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DARLENE SUPERVILLE: Switching to Afghanistan, as of yesterday, there were about 300 U.S.
citizens who were still there who wanted to get out by the deadline. Do you have an update on
that number? Are we still looking at 300 waiting to get out? Is it down to 150? Is it down to
zero? What kind [INAUDIBLE]

JEN PSAKI: Absolutely. Well, I know my State Department colleagues will have a more specific
up to date number but let me give you an update of where things stand at this point. Of those who
self-identified as Americans in Afghanistan considering leaving the country since August 14th,
we have thus far received confirmation that about 6,000 have been evacuated or otherwise
departed. This number will likely continue to grow as our outreach and arrivals continue and we
have been providing, as you know, regular updates to all of you on evacuations. The initial
assessment, if we go back to August 14th, was that there were fewer than 6,000 Americans in
Afghanistan who wanted to get out, so as we conveyed at the time, we knew that there could be
an option, one, that people who had registered had already departed or that people had registered
— had not deregistered or there would be additional people who came forward and we believe
there are still a small number. I understand you’re asking for the exact number who remain.
We're trying to determine exactly how many and we're going through manifests and calling and
texting through our lists and we'll have more of a concrete number for you as soon as possible.
Part of the challenge with fixing a precise number is that there are long-time residents of
Afghanistan, as we've talked about in here, with American passports, dual citizens, the vast
majority who are still trying to determine if they want to leave or not or have been over the last
couple of days. In some instances — in many instances that's because they have many family
members there, but they have a range of reasons and we've been working with them to assess
that.

(....)

2:22:22 p.m.
2 minutes and 6 seconds

STEPHANIE RAMOS: On August 10, President Biden told me: “I do not regret my decision to
withdraw from Afghanistan.” After watching the heart-wrenching dignified transfer yesterday, is
that still his position? Does he not regret the manner in which this withdrawal was conducted?

PSAKI: Well, first, I would say that the men and women who gave their lives and the president
attended, as you noted yesterday, to honor their service, honor their sacrifice, and had time —
had the opportunity to meet a number of the family members yesterday. We can't — that doesn't
take the place of all of the progress we’ve — all of the work that has been done to evacuate
people, but I will tell you something that has been said time and time again by the brave men and
women of the military who are leading this effort. These 13 individuals sacrificed their lives to



save tens of thousands of people. And that is something that is — should be honored, should be
valued, and we will continue to look for ways to do that. 

RAMOS: So, after meeting with the families of the fallen service members, he still sticks by his
decision? He doesn't regret at all how this has played out in the last couple of weeks? 

PSAKI: Well, of course, for any president, as I said last week, a day or a week where you lose 13
service members is the worst day or the worst week of your presidency. And that is — remains
the case, and yesterday, and I've seen him since he, of course, went to Dover yesterday, he is —
of course, was deeply impacted. He knows firsthand that there's nothing you can say to a family
member. There's nothing you can say to someone who loses a child that is going to fill the black
hole. That remains the case. But I will say, if you just take a step back, beyond yesterday, the
President stands by his decision to bring our men and women home from Afghanistan because if
he had not, his view, and the view of many experts and military out there is we would have sent
tens of thousands, potentially, or thousands at least more troops back into harm's way, risking
more lives and more people to fight a war the Afghans were not willing to fight themselves.
Nothing has changed in that regard. 

(....)

2:29:18 p.m.
3 minutes and 52 seconds

ED O’KEEFE: Just a few others on the ongoing evacuation with the caveat that things are
changing, winding down. Numbers, as they get reported here, versus situations on the ground. 

PSAKI: Sure. 

O’KEEFE: We heard through the weekend of Americans who were told to get to the airport and
were unable to do so because of the danger on the ground. If, for some reason, and we don't have
a specific example just yet, but there very well may be depending on when the final flights out
are, what would be your message to those Americans who may be left behind who were trying to
get out? 

