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NOTE: The President spoke at 2:50 p.m. in 
the Roosevelt Room at the White House. 
The Executive order establishing the Inter-

agency Working Group on Import Safety is 
listed in Appendix D at the end of this vol-
ume.

Statement on the Resignation of Liza Wright as Director of Presidential 
Personnel
July 18, 2007 

Liza Wright has served as a valuable 
member of my team for over 41⁄2 years.
As Assistant to the President and Director 
of Presidential Personnel, she has been re-
sponsible for recruiting thousands of tal-
ented people to serve throughout the Fed-

eral Government. I value her judgment and 
appreciate her commitment to ensuring 
that we have the right individuals in place 
to serve the American people. Laura and 
I wish Liza, Karl, and their two daughters 
all the best. 

Remarks on the Federal Budget and a Question-and-Answer Session in 
Nashville, Tennessee 
July 19, 2007 

The President. Thank you all. Please sit 
down. Thank you all for coming. I’m glad 
you’re here. Thanks, Darrell. Are you sure 
you want the Federal Government moving 
to Nashville? [Laughter]

Thanks for the invitation. I’ve got some 
thoughts I’d like to share with you, and 
then if you’ve got some questions, I’d love 
to answer some. My job is the Commander 
in Chief, and my job is the educator in 
chief. And part of being the educator in 
chief is to help our fellow citizens under-
stand why I’ve made some of the decisions 
I’ve made that are—have affected your 
lives. And so thanks for letting me come. 

Here we are in the Presidential ball-
room—smart move, Darrell, to pick a Presi-
dential ballroom. [Laughter] I’m sorry 
Laura is not with me. She is, first of all, 
a fabulous woman. She is a patient woman. 
And she is doing a marvelous job as the 
First Lady. 

I want to thank Ralph Schulz, the presi-
dent and CEO of the Nashville Area 

Chamber. I thank the business leaders who 
have allowed me to come and visit with 
you. You do have an exciting city here. 
This, of course, is not my first time here. 
I can remember being here in the 
Opryland hotel complex when I was the 
owner of the Texas Rangers baseball team. 
And I can remember coming here for my 
mother and father’s 50th wedding anniver-
sary. They had a bunch of country and 
western singers sing to honor the 50th wed-
ding anniversary, and it was a special time. 
And you’re right: You’ve got a fabulous city 
here.

I have just come from the Harrington’s 
company, a small business here, the Nash-
ville Bun Company. It was a—[applause].
And I know that some of the employees 
from the Nashville Bun Company are here. 
Thank you for being here today. It’s quite 
an operation. It’s a—I love going to small 
businesses because the small-business sec-
tor of our economy is really what drives 
new job growth. If the small businesses are 
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doing well in America, America is doing 
well.

And so I went by to see this operation, 
and I want to spend a little time talking 
about small-business growth, if you don’t 
mind. And so I want to thank the Har-
ringtons; they’re good, solid Tennessee citi-
zens who are entrepreneurs, risk-takers, 
dreamers.

I don’t intend to talk about this war 
against radicals and extremism in my re-
marks. If you’ve got questions, I’ll be glad 
to answer them. I do want to, though, pay 
homage to those who wear the uniform. 
I’m honored to be with you. Thanks for 
serving the country. 

Cordia asked me in the limousine coming 
over here, ‘‘Have you had any amazing ex-
periences as the President?’’ And, yes. 
[Laughter] I told her there’s no more 
amazing experience than to meet those who 
have served in harm’s way and to realize 
the strength of spirit of American citizens 
who volunteer during a time of danger. 
And one of the young men I have met 
during my Presidency—I did so in my 
home State of Texas—who is with us today, 
a man who is recovering from terrible in-
jury but has never lost the spirit of life, 
Kevin Downs. He’s a good man. We’re 
going to get him some new legs, and if 
he hurries up, he can outrun me on the 
South Lawn of the White House. Proud 
that Kevin’s mom and dad are here with 
us too. 

I want to spend a little time on the econ-
omy and, more particularly, the budget. 
You’ve got to worry about your budgets; 
we’ve got to worry about your budget too, 
since you’re paying for it. [Laughter]
There’s a philosophical debate in Wash-
ington, and really it’s kind of to calibrate 
how much money we need and how much 
money you need. Some say we need more 
of your money to expand the size and scope 
of government, or, they would argue, more 
of your money to balance the budget. Then 
there are those of me—like me in Wash-
ington who say, there’s ample money in 

Washington to meet priorities, and the 
more money you have in your pocket, the 
better off the economy is. In other words, 
let me put it bluntly: I think you can spend 
your money better than the Federal Gov-
ernment can spend your money. 

Part of my job is to deal with problems. 
And I try to do so with a set of principles 
in mind. A principle is, you can spend your 
money better than the government can, but 
a further principle is, if you have more 
of your money in your pocket to save, in-
vest, or spend, the economy is likely to— 
more likely to grow. 

We were confronted—this administration 
has confronted some difficult economic 
times, particularly earlier in this administra-
tion. There was a recession. There were 
the terrorist attacks that affected the econ-
omy in a very direct way. There were cor-
porate scandals which created some thou-
sand—uncertainty about us—our system 
that needed to be corrected. And we re-
sponded to those problems by cutting taxes. 

See, if you believe in the principle, the 
more money you have—and all of a sud-
den, you see some rough economic times, 
you act on the principle. So I worked with 
Congress, and we cut taxes on everybody 
who pays taxes. On one of these tax cuts, 
we said, okay, you deserve a tax cut, but 
you don’t deserve a tax cut. It was the 
belief that everybody who pays taxes ought 
to get tax relief. 

And as you can see from this chart here, 
this is what the tax cuts have met—meant 
in 2007. But ever since they have been 
enacted, it has got the same type of effect. 
So if you’re a average taxpayer, you’re re-
ceiving $2,200 of tax relief. Some receive 
more; some receive less; but the average 
for all taxpayers is $2,216. 

See—and the fundamental question is, 
does it make sense to have the average 
taxpayer have that money in his or her 
pocket? I think it does for a lot of reasons. 
It encourages consumerism; it encourages 
investment; it enables people to be able 
to put money aside for a family’s priorities. 
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You don’t want the government setting your 
priorities; you set your own priorities. And 
if college happens to be a priority of yours, 
if you want to save for your little guys 
coming up, here’s some money for you to 
put aside. That’s what the tax relief meant. 

There’s obviously more tax relief for mar-
ried families with children because there’s 
the child credit. I thought it makes sense 
to say, if you’ve got a child, you ought 
to get credit for that child when it comes 
to the Tax Code to help you raise the chil-
dren. You know, we put the—did some-
thing on the marriage penalty. Imagine a 
Tax Code that penalizes marriage. That’s 
what the code did early on, and we miti-
gated the marriage penalty and the Tax 
Code. We ought to be encouraging mar-
riage not discouraging marriage through 
bad tax policy. 

The Nashville Bun Company folks are 
organized so that they pay tax at the indi-
vidual income tax level. A lot of small-busi-
ness owners know what I’m talking about. 
If you’re a LLC or a subchapter S, you 
don’t pay corporate tax; you pay tax at the 
individual income tax rates so that when 
you cut taxes on all who paid income taxes, 
you’re really cutting taxes on small-business 
owners as well. And if most new jobs are 
created by small businesses, it makes a lot 
of sense if you’re dealing with economic 
problems to cut the taxes on those who 
are creating new jobs. 

The more money in the small business’s 
treasury, the more likely it is they’ll be 
able to expand. And when they expand, 
the more likely it is they’ll be hiring new 
people. We also put incentives in the Tax 
Code that said if you purchase equip-
ment—you’re a small-business owner and 
you purchase equipment, like the English 
muffin rolling deal or whatever you want 
to call it—[laughter]—getting out of my 
lane here—[laughter]—we provide an in-
centive in the Tax Code to encourage you 
to purchase equipment. That not only helps 
your business become more productive and 
more competitive; the more productive and 

competitive you become, the more likely 
it is you’ll be able to sustain growth and, 
therefore, continue hiring. 

