苹果电脑上制作了一张假的记者证——事实上，我甚至没有诚心诚意制作，证件是由我的一位朋友做的，因为我是电脑盲——此外，我借了一台家用摄像机，决定奔赴战场。我溜进缅甸，跟一些反对缅甸政府的学生躲在一起。在饥荒早期，我又潜入了索马里。在接下来的两年里，我在一个个饱受战争摧残的国家中穿梭：去过波斯尼亚，去过南非看曼德拉选举。卢旺达进行种族灭绝的时候我就在那里。这最终让“从小事做起”成了自然的事。正如你们所听到的，我去了这样一些地方。

我在像耶鲁这样的学校就读过，但我总是想从很多方面来说我在约翰内斯堡的街道上，在基加利、萨拉热窝、太子港接受的教育。我明白了当你处于世界的边缘，在那里没有边界，在那里人们内心的黑暗世界向所有人敞开。你能感受到有关自己的一切，也能感受到有关人类的一切以及所有我们能做的一切。的确，我们能做任何事情，能表现出伟大的同情与尊严，正如我们在“卡特里娜”飓风过后所见到的。我们同样也能表现出怯弱、粗暴和愚蠢，这些也能在“卡特里娜”飓风过后见到。

有趣的是，这样做了两年之后，用我的方式深入战地工作，ABC新闻给我打来了电话并且给我提供了一份记者的工作。当时我只有27岁。我是自詹宁斯和康普尔以来被他们聘用的最年轻的记者。对我来说，这是一个经验教训：两年前我试着得到一份入门水平的工作，而且我认为那就是我的跳板，因为那是每个人都会选择的跳板。可是如果我得到了那份工作，我就不可能得到我想要的机会，也不可能看到我所能看到的一切。

当我即将毕业，并试着决定该怎样处理我的生活的时候，我完全不知所措，因为我想我必须一次把所有的事都规划好。我必须选择一份工作，并规划好我余生要走的路。我的在现在知道了那样完全起不了作用。对我来说是这样。就专业和个人而言，我所知道的成功人士大学毕业时从不预测他们将在何处开始。我的那些从耶鲁毕业后过得最幸福的朋友是那些很少考虑10年后他们将在哪里的人，是很少考虑为了10年后在律师事务所寻找合伙人或者创建他们的401K帐户，现在就应该采取些什么措施的人；是那些基于自己正确的观念和当时的需要而采取措施的人。如果当年我在ABC新闻得到一席之地，我就不可能告诉你们我现在该在哪里了。

当我起程去有战火的国家的时候，我并没有很明确的想法。我没有工作保障，也没有谁能保证我成功。但是我完全听自己的并跟着激情走。我比任何时候都自信，如果你那样做，你一定会成功。我并不是在讨论有钱人——也许你会是有钱人——但是你们会感到很满足，那就是你拥有的最大的成功。

我时常会心虚。我是那种很急躁的人，因为我总是看到天空变暗，坦率地说，这发生在我去过的任何地方，所以如果我突然拿出我的雨衣，你们一定都会不知所措。当某些人说大学是你们人生中最美好的四年时，我很心虚，因为对我来说，事实并不是这样。我希望你们也不要这样认为。大学在逐年变得更好。你们的自信在增长；你们正过着你们自己选择的生活。

真实生活与你们在这里学到的知识没有多大联系，这点让我觉得非常有意思。然而，你们在这里所学到的，你们努力所取得的成就将会让你们受益匪浅。我不能很确切地解释出它们将怎样帮助你们——那不是能被定义解释清楚的事情。当我刚到索马里的时候，我被拿枪和榴弹发射器的年轻人围住，我在耶鲁所学到的知识并不能教我逃生。当我在卢旺达见到种族灭绝，当我被尸体包围，当我看到恐怖的事情的时候，我在耶鲁所学的知识并不能帮助我渡过这一切。然而，在那里的经历——大学四年里我得到的友谊，事实、理论的积累还有自信——却让我找到了自己的方向，帮助我规划了我的前程。

在耶鲁，我见过我所知道的一些最聪明的人，但是一旦你离开校园，那些学术上的成功真的不意味着什么。我从未被问过在耶鲁的成绩，如果你竞选总统，那么就会被问到了，坦率地说，正如我们看到的，根本没什么影响。从来没有人跟我讨论过我的高级论文，并且也没有谁因为我曾是轻量级赛艇队的成员而雇用我。在当时而言，所有这些对我来说都非常重要。但是现在呢？说真的，它们只是模糊的记忆而已。我并不是说它们琐屑无聊或是不重要，不是这样，我珍惜所有我在耶鲁的回忆。

但是当你毕业后，往事将被一笔勾销。走出校园后，我认为今天的我们被鼓励着通过很窄的视角看待事物。在有线电视新闻里，新闻节目主播已经成了讽刺对象，他们把政治徽章别在袖口或翻领上，并声称他们正在注意你们。只要你看他们的节目或是读他们的书，你就能够明白真相是什么。坦率地讲，如果不是危险的事，那就非常滑稽了。在电视真人秀里，你看到人们交换生活，但是真正的观念交换却是你们在校外很少见到的。我们不只是要反对恐怖战争，还要反对战争观念。作为一个毕业生，我认为我们都明白了解他人想法的重要性，他人包括敌人和朋友。

我并不擅长给建议。我们都知道比尔·奥雷利的工作，而且他做得非常好。事实上我从谷歌上搜索了一些毕业演讲，想看看别人在这方面会给予什么样的建议。相信我，他们肉麻得让人难以置信。我摘选了一段戈尔迪·霍恩在AU给毕业生的演讲：“当你继续前进在崎岖的生活道路上时，请发挥欢笑和欢乐的艺术。请把完整的你、最好的你及永不言败的你装入财富的背包。”是的，想想这些。财富的背包，非常有道理。大野洋子曾经在毕业典礼上演唱（不是唱歌，事实上她在讲个不停）：“如果你满脑子都是丑闻，你不堪忍受了，那就放手，舞蹈人生吧！”如此真实，如此多的丑闻，你们知道吗？当然，丑闻是个很大的问题。如果你有十亿美元，你就可以很容易地舞蹈人生了。但我好像跑题了。

我母亲把从电视上得来的建议给了我，事实上我要给你们一点得自于电影的建议。坦率地讲，那是我能想到的最好的建议。它是我最喜欢的电影之一——《阿拉伯的劳伦斯》。我认为在你们的人生中，今天，此时此刻对你们来说是极其真实的。没有什么可以被记载。学校已经教会了你们怎样为自己书写。到这个周末，往事一笔勾销。不再会有你必须要使用的词语，也没有你必须要填充的句子。你站在新雪覆盖的田野面前，这里没有你要跟随的脚印。没有什么被记载。我希望你们知道那真的是一个罕见的精彩的世界。祝贺你们，2006届的毕业生。这是你们应得的。





演讲人简介：




Arnold Schwarzenegger（阿诺德·施瓦辛格）

美国加利福尼亚州州长、演员、作家、导演、餐馆老板、健美运动员

阿诺德的收入已超过15亿美元，成为当今好莱坞最红，也最富有的影视巨星，《福布斯》杂志已将他列为“好莱坞最富有的演员”

1991年，老布什总统为阿诺德颁发了“国民领袖奖”，表彰他在公益事业以及青少年培养上的巨大贡献





Speech 4

Getting Out of the Previous View and Searching Your Own Ideas on Protecting Environment
根据经验找到环保良策

Thank you very much, President Levin, for the wonderful introduction. And let me just say right off the top: I’m very happy that I’m not the only one with an accent speaking here today. Anyway, it’s great to have you, Dr. Pachauri. Thank you for the wonderful speech. It was really extraordinary.

I want to thank also Governor Jodi Rell for being here today and all the other governors that came and the premier that came down from Canada. We want to thank also Mary Nichols who is the chair of the California Air Resources Board who is with us here today sitting in the front row. Thank you very much.

I want to thank Premier Charest for being here from Quebec.

And also we want to thank Professor Dan Esty for being really responsible for organizing this and for having me here today. And he has been a great adviser to our administration for the last four years and so we want to thank you for all your great, great work and for being such a great leader.

The environmentalists were thought also to be kind of weird fanatics. You know, the kind of serious tree huggers and weeping willows. Plus environmentalists were no fun. They were like prohibitionists at a fraternity party and stuff like that.

And for too long the environmental movement was powered by guilt. Now, you know the kind of guilt I’m talking about—smoke stacks belching pollution to power our hot tubs and large— screen TVs, or in my case flying around with a private plane or driving my big Hummers.

Now, it’s too bad that we all can’t live simple lives like Buddhist monks on straw mats. But you know something, it’s not going to happen. Let’s face it, people are not going to give up their energy- burning plasma TVs. Maybe if the TV or the computer or the cell phone or the appliance would have a little smoke stack on it that shows you how much energy you use or how much greenhouse gas emissions there are, maybe it would make the people feel a little bit more guilty, but I doubt it.

Ladies and gentlemen, I don’t think that any movement has ever made it, has ever made much progress based on guilt. Guilt is passive, it is inhibiting, it’s defensive and the approach just simply doesn’t work.

Successful movements are built on passion. They’re built on confidence. They’re built on Teddy Roosevelt’s bully pulpit. They’re built on critical mass and often they’re built on an element of alarm that galvanizes action.

I believe the environmental movement is switching over from being powered by guilt to being powered by something much more positive, something much more dynamic, and something much more capable of bringing about revolutionary change. Its image is also changing from one of hand-wringing and whining to one that is hip, an image that is cutting edge, forceful and self-confident and even sexy.

And a big boost is coming, of course, after the election, no matter whether it’s McCain, Obama, or Clinton. But this is something we’re going to talk about a little bit later.

In California , of course, we are doing everything that we can to change the balance of power on the environment.

First, let me start with government policy. Now, of course, the big thing is we don’t wait for Washington, because as I’ve always said, Washington is asleep at the wheel.

Now, I don’t want to go into all the details of all the laws that we have passed and all the regulations and all of the things that we have done, but we are—I want to mention some of the things, because we are very proud of what we have accomplished. As a matter of fact, when we started, they said you can’t protect the environment and economy at the same time. People said it was impossible. But then when I came into office we started getting to work and we started building the hydrogen highway.

And we set aside 25 million acres of pristine lands with the Sierra Nevada Conservancy. And then put in place the Ocean Action Plan that led the nation in cleaning and preserving our coast line. And we also began our Green Building Initiative to make our government buildings more energy efficient by 25 percent by the year 2015. Then we did something very important which was we passed the Million Solar Roof Initiative in order to harness the renewable energy of the sun.

And then there were two things that we have done, two laws that we have passed that got world recognition and that is to the pass the law to cut greenhouse gas emissions by 25 percent by the year 2020, which is holding back the greenhouse gas emissions to the 1990 level and then an additional 80 percent by the year 2050. And then the following year. Then the following year we passed and we ordered a cut in the carbon content of transportation fuels, the low carbon fuel standards. Like I said, this gave us world attention.

Now, do I believe that those standards that California sets will solve global warming? No, not at all. What we are doing is basically applying leverage so that at some point the whole environmental thing tilts and shifts. It’s like a see-saw; it goes up and eventually tips down the other way.

California is, as you know, the seventh largest economy in the world and it is a big state. It is a powerful state and what we do does have consequences. Even though when you look at the globe California is a little spot on that globe, but when it comes to our power of influence, it is the equivalent of a whole continent.

Now, when California passed its Global Warming Act, may I remind you, we were totally alone. There was no one out there doing the same thing. Because as I said, Washington didn’t lead. But we started forming partnerships, partnerships with western states, with northeastern states and with Canadian provinces and with European nations. As a matter of fact, with all European nations. And then 600 American cities have signed on to be part of Kyoto Treaty. So America has to lead and we are doing so even without Washington.

Now, things are going really well and there’s great progress being made, but not everything goes smoothly. There are stumbling blocks along the way. Like for instance a year or so ago there was a billboard in Michigan that accused me of costing the car industry $85 billion because of our new emission standards. The billboard said: “Arnold to Michigan, drop dead.” But that’s not what I’m saying. What I’m saying is: “Arnold to Michigan, get off your butt.” That’s what I’m saying.

As a matter of fact, California may be doing more to save the U.S. auto industry than anyone else because we are pushing them to change, so that if they want to sell their cars in the golden state, they should change the technology.

But government by itself cannot get us where we need to go. I’m a big believer in American technology and I think that technology is what eventually will save Detroit and will save the environment.

We have seen over and over people talking about how bad the big jets are and how bad the big cars are, but that’s not where the action is, what the size of something is. The action is in technology.

A perfect example is, for instance, we in California have a car company called Tesla Motors. Well, the Tesla Roadster is 100 percent electric. This car goes from 0 to 60 in four seconds and it drives 140 miles an hour. As a matter of fact, President Levin, you need to have one of those cars, I tell you, because the girls will go crazy when they see you in this car. (Laughter) I know you will be excited about that.

Anyway, the Tesla Roadster goes 250 miles on a charge and then it only takes 3 and 1/2 hours to charge it up.

Now, of course, there is a downside, because the first version of that car will cost $100,000. But the second one will come down to $80,000 and the third version will be $50,000. So economics tells you where this is heading. It’s just like with the cell phones. Twenty years ago I bought a cell phone which was kind of a radio phone and it cost $1,600. Then eventually it went down to $1,000, to $500 and the last phone I bought for my daughter was only $90. So today cell phones are everywhere because of the cost coming down. And the same thing will happen with the environmental technologies.

But government, as I said, cannot do it all, but government can give a push by setting the standards.

So California is giving the nation and the world a push. And this is why U.N. Secretary—General Ban Ki—moon came to me a year ago and asked me to do a keynote speech at the United Nations in order to talk there about what California is doing and to give the rest of the world a push, because there were 190 some countries sitting there and we tried to inspire them to go in the same direction as California is.

Now, of course, beyond government policy a second factor is economics. California is the leading edge of what I call the environmental economy, which is green, clean technology. Right now in California’s university labs, corporate research parks, even in strip mall offices something very exciting is happening. The nation’s brightest scientists and the smartest venture capitalists are racing, racing to find new technologies for alternative energy. Now, this is a race that is literally fueled by billions and billions of dollars. When it comes to developing green tech in California, everyone is drinking Red Bull, I can tell you that. Even the most optimistic forecasters say that we only have 40 or 50 years of oil left. As a matter of fact, with the thirst that we see in India, that India has and China has, I think those years are even less.

So there is a huge pressure, besides global warming, to push in a direction of finding new sources of energy. So capitalism, the long alleged enemy of the environment, is today giving new life to the environmental movement.

As a matter of fact, the head of PG&E, California’s largest utility, says that the energy industry is on the brink of a revolution. General Electric, based right here in Connecticut, sold its plastic business because it saw more potential for growth and profit in environmental goods and services.

So you can see the shift is happening. And the shift is not only happening here in America; we see it all over the world. I saw the other day that a leading German consulting firm predicted that by the end of the next decade more people will be employed in Germany’s green, clean technology industry than in the auto industry. So as you can see, this is not a fairytale. We have had the industrial revolution, the technological revolution, the global revolution and next is the environmental revolution. Now, I see … (applause). Now, I see some people looking at me funny and saying, what happened to the sexual revolution? Well, we’re going to talk about that the next time I come here, I promise you.

So anyway, the third thing that I want to mention is the attitude of the public, the politicians and also the special interests. The geopolitics of global climate change has been deadlocked. We all know that. The U.S. says that China and India should be covered by carbon limits, and China and India say that we should go first because we are the biggest polluters in the world. But I think the deadlock is about to be broken. President McCain, President Obama, President Clinton I think will all shift this country into a much higher gear when it comes to climate change. As a matter of fact, I’m very happy to say that all three candidates will be great for the environment. So things will immediately pick up, pick up speed after the inauguration day, I know that for sure.

But let me tell you something that will surprise you. I don’t know if many of you know, but I’m sure you do know the cable TV show called “Myth Busters”. You know that show? It’s two funny, weird guys who go around trying to see if various different myths are actually true, like dropping from a hundred feet into the water, does it have the same impact as dropping by a hundred feet on the concrete or cement. Or if you drop a penny from the Empire State Building and it hits below someone on the head, does the penny really go through someone’s skull. That’s the kind of crazy things that they try to prove. And I love that dummy that they’re using. I mean, he is really getting beaten up. He should actually go into politics, that’s what I suggest.

Well, I’ve got a myth for those guys to investigate, because we hear all the time that businesses and Republicans are the obstacle to progress on renewable energy and on greenhouse gases while the environmental activists and Democrats are absolutely perfect and create no obstacle at all. Well, I say this is a myth.

First, major companies like DuPont and G.E. and Wal-Mart and BP are convinced of the need for change and mainstream Republicans are finally coming around, too. They realize that green, clean technology creates jobs, extra revenues and stimulates the economy. But the important point I want to make is that environmental activists and Democrats many times are just as much an obstacle in moving forward. Rhetorically, of course, they love to talk about renewable energy and geothermal and wind all those kind of things. But many times we have seen they are trying to slow down the approval process. It’s kind of a schizophrenic behavior. They say that we want renewable energy but we don’t want you to put it anywhere, we don’t want you to use it.

One energy expert the other day said that the California Mojave desert which is a vast space with thousands of square miles is one of the best spots on planet earth for solar power plants. Pacific Gas & Electric wants to put three huge solar plants right there. And the whole world—the Germans, the French, the Canadians, the Japanese—they all want to come out to California and put solar power plants in the Mojave desert and in other places. The only thing is that the problem is getting that new energy to the power grid because of environmental hurdles.

San Diego Gas & Electric wants to develop solar geothermal fields in Imperial Valley and build 150 miles of transmission lines to go and take this power right into San Diego, but it faces opposition even though it would replace an old carbon-based power plant.

So the point I’m making is it’s not just businesses that have slowed things down, it’s not just Republicans that have slowed things down, it’s also Democrats and also environmental activists sometimes that slow things down.

And even my own agency that I’m supposed to be the head of and the boss of I found out is slowing things down. Now, this gets very complicated, I tell you. For example, our Department of Fish and Game is slowing approval of a solar facility in Victorville. It’s because of an endangered squirrel, an endangered squirrel which has never been seen on that land where they’re supposed to build the solar plants. But if such a squirrel were around, this is the kind of area that it would like, they say.

Now, the department wants the power company to buy three acres of land to protect these little creatures for every acre of solar land that is being used so that the squirrel could be saved if it exists. So a squirrel that may not exist is holding up environmental progress on a larger and more pressing fight against global warming. What they have here is a case of environmental regulations holding up environmental progress. I don’t know whether this is ironic or absurd. But, I mean, if we cannot put solar power plants in the Mojave desert, I don’t know where the hell we can put it. (Applause)

Ladies and gentlemen, this is the real world. We have to make some trade-offs. I think both the environmental activists and their opponents cannot let “perfect” become the enemy of “possible”, because the fact of the matter is nothing is perfect. Solar still needs transmission lines. Battery electric cars still need chemicals in the batteries and electricity to recharge them. Hydrogen cars still need a fuel currently made largely from natural gas. Nuclear power, which is very clean, still has waste that must be stored somewhere. Biofuels from corn-based ethanol and palm oil still needs to be controlled so we don’t have deforestation all over the world.

So as one of my environmental friends and advisers said: There are no silver bullets, only silver buckshot. We need to find creative ways to overcome those obstacles. There’s no two ways about it. Neither business nor environmentalists nor Republicans nor Democrats can be set in their ways. I suggest to them: Relax, exhale, just exhale and relax and let things move forward.

What is so great about this conference here, for instance, is there are a lot of young people and I’ve always found that young people are more open to new ways of thinking. So I urge you to continue to be open-minded on our environment. Do not dismiss or do not accept an idea because it has a Republican label or a Democratic label or a conservative label or a liberal label. Think for yourself. This is especially true on environment. So I have great faith in your ability to find new answers and to find new approaches. Don’t accept what the old people say. Don’t accept the old ways. Don’t accept the old ways or the old politics of Democrats and Republicans. Stir things up. Be fresh and new the way you look at things. I believe in what you can accomplish.

Now, a lot of people are pessimistic about the environmental problems. And yes, there are a lot of obstacles. But I am optimistic. I’m very optimistic. Earlier I mentioned that one of the things that propels a successful movement is when it reaches critical mass.

Well, ladies and gentlemen, you can feel the big things moving. You can feel the big things coming together. You can feel the momentum. I say, do not be down- hearted about the environment. Every day I see what is happening in California and I tell you, my fellow environmentalists, things are about to move our way.

Thank you very much for having me here. And thank you for your hospitality. Thank you.









汉语回放（王伟明　译）

非常感谢莱文校长精彩的介绍。首先让我来一个简短的开场白，我很高兴今天在这里我不是唯一一个带着口音讲话的人。另外，很高兴能够请到帕乔里博士来这里。谢谢您精彩的演讲，它真是非同寻常。

我还要向乔迪瑞尔州长以及其他州长和加拿大总理今天的到来表示感谢，另外我们也要向加利福尼亚航空资源董事会主席玛莉·妮歌尔丝的到来表示感谢。她今天就和我们在一起，现在坐在前面，非常感谢您。

我还想向魁北克省长查尔斯特的到来表示感谢。

另外我还想向丹伊斯提教授表示感谢，他负责组织了这次大会并且把我邀请到了这儿。在过去的四年里，他一直是我们政府杰出的顾问。所以我们想衷心地表示感谢，感谢他所有的努力，感谢他成为那么优秀的领导。

环保主义者被视为一种奇怪的狂热分子。众所周知，这种严肃认真的极端环保主义者就像哭泣的垂柳一样孤单无助。加之环保主义者毫无快乐可言，他们就像是在啤酒狂欢会上的禁酒者一样，其实质就是这样的。

因此很长时间以来，环保是被一种愧疚感驱使着进行的。现在你们知道我所谈论的是哪种愧疚感了吧！烧洗澡水或是大屏幕电视工作过程放出的烟状物，还有像驾驶私人飞机盘旋于天空，或者是开着嗡嗡作响的大车穿梭于街道时都会产生污染。

但是不幸的是，我们不能像坐在草垫上的和尚那样过简单的生活。你知道有些事情不会发生，就好比人们不可能放弃使用能源，那就让我们一起来面对这个事实。如果电视、计算机、手机或设备上有一个小烟囱，它能显示出你使用了多少能源或温室气体排放量有多少，人们会感到内疚吗？我对此表示怀疑。

女士们，先生们，我认为任何一项建立在愧疚基础上的事物都永远不会取得进步。愧疚是被动的，起抑制作用，是防御性的。这种方法不会起任何作用。

成功的运动是建立在热情自信的基础上的，是建立在统治者的皇城之上的，是建立在大众的批判精神上的，是建立在激发行动的警钟上的。

我坚信环保运动正在由内疚感驱使前进变成由一些更加积极、充满活力，并且能够带来革命性变化的东西推动着前进。环保运动给人的印象也从难以理解，惹人发牢骚变成了先进的、有力的、充满自信的，甚至可以说是有点性感的运动。

选举过后，美国当然会取得进步，不管是麦凯恩、奥巴马还是克林顿当选。这个话题我们会稍后讨论。

在加利福尼亚，我们正在尽我们所能来改变环境的平衡能力。首先让我们从政府政策开始。当然现在最大的问题是我们没有等待华盛顿政府的决策。因为就像我经常说的那样，华盛顿政府并没有真正控制着美国。

现在我不想通过法律规则以及已经做完的所有事情的细节进行讨论，那么我们应该做些什么呢？我想提一些事情，因为我们对现在取得的成绩感到骄傲。事实上，当我们开始环保运动的时候，有些人会说你不可能同时兼顾环境保护和经济发展。人们会说这是不可能做到的。然而，当我们走进办公室开始工作的时候，开始建立氢高速公路时，又是什么样的呢？我们牺牲了2500万亩的原始土地用于内华达水利的保护；然后我们开始推行海洋行动计划来引导我们国家清理和保护我们的海岸线；同时，我们也开始我们的绿色建筑倡议，以使我们的政府建筑物的能源效率到2015年提高25%；然后我们做了非常重要的事情，我们通过了百万太阳能屋顶计划，以便利用太阳的可再生能源。

我们做了两件事，通过了两项法律，这些得到了世界的认可。其中之一就是通过了一项法律，要求到2020年温室气体的排放量减少25%，这是1990年温室气体的排放量。到2050年这一数字要达到80%。那么接下来的一年我们做什么呢？在接下来的一年中我们下令减少交通用油中碳的含量，并且制定了低碳油标准。就像我所说的那样，我们的这一举措赢得了世界的关注。

现在我会相信加利福尼亚州制定的这些标准能解决全球变暖问题吗？不，一点都不相信。我们现在做的就是运用这些措施使得整个环境在某一点上能得到平衡，这就像是跷跷板一样，刚开始一边上升，最后还是会向另一边倾斜下去。

众所周知，加利福尼亚州是世界第七大经济实体，并且是个很大的州。它是个充满活力的州，我们所做的取得了一些成果。虽然在整个世界看来，加利福尼亚州是个小地方，但是当谈到影响力时，它却相当于整个国家。

当加利福尼亚州通过全球变暖法案时，我想提醒你们，我们完全是孤立无助的。除我们之外，没有哪个地方和我们做着同样的事。因为，就像我说的那样，华盛顿并没有起到领导作用。但是我们开始合作，和西部、东北部的许多州，以及加拿大的许多省和欧洲许多国家，事实上是和欧洲所有的国家合作。然后600个美国城市签署加入《京都条约》，因此美国就充当起领导的角色，即使是没有华盛顿州的响应。现在，事情进展得很顺利，我们已经取得了很大进步。但是不是任何事情都一帆风顺，在这一过程中我们遇到了一些障碍。例如，大概一年前，在密歇根的一个广告牌上，有人这样谴责我，说是因为我们新的排放标准使得汽车业损失了850亿美元。广告牌上写道：“阿诺德到密歇根州，投放死亡炸弹，”但是这不是我想说的。“阿诺德到密歇根州，离开你的车座（下车步行）”这才是我想说的。

事实上，加利福尼亚州在拯救美国的汽车业上比其他地方做的要多得多，因为是我们推动着他们前进，因此他们要想在这个黄金州卖他们的车，他们就必须改进技术。

但是政府自身无法帮我们实现我们的目标。我对美国的科技深信不疑。我坚信科技最终会拯救底特律，会拯救我们的环境。

我们总是会听到人们不停地抱怨大的引擎多么糟糕，大的汽车是多么糟糕。但是物体的大小不是问题的焦点，问题的焦点在于科学技术。

例如，一个很恰当的例子就是，加利福尼亚州有个美国泰斯拉汽车公司。泰斯拉跑车都是完全靠电力的。这种车能在四秒内从零迈跑到60迈，时速能达到140英里。事实上，莱文校长你应该买辆这种车，因为当女孩子看到你坐在这种车里时，她们肯定会尖叫的。（笑声）我想看到这种情景你肯定会很兴奋的。

另外，一块电池就能让泰斯拉跑车跑250英里，而且它仅仅需要三个半小时就能充满电。

当然，现在有一个缺点，因为那种跑车的第一次出厂价是10万美元，第二次出厂价就会下降到8万美元，第三次出厂价就是5万美元，所以经济学家就会告诉你应该怎么做。这就像手机一样，20年前我买了部手机，它是种无线电话，价格是1600美元。然后它最终降到了1000美元，500美元，最后我就花了90美元给我女儿买了这种手机。由于手机价格的下降，世界各地的人们都在用手机，同样环保技术也会这么普及。

但是就像我说的那样，政府不可能把一切都做完，但是政府可以通过制定标准来推动这项运动的进行。

因此加利福尼亚州正对美国和世界起着推动作用。这就是为什么联合国秘书长潘基文一年前找到我，让我在联合国做这个政策性演讲。这样做的目的是来这里告诉大家加利福尼亚州正在做的事情，并且对世界其他地方起推动作用。因为有来自190个国家的人坐在这里，我们尽力鼓励他们和加利福尼亚州朝着同样的方向发展。

现在，当然除了政府政策外，第二个因素就是经济。加利福尼亚州正倡导着我所说的环保经济，它是种绿色的、清洁的技术。现在在加利福尼亚州的大学实验室里，企业研究园区，甚至在露天的商场办公室里，正发生着一些令人兴奋的事情。全国最优秀的科学家和风险资本家正竞相追逐着寻找生产替代能源的新技术。现在，这是一个名副其实的由数亿美元激励的竞赛。我可以告诉你这一点，当在加利福尼亚州提到发展绿色技术时，每个人都很兴奋。甚至最乐观的预言家也会说剩下的石油仅够维持40或者50年，事实上，看到中国和印度对石油的渴求，我认为这个数字或许会更少。

除了全球变暖外，我们还面临着寻找新能源的压力。所以，资本主义这个环境的夙敌，现在正在给予环保运动以新生。

事实上，加利福尼亚州最大的公共事业公司PG&E的领导说过，能源业急需改革。坐落在康涅狄格州的通用电气已经卖出了它的塑料业，因为它看到了环保产品和服务更多的增长潜力和利润。

你可以看到这种转变正在发生，它不仅发生在美国，还发生在世界各地。前几天我听说德国一家领先的咨询公司预计到下一个十年末，与汽车工业相比，更多的人会去德国绿色、清洁的科技行业工作。因此你能理解这不是个神话。我们已经开始了工业革命、科技革命、全球性的革命，下一步就是环保革命。现在我看到有人觉得我很好笑，然后说那么性革命会是什么样呢？我向你保证，下一次我来的时候我们会讨论这个话题。

我想谈及的第三件事就是公众和政治家的态度和癖好。众所周知，全球气候变化的地缘政治已陷入僵局，美国认为中国和印度会受碳资源不足的困扰，中国和印度认为环保运动美国应该先行，因为我们是世界最大的污染源。但是我相信这种僵局会被打破。我相信当谈到气候变化问题时，麦凯恩、奥巴马、克林顿都会加速美国改进的进度。其实，我很高兴三位总统候选人在环境问题上做得都很出色。所以我很肯定总统就职后，事情会进展得更快。

但是让我告诉你们一些让你们吃惊的事情。我不知道你们很多人是否知道这些事情，但是我确定你们知道叫“谎言终结者”的有线电视节目。你们都知道那个节目吗？两个有趣、奇怪的家伙不停地尝试，探索各种不同的传言到底是不是真的。就像东西从一百米的空中落入水中和掉到混凝土或水泥地上结果会是一样的吗？或者说是一枚硬币从帝国大厦扔下去，砸到人的头部下方，硬币真的会砸进人的头骨里吗？这种疯狂的事情正是他们想证明的。我喜欢他们的那个假人，我的意思是他真的被砸了，我认为他完全可以进入政界。

现在我有个传言也想让这两个家伙证明一下。一直在听别人说企业和共和党是可再生能源和温室气体进步的障碍，而环保运动者和民主党人则相当完美，他们对环保运动的发展毫无障碍。我认为这也是一个需要求证的传言。

首先，主要的公司，例如杜邦、通用电气、沃尔玛和英石油，相信他们需要作出改变。主要的共和党人也意识到了环保运动的重要性，他们意识到绿色清洁的科技会创造出就业机会，增加额外的收入，会刺激经济的发展。但是我想说的重要的一点是环保运动者和民主党人却多次成了环保运动前进的阻碍。他们认为人类需要可再生能源，但是他们不会去利用这些能源，也不想让别人利用。这真是一种精神分裂行为。

一位能源行业的专家日前表示，加州莫哈韦沙漠这个拥有几千平方米的广阔区域是地球上太阳能发电厂的最佳地点之一。太平洋煤气和电力公司想把三个大的太阳能发电厂建在这儿。全世界，包括像德国、法国、加拿大和日本这些国家的人都想来加利福尼亚州，把他们的太阳能发电厂也建在加州莫哈韦沙漠和其他的地方。唯一的问题就是环境障碍，新能源对环境的影响太大。

圣地亚哥天然气与电力公司想在帝国谷发展太阳能地热田，建设150英里的输电线路来运载和输送能源到圣地亚哥。尽管它将替代以碳为燃料的发电厂，但仍然有人反对这个计划。

因此我想说的是不只是企业和共和党人减慢了环保运动的进度，民主党人和环保运动主义者有时也阻碍了环保运动的进程。

甚至是我自己的机构，作为领导和老板的我发现了环保运动的步伐正在放缓。现在我想说的是这件事变得非常复杂。例如，我们的渔猎部正在放缓维克托维尔一个太阳能设施的批准。这是因为一种濒临灭绝的松鼠，人们从来没在那里见过的松鼠生活在那里，而有人想在那里建太阳能发电厂。我们的渔猎部这样说，如果这种松鼠真的在这里出现，说明它们肯定喜欢这个地方。

现在我们的渔猎部希望电力公司买下三英亩土地来保护这些小动物。因为电力公司的每英亩土地都会被充分利用起来，这样，如果这种松鼠真的存在的话，它们就能被拯救从而活下来。因此一个也许并不存在的松鼠正在以比对抗全球变暖更大程度、更大强度的方式阻碍着环保运动的进步。我们所拥有的就是阻碍环保运动进步的规则。我不知道这是不是有点讽刺和荒谬。我的意思是如果我们不能把发电厂建在莫哈韦沙漠，我不知道我们会把地狱放到哪里。

女士们，先生们，这是个现实的世界，我们必须在交易中作出取舍。我认为无论是环保积极分子还是他们的反对者，都不可能把“完美”变成“敌人”，因为没有一件事是完美无瑕的。太阳能仍需要传输线。靠电池带动的电动汽车的电池里仍然需要化学物质，需要电来补给它们。氢汽车仍然需要燃料，而目前这些燃料主要是来源于天然气；核电很清洁，但是仍然会产生废物，这些废物需要被存放在某个地方。从玉米、乙醇和棕榈油中提炼出来的生物燃料仍然需要被控制，因此我们没有在全世界进行森林砍伐。

所以作为朋友和环境顾问之一的我认为：“没有灵丹妙药，只有真枪实战。”我们需要用创新的方式解决这些障碍，而且只有这么一种解决方式。无论是企业和环保主义者，还是民主党人和共和党人都不能用他们自己的方式解决。我建议他们，放松，呼气，只是呼气和放松，让事情向前推进。

例如，这次会议之所以很好就在于这里有很多年轻人。我经常发现年轻人更容易接受新的思维方式。因此我敦促他们在环保意识上继续开放下去。不要随意拒绝和接受一个主意，因为它有可能贴着民主党、共和党、保守党或自由党的标签。大家一定要有自己的看法，这对环保运动来说尤为重要。所以我坚信你们有能力找到新的答案，发现新的方法。不要接受以前的人所说的，不要接受旧的方式或者民主党和共和党旧的政治，学会用挑剔的眼光看待事情，用新鲜和全新的方式看待事物，我相信你们一定能完成。

现在很多人都很消极地看待环境问题。是的，的确存在很多障碍，但是我很乐观，也很积极。刚才我已经提到能够推动事物发展的条件之一是当它达到临界质量。

女士们，先生们，你们可以感受到重大的事情正在发生，你们能够感受到伟大的事情正一起到来，你们可以感受到这种势头，我想说的是不要对环境失去信心。每天我都可以看到加利福尼亚正在发生着什么，我可以告诉你们，我亲爱的环保主义者们，事情正朝着我们希望的方向发展。

非常感谢你们的诚挚邀请，也非常感谢你们的热情款待。谢谢。
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Speech 5

The “Greening” of the WTO Has Started
“绿色”WTO的崛起

Ladies and gentlemen:

I am very happy to join Ernesto Zedillo in discussing the WTO’s sustainable development agenda. I would like to begin by commending Ernesto on the fine job he is doing at the Yale Globalization Centre. I happen to be a great fan of the Center’s online journal on globalization, and of its thought— provoking analyses of economic and trade issues.

Ladies and gentlemen, it would be impossible for me to speak at Yale University on the WTO’s sustainable development agenda, and more precisely on the relationship between trade and the environment, without paying tribute to Yale University Professor Daniel Esty for his 1994 book “Greening the GATT”. His book was at the origins of the trade and environment debate. When it first came out, Senator Baucus described the book as one that would help break down the walls that divide the advocates of greater environmental protection from those calling for more open markets.

Carla Hills, former United States Trade Representative, said that the book would be certain to elicit “strong reactions” from both sides, but that those reactions would further the debate. And how right she was. Daniel Esty had, no doubt, brought an intellectual and academic rigour to a topic that was much in need of both.

Of course, back at the time when the book was being written, the multilateral trading system was caught up in an enormous controversy, especially in this country, due to its perceived supra-national force. The GATT had just taken its Tuna-Dolphin decision, and much discussion was taking place in the United States on the relationship between trade and the environment in the run-up to NAFTA. I still recall how anti-GATT protesters had papered Washington with posters of a giant monster, a gorilla, better known as “GATTZILLA”, walking all over the White House and pouring DDT.

In browsing through Daniel Esty’s book on my way from the WTO to Yale, I could not help but think of the long way, that not only I was travelling, but that the trade and environment discussion had itself travelled since those days.

In fact, there is no doubt that when the trade and environment debate started in earnest, first in GATT and subsequently in WTO, it took the multilateral trading system by storm. Few realized at the time that what was under discussion were people’s “values”, and the extent to which some of those values could be allowed to cross borders along with traded goods.

At the time of the Tuna-Dolphin decision, some Americans perceived their beloved TV Dolphin, “Flipper”, to be in danger. But, to some others both in the United States and elsewhere, whereas dolphins were indeed important, there were other species that were also in need of protection, ones equally vital to our ecosystem. Where would the WTO draw the line between the values that could cross national borders, became the question. And, more importantly perhaps, should the drawing of such a line at all be the role of the WTO?

Whereas to some, it was vital that the international system be made to stop morally, or environmentally-repugnant trade; to others, accommodating such values through the trading system spelt doomsday. Professor Jagdish Bhagwati wrote: “If a nation’s trading rights can be suspended simply because it refuses to accept another nation’s idiosyncratic values, everyone could insist on ‘morality-driven’ trade restrictions, and the whole international trading system would head down a slippery slope.”

Now, as this debate continued to rage, the WTO quietly went about its day-to-day business. It continued to administer its trade agreements, and to settle the commercial disputes lodged by its members. Some of the WTO’s staunchest environmental critics found one particular fact very surprising. Whereas they had expected that myriads of environmental laws would be challenged in the WTO for their trade-restrictiveness, they found that until today only a handful of environmental cases ever came—and this over the WTO’s ten year lifetime!

