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VICE PRESIDENT JD VANCE: And I actually want to start first with Nick from Breitbart.
Nick, it’s good to see you.

NICK GILBERTSON: Good to see you, Mr. Vice President. Thank you. Today, we saw the
President endorse Ken Paxton over John Cornyn and the Texas Senate race. Do you think that
sends a message going forward for the next cycle to senators, you know, considering running for
reelection or any MAGA-aligned potential candidates that are considering challenging them?

VANCE: Well, I’d say a couple of things, Nick. First of all, I think the President is very gratified
by the response that he’s heard from the base and from a lot of voters, I think, who are passionate
about Ken Paxton. We think Ken Paxton is going to be a great senator for the people of Texas,
but most importantly, a great United States senator who can work on solving the problems that
all of us confront as a country together. I’ve known John Cornyn for a long time, but
unfortunately, you know, when — when it really counted, Ken Paxton was there for the country,
was there for the President, and that’s why he ultimately earned the President’s endorsement. He
thinks he’s going to be a better senator, thinks he’s going to make a better candidate. And so, I do
think it sends a message, but really not just the endorsement, but one of the things the president
has done very effectively going back ten years, and his leadership of the Republican Party and the
country as president, United States, as he said, you know, I want people who fight for the good. I
want people who can’t be bought by corporate lobbyists, who can’t be bought by Wall Street,
who can’t be bought by special interests, who are going to go to Washington and fight for the
people who actually elected them to those positions. And I think one of the things we’ve seen in
the Republican Party, while I can’t say that all of our representatives are perfect or all of our
senators are perfect, we have seen a much better crop of talent come into Washington since
Donald Trump has been the leader of the party and the leader of the movement. I do think we’re
going to continue to see that happening, but I think the message that people should take from this
is fundamentally, you have got to serve the people who sent you, and if you don’t do that, you’re
going to find yourself out of step with voters or out of step with the President of the United
States. And that’s not a good place to be politically.

GILBERTSON: Thank you.

VANCE: Yeah. [TO HASNIE] Go ahead.

AISHAH HASNIE: Thank you very much. Just following up on what you just said, you said that
the White House is negotiating with Iran in good faith. I think Americans tend to believe that.
But what is it about the Iranian side that you personally have seen, where you believe that they
are negotiating with us in good faith?

VANCE: Well, first of all, I’d say it’s a very complicated country, and it’s a country that I



wouldn’t pretend that I understand. Even after as deep as I’ve been involved in this process from
the very beginning, it’s a great and proud civilization. Amazing people — obviously have a great
Iranian-American community here in the United States of America. Smart people, very hard
working, and you see some of that in the negotiating team. On the other side, you also see some
very hard line positions in the negotiating team on the other side. And so, I think you see that —
that conflict, the fact that maybe the Iranians aren’t themselves quite clear in what direction they
want to go to. They also are just a fractured country, so you have the leadership of the country,
there’s the supreme leader, and there are a lot of officials below the supreme leader that has some
influence in negotiation. It’s not sometimes totally clear what the negotiating position of the team
is. And I don’t know if that’s sometimes bad communication. If that’s bad faith, I don’t — I
wouldn’t pretend to venture a guess there. But I will say with confidence, it’s sometimes hard to
figure out exactly what it is that the Iranians want to accomplish out of the negotiations. So what
we’ve done is tried to be as clear as possible what are our red lines? What are the things that
we’re willing to be accommodating on, and what are the things that we absolutely must have?
And as the President has said ad nauseam, and I think I’ve said a lot to Iran cannot have a nuclear
weapon. We want to see not just the commitment to not have a nuclear weapon, but the
commitment to work with us on a process to ensure that not just now, not just when Donald
Trump is President, but years down the road, that the Iranians are not rebuilding that nuclear
capability. And that’s what we’re trying to accomplish in the negotiations. Sorry, you had a
follow up.

HASNIE: Just for Americans at home, because this has been going on for several weeks now. I
think what people just want to know is, do you personally believe that the Iranians will come to a
deal? Because we keep seeing this over and over again when they go back and forth.