But it also means that the English muffin 
manufacturing company—English muffin 
machine manufacturing company is more 
likely to have work. In other words, there’s 
an effect; the Tax Code can affect com-
merce. And that’s exactly what we did, and 
we cut the taxes, and it’s worked. This 
economy is strong. Unemployment has 
dropped. Since April of—August of 2003, 
we’ve added over 8.2 million new jobs. Pro-
ductivity is up. People are working. 

People are working. And that’s what we 
want. We want people to say, I’m making 
a living for my family, and I’ve got more 
money in my pocket so I can make deci-
sions for the best of my family. And I’m 
going to spend a little time, if you’ve got 
any questions, on how to keep it going 
strong.

But I now want to talk about the budget. 
People say, you can’t balance the budget 
if you cut taxes. That’s one of the argu-
ments in Washington, DC. I think all of 
us would like to balance the budget. But 
they’re saying, ‘‘I’m going to raise your 
money—raise your taxes so we can balance 
the budget.’’ There’s a flaw in that argu-
ment, and that is, most of the time they 
raise taxes on you, they figure out new ways 
to spend the money, as opposed to reckon 
it to deficit reduction. I’ve got a better 
idea that I want to share with you and 
share with the American people, and that 
is, the best way to balance the budget is 
to keep taxes low, growing the economy, 
which will yield more tax revenue into the 
economy. And it works, so long as you hold 
spending down. And that’s the most impor-
tant thing, is to keep taxes low and spend-
ing down. 

And I got a chart here I’m about to 
show you. Yes, there you go. And so I 
submitted a budget based upon no tax in-
creases and being fiscally wise with your 
money. And here’s the record of that plan. 
As you can see there, we had a deficit 
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of $413 billion in 2004. This economy start-
ed picking up steam, kept the taxes low, 
and tax revenues started coming in, and 
then the deficit dropped to 318, and it 
dropped to 245, and it’s anticipated it’s 
going to be 205 in the year 2007. You can 
see the projection. We’ve done this without 
raising your taxes. We’ve done this by say-
ing, keep taxes low; keep the economy 
growing; and be wise about how we spend 
your money. 

I project—we project if we can continue 
to have fiscal sanity in Washington, DC, 
that we’ll be in surplus by the year 2012. 
That’s where we’re headed. And I believe 
we can do so without penalizing the small- 
business sector—or the large-business sec-
tor, for that matter. And particularly, we 
can do so without penalizing the families 
and the individual taxpayers in the country. 
But that’s the argument. 

Now, the Democrats have submitted 
their budget. Put up the next chart. Oops, 
that’s my budget. This is nondefense discre-
tionary spending. This is what we propose, 
see. We go to Congress and say, here’s 
our budget proposals. We’re going to make 
sure our troops have what it takes to win 
this war against these extremists and radi-
cals. That’s what the American people ex-
pect. But this is—[applause].

So this is my proposal, and I’d like to 
show you what the Democrats have pro-
posed. Here’s their proposal. They’ve added 
billions of dollars in new spending on the 
budget they submitted. The reason I’m— 
this is not a—I’m not bashing anybody. I’m 
just—what I’m here to do is educate you 
on the different approaches to how we’re 
dealing with your money when it comes 
to the Federal budget. And as you notice, 
there is a—quite a disparity about the dif-
ferent approaches of how much money 
ought to be spent. You can’t pay for the 
red lines unless you’re willing to raise taxes 
on the American people. I would call that 
a return to the tax-and-spend days. I have 
showed you our budget to get to surplus, 

and it requires this level of increase in 
spending—the blue. 

The people now in charge of the House 
and the Senate have submitted their own 
budgets, their own blueprint for how we 
should spend your money, and it’s reflected 
in the red lines. Now, you can’t grow the 
economy fast enough to get to the red 
lines. And therefore, the only way to do 
so is to run up your taxes. 

I’d like you to see the next chart, if you 
don’t mind. This is a—the tax increases in-
herent in a different approach. As you can 
see, will raise taxes 392 billion over 5 years 
and with a $1.8 trillion increase in taxes 
in order to make the budget projections 
that they have spent. I would warn the 
Nashville Bun Company to be very careful 
with this kind of approach because you 
can’t keep making buns if the Democrats 
take all your dough. [Laughter]

I don’t disparage anybody; there’s just 
a difference of opinion. Part of my job is 
to make it clear to people that there are 
choices to make. And people got to under-
stand this budget process. You know, we’re 
throwing around huge numbers in Wash-
ington, DC. And the reason I’ve come 
today is to clarify the difference of opinion 
so you can make your own choice about 
the right approach. I’ve obviously got my 
choice, but the American people need to 
know the facts so they can make up their 
mind as the best approach to dealing with 
the finances of the United States today and 
tomorrow and for the next decade to come. 
This is the tax increases that will be re-
quired under one vision of dealing with 
your money, and here’s my view of what 
we ought to do on taxes—and of course, 
the comparison. [Laughter]

We don’t need to raise your taxes in 
order to balance the budget. We shouldn’t 
raise your taxes in order to balance the 
budget. As a matter of fact, we ought to 
keep your taxes as low as possible to make 
sure this economy continues to grow. So 
you’ll watch this budget process and the 
appropriations process unfold here. And it’s 
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* White House correction. 

really important for the leadership in Con-
gress to pass the appropriations bills—that’s 
the spending bills—as quickly as possible. 
There’s 12 spending bills that are supposed 
to get to the President’s desk. 

And they need to be passing these 
things; they need to be doing the people’s 
business in Washington, DC. They need 
to have an honest debate about the appro-
priations for the different departments that 
they’re dealing with—an open, honest de-
bate. They ought not to be trying to slip 
special spending measures in there without 
full transparency and full debate; those are 
called entitlements. And they ought to be 
wise about how they spend your money. 
And they ought to get these appropriations 
bills to my desk as quickly as possible and 
not delay. 

Now, I will tell you that there’s an inter-
esting relationship between the President 
and the Congress. The President [Con-
gress] * has got the right to initiate spend-
ing bills, and they do; they’ve got the right 
to decide how much money is spent. And 
I’ve got the right to accept whether or not 
the amount of money they spend is the 
right amount. That’s what’s called the veto. 
If they overspend or if they try to raise 
your taxes, I’m going to veto their bills. 

So I’d like—that’s why I appreciate you 
letting me come and give you a little budg-
et discussion. And—but I thought it would 
be appropriate, if you don’t mind, to an-
swer some of your questions, any question; 
I’d be glad to answer them. I’ve been there 
for 61⁄2 years; if I can’t answer them, I 
can figure out how not to answer them. 
[Laughter]

Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman. 

Health Care Reform/Energy 
Q. Your administration has been pro- 

small business. How do we continue that 
philosophy in Washington? 

The President. Look, here’s the thing that 
the country—first of all, tax policy helps 

small businesses. It’s—if a small-business 
owner has got certainty in the Tax Code 
that taxes will remain low, it causes people 
to be more interested in investment. 

The biggest issue I hear facing small- 
business owners, however, is health care. 
We got—a lot of small-business owners are 
really having problems dealing with the ris-
ing cost of health care. When I talk to 
risk takers and entrepreneurs, I find that 
people have a lot of anxiety about how to 
deal with health care for two reasons: one, 
whether they can afford it; and two, they 
have this great sense of obligation and— 
to their employees. In other words, they 
want their employees—really good CEOs 
or owners of small businesses care deeply 
about the life of their employees. 

There is a, as you can imagine—and this 
is the great thing about our democracy— 
there tends to be differences of opinion. 
And we got a big difference of opinion 
on health care. And I would like to tell 
you where I’m worried—my worries and 
my recommendations. I’m worried that 
there are people in Washington who want 
to expand the scope of the Federal Govern-
ment in making health care decisions on 
behalf of businesses and individuals. There 
is a debate in Washington, DC, now taking 
place on whether or not to expand what’s 
called SCHIP, which is a health care pro-
gram designed primarily for poor children. 
I support the concept of providing health 
care to help poor children, just like I sup-
port the concept of Medicaid to help pro-
vide health care for the poor. 