They were equally surprised that their prediction that trade rules would systematically trump environmental rules, did not materialize. Rather, the WTO showed itself capable of delivering not only trade justice, but some measure of environmental justice too. The WTO’s “necessity test”, that was so feared by environmentalists, allowed France in 2001 to maintain its ban on the importation of Asbestos, so it could protect its citizens and construction workers. Moreover, in the Shrimp-Turtle dispute, the WTO pushed its members towards a strengthening of their environmental collaboration. It insisted that a cooperative environmental solution be found for the protection of sea turtles between the parties to the conflict. And, a Memorandum of Understanding on the Conservation and Management of Marine Turtles and their Habitats in the Indian Ocean soon came about! The image of GATTZILLA gradually began to fade.

Back in 1994, Daniel Esty saw a need for the reform of the multilateral trading system, and a strengthening of the global environmental governance architecture. As part of the environmental face-lift of the WTO, here are some of the elements of the reform menu he had proposed: that environmental impact assessments be undertaken in tandem with trade opening so effective flanking measures may be designed; that greater public participation be allowed in the WTO so the public’s environmental concerns may be brought to bear; that environmental experts be consulted in WTO dispute settlement for more even-handed rulings; and that the WTO respect international environmental treaties. He also aspired to one day seeing what he referred to as a “Green Round of trade negotiations”.

Today, in 2007, as I stand before you, I am pleased to say that the WTO is well on its way to achieving this menu; and this, without a massive overhaul. The WTO has consulted environmental experts in nearly all of the environmental disputes that were brought to it for settlement since its creation. Its doors have been opened to the public in a variety of different ways. First is in the context of dispute settlement. When it was established, the WTO court quickly opened its doors to what are called “Friends of the Court” briefs (or amicus curie briefs) from concerned citizens, or basically “anybody who could help the court”, and since then such briefs have not stopped flowing. Similarly, in a growing number of dispute settlement cases WTO members are agreeing to hold “public hearings”, and this is gradually enhancing transparency.

Second is in the context of the WTO’s day-to-day operation. The WTO Public Fora have become an annual event to which civil society looks forward. These are specific times of the year when the WTO invites civil society from across the globe to interact with its members. Just this month, our Public Forum drew a record, 1750 participants from virtually all walks of life! No less than four sessions were devoted to climate change, with many more touching on sustainable development.

In the context of dispute settlement, the WTO has also proved itself capable of respecting other international treaties, including environmental ones. In fact, in a landmark ruling, the WTO’s Appellate Body confirmed that the WTO “does not operate in clinical isolation”.

But, of course, much work remains to be done. Some of this work though, I would argue, can only be accomplished when the WTO completes its first Green Round. But is there a Green Round, you may well ask. Yes, is the answer. The Doha Round of trade negotiations is the first ever round of negotiations to include an “environmental or green chapter”; the first ever round of negotiations to encourage members to conduct environmental reviews at the national level. And, as part of that chapter, you will find the issue that was indeed on Daniel Esty’s mind, that of respecting international environmental treaties. In the Doha Round, WTO members are mandated to explore the relationship between WTO rules and such treaties, with a view to ensuring their mutual supportiveness. The negotiation can but reinforce the openness that the Appellate Body has already demonstrated to taking other treaties into account.

But the green chapter is not confined to this issue. Part of the aim of this negotiation is also to help open markets to clean technology — whether in terms of the “goods” or “services” that it entails. That is a very legitimate aim, particularly in light of the enormous environmental problems that we face. Several of the goods that are currently on the table, for instance, could help combat climate change; such as solar panels, air filters and catalytic converters.

These technologies must now be allowed to cross borders; they must be made more accessible to the poor. We should not be penalizing environmental goods through tariffs, quite to the contrary we should be promoting them. And the same goes for environmental services.

Also featuring in the Doha’s Round green chapter, is the reduction of fisheries subsidies that have contributed to the perilous state of much of the world’s fish stock. An annual $14-20 billion of fisheries subsidies worldwide has been one of the causes of fish stock depletion, encouraging “too many fishermen to chase after too few fish” as the saying now goes. Worldwide, the global fishing fleet pulls 80 million tons of fish or more from the oceans. This is four times the 1950 total! The negotiations are aimed at helping reverse this dangerous trend.

In an astonishing book entitled “Hooked: Pirates, Poaching and the Perfect Fish”, Bruce Knecht recounts how a relatively ugly creature, known as the Patagonian toothfish, found its way from being “too bland for eating” to becoming the hottest restaurant craze: the Chilean Sea Bass. The Patogonian toothfish, as you know of course, is now endangered, and the story recounted by Knecht of its dangerous overfishing is reflective of the challenges that regional fisheries agreements face, and of the environmentally-harmful fisheries subsidies that must now go. The book is a thumping good read!

There is no doubt in my mind that for the WTO to accomplish bigger things on the environment, it must first complete the first ever environmental negotiating agenda that has been placed before it. More generally, it must also accomplish the entire Doha Round! I was astonished earlier this year when I flew to Nairobi to address the Governing Council of the United Nations Environment Program by a comment made to me by Achim Steiner, the Executive Director.

He said that for the international environmental agenda to advance, the world first needed to complete the Doha Round. Initially, I found myself puzzled by his comment. Later, I understood. If the world had trouble advancing the dominant paradigm of “economic growth”, would there be any hope of advancing any other paradigm? And indeed he was right. If we cannot make a success of international economic cooperation, than there is little hope for other aspects of the international agenda. And personally, I would take that even further. If the world cannot make a success of the first WTO Green Round, would any further “greening” be likely to follow?

Back to Daniel Esty, I would say that I could not agree with him more that there is a need to strengthen global environmental institutions. The WTO can only help address environmental problems through trade, but clearly the international environmental agenda is much broader. Having said that, I am glad that we no longer find ourselves before a choice of Greening the GATTs, or GATTing the greens; the choice that Esty posed. The GATTs have already been relatively greened, and if we accomplish the Doha Round, we would green them some more!

Thank you for your attention.









汉语回放（鲁耀　译）

女士们，先生们！

今天，我非常荣幸能够与厄内斯托·赛迪略共同讨论世贸组织的可持续发展问题。首先，我要赞扬他在耶鲁全球化研究中心的出色工作。我碰巧正是该中心关于全球化的网上杂志的忠实拥护者，并且对其中能够激起经济和贸易争论的观点表示支持。

女士们，先生们，如果没有耶鲁大学教授丹尼尔·埃斯蒂1994年所著的《关贸绿化》一书，那么，今天我不可能站在耶鲁大学就世贸组织可持续发展的问题，更准确地说是贸易与环境之间的问题发表演讲。这部著作是讨论贸易和环境问题的首部书籍。它刚出版时，参议员鲍卡斯便形容这本书像利器一样打破了这道堵在多数的环保拥护者，和希望进一步开放市场的人之间的壁垒。

美国前贸易代表卡拉·希尔斯则认为这本书将会带来双方面的巨大反应，但是这样的反应会使问题得到更深入的讨论。她确实很正确！丹尼尔·埃斯蒂毫无疑问地带来了在知识和学术上都具有严密性的话题。

当然，回顾刚开始创作这本书的时候，多边贸易体制陷入了巨大的争议，尤其是在这个国家，因为它被认为是超级强国。关贸总协定组织刚刚实施了“金枪鱼—海豚”议题的决议，并且还有其他众多关于贸易与环境的决议在美国实施，以协助北美贸易自由协定。我依然能够回想起关贸总协定反对者们在华盛顿贴出的巨大海报。海报上是一个大猩猩形象的巨型怪物，被称作“关贸怪物”，它在白宫周围游行并且泼洒杀虫剂DDT。

从世贸组织到耶鲁的路上，我浏览着丹尼尔·埃斯蒂的著作，不禁想到，这些日子里，不仅仅是我自己，关于贸易与环境的讨论也走过了一段很长的路。

实际上，当贸易和环境的辩论开始被关贸总协定，也就是后来的世界贸易组织认真讨论的时候，毫无疑问它席卷了多边贸易体制。很少有人认识到那时讨论的问题其实是人们价值观的问题，这样的价值观可以在一定程度上随着交易的商品共同超越边界的价值观。

在实施“金枪鱼—海豚”议题决议的时候，一些美国人认为他们喜爱的电视明星海豚“Flipper”会处于危险之中。是的，对美国和其他国家的一些人来说，海豚确实很重要，还有许多其他的物种同样需要保护，任何物种对我们的生态系统都很重要。世界贸易组织将在哪里划分一个最终界限，这条界限是能够跨越国界又在我们的共同准则之内的，这将是个重要问题。或者更重要的是在根本上画出一个属于世界贸易组织角色的形状？

对一些人而言，国际分类制的确立对于阻止有违道德和环境的贸易是至关重要的。而对另一些人而言，去适应这样的贸易准则就如同世界末日。杰格迪什·巴格瓦蒂教授写道：“如果一个国家之间的贸易权可以轻易地被取消，仅仅因为无法接受另外一国特有的价值观，每一方都坚持‘道德驱动’模式的贸易限制，整个世界贸易体制将会灾难性地急剧滑坡。”

现在，当激烈的争论还在继续的时候，世界贸易组织仍毫不张扬地着手处理日常事物，继续实施其贸易协定，处理成员国递交的商业纠纷。一些世界贸易组织最忠诚的批评者发现了一个很奇怪的特定事实，尽管他们预测无数的环保法规在世贸组织会受到种种贸易限制的挑战，但是，直到今天他们发现只有极少数的环境案件出现——而且是在世贸的整整十年里。

同样令他们惊讶的是他们预测的贸易规则将会有条不紊地对环境规则打出王牌，也没有成为现实。相反地，世贸组织自己提出了不但能够提供贸易公正，还能够提供环境公正的措施。原本令环保人士担心的世贸组织的“必要性试验”，准许了法国在2001年维持对石棉进口的禁令，以保护当地的居民和建筑工人的利益。此外，在“虾龟事件”中，世贸组织推进了成员国在环境问题上更牢固的合作。世贸组织坚持冲突双方建立协作的环境解决方案以保护海龟。并且，在不久之后就出台了有关于印度洋的海龟及其栖息地的养护和管理的谅解备忘录！“关贸怪物”的形象逐渐地消失。

早在1994年，丹尼尔·埃斯蒂就看到了多边贸易体制的改革，以及对全球环境治理结构的加强的必要性。这里有一些他提出的改革内容，作为世贸组织新面貌的一部分。他提出：环境影响的评估与贸易开放同步以便于构想出有效的侧翼措施；让更多的公众参与世贸组织以向公众传递环境意识；环境专家将在世贸组织参与磋商解决争端，以达到更公平的裁决；并且世贸组织会尊重国际环境条约。他还渴望有一天亲眼看到他所提到的“绿色回合贸易谈判”。

在2007年的今天，我很高兴能站在你们面前宣布，世贸组织正大步向前去实现这些项目，这一切，并不是巨大的革新。自从世贸组织创建以来，几乎所有环保争端，都是在征询过专家意见之后解决的。世贸组织的大门，已经以各种方式向大众开放了。首先是在解决争端方面。当它成立之时，世贸组织法庭迅速向“法庭之友”辩护委聘者（法官顾问）敞开大门，从根本上说是向“可以为法庭提供帮助的任何人士”敞开了大门，从此这样的法庭顾问们在世贸组织里不断流动。同样，伴随着越来越多的争端解决案件的产生，世贸组织成员国一致同意举行“公开听证会”，这是在逐渐地提高法庭透明度。

第二点则是体现在世贸组织日常工作的运作情况上。世贸组织公众论坛已经成为一年一度民间团体期待的重大活动。每年的这段时间便成为世贸组织邀请世界各国民间团体互相交流的特定时间。就在本月，我们的公共论坛有着这样的纪录：我们迎来了1750名来自各行各业的参与者！专门讨论气候变化与可持续发展相关问题的会议不少于四次。

在解决争端方面，世贸组织也证明了自身能够尊重其他国际条约，包括环境方面的条约。事实上，在一个具有里程碑意义的裁决中，世贸组织的上诉机构证实，世贸组织“并不是在孤立运作”。

当然，还有许多工作要做。我必须要说，有一些工作只能在世贸组织完成首轮的绿色回合谈判后才能实现。也许你们会问，到底有没有绿色回合谈判？有！这就是答案。多哈回合贸易谈判是有史以来第一个包含“环境与绿色篇章”的谈判，也是有史以来第一个促进成员国从国家的高度来进行环境评价的谈判。另外，作为该篇章的一部分，你们会发现丹尼尔·埃斯蒂提出的问题，也就是遵守国际环境条约的问题。在多哈回合谈判中，世贸组织成员的任务是探讨世贸组织规则和国际条约的关系，以确保两者能相互支持。谈判能够加强世贸组织上诉机构的开放性，该机构已经表明，会将其他条约纳入考察。

但是绿色篇章并不局限于这个问题。部分的谈判目标是帮助实现开放市场所需要的环保技术，不论是市场当中的“货物”还是“服务”。这是一个非常合理的目标，尤其当我们面临着巨大的环境问题。几种商品目前尚待讨论，如一些可以应对气候变化的商品，比如太阳能电池板、空气过滤器和催化转换器。

这些技术必须是能够跨越国界使用的，对贫穷者而言它们必须更加方便。我们不应通过关税惩罚利于环境的商品，相反我们应该推广它们，对于有利于环境的服务业也是同样的道理。

多哈回合中关于绿色篇章的另一特色是减少渔业补贴，因其已经导致了世界鱼类存量陷入危险状态。每年140亿—200亿美金的渔业补贴是造成鱼类资源枯竭的原因之一，促成了俗话所说的“太多的渔民捕捉太少的鱼”的现象。全球捕鱼船在世界范围内从海洋里捕捞超过8000万吨鱼类，这是1950年全年捕捞量的4倍。谈判旨在帮助扭转这一危险趋势。

有一本名字很震撼的书《着迷：海盗、偷猎与完美的鱼》，它的作者布鲁斯·克内克特在书中写到了一种较丑的生物，也就是巴塔哥尼亚齿鱼，如何从一种“味道很一般”的鱼变成最热门的餐厅美食——智利鲈鱼。正如你们所知，巴塔哥尼亚齿鱼现在是濒危物种，克内克特所描述的危险的过度捕捞折射出区域性渔业协定所面临的挑战，也指出了不利于环境保护的渔业补贴制必须马上废弃。这是一本极好的书！

在我看来毫无疑问，在世贸组织为环境问题作出更大贡献之前，必须完成摆在面前的首次环境谈判的议程。概括地说，它必须完成整个多哈回合谈判！今年早些时候，在我飞往内罗毕参加联合国环境计划署理事会商讨事务时，一位叫做阿齐姆·施泰纳的执行理事向我提出的意见让我感到惊讶。

他说道，为推进国际环境议程，首先需要完成多哈回合谈判。对于他的见解我感到很困惑。不久，我想明白了。如果世界在“经济增长”主导模式上出了问题，那么其他任何模式的推进会有希望吗？确实，他说得很对。如果我们不能促成国际经济合作的成功，那么其他方面的国际议程也将希望渺茫。就我而言，更进一步地说，如果首轮世贸组织绿色回合谈判不能取得成功，会有进一步“绿化”的可能性随之而来吗？

将话题转回丹尼尔·埃斯蒂，我非常赞同他提出的加强全球环境机构合作的必要性。世贸组织只能通过贸易帮助解决环境问题，但显然，国际环境议程所包含的内容更为广泛。话虽如此，我还是很高兴我们不是面临着选择绿化关贸总协定与否的问题，也不是处在“协定”绿化之中。埃斯蒂已经作出了选择，那就是关贸总协定已经相对绿化了，如果我们实现了多哈回合的谈判，我们会使世贸组织更加“绿色”。

感谢您的关注。
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Wayne Pacelle（韦恩·派瑟莱）
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Speech 6

Treating Animals With Mercy
慈善地对待动物

My undergraduate years were a time of transformation for me, not just a broadening of my mind with a liberal arts education, but also a broadening of my ethical consciousness. Growing up here in New Haven, I always had a heart for animals, and a natural abhorrence for the cruelties directed at them. It was during my time as a Yale undergraduate that these feelings became convictions, and bundled together. These these convictions became an ethical framework.

It was here exactly two decades ago that I started the Yale Student Animal Rights Coalition, and where among other things, we protested deer hunting in the Yale forest in the northern part of the state, following hunters around in the woods, and in turn we were followed by the press.

I have come to recognize the cultural complexities associated with people’s views and their conduct toward animals. Yet, now as then, I believe that cruelty to animals is wrong, no matter what excuses people invent for it.

I believe that the way any society treats animals is a test of its character and a measure of its worth, exactly because animals are so completely at our mercy. Few qualities, I believe, reflect better on a person or a society than a kindly, merciful, and decent regard for the creatures with whom we share this Earth.

In broad moral terms, most people seem to share this outlook. The problems begin in application, when we try to live out the credo of kindness and to shake off ages of habit. As Jeremy Rifkin has observed, “A worldview is a worldview when you don’t know it’s a worldview.” We have certain constructs or beliefs, a certain way of looking at things, and this belief system appears as natural or normal, and alternate views are almost unthinkable.

For centuries, people believed that the Earth was the center of the universe. Galileo challenged that worldview, arguing that the Earth revolved around the sun, and he was charged with heresy. Religious leaders and the public later caught up with his thinking, and a new scientific paradigm was accepted.

Through the ages, we have seen great scientific and moral struggles over these ideas and many others. Today, we look back on many of these discredited and appalling ideas and wonder how they commanded such a dominant place in social thought.

In our day, the cause of animals presents a similar challenge to our conscience and to our moral imagination. It requires our empathy and calls upon our idealism. It asks us to think beyond ourselves and to make unselfish choices. We are in the midst of a struggle of ideas over the place of animals in society. Groups like The Humane Society of the United States question whether animals exist for human use and whether they should be subjected to the wide range of uses that they endure in our day.

People have always tried to separate themselves from animals… Take the case of chimpanzees. Genetic materials, language, tools. They’d really be like us if they borrowed tools and didn’t return them.

One of the most significant historical figures in setting the stage for a more robust discussion of animal issues is Charles Robert Darwin, who published The Origin of Species in 1859 and in 1871 The Descent of Man. In those books, Darwin postulated his theory of evolution, and argued that natural selection was the mechanism of species change.

Darwin wrote, “The difference in mind between man and the higher animals, great as it is, certainly is one of degree and not of kind.” He argued that we are composed of the same constituent parts, and the underlying assumption was that we are not fallen angels, but risen apes.

If we accept Darwin’s view that humans evolved from other animals, and the intrinsic physical and physiological similarities between us and other mammals, then how can we possibly justify the radically different treatment we mete out to humans and non-human animals? In this sense, the humane movement is fundamentally concerned with the moral implications of Darwinism and our recognition of our similarity to animals.

If we accept the ethic that individual people should be protected from cruelty and abuse, then should we not also afford basic protections to individual animals, even if they are not members of an endangered population, and even if they are domesticated animals?

The idea of treating animals with mercy is, of course, not a new one. The institutional beginnings of the American humane movement date back to 1866, with the formation of the ASPCA just one year after the Civil War ended. By the turn of the 20th century, there were dozens of humane societies that sprung into existence to improve the lives of animals, not just companion animals and horses, but on livestock transportation, the slaughter of wild animals, and the wide range of issues that involve people and animals.

While the early part of the 20th century saw the movement retrench to some degree and narrow its focus on pet overpopulation and traditional companion animal issues, the revitalization of the animal movement in the 1970s, spurred by Peter Singer’s Animal Liberation, represents a rebroadening of the concern for the wide range of abuses.

Today, millions of people from every background today carry on the cause of animal protection. There are now some 5,000 non-profit humane organizations constituted in this country alone including local humane societies, wildlife rehabilitation facilities, national humane organizations, and groups with a particular focus, such as farm animals, antivivisection, or animals in entertainment.

The Humane Society of the United States is the nation’s largest organization, with 8 million members and constituents one of every 40 Americans and a broad mandate to address the wide range of human indignities heaped upon animals. This sheer number of organizations, along with their backers who enable them to operate, is a remarkable statement and indicator of the penetration of humane values in our country.

We take cruelty statutes for granted now, but it’s easy to forget how revolutionary they are as legal constructs. To an extent that would have amazed an earlier age, the laws of advanced societies now prohibit random acts of cruelty.

More than 100 million animals shot for sport each year by hunters. Millions more killed in steel-jawed leg-hold traps or on factories for their fur. Tens of millions of animals used in animal tests and experimentation. Hundreds of thousands of dogs reared on puppy mill operations to feed the pet trade, while there are millions of healthy and adoptable animals at animal shelters and from breed rescue groups. 50 greyhound tracks to operate, with thousands of greyhounds discarded each year by an industry that values the animals as racing machines not companion animals.

Let’s take a look at our language reinforces the use of animals. In talking about animals, some refer to them as “game to be harvested on a sustained yield basis” or in a factory farm setting as “units of production” or in a laboratory setting as “tools for research”. Our language reflects our biases. More than that, it reflects the human capacity for denial. I am often struck by critics of animal causes who say that we need to put aside sentimentality and be “realists”. In truth, they are the ones who deny basic realities above all the reality that animals are not just products, or commodities, or targets, or resources, but instead living creatures with moral claims of their own.

These attitudes become more dangerous and damaging to animals every day, as we grow in population and multiply our destructive behaviors.

Humans have been on the planet for 2 million years. It took us until 1850 to reach a worldwide population of 1 billion. The population doubled 90 years later in 1940. By 1960 just 20 years later we added another billion. And by 1974, we had eclipsed the 4 billion mark. It took use just 13 years to reach 5 billion. And in 1999, we hit the 6 billion mark.

We are at 6.4 billion and climbing. All on a relatively small planet, with 70 percent of its surface area covered by water. Of the land area, much of it is rock and ice. We are crowding out wild animals, and killing more animals in the wild and killing more animals raised for our use than ever before to feed our demands for food, clothing and other products.

You have the power to change this.

An active concern for animals is not some onerous duty or sacrifice, but in fact a moral opportunity to make our own live better…when we turn away from all cruelty and abuse of animals, we’re better off for it.

We also have a role to play in educating people about the uses of animals. Most people have kind instincts. Many simply don’t know what’s happening. Each of us should be an ambassador for animals and educate friends, family members, and other members of the community about the plight of animals.

On that point, it is heartening to see such brisk activity at law schools throughout the nation on animal rights. Courses are now taught on animal law in major law schools, and aspiring attorneys want to work in animal law.

Spaying or neutering your companion or convincing a friend to do so prevents a litter of puppies who may not find homes. Choosing a vegetarian option for a single meal or a single lifetime means fewer animals will be reared and consigned to life in an animal factory.

Every merciful act, whether large or small, isolated or part of a pattern of activity, matters. Emily Dickenson wrote, “If I can stop one heart from breaking, I shall not live in vain; if I can ease one life the aching, or cool one pain, or help one fainting robin into his nest again, I shall not live in vain.”

Thank you.









汉语回放（王楠　译）

对于我来说，我的大学时期是一段转型期，通识教育不仅拓展了我的思维，也增强了我的道德意识。因为在纽黑文市长大，我总是对动物充满了喜爱，并对残忍地对待动物的行为有天生的厌恶。当我还在耶鲁求学的时候，这种感觉变成了一种信念凝聚在一起，构成了一个道德的框架。

二十年前，也是在这里我创立了耶鲁学生保护动物权利联盟。而最重要的是，我们反对位于州北部的耶鲁森林里的猎鹿行为。因此我们跟随着森林中的猎人，同时我们也被许多媒体跟踪着。

我开始意识到人们对于动物的看法和他们对待动物的行为方面相关的是文化上的复杂性。然而，现在我认为对于动物的残忍行为，无论出自什么理由，都是错误的。

我认为一个社会如何对待动物是对这个社会的品质和价值最好的考量，因为动物是完全受控于我们的。一些品质，我相信，通过友善仁慈，亲切关怀地对待与我们共享一个地球的物种，比通过对待人和社会体现得更为淋漓尽至。

从广泛的道德意义来讲，大多数人似乎认同这种观点。问题出现在应用上，当我们试图生存于善良的信条中并且要摆脱多年养成的习惯的时候。像杰里米·里夫金说的：“当你不知道这是一个世界观时，世界观就是一个世界观了。”我们有一定的概念或信条，看待事物的方式，并且这种信条系统看起来是自然的或是正常的，改变观点几乎是不可想象的。

几个世纪以来，人们都认为地球是宇宙的中心。伽利略改变了这个观点，认为地球围绕太阳转，还曾经被指控是异教。后来宗教领袖和公众跟上了他的思想，于是一种新的科学方式被接受。

历年来，针对这些思想和许多其他的思想，出现过许多伟大的科学和道德的争论。现今，当回顾这些难以置信的“荒谬”想法时，我们可能想知道这些想法是如何在社会思想中占据主导地位的。

在当今，动物的话题令我们的善恶观念和道德观念面临了类似的挑战。这需要我们达成共识，并唤醒我们的观念论，它要求我们用排除私己的思考方式作出公正的选择。我们正处于动物社会地位战当中。但美国的人道协会组织提出了质疑，动物是否是为了被人类利用而存在，或者它们就应该屈从于现在正在忍受的广泛范围的被利用。

人们总是试图把自己跟动物区分开来，举个猩猩的例子。我们和它们有着相近的基因，都有各自的语言，都会使用工具。如果它们也会借了工具不归还，那就真正地更接近我们了。

在关于动物问题讨论得最激烈的阶段，其中一个重要的历史人物就是查理·罗伯特·达尔文。他于1859年出版了《物种起源》，于1871年出版《人类起源及性的选择》，在这些著作中，达尔文提出进化论学说，并称自然选择是物种演变的机制。

达尔文写道：“人类与高等动物在大脑上的差别尽管很大，但只是程度上的，而不是属性上的差别。”他提出我们是由同样的部分组成的，另外一个隐藏的想法就是我们不是堕落的天使而是直立的猿。

如果我们接受达尔文的观点，认为人类是由其他动物进化来的，以及我们跟其他哺乳动物存在固有的，在身体上和生理上的类似，那么我们如何能够合理地解释我们给人类和非人类的动物以完全不同的待遇？从这种程度上讲，人道主义行为主要关注的是达尔文主义的道德暗示以及我们对于人类和动物相似性的认识。

如果我们接受了个人应免受虐待和残忍对待的这种道德规范，那么我们不应该向动物提供基本的保护吗？即使它们不是濒临灭绝的物种，即使它们只是被驯养的家畜。

慈善地对待动物，这种观点当然不是新的。团体性质的美国人道主义运动可以追溯到1866年美国防止虐待动物协会的成立，那仅仅是内战结束后的第一年。20世纪初，大批人道组织成立了，他们致力于改善动物的生存环境，不仅仅局限于“伴侣宠物”和马匹，同时也关注家畜运输、对野生动物的屠杀，还包括关于人类和动物的话题的广泛议论。

然而，在20世纪的早期，从某种程度上这些运动减少了，并仅局限于关注宠物过度繁殖和传统的“伴侣动物”的问题，由彼得·辛格发起的动物解放运动引发的20世纪70年代保护动物运动的复苏，代表着人们对大范围的虐杀动物更加关注。

现今，数以万计的人在继续着动物保护运动。仅在这个国家就成立了近5000家非盈利的人道组织，包括当地的保护动物协会、野生动物康复机构、全国性的人道组织，以及一些关注家畜，反对活体解剖和将动物用于娱乐用途等特别问题的团体。

美国人道协会是全国最大的组织，有800万的成员，每40个美国人中就有一个是该协会的成员。美国人道协会也是一个被广泛认可的处理人类对动物的轻蔑行为的组织。这些组织的数目以及能使这些组织运行的支持者的数目，就是我们国家人道观念深入程度的显著声明和指标。

现在我们认为反对虐待动物的法律是理所当然的，但很容易忘记它们作为法律构建是如何富有革命性。从某种程度上来说，先进社会禁止随意向动物施加残酷行为的法律本应该更早出现。

每年有多于一亿的动物被狩猎者猎杀，有数以百万的动物死于捕兽夹或工厂，仅仅因它们的皮毛为人所需；数以千万的动物被用于动物测试和实验；无数的狗被养在幼犬滥育场进行宠物贸易，然而在动物收容所和救援组就有数百万健康的可收养的动物。50家赛狗场在运营，这就意味着每年有上千只的灰狗被这个产业遗弃，这是一个将动物视为比赛机器而非“伴侣动物”的产业。

让我们看一下在动物身上我们所使用的语言。在谈论动物的时候，有些语言形容它们是“在稳定的收益基础上收获的游戏”；在工厂化农场就被描述成“生产的单位”；在实验室就是“研究的工具”。我们的语言反映了我们的偏见。不仅如此，它还反映出了人类否认的能力。当我听到动物保护活动的批评者声称我们需要放下多愁善感，变得现实一些，我常常感到震惊。事实上，他们否认了所有事实中的基本事实，动物不是产品、商品、目标或是资源，它们是有着自己道德要求的活的生物。

随着我们人类数量逐渐增多，以及我们破坏性行为的增多，这些态度对动物来说变得越来越危险也越来越有破坏性。

人类已经在地球上生存了二百万年。直到1850年，我们全世界的人口才达到了十亿；90年以后，也就是1940年，我们的人口翻倍。仅20年过后，到1960年，我们的人口又增加了十亿；至1974年，人口突破了40亿；然后我们仅仅花费了13年的时间，人口数量就达到了50亿；在1999年，又创下了60亿的新纪录。

人类现在有64亿人口，而且这个数字还在增加。所有人都挤在一个相对面积很小的星球，因为地球70%的表面积都被水覆盖着，而陆地面积大部分都是岩石和冰。我们正在将野生动物挤出我们的地球，我们比以往屠杀更多数量的野生动物，以及养殖的以供我们之用的动物，来满足我们对食物、服装以及其他产品的需求。

你有力量去改变这些！

对动物积极的关注不是一个繁重的任务或是牺牲，实际上是一个能使我们自己的生活更美好的道义上的机会。当我们不再有虐待和杀害动物的行动的时候，那我们也将生活得更加美好。

我们也有义务去教导人们如何使用动物。大部分人的本质都是友善的，许多人只是不知道发生着什么。我们当中的每一个人都应该成为动物大使并且应该去教育朋友、家庭成员和社会中的其他成员使他们知道动物的悲惨境遇。

基于以上观点，看到整个国家的法律学校开展的有关动物权利方面的积极活动是振奋人心的。在主要的法律学校已经开设了动物法课程，一些热心的律师也想从事动物法方面的工作。

给你的动物绝育或者劝说一个朋友这样做，就会避免出现一只被丢弃的找不到家的小狗；仅仅一顿饭或者仅生命中一段时间吃素食就意味更少的动物被饲养，也将有更少的动物从动物工厂被出卖。

每一个慈悲的行为，无论是大还是小，独立的还是某种形式活动的一部分，都很重要。艾米莉·狄金森写道：“如果我能让一颗心不破碎，我就不应无所作为；如果我能减轻一个生命的疼痛或平息一个人的悲伤，或者是将一只脆弱的知更鸟放回它的巢，我就不应无所作为。”

谢谢！





演讲人简介：




Sally Osberg（萨利·奥斯伯格）

萨利是斯科尔基金会的总裁兼首席执行官

萨利曾担任儿童发现博物馆的执行董事

萨利还曾是美国儿童博物馆协会董事会成员并担任该协会的主席职务

萨利担任过美国博物馆协会以及妇女慈善协会董事会董事

1998年，萨利获得美国领导论坛授予的约翰·加德纳领导奖

2006年，萨利的名字列入“创业楷模名人堂”





Speech 7

The Future of Philanthropy
慈善事业的未来

My fellow idealists,

I am honored and delighted to be here with you today. It was a special pleasure to be able to accept your dean’s invitation as I’m a great admirer of Joel Podolny. Joel was one of my boss Jeff Skoll’s favorite professors at Stanford’s Graduate School of Business, and one of the first serious academics to take the business of social change seriously.

Probably most of the folks in this room are up to speed on Joel’s most recently published work on status. I caught his recent NPR interview on my commute drive home a couple of weeks ago. The gist of what he had to say about his new book was that hanging out with the right crowd sends pretty powerful signals about credibility—whether you’re an individual or a company. I’m already feeling smarter and a whole lot more credible hanging out with you and with Joel! Thanks again for inviting me.

The subject I was asked to address is the future of philanthropy. I told Joel that I was no oracle, but more like the Chinese sage who said that to prophesy is extremely difficult—especially about the future.

What I am clear about is the dimension of the challenges before us:

“More than any other time in history, mankind faces a crossroads. One path leads to despair and utter hopelessness, the other, to total extinction. Let us pray we have the wisdom to choose correctly.”

The prophet of doom here, of course, is Woody Allen. Black humor? Not if you’re paying attention. Most trends—climate change, the growing global chasm between rich and poor, the rise of fundamentalism, and the prospect of new pandemics—are not headed in the right direction. Add in hurricanes, earthquakes, and tsunamis, and it’s astonishing that any of us gets out of bed in the morning.

But get out of bed we do—because we hold in our hearts and in our heads the vision of a better world. Such vision has always been the horizon which defines philanthropy, distinguishing it from charity, which focuses on addressing immediate need. As for strategic philanthropy of the kind we have been discussing today, it’s worth reminding ourselves that the term may be something of an oxymoron—strategy deriving from stratagem, a successful maneuver in war, and philanthropy meaning love of humankind.

At the Skoll Foundation, the comer of organized philanthropy I know best, we’re right there—integrating the discipline and plotting of strategy with the domain of the heart. Let me tell you a bit about who we are and how we go about our work; I’ll tackle some of the myths about philanthropy, highlight a couple of the more interesting trends, and close with a story.

In closing, I’d like to tell you about one of the remarkable people we’re supporting. Victoria Hale’s bio reads like a classic profile for a social entrepreneur. After earning her Ph. D. in Pharmaceutical Chemistry, Victoria worked as a research scientist in the government and private sectors, establishing her expertise at the Food and Drug Administration and at Genentech, and earning her entrepreneur’s stripes as Co- founder and Chief Scientific Officer of Axiom BioMedical, Inc..

In 1998, Victoria quit her job, had her second child, and began to investigate establishing the world’s first nonprofit pharmaceutical company— one that could access IP sitting latent on the shelves of all the big drug companies, IP capable of addressing neglected diseases in the developing world—and entirely incapable of generating so much as a break—even financial return. Call it what you will—a market failure, a market gap, or just market status quo—for Victoria Hale, it was a reality she simply refused to accept.

As a scientist, Victoria is rational, disciplined, and rigorous. Over the next 18 months, she began building her business plan—establishing her case, identifying diseases for which solutions were already well-researched, and working out the financials—while juggling family and consulting assignments. In the spring of 2000, a consulting job took her to New York, where she began a conversation with a West African cab driver—who wanted to know what she did. “I’m a pharmaceutical scientist.” she said, whereupon the cab driver tipped his head back, laughed, caught her eye in the mirror and said: “Oh, you have all the money!”

The observation hit home. “What was I waiting for?” She asked herself. “Not only do the pharmaceutical companies have all the money, but I have everything I need. What I had to do was value who I am, what I know, get clear, and get going.” Within a month, Victoria Hale had founded the Institute for One World Health and was on her way to proving that she and the world were not only ready for this new model, but crying out for it.

Today, One World’s first drug is on track, having met regulatory approval hurdles in India, to treat hundreds of thousands of cases of visceral leishmaniasis—a disease which afflicts more than 1.5 million people, some 200, 000 of whom die from it annually. New drugs representing new hope are in One World’s pipeline, and Victoria is on her way—to my mind—to doing for the pharmaceutical industry what Muhammad Yunus did to banking.

The future of philanthropy is being shaped now, not by trend lines projecting ranges in the amount of wealth being transferred between generations or by tax policies, but by people like Jeff Skoll, Bill Drayton, Victoria Hale, and thousands like them—people who see beyond what’s wrong to what’s possible, and who get to work.

My fellow idealists, if you haven’t already figured this out, the future of philanthropy is you.

It’s not something to think about later, to put off or marginalize or give to with whatever’s left over. Philanthropy needs your ideas more than it needs your money; it needs your creativity and your resolve. And the time to begin, despite what Woody Allen would have us believe, is now.

Thank you very much.









