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Savannah Fletcher, AK Bar No. 1811127 
James J. Davis, Jr., AK Bar No. 9412140 
Goriune Dudukgian, AK Bar No. 0506051 
NORTHERN JUSTICE PROJECT, LLC 
406 G Street, Suite 207 
Anchorage, AK 99501 
(907) 308-3395 (telephone) 
(866) 813-8645 (fax) 
Email: sfletcher@njp-law.com 
Email: jdavis@njp-law.com 
Email: gdudukgian@njp-law.com 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Randall Kowalke 

 
IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF ALASKA 

 
THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT AT ANCHORAGE 

 
RANDALL KOWALKE,  ) 

                         ) 
Plaintiff,  ) 
  ) 
vs.  ) 

  ) 
DAVID EASTMAN, STATE OF   ) 
ALASKA, DIVISION OF ELECTIONS,  ) 
and GAIL FENUMIAI in her official  ) 
capacity as Director of Elections   ) 
  ) 

Defendant.  ) 
_____________________________________ ) Case No. 3AN-22-07404 CI 
 

PLAINTIFF’S COMBINED OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS’ DISPOSITIVE 
MOTIONS AND TRIAL BRIEF 

 
I. PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

 The defendants have filed separate dispositive motions. The State defendants – the State of 

Alaska, Division of Elections, and Gail Fenumiai, in her official capacity as Director of Elections 

(hereinafter, collectively, “the Division”) – regurgitate a lot of the same arguments that were 
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previously considered, and rejected, by this Court.1 The Division argues, as it did in its motion to 

dismiss, and again in its motion for reconsideration, that it “did not violate any law in rejecting Mr. 

Kowalke’s administrative complaint challenging Rep. Eastman’s eligibility and in allowing Rep. 

Eastman’s name to remain on the ballot.”2 Repetition does not make the Division’s arguments any 

more correct, and they should not fare any better the third time around. 

 For his part, defendant David Eastman has filed a motion to dismiss or, in the alternative, for 

summary judgment.3 Representative Eastman argues that “this Court does not have jurisdiction to 

hear this matter, Plaintiff does not have standing, Plaintiff has failed to state a claim for which relief 

may be granted, and/or Plaintiff has failed to join an indispensable party,” or alternatively that “there 

is no material question of fact that Representative Eastman has not violated Article XII, Section 4 of 

the Alaska Constitution and should not be disqualified from his elected office.”4 As shown below, 

each of these arguments is based on a misreading of the law, and should be rejected by the Court. 

 This Court should deny both motions and allow this case to proceed to trial. 

II. STATEMENT OF FACTS 

A. Representative Eastman Is a Candidate for House District 27. 

David Eastman served in the 32nd Alaska State Legislature as the Representative for House 

District 10.5 In the current November 2022 general election, Rep. Eastman is a candidate for House 

 
1  State Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment (Nov. 15, 2022) (hereinafter “State MSJ”). 
2  Id. at 1. 
3  Defendant David Eastman’s Motion to Dismiss Or, in the Alternative, Motion for Summary 
Judgment (Nov. 15, 2022) (hereinafter “Eastman MSJ”). 
4  Id. at 1-2. 
5  Complaint at ¶5; Defendant David Eastman’s Answer at ¶5; see also State MSJ at Exhibit B 
(Declaration of Candidacy for David Eastman for 2022 primary election). 
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District 27.6 

B. Representative Eastman Is a Member of Oath Keepers. 

It is undisputed that Rep. Eastman joined the Oath Keepers in January 2010.7 He “paid $103 

for membership, a shirt, ball cap, and two commemorative patches.”8 He received an Oath Keepers 

Membership Certificate signed by Stewart Rhodes, the “Founder of Oath Keepers.”9 He also 

received a letter, signed by Rhodes, stating that Eastman was now “an official member of Oath 

Keepers,” and commending him for “stepping up by formally joining our organization.”10 

Rep. Eastman paid $30 on January 17, 2011 to renew his Oath Keepers membership for 

another year.11 In February 2014, Rep. Eastman upgraded to a “life membership” in the Oath 

Keepers by paying $1,000.12 

On June 5, 2018, Rep. Eastman received an email from the Oath Keepers stating that his 

membership had expired.13 Rep. Eastman responded by asking “[h]ow does a life membership 

expire?” The “national membership coordinator” for Oath Keepers responded to Rep. Eastman’s 

email by apologizing for the error, confirming that Rep. Eastman was a “Founding Lifetime 

 
6  Complaint at ¶5; Defendant David Eastman’s Answer at ¶5. 
7  Responses to Plaintiff’s First Set of Discovery Requests for David Eastman, attached hereto as 
Exhibit 1, at 5-6 (Response to Interrogatory Nos. 1-2).  
8  Id. at 5 (Response to Interrogatory No. 1). 
9  Id. at DCE000001. 
10  Id. at DCE000002. 
11  Id. at 5-6 (Response to Interrogatory Nos. 1-2). 
12  Id. Representative Eastman paid the “life membership” dues by making “recurring monthly credit 
card payments” of $50.00 over the course of 20 months. Id. at 5-6 and DCE000003-DCE000044. 
13  Id. at DCE000049-DCE000051. 
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Member” and thanking him “for everything.”14 

As recently as October 2021, Rep. Eastman publicly admitted that he still belonged to the 

Oath Keepers organization and had no intention of terminating his membership, stating: “I joined 

the Oath Keepers when it first started and will always consider it a privilege to stand with those in 

the military and first responders who strive to keep their oaths to the Constitution.”15 Even after 

Rhodes and other Oath Keepers were charged with seditious conspiracy in January 2022, Rep. 

Eastman made clear that he wished to remain a member of the organization, stating publicly on his 

website: “I refuse to step aside and throw the law-abiding members of Oathkeepers (sic) to the 

Cancel Culture wolves. . . . I will continue to associate with those veterans if they will continue to 

have me.”16  

As of the date of this filing, Representative Eastman has never affirmatively withdrawn or 

renounced his membership in the Oath Keepers. This includes the noted absence of disclaiming or 

renouncing his membership in his answer, in his affidavit of September 14, 2022, or in his summary 

judgment motion.17 

C. The Oath Keepers Is an “Organization” or “Association.” 

The Oath Keepers is a “perpetual” domestic non-profit corporation registered with the 

 
14  Id. at DCE000049. 
15  Complaint at ¶21; Defendant David Eastman’s Answer at ¶21; see also James Brooks, Leaked list 
shows Alaska state Rep. David Eastman is a ‘lifetime member’ of a leading Capitol-riot group, Anchorage 
Daily News (Oct. 20, 2021), available at: https://www.adn.com/politics/2021/10/20/leaked-list-shows-
alaska-state-rep-david-eastman-is-a-lifetime-member-of-a-leading-capitol-riot-group/.  
16  David Eastman, Here I stand, I  can do no other, so help me God (Jan. 30, 2022), at 
https://davideastman.org/articles/here-i-stand-i-can-do-no-other-so-help-me-god/.  
17  To the contrary, Representative Eastman concedes membership in his summary judgment motion, 
and only disputes whether the Oath Keepers advocates for the violent overthrow of the United States 
government. See Eastman MSJ at 14. 
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Nevada Secretary of State.18 It has a president, secretary, treasurer, and a board of directors.19 It has 

formal bylaws.20 It charges membership dues.21 And it has a “National Membership Coordinator.”22 

According to Matthew Kriner, who is a Senior Research Scholar at the Center on Terrorism, 

Extremism, and Counterterrorism and has studied the Oath Keepers extensively as part of his 

research on violent extremist movements and their efforts to destabilize democratic governments:23 

The Oath Keepers are a hierarchical organization with a national leadership 
council, state and county chapters, and local branches. The Oath Keepers 
have an extensive set of by-laws that outline the organizational structure, 
conduct, and expectations of members. Operationally, most activity is 
undertaken by individual chapters or branches, allowing for a degree of 
autonomy on local mobilization. According to scholar Sam Jackson, 
organizational dynamics of Oath Keepers put local chapters and branches 
and state-level leadership on the hook for arranging “meetings, 
demonstrations, and training exercises.” National leadership, which consists 
of a board of directors that is led by Rhodes, oversees the Oath Keepers’ 
brand and reputation, and maintains its own social media and web presence 
separate from the state and local activity—though national leadership will 
feature state and local content, as well as boost calls to action based on 
activity that state and local branches initiate. . . . 

Overall, the group answers entirely to Rhodes. Except for individual acts, it 
seems there is virtually no Oath Keepers activity that Rhodes is not aware 

 
18  See https://esos.nv.gov/EntitySearch/BusinessInformation (visited Nov. 26, 2022). For this Court’s 
reference, a print-out of the “entity information” for Oath Keepers from Nevada’s Business Portal is attached 
hereto as Exhibit 13. While the organization missed a recent filing deadline, it has not been dissolved by its 
directors or members. See N.R.S. §§ 82.446 et seq. “In contrast, following the events of the January 6th 
Insurrection, and the Canadian government’s listing of the Three Percent movement as a terrorist 
organization, the movement’s national leadership issued a formal, public dissolution notice via their website.” 
Expert Report of Matthew Kriner (hereinafter “Kriner Report”) at 5.  
19  See Exhibit 13. 
20  Affidavit [of David Eastman] (Sep. 14, 2022) at Exhibit A. 
21  See Exhibit 1 at pp. 5-6 and DCE000003-DCE000051. 
22  Id. at DCE000049. 
23  Kriner Report at 2. 
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of or not involved in planning to some extent. Rhodes, by design, is the 
fulcrum around which the organization exists.24 

D. The Oath Keepers Advocates the Overthrow by Force or Violence of the U.S. 
Government.25 

“Historically, the Oath Keepers has routinely espoused anti-government rhetoric and stood 

openly against federal law enforcement with firearms.”26 Following the November 2020 presidential 

election, the insurrectionary rhetoric of the Oath Keepers became more pronounced. The Oath 

Keepers openly advocated for a “bloody revolution” on its website to prevent the transfer of power 

to President-elect Biden.27 A number of “calls to action” were publicly disseminated by the Oath 

Keepers through its “newsletter, forum, website, social media, and through partner entities,”28 and 

included the following:  

1. On November 5, 2020, Rhodes urged members of the Oath Keepers “Leadership Intel 
Chat” to reject the presidential election result and stated: “We aren’t getting through this 
without a civil war. Too late for that. Prepare your mind, body, spirit.”29 

 
24  Kriner Report at 7-8. 
25  The founding of the Oath Keepers and the advocacy and actions of the organization prior to the 
November 2020 election – including a series of armed standoffs with federal agents – is addressed in the 
expert reports of Matthew Kriner and Jonathan Lewis, which are attached hereto as Exhibits 2 and 3 
respectively and incorporated by reference herein. This brief focuses on events that occurred after the 
November 2020 presidential election. 
26  Kriner Report at 5. 
27  See infra nn. 36-38. 
28  Kriner Report at 15. 
29  Statement of Offense, United States of America v. William Todd Wilson, Case No. 1:22-cr-00152-
APM (ECF No. 4, May 4, 2022), attached hereto as Exhibit 4, at ¶7. Plaintiff’s expert, Jonathan Lewis, relied 
on the guilty pleas and Statements of Offense by numerous Oath Keepers, including Joshua James, Brian 
Ullrich, and William Todd Wilson for seditious conspiracy, in formulating his opinions. See Expert Report 
of Jonathan Lewis (hereinafter “Lewis Report”) at 7-9, 20-22. Mr. Lewis states in his report that experts in 
his field reasonably rely on such materials. See id. at 18. As such, this Court may consider the guilty pleas 
and Statements of Offense as forming the basis for Mr. Lewis’s overall opinions on the Oath Keepers. See 
Alaska R. Evid. 703 (“The facts or data in the particular case upon which an expert bases an opinion or 
inference may be those perceived by or made known to the expert at or before the hearing. Facts or data need 
not be admissible in evidence, but must be of a type reasonably relied upon by experts in the particular field 
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2. In a virtual Oath Keepers meeting on November 9, 2020, as the election results were 
being finalized, Rhodes expressed his views that if President Biden “manages to crawl 
into the White House, he’ll be a puppet. But our message will be, we’re not going to let 
that happen, and we have to propel Trump to do what he can,” such as invoking the 
Insurrection Act and declassifying documents about “pedophiles who are in office.”30 
Rhodes also stated that if President Trump failed to “do what needs to be done to save 
our country,” then “you’re going to be in a bloody, bloody civil war, and a bloody –you 
can call it an insurrection or you can call it a guerilla fight.”31 
 

3. On November 10, 2020, Rhodes was a guest on the Infowars.com podcast with Alex 
Jones to discuss the “Stop the Steal” conspiracy theory. He told Jones that the Oath 
Keepers had “men already stationed outside DC as a nuclear option. In case they attempt 
to remove the President illegally, we will step in and stop it.”32 
 

4. On November 15, 2020, Rhodes told a reporter: “I think about half this country won’t 
recognize Biden as legitimate. They won’t recognize this election. What that means is 
that everything that comes out of his mouth will be considered not of any force or effect, 
anything he signs into law we won’t recognize as legitimate. We’ll be very much like the 
founding fathers. We’ll end up nullifying and resisting.”33 

 
5. At the pro-Trump “Jericho March” on December 12, 2020, Rhodes gave a speech to the 

crowd, again calling on President Trump to invoke the Insurrection Act to remain in 
power, and threatening that if he failed to do so, the Oath Keepers would be forced to 
engage in a “much more desperate [and] much more bloody war to ensure that 
outcome.”34 

 
6. On December 11, 2020, in an encrypted invitation-only group chat with Oath Keepers 

leaders, Rhodes stated that if President Biden were to assume the presidency, “It will be 
a bloody and desperate fight. We are going to have a fight. That can’t be avoided.”35 

 

 
in forming opinions or inferences upon the subject.”). This Court can also take judicial notice of the guilty 
pleas. See, e.g., Colonial Penn Ins. Co. v. Coil, 887 F.2d 1236, 1239 (4th Cir. 1989). 
30  Lewis Report at 13. 
31  Id. 
32  Kriner Report at 15-16. 
33  Id. at 16 (citing https://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/americas/us-election-2020/oath-
keepers-militia-donald-trump- joe-biden-2020-election-b1723323.html). 
34  Id. (citing https://www.adl.org/blog/pro-trump-rallies-in-dc-attract-extremists-erupt-into-violence). 
35  Statement of Offense, United States of America v. Joshua James, Case No. 22-cr-15 (APM) (ECF 
No. 60, Mar. 2, 2022), attached hereto as Exhibit 5, at ¶8. 
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7. On December 14, 2020, Rhodes published a letter on the Oath Keepers’ website titled 
“Open Letter to President Trump: You Must Use Insurrection Act to ‘Stop the Steal’ and 
Defeat the Coup.”36 In this letter, Rhodes stated that President-elect Biden was “an 
illegitimate usurper,” and Kamala Harris was his “equally illegitimate puppet running 
mate.” Rhodes stated that Biden and Harris were “traitors who are in collusion with 
and/or acting as agents of a foreign enemy (specifically Communist China, but also other 
known or unknown foreign enemies)” and, if allowed “into the White House,” would 
have “their treasonous fingers on the nuclear launch codes.” Rhodes told Trump: “If you 
fail to act while you are still in office, we the people will have to fight a bloody civil war 
and revolution against these two illegitimate Chinese Communist puppets, and their 
illegitimate regime, with all of the powers of the deep state behind them . . . .” Rhodes 
concluded with the statement: “WE ARE IN FOR A FIGHT, NO MATTER WHAT. 
LET’S GET IT DONE WITH YOU AS COMMANDER IN CHIEF. There is no way out 
but through. And we will NOT submit to a Chicom puppet regime. You must stand tall 
and use your constitutional powers to fight this war against enemies foreign and domestic 
while you are still President and Commander-in-Chief. If you fail to do so, we the people 
will have to fight a bloody revolution/civil war to throw off an illegitimate deep 
state/Chinese puppet regime.” 
 

8. On December 14, 2020, Rhodes messaged the “Oath Keepers of Georgia” Signal group 
chat about fighting a “bloody revolution/civil war to defeat the traitors” if Joe Biden was 
allowed to assume the presidency.37 

 
9. On December 23, 2020, Rhodes and Kellye SoRelle, the general counsel of Oath 

Keepers, published another open letter to President Trump on the Oath Keepers 
website.38 This letter repeated many of the same arguments from the December 14 letter, 
and again exhorted President Trump to invoke the Insurrection Act and take various other 
actions to prevent the transfer of power to President-elect Biden. The letter then 
concluded: “President Trump, you must be as decisive, if not more so, than President 
Lincoln was at the outset of the Civil War . . . . If you fail to do your duty, you will leave 

 
36  Lewis Report at 12; see also Stewart Rhodes, Open Letter to President Trump: You Must Use 
Insurrection Act to “Stop the Steal” and Defeat the Coup, available at:    
https://web.archive.org/web/20210126004238/https://oathkeepers.org/2020/12/open-letter-to-president-
trump-you-must-use-insurrection-act-to-stop-the-steal-and-defeat-the-coup/ (visited Nov. 20, 2022). For this 
Court’s reference, a copy of this letter is attached hereto as Exhibit 10. 
37  Statement of Offense, United States of America v. Brian Ullrich, Case No. 22-cr-15 (APM) (ECF 
No. 117, Apr. 29, 2022), attached hereto as Exhibit 6, at ¶11.a. 
38  Lewis Report at 13; see also Stewart Rhodes & Kellye SoRelle, Open Letter to President Trump, 
Part II: Act Now! Do NOT Wait for Jan 6, available at: 
https://web.archive.org/web/20210110205100/https://oathkeepers.org/2020/12/open-letter-to-president-
trump-part-ii-act-now-do-not-wait-for-jan-6/ (visited Nov. 20, 2022). For this Court’s reference, a copy of 
this letter is attached hereto as Exhibit 11. 
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We the People no choice but to walk in the Founders footsteps, by declaring the regime 
illegitimate, incapable of representing us, destructive of the just ends of government – to 
secure our liberty – and to be a mere puppet of a deadly foreign enemy.  And, like the 
Founding generation, we will take to arms in defense of our God given liberty, we will 
declare our independence from that puppet regime, and we will fight for our liberty. 
There are millions of American patriots standing ready.  Do not forsake them.  Do not 
leave them to have to do it all themselves.” 
 

10. On December 31, 2020, Rhodes wrote to the Oath Keepers “Leadership Intel Chat” that: 
“There is no standard political or legal way out of this.”39 

 
11. On January 4, 2021, the Oath Keepers sent an email “call to action” to Oath Keepers 

members, including Rep. Eastman, which stated: “It is CRITICAL that all patriots who 
can be in DC get to DC to stand tall in support of President Trump's fight to defeat the 
enemies foreign and domestic who are attempting a coup, through the massive vote fraud 
and related attacks on our Republic. We Oath Keepers are both honor-bound and eager 
to be there in strength to do our part. . . . All Patriots who can get to DC need to be in 
DC. Now is the time to stand. It’s not too late to go. Jump on a plane! Jump in your car! 
Just get there.” 40 The “call to action” encouraged recipients to “read our open letters to 
President Trump,” and then stated: “patriots must prepare to do whatever must be done 
to honor our oaths to defend the Constitution against all enemies, foreign and domestic. 
Whatever happens on Jan 6, you must prepare for standing tall, with courage, in the days 
ahead. Again, stand now, or kneel forever. You must stand.” The “call to action” then 
concluded with the following: “This is a historic and critical time in our nation's history. 
Whether this Republic survives will depend on the conduct of all of us patriots, as well 
as on President Trump being strong, resolute, and decisive. Patriots, you must prepare 
yourselves for whatever may come. Prepare your mind, body, and spirit for battle, and 
above all else, prepare to STAND!” Rep. Eastman forwarded this “call to action” to 
Patrick Martin,41 and the two then travelled together to Washington, D.C. from January 
4-7, 2021.42 

 
E. The Oath Keepers’ Efforts to Overthrow the U.S. Government Went Beyond 

Mere Speech. 

Following the November 2020 presidential elections, the Oath Keepers’ efforts to 

 
39  Exhibit 4 (Statement of Offense of William Todd Wilson) at ¶15. 
40  See Exhibit 12 (bates numbered DCE000303-DCE000306 and produced by Rep. Eastman with 
supplemental discovery responses). 
41  Id. at DCE000303. 
42  Exhibit 1 at DCE000052-DCE000077. 
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overthrow the federal government went beyond just speech. To date, 33 members or affiliates of the 

Oath Keepers have been charged for their roles in the events of January 6 insurrection: 12 for 

engaging in a seditious conspiracy, and another 12 for conspiring to obstruct the congressional 

proceeding during which the electoral results were due to be certified.”43 This includes the founder 

of the Oath Keepers, Stewart Rhodes; its general counsel, Kellye SoRelle; Joshua James, the 

“regional leader in charge of the Alabama chapter of the Oath Keepers”; and William Todd Wilson, 

“a county leader of the North Carolina chapter of the Oath Keepers.”44  

To date, 9 of the 33 indicted Oath Keepers have pleaded guilty, including 7 for their role in 

these connected conspiracies.45 Rhodes and 4 of his co-conspirators are currently on trial in the 

District of Columbia on seditious conspiracy charges (among other lesser included offenses), with 

the jury deliberating as of the time of this filing.46 A second tranche of 4 seditious conspiracy 

defendants is scheduled for a separate trial after the conclusion of the Rhodes trial.47 

The Oath Keepers who have pleaded guilty to conspiracy charges have admitted to the 

following facts: 

1. After the November 2020 presidential election, Rhodes conspired with other Oath 
Keepers leaders, members, and affiliates “to oppose by force the lawful transfer of 

 
43  Lewis Report at 7. 
44  See id. at 7-10; Exhibit 4 (Statement of Offense of William Todd Wilson) at ¶3; Exhibit 5 (Statement 
of Offense of Joshua James) at ¶3. 
45  Lewis Report at 7-10. In addition to William Todd Wilson, Joshua James, and Brian Ullrich, who 
pleaded guilty to seditious conspiracy charges, four Oath Keepers (Graydon Young, Mark Grods, Caleb 
Berry, and Jason Dolan) have pleaded guilty to conspiracy to obstruct an official proceeding, and two Oath 
Keepers (Jon Schaffer and Geoffrey Shough) pleaded guilty to obstruction of an official proceeding. The 
guilty pleas and Statements of Offense for these Oath Keepers are hyperlinked in the Lewis Report.  
46  Lewis Report at 9. 
47  Id. 
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presidential power.”48 

2. James, Wilson, Ullrich, and other Oath Keepers “agreed to take part in a plan 
developed by Rhodes to stop the lawful transfer of presidential power by January 
20, 2021, by deploying force to prevent, hinder, and delay the execution of the laws 
of the United States governing the transfer of presidential power. They used 
encrypted and private communications, equipped themselves with a variety of 
weapons, donned combat and tactical gear, and were prepared to answer Rhodes’s 
call to take up arms.”49 They “amassed firearms on the outskirts of Washington, 
D.C.—some distributed across hotels and ‘quick reaction force’ (‘QRF’) teams—
and planned, if called upon, to use them in support of the plan to halt the lawful 
transfer of presidential power.”50 
 

3. Rhodes and the other Oath Keepers conspirators attended “invitation-only meetings 
organized to facilitate planning for the events of January 6, 2021 . . . .”51 They 
coordinated their travel to Washington, D.C.52 Rhodes reserved and paid for hotel 
rooms outside Washington, D.C. where they would store their firearms, 
ammunition, and combat gear.53 

 
4. “Rhodes instructed James and other co-conspirators to be prepared, if called upon, 

to report to the White House grounds to secure the perimeter and use lethal force if 
necessary against anyone who tried to remove President Trump from the White 
House, including the National Guard or other government actors who might be sent 
to remove President Trump as a result of the Presidential Election.”54 

 
5. Based on Rhodes’s directive, Wilson, James, Ullrich, and the other Oath Keepers 

conspirators travelled to Washington, D.C. on January 4-5, 2021.55 They brought 
large quantities of firearms, ammunition, body armor, and combat gear.56 

 
6. At approximately 1:00 p.m. on January 6, 2021, a joint session of Congress 

convened to certify the vote count of the Electoral College of the 2020 presidential 
 

48  Exhibit 4 at ¶3; Exhibit 5 at ¶3; Exhibit 6 at ¶3. 
49  Exhibit 4 at ¶4; Exhibit 5 at ¶4; Exhibit 6 at ¶4. 
50  See id. 
51  Exhibit 5 at ¶13. 
52  Exhibit 4 at ¶¶ 17-18; Exhibit 6 at ¶¶ 12, 23-24. 
53  Exhibit 4 at ¶¶ 20, 24. 
54  Exhibit 5 at ¶20; see also Exhibit 4 at ¶22 
55  Exhibit 4 at ¶19; Exhibit 5 at ¶18; Exhibit 6 at ¶24. 
56  Exhibit 4 at ¶19; Exhibit 5 at ¶¶ 16-18; Exhibit 6 at ¶¶ 9, 22-24. 
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election.57 A large crowd gathered outside the Capitol.58 At approximately 1:30 
p.m., Rhodes sent an encrypted group chat to the other Oath Keepers who were in 
the Washington, D.C. area, which stated: “Pence is doing nothing. As I predicted. 
All I see Trump doing is complaining. I see no intent by him to do anything. So the 
patriots are taking it into their own hands. They’ve had enough.”59 

 
7. At approximately 2:00 p.m. on January 6, numerous individuals from the crowd 

gathered at the Capitol began to force their way over the barricades, pushed past the 
officers of the Capitol Police who were attempting to keep them back, entered the 
Capitol building, and eventually forced their way through the Rotunda doors.60 
They broke windows and assaulted members of law enforcement.61 The breach of 
the Capitol prompted Rhodes to proclaim that a “civil war” had started.62 

 
8. The mob that entered the Capitol included at least 14 Oath Keepers, who were 

wearing combat gear, paramilitary clothing, and patches with the Oath Keepers 
name, logo, and insignia.63 They marched through the Capitol building in military 
“stack” formations.64 The goal of these Oath Keepers in entering the Capitol 
building was “to prevent, hinder, and delay the certification of President-Elect 
Joseph R. Biden as President of the United States.”65 

 
9. The Oath Keepers who entered the Capitol “intended to use force and did, in fact, 

use force in the Capitol and when engaging in physical altercations with law 
enforcement, in order to prevent, hinder, and delay the execution of the laws 
governing the transfer of power.”66 They “intimidate[ed] and coerc[ed] government 
personnel who were participating in or supporting the Congressional proceeding, 
including Members of Congress, Congressional staff, and law enforcement officers 
with the Capitol Police and Metropolitan Police Department.”67 As a result of their 
actions, the joint session of Congress was suspended, and the members of the Senate 

 
57  Exhibit 4 at ¶26.   
58  Id. at ¶27. 
59  Id. at ¶28. 
60  Id. at ¶¶ 29-30, 36. 
61  Id. at ¶30. 
62  Id. at ¶31. 
63  Exhibit 4 at ¶36; Exhibit 5 at ¶30; Exhibit 6 at ¶35. 
64  Id. 
65  Exhibit 4 at ¶ 33; see also Exhibit 5 at ¶32. 
66  Exhibit 4 at ¶39; Exhibit 5 at ¶36. 
67  Exhibit 4 at ¶40; Exhibit 5 at ¶37; Exhibit 6 at ¶42. 
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and House of Representatives and Vice President Pence were forced to evacuate.68 
 

10. At 7:30 p.m. on January 6, 2021, Rhodes sent a group chat message: “Thousands of 
ticked off patriots spontaneously marched on the Capitol . . . . You ain’t seen nothing 
yet.”69 He later added: “Patriots entering their own Capitol to send a message to the 
traitors is NOTHING compared to what’s coming.”70 During a meeting later that 
night with other Oath Keepers, Rhodes discussed “saving ‘the Republic’ by 
stopping the transfer of presidential power and began to make plans to oppose the 
Inauguration on January 20, 2021.”71 Rhodes “continued to discuss the need to 
prepare for a larger fight against the government akin to the American 
Revolutionary War.”72 

F. The Division Failed to Investigate Rep. Eastman’s Eligibility Under the 
Disqualification for Disloyalty Clause of the Alaska Constitution. 

Plaintiff Randall Kowalke filed a complaint with the Division on June 10, 2022, alleging 

that “David Eastman, a candidate for House District 27, is ineligible for public office per the Alaska 

and U.S. Constitutions.”73 As pertinent here, Mr. Kowalke’s complaint alleged that Eastman was 

ineligible under Article XII, Section 4 of the Alaska Constitution (hereinafter “the Disqualification 

for Disloyalty Clause”), because he was “a member of Oath Keepers, an organization which 

advocates the overthrow by force or violence of the government of the United States.”74 The Division 

admits that Mr. Kowalke’s complaint was timely filed under Alaska law.75 

 
68  Exhibit 4 at ¶32; Exhibit 5 at ¶26; Exhibit 6 at ¶ 43. 
69  Exhibit 4 at ¶45; Exhibit 5 at ¶41. 
70  Exhibit 4 at ¶46; Exhibit 5 at ¶42. 
71  Exhibit 5 at ¶43. 
72  Exhibit 5 at ¶47 
73  State MSJ at Exhibit C. 
74  Id. 
75  State MSJ at Exhibit A, p.2 (Request for Admission No. 4). Under 6 AAC 25.260, “[a] complaint 
regarding the eligibility of a candidate must be received by the director not later than the close of business on 
the 10th day after the filing deadline for the office for which the candidate seeks election.” 
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At the time Mr. Kowalke filed his complaint, nine Oath Keepers had already pleaded guilty 

and filed Statements of Offense in connection with their actions on January 6, 2021,76 including 

three individuals who pleaded guilty to seditious conspiracy charges.77 Moreover, nine other Oath 

Keepers, including the founder, Stewart Rhodes, were indicted and pleaded not guilty to multiple 

overlapping conspiracies, including seditious conspiracy, conspiracy to obstruct an official 

proceeding, and conspiracy to prevent an officer from discharging any duties.78  

In response to Mr. Kowalke’s complaint, the Division did not undertake any sort of 

investigation to determine whether the Oath Keepers is an organization that advocates the overthrow 

by force or violence of the government of the United States. The Division’s June 20, 2022 letter to 

Mr. Kowalke stated that “DOE does not have any specific information about these allegations in its 

possession.”79 In fact, the Division had a copy of the Rhodes indictment in its records.80 And the 

Division concedes that it did not look for any other publicly available information about the Oath 

Keepers organization. Instead, the Division concedes that it only considered the following 

information in processing Mr. Kowalke’s complaint: (1) Rep. Eastman’s declaration of candidacy 

and voter registration record (which do not contain any information about Representative Eastman’s 

organizational affiliations); (2) the Division “considered whether any public records on file with the 

State might exist” that were relevant to Mr. Kowalke’s eligibility challenge but “was not aware of 

 
76  Lewis Report at 7-9; see also Exhibits 4-9. 
77  The plea agreements of Joshua James, Brian Ullrich, and William Todd Wilson are attached hereto 
as Exhibits 7-9.  
78  Lewis Report at 8. 
79  State MSJ at Exhibit D. 
80  See Exhibit 14, produced by the Division with its discovery responses. 
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any”; and (3) the Division was “generally aware” of Representative Eastman’s public statements 

acknowledging that he was a member of the Oath Keepers and that he attended President Trump’s 

rally on January 6, 2021.81  

The Division did not consider any public records about the Oath Keepers organization that 

were not already “on file with the State,” such as the guilty pleas and Statements of Offense 

discussed above.82 The Division also did not consider the public statements published on the Oath 

Keepers website, advocating for “a bloody civil war and revolution.”83 The Division admits that it 

did not interview any individuals (including Rep. Eastman), or search any databases in response to 

Mr. Kowalke’s complaint.84 This is because the Division’s official position, as stated in its motion 

to dismiss, is that its “appropriately narrow role” does not include “investigat[ing] candidates’ 

political associations for disloyalty.”85 The Division interprets its regulation, 6 AAC 25.260, as not 

requiring any investigations of disqualifications under Alaska law.86 

The Division responded to Mr. Kowalke’s complaint in a letter dated June 20, 2022.87 

Given its failure to investigate, it is not surprising that the Division concluded that “a preponderance 

of evidence before it supports David Eastman’s eligibility for public office.”88 In other words, the 

 
81  State MSJ at Exhibit A, pp. 4-5 (Interrogatory Nos. 1-2) (emphasis added). 
82  See id. at p. 6 (Request for Admission No. 8). 
83  See id.; see also Exhibits 10-11. 
84  State MSJ at Ex. A, p.5 (Interrogatory Nos. 3-4). 
85  Motion to Dismiss State Defendants (Aug. 12, 2022) at 2-3. 
86  State Defendants’ Reply to Plaintiff’s Opposition to State Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss (Sep. 6, 
2022) at 2.  
87  State MSJ at Exhibit D. 
88  State MSJ at Exhibit A, p.4 (Request for Admission No. 5) (emphasis in original). 
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Division failed to develop a factual record regarding the Oath Keepers organization, and then 

concluded, because of its failure to investigate, that Mr. Kowalke’s allegations did not “provide a 

basis to prevent Representative Eastman from running for state office.”89 

III. THE DIVISION’S SUMMARY JUDGMENT MOTION 

A. The Division’s Summary Judgment Motion Rehashes the Same Arguments 
That Were Previously Rejected by This Court. 
 

The Division’s primary argument is that “the Division did not violate any law in rejecting 

Mr. Kowalke’s administrative complaint challenging Rep. Eastman’s eligibility and in allowing Rep. 

Eastman’s name to remain on the ballot.”90 This argument reiterates the Division’s prior assertions 

that the Division did not do “anything wrong” in processing Mr. Kowalke’s administrative 

complaint.91 

This Court has already pin-pointed what the Division did wrong. This Court previously 

held that the Division is “required by state law and its own regulation to determine whether a person 

is qualified for service in the legislature based upon the qualification and disqualifications for office 

set out in the Alaska Constitution—including whether the person is ineligible under the 

Disqualification for Disloyalty clause”92 This Court’s ruling was based on its interpretation of the 

governing statute, AS 15.25.042, which commands (by using the word “shall”) the Division to 

determine “the eligibility of a candidate for a particular office” when it receives an administrative 

 
89  State MSJ at Exhibit D. 
90  State MSJ at 1. 
91  State Defendants’ Motion for Reconsideration (Sep. 14, 2022) at 1; see also State Defendants’ Reply 
to Plaintiff’s Opposition to State Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss (Sep. 6, 2022) at 1. 
92  Order Denying Division’s Motion to Dismiss for Failure to State a Claim (hereinafter “MTD Order”) 
at 7; see also Order (Oct. 7, 2022) (hereinafter “Recon. Order”) at 2. 
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complaint from a voter.93 Based on the plain language of the statute, this Court rejected the 

Division’s argument that the Division “has no role in applying the limitations on who can hold public 

office in Art. XII, §4 of the Alaska Constitution.”94 These rulings are now the law of the case.95 

This Court cannot grant the Division’s current summary judgment motion without 

reversing itself on its prior rulings. But the Division fails to establish a “clear error constituting a 

manifest injustice” to justify the reversal of those rulings (which were based on the plain language 

of the applicable constitutional, statutory, and regulatory provisions and entirely correct).96 To the 

extent the Division is relying on the different legal standards applicable to a motion to dismiss versus 

a summary judgment motion,97 its argument is not well taken. Yes, it is true that the Court was 

required to assume the truth of Mr. Kowalke’s allegations when deciding the Division’s motion to 

dismiss.98 But it is important to remember what exactly it was that the Court assumed. It was not 

anything about what the Division did or did not do in processing Mr. Kowalke’s complaint; rather, 

the Court assumed that “Representative Eastman is a member of the Oath Keepers and that the 

organization advocates for the overthrow by force of the United States.”99 While the Court no longer 

 
93  Recon. Order at 2. In addition, this Court noted that AS 15.15.010 commands (by using the word 
“shall”) the Division to “provide general administrative supervision of the conduct of state elections . . . .” 
MTD Order at 4. 
94  Id. at 1. 
95  See State v. Carlson, 65 P.3d 851, 859 (Alaska 2003) (holding that law of the case doctrine bars the 
reconsideration of issues that have already been adjudicated in the same case unless there exist “exceptional 
circumstances” presenting a “clear error constituting a manifest injustice”); West v. Buchanan, 981 P.2d 1065, 
1067 (Alaska 1999) (applying the law of the case doctrine to prior rulings of the trial court in the same case). 
96  See Carlson, 65 P.3d at 859. 
97  State MSJ at 1 (noting the “unique standards” applicable to a motion to dismiss). 
98  MTD Order at 3, 11. 
99  Id. at 11-12. 
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presumes the truth of these allegations on a motion for summary judgment, Mr. Kowalke has 

proffered sufficient evidence (as discussed elsewhere in this brief) to create, at a minimum, a genuine 

fact dispute for trial on these issues.100 

Finally, the Division argues that “[e]ven if this Court ultimately finds Rep. Eastman to be 

disqualified based on a larger body of evidence obtained through civil discovery and trial, that will 

not change the fact that the Division’s decision was proper based on the process it followed under 

controlling law and regulation.”101 This argument too was previously rejected by the Court. This 

Court ruled that Mr. Kowalke stated a valid claim against the Division, “regardless of whether the 

Division correctly or incorrectly determined that Representative Eastman was eligible for office 

based upon the information in the public record,” because if the evidence at trial proves that 

“Representative Eastman is barred from office by the Disqualification for Disloyalty clause then the 

Division is required by statute to enforce that prohibition.”102 In other words, Mr. Kowalke’s claims 

against Rep. Eastman and the Division are inextricably intertwined; if Mr. Kowalke prevails against 

Rep. Eastman at trial, he will be entitled to an injunction requiring the Division to re-tabulate the 

ranked choice results and certify a new winner of the election.103 And because “complete relief 

cannot be accorded” in this case without the Division re-tabulating the ranked choice results, the 

Division is an indispensable party and cannot be dismissed from this lawsuit until the claim against 

 
100  See Alaska R. Civ. P. 56(c) (stating that a party moving for summary judgment most show that “that 
there is no genuine issue as to any material fact”). 
101  State MSJ at 3. 
102  MTD Order at 10-12. 
103  Decision and Order Granting Motion for Preliminary Injunction, Denying Request to Remove 
Representative Eastman from the Ballot, and Ordering the Division to Delay Certifying Result for House 
District 27 (Sep. 22, 2022) (hereinafter “Preliminary Injunction Order”) at 11-12. 
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Rep. Eastman is also resolved.104 

B. The Division’s Failure to Consider Publicly Available Information About the 
Oath Keepers Renders Its Decision on Mr. Kowalke’s Eligibility Complaint 
Fatally Arbitrary. 

The Division argues that it “fully complied” with and “followed every command in” AS 

15.25.042 and 6 AAC 25.260 in deciding Mr. Kowalke’s complaint.105 More specifically, the 

Division points out that, under 6 AAC 25.260(d), it was only required to consider evidence that was 

already “in the custody of the division,” and did not have to conduct “a free-wheeling investigation” 

of the allegations in Mr. Kowalke’s complaint.106 The Division then states that it “made the correct 

determination based on the information in its possession.”107 

While 6 AAC 25.260(d) limits the Division’s review to certain public records,108 subpart 

(j) of the regulation makes clear that “[n]othing in this section limits the authority of the director to 

evaluate a candidate’s eligibility for office.” This Court previously observed that subparts (d) and 

(j) of the regulation “cannot be squared,” because “it would appear that there is no way to give effect 

to [subpart (j)] while simultaneously applying the Division’s limited view of its authority in subpart 

(d) . . . .”109 While noting this conundrum, this Court ultimately concluded that it did not need to 

 
104  See Alaska R. Civ. P. 19(a) (“A person who is subject to service of process and whose joinder will 
not deprive the court of jurisdiction over the subject matter of the action shall be joined as a party in the action 
if . . . in the person’s absence complete relief cannot be accorded among those already parties . . . .”). 
105  State MSJ at 14-15. 
106  Id. at 15, 18. 
107  Id. at 17. 
108  6 AAC 25.260(d) requires the Division to consider “any evidence . . . which is in the custody of the 
division,” and also allows the Division, “in the discretion of the director,” to review “any other document of 
public record on file with the state.” 
109  MTD Order at 10. 
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decide this issue, because “regardless of whether the Division correctly or incorrectly determined 

that Representative Eastman was eligible for office based upon the information in the public record,” 

Mr. Kowalke had stated a valid claim against the Division.110 This Court stated that it would “analyze 

Kowalke’s claim not as an agency appeal, but as an original action seeking declaratory and injunctive 

relief against the Division.”111 

Mr. Kowalke agrees with the Court that the Division’s decision of Mr. Kowalke’s 

complaint should not be reviewed as an agency appeal. However, to the extent the Court now decides 

to review the Division’s decision, the Court should hold that it was fatally arbitrary because the 

Division failed to consider evidence in its own records and other publicly available information 

regarding the Oath Keepers organization.  

As an initial matter, the Division’s current representation that it actually “considered 

information that was generally publicly known even though it did not appear in any public agency 

record,”112 is at odds with the Division’s prior representation to the Court that materials outside the 

public record would “not be proper material for the Division to consider” when deciding an 

eligibility complaint.113 This discrepancy alone should cause the Court to question the veracity of 

the Division’s current representation, and to reserve any findings until after it considers the 

Division’s sworn testimony at trial. 

In any event, the information outside the public record considered by the Division consisted 

 
110  Id. at 10-11. 
111  Id. at 12. 
112  State MSJ at 16. 
113  State Defendants’ Reply to Plaintiff’s Opposition to State Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss (Sep. 6, 
2022) at 5. 
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only of “Rep. Eastman’s acknowledged attendance at then-President Trump’s speech in Washington 

D.C. on January 6, 2021, and his acknowledged membership in the Oath Keepers.”114 But notably, 

the Division did not conduct any investigation or consider publicly available information about the 

Oath Keepers organization and whether it advocates the overthrow by force or violence of the 

government of the United States,115 which was the crux of Mr. Kowalke’s eligibility complaint. It is 

black letter law that an agency must take a “hard look at the salient problems.”116 An agency’s 

decision is regarded as arbitrary if it “fails to consider an important factor in making its decision.”117 

Here, the Division’s failure to investigate the Oath Keepers in deciding Mr. Kowalke’s complaint 

renders its decision fatally arbitrary. 

Finally, the Division argues that “Mr. Kowalke identified no public record that he believes 

Director Fenumiai should have considered and no such record been revealed in discovery.”118 There 

is nothing in either AS 15.25.042 or 6 AAC 25.260 that requires a complainant to identify the 

relevant public records.119 Rather, 6 AAC 25.260(b) only requires a complaint to “be in writing and 

include the name, mailing address, contact phone number, and signature of the person making the 

 
114  State MSJ at 16. 
115  State MSJ at Exhibit A, pp. 4-6. 
116  Interior Alaska Airboat Ass’n v. Bd. of Game, 18 P.3d 686, 690 (Alaska 2001). 
117  Sagoonick v. State, 503 P.3d 777, 803 (Alaska 2022); see also Kachemak Bay Watch v. Noah, 935 
P.2d 816, 822 (Alaska 1997) (“Where an agency fails to consider an important factor, its decision is regarded 
as arbitrary.”); Tongass Sport Fishing Ass’n v. State, 866 P.2d 1314, 1319 (Alaska 1994) (“[A]n agency must 
at least consider all relevant criteria.”); State, Dep’t of Transp. & Pub. Facilities v. 0.644 Acres, 613 P.2d 
829, 832 n.13 (Alaska 1980) (“It is well established that where an agency fails to consider an important factor 
in making its decision, the decision will be regarded as arbitrary.”). 
118  State MSJ at 16. 
119  Indeed, a complainant would have no way of knowing what records are “in the custody of the 
division.” And furthermore, the 200-word limit under 6 AAC 25.260(b) discourages individuals from 
providing additional details or identifying supporting evidence in the complaint. 
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complaint, and a statement in 200 words or less of the grounds, described in particular, on which the 

candidate’s eligibility is being questioned.” Thus, only the factual “grounds” for the eligibility 

challenge must be specified in the complaint. 

Moreover, relevant public records that were in the Division’s custody have been revealed 

in discovery. Specifically, the Division was in possession of the original indictment against Stewart 

Rhodes and 10 other members or affiliates of the Oath Keepers.120 The federal indictment is prima 

facie evidence of probable cause that the charged Oath Keepers engaged in a seditious conspiracy 

against the United States government.121 And yet, the Division did not consider this evidence in 

deciding Mr. Kowalke’s complaint.122 The Division thus failed to comply with 6 AAC 25.260(d), 

which requires the Division to “review any evidence relevant to the issues identified in the complaint 

which is in the custody of the division . . . .” 

C. This Lawsuit Is Not an Election Contest. 

The Division’s summary judgment motion also argues that this lawsuit is an improper 

attempt by Mr. Kowalke to “sidestep the election contest process by suing the Division directly,”123 

and that “[a]ny challenge to the qualifications of an elected candidate that would result in re-

certification of the election must follow the election contest procedure.”124 There is an obvious 

 
120  The indictment is bates numbered SOA129-SOA176 and was produced with the Division’s discovery 
responses. A copy of the indictment is attached hereto as Exhibit 14. 
121  See, e.g., Moore v. Hartman, 571 F.3d 62, 67 (D.C. Cir. 2009) (compiling cases). For this reason, the 
Division’s claim that “[n]o information in the Division’s possession—beyond the bare allegations in Mr. 
Kowalke’s complaint—supported the conclusion that the Oath Keepers, as an organization, advocates the 
violent overthrow of the state or federal government,” State MSJ at 17, is demonstrably false. 
122  State MSJ at Exhibit A, pp. 4-5 (Interrogatory Nos. 1-2).  
123  State MSJ at 3. 
124  Id. at 21-22. 
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problem with this argument: Mr. Kowalke filed his lawsuit before the primary and general elections; 

defendant Eastman is not yet an “elected candidate”; and Mr. Kowalke’s lawsuit is not seeking “re-

certification of the election,” especially since the Court has already ordered the Division to “delay 

certification of the race for representative of House District 27 until after trial in this matter and 

further order of the court.”125  

In other words, this case is not an “election contest” under AS 15.20.540. Consequently, 

the Division’s arguments that Mr. Kowalke’s lawsuit is not a timely as an election contest, and that 

Mr. Kowalke “is not qualified [as a single voter] to file an election contest,” are red herrings.126 Mr. 

Kowalke sued the Division in this case not to “sidestep the election contest statutes,”127 but because 

the Division abdicated its duty at the primary stage of the 2022 election cycle to investigate whether 

Representative Eastman was ineligible for office under the Disqualification for Disloyalty clause of 

the Alaska Constitution.128 

To be clear, Mr. Kowalke is not advocating for a rule whereby “a single voter can sue at 

any time to challenge a candidate and obtain the same relief that is available in an election 

contest.”129 Rather, Mr. Kowalke is merely arguing that a voter who files a timely pre-primary 

 
125  Preliminary Injunction Order at 12. 
126  State MSJ at 22. 
127  Id. at 20. 
128  Citing the recent Duke v. State case, the Division laments the fact that other Alaskans have been 
“emboldened” by this case to file lawsuits seeking to “sidestep the election contest procedure.” Id. at 23. Mr. 
Kowalke obviously cannot control what other litigants do, and there are mechanisms in place (like Rule 11 
and Rule 82) to discourage the filing of frivolous lawsuits. Mr. Kowalke notes, however, that the Duke case 
is not an apt comparison, because the voters in that case complied neither with the procedural requirements 
for a pre-primary challenge nor an election contest, which the Division has argued are the only two 
opportunities for voters to challenge a candidate’s eligibility. Id. at 12. 
129  Id. at 23. 
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eligibility complaint with the Division – as Mr. Kowalke indisputably did in this case130– may sue 

the Division if it fails to investigate the relevant factual basis for the eligibility challenge.  

D. The Division’s Policy Arguments Cannot Trump the Unambiguous 
Requirements of the Alaska Constitution. 

Finally, the Division makes various policy arguments in its brief. But these policy 

arguments cannot trump the plain language of the relevant constitutional, statutory, and regulatory 

provisions. To recapitulate, the Alaska Constitution delineates various “qualifications” and 

“disqualifications” for legislators and other public officials.131 Of relevance here, the 

Disqualification for Disloyalty clause in Article XII, § 4 provides: “No person who advocates, or 

who aids or belongs to any party or organization or association which advocates, the overthrow by 

force or violence of the government of the United States or of the State shall be qualified to hold any 

public office of trust or profit under this constitution.” Alaska Statute 15.25.042 authorizes any 

individual to file “a complaint regarding the eligibility of a candidate for a particular office.” And 6 

AAC 25.260(c) requires the Division to decide a timely “complaint related to candidate 

qualifications established by the United States Constitution, the Alaska Constitution, or the Alaska 

Statutes.” (Emphasis added). 

There is nothing vague or ambiguous about these provisions. When read together, they 

require the Division to investigate and determine a candidate’s eligibility under the Disqualification 

for Disloyalty clause. If the Division believes that these provisions are bad policy, then it may seek 

 
130  See Exhibit 2 at 2 (RFA Nos. 3-4). 
131  MTD Order at 4 (identifying relevant constitutional provisions). 
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to change them, within constitutional bounds.132 If the Division believes that it needs additional tools 

(such as subpoena power) to investigate challenges under the Disqualification for Disloyalty 

clause,133 it can seek to obtain such authority from the legislature. But instead, what the Division did 

here was to bury its head in the sand. It simply ignored, and thus nullified, the plain command of 

these provisions, which necessitated the filing of this lawsuit. Mr. Kowalke is only asking this Court 

to effectuate the policy determinations that the people of Alaska and the legislature have already 

made regarding the qualifications of legislators.  

IV. DEFENDANT EASTMAN’S DISPOSITIVE MOTION 

A. This Court Has Jurisdiction to Enforce the Alaska Constitution. 

Representative Eastman’s lead argument is that this Court does not have jurisdiction to 

enforce the Disqualification for Disloyalty clause of the Alaska Constitution.134 According to Rep. 