VANCE: So, do I personally believe it? The honest answer is how could I possibly know, right?
And you negotiate with people, and sometimes you feel like you’re making progress, and
sometimes you feel like you’re not making progress. What I think — what I think is that the
Iranians want to make a deal. What I think is that the Iranians recognize that a nuclear weapon is
the red line for the United States of America, that they’ve internalized that. But we’re not going
to know until we’re actually putting pen to paper on signing a deal. We’ve had a lot of drafts, a
lot of, you know, a lot of pieces of paper going back and forth. But I will not say with confidence
that we’re going to reach a deal until we’re actually signing a negotiated settlement here. And I
think that it’s ultimately up to the Iranians whether they’re willing to meet us, because I think
we’re certainly doing a good job, and we’re certainly negotiating in good faith. We’re going to
have to see what ultimately happens with them. I can’t say with confidence, because I don’t know
what’s in the mind of the other — of the other side. [TO KARL] Jon.

JONATHAN KARL: Mr. Vice President, thank you. I want to ask you about that $1.8 billion
fund set up — weaponization fund it’s being called. Why should taxpayers be paying to settle a
$10 billion lawsuit that was brought by the President of the United States? And should people
that attacked the Capitol building and assaulted police officers, should they be eligible? Should
they receive money? Should they receive money from this fund?

VANCE: Well, let me say a couple things about that. First, Jon, I think, in some ways, the media



has misrepresented what this is actually about. This is about compensating Americans for the
lawfare that we saw under the last administration. And by the way, anybody can apply for it.
Republicans can apply for it. Democrats can apply for it. As you know, the President of the
United States has pardoned a number of Democrats who he felt were actually subject to this
lawfare. I mean, if Hunter Biden wants to apply for this particular fund, he is welcome to. It’s
going to go through a normal process where we vet everything, where we try to identify whether
people’s claims are actually legitimate. But — but — but here’s the question. You say, why
should taxpayers fund this? Whenever the United States government incurs legal expenses, it
pays out those legal expenses. When it — it’s settling a lawsuit, it pays out money to settle that
lawsuit. And the question is, is a dollar of this money going to the Trump administration? No. Is
a dollar of this money going to Donald Trump personally? No. Is a dollar of this money going to
Donald Trump’s family? No. The people that would get the money are people, some of whom
have been prosecuted completely disproportionate to any crime they’ve ever committed. Like,
let’s just take a couple of examples. Tina Peters is this woman who is about to get out of prison,
thanks in large part to the President’s good work in Colorado. This is a woman who, at worst, if
you believe everything that the prosecutor said about her committed misdemeanor trespassing
and somebody threw the book at her, this innocent grandmother was going to spend ten years in
prison, completely disproportionate to any misdemeanor trespassing that I’ve ever seen. Was that
fair? No. Is it reasonable for her to get some compensation for the fact that she was treated
unfairly? I think the answer is yes. And I think that what we’re going to see, hopefully, is the
entire country led by this Department of Justice, turning the page on the lawfare. What I would
like to propose, and I think the Democrats, you know, hopefully they’re willing to meet us
halfway here. I won’t hold my breath. But what I would propose is something very simple that if
you are willing to turn the page on Joe Biden’s lawfare, why don’t we prosecute people — very
simple principle — why don’t we prosecute people who violate the law? Let’s not prosecute
people because they said the wrong thing, or because they had the wrong political candidate, or
because they had the wrong viewpoint. And I think part of that — part of turning the page on that
is to actually ensure the real victims of that lawfare receive some compensation. That’s what this
fund is going to be targeted at. And again, there’s going to be a process to ensure that that money
is only given to people who have actually, I hate to say, earned it, but the people who actually
were really mistreated by the previous administration and Department of Justice. [TO
UNIDENTIFIED REPORTER] Go ahead, go ahead.

[SHOUTING]

KARL: I understand that everybody is eligible to apply for this one. I mean, you’re eligible, but I
assume you’re not going to apply and you don’t think you should get money out of this fund.

VANCE: Of course.