PSAKI: Well, as you noted, and I appreciate the caveat, we are continuing — we remain in — in
touch with American citizens, as I noted at the top, to Darlene's question, and we are continuing
to work to evacuate American citizens. What our message directly would be that — is that our
commitment is enduring, and our commitment does not waiver, even as we bring our men and
women from the military home and let me just outline for you a couple of the steps that are
ongoing that I expect we'll give you updates on as — as details are finalized. First on the
diplomatic front, the secretary of state has — is going to be meeting with a number of his
international partners. Just over the weekend, the State Department put out a letter from 100
countries making clear there must be safe passage for citizens, for Afghans who want to leave
after the 31st. On Friday, one of the Taliban leaders delivered public remarks conveying that
individuals who wish to leave after the 31st would be able to do so. That does not mean we trust



what they say, but that is a — but there is an enormous amount of international leverage that we
will continue to work in a coordinated way with our partners around the world. And there is also,
of course, a discussion about what our diplomatic presence may look like moving forward. As
our secretary of state and our national security advisor confirmed yesterday, our current plan is
not to have an ongoing presence in Afghanistan as of September 1st, but we will have means and
mechanisms of having diplomats on the ground, being able to continue to process out those
applicants and facilitate passage of other people who want to leave Afghanistan. We will have
more details for that, I expect, in the coming days and can I add one more piece that we're
working on? The other piece of this is operational, which, of course, is the airport and the
airports. There are also regional airports and we are working with a range of partners in the
region about how to keep those up and operational. We need to reopen or figure out how to work
with our partners to reopen the civilian airport and ensure that is a mechanism. That is an area
where there is mutual interest by the United States, by international organizations like the World
Food Program who want to get assistance in, and by the Taliban to get these airports operational
and running. 

O’KEEFE: You anticipated part of my next one because this ongoing conversation with the rest
of the world about being able to get people out if they want to leave, is there any sense of how
long Afghans who are trying to leave, who don't leave by tomorrow, are going to have to wait for
further instruction or sense of whether or not they're going to be able to go? 

PSAKI: There — well, I will tell you that there is ongoing, immediate, urgent conversations
happening at a very high level with international partners now, and we hope to have more of an
update on that in the coming days. There are different components of this, right? The airport
operations, it may take some time to get that going. But we are working through a range of
mechanisms so that there can be an ongoing efforts [sic] to move people out who are looking to
depart Afghanistan. 

O’KEEFE: And just one final one on this, because, again, based on things we've heard from
people there, did the evacuation of non-Americans, SIV recipients or people who were applying
or eligible enough to leave, effectively stop after Thursday's attack? 

PSAKI: No, we have continued to work to evacuate individuals since that time. I think we've put
out a range of numbers since then who [sic] made clear that we have continued to evacuate
Afghan partners and other applicants.

(....)

2:33:29 p.m.
4 minutes and 7 seconds

PETER ALEXANDER: The President said he believes — recently and you followed up and said
the same, that he believed they were on pace — this was before the attack — on pace to — for
the achievement of our objectives so as we approach that deadline, whether tonight or tomorrow
night, whenever it is, did the U.S. accomplish its objective, knowing that there will be likely



thousands of SIV applicants and others still there and certainly some Americans as well? Did we
achieve our objective? 

PSAKI: I think, first, we have — we have, to date, evacuated more than 120,000 people. That's
120,000 lives that we have saved, including 6,000 Americans and their families, many of them
dual nationals and we are continuing our commitment is enduring to Afghan partners, to
American citizens who may not have decided to leave. That is their right, to determine when they
want to leave. That commitment is enduring, but we have saved more than 120,000 lives, and I
would let you evaluate your — for that for yourself. 

ALEXANDER: When we talk about, as the U.S. prepares to leave, whether tonight or tomorrow,
there are going to be billions of dollars worth of U.S.-made munitions, arms, military aircraft,
armored vehicles that have fallen into the hands of the Taliban here, giving them new capabilities
they didn't have before this. Are Americans less safe now because the Taliban now has access to
billions of dollars worth of American-made weaponry? 