Eastman, the question of a legislator’s eligibility is “committed exclusively to the Legislature,” and 

any “judicial intervention will express a lack of request that is owed to the Legislature in general 

and the House of Representatives in particular.”135 Thus, Rep. Eastman argues, a court may enforce 

the Disqualification for Disloyalty clause only “against non-legislative officers.”136 

Rep. Eastman’s argument is based on dicta from State v. Marshall.137 As Rep. Eastman 

concedes, the Alaska Supreme Court “did not need to reach the issue in Marshall because the office 

 
132  It is important to note that the people of Alaska recently voted, decisively, against a constitutional 
convention. The vast majority of Alaskans want to preserve the Alaska Constitution as it is currently written. 
133  State MSJ at 12, 18. 
134  Eastman MSJ at 2-7. 
135  Id. at 6. 
136  Id. at 4. 
137  Id. (citing, as a cf. cite, State v. Marshall, 633 P.2d 227, 231 (Alaska 1981)).  
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at issue in the case was a local office.”138 On the other hand, as the Division correctly points out, the 

Alaska Supreme Court has on two occasions, in the actual holdings of cases, enforced 

“constitutional disqualifications address[ing] dual office holding [in cases that] were filed directly 

against the disqualified official.”139  

In both Begich and Warwick,140 the Alaska Supreme Court affirmed declaratory judgments 

enforcing Art. II, § 5 of the Alaska Constitution,141 which this Court has previously recognized is an 

analogous constitutional provision that “specifies conditions that count as ‘disqualifications’ from 

serving.”142 And both Begich and Warwick were filed against elected members of the Alaska 

Legislature, which eviscerates Rep. Eastman’s argument that only the Alaska House of 

Representatives, and not the judicial branch, can enforce the constitutional “qualifications of its 

members.”143 

Rep. Eastman’s reliance on the dicta from Marshall is also misplaced because its facts are 

 
138  Eastman MSJ at 4. 
139  State MSJ at 21 (citing Begich v. Jefferson, 441 P.2d 27 (Alaska 1968); Warwick v. State ex rel. 
Chance, 548 P.2d 384 (Alaska 1976)). 
140  See Begich, 441 P.2d at 35; Warwick, 548 P.2d at 387-92. It is telling that the Alaska Supreme Court 
has diverged from other state courts that “have confronted the issue of dual service in the legislature [and 
have] found the issue unreachable because a constitutional reservation . . . created an insurmountable 
separation-of-powers barrier.” Heller v. Legislature of Nev., 90 P.3d 746, 748 (Nev. 2004). 
141  Article II, Section 5 of the Alaska Constitution provides: “No legislator may hold any other office or 
position of profit under the United States or the State. During the term for which elected and for one year 
thereafter, no legislator may be nominated, elected, or appointed to any other office or position of profit which 
has been created, or the salary or emoluments of which have been increased, while he was a member. This 
section shall not prevent any person from seeking or holding the office of governor, secretary of state, or 
member of Congress. This section shall not apply to employment by or election to a constitutional 
convention.” 
142  Order Denying Division’s Motion to Dismiss for Failure to State a Claim (Sep. 12, 2022) at 4. 
143  Eastman MSJ at 3. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

 

 

 
PLAINTIFF’S COMBINED OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS’  
DISPOSITIVE MOTIONS AND TRIAL BRIEF 
Randall Kowalke v. David Eastman, et al. 
Case No. 3AN-22-07404 CI 
Page 27 of 44 

 

N
or

th
er

n 
Ju

st
ic

e 
Pr

oj
ec

t, 
LL

C  
A 

Pr
iv

at
e 

Ci
vi

l R
ig

ht
s 

Fi
rm

 
40

6 
G

 S
tr

ee
t, 

Su
ite

 2
07

 
An

ch
or

ag
e,

 A
K

 9
95

01
 

Ph
on

e:
 (9

07
) 3

08
-3

39
5;

 F
ax

: (
86

6)
 8

13
-8

64
5 

 

easily distinguishable. Indeed, there are two critical distinctions between this case and Marshall. 

First, Marshall was not a case about legislative qualifications; it was a case brought by the Alaska 

Public Offices Commission (“APOC”), seeking the “forfeiture of office” as a statutory remedy for 

the failure to comply with campaign disclosure requirements.144 By contrast, here, Mr. Kowalke is 

seeking to enforce a constitutional limitation on the qualifications of legislators and other public 

officials. The Alaska Supreme Court has repeatedly held that it is the job – indeed, duty – of the 

courts to enforce the provisions of the Alaska Constitution.145 Therefore, this Court’s interpretation 

and enforcement of the Disqualification for Disloyalty clause would neither violate separate of 

power principles nor constitute a ruling on a nonjusticiable political question.146 

Second, in Marshall, APOC sought forfeiture as a sanction after “the election of Joseph 

 
144  Marshall, 633 P.2d at 228. 
145  See, e.g., Myers v. Alaska Psychiatric Inst., 138 P.3d 238, 250 (Alaska 2006) (“The constitution itself 
requires courts . . . to protect and enforce [its] guarantees.”); State v. Rice, 626 P.2d 104, 112 (Alaska 1981) 
(explaining that Alaska courts have “a duty to develop constitutional rights under the Alaska Constitution.”). 
146  See Powell v. McCormack, 395 U.S. 486, 548-49 (1969) (“[A]s our interpretation of Art. I, § 5, [of 
the U.S. Constitution] discloses, a determination of petitioner Powell’s right to sit [in the U.S. House of 
Representatives] would require no more than an interpretation of the Constitution. Such a determination falls 
within the traditional role accorded courts to interpret the law, and does not involve a lack of the respect due 
[a] coordinate [branch] of government, nor does it involve an initial policy determination of a kind clearly for 
nonjudicial discretion. Our system of government requires that federal courts on occasion interpret the 
Constitution in a manner at variance with the construction given the document by another branch. The alleged 
conflict that such an adjudication may cause cannot justify the courts’ avoiding their constitutional 
responsibility.”) (citations and internal quotation marks omitted); Hayes v. Gill, 473 P.2d 872, 877 (Haw. 
1970) (interpreting Powell v. McCormack to stand for the rule that “ the power of each house of Congress to 
be the judge of the qualifications of its members is not plenary but is limited by the qualifications expressly 
set forth in the Federal Constitution, and the role of construing the constitutional provision rests with the 
court,” and once the court construes the qualifications requirements of the Hawaii state constitution, “we do 
not think that either house of the legislature has the power to act pursuant to a construction contrary to ours.”); 
Comer v. Ashe, 514 S.W.2d 730, 741 (Tenn. 1974) (“The election of one declared ineligible to office by the 
Constitution has been uniformly held to be void. This Court is under a sworn duty to protect not only the 
rights and interests of litigants but also to guard with equal vigilance the interests of the body politic.”). 
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Marshall to the Fairbanks City Council and Fairbanks North Star Borough Assembly.”147 In 

addressing a separation of powers argument similar to the one made by Rep. Eastman in this case, 

the court noted some non-binding authority from other states holding that “empowering the judiciary 

to investigate and declare an election void violates separation of powers.”148 One of the two 

supporting cases cited by the Marshall court was Combs v. Greener from the Oregon Supreme 

Court.149 But Combs recognized a fundamental “distinction between a primary and general election 

contest.”150 Combs held that Oregon’s constitutional commitment to the legislature to decide “the 

election, qualifications, and returns of its own members” did not apply to primary elections, because 

a “primary election does not make the winner of that election a member of the legislative 

assembly.”151 “Until the general election no one is elected, and the question is only one of an 

individual’s qualifications to be a candidate for election, not of a member's qualification.”152 

 
147  Marshall, 633 P.2d at 228. The court explained that “the forfeiture sanction merely excludes those 
who obtain office by unlawful means, i.e., in violation of campaign laws, and thus precludes them from 
reaping the benefit of their wrong.” Id. at 232. 
148  Id. at 231. 
149  Id. (citing Combs v. Greener, 472 P.2d 281, 282-83 (Or. 1970)). 
150  Combs, 472 P.2d at 283; see also In re Primary Election Ballot Disputes 2004, 857 A.2d 494, 500 
(Me. 2004) (“Because . . . the [Maine] Constitution does not prohibit giving the Supreme Judicial Court 
jurisdiction over recount appeals in primary elections to the Senate and the House, . . . the only rational 
conclusion is that the intent of the Legislature was to give the judicial branch jurisdiction over recount appeals 
in all primary elections.”); State ex rel. O’Connell v. Dubuque, 413 P.2d 972, 979 (Wash. 1966) (“We 
therefore conclude that art. 2, § 8, of the [Washington] constitution, making each house the judge of the 
election, returns and qualifications of its own members, does not divest the courts of jurisdiction to hear and 
decide questions respecting the election, returns and qualifications of candidates at the primary election.”); 
State ex. rel. Gralike v. Walsh, 483 S.W.2d 70, 72 (Mo. 1972) (“The constitutional language in question 
provides that ‘Each house . . . shall be the sole judge of the qualifications, election and returns of its own 
members; . . . ‘ Such language, in our view, is not broad enough to prevent the determination by the courts of 
whether one who seeks to be a candidate at a Primary Election possesses the requisite qualifications.”); 
Indiana ex rel. Gramelspacher v. Martin Circuit Court, 107 N.E.2d 666, 667-69 (Ind. 1952). 
151  Combs, 472 P.2d at 283. 
152  State ex rel. Carrington v. Human, 544 S.W.2d 538, 540 (Mo. 1976). 
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Here, Rep. Eastman has not yet been elected to represent House District 27. Moreover, Mr. 

Kowalke filed this lawsuit during the primary phase of the election,153 and sought an order removing 

Rep. Eastman’s name from the general election ballot.154 As such, this case does not implicate the 

separation of powers concerns raised by Rep. Eastman in his summary judgment motion.155 Article 

II, § 12 of the Alaska Constitution states that “[e]ach [house of the legislature] is the judge of the 

election and qualifications of its members and may expel a member with the concurrence of two-

thirds of its members.” (Emphasis added). Article II, § 12 does not give the legislature the power, 

much less exclusive jurisdiction, to determine the eligibility of candidates to appear on the general 

election ballot, which is the context in which this lawsuit was filed. 

B. Mr. Kowalke Has Standing to Challenge Rep. Eastman’s Eligibility. 

Rep. Eastman next argues that Mr. Kowalke does not have standing to bring this case 

because he is not a voter in House District 27.156 According to Rep. Eastman, “Plaintiff can have 

little or no interest in the qualifications of representatives of other districts or in nullifying the votes 

of citizens in other districts,” and only a voter in District 27 would potentially have a sufficient 

personal stake in the controversy.157 

 
153  See Complaint (Jul. 29, 2022). 
154  See Motion for Preliminary Injunction (Aug. 29, 2022). 
155  See Comer, 514 S.W.2d at 734 (“If the instant suit had been instituted after the election, we would 
have no hesitance in declining to accept jurisdiction on the basis of the exclusivity of the Senate's 
jurisdiction.”); Carrington, 544 S.W.2d at 539 (“We have always refused to decide these questions after the 
general election . . . .”). 
156  Eastman MSJ at 7-10. 
157  Id. at 9. To the extent Rep. Eastman argues that “only the members of the House have a sufficient 
interest necessary to support standing,” because only “the House of Representatives has the authority to judge 
the qualifications of its members,” id. at 9-10, that argument should be rejected for the same reasons discussed 
above. 
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“Standing in our state courts is not a constitutional doctrine; rather, it is a rule of judicial 

self-restraint based on the principle that courts should not resolve abstract questions or issue advisory 

opinions.”158 Thus, the concept of standing “has been interpreted broadly in Alaska,” and not in the 

“restrictive” manner it is in federal court under Article III of the U.S. Constitution.159 The Alaska 

Supreme Court has favored “increased accessibility to judicial forums,”160 so long as the basic 

requirement of “adversity of interests” is satisfied.161 

A plaintiff in Alaska has interest-injury standing if he or she “has an interest adversely 

affected by the conduct complained of.” The interest may be intangible, such as an “aesthetic or 

environmental interest,” and the degree of injury to the interest need not be great; even “an 

identifiable trifle is enough for standing to fight out a question of principle; the trifle is the basis for 

standing and the principle supplies the motivation.”162 

In considering whether a plaintiff has a cognizable interest for purposes of standing in 

Alaska, courts look to whether there is a legislative recognition of the interest in question.163 Indeed, 

the legislature can explicitly vest certain individuals or entities with standing.164 Thus, courts “must 

look to the applicable statutes . . . for guidance in determining whether [a plaintiff] has standing.”165 

Here, the relevant statute is AS 15.25.042, which authorizes the filing of a “complaint 

 
158  Tr. of Alaska v. State, 736 P.2d 324, 327 (Alaska 1987). 
159  Id. (citation omitted). 
160  Id. (citation omitted). 
161  Law Project for Psychiatric Rights, Inc. v. State, 239 P.3d 1252, 1255 (Alaska 2010). 
162  Tr. of Alaska, 736 P.2d at 327 (citations omitted). 
163  See Sisters of Providence v. Dep’t of Heath & Soc. Servs., 648 P.2d 970, 975 n.14 (Alaska 1982). 
164  See Kodiak Island Borough v. Exxon Corp., 991 P.2d 757, 766 (Alaska 1999). 
165  Earth Movers v. Fairbanks N. Star Borough, 865 P.2d 741, 743 (Alaska 1993). 
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regarding the eligibility of a candidate for a particular office,” and tasks the Division with 

promulgating regulations for resolving such complaints. The Division’s regulation, 6 AAC 25.260, 

authorizes “[a]ny person” to “question the eligibility of a candidate who has filed a declaration of 

candidacy with the director for statewide or districtwide office, by filing a complaint with the 

director.” While the legislature (or the Division under the regulatory authority conferred by the 

legislature) could have limited the right to file eligibility complaints only to the constituents of a 

candidate, it decided in its wisdom not do so.  

It is also telling that in the related context of election contests, the legislature has authorized 

any “10 qualified voters” to file a lawsuit to establish that “the person certified as elected or 

nominated is not qualified as required by law.”166 The term “qualified voters” is defined as “a person 

who has the qualification of a voter and is not disqualified as provided by art. V, sec. 2, Constitution 

of the State of Alaska, and AS 15.05.030”; it is not limited to the constituents of a particular 

candidate.  

These statutes and the Division’s implementing regulation show that the coordinate 

branches of government have recognized that all voters have a legitimate interest in challenging the 

eligibility of all public officials in Alaska. Therefore, this Court should hold that Mr. Kowalke has 

interest-injury standing to proceed with this lawsuit.167 

C. The Alaska Legislature Is Not an Indispensable Party. 

Almost as a throwaway argument, Rep. Eastman also argues that Mr. Kowalke’s failure to 

 
166  AS 15.20.540(2). 
167  Given that Mr. Kowalke has interest-injury standing, it is not necessary to address citizen-taxpayer 
standing. 
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join the Alaska House of Representatives as an “indispensable party” requires the dismissal of this 

action under Alaska Civil Rules 12(b)(7) and 19.168 According to Rep. Eastman, the Alaska 

Legislature and House of Representatives “have an interest in the controversy before the court . . . 

such that the court cannot render an equitable judgment without having jurisdiction over them,” 

because  “Kowalke’s requested relief would also require this Court to order the legislature not to 

seat Representative Eastman in January 2023”169 But, in the next breath, Rep. Eastman concedes 

that his entire “indispensable party” argument is premised on the counterfactual assumption that 

“certification of the 2022 election occurs.”170 

The Alaska Legislature and/or House of Representatives are not an indispensable party 

because under no circumstances will this Court have to order them to take any action as a result of 

this lawsuit. As this Court explained in its preliminary injunction order, if Mr. Kowalke prevails at 

trial, this Court will order the Division – which is a party in this case – to “retabulate the ranked 

choice results and a new winner can be certified.”171 Under this scenario, Rep. Eastman will not be 

elected to represent House District 27, and thus the legislature will not have to take any action to 

remove him from office. On the other hand, if Rep. Eastman prevails at trial, then “he will be certified 

the winner of the race.”172 The Alaska House of Representatives could then, consistent with its 

constitutional authority under Article II, § 12, make its own determination whether to seat Rep. 

Eastman. But its decision will not be the result of any order from this Court.  Either way, contrary 

 
168  Eastman MSJ at 11. 
169  Id. 
170  Id. at n.6. 
171  Preliminary Injunction Order at 11-12. 
172  Id. at 11. 
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to Rep. Eastman’s argument, this Court does not need to assert jurisdiction over the Alaska 

Legislature in order to grant effective relief in this case. 

Finally, it is important to note that the Alaska Legislature has been aware of this lawsuit and 

voted 9-1 against Rep. Eastman’s request to intervene.173 Speaker of the House Louise Stutes 

explained her vote against intervention by stating that it would “create a ‘slippery slope’ by relieving 

legislators of responsibility for their own actions.”174 Thus, even the legislature does not consider 

itself to be an “indispensable party” in this case. 

D. The First Amendment Does Not Prohibit Enforcement of the 
Disqualification for Disloyalty Clause on the Facts Presented Here.175 

Rep. Eastman argues that “Free Speech and Association rights are . . . implicated by 

Kowalke’s attempt to disqualify Representative Eastman.”176 Rep. Eastman claims that his 

membership in Oath Keepers is “protected by the First Amendment . . . against . . . exclusion from 

office.”177 

Before addressing the crux of Rep. Eastman’s argument, it is necessary to review some first 

principles of First Amendment law. First, the Supreme Court has held that the freedom to associate 

 
173  See James Brooks, Alaska Legislature votes against intervention in Eastman eligibility lawsuit, 
Anchorage Daily News (Oct. 2, 2022), available at: https://www.adn.com/politics/alaska-
legislature/2022/10/02/alaska-legislature-votes-against-intervention-in-eastman-eligibility-lawsuit/ (visited 
Nov. 25, 2022). 
174  Id. 
175  Rep. Eastman supports his First Amendment argument with an “expert” affidavit from attorney John 
C. Eastman. For the reasons explained in the Plaintiff’s Motion in Limine to Preclude Opinion Testimony By 
John C. Eastman, filed on November 21, 2022, expert opinions on questions of law are not admissible. 
Therefore, this Court may not consider the affidavit in ruling on Rep. Eastman’s summary judgment motion 
and should strike it from the record. See Alaska R. Civ. P. 56(c) (“Supporting and opposing affidavits shall 
be made on personal knowledge, shall set forth such facts as would be admissible in evidence, and shall show 
affirmatively that the affiant is competent to testify to the matters stated therein.”) (emphasis added). 
176  Eastman MSJ at 12. 
177  Id. at 14. 
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is a derivative right under the First Amendment: 

[T]he Court has recognized a right to associate for the purpose of engaging 
in those activities protected by the First Amendment – speech, assembly, 
petition for the redress of grievances, and the exercise of religion. The 
Constitution guarantees freedom of association of this kind as an 
indispensable means of preserving other individual liberties.178 

Thus, “the nature and degree of constitutional protected afforded freedom of association may vary 

depending on the extent to which one or the other aspect of the constitutionally protected liberty is 

at stake in a given case.”179 The right to associate is reserved for groups that engage in protected 

expression, and “there is no constitutional right to associate for a purpose that is not protected by 

the First Amendment.”180  

 Second, it is well settled that “[t]he First Amendment does not protect violence. Certainly 

violence has no sanctuary in the First Amendment, and the use of weapons, gunpowder, and gasoline 

may not constitutionally masquerade under the guise of advocacy.”181 “That it is within the power of 

the Congress to protect the Government of the United States from armed rebellion is a proposition 

which requires little discussion.”182 It follows that “[s]editious conduct can always be punished.”183 

 
178  Roberts v. United States Jaycees, 468 U.S. 609, 618 (1984). 
179  Id. 
180  Salvation Army v. Dep’t of Comty. Affairs, 919 F.2d 183, 199 (3d Cir. 1990) 
181  NAACP v. Claiborne Hardware Co., 458 U.S. 886, 916 (1982). 
182  Dennis v. United States, 341 U.S. 494, 501 (1951) (emphasis in original). 
183  Id. at 590 (Douglas, J., dissenting) (emphasis added); see also United States v. Rahman, 189 F.3d 88, 
114-15 (2d Cir. 1999) (“It remains fundamental that while the state may not criminalize the expression of 
views – even including the view that violent overthrow of the government is desirable – it may nonetheless 
outlaw encouragement, inducement, or conspiracy to take violent action. . . . The prohibitions of the seditious 
conspiracy statute are much further removed from the realm of constitutionally protected speech than those 
at issue in Dennis and its progeny. To be convicted under [18 U.S.C.] Section 2384, one must conspire 
to use force, not just to advocate the use of force. We have no doubt that this passes the test of 
constitutionality.”); United States v. Rhodes, 2022 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 137269, at *9 (D.D.C. Aug. 2, 2022) 
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 Third, while the use of speech to advocate the forcible overthrow of the government as 

merely an abstract doctrine is protected by the First Amendment, advocacy that incites to illegal 

action is not protected.184 “The distinction between advocacy of abstract doctrine and advocacy 

directed at promoting unlawful action is one that has been consistently recognized in the opinions 

of [the Supreme] Court . . . .”185 “The essential distinction is that those to whom the advocacy is 

addressed must be urged to do something, now or in the future, rather than merely to believe in 

something.”186 The “indoctrination of a group in preparation for future action, as well as exhortation 

to immediate action . . . is not constitutionally protected when the group is of sufficient size and 

cohesiveness, is sufficiently oriented towards action, and other circumstances are such as reasonably 

to justify apprehension that action will occur.”187  

 Fourth, when it comes to individuals, like Rep. Eastman, who seek to hold public office, the 

First Amendment must be interpreted in light of the subsequently-ratified Fourteenth Amendment. 

Section 3 of the Fourteenth Amendment (also known as the “Disqualification Clause”) provides: 

No person shall be a Senator or Representative in Congress, or elector of 
President and Vice-President, or hold any office, civil or military, under the 
United States, or under any State, who, having previously taken an oath, as 

 
(noting that Stewart Rhodes and the other indicted Oath Keepers are “charged with a seditious conspiracy, 
which is not protected by the First Amendment.”). 
184  See, e.g., Yates v. United States, 354 U.S. 298, 312-28 (1956); Brandenburg v. Ohio, 395 U.S. 444, 
447 (1969) (“[T]he constitutional guarantees of free speech and free press do not permit a State to forbid or 
proscribe advocacy of the use of force or of law violation except where such advocacy is directed to inciting 
or producing imminent lawless action and is likely to incite or produce such action. . . . [T]he mere abstract 
teaching . . . of the moral propriety or even moral necessity for a resort to force and violence, is not the same 
as preparing a group for violent action and steeling it to such action.”) (citation and internal quotation marks 
omitted). 
185  Yates, 354 U.S. at 318. 
186  Id. at 324-25 (emphasis in original). 
187  Id. at 321. 
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a member of Congress, or as an officer of the United States, or as a member 
of any State legislature, or as an executive or judicial officer of any State, to 
support the Constitution of the United States, shall have engaged in 
insurrection or rebellion against the same, or given aid or comfort to the 
enemies thereof. But Congress may by a vote of two-thirds of each House, 
remove such disability.188 

The Supreme Court has explained that the “Constitution of the United States, with the several 

amendments thereof, must be regarded as one instrument, all of whose provisions are to be deemed 

of equal validity.”189 The ratification of the Disqualification Clause makes clear that oath-breaking 

insurrectionists who seek to hold public office are not shielded by the First Amendment. 

 Fifth, the “right” to seek and hold public office is and always has been a qualified one.190 It 

is not considered a fundamental constitutional right, “therefore, burdens inflicted upon candidates 

 
188  U.S. Const. amend. XIV, § 3. “After the Civil War,” a recent article about the Clause explains, 
“Congress recognized that its losers would continue to fight—if not on the battlefield, then in the political 
arena. So one condition for readmission into the Union was that confederate states needed to ratify the 
Fourteenth Amendment.” Myles S. Lynch, Disloyalty and Disqualification: Reconstructing Section 3 of the 
Fourteenth Amendment, 30 William & Mary Bill of Rights J. 153, 155 (2021). “The oath to support the 
Constitution is the test. The idea being that one who had taken an oath to support the Constitution and violated 
it, ought to be excluded from taking it again, until relieved by Congress.” Worthy v. Barrett, 63 N.C. 199, 204 
(N.C. 1869), appeal dismissed sub nom. Worthy v. Comm’rs, 76 U.S. 611 (1869) (emphasis in original); see 
also Cong. Globe, 39th Cong., 1st Sess. 2532 (1866) (statement of Rep. Banks) (“An enemy to the 
Government, a man who avows himself an enemy of its policies and measures, who has made war against 
the Government, would not seem to have any absolute right to share political power equally with other men 
who have never been otherwise than friends of the Government.”). “In the years after the passage of the 
Fourteenth Amendment, Section 3 was relied on to exclude both state and federal officials from office.” 
Greene v. Raffensperger, 2022 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 70961, at *66 (N.D. Ga. Apr. 18, 2022). 
189  Prout v. Starr, 188 U.S. 537, 543 (1903); see also Cohens v. State of Va., 19 U.S. 264, 393 (1821) 
(“[P]rovisions of the constitution are equally obligatory, and are to be equally respected.”). 
190  See, e.g., U.S. Const., art. I, § 2, cl. 2 (“No person shall be a representative who shall not have attained 
to the age of twenty five years, and been seven years a citizen of the United States, and who shall not, when 
elected, be an inhabitant of that state in which he shall be chosen.”); id., § 3, cl. 3 (“No person shall be a 
Senator who shall not have attained to the age of thirty years, and been nine years a citizen of the United 
States, and who shall not, when elected, be an inhabitant of that state for which he shall be chosen.”); Alaska 
Const., art. II, § 2 (delineating the necessary qualifications to serve in the Alaska Legislature). 
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are not to be measured by the same yardstick applied to burdens affecting voters.”191 Indeed, the 

Supreme Court has made clear that “the existence of barriers to a candidate’s access to the ballot 

‘does not of itself compel close scrutiny.’”192 Thus, courts have held that “[t]he First 

Amendment does not in terms confer a right to run for public office, and . . .  that it does not do so 

by implication either.”193 Or, as one court recently put it when considering Marjorie Taylor Greene’s 

challenge to Georgia’s “challenge statute” – which allows Georgia voters to “challenge whether 

individual candidates in their districts meet the requisite legal qualifications to run for their 

prospective positions via an administrative proceeding before Georgia’s Office of State 

Administrative Hearings”194 – “a candidate’s right to appear on the ballot does not rise to the level 

of a fundamental constitutional right, nor does a challenge to a candidate’s qualifications necessarily 

equate to a severe burden on that candidate’s First Amendment rights.”195 Here, Alaska’s 

Disqualification for Disloyalty clause is nothing more or less than an additional constitutional 

qualification for officeholding, and should be interpreted accordingly. 

 Sixth, the Supreme Court has held that “[a] legislator of course can be required to swear to 

support the Constitution of the United States as a condition of holding,” without running afoul of the 

First Amendment.196 As Rep. Eastman concedes in his brief, the Supreme Court’s cases interpreting 

 
191  Thournir v. Meyer, 909 F.2d 408, 412 (10th Cir. 1990); see also Am. Const. Law Found., Inc. v. 
Meyer, 120 F.3d 1092, 1101 (10th Cir. 1997) (noting that “candidacy is not a fundamental right”), aff’d sub. 
nom. Buckley v. Am. Constitutional Law Found., Inc., 525 U.S. 182 (1999); Carver v. Dennis, 104 F.3d 847, 
850–51 (6th Cir. 1997). 
192  Clements v. Fashing, 457 U.S. 957, 963 (1982) (quoting Bullock v. Carter, 405 U.S. 134, 143 (1972)). 
193  Bart v. Telford, 677 F.2d 622, 624 (7th Cir. 1982). 
194  Greene, 2022 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 70961, at *3. 
195  Id. at *48. 
196  Bond v. Floyd, 385 U.S. 116, 132 (1966). 
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the First Amendment vis-à-vis the Smith Act, which is a criminal liability statute, are inapposite.197 

A better analogue are cases, like Bond, addressing the exclusion of state legislators for disloyalty or 

anti-government speech. In Bond, the Georgia House of Representatives sought to exclude a 

legislator “because of his statements, and statements to which he subscribed, criticizing the policy 

of the Federal Government in Vietnam and the operation of the Selective Service laws.”198 The 

Supreme Court held that the exclusion of the legislator violated the First Amendment, because the 

statements at issue were “expressions in opposition to national foreign policy in Vietnam and to the 

Selective Service system,”199 and did not “demonstrate any incitement to violation of law.”200 But, 

in reaching this holding, the court distinguished between the First Amendment protections afforded 

to private citizens versus public officials: 

The State attempts to circumvent the protection the First Amendment would 
afford to these statements if made by a private citizen by arguing that a State 
is constitutionally justified in exacting a higher standard of loyalty from its 
legislators than from its citizens. Of course, a State may constitutionally 
require an oath to support the Constitution from its legislators which it does 
not require of its private citizens. But this difference in treatment does not 
support the exclusion of Bond, for while the State has an interest in requiring 
its legislators to swear to a belief in constitutional processes of government, 
surely the oath gives it no interest in limiting its legislators’ capacity to 
discuss their views of local or national policy. The manifest function 
of the First Amendment in a representative government requires that 
legislators be given the widest latitude to express their views on issues of 
policy. . . . Just as erroneous statements must be protected to give freedom 
of expression the breathing space it needs to survive, so statements 

 
197  Eastman MSJ at 13. 
198  Bond, 385 U.S. at 118. 
199  Id. at 132. 
200  Id. at 134. 
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criticizing public policy and the implementation of it must be similarly 
protected. 201 

Finally, in Communist Party of Indiana v. Whitcomb,202 another loyalty oath case, the 

Supreme Court considered an Indiana statute which disqualified any existing or newly-organized 

political party from having the names of its candidates printed on the ballot unless it “filed an 

affidavit, by its officers, under oath, that it does not advocate the overthrow of local, state or national 

government by force or violence . . . .”203 The Communist Party of Indiana challenged the statute.204 

The court held that the statute violated the First Amendment because it was overbroad, since it 

“exact[ed] a broad oath embracing advocacy of abstract doctrine as well as advocacy of action.”205 

The court reiterated the rule that “the First and Fourteenth Amendments render invalid statutes 

regulating advocacy that are not limited to advocacy of action.”206 

This Court should interpret the Disqualification for Disloyalty clause consistent with these 

principles to avoid any tension with the First Amendment. This Court should interpret the word 

“advocates” in Article XII, § 4 – which was enacted with the benefit of the Supreme Court’s Dennis 

decision – to require more than just speaking about “the abstract doctrine of overthrowing or 

destroying organized government,”207 or a discussion of “their views of local or national policy,”208 

 
201  Id. at 135-36. 
202  414 U.S. 441 (1974). 
203  Id. at 442. 
204  See id. at 443. 
205  Id. at 447. 
206  Id. 
207  Dennis, 341 U.S. at 511. 
208  Bond, 385 U.S. at 135; see also Alsworth v. Seybert, 323 P.3d 47, 57-58 (Alaska 2014) (holding that 
speech by elected officials about Pebble Mine was protected under First Amendment). 
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but to require advocacy (by the public official or organization to which he or she belongs) of 

“concrete action for the forcible overthrow of the Government.”209  

When judged against this standard, the words and actions of the Oath Keepers go well 

beyond the line of First Amendment protected speech. As detailed above, the Oath Keepers have not 

only advocated abstractly for “a bloody, bloody civil war,” “an insurrection,” “a guerilla fight,” a 

“bloody war,” “a bloody and desperate fight,” “a bloody revolution/civil war,” a “bloody 

revolution/civil war to defeat the traitors [i.e., President Biden and Vice President Harris],” and 

“tak[ing] arms in defense of our God given liberty,”210 but numerous Oath Keepers members also 

took concrete actions as a result of this advocacy, culminating with the insurrection on January 6, 

2021, to disrupt the transfer of power to President Biden. These actions included coordinating travel 

to Washington, D.C., amassing a large cache of firearms, ammunition, and tactical gear in “quick 

reaction force” teams outside Washington, D.C., and forcibly entering the Capitol building in 

military formations, all with the purpose to “to prevent, hinder, and delay the certification of 

President-Elect Joseph R. Biden as President of the United States.”211 Three Oath Keepers, including 

the leaders of local chapters, have already pleaded guilty to seditious conspiracy charges and 

admitted to these actions.212  

As stated by expert Matthew Kriner, the Oath Keepers is not an organization that merely 

engages in political speech, or “a benign weekend warrior club that trains with firearms and waxes 

 
209  Yates, 354 U.S. at 320. 
210  See supra nn. 29-42. 
211  See supra nn. 48-72. 
212  See supra n.45. 
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poetically about the finer points of defending American democracy from foreign tyranny.”213 Rather, 

“[a]s witnessed on January 6, 2021, the organization’s principal target is the government itself . . . 

and it has routinely engaged in a manner that rejects the authority and undermines American 

democracy through armed intimidation.”214 Rep. Eastman’s admitted membership in the Oath 

Keepers, his financial contributions to the organization,215 and his continued defense of the Oath 

Keepers even after the events of the January 6 insurrection,216 undermine his commitment to the 

“constitutional processes of government,”217 and thus justify his disqualification consistent with 

First Amendment principles. 

E. There Is At Least a Genuine Issue of Material Fact on Whether the Oath 
Keepers Advocates the Violent Overthrow of the U.S. Government. 

Finally, Rep. Eastman argues that the “uncontested facts” establish as a matter of law that 

Rep. Eastman “is not in violation of Article XII, § 4 of the Alaska Constitution.”218 As this Court 

summarized in its preliminary injunction order, Mr. Kowalke needs to establish two things in order 

to prevail on his claim that Rep. Eastman is barred from public office the Disqualification for 

Disloyalty clause: (1) Rep. Eastman “aids or belongs” to the Oath Keepers; and (2) the Oath Keepers 

is a “ party or organization or association which advocates . . . the overthrow by force or violence of 

the government of the United States or of the State.”219 

 
213  Kriner Report at 5. 
214  Id. at 4-5. 
215  See supra nn. 8-12. 
216  See supra nn. 15-17. 
217  Bond, 385 U.S. at 135. 
218  Eastman MSJ at 14. 
219  Preliminary Injunction Order at 6. 
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Rep. Eastman concedes the first of these elements.220 However, Rep. Eastman argues that 

the fact that the Oath Keepers’ bylaws forbid “membership to those who advocate for the overthrow 

of the government by force or violence” is “dispositive” of the second element.221 This Court already 

rejected this argument, explaining that “[a]n organization is defined not only by its by-laws, but also 

by the actions and statements of those who purport to lead it.”222 This Court’s prior ruling on the 

effect of the Oath Keepers’ bylaws is now the law of the case.223 

Rep. Eastman also argues that the “bald allegations” in Mr. Kowalke’s complaint are not 

sufficient evidence to prove that the Oath Keepers advocates the violent overthrow of the United 

States government.224 Of course not, but Mr. Kowalke is not relying on “bald allegations.” Rather, 

he has proffered the opinions, based on extensive research, of two of the leading experts on anti-

government extremism in the United States that “the Oath Keepers is an active organization which 

advocates for the overthrow of the government of the United States by force or violence,”225 and that 

“the Oath Keepers organization, led by Stewart Rhodes, engaged in a seditious conspiracy that 

culminated in the group’s participation in a violent riot motivated by a desire to prevent through 

force the certification of the 2020 Presidential Election.”226 This Court preliminarily found that the 

information presented by these researchers demonstrated a clear showing of probable success on the 

 
220  Eastman MSJ at 14. 
221  Id. at 15. 
222  Preliminary Injunction Order at 8. 
223  See supra n.96. 
224  Eastman MSJ at 15. 
225  Kriner Report at 2. 
226  Lewis Report at 2. 
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merits; it is certainly under the lower summary judgment standard.227 While Rep. Eastman has 

indicated that he will call an expert, John D. Guandolo, to testify to a contrary opinion about the 

Oath Keepers, this “battle of the experts” creates a genuine issue of material fact that cannot be 

resolved by this Court on summary judgment.228 

Finally, Rep. Eastman mischaracterizes the basis for the expert opinions of Mr. Kriner and 

Mr. Lewis by stating that they are based on “unsworn newspaper stories and reports, which are not 

admissible evidence.”229 This assertion is simply false. Mr. Kriner and Mr. Lewis both detailed the 

exhaustive sources of information they considered in their expert reports,230 including statements 

published on the Oath Keepers website,231 other public statements made by Stewart Rhodes, guilty 

pleas by Oath Keepers members to seditious conspiracy charges for their actions in the January 6 

insurrection,232 Statements of Offense in which the charged Oath Keepers “stipulated to the . . . 

factual basis” of their guilty pleas and that “the United States could prove the [stipulated] facts 

beyond a reasonable doubt,”233 as well as the sworn testimony and admitted exhibits from the 

Stewart Rhodes trial. And even if some of this evidence may not be admissible on its own, Mr. 

 
227  Preliminary Injunction Order at 8. 
228  See, e.g., Diamond v. Wagstaff, 873 P.2d 1286, 1290 (Alaska 1994) (“[T]he parties presented 
affidavits of experts [in a legal malpractice case], the opinions of which conflicted on the appropriateness of 
[the attorney’s] response. Therefore, there was a genuine issue of material fact on this point, and the superior 
court correctly denied Diamond's motion for partial summary judgment.”); Phillips v. Mukluk Freight Lines, 
Inc., 721 P.2d 1143, 1145 (Alaska 1986) (holding that evidence presented in expert witness affidavit sufficed 
to raise genuine issue of material fact regarding whether appellee acted in bad faith). 
229  Eastman MSJ at 14. 
230  Kriner Report at nn. 1-69 and Appendix 2; Lewis Report at 18-30 and nn. 1-62. The experts also 
provide links to the vast majority of these sources. 
231  See Exhibits 10-11. 
232  See Exhibits 7-9. 
233  See Exhibits 4-6. 
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Kriner and Mr. Lewis both state in their reports that they are the type of materials that are reasonably 

relied upon by experts in their field.234 As such, they are a valid basis for expert testimony.235 

V. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, this Court should deny the dispositive motions filed by the 

Division and Rep. Eastman, and should allow this case to proceed to trial. 
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Introduction 

My name is Matthew Kriner and I am the Senior Research Scholar at the Center on Terrorism, 

Extremism, and Counterterrorism (CTEC). I have held this position since October 2021. I am providing 

this expert opinion on behalf of the Northern Justice Project, LLC related to the ongoing case against 

Representative David Eastman.  

I have been asked by the plaintiff in this case to render an expert opinion whether the Oath Keepers are 

an organization or association which advocates for the overthrow of the government of the United 

States by force or violence. As detailed in the subsequent sections of this document, it is my expert 

opinion that the Oath Keepers is an active organization which advocates for the overthrow of the 

government of the United States by force or violence. 

Qualifications 

I have studied the dynamics of terrorist organizations, anti-government extremists, and individual 

radicalization for over a decade. Prior to my current role at CTEC, I was a contracted intelligence analyst 

that supported the US government’s law enforcement missions at the Department of Homeland Security 

(DHS) and the Department of Justice (DOJ). In that capacity I contributed to DOJ investigations into 

violent extremist threats leading into and following the January 6th Insurrection. Preceding that role, I 

was a Senior Analyst and Program Manager for a market-leading technology firm’s Global Security 

Center. In that capacity it was my responsibility to identify, triage, and coordinate response to active 

crises affecting the firm’s global assets and personnel. Crises included, but were not limited to, active 

terrorist attacks, bomb threats, targeted violence threats against executives, and more.  

As the Senior Research Scholar at CTEC, it is my duty to oversee and conduct research related to violent 

extremist movements and related efforts to destabilize democratic governments. This has 

predominantly fallen into three broad categories of research expertise: anti-government violent 

extremism; neofascist militant accelerationism; and threat assessment. Within these categories my 

research and analysis has focused on a wide range of actors and threat types. I have lead cutting edge 

research on emerging violent extremist movements like the Boogaloo movement, the Proud Boys, and 

numerous neofascist accelerationist entities that are designated as terrorist organizations by foreign 

governments, such as Canada and New Zealand. These research efforts have led to direct policy changes 

and action by those entities towards the violent actors, such as the listing of the Proud Boys as a 

terrorist organization by the New Zealand government.  

Additionally, prior to, and following, the January 6th Insurrection, I have conducted extensive research 

on US militia movement groups and networks. This research has included topics such as examining how 

criminal conduct by individuals in the groups is, or is not, emblematic of the group, conducting threat 

assessments on militia-associated individuals, networks, and groups, and more. I have produced 

numerous research products, op-eds, briefed law enforcement and policy makers, and provided dozens 

of interviews to journalists related to the broader topic of American militia’s anti-authority and anti-

democratic activities. With respect to the Oath Keepers, I have produced multiple research products and 

conducted numerous briefings on their role in the January 6th Insurrection and their broader historical 

anti-government and politically motivated violent activity. Specifically, I have provided testimony for the 

Alaska House Military and Veterans' Affairs Committee as well as led the drafting of two Statements for 

the Record for the Select Committee to Investigate the January 6th Attack on the United States Capitol, 
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one titled “Toppling Tyranny: Understanding the Militia Movement’s Role in the January 6th 

Insurrection and Beyond” and one titled “The Weaponization of Conspiracy Theories: A Growing 

National Security Threat.” Both Statements provide assessment of how the Oath Keepers contributed to 

the broader violent extremist and anti-government militia landscape with a careful examination of their 

involvement in the January 6th Insurrection. In each of these products I have extensively reviewed 

primary source content (e.g., court records, social media, websites, member blogs, and more), as well as 

secondary and tertiary reporting on the Oath Keepers (e.g., research products, academic books, media 

reports, and more) that informs the Oath Keepers’ organizational structure, its history, its online and 

offline activities, its membership details, criminal conduct of individuals, and the Oath Keepers position 

in the broader violent extremist landscape of the United States. An accounting of the materials reviewed 

and relied upon for this expert report can be found in Section IV.   

It is in this capacity that I offer the below statement related to the issue of Representative Mr. David 

Eastman and the Oath Keepers organization. 

I have not previously testified as an expert witness at trial or by deposition. My entire CV is attached as 

Exhibit 1. 

Compensation 

I am being compensated by the Northern Justice Project LLC at a rate of $150 per hour for my consulting 

services in offering this report. To date, I have spent 26 hours on this case.  

Documents and Information Considered 

In formulating my expert opinions in this case, I reviewed and relied upon the following types of 

materials: court documents; primary materials produced by the Oath Keepers including but not limited 

to the Oath Keepers website, reporting on the Oath Keepers data leak, Oath Keepers social media, 

communications from the Oath Keepers to members, and personal blogs of self-identified members of 

the Oath Keepers; media reports; secondary analysis, research, and opinion pieces; and lastly, data 

made available to me by the Northern Justice Project related to discovery in this proceeding. All of the 

sources considered are of the type reasonably relied upon by experts in my field.  

Additionally, see Appendix 2 for a list of sources utilized in my research and drafting of this statement 

that may exist beyond the provided footnotes throughout the statement.  

Statement of Opinions  

Who Are the Oath Keepers? 

Oath Keepers group is an anti-government, anti-authority, right-wing extremist organization that 

portrays itself as “guardians of the republic” dedicated to preserving Americans’ natural rights from 

abstract tyrannical forces. The organization was founded and is led by Stewart Rhodes. In the by-laws for 

the organization, Rhodes is written in as “president of the group for life, unless he resigns or is found 

incompetent.” According to the Oath Keeper website:  

“Stewart is the founder and National President of Oath Keepers. He served as a U.S. 

Army paratrooper until disabled in a rough terrain parachuting accident during a night 

jump. He is a former firearms instructor, former member of Rep. Ron Paul’s DC staff, and 
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served as a volunteer firefighter in Montana. Stewart previously wrote the monthly 

Enemy at the Gates column for S.W.A.T. Magazine. Stewart graduated from Yale Law 

School in 2004, where his paper “Solving the Puzzle of Enemy Combatant Status” won 

Yale’s Miller prize for best paper on the Bill of Rights. He assisted teaching U.S. military 

history at Yale, was a Yale Research Scholar, and is writing a book on the dangers of 

applying the laws of war to the American people.”1 

Since its inception in 2009, the group has used a warped sense of patriotism, loose enforcement of laws 

surrounding paramilitary activity, and America’s founding revolutionary spirit to justify anti-government 

mobilization. It consistently walked the edge of political violence before taking part in the January 6 

insurrection. According to Dr. Sam Jackson, “Oath Keepers exemplifies a style of American politics that 

views violence as a legitimate means to achieve political goals, at least under certain conditions.”2 Thus, 

the Oath Keepers act at times as an insurrectionary movement that cloaks its violent activities in 

pseudo-patriotism and revolutionary rhetoric as a sense of duty to the U.S. Constitution. In January 

2022, Rhodes and 10 other members of the Oath Keepers were arrested on seditious conspiracy charges 

related to their role in the January 6th Insurrection on January 6, 2021. To date, eleven Oath Keepers and 

leader Stewart Rhodes are alleged to have engaged seditious conspiracy for their role in the January 6th 

Insurrection which sought to disrupt the Constitutional process of certifying the 2020 election. 

The Oath Keepers derived their group name “from oaths that military and law enforcement members 

take,” which “evokes a sense of inherent patriotism and duty to the U.S. Constitution.” For example, the 

group explicitly outlined in their founding document ‘Declarations of Orders we will not Obey,’ this oath: 

Recognizing that we each swore and [sic] oath to support and defend the Constitution 

against all enemies, foreign and domestic, and affirming that we are guardians of the 

Republic, of the principles in our Declaration of Independence, and of the rights of our 

people, we affirm and declare the following…3 

Instead, to fulfill Rhodes’ views of the group as “guardians of the republic”, the group has weaponized 

American patriotism with the aim of capturing the state, even violently if certain conditions are met. 

Rhodes and the Oath Keepers movement regularly adopt political stances that are nakedly 

insurrectionary and use rhetoric that borders on incitement. It’s commitment to the rule of law and the 

US Constitution is a rotating notion of individual preference and ideological interpretation. As I have 

written elsewhere, “the Oath Keepers has built a myth around itself as defending everyday Americans 

from the abuse of an ever-encroaching federal government that is stripping Americans of their natural 

rights. Yet, in recent years, the mission of the Oath Keepers has evolved into one predicated on a 

profoundly hostile stance toward the political status quo in the United States.”4 As witnessed on January 

6, 2021, the organization’s principal target is the government itself—particularly federal agencies—and 

 
1 https://web.archive.org/web/20201115033306/https://oathkeepers.org/2020/11/oath-keepers-critical-message-
to-patriots-on-election-day-and-after/    
2 Sam Jackson, Oath Keepers: Patriotism and the Edge of Violence in a Right-Wing Antigovernment Group (New 
York: Columbia University Press, 2020). 
3 Oath Keepers website; Jackson, Oath Keepers: Patriotism and the Edge of Violence in a Right-Wing 
Antigovernment Group; A full accounting of the “Orders” can be found in Appendix 1.  
4 https://ctc.usma.edu/the-oath-keepers-and-their-role-in-the-january-6-insurrection/  
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it has routinely engaged in a manner that rejects the authority and undermines American democracy 

through armed intimidation.  

Until recently, these views are largely confined to America’s most extreme fringes like the sovereign 

citizen movement, the CSPOA, and other actors who conspiratorially view the US government as 

illegitimate. Since 2016 increasingly grown antagonistic towards democratic principles and the United 

States federal government. Following the 2020 presidential election, Rhodes and many individual 

members of the Oath Keepers have rejected the lawfully elected President, Joseph R. Biden, and 

engaged in routine denunciation of the current administration as unlawful and as the result of a fixed 

election or a coup d'état. As such, the group’s anti-authority views and activities do little to uphold an 

oath to the Constitution, and instead pervert its noble purpose to subvert American democracy. The 

Oath Keepers engage in three primary forms of activity: political activism, misinformation, and 

paramilitary activities. Despite arguments to the contrary, the Oath Keepers are not a benign weekend 

warrior club that trains with firearms and waxes poetically about the finer points of defending American 

democracy from foreign tyranny.  

History of the Organization  

Historically, the Oath Keepers has routinely espoused anti-government rhetoric and stood openly 

against federal law enforcement with firearms.5 From their involvement in the 2014 Bundy Ranch 

standoff with United States federal law enforcement to their acting as perimeter defense for the 

occupiers of the federally owned Malheur Natural Refuge6 in 2016 and ultimately their alleged role in 

the January 6th Insurrection, the Oath Keepers have made clear through their actions that they are 

willing to use force against the United States government when they believe it has acted against their 

wishes. 

On April 19, 2009, the first Oath Keepers muster was conducted on the historic Lexington Common 

outside Boston, Massachusetts. Lexington Common is the site of the first battle in the American 

Revolution. Oath Keepers advertised the event by inviting others “to celebrate ‘The shot heard around 

the world’ – April 19, 1775, where the first fighting in the Revolutionary War occurred.” Just a month 

after the group was founded, the event focused heavily on former military individuals speaking 

passionately about a looming second revolutionary war, globalism’s threat to American sovereignty, and 

the need to resist supposedly tyrannical governance that would subvert Americans’ natural rights.7 The 

group’s founder and leader, Stewart Rhodes, presented his foundational vision for the Oath Keepers 

that day, read aloud the group’s “Declaration of Orders We Will Not Obey,” and conducted a mass oath-

swearing ceremony with those gathered. 

The Oath Keepers’ leader—Elmer Stewart Rhodes, better known as Stewart—is a former Army 

paratrooper, Yale Law graduate, disbarred Montana lawyer,8 and staffer for Congressman Ron Paul 

(retired). Today, Rhodes is the most visible member of Oath Keepers (by his own design) and touts the 

additional title of “Person One” in federal prosecution filings and Congressional subpoena related to his 

 
5 http://cup.columbia.edu/book/oath-keepers/9780231193450  
6 https://www.opb.org/news/series/burns-oregon-standoff-bundy-militia-news-updates/theres-another-armed-
group-in-burns-and-theyre-not-the-bundys/;  http://cup.columbia.edu/book/oath-keepers/9780231193450  
7 Transcripts reviewed at scholar Sam Jackson’s archive. 
8 In the matter of Elmer S Rhodes, “Order,” Supreme court of the state of Montana, 2015. 