KARL: So, isn’t it just as easy to say that people that attacked police officers should not get
taxpayer money from this fund?

VANCE: Well, look, Jon, we’re not trying to give money to anybody who attacked a police
officer. We’re trying to give money — not give money. We’re trying to compensate people.



Where the book was thrown at them. They were mistreated by the legal system. Sometimes, you
know, we — we do have, Jon, in this — in this country, innocent until proven guilty. We do have
people who are accused of attacking law enforcement officers —

KARL: [Inaudible]

VANCE: — that does — that — that — that — that — that doesn’t — that doesn’t mean that
we’re going to completely ignore some of the claims that they’re going to make. We’re going to
evaluate these things on a case by case basis. And if we think that somebody, whatever they were
accused of, if we think that somebody was unfairly prosecuted and deserves just compensation,
then that’s what this fund is going to exist to provide. It’s just going to correct a wrong. And I
think that’s a good thing. And I’d encourage everybody, Democrat, Republican, independent,
let’s turn the page on this thing that we did under the last administration where we tried to throw
people in prison because they had the wrong politics. Let’s throw people in prison who broke the
law. I think this fund is a good part of getting justice for the people who are wrongly treated. [TO
UNIDENTIFIED REPORTER] Back — back there. Yeah.

UNIDENTIFIED REPORTER: So, just to follow up on that quickly, does that mean that people
that were violent, that were convicted, were mistreated? Are you saying that?

VANCE: Well, you’re asking me to comment on hypotheticals and on any — any number of
dozens of cases. Here’s the thing. We’re going to look at everything case by case. As you know,
every single case has its own details. Every single case has, you know, there — there are things
about it that maybe don’t meet the eye. We’re just going to look at every case, case by case.
That’s all I’m saying. I’m not committing to giving anybody money or committing to giving no
one money. What I’m committing to is a legal process to review these claims and to make sure
that people who are mistreated by their government get a little bit of compensation because of it.
[TO NELSON] [SHOUTING] I realize that the pointer finger is not as precise as I thought it was.
The guy in. Sorry — I have this cheat sheet, but the problem with being 41 years old is you are
blinder than I was a few years ago. So, we’ll say blue blazer, blue tie. Yeah.

STEPHEN NELSON: Okay, great. Thank you, Mr. Vice President. I’d like to ask a quick follow
up on Iran. But first I’d like to ask you about fentanyl. Fentanyl is sourced largely from China,
killed about 403,000 Americans over the past seven years, according to CDC data. That’s one in
every one — one in every 850 Americans who died. White House Counterterrorism Director
Sebastian Gorka said last week that China’s exports amounted to the targeted killing of
Americans and war by other means. Do you agree with that assessment? And what is the Trump
administration doing to punish and deter China, especially since the Supreme Court struck down
the tariffs?

VANCE: So, go ahead and ask the second question, because I’ll try to take each question, and
then I’ll try to answer them, and then we’ll go on. And if you ask two questions, I can only
guarantee they’ll answer one. In fact, I’m a politician. Maybe I won’t even answer the one that
you asked, but I will try at least to answer one question.



NELSON: Okay, well, I’d love to hear the fentanyl response to if not today sometime.

VANCE: Go ahead.

NELSON: On — on Iran. Is Russia taking possession of the enriched uranium in Iran a plausible
end to the war? And if not, why not?