The problem, as I see it, is this: that 
the people—some in Washington want to 
expand the eligibility for those available for 
SCHIP, in some instances up to $80,000 
per family, which really means, if you think 
about it, that there will be an incentive 
for people to switch from private health 
insurance to government health insurance. 
I view this as the beginning salvo of the 
encroachment of the Federal Government 
on the health care system. Now, the Fed-
eral Government has got a huge role in 
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health care—as I say, Medicare, Veterans 
Affairs, Medicaid, poor children. But I am 
deeply worried about—further expansion 
will really lead to the undermining of the 
private health care system, which would 
take the greatest health care system in the 
world and convert it into a mediocre health 
care system. 

Now, you can’t—I am not only am I 
against what they’re trying to do; I am for 
something else, and I’d like to share with 
you what it is. First, there is a common 
goal, and we all share the goal in Wash-
ington—is to make sure health care is avail-
able and affordable. If you’re worried about 
available and affordable health care, there 
are some practical things you can do, like 
stopping these junk lawsuits that are run-
ning good doctors out of practice and forc-
ing professionals to practice defensive med-
icine so they can defend themselves in a 
court of law. 

Secondly, small businesses ought to have 
the right to pool risk across jurisdictional 
boundaries. If you’re a restaurant owner in 
Nashville, Tennessee, you ought to be al-
lowed to pool risk. In other words, you 
ought to be allowed to put your employees 
in a larger risk pool with a restaurant, say, 
in Texas or in Minnesota. Part of the prob-
lem small businesses have is they unable 
to get the economies of purchase that big 
businesses are able to get because they 
have got such a small number of employ-
ees. And so we ought to be—encourage 
the pooling of asset—the pooling of risk 
so small businesses can buy insurance at 
the same discounts that big businesses get 
to do. 

Thirdly, I’m a strong proponent of health 
savings accounts. Health savings accounts 
are—is an insurance product that has got 
high-risk deductibles or high deductibles 
for catastrophic illness, plus the ability for 
an employee to be able to put money in— 
with employer’s help—put money into the 
account tax free, save tax free, and with-
draw money tax free. And the reason I 
am is because I believe one of the real 
problems we have in health care is that 

there is no market, in essence. In other 
words, somebody else pays your bills; we 
have a third-party payer system. I think 
you know what I’m talking about. You sub-
mit your claims; somebody else pays the 
bills.

I don’t know many of you have ever 
asked the doc, ‘‘What’s your price?’’ Or, 
you know, ‘‘How good are you?’’ Or, 
‘‘What’s your neighbor’s price?’’ You cer-
tainly do that in most aspects of your con-
sumer decisionmaking; you think about 
price and you think about quality, but not 
in health care. And the reason why is, is 
that somebody else has been paying the 
bills under our traditional system. What 
health savings accounts do—and products 
like it—is that it puts the consumer, the 
patient in charge in the decisionmaking. 
And in order to make that effective, there 
needs to be more price transparency and 
more quality transparency in the market-
place. In other words, when people shop, 
it helps affect the cost of a good, or a 
service in this case. 

And so since we’re such huge health care 
providers, one of the things we’re working 
with is large corporations and entities to 
say, look, you’ve got to post your price to 
providers and hospitals. It creates some 
angst, but nevertheless, it is a much better 
alternative than the Federal Government 
making all decisions. So one of the things 
we’re trying to do from a philosophical per-
spective is to encourage more consumerism 
in health care. 

Another thing that needs to happen in 
health care is there needs to be better in-
formation technology in health care. The 
way I like to make this point is that this 
is an industry that still—where a lot of the 
paperwork is still filled out by hand. Most 
businesses have been able to use these fan-
tastic new technologies to be able to make 
their companies more productive—but not 
health care. You got doctors writing pre-
scriptions. They don’t know how to write 
very well anyway, and secondly, it’s easy 
to lose paperwork. 
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And so the health care industry lags be-
hind when it comes to the modernization 
of—that a lot of other industries have been 
through by the advent of information tech-
nology. There’s a role for the Government. 
Remember, we’re huge providers of health 
care. The Veterans Affairs Department, for 
example, now has got electronic medical 
records for each person covered through 
Veterans Affairs. So somebody can just take 
your chip, show it into the—run it into 
the computer, and out comes the medical 
records. And they estimate that as we help 
develop a common language so that IT can 
take hold in the health care system, that 
we can save up to 30 percent of the costs 
in the current system. 

But finally, I want to share another idea 
with you. They’ve got—those folks up there 
who want to spread further government 
into health care have got their ideas—and 
you’ve got to beat a bad idea with a good 
idea, in my judgment. And I want to share 
with you another idea that seems to make 
sense.

If you work for a corporation, you get 
your health care free. There’s a tax break 
for you. If you’re an individual, you have 
to pay for your health care. People are not 
treated the same in the Tax Code. If you’re 
working for a big company, you come out 
pretty good when it comes to health care. 
It’s a tax-free benefit. If you’re out there 
on your own, you got to purchase your 
health care. It’s an after-tax purchase. If 
you’re working for a small business that 
has trouble affording health care and they 
have copayments, for example, a lot of 
times the employee is not treated as fairly 
in the Tax Code as someone who works 
for a larger company. 

And so I propose that we change the 
Tax Code, we treat everybody fairly. For 
example, if you’re a married couple—a 
married couple, yes, you ought to get a 
$15,000 deduction, no matter where you 
get your health care, so long as you then 
use the savings to purchase health care. 
If you’re single, you ought to get a $7,500 

tax deduction. So it’s like a mortgage de-
duction off your income tax. But it levels 
the playing field. And then what ends up 
happening is the market starts to respond 
as more individual decisionmakers are now 
able to use the fairness in the Tax Code 
to demand product. 

Part of the problem we have is there 
is no individual market that is developed. 
If you’re out there trying to find your 
health care on your own, it’s very difficult 
to find competitive—something that you 
can live with, something that’s competitive. 
And we believe that changing the Tax Code 
will help. There are some in Congress who 
believe a better approach would be a tax 
credit. I happen to believe that deductions 
are a better way to go, but I know that 
either approach is better than the national-
ization of health care. And so one of the 
real issues that we got—[applause]—any-
way, thanks for the question. 

Don’t get me started on energy. If you’re 
a small-business person, you better worry 
about the cost of energy. And that’s why 
I have said that it is in our national interest 
to diversify away from oil. It’s in our na-
tional interest to promote alternative fuels, 
and I believe we can do so with current 
technology and new technology. It’s in our 
national security interests that we’re not 
heavily dependent on oil. I think you know 
what I mean by that. I mean, there’s a 
lot of parts of the world where we buy 
oil that don’t like us. That’s not in the 
national security interest of the country. 

It’s in our economic security interest to 
diversify because when the demand for 
crude oil goes up in a developing country, 
for example, it causes the price of crude 
oil to go up, unless there’s a corresponding 
increase in supply. And when that price 
of crude goes up, it runs up the price of 
your gasoline. And therefore, it is interest— 
in our interest to promote ethanol, for ex-
ample, or biodiesel as ways to power our 
automobiles. It also happens to be good 
for the environment that we diversify away 
from crude oil. 
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On the electricity side, I’m a big pro-
ponent of nuclear power. I think if you’re 
genuinely interested in dealing with climate 
change, you have to be a supporter of nu-
clear power because nuclear power will en-
able us to grow our economy. And if we 
grow our economy, it’ll mean we’ll be able 
to afford new technologies, and at the same 
time, there are zero greenhouse gas emis-
sions.

And so to answer your question—obvi-
ously, a little long-winded—[laughter]—is,
good tax policy, good health care policy, 
and good energy policy will make it more 
likely that these—this small-business sector 
of ours will remain strong. 

