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have the courage to take that first step, then we
take a second step. And if we have the courage
to take the second step, then suddenly, we’ve
taken 10 steps. The next thing you know,
you’ve taken 100 steps. And that’s true not just
for us as individuals, but that is true for us as a
nation.

We are not perfect, but we have the capacity
to be more perfect. Mile after mile; step after
step. And they pile up one after the other and
pretty soon that finish line starts getting into
sight, and we are not where we were. We’re in
a better place because we had the courage to
move forward. So we cannot ignore the prob-
lems that we have, but we can’t stop running
the race. That’s how you win the race. That’s
how you fix a broken system. That’s how you
change a country.

The NAACP understands that. Think about
the race that you have run. Think about the
race ahead. If we keep taking steps toward a
more perfect Union, and close the gaps be-
tween who we are and who we want to be,

America will move forward. There’s nothing
we can’t do.

Thank you. God bless you. God bless the
United States of America.

NOTE: The President spoke at 4:54 p.m. at the
Pennsylvania Convention Center. In his re-
marks, he referred to former White House
Council on Environmental Quality Special Ad-
viser for Green Jobs Anthony K. “Van” Jones;
former Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives Newton L. Gingrich; Charles G. Koch,
chief executive officer and chairman of the
board, and David H. Koch, executive vice pres-
ident, Koch Industries, Inc.; Sens. Michael S.
Lee, Cory A. Booker, and Sheldon White-
house; H. Julian Bond, chairman emeritus, Na-
tional Association for the Advancement of Col-
ored People; filmmaker El Sawyer; Robert
Warner, program director, Philadelphia Cease-
Fire–Cure Violence; and Tara Timberman,
founder and coordinator, Fox Rothchild Cen-
ter for Law and Society’s Reentry Support
Project at the Community College of Philadel-
phia.

The President’s News Conference
July 15, 2015

The President. Good afternoon, everybody.
Yesterday was a historic day. The comprehen-
sive, long-term deal that we achieved with our
allies and partners to prevent Iran from obtain-
ing a nuclear weapon represents a powerful
display of American leadership and diplomacy.
It shows what we can accomplish when we lead
from a position of strength and a position of
principle, when we unite the international
community around a shared vision and we re-
solve to solve problems peacefully.

As I said yesterday, it’s important for the
American people and Congress to get a full op-
portunity to review this deal. And that process
is now underway. I’ve already reached out to
leaders in Congress on both sides of the aisle.
My national security team has begun offering
extensive briefings. I expect the debate to be
robust, and that’s how it should be. This is an
important issue. Our national security policies

are stronger and more effective when they are
subject to the scrutiny and transparency that
democracy demands.

And as I said yesterday, the details of this
deal matter very much. That’s why our team
worked so hard for so long to get the details
right. At the same time, as this debate unfolds,
I hope we don’t lose sight of the larger picture,
the opportunity that this agreement repre-
sents. As we go forward, it’s important for ev-
erybody to remember the alternative and the
fundamental choice that this moment repre-
sents.

With this deal, we cut off every single one of
Iran’s pathways to a nuclear program—a nu-
clear weapons program, and Iran’s nuclear
program will be under severe limits for many
years. Without a deal, those pathways remain
open; there would be no limits to Iran’s nucle-
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ar program, and Iran could move closer to a
nuclear bomb.

With this deal, we gain unprecedented,
around-the-clock monitoring of Iran’s key nu-
clear facilities and the most comprehensive
and intrusive inspection and verification re-
gime ever negotiated. Without a deal, those in-
spections go away, and we lose the ability to
closely monitor Iran’s program and detect any
covert nuclear weapons program.

With this deal, if Iran violates its commit-
ments, there will be real consequences.
Nuclear-related sanctions that have helped to
cripple the Iranian economy will snap back in-
to place. Without a deal, the international
sanctions regime will unravel, with little ability
to reimpose them.

With this deal, we have the possibility of
peacefully resolving a major threat to regional
and international security. Without a deal, we
risk even more war in the Middle East, and
other countries in the region would feel com-
pelled to pursue their own nuclear programs,
threatening a nuclear arms race in the most
volatile region in the world.

As I said yesterday, even with this deal, we
will continue to have profound differences
with Iran: its support of terrorism, its use of
proxies to destabilize parts of the Middle East.
Therefore, the multilateral arms embargo on
Iran will remain in place for an additional 5
years, and restrictions on ballistic missile tech-
nology will remain for 8 years. In addition, the
United States will maintain our own sanctions
related to Iran’s support for terrorism, its bal-
listic missile program, its human rights viola-
tions. And we’ll continue our unprecedented
security cooperation with Israel and continue
to deepen our partnerships with the Gulf
States.

But the bottom line is this: This nuclear deal
meets the national security interests of the
United States and our allies. It prevents the
most serious threat, Iran obtaining a nuclear
weapon, which would only make the other
problems that Iran may cause even worse.
That’s why this deal makes our country and the
world safer and more secure. It’s why the alter-
native—no limits on Iran’s nuclear program,

no inspections, an Iran that’s closer to a nucle-
ar weapon, the risk of regional nuclear arms
race, and a greater risk of war—all that would
endanger our security. That’s the choice that
we face. If we don’t choose wisely, I believe fu-
ture generations will judge us harshly for let-
ting this moment slip away.

And no one suggests that this deal resolves
all the threats that Iran poses to its neighbors
or the world. Moreover, realizing the promise
of this deal will require many years of imple-
mentation and hard work. It will require vigi-
lance and execution. But this deal is our best
means of assuring that Iran does not get a nu-
clear weapon. And from the start, that has
been my number-one priority, our number-
one priority. We’ve got a historic chance to
pursue a safer and more secure world, an op-
portunity that may not come again in our life-
times. And as President and as Commander in
Chief, I am determined to seize that opportu-
nity.