VANCE: So first, on the Russia taking possession of enriched uranium. Look, these things are
being discussed through negotiation. That is not currently our plan. That has never been our plan.
I’ve seen some reporting on that. I don’t know where — where it comes from, but the President
is going to continue to negotiate a deal. So, that is not currently the plan of the United States
government. The Iranians have not raised it. My sense is that’s not something the Iranians would
be particularly excited about. And I know the President isn’t particularly excited about it either,
but who knows? I’m not going to make any commitments in a negotiation on any particular
topic. On the question of fentanyl, a lot of people have died from fentanyl, absolutely. A lot of it
has come from mainland China. We’re certainly aware of that. But here’s what I’ll say. First of
all, we’ve made incredible strides under Donald Trump’s leadership to cut down on fentanyl
deaths. If you look at the number of people who died in 2026, it’s going to be lower than the
number who died in 2025, which is way lower than the number who died in 2024. This is one of
the things that I think all Americans we should be celebrating, and I’m certainly proud of the
president’s leadership for making this possible. We ran, if you remember, in November of 2024,
on a very simple idea that a lot of fentanyl came from East Asia. It was smuggled into Central
and South America, and then the cartels would bring it into our country, and a lot of our people
would get poisoned and killed because of it. We said, if you got control of the southern border,
we would see a substantial reduction in the number of people who died from fentanyl overdoses
in the United States of America. And that is exactly what’s happened now. Yes, the President has
raised this with President Xi any number of times. I know it came up during the meeting that they
had in China just last week, but it’s come up in any number of phone calls. And our sense is that
President Xi has been willing to work with us on this. And obviously, we want to continue to
ensure that the Chinese work with us as much as possible because we don’t want our people to be
poisoned. So, we’ll keep working on that issue with — with — with the — with the Chinese.
There’s been, I think, a big amount of progress that’s been made. But, of course, we can make a
lot more progress, and we’re certainly going to be committed to doing exactly that.

(....)

1:55:43 p.m.
5 minutes and 13 seconds

NATALIE ALLISON: Does the government need to create new mandatory review process for
new AI models, given the concerns about mythos? And secondly, in a few days, Pope Leo is
going to release his encyclical on artificial intelligence. What influence, if any, do you see the
Pope’s guidance on AI having to broader society?”

VANCE: Well, I mean, I think when the Pope issues an encyclical on artificial intelligence, it’s



going to have some influence. I, of course, don’t know how much influence. I don’t know exactly
what it’s going to say. But I think when the leader of the world’s largest Christian denomination
speaks on an issue like that, it’s certainly going to have some influence, and I’m sure it will
contain a lot of insights, some of which I’ll probably agree with, some of which I may not. But I
think that it’s going to be a very, very important document. And I think that, you know, one of
the things I always found fascinating about Pope Leo is that he chose the name Leo the XIV,
which of course, is recollecting Leo the XIII. Leo the XIII was the Pope during a period of
incredible industrial transformation in the entire world. Of course, that industrial transformation,
according to a lot of people, led to the rise of fascism and communism in Europe. I think it was
interesting that Leo the XIV chose that name to maybe apply Christian social teaching in a new
era with a new technological innovation, in the same way that the Industrial Revolution was the
technological innovation of its time. So, I think it will be fascinating. I’m looking forward to
reading it. My guess is it’s going to have a lot of influence. On — on the question of what our
policy is going to be, look, we what we’re trying to do in the Trump administration is very
simple. The President wants us to be pro-innovation. He wants us to win the AI race against all
other countries in the world. He recognizes that AI is going to be an important tool, not just for
our economy, but for our military. And so he wants to ensure that we’re winning that particular
race. We also want to make sure that we’re protecting people. We’re protecting people’s data.
We’re protecting people’s privacy. I think with this release, one of the things that we’re very
focused on, of course, is whether not necessarily the developers of Mythos, but whether some
other bad actor could use Mythos to target various cyber security vulnerabilities. So, it’s
something that we’re right now, we’re working in a collaborative way with the technology
companies, and we’re just trying to make sure that the American people are as safe as possible.
I’m not going to get ahead of the executive order or any other actions that are going to come out,
but we’re trying to balance those two things. We want to be pro-innovation. We recognize that
artificial intelligence could be great. It could help us find cures to diseases that currently, you
know, people are dying from or suffering from. It also does have some downsides, and we’re
trying to balance that safety against innovation. And we think that we’ve got the right balance
here in the Trump administration, but it’s something we’re going to have to keep on working on,
because that’s just the nature of these technologies is — is they certainly change. Let’s — let’s
go. Is that Reagan all the way in the back? Daily Caller. There we go. Okay. I figured out finally
how the seating chart works. 