Yes, sir. Go ahead and scream. You don’t 
have to—— 

Immigration Reform 
Q. Sir, thank you very much for your 

service to our country so far. 
The President. Thank you. 
Q. We appreciate that very much. 
The President. Appreciate it. 
Q. My question is, in light of the immi-

gration bill, I’m not understanding exactly 
how if, with the amnesty of this many peo-
ple coming in and then with the still con-
cern about the borders being somewhat po-
rous, how do we really achieve your desired 
effect in this, which, you know, would be, 
I guess, for obviously taking care of them, 
but yet afford not to be a big bulk—— 

The President. Yes.
Q. ——sort of expense and the lack of 

the safety of the border? 
The President. Thank you for bringing 

that question up. It’s a very important 
question that the Nation is confronting. You 
can sit down. [Laughter]

Here are the commonsense objectives 
that need to be addressed when it comes 
to immigration. First, we need to enforce 
the border. A sovereign state—[applause]—
it is the job of a state, of a nation, to 
enforce its borders. That’s not an easy task. 
I’m real familiar with the border. I was 
a border-State Governor. I understand how 

difficult it is to fully enforce a border. But 
nevertheless, as a result of congressional 
action and the administration working with 
the Congress, we’re making substantial 
progress on modernizing the border. 

Now—and the—you go down to Arizona, 
for example; you can’t find the border. 
Man, it’s just desert. It is, like, wide open 
desert. And so what you’re beginning to 
see is new infrastructure, new technologies, 
some fencing, berms to prevent auto-
mobiles from moving, all aimed at making 
the Border Patrol agency, which we are 
now doubling on the border, more effec-
tive, okay? And we’re making progress. The 
number of arrests over the last 12 months 
are down significantly. That is one way to 
measure whether or not people are making 
it into our country illegally. Last year, we 
arrested and sent back 1.1 million people 
on the southern border. Now, you divide 
that by 365. There is active participation 
on the border to do that which the Amer-
ican people expect us to do. 

Secondly, you’re about to find—I think 
the country is about to find out that we’re 
going to need hard-working, decent people 
to do jobs that Americans aren’t doing. And 
it’s—that is why, for the sake of the econ-
omy, I am—support a temporary-worker 
plan.

There are people who are coming—look, 
let me start over. There are people in our 
hemisphere whose families are really hun-
gry, particularly compared to the lifestyle 
we have in America, and they want to work 
to feed their families. And—but they’re 
willing to do jobs Americans don’t want 
to do. That’s just—that’s reality. Some say, 
‘‘Well, force Americans to do the jobs 
they’re unwilling to do.’’ Well, that’s not 
the way the system works. And yet there 
are people willing to come, to get in the 
fields and the agricultural sector. There are 
people willing to pick apples in Wash-
ington, you know, hitting those vegetable 
fields in California. And they want to do 
so because they want to feed their families. 
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And the interesting problem we have, sir, 
is that because they’re motivated by the 
same thing you’re motivated by, I suspect— 
love of family and desire to provide for 
your family—they will go to great lengths 
to get into the country. You think about 
somebody who’s willing to get stuffed in 
the bottom of an 18-wheeler and pay one 
of these thugs that are smuggling them into 
the country to do work Americans aren’t 
doing. So I’ve always felt like a temporary- 
worker program will be—recognize an eco-
nomic reality and also help keep pressure 
off the border. It’s a long, hard border to 
enforce.

By the way, in my State of Texas, when 
it comes to the fencing, I would strongly 
urge those who advocate it not to go down 
there and go face to face with some of 
these Texas ranchers down there. They’re 
really not interested in having the Federal 
Government on their property. See, most 
of our property down in Texas is private 
land. The farther you go west, it’s Federal 
land.

And the reason I say that, it just shows 
how difficult it is to do what some assume 
can be done, which is, like, totally seal off 
the border. One way to make it easier for 
our Border Patrol is to have this temporary- 
worker program with verifiable identifica-
tion and say, yes, you can come for a lim-
ited period of time, and then you’re going 
home.

Now, the—I suspect I’m all right so far 
with some of those who worry about immi-
gration reform. The other question is 
that—I’m not trying to elicit applause— 
[laughter]—the other question is, there are 
about 11 million people who have been 
here over time who are working—some not 
working—but they’re here. And what do 
we do with them? Now, you—some would 
say that if you don’t kick them out, that’s 
called amnesty. I disagree. 

First of all, I think it’s impractical to 
kick somebody out. I feel like if you make 
a person pay a fine—in other words, a cost 
for having broken our law—I agree with 

those who say that if you’re an automatic 
citizen, it undermines the rule of law; I 
agree with that argument. I have a little 
problem with the argument, though, that 
says, if you pay a fine, if you prove you’re 
a good citizen, if you’ve paid your back 
taxes, if you go home and reregister and 
come back, that you ought to be allowed 
to get in the back of the line. I don’t think 
that’s amnesty, but that’s a lot of where 
the argument came. 

This is a difficult subject for a lot of 
folks. And I understand it’s difficult. I was 
disappointed, of course, that the Senate bill 
didn’t get moving. I think it’s incumbent 
upon those of us in Washington, DC, to 
deal with hard problems now and not pass 
them on to future Congresses. And so, as 
you know, the bill failed, and I can’t make 
a prediction to you at this point, sir, where 
it’s going to head. I can make you a pre-
diction, though, that pretty shortly, people 
are going to be knocking on people’s doors 
saying, ‘‘Man, we’re running out of work-
ers.’’ This economy is strong. Remember, 
we’ve got a national unemployment rate of 
4.5 percent. A lot of Americans are work-
ing, and there are still jobs Americans don’t 
want to do. And the fundamental question 
is, will we be able to figure out a way 
to deal with the problem? 

Let me say one other point. I feel strong-
ly about this issue. I do not like a system 
that has encouraged predators to treat peo-
ple as chattel. We have a system that has 
encouraged the onset of coyotes—those are 
the smugglers—and they prey upon these 
poor people. And they charge them a lot 
of money to smuggle through routes. And 
as a result of that system, there is inn-
keepers that charge exorbitant fees. There’s 
document forgers. You’re a small-business 
guy out here in Tennessee, and you’re try-
ing to run your nursery or whatever it is, 
and somebody shows up—you’re not a doc-
ument checker; the Government can’t ex-
pect the small-business owners to be able 
to determine whether or not the Social Se-
curity card has been forged or not. We 
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need a new system. The system we’ve got 
is broken. And therefore, the fundamental 
question is, are we going to be able to 
deal with it? 

Let me say one other thing, and this 
is important for America to remember too. 
We have been a fabulous country when 
it comes to assimilating people. You know, 
ours is a country that has got such a fabu-
lous spirit to it that the newcomer can 
come, work hard, obey law, and realize 
dreams. And that’s what America has been 
about. And in my judgment, that’s what 
America should always be about: the idea 
of people realizing dreams. And that’s 
what—so the question people say is, ‘‘Well, 
certain people can’t assimilate.’’ But there 
has been that argument throughout our his-
tory, that certain people of certain ethnicity 
or certain backgrounds can’t assimilate. We 
must never lose faith in our capacity for 
people to assimilate. It’s what has made 
us great in the past and what will make 
us great in the future. 

And so thank you for bringing up a tough 
subject for people in Washington. 

Yes, sir. 

Music Industry 
Q. Mr. President, Al McCree with 

Altissimo Records representing the music 
industry. Music is one of our largest exports 
the country has. Currently, every country 
in the world—except China, Iran, North 
Korea, Rwanda, and the United States— 
pay a statutory royalty to the performing 
artists for radio and television air play. 
Would your administration consider chang-
ing our laws to align it with the rest of 
the country—the world? 

The President. Help. [Laughter] Maybe 
you’ve never had a President say this—I 
have, like, no earthly idea what you’re talk-
ing about. [Laughter] Sounds like we’re 
keeping interesting company, you know? 
[Laughter]

Look, I’ll give you the old classic: Con-
tact my office, will you? [Laughter] I really 
don’t—I’m totally out of my lane. I like 

listening to country music, if that helps. 
[Laughter]

You’ve got a question? Yes. You can yell 
at this thing. 