汉语回放（李定纹　译）

我的理想主义者同胞们：

今天能来到这里，我感到非常荣幸和高兴。能接到你们院长的邀请，是一件极其高兴的事，因为我是乔尔·波多尔尼院长的超级粉丝。乔尔是我的老板杰夫·斯科尔在斯坦福大学经济研究生院中最喜欢的教授之一，同时他还是第一批对商业进行社会变革的严谨学者之一。

或许这个教室里的大部分人都期待着乔尔出版以地位为主题的最新力作。几周前，我在回家的车上听到全国公共广播电台对他进行的采访。他新书里不得不提的要点是：与合适的人群聚会是对可信度发出的一个强有力的信号——不论你作为个人还是一个公司。我已经感觉到自己变得更有智慧了。这么多可信的人和我，以及乔尔聚在一起！再次感谢对我的邀请。

要求我演讲的主题是慈善事业的未来。我跟乔尔说，我不是圣贤，这更像是中国智者说预言是极其困难的——尤其是预言将来。

我更清楚的是我们所面临的挑战的特点：

“历史上从未出现过这样的局面，人类正处在一个十字路口，一条路通向彻底的绝望，另一条路通向灭亡。让我们祈祷，用我们的智慧来作出正确的选择。”

这里的命运先知，当然是指伍迪·艾伦，这并不是黑色幽默，除非你没有关注。大多数趋势——气候变化，与日俱增的贫富差距，原教旨主义的兴起和新传染病的现状——这些并没有朝正确的方向发展。还有就是飓风、地震和海啸，这一切一定会让你对早上居然还有人活着醒来而感到吃惊。

但是，当我们起床时，我们做了这样的事。由于我们心中所想和头脑所存在的概念是一个更加美好的世界，这种概念总像地平线一样定义了慈善，并不同于强调迫切需要的救济事业。对于我们今天一直讨论的这种战略性的慈善事业，值得我们注意的是，这种措辞可能有点矛盾修饰法的意味。战略源于谋略，战争中成功的策略，而慈善事业意味着人类的爱。

在斯科尔基金会，我最了解的组织慈善事业参与者，我们就在那儿——心的区域里，统一纪律，密谋战略。我来告诉你们一点点关于我们是谁，我们如何开展工作的事情吧。我会解释有关慈善事业的一些谜团，突出几个更有趣味的趋势，最后以一个故事做结尾。

在演讲的结尾，我想说的故事是关于我们所支持的杰出人才中的一员——维多利亚·哈尔的。她的个人经历就是一个典型的社会企业家药的遭遇。在获得药物化学博士之后，维多利亚在政府部门和私有企业做一名科学研究员，在食品与药物管理和基因技术领域都颇有成就，此外还与人合作创建了埃克斯蒙生物医药公司，并担任首席科技官。

1998年，维多利亚辞职，在生了第二个孩子后，她开始着手研究建立世界第一个非营利性的制药公司——一个可以吸收各大制药公司拥有的知识产权，再利用这些产权去治疗发展中国家被忽略的疾病的公司。但是这可能不会很快速地带来经济效益，甚至保本都很难。对于我们来说，这可能是市场失灵，市场缺口或者市场现状，但对于维多利亚·哈尔来说，这是一个她拒绝接受的现实。

作为一个科学家，维多利亚是理性的、守纪律且严谨的。在接下来的18个月里，她开始构思她的商业计划——立案，鉴定疾病，经过仔细研究得来的关于这种疾病的解决办法，并开始筹备资金——同时兼顾家人和咨询工作。2000年春天，因为一份咨询工作的需要，她来到了纽约，在那里她遇见了一个来自西非的出租车司机并与之交谈。司机很想知道她在做什么。“我是一个制药科学家。”她说，然后出租车司机把头转过来，笑了，看着她在镜子里的眼睛说：“噢，那你发了！”

回到家后，她问自己：“我在等什么？经营制药公司不但可以挣很多钱，而且我还将拥有我需要的一切。我要做的是实现自己的价值。我知道了，搞清楚了，开始行动！”一个月内，维多利亚·哈尔创立了一个研究所，目标是实现整个世界的健康，也为了证明她和这个世界不仅为这种新模式作好了准备，而且亟待实践。

今天，这个研究所的第一种药物推出了，并已通过了印度管理部门的许可，用来治疗数十万例的内脏利什曼病——这种病折磨着一百五十多万人口，并且每年有二十万人死于此病。此研究所的新药物代表着新的希望。在我看来，她为医药业所做的就像穆罕默德·尤努斯为银行业所做的一样有价值。

慈善事业的未来正在逐步成型，不是通过预测世代之间财富数额转换范围的趋势线，也不是通过税收政策，而是像维多利亚·哈尔以及千万个像他们这样的人——对错误、可能性有更深刻的认识，且付出实践的人。

在座的理想主义者们，如果你们还没有领悟，我要告诉你们，慈善事业的未来就靠你们了。

慈善事业不能推迟，不能忽视，也不能被遗留下来的任何问题所取代。慈善事业事业更需要你们的想法而不是你们的金钱。它需要你们的创造力和决心。且不管伍迪·艾伦让我们相信什么，现在就是行动的时候了。

非常感谢！





演讲人简介：




Charlton Heston（查尔顿·赫斯顿）

查尔顿是美国影坛一位素以扮演英雄人物见长的影星

1952年的影片《戏中之王》使查尔顿的电影事业开始起飞

1959年的超级史诗巨片《宾虚传》标志着查尔顿事业巅峰时刻的到来，他凭借该片荣获奥斯卡影帝桂冠

1977年查尔顿荣获奥斯卡人道主义大奖





Speech 8

Truth and Consequences
真相和结果

Well, here I am still in the chariot. I am pleased to be among political thinkers, and I hope, political activists … fellow charioteers, if you will.

My life has always been pretty active. I marched with Martin Luther King in 1963, long before Hollywood found it fashionable. Supporting civil rights then was about as popular as supporting gun rights is now. Yup, I’m currently the President of the National Rifle Association.

Clearly, my views are not bound by political correctness. The thought police do not frighten me. I hope I frighten them.

Since your Political Union debates follow traditional structure, my resolution would go something like this: Be it resolved that societal dishonesty can kill you. That is to say, a world without consequences is a world without truth, and that you can die from that lie.

I believe that in your heart you already know something is profoundly wrong. When bartenders are responsible for drunk drivers’ acts, and gunmakers are responsible for criminals’ acts, and nobody is responsible for O. J. Simpson’s acts, something is wrong.

As students, you should search for truth. Your brain evolved to demand reality. It can best process information against an unchanging backdrop of certainty.

But that’s hard to find. Your world is all spin. Actions are further and further removed from consequences. Cause and effect are, at best, theoretical. Equal and opposite reactions are no longer PC.

The Dow tops ten thousand, but our lives are not enriched. We enjoy unprecedented affluence, but our souls are impoverished. Our lungs inhale the rarefied air of prosperity, but our hearts yearn for nourishment. You lack that invisible anchor that tethered your grandparents to reality—you know what I’m talking about.

Our nation’s abundance is like a narcotic that masks our malady— we feel too good to acknowledge that we’re sick. We’re like the cocaine-snorting rock star, who dares not look in the mirror—the ghoulish reflection would ruin the buzz.

In his book “The End of Sanity”, Martin Gross says, “blatantly irrational behavior is rapidly being established as the norm in almost every area of human endeavor. There seem to be new customs, new rules, new anti-intellectual theories regularly foisted on us from every direction. Underneath, the nation is roiling. Americans know something without a name is undermining the nation, turning the mind mushy when it comes to separating truth from falsehood and right from wrong. And they don’t like it.”

Let me give you two good examples: This Administration’s approach to crime and to war. Our government’s duplicity proves my point.

If you drove into Richmond, Virginia, today, you’d be greeted by billboards with giant words that say, “An illegal gun gets you five years in federal prison.” These warn all felons that Project Exile is in effect. Project Exile simply enforces existing federal law. Project Exile means every convicted felon caught with a gun, no matter what he’s doing, will go to prison for five years. No parole, no early releases, no discussion, period.

My, my—incarcerating armed felons. What a novel idea. It works, like no other anti-crime policy ever proposed. Project Exile, in its first year in Richmond, cut gun homicides by 62 percent. And as you’d expect, related gun crimes like robbery, rape and assault also plummeted. That means hundreds of people in Richmond today are alive and intact who, without Project Exile, would be dead or bleeding.

For years the NRA has demanded that Project Exile be deployed nationwide. Makes sense, huh? The laws are already on the books. Just enforce them. But Bill Clinton won’t do it. When he says he’s serious about fighting crime, consider that as a matter of policy—as a matter of policy—the Clinton Administration is not prosecuting violations of federal gun law. In fact, they reversed the Bush Administration’s policy of prosecuting felons with guns. Instead, with plea bargains, a wink and a nod, they’ve been letting armed felons off the hook. From 1992 to 1998, prosecutions have been cut almost in half. So while Project Exile was saving lives in Richmond, federal prosecution for gun law violations everywhere else dropped by 46 percent.

Such fraud could not happen without the news media’s alliance in the dishonesty; it goes utterly unreported. Here are more examples.

Everyone remembers the press’s podium—pounding for Clinton’s Crime Bill and its “urgently needed” juvenile gun transfer provisions. It became law. But nobody is reporting that, out of thousands of certain offenders, his Justice Department bothered to prosecute only five people in 1997 and six in 1998.

Everyone remembers all the press support for his “desperately needed” semi-auto gun ban—that outlawed guns based solely on their appearance. But nobody is reporting that, out of thousands of certain offenders, the Clinton Administration prosecuted four people in 1997 and four in 1998.

Everyone remembers that media love-child, the Brady Bill. Mr. Clinton repeatedly claims that a quarter million handguns have been prevented from falling into the hands of convicted felons. But nobody is reporting what matters to you: How many of those quarter million people were convicted and taken off your streets for the federal crime of being a felon trying to buy a gun? Try nine!

It’s surreal. Mr. Clinton stands in the Rose Garden with his ten prop cops, lip-biting in pained support of some new law. The press does its best to get it passed. It becomes law. Then everybody forgets about it. And Americans buy it over and over and over again.

Maybe you think a politician’s lies can’t hurt you. But let me tell you, armed felons can.

Passing the laws is what to keep the politicians’ careers alive. Enforcing laws is what keeps you alive. But nobody’s getting arrested, nobody’s going to jail, it’s all a giant scam. It’s not real life. It’s a big lie, packaged by an alliance between this Administration and a media that systematically propagates its doctrine. Forgive my severity, but that’s precisely the definition of the Soviet propaganda machine of the 50s and 60s.

While this Administration weaves reality spun from empty air and heavy breathing, the NRA is helping fund Project Exile to keep it alive. I submit to you that the consequence of what we’re doing saves people … and the consequence of what they’re doing kills people.

It’s a certain consequence that if you choose not to prosecute criminals, people will die. It is also a certain consequence that if you choose to go to war, people will die. Consider Kosovo. Though undeclared, the war is real. What is unreal is Bill Clinton’s grasp of its consequences … and perhaps yours.

From the outset it appears nobody anticipated that first, human consequence of war called refugees, that first stream of tragedy that spills from armed conflict. It seems our leadership is surprised and unprepared, caught short on tents, food, clothes and medicine for tens and tens and tens and tens of thousands of refugees.

Now, I am not one of those conservatives who reflexively opposes everything Bill Clinton does with knee-jerk uniformity. Whether or not we should have gone is irrelevant. That debate is over.

So let’s discuss what reality demands of us now. The only good war is a fast and decisive war, with overwhelming military might that results in quick victory. But that chance is lost. Instead we’re doling out cruise missiles like popsicles in a popularity-poll-guided war, conducted by a man who did not display the will to fight as a younger man, whom I doubt would go fight now, and who would not offer his own loved ones to march on Kosovo.

Warfare experts grasp the truth that Mr. Clinton doesn’t: now we’re in it, we must win it. That means that ground troops—daddies, neighbors, classmates, uncles, husbands, and good friends—are going to die. Are you willing to send yours?

More important, are you willing to take a round in the gut? I mean you here tonight. You, and you, and you. You’re the flesh that fills uniforms. You may say that’s melodrama; but this actor filled a uniform for two years overseas.

You there, listening politely while you plan your next date and your first million, are you willing to put that all aside—just as thousands of good men did 60 years ago—and go fight?

Or are you thinking, as I suspect, that it’s some lesser person’s job? Or that, nestled safely in our distance and abundance, we can just wiggle joysticks on remote control missiles and win this … Gameboy war?

If you believe that, you have lots of equally naive company. A CNN/ Gallup poll three days ago reported that 2 out of 3 Americans think we have a moral obligation to fight Milosevic. But an equal number, 2 out of 3, were unwilling to agree that casualties are an acceptable consequence. So we’re all for moral obligation, alright … as long as there is no pain, no price, no consequence.

No, the truth is, life has consequences and must be lived in that reality, not as it is pretended to be lived by people who aren’t honest. We have an arrogant Administration and conspiring media who are getting us into events that have genuine consequences. But then, this President has long seen himself as free of consequences. There is something wrong with a government that purposely, as a matter of policy, ignores the consequences of letting armed felons go free, or of going to war.

To me, that disappointment is the grand tragedy of the Baby Boomers. For all the dreams we had for the generation that now runs this country— my generation’s children and your generation’s parents—for all the Baby Boomers’ achievements in communications and space and medicine, it is all for naught if you inherit and perpetuate societal dishonesty.

So what can you do?

I learned the answer 36 years ago on the steps of the Lincoln Memorial in Washington, D.C., standing with Dr. Martin Luther King and two hundred thousand people. You simply refuse to go along. You disobey. Peaceably, yes. Respectfully, of course. Nonviolently, absolutely. But when you’re asked to live their lies, you practice civil defiance. You refuse to go along with the spin and facade and vacant language of dishonest people.

I learned the awesome power of disobedience from Dr. King … who learned it from Gandhi, and Thoreau, and Jesus, and every other great man who refused to go along. Racial discrimination was illegal, but violation had no consequences. Segregation was illegal, but prosecution of offenders was not a policy. So Dr. King taught us to defy societal dishonesty with action—and changed our country.

Disobedience is in our DNA. We feel innate kinship with that defiant spirit that tossed tea into Boston Harbor, sent Thoreau to jail, refused to sit in the back of the bus, and protested a dishonestly fought war in Viet Nam.

Our uniquely American genes naturally defy political posturing. For example: Who’s conducting the greatest intellectual rebellion in history right now? It’s not the likes of the New York Times or Washington Post or other traditionally crusading journals of American opinion. No, it’s the Internet, built by and for the minds of young people like you, people yearning for truth.

In that same spirit, I’m asking you to disavow cultural dishonesty with massive civil defiance against a government spoiled by prosperity … against wishful thinking masquerading as leadership … and against news media that perpetuate the untruth that action can occur without consequence.

I ask you, in Lincoln’s words, “so that this nation may long endure.” Please … do what you must to reveal, and then revere, truth … expect and accept the consequences of your actions and those of your nation … and every day, test what you see with what you know is right. And when it’s dishonest, defy it. Follow in the hallowed footsteps of the great disobedience movements of history that freed exiles, founded religions, defeated tyrants, and in the hands of an aroused rabble in arms and a few great men, by God’s grace, built this country.

If Dr. King were here, I think he would agree.

Thank you.









汉语回放（刘文馨　译）

我非常高兴能够和如此多的政治思想家们同聚一堂，犹如伫立在一架“战车”之上，如果你们不介意的话，我更愿意称各位政治活动家为战车的防御者。

在生活中，我一直是个非常活跃的人。1963年我曾经与马丁·路德·金并肩为民权运动奋斗，而我在好莱坞之前就发现了它的时尚价值。在当时支持民权运动如同现在支持枪支使用权利一样流行，没错，我就是现任国家步枪协会的主席。

很显然，我的政治观点并不是最正确的，一想到警察吓唬不了我，我就希望能反过来把他们吓着。

鉴于政治辩论协会一向遵循传统的模式，因此我决定将此次演讲的主题定为：不诚信会导致毁灭。换言之，如果这个世上所有的人都不能为自己的所作所为负责，那么等于说这是一个没有真相、充满谎言的世界，这是致命的。

我相信你们的内心自有一面明镜，足以分辨是非。当酒保为醉酒驾车的行为负责时，当枪支制造者为犯罪行为负责时，却没有人站出来为球星辛普森的罪行埋单，究竟是哪里出了问题？

作为学生，你们应该以追求事实和真相为使命，这样才能使你们在特定不变的情况下最有效地处理信息。

但是，找寻真相谈何容易，因为这个世界里充满着虚伪的杜撰，行为与结果渐渐变得毫不相干，原因及影响的逻辑关系充其量只在理论层面存在，平等和对立的反映也不再是正确的了。

即使道琼斯指数超过了一万点，我们的生活仍然不富裕；我们享受着前所未有的财富，但是我们的灵魂世界却如此贫乏；我们的肺吸入充斥着繁荣的空气，但是心脏却渴望着其他的滋养品。因为你们潜意识中缺乏安全感，那种安全感曾经将你们的祖辈与事实真相紧紧地联系在一起，你们应该知道我谈的是什么。

我们国家的富裕就像一剂麻醉药，把社会中的黑暗都蒙蔽了起来。我们感觉过于良好以至于没有察觉到我们其实非常的虚弱，就像吸食大麻的摇滚歌手，不敢照镜子，害怕镜子里僵尸一般的形象毁了一切美好的假象。

马丁·格罗斯在其撰写的《理智的尽头》中写道：“公然的非理性行为正在迅速成为几乎所有领域中的规范法则。各领域中新的习俗、新的规则、反知识理论不断地出现，并强加到我们头上。长此以往，我们的国家开始变得动荡。美国人民知道当某些无名的东西从谬误中分辨出真理的时候，它就开始削弱整个国家，使人们的心智更加脆弱。所有的人都不喜欢这个东西。”

让我举两个很好的例子：一个是对付犯罪和战争的行政手段，另一个是我们政府表里不一的行为。

如果今天你去弗吉尼亚州的里奇曼，你会看到无数的广告牌正在向你招手欢迎，并用巨大的字写着：“非法拥有枪支将被关进联邦监狱待上五年。”这些警告对流放法案中的重罪犯有效，流放法案能轻易地使现行联邦法律得到执行。流放法案意味着每一个重刑犯不管他正在做什么，只要携带枪支就会被判处有期徒刑五年，而且不准假释、不准提前释放，没有任何商量的余地。

哎呀！这个监禁武装重罪犯的主意真是非常新颖。它确实很奏效，跟其他反犯罪法案所提议的都不同。流放法案在里奇曼实行的第一年，枪杀暴力案件减少了62%。正如你们所期望的，与枪支相关的犯罪，比如抢劫、强奸和暴力袭击案件数量都垂直下降。这意味着流故法案拯救了数百位里奇曼居民的生命和财产。若是没有流放法案，好几百人可能遭遇凶杀和流血事件。

数年来，全国步枪协会致力于要求在全国推广该流放法案，很合情合理吧，事实上这些法律条款已经写进了典籍中，只差最后执行了。但是比尔·克林顿阻止了这项流放法案在全国范围的执行。他一边说着有多么重视斗殴犯罪事件并将之视为政策问题，一边又对违反联邦枪支法律的行为一味纵容。事实上，他们推翻了布什政府关于起诉重罪犯携带枪支的政策。对于那些犯罪行为不仅睁一只眼闭一只眼，而且还帮他们进行强词夺理的辩护，使得那些武装犯罪分子逍遥法外。在1992年到1998年间，这类案件的起诉数量已减少将近一半。当流放法案正在拯救里奇曼无数的生命时，其他城市对违反联邦枪支法的起诉却减少了46%，而实际上枪支暴力违法案件并未减少。

没有媒体的合谋及煽风点火，这样的欺骗行为可能不会出现。因此真相绝对不会被报道出来，还有更多的例子可以证明这点。

大家一定都记得媒体对克林顿提议的“犯罪法案”以及被其称为“迫切需要”的“青少年枪支转让规定”进行大肆宣传后，使得这些提案迅速地通过了决议成为法律。然而真实情况是，1997年至1998年间，上千名罪犯中仅仅有11人被他的司法部起诉，而这些真相却被媒体刻意回避了。

大家也一定记得所有的媒体都支持他的那个所谓的“迫切需要”的“半自动枪支禁令”——仅仅从枪支的外观来判定其是否合法。然而现实是在1997年至1998年间，上千名罪犯中，仅仅只有八名被克林顿政府起诉，同样也是没有任何媒体对此进行报道。

每个人都记得媒体的私生子——布莱迪法案。克林顿先生反复地声明25万支手枪已经能够确保不流入不法分子手中，但是没有媒体报道发生了什么：这25万人中有多少人是罪犯，有多少人因为非法购买枪支而从你们的街道被带走？答案是九个。

克林顿先生带着他的十个保镖站在玫瑰园中，在新法律的苦苦支持下发表讲话，真是脱离现实。媒体竭尽所能让它通过了决议并成为了法律。但是之后没有人记得它，美国人民还是在不停地购买枪支。

也许你认为一个政治谎言不能伤害到你，但是让我告诉你，武装的罪犯能够做到。

政治家们靠出台法律来维系他们的政治生涯。强制执行法律的确能够保证你们的生命安全，但是没有人被逮捕，没有人因此而进监狱，这就是个十足的骗局，不是真实的生活，是一个巨大的谎言。在政府和媒体的联合谋划下被包装起来，有组织、有计划地宣传他们的教条。请原谅我的激动，但是那恰恰是五六十年代苏维埃政府的宣传机器的精确定义。

当这个政府凭空捏造事实的时候，全国步枪协会正在努力保证流放法案的正常运作。我要向你们各位展示我们的努力成果和他们的罪过。

如果你选择不起诉罪犯的话，人们会有生命危险，这是毫无疑问的。如果你选择参加战争，很肯定地说，人们也要面临生命危险。看看科索沃，虽然从未公开承认，但是战争却是实实在在存在的。不现实的是克林顿对战争后果的控制，也许还有他对你们未来的控制。

战争突如其来，其直接后果就是制造了无数的难民，那是武装冲突后出现的第一波悲剧。我们的领导者好像对此无比惊讶且毫无准备，给予难民的食物、衣服和药物等救助物资仅仅是杯水车薪。

现在，我不是无条件反对克林顿的一切行为。我不是保守派，争论已经结束了，因此我们之间的分歧已没有意义。

现在我来讨论一下现实对我们提出了哪些要求。打得最漂亮的战争应该是快速而果断的，具有压倒性优势的武力可以速战速决。但是我们的军队失去了那个速战速决的机会。取而代之的是发射寥寥几颗巡航导弹，就像民意引导的战争中的冰棍，而控制导弹的人所表现出来的是不想像个年轻人一样去战斗。我怀疑他现在是否还会继续战斗，而且他也绝不会让自己的亲人去参与科索沃战争。

战争专家们掌握了克林顿先生所没有掌握的真理，那就是我们现在既然已经身处这场战争之中，就要力争赢得这场战争，同时也意味着这些由父亲、邻居、同学、叔叔、丈夫和好友所组成的地面部队都可能被列入阵亡名单。你们愿意让你们的家人参战吗？

更重要的是，你们愿意在羊肠小道上闲逛吗？我的意思是今晚在座的各位，你，你，还有你，穿着军装的血肉之躯，你可能会说那很有戏剧性，但是这个演员必须穿着制服在海外战场待上两年。

当你计划下一个约会和如何赚第一桶金的时候，你们愿意把那些都放下吗？就像60年前成千上万的人所做的那样，去参战？

或者你在想，可以不采用真人实地作战的方式，战士们可以在距离战场很远且更为安全舒适的地方，只要摆动操纵杆来全程操作这些导弹然后赢得这场战争，就像玩掌机游戏那样？

如果你相信可以采用这样的战斗模式，那你还有很多如此幼稚的同伴。美国有线电视新闻网，盖洛普三天前作了一项调查，调查结果显示三分之二的美国人认为我们在道义上有责任打击米洛舍维奇，但是同样的数字显示美国人无法接受伤亡的结果。因此只要没有痛苦，无需付出代价，没有后果需要承担，我们就会将这场战争视为道义上的责任。

可是现实并非如此，任何生命都有终结的时候，而你们必须面对这样的现实，不要假装成被骗的人。我们的政府骄傲自大，媒体与政府勾结，让我们卷进有真实后果的事件中，但是我们的总统自己却不承担任何后果。释放武装重罪犯、出兵打仗的后果被政府蓄意地忽视掉，这是一个政策问题。

对我而言，这种失望是出生于婴儿潮时期的人们的悲剧。为了我们所有的梦想，为了掌控着国家命运的这代人——我这一代以及你们的父母辈，为了他们在通信、太空和医学领域所取得的成就，你们千万不要将这种不诚信继承和延续下去，否则我们所取得的这一切成果都毫无意义。

那么，你们可以做什么呢？

36年前，我同马丁·路德·金以及二十万民众站在林肯纪念堂的台阶上时就已经知道了这个问题的答案。你们只需要拒绝不与其同流合污，不服从他们所下达的命令就行，但仍然保持平和且尊敬他人的态度，采用一种彻底的非暴力的方式来进行抵抗。一旦你们被强迫活在他们的谎言中，就应该用一种文明的方式来抵抗，绝不跟那些满嘴谎言、不诚实的人同流合污。

马丁·路德·金从甘地、梭罗、基督以及所有伟人那里领悟到反抗的强大力量，并感染了我。种族歧视是非法的，但是暴力不会改变任何东西；种族隔离是非法的，但对此进行起诉是不明智的做法。因此马丁·路德·金教导我们用实际行动来反抗社会的不诚实行为，并以此改变我们的国家。

我们的基因中本身具有反抗的精神，我们将茶倒进波士顿港，将梭罗送进监狱，拒绝坐在巴士后座上，并抗议发起不诚实的越南战争。

美国人敢于向政治立场挑战的基因是与生俱来的。现在谁正在策划一场历史上最具智慧的反抗？不是像《纽约时报》、《华盛顿邮报》这样虚伪的媒体，而是互联网，由你们这样的年轻人创建的并为年轻人的思想服务、为真理呐喊的信息系统。

在同样的精神下，请你们用大规模的文明抵抗行为来抗议文化的不诚信，反对我们被繁荣宠坏的政府，反对领导者一相情愿的伪装，反对媒体传播子虚乌有的信息。

林肯总统的名言中有一句说道：“使国家长治久安。”请你们揭露黑暗，崇尚真理并承担你们自己所有行为的一切后果。每天审视一下你所看到的和知道的是不是正确的，当它不诚信的时候，反抗它。跟随人类伟大革命运动的神圣脚步——从获释的流亡者创立宗教到推翻随之崛起的专制统治，平民百姓和有上帝庇佑的伟人，成就了现在的国家。

如果金博士在这里，我想他一定会同意我的观点。

谢谢！





演讲人简介：




Julian R. Hunte（朱利安·亨特）

联合国第58届会议主席





Speech 9

The World Needs the United Nations
世界需要联合国

Secretary General of the Model United Nations, Members of the Faculty, Distinguished Delegates of the Yale University Model United Nations, Ladies and Gentlemen, students:

I am deeply committed to the United Nations and to multilateralism. It is this commitment that underpins my Presidency of the Fifty-eighth Session of the United Nations General Assembly, and which is the incentive that brings me to Yale University to join you at the opening of this Model United Nations.

I wish to thank President Levin and all at Yale University who have so warmly welcomed me here, and Mr. Favors and the organizers of the Model United Nations for affording me this opportunity.

Multilateralism—the belief that nations act more effectively when they act together to address issues of a global nature—has been an organizing principle and the foundation of the work of the United Nations from the start. We all know, however, that obstacles to economic and social progress, human right and fundamental freedoms and peace and security remain, notwithstanding strong support for multilateralism. Daily, the United Nations faces new and emerging challenges, some of which have proved to be quite daunting.

When the United Nations Charter was signed at San Francisco in 1945 nearly fifty-nine years ago, it would have been difficult to predict what would be the shape of the world of the early twenty-first century. Today, we can say authoritatively that it is a time of challenge and change for the world, and indeed, for the United Nations.

I imagine that it would have been difficult to contemplate at San Francisco that the ranks of the United Nations fifty-one founding members would be swelled to the one hundred and ninety-one Member States it is today. A forward-looking United Nations took up the cause of colonial countries and peoples for self-determination and independence. Some, no doubt, may have quibbled about this open door policy and about what in fact constituted a viable nation state that might take a place in the United Nations. Today, nations large and small sit in the United Nations General Assembly— the organization’s only universal organ—with equal rights and duties under the Charter.

The reality we face today is that the achievement of national independence has not significantly reversed the economic imbalances between former colonies and colonial powers. Disparities between rich and poor nations, in many cases compounded by globalization and trade liberalization, is marginalizing many countries, particularly in the developing world. Poverty worldwide —the burden of which falls unequally on our most vulnerable groups—children, women, the elderly and the disabled—harbour the seeds of instability, hatred and conflict. At the same time, there has been a marked drop in official development assistance from richer to poorer countries.

We could not have known in 1945 that as we work to improve public health and eradicate disease, new and deadly diseases such as HIV/AIDS would emerge to threaten societies and nations. Yet this disease, in particular, continues to wreak havoc among the most productive sectors of the population, and especially our youth, and to negatively impact the economies of many countries, particularly in the developing world. We also could not have anticipated how difficult it would be to erase age-old attitudes like racial discrimination and religious intolerance. Nor could we foresee the extreme contemporary forms these now take.

At San Francisco, we could not have foreseen the “internationalization” of major perils we face today—the illicit traffic in drugs and small arms and light weapons, the organized criminal networks that control these nefarious trades and other transnational crime, and the ever present threat of terrorism—to name a few. National borders, even those of the most powerful, cannot protect nations against these perils. Even international credentials and a mandate to act on behalf of the international community is no longer a safeguard. For last August in Baghdad, the United Nations itself became a terrorist target.

Today, conflict and war continue to be major challenges for the United Nations, threatening international peace and security and constituting a major impediment to development in many regions of the world. While the United Nations continues to act in respect of conflict and war, many situations seem to be intractable.

There is much to be said for the manner in which the United Nations is rising to today’s challenges and to change. It has been credibly demonstrated that the nations of the world acting through the United Nations on behalf of their peoples, can come together to overcome obstacles to progress and to peace.

Notwithstanding the high anxiety of war and conflict, the world has managed to avoid a major international conflagration and to prevent or shorten a significant number of regional conflicts. The United Nations has, in almost every situation of conflict and war, been able to play a meaningful role. In so doing, the Membership has, by and large, sought to live up to the Charter obligation to maintain international peace and security. When we have failed or delayed longer than we should, it is because we could not, as Member States, achieve consensus on how to proceed.

We have recognized and accepted, including through our signature, ratification and accession of international treaties, that we cannot alone protect ourselves from perils such as drug trafficking, organized crime and terrorism. These critical global problems know and respect no national borders. Therefore, we have accepted obligations to uphold international standards and to act together to protect us all.

Just as our membership in the United Nations requires us to act jointly to maintain international peace and security, we are also required to take joint action to support socio-economic development and to eradicate poverty worldwide. The United Nations agenda for development is, of necessity, a work in progress, for circumstances change, and a variety of external forces impact our work. Natural disasters, diseases and changes in attitude among more powerful Member States all have an impact.

Work to promote development and eradicate poverty being done within the United Nations system includes that of the Specialized Agencies, which focus their particular competencies in areas such as food, health and education. If I had to describe in a few words this development and poverty eradication work, I would say that we work to elaborate attainable development goals, to create the mechanisms for reaching them together, and to impress upon Member States the importance of keeping their commitments in this area.

Let me cite the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) as a specific example of goal setting, on which all United Nations Member States agreed as we moved into the Twenty-first Century. These are practical and fairly modest goals, aimed, among other things, at eradicating poverty and hunger, combating HIV/AIDS, Malaria and other diseases, ensuring environmental sustainability and developing a global partnership for development. A major commitment has been made, and a tremendous effort is underway to attain these goals, which we have pledged to implement by 2015. Acting together is a prerequisite for success.

Since San Francisco, many innovative and imaginative ways have been found to bring home to the “peoples” of the United Nations, for whom the Charter speaks, exactly what the United Nations does, and why it is important to the world’s people. Few initiatives to do so have been as effective as the rule-playing exercise of the “Model United Nations”. Model United Nations take place each year, in many countries, and at different educational levels. It is noteworthy that even in troubling times, when the relevance of the United Nations was being called into question, Model United Nations were being organized and conducted.

Commitment to the Model United Nations concept, I believe, comes from the abiding curiosity that people—especially young people—have about other nations, their circumstances, their goals and aspirations and the challenges they face. In the case of this model United Nations, I do hope that your are also committed because of your own belief that solutions to the world’s problems can indeed be found by working together; by understanding other people’s perspectives; and by acknowledging that the more people that have agreed on, and have “bought into” a decision, the more likely it is that the outcome of such a decision will endure.

This exercise in which, for a short time, you become leaders and diplomatic representatives of countries not your own and largely unfamiliar to you, has important benefits for you. It also benefits the country you represent, as well as the United Nations. In addition to being exhilarating and rewarding—which I am sure it will be—it builds skills that can be very useful to you, not just in the short-term as students, but as future leaders with major responsibilities.

Already you will have done intensive research, both on your new country and on the items on your agenda—which are also items on the global agenda. By now, you are ready to argue forcefully and convincingly the positions your country would take, from the perspective of that country, a perspective that may be quite different to that of the country of which you are a citizen. I know that you have prepared effectively, and that your considerable effort would be rewarded by a meaningful contribution to this forum.

If I may now take off my Presidential hat and put on my Minister of External Affairs of St Lucia and Caribbean Community (CARICOM) hat, let me say that I hope that the delegations representing the countries of CARICOM have done their homework well, and are ready to represent us with distinction! Now, I return to my Presidential hat.

This Model United Nations also bears centrally on leadership and decision-making skills. Many of you will represent Presidents, Prime Ministers and Ministers. Your priorities will compete with those of other leaders. You will have to show your people that the decisions you have taken have brought them a benefit. At the same time, you will have to demonstrate to other leaders that you are prepared to take, or join in, decisions that will advance international goals and objectives. You should have a fairly good idea after this exercise of what it is like to be under the spotlight of public opinion, and to be accountable, both at home and in the United Nations.

Your negotiating skills should be considerable honed by this exercise. Never mind what they say about “diplomacy being the art of letting somebody else have your own way” —negotiation is an arduous and often insuperable process. Negotiations are not a matter of victory or defeat, but about mutual advantage. Diplomacy puts a premium on compromise, and oftentimes compromise is the only option you will have—you may have to abandon that “grand design” for a more modest outcome.

Hence, you need good judgment, including about the other person’s position —is it flexible? Is it set in stone? Is the person prepared to give up something, and are you? Negotiating—this is the skill that lies at the heart of the work of the United Nations. Importantly, it is at the centre of what we do in our lives.

Whether the scope of your Model United Nations permits you to focus on the media and civil society, I want to make comments on both, as relations with them are critical to the success of any country’s delegation. Your interaction with the media should be in a manner that would reflect your country’s point of view accurately, and in the best possible light. It is also expedient for you to go outside the official ranks of delegations and make common cause with the organizations of civil society. It is these non-governmental and other organizations that have the experience, the contacts and the energy to earn public support for an idea, and give it life beyond the conference room.

Above all, as you negotiate and take decisions, you must ask yourself whether your decisions can be effectively implemented, to meet your goals and objectives. If they cannot, your work may well have been an exercise in futility.

There are a few final thoughts I would like to leave with you. The first concerns the “fundamental democracy” of the United Nations General Assembly, and what it takes to be a truly effective delegation. It is often not the powerful countries that marshal the most interesting and innovative ideas through the United Nations. It was Costa Rica that was responsible for driving the idea of a High Commissioner for Human Rights through the General Assembly. The concept of the Law of the Sea and the possibility of mining the deep seabed for the benefit of all mankind was driven by the small island state of Malta. And Trinidad and Tobago, supported by the countries of the Caribbean Community, was the driving force behind the most recent initiative that led to the establishment of an International Criminal Court. In short, a good new idea, persuasively presented and patiently negotiated, can become part of the world’s agenda even if it comes from a very small state.

The second thought I wish to leave with you concerns the General Assembly, the only representative organ of the United Nations. As such, agreement would ultimately have to be forged within the General Assembly on much of the issues on the international agenda. For it is the Assembly alone that contains the world as it is, that reflects both the world’s problems and possibilities. Importantly, it is in the Assembly that reform of the United Nations, whether General Assembly or Security Council, would be negotiated and endorsed.

Yes, questions concerning the “relevance” of the United Nations have focused on the General Assembly, at a time when great powers are asserting their right to act unilaterally, and to deal with the United Nations through more limited membership bodies. But I must tell you that, in the months that I have been privileged to serve as President, I have been constantly impressed by the General Assembly and its Member States—their determination to find ways through obstacles; their willingness to negotiate; their readiness to examine new ideas, and above all by their conviction that this uniquely universal organization, the United Nations, must be enabled to survive and to do the great work for which it was designed.

I hope that your deliberations will bring each of you new insights into the work of the United Nations, and importantly on where the organization stands in this period of challenge and change. Whether your future takes you into academia, the professions, business or government, I believe that the skills you acquire in this Model United Nations will serve you well. Above all, I hope that your participation persuades you to remain involved with the United Nations and the global issues it addresses. The world needs the United Nations. And the United Nations needs you.

I thank you.









