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JENNIFER STEINHAUER: So, I’m just going to get this out of the way. We’re just going to do
the Doocy.

JEN PSAKI: Okay.

STEINHAUER: Whether people follow politics, didn’t follow politics, the country was sort of
mesmerized by these weekly, or often more than that, sparring that you had with the Fox News
reporter in the briefing room. Some people think that you hate each other. Some people think you
secretly have brunch. There’s, like, all these different theories. But you left what seemed to be
this measured, mutual respect that you both expressed. So I’m curious, it kinda became sort of
almost metaphor for the media era that we’re living in, right? So, I’m curious — what was your
true role of those moments in the briefing room, and what was your approach there?

PSAKI: Sure. First, let me say that I do like Peter Doocy, and that may not be popular with
everybody. That’s okay. But part of the objective when I came into this job was to reestablish
civility in the briefing room and make it a place where people could hear information through the
media, to the public, not a place where there wasn’t debate and tough questioning. Actually,
when that is happening, in my view, that’s when it’s working. And that’s an important part of our
democracy, not just in the United States, but it’s also a message we’re sending to the world. This
is not a common thing that other countries do, where there’s three briefings nearly every day that
happen in the U.S. government. Peter — So we made a decision from the beginning that part of
restoring civility was treating people with respect in the briefing room, with, to calling on
everyone, including — including Fox, which didn’t always have positive reporting about the
President or the Vice President, and not making a dispute with Fox the story. And there are times
when that may be appropriate, but not when you follow an administration where they were
disputing the legitimacy of institutions or the media.

And so, you know, we began a lot of these sparring, it became sparring because he would ask
questions. He wrote the questions a lot of times, sometimes I’m sure they were worked out with
people he worked with at Fox. They represented what Fox was talking about on that day. And
you could sometimes often predict what they might be, right? It skewed a lot more about
immigration and the border and the Vice President and all sorts of things that may not have
always been — were — were — they wanted to make into a controversy. But I will say, at the
end of the day, we did not brunch, but we also didn’t hate each other. It was somewhere in
between. [LAUGHTER] What I will say is that we had a civil, good relationship, I will say. What
I will say is there is a good question to be posed. Maybe someone will pose this or will not. I’ll
pose it for you. We had a good relationship. We had a sparring in the briefing room. Is that
performative? Maybe it is, right? And what does it say about the fact that we had that back and
forth in the briefing room, and on social media I was cheered for pushing back on Peter Doocy,
and he was cheered for pushing back on me. And in many ways, as much as we had a civil, good,



professional relationship, that does speak to kind of the division in society and what social media
does and drives. That was a long answer. I’ll try to make them shorter, but proceed.

(....)

15:26 mark
1 minute and 28 seconds

PSAKI: What has been the most difficult is that there are a lot of people out there who are
vitriolic and I have had a lot of threats against me, against my family, names of my kids texted to
me with my home address, things that are very scary. And that is when it starts to get — I don’t
know — was that the case 10, 15, 20 years ago? I’m not sure. But that is an aspect of today that is
a little scarier and truth is, I can out there — I mean, I was in this job five or six days ago and,
you know, I had a lot to say about Senator Rick Scott’s tax plan, right? I don’t wish him ill,
right? I don’t wish violence against him or his family. I wish — I wish him fine — I wish him
well, you  know? I just disagree with his tax plan and we’re now at a point in time in which it’s
frightening the level of vitriol out there and as a weird, semi-public-ish person, that is something
that has been a part I didn’t anticipate.

STEINHAUER: I think I read that you said that you had to involve the Secret Service sometimes. 

PSAKI: I — I’ve had to report a number of things to them over the course of time, yes, because
you don’t know what’s accurate and what’s not accurate. And you — I — I have, like, no risk
aversion. But my husband, fortunately, has a higher level than I do. It becomes alarming when
your kids names are out there and you’re home address is out there and your getting threatening
mail to your house. You do have to be proactive about it.

STEINHAUER: Right.

(....)

31:36 mark
1 minute and 17 seconds

STEINHAUER: So, your brand is officially cool cucumber.

PSAKI: Okay.

STEINHAUER: But there were times, I think you acknowledged this. 

PSAKI: I am an Irish lass, as I like to say.

STEINHAUER: Yes, you said — I think you said I like to refer to my Irish side.

PSAKI: Yes.



STEINHAUER: So, were there any of those moments you might regret?

PSAKI: Sure. First of all, I regret probably everyday something I didn’t say or should have said
— 

STEINHAUER: That you didn’t say? Uh-huh, right.

PSAKI: — more clearly — or should have said more clearly or more context I would have given.
And I said this on my last day, but this is very true, is that I learned a lot and became better at my
job because of the reporters in the briefing room. And there were many days — I mean, there
were some days where you came back like, “oh my God. I can’t believe I was asked about that.”
Fine. Okay. You have days like that. But most days you’d come out and say to yourself, “I wish I
knew more about that” or “that was a really interesting way that question was asked” or “we need
more on that for tomorrow.” And that is — that is, in some ways, that behind the scenes aspect, I
think, is how — is how that democracy and give and take with the media should work, right?
Maybe you have the answer. Hopefully you have the answer. If not, you’re going to go get more
information and you’re going to come back and have more information better later that day or the
next day. It’s not that everything exactly works that day, but there are certainly times, nearly
everyday where I regret.