War on Terror/Progress in Iraq/Spread of 
Democracy

Q. Mr. President, I appreciate your posi-
tion on the war in Iraq. We’ve got a debate 
that’s going on as much about should we 
stay or should we come home. Is there 
a way to change the tenor of the debate 
to determine how we win in Iraq? 

The President. Thank you. The hardest 
decision a President makes are the deci-
sions of war and peace, are putting kids, 
men and women in harm’s way. And I have 
made two such decisions after we were at-
tacked. And I did so because I firmly be-
lieve we’re at war with ideologues who use 
murder as a tool to achieve political objec-
tives, and that the most important responsi-
bility is to protect—for the Government is 
to protect the American people from harm 
and, therefore, went on the offense against 
these radicals and extremists. 

We went on the offense wherever we 
can find them; we are on the offense wher-
ever we can find them. And of course, in 
two theaters in this global war, we have 
sent troops—a lot of troops into harm’s 
way.

Afghanistan still is a part of this war on 
terror, and a lot of the debate in Wash-
ington, of course, is focused on Iraq, as 
it should be. But I do want our fellow 
citizens to understand we’ve still got men 
and women in uniform sacrificing in Af-
ghanistan, and their families are just as 
worried about them as the families of those 
in Iraq. 

The short-term solution against this 
enemy is to keep the pressure on them, 
keep them on the move, and bring them 
to justice overseas so we don’t have to face 
them here. In other words, no quarter— 
[applause].
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I would just tell you, you can’t hope for 
the best with these people. You can’t as-
sume that if we keep the pressure off, ev-
erything will be fine. Quite the contrary. 
When there wasn’t enough pressure on, 
they were able to bunch up in safe haven 
and plot and plan attacks that killed 3,000 
of our citizens. And they have been active 
ever since—not here on our soil, but 
they’ve got a global reach. They have been 
trying to kill the innocent. 

Of course, I made the decision to go 
in to remove Saddam Hussein. I firmly be-
lieve that this world is better off without 
Saddam Hussein in power, and I believe 
America is more secure. 

The long-term solution for your 
grandkids’ sake is to defeat their ideology 
of hate with an ideology of light, and that’s 
called liberty and democracy. The fight in 
Iraq is evolving. We’ve been through sev-
eral stages in this difficult theater. First 
was the liberation stage. Secondly was a— 
the nascent political movement, reflected 
in the fact that 12 million Iraqis went to 
the polls under a modern Constitution. And 
then a thinking enemy, primarily Al Qaida, 
blew up—used their violent tactics to blow 
up holy sites of religious people trying to 
incent—incite sectarian violence, and they 
succeeded. In other words, at the end of 
2005, when the 12 million people voted, 
and we were training the Iraqis to take 
more responsibility, I felt like we would 
be in a much different force posture as 
the year went on. That’s what I felt. 

But the Commander in Chief always, 
one, listens to the military commanders on 
the ground, and two, remains flexible in 
the decisionmaking. The enemy succeeded 
in causing there to be murderous outrage. 
And so I had a decision to make, and that 
was, do we step back from this capital of 
this new democracy—remember, forums of 
government will ultimately determine the 
peace, and that a government based upon 
the principles of democracy and liberty is 
the best way to defeat those killers who 
incited this sectarian violence in Iraq, the 

same ones—people ask me, ‘‘Are these 
really Al Qaida?’’ Well, they have sworn 
allegiance to Usama bin Laden; what else 
are they? They are coldblooded killers who 
have declared publicly that they would like 
to drive us out of Iraq to develop a safe 
haven from which to launch further attacks. 
And I believe we better be taking their 
word seriously in order to do our duty to 
defend.

And so we’re now watching this democ-
racy unfold. The decision I had to make 
was, do we continue to stand and help this 
democracy grow, or do we stand back and 
hope that the violence that was happening 
in the capital doesn’t spread anywhere else? 
I made the decision that it was in our inter-
est, the Nation’s security interest, instead 
of stepping back from the capital, to actu-
ally send more troops into the capital to 
help this young democracy have time to 
grow and to make hard decisions so it can 
become an ally in the war on terror not 
a safe haven from which Al Qaida could 
launch further attacks. 

And it’s hard work, and it’s tough work. 
And it’s tough work because there are ruth-
less people who have declared their intent 
to attack us again, trying to prevent success. 

And I can understand why the American 
people are tired of this. Nobody likes war. 
Nobody likes to turn on their TV set and 
see needless death at the hands of these 
extremists. But I want to remind our fellow 
citizens that much of the violence they’re 
seeing on their TV screens in Iraq is per-
petuated by the very same people that 
came and killed 3,000 of our citizens. Peo-
ple sworn—not the exact same person; 
those are dead who got on the airplanes— 
but they have sworn allegiance to Usama, 
just like the killers in Iraq have sworn alle-
giance to Usama bin Laden. And so I listen 
to David Petraeus, and of course, the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of 
Defense have made the recommendation 
to send more in. 

Victory is—I remember a guy asking me 
at one of these town halls, he said, ‘‘Well, 
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when are you going to, like—when are they 
going to surrender,’’ or ‘‘When is this thing 
going to end?’’ He looked like an older 
fellow, I think, and it was like he was re-
membering the USS Missouri. This is an 
ideological struggle, more akin to the cold 
war. What makes it different is, is that we 
have an enemy that is murderous and is 
willing to use asymmetrical warfare. 

And so there is not a moment of ending. 
But there will be a moment in Afghanistan 
and Iraq where these Governments will be 
more able to support their people, more 
able to provide basic services, more able 
to defend their neighborhoods against rad-
ical killers. It’s going to be a while though. 
And there’s a lot of debate in Washington; 
yes, so how do you change the debate? 
Just keep talking about it. Today David 
Petraeus and Ryan Crocker, who is our 
Ambassador in Iraq, are briefing Congress 
about the difficulties we face and the 
progress we’re making. 

Let me give you one example. I’m opti-
mistic. We’ll succeed unless we lose our 
nerve. We will succeed. Liberty has got 
the capacity to conquer tyranny every time. 
Every time we’ve tried, it has worked. It 
takes a while—[applause]—here’s the defi-
nition of success. The enemy, by the way, 
defines success as, can they pull off a car 
bombing. If we ever allow ourselves to get 
in a position where it’s ‘‘no car bombings, 
therefore we’re successful,’’ we’ve just 
handed these killers a great victory. 

So there’s a Province called Anbar Prov-
ince, and this is the Province out in western 
Iraq, where it’s mainly Sunni and where 
Al Qaida had declared its intention to really 
drive us out and establish a safe haven, 
with the declared intention of spreading— 
using it as a base to spread their ideology 
throughout the Middle East, as well as a 
safe haven from which to make sure that 
they inflicted enough pain on us that we 
actually help them by leaving. I know this 
is farfetched for some Americans to think 
that people think this way; this is the nature 

of the enemy. And they are an enemy, and 
they’re real, and they’re active. 

So Anbar Province was declared lost by 
some last November. And literally, we 
were—there was an intel report that came 
out, and the person was not very encour-
aging, and some of the press, it was the 
beginning of the end for the policy in Iraq. 
And we started working the issue hard. 
That’s why I sent some more marines into 
Anbar Province. It turns out that people 
were sick and tired of Al Qaida. Al Qaida 
had no vision. You see, our citizens have 
got to remember that most mothers want 
their children to grow up in peace; that’s 
universal. Most mothers want something— 
it’s just something instinctive when it comes 
to motherhood and children, where they 
want a child to have a chance to succeed 
in life, to have a chance to grow up in 
a peaceful world. 

Well, it turns out that many people in 
Anbar hate violence. They want something 
better. They may not—they may distrust 
their central Government because it’s new. 
Remember, Saddam Hussein sowed great 
seeds of distrust during his time as a tyrant. 
It takes time to get over distrust and to 
develop trust with a citizen. 