汉语回放（王娟　译）

尊敬的模拟联合国秘书长先生、老师们，耶鲁大学模拟联合国的各位代表，女士们、先生们、同学们：

我积极致力于联合国工作以及推行多边主义制度的工作。正因为此，我才有幸主持了联合国大会第五十八届议会。也正是这个原因，使我有幸来到耶鲁大学参加本次模拟联合国开幕式。

我想感谢莱文校长和耶鲁大学所有热忱欢迎我来到这里的人，感谢费佛斯先生和此次模拟联合国会议的组织者给我提供了这次机会。

信奉多边主义有利于各国更有效地合作解决全球自然问题。从一开始，多边主义就一直是一种组织形式，也是联合国工作的基础。但是，我们都知道，仍然有许多障碍存在，比如经济社会发展的障碍，人类权利的障碍，基本自由的障碍以及和平安全方面的障碍。因此，多边主义还未形成一个坚强的后盾。每天，联合国都会面临新的挑战，而且许多挑战被证明是非常令人畏惧的。

在1945年，大约59年前，联合国宪章在旧金山签署。那个时候无人能预见21世纪早期的世界形态。今天，我们可以非常肯定地说，对于世界，挑战和改变的时刻到了，对于联合国来说，也是如此。

我很难想象在旧金山，联合国的队伍会从建立之初的51个成员国扩大到今天的191个。联合国是有前瞻性的，讨论了殖民地国家及其人民自决和独立的起因。毫无疑问，有些人可能会在门户开放政策的问题，以及在实际上构成一个国家在联合国取得地位的可行性问题上钻牛角尖。今天，大国和小国共同坐在一起参加联合国宪章大会，这是联合国唯一具有普遍性的机关。根据联合国宪章的规定，无论是大国还是小国，都拥有平等的权利和义务。

我们今天面临的现实是，民族独立所取得的成就并没有从实质上扭转前殖民地与殖民权利之间的经济失衡。在很多情况下，全球化和贸易自由加剧了贫富国之间的差距。这造成了许多国家，特别是发展中国家被边缘化的危险。全球贫困的负担，不公平地由那些弱势群体来承担，如儿童、妇女、老人、残疾人，这些都是不稳定、仇恨和冲突的根源。同时，富国对贫国的官方援助出现了显著下降的趋势。

我们可能没想到，在1945年，当我们努力进行改善公共卫生并驱除疾病的工作时，新的致命性病毒，例如艾滋病毒出现了，它威胁着社会和国家的安全。而且，这种疾病还在继续危害最具生产力的群体的健康，特别是年轻人的健康，并对许多国家，特别是发展中国家的经济发展产生了负面影响。我们也不可能预见到，要消除一些长期存在的偏见是多么困难，比如消除种族歧视以及宗教冲突的问题。我们也无法预见，这些极端问题在现代的存在形式。

在旧金山，我们不可能预见我们今天面临的一些重大问题会国际化。比如毒品贩运，非法小型武器和轻武器的贩运，控制这些行业和其他跨国犯罪的网络组织，以及一直存在的恐怖主义的威胁。即便是有最强大的国防也不能保护国家不受到这些风险的侵袭。即使是国际证书以及代表国际社会行动的授权也不再是坚强的保障。去年8月，巴格达，甚至联合国都成为恐怖袭击的目标。

今天，冲突和战争仍然是联合国的主要挑战。它们威胁到国际和平及安全，同时也是世界上许多地区发展的主要障碍。尽管联合国一直在采取行动解决战争和冲突问题，但是很多情况似乎是难以解决的。

值得一提的是联合国应对当今的挑战和变化的方式。事实证明，以联合国的名义代表其人民采取行动的国家，能够共同克服进步与和平的障碍。

尽管战争和冲突在很大程度上令人焦虑，但是，世界已经成功设法避免了这些态势在国际上的蔓延，同时也成功防止或者说是减少了大量的地区冲突。几乎在所有的冲突和战争中，联合国都能发挥重要的作用。这样一来，各成员国都努力遵守宪章义务来维护国际和平与安全。在解决问题的时候，也有失败和延期的情况。这是因为，作为成员国，我们在如何解决问题上也有不能达成共识的情况。

我们承认并接受，我们不能单独保护本国不受毒品贩运、有组织地犯罪以及恐怖主义等风险的侵袭。这些关键性的全球问题是没有国界的。因此，我们通过签署、批准以及加入国际条约的形式，接受义务，维护国际标准，同时共同采取行动来保护自己。

作为联合国成员国，我们必须共同采取行动维护国际和平和安全。同时，我们必须采取联合行动，支持社会经济发展，消除全世界的贫困现象。由于环境的改变和各种外部势力都会影响我们的工作。因此，联合国制定发展议程很有必要。这项工作正在进展中。自然灾害、疾病以及较强大的成员国态度的变化都会对此产生影响。

为促进发展和消除贫困，联合国成立了专门的机构，重点解决那些迫切需要解决的问题，如食品、健康和教育。如果一定要用几句话来描述这项促进发展和消除贫困的工作，我会说我们的工作是，制定可以获得发展的目标，构建共同实现这些目标的机制，并且促使成员国兑现在这一领域的承诺。

让我举一个具体的目标作为例子，拿“千年发展目标”（MDGs）来说，21世纪初，所有的联合国成员国都同意了这些发展目标。这些目标可行且温和，目的是消除贫困和饥饿，防止艾滋病、疟疾和其他疾病的蔓延，确保环境的可持续性发展，以及发展全球合作关系。这是一个重大的承诺。为了实现这些目标，我们正在付出巨大的努力。我们承诺在2015年以前实现这些目标，但共同行动是成功的先决条件。

自旧金山会议以来，一些革新与创新已经让联合国成员看到联合国宪章是在为谁说话，联合国究竟在做什么以及对于世界人民来说，为什么联合国如此重要。联合国精神指引下的一些革新，已经如联合国按照规则模拟的那样，卓有成效。模拟联合国每年都会召开，并且面对不同教育水平的人召开。值得一提的是，每当一些纠纷需要联合国出面解决时，都会组织和召开联合国模拟会议。

我相信，模拟联合国概念的承诺来自人们的好奇心，特别是年轻人的好奇心，对其他国家的好奇，对其他国家的环境、目标、愿望的好奇，对它们所面临的挑战的好奇。在此次模拟联合国会议中，我相信，你们也会作出承诺。因为你们相信世界上的许多问题的确可以通过一些方式来解决，如通过共同努力，通过理解他人的观点。越多人互相肯定，达成一致并做出决定，结果越可能持久，这也是解决问题的方式之一。

在这项工作中，在一段时间内，你将会成为一个你不熟悉的国家的领导及外交代表。但你将获益匪浅。同时，这也有益于你所代表的国家，有益于联合国。我确信，这将是非常令人兴奋的，也是非常值得做的。除此之外，这也会让你学会一些有用的技能。这些技能不仅仅在现在的学生时期有用，而且对你未来成为负有主要责任的领袖也是非常有用的。

你已经对你所代表的国家以及你的议程项目作了深入调查。这些也是全球议程上的项目。现在，你准备好为你所代表的国家的立场进行有力的令人信服的论证。但是这要从该国的角度来考虑问题，这个角度和你自己的国家是非常不同的。我知道你已经作好了充分的准备，你的努力以及对此次论坛作出的有意义的贡献终将有所回报。

如果我现在可以暂时放下主席的身份，以圣卢西亚和加勒比共同体（加共体）外事部长的身份说话，我想说，我希望加共体各国的代表已经作好了充分的准备，代表我们取得优异的成绩。然后，我再回到主席的身份。

此次模拟联合国会议也会集中考察你们的领导能力和决策能力。你们中许多人将代表总统、总理和部长。你们拥有的优先权和其他领导人的优先权之间会出现竞争。你们必须让你们的人民看到，你们所作出的决定给他们带来了益处。同时，你们也必须向其他领导人证明你们准备采取或者参与能促进国际目标发展的决策。在这次锻炼之后，你们应该知道，在舆论焦点之下应该怎样做，也应该知道，无论是在国内还是在联合国都应该采取负责的态度。

通过这次锻炼，你们的谈判技巧应该会得到大幅度的提高。不要去理会那些“外交是让别人按自己的方式行动的艺术”之类的话。谈判是一项艰巨的工作，而且经常是个无法逾越的过程。谈判不是胜利和失败的问题，而是双赢的问题。外交非常重视妥协的策略，通常妥协是你唯一的选择。你可能不得不放弃“大计划”而转为接受一个更为温和的结果。

因此，你需要很好的判断力，包括判断他人的立场。它是灵活的吗？是一成不变的吗？这个人准备放弃一些了吗？你准备放弃吗？谈判技能，是联合国工作的核心所在，也是我们日常生活的中心所在。

无论此次模拟联合国大会的范围是否允许你聚焦媒体和公民社会，我都想对这两者作出评论，因为处理好和他们的关系是任何一个国家代表团成功的关键。你与媒体间的互动应该是，在尽可能最好的情况下采用能精确反映你所代表的国家的观点的方式，同时，走出官员代表团，和民间社会组织联合起来也是个很好的权宜之计。这些非政府组织和其他组织有经验、有精力并且能接触到公众，同时他们可以在某个观点上取得公众的支持，这是在会议室里不可能达到的效果。

最重要的是，当你谈判并作出决定时，你必须问自己，是否你的决定能得到有效的实施，是否你的决定能满足你的目的和目标。如果不能，那么你的工作只是徒劳之举。

最后，我还有几个想法想要留给你们。第一个是关于联合国大会的基本的民主问题，以及如何才能成为一个真正有效的代表团的问题。通过联合国整理出的最有趣、最有创意的想法往往不是出自一些强国。通过联合国大会，负责推动人权高级专员想法的正是哥斯达黎加代表。为了全人类的利益而提出的海洋法和深度开采海底的可能性概念是马耳他岛国代表推动的。在加勒比共同体国家的支持下，特立尼达和多巴哥成为建立国际刑事法院最新方案的推动力量。总之，一个良好的新思路，如果是具有说服力的并且是经得起协商的，即使是来自一个很小的国家，也可以成为世界议程的一部分。

我想留给你们的第二个想法是关于联合国大会的，它是联合国的唯一代表机构。因此，国际议程上的许多问题最终都必须通过联合国大会来达成一致。因为联合国大会本身就包括了世界，反映了世界问题及可能性。重要的是，正是在联合国大会上，无论是在大会上还是在安理会上，联合国的改革才能被协商，才能被通过。

是的，当大国声称有单方面行动的权利，声称通过更多有限的成员国来对付联合国的时候，和联合国“相关”的问题就会被重点放在安理会上解决。但是，我必须告诉你的是，在我有幸担任主席的几个月中，联合国及其成员国不断地给我留下深刻印象，如他们寻求方法、克服障碍的决心，他们协商的意愿，他们随时准备研究新的思路的做法。最重要的是，他们相信这个独特的世界组织——联合国，一定能生存下去，并且能完成它所担负的伟大工作。

我希望我们的讨论会带给你们对联合国工作的新见解，尤其是这个组织在这个充满挑战和变革的时期的立场问题。无论你将来是进入学术界、专业界、商界还是政府，我相信你在此次模拟联合国大会中获得的技能将会很好地为你服务。总之，我相信，你的参与可以使你继续关注联合国及其全球问题。世界需要联合国，联合国需要你们。

谢谢！





演讲人简介：




Peter Salovey（彼得·沙洛维）

沙洛维最早提出Emotional Intelligence（情商）这个名词

沙洛维先后取得了斯坦福大学学士学位和硕士学位，以及耶鲁大学博士学位

1986年成为耶鲁大学教师，2004年被任命为耶鲁学院院长，2008年被任命为耶鲁大学的教务长





Speech 10

Thinking in New Ways
用新方法进行思考

So, men and women of 2010:

All of us know that this is a big moment for you, the start of a tremendous adventure, one that has been a part of the tradition of young people since the academies of Greece and Rome and the great libraries at Alexandria and Ephesus. As it happens, about two months ago, forty Yale alumni, my wife, Marta, and I stood in front of the magnificent ruins of the ancient library of Ephesus, a Roman city unearthed near Izmir, Turkey, gazing at what was essentially the Sterling Memorial Library of the second century.

The library of Ephesus housed more than twelve thousand scrolls; our libraries contain about twelve million books and journals. But to be frank, it is our library on Cross Campus—I’m sure you have seen it—rather than Ephesus that right now looks more like the site of an historical excavation!

Your experience here, linked to this past, may change who you are, as similar experiences have changed the lives of students for thousands of years. And it all begins for you right here, right now. Over the next four years, we will come to know you, not just you in general, but you in particular, from Aaron (all five of them), Abby, and Abra to Zharng, Zoe, and Zoelle. We will, like your families up in the balcony, and the families already missing you in homes around the world, come to know your faces, your voices, your talents, your humor, your quirks and eccentricities, your special geniuses.

You will change our lives as we will change yours. This is the beginning of the building of a new and special family, one put together to foster the strength of this community for one primary reason—so that you can develop yourselves to your greatest potential.

And now to welcome you properly this morning, I am going to ask a simple question and draw upon the discipline of psychology, my field of study, for answers. Here is the question: Is your college education made better by the fact that we seek to draw to Yale students from the four corners of the earth and from all parts of this country? In the Class of 2010, for example, we have freshmen from all fifty states and fifty countries of the world. You are a group of students representing numerous different cultures, traditions, and accomplishments; you have had many different kinds of experiences in your lives.

It seems obvious that casting a wide net helps us to achieve our goal of providing an outstanding education to the very best students, regardless of family circumstances, from anywhere in the world, who can benefit the most from being here. If we use a broad net, we are more likely to catch some big fish. We want the world’s best students at Yale, and we work very hard to convince you to come here. But why?

I believe—and I suspect you will discover—that the educational experience in the classroom, laboratory, and studio is enhanced by the presence of people who—no matter who you are—have had different life experiences than you, who do not share the same learning history and cultural experiences. It goes without saying that we all share a common humanity, we are all citizens of the earth, and there are many ways in which we are very much alike.

But, there are also ways in which our family backgrounds, upbringings, and schooling have taught us to notice different things, to reason differently, and to solve problems in different ways. The glory of Yale is that at a critical moment in your lives you will be exposed to so many people with different histories who have grown up with varied ways of interpreting experience.

From them you will learn by discussion, argument, and even osmosis how to approach a problem or task from multiple vantage points, argue various sides to an issue, and generate better solutions. Of course many of you have had some of this kind of experience before in your lives. The difference now is that you will be living so close together and in such an intense intellectual and extracurricular environment. In your lives so far, I am sure you’ve encountered people with different thinking styles. Some of your friends are extremely verbal and analytic. Others are more visual and imaginative. My former Yale colleague, Robert Sternberg, now the dean at Tufts University, suggests that some individuals are executive thinkers (they like to follow guidelines developed by others); some are legislative thinkers (they generate ideas and do things their own way); and others are judicial thinkers (they enjoy evaluating ideas). Further, educational systems throughout the world may emphasize the learning of different ways of thinking. Here’s an example that I think you will find intriguing.

Richard Nisbett is a University of Michigan social psychologist who began his career on the Yale faculty in the 1960s and 70s. Through careful laboratory experimentation, he has demonstrated that individuals who grew up in the countries of East Asia actually learn ways of thinking with different emphases than individuals who grew up in the countries of Western Europe or North America.

Neither Professor Nisbett nor I intend to imply that all East Asians or all North Americans and Western Europeans are alike. Of course there is considerable diversity within each group of individuals.

But family background, schooling, and experience help determine the wonderful differences among human beings, and Professor Nisbett’s research provides a fascinating window into one way that this is so. So let me tell you about the kinds of psychology experiments that Professor Nisbett conducts.

In one, he and Taka Masuda showed students who had lived in Japan and students who were raised in the United States various underwater scenes including fish swimming around in the foreground with rocks, plants, snails, bubbles, and the like in the background. The fish were the focal point of the scene. After studying these scenes for twenty seconds, the students were asked to report what they could remember.

All students reported seeing fish, but the students raised and educated in Asia were sixty percent more likely also to mention the background elements like the plants, rocks, and bubbles. The students raised and educated in North America were more likely to mention the most compelling focal element: An especially salient large fish swimming in the water. Those from Asia were more likely to describe the context: This seemed, to them, like a pond.

So why do I present these psychological experiments this morning? One of the critical goals of an undergraduate education has less to do with the specific content of any one course but rather something that hovers over all of your work here: that you are honing critical thinking skills. We will help you learn how to think rather than tell you what to think.

As the Report of the Committee on Yale College Education noted several years ago, some of the skills we hope to cultivate here are:

“The ability to subject the world to active and continuing curiosity and to ask interesting questions…

The ability to subject an object of inquiry to sustained and disciplined analysis, and where needed, to more than one mode of analysis…

The ability to link and integrate frames of reference, creating perceptions that were not available through a single lens…

The ability to work with others in such a way as to construct the larger vision no one could produce on his or her own…”

This skill set encompasses more than what is traditionally meant by the term critical thinking, but the idea here is that one should leave college with better honed cognitive abilities that transcend the content of any particular course of study.

My lesson for you this morning is that because you will interact in the classroom (and outside of it) with fellow students whose experiences have taught them to think in different ways, you will learn to think in new ways. This is a fantastic gift that you provide each other. You will grow as you become aware that your classmates sometimes approach common challenges in ways that are incompatible with yours but actually lead you to revisit, question, and either revise or reconfirm your views.

The opportunities for growth will come not simply because you will learn to appreciate different thinking styles but because you will become increasingly sensitive to individuality, avoiding assumptions about those who seem at first to be like you as much as those who seem very different. A diverse student body does more for undergraduate education than fuel common-room debates in the late evening hours—as enjoyable as it might be to argue with one’s roommates about whether the best dumplings are shumai, empanadas, pierogies, won-ton, vushka, mandu, samosas, boulettes, gnocchi, hushpuppies, or kreplach! Rather, a heterogeneous class changes the nature of everyone’s educational experience by providing a challenging environment that fosters learning and creativity.

I hope I have made clear there can be enormous variability among individuals in thinking styles within any group of people, which is why it is so dangerous to stereotype. And there is nothing fixed or essential or biological about learning to think in different ways.

All of you chose Yale for its reputation as one of the great universities of the world. But you also chose it from all the others because of the reputation Yale has for classroom experiences, recontact with so many different kinds of people. Here at Yale, you will form a community that allows you to trust each other and share your unique attributes, skills, and styles of thinking.

Ladies and gentlemen of the Class of 2010: I am confident that you will enjoy your classmates’ companionship on this great adventure. We will be with you, enjoying your companionship as well, and doing all we can to make the voyage rich and joyous.

On behalf of everyone on this stage this morning, welcome to Yale!









汉语回放（赵欣薇　译）

2010届的女士们，先生们：

大家都知道此时对于你们来说是一个非常重要的时刻，是一个巨大冒险的开始，它从希腊和罗马的院校以及亚历山大和以费所的大图书馆开始，就成为了年轻人传统的一部分。刚好在两个月前，我和我的妻子玛塔以及40位耶鲁大学校友就站在以费所，一个出土于伊兹密尔和土耳其附近的罗马城的古老图书馆的宏伟废墟前，凝视着那被看作是二世纪斯莱特林图书馆的建筑。

以费所的图书馆有超过1.2万幅的卷轴，而我们的图书馆则拥有1200万册的图书及刊物。但是说实话，与艾菲索斯图书馆相比，相信你们都看到了，我们横跨校园的图书馆更像是历史文物、出土古迹。

你们在这里的经历，如果与过去所发生的相联系的话，它也许会将你们改变，就像在几千年前相似的经历曾改变了当时学生们的生活一样。而这一切将在此时此地发生在你们身上。在今后的四年里，我们将会逐渐了解你们中的艾伦、艾比，以及艾布拉到扎朗，祖和祖艾丽，乃至所有的人，不只是大概的了解，而是真正的认识。我们将会像在阳台遥望你们的家人一样，像在世界各地想念你们的家人一样，逐渐熟悉你们的面容、你们的声音，逐渐了解你们的才能、你们的幽默，你们的怪癖和你们特殊的天赋。

正如我们会改变你们一样，你们也会改变我们。这是重新组建一个特殊家园的开始。我们为了共同的目的融入并使这个集体不断壮大，这样，你们就能最大限度的发掘你的潜能。

现在，为了对今早大家的光临表示欢迎，我将会问一个简单的问题，并借鉴我所研究的心理学领域，来进行解答。这个问题是：学校从世界各个角落，从国家的每个地方招收学生，这会不会使学校的教育更上一层楼呢？以2010届的班级为例，我们有来自世界上50个国家和地区的新生，你们是一批代表着不同文化、不同传统以及不同成果的学生，你们在过去的生活中也有着许许多多不同的人生经历。

这似乎很明显，全世界范围内的招生可以帮助我们实现给每一位尖子生提供最好教育的目标。无论你的家庭情况如何，无论你来自世界的任何一个地方，无论你在这里可以受益多少，我们撒的网越大，可能抓住“大鱼”的概率就越大。我们希望最好的学生都来耶鲁，我们也想方设法地说服你们来这里。但这是为什么呢？

我想你们也会发现，这是因为我相信课堂、图书馆以及工作室的教育经验将会由于那些比你拥有更多不同人生经历的人的存在而增多，他们有着与你不同的学习历史和文化经验。当然毫无疑问我们大家都有共同的人性，我们都是地球上的公民，并且我们在某些方面有着非常多的相似之处。

但是，由于家庭背景、生长环境以及学习环境的不同，这些因素都会教我们去注意不同的事物，给出不同的理由，用不同的方法来解决问题。耶鲁的荣耀就是：在你人生至关重要的时刻，你会面对许许多多在不同历史背景、不同人生经历下成长起来的人。

你可以在与他们讨论、辩论中学习，甚至在考虑怎样通过多种观望点来处理一个问题或任务中学习，各方争论一个问题，最终找出一个比较好的解决方法。当然在座的许多人在以前的生活中都曾有过这样的经历。但现在所不同的是，你们会住在一起，非常亲密，并处在这样一个激烈的校内外环境中。迄今为止在你的生命中，我确信你遇到过许多拥有不同思维方式的人。你的一些朋友善于表达与分析，而另一些朋友则善于观察和想象。罗伯特·斯腾伯格曾经是我在耶鲁大学的同事，现任美国塔夫茨大学校长，他认为一些人是行政思想家，他们喜欢遵循其他人所制定的方针政策；一些人是立法思想家，他们有很多想法，并依据自己的想法去做事；另一些人则是司法思想家，他们喜欢评价别人的想法。进一步说来，世界各地的教育体系都应当强调用不同的思维方式来学习。下面我举一个例子，我想你们一定会发现它非常奇妙。

理查德·尼斯贝是密歇根大学的社会心理学家，从二十世纪六七十年代就开始了他耶鲁大学教授的职业生涯。通过细致的实验，他证明了来自东亚国家的人与来自西欧和北美国家的人在思维方式上有着不同的侧重点。

尼斯贝教授和我都不是在暗示所有东亚人或者北美人以及西欧人是一样的。当然，每组人中都有着相当大的差异。

然而家庭背景、学校环境以及人生经历的不同就决定了人与人之间有着非常奇妙的差异。尼斯贝教授就研究出了一种非常巧妙的方法来诠释这个问题，下面我将讲述一些尼斯贝教授所进行的心理学实验。

其一，他和高增田曾经给生活在日本以及生长在美国的学生展示过各种各样的水下场景，场景中有在岩石周围游泳的鱼、植物、蜗牛、气泡，以及其他一些背景画面，鱼是这个场景中的焦点。在研究这些场景二十秒后，学生们则被要求去复述那些留在他们记忆中的画面。

所有的学生都说他们看到了鱼。然而百分之六十多生长在亚洲并接受亚洲教育的学生，更侧重于提及那些背景元素，如植物、岩石和气泡。那些生长在北美并接受北美教育的学生，则更侧重于提及那非常引人注目的焦点：那条非常突出的，在水中游泳的大鱼。那些来自于亚洲的学生更愿意去描述这样的情景：这对于他们来说，似乎就像是一个池塘。

那么，今天早晨我为什么要介绍这些心理学实验呢？本科教育的关键目标之一并不是一个课程的具体内容，而是在你学习的过程中徘徊在你脑海中的一些东西——这是在锻炼你的批判性思考能力。我们将帮助你学会怎样去思考，而不是告诉你去思考些什么。

耶鲁大学教育委员会在几年前的报告中曾指出，我们希望你们在这里学到的技能有：

“积极感受世界的能力，持好奇心，问有趣的问题的能力。

持续研究调查对象，并对其进行专业分析的能力，必要时还要使用一个以上的方法来进行分析。

综合思考问题的能力，思想单一是不可能创建出任何看法的。

与他人合作的能力，通过合作从而扩大视野，这是个人所无法企及的。”

这些技能已远远超出传统意义上所说的批判性思维，在这里我们希望每一个毕业的学生都能够超越课本所学的知识，锻炼出他们更强的认知能力。

今天早晨我之所以给你们上这一课，是因为你们即将在课堂内外与那些因人生经历不同而形成不同思维方式的同学在一起相互影响，你将学会用新的方法去思考。这是你们互赠的最美妙的礼物。随着你的成长你会慢慢发现，有时与你共同挑战的同学所用的方式方法会与你的不相符，但实际上这可以引导你重温、质疑、修改或是再次确认你的观点。

成长机会的到来并不仅仅因为你将学会如何欣赏不同的思维方式，更因为你将会对个性变得日益敏感，要避免假设那些起初你看来和你很像，但实际上却与你完全不同的人。对于本科教育来说，不同的学生团体比在深夜进行的激烈讨论更加行之有效，就像为了愉快，一个人可能会与他的室友争论最好吃的饺子是烧麦、墨西哥式酥皮饺、欧式饺子、馄饨、小耳朵饺子、韩国饺子、萨莫萨三角饺、玉米全烩丸子、意式薯团、虾球，还有三角馄饨！更值得一提的是，综合性的班级会通过提供一个富于挑战性的环境来改变每一个学生的教育经验的本质，促进学生们的学习和创造性。

我希望我对我所要表达的观点已陈述得非常清楚，那就是一个小组中的每一个个体在思考方式上都有着巨大的差异，这就是刻板的假定为什么那么危险的原因。在学习用不同方法进行思考的过程中，没有什么是一定的、必须的或是与生俱来的。

大家都选择耶鲁是因为它是世界上享有一流大学美誉的院校之一。但是你又从这么多一流大学之中选它的原因就是有关耶鲁大学课堂体验的美誉，你可以接触许许多多不同的人。在耶鲁，你们将会形成一个共同体，这会使你们相信彼此，分享你们独特的个性、技能以及思维方式。

2010届的女士们，先生们，我确信你们将会在此次大冒险中享受你们同学间的友谊。我们会与你们在一起，共同享受这种友谊，尽我们所能地将此次航行变得丰富并充满欢乐。

我代表今早坐在主席台的每一位嘉宾，欢迎你们的到来，欢迎来耶鲁！





演讲人简介：




Harold Hongju Koh（哈罗德·洪柱·高）

耶鲁大学法学院院长

国际法专家

曾在克林顿执政期间出任助理国务卿





Speech 11

Be Devoted to Your Career and Help Others
献身于你的事业并帮助他人

Distinguished guests, faculty, families, friends, and members of graduating class:

Welcome, all of you, to the Yale Law School’s 2008 commencement exercises.

Thank you. We gather here this afternoon to celebrate an institution, to graduate a class, and to renew a solemn commitment. The institution is the Yale Law School, the class is the remarkable Class of 2008, the commitment is to a tradition of humanity and excellence in the study of law that dates back several centuries.

This ceremony reaffirms that they did not do it alone. Behind each person who graduates today, there is an inspiring story of family and friends: of parents who sacrificed, who worked jointly or separately to ensure their child’s education. Of grandparents, uncles and aunts who watched over you when your parents could not; of brothers, sisters, cousins, and friends who answered your calls and instant messages; of children who somehow recognized how important law school was for you; of spouses and loved ones who commuted, worked second jobs, or put their own careers on hold so that you could make the most of this opportunity.

I once asked my own father, as he sat writing out one of my tuition checks. Whether he regretted paying out so much tuition. He said simply: “Why do we work? Why do we live? We have nothing to give you but love and education, but by giving you that, don’t we give you everything?” We on the faculty and staff have taught you these last few years, but we know that among us today are the people who gave you everything. So would the families and friends of the Class of 2008 rise so that all of us can honor you! To the parents here today, let me say, as you watch your graduates end their schooling, how can you not think back to the first day that you took them to school? Back then, who could have dreamed that this day would ever come?

And back then, did we really think time would fly so fast? I know exactly how you feel, especially today, because, in just a few moments, my own daughter is graduating too, from Yale’s Jonathan Edwards College, which is holding its graduation across Beinecke Plaza. And so, in a moment, I must leave for her graduation and turn these ceremonies over to my friend and colleague, Deputy Dean Jon Macey. But I cannot just leave without telling you something from the heart. You, the Class of 2008, are very special to me. You came of age after September 11. You were admitted in my first year as dean. You started while Hurricane Katrina raged. We hiked Sleeping Giant together-twice. And in between, we have spent many hours together, both in and out of class.

In the last three years, you ran conferences on rebellious lawyering, Access to Knowledge, Ms. JD, Graduate Works in Progress, and the New Haven School of International Law. You wrote your SAWs and your substantial papers, you ran journals and Small Group Olympics, and you founded the Workers Rights and Immigration Clinic, the Supreme Court Clinic, clinics on Education Adequacy and Domestic Violence and the San Francisco Affirmative Litigation Project.

You persuaded Yale to divest from Sudan and Allied Universities to seek essential medicines for AIDS victims. You applied for jobs and clerkships, you competed in Moot Court and Barristers Union and you celebrated 40 Nights. At a time when politics in America had lost its civility, your American Constitution Society and Federalist Society chapters co-sponsored events together, and at the Law Revue, you made hilarious fun of your faculty and your Dean. While all this transpired, some of you lost loved ones, got married, and gave birth to children. And today, here you all are, together again one last time.

So class of 2008, look to your left, look to your right, and you see what Yale Law School is, and must always be: a community of remarkable individuals, committed to excellence and humanity in everything you do.

You have kept this place a community of commitment: commitment to the highest excellence in our work as lawyers and scholars, to the greatest humanity in our dealings with others, and to the pursuit of careers not of selfishness, but of service.

In this place, you have competed with one another—very hard—and supported one another—very well. You have confronted one another and comforted one another. And when all is said and done, you leave behind a far better law school, a better Yale, and a better New Haven than the ones you found three years ago.

Over these last few years, you’ve heard many words from me. Some of them, I hope you will take to your graves: like “federal courts are courts of limited subject matter jurisdiction.” By the way, if that comes as news to any of you, let me tell you now that “federal courts are in fact courts of limited subject matter jurisdiction.” Who says you don’t learn any law here at Yale Law School? You may fear that there is a lot about law that you have not learned, and you know what? You are certainly right. But in fact, everything really important about life and law you have already learned here: how should you live your life as a lawyer? You find your friends in small groups.

If you have to scramble. Don’t worry about how others grade you. Instead, just do your best: it’s the most that you can do; it’s the least that you can do. Please remember that the role of lawyers is to be leaders. That accomplishment alone, without humility, is tragic; and that excellence alone, without humanity, is worthless. Don’t forget to work for those who need you the most because it is the duty of the most privileged to serve the least privileged.

And please, never ever let your skill exceed your virtue. In the years ahead, your clients will not be just those who pay you. Your clients will include the integrity of the law itself. So please learn two phrases: first, “I don’t know.” If you don’t know, say so. In the next few years, you will often not be sure. Don’t fake it, be honest and tell the truth. Not knowing is no embarrassment. You will find out and give the right answer soon enough. And please remember a second word: “No.” All lawyers want to tell their clients yes. What is harder is to tell your client no. We have all learned about two groups of Justice Department lawyers, both of whom included Yale Law School graduates. One group was asked to approve all illegal program, at the hospital bed of an ailing Attorney General. Their answer, and the Attorney General’s, was simply “No.” Another group of Justice Department lawyers was asked to write a legal opinion authorizing American officials to torture detainees. Their job was to say no. It is illegal and it is wrong. Instead, they answered, “here’ show.” That was the wrong answer. So may The Force be with you, yes, but please never let it take you to the dark side.

After the grandeur of today’s ceremonies, most of you will start studying tomorrow for the bar exam under the benign instruction of DVDs and IPODs across America. As you focus on clearing this one last hurdle, you may find yourself distracted by bigger things: the economy, the environment, the presidential election, and the war in Iraq that has made today’s Memorial Day so poignant.

More than any class I can remember, you are becoming lawyers in a time of transition. If the period from the fall of the Berlin Wall to the fall of the Twin Towers marked the Post Cold War era, and September 11 to the present marked what some have called the Age of Terror, the next ten years will be what I call the “Interconnected Age”, Globalization 2.0, if you will. In Globalization 2.0, all issues will connect to one another—the economic, the political, the military, the environmental—and all of them will connect to law in unexpected ways. You become lawyers at a time of challenges to freedom around the globe: in Zimbabwe, in Burma, in the Middle East, right here in the United States of America.

As Tom Friedman of The New York Times recently noted, last year was by far the worst year for freedom in the world since the end of the Cold War. Almost four times as many states declined in their freedom scores as improved. And among the least democratic countries in the world are those who derive most of their revenues from oil. So as the price of fuel rises, and with it the price of food and housing, we will need to cut our reliance on fossil fuels, not just to save money, not just to protect the environment from global warming, not just to promote our national security, but to promote the rule of law and reduce our dependence on the lifeblood of dictators that weakens democracy worldwide.

At Class Day yesterday, Britain’s Tony Blair told the graduating class that like it or not, you are the Global Generation, so you must learn to be global citizens. If there is one issue that I would ask you to devote yourselves to in the years ahead, it is that timeless challenge first put to us in the Gettysburg Address: “that we here highly resolve that this nation, under God, shall have a new birth of freedom—and that government of the people, by the people, and for the people, shall not perish from the earth.”

Let me close with a final request. Today, you understand more acutely than ever before, the difference between knowledge and wisdom. For years, as you have grown in knowledge, you have sought wisdom from others. But today is the day, after years of seeking wisdom from others, to start finding it in yourselves. In the years ahead, please trust the wisdom you find inside you. Remember your values, the values that got you here, and that got you through. And as you leave here, please remember why you came.

Good luck, Class of 2008!

I Love you. I envy you. I expect so very much from you. Godspeed and God bless you!









汉语回放（梁春阳　译）

尊敬的各位来宾、全体教师、朋友们和毕业班的同学们：

欢迎参加2008届耶鲁法学院的毕业典礼。

谢谢！今天下午我们欢聚在这里是为了庆祝一届学生从这所学院毕业，重申一个庄严承诺。该学院就是耶鲁法学院；该毕业班是2008届最优秀的毕业班；该承诺是对人类传统和学习法律的承诺，可以追溯到几个世纪前。

这个仪式再次证明他们并不是独自一人在奋斗。在今天毕业的学生中，每个人的背后都有一段鼓舞人心的有关亲朋好友的故事：父母不惜做出牺牲，分居两地工作以保证孩子的教育；当父母没时间时，祖父母、叔叔和阿姨会照顾你；兄弟姐妹、表兄妹和朋友及时回复你的电话和短信；孩子们竟能意识到法学院对你很重要，虽然不知道为什么；你的配偶和你爱的人为工作来回奔波，或做兼职工作，或是暂停自己的事业以确保你可以充分利用这一机遇。

有一次，我的父亲坐在那里给我开学费支票时，我问他是否后悔支付这么多学费，他淡淡地说：“我们为什么要工作？我们为什么要生活？除了爱与教育我们没什么可以给你的。而给你这些，不就是给了你一切吗？”我们的教职员工在过去几年教导你们，但我们知道，今天我们中的人不是给你一切的人。因此，2008届学生的家人和朋友请起立，让所有的人为你们致敬。今天出席的家长们，我敢说，当你们看到孩子毕业了，你们怎能不回想起带他们到学校报到的第一天？当时，谁曾会想到这一天会真的来临？

而当时，我们真的想过时间会过得如此之快吗？我完全能体会到你们的感受，特别是今天，因为，不一会儿，我自己的女儿也从耶鲁大学的乔纳森·爱德华学院毕业了，她们正在拜内克广场举行毕业典礼。所以，过一会儿我会动身去参加她的毕业典礼，并把这些典礼仪式交给我的朋友也是我的同事乔恩·马赛副院长去主持。但是我不能一句心里话都不说就离开。你们，2008届的学生，对我来说是非常特别的。你们是后“9·11”时代的一批学生，我升为院长的第一年你们入学。“卡特里娜”飓风肆虐的时候，你们已经开始了在这里的新生活了。我们两次徒步去“睡巨人山”旅行。在此期间，我们大部分时间都在一起，不论是在课堂上还是在课外。

在过去三年里，你们组织了各种学术研讨会，议题涉及难处理的律师执业活动、获取知识、法学博士、进步的毕业作品和纽黑文学院的国际法等。你们写了大量的论文、举办学术期刊和小组运动会，成立工人权利和入境移民法律诊所、最高法院诊所、关于适当教育和家庭暴力及旧金山确认之诉的诊所。

你们说服耶鲁大学从苏丹和其同盟大学撤资，为艾滋病患者寻求所需的基本药物；你们申请工作和书记职位，参加模拟法庭比赛和律师联盟并庆祝了40天；当美国政治已失去了它的文明的那一刻，你们组织美国宪法协会和联邦协会分会一起共同主办各项活动，而在具有讽刺意味的法律滑稽剧表演过程中，你们的表演使教职工和院长笑声不断，热闹非凡。随着时间的推移，你们中的一些人可能失去了爱人，一些人结婚并生下了孩子。今天，所有人最后一次聚在这里。

因此，2008届的学生，看看你们的左边，看看你们的右边，你们就会明白耶鲁法学院代表了什么，以后它也一定永远是这样：一个由出色的个人组成的团体，致力于你们所做的一切优秀和人道的事情。

你们要一直致力于使这个地方成为一个勇于承诺的团体，你们承诺成为律师和学者行业中最优秀的人，人道地应对他人，无私地追求事业，只进行服务。

在这个地方，你们彼此努力地竞争——同时又充分地彼此支持。你们共同面对，又相互安慰。当你们说到并做到所有的事情后，这将会是更好的法学院，更好的耶鲁大学，以及比三年前更好的纽黑文市。

在过去几年中，你们听过许多我说的话。有一些，我希望你们牢牢记住，如“联邦法院是有限主体事物管辖权的法院。”顺便说一下，如果任何一个人认为那是新闻，那么现在让我告诉你“联邦法院实际上是有限主体事物管辖权的法院”。谁说你们在耶鲁大学法学院学不到任何法律知识？你们可能会担心有很多法律知识还没有学到，你们知道吗？你们的担心没错。但事实上，在这里你们已学到了有关生活和法律的所有真正重要的事：作为一个律师你应该怎样生活？你能找到许多志同道合的朋友。

如果你想取得进步，不要在意别人如何评价你。相反，只要尽最大努力去做：它是你最应该去做的事情，也是你至少应该去做的事情。请记住律师的任务是成为领袖。只有成就，没有谦卑，是不幸的；只有优秀，没有人道，是卑微的。不要忘记为那些最需要你的人工作，因为最有特权的人有责任去为最没有特权的人服务。

而且，请永远不要让你的技能超过你的美德。在未来几年，你的客户将不只是那些付钱给你的人，还将包括完整的法律本身的公正。所以请学会两句话：第一句，“我不知道。”如果你不知道，就这么说。在未来数年，你会经常遇到不确定的事情。不要不懂装懂，要实话实说。不知道不是难堪的事，你会很快找出答案并作出正确的回答。还有请再记住第二句话：“不。”所有的律师都想告诉他们的客户“是”，其实更难的是告诉他们“不”。我们都知道两组司法部的律师，每组中都有耶鲁大学法学院毕业的学生。一组被要求去让医院病床上的一个生病的检察长通过所有非法程序。他们的回答和检察长的回答都很简单，“不”。另一组司法部门的律师被要求写一份关于授权美国官员拷问被拘留人的律师意见书。他们的工作就是说“不”。他们的做法是不合法的，也是不对的。相反，他们回答“该这么写”。那是错误的回答。所以愿你站在正确和成功的一面，是的，但请不要让权力把你带到黑暗那面。

今天庄严的毕业典礼结束后，明天你们中的大多数人，在DVD和IPOD播放器的精心指导下，将开始准备全美的司法考试。当你们集中精力清除这一最后障碍时，你可能会发现自己被更大的事情所困扰：如经济、环境、总统选举，还有让今天的纪念日如此深刻的伊拉克战争。

你们将比我记忆中以往的任何一届学生，在更为显著的过渡时期成为律师。如果从柏林墙倒塌到双子塔倒塌这一期间标志着后冷战的时代，那么“9·11”到现在就是人们所谓的恐怖时代。未来十年将是我所说的“互联时代”，如果你们愿意也可称为“全球化2.0时代”。在全球化2.0时代，所有问题都会连接到一起——经济、政治、军事、环境——全部会以意想不到的方式与法律联系在一起。你们在全球自由面临挑战的时刻成为律师，无论是在津巴布韦、缅甸、中东，还是在美利坚合众国的本土，此刻都经历着这样的挑战。

正如《纽约时报》的汤姆·弗里德曼最近指出的，到目前为止去年是自冷战结束后全世界为自由而战中最糟糕的一年。自由指数下降的国家比自由指数上升的国家几乎多了四倍。而世界上最不民主的国家是那些大量依赖石油收入的国家。因此，随着燃料价格上涨，食品和住房价格也上升，我们需要减少对化石燃料的依赖，不只是为了省钱，不只是为了保护环境以防全球变暖，不只是为了提高国家安全，而是为了加强法律的统治，减少我们对削弱全世界民主的独裁者的命脉的依赖。

在昨天的毕业日，英国首相布莱尔告诉毕业班学生不论喜不喜欢，你们都是全球化一员，所以你们必须学会成为全球性的公民。如果一定让我对你们今后所追求的方向提出建议的话，那就是林肯在葛底斯堡的演说中提到的永恒的挑战：“在这里我们下定决心，这个国家在上帝的庇护下将会诞生新的自由——以及民有、民治、民享的政府，将永远不会从地球上消亡。”

让我用最后的请求来结束今天的演讲。今天，你们更加深刻地懂得了知识与智慧的差别，比以往任何时候理解得都更透彻。几年来，随着自身知识的增长，你们从别人那寻求智慧。但是，历经数年从他人那儿寻求智慧的历程后，今天是你们寻找自身智慧的开始。在未来的日子，请相信你们自身的智慧。记住你们的价值，价值使你们来到这儿，经历这一切。当你们离开这里时，请牢记你们为什么来。

祝你们好运，2008届学生。

我爱你们，我羡慕你们。从你们身上我看到了更多的希望。祝你们成功，愿上帝保佑你们！





演讲人简介：




John Forbes Kerry（约翰·福布斯·克里）

美国政治家，马萨诸塞州参议员

2002年12月1日克里以民主党总统候选人身份宣布参加总统竞选

2004年7月29日获民主党提名为该党2004年美国总统选举的候选人

2008年12月，克里当选为参议院外交委员会主席





Speech 12

Loving God and Neighbor in Word and Deed
真爱上帝与邻居

The American novelist Michael Chabon recently asked, “Is there any body else who feels that it might be best if we just started the 21st century over again?”