REAGAN REESE: I want to ask you about the anti-fraud task force. You previously mentioned
that Ilhan Omar seemed to have committed immigration fraud. Or — do you anticipate an
indictment against her, an indictment related to that situation?

VANCE: Yeah, so — so, Reagan, I don’t want to prejudge an investigation. I mean, you read the
things about Ilhan Omar and about, you know, who she married and whether she didn’t marry
this person or that person. It certainly seems like something fishy is there, but everybody’s
entitled to equal justice under the laws. So, we’re going to investigate it. We’re going to take a
look at it. If we think that there’s a crime, we’re going to prosecute that crime. And that’s
something the Department of Justice is looking at right now. [SHOUTING] [TO REESE] Yeah,
go ahead.



REESE: Based on what you’ve seen during your work on this anti-fraud task force, do you
believe anything should change about our immigration or refugee policies to stop fraud in the
United States?

VANCE: Well, yeah. I mean, look, one thing I’d say is that the biggest immigration fraud that
existed under the Biden administration, it’s not just that they let a flood of people across the
southern border. That was obviously a very major problem and something I’m proud of the
President for stopping. But it’s also that they allowed the asylum and refugee claimant process to
become totally fraudulent. And so, here’s what would happen, right? You would take a person
who in normal cases, would just be a traditional immigrant, whether you let them into the
country or not. They’re trying to come because they want a better job, okay? They would come
into the country and say that they were fleeing persecution, and they would say that they were
asylum claimant. And then effectively, what the Biden administration would do is say, okay,
you’re in asylee. Go — go into the interior of the country, here’s a work permit, maybe come
back in 10 or 12 years for your hearing on whether you actually have a legitimate asylum claim.
So, what does that mean? That meant that person was just completely given amnesty and released
into the interior of the country. Well, what if that person was a criminal? What did that person
actually had a violent history? We didn’t do any of the work necessary to ensure that the people
coming into our country claiming to be asylum claimants actually had anything legitimate or
anything good in their background. So, that is a serious problem. It is something that we have
fixed in the Trump administration. But fundamentally, that loophole — you’re going to see
sometime in the future, somebody is going to try to exploit that loophole. And it’s one of the
things that we’re very focused on in the fraud task force is making sure that the people who
exploited that loophole are actually prosecuted for it, assuming they committed a crime.

(....)

2:09:48 p.m.
4 minutes and 27 seconds

KAITLAN COLLINS: I have a question on the war, but just to follow up, you previously told me
that anyone who assaulted a police officer on January 6th should go to prison. So, why not rule
out giving them taxpayer-funded money?

VANCE: Well, Kaitlin, what I said is we’re going to look at everything case-by-case.

COLLINS: But why not rule it out?

VANCE: There are — because, Kaitlan, there are people who I don’t know their individual
circumstances, and I don’t rule things out categorically when I know nothing about a person’s
individual circumstances. Let’s say a person is accused — let’s say, hypothetically, a person is
accused of doing something that they never actually did, that they got a kangaroo court, that they
had a judge who mistreated them. I think that we should look at those things case-by-case. We’re
not making commitments to give anybody money. We’re just making commitments to look at
things case-by-case.



COLLINS: [Inaudible] But just to follow up on the war, you last week denied that the President
said he was not taking Americans financial situations into consideration when he’s making
decisions on the Iran war. He was asked about that again. He stood by it, called it a perfect
statement, and said he would make it again. Do you believe that Americans financial situations
should be taken into consideration when you’re making decisions as an administration?