So, with that, I’m going to take some ques-
tions. And let me see who I’m starting off with.
Here you go. I’ve got it. [Laughter]

Andrew Beatty, AFP.

Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action To Prevent
Iran From Obtaining a Nuclear Weapon/Iran-
U.S. Relations

Q. Thank you, Mr. President. Yesterday you
said the deal offered a chance at a new direc-
tion in relations with Iran. And what steps will
you take to enable a more moderate Iran? And
does this deal allow you to more forcefully
counter Iran’s destabilizing actions in the re-
gion, quite aside from the nuclear question?
Thank you.

The President. Andrew, if you don’t mind,
just because I suspect that there’s going to be a
common set of questions that are touched on, I
promise I will get to your question, but I want
to start off just by stepping back and reminding
folks of what is at stake here. And I already did
in my opening statement, but I just want to re-
iterate it because I’ve heard already some of
the objections to the deal.

The starting premise of our strategy with re-
spect to Iran has been that it would be a grave
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threat to the United States and to our allies if
they obtained a nuclear weapon. And so every-
thing that we’ve done over the last 6½ years
has been designed to make sure that we ad-
dress that number-one priority. That’s what
the sanctions regime was all about. That’s how
we were able to mobilize the international
community, including some folks that we are
not particularly close to, to abide by these
sanctions. That’s how these crippling sanctions
came about, was because we were able to gain
global consensus that Iran having a nuclear
weapon would be a problem for everybody.

That’s the reason that Iran’s accounts got
frozen and they were not able to get money for
the oil sales that they’ve made. That’s the rea-
son that they had problems operating with re-
spect to international commerce, because we
built that international consensus around this
very specific, narrow, but profound issue: the
possibility of Iran getting a nuclear weapon.

And by the way, that was not simply my pri-
ority. If you look back at all the debates that
have taken place over the last 5, 6 years, this
has been a Democratic priority, this has been a
Republican priority, this has been Prime Min-
ister Netanyahu’s priority, it has been our Gulf
allies’ priority—is making sure Iran does not
get a nuclear weapon.

The deal negotiated by John Kerry, Wendy
Sherman, Ernie Moniz, our allies, our part-
ners, the P5-plus-1 achieves that goal. It
achieves our top priority: making sure that Iran
does not get a nuclear weapon. But we have al-
ways recognized that even if Iran doesn’t get a
nuclear weapon, Iran still poses challenges to
our interests and our values, both in the region
and around the world.

So when this deal gets implemented, we
know that we will have dismantled the immedi-
ate concerns around Iran’s nuclear program.
We will have brought their stockpiles down to
98 percent. We will have significantly reduced
the number of centrifuges that they operate.
We will have installed an unprecedented in-
spections regime, and that will remain in place
not just for 10 years, but for example, on the
stockpiles, will continue to 15 years.

Iran will have pledged to the international
community that it will not develop a nuclear
weapon and now will be subject to an addition-
al protocol, a more vigorous inspection and
monitoring regime that lasts in perpetuity. We
will have disabled a facility like Arak, the Arak
facility, from allowing Iran to develop plutoni-
um that could be used for a bomb. We will
have greatly reduced the stockpile of uranium
that’s enriched. And we will have put in place
inspections along the entire supply chain so
that if uranium was diverted into a covert pro-
gram, we would catch it.

So I can say with confidence, but more im-
portantly, nuclear experts can say with confi-
dence, that Iran will not be in a position to de-
velop a nuclear bomb. We will have met our
number-one priority.

Now, we’ll still have problems with Iran’s
sponsorship of terrorism, its funding of proxies
like Hizballah that threaten Israel and threaten
the region, the destabilizing activities that
they’re engaging in, including in places like Ye-
men. And my hope is that building on this deal
we can continue to have conversations with
Iran that incentivize them to behave different-
ly in the region, to be less aggressive, less hos-
tile, more cooperative, to operate the way we
expect nations in the international community
to behave. But we’re not counting on it. So this
deal is not contingent on Iran changing its be-
havior. It’s not contingent on Iran suddenly op-
erating like a liberal democracy.

It solves one particular problem, which is
making sure they don’t have a bomb. And the
point I’ve repeatedly made—and is, I believe,
hard to dispute—is that it will be a lot easier
for us to check Iran’s nefarious activities, to
push back against the other areas where they
operate contrary to our interests or our allies’
interests, if they don’t have a bomb.

And so will they change their behavior? Will
we seek to gain more cooperation from them in
resolving issues like Syria or what’s happening
in Iraq, to stop encouraging Houthis in Ye-
men? We’ll continue to engage with them. Al-
though, keep in mind that, unlike the Cuba sit-
uation, we’re not normalizing diplomatic rela-
tions here. So the contacts will continue to be
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limited. But will we try to encourage them to
take a more constructive path? Of course. But
we’re not betting on it.

And in fact, having resolved the nuclear is-
sue, we will be in a stronger position to work
with Israel, work with the Gulf countries, work
with our other partners, work with the Europe-
ans to bring additional pressure to bear on Iran
around those issues that remain of concern.

But the argument that I’ve been already
hearing—and this was foreshadowed even be-
fore the deal was announced—that because
this deal does not solve all those other prob-
lems, that that’s an argument for rejecting this
deal, defies logic. It makes no sense. And it los-
es sight of what was our original number-one
priority, which is making sure that they don’t
have a bomb. Okay?

Jon Karl [ABC News].

Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action To Prevent
Iran From Obtaining a Nuclear Weapon/Presi-
dent Bashar al-Asad of Syria/Israel

Q. Mr. President, does it give you any pause
to see this deal praised by Syrian dictator Asad
as a “great victory for Iran” or praised by those
in Tehran who still shout “death to America,”
and yet our closest ally in the Middle East calls
it “a mistake of historic proportions”? And here
in Congress, it looks like a large majority will
vote to reject this deal. I know you can veto
that rejection, but do you have any concerns
about seeing a majority of the people’s repre-
sentatives in Congress saying that this is a bad
deal?