As someone who narrowly lost the Presidency in 2004, I try not to worry about do-overs. But as a person of faith, it’s hard to avoid a sense of regret about all the ground we have lost in a few short years in our quest for interfaith tolerance and understanding.

We’ve barely broken the seal on the 21st century, but already it’s been marked not just by burning buildings and occupying armies and riots and roiling images of bloodshed and humiliation, but also by an even more widespread and dangerous worry—by a question you hear whispered and spoken quietly: What if we cannot live together? What if the gulfs that separate us are unbridgeable? Maybe we just need higher walls and fewer visas. Maybe coexistence is just too difficult.

While demagogues will play cynically to this pessimism, most leaders believe and talk otherwise. They believe we can, we must, and—God willing— we will find a way to live togehter better than we have. That is why you are here. You’ve placed yourselves among those who looking to be on the right side of this debate—and now together we must put ourselves on the right side of the history.

In a world here today a Catholic, a Protestant, a Russian Orthodox Christian, a Confucian ex-Communist, a Hindu, a Muslim, and many assume a Jewish figure sits on a nuclear button, it’s a delusion to think we can retreat to our safe spaces. Not when Christians, Hindus and Muslims number in the billions. Not when Islam is the second-largest faith in Europe and the third-largest in America. Not when people of all faiths are migrating and mingling like ever before. Gallup says there are 1.3 billion Muslims worldwide. The Vatican recently announced that there are more Muslims than Catholics. The reality is that our faiths— and fates—are inextricably intertwined. The poet Auden said it best, “We must love one another or die.” It’s a delusion to think we have any choice but to find a way to live together.

The question of tolerance isn’t new and it’s not one Americans come to without our own experience. We’ve struggled with this since our founding, which has its roots in the search for religious freedom. The quest for religious truth and the challenge of peaceful coexistence are written into the fabric of our country and the history of the world and even into our family DNA.

America has experienced its share of religious disputes and religious cruelty. And yet, though we’re far from perfect, no place has ever welcomed so many different faiths to worship so freely.

There are Buddhist temples in the farmlands of Minnesota, Mosques in the cornfields of the Midwest, and Hindu temples in suburban Nashville, Tennessee. Ours is a country not only of white church steeples but of synagogues, of minarets of Muslim mosques, of golden domes and shikara of Sikh temples; Buddhist as well as Catholic. “E Pluribus Unum”, “From Many, One, is our national creed”.

From many faiths, one shared country. That achievement rests on our solution to the age-old question: Who defines the truth in public space? Our experiment has succeeded because we’ve allowed for different notions of truth in public life. Many believe that to do otherwise is to invite permanent war.

My pride in America’s successes is tempered by knowing that we are a long way from mutual understanding with the Muslim world today. One enormous problem in that effort is that we lack a forum to discuss these issues. Even among political leaders it happens far too rarely.

If you don’t engage, you cannot even find answers to the most basic, fundamental questions: Why do you wear the hijab? Why do you go to Mecca? What is hijab? The absence of dialogue costs all of us. We have major politicians who couldn’t tell you the difference Shi’ a and Sunni— so it is no wonder that we attack a secular dictator in responsible to radical fundamentalist terrorists.

And shockingly, the vast majority of followers of these great faiths have very little understanding of our ancestry—or even know that we all worship one god and the same god. And do so with a very similar sense of awe and wonder and total commitment.

As a Catholic American politician, I know enough about Islam that I don’t know enough about Islam—and when it comes to Islam, American politicians ought to do a lot more listening and maybe a little less talking.

I believe we have a duty to understand each other in the name of living peacefully. We have a duty to engage with each other. The Abrahamic faiths— Christianity, Judaism, and Islam—have to find new meaning in the old notion of our shared descent. What really is our common inheritance? What does it mean to the brothers? Are we responsible for each other, or are the exhortations of Koran, and the Bible just words？

Ultimately, our sense of kinship has to rest on something more basic than our common ancestry: an acknowledgement of our shared humanity.

The good news I see is that, for all the challenges our differences present, all of the major religious do have a sense of universal values—a moral truth based on the dignity of all human beings.

Gandhi called the world’s religions “beautiful flowers from the same garden”. Every religion embraces a form of the golden rule, and the supreme importance of charity, compassion and human improvement. When Jesus was asked “teacher, which is the great commandment in the law,” he replied: first, “you shall love the Lord your God”, and second, “you shall love your neighbor as yourself.” “In everything, do to others what you would have them do to you, for this sums up the Law and the Prophets.”

The Talmud says that in Roman times, a nonbeliever approached the famous Rabbi Hillel and challenged him to teach the meaning of The Talmud while standing on one leg. Holding up one foot, Hillel replied: “what is hateful to yourself, do not do to another. That is the whole of The Talmud…the rest is commentary.”

The Prophet Muhammad said “not one of you truly believes until you wish for others what you wish for yourself.”

Buddhist scriptures teach us to “treat not others in ways that you yourself would find hurtful”. Native American spirituality proclaims that “all things are our relatives; what we do to everything, we do to ourselves.”

Anyone who adheres to these basic principles must acknowledge: the moral challenges we all face today are immense, but also shared. Billions of human beings live in poverty. People are struggling to feed their families from Port Au Prince to Dhaka. AIDS orphans are raising their younger siblings in shantytowns in South Africa. A planet is being ravaged and radically altered by the population we’ve created. And people in every corner of the world are living lives of violence and desperation.

We should think of our shared struggle in terms of these unmet challenges. 65% of the Middle East’s population is under age 25. There’s a 15% unemployment rate, half of which is comprised of youths between ages 15~24 and just to maintain this unacceptable status quo as the population grows, the region needs 80 million new jobs in the next 15 years. Extremism and violent sectarianism often represent a human attempt to capitalize on the failures of governance and civil society. This applies to failed states like Afghanistan, where in the 1990s the Taliban arose to fill a chaotic vacuum, but also to many other places where the state, the society, and the religious order don’t do enough to remedy unfairness, lack of education, or social alienation. I don’t just mean a place like Sadr City in Baghdad—this is true of Cairo or even the desolate immigrant suburbs around Paris. Demagogues misappropriate and distort religion to drive a wedge and gain a foothold—and failed states, failed civil societies, and frankly corruption in governance empower them to do so.

The dialogue here must include ways in which we join to express a common moral responsibility to avoid that exploitation and find instead the governance that empowers people and liberates religion to live its true meaning.

Let me make something clear: in talking about our shared challenges, I don’t seek to minimize the real differences between our religions. The specificity, the immediacy, the richness of each of our sacred texts, the greatness of our preferred theologians and thinkers—all are cheapened when dialogue tries to turn religion into some sort of undifferentiated feel-good mush. We don’t need to do that in order to find tolerance and co-exist. Nor can we hope to remove any influence of faith from our public life. In fact, we shouldn’t even try. If we’re not shaped by our faith, then we don’t have faith.

We don’t need to agree on everything to get along—instead, we need to ask ourselves tough questions about coexistence. I see at least two types of conversations to cultivate between the great Abrahamic faiths—and all faiths. The first I would call traditional interfaith dialogue. The second is a search for how we might live together in some sort of peace and harmony that respects our differences while fashioning a common effort for human dignity. We cannot wait for the theological conversation to finish before we move to pressing political and social questions.

Somehow, we have to find a way to agree that faith may be worth dying for, but it cannot be worth killing for. We have to strive for a global ethic that allows each of our religious faiths to express themselves fully but also allows us to unite around common ethical ground.

Can our great faith traditions come together and forge a consensus on the conditions of life that will empower people to find their own fulfillment? It seems to me that we cannot move forward as a planet if we do not come to some rough consensus on what these broad rights are. Beyond that we must find ways to secure these goods for everyone on our planet while simultaneously discussing, arguing and sharing our particular understandings of God and God’s call for how we are to live our lives.

There are many different ways that communities of faith and governments can contribute to nurturing this second conversation. There are profound gaps in the mutual understanding not only between the major faiths, but also between nations populated by these faiths. Governments possess resources to sponsor educational exchanges, to make it easier for students to study abroad, to create venues for mutual intellectual collaboration and exploration.

We must also recognize that dialogue is not enough. We must also learn to match it with action and treat each other with respect. Napoleon, for example, arrived in Egypt declaring his love and respect for the Muslim religion, and even hinting that he himself was eager to become a Muslim. Then he pillaged the country. It’s not enough to talk a good game—our actions must foster coexistence as well.

I believe our shared ethics must also expand to embrace a duty to engage, to learn from, and to at least try to understand one another. I’ve been thinking recently that along with the Hajj to Mecca there should be another pilgrimage somewhere else—Jeddah maybe—where people of all faiths could join together and pray—in their own ways—for the enduring health of our planet and its people.

All religions today include their moderate and extreme elements—those who value peaceful coexistence and those who don’t. It’s up to each of us to work within our faith communities and between them to push people toward expressing their beliefs in a manner compatible with a peaceful world.

Gandhi said: You must be the change you want to see in the world. We all want to see a great deal of change. Somewhere between religious war and religious harmony—he “love” that each of our faiths command—is tolerance, acceptance of others’ freedom to believe. I am so impressed and so grateful to “A Common Word” for not merely longing for a better dialogue but for standing up and delivering one.

We have come together to make an honest effort at understanding. When you do so, whatever your faith, I believe you are doing God’s work.

My ancestor, John Winthrop, saw his colony in Massachusetts as a “city on a Hill” —an example to teach others how to live an ideal life. Today it is up to all of us to build a new kind of city on a hill: one that cannot be walled off, one where those who disagree are not locked in shackles or exiled into the wilderness. We still need to set an example for the world. We have a lesson to teach humanity. Only now, the lesson is this: “We must love one another or die.” We must learn how to love our faiths and live them side by side. In the 21st century, that will be our city on the hill. May god bless you all. Thank you.









汉语回放（杨艳静　译）

美国小说家迈克尔·沙邦最近问道：是否有人觉得我们最好重新开始21世纪？

2004年，与总统的职位失之交臂的我，努力让自己不去回想这件事。但是作为一个有信仰的人，难免在追寻种族宽容和相互理解的短短几年中为失去的领域感到遗憾。

我们才刚刚打开21世纪的封条，迎来的却是被燃烧的建筑物，侵略和暴乱、血腥和侮辱的动荡画面。而且有一个更加广为人知，更让人担忧的危险困扰着我们。一个问题悄然在我们耳畔响起：如果我们无法和平共处要怎么办？要是横在我们之间的鸿沟是无法逾越的怎么办？也许我们需要的是更高的城墙和更少的签证。也许和平共存真的是太难了。

虽然蛊惑民心的政客会冷漠地持有悲观态度，而大多数的领导者还是抱有乐观的想法的。他们相信我们可以，我们必须这样做，上帝也愿意我们寻觅到一条比现在更好的共存之道。这就是今天我们为何齐聚在这里的原因！我们已经将自己置身在这场争论中持有真理的一方。现在，我们要站在历史真理的一边。

世界上有天主教、新教、俄罗斯东正教、儒教、印度教、伊斯兰教等等，但是很多人认为犹太教的人可能第一个按下核武器按钮，在这种情况下，要想缩在自己的安全地带简直就是妄想。不是要等到基督教徒、印度教徒或是穆斯林达到千万人；不是要伊斯兰教成为欧洲的第二大宗教、美国的第三大宗教；也不是要所有有信仰的人都像从前那样迁移或是混居在一起。罗马教廷最近就宣布穆斯林人数已经超过了天主教徒人数。但是事实是，我们的命运是密不可分的。诗人奥登说得好：“不能互爱彼此，就只有死亡。”所以，除了和平共处我们别无选择。

关于宽容这个话题已经是老生常谈了，我们宽容的态度也来自于自身的历史经验。自从我们开始探寻宗教自由，我们就是在为宽容而战。对宗教真理的探索、对和平共处的渴求充斥在我们的民族、历史甚至是每个家庭的遗传因子中。

美国已经经历了宗教战争的洗礼，也领略了宗教战争的残酷。然而我们仍旧离完美很远，因为还没有任何一个地方对多种宗教信仰完全伸开双臂。

在明尼苏达州的平原上有佛教徒的寺庙，在中西部的稻田里有清真寺，在田纳西州的郊区那什维尔有印度教寺院。在我国不仅有白色的尖塔型教堂还有犹太教会堂、穆斯林清真寺金色圆顶的锡克庙，佛教和基督教的修道院。我们要牢记“合众为一”，“我们有各自的信仰，但我们也拥有统一的信条”。

众多信仰中，一个国家坚持一种信仰，这取决于我们如何解决这个古老的问题：谁为大众定位真理？我们的成功归结于我们允许多种信仰存在于大众生活之中。很多人相信，反对多种信仰的共存会导致一场永久性的战争。

我对美国在这方面的成功是感到骄傲的，但是当我知道了我们今天与穆斯林相互理解的局面也还有很长的一段路要走，我的骄傲之情开始变得理智。在努力的过程中最大的障碍就是我们缺少一个平台去探讨这些问题，即使是政治领袖之间，也很少去谈及这些话题。

如果你不置身其中，你无法为这些基本但重要的问题找到答案。比如说：穆斯林妇女为何要蒙面纱？伊斯兰教徒为何要去麦加？到底什么是穆斯林妇女的面纱？这些微乎其微的细节值得我们所有人去思考。我们有些政治要人甚至无法告诉你什叶派和逊尼派之间的不同——所以这就无怪乎为什么我们对于宗教恐怖极端分子的印象是去攻击一个没有宗教信仰的人了。

可恨的是，那些伟大信仰的大批追随者对我们共同的祖先知道得少之又少——甚至认为我们同属于一个上帝，一个相同的上帝。而我们这样做是出于一个相同的敬畏和无上的奉献之心。

作为一个相信基督的美国政客，对于伊斯兰教我最多的了解就是我对这个宗教的了解还远远不够。所以当谈到伊斯兰教的时候，美国政客要做的事就是更多地倾听和更少地发言。

我相信我们有义务以和平共处的名义去了解彼此。我们有义务融入到彼此当中去。宗教信仰——基督教、犹太教、伊斯兰教——必须推陈出新。什么才是我们真正的共同遗产？成为兄弟姐妹到底意味着什么？我们是否要对彼此负责？抑或是《古兰经》、《摩西五经》和《圣经》只是空谈而已？

所以，比起我们的先人们，我们关于亲人这一概念的理解必须取决于一些更基本的东西：对我们共同人性的认同。

我所看到的好现象是，对于差异带来的挑战，所有的宗教都有一个共同的信念，一个建立在所有人尊严上的道德真理。

甘地认为世界上所有的宗教都是来自“同一”花园的美丽花朵。每一个宗教都拥有自己的金科玉律，都有自己慈悲宽容和普度众生的心怀。当耶稣被问道：“老师，什么是最重要的戒律？”耶稣回答：“首先，你要爱你的真主，也就是上帝；其次，你要爱邻如爱己。”“你希望他人如何对待你，你就如何待他人。这就是戒律的重点所在。”

《塔木德》犹太法典记载：在罗马时期一个非宗教信仰者找到著名的拉比希列，要求他一条腿站立着教授《摩西五经》。希列用一只脚站着回答说：“己所不欲，勿施于人。这就是《摩西五经》的真谛所在，其余的都是其注释罢了。”

哲学家穆罕默德说只有当你想别人所想时，你才真正成为了一个有信仰的人。

佛教的经文也教导我们：“不要用自己觉得受到伤害的方式对待他人。”美国人也秉承这样的精神：我们与万物皆有缘。要像对待自己一样善待它们。

任何一个坚持这一基本原则的人都必须意识到：我们今天所面临的精神挑战是巨大的，但我们可以相互扶持。数以万计的人还生活在贫困中。从太子港到达卡都有人在为了家人而奔波。在南非的棚户区里，身患艾滋病的孤儿抚养着他们年幼的兄弟姐妹。这个星球正在被我们自己创造出来的人类践踏毁坏。在世界的每个角落里都有人生活在暴力和绝望中。

考虑到以下这些未解决的挑战，我们应该同舟共济。中东人口中65%在25岁以下，失业率是15%，这些失业的人中有一半年龄在15到24岁之间。就以这种难以接受的现状来算，随着人口的增加，在未来15年里这里需要8千万的工作职位。极端分子以及暴力宗教分子常常利用政府和社会的失误来激起人们的愤怒，从而从中获利。阿富汗就是一个很好的例子。1990年，塔利班趁机充任了无人任职的空缺，并侵占了国家社会以及宗教机构——这些对改正不公平没有充分认识，缺乏教育和社会异化的领域。我并不是指像巴格达的萨德尔城这样的地方，这是开罗的写实，甚至是巴黎周边郊区荒芜的侨民区的写实。煽动者企图通过滥用和扭曲宗教观念来挑起事端从而稳固地位——失败的政府、工会以及政府的腐败都为他们提供了契机。

此次谈话必须涵盖的内容是我们要如何去表达一种共同的道德责任来避免剥削，与此同时，要寻求一个可以赋予人民力量并真正解放宗教信仰的管理机构。

让我们把某些事情明确一下：探讨我们一起分担的挑战，并不是为了缩小我们宗教之间的差异。我们不用为了实现宽容和和平共存而那样做。我们也不希望信仰的影响在公众生活中变得荡然无存。事实上，我们都不用去尝试。如果我们不是由信仰塑造的，那我们又何来信仰。

我们不用为了相处而去委曲求全——相反，关于和平共处我们需要考虑一些严肃的问题。形成亚伯拉罕伟大的信仰，乃至所有的信仰时，我发现至少有两种争议：第一种我称之为传统的多种信仰的对话；第二种是我们如何能够在某种程度上，和平和谐地生活在一起，这种和平和谐是指尊重彼此的差异，同时又共同为人类的尊严努力的和平和谐。在政治和社会问题没有解决之前，这种神学的谈话是无法实现的。

我们必须努力意识到信仰值得我们为之付出生命，但却不能成为杀戮的借口。我们要努力争取一种全球性的伦理规范，一种既允许我们自由地表达自己的信仰，又可以使我们凝聚在一起的伦理依据。

我们伟大的传统习俗是否能相互融合？并在让人们用他们自己的方式去实现信仰这一方面达到一致呢？如果我们不能在什么是主要权利这一问题上大体上达成一致，我认为就无法全球一起进步。除此之外，我们还要保障我们星球上每个人的利益。与此同时，我们要讨论、阐述、分享我们对上帝的特殊理解和上帝叫我们如何生活的旨意。

信仰的交流有很多办法，政府可以致力于发展第二种说法。在相互理解上有着难以逾越的鸿沟，不仅仅是在信仰方面，还体现在被这些信仰所影响的民族之间。政府有资源去提倡教育交流，让留学在外的学子们受益，为学术合作和交流提供机会。

我们也必须意识到光有探讨是不够的。我们必须学习如何付诸行动，尊重彼此。举个例子来说，拿破仑到达埃及，可是后来他却洗劫了整个国家。对于一项好的事业来说，光讨论是不够的，我们要用实际行动来支持共存原则。

我相信我们共同的道德标准里应该包括理解他人，向他人学习，或是试着去理解他人。最近我一直在想，从面纱到麦加，在某个地方一定还有一个朝圣圣地——吉达，也许在那里，所有拥有不同信仰的人都可以齐聚在一起，一同祈祷——用他们自己的方式——为我们的星球和它的子民的健康长寿祈福。

当今，所有的宗教里面都有温和主义思想和极端主义思想——也就是说有人崇尚和平，有人则持相反主张。在我们信仰的交流中，在崇尚和平与崇尚暴力的人之间，要促使人们勇于以一种不抵触世界和平的方式去表达他们的信念。

甘地说过：“欲变世界，先变其身。”我们都想要一个巨大的改变。在任何有宗教战争和宗教和谐的地方，我们所有信仰所追求的“爱”就是——宽容，接受他人的信仰自由。“一个共同的誓言”，让我心存感激的是其不仅单纯地想要一次更好的对话，还让我们站出来表达出这些心里话。

我们已经聚在一起来诚心诚意地为理解而努力。当你励志于此时，无论你的宗教信仰是什么，我相信，你都是在为上帝服务。

我们的先人——约翰·温俊普在马萨诸塞州看到了他的领地，称之为“巅峰之城”——这是一个教人们如何幸福生活的好例子。现在是时候由我们来建立一个新的“巅峰之城”了：一座不用城墙包围的城，一座不会将持有不同观点的人拷上枷锁或是赶到荒野里的城。我们需要为世界树立一个榜样。就现在，我们要给世人上一课，这一课就是：“不能关爱他人就只有死路一条”。我们必须学会热爱我们的信仰，并与所有信仰互相扶持。这就是我们21世纪的“巅峰之城”。感谢大家！
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Speech 13

Cause of “Inclusive” Globalization
为什么要推行“兼容并蓄”全球化

It is a great pleasure for me to visit Yale, and to pay tribute to the very important work done by the Centre for the Study of Globalization. By devoting the intellectual resources of this institution to this central phenomenon of our time, you can help guide us in understanding and grappling with the sweeping changes affecting the world. Let me also say how valuable your World Fellows programme promises to be—in bringing bright and promising young leaders to Yale and equipping them to help their own nations make the most of globalization.

It has often been said that globalization is what distinguishes our era from all its predecessors. Globalization, we are told, is redefining not only the way we engage the world, but how we communicate with each other. Globalization is commonly understood to describe the increasing flow of goods, services, capital, technology, information, ideas and labour at the global level, driven by liberalization policies and technological change.

For a time, this logic was borne out by reality. Indeed, it worked so well that in many cases underlying schisms were ignored in the belief that the rising tide of material growth would eliminate the importance of political differences and social grievances. However, over the past few years, I and others have urged greater consideration for the potential political backlash if the social—as well as the economic—consequences of globalization are left unattended.

Today, I would like to share some thoughts on an equally important aspect of globalization—namely, its potential to be a truly integrating and inclusive force—and the very real dangers if it fails to live up to that potential.

In other words, just as we worry about the gap between haves and have-nots, we need to be equally concerned about the gulf between insiders and outsiders in a globalized world where no border is impermeable, and where the privileges—economic, as well as political and social—of the few are painfully apparent to those multitudes who still yearn for liberty and opportunity. We need, in short, to direct our energies towards realizing the aspiration inherent in the awkward, but revealing, Arabic translation of the word “globalization” —which means literally “world inclusivity”.

Of course, globalization is not wholly new. As far back as we can trace human history, people have traded, been on the move, colonized and migrated, and in the process have transformed both the places they came from and the places to which they journeyed.

What makes our era different is the degree of interpenetration, the speed with which change is taking place—and the dramatic and ever—growing gaps this process is creating between insiders and outsiders.

Today, I wish to suggest that one way to address this new division— between those who are benefiting from globalization, and those who simply see it as one more manifestation of the inequity of the world—is to pursue an inclusive globalization whose purpose lies not only in opening markets, but in expanding opportunity and promoting cooperation. By this I mean the need to ensure that the globalization of economies and societies is supported and sustained by a “globalization of community” —to create a wider, more expansive definition of our duties to our fellow men and women in the global village, and to ensure that globalization benefits them all—economically, politically and socially.

The question before us, therefore, is not whether globalization is good or bad, but rather how we adapt our policies, priorities and personal choices to account for the realities of a new era. In a world without walls, we can no longer think and act as if only the local matters, as if we only owe solidarity and allegiance to those within our own city or state.

Such a world demands that we tear down the walls in our own minds, as well—those separating us from them, rich from poor, white from black, Christian from Muslim from Jew—so that we are able to recognize the untold ways in which we can all benefit from cooperation and solidarity across lines of nationality, race or economic development. Whether it is the area of crime, health, the environment, or the fight against terrorism, interdependence has ceased to be an abstract concept, and become a reality in our own lives.

This poses a real challenge not only to political leaders, but to civil society, none-governmental organizations, businesses, labour unions, thinkers, and citizens of every nation. We need to rethink what belonging means, and what community means, in order to be able to embrace the fate of distant peoples, and realize that globalization’s glass house must be open to all if it is to remain secure.

This will require leaders in every sector to present the choices facing the public in a different light. They need to make the difficult, but necessary case that we cannot continue to exclude the poor, the disenfranchised or those who are denied basic rights to liberty and self-determination. Or that if we do, we cannot, at the same time, hope to secure lasting peace and prosperity.

Of course, including all those people in our circle of concern will not be easy. We all feel a deeply rooted sense of loyalty to those closest to us— families, friends, fellow citizens of city and country. To say that we—and here I think in particular of those of us privileged to live in the developed world— should include citizens of poor and distant countries in our circle of concern— to suggest that we have an obligation to help them achieve their rights and opportunities in a spirit of tolerance and diversity—is to ask a lot.

And yet, does globalization leave us with any choice? Either we help the outsiders in a globalized world out of a sense of moral obligation and enlightened self-interest, or we will find ourselves compelled to do so tomorrow, when their problems become our problems, in a world without walls.

There are myriad ways in which nations can act on this imperative— by opening markets for the products of developing countries; by increasing development assistance—and here the United Nations Conference at Monterrey was a good start; by promoting good and transparent governance； by addressing diseases and environmental problems that have not reached our shores, or at least not yet; by recognizing obligations to provide asylum; by fostering a more orderly process of integrating migrants; and by valuing pluralism as an overarching priority for every state.

To think globally—and to consider not only domestic factors, but also international ones as integral to decision-making today, in governments, businesses and organizations—does not mean a uniformity of thought, or just one approach. There are, quite naturally, a great variety of ways that we can think and act globally, and in so doing celebrate and strengthen global diversity.

In this sense, the local is not in opposition to the global, but is infused and enriched with global impulses and influences. Essential to realizing this new reality is a dialogue across nations and cultures based on common values and common concerns.

The United Nations itself was created in the belief that dialogue can triumph over discord, that diversity is a universal virtue, and that the peoples of the world are far more united by their common fate than they are divided by their separate identities. This dialogue must take place every day among all nations—within and between civilizations, cultures and groups. But it must be based on genuinely shared values. Without these values—values rooted in the Charter of the United Nations and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights—no peace can be lasting and no prosperity secure. That is the lesson of the United Nations’ first half century. It is a lesson that we ignore at our peril.

While it may seem somewhat vague to speak of a globalization based on shared values, the vision of the world it seeks to create is quite clear and quite specific.

It is a world defined by solidarity and understanding, tolerance of dissent, celebration of cultural diversity, an insistence on fundamental, universal human rights, and a belief in the fight of people everywhere to have a say in how they are governed. It is a world characterized by the belief that the diversity of human cultures is something to be celebrated, not feared.

This vision is based on an understanding that we are the products of many cultures and impulses, that our strengths lie in combining the familiar with the foreign. That is not to say that we cannot rightly take pride in our particular faith or heritage. We can and we should. But the notion that what is ours is necessarily in conflict with what is theirs is both false and dangerous. It has resulted in endless enmity and conflict, leading men and women to commit the greatest of crimes in the name of a higher power.

It need not be so. People of different religions and cultures live side by side in almost every part of the world, and most of us have overlapping identities which unite us with very different groups. We can love what we are, without hating what—and who—we are not. We can thrive in our own tradition, even as we learn from others and come to respect their teachings. You who are privileged to pursue knowledge and understanding at this great institution know this truth in every day and every hour of your work.

If today, after the horror of 11 September, we see better, and we see further—we will realize that humanity is indivisible. New threats make no distinction between races, nations or regions. A new insecurity has entered every mind, regardless of wealth or status. A deeper awareness of the bonds that bind us all—in pain as in prosperity—has gripped young and old.

The process of globalization cannot remain unchanged in the face of this recognition. It must be made to benefit those at the margins as well as those at the centre, the poor as well as the privileged, the shackled as well as the free.

The global reaction to the 11 September attacks should give us courage and hope that we can succeed in this fight. The sight of people gathering in cities in every part of the world from every religion to mourn—and to express solidarity with the people of the United States—proved more eloquently than any words that terrorism is not an issue that divides humanity, but one that unites it.

I do not thereby mean to suggest that the aftermath of those attacks— or, more broadly, the effects of globalization—have in any uniform way been beneficial to the broader cause of tolerance and coexistence. Indeed, over the past year, we have witnessed a dramatic rise in acts of anti—Semitism in Europe and elsewhere; and we have seen Muslims become the victims of suspicion, hostility and even physical attacks in this country and elsewhere.

These acts of bigotry and ignorance can be seen as the ugly faces of an exclusive, antagonistic globalization. An inclusive globalization must address these ills, as well.

The victims of the attacks on 11 September were, first and foremost, the innocent civilians who lost their lives, and the families who now grieve for them. But peace, tolerance, mutual respect, human rights, the rule of law and the global economy are all among the casualties of the terrorists’ acts.

Repairing the damage done to the fabric of the international community—restoring trust among peoples and cultures—will not be easy. But just as a concerted international response can make the work of terrorists much harder to accomplish, so should the unity born of this tragedy bring all nations together in defense of me most basic right—be right of all peoples to live in peace and security.

An inclusive globalization will be central to achieving this fundamental goal.









汉语回放（李定纹　译）

我很荣幸能来参观耶鲁，并对本中心完成有关全球化研究的重要工作表示赞赏。通过把这个机构的智力资源投入到我们这个时代的核心现象当中，你们可以帮助引导美国理解并作出能够影响世界的彻底改变。我还要说，世界学者项目是多么的有价值，它给耶鲁带来了聪明的且充满希望的年轻领导者，培养他们帮助自己的祖国变成最全球化的国家。

人们经常说，全球化不同于我们以往的任何时代。我们要知道，全球化不只是在我们了解世界的方式上重新定义，我们如何互相交流也是其中的内容之一。全球化通常被理解为使商品、服务、资本、技术、信息、概念和劳动力更加频繁地在全球范围内流动，这些都是由自由化政策和技术变革所驱使的。

事实曾一度证明了这种逻辑。确实，这种逻辑是如此的完美，所以在很多情况下，人们常常忽略潜在的分裂，因为大家都相信物质的不断增长会消除政治差异和社会不满。然而，过去几年里，我和其他人都呼吁人们进一步关注因忽略全球化带来的社会和经济影响以及潜在的政治影响。

今天，我想以全球化同等重要的方面为话题，分享一些想法。全球化的潜力是实现一种真正的兼容并蓄，但如果全球化没有成功，我们就会面临真正的危险。

换句话说，当我们为拥有与未拥有之间的差距担忧时，我们就需要平等地考虑全球化世界中内部与外部的差异。全球化的世界里，任何东西都是相互渗透的，在这样一个时代，对很多仍渴望机遇和自由的人来说，他们对一些极少数人在经济上、政治上和社会上的特权十分敏感。总而言之，我们需要把我们的力量直接用来实现心中那个强烈的愿望，那个阿拉伯语的译词“全球化”——字面意思是“世界包容性”。

当然，全球化并不是全新的想法。我们追溯很久以前的人类历史，人们已经进行贸易、迁徙、开拓殖民地和移民。在这个过程中，已经改变了他们本来的居住地点和他们即将开始人生旅途的地方。

让我们的时代不同于以往时代的是相互渗透的程度、变化的速度和全球化所导致的局内和局外人之间戏剧性的前所未有的鸿沟。

今天，我想用一种方式讨论这种新分歧，这种分歧存在于从全球化中受益的人和仅仅将全球化视为一种体现世界不平等的表现的人之间。我所说的这种方式就是追求兼容并蓄的全球化，目的不仅仅是开放市场，还有扩大机会和促进合作。应用这种方式，我认为我们必须确保经济社会全球化是由一个经济、政治和社会上的“全球化社会”来支撑、维持的。这个“全球化社会”更广泛地定义了我们的责任，我们应对所有生活在地球的同胞负责，并确保所有人都从全球化中受益。

美国面临的问题并非全球化是好是坏，而是我们该如何调整我们的政策、优先权和个人选择，使其更符合现实。在一个没有国界的世界里，我们不能仍然只从个体的角度来思考、行动，也不能只与自己国家内的人保持团结和互相帮助。

这样的世界要求我们拆掉自己心中的那堵墙：区分他国和美国，穷人和富人，白人和黑人，基督徒、穆斯林和犹太人。拆这堵墙我们可以找到无数的方法，我们可以通过这些方法从跨国界、种族或经济发展的合作与团结中受益。不论在犯罪、健康、环境或者反恐方面，互相依靠已不再是一个抽象的概念，已经成为我们生活中的现实。

这不仅对政治领导者们，还对民间社会、非政府组织、商业、劳动联盟、思想家和每个国家的公民们都构成了一个真正的挑战。为了能够接受命运，为了让世人明白全球化的温室只要依旧安全，就一定要对所有人开放，我们需要反思“归属感”、“社会”的含义。

这要求每个部门的领导者们面对公众从不同的角度作出选择。他们需要作出艰难但必要的选择，我们不能继续排斥穷人、被剥夺权利的人或那些被剥夺自由和基本自主权的人。如果我们这么做，就不能同时指望捍卫持久的和平和繁荣。

当然，包容所有我们所关心的周围的人，也不容易。我们最亲近的人：家人、朋友、国家的同胞公民们，对他们，忠诚深植于我们心底。不仅如此，我认为我们，特别是那些生活在发达世界的享受优越生活的美国人，也应该关心贫穷的和遥远的国家的公民，我们有责任帮助他们在多样性和宽容的精神里，更多地获得他们的权利和机会。

然而，全球化是否给美国留下了任何选择的余地呢？在一个没有国界的世界里，要么我们以道德责任感帮助全球化世界里的局外人；要么明天我们将发现当他们的问题演变成我们的问题时，我们自己还是不得不这么做。

在此，有无数的方法以供各国采用且势在必行——为发展中国家的产品开放市场；增加发展援助——蒙特雷联合国发展筹资会议就是一个好的开始；促进良好和透明的管理；解决还没有到达我们身边，至少目前为止还没有到达的一些疾病和环境问题；认识责任，提供庇护；培养一个更加有序的移民程序；把珍惜多元化作为各国首要考虑的事项。

放眼全球，不仅要考虑国内因素，还要考虑国际因素，要把这两者整合在一起，作为今天政府、商业和组织的决策条件——这并不意味着想法上的单一，或者只有一种方法。实际上，从全球角度上看，有许多不同的方式值得我们去思考并采取行动，通过这些方式来颂扬和强化全球多样性。

从这个意义上讲，局部并不与全球相对，反而是全球性发展影响和带动了局部的发展，使局部变得更加富裕。我们必须意识到这个新的现实，即需要在共同价值观和共同关心的问题的基础上，进行跨国家跨文化的对话。

联合国本身被创立时，就相信对话可以战胜矛盾，相信多样性是一种普遍优势，相信世界上的人们会因为他们共同的命运而团结，而不是因不同特点而分开。这种对话每天都有必要在所有国家的文明、文化和组织间举行。但这必须基于真正的共同价值观。没有这些根植于《联合国宪章》和《世界人权宣言》的价值观，就没有永久的和平，就不能捍卫繁荣。这是联合国第一个50年吸取的教训。这个教训是我们忽略了风险而得来的。

在共同的价值观的基础上谈论全球化的问题，虽然表面看起来有些模糊，但世界所要试图创造的景象，是十分清楚和具体的。

这个世界的定义是：团结，理解，对异议的包容，对文化多元性的庆祝，坚持一个根本、普遍的人权，和世界各地人们为确定自己将如何被管理而斗争的信念。这个世界的信仰特征是，人类文化多样性应该被颂扬而不是令人担忧。

这种观点是以此为基础的：了解我们是各类文化和推动力的产物，了解我们的力量来源于各种相似的外来文化的兼容并蓄，这不是说我们不应该以我们独特的信仰和文化遗产为豪。我们能，也需要这样做。但是，怀疑吸收其他文化是不是必须的，这种想法本身就是错误的，并且是危险的。这种想法会引发无休止的敌视和冲突，导致人们以最高权力为名，犯下最严重的罪行。

我们不需要这样做。不同种族不同文化的人们在世界的各个角落和平共处，大多数人都有着重叠的种族身份，这些身份让我们团结在一起。我们热爱自己的种族身份，不厌恶其他种族的人。我们可以在自己的传统之下繁荣，同时我们也可以从别人那里学来经验，并且尊重他们的教诲。你们这些有幸在耶鲁大学这所伟大的学院寻求知识和道理的人，能够在日常工作中明白这种真谛。

如果今天，在经历了“9·11”恐怖事件之后，我们能看得更好更远——我们将发现，人类是无法分类的。新的恐怖主义对任何种族、国家、区域“一视同仁”。无论你有何种财富或地位，新的安全感缺乏俨然进入了每个人的意识。这些痛苦将所有的美国人绑在了一起，这种更深的认识笼罩在所有人的心里。

全球化进程在这种认识下不能仍然止步不前。它需要让所有人受益，无论是处在边缘还是中心，穷人还是富人，受束缚的还是自由的。

全球对于“9·11”事件的反应，给我们在反恐怖主义这场斗争中取得胜利带来了鼓励和希望。世界上所有地区的人们所表达的哀痛以及与美国人民的团结，用事实证明了恐怖主义不仅不能分裂人类，相反，还会让我们更团结。

我并不是指这些袭击事件的余波，更广泛地说，是全球化的影响对更深层次的容忍和共存大有裨益。事实上，在过去的一年里，我们目睹了欧洲以及其他地方急剧增加的反犹太主义行动；我们也看到穆斯林成为了怀疑的受害者，他们在这个国家和其他地方上演了一幕幕敌对乃至人身攻击的惨剧。

这种盲从和无知的行为被视为是排他性的、与全球化对立的丑陋一面。兼容并蓄的全球化也需要解决这些弊端。

“9·11”遇袭事件的受害者，最首要的就是那些无辜丧命的平民，还有那些为他们悲伤的家人。同时，和平、容忍、相互尊重、人权、法律，还有全球经济，也都是恐怖主义的受害者。

修复国际社会人与人、文化与文化之间的相互信任，不是那么容易。但是，国际上协调一致的反恐怖袭击行动将使恐怖分子的行动更加难以完成。所以，这个悲剧让全世界团结了起来，去保护人们最基本的权利——和平、安全地生活的权利。

兼容并蓄的全球化将成为实现这一目标的中心任务。
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Speech 14

Building an Ethical Globalization
建立一个合乎伦理的全球化

Distinguished faculty and students, ladies and gentlemen,

It is a great pleasure for me to be back at Yale. I would like to thank Gus Ranis and the Center for International and Area Studies and Harold Koh and his colleagues at the Law School for inviting me to address the Yale community today. It is a particular pleasure to know that President Emesto Zedillo has taken on the responsibility as Director of the new Center for the Study of Globalization. I wonder if either of us imagined, when he welcomed me to Mexico on my first visit as High Commissioner for Human Rights in 1999. And, I recall, I marked my cards privately on some human rights issues I might like to raise publicly. That we would both identify the study of globalization as a necessary priority for the future!