VANCE: See, see, see, Kaitlan, what you did is you misrepresented the question that I was asked,
and then you misrepresented the answer that I gave. What I said is that a question that was asked
where the president allegedly, he allegedly said that he didn’t care about Americans financial
situations. He never said that. What he said is that when he — it was totally taken out of context.
What he said is that when he is negotiating with the Iranians, he’s focused on the national
security objectives that he’s trying to achieve. Of course, the President has a mandate to — to —
to be focused on a number of things. And I guarantee you every single day I have conversations
with him about it. Every single day, he’s worried about his fellow Americans. He wants them to
be prosperous. He wants them to thrive. He wants them to have good jobs. That’s why we’ve
done the things and taken the steps that we’ve taken in order to create record job growth, in order
to create record — record wage growth, in order to induce trillions of dollars of new investment
into our country. That’s because he cares about that stuff. What he also said is that when he’s
talking to the Iranians, he’s talking to the Iranians about questions, of course, of national security,
like their nuclear program. You could hold two thoughts in your head at the same time that the
President cares about financial security for Americans, but also when he’s negotiating with the
Iranians, he’s talking about the issues that are germane to the concerns of that particular conflict.
[TO HUEY-BURNS] Go ahead.

CAITLIN HUEY-BURNS: Going back to the price tag for this DOJ fund, $1.8 billion, you have
people that can’t afford groceries. Gas is high. People are making sacrifices in their personal
lives to accommodate for this rise in prices. People are telling us that they feel financially worse
off. They’re very concerned about the uncertainty. How can you justify that amount of taxpayer
money for that fund when people are struggling? What do you say to Americans who wonder
why this fund is getting all this money, and I can’t afford basic life amenities?

VANCE: Well, let me say a couple things about that. First of all, you said $1.8 billion. And it’s
important for people to realize we’re not just writing a $1.8 billion check. We’re going to take a
lot of people who are going to apply and say that they have been mistreated by their government.
We’re going to handle those situations case by case. And if we determine they were mistreated
by their government, we think it’s reasonable to give them just compensation. But when you talk
about funds and pots of money that are out there, I mean, thanks to Donald Trump’s leadership
and the Working Families Tax Cut, we put $40 billion into a rural health care fund in order to
stop the closure, or at least prevent some closure of rural hospitals and rural clinics that have
been decimated under the Biden administration. We had a piece of tax legislation that put
hundreds of billions of dollars into the pockets of families, no taxes on Social Security, no taxes
on overtime, no taxes on tips. So, I don’t — I reject the idea that we can’t walk and chew gum at
the same time. We can give just compensation to people who are mistreated by the government.
We can also make sure that the American people, we do everything we can to make their lives
better, to make them more prosperous, to give them better jobs. That is the primary focus of



Donald J. Trump’s White House. That’s the question all of us ask every single day is: How do
we make our fellow citizens more prosperous? We can do that while also taking care of people
who are mistreated by the last administration. [SHOUTING]

(....)

2:15:51 p.m.
5 minutes and 15 seconds

ROWENA ORTIZ: There has been an uptick in religious violence across the country. What’s
your message to protect people across all faiths in America?

VANCE: Well, I appreciate that question. Obviously, Turning Points would — would know a lot
about this issue. As we talked about earlier, you guys have been the subject of a fair amount of
violence yourself. I — I guess what I would say is the principle of religious violence is
particularly disgusting, especially in the United States of America. And as a devout Christian, I
would say it’s — it’s one of the most anti-Christian things and anti-American things that you
could do. And here’s — here’s why. One, because a fundamental principle of all the great faiths
is we are all children of God. And because of that, we are endowed by certain rights that are
unique to our status as human beings. You violate those rights, most importantly, when you
commit violence against another person. You can violate them in other ways as well. But the
most profound way to violate the fundamental right of human dignity is to commit violence. But
here’s why the religious piece of it is particularly egregious. One of the fundamental American
rights that I think came from our Christian heritage as a civilization is the idea that we respect
people’s religious freedom, in part because we respect them as human beings, but also because
we respect their right to find their own pathway to God. You can’t force anybody to a pathway to
God. They have to, through their own free will, find God themselves. That’s one of the reasons
why that right of religious freedom is the very first right enshrined in our Constitution. So, when
you commit acts of violence, you’re committing an act against this fundamental idea that people
are created in the image of God, and that they have the right, through their own free will to find
God however they might want. And as a as a Christian, of course, you might have your
preference for how they find their pathway to God. They have to find that choice. And anybody
who would commit violence against another human being in the name of religion is, I think,
doing something that is a violation, of course, of the laws of — of man. But I think more
importantly, it is a fundamental violation of the laws of God. [SHOUTING]  Let me — let me —
let me go — let me go with — okay, Garrett, you had your hand up. Garrett Haake. Okay.