Exhibit 2 
Page 5 of 25

http://cup.columbia.edu/book/oath-keepers/9780231193450
https://www.opb.org/news/series/burns-oregon-standoff-bundy-militia-news-updates/theres-another-armed-group-in-burns-and-theyre-not-the-bundys/
https://www.opb.org/news/series/burns-oregon-standoff-bundy-militia-news-updates/theres-another-armed-group-in-burns-and-theyre-not-the-bundys/
http://cup.columbia.edu/book/oath-keepers/9780231193450


and the Oath Keepers’ alleged involvement in the January 6 insurrection. In the by-laws for the 

organization, Rhodes is written in as “president of the group for life, unless he resigns or is found 

incompetent.”9 

The militia and patriot movements, while sometimes referred to as separate components of the broader 

anti-government extremist landscape in the United States, according to scholar Sam Jackson are best 

“defined by two closely related beliefs: the federal government (and possibly some state and local 

governments) are currently tyrannical or are quickly becoming tyrannical; and American patriots need to 

be ready to engage in conflict with that government to protect or restore traditional American rights. 

That conflict could begin anytime, and it could include a range of different types of action including an 

insurgency-style war.”10  

Status  

It is my expert opinion that the Oath Keepers is an active organization. To date, there is no formal 

statement of dissolution for the Oath Keepers organization. In contrast, following the events of the 

January 6th Insurrection, and the Canadian government’s listing of the Three Percent movement as a 

terrorist organization, the movement’s national leadership issued a formal, public dissolution notice via 

their website.11 The issuance of public dissolution notices is a common practice and its absence suggests 

that the leadership of Oath Keepers does not see itself as defunct, dissolved, or otherwise not active.  

Organizational Structure and Membership 

The Oath Keepers are a hierarchical organization with a national leadership council, state and county 

chapters, and local branches.12 The Oath Keepers have an extensive set of by-laws that outline the 

organizational structure, conduct, and expectations of members. Operationally, most activity is 

undertaken by individual chapters or branches, allowing for a degree of autonomy on local mobilization. 

According to scholar Sam Jackson, organizational dynamics of Oath Keepers put local chapters and 

branches and state-level leadership on the hook for arranging “meetings, demonstrations, and training 

exercises.”13 National leadership, which consists of a board of directors that is led by Rhodes, oversees 

the Oath Keepers’ brand and reputation, and maintains its own social media and web presence separate 

from the state and local activity—though national leadership will feature state and local content, as well 

as boost calls to action based on activity that state and local branches initiate. A good example of this is 

the proactive stance that the Josephine County branch of the Oath Keepers took in relation to the Sugar 

Pine Mine standoff and the Malheur Wildlife Refuge standoff. Both times, the Oath Keepers’ national 

leadership team responded to actions taken by the local branch before issuing a stance on the incident 

and the merit of the Oath Keepers’ involvement. These episodes are described later in the statement. 

 
9 Jackson, Oath Keepers: Patriotism and the Edge of Violence in a Right-Wing Antigovernment Group. 
10 Sam Jackson, “Fantasies of Violence in the Patriot/Militia Movement in the United States” in Barbara Perry, 
Jeffrey Gruenewald, and Ryan Scrivens eds. Right-wing Extremism in Canada and the United States (London: 
Palgrave, 2022), chapter forthcoming. 
11 https://web.archive.org/web/20210310130503/https://thethreepercenters.org/2021/02/ttpos-final-
statement/21/  
12 Jackson, Oath Keepers: Patriotism and the Edge of Violence in a Right-Wing Antigovernment Group; Oath 
Keepers website. 
13 Jackson, Oath Keepers: Patriotism and the Edge of Violence in a Right-Wing Antigovernment Group. 
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Overall, the group answers entirely to Rhodes. Except for individual acts, it seems there is virtually no 

Oath Keepers activity that Rhodes is not aware of or not involved in planning to some extent. Rhodes, by 

design, is the fulcrum around which the organization exists. 

The Oath Keepers group seeks explicitly to recruit “current and formerly serving military, police, and first 

responders.”14 Reporting based on a leaked dataset of Oath Keepers membership shows that “state 

lawmakers, congressional candidates, and local government and GOP officials”15 were included in the 

Oath Keepers’ membership list, specifically: “28 people who currently hold elected office joined or 

financially supported the Oath Keepers,”16 multiple New York Police Department officers,17 and 

approximately 150 individuals who registered membership with a “.mil” email address.  

Ultimately attaining membership in the Oath Keepers is predominantly an individual act and 

responsibility. As demonstrated by Mr. Eastman’s inquiry regarding his lifetime membership to Rich 

Melville the Oath Keepers National Membership Coordinator, our research has found that an individual 

associated with the group is often more concerned with the status, public or parliamentary, of their 

membership than the organization (at any level) or the leadership. Additionally, the organization retains 

the ability to remove individuals as detailed in Article VIII, Section 8.02 Restrictions on Membership, sub-

section (c) of the Oath Keepers’ by-laws states that “Oath Keepers reserves the right in it’s [sic] sole 

discretion, to withhold, deny, or revoke the membership or associate membership of any person whom 

Oath Keepers determines will dilute, impair or disrupt Oath Keeper’s mission, dishonor, or in any 

manner bring ill repute to Oath Keepers.”18  

My research and the extant literature19 show that some events have been linked to an uptick in 

membership of the Oath Keepers while others have seemingly led to a downturn in individuals 

remaining dues-paying members. In the aftermath of the insurrection, Oath Keepers entered a period of 

transition with members and supporters of the organization divided in their response. Some reaffirmed 

their commitment or became dues-paying members for the first time,20 perhaps believing that the 

insurrectionists were "patriots" who were stopped by corrupt law enforcement. Others renounced their 

involvement, indicating that the attack on the Capitol revealed the extremism inherent in Oath Keepers 

that they hadn't previously noticed.21 A leader of one Oath Keepers chapter described the insurrection 

as an "ugly stain on our nation's history" and announced that the chapter would become independent.22 

Numerous individuals previously associated with the organization, as both lifetime and non-lifetime 

members, have recognized the extremity to which the organization has progressed and since left it 

formally.  

 
14 Oath Keepers website 
15 https://www.propublica.org/article/oath-keepers-in-the-state-house-how-a-militia-movement-took-root-in-the-
republican-mainstream  
16 https://www.buzzfeednews.com/article/jessicagarrison/oath-keepers-data-elected-officials  
17 https://gothamist.com/news/hack-oath-keepers-militia-group-includes-names-active-nypd-officers-de-blasio-
launches-investigation  
18 Via Oath Keepers website. 
19 See Jackson, Oath Keepers: Patriotism and the Edge of Violence in a Right-Wing Antigovernment Group. 
20 https://www.buzzfeednews.com/article/kenbensinger/finances-membership-for-oath-
keepers?bftwnews&utm_term=4ldqpgc#:~:text=The%20listings%2C%20which,600%20new%20members.  
21 https://nrcolumbus.com/local-oath-keepers-split-from-national-following-jan-6/  
22 https://nrcolumbus.com/local-oath-keepers-split-from-national-following-jan-6/  
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Therefore, as exhibited by the examples above, it is reasonable to conclude that any continued 

involvement or association with the Oath Keepers following the January 6th Insurrection, is reasonably 

viewed, at minimum, as a tacit endorsement of the violent insurrectionary activity alleged by the DOJ in 

their filings related to the seditious conspiracy charges against Rhodes and ten other Oath Keepers for 

their activities on January 6th, 2021.  

Oath Keeper Anti-Government Views  

The Oath Keepers are ideologically and operationally best characterized by their preoccupation with 

preparation for a seemingly inevitable direct conflict against the government, which Rhodes and Oath 

Keepers view as an imminent tyrannical threat to “control the population.”15 Tyranny’s form rotates in 

the Oath Keepers outlook, allowing macro-level perceived threats (e.g., the United Nations and 

Marxism) to occupy equal purchase in the minds of the group’s members as the supposedly tyrannical 

actions of executive branch agencies such as the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) at specific localized 

state and federal flashpoints. Since 2016, the rise of movements like Black Lives Matter and anti-fascist 

organizing have assumed a prominent role in the pantheon of Oath Keepers’ perceived threats, largely 

stemming from the organization’s long embrace of conspiracy theories that fixate on global institutions 

supposedly forcing Marxism or Socialism onto American citizens via the United Nations.  Rhodes has 

routinely appeared on the conspiracy website InfoWars and spoken at length about the threat of 

Marxism, antifa, and Black Lives Matter. The Oath Keepers website also regularly posts content that 

reinforces these views and promotes conspiracy theories related to COVID-19, anti-fascist organizing, 

democrats, and more.23 

State Capture 

State capture and state collapse are two categorizations of contention with the state by extremist and 

radical organizations, networks, and cliques that can better inform our understanding of actor behavior 

that led to the January 6th Insurrection – particularly that of the Oath Keepers. To understand why a 

group that styles itself as a Constitutional praetorian guard would engage in a blatant use of force that 

ultimately undermined that same Constitution, we should look to two categorizations of political 

contention: state capture and state collapse. Understanding this framework can help us better 

understand the individual and group-level motivations that drove participation in the January 6th 

Insurrection. 

The distinction between capture and collapse is premised on the question of whether the actor being 

examined feels that the current political system has utility or moral value. In the case of actors that seek 

to capture the state, this means they see the state as either a moral positive or a tool towards their 

goals of restructuring society in their image. State capture activity can range from political movements 

to political violence and even terrorism. The defining element of state capture is the desire to retain 

features of the current system in the event of successful seizure of power. In a liberal democratic system 

this often takes the form of illiberal or reduced egalitarianism within the post-capture state structure 

(e.g., a reduction of rights for some, such as the removal of voting capabilities).  

 
23 https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2020/09/11/long-dangerous-history-far-rights-calls-violence-civil-
war/  
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Militias, paramilitary forces, and more broadly anti-government militants that still see value in the 

political system can attempt to influence outcomes from within that system. In the American context 

this often equates to political expressions of illiberalism. It can also result in behaviors seeking to coerce 

the system with implied threats of violence from without. An example of such behavior is illustrated in 

discussions from the Oath Keepers on how to physically position themselves on January 6th as the 

election was being certified, stating that “We need to make those senators very uncomfortable with all 

of us being a few hundred feet away.”24 This statement, overt in its intent to intimidate a lawful political 

proceeding through the specter of force, still operates within the confines of the political system – even 

if it does seek to radically or violently alter it. Historically, Patriot-militia and Oath Keeper mobilization, 

while violent and insurrectionary at times, is best understood as attempts to capture the state with the 

intention of radically altering its parameters by paring down its reach and influence.  

The Oath Keepers are emblematic of a group more embracing of capturing the state, engaging in acts of 

political violence via armed presence at key events that carried the implicit threat of violent resistance if 

federal authorities failed to act in accordance with the Oath Keepers’ views on the U.S. Constitution and 

natural rights.25 Additionally, like the insurrectionary accelerationists present in the Boogaloo 

movement,26 “Rhodes and by extension the Oath Keepers are preoccupied with the notion of a second 

American civil war.”27 Militants’ expressed view of social collapse and civil war are frequently paired 

with a belief that the actors aware of the dissolution are either uniquely situated to prevent or survive 

the conflict, or they are vindicated in their longstanding views that they must actively fight against the 

evil forces precipitating the collapse. This is true of the Oath Keepers and the practical manifestation of 

this for Rhodes and the Oath Keepers was their desire to see President Trump invoke the Insurrection 

Act on January 6th and their preparations to violently intervene in the lawful transition of power that day 

in Congress due to a conspiratorial belief that a “deep state” or abstract leftist cabal had “stolen” the 

election from President Trump. When paired with violence, or the threat of it, this is an insurrection and 

is tantamount to a plan to overthrowing the state through disrupting the lawful transition of power.  

Oath Keepers, and principally Rhodes, has asserted since approximately 2016 that the political condition 

in the United States had devolved due to a perceived pernicious growth in Marxist violence and politics 

from the left. Rhodes is particularly obsessed with the notion that America is primed to descend into 

collapse and/or civil war. The Oath Keepers are heavily fixated on this narrative, that America is already 

in or rapidly approach a collapse or civil war. Some state-level leadership and individual members of the 

Oath Keepers, as well as other Patriot-militia movement groups, have asserted that a civil war has 

already started and is being waged beyond the view of the public as the mainstream media doesn’t 

cover it.28 These views are often tied to conspiracy theories that Marxist, Socialist, or Communist agents 

are secretly infiltrating left-wing social justice groups like Black Lives Matter and Antifa to foment unrest 

and engage in terrorism. Following the August 2020 shooting of a member of the neo-fascist group 

Patriot Prayer by an anti-fascist activist, Rhodes stated that, “The first shot has been fired brother. Civil 

war is here, right now. We’ll give Trump one last chance to declare this a Marxist insurrection & 

 
24 https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Rhodes%20et%20al%20Indictment.pdf    
25 https://ctc.usma.edu/the-oath-keepers-and-their-role-in-the-january-6-insurrection/  
26 https://ctc.usma.edu/the-evolution-of-the-boogaloo-movement/  
27 https://ctc.usma.edu/the-oath-keepers-and-their-role-in-the-january-6-insurrection/  
28 Prescott eNews, “The Coming Civil War? Part 1,” YouTube, November 22, 2020. 
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suppress it as his duty demands. If he fails to do HIS duty, we will do OURS. ‘against all enemies, foreign 

and domestic’ Stewart”.29 

Coded, or masked, language is a critical tool in the propaganda repertoire of the Oath Keepers anti-

government views. Like many other extremist organizations Oath Keepers utilize words and phrases that 

have multiple plausible meanings depending on the audience they are delivered to and the conditions in 

which they are used. This allows speakers to engage in “wink and nod” dialogue with a sympathetic 

audience (online, in physical communication mediums, and through in-person dialogue) that 

communicates a message the average listener or consumer may not fully understand.  

For example, Oath Keepers’ founder and leader Stewart Rhodes has asserted that, ‘It’s the right of the 

people to abolish [the United States government] to institute such new government as they think 

necessary or reform it. It’s the people’s obligation.’ To some, this statement carries an additional weight 

beyond the context of discussing the legacy of the American Revolutionary War and the justification the 

American colonies made to reject British tyranny. That additional context is that the current government 

is akin to that historic tyrannical force and as American citizens, they are inheritors of that legacy and 

are therefore morally compelled to resist the current government in a manner akin to the Revolutionary 

War – violently through insurrection or rebellion. This sentiment is not a matter of academic debate 

within the Oath Keepers. It is a guiding principle that framed out the group’s existence from its launch in 

2009 when Rhodes chose the site of Lexington Green for its symbolism as the start to the American 

Revolutionary War.  

Much like its militia and patriot movement predecessors, the Oath Keepers has built a myth around 

itself as defending everyday Americans from the abuse of an ever-encroaching federal government that 

is stripping Americans of their natural rights. Yet, in recent years, the mission of the Oath Keepers has 

evolved into one predicated on a profoundly hostile stance toward the political status quo in the United 

States. Oath Keepers rhetoric is deeply conspiratorial and promotes the need for a violent replacement 

of tyrannical forces in the United States due to an alleged imminent conflict with the federal 

government.  

The militia and patriot movements, while sometimes referred to as separate components of the broader 

anti-government extremist landscape in the United States are best “defined by two closely related 

beliefs: the federal government (and possibly some state and local governments) are currently 

tyrannical or are quickly becoming tyrannical; and American patriots need to be ready to engage in 

conflict with that government to protect or restore traditional American rights. That conflict could begin 

anytime, and it could include a range of different types of action including an insurgency-style war.”30 

In recognition of Oath Keepers extremist activity offline and the rhetoric and its use of the platform 

online, Twitter and Facebook removed the group from their respective platforms in 2020. These 

platforms do not lightly remove accounts of this nature. The listing of the Oath keepers as a militarized 

social movement by Facebook’s Dangerous Organizations and Individuals would have required 

significant evidence and justification that the organization is engaging in activities that include but 

 
29 Oath Keepers website 
30 Sam Jackson, “Fantasies of Violence in the Patriot/Militia Movement in the United States” in Barbara Perry, 
Jeffrey Gruenewald, and Ryan Scrivens eds. Right-wing Extremism in Canada and the United States (London: 
Palgrave, 2022), chapter forthcoming. 
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would not be limited to the following: violence offline, incitement, and coordinated planning on 

platform to engage in violent offline activity.  

The Oath Keepers’ insurrectionary rhetoric online and acts offline have resulted in the group’s 

permanent removal from most mainstream social media platforms. In 2020, the Oath Keepers and 

Stewart Rhodes were banned by Facebook and Twitter.31 Facebook, which has listed the Oath Keepers 

as a “militarized social movement,” was a significant arena for the Oath Keepers to promote its brand 

and organize followers. Before its ban from Facebook, the Oath Keepers boasted approximately 551,000 

followers on its official page.32 While active on mainstream platforms, the Oath Keepers’ branded pages 

and group members directly targeted politicians with implicit threats of violence from their social media 

accounts. Rhodes and by extension the Oath Keepers are preoccupied with the notion of a second 

American civil war. Prior to its suspension by Twitter, and in response to the killing of a Patriot Prayer 

member by an alleged anti-fascist activist in August 2020, Rhodes wrote on the official Oath Keepers 

Twitter account the following: “The first shot has been fired brother. Civil war is here, right now. We’ll 

give Trump one last chance to declare this a Marxist insurrection & suppress it as his duty demands. If 

he fails to do HIS duty, we will do OURS. ‘against all enemies, foreign and domestic’ Stewart.”33 In 2019, 

the Oath Keepers Facebook page posted the following message about Oregon Governor Kate Brown: 

Gov. Brown, you want a civil war, because this is how you get a civil war.  

The post was in response to Governor Brown’s orders to state police to find Republican legislators that 

walked out from the state legislature to avoid a vote. Militia and extreme far-right threats over the 

political row prompted the Oregon State Police to “recommend that the Capitol be closed.”34 

Calls to Action & Anti-Government Activities 

As stated at the outset, the Oath Keepers engage in three primary forms of activity, one of which is 

paramilitary activity. This is exemplified by the local and national “calls to action” that have served to 

mobilize the group’s members and sympathizers and more hardened extremist co-travelers (e.g., Three 

Percent Movement and the CSPOA). From 2016 onwards, the group consistently mobilized armed 

responses, often posing as “security operations” to perceived threats, and increasingly expressed the 

belief that the United States was on the brink of or already in a state of civil war. The Oath Keepers’ 

“calls to action” in response to such conflict have led to armed standoffs with the federal 

government, armed intimidation of protestors,35 implicit threats of violence if their demands are not 

met,36 and individual acts of criminality and violence.37 Despite its claims that its members are simply 

monitoring events, Oath Keepers at these engagements have been accused of escalating tensions on the 

ground due to their often heavily armed paramilitary appearance. According to the Armed Conflict 

Location & Event Data Project (ACLED), for the year 2020 nearly “a quarter of all demonstration events 

 
31 https://www.engadget.com/twitter-the-oath-keepers-211426663.html  
32 https://homeland.house.gov/imo/media/doc/Testimony%20-%20MacNab.pdf  
33 https://twitter.com/cjcmichel/status/1300223852371415041  
34 https://www.vice.com/en/article/8xz7nv/lets-check-in-on-those-oregon-republicans-who-fled-the-capital-shall-
we; https://apnews.com/article/legislature-kate-brown-us-news-climate-change-oregon-
6f244646d3624ad89013d88c539aeabb  
35 https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-ferguson-oath-keepers-idUSKCN0QG0SG20150811  
36 https://www.splcenter.org/fighting-hate/extremist-files/group/oath-keepers  
37 https://www.adl.org/resources/backgrounders/oath-keepers  
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in which Oath Keepers are involved have turned violent and/or destructive.” The 24 percent rate for 

Oath Keepers is higher than the Proud Boys at 21 percent, though the Proud Boys had significantly more 

observed instances of offline mobilization logged by ACLED than the Oath Keepers in 2020. Logged 

instances of observed presence are defined by ACLED as offline activity where Oath Keeper participation 

was verified by the ACLED team through open-source research.38 

As I have written elsewhere, “The operational history of the Oath Keepers in the period before January 6 

was defined by a mixture of brinkmanship, physical posturing (often threatening due to the armed 

nature of security operations), and symbolic resistance against government and law enforcement via 

online mediums such as podcasts and video streams.”39 In the acute moments of perceived crisis where 

Oath Keepers issued calls to action, or responded to other calls to action issued by Patriot-militia actors, 

Oath Keepers has justified its anti-government armed responses as anticipating an imminent collapse of 

society or the imminent ascendancy of tyrannical un-Constitutional Federal governance.  

Additionally, the Oath Keepers is often co-travelers to more extreme organizations. For example, the 

group was deeply intertwined with the more violent Three Percenter movement,40 members of which 

are linked to multiple attempted acts of terrorist violence against minorities and charged for their 

involvement in the January 6 insurrection.41 The Three Percenters is a deeply conspiratorial and violent 

militia movement that emerged in the resurgence of the militia presence in America around the 2008 

presidential election. Additionally, one of the Oath Keepers’ oldest relationships to anti-government 

movements is its relationship with the Constitutional Sheriffs and Peace Officers Association 

(CSPOA).42 The founder of CSPOA, Richard Mack, was also a founding member of the Oath 

Keepers. CSPOA is premised on a belief that overlaps with sovereign citizen ideology that the county 

sheriff is the highest authority in the county, capable of overriding even the federal government.43  

Like CSPOA, the founder of the Three Percent movement Mike Vanderboegh was also involved in the 

founding of the Oath Keepers and assisted Rhodes in the 2009 mass oath-swearing ceremony at 

Lexington Common.44 In 2015, following the killing of four U.S. Marines at two military installations in 

Chattanooga, Tennessee, the Oath Keepers and Three Percenters mobilized jointly to serve as volunteer 

armed guards at military recruitment centers where active duty members were prohibited from carrying 

firearms.45 

 
38 https://acleddata.com/2021/06/23/actor-profile-oath-keepers/  
39 https://ctc.usma.edu/the-oath-keepers-and-their-role-in-the-january-6-insurrection/  
40 Listed as terrorist organization by the Canadian government in part due to its involvement in the January 6th 
Insurrection https://www.reuters.com/world/americas/canada-puts-us-right-wing-three-percenters-militia-group-
terror-list-2021-06-25/  
41 https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/oklahoma-man-charged-in-anti-government-bomb-
plot/2017/08/14/97816686-80f9-11e7-ab27-1a21a8e006ab_story.html; 
https://www.reuters.com/world/us/three-percenters-militia-members-charged-us-capitol-attack-2021-06-10/   
42 https://www.splcenter.org/fighting-hate/extremist-files/group/oath-keepers  
43 https://www.adl.org/resources/reports/the-constitutional-sheriffs-and-peace-officers-association-cspoa-and-
richard-mack  
44 https://www.csis.org/blogs/examining-extremism/examining-extremism-oath-keepers  
45 “Protect the Protectors-Update,” Oath Keepers website, July 22, 2015; 
https://lancasteronline.com/news/local/on-guard-armed-civilians-take-up-posts-outside-local-recruiting-
office/article_fbdfa7c4-3163-11e5-9c7a-bf6392b51db8.html  
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Where and how the Oath Keepers chose to act was often contingent on the perceived payoffs and risks 

associated with physical presence. The group often inserted itself into acute moments of tension or at 

events that allow for low-risk, high-branding activism or protest. The above example of the mobilization 

alongside the Three Percent movement demonstrates this well, as the likelihood of a direct conflict with 

law enforcement or an additional attack was quite low. 

Yet Oath Keepers leadership, in particular Rhodes, have been risk averse. The adage ‘actions speak 

louder than words’ is particularly salient for Rhodes, who has routinely positioned himself as endorsing 

less aggressive actions than his Patriot Movement counterparts (such as Ammon Bundy) and less 

aggressive actions than individual members of the Oath Keepers. This directly contradicts his profoundly 

incendiary rhetoric that borders on incitement. Unlike similar entities in the past, which have run afoul 

of federal or state statutes criminalizing private militias,46 the Oath Keepers and Rhodes have displayed 

a sharp awareness of the distinctions they must draw to inhibit investigations into their activities. A 

notable example would be when the national leadership of the Oath Keepers did not endorse the 

Bundy-led occupation of the Malheur National Wildlife Refuge, nor did they issue a call to action. 

However, Rhodes did endorse the Josephine County branch of Oath Keepers decision to position 

themselves a security buffer between Bundy’s milieu and the federal agencies responding to the 

occupation as a “righteous mission” that may “prevent another Waco incident.” This illustrates the level 

to which Rhodes set the tone and directed the overall trajectory of the organization’s offline activities.  

Overall, it is reasonable to assert that the election of President Joe Biden, acted as a catalyst that 

seemingly moved Rhodes and the organization beyond anticipating collapse into a position of direct 

action against the US government. Thus, for the Oath Keepers and Rhodes, the mobilization for January 

6th and the Stop the Steal demonstration promoted by Rhodes demonstrates a zeal to seize a moment of 

opportunity to directly influence what they perceived to be an unlawful transition of power.  

Criminality from Oath Keepers Members 

The following is a non-comprehensive list of Oath Keeper members who were charged with, or 

convicted, of criminal activity:  

Daniel Knight Hayden: In 2009, Hayden, an Oath Keepers supporter, was indicted by a federal grand jury 

for threats to “kill or injure police officers at a public tax protest assembly called a ‘Tea Party’ scheduled 

for April 15, 2009, at the Oklahoma State Capitol.”47 Hayden was convicted for this crime and sentenced 

to eight months in prison. 

Darren Huff: In 2010, Huff was a self-declared member of the Oath Keepers48 “convicted on a firearms 

offense after traveling from Georgia to Tennessee to put government officials under citizen’s arrest for 

refusing to indict President Obama.”49 Huff was sentenced to four years in federal prison. 

 
46 https://www.brennancenter.org/our-work/research-reports/dispelling-myth-second-amendment; 
https://www.law.georgetown.edu/icap/wp-content/uploads/sites/32/2018/04/Prohibiting-Private-Armies-at-
Public-Rallies.pdf  
47 https://archives.fbi.gov/archives/oklahomacity/press-releases/2010/ok020210.htm  
48 https://www.timesfreepress.com/news/2011/oct/22/courthouse-takeover-defendant-is-tearful/  
49 Jackson, Oath Keepers: Patriotism and the Edge of Violence in a Right-Wing Antigovernment Group. 
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Matthew Fairfield: In 2010, Fairfield, a local chapter president of the Oath Keepers’ branch in Ohio, was 

arrested on numerous criminal charges, including the possession of explosives (a live napalm incendiary 

device) and child pornography.50 Fairfield was convicted and sentenced to 20 years in prison. 

Jon Ritzheimer: A participant in the Malheur Refuge Occupation,n Ritzheimer pleaded guilty to one 

count of conspiring to impede officers of the United States and was sentenced to one year and one day 

of imprisonment in November 2017.51 Notably, in 2015 and prior to his participation in the occupation, 

Ritzheimer had threatened to arrest Michigan Senator Debbie Stabenow for her political endorsement 

of the Iranian nuclear agreement.52 

Charles Dyer: Known as July4Patriot on YouTube, where he often appeared wearing a skull mask similar 

to that of the kind popularized by the neo-fascist group Atomwaffen Division, Charles Dyer was charged, 

convicted, and sentenced in 2010 to 30 years in prison for sexual assault of his six-year-old daughter.53 

During a law enforcement search of his residence, sheriff’s deputies found a Colt M-203 grenade 

launcher reportedly identified as one that had been stolen from a California military base in 2006.o 

Notably, Dyer repeatedly promoted the Oath Keepers while in the Marine Corps before he left in 2009 

after being brought up on charges of uttering “disloyal” statements.54 Dyer was also filmed during a 

militia training saying the following: 

“Join the military? Depends on what you want to do with it. Me? I’m going to use my 

training and become one of those domestic terrorists that you’re so afraid of from the 

DHS reports.”55 

The following is a list of notable Oath Keepers’ mobilizations in the years leading up to January 6 that 

skirted the line of insurrectionary political violence and acts of domestic terrorism: 

Bundy Ranch Standoff (Spring 2014): Rhodes and armed members of the Oath Keepers responded to a 

call to action issued by Nevada cattle rancher Cliven Bundy over cattle grazing rights and fears of 

confiscation of the cattle by the Bureau of Land Management. The incident became widely known for an 

image depicting a militia member pointing a long-barreled rifle at federal officers from behind cover on 

an overpass. The Bundy Ranch Standoff was a significant event for anti-government militias across the 

United States with multiple groups, including the Oath Keepers, attending.56 

Ferguson, MO Protests (Fall 2014): Armed members of the Oath Keepers established rooftop 

surveillance posts and patrolled the streets of Ferguson, Missouri, during civil unrest connected to the 

fatal shooting of Michael Brown by a white police officer.57 The police chief at the time said that their 

 
50 https://www.adl.org/resources/backgrounders/oath-keepers  
51 https://www.oregonlive.com/oregon-standoff/2016/08/oregon_standoff_defendant_jon_1.html; USA v. Jon 
Ritzheimer, “Judgment in a Criminal Case,” District of Oregon, 2017. 
52 https://talkingpointsmemo.com/muckraker/jon-ritzheimer-debbie-stabenow-threat  
53 https://abcnews.go.com/US/fbi-manhunt-armed-marine-charles-dyer-ends-peacefully/story?id=14379442; 
https://www.splcenter.org/hatewatch/2012/04/20/oklahoma-oath-keeper-convicted-6-year-old-daughters-rape   
54 https://www.motherjones.com/crime-justice/2010/01/patriot-hero-dyer-july4patriot-goes-down/  
55 https://www.adl.org/resources/backgrounders/oath-keepers  
56 https://www.splcenter.org/hatewatch/2014/04/23/back-bundy-ranch-more-militiamen-gather-things-get-
crazier  
57 https://abcnews.go.com/US/oath-keepers-guard-fergusons-streets-rooftops-drawing-police/story?id=27303096  
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presence was “both unnecessary and inflammatory.”58 In an interview, Rhodes claimed that the Oath 

Keepers had members with contacts in the local police and that the police “didn’t do their job.”59  

Sugar Pine Mine Standoff (Spring 2015): The Sugar Pine Mine standoff occurred in Josephine County, 

Oregon. The Josephine County Oath Keepers involvement was determined by informal vote within the 

local chapter membership assembled at a meeting addressing the Sugar Pine Mine miners’ worries over 

federal action against their mine.60 Armed members of the Oath Keepers, led by the Oregon-based 

Josephine County branch, established a security perimeter to “secure the mine” and prevent purported 

intimidation by the federal Bureau of Land Management agents during ongoing negotiations in court 

related to the mine’s regulatory adherence.61  

Occupation of the Malheur National Wildlife Refuge (Winter 2015-2016): The Josephine County Oath 

Keepers branch and individual members from elsewhere in the United States established an armed 

security buffer between the federal authorities and the occupiers led by Ammon Bundy (son of 

aforementioned Cliven Bundy). While Rhodes declined to issue a call to action in support of the 

occupation, what he wrote on the Oath Keepers website at the time suggested he viewed the 

occupation as a potential catalyst to a conflict with the federal government: “If this situation goes south, 

and the Obama Admin turns this into another Waco, the crap WILL hit the fan nationwide, since there 

are no more free Wacos – not anymore – and you will have your hands full right where you are, and in 

reaction, the first thing you should do is organize town and county militias for mutual defense. And that 

is something we will all need sooner or later. So, start laying the groundwork for that now. Today.”62  

Rhodes’ Rhetoric Ahead of the January 6th Insurrection 

Examples of the Oath Keepers violent and insurrectionary rhetoric, including its calls to action, have 

been widely available and shared by the organization across its newsletter, forum, website, social 

media, and through partner entities since its founding. To that end, it is unlikely that members who have 

received or engaged with its content in any way would be unaware of the escalating rhetoric from 

Rhodes and the organization in the lead up to the Stop the Steal demonstration and subsequent 

storming of the US Capitol on January 6, 2021. Additionally, the Oath Keepers have engaged in activism 

related to election fraud conspiracies since the run-up to the 2016 presidential election.  

In January 2017, Oath Keepers launched a security operation, “Operation Defend J20,” to supposedly 

prevent violence from anti-Trump demonstrators during President Trump’s inauguration in Washington, 

D.C. In November 2020, Rhodes was particularly outspoken and vehement in the rhetoric he used to 

speak about the election.  

That month, Rhodes led a “Stop the Steal” rally in Purcellville, Virginia. And in a foreshadowing of the 

events on January 6, 2021, Rhodes was a guest on Alex Jones’ InfoWars, where in a prolonged discussion 

 
58 https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-ferguson-oath-keepers-idUSKCN0QG0SG20150811  
59 https://www.vice.com/en/article/av48bg/leader-of-oath-keepers-says-the-group-is-in-ferguson-to-protect-the-
weak-1201  
60 https://www.hcn.org/issues/48.2/showdown-at-sugar-pine-mine  
61 Jackson, Oath Keepers: Patriotism and the Edge of Violence in a Right-Wing Antigovernment Group; “Hundreds 
of Volunteers Needed at the Sugar Pine Mine Security Operation in Oregon,” Way Back Machine, Oath Keepers 
website, originally posted May 1, 2015.  
62 “Note from Stewart Rhodes, founder and president of Oath Keepers,” Oath Keepers website, January 10, 2016. 
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on the “Stop the Steal” conspiracy theory, he spoke with fiery rhetoric about the need to mobilize 

against the “deep state” to save the American republic.63 On the show, he advocated for Trump to 

“invoke the Insurrection act … to suppress the deep state,” claiming that the Oath Keepers had “men 

already stationed outside DC as a nuclear option. In case they attempt to remove the President illegally, 

we will step in and stop it. We’re gonna be there to also help secure the coming rally this Saturday and 

your caravan coming in” and “We will be inside DC and we’ll be on the outside of DC, armed, if the 

President calls us up” and “if we don’t there will be no more republic.” On November 15, 2020, Stewart 

Rhodes stated:  

“I think about half this country won’t recognize Biden as legitimate. They won’t 

recognize this election. What that means is that everything that comes out of his mouth 

will be considered not of any force or effect, anything he signs into law we won’t 

recognize as legitimate. We’ll be very much like the founding fathers. We’ll end up 

nullifying and resisting. 64 

Also in November 2020, self-declared members of the Oath Keepers appeared outside the private 

residence of Georgia’s Republican Secretary of State Brad Raffensperger.65 The appearance occurred in 

the midst of death threats over Raffensperger’s refusal to accommodate President Trump’s request for 

Raffensperger to “find” votes and overturn the election results in Georgia.66  

At the pro-Trump “Jericho March” in Washington, D.C., on December 12, 2020, Rhodes gave a speech to 

the crowd, calling on President Trump to invoke the Insurrection Act to remain in power, threatening 

that if he did not do so, the Oath Keepers would be forced to engage in a “‘much more desperate [and] 

much more bloody war’ to ensure that outcome.”67  

According to court records, Person One (now publicly known as Stewart Rhodes) posted an article on 

the Oath Keepers website on January 4, 2021, encouraging members of the group and affiliates to go to 

Washington D.C., for the planned events on January 5 and 6, 2021: 

It is CRITICAL that all patriots who can be in DC get to DC to stand tall in support of 

President Trump’s fight to defeat the enemies foreign and domestic who are attempting 

a coup, through the massive vote fraud and related attacks on our Republic. We Oath 

Keepers are honor-bound and eager to be there in strength to do our part.68 

January 6th Insurrection  

The federal indictment against the Oath Keepers, and guilty pleas from the defendants, makes clear that 

within the group there was clear coordination and planning —not just for traveling to Washington, D.C., 

and not just for anticipating clashes with antifa (far-left leaning militant groups)—but to prevent 

Congress from fulfilling a constitutional requirement. The evidence set forth by the government alleges 

that Oath Keepers engaged in a well-organized conspiracy to physically prevent the certification of what 

 
63 The Alex Jones show, Banned, November 10, 2020. 
64 https://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/americas/us-election-2020/oath-keepers-militia-donald-trump-
joe-biden-2020-election-b1723323.html  
65 https://www.reuters.com/investigates/special-report/usa-trump-georgia-threats/  
66 https://thehill.com/homenews/state-watch/579679-raffensperger-trump-request-to-find-votes-was-a-threat  
67 https://www.adl.org/blog/pro-trump-rallies-in-dc-attract-extremists-erupt-into-violence  
68 USA v. Thomas Caldwell et al., “Sixth Superseding Indictment,” District of Columbia, 2021. 
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they perceived to be a fraudulent election and a harbinger of America’s demise as a democratic 

country.69 Ironically, the very conspiracy Oath Keepers are accused of perpetrating targeted the heart of 

the American democratic process they claimed to have been acting to protect. 

As shown above, the broader rhetoric from Rhodes and the Oath Keepers leading into January 6th left 

little doubt as to their intention and ideological views related to the election and the transfer of power. 

Characterizing it as an existential crisis, Rhodes mobilized a dedicated core of individuals and positioned 

his organization to be the physical spearhead for “resisting” the Biden administration’s lawful 

assumption of the Executive Branch. Additionally, and most alarmingly, evidence provided by the US 

Department of Justice during the seditious conspiracy trial against the Oath Keepers explicitly shows 

coordinated plans and follow through on those plans to have firearms in place on January 6th for 

utilization. The clear intent behind the firearms cache (also known as a “Quick Reaction Force or QRF”) 

was to use them towards a goal of preventing President Joe Biden from assuming his lawfully elected 

duty as President and Commander in Chief. In my expert opinion, the Oath Keepers’ alleged seditious 

conspiracy related to January 6, 2021 is an acute manifestation of the group’s longstanding views that 

the use of force against the US government is not only justified but desired to alter the political dynamic 

in the US federal system. In simpler terms, the group sought to overthrow the US government by force 

or violence.  

Conclusion 

In conclusion, I will reiterate multiple points. First, it is my expert opinion that the Oath Keepers is an 

active organization, principally because there is no formal statement of dissolution for the Oath Keepers 

organization. Second, the Oath Keepers group is an anti-government, anti-authority, right-wing 

extremist organization that directly sought to overthrow the US government on January 6, 2021 by 

force. And lastly, the group has a long and public history of incendiary rhetoric that has crossed the line 

into incitement, as well as a long history of direct actions of insurrectionary and violent nature against 

the US government.  

  

 
69 https://www.justice.gov/usao-dc/pr/fifth-superseding-indictment-unsealed-oath-keeper-conspiracy-case-
related-jan-6-capitol; USA v. Thomas Caldwell et al., “Sixth Superseding Indictment,” District of Columbia, 2021. 
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Appendix 1 

1. We will NOT obey orders to disarm the American people.  

2. We will NOT obey orders to conduct warrantless searches of the American people.  

3. We will NOT obey orders to detain American citizens as “unlawful enemy combatants” or to subject 

them to military tribunal.  

4. We will NOT obey orders to impose martial law or a “state of emergency” on a state.  

5. We will NOT obey orders to invade and subjugate any state that asserts its sovereignty.  

6. We will NOT obey any order to blockade American cities, thus turning them into giant concentration 

camps.  

7. We will NOT obey any order to force American citizens into any form of detention camps under any 

pretext.  

8. We will NOT obey orders to assist or support the use of any foreign troops on U.S. soil against the 

American people to “keep the peace” or to “maintain control.”  

9. We will NOT obey any orders to confiscate the property of the American people, including food and 

other essential supplies.  

10. We will NOT obey any orders which infringe on the right of the people to free speech, to peaceably 

assemble, and to petition their government for a redress of grievances. 
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Sam Jackson, Oath Keepers: Patriotism and the Edge of Violence in a Right-Wing Antigovernment 

Group (New York: Columbia University Press, 2020). 

Sam Jackson, “Fantasies of Violence in the Patriot/Militia Movement in the United States” in Barbara 

Perry, Jeffrey Gruenewald, and Ryan Scrivens eds. Right-wing Extremism in Canada and the United 

States (London: Palgrave, 2022), chapter forthcoming. 
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(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2018).  

JM Berger, Extremism (Cambridge: The MIT Press, 2018). 
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Keepers website, June 7, 2017. 
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website, July 2020. 
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• Responsible for composing daily, weekly, and monthly security reports and briefing client security senior leadership 

concerning applicable global security developments.  
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Research Fellow, Valens Global 
Washington, DC, February 2018 – September 2018  

• Drafted threat assessments and open-source intelligence reports on foreign terrorist fighters and domestic extremist 
movements for Federal Government clients and Non-Profits, such as the ADL.  

• Drafted research papers on topics such as applications of artificial intelligence and machine learning in national security 
environments.  

• Collected, mapped, and coded global jihadist organizations for machine learning research initiative on behalf of the Office of 
Naval Research.  

• Conducted open-source research and analysis pertaining to extremist movements, hate groups, and foreign terrorist 
organizations’ activities and actions globally.  

• Designed research proposal for monitoring and evaluation of state-led disinformation campaigns on general populaces, as 
well as targeted influence campaigns on domestic extremist movements. 

Graduate Research Assistant, Reichman University (Formerly, IDC Herzliya) 
Herzliya, IL, October 2016 – February 2018 

• Conducted original CVE research on activities within the Israeli settler population’s far-right extremist organizations and 
networks. 

• Identified informal networks across the Israeli settler community and the Israeli government for advisor’s book. 
• Contributed to and edited manuscripts for submission to journals, academic workshops, and conference presentations. 
• Coordinated academic workshop on radicalization at the International Center for Counter-Terrorism’s (ICT) annual 

conference. 

Director of Political Affairs, Consulate General of Israel 
Atlanta, GA June 2012 – January 2014 

• Advised Consul General on developing trends within U.S. national, regional and local politics.  
• Served as primary liaison for six Southern states’ government and law enforcement agencies. 
• Briefed U.S. Congressional officials, and state and federal law enforcement agents throughout the Southeast on Israel’s 

contemporary military and political challenges; including but not limited to Iran’s nuclear capability, sanctions evasions, 
state-sponsored terrorist organizations, and more.  

• Facilitated bilateral international cooperation between U.S.-based non-profits, federal, state, and local governments and their 
Israeli counterparts.  

• Hired and managed a rotating team of research interns. 

Education 
MA in Government: Counterterrorism & Homeland Security, Reichman University (Formerly IDC Herzliya) (2018) 

• Program was a PhD prep track with heavy focus on qualitative and quantitative research design and modeling. 
• Conducted extensive research on the role of emotional mechanisms in radicalization, particularly in respect to organizational 

narratives used for recruitment, culminating in a publication with Perspectives on Terrorism. 
• Thesis research used unique survey data and a dual mediation model via SPSS and Stata to evaluate the effect of perceived 

threats on anti-democratic sentiments within Israeli settler community. 
BA in International Affairs: Diplomatic & International Service, Kennesaw State University (2012) 

• Focus on geopolitical security and history 

Publications & Media Appearances 
• The Weaponization of Conspiracy Theories: A Growing National Security Threat, January 6th Select Committee, July 2022, 

https://www.middlebury.edu/institute/sites/www.middlebury.edu.institute/files/2022-
07/Center%20on%20Terrorism%2C%20Extremism%2C%20and%20Counterterrorism%20-
%20Statement%20for%20the%20Record_0.pdf?fv=_90gEQB1  

• Toppling Tyranny: Understanding the Militia Movement’s Role in the January 6th Insurrection and Beyond, January 6th 
Select Committee, July 2022, https://www.middlebury.edu/institute/sites/www.middlebury.edu.institute/files/2022-
07/Understanding%20the%20Militia%20Movement%27s%20Role%20in%20J6.pdf?fv=KmF2uzRZ  

• Militant Accelerationist Coalitions: A Case Study in Neo-Fascist Accelerationist Coalition Building Online, ARC, July 2022, 
https://www.middlebury.edu/institute/sites/www.middlebury.edu.institute/files/2022-
06/REDACTED%20CTEC__TAT%20Accelerationism%20Report%20.pdf?fv=zvPnbbzC  

• The Diagolon Movement And Militant Accelerationism, ARC, June 2022, https://www.accresearch.org/reports-1/the-
diagolon-movement-and-militant-accelerationism  

• An Introduction to Militant Accelerationism, ARC, May 2022, https://www.accresearch.org/shortanalysis/an-introduction-to-
militant-accelerationism  

• Understanding Accelerationist Narratives: The Great Replacement Theory, GNET Insights, May 2022, https://gnet-
research.org/2022/05/30/understanding-accelerationist-narratives-the-great-replacement-theory/  

• Understanding Accelerationist Narratives: The Boogaloo, GNET Insights, November 2021, https://gnet-
research.org/2021/11/18/understanding-accelerationist-narratives-the-boogaloo/  
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• Understanding Accelerationist Narratives: ‘There Is No Political Solution’, GNET Insights, September 2021, https://gnet-
research.org/2021/09/02/understanding-accelerationist-narratives-there-is-no-political-solution/  

• Pride & Prejudice: The Violent Evolution of the Proud Boys, CTC Sentinel, July 2021, https://ctc.usma.edu/pride-prejudice-
the-violent-evolution-of-the-proud-boys/  

• The Evolution of the Boogaloo Movement, CTC Sentinel, February 2021, https://ctc.usma.edu/the-evolution-of-the-
boogaloo-movement/  

• Eclectic Boogaloo, Slate, August 2020, https://slate.com/news-and-politics/2020/08/boogaloos-growth-memes-blm.html  
• Tackling Terrorism’s Taboo: Shame, Perspectives on Terrorism, Volume 12:2, April, 2018. 

https://www.universiteitleiden.nl/binaries/content/assets/customsites/perspectives-on-terrorism/2018/2018-02/02-tackling-
terrorisms-taboo-shame---matthew-kriner.pdf  

• Islamic State and Al Qaeda Battle for Preeminence, RealClearDefense, June 2016, 
https://www.realcleardefense.com/articles/2016/06/09/islamic_state_and_al- qaeda_battle_for_preeminence_109430.html 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
My name is Jonathan Lewis and I have served as a research fellow with the Program on 
Extremism at George Washington University since December 2018. The Program on 
Extremism is a nonpartisan research center that spearheads innovative and thoughtful 
academic inquiry, produces empirical work and develops pragmatic policy solutions 
related to all forms of extremism in the United States. 

I have been asked by the plaintiff in this case to render an expert opinion whether the 
Oath Keepers are an organization or association which advocates for the overthrow of 
the government of the United States by force or violence. 

In addition to the opinions stated, I also incorporate by reference a research product, 
written testimony, and a statement for the record on the role of the Oath Keepers in the 
events of January 6. These documents are included as Exhibits 2, 3, and 4.  

Based on my review, I assess that the Oath Keepers organization, led by Stewart Rhodes, 
engaged in a seditious conspiracy that culminated in the group’s participation in a 
violent riot motivated by a desire to prevent through force the certification of the 2020 
Presidential Election. Prominent members of the Oath Keepers organization have been 
indicted for their role in this conspiracy, including the founder, general counsel, and 
numerous key chapter figures. Seven members of the group have pleaded guilty to 
charges stemming from their role in this conspiracy and agreed to cooperate with the 
government. While Rhodes’ arrest weakened the group, there is no evidence to suggest 
the group has ceased to exist.  

II. QUALIFICATIONS 
In my role as a research fellow with the Program on Extremism, my research has 
focused on both domestic violent extremism  and homegrown violent extremism, relying 
on data-driven analysis to produce policy-oriented products on the most significant 
threats to the homeland. In this vein, my research efforts have primarily examined two 
specific facets of the U.S. government’s classification schema related to domestic violent 
extremism: Racially and ethnically-motivated violent extremists (REMVE), and Anti-
Government or Anti-Authority Violent Extremists (AGAAVE). Within these categories, 
my analysis has focused on two of the most active and dangerous elements of the threats 
- white supremacist and anti-government movements operating in the United States, 
including but not limited to the Oath Keepers, the Proud Boys, the Boogaloo Movement, 
Atomwaffen Division, and The Base.  