PSAKI: Well, let me unpack your question a little bit, because the U.S. military, part of their
retrograde effort is to reduce the amount of military equipment or apparatus that anyone on the
ground has access to. I'm not going to get into the details of how they do that, but that is part of
their effort. I will also reiterate something that our national security advisor said just last week.
We had to make an assessment several weeks ago about whether we provide materials to the
Afghan national security forces so that they could fight the fight. Obviously, they decided not to
fight. Or not. And we made the decision to provide them with that equipment and the material.
The third piece, I would note, that's very important here is that we have not assessed that any
group on the ground, whether it's ISIS-K or the Taliban, has the ability to attack the United
States. [SWATS BUG] Whoa. We clearly need to — sorry, that was an aggressive bug. We need
to ensure that remains the case, but that is not a capability that we have assessed to be the case at
this point in time. There is a difference between the threat that is posed to U.S. men and women
serving or people who are gathering outside of the gates in Kabul and whether these individuals
can attack the United States. 

ALEXANDER: So I guess the simple question is, acknowledging that you're going to try to limit
what access they do have to some of the weaponry in ways that you can't communicate here, but
at the end of the day, whether it's not the United States that's under risk as a function of this, are
Americans around the globe — I mean, are western interests now more at risk because the
Taliban has new access to all this weaponry? 

PSAKI: Well, again, Peter, I would say that we — the world will be watching. We have an
enormous amount of leverage, including access to the global marketplace, which is not a small
piece of leverage, to the Taliban, who are now overseeing large swaths of Afghanistan. Certainly,
our objective was not to leave them with any equipment, but that is not always an option when
you are looking to retrograde and move out of a war zone. But that is our clear leverage we have
with the Taliban, and again, our capacities — our over the horizon capacities which, by the way,
killed two ISIS terrorists just last week and continue to be utilized by our men and women on the
ground, remain in place and remain in place in the region. There are other parts of the world,



Somalia, Libya, Yemen, where we don't have a presence on the ground, and we still prevent
terrorist attacks or threats to U.S. citizens living in the United States or around the world from —
from growing. 

ALEXANDER: Just last question and then I’ll share — to the next person, is the U.S. more or
less safe today than we were before the Taliban took over? 

PSAKI: Well, again, we are not going to do anything that's going to allow terrorists to grow or
prosper in Afghanistan or any terrorist organization. That continues to be the President's
commitment and his order to his U.S. military over the past several days and the actions that
CENTCOM have announced show that he's going to deliver on that promise.

(....)

2:38:44 p.m.
6 minutes and 41 seconds

JACQUI HEINRICH: I wanted to go up to this New York Times report about the students from
the American University in Afghanistan. The Times reported that they had been left behind and
they were contacted, apparently, to try to get out, stay in safe houses for a period of time and then
were told that the evacuation had stopped and that separately, the university president apparently
told these students and their parents that their information had been handed over to the Taliban,
obviously, to get them safe passage, which has not yet happened. But my question is, as this sort
of draws down, don't we sort of owe a group like that, where we’ve given out their information,
their passport numbers, their names, aren't we obligated in some ways to ensure they get on these
last flights given the fact that the Taliban, soon after coming into Kabul, posed at the front of the
university saying that this is where, you know, the Americans have trained people and they're
obviously threatened and scared by that. 

PSAKI: Absolutely. Well, first, let me say that there have been reports that we provided or the
U.S. provided lists of people who want to leave Afghanistan to the Taliban. That's inaccurate.
That's misreported and misconstrued. We have also confirmed, repeatedly, that we have had to
coordinate with the Taliban and so there have been limited, limited cases where it is possible that
when buses or individuals are at a border checkpoint and they're trying to get through, in order to
get them through to evacuate them successfully, we have had to coordinate and provide details. I
don't have confirmations of those events but that is the scenario and the limited cases where that
would happen and in vast majority of cases, not aware of any that hasn't been, those individuals
have been evacuated. I understand what the president of the school said. I don't have any
confirmation that that has actually happened on the ground or any — from anyone who is leading
the effort on the ground. And certainly, our commitment remains to American citizens, to
Afghans who want to leave, like these individuals and these young people who have been
courageous to get them out of the country, and we are in touch with all of those individuals on
the ground. I’d also note, as they know, it is scary, and it is a — it is a very dangerous situation
on the ground. Another attack could happen at any time and when we give these security
briefings or security warnings, or tell people to move away from the gate, it is because we also