And if I can just ask you quick political ques-
tion, a very quick one.

The President. Jon, I think——
Q. Donald——
The President. Let me answer the question

that you asked. 
Q. Yes.
The President. It does not give me pause

that Mr. Asad or others in Tehran may be try-
ing to spin the deal in a way that they think is
favorable to what their constituencies want to
hear. That’s what politicians do. And that’s
been the case throughout. I mean, you’ll recall
that during the course of these negotiations

over the last couple of months, every time the
Supreme Leader or somebody tweeted some-
thing out, for some reason, we all bought into
the notion, well, the Obama administration
must be giving this or capitulating to that.
Well, now we have a document, so you can see
what the deal is.

We don’t have to speculate, we don’t have to
engage in spin, you can just read what it says
and what is required. And nobody has disputed
that as a consequence of this agreement, Iran
has to drastically reduce its stockpiles of urani-
um, is cut off from plutonium; the Fordow fa-
cility that is underground is converted; that we
have an unprecedented inspections regime;
that we have snap-back provisions if they
cheat. The facts are the facts. And I’m not con-
cerned about what others say about it.

Now, with respect to Congress, my hope—I
won’t prejudge this—my hope is, is that every-
one in Congress also evaluates this agreement
based on the facts; not on politics, not on pos-
turing, not on the fact that this is a deal I bring
to Congress as opposed to a Republican Presi-
dent, not based on lobbying, but based on
what’s in the national interests of the United
States of America.

And I think that if Congress does that, then
in fact, based on the facts, the majority of Con-
gress should approve of this deal. But we live
in Washington, and politics do intrude. And as
I said in an interview yesterday, I am not bet-
ting on the Republican Party rallying behind
this agreement. I do expect the debate to be
based on facts and not speculation or misinfor-
mation. And that I welcome, in part because,
look, there are legitimate, real concerns here.
We’ve already talked about it. We have huge
differences with Iran. Israel has legitimate con-
cerns about its security relative to Iran. I mean,
you have a large country with a significant mili-
tary that has proclaimed that Israel shouldn’t
exist, that has denied the Holocaust, that has fi-
nanced Hizballah, and as a consequence, there
are missiles that are pointed towards Tel Aviv.

And so I think there are very good reasons
why Israelis are nervous about Iran’s position
in the world generally. And I’ve said this to
Prime Minister Netanyahu; I’ve said it directly
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to the Israeli people. But what I’ve also said is
that all those threats are compounded if Iran
gets a nuclear weapon. And for all the objec-
tions of Prime Minister Netanyahu or, for that
matter, some of the Republican leadership
that’s already spoken, none of them have pre-
sented to me or the American people a better
alternative.

I’m hearing a lot of talking points being re-
peated about “this is a bad deal,” “this is a his-
torically bad deal,” “this will threaten Israel
and threaten the world and threaten the Unit-
ed States.” I mean, there’s been a lot of that.

What I haven’t heard is, what is your pre-
ferred alternative? If 99 percent of the world
community and the majority of nuclear experts
look at this thing and they say, this will prevent
Iran from getting a nuclear bomb, and you are
arguing either that it does not, or that even if it
does, it’s temporary, or that because they’re
going to get a windfall of their accounts being
unfrozen that they’ll cause more problems,
then you should have some alternative to pres-
ent. And I haven’t heard that. And the reason
is because there really are only two alternatives
here: Either the issue of Iran obtaining a nu-
clear weapon is resolved diplomatically
through a negotiation, or it’s resolved through
force, through war. Those are the options.

Now, you’ll hear some critics say, well, we
could have negotiated a better deal. Okay.
What does that mean? I think the suggestion
among a lot of the critics has been that a better
deal, an acceptable deal would be one in which
Iran has no nuclear capacity at all, peaceful or
otherwise. The problem with that position is
that there is nobody who thinks that Iran
would or could ever accept that and the inter-
national community does not take the view that
Iran can’t have a peaceful nuclear program.
They agree with us that Iran cannot have a nu-
clear weapon.

And so we don’t have diplomatic leverage to
eliminate every vestige of a peaceful nuclear
program in Iran. What we do have the leverage
to do is to make sure they don’t have a weapon.
That’s exactly what we’ve done.

So, to go back to Congress, I’d challenge
those who are objecting to this agreement,

number one, to read the agreement before
they comment on it; number two, to explain
specifically where it is that they think this
agreement does not prevent Iran from getting
a nuclear weapon, and why they’re right and
people like Ernie Moniz, who is an MIT nucle-
ar physicist and an expert in these issues, is
wrong, why the rest of the world is wrong, and
then present an alternative.

And if the alternative is that we should bring
Iran to heel through military force, then those
critics should say so. And that will be an honest
debate.

All right.
Q. Mr. President, if I can——
The President. No, no——
Q. Prime Minister Netanyahu said that you

have a situation where Iran can delay 24 days
before giving access to military facilities——

The President. I’m happy to—that’s a good
example. So let’s take the issue of 24 days. This
has been, I think, swirling today, the notion
that this is insufficient in terms of inspections.

Now, keep in mind, first of all, that we’ll
have 24/7 inspections of declared nuclear facil-
ities—Fordow, Natanz, Arak, their uranium
mines; facilities that are known to produce
centrifuges, parts. That entire infrastructure
that we know about, we will have sophisticated,
24/7 monitoring of those facilities. Okay?

So then, the issue is, what if they try to devel-
op a covert program? Now, one of the advan-
tages of having inspections across the entire
production chain is that it makes it very difficult
to set up a covert program. There are only so
many uranium mines in Iran. And if in fact
we’re counting the amount of uranium that’s
being mined and suddenly some is missing on
the back end, they’ve got some explaining to do.