GARRETT HAAKE: Thank you, Mr. Vice President. Midterms are well underway. You’ve got
voters — go to the polls in six states today. You and the President ran on a platform that included
no new wars, cutting gas prices, cutting inflation. What do you say to the people who go to the
polls today and who feel like those promises are unkept?

VANCE: Well, I’d say a few things. First of all, we’ve delivered great wins for the American
people. We ran on delivering tax cuts to the American people, which we did the largest tax cuts
in American history. We ran on cutting taxes, particularly on people who were working on



overtime, working on tips. We cut taxes for those Americans. We ran on the promise of bringing
investment back into the United States of America, that rather than factory closures, we were
going to have factories opening. And we’ve seen both construction jobs in manufacturing, but
also manufacturing jobs have great rebounds under the Trump administration and under our
leadership. We are very aware that because of what’s going on in the Middle East, gas prices
have gone up and a lot of Americans are struggling because of that. Our view is that it is a
temporary increase. We’re taking a number of steps to try to push back against it and try to
ensure that Americans are paying as little at the pump as possible. But I feel quite confident after
we’ve taken care of business in the Middle East, those prices are going to come down, and there
have been a lot of prices, as you know, a lot of prices from rent to housing, where we still got a
lot of work to do. But we do see some real progress made across the economy on pricing, but
also on people’s jobs. Okay. John, I — I’m going to call on John. I’m just going to start calling
Jon Raasch — 

JON MICHAEL RAASCH: Jon Raasch with the Daily Mail?

VANCE: Yes.

RAUSCH: Great to see you. Thank you.

VANCE: Great to see you too. Thank you.

RAASCH: So, Trump initially said that the war would last six weeks. We are now it’s been
going on for 11 weeks in three days. What’s your message to the American people as to why it’s
gone on so long and it hasn’t ended yet?

VANCE: Well, first of all, the President said it’s going to be a short-term operation, and I think
that has proven out to be true. The active period of conflict lasted about five — five and a half
weeks, and now we’ve been in this cease fire where we’re trying to get a negotiated settlement
that gets the American people the things that we need for our national security. So, I’ve said
before that we’re going to go one of two options here. We’re going to have a good settlement that
actually gets the American people what they need. Or we’re going to go back to a kinetic
operation. Obviously, the President prefers to get that settlement. I think the Iranians prefer to get
that settlement. But regardless of what direction the president ultimately goes down, whatever he
ultimately decides, I think it’s important for the American people to know two things. Number
one, it will be for their security and their prosperity. That’s why we’re doing this. And number
two, it will not — this is not going to be the sort of thing that lasts forever. I think a lot of
Americans, especially in my generation, who are worried about forever, endless conflicts. We
have to remember, I think you said 11 weeks. A big chunk of that has been a ceasefire. This is
not a forever war. We’re going to take care of business and come home. That’s what the
President has promised, and that’s exactly what he’s going to deliver.

(....)

2:25:42 p.m.



5 minutes and 52 seconds

ANDREW FEINBERG: The President’s financial disclosures were released recently, and they
showed a lot of stock trades in companies that he has talked up at events, official events at the
White House on his Truth Social account, sometimes even putting the stock ticker symbols in his
posts and encouraging people to buy their — their stock. Americans, according to recent polling,
are increasingly describing the President as corrupt and trading stocks —

VANCE: This is a hell of a question.

FEINBERG: — thank you sir. Trading — trading individual stocks is something that you said
that public officials should not be able to do when you ran for Senate all those years ago. And yet
the President, who arguably has access to more nonpublic information than your average senator,
is not only buying and selling individual stocks, either through his — through his trust —

VANCE: Okay, what’s the question?

FEINBERG: — the question is the question, sir, is how can you and your administration argue to
Americans that you’re cleaning up corruption, you’re preventing fraud, you’re fighting the sorts
of things that harm people and people’s financial situations when the President seems to be
talking up stocks that he owns, selling them and enriching himself?