In the aftermath of the January 6 Capitol Siege, the Program on Extremism launched a 
public repository of court records for every federally charged defendant, which now 
consists of more than 45,000 pages of primary source documents for more than 900 
individuals.1 This repository, and accompanying Program research products on the 

 
1 “Capitol Hill Siege,” Program on Extremism, accessed November 7, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/Capitol-Hill-Siege.;  “Capitol Hill Siege,” Program on Extremism, accessed 
November 7, 2022. https://extremism.gwu.edu/capitol-hill-siege-cases.  
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subject, have been consistently cited by Congressional staffs on both sides of the aisle, 
and been used in hundreds of media reports related to January 6.2  

Through my management of this repository and authorship of accompanying research 
products, I have produced numerous articles, op-eds, and conducted dozens of 
interviews on the events of January 6, the groups and individuals involved, legal 
proceedings against defendants, and the broader domestic violent extremist landscape.3 
With respect to the Oath Keepers and their role in the attack on the U.S. Capitol on 
January 6, 2021, I have produced written testimony for the Alaska House Military and 
Veterans' Affairs Committee as well as a Statement for the Record on the evolution of 
the Oath Keepers for the Select Committee to Investigate the January 6th Attack on the 
United States Capitol.4 In each of those written products, as within this expert report, I 
have considered a voluminous amount of primary source evidence, including all 
pertinent court records for the 33 Oath Keepers members charged for their criminal 
conduct on January 6. Further, I have reviewed research products and investigative 
reporting related to subjects including the Oath Keepers organization, its history of 
offline mobilization and online activity, its membership, criminal conduct by members 
of the group prior to and during January 6, and relationships between the Oath Keepers 

 
2 See, for example: Pete Williams, “FBI still after 'worst of the worst' in Capitol riot as new arrests come at 
steady pace,” NBC News, May 6, 2021. https://www.nbcnews.com/politics/justice-department/fbi-still-
after-worst-worst-capitol-riot-new-arrests-come-n1266580. Carolyn Presutti, “Questions Linger About 
Jan. 6 Capitol Riot,” Voice of America News, June 4, 2021. https://www.voanews.com/a/usa_questions-
linger-about-jan-6-capitol-riot/6206592.html.  
3 See, for example: "This is Our House!": A Preliminary Assessment of the Capitol Hill Siege 
Participants, Program on Extremism, March 2021. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/This-Is-Our-House.pdf.; "This is the Aftermath": 
Assessing DVE One Year After the Capitol Siege, Program on Extremism, January 6, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/This%20is%20the%20Aftermath.pdf.; "The 
Capitol mob’s gleeful selfies are easy to mock. They’re also a warning sign.," The Washington Post, 
January 19, 2021. https://www.washingtonpost.com/outlook/2021/01/19/rioters-incompetent-fbi-
arrests/.; “Take Nothing But Pictures, Leave Nothing But (Digital) Footprints”: Social Media Evidence 
From the US Capitol Siege Perpetrators," Global Network on Extremism and Technology, January 25, 
2021. https://gnet-research.org/2021/01/25/take-nothing-but-pictures-leave-nothing-but-digital-
footprints-social-media-evidence-from-the-us-capitol-siege-perpetrators/.; "The Oath Keepers Nexus to 
January 6," CTC Sentinel 14 (10), December 22, 2021. https://ctc.usma.edu/the-oath-keepers-and-their-
role-in-the-january-6-insurrection/.; "Oath Keepers leader indictment just the tip of a scary iceberg," NBC 
News, January 17, 2022. https://www.nbcnews.com/think/opinion/oath-keepers-leader-indictment-just-
tip-scary-iceberg-ncna1287555.; "The dangerous evolution of the Oath Keepers — and leader Stewart 
Rhodes," NBC News, July 14, 2022. https://www.nbcnews.com/think/opinion/january-6-hearings-oath-
keepers-testimony-revealed-dangerous-pivot-rcna38130.  
4 Statement for the record prepared for the Select Committee to Investigate the January 6th Attack on the 
United States Capitol: The Role of the Oath Keepers in the January 6 Insurrection, June 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Lewis%20J6%20Statement%20-
%20The%20Role%20of%20the%20Oath%20Keepers%20in%20the%20January%20Insurrection.pdf.; 
Testimony before the Alaska House Military and Veterans' Affairs Committee: The Role of the Oath 
Keepers in the January 6 Attack on the United States Capitol, February 10, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/The%20Role%20of%20the%20Oath%20Keepers
%20in%20the%20January%206%20Attack%20on%20the%20United%20States%20Capitol%20Lewis%2
0Testimony%2002102022.pdf.  
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and other violent extremist organizations or movements. An accounting of the materials 
reviewed and relied upon for this expert report can be found in Section IV.   
 
I have not previously testified as an expert witness at trial or by deposition. My entire 
CV is attached as Exhibit 1. 
 

III. COMPENSATION 
 
I am being compensated by the Northern Justice Project LLC at a rate of $150 per hour 
for my consulting services and for authoring this report. To date, I have spent 27 hours 
on this case.  
 

IV. STATEMENT OF OPINIONS 
 

Background and Overview of the Oath Keepers: 

The Oath Keepers group is an anti-government, anti-authority, right-wing extremist 
organization that was formed in 2009 by Elmer Stewart Rhodes. Since its inception, the 
group has been primarily focused on conflict with a federal government it perceives to 
be inherently tyrannical.5 While the federal government and its representatives have 
long been the most significant target for the rhetoric and activities of the Oath Keepers, 
key members and affiliates of the group have held white supremacist beliefs and 
promoted racist and antisemitic conspiracy theories.6 As one of the most prominent 
organizations within the Patriot/Militia movement, the Oath Keepers have grown to 
embody the increasingly aggressive and resurgent anti-government landscape in the 
United States.7  

 
5 Josh Lederman, “The founder of a far-right militia once warned of federal tyranny. Then came Trump.” 
NBC News, February 2, 2021. https://www.nbcnews.com/politics/politics-news/founder-far-right-
militia-once-warned-federal-tyranny-then-came-n1256546.  
6  Insight derived from author’s review of chat logs, social media activity, and individuals’ comments 
associated with the Oath Keepers. This intersection of anti-government ideology with racist or nativist 
sentiments is a feature of right-wing extremism, and specifically the patriot/militia movement that the 
Oath Keepers represent, in the United States today. Sam Jackson, “A Schema of Right-Wing Extremism in 
the United States,” ICCT, October 2019. 
https://icct.nl/app/uploads/2019/11/ASchemaofRWEXSamJackson-1.pdf.; Sam Jackson, Oath Keepers: 
Patriotism and the Edge of Violence in a Right-Wing Antigovernment Group. (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 2020). 
7 Mark Pitcavage, “Surveying the Landscape of the American Far Right,” Program on Extremism at George 
Washington University, August 2019. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Surveying%20The%20Landscape%20of%20the%
20American%20Far%20Right_0.pdf.  
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The Oath Keepers actively and explicitly seek to recruit current and formerly serving 
military, police, and first responders.8 The founding ethos of the group has long been 
used as a recruitment tool, as figures like Rhodes have continually sought to paint the 
Oath Keepers’ mission as an extension of the oaths taken by these target groups.9 
Through this strategy, Rhodes, himself discharged from the military due to injury, has 
been able to fill the ranks of the Oath Keepers with likeminded individuals who have 
experience deemed valuable by the group. 10 in an ecosystem dominated by fear of an 
overreaching federal government in a time of economic and societal uncertainty, Rhodes 
attempted to appeal to the Constitution and traditional patriotic values.11  

This represented both a personal fixation of Rhodes, who reportedly long remained 
unsatisfied with his separation from the military, as well as a strategic one – Rhodes 
prudently recognized the value of trained, loyal supporters with some form of tactical or 
firearms experience, comfortable with a strict hierarchy and familiar with the military-
style operations and communications Rhodes engaged in with the Oath Keepers.   

While the Oath Keepers are a hierarchical organization with a national leadership 
council, state and county chapters, and local branches, the group is very much shaped in 
Rhodes’ image. Since the group’s inception, individual chapters and branches are 
afforded a degree of autonomy with respect to local mobilization, but the national-level 
mobilization has typically been driven by Rhodes through his public calls to action.12 
This has been the case for many of the most significant and notable instances of Oath 
Keepers mobilization since their inception, including the Bundy Ranch Standoff and 
Ferguson protests in 2014 and the attack on the U.S. Capitol on January 6, 2021. 

Rhodes, a former attorney disbarred by the Montana Supreme Court in 2015,13 crafted 
bylaws which enshrine Rhodes as permanent head of the Oath Keepers.14 The bylaws 
denote that “For so long as the Founder [Rhodes] is living, is not incompetent and has 

 
8 “Extremism in American Law Enforcement: Far Greater Transparency, Accountability Needed,” Anti-
Defamation League, May 3, 2022. https://www.adl.org/resources/reports/extremism-in-american-law-
enforcement-far-greater-transparency-accountability.  
9 “The Oath Keepers Data Leak: Unmasking Extremism in Public Life.” Anti-Defamation League, 
September 6, 2022. https://www.adl.org/resources/report/oath-keepers-data-leak-unmasking-
extremism-public-life.  
10 Drew F. Lawrence, “What the Military Records of the Oath Keepers' Leader Actually Say About His 
Service,” Military.com, May 6, 2022. https://www.military.com/daily-news/2022/05/06/he-hinted-
hardened-service-oath-keepers-leaders-military-records-dont-back.html. 
11 “Extremism in American Law Enforcement: Far Greater Transparency, Accountability Needed,” 2022.  
12 Ella Lee, “Oath Keepers trial: Messages after 2020 election show plans for armed confrontation in 
D.C.,” October 4, 2022. https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/politics/2022/10/04/oath-keepers-trial-
rhodes/8177695001/.  
13 “Order” In the Matter of Elmer S. Rhodes, Supreme Court of Montana, December 8, 2015. 
https://www.scribd.com/fullscreen/294380213. 
“Bylaws of Oath Keepers,” Oath Keepers, 2009. Available at  
https://web.archive.org/web/20100419123155/http://oathkeepers.org:80/oath/bylaws-of-oath-
keepers/.  
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not “resigned,” is permanently the Chairman of the Board of the Oath Keepers entity 
incorporated in the State of Nevada.15  

The founding documents also evidenced the highly conspiratorial and paranoid thinking 
promoted by Rhodes – and by extension his anti-government organization. A March 
2009 article on the Oath Keepers website titled “Orders We Will Not Obey” listed 10 
orders which underscore the singular fixation with an impending conflict between 
patriots and agents of the government, claiming the group will not obey any order to:16  

• “Disarm the American people.” 
• “Conduct warrantless searches of the American people, their homes, vehicles, 

papers, or effects -- such as warrantless house-to house searches for weapons or 
persons.” 

• “Detain American citizens as ‘unlawful enemy combatants’ or to subject them to 
trial by military tribunal.” 

• “Impose martial law or a ‘state of emergency’ on a state, or to enter with force 
into a state, without the express consent and invitation of that state’s legislature 
and governor.” 

• “Invade and subjugate any state that asserts its sovereignty and declares the 
national government to be in violation of the compact by which that state entered 
the Union.” 

• “Blockade American cities, thus turning them into giant concentration camps.” 
• “Force American citizens into any form of detention camps under any pretext.” 
• “Assist or support the use of any foreign troops on U.S. soil against the American 

people to ‘keep the peace’ or to ‘maintain control’ during any emergency, or 
under any other pretext. We will consider such use of foreign troops against our 
people to be an invasion and an act of war.” 

• “Confiscate the property of the American people, including food and other 
essential supplies, under any emergency pretext whatsoever.” 

• “Infringe on the right of the people to free speech, to peaceably assemble, and to 
petition their government for a redress of grievances.” 

While key members of the group would ironically later obey an order to invade the 
District of Columbia, these imagined orders are emblematic of the state of mind of 
Rhodes (and embraced by his loyal followers and supporters from the outset): a 
paranoid individual convinced that government tanks would soon roll into small towns 
across America to disarm patriots and move them to U.N.-run detention camps. All 
public statements by Rhodes and other Oath Keepers should be understood through this 
lens: violent conspiracy theories are a feature, not a bug.  

 
15 Ibid.  
16 “Orders We Will Not Obey” Oath Keepers, March 3, 2009. Available at 
https://web.archive.org/web/20100407165028/http://oathkeepers.org/oath/2009/03/03/declaration-
of-orders-we-will-not-obey/.  
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it is important to understand and recognize the language and rhetoric that has been 
used by the group and its leadership – both in public and in private – in the build-up to 
instances of Oath Keeper mobilization, and how it often contrasts with their actions in 
those flashpoints. The group has consistently attempted to frame their activities as 
defensive in nature, asserting that their mobilization is aimed at providing security or 
serving as some form of peacekeepers. Their history of symbolic posturing against 
government and law enforcement has long been characterized by a desire to engage in 
low-risk brinkmanship that allows them to enhance the Oath Keepers brand while 
minimizing legal risks and federal responses to the organization. This was the case in 
Ferguson, Missouri, in 2014 and 2015, when armed Oath Keepers appeared during 
protests. Carrying rifles and pistols, they deployed to rooftops in an apparent attempt to 
defend businesses from any potential threat.17 Local law enforcement described their 
presence as “both unnecessary and inflammatory.”18   

The Oath Keepers’ brinkmanship evolved in the aftermath of the 2016 election, as 
Rhodes recognized the inherent value in aligning his group with a wide range of right-
wing conspiracies such as election fraud. His group traveled to Washington, D.C. for the 
2016 inauguration, prepared to serve as a security element against the perceived threat 
of antifa to the events of the day. In the years that followed, Rhodes began to align 
himself more openly and fervently with conspiracies that had found purchase within 
significant elements of the right-wing ecosystem, embracing unfounded narratives 
surrounding immigration, globalism and Marxism, BLM, Antifa, and any other groups 
they perceived as enemies of the state. This worldview quickly permeated throughout 
the Oath Keepers organization, providing Rhodes with foot soldiers who were loyal to an 
organization that had coalesced around his cult of personality. 

Legal Status of the Oath Keepers defendants in the January 6 Prosecutions:  

To date, 33 members or affiliates of the group have been charged for their role in the 
events of January 6: 12 for engaging in a seditious conspiracy, and another 12 for 
conspiring to obstruct the congressional proceeding during which the electoral results 
were due to be certified. At the time of writing, 9 of the 33 have pleaded guilty, including 
7 for their role in these connected conspiracies.  

Prior to the arrest and indictment of Stewart Rhodes in January 2022, the Oath 
Keepers’ conspiracy prosecution under 18 U.S.C. § 37119 had been centered around the 

 
17 Terrance McCoy, “The Oath Keepers: The little-known militia now roaming the streets of Ferguson,” 
The Washington Post, https://www-washingtonpost-com.proxygw.wrlc.org/news/morning-
mix/wp/2014/12/01/the-oath-keepers-the-militant-militia-now-roaming-the-streets-of-ferguson/.; Sarah 
Larimer and Abby Phillip, “Who are the Oath Keepers, and why has the armed group returned to 
Ferguson?” The Washington Post, August 11, 2015. https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/morning-
mix/wp/2015/08/11/who-are-the-oath-keepers-and-why-has-the-armed-group-returned-to-ferguson/. 
18 Nigel Duara, “‘Oath Keepers’ with rifles roam among Ferguson protesters, raising concerns,” Los 
Angeles Times, August 11, 2015. https://www.latimes.com/nation/la-na-ferguson-oath-keepers-
20150811-story.html. 
19 18 U.S. Code § 371 – “Conspiracy to commit offense or to defraud United States,” Cornell Law School. 
Accessed November 8, 2022. https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/371.  
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obstruction of the official proceeding, with the lead charge of 18 U.S.C. § 1512(c)(2).20 
The arrest of Stewart Rhodes and Edward Vallejo led to the indictment of 11 key 
members of the Oath Keepers (9 of whom had previously been indicted on 1512 
conspiracy charges) on multiple overlapping conspiracies, including Seditious 
Conspiracy (18 U.S.C. §2384), Conspiracy to Obstruct an Official Proceeding (18 U.S.C. 
§1512(k)), Obstruction of an Official Proceeding and Aiding and Abetting 18 U.S.C. 
§1512(c)(2), 2) and Conspiracy to Prevent an Officer from Discharging Any Duties (18 
U.S.C. §372.)21  

Seven total Oath Keepers have pleaded guilty to their role in elements of these 
conspiracies. Four Oath Keepers charged as part of the Obstruction Conspiracy pleaded 
guilty prior to Rhodes’ arrest in January 2022:  

• Graydon Young22  
• Mark Grods23  
• Caleb Berry24  
• Jason Dolan25  

 
20 18 U.S. Code § 1512 -  “Tampering with a witness, victim, or an informant,” Cornell Law School. 
Accessed November 8, 2022. https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1512.; At the time of writing, 
54 Capitol Siege defendants have pleaded guilty to or been convicted by trial on charges which included 
1512. For more on the basis for the 1512(c)(2) charge in this context, see: Zoe Tillman, “ Jan. 6 Defendants 
Keep Losing Challenges To A Felony Charged In Hundreds Of Cases,” Buzzfeed News, February 3, 2022. 
https://www.buzzfeednews.com/article/zoetillman/january-6-riot-felony-obstruction-charges.  
21 “Indictment,” USA v. Elmer Stewart Rhodes et al., District of Columbia, January 12, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Rhodes%20et%20al%20Indictment.pdf.; 18 U.S. 
Code § 2384 -  “Seditious Conspiracy,” Cornell Law School. Accessed November 8, 2022. 
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/2384.; 18 U.S. Code § 372 - Conspiracy to impede or injure 
officer– “Conspiracy to commit offense or to defraud United States,” Cornell Law School. Accessed 
November 8, 2022. https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/372.;  18 U.S. Code § 1512 -  “Tampering 
with a witness, victim, or an informant,” Cornell Law School. Accessed November 8, 2022. 
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/1512 
22 “Plea Agreement,” USA v. Graydon Young, District of Columbia, 2021. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Graydon%20Young%20Plea%20Agreement.pdf.; 
“Statement of Offense,” USA v. Graydon Young, District of Columbia, 2021. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Graydon%20Young%20Statement%20of%20Offe
nse.pdf. “Transcript of Plea Agreement Hearing Proceedings,” USA v. Graydon Young, District of 
Columbia, 2021. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Graydon%20Young%20Plea%20Hearing%20Tra
nscript.pdf. 
23 “Plea Agreement,” USA v. Mark Grods, District of Columbia, 2021. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Mark%20Grods%20Plea%20Agreement.pdf.;  
“Statement of Offense,” USA v. Mark Grods, District of Columbia, 2021. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Mark%20Grods%20Statement%20of%20Offense.
pdf. 
24 “Plea Agreement,” USA v. Caleb Berry, District of Columbia, 2021. Plea Agreement 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Caleb%20Berry%20Plea%20Agreement.pdf.; 
“Statement of Offense,” USA v. Caleb Berry, District of Columbia, 2021. Statement of Offense 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Caleb%20Berry%20Statement%20of%20Offense.
pdf. 
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Three additional Oath Keepers pleaded guilty to Seditious Conspiracy charges in Spring 
2022.  

• Joshua James and Brian Ulrich, had been initially charged in 2021 as part of the 
Obstruction Conspiracy before being indicted alongside Rhodes on Seditious 
Conspiracy Charges.26  

• A third, William Todd Wilson, was charged by Information and pleaded guilty to 
charges of Seditious Conspiracy and Obstruction of an Official Proceeding.27 

Nine Oath Keepers defendants have pleaded not guilty to charges of Seditious 
Conspiracy. A jury trial is ongoing in the District of Columbia for five members of the 
seditious conspiracy plot: 

• Elmer Stewart Rhodes 
• Kelly Meggs 
• Kenneth Harrelson 
• Jessica Watkins 
• Thomas Caldwell 

A second tranche of four seditious conspiracy defendants are tentatively scheduled for 
trial in late November: 

• Roberto Minuta 
• Joseph Hackett 
• David Moerschel 
• Edward Vallejo 

 
25 “Plea Agreement,” USA v. Jason Dolan, District of Columbia, 2021. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jason%20Dolan%20Plea%20Agreement.pdf.; 
“Statement of Offense,” USA v. Jason Dolan, District of Columbia, 2021. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jason%20Dolan%20Statement%20of%20Offense
.pdf 
26 Plea Agreement,” USA v. Joshua James, District of Columbia, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Joshua%20James%20Plea%20Agreement.pdf.; 
Statement of Offense,” USA v. Joshua James, District of Columbia, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Joshua%20James%20Statement%20of%20Offen
se.pdf.;  “Plea Agreement,” USA v. Brian Ulrich, District of Columbia, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Brian%20Ulrich%20Plea%20Agreement.pdf.; 
“Statement of Offense,” Statement of Offense,” USA v. Brian Ulrich, District of Columbia, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Brian%20Ulrich%20Statement%20of%20Offense
.pdf. 
27 “Information,” USA v. William Todd Wilson, District of Columbia, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/William%20Todd%20Wilson%20Information.pdf
.; “Plea Agreement,” USA v. William Todd Wilson, District of Columbia, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/William%20Todd%20Wilson%20Plea%20Agreem
ent.pdf.;  “Statement of Offense,” Statement of Offense,” USA v. William Todd Wilson, District of 
Columbia, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/William%20Todd%20Wilson%20Statement%20o
f%20Offense.pdf.  
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The remaining eight indicted Obstruction Conspiracy defendants have a trial scheduled 
to begin in February 2023:  

• Donovan Crowl 
• Sandra Parker 
• Bennie Parker 
• Laura Steele 
• Connie Meggs 
• William Isaacs 
• James Beeks 
• Michael Greene 

Nine additional Oath Keepers members or affiliates have been charged with non-
conspiracy felony or misdemeanor offenses related to their conduct at the U.S. Capitol 
on January 6, 2021. This includes Oath Keepers General Counsel – and Acting President 
in the immediate aftermath of Rhodes’ arrest – Kellye SoRelle.28  

The Path to the Capitol: The Evolution of the Oath Keepers and their Anti-Democratic 
Supporters 

Throughout 2020, the Oath Keepers increasingly assumed an openly hostile stance 
toward the political status quo in the United States. This hostile stance was largely 
predicated on the embrace of the “Stop the Steal” conspiracy theory, defined by the 
belief that President Biden illegitimately won the 2020 Presidential Election due to 
fraudulent vote tallies.  

On October 27, 2020, Stewart Rhodes appeared on conspiracy theorist and radio host 
Alex Jones’ program and made numerous statements that are illustrative of his state of 
mind in the days leading up to the 2020 Presidential Election, as well as his deep 
embrace of conspiracy theories and disinformation propagated by the right-wing media 
ecosystem. 

Rhodes claimed that the Oath Keepers were concerned about a “Benghazi-style attack” 
on election night against the White House, and that some of his “best men” would be 
“posted outside of D.C.” and “within range.”29 He called for President Trump to invoke 

 
28 “Indictment,” USA v. Kellye SoRelle, District of Columbia, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Kellye%20SoRelle%20Indictment.pdf.; 
Dickinson, Tim. 2022. “Oath Keepers Lawyer Takes Over as Acting Leader of Militia With Stewart Rhodes 
in 
Jail.” Rolling Stone. January 14, 2022. https://www.rollingstone.com/politics/politics-news/kellye-
sorelle-oathkeeper-acting-president-1284985/.; Kelly Weill, “Oath Keepers’ Best New Hope Is a Lawyer 
Who Cites ‘Lord of the Rings’,” Daily Beast, April 2, 2021. https://www.thedailybeast.com/oath-keepers-
best-new-hope-is-a-lawyer-who-cites-lord-of-the-rings.; Dan Friedman, “FBI Seizes Oath Keeper 
Lawyer’s Phone in “Seditious Conspiracy” Investigation,” Mother Jones, September 9, 2021. 
https://www.motherjones.com/politics/2021/09/fbi-oath-keepers-lawyer-phone-seditious-conspiracy-
january-6/.  
29 Timothy Johnson, “Militia leader Stewart Rhodes says that his group will be at polling locations and is 
ready to kill Democrats,” Media Matters for America, October 28, 2021. 
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the Insurrection Act before the election in order to stay in power, declared that a civil 
war between the right and the left was imminent, and that “we have 14 million veterans, 
I believe, at least, a massive pool of combat veterans who are awake and aware.”30 

In the GoTo Meeting held on November 9, 2020, as the election results were being 
finalized, Rhodes made numerous remarks that evidence support for Stop the Steal and 
QAnon conspiracy theories. This meeting transcript includes comments from Rhodes 
claiming Trump should declassify documents regarding “some pedophile who’s in 
Congress and then another one and put the videos online and let the people watch 
them.”31 He expressed his views that if Biden “manages to crawl into the White House, 
he'll be a puppet. But our message will be, we're not going to let that happen, and we 
have to propel Trump to do what he can.”32 He went on to state that “once he [Trump] 
discloses the first handful of pedophiles who are in office, the avalanche can keep on 
coming, and the people will turn against the deep state.”33 Rhodes went on to express 
his view, which would be repeated frequently over the coming months, that the Oath 
Keepers were calling “on him to do what needs to be done to save our country,” warning 
that if he did not, “you’re going to be in a bloody, bloody civil war, and a bloody –you 
can call it an insurrection or you can call it a guerilla fight.”34 

From the Election to January 6  

Preparations for the Oath Keepers’ operation at the U.S. Capitol began as early as 
November 5, 2020, when Rhodes sent a message on the encrypted messaging 
application Signal to an invite-only Oath Keepers group chat titled ‘Leadership intel 
sharing secured’, in which he urged his followers to refuse to accept the election result. 
In these messages, Rhodes continued to articulate to his fellow Oath Keepers that 
violence was necessary, stating, “We aren’t getting through this without a civil war. Too 
late for that. Prepare your mind, body, spirit.”35 

According to the charging documents, plea agreements, and evidence presented in trial, 
Rhodes held this private virtual meeting with Oath Keepers members on November 9, 
2020, telling those in attendance that “we’re going to defend the president, the duly 
elected president, and we call on him to do what needs to be done to save our country.” 
During this meeting, Rhodes outlined a plan to stop the lawful transfer of presidential 

 
https://www.mediamatters.org/infowars/militia-leader-stewart-rhodes-says-his-group-will-be-polling-
locations-and-ready-kill.  
30 Ibid.  
31 The transcript was introduced as an exhibit in Oath Keeper Edward Vallejo’s Motion for Pretrial 
Release. “Exhibit 10, Motion for Pretrial Release,” USA v. Edward Vallejo, District of Columbia, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/GoToMeeting%20Transcript.pdf.  
32 Ibid.  
33 Ibid.  
34 Ibid. 
35 Colleen Long, “For Oath Keepers and founder, Jan. 6 was weeks in the making,” AP News, January 16, 
2022. https://apnews.com/article/capitol-siege-oath-keepers-stewart-rhodes-
0c30d5cb0724c623a27f2eb39da20285.;  “Indictment,” USA v. Stewart Rhodes et al., District of 
Columbia, 2022.  
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Rhodes%20et%20al%20Indictment.pdf.  
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power, “including preparations for the use of force, and urged those listening to 
participate.” In the transcript of the call introduced by Edward Vallejo, Rhodes detailed 
plans for an armed Quick Reaction Force (QRF) designed to remain outside 
Washington, D.C. in anticipation of being called into the District in the event of 
escalation.36 This private planning aligned with his public rhetoric, which was evident at 
the Jericho March in Washington, D.C., on December 12, 2020, as Rhodes repeated 
some of his private comments during a speech in which he publicly called on President 
Trump to invoke the Insurrection Act to remain in power, threatening that if he did not 
do so, the Oath Keepers would be forced to engage in a “‘much more desperate [and] 
much more bloody war’ to ensure that outcome.”37  

On December 14, 2020, Rhodes published a letter on the Oath Keepers website 
advocating for the use of force to stop the lawful transfer of presidential power.38 In this 
letter, titled “Open Letter to President Trump: You Must Use Insurrection Act to ‘Stop 
the Steal’ and Defeat the Coup,” Rhodes tapped into the very rhetoric that the Oath 
Keepers had leveraged for propaganda for years. He called on President Trump to honor 
the oath he took to the Constitution upon being sworn in, referencing as a fact that if he 
failed to act, he would leave “We the People to fight a desperate revolution/civil war 
against an illegitimate usurper and his Chicom puppet regime?”39 

It is worth highlighting in detail the range of conspiracies introduced in the course of 
this open letter. The crux of Rhodes’ letter calls for the invocation of the Insurrection 
Act and to declare that “an insurrection, rebellion, and coup to be in effect by domestic 
enemies of the U.S. Constitution and traitors who are in collusion with and/or acting as 
agents of a foreign enemy (specifically Communist China, but also other known or 
unknown foreign enemies) and to call up the militia (including the National Guard, us 
veterans, and patriotic Americans of military age) and US military to suppress the 
insurrection.”40  

However, the letter goes further: calling on Trump to: 

• Order the United States Special Operations Command (SOCOM) to “seize all 
databases of the CIA, FBI, NSA, DNI, etc and the records held by all state 
electoral systems and administrators.”  

• Order a mass declassification of “the dirty secrets” and evidence of crimes by “all 
the corrupt and compromised elites” to expose them all, “especially to expose 

 
36 USA v. Edward Vallejo, District of Columbia, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/GoToMeeting%20Transcript.pdf. 
37 “Pro-Trump Rallies in DC Attract Extremists & Erupt into Violence,” Anti-Defamation League, 
December 13, 2020. https://www.adl.org/blog/pro-trump-rallies-in-dc-attract-extremists-erupt-into-
violence.  
38 Stewart Rhodes, “Open Letter to President Trump,” Oathkeepers.org, December 14, 2020. Available at 
https://web.archive.org/web/20210126004238/https://oathkeepers.org/2020/12/open-letter-to-
president-trump-you-must-use-insurrection-act-to-stop-the-steal-and-defeat-the-coup/.  
39 Ibid.  
40 Ibid.  
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their treason and their willing service to communist china and other foreign 
powers, as spies, agents, and puppets.” 

• Order a massive public “Wikileaks” style data-dump, pardon and free Julian 
Assange “and ask him to assist in this massive data-dump public disclosure.”  

• Fire Attorney General Bill Barr, FBI Director Christopher Wray, appoint a special 
prosecutor and task force to “investigate and indict all those involved in the vote 
fraud and to go after the Deep State from top to bottom.” 

• Order the U.S. Military “to go to Defcon 2, or even Defcon 1, to defend our nation 
from external threats while we suppress this internal insurrection.”  

• Call the militia into federal service 
• Conduct a clean election/clean up our corrupted and compromised election 

system 

Rhodes ends this first open letter by exhorting Trump again to invoke the Insurrection 
Act, and telling him that “millions of American military and law enforcement veterans, 
and many millions more loyal patriotic American gun owners stand ready to answer 
your call to arms, and to obey your orders to get this done.”41 

In a second open letter on December 23, 2020, Rhodes repeated many of the arguments 
in his first letter from a week earlier. He claimed that “tens of thousands of patriot 
Americans, both veterans and non-veterans, will already be in Washington, D.C. and 
many of us will have our mission critical gear stowed nearby just outside D.C., and we 
will answer the call right then and there, if you call on us.”42 He argued once again for 
the invocation of the Insurrection Act, the calling of all patriotic Americans of military 
age into service, and for a new, ‘clean’ election to be held.43 

Notably, Rhodes continually connected Oath Keepers mobilization to Washington, D.C. 
on January 6, 2021, with an expectation that President Trump would invoke the 
Insurrection Act and call in the Oath Keepers as a militia. Rhodes additionally 
attempted to publicly argue that the invocation of the Insurrection Act was a 
constitutional step well within the powers provided to the executive branch, with the 
natural extension of this argument being that any actions by the Oath Keepers in 
response to these potential actions would be similarly lawful, legal, and constitutional.44  

Rhodes envisioned a significant presence by Antifa members at the U.S. Capitol on 
January 6, and indicated this would serve as the “reason and rationale for dropping the 

 
41 Ibid.  
42 Stewart Rhodes, “Open Letter to President Trump, Part II: Act Now! Do NOT Wait for Jan 6,” 
Oathkeepers.org, December 23, 2020. Available at 
https://web.archive.org/web/20210110205100/https://oathkeepers.org/2020/12/open-letter-to-
president-trump-part-ii-act-now-do-not-wait-for-jan-6/.  
43 Ibid.  
44 This defense strategy has served as the basis for many of the arguments introduced to date by defense 
counsel in the ongoing seditious conspiracy trial. See Mike Giglio, “The Oath Keepers’ Radical Legal 
Defense of January 6th,” The New Yorker, October 1, 2022. https://www.newyorker.com/news/news-
desk/the-oath-keepers-radical-legal-defense-of-january-6th.  
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Insurrection Act.”45 In this hypothetical scenario, according to Rhodes, the President 
would “call us up as the militia” and a contingent of armed members of the Oath 
Keepers positioned outside of Washington, D.C. would travel into the District and to the 
Capitol. On January 4, 2021, Rhodes posted another article on the Oath Keepers 
website, claiming that, “It is CRITICAL that all patriots who can be in DC get to DC to 
stand tall in support of President Trump’s fight to defeat the enemies foreign and 
domestic who are attempting a coup, through the massive vote fraud and related attacks 
on our Republic. We Oath Keepers are honor-bound and eager to be there in strength to 
do our part.”46 

The Oath Keepers’ Seditious Conspiracy 

According to federal indictments and plea documents, by January 4 and 5, 2021, 
members of the Oath Keepers’ January 6 conspiracy planned and executed travel to the 
Washington, D.C., area. Upon arrival, multiple Oath Keepers are seen dropping off 
firearms, ammunition, and related items at the hotel used by the Quick Reaction Force 
in Ballston, Virginia. Several Oath Keepers also took their firearms and ammunition to 
the Hilton Garden Inn in Vienna, Virginia, where Rhodes and several coconspirators 
were staying on January 5, 2021.47 Rhodes himself spent tens of thousands of dollars on 
firearms and firearms components on his drive from Texas to Washington, D.C.48 

On the morning of January 6, 2021, Oath Keepers defendants traveled to meeting points 
in Washington, D.C. Some members of the group had been recruited to provide security 
for rally V.I.P.’s, namely Roger Stone, and traveled to the Willard Hotel the morning of 
the 6th.49 As the speeches at the Ellipse drew to a close and members of the crowd began 

 
45 “Fifth Superseding Indictment,” USA v. Thomas Caldwell et al., District of Columbia, 2021. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Caldwell%20et%20al%20Fifth%20Superseding%
20Indictment.pdf.; Alanna Durkin Richer and Lindsay Whitehurst, “Oath Keepers founder: Be ‘ready to 
fight’ after Trump loss,” The Associated Press, October 4, 2022. https://apnews.com/article/capitol-
siege-biden-presidential-elections-conspiracy-election-2020-63fa0f7e428f3305b0be21551e342ae5.  
46 “Sixth Superseding Indictment.” United States of America v. Thomas Caldwell et al., District of 
Columbia, 2021. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Caldwell%20et%20al%20Sixth%20Superseding%
20Indictment.pdf.  
47 “Statement of Offense,” USA v. Brian Ulrich, District of Columbia, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Brian%20Ulrich%20Statement%20of%20Offense
.pdf.; “Statement of Offense,” USA v. Jason Dolan, District of Columbia, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jason%20Dolan%20Statement%20of%20Offense
.pdf. 
48 Kyle Cheney, “Oath Keeper describes group’s large weapons cache ahead of Jan. 6,” Politico, October 
12, 2022. https://www.politico.com/news/2022/10/12/oath-keeper-weapons-firearms-jan-6-hotel-
00061449.  
49 Audrey Ash and Marshall Cohen, “Alleged Oath Keeper charged in Capitol riot chauffeured Roger 
Stone, FBI agent says,” CNN, https://www.cnn.com/2021/03/11/politics/roger-stone/index.html.; Pilar 
Melendez, “A Roger Stone Bodyguard Just Became a Federal Witness to the Capitol Riots,” Daily Beast, 
March 2, 2022. https://www.thedailybeast.com/joshua-james-roger-stone-bodyguard-and-oath-keeper-
set-to-plead-guilty-in-capitol-riot.; Matthew Kriner and Jon Lewis, “The Oath Keepers and Their Role in 
the January 6 Insurrection.” Combating Terrorism Center Sentinel 14 (10): 1-18. December 2021. 
https://ctc.westpoint.edu/the-oath-keepers-and-their-role-in-the-january-6-insurrection/.  
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to make their way towards restricted Capitol grounds, Oath Keepers members began to 
mobilize towards the Capitol. The first breach of restricted Capitol grounds that day is 
alleged to have taken place at approximately 1:15 PM. Around 1:30 PM, upon receiving a 
message in the Oath Keepers internal Signal chat for group leadership (Leadership Intel 
Chat) that Antifa had breached the Capitol, Rhodes allegedly replied, “Nope. I’m right 
here. These are Patriots.” Shortly after, Rhodes made the claim that “Pence is doing 
nothing. As I predicted. All I see Trump doing is complaining. I see no intent by him to 
do anything. So the patriots are taking it into their own hands. They’ve had enough.”50 

After seeing Rhodes’ message, members of the security detail left the Mayflower Hotel 
and traveled to the Capitol on golf carts.51 Around 2 PM, Rhodes, William Wilson, 
Operations leader Michael Greene, and others bypassed barricades and unlawfully 
entered restricted Capitol grounds. Rhodes, as they moved onto Capitol grounds, noted 
that they were in the midst of a “civil war.”52 Wilson, armed with a pocket knife, enters 
the Capitol at 2:34 PM, the first Oath Keeper to do so.53 He enters the Capitol in an 
effort to gather intelligence and disturb the Congressional proceeding taking place.54 
Throughout this period, numerous calls are exchanged between Rhodes, Operations 
Leader Michael Greene, and Florida Oath Keeper Kelly Meggs. Minutes later, by 2:32 
PM, Meggs and numerous co-defendants formed ‘Stack One,’ a column of “individuals 
wearing Oath Keepers clothing, patches, insignia, and battle gear” that allegedly 
maneuvered in an organized fashion up the east side of the Capitol in a now 
recognizable image from the day.55 

As Stack One entered the Capitol, several Oath Keepers moved deeper into the building 
“toward the House of Representatives in search of Speaker Pelosi.”56 This piece of 
information was a key addition to the government’s case, making a direct connection 
between the stated goal of the Oath Keepers that day and their actions in furtherance of 
their goal to prevent the peaceful transfer of presidential power, through force.  

The group of Oath Keepers from the Mayflower Hotel arrived in golf carts, and by 3:00 
PM  began moving up the east side steps of the Capitol in Stack formation, forcibly 

 
50 “Statement of Offense,” USA v. Brian Ulrich, District of Columbia, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Brian%20Ulrich%20Statement%20of%20Offense
.pdf.  
51 Ibid. 
52 “Statement of Offense,” USA v. William Todd Wilson, District of Columbia, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/William%20Todd%20Wilson%20Statement%20o
f%20Offense.pdf.  
53 Ibid.  
54 Ibid.  
55 Kriner, Matt, and Jon Lewis. 2021. “The Oath Keepers and Their Role in the January 6 Insurrection.” ; 
Spencer S. Hsu, Spencer S. 2021. “Latest alleged Oath Keeper arrested in Capitol riot turned over body 
armor and firearm.” Washington Post, July 2, 2021. 
56 Indictment,” USA v. Elmer Stewart Rhodes et al., District of Columbia, January 12, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Rhodes%20et%20al%20Indictment.pdf.; The 
Role of the Oath Keepers in the January 6 Insurrection, June 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Lewis%20J6%20Statement%20-
%20The%20Role%20of%20the%20Oath%20Keepers%20in%20the%20January%20Insurrection.pdf.  
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entering the Capitol around 3:15 PM through the same east side Rotunda doors that 
Stack One had recently entered.57 Both Stack One and Stack Two were able to occupy 
sections of the building, largely the Rotunda and immediate surrounding hallways, 
before law enforcement regained control of the building. Several defendants were 
pushed out of the building with chemical irritant spray deployed by law enforcement.58 

Rhodes gathered his co-conspirators on Capitol grounds in the aftermath of the groups’ 
exit from the building. The statement of offense from one cooperating defendant claims 
that Rhodes “seemed pleased” that the defendant and other Oath Keepers had entered 
the Capitol, stating that “pissed off Patriots” were engaged in the still-unfolding attack 
on the U.S. Capitol.59 

The group left Capitol grounds around 5:00 PM and traveled to the nearby Phoenix 
Hotel. In a private suite with William Wilson and other co-conspirators, Rhodes called 
an unknown individual and “repeatedly implore[d] the individual to tell President 
Trump to call upon groups like the Oath Keepers to forcibly oppose the transfer of 
power...after the call ended, Rhodes stated to the group, “I just want to fight.”60 

 

Aftermath 

Oath Keepers and their supporters, January 6 defendants, and Stop the Steal advocates 
have presented a number of debunked conspiracy theories surrounding the events of 
January 6 and the criminal culpability of the Oath Keepers. Some have attempted to 
argue that the violence was committed by Antifa, or rogue F.B.I. agents or Capitol 
Police. Others have claimed that peaceful protestors were attempting to engage in 
constitutionally-protected speech and assembly, and that Capitol Police conspired to 
incite violence against rioters. The Department of Justice prosecution, which has 
charged more than 900 individuals and secured pleas or convictions in more than 470 
cases to date, has been painted as a witch hunt, a political persecution driven by 
partisanship.  

Having reviewed court records for each of the 900 cases, including for the 33 Oath 
Keepers charged to date, the evidence is clear: the Oath Keepers engaged in significant 
pre-planning for January 6, with a singular intent in mind - to disrupt the peaceful 
transfer of presidential power. Rhodes’ rhetoric consistently advocated for violence 
against political enemies, and the evidence makes clear that was not idle talk or 

 
57 “Statement of Offense,” USA v. Brian Ulrich, District of Columbia, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Brian%20Ulrich%20Statement%20of%20Offense
.pdf.; “Statement of Offense,” USA v. Jason Dolan, District of Columbia, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jason%20Dolan%20Statement%20of%20Offense
.pdf.  
58 Ibid.  
59 Statement of Offense,” USA v. William Todd Wilson, District of Columbia, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/William%20Todd%20Wilson%20Statement%20o
f%20Offense.pdf. 
60 Ibid.  
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hypothetical conversation – this was a violent attempt to engage in sedition against the 
government of the United States. Even if Rhodes’ public comments stopped just short of 
overtly calling for a civil war, members of the Oath Keepers understood what their 
orders were. Rhodes, and the organization that operates as an extension of his ideology 
and desires, conspired to prevent the peaceful transfer of presidential power.  

Three of Rhodes’ co-conspirators have pleaded guilty to 18 U.S.C. §2384 – Seditious 
Conspiracy. The text of this statute describes the seditious conspiracy consisting of “two 
or more persons in any State or Territory, or in any place subject to the jurisdiction of 
the United States, conspire to overthrow, put down, or to destroy by force the 
Government of the United States, or to levy war against them, or to oppose by force the 
authority thereof, or by force to prevent, hinder, or delay the execution of any law of the 
United States, or by force to seize, take, or possess any property of the United States 
contrary to the authority thereof.”61 While Rhodes’ trial is ongoing, evidence presented 
by the government and information within the co-conspirators’ statements of offense 
paints a clear picture of a conspiracy led by Rhodes and executed by the organization he 
created. The Oath Keepers organization itself is a defendant in a civil suit brought by the 
Attorney General for the District of Columbia.62 This is not a case of rogue members of a 
group operating in contravention of orders – there are not ‘a few bad apples’ in an anti-
government group that is responsible for violent extremism before and during January 
6, 2021.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
61 18 U.S. Code § 2384 -  “Seditious Conspiracy,” Cornell Law School. Accessed November 8, 2022. 
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/2384 
62 Devlin Barrett, Tom Hamburger, and Rachel Weiner, “D.C. attorney general sues Proud Boys, Oath 
Keepers over Jan. 6 attack,” Washington Post, December 14, 2021. 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/national-security/racine-jan-6-lawsuit/2021/12/14/4e581d00-5c51-
11ec-bda6-25c1f558dd09_story.html. 
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V. DOCUMENTS AND INFORMATION CONSIDERED 
 
In formulating my expert opinions in this case, I reviewed and relied upon the following 
materials all of which are the types of materials that are reasonably relied upon by 
experts in my field: 
 

1. Documents filed by the parties in this lawsuit: 
• Plaintiff’s First Set of Discovery Requests for David Eastman, dated 

September 20, 2022.  
• Decision and Order Granting Motion for Preliminary Injunction, Denying 

Request to Remove Representative Eastman from the Ballot, and Ordering 
the Division to Delay Certifying Result for House District 27. Dated 
September 22, 2022.  

• Defendant David Eastman’s Response to Court’s 9/15/2022 Order, dated 
September 26, 2022.  

• Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel Discovery Responses, dated October 28, 
2022.  

o Exhibits 1-3 of Motion to Compel 
2. Court documents - Seditious conspiracy case 

• Affidavit in Support of Criminal Complaint, USA v Thomas Caldwell, 
Donovan Ray Crowl, and Jessica Marie Watkins, Case No. 1:21-mj-
00119. 
https://storage.courtlistener.com/recap/gov.uscourts.dcd.226728/gov.usc
ourts.dcd.226728.1.1.pdf.  

• Motion and Memorandum in Support of Reconsideration of Detention, 
USA v. Thomas Edward Caldwell, Case No. 1-21-cr-00028. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Thomas%20Caldw
ell%20Motion%20and%20Memorandum%20in%20Support%20of%20Re
consideration%20of%20Detention.pdf.  

• Government’s Opposition to Defendant’s Motion for Reconsideration of 
Detention, USA v. Thomas Edward Caldwell, Case No. 1-21-cr-00028. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Thomas%20Caldw
ell%20Goverment%20Release%20Opposition%20Memo.pdf.  

• Seditious Conspiracy Indictment 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Rhodes%20et%20
al%20Indictment.pdf.  

• Government’s Memorandum in Support of Motion of Detention, USA v. 
Edward Vallejo, Case No. 2:22-mj-05032. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Edward%20Vallej
o%20Government%20Detention%20Memorandum.pdf.  

• “Exhibit 10, Motion for Pretrial Release,” USA v. Edward Vallejo, Case No. 
1:22-cr-00015. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/GoToMeeting%20
Transcript.pdf. 
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• Government’s Memorandum in Support of Motion of Detention, USA v. 
Elmer Stewart Rhodes III, Case No. 4:22-mj-00011. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Stewart%20Rhode
s%20Government%20Detention%20Memorandum.pdf.  

• Memorandum Opinion and Order of Detention Pending Trial, USA v. 
Elmer Stewart Rhodes III, Case No. 4:22-mj-00011. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Stewart%20Rhode
s%20Detention%20Order.pdf.  

• Government’s Opposition to Defendant’s Motion for Reconsideration of 
Detention, USA v. Elmer Stewart Rhodes III, Case No. 1:22-cr-00015. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Stewart%20Rhode
s%20Government%20Opposition%20to%20Defense%20Memorandum%
20in%20Support%20of%20Pretrial%20Release.pdf.  

• Defendant’s Memorandum in Support of Pre-Trial Release, USA v. Elmer 
Stewart Rhodes III, Case No. 1:22-cr-00015. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Stewart%20Rhode
s%20Defense%20Memorandum%20in%20Support%20of%20Pretrial%20
Release.pdf.  

3. Court documents - Obstruction conspiracy case 
• Statement of Facts, USA v. James Beeks, Case No. 1:21-mj-00660. 

https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/James%20Beeks%
20Statement%20of%20Facts.pdf.  

• Criminal Complaint, USA v. Kelly Meggs, Connie Meggs, Graydon Young, 
and Laura Steele. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Kelly%20Meggs%
20Connie%20Meggs%20Graydon%20Young%20Laura%20Steele%20Cri
minal%20Complaint.pdf.  

• Superseding Indictment 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Caldwell%20et%2
0al%20First%20Superseding%20Indictment.pdf.  

• Second Superseding Indictment 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Caldwell%20et%2
0al%20Second%20Superseding%20Indictment.pdf.  

• Third Superseding Indictment 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Caldwell%20et%2
0al%20Third%20Superseding%20Indictment.pdf.  

• Fourth Superseding Indictment 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Caldwell%20et%2
0al%20Fourth%20Superseding%20Indictment.pdf.  

• Fifth Superseding Indictment 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Caldwell%20et%2
0al%20Fifth%20Superseding%20Indictment.pdf 

• Sixth Superseding Indictment 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Caldwell%20et%2
0al%20Sixth%20Superseding%20Indictment.pdf.  
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• Seventh Superseding Indictment 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Crowl%20et%20al
%20Seventh%20Superseding%20Indictment.pdf.  

• Eighth Superseding Indictment 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Crowl%20et%20al
%20Eighth%20Superseding%20Indictment.pdf.  

4. Court documents – Oath Keepers defendants who have pleaded guilty 
• Caleb Berry (Case No. 1:21-cr-00460) 

o Information 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Caleb%20
Berry%20Information.pdf.  

o Plea Agreement 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Caleb%20
Berry%20Plea%20Agreement.pdf.  

o Statement of Offense 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Caleb%20
Berry%20Statement%20of%20Offense.pdf.  

• Jason Dolan (Case No’s Case No. 1:21-mj-08212, 1:21-cr-00028. 
o Fourth Superseding Indictment, USA v. Caldwell et al., 

https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Caldwell%
20et%20al%20Fourth%20Superseding%20Indictment.pdf.  

o Detention Hearing Transcript, 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jason%20
Dolan%20Detention%20Hearing%20Transcript.pdf.  

o Continued Detention Hearing Transcript, 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jason%20
Dolan%20Continued%20Detention%20Hearing%20Transcript.p
df.  

o Government’s Motion for Revocation of Order of Release, 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jason%20
Dolan%20Government%20Motion%20For%20Revocation%20of
%20Order%20of%20Release.pdf.  

o Fifth Superseding Indictment, USA v. Caldwell et al., Case No. 
1:21-cr-00028. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Caldwell%
20et%20al%20Fifth%20Superseding%20Indictment.pdf.  

o Plea Agreement, 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jason%20
Dolan%20Plea%20Agreement.pdf.  

o Statement of Offense, 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jason%20
Dolan%20Statement%20of%20Offense.pdf.  

• Mark Grods (Case No. 1:21-cr-00437) 
o Information 

https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Mark%20
Grods%20Information.pdf.  
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o Plea Agreement 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Mark%20
Grods%20Plea%20Agreement.pdf.   

o Statement of Offense 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Mark%20
Grods%20Statement%20of%20Offense.pdf.  

o Transcript of Plea Agreement Hearing Proceedings 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Mark%20
Grods%20Plea%20Hearing%20Transcript.pdf.  

• Joshua James (Case No’s. 1:21-mj-00284, 1:22-cr-00015) 
o Statement of Facts 

https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Joshua%2
0James%20Statement%20of%20Facts.pdf.  

o Plea Agreement 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Joshua%2
0James%20Plea%20Agreement.pdf.  

o Statement of Offense 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Joshua%2
0James%20Statement%20of%20Offense.pdf.  

• Jon Ryan Schaffer (Case No’s. 1:21-mj-00094, 1:21-cr-00306) 
o Statement of Facts 

https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jon%20R
yan%20Schaffer%20Statement%20of%20Facts.pdf.  

o Information 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jon%20R
yan%20Schaffer%20Information.pdf.  

o Plea Agreement 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jon%20R
yan%20Schaffer%20Plea%20Agreement.pdf.  

o Statement of Offense 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jon%20R
yan%20Schaffer%20Statement%20of%20Offense.pdf.  

• Geoffrey Samuel Shough (Case No’s. 1:22-mj-00030, 1:22-cr-00197) 
o Statement of Facts 

https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Geoffrey%
20Samuel%20Shough%20Statement%20of%20Facts.pdf.  

o Indictment 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Geoffrey%
20Samuel%20Shough%20Indictment.pdf.  

o Plea Agreement 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Geoffrey%
20Samuel%20Shough%20Plea%20Agreement.pdf.  

o Statement of Offense 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Geoffrey%
20Samuel%20Shough%20Statement%20of%20Offense.pdf.  