So we’re able to track what’s happening
along the existing facilities to make sure that
there is not diversion into a covert program.
But let’s say that Iran is so determined that it
now wants to operate covertly. The IAEA—the
international organization charged with imple-
menting the nonproliferation treaty and moni-
toring nuclear activities in countries around
the world—the IAEA will have the ability to
say, that undeclared site we’re concerned
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about, we see something suspicious. And they
will be able to say to Iran, we want to go in-
spect that.

Now, if Iran objects, we can override it. In
the agreement, we’ve set it up so we can over-
ride Iran’s objection. And we don’t need Rus-
sia or China in order for us to get that override.
And if they continue to object, we’re in a posi-
tion to snap back sanctions and declare that
Iran is in violation and is cheating.

As for the fact that it may take 24 days to fi-
nally get access to the site, the nature of nucle-
ar programs and facilities is such, this is not
something you hide in a closet. This is not
something you put on a dolly and kind of wheel
off somewhere. And by the way, if we identify
an undeclared site that we’re suspicious about,
we’re going to be keeping eyes on it. So we’re
going to be monitoring what the activity is, and
that’s going to be something that will be evi-
dence, if we think that some funny business
was going on there, that we can then present to
the international community.

So we’ll be monitoring that that entire time.
And by the way, if there is nuclear material on
that site, your high school physics will remind
us that that leaves a trace. And so we’ll know
that, in fact, there was a violation of the agree-
ment.

So the point is, Jonathan, that this is the
most vigorous inspection and verification re-
gime by far that has ever been negotiated. Is it
possible that Iran decides to try to cheat de-
spite having this entire inspection verification
mechanism? It’s possible. But if it does, first of
all, we’ve built in a 1-year breakout time, which
gives us a year to respond forcefully. And we’ve
built in a snap-back provision so we don’t have
to go through lengthy negotiations at the U.N.
to put the sanctions right back in place.

And so, really, the only argument you can
make against the verification and inspection
mechanism that we’ve put forward is that Iran
is so intent on obtaining a nuclear weapon that
no inspection regime and no verification mech-
anism would be sufficient because they’d find
some way to get around it because they’re un-
trustworthy.

And if that’s your view, then we go back to
the choice that you have to make earlier. That
means, presumably, that you can’t negotiate.
And what you’re really saying is, is that you’ve
got to apply military force to guarantee that
they don’t have a nuclear program. And if
somebody wants to make that debate, whether
it’s the Republican leadership or Prime Minis-
ter Netanyahu or the Israeli Ambassador or
others, they’re free to make it. But it’s not per-
suasive.

Carol Lee [Wall Street Journal].

Iranian Arms Embargo and Ballistic Missile
Prohibition/The President’s Middle East Policies

Q. Thank you, Mr. President. I want to ask
you about the arms and ballistic missile embar-
go. Why did you decide—agree to lift those
even with the 5- and 8-year durations? 

The President. Right.
Q. It’s obviously emerging as a sticking point

on the Hill. And are you concerned that arms
to Iran will go to Hizballah or Hamas? And is
there anything that you or a future President
can do to stop that?

And if you don’t mind, I mean, I wanted to
see if you could step back a little bit, and when
you look at this Iran deal and all the other is-
sues and unrest that’s happening in the Middle
East, what kind of Middle East do you want to
leave when you leave the White House in a
year and a half?

The President. Good. So the issue of the
arms embargo and ballistic missiles is of real
concern to us, has been of real concern to us.
And it is in the national security interest of the
United States to prevent Iran from sending
weapons to Hizballah, for example, or sending
weapons to the Houthis in Yemen that acceler-
ate a civil war there.

We have a number of mechanisms under in-
ternational law that gives us authority to inter-
dict arms shipments by Iran. One of those
mechanisms is the U.N. security resolution re-
lated to Iran’s nuclear program. Essentially,
Iran was sanctioned because of what had hap-
pened at Fordow, its unwillingness to comply
with previous U.N. security resolutions about
their nuclear program. And as part of the
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package of sanctions that was slapped on them,
the issue of arms and ballistic missiles were in-
cluded.

Now, under the terms of the original U.N.
resolution, the fact is that once an agreement
was arrived at that gave the international com-
munity assurance Iran didn’t have a nuclear
weapon, you could argue, just looking at the
text, that those arms and ballistic missile prohi-
bitions should immediately go away.

But what I said to our negotiators was, given
that Iran has breached trust and the uncertain-
ty of our allies in the region about Iran’s activi-
ties, let’s press for a longer extension of the
arms embargo and the ballistic missile prohibi-
tions. And we got that. We got 5 years in
which, under this new agreement, arms com-
ing in and out of Iran are prohibited. And we
got 8 years with respect to ballistic missiles.

But part of the reason why we were willing
to extend it only for 5, let’s say, as opposed to a
longer period of time, is because we have other
U.N. resolutions that prohibit arms sales by
Iran to organizations like Hizballah. We have
other U.N. resolutions and multilateral agree-
ments that give us authority to interdict arms
shipments from Iran throughout the region.
And so we’ve had belts and suspenders and
buttons, a whole bunch of different legal au-
thorities. These legal authorities under the nu-
clear program may lapse after 5 or 8 years, but
we’ll still be in possession of other legal author-
ities that allow us to interdict those arms.

And truthfully, these prohibitions are not
self-enforcing. It’s not like the U.N. has the ca-
pacity to police what Iran is doing. What it
does is, is it gives us authority under interna-
tional law to prevent arms shipments from
happening in concert with our allies and our
partners. And the real problem, if you look at
how, for example, Hizballah got a lot of mis-
siles that are a grave threat to Israel and many
of our friends in the region, it’s not because
they were legal. It’s not because somehow that
was authorized under international law. It was
because there was insufficient intelligence or
capacity to stop those shipments.