want to save them and protect them, so what we've been trying to do is work with individual
cases, with families, with groups to get them evacuated if and when we can. I would also note
our — our commitment as enduring. I just — this is a very fluid and dangerous situation on the
ground, and I just don't have a detail on this — the current state of this particular case.

HEINRICH: Okay. Thank you. And then on the drone strikes, it seems that we're — we’re
witnessing these happen, you know, with more frequency. Obviously, we have the, you know,
over the horizon ability to get this done and we’ve got the intelligence to do it. But my question
is, you know, why is it that we weren't able to do — use similar action to prevent the attack that
happened on Thursday? And then, part of that is, because we now are, you know, hearing reports
of how these have been carried out, one of the drones had to fly eight hours, I think, from UAE,
is there any concern that we're limited in our ability to respond in a timely manner if we've got
eight hours of flight time and then they can only hang out over the target for like four or five
hours before they've got to turn around and go back. Is there a future sort of ongoing worry that
we're going to be behind the eight ball again? 

PSAKI: Well, first, I would say the fact that we have had two successful strikes confirmed by
CENTCOM tells you our over the horizon capacity works and is working. In terms of specific
threats, what — what — when we had — what we had with respect to the Kabul airport, we had,
of course, been warning about for days, which was the potential for the rising threats, the rising
threats from ISIS-K, that such an attack could take place and could take place at any moment in
time. What we can do and what our commanders on the ground do, who have access to all this
information as well, is mitigate risks. We can't eliminate risk, and if we were going to continue to
evacuate tens of thousands of people, American citizens, Afghans, our partners, we had to
mitigate risk. We couldn't eliminate it. And that's how we proceeded. Now, the President has
been clear to his military and to the commanders on the ground that force protection is of utmost
concern, and I know my colleague at DoD confirmed the closure of gates earlier today. There
have been steps that have been taken, and obviously, as we've gone through the retrograde
process over the last couple days and it has been incredibly dangerous, there are steps that have
had to be taken as these threats have increased. 

HEINRICH: The last one, just on overland routes. As I understand, we're, you know, looking for
other ways after our military pulls out to get people back and out, but has this been at all
hampered by Putin, you know, rejecting a U.S. effort to put counterterrorism forces or bases for
drones in central Asian countries bordering — I know Putin also in that reported meeting spoke
for China in that. Did we ever get an answer from China ourselves on their position on this? 

PSAKI: I can't speak to these private diplomatic conversations from here but I can tell you we
have a range of partners in the region who we continue to work with and have discussions with,
so that we can maintain the over the horizon capacity. Go ahead, Ashley.

ASHLEY PARKER: Thank you. Going back to the President's meeting with the families at
Dover yesterday, the sister of one of the Marines killed in the airport attack told The Post that the
president's comments struck her family as scripted and shallow, and she said, “you can't f-up as
bad as he did and say you're sorry. This did not need to happen and every life is on his hands.”



[INAUDIBLE] Can you talk a little bit about how the President thought the meeting with the
families went and also what responsibility, if any, for these deaths does he think he bears?

PSAKI: Well, I think the President made clear as the secretary of state and our national security
advisor made clear, we're all responsible and they’re respons — they feel responsibility and the
buck stops with the President. And I think you heard him say that on Thursday when we — he
spoke to the loss of life of these — [SWATS BUG] — servicemen and women as soon as it —
shortly after it had happened. It is certainly the — the right of any individual who met with the
President yesterday to speak publicly about their experience, but I'm not going to speak about the
President's experience beyond what I have said already.