VANCE: Okay. So, let me — let me — let me answer your question here. That was a doozy.
Before I answer your question, I want to just observe — there are different ways to ask a
question, okay? You can just ask a question and try to get your answer. Or you could do like a
speech where you say, you know, Mr. Vice President, every — you know — you’re a — you’re a
terrible human being, and so is the President, and so is the entire cabinet. And then I’m like,
what’s your question? And then your question is, how dare you? Come on, man. Have a little bit
of objectivity in the way that you ask these questions, because there are a lot of things in that
speech masquerading as a question that didn’t actually get asked, okay? Number one, the
President doesn’t sit at the Oval Office on his computer, on his, like, Robin Hood account,
buying and selling stocks. That’s absurd. He has independent wealth advisors who manage his
money. He is a wealthy person. He has had success in business. He’s not making these stock
trades himself. And your question imputes that. It sort of — it doesn’t say it exactly, but a
reasonable person listening to that question would assume the President is sitting around and
doing that. He’s not. Second of all, you’re right. I’m a big fan of banning members of Congress
from trading stocks. So is the President of the United States. All of us believe that nobody should
be taking proprietary information gained from public service and buying and selling stocks. We
want to ban — we want to ban that — we want to ban that process. And I think the way to lead
by example is banning that process, banning that approach and making it illegal, which is exactly
what the President has proposed doing. [SHOUTING] [TO CONRADSON] Yes.

JORDAN CONRADSON: Jordan Conradson, the Gateway Pundit. I’ll try and make this short.
There was a — you might have seen this — there was a massive Unite the Kingdom rally in
London just last weekend. They were protesting mass illegal immigration and the replacement of



British culture. What message do you think this should send to globalist European leaders and to
leaders here? And also, I wanted to ask about — several House members are revamping this push
to pass a — it’s called the Dignity Act, but it’s really just an amnesty bill giving work visas and
allowing millions of illegals in countries. Is that’s something the White House wants to see
stopped in the House?

VANCE: Well, number one, I don’t like giving amnesty to anybody. Number two, since you
asked about Great Britain and the United Kingdom rally, one of the ironies — when — one of
the great ironies of this job is that, for the past couple of years, you see these protests break out
all over the country. And sometimes, you know, they’re fairly well attended and sometimes
they’re very poorly attended. Everybody holds these signs saying No Kings, right? And how
many Democratic lawmakers have I seen holding up signs that say No Kings? They are very,
very insistent that we not have kings. And then King Charles comes to the — the congressional
chamber and these guys break out in rapturous applause. So, maybe they don’t care so much
about kings as they pretend that they do. Maybe they just don’t like the agenda that we’re
implementing that’s actually making American workers and American families safe and
prosperous again. But to answer your question about — about this — this immigration issue.
Look, one of the problems that we have in all of Western societies is that we have a lot of people
who have decided — Wall Street bankers, corporate lobbyists and government officials that what
the United States and what the West need is more and more cheap labor. What we believe in this
White House is what we need more and more of, is high wages for American workers and
investing in our own people. What you see all over the West — and it’s kind of crazy — is this
idea that the way to generate prosperity is to bring in millions and millions of unvetted people
and drop them into your neighborhoods, and we simply reject that idea. So, to everybody in the
U.K. who rejects that idea, I encourage them to just keep on going. It’s okay to want to defend
your culture. It’s okay to want to live in a safe neighborhood. It’s okay to want your job to go to
yourself and your neighbors, and not to a stranger who you don’t even know. It is reasonable for
the people in Western societies to want to control who comes into their country and who doesn’t.
A lot of people, frank — a lot of people in the media have tried to persuade all of those people
that it’s somehow racist to want to protect your borders, even though very often the very people
who are most affected by low wage immigration are lower income black and Hispanic Americans
right here in the United States of America. And I guarantee that’s true in the U.K. So, we believe
in making America great again. You can’t do that unless you protect your borders. I would
encourage our friends in the U.K. to follow the same path.