But there’s something instinctive involved 
with people when it comes to normal life. 
And they got sick of this Al Qaida threat 
and bullying and torturing. These people 
don’t remain in power because they’re 
loved; they remain in power because 
they’re feared. And all of a sudden, tribal 
sheikhs begin to turn on them. And Al 
Qaida is now on the run in Anbar Province. 
What’s happening is there’s two types of 
political reconciliation, one from the bot-
tom up, where grassroots people just get 
sick of something, and with our help, 
they’re dealing with the problem. And then 
there’s reconciliation from the top down, 
as you watch Government wrestle with the 
different factions inside their legislature. 
And we expect progress on both fronts be-
cause the military can’t do it alone. But 
the decision I made was that neither front 
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will work, neither aspect of reconciliation 
will work if there was violence in the coun-
try’s capital. And that’s what you’re seeing 
unfold.

And so you’ll see a debate in Wash-
ington, DC, here about troop levels and 
funding those troop levels. First, whatever 
the troop level is, it needs to be funded 
by the United States Congress. Our troops 
need all the support they can get when 
they’re in harm’s way. And secondly, most 
Americans, I hope, understand that the best 
way to make decisions on troop levels is 
based upon the sound advice of people in 
the field, not based upon the latest focus 
group or political poll. 

I’d like to share a story with you, and 
then I’ll answer some questions. I’m not 
attempting to have just a few questions by 
giving you really long answers. It’s called 
the filibuster. [Laughter] You know what’s 
interesting about my Presidency, another 
interesting aspect of the Presidency, is the 
friendship I had with Prime Minister 
Koizumi of Japan and his successor, a man 
named Prime Minister Abe. What makes 
it interesting, to me at least, is the fact 
that my dad fought the Japanese as a young 
guy. I think he—I know he went in right 
after high school, became a Navy fighter 
pilot, went overseas, and fought them. They 
were the sworn enemy. He was willing to 
risk his life, like thousands of others did, 
because the Japanese were our bitter 
enemy.

And here we are, 60 years later or so, 
that I am at the table with the leader of 
the former enemy working to keep the 
peace, whether it be in North Korea, or— 
[applause]—let me finish here—or thanking 
the—or working with the Japanese who 
committed self-defense forces to help the 
young democracy in Iraq because they un-
derstand the power of liberty to be trans-
formative. Liberty has got the ability to 
change an enemy into an ally. Liberty has 
got a powerful ability to transform regions 
from hostility and hopelessness to regions 
of hope. And it’s hard work, and it takes 

a long time, but it has been repeated 
throughout modern history, whether it be 
on the continent of Europe or in the Far 
East. And it can happen again if Americans 
don’t lose faith in the great power of free-
dom.

And so this is an interesting time. We’re 
in the beginning—trying to get to your 
question—we’re in the beginning of a long 
ideological struggle that’s going to take pa-
tience, perseverance, and faith in certain 
basic values. I’m a big believer in the uni-
versality of liberty. I believe deep in 
everybody’s soul—I’ll take it a step fur-
ther—I believe in an Almighty, and I be-
lieve a gift from that Almighty to each man, 
woman, and child is the desire to be free. 
And I believe that exists in everybody’s soul 
is the desire to be free. I wasn’t surprised 
when the 12 million people showed up. 
I was pleased, but I wasn’t surprised, be-
cause I believe, if given a chance, people 
will take a—will choose liberty. Now, hav-
ing a form of government that reflects that 
is hard work, and it takes time. And not 
every democracy, of course, will look like 
us, nor should it. But there’s just some 
basic principles inherent in free govern-
ments that will enable us to be more likely 
to be secure and peaceful over the next 
years. And that’s what I’ve been thinking 
about.

Yes, sir. 

Border Security/War on Terror 
Q. [Inaudible]
The President. Thank you, sir. 
Q. ——the last, I’d say about 15 or 20 

minutes about terrorism and Al Qaida, and 
I expect—[inaudible]—feel very bullish 
when it comes to that subject. But what 
I want to know is, this is an open society, 
right? It’s supposed to be open society. 
People come from every which way, most 
of them very decent and stuff, but like 
you say, Al Qaida and the terrorists. What 
about the borders? I always see on TV they 
jumping the borders, Spanish people jump-
ing at borders, and could it be some time— 
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it could be Al Qaida jumping the bor-
ders——

The President. Yes.
Q. ——with—[inaudible]—or anything. 

Our borders are not secure, like they 
should be, I don’t think. I mean, it’s up 
to you; you’re my President. I’m supposed 
to ask you. 

The President. Okay, you are. [Laughter]
Well, listen, thank you very much for that. 
Listen, the reason—one—a reason to have 
a verifiable temporary-worker card is to 
make it more likely that if Al Qaida does 
try to come across the border illegally, that 
we can catch them. 

You ask a very good question. The other 
half of the equation, by the way, in secur-
ing the homeland, is to take measures nec-
essary to catch people—know who’s coming 
in and why, and catch them before they 
come in. It’s a very legitimate question. 
On one hand, we stay on the offense; in 
the long run, defeat their ideology with a 
better ideology. But we got to secure the 
homeland, and we’re working hard to do 
so. One of the interesting management 
challenges was when we merged these dif-
ferent Departments all into the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, and I must 
say, it’s gone pretty well. It’s hard to take 
separate cultures and merge them into a 
common culture, working for a common 
purpose, but—it takes time again—but 
we’re making good progress on that, we 
really are. Are we perfect? No. Are there 
flaws? Yes. But we’re making—can I say, 
the country is more secure than it was be-
fore 9/11? Absolutely. 

Now it’s interesting, sir. I have made 
some—I made one—a couple controversial 
decisions about how to better find informa-
tion about who might be coming to our 
country so that we can anticipate. The best 
way to be able to protect ourselves from 
Al Qaida—no question, good border con-
trol, but it’s through good intelligence as 
well. I mean, if we can learn intention be-
fore somebody begins to make a move, 
we’re more likely to be able to say we’re 

a lot more—we’ll be able to say we’re a 
lot more secure. 

And that’s why one of the controversial 
programs that I suggested was that we take 
a known phone number from one of these 
Al Qaida types or affiliates—and you can 
find them. We get them all kinds of ways. 
We’re picking people up off the battlefield, 
for example, in one of these theaters I just 
describe to you. They may have a laptop. 
On the laptop might be some phone num-
bers. Off the phone numbers may be some-
body else’s. I mean, there’s ways to get 
information as a result of some of the oper-
ations we have taken overseas. And my atti-
tude is, if we do have a number of a sus-
pected Al Qaida and/or affiliate and that 
person is making a phone call to someone 
in the United States, we ought to under-
stand why; we ought to know. 

And so the reason I bring this up to 
you is that, yes, enforcing the border and 
being wise about how we enforce the bor-
der is an important of trying to detect— 
find out whether terrorists are coming into 
our country to inflict harm. Same with air-
ports. You got to take off the shoes? Well, 
there’s a reason. It’s because we’re doing 
our job that you expect us to do about— 
trying to affect the security of all ports of 
entry. But as well, we’re beefing up our 
intelligence and trying to get a better han-
dle on the actions somebody may be taking 
before they do so. 

It requires enormous cooperation. We 
spend a lot of time in your Government 
working with other nations. Curiously 
enough, as a result of Al Qaida’s activities 
in other countries, it’s caused people to 
say, ‘‘I think we better work together more 
closely.’’ And we do. There’s a lot of infor-
mation sharing that goes on between gov-
ernments; a lot of intelligence sharing that 
goes on. And there’s better communication 
now between the intelligence services and 
the law enforcement services. And one of 
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the reasons why we had to pass the PA-
TRIOT Act was because there was a prohi-
bition about people sharing information be-
tween intel and law, and that made no 
sense in this new world in which we live. 

I just want to assure you that I fully 
understand the need to make sure assets 
are deployed properly to protect you, and 
I fully understand the need to safeguard 
the civil liberties of the United States of 
America. One of the worst things that 
would happen is this enemy, in trying to 
respond to them, would force us to lose 
part of our very soul. And I believe we’re 
able to achieve the—take the necessary 
steps to protect you and, at the same time, 
protect the civil liberties that Americans 
hold so dearly to their heart. 