My last visit here was in 1997 when you honored me with a degree. Before that, I came to Yale to deliver the 1995 Sherril lecture on the theme of honoring human rights commitments. It was a subject that resonated deeply with me as I had just returned from my second visit to Rwanda as President of Ireland.

On that occasion I described, with some difficulty, what I witnessed when I visited that small country in the aftermath of the genocide of up to a million people and the breakdown of civil society. I regretted the fact that the institutions that had been created at the international level to prevent such brutality appeared to have inertia and paralysis when confronted with the reoccurrence of the very evils which led to their foundation.

Now I return to Yale, after the experience of the past five years, both with a deeper awareness of the continuing challenges in ensuring respect for human rights around the world, and also with a clearer sense of how progress can be made in honoring these commitments in today’s world.

These five years have been challenging but deeply rewarding for me. It was a great privilege, and at times a daunting challenge, to serve as United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights. In looking back, I must say that despite the difficulties, significant progress has been made. I have seen a transformation in the approach to human rights over those five years, in the mainstreaming throughout the UN system of a rights—based approach to our work, in the strong links now made between human rights and human development and in the way that civil societies in every region are learning to use the commitments of governments in ratifying human rights covenants and conventions as a means of securing transparent and participatory decision making on the whole range of human rights issues: economic and social as well as civil and political.

Now having completed my term, I have been reflecting both on the progress made and on the future of human rights in these uncertain times. In preparing my remarks for today, I read the address of President Richard Levin at Yale’s Ceremony of Remembrance and Reflection on 11th September. His words are important reminders, both of the challenges we face and the values we share.

We remember also these lessons: that not all the world’s citizens see the world as Americans do, that to some our affluence is an affront, our personal freedom is a blasphemy.

Still. We affirm the fundamental rights of all men and women to life and liberty.

We affirm the role of law that protects these rights and the institutions-such as this University—that encourage men and women to express themselves freely and individually.

We affirm the strength and wisdom that come to those who tolerate and appreciate differences among people.

We affirm that intolerance is the enemy of wisdom and that lawless terror has no rightful place among civilized peoples.

I couldn’t agree more. The values of dignity and equality encapsulate the human rights message. But how do we move from affirmations to actions? What are the steps needed to put the rights and interests of people at the center of the agenda of governments, international bodies, the private sector and wider civil society? How can we best foster successful economies and open and inclusive societies, that respect the integrity of cultures and advance a 21st century understanding of the sovereignty of states and the responsibility of individuals?

How, in other words, do we build an ethical globalization which bridges the current divides between North and South, rich and poor, secular and religious?

It is my deep conviction that part of the answer lies in taking international human rights commitments seriously. Equally important, we must think in new ways about our individual and shared responsibilities. This requires more dialogue, more political will, more resources, and more involvement from every part of society, including academia.

So I welcome this opportunity to share some thoughts on the role of human rights in an increasingly interconnected world, and to consider with you how the Yale community could contribute to shaping an ethical globalization.

In the year 2000, the philosopher Peter Singer came to Yale to deliver the Dwight H. Terry Lectures. His lectures here at Yale formed the basis for his book One World: the ethics of globalization, The thesis of his book is—In essence—that how well we come through the era of globalization will depend on how we respond ethically to the idea that we live in one world.

As is often true of philosophers, Professor Singer is ahead of the times in highlighting that just as globalization has underscored the commonality of all nations; it has also enlarged the ethical sphere of responsibility of individuals. He notes that while it is natural for individuals to prioritize their social obligations—from family to friends to compatriots—one implication of an increasingly interconnected world is that the circle must be expanded to encompass people of other nations.

When Secretary-General Kofi Annan visited Yale last week, he put that notion in this way: Whether it is the area of crime, health, the environment, or the fight against terrorism, interdependence has ceased to be an abstract concept. It has become a reality in our own lives. This poses a real challenge not only to political leaders, but to civil society, non-governmental organizations, businesses, labour unions, thinkers and citizens of every nation. We need to rethink what belonging means, and what community means, in order to be able to embrace the fate of distant peoples, and realize that globalization’s glass house must be open to all if it is to remain secure.

Clearly, the primary responsibility for upholding human rights rests with national governments. But in a world where markets, ideas and peoples are linked as never before, has the time not come to reconsider how we think about human rights, and how we develop a shared sense of responsibility for their realization?

The final document from the United Nations Millennium Summit, known as the Millennium Declaration, states that the central challenge the community of nations faces today is to ensure that globalization becomes a positive force for all the world’s people. It recognizes that globalization offers great opportunities, but at present its benefits are very unevenly shared and its costs is unevenly distributed, with developing countries and countries in transition facing special difficulties in responding to this central challenge.

At the heart of the Declaration is the recognition that only through broad and sustained efforts to create a shared future, based upon our common humanity in all its diversity, can globalization be made fully inclusive and equitable.

The Declaration sets out a clear programme for action based on humanity’s shared values of freedom, equality, solidarity, tolerance, respect for nature and shared responsibility. Is this agenda for a new world order? Is this agenda from the representatives of the world’s nations, and from ordinary people themselves? Could those have very profound consequences, if taken seriously?

Take, for example, the issue of international aid. A report prepared last year for the Secretary-General by a panel headed by Ernesto Zedillo, estimated that meeting the Millennium Development Goals would cost an additional $50 billion in annual international aid. At the Monterrey Conference on Financing for Development, the United States pledged to increase its aid to $5 billion a year, and the European Union promised an additional $7 billion a year, as its first step toward meeting the target of 0.7 percent of gross domestic product (GDP) for development assistance. Yet despite these new commitments, we are still far from achieving the targets set out by world leaders in 2000.

I believe that international human rights norms and standards can contribute to addressing such challenges. Many human rights advocates recognize the potential of this normative legal framework to be a vehicle for human development and democracy. Yet little has been done to date within the framework of international human rights norms to protect and promote the interests of those who are currently excluded from the perceived benefits of globalization.

One clear advantage of a human rights approach is that it gives civil society the tools to hold governments accountable. Over the past year in particular, I have noticed a transformation in how human rights activists, despite having different agendas, were increasingly linking their activities with groups addressing economic and social development, the environment and other issues of global concern.

I have witnessed the emergence of a powerful movement for change through civil society groups engaging in a deeper democratic discourse, using the tools of the legal commitments governments have made under the six core international human rights instruments. And we shouldn’t forget that it was non-governmental organizations that mounted the campaign for a great institutional development: the International Criminal Court.

Development NGOs such as Oxfam, as a matter of policy, are now adopting a rights-based approach in their work. They brief themselves in depth on the human rights covenants and conventions the country in question has ratified, they follow what reports have been submitted on steps taken by the government and the comments of the relevant committees, and they know if there have been visits and reports by any of the Special Rapporteurs of the UN Commission on Human Rights. They are linking this information to their own work and in particular how they seek to empower-civil society groups in using this framework to push for results.

Women are using the Convention on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women and its optional protocol, are drawing on the Convention on the Rights of the Child to support the rights of the girl child and the Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights to address issues such as the feminization of poverty.

This is a point I tried to stress repeatedly as High Commissioner. A valuable dimension of a rights-based approach is that it applies equally to developed and developing countries, and to countries in transition.

The challenge is to ensure that practical tools are developed which can assist governments in translating their commitments into practical actions. One such initiative is the expert consultative work carried out to develop guidelines for a human rights approach to poverty reduction strategies. The draft guidelines are now available and will be tested by UN programs as well as organizations such as the World Bank as they help states in formulating, implementing and monitoring their national poverty reduction strategies. The challenge is to build on such initiatives and use them to influence other aspects of the globalization equation.

It is this intellectually exciting trend in international human rights implementation that I want to bring to the discussion on globalization. Essentially, the argument is that the binding human rights framework is part of the rules of the road of globalization, a way of ensuring a more value-led, ethical globalization.

While the importance of human rights and democracy to sustainable development is now widely recognized, far too little of the necessary intellectual and financial resources needed for human rights education, for effective administration of justice, rule of law and popular participation in local and national decision-making, has been made available to developing countries.

The second area I will be focusing on in my post UN work is to help— in a low-key way to fill a gap which troubles me in human fights at the international level. We still do not put enough emphasis on helping developing countries to build their own national protection systems for human rights.

Yet the reality is that in many countries we have seen the breakdown of national government institutions, weak legislative and judicial environments and the decline in the provision of basic services. Does an ethical globalization leave people in these countries to their own fate? Or do we accept that we have some responsibility to help them build a sustainable future?

I plan to focus on addressing these questions initially through the framework of the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD). African government leaders have committed themselves through NEPAD to delivering pluralistic States with transparent administrations, effective institutions and sound regulatory frameworks, all underpinned by the rule of law and respect for international human rights standards.

African leaders have made the commitments. But questions hang over how innovative approaches such as the peer review mechanism, whereby governments will hold each other accountable for good governance, will be implemented. Clearly, resources—both financial and intellectual—are desperate needed if we hope to see changes. Building a national protection system must be country-led, requiring both the political will of the government and the involvement of civil society .And help from the outside must be offered in support, so that the approach is truly sustainable.

My hope is that new and existing links between universities, research centers and professional legal bodies in the North with counterparts in individual African countries could be developed. In this way, increased resources could be marshaled for projects to support human rights capacity building in these countries.

I am pleased that I will be supposed in my new work on by a partnership of three distinguished organizations with a proven record and commitment to addressing challenges facing our unequal world: The Aspen Institute, The State of the World Forum and the Geneva—based International Council on Human Rights Policy. We are calling this new project the Ethical Globalization Initiative. What is clear to all of us involved is that we will need to engage a broad range of partners in achieving the objectives I have outlined.

It is at this point that I would look to all of you for your ideas and engagement. I have admired the Law School’s long commitment to the study of international human rights law. My friend Gus Speth and his colleagues at the Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studies have been leaders in bringing international environmental agreements into other discussions at international arenas such as the World Trade Organization.

It was great to see Gus in action, moderating an important session of the recent World Conference on Sustainable Development in Johannesburg. There was some disappointment in the human rights community at the weak human rights language in the final text adopted by Governments. However, a very significant linkage was made by civil society groups there, under the banner? No sustainable development without human rights? For the first time at an international conference, environmental activists, development experts and human rights activists joined forces and recognized the synergies that emerged.

Yale is in a unique position to build on this trend. It has the strengths of the Law School, the School of Forestry and environmental Studies and the new Center for the Study of Globalization. By encouraging a rights based approach to environmental protection and issues of sustainability, and by ensuring that human rights academics and activists factor in an explicit dimension of concern for the environment in the pursuit of human rights, tangible progress could be made in the study of globalization.

Furthermore, I was interested to learn that last year, in marking the three hundredth anniversary of the founding of Yale University, President Levin travelled to China to speak about Yale’s goal of becoming a truly global university. He spoke of Yale’s efforts to create, under the Center for International and Area Studies, a set of professorships for scholars whose work extends beyond single academic institutions. He also referred to the importance of international collaborations, using as an example Yale’s long history of cooperation with Chinese universities, health care organizations and government agencies.

I conclude by reiterating my belief that progress has been made in promoting throughout the world the idea of all human rights for all. But the question remains: what of the millions who suffer from deprivation of the basic means of life or who live under oppression and discrimination? When they stand up? As they will increasingly do—to claim those universal rights, what are we to say to them?

I believe their future can be different. As a start, think of what could happen if the business and academic communities were to join forces in making human rights matter.

I truly believe the only way we can move forward is if human rights become part of our service and part of the rules of the road of a new principled globalization. A globalization which affirms that our common humanity doesn’t stop at national borders. A globalization that embraces Eleanor Roosevelt’s vision and that of her fellow drafters of the Universal Declaration of All Human Rights. Civil and political, economic, social and cultural. As the foundation of freedom, justice and peace in the world.

Thank you.









汉语回放（王楠　译）

尊敬的老师们，同学们，女士们，先生们：

我十分荣幸能够重返耶鲁。同时也要感谢格斯·拉尼斯和国际与地域研究所，以及法学院的哈罗尔·德克欧和其他同事盛情邀请我来耶鲁演讲。尤其让我高兴的是得知埃内斯托·塞迪略总统即将担任全球化研究新立中心的主任。我想知道我们中有没有人想过，1999年当我还担任人权问题高级特派员时，我回忆起他首次欢迎我到墨西哥的情景，我将一些人权问题偷偷地写在卡片上，这些问题也是我想在公共场合提出的问题。我们都认同的是研究全球化在未来有重要的意义也是要优先考虑的事情。

我上一次来到这里是1997年被授予荣誉学位。在那之前，1995年我在耶鲁发表了一个主题关于尊重人权承诺的夏里尔讲座。当时我作为爱尔兰总统刚刚结束了对卢旺达的第二次访问，尊重人权承诺这一话题的内容深深地引起我的共鸣。

在卢旺达，我无法描述我在拜访一个上百万人口遭遇种族灭绝，一个文明的社会崩溃之后所见到的情形。令我感到失望的是一些阻止残暴行为发生的国际组织，当它们面对这些恐怖事件发生时表现得麻木不仁，而它们的主旨却正是阻止这些恐怖事件的发生。

经历了过去的五年，现在我再次回到了耶鲁。关于确保全世界对尊重人权方面的连续不断的挑战，我有了更深的认识，而且也对在当今世界该如何履行这些承诺才能取得进步，有了一个更清醒的认识。

过去的五年，十分具有挑战性，让我受益匪浅。担任联合国人权事务高级专员，既是极大的荣幸，有时也是艰巨的挑战。回忆起这五年来，尽管很艰辛，但还是取得了巨大的进步。在过去五年的时间里，我亲眼目睹了一些变化，包括处理人权问题的方法，在整个联合国体系内对与我们的工作相关的权利体系进行规范化，建立起人权和人类发展之间的重要联系，倡议各地区的民间协会学会利用政府的承诺和规定，在处理经济、社会、民生以及政治等各类群众问题时，提高决策的透明度和民众的参与度。

现在我的任期已满，我在回顾我们在这段充满不确定性的时期所取得的进展和人权问题的未来发展。在准备今天的演讲的过程中，我阅读了理查德·莱文校长在回顾与反思“9·11”事件典礼上的演讲。他的话语给了我们重要的提醒，他提醒我们眼前所面临的挑战以及我们所共有的价值观。

我们还要记住一些教训：并不是世界上所有的公民对世界的看法都和美国人相同，对于一些人来说我们的富裕是一种挑衅，我们个人的自由是一种亵渎。

然而，我们确信人人都享有生存和自由的最基本权利。

我们充分肯定保护这些权利的法律法规和一些高校所起的积极作用，比如，贵校就鼓励人们去自由地表达自己的想法，充分发挥个性。

我们充分肯定那些承认和欣赏人与人之间差异的人所具备的气度和智慧。

我们确信狭隘是智慧的天敌，而且恐怖主义在文明人中间得不到合理的一席之地。

我十分同意这些观点。关于尊严和平等的价值观包含了保护人权的基本要素。但是我们如何能够把这些信念付诸于实践呢？如何将人们的权利和利益放置于政府、国际组织、私人企业以及更广泛的文明社会的日程的中心呢？我们如何才能更好地促进尊重文化完整性，并提倡在21世纪主权国家之间增加相互理解，提倡个人职责履行的成功经济形式，以及开放包容性社会？

换句话说，我们如何建造一个合乎伦理的全球化的世界以缩小目前南北差距、贫富差距，以及世俗与宗教的差异呢？

我相信，答案的一部分在于认真地对待国际人权委员会的使命。同等重要的是，我们必须以新的方式思考我们个人的职责以及共同承担的责任。这需要展开更多的对话，达成更多的政治愿望，使用更多的资源，以及需要社会各个相关领域更多地参与，也包括学术界。

所以我很高兴能有这次机会跟大家分享一些想法，并一起探讨在这个相互联系日益紧密的世界中人权所扮演的重要角色，和大家一起思考耶鲁如何能够为建设一个合乎伦理的全球化作出它的贡献。

在2000年，哲学家彼得·辛格来到耶鲁大学德怀特·H.特瑞讲座授课。他在耶鲁的讲座是否为他的作品《一个世界，全球化的伦理》奠定了基础？他的书的主题是什么？我们不得而知。实质上，我们是否能很顺利地完成全球化将取决于我们对居住在同一个世界这种观点能否做出符合全球伦理的反应。

就如同所有的哲学家一样，在强调全球化凸显所有国家共性的同时，也扩大了个人道德责任的范围，辛格教授在这方面是站在时代前沿的。他指出，对于个人来说将社会职责按优先顺序排列是很自然的，比如从家庭到社会再到同胞。而一个相互联系日益紧密的世界的内涵之一是：这个圈子必须扩展到涵盖所有国家的人民。

当上周联合国秘书长科菲·安南来到耶鲁的时候，他是这样阐释这个观点的：无论是在犯罪区域的健康卫生、环境保护，或是恐怖主义的领域，相互依赖已经不再是一个抽象的概念。在我们的生活中它已变成了现实。这不仅仅是政治领导人，同时也是文明社会、非政府组织、企业、工会、思想家和每个国家的公民所面临的严峻挑战。为了能够包容不同民族的命运，我们需要反复思考归属感意味着什么？社会又意味着什么？为了全球化的安全，我们必须向所有国家敞开大门。

很明显，维护人权最主要的责任落在了国家政府身上。但在一个市场、思想以及人们比以往联系更紧密的时代，难道我们重新思考人权问题，以及在实现人权问题的过程中如何才能形成一种共同责任感的时机还没到来吗？

联合国千禧年首脑峰会的最终文件即《联合国千禧年宣言》指出，现今各个国家的社会面临的中心挑战是如何确保全球化成为一种对全世界的人们来说都是积极的力量。宣言中还指出全球化提供了巨大的机遇，但目前看来，全球化带来的好处被分配得不是很平衡，各方的付出也不是很均匀，因为一些发展中国家，还有正在转型期的国家在应对这种中心挑战上面临着特殊的困难。

宣言的核心就是一个观点，即以我们共有的多样性为基础。只有通过广泛而持久的努力才能创造我们共同的未来，才能使全球化变得完全不排外、完全公平。

这个宣言基于如自由、平等、团结、宽容、尊重自然以及共同承担责任这些人类共同的价值观基础上，制定了一个明确的行动计划。这个议程是为一个新的世界秩序制定的吗？这个议程是来自世界各国的代表还是普通民众自己的意愿？如果在这些方面给予足够的重视，这个宣言就能够产生深远的影响吗？

以国际救援为例。去年在埃内斯托·赛迪略总统带头组织的小组会议中，秘书长安南先生准备的一次报告中指出，据估计如果要达到新千年人类发展目标，每年的国际援助将额外花费500亿美元。在蒙德勒财务发展开发会议上，美国保证每年在援助方面的资金将增加至50亿美元，而欧盟也承诺每年额外增加70亿美元。这是向国际援助金额增至各国国内生产总值0.7%的目标所迈出的第一步。尽管我们作出了新的承诺，但我们还达不到各国领导人在2000年所制定的目标。

我相信国际人权法规和标准将对解决这些挑战有所帮助。许多的人权拥护者认为这种标准化的法律体制可能会成为人类发展民主政治的保障。但对于那些目前不能享受全球化所带来的好处的人来说，国际人权法规体制所起的作用很小。

人权法的一个明显的优点就是它给予了政府在文明社会承担责任的义务。尤其是在过去的一年里，我注意到了一些转变，一些人权活动家尽管有不同的议程，但却不断地将他们的活动与一些解决经济社会发展、环境问题以及与地球相关的问题的组织联系起来。

我目睹了一些强有力的组织的出现，这些民间组织借助政府承担的法律义务致力于更深层次的民主对话，这些法律义务是在六个核心国际人权法条约中提取出来的。我们也不应该忘记那些发起巨大制度变革运动的组织，比如为国际刑事法院的发展而建立的非政府组织。

作为一种政策，像牛津饥荒救济委员会这样的非营利组织的发展，正在采取以人权为基础的工作方法。他们对国家讨论并已批准的人权公约和协议深信不疑，他们跟随着政府递交的报告以及相关委员会的评论，并且他们还知道联合国人权委员会的特别报告员是否提出了访问要求或是递交了人权的报告。他们将这些信息和他们的工作联系起来，尤其是有权利的文明社会组织如何去运用已有的体制来推动人权运动使其有所成果。

妇女们正在运用《消除对妇女歧视的公约》及其可选协议来维护自身利益，运用《儿童权利公约》来维护女童的权利，还利用《经济、社会及文化权利国际公约》来解决贫穷妇女的问题。

这是我作为高级专员要反复强调的问题：以权利为基础的衡量价值的尺度适用于发达国家、发展中国家和正处于过渡期的所有国家。

其中一个挑战就是确保实用工具的发展，这些工具能够帮助政府将他们的承诺转变成实际行动。一个计划就是实施专业的咨询型的工作，形成人权问题中的减少贫困策略指导方针。一个初步的指导方针将被联合国还有一些组织，如世界银行来进行测评，因为它们帮助国家制定、实施以及监管这些国家减少贫困的行动。另一挑战是在此倡议的基础上，使用这些倡议去影响全球化平衡的其他方面。

关于全球化，我想讨论的问题就是国际人权方面理智且令人欢心鼓舞的趋势。实质上，争论是这种有约束力的人权体制实现全球化的法规的一部分，一种能确保更有价值及合乎伦理的全球化的方式。

虽然人权和民主对持续发展的重要性，现在已被更广泛地认可，但是对于发展中国家来说，开展人权教育、有效地管制公正公平、有效地实施法律法规、有效地广泛参与制定地方和国家决策所需要的人力资源和财政资源极少。

我在联合国任职期间，专注的第二个领域就是用低调的方法去解决困扰我的国际人权问题。我们仍然没有将重点放于帮助发展中国家建立起自己的民族人权保护体系。

然而现实是，我们在许多国家看见了国家政府机构的垮台，薄弱的立法司法体系和基础服务设施供给缺少。一个合乎伦理的全球化就是让这些国家的人自生自灭吗？还是接受我们的帮助，以使他们树立一个对持续发展的未来的美好的信念？

我的第一步是通过非洲发展新伙伴关系计划的结构体系，集中解决这些问题。根据非洲发展新伙伴关系计划，非洲政府领导人承诺去建立一个有着透明的行政管理体制、有效的组织体系以及有着完整的管理体制的多元化国家，这些都要由法律法规以及对国际人权标准的尊重来支撑。

非洲领导人已作出承诺，但仍留有疑问，那就是像同等评估机制这样的创新方法如何被实施？借助这个创新方法各国政府会负起良好地治理国家的责任。很明显，我们想看到改变，迫切地需要资金和人力资源。建立一个国家的防护体系必须是以国家为主导，以政府的政治愿望以及公众社会的参与为辅助。另外，也要寻求外界必要的支持，只有这样，这种方法才能持续运用下去。

我希望能够发展大学、研究中心以及北部专业的法律机构，还有非洲国家同行机构的已存在的和新的关系。这样，才能有资源不断地被累积起来，去支援这些国家人权建设的项目。

我很高兴，我的新工作得到三个著名组织的支持，他们有优良的业绩，并承诺解决我们这个不平等的世界所面临的挑战。它们是：艾

斯本研究机构、世界论坛和日内瓦国际人权政治会议。我们称这个计划为全球伦理行动。所有参与的人都清楚，我们需要更多的参与者来实现我所概述的这些目标。

基于这一点，我需要你们所有人的观点和承诺。我很赞赏耶鲁法学院长期研究国际人权法的承诺。我的朋友格斯·斯佩思，以及他的耶鲁大学森林与环境研究学院的同事们将把国际环境协议引入其他国际范畴，如世界贸易组织。

我很高兴看见格斯的行动，他主持了近期在约翰内斯堡召开的可持续发展世界大会的一次重要会议。在会上，对于政府使用的一些比较懦弱的人权语言，国际人权组织对此有些失望。然而，在这面旗帜下，是否一些民间的社会团体能产生重要的连接作用呢？在国际会议上，环境保护学家们、发展专家们还有人权保护者们首次联合起来，并一致认同了这种合并效应。

耶鲁大学在建立全球化的进程中是独一无二的。因为它拥有法学院、森林与环境研究学院，以及全球化研究中心这几股力量。通过鼓励以人权为基础的方法来解决环境保护和可持续发展的问题，确保在追求人权的过程中，人权学者和人权活动家关注环境问题，那样全球化研究就可以取得实质性的进展。

此外，我还很感兴趣的是，去年为了纪念耶鲁大学成立三百周年，莱文校长去中国对谈到了耶鲁大学要变成真正的全球性大学的目标。他还谈到了耶鲁大学在国际与区域研究所的带领下，努力去为工作范围超过一个学术机构的学者们设立教授职位。他也谈及了国际合作的重要性，并以耶鲁大学与中国大学、卫生组织以及政府机构合作的悠久历史为例子。

作为演讲的结束，我重申一下我的观点，在全世界范围，人们了解人权的思想已经取得了进展，但问题是：上百万的基本生活权利被剥夺的人，还有在压迫和歧视下生活的人怎么办？他们什么时候才能站立起来？如果他们不断地要求获得基本人权，那时我们将如何回答他们呢？

我相信他们的未来将会有所改善。这才刚刚开始，试想一下如果商务机构和学术团体联合起来为人权问题作斗争的话，将会发生什么？

我深信我们能取得进步的唯一方法是：人权斗争成为我们责任的一部分或者成为有原则的全球化的新规则的一部分。这样的全球化确保了人类共识不会停止于国际边境。这样的全球化符合埃莉诺·罗斯福以及《世界人权宣言》的起草人的观念：民主、政治、经济、社会和文化的全球化，建立自由、平等、和平的全球化。

谢谢！





演讲人简介：




William Jefferson Clinton（威廉·杰斐逊·克林顿）

美国律师、政治家，美国民主党成员，曾任阿肯色州州长和第42任美国总统

克林顿是美国第一位出生于第二次世界大战之后的总统，第三位遭受国会弹劾动议的总统

克林顿是西奥多·罗斯福和约翰·肯尼迪之后的最年轻的美国总统

执政时期美国经济空前繁荣昌盛，克林顿堪称美国最成功的总统之一，他执政的八年被誉为“黄金八年”





Speech 15

The Mission of Preserving the World Peace
维护世界和平的重任

I was privileged to study here for exactly one percent of Yale’s three hundred years. I loved the law school. I liked my professors, and have stayed in touch with many of them over all these long years. One of them I was able to put on the Court of Appeals. One of them I tried to torment in class with disagreements and he lived to torment me—my constitutional law professor, Robert Bork. We had great debates 30 years ago. Now that I replay them in my mind, they seem flesh today. I was fortunate enough to be here at Yale Law School with a phenomenal number of outstanding men and women who were my fellow students. One of them did become the United States senator from New York. Senator Schumer went to Harvard. Meeting Hillary was the best thing that happened to me at Yale, and maybe the only thing that really stuck over all of these 30 years.

Marking three hundred years of learning at any time would be a significant event. But marking it at this time, with a commitment to be a truly global university, is obviously profoundly important. For three hundred years, beginning three quarters of a century before the Declaration of Independence, Yale has taught young people the wisdom of the past, the analysis of the present and the importance of looking to the future. Yale has asked hard questions and looked for honest answers. That is what I found here 30 years ago, and that is what I see when I look out on this vast array of faces today.

America is full of hard questions now. I have spent a great deal of the last three weeks in Manhattan, visiting the crisis center, ground zero, fire stations and police headquarters, and three schools—two of them double schools because half the children were blown out of their own schools by the events of September the 11th. And I have found so many questions. Hillary and I went to an elementary school in lower Manhattan, where nine and ten-year old students asked me these questions: “Why do they hate US so much anyway?” “How did that guy get all those people to commit suicide?” I never thought I would hear a nine year old ask a question like that.

The other day, I had a conversation with Mack McLarty, who was my first chief of staff and my oldest friend of fifty years. We were talking about the events of September the 11th. We had a conversation I believe thousands and thousands of Americans our age have had in the last three weeks. I said, “Mack, if we had been on that plane over Pennsylvania, do you think we would have had the guts to take it down?” He said, “I think so, and I hope so.”

I have gotten calls from women friends of Hillary’s and mine, who are mothers of young children from all over America with a simple question: “Bill, is it going to be all right? Tell me it’s going to be all right.” Well, first of all, it’s going to be all right. I can tell you that.

Terrorism—the killing of innocent people for political or religious or economic reasons is as old as organized combat. It’s been around a very long time. If we look through history honestly, we find it in uncomfortable places. In the crusade in which the European Christians seized Jerusalem, they burned a mosque, slaughtered three hundred Jews and killed every mother and child on the Temple Mount who was a Muslim. But no campaign of terror standing on its own, without organized military combat, has ever succeeded in all of human history. Indeed, it is not the purpose of terror to succeed militarily. It is the purpose of terror to terrify, and I would guess that a lot of young people in this audience today who have never lived through such a difficult crisis have been understandably terrified.

Our country is highly diverse—we have people here today from just about every country, every racial and ethnic group and every religious heritage. What terrorists seek, first of all, is to make US afraid of each other. And secondly, to make US afraid of the future; afraid to plan; afraid to invest, afraid to trust. That is what they seek. Therefore, terrorism cannot prevail unless we cooperate. It is not a military strategy; it is a psychological and human one. We have to give the people who attacked US permission to win, and I do not believe we are about to grant them that permission.

Mr. Bin Laden and his allies misjudge America. They think we are fundamentally a weak greedy, selfish, materialistic people. They think we are weakened by our lack of a national religion and imposed social order. But they are wrong. All Americans have been proud in these last days of the performance of our leaders, from the President, to the governor, to the mayor of New York; and yes, to the senators. I am very proud of my wife and her colleagues in the House and the Senate, and especially proud of the people.

Hillary and I went to a Rosh Hashonah service the other night in our own little village of Chappaqua. We lost a person out of the temple on September the 11th. I met one of the two men there who escaped from the 84th floor of the World Trade Center carrying a disabled woman all the way to safety. When I went into the family crisis center at Pier 94, a man came up to me and said to me: “Why Mr. President, I haven’t seen you since Oklahoma City.” And I said, “How did I see you there?” He said, “You came to console me. My wife was blown up in the bombing of Oklahoma City and I had no one to talk to. So when I saw that this happened, I told my boss I was taking two weeks off, and I got in my car and I drove here. I sit here all day, every day talking to people. I had no one to talk to and I thought I might be of help.”

I have visited many of the firemen. The fire department is a marvelous organization in the modern world. It’s more like a medieval army, where instead of sitting behind and issuing orders, the leaders lead. And so in our fire department, we lost the chief, his three top aides, the chaplain and over 200 other officers—out of three hundred and forty killed. No one took a backseat when it came to sacrifice. I think those who believed that this would weaken US have misjudged us. All over America, there has been a tremendous outpouring of caring—over six hundred million dollars pledged. I thank the workers and the people at Yale for the work you did, for those who lost loved ones or feared they had. We are going to be all right.

Still, we must realize that we have a formidable adversary and a difficult challenge. Partly, because in every conflict throughout human history, defense lags offense by a little bit. This has always happened. But so far, the human race is still around because self-preservation and decency catches up and triumphs. Nevertheless, I think we have to take this seriously and see it for exactly what it is—I believe we are engaged in the first great straggle for the soul of the twenty first century. We must understand terrorism in the modern world and ask ourselves what we have to do, not only to prevent terrorism and protect ourselves, but to undermine the conditions and attitudes that bring to the terrorists’ banners their foot soldiers and sympathizers.

If I had asked you on September the tenth the following question, what would your answer be? What is the dominant trait of the world in the early twenty-first century? If you are an optimistic person, it seems to me you might have given one of four answers. You might have said, “Well, it’s the globalization of the economy and culture that has lifted more people out of poverty in the last twenty years than any time in all history and brought America unprecedented opportunity.” Or you might have said, if you are a “techie”, “It is the information technology revolution.” When I became president in January of 1993, there were fifty sites on the World Wide Web. When I left office, there were three hundred and fifty million. There was never anything like it in the history of communications. Or you might have said, if you were a scientist, “It’s the evolution in the sciences.” We’re going to find out what’s in the black holes in the universe. Last year, we found two new species of life, in previously unexplored river bottoms. The human genome has been sequenced and soon women will bring home babies from the hospital with little gene cards saying, “Here are the kid’s problems and the kid’s strengths.” Soon babies born in America or any country with a good health system will have a life expectancy in excess of ninety years. We have scientists working on digital chips to replicate the nerve functions of damaged spinal cords, raising the prospect that a chip might do for a spine like what a pacemaker does for the heart, and people thought to be permanently paralyzed might get up and walk. And all of this is truly amazing. Or if you are a political scientist, you might say the dominant force of this period is the explosion of democracy around the world and diversity at home. For the first time in human history, more than half the world lives under governments of their own choosing, and in our country and others with strong economies, there is an explosion of diversity.

America is a lot more interesting place than it was 30 years ago. If we had had this meeting thirty years ago, you wouldn’t look like you do. It’s a lot more fun to be here, more educational, and more exciting because of that.

It seems to me if you are optimistic, on September tenth, when I said “what is the dominant strength of the twenty-first century world,” you could have given one of those four answers: the global economy, the explosion of democracy and diversity around the world, the information technology explosion, the scientific revolution.

On the other hand, if you are a little more pessimistic, or if you are what Hillary refers to as your family’s, “designated worrier”, you might have mentioned four negative things. First, climate change. Nine of the hottest years ever recorded occurred in the last 12. If the climate warms at the same rate in the next fifty years as it has in the last ten, we will lose several Pacific island nations, the Florida everglades, and fifty feet of Manhattan Island. Agriculture will be disrupted all over the world, creating millions of food refugees. There is a terrible water shortage in the world already. One in four people on the globe never get a clean glass of water. There is a serious deterioration in the quality of our oceans, which provide so much of our oxygen. If we don’t reverse these trends we will have terrible problems.

Or you could say, “No, no, before that happens, we will be engulfed by health crises. This year one in four people in the world will die of AIDS, TB, malaria or infections related to malaria. Thirty-six million people have AIDS. The fastest growing rates are in the Former Soviet Union, on Europe’s back door, and in the Caribbean, on our front door. At present trends, we will have a hundred million AIDS cases by 2005. That is a recipe for turmoil and violence.

Or you could say, “No, the real problem is the flip side of globalization.” Half the world’s people aren’t a part of it. It is true that more people have been lifted out of poverty by globalization in the last twenty years than ever before. It is also true that half the people in the world still live on less than two dollars a day, that a billion of our people still live on less than a dollar a day. Think about that the next time you buy a cup of coffee. A billion go to bed hungry every night. One woman dies every minute in childbirth. That too is a recipe for revolution, compounded by the fact that a hundred million children on never go to school at all. Or even on September tenth, you might have said, “No, the biggest problem will be terrorism, coupled with weapons of mass destruction, rooted in racial and religious and ethnic hatreds.”

Here is what I would like to say: whether you would have given a positive answer, or a negative answer, there is something that all eight answers have in common. They all reflect the astonishing increase in global interdependence. We have seen the collapse of distances and barriers bringing US closer together for good or ill. Terrorism is simply the dark side of our increasing interdependence. We have not repealed human nature or the fact some people see reality very differently than we do. With more open societies, organized forces of destruction simply take advantage of the same forces that make our lives richer, more diverse and better.

Therefore, all the great questions of the twenty-first century boil down to one: Is this new age going to be good or bad, for me, my family, my community, my nation and the world? That’s why Yale’s mission in its fourth century, to build a truly global university, is so important. I was delighted, Mr. President, when my former deputy Secretary of State and my old roommate, Strobe Talbott, became the head of your Globalization Center and his wife Brooke Shearer agreed to run the World Fellows Program. I said I would like to be a world fellow, and I was informed that I no longer qualify as a young world leader. So today you are stuck with my opinions without the benefit of further Yale study.

What do we have to do to make sure that we encourage the positive forces of interdependence, and that we restrain and combat the negative ones? I would like to make three points: First, we have to defend ourselves against terrorism. I want you to know that there are good people, lots of them, who have been working on this for years—many, many, more attacks were planned on the United States but were thwarted by those public servants and our allies. During the millennium observances alone, there were plans for bombs in cities in the northeast and northwest, in the Los Angeles airport the largest hotel in Jordan, a Christian site in the Holy Land and a half dozen other sites. All thwarted.

Though good people are working hard, clearly there is more to do to build our defenses, to build our ability to be offensive, to build our capacity to maximize computer tracking networks to stop people who mean US harm. I don’t want to say more about that right now, because the President, our national security teams, and our allies have some tough tactical decisions to make. I think we ought to stick with them and give them the room they need to make decisions. So far, they have been making good decisions and we have no reason to believe that they won’t do so in the future. On this, it’s important for America to stay united. We are now and we must stay that way.

Again, I know it was frightening to have the first massive attack on American soil. And nothing can minimize the human loss. But let me remind the young people here that the century we just left was the bloodiest in all human history. Twelve million died in World War I. Twenty million between the wars, over twenty million in World War II, and another twenty million from government oppression after the war, not counting the millions who died in Korea and Vietnam, and later in the senseless slaughters from Rwanda and Bosnia. The world has never been free of violence. Today the price tag on the benefits of our interdependent world is greater vulnerability to terrorists. But our defenses will catch up. What we have to do as citizens is to think about what else has to be done. What else we personally can do. We have to lead an assault on the conditions of negative interdependence and create more opportunities for positive interdependence.