So the bottom line is, Carol, I share the con-
cerns of Israel, Saudis, Gulf partners about

Iran shipping arms and causing conflict and
chaos in the region. And that’s why I’ve said to
them, let’s double down and partner much
more effectively to improve our intelligence
capacity and our interdiction capacity so that
fewer of those arms shipments are getting
through the net.

But the legal authorities we’ll still possess.
And obviously, we’ve got our own unilateral
prohibitions and sanctions in place around
nonnuclear issues, like support for Hizballah.
And those remain in place.

Now, in terms of the larger issues of the
Middle East, obviously, that’s a longer discus-
sion. I think my key goal when I turn over the
keys to the President—the next President is
that we are on track to defeat ISIL, that they
are much more contained, and we’re moving in
the right direction there; that we have jump-
started a process to resolve the civil war in Syr-
ia, which is like an open sore in the region and
is giving refuge to terrorist organizations who
are taking advantage of that chaos; to make
sure that in Iraq, not only have we pushed back
ISIL, but we’ve also created an environment in
which Sunni, Shia, and Kurd are starting to op-
erate and function more effectively together;
and to be in a conversation with all our part-
ners in the region about how we have strength-
ened our security partnerships so that they feel
they can address any potential threats that may
come, including threats from Iran. And that in-
cludes providing additional security assurances
and cooperation to Israel, building on the un-
precedented cooperation that we have already
put in place and support that we’ve already put
in place. It includes the work that we’ve done
with the GCC up at Camp David, making sure
that we execute that.

If we’ve done those things, then the prob-
lems in the Middle East will not be solved. And
ultimately, it’s not the job of the President of
the United States to solve every problem in the
Middle East. The people of the Middle East
are going to have to solve some of these prob-
lems themselves. But I think we can provide
that next President at least a foundation for
continued progress in these various areas.
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The last thing I would say—and this is a lon-
ger term issue—is we have to address the
youth in the region with jobs and opportunity
and a better vision for the future so that they
are not tempted by the nihilistic, violent dead
end that organizations like ISIL offer. Again,
we can’t do that entirely by ourselves, but we
can partner with well-intentioned organiza-
tions, states, NGOs, religious leaders in the re-
gion. We have to do a better job of that than
we’ve been doing so far. Okay?

All right. Michael Crowley [Politico].

Syria/Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant (ISIL)
Terrorist Organization/Iran-U.S. Relations/Iraq

Q. Thank you. You alluded earlier to Iran’s
role in Syria, just to focus on that for a mo-
ment. 

The President. Yes.
Q. Many analysts and some former mem-

bers of your administration believe that the
kind of negotiated political settlement that you
say is necessary in Syria will require working
directly with Iran and giving Iran an important
role. Do you agree? And is that a dialogue
you’ll be actively seeking?

And what about the fight against ISIS? What
would it take for there to be explicit coopera-
tion between the U.S. and Iran?

The President. I do agree that we’re not go-
ing to solve the problems in Syria unless
there’s buy-in from the Russians, the Iranians,
the Turks, our Gulf partners. It’s too chaotic.
There are too many factions. There’s too much
money and too many arms flooding into the
zone. It’s gotten caught up in both sectarian
conflict and geopolitical jockeying. And in or-
der for us to resolve it, there’s going to have to
be agreement among the major powers that
are interested in Syria that this is not going to
be won on the battlefield. So Iran is one of
those players, and I think that it’s important for
them to be part of that conversation.

I want to repeat what I said earlier. We have
not—and I don’t anticipate any time in the
near future—restored normal diplomatic rela-
tions with Iran. And so I do not foresee a for-
mal set of agreements with Iran in terms of

how we’re conducting our counter-ISIL cam-
paign.

But clearly, Iran has influence in Iraq. Iraq
has a majority Shia population. They have rela-
tionships to Iran. Some are natural. We expect
somebody like Prime Minister Abadi to meet
with and negotiate and work with Iran as its
neighbor. Some are less legitimate, where you
see Iran financing Shia militias that, in the
past, have killed American soldiers and, in the
future, may carry out atrocities when they
move into Sunni areas.

And so we’re working with our diplomats on
the ground, as well as our military teams on the
ground to asses where can we appropriately at
least deconflict and where can we work with
Prime Minister Abadi around an overall strate-
gy for Iraq to regain its sovereignty and where
do we tell Abadi, you know what, what Iran is
doing there is a problem, and we can’t cooper-
ate in that area, for example, unless you get
those folks out of there because we’re not go-
ing to have our troops, even in an advisory or
training role, looking over their shoulders be-
cause they’re not sure what might happen to
them. And those conversations have been on-
going. I think they will continue.

The one thing you can count on is that any
work that the U.S. Government does or the
U.S. military does in Iraq with other partners
on the ground is premised on the idea that
they are reporting to—under the chain of com-
mand of the Iraqi Government and Iraqi secu-
rity forces. If we don’t have confidence that ul-
timately Abadi is directing those soldiers, then
it’s tough for us to have any kind of direct rela-
tionship. Okay?

Major Garrett [CBS News].

U.S. Citizens Detained in Iran/Joint Compre-
hensive Plan of Action To Prevent Iran From
Obtaining a Nuclear Weapon/Iranian Arms
Embargo and Ballistic Missile Prohibition

Q. Thank you, Mr. President. As you well
know, there are four Americans in Iran: three
held on trumped-up charges, according to your
administration; one, whereabouts unknown.
Can you tell the country, sir, why you are con-
tent, with all the fanfare around this deal, to
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leave the conscience of this Nation and the
strength of this Nation unaccounted for in rela-
tion to these four Americans?

And last week, the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff said, under no circumstances
should there be any relief for Iran in terms of
ballistic missiles or conventional weapons. It is
perceived that that was a last-minute capitula-
tion in these negotiations. Many in the Penta-
gon feel you’ve left the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff hung out to dry. Could you
comment?

