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PETER DOOCY: John, something you’ve just said is not consistent with what we were told last
year. You’re saying that you’ve always known there was a small number of al-Qaeda in
Afghanistan. President Biden said, “What interests do we have in Afghanistan, at this point, with
al Qaeda gone?”

JOHN KIRBY: Yeah, I mean, in a major way, al-Qaeda was not playing — now wait, let me —
let me finish. They weren’t playing a major role in — in operations or resourcing or planning in
Afghanistan. But, Peter, I know specifically, because I was at a different podium a year ago, and
we talked about the fact that al Qaeda had a presence in Afghanistan — but small and not
incredibly powerful or potent. And I think — again, without getting into numbers — we would
still assess that to be the case.

DOOCY: So, we know that the Taliban was harboring the world’s most wanted terrorist. You
guys gave a whole country to a bunch of people that are on the FBI Most Wanted list. What did
you think was going to happen?

KIRBY: I take issue with the premise that we gave a whole country to terrorist groups. I — again
— I’d — I’d — I’d encourage you to ask —

DOOCY: The Taliban was harboring the world’s number one terrorist. How is that not giving a
country to a terrorist-sympathizing group, if not giving them permission to have terrorists just sit
on a balcony?

KIRBY: The question — I mean, Peter, the way you ask that, it makes it sound like we owned
Afghanistan a year ago. It wasn’t our country. It was an independent, sovereign state and the
President made a bold decision to end a war that had been going on for 20 years, because he
believed then and still believes now that our national security interests are best met by meeting
the threats of today, not the threats of 2001 and we — you know, I don’t want to relitigate the
whole war here, but obviously, no one anticipated the Ghani government to fall as fast as it did.
But we said at the time that as we depart Afghanistan, we’re going to keep vigilant, we’re going
to stay ready, and we’re not going to let Afghanistan become a safe haven for terrorists who
threaten our homeland and this past weekend, we proved that case precisely.

DOOCY: But — so now that you know that the Taliban is not living up to the part of the deal
that they made with the U.S. to not let Afghanistan be a place that terrorists feel like they can be
safe, what are you going to do about it?

KIRBY: Well, that gets to Peter’s question. I’m not going to telegraph decisions that haven’t
been made or policy initiatives one way or the other. I would just say —



DOOCY: Are we just waiting for some spectacular terrorist attack in the U.S. to then say, “Oh,
well, there’s terrorists in a safe haven —

KIRBY: If we were, Peter —

DOOCY: — in Afghanistan. Now we can go get them.”

KIRBY: If we were Peter, then we wouldn’t have taken the hit on Saturday — the strike that we
took on Mr. Zawahiri — if we were just waiting. This isn’t about waiting. It’s about watching
and we watched very closely, and we acted on what we learned and I would go so far as to say
not only the American people are safer as a result of President Biden’s decision, but the rest of
the world is safer. Does that mean that the threat from al-Qaeda is over? No, of course, it’s not.
Now, they’ll have to make some decisions here, and we’ll watch that too. And if we discern a
threat to the American homeland again, from them or any other terrorist group, the President will
reserve the right to take that action again.

(....)

4:04:15 p.m.
1 minute and 26 seconds

ZEKE MILLER: John, given the concerns here just talking about with China’s actions in
response to this visit by the Speaker — the heightened tensions, the risks of provocations, and the
like — does the President believe that the Speaker’s trip is a net benefit to U.S. national security
interests or not?

KIRBY: Look, we — the President doesn’t typically comment on congressional travel. As I said,
he respects her decision to go, and he believes it’s perfectly consistent with American policy,
going back decades and supported by both parties.

MILLER: But he’s — he doesn’t — does he believe it hurts U.S. foreign policy interests in the
region?

KIRBY: The President has already seen that Speaker Pelosi has already accomplished some
important conversations on this trip, with respect to foreign policy, with her stop in Singapore
and Kuala Lumpur. And then, you know, she’s already announced she’s moving on to Japan and
South Korea — two of our treaty allies in the Pacific, so he welcomes her conversations. He
welcomes her contributions to American foreign policy and our foreign policy objectives
overseas. But, I mean, the trip is not even over yet, so I think we ought to give the Speaker a
chance to talk about what she did, what she learned, and what she took away from this trip when
she gets back.

(....)

4:10:17 p.m.