America should continue to work to reduce global poverty and spread the benefits of globalization to people in countries that haven’t felt it, with initiatives like more debt relief, more micro-credit, more sensible trade policies. America should contribute its fair share to the Secretary—General’s Kofi Annan’s health fund to fight the spread of the AIDS epidemic. America should deal with the challenge of climate change through conservation and the development of alternative energy, and through helping our friends and neighbors throughout the world do the same.

America should continue to promote democracy. One particular problem we have, in the present crisis, is that so many people who hear the siren song of radical Islamic fundamentalism, with its twisted reading of the Koran, live in countries growing ever larger, ever younger and ever poorer, where there is no democracy or chance to express dissent or even assent in a normal political way. That keeps the populace in a state of sort of permanent infancy, in which they never have to take responsibility for their own lives and making them better because they never get to take responsibility. Therefore it is very easy to listen to someone say your problems were caused by America’s success.

It’s a hard case to make because people from all of those countries come to America and share in that success. It is a hard case to make, because America’s military power was used most recently to protect poor Muslims in Bosnia and Kosovo, because America led the world in debt relief for the poorest countries, and because the savings from debt relief had to be used by poor countries for education, health care, and development and nothing else. But nonetheless, if you never get to vote or stand for public office you are permanently disempowered. So they hear the siren song; it is all because of America. We have to keep urging our friends to find ways to move to greater democracy and freedom.

Finally, let me say that even more important than what we do, is who we are. We must understand that this present conflict, as agonizing as the loss was, is about far more than the buildings collapsing and the people dying. This is about conflict with a global force with a fundamentally different view of the nature of truth, the value of 1ife, the character of human community. Mr. Bin Laden and the Taliban believe they have the truth that everybody who agrees with them is good, and everybody who doesn’t is evil. This great university is dedicated to the proposition that nobody has the absolute truth. So we all get to vote. We have the right to freedom of speech. We have the right of freedom of religion. We have the right of freedom of assembly. And we have the responsibilities of a free people because we believe that life is a journey, an effort to move closer and closer to the truth. But because we are finite, limited human beings, we never will achieve it.

So we have very different views about the character of community. We believe we all do better when we work together. And all you have to do in our country is to accept the rules of engagement, our rules about everybody counting, everybody getting a voice, everybody getting to vote. About showing up every day to do what is right. We have the freedom to celebrate our diversity because we are grounded in our common humanity. Their community is not united by common humanity. It is defined by what it is not. Mr. Bin Laden wants all the Middle East, to look like the Taliban. What a dreary world. We have seen on television scenes from that movie, “Behind the Veil”, showing what their beliefs are like, forcing women to wear those horrible burqas, beating them with sticks in public and worse.

They are formidable adversaries. They do not believe they are evil. They believe they are good. Therefore the most important thing we can do, is to have in our minds clearly the world we are trying to make, to affirm that our wealth is not an end in itself, but a tool to allow people to live up to their God given abilities, to keep struggling to get beyond those categories of difference to our common humanity. And we should never be blind to how difficult it is going to be. Think of the great spirits of the last fifty years: Ghandi killed, not by a Pakistani Muslim, but one of his own Hindus, who hated him because he wanted India for the Muslims, the Sikhs, for everybody. Sadat killed by the organization that Mr. Bin Laden’s number two heads now, not by an Israeli, but by an Egyptian, who hated him for reaching across the religious and ethnic bloody divide to make peace. My friend Yitzhak Rabin—after a lifetime defending Israel, killed—not by a Palestinian terrorist, but an angry Israeli because he wanted to lay down arms and take up peace. This is hard. I thank God that of all the great spirits of the last fifty years, Mandela survived, probably only because he first had to pay with twenty-seven years of his 1ife in jail.

Fanatics are defined by their hatreds; free people by their humanity.

Throughout our history, America’s mission has been to widen the circle of opportunity to deepen the meaning of freedom, to strengthen the bonds of community. Now, even beyond our borders, we can no longer deny to others what we claim for ourselves. That is the ultimate lesson for the interdependent world. We are going to get through this crisis. Our leaders are going to make good decisions. But in the end, we not only have to stop bad things from happening, we have to build for you, the best, the most prosperous, the most peaceful and most exciting time the world has ever known. And we can do it, if we remember who we are and what we believe.

Thank you and God bless you.









汉语回放（赵倩　译）

耶鲁建校三百年，我有幸在其中的百分之一，也就是三年的时间在这里学习。我爱法学院，我喜欢我的教授们并且和许多教授仍然保持着联系。我曾想把我的宪法教授罗伯特·博克告上法庭。他总是折磨我，而我在课堂上也经常提出异议来折磨他。三十年前我们总是争论，现在我想起那些，仿佛还历历在目。我感到非常幸运，能够和那么多优秀的同学一起来到耶鲁法学院。其中一位成为纽约州的参议员——他后来去了哈佛。在耶鲁读书时最棒的一件事就是遇见了希拉里，可能是这三十年来唯一一件未被改变的事。

无论如何，评价耶鲁三百年的教育历史是一件非常有意义的事情。而此刻把耶鲁大学评价为一所正在向着成为全球性大学而努力的大学，其意义极其深远。耶鲁建校的时间比颁布《独立宣言》还要早七十五年。这三百年来，耶鲁向年轻人传授先哲的智慧、当代的科学，以及阐述放眼未来的重要性。耶鲁提出了许多尖锐的问题，并寻求正确的答案。这就是三十年前我在耶鲁大学发现的，也是今天我从这里众多的面孔中看到的。

美国目前面临很多难题。在过去的三周里，我大部分时间都在曼哈顿，访问了危机中心、世贸大厦遗址、消防站和警察总部，还有三所学校。其中有两所学校合并上课，因为有半数的孩子在“9·11”事件中失去了他们的学校。我从中发现了许多问题。我和希拉里到曼哈顿下城一所小学访问，那里九、十岁的孩子们问我：“为什么他们那么恨美国？”、“那个人怎么能让那么多人自杀？”我从来没有想到会从一个九岁大的孩子那儿听到这样的问题。

前不久，我和我的第一任幕僚长，也是五十多年的老朋友麦克·麦拉提谈话，我们谈到了“9·11”事件。我相信我们的谈话和成千上万与我们同龄的美国人在过去的三周里所谈论的一样，我说：“麦克，如果那时候我们在那架飞过宾夕法尼亚的飞机上，你觉得我们有没有那个胆量阻止事情发生？”他说：“我想会的，我希望我会。”

我接到来自全美各地许多希拉里和我的女性朋友们的电话，她们都是小孩子的母亲，她们都问了这样一个单纯的问题：“比尔，一切都会好起来吧？告诉我，一切都会好起来的。”首先，我可以回答你，“是的，一切都会好起来。”

恐怖主义因政治、宗教或经济的原因而杀害无辜的人民。它和有组织的战争一样历史悠久，它在世界上存在了很长的一段时间。如果我们公正地看待历史，会发现它存在于许多不安定的地方。在十字军东征中，欧洲的基督徒攻占了耶路撒冷，放火烧了一个清真寺，屠杀了三百名犹太人，杀死了圣殿山上所有穆斯林母亲和孩子。如果没有有组织的军事力量，恐怖活动就不可能独立存在并在整个人类历史上取得胜利。事实上，恐怖活动的目的不是军事上的胜利，而是制造恐怖。我想今天在座的许多年轻人从未经历过那样一个艰难的危机，可想而知，你们被吓到了。

我国呈现出高度多元化。今天，就在这里我们有来自各个国家、各个种族和民族，和有着各种宗教传统的人。恐怖分子首先就是要让我们互相惧怕，其次是让美国恐惧未来、恐惧计划、恐惧投资、恐惧信任，那就是他们追求的。所以，只要我们合作，恐怖主义就不会得逞，这不是军事战略，而是心理和人性的战略。我们可以让他们一时得逞，但我相信我们不会让他们最终得胜。

本·拉登和他的同党们低估了美国，他们认为我们根本就是软弱的、贪婪的、自私的、物质主义的人们。他们认为，没有全国性的宗教和强制性的社会秩序就会削弱我们，但是他们错了。在过去的几天里，所有的美国人都在为我们领导人的表现而感到骄傲，从总统，到州长，再到纽约市市长，是的，还有参议员们。我为在众议院和参议院工作的——我的妻子以及她的同事们感到无比骄傲，特别是为我们的人民感到骄傲。

有一天晚上，希拉里和我参加了我们居住的查巴克的一个小村子里的犹太人的岁首节仪式，在“9·11”事件中这里失去了一个成员。事件当天，我们在那里见到一个人，他和他的伙伴从世贸中心的84楼安全救出一名残疾女人。当我到94号码头的家庭危机中心的时候，一个男人走上前来对我说：“总统先生，自从上次在俄克拉何马州见面以后就一直没有见到你。”我说：“我们在那儿是怎么认识的？”他说：“你来安慰我。我的妻子在俄克拉何马州发生的一起爆炸中丧生，我无人可以倾诉。所以当我看到发生的这一切，我跟老板说我要请两周假。我开车来到这里，每天在这儿坐着和人聊天，当时无人听我诉苦，而现在我觉得我可能帮得上忙。”

我曾拜访过许多消防员。在当今社会，消防部是一个了不起的机构。它更像是一个中世纪的军队，由领导亲自坐阵指挥，而不是坐在幕后发号施令。在消防部，我们失去了一位负责人和他的三位得力助手，一位神甫还有两百多位军官，总共三百四十多人丧生。需要牺牲的时候没人后退。我想，那些认为这样就能够削弱美国力量的人小看了我们。现在美国到处都充满关爱，人们的捐款超过六亿美元。我感谢耶鲁的工作人员和所有人作出的贡献，以及对那些失去所爱的人和对现状充满恐惧的人所做的一切。我们会好起来的！

然而，我们必须意识到我们面临的是一个强大的敌人和艰巨的挑战。因为在整个人类历史上发生的每次冲突中，防守在一定程度上会落后于进攻。这样的事情经常发生，但是人类之所以能够发展至今，是因为自我保护和礼节一直伴随我们，并取得胜利。不管怎样，我认为我们都应该严肃认真地对待这次的事件并看清它的本质——我相信我们正致力于21世纪首次心灵的伟大斗争。我们必须了解现代社会的恐怖主义，并自问我们应尽的责任，不仅仅是阻止恐怖主义和保护自己，还要减少给恐怖组织提供招集步兵的机会，以及改变支持者的态度。

如果在九月十日我问你：“21世纪初世界的特点是什么？”你会怎么回答？如果你是一个乐观主义者，在我看来你有可能给出以下四种回答中的一种。你可能会说：“是经济和文化的全球一体化，在过去的二十年里，全球化使越来越多的人摆脱了贫困，人数之多已经超过历史上任何一个时期，并且给美国带来了前所未有的机会。”如果你是一个热衷科学的科技迷，你可能会说：“是信息技术革命。”当我在1993年1月当选总统的时候，万维网上只有五十个网站，而当我卸任时，数量已经达到了三亿五千万个，这在通讯史上是前所未有的。如果你是一个科学家，你可能会说：“是科学的进步。”我们将会找出宇宙黑洞中的物质。去年，我们在先前从未开发过的河底发现了两个新的物种。人类基因已经排序，很快妇女们就可以带着基因卡片把婴儿从医院带回家，并标明：“这是孩子的缺陷，这是孩子的优势。”很快出生在美国或其他国家的健康的婴儿都将会有超过九十岁的寿命。我们的科学家正在致力于研发可以复制受损脊髓的神经功能的数字芯片，该芯片能代替脊髓的功能，就像起搏器能维持心脏的跳动那样。那些终身瘫痪的人将有可能重新站起来并下地走路，这一切都是那么神奇。如果你是一个政治科学家，你可能会说这段时期的主导力量是全世界民主政治的扩大，以及国内的多元化。全世界一半以上的人在自己选举出的政府下生活。多元化在我国和其他经济强国不断地扩大，这在人类历史上尚属首次。

比起三十年前，现在的美国要有趣得多。如果我们在三十年前举行这次典礼，情景会截然不同。在这里生活更加有趣，教育更有意义，人心也更加振奋。

在我看来，如果你是乐观主义者，那么当我在九月十日问你：“21世纪世界的主导力量是什么？”你可能会给我下面四个回答中的一个：全球经济，民主政治力量扩大及全球多元化，信息技术爆炸和科学革命。

换个角度，如果你是个有些悲观的人，或者你是像希拉里所描述的那种“特定的多愁善感者”，你可能会说出四种相反的答案：首先是气候变化。过去的十二年里有九年是历史上有记录的最热的年份，如果在未来的五十年里气候变暖的速度还和过去的十年一样的话，我们会失去几个太平洋岛国，佛罗里达的沼泽地以及曼哈顿岛五十英尺以下的地方也都会消失。全世界的农业都将会被破坏，将增加几百万难民。目前全世界的水资源短缺，全球四分之一的人喝不到一杯干净的水。为我们提供大量氧气的海洋，水质却在严重恶化。如果我们不逆转这种趋势，那么我们会面临许多严重问题。

或许你会说：“不，在那些发生之前，我们就会被健康危机所困扰。”今年世界上有四分之一的人死于艾滋病、肺结核、疟疾，以及和疟疾相关的传染病。三千六百万人患有艾滋病。增幅最大的地区在欧洲的后门——前苏联，以及我们的前门——加勒比。以目前的趋势来看，到2005年我们会有一亿艾滋病病例，这将会导致动乱和暴力。

或许你会说：“不，真正的问题是全球化的另一面。”全世界有一半的人没有参与全球化。的确，在过去的二十年里全球化使得更多的人摆脱了贫困，但是世界上仍然有一半的人靠一天不到两美元维持生活，有一亿人靠一天不足一美元生活。下次你买一杯咖啡的时候，想想这种状况吧。有十亿人每晚在饥饿中入睡，每分钟都有妇女因分娩而死亡，一亿名儿童从未上过学，这也会导致革命。甚至在九月十号，你也可能会说：“不，最大的问题应该是根源于种族、宗教和民族仇恨并拥有大规模杀伤性武器的恐怖主义。”

我想说的是，无论你给出的是积极的答案还是消极的答案，这八种回答都有共同之处，它们都反映了全球性的依存关系正在增强。我们已经在消解疏远和隔阂，无论怎样，这都把美国人联系得更紧密了。恐怖主义只不过是我们日渐紧密的依存关系中的黑暗面。我们没有否定人性，或是否定一些人不像我们那样能够看清现实的事实。随着社会的更加开放，有组织的毁灭性力量只是利用了使我们的生活更加丰富、更加多元、更加美好的那一股力量。

因此，所有关于21世纪的重大问题都归结为一个：这个新世纪对于我、家庭、社会、国家和整个世界来说，是好还是坏？这就是耶鲁在第四个世纪里要成为全球性大学的任务如此重要的原因。院长先生，当我的前任助理国务卿也是我的老室友——斯特罗布·塔尔博特成为贵校全球化中心的领导的时候，当他的妻子布鲁克·希勒同意负责世界学者项目的时候，我感到很高兴。我说我愿意成为一名世界学者，但是被告知我已经不再有资格成为一名年轻的世界领导者了。因此，今天你们不得不听完我的这些对耶鲁大学未来的研究无益的观点。

我们要做些什么才能确保我们鼓励互相依存的积极力量并抑制和抵抗消极力量？我有三点建议：首先，我们必须保护我们不受恐怖主义袭击。我希望你们了解，有许多优秀的人，多年来一直致力于此。有许多袭击美国的计划都被那些公务员和我们的同盟挫败。仅在庆祝千禧年期间，我们就阻止了在东北和西北部的许多城市、洛杉矶的机场、约旦最大的宾馆、圣城的基督教址和其他六所城市的多起恐怖爆炸事件。

尽管有许多优秀的人都在全力以赴，但很显然我们还有很多事情要做。我们要建立防御工事、加强我们的进攻能力、增强计算机追踪网络的能力以阻止企图威胁美国安全的人。现在我不想过多地谈论这个。因为我们的总统和国家安全机构，以及我们的盟友已经作出了很多强硬的战略决策。我想我们应该支持他们，并给他们作决定的空间。到目前为止，他们一直在作着明智的决策，所以我们有理由相信他们在今后也会如此。在这次事件上，团结对我们美国来说非常重要。现在我们必须要团结。

当然，我知道，在美国的领土上发生首次大规模的袭击是令人恐惧的，任何事情都不能减少人们的损失。但是让我提醒在座的年轻人，我们刚刚经历的那个世纪是人类历史上最血腥的一个世纪。一千两百万人在一战中丧生，两千万人在一战与二战之间死去，两千多万人在二战中失去生命，还有两千万人死于战后的政府镇压，这还不包括死在朝鲜和越南的，以及后来发生在卢旺达和波斯尼亚大屠杀中的几百万人。这个世界从来就没有摆脱过暴力。当今，对恐怖分子来说，为全世界互相依存的利益所付出的代价，是我们极大的弱点。但是我们的防御将会一直与时俱进。作为公民，我们要做的就是思考我们还能做什么，就我们每个人来说我们可以做什么，我们必须为创造更多积极的互相依存的关系来扫清所有消极的因素。

美国应继续努力减少全球贫困并通过倡议免除更多的债务、更多的小额贷款，让更多的明智交易政策将全球化的利益带给那些还没有感受到它的国家的人民。美国应该将我们的公平分配制度应用到联合国秘书长科菲·安南的健康基金会组织中去和艾滋传染病抗争。美国应该通过保护自然资源和发展可替代能源来应对环境变化的挑战，并帮助我们全世界的友国和邻国共同应对挑战。

美国应该继续宣扬民主主义。在当前的危机下，我们面临的一个特殊问题就是：有那么多听着伊斯兰原教旨主义的言论，以及对古兰经的误读的人们还生活在更广阔、更年轻、更贫困的国家。那里没有民主，没有可以表达异议或同意的正常的政治渠道。这使得那里的民众生活在蒙昧的状态下，在那里他们不必负担自己的生计和改善生活的责任，因为他们从来不去承担那些责任。因此，我们总是听到有人说：“问题就是由美国的成功导致的。”

这是一个很棘手的事情，因为那些国家的人来到美国分享成就。这是一个很棘手的问题，因为美国的军事力量近来大部分都用在了保护波斯尼亚和科索沃贫困的穆斯林，因为美国引领世界各国为最贫穷的国家免除债务，因为被免除的债务款必须用在贫穷国家的教育、医疗保健和发展上，不能用在其他地方。但是，如果你从不投票或是支持政府机构，那么你就永远都无足轻重。所以他们听着蛊惑论调：都是因为美国。我们必须促使我们的朋友采取措施，大力推广民主和自由。

最后，我要说的是，比知道我们要做的事情更重要的是认清我们自己。我们必须明白当下的冲突，那些惨不忍睹的损失远远不只是大楼的倒塌和人们的死亡。这是一场由一股全球性的力量导致的冲突，它对真理性质的判断、生命价值的理解和人类社会特点的认识与我们有着截然不同的观点。本·拉登和塔利班政府认为，他们掌握着真理，赞同他们的人就是好的，不赞同的人就是邪恶的。耶鲁大学奉行的是没有人拥有绝对的真理。所以我们要投票，我们有言论自由的权利，我们有宗教自由的权利，我们有集会自由的权利。我们有作为自由人应有的权利，因为我们相信，人生就是一段旅程，是努力接近真理的过程。但是我们永远无法掌握真理，因为我们是普通的凡人。

所以我们对于社会的性质有着不同的看法，但我们相信如果我们共同努力就能做得更好。在我们国家你们所要做的就是接受这个约定规则，每个人都要参与到这个规则中来，每个人都有发言权，每个人都要投票，每一天都要做正确的事情。我们要颂扬我们的多元化的自由，因为我们以共同的人性作为基础。恐怖分子的社会不是由共同的人性团结起来的，而是用反对普遍人性的观点来定义的。本·拉登希望整个中东看起来都像塔利班政府那样。那是多么可怕的世界啊！我们从电视上播放的那部电影《面纱背后》里看到过一些场景，展示了他们的信仰——他们逼迫妇女穿上那些可怕的罩袍，用棍子当众打她们甚至做出更糟的举动。

他们是可怕的敌人。他们不但不认为自己是邪恶的，反而认为自己是正义的。所以我们能做的最重要的事情就是要清楚我们要创造的这个世界，要意识到创造财富不是最终目的，而是允许人们不负上帝赐予的能力，并通过努力超越人性中的差异。而且我们不应忽视在这个过程中所有要经历的困难。想想过去五十年里那些伟大的精神领袖吧：甘地，不是被巴基斯坦的穆斯林杀害，而是被一个印度教徒杀害，因为他憎恨甘地，因为他想要建立一个属于穆斯林、锡克教以及每个印度人的国家；另一位杰出的精神领袖萨达特，被本·拉登集团现在的二号人物领导的组织杀害，这名杀手不是以色列人，而是埃及人。他憎恨萨达特，因为萨达特跨越了血腥的宗教和种族的鸿沟，寻求和平。我的朋友伊扎克·拉宾毕生守卫以色列，最后也惨遭迫害，杀他的不是巴勒斯坦的恐怖分子，而是一个愤怒的以色列人，因为拉宾想放下武器寻求和平，这很艰难。我感谢上帝，在过去的五十年里所有伟大的精神领袖中，曼德拉还活着，那可能是因为在他的一生中有二十七年是在监狱中度过的。

狂热分子诠释了他们的仇恨，自由主义者诠释了他们的人性。

纵观我们的历史，美国的使命是创造更多的机遇，加深自由的含义，加强社会的联系。现在，尽管超越了我们的界限，但是我们也不能再否定我们自己的主张，这是相互依存的世界给我们的最深刻的教训。我们会走出这次危机。我们的领导人会作出最明智的决策。但是最终，我们不仅要阻止坏的事情发生，还要为你们建设一个前所未有的，最好、最繁荣、最和平、最振奋人心的时代。只要我们谨记自己的身份以及我们的信仰，我们就一定能做到。

谢谢大家！愿上帝保佑你们！





演讲人简介：




Hillary Aiane Rodham Clinton（希拉里·黛安·罗德姆·克林顿）

希拉里是美国第67任国务卿

希拉里被舆论普遍认为是美国历史上最有实权的第一夫人





Speech 16

Dare to Compete, Dare to Love
敢于竞争，敢于去爱

It is such an honor and pleasure for me to be back at Yale, especially on the occasion of the 300th anniversary. I have had so many memories of my time here, and as Nick was speaking I thought about how I ended up at Yale Law School. And it tells a little bit about how much progress we’ve made.

What I think most about when I think of Yale is not just the politically charged atmosphere and not even just the superb legal education that I received. It was at Yale that I began work that has been at the core of what I have cared about ever since. I began working with New Haven legal services representing children. And I studied child development, abuse and neglect at the Yale New Haven Hospital and the Child Study Center. I was lucky enough to receive a civil rights internship with Marian Wright Edelman at the Children’s Defense Fund, where I went to work after I graduated. Those experiences fueled in me a passion to work for the benefit of children, particularly the most vulnerable.

Now, looking back, there is no way that I could have predicted what path my life would have taken. I didn’t sit around the law school, saying, well, you know, I think I’ll graduate and then I’ll go to work at the Children’s Defense Fund, and then the impeachment inquiry, and when Nixon retired or resigns, I’ll go to Arkansas. I didn’t think like that. I was taking each day at a time.

But, I’ve been very fortunate because Eve always had an idea in my mind about what I thought was important and what gave my life meaning and purpose. A set of values and beliefs that have helped me navigate the shoals, the sometimes very treacherous sea, to illuminate my own true desires, despite that others say about what I should care about and believe in. A passion to succeed at what I thought was important and children have always provided that lone star, that guiding light. Because I have that absolute conviction that every child, especially in this, the most blessed of nations that has ever existed on the face of the earth, that every child deserves the opportunity to live up to his or her God-given potential.

But you know that belief and conviction—it may make for a personal mission statement, but standing alone, not translated into action, it means very little to anyone else, particularly to those for whom you have those concerns.

When I was thinking about running for the United States Senate—which was such an enormous decision to make, one I never could have dreamed that I Would have been making when I was here on this canlpus—I visited a school in New York City and I met a young woman, who was a star athlete.

I was there because of Billy Jean King promoting an HBO special about women in sports called “Dare to Compete.” It was about Title IX and how we finally, thanks to government action, provided opportunities to girls and women in sports.

And although I played not very well at intramural sports, I have always been a strong supporter of women in sports. And I was introduced by this young woman, and as I went to shake her hand she obviously had been reading the newspapers about people saying I should or shouldn’t run for the Senate. And I was congratulating her on the speech she had just made and she held onto my hand and she said, “Dare to compete. Mrs. Clinton. Dare to compete.”

I took that to heart because it is hard to compete sometimes, especially in public ways, when your failures are there for everyone to see and you don’t know what is going to happen from one day to the next. And yet so much of life, whether we like to accept it or not, is competing with ourselves to be the best we can be, being involved in classes or professions or just life. where we know we are competing with others.

I took her advice and I did compete because I chose to do so. And the biggest choices that you’ll face in your life will be yours alone to make. I’m sure you’ll receive good advice. You’ve got a great education to go back and reflect about what is right for you, but you eventually will have to choose and I hope that you will dare to compete. And by that I don’t mean the kind of cutthroat competition that is too often characterized what is driving America today. I mean that small voice inside you that says to you, you can do it, you can take this risk, you can take this next step.

And it doesn’t mean that once having made that choice you will always succeed. In fact, you won’t. There are setbacks and you will experience difficult disappointments. You will be slowed down and sometimes the breath will just be knocked out of you. but if you carry with you the values and beliefs that you can make a difference in your own life, first and foremost, and then in the lives of others. You can get back up, you can keep going.

But it is also important, as I have found, not to take yourself too seriously, because after all every one of us here today, none of us is deserving of full credit, I think every day of the blessings my birth gave me without any doing of my own. I chose neither my family nor my country, but they as much as anything I’ve ever done, determined my course.

You compare my or your circumstances with those of the majority of people who’ve ever lived or who are living right now, they too often are born knowing too well what their futures will be. they layk the freedom to choose their life’s path. they’re imprisoned by circumstances of poverty and ignorance, bigotry, disease, hunger, oppression and war.

So, dare to compete, yes, but maybe even more difficult, dare to care. Dare to care about people who need our help to succeed and fulfill their own fives. There are so many out there and sometimes all it takes is the simplest of gestures or helping hands and many of you understand that already. I know that the numbers of graduates in the last 20 years have worked in community organizations. have tutored, have committed themselves to religious activities.

You have been there trying to serve because you have believed both that it was the right thing to do and because it gave something back to you. You have dared to care.

Well, dare to care to fight for equal justice for all, for equal pay for women, against hate crimes and bigotry. Dare to care about public schools without qualified teachers or adequate resources. Dare to care about protecting our environment. Dare to care about the 10 million children in our country who lack health insurance. Dare to care about the one and a half million children who have a parent in jail. The seven million people who suffer from HIV / AIDS. And thank you for caring enough to demand that our nation do more to help those that are suffering throughout this world with HIV / AIDS, to prevent this pandemic from spreading even further.

And I’ll also add, dare enough to care about our political process. You know, as I go and speak with students I’m impressed so much, not only in formal settings, on campuses, but with my daughter and her friends, about how much you care, about how willing you are to volunteer and serve. You may have missed the last wave of the dot.com revolution, but you’ve understood that the dot.community revolution is there for you every single day. And you’ve been willing to be part of remaking lives in our community.

And yet, there is a real resistance, a turning away from the political process. I hope that some of you will be public servants and will even run for office yourself, not to win a position to make an impression on your friends at your 20th reunion, but because you understand how important it is for each of us as citizens to make a commitment to our democracy.

Your generation, the first one born after the social upheavals of the 60’s and 70’s, in the midst of the technological advances of the 80’s and 90’s, are inheriting an economy, a society and a government that has yet to understand fully, or even come to grips with, our rapidly changing world. And so bring your values and experiences and insights into politics. Dare to help make, not just a difference in politics, but create a different politics. Some have called you the generation of choice. You’ve been raised with multiple choice tests, multiple channels, multiple websites and multiple lifestyles. You’ve grown up choosing among altematives that were either not imagined, created or available to people in prior generations. You’ve been invested with far more personal power to customize your life, to make more free choices about how to live than was ever thought possible. And I think as I look at all the surveys and research that is done, your choices reflect not only freedom, but personal responsibility.

The social indicators, not the headlines, the social indicators tell a positive story: drug use and cheating and arrests being down, been pregnancy and suicides, drunk driving deaths being down. Community service and religious involvement being up. But if you look at the area of voting among 18 to 29 year olds, the numbers tell a far more troubling tale. Many of you I know believe that service and community volunteerism is a better way of solving the issues facing our country than political engagement, because you believe— choose one of the following multiples or choose them all—government either can’t understand or won’t make the right choices because of political pressures, inefficiency, incompetence or big money influence.

Well, I admit there is enough truth in that critique to justify feeling disconnected and alienated. But at bottom, that’s a personal cop-out and a national peril. Political conditions maximize the conditions for individual opportunity and responsibility as well as community. Americorps and the Peace Corps exist because of political decisions. Our air, water, land and food will be clean and safe because of political choices. Our ability to cure disease or log onto the Internet have been advanced because of politically determined investments. Ethnic cleansing in Kosovo ended because of political leadership. Your parents and grandparents traveled here by means of government built and subsidized transportation systems. Many used GI Bills or government loans, as I did, to attend college.

Now, I could, as you might guess, go on and on, but the point is to remind us all that government is us and each generation has to stake its claim. And, as stakeholders, you will have to decide whether or not to make the choice to participate. It is hard and it is, bringing change in a democracy, particularly now. There’s so much about our modem times that conspire to lower our sights, to weaken our vision—as individuals and communities and even nations.

It is not the vast conspiracy you may have heard about; rather it’s a silent conspiracy of cynicism and indifference and alienation that we see every day, in our popular culture and in our prodigious consumerism.

But as many have said before and as Vaclav Havel has said so memorably, “It cannot suffice just to invent new machines, new regulations and new institutions. It is necessary to understand differently and more perfectly the true purpose of our existence on this Earth and of our deeds.” And I think we are called on to reject, in this time of blessings that we enjoy, those who will tear us apart and tear us down and instead to liberate our God-given spirit, by being willing to dare to dream of a better world.

During my campaign, when times were tough and days were long I used to think about the example of Harriet Tubman, a heroic New Yorker, a 19th century Moses, who risked her life to bring hundreds of slaves to freedom. She would say to those who she gathered up in the south where she kept going back year after year from the safety of Auburn, New York, that no matter what happens, they had to keep going. If they heard shouts behind them, they had to keep going. If they heard gunfire or dogs, they had to keep going to freedom. Well, those aren’t the risks we face. It is more the silence and apathy and indifference that dogs our heels.

Thirty-two years ago, I spoke at my own graduation from Wellesley, where I did call on my fellow classmates to reject the notion of limitations on our ability to effect change and instead to embrace the idea that the goal of education should be human liberation and the freedom to practice with all the skill of our being the art of making possible. For after all, our fate is to be free. To choose competition over apathy, caring over indifference, vision over myopia, and love over hate.

Just as this is a special time in your lives, it is for me as well because my daughter will be graduating in four weeks, graduating also from a wonderful place with a great education and beginning a new life. And as I think about all the parents and grandparents who are out there, I have a sense of what their feeling. Their hearts are leaping with joy, but it’s hard to keep the tears in check because the presence of our children at a time and place such as this is really a fulfillment of our own American dreams. Well, I applaud you and all of your love, commitment and hard work, just as I applaud your daughters and sons for theirs.

And I leave these graduates with the same message I hope to leave with my graduate. Dare to compete. Dare to care. Dare to dream. Dare to love. Practice the art of making possible. And no matter what happens, even if you hear shouts behind, keep going.

Thank you and God bless you all.









汉语回放（赵倩　译）

重回耶鲁大学，我感到非常高兴也非常荣幸，特别是在耶鲁大学建校300周年纪念日这一天。耶鲁大学给了我很多回忆，当尼克发言时，我想起了我从耶鲁法学院毕业时的情景，也感受到了这些年来耶鲁大学取得的巨大进步。

当我想起耶鲁时，我感受最深的不是它的政治氛围，也不是我接受过的一流的法律教育，而是我以前在耶鲁的时候做的一些工作。自那以后，这些工作一直是我关注的核心。那时我开始在代表儿童的纽黑文法律服务机构工作，然后在耶鲁纽黑文医院和儿童研究中心研究儿童发展，研究虐待儿童和忽视儿童的行为。后来，我很幸运地与玛丽安·赖特·艾德尔曼在儿童保护基金会获得了公民权利实习的机会，并在毕业后直接去了那里工作。这段工作经历激发了我为儿童，特别是为那些最脆弱的儿童工作的热情。

现在回想当时，我没有预料到我会选择这样的人生道路，我并没有坐在耶鲁法学院里想，而是毕业后去了儿童保护基金会工作，然后遭到弹劾接受调查，再然后等尼克松总统退休或者是辞职后我去阿肯色州。我从来没有这样想过，只是平静地过着每一天。

然而，我一直很幸运，因为我始终知道对我来说什么才是重要的，是什么才能使我的人生有意义、有目标。尽管别人告诉我应该在意什么，相信什么，但是我有我自己的一套价值观和信仰。它们为我的人生指明方向，不管是浅滩，还是深海，都照亮了我内心真实的渴望。我渴望在我认为重要的事情上成功。在帮助儿童的事业中成功，这就是我人生的方向。因为我一直坚信，每个儿童，特别是成长在美国——这个地球上最幸福国度里的儿童都有发挥他们天赋潜能的机会。

这些信仰和信念有可能促使个人目标的实现，但如果仅仅挂在嘴上，而不付诸于行动，那么对任何人来说都没有太大意义，特别是对那些你所关心的人。

当我在耶鲁大学读书时，我从未想过自己会参加美国参议员竞选活动，这对我来说是一个重大的决定。参加竞选时我参观了一所纽约市的学校，遇见了一位年轻的女体育明星。

我到那里是因为比利·简·金准备在HBO电视台（家庭票房）上宣传一个名为《敢于竞争》的女性体育节目。该节目是关于“第九项体育运动”的，宣扬在政府的援助下我们终于能够为女性们提供体育锻炼的机会。

尽管我不是很擅长室内体育运动，但我却是女性体育运动的坚定拥护者。经他人介绍，我结识了这位年轻女士。我上前同她握手的时候，很显然她已经在报纸上看到了有关人们讨论我应不应该参加竞选的报道。当我称赞她的演讲很精彩时，她握住我的手说：“敢于竞争，克林顿夫人，要敢于竞争。”

我把她的话记在心上，因为我知道竞争有时候真的很残酷，特别是通过公开的方式选拔。所有人都会看到你的失败，而且你永远不知道明天会发生什么。然而，生活就是这样，不管我们愿不愿意接受，无论是在学业、职业，还是在简单的生活中，我们都会和自己竞争，力争做到最好，也会和别人竞争。

我接受了她的建议，参加竞选，因为我已经决定了。人生中要面临的最大的选择必须由自己来作决定。我相信你们会听到好的建议，你们已接受了很好的教育，从中你们能回顾并反思出究竟什么才是适合自己的，但是最后还是得由你们自己决定。我希望你们能敢于竞争。但是我指的不是常说的推动美国发展的那种激烈的竞争，而是一种源于内心的声音，它对你说，你可以，可以冒这个险，可以把它当成你的下一个目标。

但这并不意味着一旦你作出了选择，就一定会成功。事实上，成功并没有那么容易。这个过程中有挫折，你会体会到艰难、沮丧。你会放慢脚步，有时也会感到窒息。但是，如果你们坚持自己的价值观和信仰，你们首先会令自己的生活大为改观，其次会使别人的生活大为改观。你们可以寻求帮助，也可以勇往直前。

不要把自己太当一回事，我发现这一点也很重要，因为毕竟今天在场的所有人，没有谁能完全得到别人的信任。我在想我每天都那么幸运，可我什么都没有做。我既没选择家庭也没选择祖国，但是它们和其他我所做过的事情一样决定着我人生的方向。

你们可以把我的、或你们自己的环境与大多数前人的、或者是同时代人的相比，通常情况下，他们一出生就知道自己的未来是怎样的。他们没有选择自己人生道路的自由。他们囿于贫穷、无知、固执、疾病、饥饿、压迫和战争的环境当中。

因此，要敢于竞争。这很难，但是敢于去爱或许更难。要敢于去爱那些需要借我们的帮助而获得成功并实现自己人生价值的人。你们很多人早已明白了这一点，有时候他们需要的不过就是简单的一个手势或者是拉他们一把而已。我知道，过去20年里毕业的许多大学生有的在社区组织工作，有的从事教育事业，有的把自己的毕生贡献给了宗教事业。

你们这样竭尽全力是因为你们知道这正是你们所要做的，而且会从中得到回报。这样，你们也就做到了敢于去爱。

当然，我们还要敢于为全人类的平等、正义而战，为妇女同薪同酬而战，为抵制犯罪和顽固势力而战。我们要关注那些没有合格的教师和充足的教学资源的公立学校，勇于承担保护环境的责任，关注我们国家1000万没有医疗保险的儿童，关注父母一方在监狱里的150万儿童以及700万艾滋病患者。我感谢那些要求社会各界给予艾滋病患者更多关心和照顾并倡导抑制艾滋病传播的人。

我还想强调，我们还要多关注政治进程。每当我和学生们交流时，无论是正式会议上的交谈、校园里的闲谈，还是与女儿或她的朋友们进行的交流，他们关注社会以及自愿服务的热情总会给我留下深刻的印象。也许你们已经错过了互联网的最后一次革命，但是，互联网革命每时每刻都在期待你们的参与，而且相信你们也乐于成为改变我们这个社会的一分子。

然而很多人都很排斥政治，他们对政治避而不谈。作为公民，我们应该为民主事业尽一份力量。这一点很重要，所以我希望你们之中的一些人能成为公职人员甚至是亲自参加竞选，而不是为了在毕业20周年校友会上向朋友炫耀而力谋高职。

你们这一代人是60年代到70年代的社会动荡之后出生的第一批人，经历了80年代至90年代的技术革命。你们所面临的经济、社会和政府，已经意识到这是一个快速变化的世界，而且开始适应这样的世界。

因此，把你们的价值观、阅历以及洞察力都融于政治中吧。你们不仅要敢于在政治上创新，而且要敢于创造一个完全不同的政治体制。你们常被称为有选择的一代人。你们是在多选择、多渠道、多方网络连接以及多重生活方式的选择中长大的。你们在选择中长大，这些选择是先前一代人无法想象，无法创造也无法利用的。

你们用前所未有的力量去打造自己的生活，尽可能去自由地选择。当我看着所有完成的问卷调查和研究时，我认为你们的选择不仅反映了自由，而且也反映了你们的责任心。

虽然社会调查指标不是新闻的头版头条，但它表明了一个积极的趋势：滥用毒品、欺诈和拘留人数呈下降趋势，少女怀孕、自杀事件以及酒后驾车致死的情况也逐渐减少。参加社区服务以及宗教活动的人数呈上升趋势。但是，18岁至29岁人群的投票选举的数据令人担忧。我知道在座的各位中有很多人都认为，服务和社区志愿者活动比参与政治活动更能解决我们国家所面临的问题。因为大家都知道，政府往往因政治压力，缺乏效率或者无能，甚至是受金钱影响，不能理解或作出正确抉择，上述这些原因有可能只有其中一种，也有可能全有。

我承认，人们所批评的情感淡漠和疏远都是事实，但实际上这是个人的推辞和国家的危难。政治局势放大了个人以及社会的机会和责任。美国志愿队与和平工作团因政治决策而存在。好的政治决策选择将决定我们的空气、水、土地和食物是否干净而安全。政治决策性投资提高了治疗疾病和网络技术的能力。政治领导结束了科索沃的种族净化。政府补贴修建的运输体系使得你们的父母、祖父母们可以来到这里。和我一样，很多人是在美国退伍军人权利法案和政府贷款的帮助下进入大学学习的。

现在，正如你们所猜测的那样，我会一直坚持下去。重点是，政府是我们每个人的，每一代人都必须为它出一份力。作为一分子，你们必须决定到底要不要参与进来。民主变革很艰难，尤其是在现在。现代社会有太多东西导致个人、团体甚至是国家不得不放低眼光，缩短视线。

在有着大众文化和高消费主义的国家里，可能你们听说的不是巨大的阴谋，而是我们司空见惯的冷嘲热讽、冷漠和疏远。

然而，很多人曾说过，捷克总统瓦茨拉夫·哈维尔也明确表示过，“仅仅发明新机器，制定新规章，设立新机构是不够的，对我们的生存以及行为的真正目的有一个全新、彻底的了解很有必要”。而且，我认为，有一种力量呼吁生活在幸福中的我们要敢于追求更完美的世界，反抗那些离间、诋毁我们而非帮助我们释放上天给予的勇气的人。

在竞选活动中，每当遇到挫折，日子很难熬时，我常常将哈里特·塔布曼视为自己的榜样。她是纽约的英雄，是19世纪的摩西，她冒着生命危险给成千上万的奴隶带来自由。每一年她都要从安全的纽约州奥本市回南方，在那里她将奴隶聚集起来并对他们说不管发生什么，都必须坚持。就算有人在身后大声呼喊，他们也必须坚持。就算听见枪声和狗叫，他们也必须向着自由前进。然而，那些不是我们将面临的危险，跟随着我们的是沉默和冷漠。

32年前，我在威尔斯利大学毕业典礼上作演讲，号召过同学们反对“人改变世界的能力是有限的”这样一种错误观点，而要拥护这样的思想：教育的目标应该是解放人类，使人类能够自由地发挥所有才能，创造奇迹。

总之，自由是我们的命运。我们要选择竞争而不是漠不关心，是关注而不是冷漠，是高瞻远瞩而不是目光短浅，是去爱而不是去恨。

正如毕业对于你们来说是你们生命中一个特殊的时刻一样，它也是我生命中的一个特殊时刻，因为我的女儿在四周后也要毕业离开一所教学一流的校园，开始新的生活。当我想到今天出席的所有父母和祖父母们时，我能感受到他们的心情。他们内心激动快乐，却情不自禁地流下热泪，因为此时此地你们出席毕业典礼，证明了你们已经实现了美国梦。我为父母们伟大的爱与责任以及辛苦的付出而鼓掌，同时也为在座的子女们喝彩。

我希望把我在毕业典礼上讲的话也送给你们：敢于竞争，敢于关爱，敢于梦想，敢于去爱。要创造奇迹，不管发生什么，即使有人在背后大声呼喊，也要勇往直前。

谢谢大家，上帝祝福你们所有人！
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Speech 17

Building a Culture of Peace
构建和平文化

The subject of this symposium on International Relations— “Building Culture of Peace”—is not only timely, it is of great significance in today’s world of turmoil. In recent times, we have seen new conflicts breaking out in many parts of the world. For some of the old ones where we thought we were looking at light at the end of the tunnel—things have gone to the opposite direction. It is therefore important that we take a close look at out approaches toward bring peace to strife torn lands and bridging the Gulf of hatred. We have to find out where we went wrong. And we have to find better ways to establish peace .