The President. I’ve got to give you credit,
Major, for how you craft those questions.
[Laughter] First, the notion that I am content,
as I celebrate, with American citizens languish-
ing in Iranian jails, Major, that’s nonsense, and
you should know better. I’ve met with the fam-
ilies of some of those folks. Nobody is content.
And our diplomats and our teams are working
diligently to try to get them out.

Now, if the question is why we did not tie
the negotiations to their release, think about
the logic that that creates. Suddenly, Iran real-
izes, you know what, maybe we can get addi-
tional concessions out of the Americans by
holding these individuals. It makes it much
more difficult for us to walk away if Iran some-
how thinks that a nuclear deal is dependent in
some fashion on the nuclear deal. And by the
way, if we had walked away from the nuclear
deal, we’d still be pushing them just as hard to
get these folks out. That’s why those issues are
not connected. But we are working every sin-
gle day to try to get them out and won’t stop
until they’re out and rejoined with their fami-
lies.

With respect to the Chairman’s testimony,
to some degree I already answered this with
Carol. We are not taking the pressure off Iran
with respect to arms and with respect to ballis-
tic missiles. As I just explained, not only do we
keep in place for 5 years the arms embargo un-
der this particular new U.N. resolution, not on-
ly do we maintain the 8 years on the ballistic
missiles under this particular U.N. resolution,
but we have a host of other multilateral and
unilateral authorities that allow us to take ac-
tion where we see Iran engaged in those activi-

ties whether it’s 6 years from now or 10 years
from now.

So we have not lost those legal authorities.
And in fact, part of my pitch to the GCC coun-
tries, as well as to Prime Minister Netanyahu,
is we should do a better job making sure that
Iran is not engaged in sending arms to organi-
zations like Hizballah. And as I just indicated,
that means improving our intelligence capacity
and our interdiction capacity with our partners.
Okay?

April Ryan [American Urban Radio Networks].

Criminal Justice Reform/The President’s Up-
coming Travel to Kenya/Presidential Medal of
Freedom Revocation/Rape

Q. Thank you, Mr. President. I want to
change the subject a bit. Earlier this year, on
the flight to Selma, you said, on matters of
race, as President, your job is to close the re-
maining gaps that are left in State and Federal
government. Now, how does criminal justice
reform fit into that equation? And what gaps
remain for you—in the—towards the end of
your Presidency? And also, what does it mean
to travel to Kenya, your father’s homeland, in
the next couple of weeks as President to the
United States? And lastly, would you revoke
the Medal of Freedom from Bill Cosby?

The President. You stuffed a lot in there,
April. [Laughter] You know what?

Q. I learned from my colleagues.
The President. Say, who did you learn from?

Jonathan Karl? Is that what you said? [Laughter]
The—on criminal justice reform, obviously,

I gave a lengthy speech yesterday, but I—this
is something that I’ve been thinking about a
lot; been working first with Eric Holder, now
with Loretta Lynch about—we’ve been work-
ing on along with other prosecutors of the U.S.
Attorney’s Office. It’s an outgrowth of the Task
Force that we put together, post-Ferguson and
the Garner case in New York.

And I don’t think that the criminal justice
system is obviously the sole source of racial
tension in this country or the key institution to
resolving the opportunity gap. But I think it is a
part of the broader set of challenges that we
face in creating a more perfect Union.
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And the good news is, is that this is one of
those rare issues where we’ve got some Repub-
lican and Democratic interest, as well as Fed-
eral, State, and local interest in solving the
problem. I think people recognize that there
are violent criminals out there and they’ve got
to be locked up. We’ve got to have tough pros-
ecutors; we have to support our law enforce-
ment officials. Police are in a tough job, and
they are helping to keep us safe, and we are
grateful and thankful to them.

But what we also know is this huge spike in
incarcerations is also driven by nonviolent drug
offenses where the sentencing is completely
out of proportion with the crime. And that
costs taxpayers enormous amounts of money.
It is debilitating communities who are seeing
huge proportions of the young men in their
communities finding themselves with a crimi-
nal record, rendering them oftentimes unem-
ployable. So it compounds problems that these
communities already have.

And so I am very appreciative of folks like
Dick Durbin and Cory Booker, alongside Mike
Lee and Rand Paul and other folks in the
House, who are working together to see if we
can both reduce some of these mandatory min-
imums around nonviolent drug offenses. Be-
cause again, I tend not to have a lot of sympa-
thy when it comes to violent crime. But when it
comes to nonviolent drug offenses, is there
work that we can do to reduce mandatory min-
imums, create more diversion programs like
drug courts? Then, can we do a better job on
the rehabilitation side inside of prisons so that
we are preparing these folks who are eventual-
ly going to be released to reenter the work-
force? On the back end, are we doing more to
link them up with reentry programs that are ef-
fective?

And this may be an area where we could
have some really significant bipartisan legisla-
tion that doesn’t eliminate all the other chal-
lenges we’ve got. Because the most important
goal is keeping folks from getting in the crimi-
nal justice system in the first place, which
means early childhood education and good
jobs and making sure that we’re not segregat-

ing folks in impoverished communities that
have no contact with opportunity.

But this can make a difference. I met these
four ex-offenders, as I said, yesterday, and
what was remarkable was how they had turned
their lives around. And these were some folks
who had been some pretty tough criminals.
One of them had served 10 years; another was
a repeat offender that had served a lot of time.
And in each instance, somebody intervened at
some point in their lives—once they had al-
ready been in the criminal justice system, once
they had already gotten in trouble—and said,
you know what, I think you can live a different
way, and I’m willing to help you.

And that one person, an art teacher or a
GED teacher or somebody who was willing to
offer a guy a job—I want to give a shout-out to
Five Guys, because one of the guys there was
an ex-felon, and Five Guys gave him a job. And
he ended up becoming a manager at the store
and was able to completely turn his life around.
But the point was, somebody reached out to
that person and gave him a chance.