2 minutes and 26 seconds

PHILIP WEGMANN: As you mentioned, we’re seeing some pretty provocative stuff,
unfortunately, from China — whether that’s canceling food exports or planned military exercises.
I’m wondering: Given these developments, does the White House believe that it would have been
better that news of Speaker Pelosi’s proposed trip had not leaked last month? Would it have been
better if this remained secret until she was on the ground? 

KIRBY: It’s hard to speak to leaks in this town and what effect they — I mean, you’re asking me
to sort of go back in time and — and, you know, just sort of disprove a negative here. I — look,
we — the leak was certainly unfortunate.  Wherever it came from, it was unfortunate, because
the Speaker, as we have said — Karine has said and I have said — should be able to talk to her
travel in her own terms And — and, you know, she — when she — she landed, she announced
she was there. 

WEGMANN: And then one more, very quickly. House Republicans are already moving forward
with legislation that they plan on proposing that would create a sort of lend-lease program for
Taiwan. Is this an overreaction? Is this something that perhaps heightens tensions at a moment
when they should be mellowed? 

KIRBY: I won’t speak to Congress and their motivations or whoever — and I’m certainly not
going to talk about proposed legislation. I would tell you that — [PHONE ALARM] It’s time to
wake up. [LAUGHTER] I would tell you that there’s been longstanding bipartisan support since
the late ‘70s for the Taiwan Relations Act, both — both sides of the aisle and that remains today
and we take our obligations under that act very seriously, which provides for a way, a method of
assisting Taiwan with their self-defense. And so, through the — I can’t — you know, I can’t
speculate about where this proposed legislation is going to go, and I’m certainly not going to
offer an administration policy statement on it since it’s simply proposed, but I can be certain —
and it’s important for everybody to understand how seriously we take our obligations under that
Taiwan Relations Act, and we’re going to continue to do that. I mean, even just under — under
President Biden, you know, we’ve — we’ve provided a billion dollars’ worth of defense articles
under the Taiwan Relations Act, so it’s a serious commitment.

WEGMANN: Thank you, sir.  Thank you, Karine.

(....)

4:23:22 p.m.
2 minutes and 31 seconds

JAMES ROSEN: Admiral, one on Taiwan, if you would, and one on the Middle East very
quickly.  You keep telling us that U.S. policy hasn’t changed and that the United States does not
support an independent Taiwan. And yet, if we look at what Speaker Pelosi tweeted from the
ground in Taiwan, her post actually states, “America stands with Taiwan.” We all know that
Taiwan harbors ambitions towards independence.  When the Speaker of the House says we stand



with Taiwan — “America stands with Taiwan” — how can the Chinese construe that as anything
else but that you’re supporting independence?

KIRBY: I’ll let the Speaker speak for herself. All I can tell you, James, is what I told you
yesterday, and I’m happy to repeat it: Nothing has changed about our adherence to the One China
policy. Nothing has changed about our stance on Taiwan independence, which is that we do not
support Taiwan independence. And nothing has changed, James, about our commitments and
how seriously we take those commitments under the Taiwan Relations Act. Everything is
consistent, James. I can’t say that any more clearly. 

ROSEN: So when she says, “America stands with Taiwan,” is she misstating administration
policy?

KIRBY: You — you should talk to Speaker Pelosi about her comments. I’m not going to parse
—

ROSEN: So, you don’t endorse that language?

KIRBY: I’m not — I’m not saying that, James.  I’m not going to speak for Speaker Pelosi. That’s
beyond my writ. I can speak for the administration when it comes to national security policy, and
nothing has changed about our policy. 

ROSEN: On the Middle East, very quickly: Is the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps presently
engaged in the conduct or support of terror activity?

KIRBY: I think I know where this is getting. 

ROSEN: It’s — it’s — you don’t have to know. You just have to answer —

KIRBY: No, I think I know where you’re getting with this. Look, I think the President has been
very, very clear and —

ROSEN: It’s a yes or no: Are they or are they not conducting or supporting terror activity?

KIRBY: The Iranian state is a —

ROSEN: The IRGC is what I asked about.

KIRBY: — is a state supporter of terrorism and they support terrorist networks throughout the
region and when asked if he would be willing to lift the FTO designation of the IRGC as a
function of the negotiations with — with Iran over the nuclear deal, the President said no. 

ROSEN: But are you — are you able to say the IRGC supports terror operations?

KIRBY: I think I’ve answered the question. 



(....)

4:45:13 p.m.
3 minutes and 6 seconds

TYLER PAGER: Does the White House — This has been one of the most successful weeks of
the President’s tenure in the White House so far. I’m wondering if it’s just a coincidence that it’s
happened while he has largely been isolating in the White House. You know, the CHIPS bill has
passed, an historic agreement with Manchin and Schumer.