Yes, ma’am. 

U.S. Foreign Aid/Situation in Darfur 
Q. Okay, thank you. 
The President. The price is right. [Laugh-

ter]
Q. Come on down. [Laughter] I am here 

representing—Nashville is a strong city of 
lots of communities of faith, and as a part 
of that, there are lots of people going back 
and forth and caring about the people of 
Africa. And I want to first thank you; I 
know that your administration has taken 
lots of initiative on AIDS and malaria nets, 
and we really appreciate that. And then 
I—my hard question is, what we can we 
do to stop the genocide in Darfur? 

The President. Thank you very much. For 
starters, the fact that Americans care about 
people in faraway lands is a great testimony 
to our compassion. I believe good foreign— 
you’ve heard about one aspect of our for-
eign policy—two aspects, really, when you 
think about it. One is the combination of 
military and diplomatic assets trying to 
achieve objectives in Iraq and Afghanistan 
and elsewhere. Another is the working coa-
litions. And by the way, there are a lot 
of other countries in Afghanistan and Iraq. 
They don’t get nearly the credit they de-
serve, but a lot of other people besides 

us understand that this is the beginning 
of a long ideological struggle, and now is 
the time to make the hard decisions so 
little guys in the future don’t have to deal 
with the consequences of that. 

The other aspect of foreign policy is, I 
believe to whom much is given, much is 
required. And people say, ‘‘Well, we got 
plenty of problems in America. Why do 
you worry about something going on over-
seas?’’ First of all, we’re wealthy. We’re 
spending enormous sums of money. If we 
set proper priorities, we can not only help 
our own citizens, but I believe it helps our 
soul and our conscience, and I believe we 
have a moral obligation to help others. 

And so when it comes to—let met talk 
about HIV/AIDS. A lot of people don’t 
know what we’re doing. And the United 
States has really taken the lead in saying 
to other nations, here is a problem that 
we can help solve, and therefore, follow 
us. We picked 17 of the most deeply af-
fected nations, most of which are on the 
continent of Africa, and you provided $15 
billion to get antiretroviral drugs in the 
hands of faith givers, community givers, 
nurses, to save lives. And in 3 short years, 
the United States of America has taken the 
lead to getting antiretroviral to people, and 
it’s gone from 30—50,000 people to over 
1.1 million people receiving antiretroviral 
drugs.

It is—conditions of life matter in this 
struggle, by the way, against extremists and 
radicals. Where you find repressive forms 
of government, you’re likely to find some-
body who’s frustrated. So they can become 
recruited by these cynical murderers and 
then become suiciders. Or where you find 
disease and pestilence or hunger, the con-
ditions of life matter at whether or not 
the future of the world is going to be sta-
ble.

We’re very much involved in a Malaria 
Initiative—Laura is really active in that— 
where the Government is spending $1.6 
billion aiming to get mosquito nets and 
sprays and information to save lives. There 
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are too many young babies around the 
world dying from something that we can 
prevent, and it’s in the national interest 
to do that. 

Interestingly enough, a lot of the 
deliverers, those who are delivering the 
help are the—are from the faith commu-
nity, people who are volunteering their 
time saying, what can I do? How can I 
love my neighbor? And it’s really heart-
warming.

She asked about Darfur. First, we—as 
this administration has proven, it’s possible 
to achieve some success in Sudan with the 
north-south agreement that we were able 
to achieve with Ambassador Danforth at 
the time. We are now making—working to 
make sure that holds by insisting that the 
revenue-sharing agreement of the oil on 
Sudan is effective. She’s referring to 
Darfur.

I made the decision not to send U.S. 
troops unilaterally into Darfur. The thresh-
old question was, if there is a problem, 
why don’t you just go take care of it? And 
I made the decision, in consultation with 
allies, as well as consultation with Members 
of Congress and activists, that—and I came 
to the conclusion that it would—it just 
wasn’t the right decision. 

Therefore, what do you do? And the— 
if one is unwilling to take on action individ-
ually, then that requires international col-
laboration, and so we’re now in the United 
Nations. And it doesn’t seem—I talked to 
Ban Ki-moon about this, and this is a slow, 
tedious process, to hold a regime account-
able for what only one nation in the world 
has called a genocide, and that is us. 

Now we have taken unilateral moves 
other than military moves. I have—we have 
put serious economic sanctions on three in-
dividuals and—that are involved with—two 
with the Government, one with one of the 
rebel groups. We have sanctioned 29 com-
panies that are involved in Sudan. In other 
words, we’re trying to be consequential. 
We’re trying to say that, you know, change, 
or there’s consequences. 

By the way, the same approach we’re 
dealing with Iran on: We are going to con-
tinue to press you hard until you change 
your behavior. And so my challenge is to 
convince others to have that same sense 
of anxiety that you have and that I have 
about the genocide that’s taking place. 

Ban Ki-moon actually gave a pretty en-
couraging report when he talked about— 
see, the idea is that if countries aren’t going 
to—willing to do it unilaterally, in our case, 
or other cases, then we try to get the AU 
force that’s in place to get complemented 
by further peacekeepers to the U.N. And 
that’s what we’re working on. Good ques-
tion on a tough, tough issue. 

Yes, sir. There you go. Don’t mean— 
you can sit down or stand up. 

Border Security 
Q. I personally admire the way you’ve 

conducted the Government, and I admire 
your backbone, where you just stand and 
take a position. I’m not happy about the 
influx from Mexico. Seems that far too 
many came over in waves. I know that dur-
ing the days of San Jacinto that they were 
fighting, using rifles and everything, but 
this is the first time I’ve ever seen an influx 
like this to try to take over our country. 
Now then, thirdly, when they do these polls 
to determine how you’re rated, how come, 
if they have 1,000 people, they call 750 
Democrats and only 25 Republicans? 
[Laughter]

The President. Thank you. I thought 
when you started talking about Texas his-
tory, that you were going to say we couldn’t 
have existed without Tennessee. That’s 
where I thought you were headed, you 
know. [Laughter] You’re a Texan? Where 
are you from? 

Q. Waco.
The President. There you go. Right at 

Waco, Texas. 
Q. This young lady in the red dress over 

here—[inaudible].
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The President. There you go. Your daddy. 
Well, as you know, Crawford is not very 
far from Waco, same county. 

Let’s see, yes, ma’am. You guys got— 
one of them uniformed guys got a ques-
tion? No. Okay. I’m proud to be in there 
with you. 

Q. Mr. President, welcome to Nashville. 
The President. Thank you. 
Q. And I want to thank you for the ap-

pointments or the nominations for our Su-
preme Court. That will be a wonderful leg-
acy for you. 

The President. Thank you. 

Texas Border Patrol Agents 
Q. My question to you is this. There 

are two border guards presently in jail. The 
Tennessee General Assembly passed a reso-
lution, with 91 votes in the house and 30 
in the senate, asking our Tennessee delega-
tion to support—to go to you asking for 
a pardon for these two men that were tried, 
where information was left not with—was 
kept back from their trial. And there’s also 
a resolution in the house, H.R. 40, with 
a number of our Tennessee delegation 
signed on to that. Will you pardon these 
men that are unjustly imprisoned? 

The President. I’m not going to make 
you that kind of promise in a forum like 
this. Obviously, I am interested in facts. 
I know the prosecutor very well, Johnny 
Sutton. He’s a dear friend of mine from 
Texas. He’s a fair guy. He is an even-hand-
ed guy. And I can’t imagine—well, you’ve 
got a nice smile, but you can’t entice me 
into making a public statement—[laugh-
ter]—on something that requires a very— 
I know this is an emotional issue, but peo-
ple need to look at the facts. These men 
were convicted by a jury of their peers 
after listening to the facts as my friend 
Johnny Sutton presented them. But anyway, 
no, I won’t make you that promise. 

Yes, ma’am. 