• Brian Ulrich 
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o Plea Agreement 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Brian%20
Ulrich%20Plea%20Agreement.pdf.  

o Statement of Offense 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Brian%20
Ulrich%20Statement%20of%20Offense.pdf.  

• William Todd Wilson (Case No. 22-cr-00152) 
o Information 

https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/William%
20Todd%20Wilson%20Information.pdf.  

o Plea Agreement 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/William%
20Todd%20Wilson%20Plea%20Agreement.pdf.  

o Statement of Offense 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/William%
20Todd%20Wilson%20Statement%20of%20Offense.pdf.  

• Graydon Young (Case No. 1:21-cr-00028)  
o Plea Agreement 

https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Graydon%
20Young%20Plea%20Agreement.pdf.  

o Statement of Offense 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Graydon%
20Young%20Statement%20of%20Offense.pdf.  

o Transcript of Plea Agreement Hearing Proceedings 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Graydon%
20Young%20Plea%20Hearing%20Transcript.pdf.  

5. Court documents - Non-conspiracy Oath Keeper defendants 
• James Breheny (Case No. 1:21-mj-00434) 

o Statement of Facts 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/James%2
0Breheny%20Criminal%20Complaint.pdf.  

• Jeremy Brown 
o Statement of Facts, USA v. Jeremy Brown, Case No. 1:21-mj-

00619. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jeremy%2
0Brown%20Statement%20of%20Facts.pdf.  

o Information, USA v. Jeremy Brown, Case No. 1:21-cr-00609. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jeremy%2
0Brown%20Information.pdf.  

o Detention Order, USA v. Jeremy Brown, Case No. 8:21-cr-00348. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jeremy%2
0Brown%20Detention%20Order%20FL.pdf.  

o Superseding Indictment, USA v. Jeremy Brown, Case No. 8:21-
cr-00348. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jeremy%2
0Brown%20Indictment%20FL.pdf.  
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o Government’s Amended Response to the Defendant’s Amended 
Motion to Suppress, USA v. Jeremy Brown, Case No. 8:21-cr-
00348. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jeremy%2
0Brown%20Govt%20Response%20to%20Amended%20Motion%
20to%20Suppress%20FL.pdf.  

o Government’s Response in Opposition to the Defendant’s Motion 
to Reconsider Bond, USA v. Jeremy Brown, Case No. 8:21-cr-
00348. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jeremy%2
0Brown%20Govt%20Response%20in%20Opposition%20to%20
Motion%20to%20Reconsider%20Bond%20FL.pdf.  

o Order Denying Defendant’s Motion to Reconsider Bond, USA v. 
Jeremy Brown, Case No. 8:21-cr-00348. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jeremy%2
0Brown%20Order%20Denying%20Motion%20to%20Reconsider
%20Bond%20FL.pdf 

o Second Superseding Indictment, USA v. Jeremy Brown, Case No. 
8:21-cr-00348. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jeremy%2
0Brown%20Second%20Superseding%20Indictment%20FL.pdf.  

• Traci Isaacs and Leslie Gray (Case No’s. 1:22-mj-00128, 1:22-cr-00338) 
o Statement of Facts 

https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Traci%20I
saacs%20Luis%20Hallon%20Leslie%20Gray%20Statement%20o
f%20Facts.pdf.  

o Indictment 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Leslie%20
Gray%20and%20Traci%20Isaacs%20Indictment.pdf. 

• Jonathan Walden (1:22-cr-00014)  
o Indictment 

https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jonathan
%20Walden%20Indictment.pdf.  

• Kellye SoRelle (Case No. 1:22-cr-00290) 
o Indictment 

https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Kellye%2
0SoRelle%20Indictment.pdf.  

6. Books, Research Products, Opinion Pieces 
• Mark Pitcavage, “Surveying the Landscape of the American Far Right,” 

Program on Extremism at George Washington University, August 2019. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Surveying%20The
%20Landscape%20of%20the%20American%20Far%20Right_0.pdf.  

• Sam Jackson, “A Schema of Right-Wing Extremism in the United States,” 
ICCT, October 2019. 
https://icct.nl/app/uploads/2019/11/ASchemaofRWEXSamJackson-
1.pdf.  
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• Sam Jackson, Oath Keepers: Patriotism and the Edge of Violence in a 
Right-Wing Antigovernment Group (New York: Columbia University 
Press, 2020). 

• Alex Newhouse and Sean Kitson, “The Oath Keepers are Spreading 
COVID-19 Conspiracy Theories,” Center on Terrorism, Extremism, and 
Counterterrorism, April 22, 2020. 
https://www.middlebury.edu/institute/sites/www.middlebury.edu.institu
te/files/2020-04/oathkeepers_brief%20%282%29.pdf?fv=VJ9hctq1. 

• “Pro-Trump Rallies in DC Attract Extremists & Erupt into Violence,” Anti-
Defamation League, December 13, 2020. https://www.adl.org/blog/pro-
trump-rallies-in-dc-attract-extremists-erupt-into-violence.  

• “The Constitutional Sheriffs and Peace Officers Association (CSPOA) and 
Richard Mack: How Extremists Are Successfully Infiltrating Law 
Enforcement,” Anti-Defamation League. September 20, 2021. 
https://www.adl.org/resources/reports/the-constitutional-sheriffs-and-
peace-officers-association-cspoa-and-richard-mack. 

• Matthew Kriner and Jon Lewis, “The Oath Keepers and Their Role in the 
January 6 Insurrection.” Combating Terrorism Center Sentinel 14 (10): 1-
18. December 2021. https://ctc.westpoint.edu/the-oath-keepers-and-
their-role-in-the-january-6-insurrection/.  

• Amy Cooter, “Citizen Militias in the U.S. Are Moving toward More Violent 
Extremism,” Scientific American, January 1, 2022. 
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/citizen-militias-in-the-u-s-
are-moving-toward-more-violent-extremism/.  

• Roger Parloff, “The Conspirators: The Proud Boys and Oath Keepers on 
Jan. 6,” Lawfare, January 6, 2022. 
https://www.lawfareblog.com/conspirators-proud-boys-and-oath-
keepers-jan-6.  

• “Oath Keepers,” Anti-Defamation League. Updated January 13, 2022. 
https://www.adl.org/resources/backgrounders/oath-keepers. 

• Scott R. Anderson, Quinta Jurecic, Rohini Kurup, Natalie Orpett, 
“Seditious Conspiracy: What to Make of the Latest Oath Keepers 
Indictment,” Lawfare, January 14, 2022. 
https://www.lawfareblog.com/seditious-conspiracy-what-make-latest-
oath-keepers-indictment.  

• “Extremism in American Law Enforcement: Far Greater Transparency, 
Accountability Needed,” Anti-Defamation League, May 3, 2022. 
https://www.adl.org/resources/reports/extremism-in-american-law-
enforcement-far-greater-transparency-accountability. 

• The Oath Keepers Data Leak: Unmasking Extremism in Public Life.” Anti-
Defamation League, September 6, 2022. 
https://www.adl.org/resources/report/oath-keepers-data-leak-
unmasking-extremism-public-life. 
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• “Oath Keepers,” Southern Poverty Law Center. Accessed November 2, 
2022. https://www.splcenter.org/fighting-hate/extremist-
files/group/oath-keepers. 

• “Antigovernment Movement,” Southern Poverty Law Center, Accessed 
November 6, 2022. https://www.splcenter.org/fighting-hate/extremist-
files/ideology/antigovernment.  

7. Media Reports 
• Terrance McCoy, “The Oath Keepers: The little-known militia now 

roaming the streets of Ferguson,” The Washington Post, https://www-
washingtonpost-com.proxygw.wrlc.org/news/morning-
mix/wp/2014/12/01/the-oath-keepers-the-militant-militia-now-roaming-
the-streets-of-ferguson/.  

• Nigel Duara, “‘Oath Keepers’ with rifles roam among Ferguson protesters, 
raising concerns,” Los Angeles Times, August 11, 2015. 
https://www.latimes.com/nation/la-na-ferguson-oath-keepers-20150811-
story.html. 

• Sarah Larimer and Abby Phillip, “Who are the Oath Keepers, and why has 
the armed group returned to Ferguson?” The Washington Post, August 11, 
2015. https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/morning-
mix/wp/2015/08/11/who-are-the-oath-keepers-and-why-has-the-armed-
group-returned-to-ferguson/. 

• Mike Giglio, “A Pro-Trump Militant Group Has Recruited Thousands of 
Police, Soldiers, and Veterans,” The Atlantic, November 2020. 
https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2020/11/right-wing-
militias-civil-war/616473/.  

• Griffin Connolly, “America’s largest militia says it will refuse to recognise 
Biden as president and ‘resist’ his administration,” Independent, 
November 15, 2020. 
https://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/americas/us-election-
2020/oath-keepers-militia-donald-trump-joe-biden-2020-election-
b1723323.html. 

• Josh Lederman, “The founder of a far-right militia once warned of federal 
tyranny. Then came Trump.” NBC News, February 2, 2021. 
https://www.nbcnews.com/politics/politics-news/founder-far-right-
militia-once-warned-federal-tyranny-then-came-n1256546. 

• Mosk, Matthew, Olivia Rubin, Ali Dukakis, and Fergal Gallagher, “Video 
surfaces showing Trump ally Roger Stone flanked by Oath Keepers on 
morning of Jan. 6.” ABC News, February 5, 2021. 
https://abcnews.go.com/US/video-surfaces-showing-trump-ally-roger-
stone-flanked/story?id=75706765. 

• Triebert, Christiaan, Ben Decker, Derek Watkins, Arielle Ray, and Stella 
Cooper. 2021 “First They Guarded Roger Stone. Then They Joined the 
Capitol Attack.” New York Times, February 14, 2021. 
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2021/02/14/us/roger-stone-
capitol-riot.html  
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• Audrey Ash and Marshall Cohen, “Alleged Oath Keeper charged in Capitol 
riot chauffeured Roger Stone, FBI agent says,” CNN, 
https://www.cnn.com/2021/03/11/politics/roger-stone/index.html.  

• Spenser S. Hsu, “Oath Keepers founder, associates exchanged 19 calls from 
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It has been almost a year since the events of January 6 shook the United 
States. In this month’s feature article, Matthew Kriner and Jon Lewis 
profile the Oath Keepers, an extreme far-right, anti-government group that 

allegedly played a key role in the insurrection at the U.S. Capitol. They write: “Since its inception in 
2009, the group has used a warped sense of patriotism, loose enforcement of laws surrounding 
paramilitary activity, and America’s founding revolutionary spirit to justify anti-government 
mobilization. It consistently walked the edge of political violence before taking part in the January 6 
insurrection. While the group claims to be ‘guardians of the republic,’ its principal target is the 
government itself—particularly entities representing perceived federal government overreach and 
vectors for tyrannical forces to suppress Americans’ natural rights.”

With concern still high over the threat posed by the violent far-right in the United States and other 
parts of the world, H.E. Upchurch outlines the evolution of the “skull mask” neo-fascist network. 
Upchurch writes: “The backbone of the ‘skull mask’ transnational neo-fascist accelerationist network—
whose nodes include terror groups such as Atomwaffen, the Base, and Feuerkrieg Division—is a 
group of organizations that grew out of Iron March, a neo-fascist web forum that was active from 
2011 to 2017. The history of the Iron March network shows that violent extremist movements can 
develop from online communities even in the absence of a territorial base and without regular in-
person contact between members.”

This month’s interview is with Brigadier Rob Stephenson, deputy commander of NATO Special 
Operations Headquarters.

Finally, Sofia Koller and Alexander Schiele examine the criminal justice approach to prosecuting 
women who left Germany during the last 10 years to join terrorist organizations in Syria and Iraq, 
including the Islamic State, and returned. They write: “Germany is one of the only countries that 
has successfully utilized aspects of international law to legally prove membership in a terrorist 
organization, especially in the case of returned women. It might provide a useful model for other 
countries in developing more effective prosecution of returnee cases in their respective legal systems.”
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On January 6, 2021, 21 members of the Oath Keepers are 
alleged to have played a critical role in a wide-ranging 
conspiracy to storm the U.S. Capitol and disrupt the 
certification of the 2020 general election. Since its inception 
in 2009, the group has used a warped sense of patriotism, 
loose enforcement of laws surrounding paramilitary 
activity, and America’s founding revolutionary spirit to 
justify anti-government mobilization. It consistently 
walked the edge of political violence before taking part 
in the January 6 insurrection. While the group claims to 
be “guardians of the republic,” its principal target is the 
government itself—particularly entities representing 
perceived federal government overreach and vectors for 
tyrannical forces to suppress Americans’ natural rights. 
Following the 2016 U.S. presidential election, a subtle 
but significant shift occurred in the group’s ideological 
focus, which saw left-wing political ideologies and social 
justice movements assume equal footing as targets for the 
group’s ire. Over the next four years, the group consistently 
mobilized armed responses, often posing as “security 
operations” to perceived threats, and increasingly 
expressed the belief that the United States was on the brink 
of or already in a state of civil war.

O n January 6, 2021, 21 members of the Oath Keepers 
are alleged to have played a critical role in a wide-
ranging conspiracy to storm the U.S. Capitol 
and disrupt the certification of the 2020 general 
election.1 a The alleged role of Oath Keepers in the 

events of January 6 best exemplifies how the group’s activities 
have varied and evolved from quasi-law enforcement operations 

a Four additional individuals who have been identified as being associated 
with the Oath Keepers are charged for their alleged criminal conduct at the 
U.S. Capitol on January 6, but at the time of publication, none have been 
charged with conspiracy to disrupt the official proceeding of Congress. The 
four individuals charged with non-conspiracy federal charges are James 
Beeks, James Breheny, Jeremy Brown, and Jon Schaffer. See USA v. James 
Beeks, “Statement of Facts,” District of Columbia, 2021; USA v. James 
Breheny, “Criminal Complaint,” District of Columbia, 2021; USA v. Jeremy 
Brown, “Statement of Facts,” District of Columbia, 2021; USA v. Jon Ryan 
Schaffer, “Statement of Facts,” District of Columbia, 2021. See also Figure 1.

to violent insurrection/domestic terrorismb while cloaking its 
activities in a patriotic veneer that supposedly seeks to guard the 
republic from unseen malign forces. The evidence set forth by the 
government alleges that Oath Keepers engaged in a well-organized 
conspiracy to physically prevent the certification of what they 
perceived to be a fraudulent election and a harbinger of America’s 
demise as a democratic country.2 Ironically, the very conspiracy 
Oath Keepers are accused of perpetrating targeted the heart of the 
American democratic process they claimed to have been acting to 
protect.

This article proceeds in four parts. Part one provides an overview 

b FBI Director Christopher Wray has characterized the January 6 
insurrection as domestic terrorism. In March 2021, he testified that 
“That attack, that siege, was criminal behavior. It is behavior that we, the 
FBI, view as domestic terrorism.” However, in the absence of a specific 
federal statute with attached criminal penalties for purely domestic, 
ideologically motivated acts of violence undertaken with no relationship 
to foreign terrorist organizations, no individuals charged in relation to 
their alleged activity at the U.S. Capitol are facing standalone terrorism 
charges at the time of publication. As such, the only clear indication of 
the Justice Department’s prosecutorial approach is in its potential use 
of the terrorism sentencing enhancement—tied not to a federal crime of 
domestic terrorism, but instead to the federal crimes of terrorism. It is 
possible this sentencing enhancement could be applied to a number of 
January 6 defendants accused of violating 18 U.S.C. § 1361 - Destruction 
of Government Property. Del Quentin Wilber, “FBI director says Capitol 
riot was ‘domestic terrorism,’” Los Angeles Times, March 2, 2021; Eric 
Halliday and Rachael Hanna, “How the Federal Government Investigates 
and Prosecutes Domestic Terrorism,” Lawfare, February 16, 2021; Sharyn 
Alfonsi, “Oath Keepers: How a militia group mobilized in plain sight for the 
assault on the Capitol,” CBS 60 Minutes, June 20, 2021; Kelly Jones, “No, 
the U.S. Capitol rioters can’t be charged with domestic terrorism for Jan. 6 
insurrection,” WBIR, July 30, 2021. 
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of the Oath Keepers’ origins, ideology, organizational structure, and 
membership. Part two looks at the Oath Keepers’ journey toward 
political violence by examining the individual criminal and violent 
actions of its members, its online extremism and threats, the 
group’s real-world operational activity, as well as the group’s links 
and ideological overlaps with more overtly violent and/or extreme 
far-right extremist entities. Part three outlines the role the group 
played in the January 6 insurrection, and the group’s embrace of 
violence against the state. Part four examines the post-January 6 
trajectory of the group.

This article is derived from a variety of sources, including 
court documents, interviews with scholar Sam Jackson (who is 
the foremost authority on the Oath Keepers organization), leaked 
group chats, and open-source content such as Oath Keepers’ social 
media and websites. Through these diverse research materials, 
this article advances the understanding of the Oath Keepers and 
how their warped patriotic worldview and offline mobilizations 
in the streets of America foreshadowed their alleged involvement 
in the January 6 insurrection—which sought to disrupt the lawful 
confirmation of the 2020 presidential election results. 

Part One: Who Are the Oath Keepers?
Origins 
On April 19, 2009, the first Oath Keepers muster was conducted 
on the historic Lexington Common outside Boston, Massachusetts.c 
Just a month after the group was founded, the event focused heavily 
on former military individuals speaking passionately about a 
looming second revolutionary war, globalism’s threat to American 
sovereignty, and the need to resist supposedly tyrannical governance 
that would subvert Americans’ natural rights.3 The group’s founder 
and leader, Stewart Rhodes, presented his foundational vision for 
the Oath Keepers that day, read aloud the group’s “Declaration of 
Orders We Will Not Obey,” and conducted a mass oath-swearing 
ceremony with those gathered. 

The Oath Keepers’ leader—Elmer Stewart Rhodes,4 better 
known as Stewart—is a former Army paratrooper, Yale Law 
graduate, Montana lawyer,d and staffer for Congressman Ron 
Paul (retired).5 Based out of Montana, his home state, Rhodes is 
a polarizing figure for much of the militia movement, even within 
the Oath Keepers. He has faced accusations of being the leader of a 
massive paramilitary organization, a federal informant, a grifter, or 
just simply out of touch.6 Today, Rhodes is the most visible member 
of Oath Keepers (by his own design) and touts the additional title 
of “Person One” in federal prosecution filings and Congressional 
subpoena related to his and the Oath Keepers’ alleged involvement 
in the January 6 insurrection.7

Ideology
In the years between its founding and the January 6 insurrection, 

c Lexington Common is the site of the first battle in the American Revolution. 
Oath Keepers advertised the event by inviting others “to celebrate ‘The 
shot heard around the world’ – April 19, 1775, where the first fighting in the 
Revolutionary War occurred.” See scholar Sam Jackson’s archive. 

d In 2015, Rhodes was disbarred by the Montana Supreme Court for failure to 
respond to grievances and refusal to cooperate “in the disciplinary process 
constituted a knowing and intentional disregard of his obligations as an 
attorney.” In the matter of Elmer S Rhodes, “Order,” Supreme court of the 
state of Montana, 2015. 

the Oath Keepers and their leader walked the edge of political 
violence and espoused beliefs that, under certain conditions, 
removing the government by force is justified. Much like its militia 
and patriot movement predecessors,e the Oath Keepers has built 
a myth around itself as defending everyday Americans from the 
abuse of an ever-encroaching federal government that is stripping 
Americans of their natural rights. Yet, in recent years, the mission of 
the Oath Keepers has evolved into one predicated on a profoundly 
hostile stance toward the political status quo in the United States.

Oath Keepers rhetoric is deeply conspiratorial and promotes 
the need for a violent replacement of tyrannical forces in the 
United States due to an alleged imminent conflict with the federal 
government. Oath Keepers’ “calls to action” in response to such 
conflict have led to armed standoffs with the federal government,8 
armed intimidation of protestors,9 implicit threats of violence if 
their demands are not met,10 and individual acts of criminality and 
violence.11 The events of 2020, including the embrace by Rhodes 
and the Oath Keepers’ rank-and-file of the conspiracy of a stolen 
election,f placed the Oath Keepers on a collision course they had 
long desired with representatives of the federal government. 

The Oath Keepers group is an anti-government, anti-authority, 
right-wing extremist organization12 that paradoxically portrays 
itself as “guardians of the republic” dedicated to preserving 
Americans’ natural rights from abstract tyrannical forces.13 Derived 
from oaths that military and law enforcement members take, the 
group’s name evokes a sense of inherent patriotism and duty to the 

e The militia and patriot movements, while sometimes referred to as 
separate components of the broader anti-government extremist landscape 
in the United States, according to scholar Sam Jackson are best “defined 
by two closely related beliefs: the federal government (and possibly 
some state and local governments) are currently tyrannical or are quickly 
becoming tyrannical; and American patriots need to be ready to engage 
in conflict with that government to protect or restore traditional American 
rights. That conflict could begin anytime, and it could include a range of 
different types of action including an insurgency-style war.” Sam Jackson, 
“Fantasies of Violence in the Patriot/Militia Movement in the United States” 
in Barbara Perry, Jeffrey Gruenewald, and Ryan Scrivens eds. Right-wing 
Extremism in Canada and the United States (London: Palgrave, 2022), 
chapter forthcoming. 

f Stewart Rhodes stated during an interview on InfoWars that: “Well, I think 
what we have to realize is that, you know, Trump actually failed. … He had a 
duty and responsibility to step up. But he failed to do that and he allowed 
a ChiCom puppet into the White House and I think we now need to just 
declare that to be illegitimate and refuse to comply with anything that 
comes out of his mouth, anything he signs, anything passed as so-called 
legislation. Label it ‘pretend legislation’ like the Founding Fathers did.” The 
Alex Jones Show, January 20, 2021. See also “Oath Keepers,” Southern 
Poverty Law Center.
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U.S. Constitution. In its founding creed, “Declarations of Orders 
we will not Obey,” the Oath Keepers outline their stated purpose:

Recognizing that we each swore and [sic] oath to support 
and defend the Constitution against all enemies, foreign and 
domestic, and affirming that we are guardians of the Republic, 
of the principles in our Declaration of Independence, and of 
the rights of our people, we affirm and declare the following…14

The Oath Keepers are ideologically and operationally best 
characterized by their preoccupation with preparation for a 
seemingly inevitable direct conflict against the government, which 
Rhodes and Oath Keepers view as an imminent tyrannical threat to 
“control the population.”15 Tyranny’s form rotates in the Oath Keepers 
outlook, allowing macro-level perceived threats (e.g., the United 
Nations and Marxism) to occupy equal purchase in the minds of the 
group’s members as the supposedly tyrannical actions of executive 
branch agencies such as the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) at 
specific localized state and federal flashpoints. Since 2016, the rise 
of movements like Black Lives Matterg and anti-fascist organizing 
have assumed a prominent role in the pantheon of Oath Keepers’ 
perceived threats, largely stemming from the organization’s long 

g For ease of reference, the authors have chosen to refrain from using the 
acronym for Black Lives Matter as it is the same as the Bureau of Land 
Management.

embrace of conspiracy theories that fixate on global institutions 
supposedly forcing Marxism or Socialism onto American citizens 
via the United Nations.h As the scholar Sam Jackson has noted, 
the group is “not organized around the defense of imagined racial 
identity,”16 and its bylaws explicitly reject racism. However, while 
racism is not a key feature of the group,i racist and nativist views 
can readily be found in Oath Keepers’ ranks, narratives, content, 
and sources.17

h Rhodes has routinely appeared on the conspiracy website InfoWars and 
spoken at length about the threat of Marxism, antifa, and Black Lives 
Matter. The Oath Keepers website also regularly posts content that 
reinforces these views and promotes conspiracy theories related to 
COVID-19, anti-fascist organizing, democrats, and more. See, for example, 
Sam Jackson, “The long, dangerous history of right-wing calls for violence 
and civil war,” Washington Post, September 11, 2020. 

i Scholarship suggests racism is also not a dominant driver in some other 
militia spaces. Amy Cooter’s research on the Michigan militia landscape 
suggests that the level of racism present in militias she studied is similar 
to that found across the broader American context. Further, Sam Jackson 
points out that “Most militia adherents aren’t motivated by a sense of 
racial superiority, although racial stereotypes can and do influence their 
views.” Sam Jackson, “Don’t assume the militias at the Charlottesville 
rally were white supremacists. This is what they believe now,” Washington 
Post, September 8, 2017; Amy Cooter, “Americanness, Masculinity, and 
Whiteness: How Michigan Militia Men Navigate Evolving Social Norms,” 
University of Michigan, 2013.

Men belonging to the Oath Keepers attend the “Stop the Steal” rally on January 6, 2021, in Washington, D.C. 
(Robert Nickelsberg/Getty Images)
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Organizational Structure and Membership
The Oath Keepers are a hierarchical organization with a national 
leadership council, state and county chapters, and local branches.18 
The Oath Keepers have an extensive set of by-laws that outline the 
organizational structure, conduct,19 and expectations of members.20 
Operationally, most activity is undertaken by individual chapters or 
branches, allowing for a degree of autonomy on local mobilization. 
According to scholar Sam Jackson, organizational dynamics of 
Oath Keepers put local chapters and branches and state-level 
leadership on the hook for arranging “meetings, demonstrations, 
and training exercises.”21 National leadership, which consists of a 
board of directors that is led by Rhodes, oversees the Oath Keepers’ 
brand and reputation, and maintains its own social media and web 
presence separate from the state and local activity—though national 
leadership will feature state and local content, as well as boost calls 
to action based on activity that state and local branches initiate.j

However, the group answers entirely to Rhodes. Except for 
individual acts, it seems there is virtually no Oath Keepers activity 
that Rhodes is not aware of or not involved in planning to some 
extent.22 Rhodes, by design, is the fulcrum around which the 
organization exists.k

The Oath Keepers group seeks explicitly to recruit “current and 
formerly serving military, police, and first responders”23 but does 
not turn away those that have not served in some capacity. The 
Oath Keepers declare those individuals to be associate members, 
“which consists of patriotic citizens who have not served in uniform 
but who serve now by supporting this mission with their Associate 
Membership and volunteer activities” and who “take an oath to 
support and defend the Constitution.”24

The Oath Keepers’ membership count is a longstanding question 
for law enforcement and researchers monitoring the group. 
Rhodes and the Oath Keepers have claimed tens of thousands of 
dues-paying members, though those numbers are likely inflated 
due to on-again, off-again interest by recruits. A recently leaked 
dataset of the Oath Keepers’ membership roll shows that more 
than 38,000 individuals have at some point in time registered with 
the organization. However, review of this data by other analysts 
suggests most of those listed had a short-lived involvement centered 
around key events.l 

Reporting based on the leaked dataset shows that “state 
lawmakers, congressional candidates, and local government and 
GOP officials”25 were included in the Oath Keepers’ membership list, 

j A good example of this is the proactive stance that the Josephine County 
branch of the Oath Keepers took in relation to the Sugar Pine Mine standoff 
and the Malheur Wildlife Refuge standoff. These episodes are described 
later in the article. Both times, the Oath Keepers’ national leadership team 
responded to actions taken by the local branch before issuing a stance 
on the incident and the merit of the Oath Keepers’ involvement. Sam 
Jackson, Oath Keepers: Patriotism and the Edge of Violence in a Right-Wing 
Antigovernment Group (New York: Columbia University Press, 2020). 

k Per Sam Jackson, in the by-laws for the organization, Rhodes is written 
in as “president of the group for life, unless he resigns or is found 
incompetent.” Jackson, Oath Keepers: Patriotism and the Edge of Violence 
in a Right-Wing Antigovernment Group.

l Interestingly, some events have been linked to an uptick in membership 
of the Oath Keepers while others have seemingly led to a downturn in 
individuals remaining dues-paying members. This provides support to 
the same trend highlighted by Sam Jackson previously. See Jackson, 
Oath Keepers: Patriotism and the Edge of Violence in a Right-Wing 
Antigovernment Group.

specifically: “28 people who currently hold elected office joined or 
financially supported the Oath Keepers,”26 multiple New York Police 
Department officers,27 and approximately 150 individuals who 
registered membership with a “.mil” email address.28 While these 
numbers represent a fraction of the overall alleged membership 
of the Oath Keepers, the degree to which the Oath Keepers is 
dominated by individuals with a veteran or active military status, 
or associated with law enforcement, is likely significant. Yet, as with 
claimed versus actual membership rates for the Oath Keepers, it is 
difficult to know with any degree of confidence the exact breakdown 
of active or retired military and law enforcement. The Oath Keepers’ 
emphasis on attracting those with a military or law enforcement 
background is an intentional, strategic decision to capture potential 
recruits with specific knowledge, skills, and abilities. Scholar Sam 
Jackson has categorized this strategy as part of Rhodes’ desire to see 
those individuals serve as the proverbial tip of the spear and critical 
to stopping any potential future in which the U.S. government seeks 
to “use the military to infringe on Americans’ rights.”29 

Part Two: The Road Toward Political Violence 
Individual member criminality and violence
The history of Oath Keepers’ criminality and violence is heavily 
characterized by vigilantism and extrajudicial paramilitary actions. 
Members of the Oath Keepers have been charged with illegal 
possession of explosives, firearms charges, possession of stolen 
property, child pornography, and more.30 However, Rhodes has 
frequently and quickly denounced the individual members charged 
with criminal activity.m

The below list is comprised of noteworthy individuals with an 
identified membership or affiliation with Oath Keepers who have 
faced criminal charges: 

Daniel Knight Hayden: In 2009, Hayden, an Oath Keepers 
supporter, was indicted by a federal grand jury for threats to “kill 
or injure police officers at a public tax protest assembly called a 
‘Tea Party’ scheduled for April 15, 2009, at the Oklahoma State 
Capitol.”31 Hayden was convicted for this crime and sentenced to 
eight months in prison.

Darren Huff: In 2010, Huff was a self-declared member of the 
Oath Keepers32 “convicted on a firearms offense after traveling from 
Georgia to Tennessee to put government officials under citizen’s 
arrest for refusing to indict President Obama.”33 Huff was sentenced 
to four years in federal prison.

m Notably, Article VIII, Section 8.02 Restrictions on Membership, sub-section 
(c) of the Oath Keepers’ by-laws states that “Oath Keepers reserves 
the right in it’s [sic] sole discretion, to withhold, deny, or revoke the 
membership or associate membership of any person whom Oath Keepers 
determines will dilute, impair or disrupt Oath Keeper’s mission, dishonor, or 
in any manner bring ill repute to Oath Keepers.” Via Oath Keepers website. 
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Matthew Fairfield: In 2010, Fairfield, a local chapter president 
of the Oath Keepers’ branch in Ohio,34 was arrested on numerous 
criminal charges, including the possession of explosives (a live 
napalm incendiary device) and child pornography.35 Fairfield was 
convicted and sentenced to 20 years in prison.

Jon Ritzheimer: A participant in the Malheur Refuge 
Occupation,n Ritzheimer pleaded guilty to one count of conspiring 
to impede officers of the United States and was sentenced to one 
year and one day of imprisonment in November 2017.36 Notably, in 
2015 and prior to his participation in the occupation, Ritzheimer 
had threatened to arrest Michigan Senator Debbie Stabenow for 
her political endorsement of the Iranian nuclear agreement.37 

Charles Dyer: Known as July4Patriot on YouTube, where he 
often appeared wearing a skull mask similar to that of the kind 
popularized by the neo-fascist group Atomwaffen Division, Charles 
Dyer was charged, convicted, and sentenced in 2010 to 30 years in 
prison for sexual assault of his six-year-old daughter.38 During a 
law enforcement search of his residence, sheriff ’s deputies found 
a Colt M-203 grenade launcher reportedly identified as one that 
had been stolen from a California military base in 2006.o Notably, 
Dyer repeatedly promoted the Oath Keepers while in the Marine 
Corps before he left in 2009 after being brought up on charges 
of uttering “disloyal” statements.39 Dyer was also filmed during a 
militia training saying the following:

Join the military? Depends on what you want to do with it. 
Me? I’m going to use my training and become one of those 
domestic terrorists that you’re so afraid of from the DHS 
reports.40

Online Extremism
The Oath Keepers’ insurrectionary rhetoric online and acts 
offline have resulted in the group’s permanent removal from most 
mainstream social media platforms. In 2020, the Oath Keepers 
and Stewart Rhodes were banned by Facebook and Twitter.41 
Facebook, which has listed the Oath Keepers as a “militarized 

n The Malheur Refuge Occupation is a pivotal moment in the organizing for 
the Oath Keepers despite it not being officially sanctioned by the group’s 
national leadership. Initiated by Ammon Bundy, who is not a member of 
the Oath Keepers, the Josephine County chapter of the Oath Keepers 
participated in the Pacific Patriots Network’s buffer while Ritzheimer did 
participate in the actual occupation. Led by Bundy, a number of militia 
activists staged a series of protests in Burns, Oregon, then proceeded 
to forcibly occupy a federal building on the nearby Malheur National 
Wildlife Refuge. The month-long occupation resulted in the death of one 
militia participant that attempted to resist arrest. Carli Brosseau, “‘Rogue 
infidel’ Jon Ritzheimer among Oregon wildlife refuge occupiers,” Oregon 
Live, January 9, 2019; Jackson, Oath Keepers: Patriotism and the Edge of 
Violence in a Right-Wing Antigovernment Group. 

o Dyer was charged with possession of an unregistered grenade launcher as 
a result of this search; federal agents asserted that the grenade launcher 
“was one of three stolen at a California military base from a shipment of 
military equipment bound for Iraq.” Dyer, who was ultimately acquitted 
of this specific charge (and convicted for the others), claimed he thought 
the device was a flare gun and that a friend had given him the device in 
California in 2009. See Nolan Clay, “Marlow man cleared in stolen weapon 
case,” Oklahoman, April 15, 2010, and Ben Buchwalter, “A ‘Patriot’ Hero 
Goes Down,” Mother Jones, January 22, 2010. 

social movement,”p was a significant arena for the Oath Keepers 
to promote its brand and organize followers. Before its ban from 
Facebook, the Oath Keepers boasted approximately 551,000 
followers on its official page.42 While active on mainstream 
platforms, the Oath Keepers’ branded pages and group members 
directly targeted politicians with implicit threats of violence from 
their social media accounts. In 2019, the Oath Keepers Facebook 
page posted the following message about Oregon Governor Kate 
Brown:

Gov. Brown, you want a civil war, because this is how you get 
a civil war.q

In response to the group’s ban from Facebook, Rhodes fired 
back in a message on the Oath Keepers website, stating that the 
move was “an ideological and political purge,” and that “Our goal 
is to get patriots prepared and ready to defend their homes, towns, 
and counties from the ongoing Marxist insurrection we now see 
erupting and expanding nationwide.”43 Rhodes’ response to a private 
company’s actions was to lean into conspiracy theories about global 
Marxism and political witch hunts aimed at conservatives by social 
media and technology companies. 

Conspiracy theories have always been a feature of Oath Keepers 
ideology. The Oath Keepers’ entire existence is premised on stoking 
fears and anxiety of hidden actors, and sits within a long history of 
conspiracy theories driving “militia” activities.44 Much could be said 
on the role of social media relative to the extremism and violence of 
the Oath Keepers, though all would be far beyond the scope of this 
article. However, it is important to note that Rhodes specifically 
referenced conspiracy theories when he framed to his audience the 
crackdown on platform violations by Facebook and Twitter, as it 
is helpful in understanding how the group became so involved in 
the “Stop the Steal” movement that culminated in the January 6 
insurrection.

p The listing is detailed in a leaked internal document related to Facebook’s 
Dangerous Individuals and Organizations List, which was attained by The 
Intercept and published in October 2021. The list is a tool used by Facebook 
to understand and moderate key individuals and organizations suspected 
of, or known to be, involved in policy violating activities. As with all internal 
documents of such nature, the list is best viewed as a tool internal to 
Facebook’s operations and not a public indictment on the listed individuals 
or organizations. It is cited here to better illustrate how Facebook was 
approaching the Oath Keepers at the time of their ban from the platform. 
“Facebook Dangerous Individuals and Organizations List (Reproduced 
Snapshot),” Intercept, October 12, 2021.

q The post was in response to Governor Brown’s orders to state police to find 
Republican legislators that walked out from the state legislature. Militia 
and extreme far-right threats over the political row prompted the Oregon 
State Police to “recommend that the Capitol be closed.” Alex Lubben, “Let’s 
Check In on Those Oregon Republicans Who Fled the Capital, Shall We?” 
Vice News, June 24, 2019; Sarah Zimmerman and Gillian Flaccus, “Militia 
threat shuts down Oregon Statehouse amid walkout,” Associated Press, 
June 22, 2019. 
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Operational Activity before January 6
It’s the right of the people to abolish it to institute such new 
government as they think necessary or reform it. It’s the 
people’s obligation. – Stewart Rhodes45

In the period leading up to the January 2021 U.S. Capitol siege, 
the Oath Keepers group engaged in various antagonistic and 
paramilitary actions that walked the edge of—and sometimes 
crossed into—political violence. 

The operational history of the Oath Keepers in the period 
before January 6 was defined by a mixture of brinkmanship, 
physical posturing (often threatening due to the armed nature of 
security operations), and symbolic resistance against government 
and law enforcement via online mediums such as podcasts and 
video streams. Where and how the Oath Keepers chose to act was 
often contingent on the perceived payoffs and risks associated 
with physical presence. The group often inserted itself into acute 
moments of tension or at events that allow for low-risk, high-
branding activism or protest. Yet Oath Keepers leadership, in 
particular Rhodes, have been risk-averse. The adage “actions 
speak louder than words” is particularly salient for Rhodes, who 
has routinely positioned himself as endorsing less aggressive 
actions than his Patriot Movement counterparts (such as Ammon 
Bundy) and less aggressive actions than individual members of the 
Oath Keepers. This directly contradicts his profoundly incendiary 
rhetoric that borders on incitement.r Unlike similar entities in the 
past, which have run afoul of federal or state statutes criminalizing 
private militias,46 the Oath Keepers and Rhodes have displayed 
a sharp awareness of the distinctions they must draw to inhibit 
investigations into their activities.

The Oath Keepers’ tactics and security operations are not 
historically unique but have filtered out into other contemporary 
anti-government/anti-authority movements. The Boogaloo 
movement in 2020 heavily drew from the Oath Keepers’ security 
operations aesthetic and tactics at protests, particularly the 
narrative that they are only present to protect local businesses 
from general unrest, rioting, arson, and other harms potentially 
perpetrated by amorphous enemies (e.g., antifa).47 

The Oath Keepers’ most noteworthy tactic in the years leading 
up to January 6 was the utilization of security operations during 
acute moments of tension with perceived expressions of tyrannical 
governance (e.g., the Bureau of Land Management) or political 
movements the organization views as antithetical to American 
ideals (e.g., anti-fascist activism and organizing).48 Despite its claims 
that its members are simply monitoring events, Oath Keepers at 
these engagements have been accused of escalating tensions on the 
ground due to their often heavily armed paramilitary appearance. 
According to the Armed Conflict Location & Event Data Project 
(ACLED), for the year 2020 nearly “a quarter of all demonstration 
events in which Oath Keepers are involved have turned violent and/

r It has also led to internal divisions and allegations by Oath Keepers 
that Rhodes is secretly a federal informant. For more, see Jackson, 
Oath Keepers: Patriotism and the Edge of Violence in a Right-Wing 
Antigovernment Group.

or destructive.”s

The following is a list of notable Oath Keepers’ mobilizations 
in the years leading up to January 6 that skirted the line of 
insurrectionary political violence and acts of domestic terrorism:

Bundy Ranch Standoff (Spring 2014): Rhodes and armed 
members of the Oath Keepers responded to a call to action issued 
by Nevada cattle rancher Cliven Bundy over cattle grazing rights 
and fears of confiscation of the cattle by the Bureau of Land 
Management. The incident became widely known for an image 
depicting a militia member pointing a long-barreled rifle at federal 
officers from behind cover on an overpass.t

Ferguson Protests (Fall 2014): Armed members of the Oath 
Keepers established rooftop surveillance posts and patrolled the 
streets of Ferguson, Missouri, during civil unrest connected to 
the fatal shooting of Michael Brown by a white police officer.49 
The police chief at the time said that their presence was “both 
unnecessary and inflammatory.”50 In an interview, Rhodes claimed 
that the Oath Keepers had members with contacts in the local 
police and that the police “didn’t do their job.”51

Sugar Pine Mine Standoff (Spring 2015): Armed members of the 
Oath Keepers, led by the Oregon-based Josephine County branch,u 
established a security perimeter to “secure the mine” and prevent 
purported intimidation by the federal Bureau of Land Management 

s The 24 percent rate for Oath Keepers is higher than the Proud Boys at 21 
percent, though the Proud Boys had significantly more observed instances 
of offline mobilization logged by ACLED than the Oath Keepers in 2020. 
Logged instances of observed presence are defined by ACLED as offline 
activity where Oath Keeper participation was verified by the ACLED team 
through open-source research. See “Actor Profile: Oath Keepers,” ACLED.

t The Bundy Ranch Standoff was a significant event for anti-government 
militias across the United States with multiple groups, including the Oath 
Keepers, attending. See David Neiwert, “Back at the Bundy Ranch: More 
Militiamen Gather, Things Get Crazier,” Southern Poverty Law Center, April 
23, 2014.

u The Sugar Pine Mine standoff occurred in Josephine County, Oregon. 
The Josephine County Oath Keepers involvement was determined by 
informal vote within the local chapter membership assembled at a meeting 
addressing the Sugar Pine Mine miners’ worries over federal action against 
their mine. See Tay Wiles, “Sugar Pine Mine, the other standoff,” High 
Country News, February 2, 2016. 
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agents during ongoing negotiations in court related to the mine’s 
regulatory adherence.52

Occupation of the Malheur National Wildlife Refuge (Winter 
2015-2016): The Josephine County Oath Keepers branchv and 
individual members from elsewhere in the United States established 
an armed security buffer between the federal authorities and the 
occupiers led by Ammon Bundy (son of aforementioned Cliven 
Bundy). Notably, the national leadership of the Oath Keepers did 
not endorse the Bundy-led occupation nor did they issue a call 
to action. However, Rhodes did endorse the Josephine County 
branch’s security buffer as a “righteous mission” that may “prevent 
another Waco incident.”w

In late 2016, there was a notable shift in the Oath Keepers’ 
worldview, reflected in both its online and offline activity. With the 
defeat of Hillary Clinton in the general election, Rhodes and the 
Oath Keepers found a new enemy in the burgeoning anti-Trump 
movement manifesting in social justice protests across the country. 
Propelled by the leadership influence of Rhodes, the group deepened 
its already conspiratorial outlook. Events that were seen through 
the prism of and reinforced this worldview include the Black Lives 
Matter protests in 2020, anti-fascist mobilization alongside the 
Black Lives Matter protests, anti-fascist protests against federal 
agencies’ actions in Portland,x the outcome of the 2020 presidential 
election, and COVID-19 lockdown measures.53 To Rhodes and the 
Oath Keepers, each presented an agent of globalism, Marxism, or 
some other abstract tyrannical enemy emanating from the left.

The Oath Keepers have engaged in activism related to election 
fraud conspiracies since the run-up to the 2016 presidential election. 
In January 2017, Oath Keepers launched a security operation, 
“Operation Defend J20,” to supposedly prevent violence from anti-
Trump demonstrators during President Trump’s inauguration in 
Washington, D.C.54 In November 2020, Rhodes led a “Stop the 
Steal” rally in Purcellville, Virginia. Days later, in a foreshadowing 
of the events on January 6, 2021, Rhodes was a guest on Alex Jones’ 
InfoWars, where in a prolonged discussion on the “Stop the Steal” 

v The Malheur National Wildlife Refuge is in Harney County, Oregon. The 
Josephine County branch of the Oath Keepers is four counties west of the 
refuge, making their presence relatively proximate to the incident. 

w While Rhodes declined to issue a call to action in support of the occupation, 
what he wrote on the Oath Keepers website at the time suggested he 
viewed the occupation as a potential catalyst to a conflict with the federal 
government: “If this situation goes south, and the Obama Admin turns this 
into another Waco, the crap WILL hit the fan nationwide, since there are no 
more free Wacos – not anymore – and you will have your hands full right 
where you are, and in reaction, the first thing you should do is organize 
town and county militias for mutual defense.  And that is something 
we will all need sooner or later.  So, start laying the groundwork for that 
now.  Today.” “Note from Stewart Rhodes, founder and president of Oath 
Keepers,” Oath Keepers website, January 10, 2016. 

x For months following the murder of George Floyd, Portland emerged as a 
flashpoint between the Trump administration’s DHS policies and anti-
fascist demonstrators outraged over police-involved killings and federal 
government use of force during social justice protests. The epicenter 
of unrest was the federal courthouse in Portland, where federal officer 
presence had surged against the wishes of state and local authorities. The 
justification for the surge aligned with President Trump’s allegations that 
Portland had become “a lawless place filled with ‘anarchists’ who ‘hate our 
country.’” The Oath Keepers and many other far-right extremists latched 
onto this perception and became fixated with the unrest in Portland as a 
potential Marxist insurrection. See Mike Baker, “Chaotic Scenes in Portland 
as Backlash to Federal Deployment Grows,” New York Times, July 21, 2020. 

conspiracy theory, he spoke with fiery rhetoric about the need to 
mobilize against the “deep state” to save the American republic.55 
On the show, he advocated for Trump to “invoke the Insurrection 
act … to suppress the deep state,” claiming that the Oath Keepers 
had “men already stationed outside DC as a nuclear option. In 
case they attempt to remove the President illegally, we will step in 
and stop it. We’re gonna be there to also help secure the coming 
rally this Saturday and your caravan coming in” and “We will be 
inside DC and we’ll be on the outside of DC, armed, if the President 
calls us up” and “if we don’t there will be no more republic.”56 That 
same month, in November 2020, self-declared members of the 
Oath Keepers appeared outside the private residence of Georgia’s 
Republican Secretary of State Brad Raffensperger.57 The appearance 
occurred in the midst of death threats over Raffensperger’s refusal 
to accommodate President Trump’s request for Raffensperger to 
“find” votes and overturn the election results in Georgia.58

This pre-January 6 pattern of mobilizations presents researchers 
and law enforcement with two challenging questions. First, have the 
Oath Keepers been engaging in politically motivated intimidation 
when they appear at armed protests and imitate lawful police and 
security services? Rachel Carroll Rivas, co-director of the Montana 
Human Rights Network, has stated that, “(The Oath keepers) quite 
frankly, have taken that legitimacy that law enforcement offers, 
and they’ve manipulated it to give credit to a movement that is 
otherwise, you know, counter – completely – to what it means to be 
leaders in a nation, in a county, in a city, in a state.”59 Secondly, has 
the Oath Keepers group been engaging in acts of political violence 
or even domestic terrorism when their armed presence at key events 
carried the implicit threat of violent resistance and seeks to coerce 
federal authorities to act in accordance with the Oath Keepers’ 
views on the U.S. Constitution and natural rights?60 

These questions will remain difficult to resolve, but there are 
three reasons for viewing and responding to the group as a threat to 
public safety. The first is the violent and criminal acts of individual 
members described above. The second is the Oath Keepers’ key role 
in the violence of January 6, which is examined later in this article. 
And the third is the group’s links and ideological overlaps with more 
overtly violent and/or extreme far-right extremist entities. These 
links and overlaps, which are examined next, are indicative of the 
overall evolution of the group and may have contributed to the 
group’s embrace of violence on January 6. 

“In late 2016, there was a notable 
shift in the Oath Keepers’ worldview, 
reflected in both its online and offline 
activity. With the defeat of Hillary 
Clinton in the general election, Rhodes 
and the Oath Keepers found a new 
enemy in the burgeoning anti-Trump 
movement manifesting in social justice 
protests across the country.”
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Links and Ideological Overlaps with More Overtly Violent and/
or Extreme Entities
One of the Oath Keepers’ oldest relationships to anti-government 
movements is its relationship with the Constitutional Sheriffs and 
Peace Officers Association (CSPOA).61 The founder of CSPOA, 
Richard Mack, was also a founding member of the Oath Keepers.62 
CSPOA is premised on a belief that overlaps with sovereign citizen 
ideology that the county sheriff is the highest authority in the 
county, capable of overriding even the federal government.63 While 
not overtly more violent than the Oath Keepers, this ideological 
overlap with the sovereign citizen movement—which inherently 
rejects the authority of federal government and federal law 
enforcement—illustrates the threat posed by the broader anti-
government movement. 

The Oath Keepers is deeply intertwined with the more violent 
Three Percenter movement,y members of which are linked to 
multiple attempted acts of terrorist violence against minorities 
and charged for their involvement in the January 6 insurrection.64 
Like CSPOA, the founder of the Three Percenter movement Mike 

y The Three Percenters is a deeply conspiratorial and violent militia 
movement that emerged in the resurgence of the militia presence in 
America around the 2008 presidential election. See “Three Percenters,” 
Southern Poverty Law Center.