And so part of our question should be, how
about somebody reaching out to these guys
when they’re 10 or 11 or 12 or 8, as opposed to
waiting until they’ve already gone through a
criminal justice program. That’s part of why
we’re doing “My Brother’s Keeper.” But this is
an area where I feel modestly optimistic.

I think in the meantime, we’ve got to stay on
top of keeping the crime rate down, because
part of the reason I think there’s a conversation
taking place is, violent crime has significantly
dropped. Last year, we saw both incarcerations
and the crime rate drop, and this can always
turn if we start seeing renewed problems in
terms of violent crime. And there’s parts of the
country where violent crime is still a real prob-
lem, including my hometown of Chicago and
in Baltimore.

And part of what I’ve asked Attorney Gener-
al Lynch to do is to figure out, how can we re-
focus attention? If we’re going to do a package
of criminal justice reforms, part of it would be
actually having a greater police presence and
more law enforcement in the communities that
are really getting hit hard and haven’t seen
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some of the drops in violent crime that we’ve
seen in places like Manhattan, for example.

With respect to the visit to Kenya, it’s obvi-
ously something I’m looking forward to. I’ll be
honest with you, visiting Kenya as a private cit-
izen is probably more meaningful to me than
visiting as President because I can actually get
outside of a hotel room or a conference center.
[Laughter] And just the logistics of visiting a
place are always tough as President, but it’s ob-
viously symbolically important. And my hope
is, is that we can deliver a message that the
U.S. is a strong partner not just for Kenya, but
for sub-Saharan Africa generally; build on the
progress that’s been made around issues of
health and education; focus on counterterror-
ism issues that are important in East Africa be-
cause of al-Shabaab and some of the tragedies
that have happened inside of Kenya; and con-
tinue to encourage democracy and the reduc-
tion of corruption inside that country that
sometimes has held back this incredibly gifted
and blessed country.

And with respect to the Medal of Freedom,
there’s no precedent for revoking a medal. We
don’t have that mechanism. And as you know, I
tend to make it a policy not to comment on the
specifics of cases where there might still be, if
not criminal, then civil issues involved.

I’ll say this: If you give a woman—or a man,
for that matter—without his or her knowledge,
a drug, and then have sex with that person
without consent, that’s rape. And I think this
country—any civilized country—should have
no tolerance for rape.

All right. Have we exhausted Iran questions
here? [Laughter] I think there’s a helicopter
that’s coming. But I really am enjoying this
Iran debate. The—topics that may not have
been touched upon, criticisms that you’ve
heard that I did not answer? I—go ahead. I
know Josh is getting a little stressed here—
[laughter]—but I just want to make sure that
we’re not leaving any stones unturned here. Go
ahead.

Impact of Lifting Economic Sanctions Against
Iran

Q. Yes. Thanks, Mr. President. I’ll be brief.
The argument has been made that Iran now
has a cash windfall, billions to spend. 

The President. Yes.
Q. Your people seem confident they’re go-

ing to spend it at home. Why are you confident
they’re not going to spend it on arming Hizbal-
lah, arming Bashar al-Asad, et cetera?

The President. I think that’s a great ques-
tion, and I’m glad you brought it up. I think it
is a mistake to characterize our belief that they
will just spend it on daycare centers and roads
and paying down debt. We think that they have
to do some of that, because Rouhani was elect-
ed specifically on the premise of improving the
economic situation inside of Iran. That econo-
my has tanked since we imposed sanctions.

So the notion that they’re just immediately
going to turn over a hundred billion dollars to
the IRGC or the Quds Force I think runs con-
trary to all the intelligence that we’ve seen and
the commitments that the Iranian Government
has made.

Do we think that with the sanctions coming
down, that Iran will have some additional re-
sources for its military and for some of the ac-
tivities in the region that are a threat to us and
a threat to our allies? I think that is a likelihood
that they’ve got some additional resources. Do
I think it’s a game changer for them? No.

They are currently supporting Hizballah,
and there is a ceiling, a pace at which they
could support Hizballah even more, particular-
ly in the chaos that’s taking place in Syria. So
can they potentially try to get more assistance
there? Yes. Should we put more resources into
blocking them from getting that assistance to
Hizballah? Yes. Is the incremental additional
money that they’ve got to try to destabilize the
region or send to their proxies, is that more im-
portant than preventing Iran from getting a
nuclear weapon? No. All right? So I think,
again, this is a matter of us making a determi-
nation of what is our priority.

The other problem with the argument that
folks have been making about, oh, this is a
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windfall, and suddenly, Iran is flushed with
cash, and they’re going to take over the world.
And I say that not tongue-in-cheek, because if
you look at some of the statements by some of
our critics, you would think that Iran is, in fact,
going to take over the world as a consequence
of this deal, which I think would be news to the
Iranians.

What—that argument is also premised on
the notion that if there is no deal, if Congress
votes down this deal, that we’re able to keep
sanctions in place with the same vigor and ef-
fectiveness as we have right now. And that, I
can promise you, is not true. That is absolutely
not true. I want to repeat: We’re not writing
Iran a check. This is Iran’s money that we were
able to block from them having access to. That
required the cooperation of countries all
around the world, many of whom really want to
purchase oil from Iran. The imposition of sanc-
tions—their cooperation with us—has cost
them billions of dollars, made it harder for
them. They’ve been willing to do that because
they’ve believed we were sincere about trying
to resolve the nuclear issue peacefully and they
considered that a priority—a high-enough pri-
ority that they were willing to cooperate with
us on sanctions.