President’s Legacy 
Q. Thank you, Mr. President. Sorry— 

[inaudible]—as the mother of a 6-month- 
old named after Sam Houston, a great per-
son——

The President. You’ve got to be kidding 
me, awesome, yes. Is it Houston or Sam? 

Q. It’s Houston—— 
The President. There you go. 
Q. ——because we wanted somebody 

that was a great representative of both Ten-
nessee and Texas within our family. But 
while your Presidency has been important 
to me, personally, I want to know about 
your legacy, and I want to know what one 
policy would you hope would affect your 
predecessor and he would continue on what 
maybe you might not be able to finish by 
the time your term ends. 

The President. Thank you. Freedom 
agenda—the only way to secure America 
in the long term is to have great faith in 
the spread of liberty. And it’s—I really view 
it as the calling of our time. People have— 
some people have said, ‘‘Well, he is a hope-
less idealist to believe that liberty is trans-
formative in a part of the world that just 
seems so difficult.’’ But I would like to 
remind fellow citizens that we have had 
this sense of difficulty in parts of the world 
before, where liberty has been trans-
formative.

And so it’s—I might—look, first of all, 
let me talk about Presidential legacies. I’ll 
be dead before—long gone before people 
fully are able to capture the essence of— 
the full essence of a Presidency. I’m still 
reading books about George Washington. 
My attitude is, is they’re writing about 1, 
43 doesn’t need to worry about it. So it’s— 
[laughter]. And so you know what the les-
son is in life? Just do what you think is 
right. Make decisions based upon principle. 
And that’s the only way I know to do it. 
I mean, I’ve disappointed this lady in the 
red, I’m confident, because I won’t tell 
her—but I can only tell you what I think 
is the right thing to do. It’s the only way 
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I know how to live my life. And it’s—for 
youngsters here, it’s just like—it’s really im-
portant not to sacrifice principle to try to 
be the popular person. It’s important to— 
[applause].

Yes, sir. Semper Fi, there you go. 

Media/War on Terror 
Q. Semper Fi. First of all, Mr. President, 

I want to thank you, personally, for your 
support for our veterans. My son was lost 
in Iraq, and I want to thank you—— 

The President. Well, thanks. 
Q. ——very much for your strength. 
The President. Thanks. Thanks for shar-

ing that. 
Q. I also wish that there was some way 

that, as the press makes so much to do 
about what goes on in areas around—pretty 
much a 50-mile area around Baghdad, 
which is pretty much where everything is 
going on, if there was some way to offset 
that with all of the great things that are 
going on. I have had communication with 
a gentleman by the name of Azzam Alwash, 
who is from Nasiriyah area, and what’s 
going on there, the building of water sheds 
and the building of new items and the fact 
that they’re building colleges in the Kurd 
area.

I wish that there was some way that your 
administration could offset the negative 
press by a consistent influx of very positive 
press that’s going on in the majority of that 
country. Is there some way that could be 
done?

The President. Well, thanks. I’m asked 
that a lot by people. The interesting thing 
about this fight in Iraq is that the families 
and the troops have got a really different 
view, in many ways, than a lot of other 
folks do, because they’re firsthand—they 
see what’s happening. And it’s—I hear 
from—I talk to our people in the field a 
lot, talk to people who have been to the 
field a lot, and these stories of just incre-
mental change that add up to something 
different over time, they’re just—it’s just— 

they’re prevalent. The best messengers are 
the people who are actually there. 

What’s interesting about the world in 
which we live is, there’s no question there’s 
the electronic media that people watch, but 
there’s also the blogosphere. You’re on it, 
I know; you’re hearing from people, your 
son’s comrades that are constantly e-mailing 
you. There’s a lot of information that’s tak-
ing place that is causing people to have 
a different picture of what they may be 
seeing on TV screens. See, this enemy of 
ours is very effective; they’re smart people. 
They’re effective about getting explosions 
and death on TV screens, and they know 
it affects Americans because we’re good 
people; we’re compassionate; we care about 
human life. Every life matters. And there-
fore, when human life is taken through a 
car bomb, it causes people to say, is it 
worth it? Does it matter what happens over 
there?

See, one of the interesting things about 
this war I forgot to tell you is, unlike, say, 
the Vietnam war, that if we fail in Iraq, 
the enemy won’t be content to stay there. 
They will follow us here. That’s what’s dif-
ferent about this struggle than some of the 
others we’re had. What happens overseas 
matters.

We ask this question a lot about how 
we can do a better job. As I say, Ryan 
Crocker and David Petraeus are briefing 
today. It’s good to have them on TV, on 
these talk shows and stuff like that, but 
they’ve also got a job to do. And they’re 
very credible people, because they see first-
hand what’s going on. But they’ve got a 
lot of work to do over there as they com-
mand these troops. 

I hope you’re doing okay. I’ll tell you 
something interesting in meeting with the 
families of the fallen. I get all kinds of 
opinions, of course. But one of the most 
universal opinions I get is one, I’m proud 
of my son; two, he was a volunteer; and 
three, do not let his life be in vain, Mr. 
President; you complete the mission. [Ap-
plause] Thank you, brother. 
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All right, guess what? You got to get 
to work. [Laughter] And so do I. Thank 
you all for giving me a chance to come 
and visit with you. I found this to be an 
interesting exchange. I appreciate your 
questions. I hope you have a better sense 
for why and how I have made decisions 
that have affected the individual lives of 
our citizens, as well as the life of our Na-
tion. I’m an optimistic person. I believe 
that those decisions were not only nec-
essary, but I firmly believe they will yield 
the peace that we all want; peace of mind 
and peace of heart. God bless you. 

NOTE: The President spoke at 11:35 a.m. at 
the Gaylord Opryland Resort and Conven-
tion Center. In his remarks, he referred to 

Darrell Freeman, Sr., executive committee 
chairman, Nashville Area Chamber of Com-
merce; Cordia Harrington, chief executive 
officer, the Bun Companies; Al McCree, 
owner and chief executive officer, Altissimo! 
Recordings; Usama bin Laden, leader of the 
Al Qaida terrorist organization; Gen. David 
H. Petraeus, USA, commanding general, 
Multi-National Force—Iraq; Secretary of 
Defense Robert M. Gates; former U.S. Am-
bassador to the United Nations John C. Dan-
forth; Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon of the 
United Nations; and Johnny Sutton, U.S. 
District Attorney for the Western District of 
Texas. A participant referred to Azzam 
Alwash, director, Eden Again Project. A por-
tion of these remarks could not be verified 
because the tape was incomplete. 

Message to the Congress on Continuation of the National Emergency With 
Respect to the Former Liberian Regime of Charles Taylor 
July 19, 2007 

To the Congress of the United States: 
Section 202(d) of the National Emer-

gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides 
for the automatic termination of a national 
emergency unless, prior to the anniversary 
date of its declaration, the President pub-
lishes in the Federal Register and transmits 
to the Congress a notice stating that the 
emergency is to continue in effect beyond 
the anniversary date. In accordance with 
this provision, I have sent the enclosed no-
tice to the Federal Register for publication, 
stating that the national emergency and re-
lated measures dealing with the former Li-
berian regime of Charles Taylor are to con-
tinue in effect beyond July 22, 2007. 

The actions and policies of former Libe-
rian President Charles Taylor and other 
persons, in particular their unlawful deple-
tion of Liberian resources, their trafficking 
of illegal arms, and their formation of irreg-
ular militia, continue to undermine Libe-

ria’s transition to democracy and the or-
derly development of its political, adminis-
trative, and economic institutions and re-
sources. These actions and policies continue 
to pose an unusual and extraordinary threat 
to the foreign policy of the United States. 
For these reasons, I have determined that 
it is necessary to continue the national 
emergency with respect to the former Libe-
rian regime of Charles Taylor. 

GEORGE W. BUSH

The White House, 

July 19, 2007. 

NOTE: This message was released by the Of-
fice of the Press Secretary on July 20. The 
notice is listed in Appendix D at the end of 
this volume. 
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