(....)

41:33 mark
52 seconds

PSAKI: The engagement between the press office and the briefing room and the press office and
the media and, frankly, the last White House in the media, was diminishing respect and the
credibility of institutions and the media and really putting into question what is truth, what is
accurate. Now, there are moments in there which are political and partisan and that’s — that’s
part of it too. You could argue that’s truth or not or spin or whatever, but I think what we tried to
do or what I tried to do on my best days and instill in my team that was important to do is find
ways to tell the story with facts and details and specifics, with graphs, with the — with the not
political people, but the policy experts. We brought more policy experts into that briefing room
in the last year then they probably ever done in before.

(....)

47:58 mark
2 minutes

STEINHAUER: Just on the performance thing, really quick. I wanted to return to that because I
had told you that I would.

PSAKI: Yeah.



STEINHAUER: Mike McCurry, one of Clinton’s press secretaries —

PSAKI: Yeah.

STEINHAUER: — you know, famously —

PSAKI: The best.

STEINHAUER: — famously lamented — 

PSAKI: Yeah.

STEINHAUER: — opening the daily press briefings to cameras —

PSAKI: Yeah.

STEINHAUER: Saying it become less substantive, more performative.

PSAKI: Mmhmmm.

STEINHAUER: Given what we talked about at the top, do you think cameras should be turned
off in there? Is it even possible at this point?

PSAKI: It’s a good question. Now, if Hillary Clinton had won and we were thinking — because
we were planning for that — and we were thinking about what advice we would give to her
incoming press and communications team, we would have told them, don’t do an on-camera
briefing everyday. I mean, be available, do briefings, do gaggles, do whatever. There’s all sorts of
ways to do it. But you could readjust. Do some with regional reporters, do some with reporters
who are only doing digital reporting. Diversify what you do because it’s outdated. It’s vitally
important and I think vitally important at this moment in time and this is what we decided we had
— we needed to do it five days a week because of what we were following and we needed to
kind of reestablish that cadence and that ability and that back and forth and that, you know,
healthy debate, but I do think it could use some updating and thinking about ways you can still
make sure you’re answering tough questions, being there to have that debate, making sure you’re
bringing policy experts forward while not making it kind of a daily performance would probably
be a good thing.

STEINHAUER: And you think you’ll take these points of view into your new job? I mean, or do
you think you’ll feel sorry for the press secretary or — 

PSAKI: [LAUGHS]

STEINHAUER: — what — how do you think you’ll be in that kind of table-turn — 

PSAKI: Well, I don’t have anything to say about what I’ll be doing next at this point. However, I



will say that I do — I will always have sympathy — I mean, I think public servants are
remarkable and I think that there are a lot of public servants — actually, the ones who are the
most remarkable are probably the people you don’t know, you know? And this is the truth of it
and this is what I had the ability to see through my time in working in government.

(....)

1:00:28 mark
1 minute and 25 seconds

DANIEL SCHMIDT: Hey. Thank you for doing this. My name is Daniel Schmidt. 

PSAKI: Hi, Daniel.

SCHMIDT: I’m a first-year here. Going to pull a bit of a, Peter Doocy mode right here. 

PSAKI: Okay, Daniel.

SCHMIDT: So, here it goes. A week ago after the Roe v. Wade protests — 

PSAKI: Yeah.

SCHMIDT: — were happening in front of the Supreme Court justices’ houses, you said, and I
quote, “We certainly continue to encourage that people protest outside of judges’ homes”

PSAKI: I never said that.

SCHMIDT: I’m quoting from…

PSAKI: I said peacefully.

SCHMIDT: Yeah, sure. Peacefully.

PSAKI: That’s a key word in there, isn’t it?

SCHMIDT: Peacefully. Regardless, they’re protesting because they’re trying to impact the
results. It’s a federal crime to protest outside of justices’ homes to impact the results. So my
question is, do you regret encouraging people to protest outside of justices’ homes? Even if it is
peaceful, it still is a federal crime.

PSAKI: Well, first, thank you for your question and bringing it forward. Let me first say, because
I think facts matter and facts are important, I never — I never encouraged anyone to protest. I
encouraged them to do — engage peacefully, and to do it without violence, without threats, and
without intimidation. And that’s something I said many, many times and I think is vitally
important. It is also true that peacefully protesting in places where it is legal, and it is legal in



many places in the country, including outside of some places in the country for sure, is something
that is, that is allowed. And I’m not going to tell people, I don’t think it’s the role of the
government to tell people where they can or cannot peacefully protest. If they’re breaking the
law, of course, they shouldn’t do that. And I also said that, too. 

SCHMIDT: Okay.

PSAKI: Thank you for your question!

SCHMIDT: Thank you.

(....)

1:02:55 mark
18 seconds

PSAKI: I do think he probably should have done more interviews and he’s somebody who has a
broad swath of knowledge about a lot of things over a lot of years, whether it’s politics or foreign
policy. You got to make the time to do them and that’s often the biggest challenge cause you got
to mark out the time, you got to do prep, all these things.