(....)

2:56:27 p.m.
2 minutes and 11 seconds

YAMICHE ALCINDOR: One on Afghans that helped the United States and helped U.S-funded
NGOs and contractors. Is there any estimate on how many may be left behind?

PSAKI: Well, Yamiche, I think what we’re working through now is how many left behind who
have applied for programs or —

ALCINDOR: Yes. How many left behind after the deadline? 

PSAKI: — well, I would say, first, Yamiche — I just wanted to make sure I understood your
question — that our commitment to working with not just any American citizen who has not yet
decided to leave but others who stood by our side, fought by our side, that's enduring. That will
continue. That is one of the reasons why our secretary of state has been focused on working with
international partners, assuring the statement by 100 countries out there sending a clear message.
I also noted earlier the statement from the Taliban about safe passage and why we’re working
through what the mechanisms and modes are will be our diplomatic presence even as we’re not
anticipating having one directly on the ground after the 1st.

ALCINDOR: Is there no number? It seems, maybe, that you’re not going to get into — I wonder
—

PSAKI: Well, I think the difficulty of getting to a number, Yamiche, is that there may be people
who haven't even applied yet, so we can’t count those people. If they’re eligible, then we’ll —
and they want to depart, we’ll work with them

ALCINDOR: And related to that, what is the President's message to veterans who are feeling
even hurt, maybe a bit embarrassed, people I’ve talked to who say that they feel like there are
people who helped them, who even — in some cases — saved their lives who are now being left
behind after the deadline whether it's tonight or tomorrow. What — what’s — what’s the
message from the President on to these veterans? 



PSAKI: Well, first, we’ ve been closely engaged witha  range of veterans groups because we’re
grateful, of course, for their service and also for their advocacy for so many of these brave
translators, interpreters, and others — tens of thousands of whom we’ve evacuated. But you’re
right, there could be some that are still there who may not have applied or have been able to
depart the country. Our message to them is we remain committed. These are our partners. These
are our allies who have courageously stood by our side for the last 20 years. That’s why we’re so
focused on ensuring we have a means and mechanisms [sic] of having diplomats on the ground
being able to continue to process applicants and facilitate the passage of other people who want
to leave Afghanistan.

(....)

2:59:44 p.m. [via CNN and C-SPAN]
1 minute and 55 seconds

PHILIP WEGMANN: The Washington Post reports that the Taliban offered to stay out of Kabul
and let the United States forces secure the city. We told them that we only needed the airport. Is
that reporting accurate?

PSAKI: I have not seen this reporting. I have to look at it.

WEGMANN: And then, a moment ago, you said that some of the reporting about the United
States giving lists of the names of Afghans or SIVs or Americans to the Taliban was “inaccurate”
at times and “misconstrued.” I'm wondering if you can just clarify a little bit more because, last
week, the President said that, you know, there had sometimes been instances where maybe a bus
is coming through and some names have been given but then he also added that “I can't tell you
with any certitude that there's actually been a list of names. There may have been but I know of
no circumstance.”

PSAKI: I think that's entirely consistent with what I just said — what I — or several minutes ago.
What I was conveying was that reports or suggestions that we were giving a preemptive,
proactive list of Afghans or any individuals who want to leave the country to the Taliban are
inaccurate. And what the President said and what I also said — maybe in slightly different
phrasing — is that there — there could be cases where, on the ground, commanders who are
coordinating with the Taliban to get people through checkpoints, to get — save their lives, get
them evacuated, were saying here is individuals we need to get through. And in any case that
we're aware of, those individuals came — got through. But again, these are — these are — this is
coordination that's happening on the ground and I think we can all agree there's a big difference
between providing a list of people who want to depart proactively and working at the moment, on
the ground, in a coordinated, tactical way to get people out and save their lives. 

WEGMANN: So, it’s a prudential, on-the-ground decision rather than a general, massive list?

PSAKI: Absolutely.