We need to remember that in the hate—and violence—filled Twentieth Century, we saw the power of non-violence in the sacrifice of Mahatma Gandhi and Martin Luther King. Forces for hatred and intolerance claimed their lives but not there souls.

The dawning of the New Millennium give us a cope to take lessons from our past in order to build a new and better tomorrow. One lesson learned is that to prevent history repeating itself, the values of non-violence, tolerance and democracy will have to be inculcated in every woman and man, children and adults alike.

I am sure that some of you have heard in many times, but I would like to quote from the UNESCO Constitution because of its continuing relevance and value: “Since wars begin in the minds of men, it is in the minds of men that the defenses of peace must be constructed.” The flourishing of a culture of peace will generate the mindset that is a prerequisite for the transition from force to reason, from conflict and violence to dialogue and peace. Culture of peace will then provide the bedrock to support a stable, progressing world, a world that is finally at peace with itself .

The first step toward examining the road to peace should start with an appreciation of the changing nature of conflict. Gone are the days of war between states for conquest, extension of spheres of spheres of influence in the name of pure ideology. The cold war is history, today’s wars are about setting border disputes, controlling resources, capturing power, retaining tribal or clan dominance or continuing instability in neighboring states and regions to profit in muddy waters .

These days we call them “civil conflict” or “civil strife” but there ideology nothing civil in the way they are conducted, genocide, rape, lynching, hacking off limbs of innocent civilian are common, most disturbing ideology that often these atrocities are directed to people living in the same community or neighborhood. Hatred and intolerance have blurred the vision of the perpetrators.

Today’s world and its problem are becoming increasingly more interdependent and interconnected due to globalization and advanced in communication, in science and technology. Interdisciplinary of the world, if not addressed with sanity, can change into a social, economic, nuclear or environmental catastrophe. The magnitude of these problems requires all human being time work together in finding new solutions.

The need for a culture of peace is evident as we reflect in how our civilization has succumbed. From time to time, to the human frailties of greed, ambition, xenophobic myopia, cruelty and selfishness, we have seen that heinous acts are often committed under the veil of public mandates when in fact they respond to the wishes be they economic, political, military, or even religious of the few that have the power, at other times, atrocities are committed out of a mistaken fear of the unknown.

The efforts at peace and reconciliation have to be based on an understanding of this new reality. A global effort towards peace and reconciliation is to be pursued with a collective approach. The United Nations as the most unversed body is best suited to undertake that role. It must take the lead in fulfilling its charter obligation of maintaining international peace and security worldwide. In the responsibility that the United Nations must shoulder, stronger focus on prevention and peace building is essential, even more so in these tough times for the organization. The United Nations needs to be more than a fire brigade rushing to put out the conflagrations or much more longer-term than a buffer zone.

Dialogue, trust and reconciliation must be the foundation of the Twenty-First Century global community.

To realize the objectives of a peaceful and secure world in future, we need to create a movement that creates a culture of peace and non-violence in the world and promotes dialogue among civilizations. A movement that ensure that amity world replace atrocity, harmony would overcome hatred and stability would remove suspicion.

As the Secretary-General of the United Nations, Kofi Annan has said “the dialogue among civilizations must be peaceful. It must occur not just between societies but within them. It must be a dialogue of mutual respect, based on a framework of shared values—values such as those found in the United Nations Charter, like equality, justice and dignity—within which different traditions can co-exist. Such a dialogue can serve as an inspiration to all humanity. It can help us learn from each other. It can help us rise above the intolerance and conflicts that blighted our history and undermined human progress.”

The adoption of the Programme of Action on Culture of Peace by the United Nations was only the first step. Our success rests on the strength of our partnership for its implementation. For the success of our movement, we have to build a Grand Alliance amongst all, particularly with the proactive role and participation of civil society.

Looking around I believe that the culture of peace and non-violence is receiving wider and wider global acceptance-through the efforts of the UN at the global level—through activities undertake nationally and regionally— through declaratory statements by many multilateral organizations—through symposiums and workshops help all over the world like this one—and through widespread involvement of civil society. I am referring to the indispensable contribution of non—governmental and interfaith organizations—you being a part of that endeavor-we are witnessing the movement gather momentum.

The United Nation had observed the year 2000 as the international Year of a Culture of Peace and the present decade is being celebrator as the International Decade for a Culture of Peace and Non-violence for the Children of the World. It is important that we remind us constantly that the movement for culture of peace must be seen as complementary to the efforts toward economic development and social justice. Non-violence can truly flourish when the world is free of prove, hunger, discrimination, exclusion, intolerance and hated. When women and men can realize their highest potential and live a secure and fulfilling life. Until then, each and every one of us would have to contribute—collectively and individually—to build peace through non-violence. We have to succeed together or together we shall perish. The choice is obvious.

How can we contribute in enabling societies to rise above all the divisions and doubt and anger? How can we contribute towards societies that possess the inner strength to demonstrate their cohesiveness when time is really difficult? I would say that we need to start from the children and women in our societies. In my mind, they are the main constituencies for building a culture of peace worldwide.

One of the most significant ways to promote a culture of peace is, in fact, through peace education. I would like to stress here that peace education needs to be accepted in all parts of the world, in all societies and countries as an essential element in building a culture of peace. Peace studies in all educational institutions must be incorporated as part of their curricula. Peace studies must be an essential part of our educational process as much as reading and writing are. In many parts of the world, this could very well be linked to the studies about the United Nations.

The international network supporting the objectives of Global Campaign for Peace Education, carried out so effectively by the Hague Appeal for Peace, must receive the continuous support of the entire international community. Educators in schools and communities look up to the peace practitioners for help in addressing complex issues such as teaching the skills of reconciliation, understanding diverse culture, accepting difference.

The Hague Appeal for Peace concluded in October 2004 a very successful conferee in Tirana, Albania, that I had the pleasure of addressing where a group of educators came together with representatives of ministries of education and issued a Tirana Call for Peace Education. I invite all of you to become familiar with it and spread its appeal.

Never has it been more important for the next generation to learn about the world and understand its diversity. The task of educating children and young persons to find non-aggressive means to relate with one another is of primary importance. At higher levels, curricula must include human rights, the rules governing international law, the United Nations Charter and the goals of our global organization, peace, disarmament and sustainable development. The participation of young people in this process is very essential. Their inputs in terms of their own ideas on how to cooperate with each other in order to eliminate violence in our societies must be fully taken into account.

During the last years, these has been an increasingly strong recognition by governments, international organizations and civil society of the importance of gender equality and the empowerment of women in the continuing struggle for equality, poverty reduction, peace, security, democracy, human rights and development. In nearly every country and region of the world, we can point to areas in which there has been progress on achieving gender equality and women’s empowerment. Yet, this progress has been uneven and the gains remain fragile. Virtually nowhere are women’s rights given the priority they deserve. And, despite increased global awareness, in many countries the rights of women are still under threat. Intensified efforts from all of us are needed to promote women’s rights at the country level and develop effective mechanisms—both national and global—to fully implement and monitor them.

That women make a difference when in decision and policy-making positions is no longer in dispute. When women participate in peace negotiations and in the crafting of a peace agreement, they keep the future of their societies, their communities, in mind. They think of how their children and grandchildren will live in their country, how they will benefit from the peace agreement. They have the greater and longer-term interest of society in mind. Whereas, historically in post-conflict situations, men are interested in ensuring that, following the peace agreement, they will retain authority and power in the government or in the cabinet or in any other power structure.

The Mano River Women’s Peace Network, for example, brings together women in West Africa from Guinea, Liberia and Sierra Leone and, in pursuing their vision of peace, rallied together to call for disarmament and played a crucial role in paving the way to solving the conflict by having the three heads of government sitting at the same table. This joint peace initiative by the women of the Mano River region was awarded the UN Prize for Human Rights for 2003 by the General Assembly in recognition of its outstanding achievement.

In this context, I cannot but commend the wonderful work being carried out by the “Women Waging Peace”, led by the vision, knowledge and relentless commitment of Ambassador Sewanee Hunt. She has created a network of women peacemakers from conflict areas around the world, ranging from the Sudan to Sri Lanka, Colombia to Bosnia, the Middle East to Sierra Leone. Since 1999, “Women Waging Peace” has been providing these amazing women with invaluable links to each other and with excellent connections with policy shapers.

A lasting peace cannot be achieved without the participation of women and the inclusion of gender perspectives in peace processes. Informal peace initiatives of grassroots women’s groups and networks, organized across party and ethnic, have carried out reconciliation efforts and have been increasingly recognized by the Security Council. The latter has met with women’s groups and representatives of NGO’s in missions to the Democratic Republic of Congo, Kosovo and Sierra Leone.

Much, nevertheless, remains to be done. Women are still very often ignored or excluded from formal processes of negotiations and elections.

Gender perspectives must be fully integrated into the terms of reference of peace-keeping-related Security Council resolutions, reports and missions. Peace support operations should include gender specialists and consultations with women’s groups and networks must be ensured. Full involvement of women in negotiations of peace agreements at national and global levels must be provided, including training for women on formal peace processes. Gender perspectives should also be an integral part of post-conflict reconstruction programmes. A no-tolerance approach must be used in cases of violation of the code of conduct in peace-keeping operations. And gender sensitivity training must be provided to the peace keepers before they arrive in the zones of conflict.

Sustainable peace is inseparable from gender equality. When women are marginalized, there is little chance for an open and participatory society.

For a true culture of peace to be established, we need the involvement of the community itself. Four factors are helpful if we are to see a successful intervention on the part of communities working for peace, justice and reconciliation in a post conflict setting:

1. Strong civil society action at the grassroots level.

2. Regeneration of traditional values and norms that are eroded during conflicts. Traditional institutions, like the family as well as indigenous conflict prevention mechanisms are useful tool in this regard.

3. Involvement of women: From Burundi to Somalia to Northern Ireland to the Middle East and Cambodia, women have shown great capacity as peacemakers. They assumed activist roles while holding together their families and communities. At the grassroots and community levels, women have organized to resist militarization, to create space for dialogue and moderation and to weave together the shattered fabric of society.

4. Spreading a culture of peace: This, in my opinion, is most critical to the society. If the society is to come out of the shadows of conflict and make a new beginning, its beginning, its members must be inculcated in a culture of peace.

In conclusion, let me reiterate why I put such emphasis on culture of peace. Three reasons: First, it targets individuals. There cannot be true peace unless the mind is at peace. Second, it brings together all actors—people from all walks of life. Third, it sets its goals not on the principle of an eye for an eye but on tolerance, solidarity and dialogue to settle differences and heal wounds.

In the changed world we live in, it is time to discard the eye for eye approach. We have experienced enough violence. We cannot afford more. The time to act is NOW.

Peace is a prerequisite for human development. And peace cannot be achieved unless the mind ideology at peace. We all must undertake efforts to inculcate peace in ourselves. We can not expect to change the world if we do not start first and foremost with changing ourselves, vat the individual level. Peace is meaningful only when we have peace within and peace without.

Let me end on a note of guarded optimism. I believe the time of culture of peace has come. It is no longer an idea, nor just a concept—it is growing into a global movement with the dedicated efforts of people like you. But that only means we have crossed the first hurdle. The rest of the journey will take us to our streets where millions are without shelter; to our schools where children are denied proper education; to our communities where poverty is endemic and harmony exists only in hope; to our societies where discrimination and exclusion is still the order; but most importantly, to every human mind to rid them repeat the cycle of violence. Only then, our movement would have achieved its objective. Only then, we shall have a culture of peace that will inspire a truly universal value system.









汉语回放（谭宝红　译）

这次国际关系座谈会的课题——“构建和平文化”，不仅及时，而且对当今骚动的世界非常重要。最近，我们看到在世界的许多地方爆发了新的冲突。在某些旧冲突中我们觉得能够看到和平的曙光，然而事态却向相反的方向恶化。因此仔细思索我们给饱受动乱的土地带来和平以及消除憎恨的方法是很重要的。我们必须找到出错的地方，并找到更好的办法来创造和平。

我们需要记住，在充满憎恨和暴力的20世纪，通过圣雄甘地和马丁·路德·金的牺牲，我们看到了非暴力行动的力量。憎恨和偏见的势力夺去了他们的生命，但夺不去他们的灵魂。

新千年的到来让我们从过去吸取教训，从而构建一个新的更好的明天。其中一个教训就是防止历史重演，非暴力、宽容和民主的价值将教育每一个人。

这些，我相信你们中的一些人已经听过很多遍了，但是我想引用联合国教科文组织宪章中的话，这句话一直都很贴切和宝贵：“自从人类的思想中有了战争，采取行动保卫和平的想法也同时出现在了其中。”和平文化的繁荣将让人们产生一种心态，它是从武力向理智、从争执和暴力向对话和和平转变的先决条件。和平文化将为稳定、进步和繁荣的世界，一个最终实现和平的世界提供支撑的基石。

检验通向和平道路的第一步应该从鉴别不断变化的冲突环境开始。国家之间为了意识形态去征服、扩张的战争年代已经远去。冷战也已经成为历史。今天的战争旨在解决关于边界争议、资源控制、能源获取、种族保持、显示优势、保持邻近国家和地区的不稳定等问题以确保自己的权益。

如今我们将之称为“民主争端”或“民主冲突”，但是这些冲突的解决方式没有任何民主性。种族灭绝、强奸、滥用私刑、砍杀无辜平民的现象很普遍。最令人不安的是这些暴行的对象是住在同一地区或附近的人。憎恨和偏执蒙蔽了行凶者的双眼。

今天的世界和它所存在的问题在科学技术方面通过全球化和先进的交流方式变得越来越相互依赖和相互联系。如果失去理智，世界的相关性将变成社会、经济、核能或环境上的大灾难。这些问题非常重要，需要所有人一起努力来找到新的解决方案。

当我们反省我们的文明是如何向贪婪、有野心、盲目排外、残酷和自私等人类的弱点屈服的同时，对和平文化的需求就变得越来越明显。我们发现可憎的行为经常在公众授权的遮蔽下进行，而实际上它们服务于少数当权者的欲望——经济的、政治的、军事的，甚至宗教的。其他时候，暴行的发生是因为对未知的错误的恐惧。

和平和和谐的努力必须建立在对新的现实的理解之上。全球对和平和和谐的努力必须通过集体参与的途径。联合国作为最全体性的实体，最适合承担这个角色。它必须带头履行其宪章中关于维护世界和平和安全的义务。在联合国必须肩负的责任中，要点聚焦于预防和和平构建，在面临困难的时刻更要如此。联合国需要做的不仅仅是成为一个冲过去扑灭大火的消防队或建立一个长期的缓冲区。

对话、信赖和调解是21世纪地球村的基础。

为实现未来世界和平安全的目标，我们需进行一项建立世界和平和非暴力文化，促进各文明国家间对话的运动。此项运动将确保友善取代暴行，和谐战胜憎恨，稳定去除疑虑。

联合国秘书长科菲·安南曾经说过：“各文明国间的对话要和平，不仅仅发生在国家之间，还要深入内部。此类对话必须是相互尊重的，基于价值共享的框架。这些价值正如在联合国宪章中提到的，如平等、公正和尊重等，不同的传统可以并存其中。这样的对话亦可作为对全人类的鼓舞，帮助我们互相学习，超越那些损害过我们的历史、破坏了人类进步的偏执和冲突。”

采用联合国提出的《和平文化行动纲领》，仅仅是第一步，我们的成功取决于在履行过程中的伙伴关系。为此项运动的成功，我们必须创建一个大联盟，尤其要有积极的角色，和民众的参与。

环顾全球，我坚信，通过联合国在全球所作的努力，通过多边组织宣布的公告，通过在世界各地举行像今天这样的研讨会或座谈会，通过采取国家和地区性的行动，以及通过社会的广泛联系，和平以及非暴力的文化会越来越广泛一为世界所接受。非政府或是信仰组织也作出了不可取代的作用，为付出的一部分，我们看到

联合国已经将2000年定为和平文化的国际年，并把最近10年定为“为了世界上的儿童、和平和非暴力文化”发展的国际性10年。经常提醒自己和平文化运动对为经济发展和社会公平而作出的努力是很重要的。当世界上不再有贫穷、饥饿、歧视、暴力、偏执和憎恨，妇女和儿童能认识自己的潜能并拥有安稳和满意的生活时，非暴力文化将非常繁荣。到那时，世界上每一个人都将为通过非暴力构建和平而作出共同的贡献。我们要么共同成功，要么一起毁灭。如何选择很明显。

我们该如何献出力量来使社会克服分裂、猜疑和愤怒？我们该如何在非常困难的时候为社会献出力量来控制内部力量以显示凝聚力？我想说，我们要从世界上的妇女和儿童着手。我认为，他们是在世界范围内建立和平文化的主要支持者。

事实上，推广和平文化最有效的办法之一是通过和平教育。在这里我要强调，和平教育作为构建和平文化的要点，需要被世界各国所接受。所有教育机构的和平教育必须包含在课程之中。和平教育必须像读书写字一样成为我们教育进程的一部分。在世界的许多地方，这可以很好地与对联合国的认识联系起来。

由海牙和平会议开展的“全球和平教育行动”，必须得到整个国际团体持续的支持。学校和社团的教育者敬仰和平实践者，因为他们帮助解决麻烦的问题，例如教导和谐能力、理解多样化文化、接受文化之间的差异性。

海牙和平会议于2004年10月在阿尔巴尼亚的地拉那圆满结束。我有幸参加了。会上教育者和部门代表一起起草并发布了“和平教育地拉那号召”。我希望你们都了解它并传播它。

没有什么比让下一代了解这个世界并理解他们的使命更重要的了。教育儿童和青少年找到非暴力的意义以联系每一个人是最重要的。更进一步，课程必须包括人权、国际法的角色、联合国的角色以及我们全球性组织的目标：和平、裁军、稳定发展。他们关于如何互相协作以在我们的社会消除暴力的思想必须得到充分的重视。

过去几年，为性别平等以及女性平等、消除贫困、和平、稳定、民主、人权和发展所作的斗争逐渐得到政府、国际组织和民间团体的认可。几乎在世界每一个国家和地区，我们都能发现实行性别平等和女性授权的区域。然而，这个过程并非坦途，成果也很微薄。事实上没有一个地方给予了女性她们渴望的权利。而且，尽管全球的认识在不断进步，但是在许多国家妇女的权利依然受到威胁。在国家层面推广妇女权利并发展有效的国家和全球机制来实施和管理，需要我们所有人作出更多的努力。

毫无疑问，女性在作决定和制定政策方面往往会有很不一样的想法。在参与和平谈判与制定和平协议时，她们时刻想着她们的社会和团体的未来。她们考虑到了子孙后代在这个国家将如何生活，以及如何受益于这份协议。在她们脑海里往往对社会有着更全面、更长远的考虑。然而，从战后历史角度来看，男性则是根据能否在政府、内阁或其他权力机构稳住他们的优势来制定这份协议的。

马诺河妇女和平运动将来自几内亚、利比里亚、塞拉利昂的女性汇集在一起，她们追求和平的曙光，一起呼吁裁军，并通过和三国首脑会晤，为解决冲突铺平了道路。2003年联合国大会授予马诺河流域妇女联合和平倡议联合国人权奖，承认其卓越的成就。

由此，我不得不称赞这场“女性缔造和平”的伟大运动，其倡导者史瓦尼·亨特大使是位有远见、博学、信守承诺的女性，她创建了一个女性和平使者的网络，她们来自世界各个冲突地区，从苏丹到斯里兰卡、哥伦比亚到波斯尼亚、中东到塞拉利昂。自从1999年，“女性缔造和平”给这些了不起的女性提供了彼此间宝贵的连接并为其和政策制定者之间建立了良好的关系。

如果不让女性参与，也不从性别的角度考虑，那么永久和平根本不可能实现。基层妇女组织和团体、有组织的党派以及种族之间的非正式和平协议已经在争取和平的观点上达成了一致，并为之付出了努力，而这种努力正逐渐地被安理会所认可。这也意味着妇女组织和公益性组织代表将完成对刚果、科索沃、塞拉利昂民主共和国的使命。

不过，还有亟待解决的问题，在正式的谈判和选举过程中，女性们仍被经常忽视或排斥。

性别观点必须完全融入和平一致关系的安理会的决议、报告和任务的职权范围内。支持和平行动应该包括性别专家，与妇女团体和网络的磋商必须得到保证。必须提供女性充分参与国家世界级的和平协定，包括在正式和平进程中的培训。性别观点也应该是灾后重建计划不可分割的一部分。在维和行动中必须运用严格的手段防止违反行为准则。在他们到达冲突区域之前必须对维和援军进行性别敏感性训练。

持久和平离不开两性平等。而当女性被排斥时，创建一个开放共享的社会的可能性就微乎其微。

一个真正的和平文化的建立，需要社区的加入。如果我们想要看到一个成功介入并为和平、正义、和谐而工作的社区，以下四点是很有用的：

一、开展强大的公民团体基层行动。

二、恢复再生的传统价值观和在冲突中受到侵蚀的规范。传统体系，像家族以及本土冲突预防机制，在这方面是很有用的工具。

三、女性参与：从布隆迪、索马里、北爱尔兰，到中东和柬埔寨，女性显示出作为和平使者的巨大潜力。她们扮演积极的角色联合家庭和社区。在组织和社区层面上，女性组织抵抗军事化，创建对话空间，缓和社会组织的毁坏。

四、传播和平文化：这个，在我看来，对社会是最重要的。如果这个社会要走出冲突的阴影，创造新的开始，那么它的成员必须受到和平文化的熏陶。

总之，让我重申我为什么这么重视和平文化。有三个方面的原因：首先是个体目标。有一个和平的心态才有真正意义上的和平；其次是它集合所有角色——来自各行各业的人；最后是其目标的设定，这个目标不能基于睚眦必报的原则，而是通过宽容、团结和对话来解决分歧和治愈伤口。

在我们生活的变化的世界，是时候抛弃冤冤相报了。我们经历了足够的暴力，我们输不起了。行动的时刻到来了。

和平是人类发展的先决条件。只有思想中有了和平，和平才能最终实现。我们都必须努力给自己灌输和平思想。在个人层面，如果我们不先从改变自己开始，又怎么奢想改变世界。和平的价值只有在得与失之间才能体现出来。

让我以谨慎乐观的心态来结束今天的演讲。我相信和平文化的时代已经到来。它不再是一种想法，也不仅仅是种概念。在像你们一样的人们的努力下，它正演变成为全球性的运动。但是这只意味着我们已经通过了第一关，剩下的路还需要给大街上的成千上万的流浪者寻找挡风遮雨的地方，需要给学校里的儿童带来良好的教育，需要为社区消灭贫穷并带来希望中的和睦，需要改变以歧视和排斥为主流的社会，更需要消除每一个人思想中迫使他们冤冤相报的邪恶的狭隘与偏见、无知与自私。只有到那时，我们才能拥有一个能产生真正广泛价值观的和平文化。





演讲人简介：




George Walker Bush（乔治·沃克·布什）

美国第43任总统，于2001年1月20日就职，在2004年的选举中击败民主党参选人约翰·克里，获得总统连任机会





Speech 18

Everyone Can Become a President
人人都能成为总统

President Levin, thank you very much. Dean Brodhead, fellows of the Yale Corporation, fellow Yale parents, families, and graduates: It’s a special privilege to receive this honorary degree. I was proud 33 years ago to receive my first Yale degree. I’m even prouder that in your eyes I’ve earned this one.

I congratulate my fellow honorees. I’m pleased to share this honor with such a distinguished group.

I congratulate all the parents who are here. It’s a glorious day when your child graduates from college. It’s a great day for you; it’s a great day for your wallet.

Most important, congratulations to the class of 2001. To those of you who received honors, awards, and distinctions. I say, well done. And to the C students I say, you, too, can be President of the United States. A Yale degree is worth a lot, as I often remind Dick Cheney who studied here. But left a little early. So now we know—if you graduate from Yale, you become President. If you drop out, you get to be Vice President.

I appreciate so very much the chance to say a few words on this occasion. I know Yale has a tradition of having no commencement speaker. I also know that you’ve carved out a single exception. Most people think that to speak at Yale’s commencement, you have to be President. But over the years, the specifications have become far more demanding. Now you have to be a Yale graduate, you have to be President, and you have had to have lost the Yale vote to Ralph Nader.

This is my first time back here in quite a while. I’m sure that each of you will make your own journey back at least a few times in your life. If you’re like me, you won’t remember everything you did here. That can be a good thing. But there will be some people, and some moments, you will never forget.

Take, for example, my old classmate, Dick Brodhead, the accomplished dean of this great university. I remember him as a young scholar, a bright lad, a hard worker. We both put a lot of time in at the Sterling Library, in the reading room, where they have those big leather couches. We had a mutual understanding—Dick wouldn’t read aloud, and 1 wouldn’t snore.

Our course selections were different, as we followed our own path to academic discovery. Dick was English major, and loved the classics. I loved history, and pursued a diversified course of study. I like to think of it as the academic road less traveled.

For example, I took a class that studied Japanese Haiku. Haiku, for the uninitiated, is a 15th century form of poetry, each poem having 17 syllables. Haiku is fully understood only by the Zen masters. As I recall, one of my academic advisers was worried about my selection of such a specialized course. He said I should focus on English. I still hear that quite often. But my critics don’t realize I don’t make verbal gaffes. I’m speaking in the perfect forms and rhythms of ancient Haiku.

I did take English here, and I took a class called “The History and Practice of American Oratory,” taught by Rollin G. Osterweis. And, President Levin, I want to give credit where credit is due. I want the entire world to know this—everything I know about the spoken word, I learned right here at Yale.

As a student, I tried to keep a low profile. It worked. Last year the New York Times interviewed John Morton Blum because the record showed I had taken one of his courses. Casting his mind’s eye over the parade of young faces down through the years, Professor Blum said, and I quote, “I don’t have the foggiest recollection of him.”

But I remember Professor Blum. And I still recall his dedication and high standards of learning. In my time there were many great professors at Yale. And there still are. They’re the ones who keep Yale going after the commencements, after we have all gone our separate ways. I’m not sure I remembered to thank them the last time I was here, but now that I have a second chance, I thank the professors of Yale University.

That’s how I’ve come to feel about the Yale experience—grateful. I studied hard, I played hard, and I made a lot of lifelong friends. What stays with you from college is the part of your education you hardly ever notice at the time. It’s the expectations and examples around you, the ideals you believe in, and the friends you make.

In my time, they spoke of the “Yale man”. I was really never sure what that was. But I do think that I’m a better man because of Yale. All universities, at their best, teach that degrees and honors are far from the full measure of life. Nor is that measure taken in wealth or in titles. What matters most are the standards you live by, the consideration you show others, and the way you use the gifts you are given.

Now you leave Yale behind, carrying the written proof of your success here, at a college older than America. When I left here, I didn’t have much in the way of a life plan. I knew some people who thought they did. But it turned out that we were all in for ups and downs, most of them unexpected. Life takes its own turns, makes its own demands, and writes its own story. And along the way, we start to realize we are not the author.

We begin to understand that life is ours to live, but not to waste, and that the greatest rewards are found in the commitments we make with our whole hearts—to the people we love and to the causes that earn our sacrifice. I hope that each of you will know these rewards. I hope you will find them in your own way and your own time.

For some, that might mean some time in public service. And if you hear that calling, I hope you answer. Each of you has unique girls and you were given them for a reason. Use them and share them. Public service is one way—an honorable way—to mark your life with meaning.

Today I visit not only my alma mater, but the city of my birth. My life began just a few blocks from here, but I was raised in West Texas. From there, Yale always seemed a world away, maybe a part of my future. Now it’s part of my past, and Yale for me is a source of great pride.

I hope that there will come a time for you to return to Yale to say that, and feel as I do today. And I hope you won’t wait as long.

Congratulations and God bless.









汉语回放（李定纹　译）

非常感谢莱文校长、迪恩·布莱海德、耶鲁董事会、毕业生家长以及毕业生们，来到这里演讲是我的荣幸。33年前我获得了第一个让我为之骄傲的耶鲁学位。我更骄傲的是，在你们眼中我已经拥有了这个学位。

我衷心地祝福各位毕业生，很高兴和你们这群杰出的人才一起分享这份荣誉。

我要祝贺在座参加毕业典礼的所有家长，你们的孩子顺利地从耶鲁大学毕业了，今天对你们来说是光荣的，也是伟大的，你们的钱包也终于解脱了。

最重要的就是要祝贺2001届的所有毕业生。特别是那些曾获得荣誉、奖状和表彰的同学，我要说，好样儿的！对于C等生，我要说，你们同样也能成为美国总统。我经常这样提醒曾就读于耶鲁的迪克·切尼：耶鲁大学的学位很有价值。就像现在我们所知道的事实：如果从耶鲁大学顺利毕业，你就能当总统；而如果中途辍学，你就只能当副总统。

能够在这里发表演讲，我深感荣幸。我知道耶鲁大学一直没有在毕业典礼上邀请演讲者的传统。我也知道这已经是破例了。很多人认为，只有总统才有资格在耶鲁大学的毕业典礼上发表演讲。多年来，对演讲人资格的要求变得越来越苛刻。如今，要来演讲，这个人必须是耶鲁大学毕业的美国总统，并且他在竞选总统的过程中，在耶鲁大学所在的投票区里得到的票数要少于拉尔夫·纳德。

这么长时间以来，这是我第一次重返母校。我也确信你们在有生之年会回来几次。当你们跟我一样（年纪）的时候，你们将不会记得你们在这里所做过的每一件事情。这或许是一件好事。但是，总会有一些人和一些时刻是令你们终生难忘的。

就拿我的老同学迪克·布罗德海德来说，他现在已经是伟大的耶鲁大学颇有成就的院长了。在我的记忆中，他是一位聪明、勤奋的年轻学者。我们俩在斯特林图书馆里度过了许多时光，那个阅览室里摆放着很大的皮革沙发。我们俩之间也培养出了默契，迪克不大声朗读课文，而我睡觉也不打呼噜。

我们各自的学术研究道路不同，我们选择的课程也就不同。迪克主修英语，钟爱古典文学；而我酷爱历史，并且追求多样化的学习过程。我喜欢将这种学习过程想象成是少数人走的学习道路。

比如，我曾选修日本俳句。对门外汉来说，俳句是15世纪日本的一种诗歌体裁，每首诗有17个字音，只有禅师才能完全了解俳句的含义。现在想来，当时我的学业导师对我选择这样一门专业化的课程感到忧心忡忡。他劝我把精力集中在学习英语上。现在我仍经常听到类似的劝告。那些批评我的人并不知道，我并不是发音错误，我只是按照俳句完美的形式和韵律在讲话。

在这里我的确学习了英语课程，也选修了罗林·欧斯特威斯主讲的“美国演讲的历史与实践”课程。莱文校长，我想在这里给他应有的赞许。我想让全世界的人都知道，我会的所有关于演讲的东西都是在耶鲁学的。

作为一名学生，我努力保持低调，也确实很低调。去年《纽约时报》的记者采访了约翰·莫顿·布鲁姆，因为相关记录显示我曾选修过他的一门课程。挖空心思回顾若干年来仍存留在脑海中的那些年轻面孔之后，布鲁姆教授说：“我压根儿都记不起有布什这个学生。”

但是我记得布鲁姆教授，他的无私奉献精神和博学多才至今仍令我记忆犹新。在我的大学时代，很多优秀的教授在耶鲁大学任教，现在也是这样。在一届又一届的毕业典礼之后，学生们各奔东西，是这些教授仍在推动着耶鲁大学继续向前发展。我已经记不起毕业离开前我是否向他们表达过感激之情，但是现在我有了这个新的机会，我要衷心地感谢耶鲁大学的所有教授。

我在耶鲁大学求学的感受可以用两个字来形容，那就是“感谢”。我曾在这里努力学习，尽情嬉闹，也结识了许多挚友。大学毕业后，之前从未意识到的那一部分“教育”将继续陪伴我们。这一部分教育包括围绕着我们无尽的期待和学习的楷模，还有我们坚定的信仰及坚固的友谊。

那时，听到大家常说“耶鲁人”。我真的不知道耶鲁人是什么意思，但是我坚信正是因为耶鲁，我才成为了一个更优秀的人。所有的大学都在竭尽全力让学生意识到学位和荣誉并不是对人生的全面衡量；同样，财富和头衔也不是。你的人生关键在于你的生活准则，对他人的体谅，以及如何运用上天赐予你的天赋。

现在你们即将离开，带着这个在比美国历史还悠久的大学获得的、象征成功的毕业证书。我毕业时，并没有详细规划过未来的生活。我认识一些人，他们认为自己作过计划。但是事实证明，人生的道路上我们免不了要经历许多我们无法预料的坎坷。生活有它的轨迹，要不断满足其需求以谱写人生的历史。走过漫漫人生路，我们才开始意识到自己并不是人生这本书的作者。

我们都开始明白，人生是用来经历而不是用来虚度的。人的一生最大的回报来自对所爱之人以及值得为之牺牲的事业全心全意的奉献。我希望你们每个人都能了解这些回报，并在人生道路上以自己的方式寻找它们。

也许对有些人来说，这意味着在公共服务领域奉献自己。如果你听到了这样的召唤，我希望你们能够给予响应。每个人都有独特的天赋，上天将它们赋予给你们是有特定理由的。充分利用天赋并且与人分享它们吧。参与公共服务是利用这种天赋的一种光荣的方式，它将赋予你更有意义的人生。

今天我不仅参观了我的母校，也回到了我的出生地。我的出生地距离这里就隔几条街，但我是在西得克萨斯长大的。在西得克萨斯州的时候，耶鲁对我来说像是隔了一个世界那么遥远，就像一个未来的梦。而现在，耶鲁已经成为我的过去，是我骄傲的资本。

我希望某天你们也能重返耶鲁，与今天的我有着同样的感受，并且大声说出同样的话。我希望你们不用像我一样等待这么长时间。

祝贺你们，上帝保佑你们。
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