JEAN-PIERRE: Oh, my gosh. [LAUGHTER] What are you trying to say? 

PAGER: I’m not —

JEAN-PIERRE: Wow. [LAUGHTER] 

PAGER: I’m just — I’m just wondering if the White House finds it a coincidence or — I mean,
the President had a successful 2020 campaign where he was mostly working from his home. 
Work from home has seemed to be successful for the President.  And I’m wondering if —

JEAN-PIERRE: Tyler! [LAUGHTER] My goodness!  Geez.

PAGER: — any feeling that — that you guys have on that.

JEAN-PIERRE: Oh, my gosh. The cynicism. [LAUGHTER] Look, the President is going to
continue to work for the American people regardless. You know, it doesn’t matter where he is. I
hear — I hear what you’re saying.  But, you know, we’ve had successes over the last 18 months. 
It’s not just been this week.  Right?  [LAUGHTER]

PAGER: I’m not — I wasn’t saying just — just this spurt —

JEAN-PIERRE: I hear you, but —

PAGER: — has been a quite successful week for the President by — by all accounts.

JEAN-PIERRE: Yeah, but it’s not the first time. We had the American Rescue Plan. We had the
Bipartisan Infrastructure Deal. You know, we’ve had other successes in this White House and so,
look — look, you know, what we have seen the past couple of days — is the Pres- — President
grateful?  Absolutely, from what we’re seeing from Congress — the work that we have continued
to do with them, the partnership that we have had with them for the past 18 months. You know,
when you look at the Inflation Reduction Act, that’s something that we have been working so
hard for that he was talking about during the campaign, that is like a down payment from what he
was talking about from 2019 that we’re now seeing moving forward and we are grateful for that.
You know, and — and so we’re going to — the CHIPS Act, as you just mentioned — he did an
event with the governor of Michigan.  And that’s going to be something that we’ll see more on



— those types of events with state — state, local officials. But, look, you know, I will say this:
This is all — what we’re seeing right now is because of the hard work of this administration, is
because work that we have been doing for some time now just happens to be coming down at this
time. But I wouldn’t put it all together in one — in one week or two. I’m just saying: This is the
work that we have been working towards.  This is the hard work of this President. This is the
hard work of this administration to continue to do the business of the American people and he
has still been working. 

PAGER: I know —

JEAN-PIERRE: He has still been working.

PAGER: I know, and I’m not suggesting that he’s not working. It’s just at a time when, for the
first time, when he has been forced by his medical diagnosis to stay in the Residence, there’s
been a string of successes. I’m getting the sense that you’re saying it’s just a coincidence that the
timing has aligned, but — but I don’t want to put words in your mouth.  I don’t want to —

JEAN-PIERRE: Tyler, my goodness.

PAGER: I just — I just think it’s an interesting phenomenon that we’ve seen, across a range of
his priorities, they’ve all kind of come together at this moment.

JEAN-PIERRE: I think we should just be really thrilled and really excited that we’re getting
work done for the American people and I think that’s — I think that’s what matters at the end of
the day.

(....)

4:57:08 p.m.
1 minute and 35 seconds

EDWARD LAWRENCE: Yeah, so on the Inflation Reduction Act: So the corp- — this
corporate tax increase to a minimum of 15 percent, how confident is the President that the
companies will not pass that cost on to people in the form of higher prices?

JEAN-PIERRE: Look, the reason why we — we talk about — we think the global minimum tax
of 15 is — or the minimum tax — the corporate minimum tax of 15 is so important is because
you have 55 companies — corporate companies right now who pay absolutely nothing, who pay
zero dollars and by doing this, we are fixing the tax loophole. It is important to do that. It is
important to have a fairer tax system and it is important to just — for people to pay their fair
share. We’re talking about tens of billions of dollars profit that we are seeing these companies
bring in and not paying a cent, not paying anything for it. I cannot speak — your question that
you’re asking me, I cannot speak to that. What I can speak is to this legislation and why it’s so
important and why we needed to get it done and — and there should be — there should be
bipartisan support for this legislation. There should be. When you think about Medicare; when



you think about energy cost; when you think about the deficit — lowering that deficit, continuing
to do that; and just making sure the tax code is fair — it’s, like, people are paying their taxes —
there’s nothing here that we should be against. We should be supporting this legislation and
delivering for middle-class families.