If they saw us walking away, or more specifi-
cally, if they saw the U.S. Congress effectively
vetoing the judgment of 99 percent of the
world community that this is a deal that re-
solves the Iranian weapons program—nuclear
weapons program in an equitable way, the
sanctions system unravels. And so we could
still maintain some of our unilateral sanctions,
but it would be far less effective, as it was be-
fore we were able to put together these multi-
lateral sanctions.

So maybe they don’t get a hundred mil-
lion—billion dollars; maybe they get $60 bil-
lion or $70 billion instead. The price for that
that we’ve paid is that now Iran is pursuing a
nuclear weapon. We have no inspectors on the
ground. We don’t know what’s going on.
They’re still getting some cash windfall. We’ve
lost credibility in the eyes of the world. We will
have effectively united Iran and divided our-

selves from our allies. A terrible position to be
in. Okay?

I’m just going to look for—I made some
notes about many of the arguments, the other
arguments that I’ve heard here.

Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action To Prevent
Iran From Obtaining a Nuclear Weapon

Q. What about—[inaudible]—at the end of
the deal?

The President. Okay, that’s a good one. The
notion——

Q. At the end of the deal, they could go back
and have a nuclear program?

The President. Right. Well, so let’s address
this issue of—because that’s the other big ar-
gument that’s been made. All right, let’s as-
sume that the deal holds for 10 years, Iran
doesn’t cheat. Now, at the end of 10 years,
some of the restrictions have been lifted, al-
though, remember, others have—stay in place
for 15 years. So, for example, they’ve still got to
keep their stockpiles at a minimal level for 15
years. The inspections don’t go away; those are
still in place 15, 20 years from now. Their com-
mitment under the Non-Proliferation Treaty
does not go away; that’s still in place. The addi-
tional protocol that they have to sign up for un-
der this deal, which requires a more extensive
inspection and verification mechanism, that
stays in place.

So there’s no scenario in which a U.S. Presi-
dent is not in a stronger position 12, 13, 15
years from now if in fact Iran decided at that
point they still wanted to get a nuclear weapon.
Keep in mind, we will have maintained a 1-
year breakout time, we will have rolled back
their program, frozen their facilities, kept them
under severe restrictions, had observers. They
will have made international commitments
supported by countries around the world.
And——

Q. [Inaudible]
The President. Hold on a second. And if at

that point they finally decided, you know what,
we’re going to cheat—or not even cheat, at
that point, they decide openly, we’re now pur-
suing a nuclear weapon, they’re still in
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violation of this deal and the commitments
they’ve made internationally.

And so we are still in a position to mobilize
the world community to say, no, you can’t have
a nuclear weapon. And they’re not in a stron-
ger position to get a nuclear weapon at that
point; they’re in a weaker position than they
are today. And by the way, we haven’t given
away any of our military capabilities. We’re not
in a weaker position to respond.

So, even if everything the critics were saying
was true—that at the end of 10 years or 12
years or 15 years, Iran now is in a position to
decide it wants a nuclear weapon, that they’re
at a breakout point—they won’t be at a break-
out point that is more dangerous than the
breakout point they’re in right now. They won’t
be at a breakout point that is shorter than the
one that exists today. And so why wouldn’t we
at least make sure that for the next 10, 15 years,
they are not getting a nuclear weapon and we
can verify it; and afterwards, if they decide if
they’ve changed their mind, we are then much
more knowledgeable about what their capabili-
ties are, much more knowledgeable about what
their program is, and still in a position to take
whatever actions we would take today?

Q. So none of this is holding out hope that
they’ll change their behavior?

The President. No.
Q. Nothing different——
The President. No. Look, I’m always hopeful

that behavior may change for the sake of the
Iranian people as well as people in the region.
There are young people there who are not get-
ting the opportunities they deserve because of
conflict, because of sectarianism, because of
poor governance, because of repression, be-
cause of terrorism. And I remain eternally

hopeful that we can do something about that,
and it should be part of U.S. foreign policy to do
something about that. But I’m not banking on
that to say that this deal is the right thing to do.

Again, it is incumbent on the critics of this
deal to explain how an American President is in
a worse position 12, 13, 14, 15 years from now if
in fact at that point, Iran says we’re going to pull
out of the NPT, kick out inspectors, and go for a
nuclear bomb. If that happens, that President
will be in a better position than what happened
if Iran, as a consequence of Congress rejecting
this deal, decides that’s it, we’re done negotiat-
ing, we’re going after a bomb right now.

The choices would be tougher today than they
would be for that President 15 years from now.
And I have not yet heard logic that refutes that.

All right. I really have to go now. I think
we’ve hit the big themes. But I promise you, I
will address this again. All right? I suspect this
is not the last that we’ve heard of this debate.

NOTE: The President’s news conference began
at 1:25 p.m. in the East Room at the White
House. In his remarks, the President referred
to Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Hoseini-
Khamenei and President Hassan Rouhani of
Iran; Israel’s Ambassador to the U.S. Ron
Dermer; Saeed Abedini, Amir M. Hekmati, Ja-
son Rezaian, and Robert A. Levinson, U.S. citi-
zens imprisoned or missing in Iran; former At-
torney General Eric H. Holder, Jr.; rehabilitat-
ed ex-offenders Jeffrey Copeland, El Sawyer,
and Robert Warner of Philadelphia, PA; and
White House Press Secretary Joshua R. Ear-
nest. He also referred to the Islamic Revolu-
tionary Guard Corps (IRGC) of Iran. A report-
er referred to actor and comedian Bill Cosby.

Remarks Announcing the ConnectHome Initiative at Durant High School in
Durant, Oklahoma
July 15, 2015

The President. Hello, Oklahoma! Halito!
Audience members. Halito!
The President. Everybody, please have a

seat. Have a seat. It’s good to see you. How is
everybody doing? 

First of all, Michelle says hi. [Laughter] And
I want to thank all of you for helping to build
the terrific partnership that we share with the
Choctaw Nation.

Audience member. Love you!
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