Vanderboegh was also involved in the founding of the Oath Keepers 
and assisted Rhodes in the 2009 mass oath-swearing ceremony at 
Lexington Common.65 In 2015, following the killing of four U.S. 
Marines at two military installations in Chattanooga, Tennessee, 
the Oath Keepers and Three Percenters mobilized jointly to serve 
as volunteer armed guards at military recruitment centers where 
active duty members were prohibited from carrying firearms.66

Additionally, the Oath Keepers’ security operations have 
intersected with events of explicitly neo-fascist militia and violent 
paramilitary organizations to “keep the peace.” Despite the claims 
of seeking to “keep the peace” at events headlined by far-right 
extremists, Oath Keepers were often physically positioned to focus 
their attention almost exclusively on counter-protestors and not the 
extreme far-right and fascist entities that organized the events. For 
example, during the notorious Battle for Berkeley demonstrations 
in 2017 Oath Keepers demonstrated alongside violent street 
fighting white supremacists and neo-Nazis such as the Rise Above 

Stewart Rhodes, founder of the Oath Keepers, is pictured on February 28, 2021, in Fort Worth, Texas. 
(Aaron C. Davis/The Washington Post via Getty Images)
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Movement (RAM)z and served as armed “security” for violent far-
right groups, including the Proud Boys and Patriot Prayer.aa In 
June 2017, Oath Keepers served as “security” for the Proud Boys 
and other anti-Muslim groups, white supremacist, and neo-fascist 
groups such as Vanguard Americaab and Identity Evropaac that 
participated67 in the “March Against Sharia” rallies mobilized by the 
conspiracy theory that Muslim Americans are seeking to “replace 
the American legal system with Sharia law.”68 The Oath Keepers 
are both considerably less violent and ideologically extreme than 
the above mentioned accelerationist groups, raising the question 
of why the Oath Keepers were participating alongside these groups.

In April 2017, Rhodes and members of the Oath Keepers 
participated as speakers in a series of charged and violent 
demonstrations against perceived leftists in Berkeley, California, 
dubbed the “Battle for Berkeley.”69 The Battle for Berkeley was a 
prominent attraction for accelerationist and neo-fascist groups, 
particularly RAM.ad Speaking at the event, Rhodes made it clear 
that his presence was not just to serve as security for others 
gathered, but to be a vested participant in the political purpose 
of the demonstrations: “This is ground zero in the defense of 
the Constitution and the most important part of it—the First 
Amendment.”70 This engagement illustrates the post-2016 shift in 
threat priorities for Rhodes and the Oath Keepers from government 
tyranny to alleged leftist undermining of Americans’ rights through 
supposed ideologically motivated insurrection. Rhodes stated the 
following at an April event in North Carolina prior to the Berkeley 
speech: 

We’re going [to Berkeley] because people are having their 
rights violated. So it could be argued that with the full support 
of the local politicians, thugs in the streets are beating people 

z The Rise Above Movement (RAM) is an accelerationist and neo-fascist 
organization dedicated to fighting political enemies in the streets. In the 
aftermath of the Unite the Right rally, RAM was significantly affected by 
federal law enforcement investigations for its political violence. See A.C. 
Thompson, ProPublica, Ali Winston, and Darwin Bond Graham, “Racist, 
Violent, Unpunished: A White Hate Group’s Campaign of Menace,” 
ProPublica, October 19, 2017.

aa Patriot Prayer is an extreme far-right street fighting group founded in 2016 
by Joey Gibson. Predominantly a Pacific Northwest presence, the group 
focused heavily on pro-Trump and anti-antifascist organizing in and around 
Portland, Oregon. Gibson was indicted on felony riot charges in August 
2019. The group is close with the Proud Boys, and its members are known 
to hold ties to fascist and white supremacist milieus. See Jane Coaston, 
“The pro-Trump, anti-left Patriot Prayer group, explained,” Vox, September 
8, 2020, and Nigel Jaquiss, “Joey Gibson, Five Others Formally Indicted for 
May 1 Melee at Northeast Portland Bar,” Willamette Week, August 22, 2019. 

ab Vanguard America is a neo-fascist group that played a crucial role 
in organizing and participating in the violence of the Unite the Right 
demonstration in 2017. See “Vanguard America,” Anti-Defamation League. 

ac Identity Evropa is a white supremacist and neo-fascist organization 
founded in 2016 that styles itself after the Identitarian aesthetic, which is a 
far-right pan-Europeanist belief system that holds white European identity 
is superior. The group played a central role in organizing the Unite the Right 
rally in 2017. See “Identity Evropa/American Identity Movement,” Southern 
Poverty Law Center.

ad Four members of RAM were prosecuted federally for their roles in 
instigating riots at the so-called “Battle of Berkeley” (a string of “alt-
right” demonstrations that degraded into riots with counter-protestors) 
throughout 2017. Leader Robert Rundo is currently wanted by the FBI and 
is allegedly in hiding in Eastern Europe with neo-Nazi organizations. See 
“Rise Above Movement,” Southern Poverty Law Center.

up and suppressing their rights to free speech and assembly. It 
could be argued that California is in a state of insurrection.71

Some of those same groups that were present at the Battle for 
Berkeley and the March Against Sharia were also key participants 
in the violence at the August 2017 Charlottesville “Unite the Right” 
demonstration that descended into a riot and resulted in the death 
of Heather Heyer.72 The recent civil lawsuit against Unite the Right 
organizers highlighted the pervasive acceptance of violence by white 
supremacists, neo-fascists, and overt neo-Nazi individuals and 
groups present at the rally.ae Among the Unite the Right attendees 
were more ideological extreme entities than the Oath Keepers, such 
as white supremacist and KKK leader David Duke, alt-right leader 
Richard Spencer, and accelerationist groups such as Identity Evropa 
and the Traditionalist Workers Party.af Individual members of the 
terrorist designated groups Russian Imperial Movement (RIM)ag 
and Atomwaffen Division, as well as the Rise Above Movement 
(RAM) were also participants at the rally. 

A few days after Unite the Right, the violent street fighting 
Patriot Prayer organizer and leader Joey Gibson said the Oath 
Keepers would act as security for a Patriot Prayer rally at Crissy 
Field in Portland, Oregon. As with the Battle of Berkeley, the Oath 
Keepers group was tied to yet another event and organization 
known for being more ideologically extreme and violent than it. 
Rhodes initially committed, then backtracked.73 Rhodes later 
issued a statement alleging the Oath Keepers did not attend the 
rally because “white nationalists” such as Kyle “Based Stickman” 

ae A jury found white supremacist organizers of the Unite the Right event 
“liable on a state conspiracy claim” and awarded more than $26 million 
in damages to the plaintiffs. Defendants in the civil case included known 
white supremacists Jason Kessler, Matthew Heimbach, Richard Spencer, 
and Christopher Cantwell. See Mike Morales and Steve Almasy, “Jury finds 
Unite the Right defendants liable for more than $26 million in damages,” 
CNN, November 23, 2021; “Two Years Ago, They Marched in Charlottesville. 
Where Are They Now?” Anti-Defamation League, August 8, 2019; Glenn 
Kessler, “The ‘very fine people’ at Charlottesville: Who were they?” 
Washington Post, May 8, 2020; A.C. Thompson, Ali Winston, and Jake 
Hanrahan, “Ranks of Notorious Hate Group Include Active-Duty Military,” 
ProPublica, May 3, 2018; Hayley Evans, “All You Need to Know About the 
U.K. Proscribing the Neo-Nazi Group Atomwaffen Division,” Lawfare, May 17, 
2021; and “Riot Charges reinstated against California white supremacist,” 
Associated Press, March 4, 2021.

af The Traditionalist Workers Party is a white supremacist group led by 
Matthew Heimbach. Heimbach has liaised with the now-designated 
terrorist organization Russian Imperial Movement and was a key organizer 
of the violent Unite the Right rally in Charlottesville, Virginia, in 2017. See 
“Matthew Heimbach,” Southern Poverty Law Center.

ag The Russian Imperial Movement (RIM) has been designated by the United 
States as a Specially Designated Global Terrorist entity, while Atomwaffen 
Division was proscribed as a terrorist organization by the British and 
Canadian governments. Daveed Gartenstein-Ross, Samuel Hodgson, and 
Colin P. Clarke, “The Russian Imperial Movement (RIM) and its Links to 
the Transnational White Supremacist Extremist Movement,” International 
Centre for Counter-Terrorism, April 24, 2020; Elizabeth Grimm Arsenault 
and Joseph Stabile, “Confronting Russia’s Role in Transnational White 
Supremacist Extremism,” Just Security, February 6, 2020; Jon Lewis and 
Mary McCord, “The State Department Should Designate the Russian 
Imperial Movement as a Foreign Terrorist Organization,” Lawfare, April 14, 
2020.
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Chapmanah were slated to attend, and Gibson would not commit 
to removing them. Yet, that had not stopped Oath Keepers from 
mobilizing at events where white supremacists and accelerationists 
were prominent actors in the planned events, such as the Battle 
for Berkeley and the March Against Sharia, raising the prospect 
that Rhodes understood the legal exposure and risk that came with 
further associating with those entities following the fallout from the 
violence perpetrated at Unite the Right.

In July 2020, the Oath Keepers issued a call to action related to 
the Seattle Capitol Hill autonomous zone (aka, CHAZ) protest.74 
The text of the call to action explicitly labeled leftist protestors as 
terrorists and insurrectionists tied to Marxism: 

This is a coordinated, intentional, national and international 
terrorism and insurrection campaign, intent on destabilizing 
our nation and throwing it into chaos to further their radical 
Marxist goals (to not just defeat Trump, but to also destroy 
our nation and our Constitution).75

The event also drew the attention of a local Proud Boys faction, 
which engaged in violent clashes with protestors.76 The intersection 
of Oath Keeper mobilization at these events, particularly at 
the Battle of Berkeley where they stood alongside hardened 
accelerationistsai and neo-fascists like RAM, does not necessarily 
indicate that Oath Keepers or Rhodes ideologically agree with those 
milieus. Instead, the overlap in mobilization suggests that Oath 
Keepers, neo-fascists, and accelerationists share similar grievances 
and narratives that mobilize them to action. 

Like the Boogaloo’s insurrectionary accelerationists,77 Rhodes 
and by extension the Oath Keepers are preoccupied with the notion 
of a second American civil war. Prior to its suspension by Twitter, 
and in response to the killing of a Patriot Prayer member by an 
alleged anti-fascist activist in August 2020, Rhodes wrote on the 
official Oath Keepers Twitter account the following: 

The first shot has been fired brother. Civil war is here, right 
now. We’ll give Trump one last chance to declare this a 
Marxist insurrection & suppress it as his duty demands. If 
he fails to do HIS duty, we will do OURS. ‘against all enemies, 
foreign and domestic’ Stewart78

Other state-level leadership and some individual members 
of the group also assert that a civil war has already started.79 Yet 
for Rhodes and the Oath Keepers, that conflict historically is one 
against a tyrannical force determined to strip Americans of their 
natural rights and not centered on precipitating or hastening 
the collapse of democratic society.aj While Rhodes and the Oath 

ah As the authors’ outlined in their earlier CTC Sentinel article on the Proud 
Boys, Chapman is an accelerationist who briefly led the Fraternal Order 
of the Alt-Knights faction of the Proud Boys. See Matthew Kriner and Jon 
Lewis, “Pride & Prejudice: The Violent Evolution of the Proud Boys,” CTC 
Sentinel 14:6 (2021); Jay Barman, “Oath Keepers Stayed Away From SF & 
Berkeley Rallies Because Of Potential White Nationalist Presence,” SFist.
com, August 29, 2017. 

ai “Accelerationism is an ideologically agnostic doctrine of violent and non-
violent actions taken to exploit contradictions intrinsic to a political system 
to ‘accelerate’ its destruction through the friction caused by its features.” 
See Jade Parker, “Accelerationism in America: Threat Perceptions,” GNET 
Insights, February 4, 2020.

aj Notably, anti-tyranny and no political solution narratives have also been 
a primary focus of groups and individuals that adhere to accelerationism. 
Matthew Kriner, Meghan Conroy, and Yasmine Ashwal, “Understanding 
Accelerationist Narratives: There Is No Political Solution,” GNET Insights, 
September 2, 2021. 

Keepers brand regularly adopt political stances that are nakedly 
insurrectionary and use rhetoric that borders on incitement, the 
Oath Keepers group seeks to preserve the state versus dismantling 
the system in totality and expresses desires to protect democratic 
institutions and classical liberal values (such as natural rights)—
albeit through illiberal expressions at times.80 These factors 
stand in stark contrast to the overt hostility to liberal democratic 
institutions found in contemporary groups and movements such 
as the Boogaloo, so-called Siege culture, and the neo-fascist skull 
mask network.ak Additionally, the lack of explicit racial in-group 
construction in the Oath Keepers identity further distinguishes it 
from other contemporary insurrectionary groups that adhere to 
Siegism, Christian Identity ideology, and other similar ideological 
currents.81 

However, this does not preclude the Oath Keepers from being 
targeted for recruitment by accelerationists or having accelerationist 
activity and views within its ranks. Despite the lack of explicit 
racialized rhetoric and ideology, the Oath Keepers’ insurrectionary 
features have allowed insurrectionary accelerationists to latch onto 
and encourage the Oath Keepers’ goals as congruent with their 
own.82 Instead, the organization leaves the door open to individuals 
that may profess accelerationist views or act on accelerationist 
doctrine.83 Like other insurrectionary militia entities in American 
history, much of the organizational structure and ideology for 
the Oath Keepers is attractive and amenable to accelerationist 
milieus and networks to exploit. According to Sam Jackson, 
“Oath Keepers exemplifies a style of American politics that views 
violence as a legitimate means to achieve political goals, at least 
under certain conditions.”84 Thus, the Oath Keepers act at times 
as an insurrectionary movement that cloaks its violent activities in 
pseudo-patriotism and revolutionary rhetoric as a sense of duty to 
the U.S. Constitution. As the authors have stated elsewhere: “What 
better vessel could accelerationists imagine than a ready-made 
revolutionary movement fixated on an ultra-patriotic necessity to 
overthrow a corrupt government by force?”85

Part Three: Involvement in January 6 
I think about half this country won’t recognise Biden as 
legitimate. They won’t recognise this election. What that 
means is that everything that comes out of his mouth will be 
considered not of any force or effect, anything he signs into 
law we won’t recognise as legitimate. We’ll be very much like 
the founding fathers. We’ll end up nullifying and resisting. 
– Stewart Rhodes, November 15, 202086

Throughout 2020 and culminating in their alleged role in the 
January 6 insurrection, the Oath Keepers increasingly assumed an 
openly hostile stance toward the political status quo in the United 

ak According to scholar Alex Newhouse, the so-called skull mask network 
is “a transnational network of openly neo-fascist accelerationist groups” 
that was predominantly conceived in the Iron March forum and “explicitly 
advocated for the violent overthrow of governments and the creation of 
totalitarian Aryan nations.” Siege culture is one expression of this broader 
skull mask ecosystem. See Alex Newhouse, “The Threat Is the Network: The 
Multi-Node Structure of Neo-Fascist Accelerationism,” CTC Sentinel 14:5 
(2021); JM Berger, “A Paler Shade of White: Identity & In-group Critique in 
James Mason’s Siege,” Resolve Network, April 2021; Matthew Kriner and 
Jon Lewis, “The Evolution of the Boogaloo Movement,” CTC Sentinel 14:2 
(2021); H.E. Upchurch, “The Iron March Forum and the Evolution of the 
‘Skull Mask’ Neo-Fascist Network,” CTC Sentinel 14:10 (2021).
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States. This hostile stance has largely been predicated on the 
embrace of the “Stop the Steal” conspiracy theory, which is defined 
by the belief that President Biden illegitimately assumed office due 
to fraudulent vote tallies across the country in 2020.87 And, until 
January 6, 2021, that hostility was predominantly resigned to the 
rhetorical realm.

The alleged conspiracy by members of the Oath Keepers (see 
Figure 1) to disrupt the electoral confirmation process in Congress 
marked a stark departure from its historical engagement with the 
federal government, which was often defined by brinkmanship and 
the implicit threat of violent actions. By directly targeting the seat 
of America’s government, the group’s posture firmly shifted into a 
category of open antagonism. 

Name
Conspiracy 
Charge?

Pleaded 
guilty?

Notes on Alleged 
January 6 
Activity

BEEKS, James Y N Stack One

BERRY, Caleb Y Y Stack One

BREHENY, 
James (aka 
Seamus Evers)

N N

BROWN, Jeremy N N

CALDWELL, 
Thomas

Y N
Conspired with 
and aided and 
abetted conspiracy 
co-defendants

CROWL, 
Donovan Ray

Y N Stack One

DOLAN, Jason Y Y Stack One

GRODS, Mark Y Y Stack Two

HACKETT, 
Joseph

Y N Stack One

HARRELSON, 
Kenneth

Y N Stack One

ISAACS, William Y N Stack One

JAMES, Joshua Y N Stack Two

MEGGS, Connie Y N Stack One

MEGGS, Kelly Y N Stack One

MINUTA, 
Roberto

Y N Stack Two

MOERSCHEL, 
David

Y N Stack One

PARKER, Bennie 
Alvin

Y N
Conspired with 
and aided and 
abetted conspiracy 
co-defendants

PARKER, 
Sandra Ruth

Y N Stack One

SCHAFFER, Jon 
Ryan

N Y

STEELE, Laura Y N Stack One

ULRICH, Brian Y N Stack Two

WALDEN, 
Jonathan

Y N Stack Two

WATKINS, 
Jessica Marie

Y N Stack One

YOUNG, 
Graydon

Y Y Stack One

Person One 
(Stewart 
Rhodes)al 

Not 
publicly 
charged

Not 
publicly 
charged

Not publicly 
charged

Person Tenam 
(Michael 
Simmons)88

Not 
publicly 
charged

Not 
publicly 
charged

Not publicly 
charged

Figure 1: Table of individuals identified by the Department of 
Justice as Oath Keepers-affiliated actors involved in the criminal 
events on January 6. Those who have been charged and have not 
pleaded guilty are presently awaiting trial in the D.C. District 
Court. (Source: Department of Justice court records89)

Preparations for the eventual operation at the U.S. Capitol 
by members of the Oath Keepers are alleged to have begun as 
early as November 9, 2020, as the reality of the results of the 

al Government filings do not explicitly name Rhodes as Person One. However, 
court records state, “The Oath Keepers are led by Person One” and identify 
numerous public statements and posts linked to those made by Stewart 
Rhodes. Open-source reporting has similarly identified Person One as 
Rhodes. See USA v. Thomas Caldwell et al., “Sixth Superseding Indictment,” 
District of Columbia, 2021; Alan Feuer, “Oath Keepers Leader Sits for 
F.B.I. Questioning Against Legal Advice,” New York Times, July 9, 2021; Del 
Quentin Wilber, “Prosecutors’ challenge in Capitol riot probe: The Oath 
Keeper who didn’t go inside,” Los Angeles Times, April 20, 2021.

am According to the government filings, Person Ten was named by Rhodes as 
the sole “operations leader” for the group’s activities in Washington, D.C., 
on January 6, 2021. See USA v. Thomas Caldwell et al., “Sixth Superseding 
Indictment,” District of Columbia, 2021.
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2020 presidential election set in.an In a virtual meeting held that 
day, an individual referred to in court documents as Person One 
(identified in public reporting as Rhodes)90 allegedly told those 
in attendance that “we’re going to defend the president, the duly 
elected president, and we call on him to do what needs to be done 
to save our country.”91 That same day, Jessica Watkins, the self-
described “C.O [Commanding Officer] of the Ohio State Regular 
Militia,” sent text messages to multiple recruits who had expressed 
interest in joining her group.92 Government filings identify the Ohio 
State Regular Militia as “a local militia organization which is a dues-
paying subset of the Oath Keepers.”93 At the pro-Trump “Jericho 
March” in Washington, D.C., on December 12, 2020, Rhodes gave 
a speech to the crowd, calling on President Trump to invoke the 
Insurrection Act to remain in power, threatening that if he did not 
do so, the Oath Keepers would be forced to engage in a “‘much more 
desperate [and] much more bloody war’ to ensure that outcome.”94

Much like the alleged January 6 conspiracy orchestrated 
by members of the Proud Boys, the evidence set forth by the 
government suggests that the Oath Keepers took steps to protect 
their operational security in the lead-up to the storming of the 
U.S. Congress.95 Court records indicate that on December 31, 
2020, seven of the identified Oath Keepers co-defendants, as 
well as Person One, Person Three, Michael Simmons (who has 
publicly admitted to being Person Ten),96 and others joined an 
invitation-only Signal group chat titled “DC OP: Jan 6 21,” which 
the government identifies as the “Leadership Signal Chat.”ao

According to court records, Person One posted an article on the 
Oath Keepers website on January 4, 2021, encouraging members 
of the group and affiliates to go to Washington D.C., for the planned 
events on January 5 and 6, 2021:

It is CRITICAL that all patriots who can be in DC get to DC 
to stand tall in support of President Trump’s fight to defeat 
the enemies foreign and domestic who are attempting a coup, 
through the massive vote fraud and related attacks on our 
Republic. We Oath Keepers are honor-bound and eager to be 
there in strength to do our part.97

In the days leading up to Capitol insurrection, as Person One 
allegedly used his platform as the leader of the Oath Keepers to set 
the narrative in motion that January 6 would be a pivotal moment 
of mobilization for the organization, local and regional planning 
intensified. The government alleges that on January 3, 2021, Kelly 
Meggs and Kenneth Harrelson served as two of the three organizers 

an Government evidence suggests that several of the co-defendants—Joseph 
Hackett, Kelly Meggs, Connie Meggs, and Kenneth Harrelson—participated 
in “gunfight oriented training” at a training facility in September and 
October 2020. USA v. Joseph Hackett, “Government’s Opposition to 
Defendant’s Motion for Reconsideration of Conditions of Release,” District 
of Columbia, 2021. 

ao According to the sixth superseding indictment, Oath Keepers co-
defendants Watkins, Kelly Meggs, James, Minuta, Hackett, Ulrich, and 
Grods were added to the Leadership Signal Chat. Person One is identified 
in public reporting as Stewart Rhodes, Person Three is an unidentified 
individual from North Carolina believed to be affiliated with the Oath 
Keepers, and Person Ten has been identified in public reporting as 
Michael Simmons. See USA v. Thomas Caldwell et al., “Sixth Superseding 
Indictment,” District of Columbia, 2021; Dan Friedman, “We’ve Unmasked 
the Oath Keepers’ January 6 ‘Operations Leader,’” Mother Jones, July 
26, 2021; Spencer S. Hsu, “Oath Keepers founder, associates exchanged 
19 calls from start of Jan. 6 riot through breach, prosecutors allege,” 
Washington Post, April 1, 2021.  

for an 18-participant meeting titled “dc planning call,” which was 
attended by Jason Dolan, David Moerschel, Caleb Berry, and other 
Oath Keepers.98 

Around this same time, another group of co-defendants—
including Jessica Watkins, Kelly Meggs, Graydon Young, Kenneth 
Harrelson, Joseph Hackett, Jason Dolan, William Isaacs, David 
Moerschel, Caleb Berry, and other Oath Keepers joined an 
invitation-only Signal chat titled “OK FL DC OP Jan 6.”99 It was 
at this point that Harrelson was added to the Leadership Signal 
Chat by Kelly Meggs, who informed the group that Harrelson would 
serve as the “Ground Team lead in Florida.”100

Members of the Oath Keepers’ January 6 conspiracy are alleged 
to have planned and executed travel in pairs or small groups to the 
Washington, D.C., area, arriving at local hotels on January 4 and 
5, 2021.101 Numerous co-defendants checked into the Comfort Inn 
Ballston, a hotel recommended by Thomas Caldwell, and several 
of the Florida-based members of the conspiracy are alleged to have 
stored their guns at the hotel—which was described as the “QRF” 
hotel (in reference to the Quick Reaction Force allegedly positioned 
at the Comfort Inn in preparation to support Oath Keepers 
operation on January 6.)102 On the morning of January 6, 2021, 
the government alleges that the defendants traveled from their 
respective hotels to meeting points in Washington, D.C. At 9:36 
AM, Jonathan Walden texted Joshua James, “Willard hotel?” in an 
apparent effort to confirm the meeting location; at 9:52 AM, he 
texted James again, “I’m here. Awaiting instruction.”ap Throughout 
the morning, the court records indicate that individual defendants 
exchanged short phone calls with Person One and “prepared 
themselves for battle before heading to the Capitol by equipping 
themselves with communication devices and donning reinforced 
vests, helmets, and goggles.”103 

As crowds grew at the Ellipse and around the edges of the U.S. 
Capitol’s restricted grounds around 1:00 PM, members of the Oath 
Keepers began to assemble in the area. At 1:25 PM, Person One 
reportedly messaged the Leadership Signal Chat, “Pence is doing 
nothing. As I predicted,” followed by another message from him to 
this chat group at 1:40 PM, “All I see Trump doing is complaining. 
I see no intent by him to do anything. So the patriots are taking it 
into their own hands. They’ve had enough.” Eight minutes later, 
Person One informed the Leadership Signal Chat that he was on 
his way to the Capitol, and at 1:50 PM, Jessica Watkins is alleged 

ap The Willard Hotel reportedly served as a ‘command center’ of sorts for 
a host of individuals reportedly working in furtherance of the ‘Stop the 
Steal’ conspiracy, including Rudolph Giuliani, Stephen Bannon, Bernard 
Kerik, John Eastman, and others. Roger Stone, who reportedly had a 
team of Oath Keepers as bodyguards on January 5 and 6, 2021, was also 
reportedly present at the Willard at this time, although his involvement in 
the command center and precise activities on January 6 remain unclear. 
See Jacqueline Alemany, Emma Brown, Tom Hamburger, and Jon Swaine, 
“Ahead of Jan. 6, Willard hotel in downtown D.C. was a Trump team 
‘command center’ for effort to deny Biden the presidency,” Washington 
Post, October 23, 2021; Matthew Mosk, Olivia Rubin, Ali Dukakis, and Fergal 
Gallagher, “Video surfaces showing Trump ally Roger Stone flanked by 
Oath Keepers on morning of Jan. 6,” ABC News, February 5, 2021; Luke 
Broadwater and Mark Mazzetti, “At the Willard and the White House, the 
Jan. 6 Panel Widens Its Net,” New York Times, November 9, 2021; Christiaan 
Triebert, Ben Decker, Derek Watkins, Arielle Ray, and Stella Cooper, “First 
They Guarded Roger Stone. Then They Joined the Capitol Attack,” New 
York Times, February 14, 2021; and USA v. Thomas Caldwell et al., “Sixth 
Superseding Indictment,” District of Columbia, 2021.
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to have communicated through Zello that “we have a good group. 
We have about 30-40 of us. We are sticking together and sticking 
to the plan.”104 

As the main contingent of the Oath Keepers began to move 
toward the Capitol grounds, it is alleged that the Quick Reaction 
Force (QRF)105 at the Comfort Inn hotel in Ballston, Virginia, 
was on alert.aq As members of the Oath Keepers arrived in the 
Washington, D.C., area, numerous members are alleged to have 
traveled to the Comfort Inn in order to drop off firearms prior to 
their travel into Washington, D.C., itself.106 The exact composition 
and activities of the QRF on January 6 remains unclear, but 
some valuable information can be ascertained from the pre-trial 
filings in the conspiracy case. In responding to defendant Thomas 
Caldwell’s motion to modify the conditions of his pre-trial release, 
the government alleges that Caldwell, who “played a central and 
alarming role in the conspiracy with which he is charged,” conspired 
with Person Three to organize the logistics for the QRF.107

Person Three, not identified by name in the court documents, 
was also a member of the Leadership Signal Chat and is referenced 
by co-defendants during the planning of the January 6 operation. 
On December 30, 2020, Caldwell told Watkins he had just spoken 
to Person Three and that “[a]t least one full bus 40+ people coming 
from N.C.” The next day, Caldwell messaged co-defendant Donavan 
Crowl that “Oathkeeper friends from North Carolina are taking 
commercial buses up early in the morning on the 6th… [Person 
Three] will have the goodies in case things go bad and we need to 
get heavy.”108

On January 2, 2021, it is alleged that Florida Oath Keepers 
member Kelly Meggs posted a map of Washington, D.C., in the 
Leadership Signal Chat, indicating the Lincoln Memorial and “the 
corner of west basin and Ohio” would be the planned QRF rally 
points for land or water transport in anticipation of civil unrest 
and potential bridge closures.109 Crucially, the presence of a QRF 
outside Washington, D.C., was not purely an internal operational 
detail confined to encrypted messaging platforms. In Rhodes’ 
January 4 post on the Oath Keepers website, he detailed that, “As 
we have done on all recent DC Ops, we will also have well armed 
and equipped QRF teams on standby, outside DC, in the event of a 
worst case scenario, where the President calls us up as part of the 
militia to to [sic] assist him inside DC.”110

Uncorroborated statements made by defense counsel for 
Thomas Caldwellar claim the Quick Reaction Force consisted solely 
of Person Three. However, even if this is the case, government 
evidence indicates that a bus of individuals from North Carolina—
including individuals affiliated with Person Three—traveled to 
D.C. and were dropped off near the Lincoln Memorial, Washington 

aq In court proceedings, Assistant U.S. Attorney Jeffrey S. Nestler claimed 
that, “We believe that at least one quick reaction force location was here 
and that Mr. Harrelson and others had stashed a large amount of weapons 
there ... People affiliated with this group were in Ballston, monitoring what 
was happening at the Capitol and prepared to come into D.C. and ferry 
these weapons into the ground team that Kenneth Harrelson was running 
at a moment’s notice, if anyone said the word.” See Rachel Weiner and 
Spencer S. Hsu, “Armed ‘quick reaction force’ was waiting for order to 
storm Capitol, Justice Dept. says,” Washington Post, April 14, 2021.

ar The government has identified Caldwell as an ‘associate’ of the Oath 
Keepers, while his defense attorney has claimed he is not a formal member 
of the group. See USA v. Thomas Caldwell, “Motion and Memorandum in 
support of Reconsideration of Detention,” District of Columbia, 2021. 

Monument, and the Capitol. Further, the evidence set forth to date 
does not necessarily allege that the QRF was meant to function 
as a standalone ‘second wave’ of sorts. Instead, communications 
between defendants suggest the QRF was designed primarily to 
allow the Oath Keepers to transport firearms to the suburban area 
near D.C. without running afoul of District firearms laws. Texts 
from Caldwell to an individual believed to be a member of a separate 
militia organization detail plans to have a boat prepared on the 
Potomac River near Washington, D.C., with “our Quick Response 
Team with the heavy weapons standing by, quickly load them and 
ferry them across the river to our waiting arms.”111 

The Storming of the U.S. Capitol
The following timeline of the Oath Keepers’ involvement in 
storming the U.S. Capitol is that which is presented in government 
legal filings. The first alleged breach of restricted Capitol grounds 
by Oath Keepers co-defendants occurred at approximately 1:52 PM. 
Harrelson and Dolan allegedly entered the restricted U.S. Capitol 
grounds and quickly joined the crowd pushing up the central 
east steps of the Capitol several minutes later.112 At 2:03 PM, the 
administrator of the group’s “Stop the Steal J6” Zello chat messaged 
the group: “You are executing citizen’s arrest. Arrest this assembly, 
we have probable cause for acts of treason, election fraud.”113 At 2:06 
PM, Person One messaged Person Ten asking what his location 
was, before stating, “I’m trying to get to you.” From 2:01 PM to 
2:13 PM, Oath Keeper defendant Joshua James exchanged a series 
of phone calls with Person Ten, lasting for an approximate total 
of six minutes and thirty seconds.as At 2:14 PM, Person Ten wrote 
in the Leadership Signal Chat, “The [sic] have taken ground at 

as The FBI 302 (the shorthand name of an FBI form used to memorialize 
an interview) of Person Ten includes a claim that James was ostensibly 
updating Person Ten as to the movements of a redacted VIP that James 
and other Oath Keepers were providing security for on January 6. Based 
on public reporting, James and other Oath Keepers were providing security 
for Roger Stone on January 6, who Simmons provided security for on 
January 5. However, there is no suggestion at present that Stone left the 
Willard Hotel on January 6, and the Department of Justice has noted that 
it believes Person Ten’s statements “lack credibility.” See USA v. Kenneth 
Harrelson, “Supplement to Defendant’s Reply Motion for Reconsideration 
of Conditions of Release,” District of Columbia, 2021; USA v. Kenneth 
Harrelson, “Government’s Surreply to Defendant’s Reply in Support of Third 
Motion for Release,” District of Columbia, 2021; Marcy Wheeler, “Joshua 
James’ Frequent January 6 Updates on His Jilted VIPer,” Emptywheel, 
December 10, 2021; Marcy Wheeler, “Person Fifteen (Aka Mark Grods), 
Another Roger Stone Security Staffer, Flips,” Emptywheel, June 30, 2021.  

“The first alleged breach of restricted 
Capitol grounds by Oath Keepers co-
defendants occurred at approximately 
1:52 PM. Harrelson and Dolan allegedly 
entered the restricted U.S. Capitol 
grounds and quickly joined the crowd 
pushing up the central east steps of the 
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the capital[.] We need to regroup any members who are not on 
mission.”114 At 2:15 PM, Person One called Kelly Meggs, and Person 
Ten called Joshua James; at this time, a group of co-defendants, 
including Joshua James, Roberto Minuta, Brian Ulrich, Mark 
Grods, and Person Twenty allegedly “became aware that individuals 
had breached the Capitol,” and James allegedly instructed the group 
to get their gear and head to the Capitol.115 

At 2:22 PM, a large group of Oath Keeper co-defendants, 
including Donovan Crowl, Jessica Watkins, Sandra Parker, Bennie 
Parker, Graydon Young, Laura Steele, Kelly Meggs, Connie Meggs, 
Joseph Hackett, William Isaacs, David Moerschel, Caleb Berry, 
and James Beeks allegedly entered the restricted Capitol grounds. 
Two minutes later, Person One sent Kelly Meggs a message stating, 
“Go to the SOUTH side of the US Capitol,” followed by another 
message stating, “That’s where I am going. To link up with [Person 
Ten.]”116 Person One then instructed the Leadership Signal Chat 
to “come to the South Side of Capitol on steps” with a photograph 
of the southeast side of the Capitol.117 At 2:31 PM, Person Ten and 
Person One had a five-minute phone call, during which Person 
One received a call from and conferenced in Kelly Meggs for 
approximately 90 seconds.118 at 

As the main group of Oath Keepers assembled on the south 
side of the U.S. Capitol, a smaller group including Minuta, James, 
Walden, Ulrich, Grods, and Person Twenty were allegedly riding a 
pair of golf carts toward the Capitol grounds.119 During this time, 
Minuta allegedly stated:

Patriots are storming the Capitol building; there’s violence 
against patriots by the D.C. Police; so we’re en route in a grand 
theft auto golf cart to the Capitol building right now . . . it’s 
going down, guys; it’s literally going down right now Patriots 
storming the Capitol building . . . f *cking war in the streets 
right now . . . word is they got in the building . . . let’s go.120 
The secondary group parked the golf carts and allegedly 

“continued on foot towards the Capitol, frequently moving in a 
stack formation to move through the crowd.”121 Around 2:33 PM, 
James spoke to Person Ten for approximately 49 seconds. After that 
point, the secondary group allegedly took up positions at the front 
of the law enforcement perimeter around the east side of the Capitol 
building.122 

At 2:35 PM, the main group of Oath Keepers is alleged to have 
begun to form what analysts call a ‘Stack,’ a column of “individuals 
wearing Oath Keepers clothing, patches, insignia, and battle gear” 
that allegedly maneuvered in an organized fashion up the east side 
of the Capitol in a now recognizable image from the day.123 This 
main group—Stack One—was joined by Harrelson and Dolan, who 

at At present, public filings have not identified the content of the phone calls 
obtained from the Oath Keepers devices, merely the records indicating 
sender and recipient of phone calls. While the exact content of some 
messages and chats is presumably not known by the government, the 
government filings in this case also specifically note that challenges 
exist related to the potential recovery of some Signal messages, which 
may be deleted through several mechanisms and are stored locally on 
users’ devices—preventing the government from obtaining the messages 
from Signal. See USA v. Kenneth Harrelson, “Government’s Opposition to 
Defendant’s Motion For Release,” District of Columbia, 2021. 

had initially breached Capitol grounds before 2:00 PM.au At the top 
of the steps, the Stack is alleged to have “pushed forward alongside 
a mob that aggressively advanced towards the east side Rotunda 
doors” at the central east entrance to the Capitol.124

At 2:45 PM, after breaching the east side Rotunda doors, 
Stack One allegedly moved into the Capitol Rotunda and began 
attempting to venture deeper into the Capitol building. Several 
members are alleged to have attempted to enter the Senate wing 
of Congress, joining “the mob in pushing against a line of riot 
police officers guarding the hallway connecting the Rotunda to 
the Senate.”125 Another small group of Oath Keepers allegedly left 
the Rotunda and headed toward the House of Representatives. 
At the same time, Caldwell and Person Two allegedly moved past 
barricades and upstairs to a balcony in the restricted area on the 
west side of the Capitol building. Shortly after, the Senate group 
was pushed back along with the rest of the mob with chemical spray 
deployed by officers, and members of the Oath Keepers began to exit 
the Capitol between 2:54 and 2:59 PM.126 At 3:05 PM, Person Ten 
messaged another individual “Were [sic] storming the Capitol.”127

As the main group of Oath Keepers departed the Capitol, the 
secondary Oath Keepers’ group—Stack Two—which had earlier 
arrived on golf carts, allegedly breached the building through the 
same east side Rotunda doors. Stack Two members Minuta and 
James reached the entrance to the Capitol Rotunda at 3:17 PM, 
where James allegedly “yanked and pushed” several of the riot 
officers who had formed a barrier between the lobby and the Capitol 
Rotunda. As Minuta filmed these events, he allegedly yelled, “This 
is what’s bound to happen, just get out! Get out! Get these cops 
out! It’s our f****** building! Get ‘em out, get out!”128 Grods and 
Ulrich allegedly entered the building briefly at 3:21 PM, but law 
enforcement officers surged forward from the Rotunda in an 
attempt to push those in the lobby out of the Capitol through the 
east side Rotunda doors. Ulrich and Walden were the final Oath 
Keepers that the government identified as exiting the Capitol at 
3:33 PM and 3:35 PM, respectively. 

The only remaining notable data points offered in public 
charging documents by the Department of Justice are highly 
illustrative of the government’s position as it relates to the actions 

au Government evidence presented to date does not allege that Person One 
or Person Ten joined the Stack as it advanced up the east steps. Their 
whereabouts are not explicitly identified in the most recent superseding 
indictment from the formation of the stack at 2:35 PM until the main group 
reformed “approximately 100 feet from the Capitol, near the northeast 
corner of the building” shortly after 4:00 PM. See USA v. Thomas Caldwell 
et al., “Sixth Superseding Indictment,” District of Columbia, 2021.

“As the main group of Oath Keepers 
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Oath Keepers’ group—Stack Two—
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of Person One and Person Ten. While both have been identified 
through public reporting as Stewart Rhodes and Michael Simmons, 
respectively, neither has been publicly charged with offenses related 
to their conduct on January 6 or as part of the broader alleged 
conspiracy.129 And yet, evidence of their alleged involvement in 
the conception, organization, and execution of this conspiracy is 
littered throughout the indictment. 

The details set forth above show allegations related to Person 
One’s role in inciting and exhorting supporters publicly to travel to 
Washington D.C., and the central operational role both Person One 
and Person Ten played on the ground on January 6. As members 
of the Oath Keepers exited the Capitol, the government further 
alleges that some of them spoke with Person One and Person Ten. 
This included a three-minute phone call between Person Ten and 
James at 3:40 PM and a pair of phone calls between Minuta and 
Person One at 4:04 PM totaling approximately three minutes 
and 15 seconds. Shortly after 4:00 PM, individuals who allegedly 
breached the Capitol—including Graydon Young, Laura Steele, 
Kelly Meggs, Connie Meggs, Kenneth Harrelson, Roberto Minuta, 
Joshua James, Jonathan Walden, James Hackett, Jason Dolan, 
William Isaacs, David Moerschel, Caleb Berry, Brian Ulrich, Mark 
Grods, and James Beeks—gathered together with both Person One 
and Person Ten approximately 100 feet from the Capitol near the 
northeast corner of the building.130

As the omnibus conspiracy case against the Oath Keepers 
continues toward a pair of trial dates in 2022, several of those 
charged have negotiated plea deals with the government, which 
include cooperation—limiting their criminal exposure and 
dropping down the final calculated sentencing guidelines in 
exchange for their honest and fulsome testimony regarding their 
conduct and role in both the events on January 6 and their potential 
awareness of the conduct of their co-defendants in the wider 
conspiracy. To date, four of the 21 Oath Keepers defendants charged 
with conspiring to obstruct an official proceeding have pleaded 
guilty: Caleb Berry,131 Jason Dolan,132 Mark Grods,133 and Graydon 
Young.134 Essential questions—including why exactly the QRF did 
not mobilize with firearms to supply to Oath Keepers defendants 
in Washington, D.C., as well as the exact content of the numerous 
reported conversations between Person One, Person Ten, and the 
co-defendants during the morning and afternoon of January 6 as 
they allegedly converged on the Capitol—remain outside the scope 
of the publicly available evidence at present. These details may very 
well come to light during the course of the planned federal trials 
set to begin in May 2022, which would serve to better illustrate the 
degree of preparation and planning within this conspiracy.135 

Part Four: After January 6
The alleged actions by members of the Oath Keepers on January 
6 bring the group into closer alignment to accelerationist militias 
like the Wolverine Watchmen, which plotted to kidnap the sitting 
governor of Michigan over COVID-19 lockdown restrictions.136 
Ultimately, the future of the Oath Keepers is unclear and 
intrinsically tied to the ongoing federal investigation into the 
organization’s alleged conspiracy to obstruct the official proceeding 
in Congress, as well as the potential legal ramifications for Rhodes 
personally. Where the Proud Boys found a positive boost to their 

mobilization following their role on January 6,av the Oath Keepers 
as an organization has seemingly been forced onto its heels by the 
weight of the federal investigation. Even in the absence of a federal 
indictment, Rhodes’ future as leader of the Oath Keepers remains an 
open question as longstanding internal grievances within the group 
rise to the surface.137 Additionally, the membership data leak has 
illuminated the inner workings of the organization to a granularity 
it has long avoided and laid bare to the public the extent to which 
this anti-government movement has garnered mainstream appeal 
and successfully gained supporters and members across those with 
a military and law enforcement background, and elected officials 
at the state and local levels. It is worth noting that the group has 
not actively engaged offline since the events of January 6 and the 
initiation of the federal investigations into the organization and 
Rhodes’ activities. However, it is important not to over-interpret 
this drop-off in activity because offline mobilization by the Oath 
Keepers had at times prior to January 6 been sporadic and confined 
to prominent public events.138

While Rhodes admitted to being questioned by the FBI in 
relation to his role in the Oath Keepers conspiracy on January 6 
following its seizure of his cell phone in May 2021, there has been 
no indication to date that Rhodes has been charged.139 However, a 
December 2021 civil lawsuit by the D.C. attorney general names the 
Oath Keepers organization and numerous Oath Keepers members 
in a sprawling conspiracy case using a modern version of the 1871 
Ku Klux Klan Act. This suit, similar to one brought against the 
Oath Keepers by Representative Bennie Thompson earlier this year, 
alleges that the group conspired to “terrorize the District by planning, 
promoting, and participating in the violent January 6, 2021, attack 
on the United States Capitol Building.”140 Additionally, government 
disclosures in the ongoing conspiracy case against members of the 
Oath Keepers shed light on efforts by Rhodes to distance himself 

av In the wake of January 6, the Proud Boys have engaged in numerous 
demonstrations despite the increased legal scrutiny. See Odette Yousef, 
“After Arrests And Setbacks, Far-Right Proud Boys Press New Ambitions,” 
NPR, September 29, 2021; Kriner and Lewis, “Pride & Prejudice: The Violent 
Evolution of the Proud Boys;” “Hate Map,” Khalifa Ihler Institute, 2021; 
authors’ interview, Samantha Kutner, November 2021.

“Despite alleged and proven 
involvement in January 6 by the Oath 
Keepers, the group’s online presence 
has persisted relatively unimpeded, 
though following January 6 its 
website temporarily went offline 
before returning under web host Epik. 
Notably, the Oath Keepers have at the 
time of publication not been removed 
from YouTube, where the group 
continues to spread conspiracies to its 
43,600 subscribers.”
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from the criminal conduct by members of his organization. The 
government states that in his May 2021 FBI interview, Rhodes 
“asserted that he and Person Ten were ‘cut out’ of planning between 
individuals like Kelly Meggs and his [Meggs’] coconspirators.”141 
Further, Rhodes along with Proud Boys chairman Enrique Tarrio, 
Alex Jones, and Robert Patrick Lewis were recently subpoenaed by 
the House Select Committee to Investigate the January 6th Attack 
on the United States Capitol.142 In the committee’s subpoena to 
Rhodes, they note that “in written and spoken remarks delivered 
prior to January 6, 2021, you repeatedly suggested that the Oath 
Keepers should, or were prepared to, engage in violence to ensure 
their preferred election outcome.”143 

Despite alleged and proven involvement in January 6 by the 
Oath Keepers, the group’s online presence has persisted relatively 
unimpeded, though following January 6 its website temporarily 
went offline before returning under web host Epik.aw Notably, the 
Oath Keepers have at the time of publication not been removed 
from YouTube, where the group continues to spread conspiracies 
to its 43,600 subscribers.144 The Oath Keepers has long shown a 
remarkable offline resiliency for an organization so heavily reliant 
on social media to organize. That resiliency and the ability of the 
Oath Keepers to mount a significant and organized presence at the 
U.S. Capitol on January 6, despite the losses during 2020 of social 
media access, suggest that while effective in some circumstances, 
de-platforming did not significantly impair the ability of the Oath 

aw Epik is known for its willingness to host domains associated with extremist 
organizations. Salvador Hernandez, “A Major Militia Group Said Its Website 
Was Taken Down Days After It Sent Members To The Capitol Riots,” 
Buzzfeed News, January 13, 2021. 

Keepers’ brand to seed into the population. 
This also suggests that the narratives and ideographsax leveraged 

by the Oath Keepers may outlive the group itself. According to the 
scholar Sam Jackson, Rhodes’ goals with the Oath Keepers were to 
strategically frame the group to appeal broadly across the American 
body politic.145 Today, the warped patriotism narratives that the 
Oath Keepers have deployed are far more common than during its 
founding and are being discovered and embraced by new audiences, 
such as QAnon, the Boogaloo, and more. These nascent and evolving 
anti-systems sentiments, particularly QAnon, are also flourishing 
within Oath Keepers ranks, indicating a symbiotic growth that 
may inform the group’s resiliency. These converging movements 
and audiences do not merely embrace existing narratives but 
subsume them—constructing increasingly complex justifications 
that necessitate militancy against conspiratorial enemies.  

This trend ultimately means that the Oath Keepers as an 
organization are but one of a range of anti-government movements 
that continue to thrive in a consistently permissive environment 
for domestic violent extremist actors. And yet, as the organization’s 
future hangs in the balance of a federal investigation, the question 
remains: Are the Oath Keepers the tip of a spear for a failed coup 
attempt, or are they merely vainglorious insurrectionists going to 
‘battle’ for the republic in a golf cart?     CTC

ax As the authors have written previously on the Boogaloo movement, 
ideographs are “a set of abstract virtues … that are deeply familiar to 
many Americans: liberty, rejection of government abuses, and disgust 
at authoritarianism.” Kriner and Lewis, “The Evolution of the Boogaloo 
Movement.” See also Jackson, Oath Keepers: Patriotism and the Edge of 
Violence in a Right-Wing Antigovernment Group.
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Brigadier Rob Stephenson is currently the Deputy Commander 
of NATO Special Operations Headquarters, a role he has filled 
since August 2018 while also serving as Acting Commander from 
January 29 to October 15, 2021. During his career, he has deployed 
on numerous operational tours in Northern Ireland under Op 
BANNER and also on various overseas operations both with the 
Parachute Regiment and with other units including to Bosnia, North 
Macedonia, Iraq, and Afghanistan. As a staff officer, he has fulfilled 
a variety of roles within the U.K.’s Ministry of Defence and the 
Foreign and Commonwealth Office. In 2009, Brigadier Stephenson 
was made an Officer of the Order of the British Empire (OBE) 
for his unit command appointment, which included operational 
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a master’s degree in defence studies from Kings College London. 

Editor’s Note: James Garrison is an alum of the Downing Scholars 
program at the Combating Terrorism Center at West Point who 
serves as the Commander’s Aide de Camp at NATO Special 
Operations Headquarters.

CTC: NATO Special Operations Headquarters (NSHQ) was 
established in 2010, though its predecessor organization—the 
NATO Special Operations Coordination Center (NSCC)—
was established in 2007.1 Can you talk a little bit about the 
development of the command and the role that it was created 
to fill?

Stephenson: Absolutely. Where we have come from in the past 
is relevant to where we are going in the future. The NATO SOF 
Coordination Center was built around a demand signal that came 
from operations being conducted in Afghanistan as part of the 
NATO response to 9/11. There was no shortage of willing Allies 
to get involved in that operation, but from a SOF perspective, 
there was a lack of common standards and common procedures. 
Across the NATO Alliance, there wasn’t a shared understanding 
of what capabilities should be defined as SOF capabilities or what 
should define a unit as being able to deliver SOF-type effects. It’s 
important to bear in mind that for many NATO members, the 
creation of their special operations forces was a relatively new thing. 
The NSCC, which was initially driven through the initiative of 
Admiral [William] McRaven, then the Commander of U.S. Special 
Operations Command Europe, was intended to create a structure 
that would bring more coherence to the Allied SOF pipeline, which 
was principally going into Afghanistan. 

That evolved over time into NATO Special Operations 
Headquarters, which had a broader remit, and broadened its 
capabilities specifically in terms of establishing the NATO Special 
Operations School (NSOS). The NSOS enabled us to deliver more 

coherence for training. Some of that training was niche, bespoke 
tactical training that was relevant to operations in Afghanistan, such 
as courses for technical exploitation. Most of the NSOS training, 
however, was orientated towards command and staff training. 
The procedures for operating in a multinational headquarters in 
Afghanistan were completely new to people, whether it was at the 
unit level operating inside the overarching NATO SOF framework 
or at the component level. The command and staff training was 
structured to deliver interoperability so that when Allied SOF went 
over to Afghanistan they were able to support whatever constructs 
might be in place.

Over time, the Allied SOF pipeline has become somewhat 
self-sustaining. We’re in the process of evolving and changing our 
function here but also changing what the requirement for Allied 
SOF is to support [NATO’s response to] a new type of threat in the 
future. One important thing that we’ve been able to do at NSHQ 
is to create an enduring NATO standard of doctrine for the SOF 
domain: essentially, our headquarters has become the custodian 
for SOF doctrine within NATO. We have a team here that not only 
writes the doctrine but engages with the Allies and seeks their input 
in updating it. I think that was one of the key outputs of the early 
days—developing a common standard of doctrine which gives 
people the ability to do their own development, based on a unified 
direction of travel.

CTC: NSHQ has a unique mission involving both the 
development of SOF and, to some extent, the employment of 
Allied SOF. Could you speak about these dual responsibilities 
and the command’s current priorities? 

Stephenson: Absolutely. One point I wanted to raise is that 
although we are the NATO Special Operations Headquarters, we 
tend not to use the term ‘NATO SOF’ because it’s really the SOF 
of NATO countries. NATO SOF only comes together during an 
operation brought together under a NATO C2 [command and 
control] structure, otherwise it’s the SOF of the Alliance or Allied 
SOF.

As far as supporting the development of Allied SOF, in addition 
to maintaining or updating SOF doctrine and the courses that we 
deliver, we also try to provide a forum or a mechanism for sharing 
lessons. Some of that is a formal, structured process, but we also 
have a pretty well-connected network across the Alliance that we 
can use to bring people together, either formally or informally, to 
share best practices from their own operational experiences, be 
that national activity or activity they’re doing in other coalitions 
or NATO operations. We continue to build both the common 
standards and common knowledge across the network. 

What we have found recently is that while there [have] been 
some valuable lessons from Afghanistan, we now see a different 
requirement. Some of this is, in a way, going back to the future. 

A View from the CT Foxhole: Brigadier Rob 
Stephenson, Deputy Commander, NATO Special 
Operations Headquarters
By Seth Loertscher, Connor Ingleson, and James Garrison

Exhibit 3 
Page 57 of 114



20       C TC SENTINEL      DECEMBER 2021

Although we’re not necessarily in a Cold War scenario from a NATO 
perspective, we do see that there is a different challenge in terms 
of threats, which I think are relevant for the Alliance. What we 
are doing in this context, in addition to writing the doctrine and 
supporting the training, is getting involved in the wider NATO 
planning process as it grapples with the challenges of a resurgent 
Russia, but also accepts, that for the Alliance, the threat from 
terrorist groups is going to persist, and potentially even grow. 
So, we’re involved in this planning process, which gives us the 
opportunity to feed into the larger NATO system, our perspective 
of how SOF could contribute to NATO’s objectives in the future. 
That, in turn, helps us engage with the Allies to not only make 
sure what they’re doing is recognized by and useful to the Alliance, 
but also allows us to feed back a demand signal to them to make 
sure that their continued development [of SOF] has a broader 
justification than what they had previously done in Afghanistan. 
It’s important for some of the Allies to have a NATO demand signal 
as a justification for SOF to provide a different set of capabilities 
for the future. It’s not the same for everybody, but there are certain 
nations within the Alliance who rely very heavily on a very clear 
demand signal from NATO to set their own defense programs. 
There’s been an incredible growth in SOF capability driven by the 
post-9/11 era and the requirements to support operations. At the 
same time, I think there is a real danger that for some nations, 
without a clear demand signal from NATO or other organizations, 
those capabilities will somewhat wither on the vine.

With regard to the employment of Allied SOF, NSHQ plays two 
roles. First, we provide the SOF domain advice to the SACEUR 
[Supreme Allied Commander Europe]. The commander of NSHQ 
is not only the NATO SOF Headquarters commander, but he’s also 
double hatted as SACEUR’s SOFAD [SOF Advisor]. So, we have 
the responsibility of providing SOF advice to the various parts of 
the NATO Command Structure, either throughout its peacetime 
vigilance activities or as it considers preparing for a NATO operation. 
We have a role to play in shaping what is realistic in terms of the 
outputs SOF can deliver. We have a role to play in engaging with 
the Alliance to see who has the right capability, who is at the right 
readiness, who might be available to support a NATO operation. 
Second, we currently play a significant role in enabling what’s 
known as the SOF component of the NRF, the NATO Response 
Force, which is a rotational structure where Allies volunteer to be 
on high readiness to respond to a NATO operation. At the moment, 
much of our effort goes toward enabling the readiness of the NRF’s 
SOF component. It’s important to note that, were the NRF’s SOF 
component actually employed, NSHQ wouldn’t provide C2. The 
Allied SOF would form the backbone of the command and then 
would fall under whatever joint force headquarters was running 
the operation. 

To answer the last part of your question, as we think about our 
key priorities we ask ourselves: How do we keep that network going? 
How do we look to build capabilities across the Alliance which can 
tackle both the threat from Russia and an enduring threat from 
terrorist groups? How do we ensure that, not only do the capabilities 
continue to develop, but they remain as interoperable as possible? 
Not only across the SOF of the Alliance, but how do we integrate 
the SOF capability into the wider components within NATO as we 
develop NATO plans, particularly for collective defense of Europe? 
This is a really significant opportunity in NATO because it’s the 
first time for decades that NATO has readdressed these plans. So, 

how do we keep that capability building in the right direction, keep 
that interoperability, maintain that network and those key parties?
 
CTC: As you alluded to, one of the central functions of NSHQ 
is to increase the cooperation between the special operations 
forces of NATO Alliance members and partners.2 Can you 
speak about the challenges of getting more than 30 countries 
to work together to develop SOF? Where does this work well, 
and where are there challenges?

Stephenson: As I mentioned at the start, I think the demand 
signal for Afghanistan was a significant forcing function for a lot of 
Allies. I’m not saying it was easy then, but it was very clear what the 
requirement was and it was pretty clear which Allies were making 
themselves available to fulfill that requirement. I think the challenge 
we find now is that post-Afghanistan, the demand signal looks very 
different depending on where you are within the Alliance. If you’re 
sitting up in the Baltic states, then you’re probably concerned about 
what’s happening on the eastern flank, about some of the hybrid 
activities that might be directly affecting you like what’s going on 
at the Belarussian border. But if you sit down in Spain or Portugal 
or Italy, you’re probably more concerned about what’s happening 
on the other side of the Mediterranean and the implications or the 
effects of terrorist activities or ungoverned spaces in the Sahel, other 
parts of Africa, or the Middle East in terms of direct threats from 
terrorism or the implications of migrant crises, etc.

So, there is a challenge now in terms of bringing people together 
under a coherent, common requirement. But I think, within that 
context, we recognize everybody has something to bring to bear 
on both of those challenges—whether it’s against malign Russian 
activity or terrorist threats. What we try and do is create the 
framework for at least a baseline common standard. But we do 
accept there are nations with different national priorities and that 
not only national priorities, but geography forces them to develop 
different SOF capabilities. There is a challenge of trying to get 
everyone to deliver the same thing, but actually, we don’t necessarily 
need everybody to deliver the same thing. 

So what we’re trying to do is make sure that nations achieve a 
common baseline standard of SOF capabilities and then have a 
better understanding of the other capabilities that the various parts 
of the Alliance can bring to bear, and what their readiness states 
are so that we can help steer those capabilities to the right problem 

STEPHENSON

“What we’re trying to do is make 
sure that nations achieve a common 
baseline standard of SOF capabilities 
and then have a better understanding 
of the other capabilities that the 
various parts of the Alliance can bring 
to bear, and what their readiness states 
are so that we can help steer those 
capabilities to the right problem at the 
right time.”
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at the right time. We’ve reorganized some of our headquarters to 
deliver that. We have a section within our Operations Division 
called the NSHQ Operations Coordination Center, which is 
responsible for reaching out to our Allies and building that sort of 
situational awareness. It creates a one-stop shop where we can have 
a good understanding of the SOF capabilities of each of the NATO 
Allies and partners, non-NATO nations closely aligned to NATO. 
It also creates a switchboard where the Allies can reach out to other 
Allies through us as an enabler. It’s difficult to understand and get 
that situational awareness, but through our structural changes, it’s 
becoming easier. There is also a process to create a more coherent 
sort of demand signal through the NATO planning process at the 
moment, which should enable us to engage with the Allies and for 
them to see where they can add value to NATO’s future plans.

CTC: What role do regional initiatives like the Composite 
Special Operations Component Command (C-SOCC),3 
Multinational SOF Aviation Program,4 and Baltic SOF 
Intelligence Fusion Center5 have in facilitating this cooperation 
among NATO members?

Stephenson: We play a supporting role in all of those activities. It 
really comes back to the point about there being already established 
regional alliances or enduring relationships between NATO Allies. 
Our role in those initiatives, like the C-SOCC, is encouraging 
and supporting those relationships to develop and endure and 
to see how we can integrate them into NATO at the right time. 
The aviation program that you mentioned is a regional agreement 
where a number of nations have agreed to take part in the process 
of developing special operations aviation capabilities and it gives 
an opportunity to bring common standards across a number of 
different Allies. Obviously, it is part of our function to support that. 
For NSHQ and for NATO, leaning into these processes helps make 
the transition from a national activity or a bilateral activity into a 
NATO operation or a NATO activity as seamless as possible. By 
leaning into that transition, we are able to understand where the 
gaps are and what’s required to integrate those things and that 
provides a flexible approach to how the Allies can contribute to 
NATO.

The reality is there are lot of relatively small nations within the 
Alliance. For Allies to do things by themselves is sometimes quite 
challenging. When NATO asks the Allies to contribute to a NATO 
operation, inevitably the scale of those operations is probably going 
to be quite large. To sustain a contribution for a NATO operation 
often requires a number of Allies to come together to support 
each other in delivering or providing the capability required to 
support that operation, so we absolutely see real benefit from 
regional Allies working together. If they can maintain common 
interoperable NATO standards as part of these initiatives, then it 
creates a mechanism to plug them into the system when required. 
In addition, developing some of these SOF capabilities is incredibly 
expensive and some nations simply can’t do it. There just isn’t the 
capacity for people to do it independently, so working together 
makes it easier to develop the capabilities.

CTC: Allied SOF played an important role in the war in 
Afghanistan, both going after terrorist groups and training 
Afghan security forces. What lessons did Allied SOF learn in the 
nearly 20 years of counterterrorism operations in Afghanistan? 

What do you think the NATO experience in Afghanistan will 
mean for how and where Allied SOF forces are committed in 
the future?

Stephenson: I think Afghanistan was a huge accelerant for 
developing SOF capability amongst the Alliance. Despite all the 
sacrifices that have been made by members of the Alliance during 
those years, it’s been a great forcing function for developing 
capability. I would say, though, it has, to some degree, potentially 
set a level of expectation not only perhaps with some of the Allies, 
but also within the NATO Command Structure of what they think 
SOF does. There is a sort of muscle memory for people thinking 
they understood what the SOF role was in a counterterrorism or 
counterinsurgency operation like Afghanistan. It was very visible, 
it is very high tempo, it was very kinetic or direct action-orientated, 
and the C2 [command and control] structure around it had a 
degree of assurance, whether that was high level of assurance over 
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targeting or golden houra for medical response. 
All of those things, I think, have given a sort of expectation of 

what SOF can do or what it should be doing in the future against 
different threats, and we have an ongoing effort here at NSHQ to 
make sure that as we develop new plans, we look at the threats 
and the broad range of capabilities that SOF can bring to address 
those threats. That’s an educational process for everybody, partly for 
us but partly to make sure that we are taking the best knowledge 
from the Allies. You have some Allies and partners who have very 
real experience of working in and outside of Afghanistan, against 
both states threats and terrorist groups. As we think about these 
threats, we need to apply future structures, future doctrine, and 
future training to reflect the broad range of capabilities needed to 
address them. Many of these capabilities might not be kinetic in 
nature. It might be more about understanding the environment, 
preparing the environment, enabling decision making. These sort 
of capabilities may be what is required rather than what people have 
become accustomed from the ‘find, fix, strike’ mentality coming out 
of Afghanistan.

There are a range of people [within NATO] we have to educate 
so that their expectations of what SOF can deliver against a different 
set of challenges is realistic, particularly in the level of assurance 
over operations, but also the demand for high-temp short-term 
results. As an Alliance, we really need to wean ourselves off that 
expectation and recognize sometimes the SOF contribution might 
be a very long and enduring one, which might not bear fruit for 
quite a long time.

CTC: The education you’re talking about, a lot of that is within 
the special operations forces of NATO members states as well, 
right?

Stephenson: Definitely. I think that comes back [to] the point 
about some of the Allies looking to NATO for a justification to build 
those capabilities. That’s not the case across the whole of the line. 
It isn’t the case for the U.S., and it’s not necessarily the case for my 
nation either, but there are certain, fairly big military players within 
the Alliance who genuinely need a demand signal from NATO to 
continue to develop and move in the right direction.

CTC: With the Taliban currently in control of Afghanistan 
and the U.S. government looking toward ‘over-the-horizon’ 
counterterrorism capabilities,6 what role do you see NATO 
playing in the future counterterrorism fight in Afghanistan?

a Editor’s Note: The ‘Golden Hour’ refers to the first 60 minutes after a 
casualty occurs on the battlefield, during which time, if the injured Soldier 
is transported to a higher level of care, their odds of survival increase 
significantly. In 2009, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates mandated 
that the U.S. military provide the resources to get injured soldiers to 
“appropriate medical care” within an hour of being injured. This same 
standard for casualty care was adopted by NATO in the 2011 “Allied Joint 
Publication 4–10(A) – Allied Joint Medical Doctrine.” See Tanisha M. 
Fazal, Todd Rasmussen, Paul Nelson, and P.K. Carlton, “How Long Can 
the U.S. Military’s Golden Hour Last?” War on the Rocks, October 8, 2018; 
Andrew M. Seaman, “U.S. military ‘golden hour’ rule saved lives,” Reuters, 
September 30, 2015; Col Homer Tien, MD, Maj Andrew Beckett, MD, LCol 
Naisan Garraway, MD, LCol Max Talbot, MD, Capt Dylan Pannell, MD, PhD, 
and Thamer Alabbasi, MB, “Advances in damage control resuscitation and 
surgery: implications on the organization of future military field forces,” 
Canadian Journal of Surgery 58:3:3 (2015): pp S91-S97. 

Stephenson: From a NATO perspective, I think there’s still quite 
a bit of work going on to look at the implications of the withdrawal 
from Afghanistan, and what that means in the future for NATO in 
terms of future CT operations, specifically with regard to over-the-
horizon and Afghanistan. Hopefully what some of the 20 years of 
working together has done is built a degree of confidence and trust 
amongst some of the Allies so they can work together in the future, 
and I’m confident that some of this is happening already. It’s not 
going to necessarily be a NATO response to this, but the benefit of 
that network and those common interoperability standards means 
that under bilateral or multilateral coalitions, there is perhaps an 
easier plug-in today than there was in 2001. I think what’s really 
important in the future is that we try and maintain that currency 
and the network that has been built and forged over those 20 years 
of experience.

CTC: Africa has recently been described as “the new epicenter 
of global jihadi terror” owing to the expansion of groups 
aligned with both the Islamic State and al-Qa`ida there.7 While 
there are a variety of U.S.-led efforts across the continent, since 
2013 France has generally led the fight in the Sahel through 
operations Serval and Barkhane.8 Since 2020, however, a 
number of NATO allies have contributed SOF through Task 
Force Takuba, a multinational SOF task force now deployed in 
the region.9 Can you talk a little bit about the background and 
purpose of this deployment and the task force’s relationship 
with NSHQ?

Stephenson: It’s important to highlight that [Task Force] Takuba 
isn’t a NATO operation; it is a French operation. Although we 
do have some insights and we have some engagement with the 
French on Takuba, I can’t talk in detail on behalf of the French. 
What I can say is that you are right—there are a number of NATO 
Allies contributing to a French operation. I think that shouldn’t 
be underestimated. The Allies that are contributing wouldn’t have 
had the capacity or the capability to support that sort of operation 
had it not been for the development that they’ve gone through in 
other operations in Afghanistan. This again comes back to my 
earlier point about our [NSHQ] function in maintaining that 
interoperability and that network of capability, which could be 
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applied to a NATO operation.
I think what we are trying to do with our planning construction 

in the future is harness this sort of activity. Even if it’s national 
activity or multinational activity under a different construct, there is 
absolutely utility in maintaining some connection, some visibility of 
what’s being conducted and what’s being achieved. Inevitably, such 
an operation will be supporting effects that NATO would like to 
achieve in terms of deterring or defeating terrorism, or if there were 
a NATO operation to happen somewhere in the same geography, 
then you would want to build that connectivity from the start by 
design, so that you’re not either duplicating effort or leaving huge 
seams between various parallel operations or activities. 

[More broadly in relation to Africa], we do have a function in 
terms of supporting partners who have expressed an interest of 
working close closer with NATO. For instance, in Africa, we are 
working with Mauritania at the moment, looking to see how we 
can work with them to help build their SOF capability.b There is 
a willingness from NATO to engage with like-minded democratic 
nations which support principles of NATO and support their 
development. That partnership activity is going on and I think will 
continue to be delivered by NATO in a number of different places. 
It’s happening in Africa; it’s happening in eastern part of Europe 
in Georgia and Ukraine and in other places where we are actively 
supporting the development of national SOF capability as part of 
our partners’ ability to defend their own nations.

CTC: The Russian annexation of Crimea and the subsequent 
conflict in Ukraine have showed the effectiveness of Russian 
irregular warfare capabilities.10 Any counter-hybrid threatc 
campaign in a NATO country will rely heavily on SOF. How is 
NSHQ preparing for this?

b Editor’s Note: Mauritania, an initial partner in NATO’s Mediterranean 
Dialogue in 1994, has continued to strengthen its relationship with NATO, 
opening a mission to NATO in 2017. In January 2021, the Mauritanian 
president, Mohamed Ould Ghazouani, visited NATO Headquarters. The 
NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg described part of the purpose 
of the visit, during a joint press conference, as discussing how “NATO can 
step up and provide more [counterterrorism] capacity building.” In June 
2021, NATO and NSHQ officials conducted a trip to Mauritania where they 
discussed expanding the scope of “advice, training and capacity building 
activities” in supporting the development of Mauritanian defense and 
special operations capabilities. See Ian Lesser, Charlotte Brandsma, Laura 
Basagni, and Bruno Lété, “The Future of NATO’s Mediterranean Dialogue,” 
George Marshall Fund of the United States, June 2018; “Joint press point by 
NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg and the President of the Islamic 
Republic of Mauritania, Mohamed Ould Ghazouani,” NATO, January 15, 
2021; and “NATO strengthens its partnership with Mauritania,” NATO, June 
25, 2021. 

c NATO defines hybrid threats as “a type of threat that combines 
conventional, irregular and asymmetric activities in time and space.” 
These threats “combine military and non-military as well as covert 
and overt means, including disinformation, cyber attacks, economic 
pressure, deployment of irregular armed groups and use of regular forces.” 
These threats also often aim to “exploit the thresholds of detection and 
attribution” and seek to destabilize target states and undermine their 
strategic goals. NATO seeks to counter these threats through increased 
preparedness, establishing deterrence, and defending against those 
activities that do occur. See “AAP-06: NATO Glossary of Terms and 
Definitions,” NATO Standardization Office, December 2020, p. 64; “Hybrid 
Threats as a Concept,” European Centre of Excellence for Countering 
Hybrid Threats; “NATO’s Response to Hybrid Threats,” NATO, March 16, 
2021; The Secretary General’s Annual Report: 2019, NATO, p. 29. 

Stephenson: Some of this is linked to the previous conversation 
where we talked about different Allies having different perspectives 
on some of these things. You can imagine there are certain nations 
who see the hybrid threat from Russia as a very clear and present 
danger. We know that certain Allies and the SOF of certain Allies 
are involved in their own national defense plans to counter those 
threats. We are also aware that there are other Allies, further away 
from the eastern border of NATO, that perhaps don’t have such an 
immediate challenge on that front or are not encountering those 
sort of threats. Our role from NSHQ is to see how we can support 
those Allies that are there and have a role to play. Not only how 
we can support it, but also figuring out how we can make their 
contributions to countering those threats visible to the broader 
NATO planning process so that activity contributes to what might 
be a broader NATO response if and when it might have to be 
brought to bear. 

We are supporting in a number of different ways. Some [is] quite 
academic work in terms of engaging with resilience conferences. 
We deliver a comprehensive defense course. We’ve produced some 
manuals, aide-mémoires, and guides to producing effects in that 
sort of environment, which gives people commonality of approach 
or captures best practices from both Allies and partners who have 
experienced this sort of challenge for real. Our role really is to 
support where we can, to help enhance those capabilities, then 
make sure that they are integrated into a wider NATO response 
if necessary. So we’re looking specifically at some of the national 
training activities for these Allies and partners that focus on the 
role that SOF plays within their own nation, and looking to see 
how, in the future, we can integrate that training activity into NATO 
training as well. That way you start going through the mechanisms 
of linking those two things today rather than waiting for the crisis 
to happen and then realizing you have to connect the two ends of 
the pipe.

CTC: What are some of the SOF capabilities that NATO 
members should be strengthening to respond to this threat?

Stephenson: Broadly speaking, a hybrid threat inevitably sits 
below the threshold of a conventional military conflict. It’s 
obviously designed for that very purpose—to exploit the seams 
between what might be a Ministry of Defense, military-led 
response versus a Ministry of Interior or other government 
department response. If that’s the case, we have identified certain 
experiences from Afghanistan that are applicable. SOF plays a 
role in a slightly undefined space, whether it’s C2 [command and 
control] or working with other agencies and acting as a conduit 
for connecting different organizations in order to deliver common 
output. From a broad perspective, we do see that the experiences 
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gained in challenging counterinsurgency environments have some 
applicability to countering the hybrid threat. 

From a structural basis, we see SOF as a bit of a bridge between 
a military-led response and a response led by another government 
department. Specifically, within that, SOF might be able to bring 
a broad range of traditional capabilities to bear in that sort of 
scenario, whether it’s military assistance in terms of supporting 
the development of national home defense forces, being able to 
demonstrate the rapid integration of more bespoke capabilities, 
whether it’s joint fires or a CT response, if that was required to 
support another government department. It could also be SOF’s 
surveillance or reconnaissance capabilities, which could range from 
the traditional role [of] sitting in a hole with a pair of binoculars 
or perhaps bespoke and technical surveillance capabilities which 
might support the attribution of some of this hybrid activity so 
that it can then be called out and responded to it with more of a 
diplomatic result rather than a kinetic ‘finish.’

On the other side, if there is a requirement to conduct kinetic 
activity, there are questions within the hybrid threat domain 
whether it would be in support of the police or a minister of the 
interior, or whether it transition over to a military capability. We 
know that those arrangements exist within certain countries within 
the Alliance and that they have pretty fluid transitions between 
what is a ministry of interior activity to a military activity. We’re 
trying to educate people that there is this experience, knowledge, 
and capability which sits within the SOF domain which can be 
brought to bear across not only a military problem set, but also in 
terms of supporting a sort of minister of interior response.

 
CTC: Both state and non-state adversaries have shown an 
increasing ability to use misinformation and messaging efforts 
to advance their narratives and sow discord inside NATO 
countries. How is NATO thinking about combating these 
information operations? Does NSHQ have a role in the counter 
IO [information operations] fight? 

Stephenson: There are certain limitations within NATO in terms 
of delivering information operations, but we do recognize that there 
are certain Allies and partners, like Ukraine, who have firsthand 
experience both being on the receiving end but also of developing 
responses to those types of threats.

I think our role, particularly in terms of information operations, 
is understanding which of the Allies has that as a capability, 
determining if there [is] some value in terms of being able to 
encourage the development of that capability among a broader 
range of Allies in the future, and seeing what we can do to support 
that development and bring some coherence to it through our 
own means, whether that’s on the doctrinal side or through the 
development of courses. 

I think that the other aspect, in terms of the threat from 
disinformation that might be aimed towards either an individual 
Ally or the Alliance writ large is a strategic communications 
challenge and requirement for the Alliance. It’s important to build 
on that capability in the future, particularly for NSHQ. I know this 
is uncomfortable for certain Allies, it’s certainly uncomfortable 
for my own nation, but we do think if you want to counter some 
of the false stories, maintaining a current, consistent, and visible 
message counters some of that misinformation just by being out 
there all the time. We do think there is a role for effective strategic 

communications of SOF capability across the Alliance, which 
doesn’t necessarily have to be deliberately aimed at a particular 
adversary. It is a message which, from a NATO perspective, 
demonstrates a common set of values abroad, a cohesive approach 
across the Alliance, and the ability to be rapidly interoperable so 
that any adversary that might be looking at either taking a nibble 
at part of the Alliance or trying to create cracks within the Alliance, 
should see a demonstration that there is a really strong network. It’s 
not perfect, [but] they should see a capable group of allies that can 
come together and deliver powerful effects whenever they need to. 
So, to counter some of that IO, we think there is a strong StratCom 
[strategic communications] requirement and we are trying to 
support that from NSHQ.

CTC: You’re talking about communicating to establish a level 
of deterrence, right?

Stephenson: Yeah, absolutely.

CTC: To communicate in the language of deterrence, you need 
to share some of the capabilities you have developed and that 
willingness to work together, which might include forward 
deployments of SOF and joint Allied SOF exercises. At the same 
time, you also need to create uncertainty for those adversaries. 
What’s the right mix of sharing information, but also holding 
back to create that uncertainty?

Stephenson: Firstly, anything we do is publicized, anything that 
we do has to be done in consultation with the Allies, so we wouldn’t 
be doing this as a stand-alone activity. To some degree, some Allies 
are doing this already, so we might be acting as a sort of amplifying 
effect for something that’s already being done. 

There are probably certain things which, we think, to some 
degree that the information is probably out there already, but it’s not 
being delivered in a sort of targeted way or it’s not being harnessed 
as well as it could be. I think we are all getting a bit more savvy to 
the fact that there are certain things which you can’t keep out of 
public domain. There are certain things which you need to [have 
out of the public domain], but you have to work really hard and you 
have to have some very disciplined ways of doing that. We’re trying 
to focus on the things which are either already out there or that we 
think could be out there without creating any sort of risk in terms of 
OPSEC [operational security] compromise or giving away the sort 
of capabilities that we don’t necessarily want to give away. 

But [public messaging] has to be done in a much more 
realistic manner in terms of accepting that there’s a great deal of 
information already in the public domain. I mean, you only have 

“I think, in the future, we could be 
doing some of that [public messaging] 
in a bit more of a deliberate manner 
... this is one of the battle spaces of the 
future which needs a more coherent 
and realistic approach.”                   

Exhibit 3 
Page 62 of 114



DECEMBER 2021      C TC SENTINEL      25

to go onto YouTube and you can see things, which some people 
would say, “that’s classified information that we don’t want to share 
with people.” There are certain capabilities which exist and that 
everybody knows exist. We may want to harness some of those, or 
we may want to make sure that we continue to keep that sort of 
confusion and sort of degree of uncertainty about that. 

I think, in the future, we could be doing some of that [public 
messaging] in a bit more of a deliberate manner as far as the 
Alliance is concerned. That’s not to say that we’re trying to own 
any sort of national messages or compromise any sort of national 
capabilities, but I think this is one of the battle spaces of the future 
which needs a more coherent and realistic approach.

CTC: As this counter-hybrid warfare mission and the 
threat of near-peer conflict becomes more important to the 
Alliance, how will Allied SOF balance this with continuing the 
counterterrorism fight?

Stephenson: Those two things will absolutely continue to endure, 
hand in hand. To some degree, they probably mutually support 
each other, whether it’s Russia creating the opportunity for terrorist 
threats to emerge or whether it is those terrorist groups that exist 
already. But I think it’s recognized within NATO that those two 
challenges will continue to exist alongside each other.

We have to recognize that the Alliance is made up of a number 
of nations that have their own national priorities and their own 
concerns, which are obviously built around their political situation 
and their geography. We are trying to create processes, structures, 
and policy for the future, which enable the SOF of the Alliance 
to be able to contribute to both of those challenges concurrently. 
Arguably, we need to be able to maintain and develop those 
capabilities which have a function against both threats.

We do accept that there is a different response required for 
both, but many of the tools are applicable to both threats, which 
inevitably will continue. We see a significant contribution, from a 
NATO perspective, to the [counterterrorism enterprise] by helping 
to build the capacity of partners, to prevent ungoverned spaces from 
being created, or to enable those partners to deal with the terrorist 
threat themselves before [it] expands beyond their boundaries. At 
the same time, we are looking specifically at what role SOF plays 
in terms of building the resilience of NATO within the geography 
that makes up the NATO nations. For certain nations, that might 
be more orientated toward a threat from malign activity from 
Russia or the potential of a conflict with Russia. [Terrorism and 
near peer competition] are not completely separate challenges, but 
they might require a slightly different approach, and that is going to 
have to be part of our future NATO plans which takes both of those 
into account concurrently.

When you have more than one thing going on, the benefit of 
the strong network and a strong Alliance is that you have greater 
capacity. If it can’t be a decision between one or the other, the more 
interoperable that you are, then the more confidence and trust we 
have in each other to be able to deal with those things concurrently. 

CTC: In October 2021, Admiral Rob Bauer, chair of the 
NATO Military Committee, commented at the NATO Special 
Operations Forces (SOF) Conference in Riga that, “due to 
a changed security environment, NATO is in a fundamental 
shift towards a stronger focus on collective defense.” “Special 

Forces,” he said, “can play a unique role in this.”11 How do you 
think about the role of NSHQ in helping the Alliance focus on 
collective defense? 

Stephenson: We’re in an interesting situation here in NATO. To 
some degree, we’re trying to go back to a model which might have 
been more reminiscent of the Cold War times in terms of having [a] 
properly resourced plan to counter the challenges of the potential of 
aggressive acts against the Alliance on mainland Europe. However, 
I think we also recognize that the possibility that a Cold War-type 
engagement will go hot is probably unlikely. Although we have to 
be prepared for that, the likelihood is that the collective defense 
requirement is going to be based around countering a number 
of below-threshold activities which have the potential to be the 
precursor for something more aggressive or more significant. I 
think we’re trying to again educate the system within NATO that 
SOF is very flexible and it has the ability to react quickly. Normally, 
in every nation across the Alliance, the SOF forces are held at a high 
state of readiness. If you take all of those things into account and 
then consider the capabilities that the SOF of the Alliance may have 
in terms of supporting understanding of the situation, preparing the 
environment for a more substantial military response to a problem, 
or delivering effects by being on the ground in small numbers by 
bringing joint fires to bear and deliver a bigger punch than its size 
might suggest, [then you can understand why] we think that this is 
a fundamental tool in the Alliance’s arsenal that can be brought to 
bear. It is a different challenge than the Cold War, but I think SOF 
has a really significant part to play, not only if it does get warm. We 
need to be able to demonstrate that capability exists and make sure 
that any adversary realizes that if they are going to take a nibble out 
of something, it’s going to be pretty indigestible for them and just 
not worth their while.

This below-the-threshold concept is difficult, but I think our 
responsibility, within the SOF domain, is to think about that 
difficult challenge because the adversary is trying to test where our 
seams are. There is clearly a seam between a law enforcement, an 
intelligence agency, or a ministry of interior lead, and large-scale 
conventional conflict. We would suggest that you make sure you 
never get to the war, but that you also compete in peace time to 
make sure that you don’t let their below-threshold activity achieve 
its aims, which we understand are to break up the Alliance and to 
[put] stress [on] the cohesion of rules-based order. As complicated 
as it is, that’s why SOF exist—to deal with complicated issues.

CTC: Based on your experiences and from your perspective, in 
leadership roles at NATO SOF Headquarters, how do you think 
that Allied SOF forces in general, and NSHQ in particular, 
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need to change to address future challenges? What are your 
big concerns about the future operating environment?

Stephenson: It is an increasingly complex environment. It does 
require an honest approach with that problem set, and we need 
to be frank with each other, we need to be as open as we can be. 
That can be a challenge in itself within NATO; it is difficult for 
nations to expose their concerns or their limitations. If we are going 
to maintain that cohesion, then maintaining that level of trust and 
confidence in each other to come up with a coherent solution is 
really vital. 

My concern would be that post-Afghanistan, we sort of retrench 
ourselves in our own national stovepipes and go back to worrying 
about our own problems within our own boundaries, or our own 
near abroad and that we try to solve our problems within our 
own little, small sphere of influence. My confidence, particularly 
from our position here, is that we have a really good network of 
people from different nations who have served with each other on 
multiple tours in places like Iraq or Afghanistan, who have grown 
up with each other, have shared experiences, and have the bond 
and friendships which we all experience from our own national 

military experience. The benefit of NATO is that this exists across 
the Alliance, particularly within the SOF community who have 
worked really closely together for the last 20 years. 

So, my level of confidence is relatively high, particularly if this 
organization, under U.S. leadership, continues to focus on keeping 
that network going and keeping those relationships strong wherever 
possible. Lieutenant General [Antonio] Fletcherd has just arrived 
here, and I know that’s going to be part of his focus. We need to be 
functioning closely together and make sure that just because there 
isn’t a tangible current operation forcing us together, we still see this 
below-the-threshold challenge as a unifying purpose and our reason 
for keeping us strong and working together. I’m relatively confident 
that we are doing that. We’re moving in the right direction, and 
we have a lot of people who built up a strong relationship forged 
on operations which will continue to endure and develop over the 
years to come.     CTC
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The backbone of the “skull mask” transnational neo-fascist 
accelerationist network—whose nodes include terror 
groups such as Atomwaffen, the Base, and Feuerkrieg 
Division—is a group of organizations that grew out of 
Iron March, a neo-fascist web forum that was active from 
2011 to 2017. The history of the Iron March network shows 
that violent extremist movements can develop from online 
communities even in the absence of a territorial base and 
without regular in-person contact between members. Iron 
March provided a closed social space where young neo-
fascists who did not fit in well in established neo-fascist 
organizations could create a transnational collective 
identity. Eventually, Iron March users sought each other 
out in person and created local groups that remained 
networked together by virtue of their common origin in 
the community created on the web forum. The network’s 
transition from activism to terrorism was facilitated by 
the introduction of violent ritualistic initiation practices 
derived from the writings of the Order of Nine Angles, 
which helped to habituate members to violence as well as 
to create a sense of shared membership in a militant elite.

M ost coverage of the neo-fascist accelerationist 
terrorist movement in the United States has, 
so far, treated the Atomwaffen Division as an 
umbrella organization and more recent groups 
such as The Base as its spinoffs. In the June 

2021 issue of this publication, Alex Newhouse argued that, rather 
than an umbrella organization or the top of a hierarchical network, 
the Atomwaffen Division should be viewed instead as one node in a 
distributed transnational neo-fascist accelerationist network.1 The 
backbone of this network is a group of organizations that grew out 
of Iron March, a neo-fascist web forum that was active from 2011 
to 2017.

Iron March, an online forum that was operational between 
2011 and 2017,2 was the incubator and eventually the primary 
organizational platform for a transnational neo-fascist 
accelerationist terrorist network that includes National Action3 
in the United Kingdom, Atomwaffen Division in the United 
States,4 and Antipodean Resistance5 in Australia. During the 

period when Iron March was active, a few existing neo-fascist 
groups, including the Nordic Resistance Movementa in the Nordic 
countries and CasaPoundb in Italy, began to collaborate with other 
groups under the Iron March banner. At present, this network 
lacks an organization-level name: Affiliation is demonstrated 
through solidarity pledges and the use of common symbols, most 
importantly the black-and-white skull mask and badges based on 
the shield-shaped division insignia of the Waffen-SS, the military 
arm of the Nazi SS. The author refers to this terrorist network here 
as the “skull mask network” to distinguish it from the broader social 
and ideological network that grew up around Iron March.

The skull mask network’s ideology is a political-religious hybrid 
based in large part on the work of the philosopher Julius Evola. 
Evola mixed fascism with “Traditionalism,” a syncretic 20th century 
religious movement that combines Hermetic occultismc with the 
Hindu doctrine of cyclical time and a belief in a now-lost primordial 
European paganism.6 Adherents of this blend of doctrines, which 
can be termed “Traditionalist fascism” believe that a caste-based, 
racially pure “organic” society will be restored after what they 

a The Nordic Resistance Movement is a neo-fascist organization with 
chapters in Finland, Sweden, Norway, and Denmark. Its members have 
been involved in gang assaults and violent protests. It is closely entwined 
with the black metal music subculture. See Tore Bjørgo and Jacob 
Aasland Ravndal, “Why the Nordic Resistance Movement Restrains Its 
Use of Violence,” Perspectives on Terrorism 14:6 (2020): pp. 37-48; Daniel 
Sallamaa and Tommi Kotonen, “The Case against the Nordic Resistance 
Movement in Finland: an Overview and Some Explanations,” C-REX 
(Center for Research on Extremism), November 2, 2020; Marko Hietikko 
Yle, “Näin Toimii Suomen Vastarintaliike,” Yle Uutiset, May 15, 2016; Kaisu 
Jansson, Riku Roslund, and Juha Rissanen, “Ylen Selvitys Paljastaa: Jopa 
Kahdella Kolmesta Natsijärjestö PVL:n Ja Soldiers of Odinin Näkyvimmistä 
Suomalaisjäsenistä on Rikostaustaa,” Yle Uutiset, December 3, 2018; and 
Tzvi Joffre, “Neo-Nazi Nordic Resistance Movement Targets Jews on Yom 
Kippur,” Jerusalem Post, September 20, 2020.

b CasaPound is a militant Italian neo-fascist organization that follows the 
political philosophy of Julius Evola. CasaPound activists participate in 
violent protests more frequently than in targeted violence. See Caterina 
Froio, Pietro Castelli Gattinara, Giorgia Bulli, and Matteo Albanese, 
CasaPound Italia: Contemporary Extreme-Right Politics (London: Routledge, 
Taylor & Francis Group, 2020); Pietro Castelli Gattinara, Caterina Froio, 
and Matteo Albanese, “The appeal of neo-fascism in times of crisis: The 
experience of CasaPound Italia,” Fascism: Journal of Comparative Fascist 
Studies 2:2 (2013): pp. 234-258; and Tobias Jones, “The Fascist Movement 
that Has Brought Mussolini Back to the Mainstream,” Guardian, February 
22, 2018. 

c Hermetic occultism draws inspiration from the Corpus Hermeticum, a 
collection of Greek magical treatises attributed to Hermes Trismegistus, 
and encompasses Western alchemy, Renaissance magic, and their modern 
derivatives. For further reading, see Nicholas Goodrick-Clarke, The Western 
Esoteric Traditions: A Historical Introduction (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 2008).

H.E. Upchurch is a fellow at the Accelerationism Research 
Consortium. She is a researcher of far-right extremism, specializing 
in neo-fascist occultism.
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believe to be an ongoing age of corruption, the Kali Yuga,d is swept 
away in an apocalyptic war, and that it is their role to hasten the end 
of the Kali Yuga by generating chaos and violence.7

Although there has always been cross-border contact between 
neo-fascist movements, most neo-fascist terrorist groups, such as 
The Ordere in the United States and the Black Brigadesf in Italy, have 
been local ethnonationalist organizations. The skull mask network 
internationalized without a territorial base because it began as a 
closed international social network and only turned to terrorist 
violence later in its development. This process is distinct from that 
by which an international network forms around a geographically 
bounded movement, as in the case of the Islamic State, and from the 
process by which disparate local organizations become networked 
online after face-to-face interactions between their members, as in 
the case of earlier U.S.-based white nationalist groups.g 

To understand the genesis of the skull mask terrorist network, 
it is necessary to explain both how the transnational movement 
came together without roots in a local territorial base, and how 
that network evolved toward clandestine terrorist violence. The 
first section of this article examines how the Iron March network 
acted as the online incubator of the skull mask terrorist network. 
The second section looks at how online members of the Iron March 
network built offline connections to other Iron Marchers in their 
vicinity and began to build in-person activist groups. Both these 
offline and online spaces acted as incubators for the skull mask 
network, the emergence of which is described in the third section of 
the article. The fourth section of the article examines the influence 
of the Order of Nine Angles on the training and indoctrination 
practices of the network, influences that contributed toward 
terrorist radicalization. The fifth section examines terrorist attacks 

d The Traditionalist concept of the Kali Yuga is derived from an idiosyncratic 
interpretation of the Hindu doctrine of the cycle of the four ages. In the 
first age, the Satya Yuga, humanity lives in harmony with the divine, but 
over the course of the rest of the cycle, human civilization is corrupted 
until in the last age, the Kali Yuga, humanity is completely corrupt and 
no longer has any contact with the gods. The Kali Yuga comes to an end 
in a cataclysm that wipes the slate clean and restores the harmonious 
relationship between humanity and the divine. In most Hindu philosophies, 
each age in the cycle is believed to be hundreds of thousands of years long. 
Traditionalists posit that they are much shorter, at most a few thousand 
years each. For further information, see Benjamin Teitelbaum, War for 
Eternity (London: Penguin Books, 2020).

e The Order was a neo-Nazi organization active in the United States from 
1983 to 1984. The group was responsible for the murder of Alan Berg and 
for multiple armed robberies. See Kathleen Belew, Bring the war home: the 
white power movement and paramilitary America (Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press, 2019).

f The Black Brigades was a loose confederation of militant neo-fascist 
groups active in post-war Italy. They were responsible for numerous 
terrorist acts including bombings and assassinations. See Anna Cento 
Bull, Italian Neofascism: the Strategy of Tension and the Politics of 
Nonreconciliation (New York: Berghahn Books, 2012); Donatella Della Porta, 
Clandestine Political Violence (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
2013); and Leonard Weinberg and William Lee Eubank, “Neo-Fascist and Far 
Left Terrorists in Italy: Some Biographical Observations,” British Journal of 
Political Science 18:4 (1988): pp. 531-549.

g Despite the existence of web forums like Stormfront, earlier neo-fascist 
and white power groups in the United States established inter-group 
collaboration primarily through face-to-face meetings at national 
conferences and at white power music events. See Robert Futrell and Pete 
Simi, “Free Spaces, Collective Identity, and the Persistence of U.S. White 
Power Activism,” Social Problems 51:1 (2004): pp. 16-42.

and plots by individuals within the skull mask network and the 
skull mask network terrorist groups that emerged after the closure 
of the Iron March forum. The final section offers some conclusions.

Most of the data on Iron March comes from a leak of the site’s 
SQL database, posted to the Internet Archive by an anonymous 
individual on November 6, 2019.8 Nothing is known about the 
identity of the leaker, although their Internet Archive username, 
“antifa-data,” implies an activist motivation.9 The Internet Archive 
removed the data shortly afterward, but it remains available via 
torrent links provided by Bellingcat.10 The leaked SQL database 
is a complete snapshot of the forum as it appeared shortly before 
the site went offline in November 2017, including the text of all 
public forum posts, complete logs of all private messages sent 
on the forum, and user registration data. Other data comes from 
websites and public social media accounts associated with Iron 
March-affiliated groups and individuals. Most of these accounts 
are no longer available online, having either been deleted by users 
or banned by the platforms.

Online Incubation: The Iron March Network
The Iron March forum served as the incubator in which the strong 
group identity and interpersonal bonds necessary to sustain the 
skull mask terrorist movement developed. Specialized online 
communities, whether focused on Traditionalist neo-fascism or on 
model trains, aggregate groups of people with shared interests and 
values, and facilitate the formation of both personal relationships 
and collective identities through sustained interaction over time, 
requiring only that members share a common language. In the Iron 
March case, the constraints of the web forum format, in particular 
the public visibility of forum posts and the slow pace of discussion, 
drove members who wanted to have private, real-time interactions 
to other platforms more suited to one-on-one conversation or 
discussion in small groups. This network of private groups served 
as the incubator for the common identity and strong social bonds 
necessary to maintain a transnational clandestine movement.

From the beginning, Iron March had a transnational userbase, 
although it is impossible to extract complete user statistics from 
available archives because Iron March did not retain information on 
accounts that were deleted or banned. Nevertheless, the posts and 
messages themselves provide a rough picture of the demographics 
of the Iron March userbase. Young people who congregated on Iron 
March described themselves as having grown up on social media, 
internet messaging, and image boards, largely disconnected from 
organized neo-fascism.11 Those who became involved with the 
Iron March community made their way to its forums both from 
other online communities where extremist political expression was 
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encouraged, like 4chanh and Kiwifarms,i and from links shared 
on mainstream social media sites in the period before extremist 
content was extensively policed.12

Iron March began as the “International Third Positionist 
Federation” (ITPF) on June 26, 2010, when an unidentified 
individual created the forum under the username Kacen.13 ITPF 
ran on Bizhat, an India-based web hosting service that offered a 
ready-to-use forum template.14 ITPF showed no activity until April 
2011, when Alisher Mukhitdinov created a forum charter and 

h 4chan is a popular image board website where all users post anonymously 
by default. At the time of the creation of Iron March, political discussion on 
4chan was not closely moderated. For a brief history of far-right activism 
on 4chan, see Jacob Siegel, “Dylann Roof, 4chan, and the New Online 
Racism,” Daily Beast, June 29, 2015.

i Kiwifarms is an internet forum that bills itself as a community “dedicated 
to discussing eccentric people who voluntarily make fools of themselves.” 
Stalking and online harassment campaigns routinely originate on the site. 
For further information, see Margaret Pless, “Kiwi Farms, the Web’s Biggest 
Community of Stalkers,” Intelligencer, July 19, 2016, and “Christchurch 
Mosque Shootings: Website Kiwi Farms Refuses to Surrender Data Linked 
to Accused,” NZ Herald, March 18, 2019.

discussion topics under the alias “Alexander Slavros.”j In September 
2011, the administrators of ITPF created Iron March on a new 
domain, “ironmarch.org,” using Invision Power Services web forum 
software.15 The same month, the administrators migrated ITPF’s 
data to the new Iron March domain, and shortly afterward, the 
ITPF forum was shut down. The reasons why “Slavros” and the 
other administrators migrated ITPF to Iron March and closed 
down ITPF are not known in detail, although in direct messages, 
an Iron March moderator using the screen name “Woman in Black” 
alludes to unspecified technical issues.16 

The majority of users on both ITPF and Iron March were English-
speaking. ITPF had a section for regional topics, spanning nine 
European countries and the United States.17 Activity in the ITPF 
regional topics was heavily skewed toward anglophone countries. 
Russia, Norway, Germany, and Romania also showed significant 
activity in the five months during which ITPF was active.18 
Individual user data is available for Iron March, where registrations 

j The BBC’s Russian service identified Slavros as Alisher Mukhitdinov in 
January 2020. Little is known about Mukhitdinov’s activities either before 
or after the creation of Iron March. The author will refer to him throughout 
as Slavros because most primary and secondary sources do so. Andrey 
Soshnikov, “[“Half Russian”: the story of Muscovite Alisher Mukhitdinov 
and his global fascist network],” BBC, January 30, 2020.

Image from recruiting material for Atomwaffen Fission, a Russian-speaking skull mask group
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from IP addresses located in Anglophone countries dominate.19 k 
In the Iron March database, the Netherlands, Germany, Sweden, 
and Brazil lead IP registrations from non-Anglophone countries.20 
The Anglophone majority may be the result of the founders’ choice 
to use English as their common language and of the site’s English-
language display and navigation settings.21

The constraints of the web forum format, in particular the public 
nature of discussion and the asynchronous and often slow response 
times, drove members who wanted to have private discussions to 
other platforms that were more suited to one-on-one conversation 
or discussion in small groups. The forum’s messaging system 
was limited: Users discussed moving to dedicated chat platforms 
because of unspecified constraints, probably a limit to the number 
of private messages that could be sent per day.22 In private messages, 
users exchanged email addresses, phone numbers, Facebook 
profiles, and contacts on messaging services like MSN messenger, 
Skype, and internet relay chat.23 Logs of conversations that moved 
off Iron March are, unfortunately, largely unavailable, but the move 
from public to private communication affords greater opportunity 
for members of a specialized group to form personal relationships 
with others who share the same values. Private message logs from 
Iron March show that members regularly contacted one another to 
initiate one-on-one communication after both friendly exchanges 
and disagreements on public threads.24 In some cases, these 
discussions stayed in Iron March’s message system, but often Iron 
March users quickly moved to other platforms offering instant 
messaging and voice chat functions.25

Messages exchanged by Iron March users allude to a wide range 
of small online groups orbiting Iron March, which developed as 
Iron March users formed personal connections. These communities 
provided opportunities for socialization to group norms and for 
defining the ideology and aesthetic of the group. Users describe 
the IronSkype Skype chatroom organized by the Iron March 
founder “Slavros”26 as extremely active and as the primary way that 
Iron March members built personal relationships.27 The Skype 
group had a text channel where users could chat whenever they 
were online, and organized video calls in which members talked 
over webcams.28 No records from IronSkype are available, but 
Iron March users regularly reference discussions that took place 
on IronSkype. Political debates were common, as were organized 
prank calls, some of which were archived for later listening.29 One 
user described it as “quite a bit more tight-knit than the forum” since 
new members had to be added by someone who was already in the 
Skype group, so anyone who wanted to be added would first have 
to cultivate personal relationships with other Iron March users.30

These small, interactive online spaces also fulfilled some of the 
functions of in-person spaces, offering private settings in which Iron 

k Individual user data is incomplete as banned and deleted accounts were 
wiped from the database so that the data only reflects the userbase 
when it was downloaded in late 2017. The user registry shows that 15,218 
user accounts existed at some point in time, but of these, only 1,207 are 
represented in the account database. Sign-up did not require users to 
give their location: Only the IP address from which users registered their 
accounts was logged. However, if users created accounts from behind 
a VPN or other proxy, their IP address may not have reflected their true 
location. A few IPs from the Middle East and Asia-Pacific appear in the 
database, but it is unclear if these reflect member locations or proxy exit 
nodes. For all these reasons, the Iron March core members database 
provides a very imperfect picture of the geographical distribution of the 
site’s users, but it is also the only data available.

March members could explore shared interests and form personal 
relationships without meeting offline.31 Private messages show that 
Iron March users engaged in a broad range of both recreational 
and ideological activities together in small online groups. One 
user reached out to another to ask him to join a small study group 
conducted via Facebook.32 Users in the United Kingdom and 
United States collaborated remotely on an online journal called 
ATTACK, organized and edited by future National Action co-
founder Ben Raymond who went by the screen name “Benjamin 
Noyles” on Iron March.33 A group of users on the U.S. East Coast 
organized an online tabletop role-playing game group in which Iron 
March users played Dungeons & Dragons and a Star Wars game 
together.34 Over time, a distinctive subculture developed out of both 
the public interactions on the Iron March forums and the private 
relationships formed in smaller Iron March-linked online spaces. 
These interactions laid the foundation for the Iron March network’s 
eventual transition to localized in-person activism, establishing the 
common subcultural identity necessary for local groups to cohere.

Offline Incubation
The formation of national- and local-level organizations that engage 
in real-world activism was the second step in the formation of the 
skull mask network. Offline activism was strongly encouraged by 
Iron March leadership, but members of the Iron March community 
appear to have been alienated from existing local neo-fascist 
organizations because of ideological differences, intra-movement 
conflict about tactics, and cultural differences between members 
of established neo-fascist organizations and young people steeped 
in internet-based subcultures.35 The lack of existing in-person 
groups that fit their culture and ideology drove members of Iron 
March’s geographically dispersed online community to create a new 
network of local, in-person groups. Over time, Iron March members 
began to seek out fellow Iron Marchers who lived nearby and with 
whom they could engage in offline activism, forming local groups 
networked together by their common origin on the Iron March 
forum.

Slavros created Iron March to fill a particular niche in the 
online neo-fascist ecosystem, which lacked a community for “21st 
century Fascists,” that is, a younger generation of adherents to 
Traditionalist neo-fascism.36 The Iron March community defined 
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itself in opposition online forums such as Stormfrontl and to 
groups such as the British Nationalist Party, looking instead to 
define a new movement that embodied the ideology that had 
evolved on Iron March.37 Iron March members typically claimed 
to have loose familiarity with but no serious involvement in prior 
movements: They had gravitated toward Iron March because of 
an interest in Traditionalist fascist politics, and those who looked 
for in-person organizations to join were usually unable to find one 
that fit their values.38 In public posts and private messages, Iron 
March members expressed disdain for existing online forums such 
as Stormfront and for groups such as Nick Griffin’s British National 
Party (BNP) and American white nationalists in general, in whom 
the Iron March members diagnosed a fixation on race to the neglect 
of the political organization of a future fascist state.39 Various Iron 
March members also found the existing neo-fascist movement to be 
at best indifferent to young people. One member recounts joining 
the BNP at 16, only to find out that the youth front in which he had 
been hoping to participate did not really exist.40

In forum posts and in private messages, a number of Iron March 
members referred to failed attempts to start fascist organizations 
on their college campuses or in their hometowns before they 
joined.41 The incubation of local groups occurred in parallel with 
the formation of personal ties between Iron March members and 
the creation of informal online social spaces. From the beginning, 
Iron March members reached out to others who lived nearby, 
looking both for friendship and political alliances.42 Users regularly 
discussed aspirations to create in-person organizations ranging 
from militant cells to think tanks to social clubs.43 Meanwhile, both 
in the Iron March forum and in private Iron March messages, users 
tried to make contact with other members in the same geographic 
area.44 The forum moderators actively encouraged this by creating 
dedicated sub-forums for any country with enough active Iron 
March members interested in that country to sustain discussion.45

The new Iron March groups were already networked together 
because of their common origin on the forum, which continued 
to fulfill its prior role as a space in which ideology and aesthetic 
values were defined even as it also became the locus of collaboration 
between the new in-person groups. It is clear from the private 
message logs that the founders of National Action, Atomwaffen 
Division, Skydas (a Lithuanian group), and Antipodean Resistance 
were in regular contact with each other both on Iron March and on 
other online services.46 Members saw the groups as an extension 
of Iron March: By 2017, official Iron March materials created by 
the site administrators to promote groups founded by Iron March 
members divided the Iron March Global Fascist Fraternity into 
affiliated groups, directly created either by Iron March members 
or through Iron March-related activity, and supported groups with 
which Iron March members sympathized and which in some cases 
had membership overlap with Iron March.47

The Emergence of the Skull Mask Network 
The first successful local group to emerge from Iron March was 

l Stormfront is a neo-Nazi web forum that has been in operation since 1995. 
See “Stormfront,” Southern Poverty Law Center, accessed December 
6, 2021, and Kevin C. Thompson, “Watching the Stormfront: White 
Nationalists and the Building of Community in Cyberspace,” Social Analysis: 
The International Journal of Social and Cultural Practice 45:1 (2001): pp. 
32-52.

National Action in the United Kingdom, founded in 2013 by Ben 
Raymond and Alex Davies.48 m In the Iron March topic Raymond 
created to promote National Action, he and his co-founder rejected 
electoral politics and instead stated their aspirations to create a 
militant neo-fascist youth subculture.49 National Action took a two-
pronged approach to recruitment, sending members to hand out 
flyers and canvass on university campuses while also reaching out 
to U.K.-based Iron March members through the Iron March private 
message system and through other Iron March-linked online spaces 
such as the Skype groups.50 National Action organized a range of 
spaces, including book groups, hiking groups, martial arts clubs, 
and survivalist trainings.51 Raymond made organizational decisions 
that suggest he may have been preparing from the beginning for 
clandestinization: National Action did not retain membership 
lists,52 and on Iron March, he discussed the need to keep “hotter 
stuff” anonymous,53 although it is unclear if this is in reference only 
to extreme propaganda or to other activities as well.

Encouraged by National Action’s success, Iron March users 
across the world began setting up their own local groups using the 
National Action model, but to the author’s knowledge during the 
period from 2011 to 2017 while Iron March was active, this occurred 
only where ideologically compatible groups did not already exist. 
In the few places where ideologically compatible groups already 
existed, Iron March members in search of in-person activism joined 
these groups instead. In Italy, Greece, and the Nordic countries, Iron 
March members found their way to preexisting neo-fascist groups 
such as CasaPound, Golden Dawn, and the Nordic Resistance 
Movement, respectively.54

Based on the experiences of the Iron March members who 
founded National Action, the Iron March leadership drew up 

m National Action was proscribed as a terrorist organization in 2016 after 
expressing support for the murder of Member of Parliament Jo Cox. 
Raymond was convicted in 2021 of being a member of National Action 
and sentenced to eight years in prison. Davies has been charged with 
membership in National Action and is to stand trial in 2022. Jessica 
Elgot, “Neo-Nazi Group National Action Banned by UK Home Secretary,” 
Guardian, December 12, 2016; “National Action: Ben Raymond Jailed for 
Eight Years,” BBC, December 3, 2021; “National Action: Neo-Nazi Group Co-
Founder to Stand Trial,” BBC, June 25, 2021.
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activist manuals to assist other members who were interested in 
starting local in-person groups.55 The private message logs show 
that Iron March members coordinated directly with National Action 
activists in setting up Atomwaffen Division in the United States, 
Skydas in Lithuania, and Antipodean Resistance in Australia.56 
The founders of these new groups received endorsements, 
advice on organizational matters, assistance with websites and 
donation drives, and even propaganda design from the Iron March 
moderators.57

Atomwaffen Division was officially announced on Iron 
March on October 12, 2015,58 by Brandon Russell, who went by 
the screen name “Odin” on Iron March.59 Russell claimed that 
Atomwaffen already had around 40 members at the time of the 
announcement.60 Iron March founder “Slavros” subsequently 
created a dedicated thread for Atomwaffen on Iron March,61 where 
much of Atomwaffen’s recruitment took place.62 Atomwaffen’s 
subsequent organization took place on Discord.63  

Antipodean Resistance was first announced on Iron March on 
October 10, 2016, in a post that encouraged Iron March users in 
Australia to reach out to users “Xav” and “Kehlsteinhaus,” or to 
contact an email address associated with the new cell.64 Concurrent 
threads in the private message logs show that while Antipodean 
Resistance recruited from Iron March, day-to-day organizing 
took place on a dedicated Discord server.65 Subsequent outreach 
occurred on The Daily Stormer66 as well as on Twitter.67    

The Order of Nine Angles and Terrorist 
Radicalization
Competition with existing groups in the broader neo-fascist 
movement drove the creation of local Iron March-affiliated groups, 
but this is not a sufficient explanation for why the Iron March social 
network produced the skull mask terrorist network rather than a 
non-violent activist network or militant street gangs. Most militant 
groups who engage in terrorism are originally socialized to violence 
in the course of other forms of violent conflict with the state or 
other activists, usually violent mass protest or guerrilla warfare.68 
However, the majority of Iron March users had no background 
in militancy, and many were new to organized politics. The skull 
mask network’s transformation into a clandestine terrorist network 
coincided temporally with the introduction of the Order of Nine 
Angles (O9A) worldview into the groups’ ideological influences.

The O9A is a occultist currentn founded by David Myatt in the 
late 1960s in the United Kingdom.69 The O9A shares with other 
pagan neo-fascists a belief in a primordial spirituality that has been 
supplanted by the Abrahamic faiths.70 Its doctrines are apocalyptic, 
predicting a final confrontation between monotheistic “Magian” 
civilization and primordial “Faustian” European spirituality.71 The 
skull mask network groups are not religiously monolithic, and most 
accept members who are not O9A adherents, but O9A philosophy 
has had a strong influence on the culture of the network. The O9A 
texts emphasize solitary rituals72 and the sense of membership in a 
superhuman spiritual elite.73 The O9A texts do not make social or 
financial demands on new adherents.74 Psychological commitment 

n The O9A is often erroneously described as “Nazi satanism” based on a 
superficial reading of some of the texts used in the first level of initiation. A 
detailed examination of the history and ideology of the O9A is beyond this 
article’s scope, but its ideological roots lie with Aryanist neo-pagan currents 
in interwar Germany.

is instead generated through secrecy and the challenging, sometimes 
criminal, nature of the initiatory and devotional rituals.75 Because 
the rituals are solitary and self-administered, they create a set of 
shared ‘transcendent’ experiences that enhance group cohesion 
without the need for members to be geographically close to each 
other. Its leaderless structure and self-administered initiations 
make the O9A worldview uniquely well-suited to spread through 
online social networks, while the ritual violence used in O9A 
religious ceremonies contributed to the habituation of individual 
skull mask network members to violence.

It remains unclear exactly how and when the Iron March 
community was introduced to O9A ideology and devotional 
practice. Most likely, it was through the influence of Ryan Fleming, 
a longtime O9A adherent who has written several O9A texts under 
the pseudonym A. A. Morain76 and was known as “Atlas” on Iron 
March. He subsequently went on to become a member of National 
Action, for whom he organized survivalist training. In early 2021, 
Fleming was jailed for unsupervised contact with children. He had 
previously been convicted of the sexual abuse of children.77 Fleming 
was responsible for the first mention of O9A on Iron March, in 
a private message dated May 9, 2015.78 In a subsequent message 
dated October 25, 2015, he offered to put another user in contact 
with Tempel ov Blood, an American O9A-affiliated group based 
in South Carolina.79 Fleming and Iron March founder “Slavros” 
subsequently came into conflict over the growing popularity of 
O9A amongst Iron March members involved in local skull mask 
network groups because Slavros considered O9A practices to be 
“degenerate.”80 On Iron March, interest in O9A appears to have 
remained marginal until the end of 2016 or the beginning of 2017.81

Several O9A-affiliated groups had become influential in the skull 
mask network by the time Iron March went offline in 2017. It is 
difficult to determine the size of these groups, but most appear to 
be small, with perhaps dozens of members at most.82 Atomwaffen 
Division was closely associated with the U.S.-based O9A affiliate 
Tempel ov Blood. National Action was linked to the U.K. O9A 
affiliate Drakon Covenant. Antipodean Resistance in Australia 
was involved83 with Kerry Bolton’s Black Order84 and the Temple 
of THEM.85 Finally, the Nordic Resistance Movement also has a 
long history with O9A that predates its ties to Iron March. Haakon 
Forwald, head of the Norwegian branch from 2010 to 2019,86 was 
a devotee of a Scandinavian O9A current87 variously known as the 
Misanthropic Luciferian Order, the Temple of Black Light, and 
Current 218.88 The magazine of the Finnish branch of the Nordic 
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Resistance Movement featured articles on O9A spiritual practices 
and on the work of Kerry Bolton of the Black Order.89

Despite O9A’s emphasis on individual development, in practice 
O9A adherents find each other through blogs and social media, 
and form relationships on the basis of common values and 
experiences, just as members of other subcultures do. The O9A’s 
diffusion through online communities is further facilitated by its 
permissiveness toward innovation and variation.90 Presumably 
to ensure that the O9A remains decentralized, no individual has 
publicly claimed authorship of the early O9A texts. The texts stress 
that the validity of the “O9A tradition” comes not from its status 
as a tradition, but from its ability to produce certain effects on its 
devotees.91 Someone interested in O9A but already committed 
to another esoteric religious tradition like Norse paganism or a 
Vedic religion need not abandon their existing practice to explore 
O9A: Small publishers run by O9A practitioners have brought out 
books and zines that discuss borrowing ritual practices from other 
religions as disparate as Vajrayana Buddhism, Shaivite Hinduism, 
Norse paganism, and Greek Gnosticism, while O9A artists’ work 
often draws on similar sources.92 The result of this flexibility is 
the multiplication of new texts and groups that draw on the O9A 
corpus but display considerable variation in aesthetics and ritual 
techniques, accelerating the diffusion of the ideas and practices 
through online neo-fascist spaces.

The O9A’s devotional and initiatory practices involve violence 
against both the self and other initiates.93 These practices closely 
resemble violent spiritual practices employed by Aum Shinrikyo94 
and Ugandan militant groups95 to create a sense of shared 
complicity in violence and isolation from the outside world. Early 
O9A texts recommend methods of generating altered mental 
states through extreme fasting, physical exertion, and sensory 
deprivation.96 Tempel ov Blood, the American O9A affiliate based 
in South Carolina, produced new texts and ritual formulas, all of 
which included more violence than the original O9A texts. Tempel 
ov Blood texts refer explicitly to Aum Shinrikyo as an example to be 
emulated.97 Aum Shinrikyo’s rituals involved considerable physical 
and psychological violence: Some initiates were confined in small 
cells and dosed with drugs,98 and others were hung upside down for 
a prolonged period, then doused in extremely cold water.99 Tempel 
ov Blood’s solitary devotional practice has involved ritualized self-
harm in the form of self-flagellation and bloodletting.100 Photos 
posted to Tempel ov Blood-affiliated blogs and social media 
accounts show adherents cutting themselves and smearing their 
blood on devotional texts and ritual objects.101 In settings where 
multiple Tempel ov Blood adherents have been able to gather, 
devotional practices have included intra-group ritual violence.102 
Tempel ov Blood visual propaganda, which spread across the skull 
mask network through Atomwaffen Division and the Drakon 
Covenant, has shown members inflicting various forms of violence, 
including waterboarding, on each other in a ritualized setting.103 

Both the early O9A texts and the more recent material 
from Tempel ov Blood presented violence against outsiders as 
aspirational for initiates. The early texts encouraged “human 
sacrifice” in the form of the murder of individuals selected either 
on the basis of purported character defects—early O9A texts gave as 
an example a juvenile delinquent who assaults and robs an elderly 
WWI veteran104—or because their death is seen as contributing to 
the decadence and collapse of the “Magian” system. The Tempel ov 
Blood texts explicitly encourage terrorism and assassination rather 

than ordinary crime, both as a devotional practice and as a means 
of achieving the temporal goals of the O9A.105

It is unknown whether skull mask network members have 
carried out attacks based on the instructions in the early O9A 
texts, although it is possible that the January 2018 murder of 
Blaze Bernstein allegedly by Atomwaffen Division member Sam 
Woodward was one such crime. The murder took place after a 
change in the Atomwaffen Division’s leadership: James Cameron 
Denton took over the group after Brandon Russell’s arrest in 2017,106 
and had steered the group toward closer involvement with the O9A. 
Atomwaffen Division was already starting to lose membership as 
those uncomfortable with O9A left the organization,107 and the 
process accelerated after the details of the murder became public.108 
The O9A texts on the murder of “unworthy” individuals require 
that the would-be murderer observe their target over time and 
present them secret “tests” to determine their suitability.109 The 
crime is supposed to remain secret, either covered up or made 
to appear random.110 Woodward’s actions bear close resemblance 
to these instructions: He allegedly cultivated a relationship with 
Bernstein under false pretenses before the murder, and attempted 
to hide Bernstein’s body rather than publicize the crime as an act of 
terrorism.111 Prosecutors allege that Woodward selected Bernstein 
as a victim because Bernstein was gay and Jewish.112 Further 
information will likely emerge in the course of Woodward’s trial, 
set for March 2022.113

Skull Mask Terror 
The Iron March forum was active from 2011 until November 2017, 
when it was suddenly taken offline. Three premeditated violent 
plots conclusively linked to Iron March were disrupted during 
the period from 2011 to 2017 while the forum was online. The 
majority of skull mask-linked terrorist activity has occurred after 
the disappearance of Iron March. The administrators’ motives for 
taking the site offline are unknown. Slavros provided no explanation 
for his actions when he took down Iron March in November 2017, 
and he has not been heard from in any public forum since.114 The 
majority of Iron March-linked terrorist activity has been driven by 
skull mask network groups committed to violence, not merely by 
radicalized individuals within the network. Skull mask network 
members involved in terrorist plots were often members of local 
cells. Skull mask network members who planned attacks as 
individuals were still in close contact with groups that reinforced 
their commitment to violence even if, for security reasons, the group 
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was not made aware of the details of the plot.
The first plot linked to Iron March was disrupted in 2015 when 

Iron March member Lindsay Souvannarath and an accomplice 
were arrested on their way to carry out a mass shooting at a 
shopping mall in Halifax, Nova Scotia. Souvannarath was allegedly 
in an online romantic relationship with Alexander Slavros at the 
time of her arrest.115 Souvannarath pled guilty and was sentenced 
to life in prison in 2018.116 Despite Souvannarath’s clear ties to neo-
fascist extremist movements, Canadian authorities did not charge 
the plotters with terrorism, with then Federal Justice Minister 
Peter MacKay stating that “the attack does not appear to have 
been culturally motivated, therefore not linked to terrorism.”117 
However, Souvannarath has said she intended to kill people she 
considered racially inferior and that she wanted to spread fear in 
mainstream society, but her accomplice was not an Iron March 
member and appears not to have shared Souvannarath’s ideological 
motivations.118 Souvannarath has since written several letters to 
James Mason, a neo-Nazi author whose book Siege has been an 
important influence on Atomwaffen Division.119 

In May 2017, Atomwaffen Division founder Devon Arthurs 
allegedly shot Jeremy Himmelman and Andrew Oneschuk 
during a dispute over Arthurs’ recent conversion to salafi Islam.120 
Arthurs and his Atomwaffen Division co-founder Brandon Russell 
were living in Tampa Palms, Florida, in a shared apartment with 
Himmelman and Oneschuk at the time of the murders.121 Russell, a 
member of the Florida National Guard, had returned from weekend 
training to find Himmelman and Oneschuk shot dead.122 Tampa 
police had already arrested Arthurs and let Russell go, believing him 
to be uninvolved in the crime.123 Before he was released, Russell had 
warned police that there were supplies for model rocketry stored in 
the apartment.124 Arthurs, however, told detectives that Russell was 
collecting bomb-making materials and had been planning to blow 
up power lines and government buildings.125 During a search of the 
garage, the FBI found a cooler full of HMTD, explosives precursors, 
and other bomb-making supplies belonging to Russell.126 Russell 
was apprehended the following morning with two rifles he had 
purchased after his release.127 Russell has since been convicted 
on explosives charges. Arthurs, who has been diagnosed with 
schizophrenia and autism, has been found to be incompetent to 
stand trial.128  

A National Action member was responsible for the third and 
last plot linked to Iron March before the site went offline. In fall 
2017, Jack Renshaw of National Action was arrested in connection 
with a plot hatched in July of the same year to assassinate Member 
of Parliament Rosie Cooper.129 Renshaw told prosecutors his 
plot was inspired by the murder of Jo Cox by far-right extremist 
Thomas Mair in 2016 and that he targeted her because of her pro-
immigration views.130 Renshaw pleaded guilty and was convicted 
in 2019.131

Since Iron March went offline, the network’s online propaganda 
infrastructure has migrated to Telegram, an encrypted messaging 
app favored by the Islamic State and other jihadi groups. 
Deprived of Iron March as a centralized platform, the skull mask 
network turned to encrypted messaging services to collaborate 
on propaganda design, disinformation campaigns, weapons 
manufacture, and attacks. It remains unclear whether strategy is 
coordinated among network-level leaders or if all decisions are left 
to the discretion of local cells.

New skull mask network nodes have been founded since the end 

of the Iron March forum. The post-Iron March skull mask network 
is much more fluid, with groups forming and dissipating quickly 
in response to law enforcement actions.132 As Alex Newhouse 
has outlined in this publication, the post-Iron March skull mask 
network is not strongly hierarchical: Individual groups have 
internal hierarchies, but network-level cohesion is maintained 
through shared aesthetic and ideological commitments and 
through overlaps in membership rather than through top-down 
organization.133 The Base and Feuerkrieg Division were the largest 
and most active nodes to emerge after the disappearance of Iron 
March.

The Base
The Base was founded in late 2018 by Rinaldo Nazzaro, an 
American living in Russia.134 The Base had members across the 
United States, organized into two- or three-person local cells.135 
The group also recruited in Canada and Australia.136 The group 
purchased land outside Republic, Washington, where they intended 
to conduct weapons and survivalist training.137 Some members 
of The Base were O9A adherents, and the group’s propaganda 
channels sometimes featured O9A imagery.138 One in-person 
meeting in Georgia featured a Norse-themed ritual sacrifice of a 
stolen ram and the consumption of LSD.139 In January 2020, the 
three members of The Base who formed the group’s Maryland cell 
were arrested on their way allegedly to stage a mass shooting at a 
gun rights rally in Richmond, Virginia.140 They allegedly hoped to 
create chaos and generate more violence by setting off a shootout 
between Virginia law enforcement and the heavily armed gun rights 
activists.141 The same week, the three members of the Georgia cell 
were arrested over an alleged plot to assassinate a local couple that 
was involved in anti-fascist activism.142

Feuerkrieg Division
Feuerkrieg Division was founded in late 2018 by a then 13-year-
old Estonian boy known only by his online alias, “Commander.”143 
Feuerkrieg Division propaganda sometimes included O9A 
iconography, and several members were O9A adherents.144 
Feuerkrieg Division shared members with The Base and with 
Atomwaffen, and when Commander stepped down as the leader 
of Feuerkrieg Division in 2020 after action by Estonian law 
enforcement, Atomwaffen Division member Taylor Parker-Dipeppe 
took over leadership of the group.145 Members of Feuerkrieg Division 
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were responsible for numerous terrorist plots in Europe and the 
United States. A man linked to the Feuerkrieg Division, Jarrett 
William Smith, who at the time was a U.S. soldier, was arrested in 
September 2019 and has pleaded guilty to charges of distributing 
bomb-making materials.146 Smith was an adherent of Current 218, 
the Scandinavian O9A affiliate to which Haakon Forwald of the 
Nordic Resistance Movement also belonged.147 Smith also had ties 
to the Azov Battalion, a neo-fascist Ukrainian paramilitary group.148 
In August 2019, Conor Climo of Feuerkrieg Division was arrested 
after allegedly telling an undercover FBI agent that he planned to 
bomb a synagogue or a gay bar in Las Vegas.149 Climo has pleaded 
guilty to weapons charges.150 In September 2019, a 16-year-old 
British member of Feuerkrieg Division was arrested in connection 
with a plot to firebomb synagogues.151 Court documents allege that 
this boy was involved in neo-Nazi Satanism but do not mention 
O9A by name.152

Smaller skull mask groups have also planned terror attacks and, 
in one case, have attempted to create cross-ideological coordination 
with jihadis. Ethan Melzer,o a private in the U.S. Army, was 
arrested in Italy in summer 2020 for his alleged involvement in a 
plot to attack an overseas U.S. military base.153 Prosecutors allege 
that Melzer was affiliated with O9A and with a small skull mask 
group called Rapewaffen, about which little is known.154 His O9A 
associates claim to have been in contact with al-Qa`ida operatives 
who were meant to assist with the attack.155

Conclusion
Iron March served as the incubator in which the ideologies, 
aesthetics, and interpersonal bonds necessary to sustain the skull 
mask network developed. Frustrated at the lack of compatible 
local groups to join, Iron March users created their own local 

o In June 2020, Melzer was indicted for terrorism offenses. The case is 
ongoing. “U.S. Army Soldier Charged with Terrorism Offenses for Planning 
Deadly Ambush on Service Members in His Unit,” U.S. Department of 
Justice, June 22, 2020.

organizations that were networked from the beginning by their 
common origin on the forums. Later, the introduction of O9A 
rituals provided a convenient method for habituating members to 
violence and creating a shared sense of commitment to militancy. 
Together with constant communication among members, these 
factors allowed the network to survive the loss of Iron March as an 
organizing platform and the subsequent transition to a more diffuse 
mode of organizing.

The survival since 2017 of the skull mask network, despite 
the loss of Iron March as an organizing platform, shows that 
takedowns of public, centralized, online organizing platforms are 
not necessarily enough to disrupt violent extremist networks if 
members have already formed strong social connections that can 
survive the migration to other communication services. Even after 
a group loses its centralized platform and disperses across small 
groups on encrypted messaging services, the social connections 
necessary to repair the network after de-platforming can persist 
as long as enough individuals are able to maintain membership in 
multiple nodes in the network. Disrupting the skull mask network 
will depend on breaking down the social bonds that connect 
members at the individual level, not merely on closing down 
centralized platforms.

Because of its origin as a geographically dispersed online 
community, the post-Iron March skull mask network is not 
dependent for survival on any one node, however large or 
prolific. The skull mask network began online and produced local 
organizations only after members had already developed a collective 
identity based on their online associations. The local groups have 
proved transient, but the skull mask network’s collective identity 
persists, allowing the network to evolve in response to external 
pressure from law enforcement. It remains to be seen whether, 
over time, the free movement of individual members between skull 
mask groups will be enough to sustain the network or whether 
pressure from law enforcement and the lack of a centralized online 
organizing platform will lead to fragmentation and siloing as 
skull mask groups close themselves off to forestall infiltration and 
prosecution.     CTC
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This article examines the criminal justice approach to 
prosecuting women who left Germany during the last 
10 years to join terrorist organizations in Syria and 
Iraq, including the Islamic State, and returned. In 2018, 
the German Federal Court of Justice (BGH) ruled that 
presence in Islamic State territory alone was not enough 
to constitute membership in a terrorist organization, 
complicating criminal prosecution of female returnees 
in Germany. In response, German prosecutors have been 
using both national and international law to charge and 
convict female returnees for carrying weapons or looting, 
which in turn supports their argument that women 
have indeed been members or supporters of a terrorist 
organization. This has helped them hold female returnees 
to Germany responsible for their crimes. Of the more 
than 80 German adult female returnees, 22 have been 
charged as of December 2021. A total of 20 have been 
convicted of, for example, membership in or support of 
a terrorist organization, weapons violations, war crimes 
against property, and/or crimes against humanity, with the 
average sentence for female returnees of three years and 
10 months.

T hree years and 10 months.a This is the average sentence 
that convicted women who traveled to Syria and Iraq 
to join jihadi organizations such as the Islamic State 
between 2011 and 2021 and returned (hereafter 
referred to as female returnees), have received in 

Germany as of December 2021. Since the military defeat of the 
Islamic State in Syria and Iraq, the German judiciary has been 
confronted with an increased number of foreign fightersb returning 
from the conflict zone. So far, authorities have had more experience 
dealing with male returning foreign terrorist fighters (FTFs).1 
However, while at least 13 percent of all foreigners who joined the 

a Calculation by the authors, based on press statements of the responsible 
prosecutors‘ offices and courts as well as some media articles. See 
appendix. 

b United Nations Security Council Resolution 2178 (2014) defines “foreign 
fighters” as “individuals who travel to a State other than their States of 
residence or nationality for the purpose of the perpetration, planning, 
or preparation of, or participation in, terrorist acts or the providing or 
receiving of terrorist training, including in connection with armed conflict.” 
Technically, this could also include women, but it appears that most women 
did not take part in these activities. “United Nations Security Council: 
Resolution 2178 (2014),” adopted by the Security Council at its 7272nd 
meeting, on September 24, 2014, U.N. Doc. S/RES/2178 (2014), p. 2. 

Islamic State were female, there is less experience with prosecution 
of female returnees.2 Women were often perceived as passive 
victims who were lured into joining a terrorist organization by men, 
as less ideological and less dangerous.3 With more information 
on the actual role of women within the Islamic State coming to 
light, this understanding is slowly changing.4 Jennifer W. is a case 
in point. On October 25, 2021, she was sentenced to 10 years in 
prison for membership in a foreign terrorist organization, aiding 
and abetting murder by omission, and crimes against humanity 
with fatal consequences. After joining the Islamic State in summer 
2014, she did nothing to prevent the death of a Yazidi “slave” girl 
who her husband hanged on a fence as punishment.5 

This article examines the criminal justice approach to 
prosecuting women such as Jennifer W. who left Germany between 
around 2011 and 2021 to join terrorist organizations in Syria and 
Iraq, including the Islamic State, and returned. Dealing with female 
returnees poses new challenges for practitioners in law enforcement, 
prosecution, prison, and probation as well as rehabilitation. A focus 
on the convictions of female returnees sheds light on the criminal 
justice approach to female terrorists in Germany and how it has 
developed in recent years.

Before embarking on this research, the authors hypothesized 
that the prosecution of female returnees in Germany was still 
based on a rather limited understanding of the roles of women 
in extremism and terrorism: If they were only considered naive 
“jihadi brides” without real agency within a terrorist organization 
such as the Islamic State, then this would be reflected in a lack of 
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prosecution and conviction for terrorism offenses.6 But this article 
makes clear this assumption was incorrect by presenting new data 
on German female returnees who have been charged and convicted 
for terrorism-related crimes. It uses open-source material such as 
official press releases from the Chief Public Prosecutor’s Offices 
and news articles to provide insight into the publicly available 
information on the defendants, such as age, nationality, and charges 
as well as details of the conviction and the prison sentence. 

After a short overview of the German foreign fighter 
phenomenon and existing research, this article introduces the 
existing German criminal justice framework to returning foreign 
fighters in general. It then outlines takeaways from the criminal 
proceedings against 22 German female returnees as of December 
2021. In the final section, some preliminary conclusions are drawn 
and future research needs outlined. An appendix at the end of the 
article provides details about each of the 22 cases.

When Foreign Fighters Return
According to the German government, more than 1,150 persons 
have left Germany to join jihadi organizations, mostly the Islamic 
State in Syria and Iraq, since 2011.7 Around 25 percent of those 
who are known to have departed Germany have since lost their 
lives, and many are still missing.8 In Kurdish-managed camps in 
northeastern Syria, roughly 30 men and 22 women who previously 
resided in Germany and around 150 childrenc are still said to be 
detained with thousands of other (former) Islamic State affiliates; 
nine German foreign recruits, six of them women, are said to be 
currently imprisoned in Iraq.9 Thirty-seven percent of the original 
travelers are estimated to have returned to Germany. The German 
government states that as of January 2021, they have information 
on 148 individuals who have at least temporarily joined the Islamic 
State and returned to Germany but the relevant statement does 
not differentiate between men and women.10 Based on an informal 
conversation between the authors and a representative of the 
German government in December 2021, there are more than 80 
adult female returnees who have returned to Germany from the 
conflict zone in Syria and Iraq. Some women returned voluntarily 
quite early on, others in the last months of the caliphate. In 
addition, the German government has repatriated several women 
and children, most recently in October 2021.11 This is also a 
consequence of several court decisions obligating the government 
to locate and repatriate certain German minors and their mothers.

Extensive research has been done on the (European) foreign 
fighters who have joined terrorist organizations such as the 
Islamic State and those that have returned.12 Regarding Germany, 
researchers from the Bremen police have, for example, contributed 
an assessment of policies on returnees,13 and researchers at the 
International Centre for Counter-Terrorism have touched upon 
various issues such as the deprivation of nationality as a tool to deal 
with FTFs.14 In addition, the German Federal Criminal Police Office 
has conducted an extensive study on the profiles of German foreign 
fighters and is currently preparing one on returnees.15 Returnees 
present various challenges for their home countries, especially from 
a security perspective: While some are disillusioned, others might 
still adhere to extremist ideology and pose a security risk. Men 

c These children were either born in Germany and taken to Islamic State 
territory by their parents, or born abroad.

and boys have often received military training and have combat 
experience, but women are also known to have handled weapons.16

As evidence is not always available or cannot be used in court, 
charging and convicting returnees is challenging. Those who are 
not convicted but are deemed potentially dangerous have to be 
monitored by security agencies, which is very resource intensive. 
Not all returnees are open to engage in deradicalization and 
disengagement programs. In addition, if convicted, they still pose 
a threat in prison because they can potentially radicalize other 
inmates. So far, Germany, like other European countries, has had 
little experience in dealing with this specific group of potentially 
radicalized female inmates.17 

Regarding women and girls traveling to the caliphate, most of 
the research so far has looked into their background, radicalization 
process, or motivation to depart as well as role within the Islamic 
State.18 German court records are far from easily accessible, and 
therefore, there is no equivalent to the tracking data provided by 
George Washington University’s Program on Extremism, which 
tracks individual U.S. cases of Islamic State-related offenses 
since 2014.19 Even less research has been published on Germany’s 
returning female foreign fighters.20 

In addition, there are few analyses of the prosecution of returning 
foreign fighters outside specialist journals, with one example of a 
non-specialist journal article being an article on gender stereotypes 
in trials of female returnees in Germany.21 One reason might be 
strict German data protection laws that make complete access to 
judicial court files quite challenging. The exact number of female 
foreign recruits and returnees is not publicly available. To the 
authors’ knowledge, there is also no public overview of charged and 
convicted female returnees in Germany so far, which demonstrates 
the relevance of the findings presented in this article.

The Criminal Justice Framework 
In some European countries, such as Belgium and France, FTFs 
can be tried in absentia.22 This means that a person can be charged 
and convicted for a crime while not being present in court. The 
person would have to serve their sentence upon return. Germany 
has another approach to the prosecution of both male and female 
foreign fighters, however, as convictions in absentia are not allowed.

There are two main offenses that are relevant for the criminal 
prosecution of all returnees: “membership in a foreign terrorist 
organization” according to §§ 129a, 129b of the German criminal 
code (Strafgesetzbuch or StGB) and “preparation of a serious act 
of violent subversion” according to § 89a StGB. Relevant in the 
context of FTFs are also § 22a of the “War Weapons Control Act” 
(KrWaffKontrG) as well as several violations of international law 
(VStGB), for example, “crimes against humanity” (§ 7), “war crimes 
against people” (§ 8), or “war crimes against property,” such as 
looting (§ 9). 

§§ 129a, 129b StGB covers membership in as well as support 
of a foreign terrorist organization. Membership is defined as 
an enduring participation in the organization combined with 
subordination to the group’s intention. The person must also 
perform a supporting task within the group, which can range 
from fighting to being a paramedic to running a Telegram channel 
with propaganda. The activity that constitutes membership must 
support the organization’s goals not just from the outside but from 
the inside.23 Being a supporter refers to a person who is not an actual 
member of the group but has a supporting role. This includes, for 
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example, collecting money or information or sharing self-made or 
existing propaganda with the aim of recruiting new members or 
supporters. In addition to these factors, the Federal Ministry of 
Justice and Customer Protection has to “authorize the prosecution 
for acts committed for a foreign terrorist group.”24 For example, 
acts committed for the Islamic State could only be prosecuted with 
§§ 129a, 129b StGB after this authorization was issued in January 
2014. 

In 2015, in the wake of the rising number of jihadi travelers 
from Germany and other Western countries and the adoption of 
U.N. resolution 2178 in 2014, the German parliament passed a 
law to adjust the criminal code to introduce criminal liability for 
providing funds for terrorist organizations as well as extending 
§89a StGB so that it encompassed preparation of a serious act of 
violent subversion (for example, acts of terror or training for acts 
of terror) in foreign countries as well as Germany.25 This addition 
closed a liability gap: From this moment forward, traveling to Syria 
to join a terrorist group was punishable by law even if membership 
in a terrorist organization could not be proven.

In contrast to centralized approaches in countries such as 
the United Kingdom, the responsibility for nearly all terrorism 
investigations and prosecutions in Germany falls within the 
jurisdiction of the 16 German federal states. Only the prosecution 
of §§ 129a, 129b StGB offenses—and hence, prosecution of 
returnees—lies in the primary jurisdiction of the Federal Public 
Prosecutor General (Generalbundesanwalt or GBA). 

However, due to the high number of cases, the GBA has delegated 
many of the cases to the chief public prosecutors of the federal states 
(Generalstaatsanwaltschaften or GenStA).26 This concentration of 
knowledge helps prosecutors run investigations more efficiently 
and helps to consider all different aspects of possible applicable 
crimes. 

While, in principle, there is no discrimination between male and 
female prosecution, the reality is different for female returnees as the 
case of German citizen Sibel H. shows. She and her husband were 
investigated by law enforcement for traveling to Syria and Iraq, and 
she was investigated for membership in the Islamic State according 
to §§ 129a, 129b StGB. In October 2017, the GBA requested an 
arrest warrant for Sibel H., who had returned from Islamic State 
territory in Iraq; it argued that she had supported the cause of the 
Islamic State by joining the organization and moving to its territory, 
even though she did not participate in any terrorist activity. This 
argumentation seemed to follow the simplistic understanding that 
the only support women could bring to a terrorist organization was 
as housewives and mothers. However, the German Federal Court of 
Justice (BGH) did not follow the prosecutor’s line of argument and 
declined the request in 2018: Living within Islamic State territory 
was not synonymous with membership in the group.d Although it 
benefits the Islamic State that foreigners join their cause and travel 
and work in its territory, the BGH stated that as long as a person did 
not participate in any activity related to the terrorist organization, 
membership cannot be affirmed. Therefore, sympathizing with the 
Islamic State and living a life in the caliphate with their consent was 
not judged to equate to integration into the group nor membership 
in the terrorist organization.27

d This ruling applied to both support as well as membership in a terrorist 
organization.

The BGH’s decision created a serious challenge for law 
enforcement and prosecuting authorities in how to handle returnees, 
especially females. From that moment onward, proving that a 
person had lived in Islamic State territory was no longer sufficient 
to secure a conviction for membership in or support of a terrorist 
organization.28 As a consequence, German law enforcement needed 
to gather more evidence on activities of suspected jihadi travelers 
related to the terrorist organization, such as creating propaganda. 
Due to difficulties in obtaining this kind of information, this posed 
a real problem.29  

In addition, as Executive Director of the U.N. Counter-Terrorism 
Committee Executive Directorate (CTED) Michèle Coninsx stressed 
in 2018, it is especially important to “ensure that the collection, 
preservation, and sharing of evidence is done in accordance with 
all the conditions needed in front of court and for prosecutors and 
judges.”30 Information on the activities of female travelers is even 
more difficult to come by than for males.31 The result has been that 
arrest warrants are often not issued for female foreign fighters 
immediately upon their return to Germany. However, if the return 
of a female foreign fighter is known to law enforcement, she can be 
stopped, questioned, and searched on arrival at the airport.32 As they 
build cases against female returnees, law enforcement must often 
rely on information provided by the traveler’s family, statements by 
fellow travelers, her own social media posts, or confessions. In this 
context, an important source of information has been the working 
group on returnees within the German Federal Criminal Police 
Office. This unit is responsible for all questions regarding German 
foreign fighters detained in Syria, Iraq, and Turkey who have 
an intent to return to Germany and organizes their repatriation 
and questioning.33 Other important sources of information have 
been and continue to be official Islamic State documents, which 
provide not just an invaluable insight into the organization but also 
information on members of the group,34 and battlefield evidence 
gathered during Operation Gallant Phoenix.35 e

Takeaways from German Criminal Proceedings
In Germany, starting an investigation only requires initial 
suspicion of a crime, but charging and convicting someone for 
a crime requires far higher burdens of proof. As of December 
2021, German prosecuting authorities had charged 22 women 
who qualify as returnees, meaning that they were either German 
citizens or residing in Germany before traveling to join the Islamic 
State and have returned to Germany. Of those 22 women, 20 have 
been convicted by a German court as of December 2021. Not all 
but most of the 22 charged women were either allegedly or proven 
to be part of the Islamic State; one had instead joined the terrorist 
organization Jabhat al-Nusra in Syria and another one allegedly 
joined Jund al-Aqsa before joining the Islamic State. When 
comparing the date of return to Germany and the filing of charges 
(as well as start of the trial) of female returnees, the data supports 
the claim that there were differences in the prosecution of female 
as opposed to male returnees. Law enforcement was often able to 

e “Operation Gallant Phoenix is an intelligence fusion centre established in 
2013 near Amman, Jordan. It comprises a large number of countries and 
includes a variety of agencies, including law enforcement, military and 
civilian personnel. It enhances the ability of member nations’ to understand 
and respond to current, evolving and future violent extremist threats - 
regardless of threat ideology.” New Zealand Ministry of Defence website.
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arrest male returnees shortly after their return and prosecutors 
were able to immediately prepare charges against them. Contrary to 
that course of action, even though the first woman returned in 2013, 
it was not before February 2015 that charges were filed against a 
female returnee for the first time—Andrea B.—and the trial started 
three weeks later.f Omaima A. was, for example, able to live several 
years in her hometown Hamburg after her return in 2016 before 
authorities arrested her and filed charges in March 2020.36

There were essentially two waves of female returnees. The first 
three women came back to Germany before 2014, while the second 
wave started in 2016 lasting until today. Due to the concentration 
of returnees in some federal states, the chief public prosecutors of 
the federal states (GenStA) with the most cases either completed or 
ongoing are Düsseldorf (8) and Hamburg (4). Almost all convictions 
according to §§ 129a, 129b StGB happened after the 2018 BGH 
decision. It is also worth noting that none of the convicted returnees 
were convicted for the updated and expanded version of §89a StGB, 
as they had all traveled before it came into effect. 

Before looking at sentencing, it is useful to examine the cases 
according to the different statutes used by German prosecutors. 

Support and/or membership in a terrorist organization 
(§§ 129a, 129b StGB)
Despite the difficulties mentioned above, since the beginning of 
the conflict in Syria in 2011, out of the 20 convictions, 19 female 
returnees were nevertheless convicted for support or membership 

f This gap at the time between date of return and indictment as well as start 
of the trial is probably linked to the above mentioned lack of or difficulty 
of compiling evidence against female returnees in general, evidence 
surfacing during trials against male returnees, a lack of experience with the 
prosecution of women for terrorism charges as well as a general perception 
that women had either been fulfilling domestic roles such as stay at home 
wife and mother of fighters’ children or naive victims of their husband who 
had lured or forced them to travel with them. However, a thorough analysis 
of the difference in prosecution between male and female returnees is still 
needed.

in a terrorist organization according to §§ 129a, 129b StGB.g 
The first conviction according to §§ 129a, 129b StGB was that of 
Karolina R., who was sentenced in June 2015 to three years and 
nine months for supporting a terrorist organization abroad; she had 
traveled to Syria to transport cash and cameras.37 In the course of 
2013, Karolina R. had stayed in Syria with her husband (according 
to ‘Islamic’ law) and son twice for several weeks but had never 
actually lived there.38 

Since the mere presence—assumed to be limited to the role of 
housewife and/or mother—does not, according to the 2018 BGH 
ruling, qualify as membership in a terrorist organization, law 
enforcement, prosecutors, and courts have had since then to use 
a different approach to be able to prosecute and convict female 
returnees according to the §§ 129a, 129b StGB statute.39 

Since 2018, this has included two options. One option is a new 
dogmatic understanding that has allowed prosecutors to argue 
that legal activities can still constitute membership in a terrorist 
organization when they are considered within a broader context, 
such as the intentional travel to Islamic State territory and marriage 
to an Islamic State member, taking children to the caliphate, or 
even following orders from someone with commanding authority 
within the Islamic State—for example, a husband or other local 
Islamic State commanders.40

The other option has been to use statutes under both national 
and international law as a ‘backdoor’ for prosecutors to argue that 
the accused female returnee was indeed a member of a terrorist 
organization.41

War Weapons Control Act (§22a KrWaffKontrG)
Female Islamic State affiliates often carried weapons, making them 
liable under the War Weapons Control Act (KrWaffKontrG).42 
Carrying a weapon may also indicate weapons training or the 
provision of the weapon from the terrorist organization, which 
prosecutors can argue then constitutes membership in this terrorist 
organization. 

In a high-profile case, 36-year-old German national and 
widow of infamous German jihadi Denis Cuspert, Omaima A. was 
sentenced in two separate criminal proceedings in October 2020 
and July 2021 to a total of four years in prison for membership in a 
terrorist organization, weapons violations, failing to properly care 
for her children as well as aiding and abetting in crimes against 
humanity.43 The German attorney general had initially demanded a 
prison sentence of five years for Omaima A., which would have been 
the highest prison sentence for a female returnee at that time.44

Eleven of the 20 convicted female returnees were convicted for 

g Only one of the 20 female returnee convicts, Andrea B., was not convicted 
according to §§ 129a, 129b StGB. She was convicted only for the 
abduction of minors. The charge of “preparing a serious act of violent 
subversion” could not be proven, and she was not even charged with 
the possible membership in Jabhat Al-Nusra. Andrea B. was the first 
female returnee to be convicted in the period considered in this article, 
her verdict was pronounced in 2015—three years before the 2018 BGH 
decision. Her conviction on only non-terrorism charges might have been 
the consequence of a lack of evidence, experience, or determination to 
prosecute women who returned from jihadi organizations for terrorism 
charges at that time. Oberlandesgericht München, “Strafverfahren gegen 
Andrea B. wegen Vorbereitung einer schweren staatsgefährdenden 
Gewalttat u.a. (Beteiligung einer deutschen Islamistin am syrischen 
Bürgerkrieg),” Pressemitteilung 7 (February 2015). 

“As of December 2021, German 
prosecuting authorities had charged 
22 women who qualify as returnees, 
meaning that they were either German 
citizens or residing in Germany before 
traveling to join the Islamic State and 
have returned to Germany. Of those 
22 women, 20 have been convicted by a 
German court.”
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possession of a weapon of war, making this offense the second-most 
frequent crime for which female returnees were convicted. 

War crimes against property (§9 VStGB) 
Another circumstance that has repeatedly been used by prosecutors 
seeking convictions of female returnees is that foreign fighters 
and their families often received a house or apartment from the 
Islamic State. Prosecutors have argued this should be considered a 
case of occupation of residential properties or ‘looting by residing,’ 
a crime against international law and thus the German Code of 
Crimes against International Law (§9 VStGB). Prosecutors argue 
that getting a residential property from the Islamic State or other 
terrorist group constitutes membership in the terrorist group.45 
This argument was first successfully used in the trial against Sabine 
Sch. in 2019, and she was sentenced for five years under §9 VStGB 
in conjunction with §§ 129a, b StGB.46 The BGH has since usually 
followed (i.e., accepted) the prosecutor’s argumentation. In total, 
eight of the 20 convicted female returnees were convicted for 
‘looting by residing.’ All eight of these convictions happened after 
the 2018 BGH decision which supports the argument that German 
prosecutors are creatively turning to using other statues to prove 
membership in a terrorist group. 

Crimes against humanity or war crimes (§ 7 or § 8 VStGB)
Beside ‘looting by residing,’ other violations against international 
law can be applied by prosecutors to female returnees, such as 
crimes against humanity or war crimes against persons. These 
convictions are mostly linked to the enslavement, torture, and 
killings of Yazidis by the Islamic State and its members. As of 
December 2021, Sarah O., Omaima A., Jennifer W., Nurten J., and 
Carla-Josephine S. were convicted according to § 7 VStGB (crimes 
against humanity) or § 8 VStGB (war crimes). The highly publicized 
case of Jennifer W., who allowed a Yazidi girl to die of thirst, ended 
with the highest prison sentence of 10 years. The court decided that 
Jennifer W.’s Islamic State membership had indeed supported the 
“annihilation of the Yazidi religion” as well as the “enslavement of 
the Yazidi people.”47 She was the first Islamic State member (male 
or female) to be charged anywhere in the world for crimes against 
the religious Yazidi minority.h   

Sentences
The 20 convicted female returnees received an average prison 
sentence of three years and 10 months (including those sentenced 
to probation). Only four sentences involved probation rather than 
prison time. While every sentence must be seen as result of each of 
the returnees’ individual guilt, some aspects stand out. The heaviest 
sentence of 10 years was handed to Jennifer W. (see above), and the 
lightest sentence was handed to Andrea B. (one year and six months 
on probation for the abduction of minors and not for membership 
in a terrorist organization). Another interesting point is that 

h On November 30, 2021, Jennifer W.’s husband according to ‘Islamic’ law, 
Taha Al-J., was found guilty of genocide in combination with a crime against 
humanity resulting in death, a war crime against persons resulting in death, 
aiding and abetting a war crime against persons in two cases, and bodily 
harm resulting in death. He was sentenced to lifelong imprisonment and 
must pay €50,000 as compensation to the joint plaintiff. “Main sentences 
Taha Al-J. to lifelong imprisonment for genocide and other criminal 
offences,” Higher Regional Court Frankfurt, Press Center OLG Frankfurt am 
Main, November 30, 2021.

violations of international law can enhance the sentence length due 
to the severity of these crimes, such as the “enslavement” of Yazidi 
women and girls.

But it should be noted that time in Kurdish prisons or camps 
can in some cases be deducted from the prison sentence, reducing 
the actual time in prison in Germany. A stay in a bona fide prison 
in Syria, Iraq, or Turkey, either as pre-trial confinement or serving 
a sentence, is taken account with a specific factor—for example, 
one year in an Iraqi prison equals three years in a German one. The 
time in one of the many detention camps, such as Al-Hol, is not 
automatically credited to the prison sentence. When assessing the 
returnee’s sentence, time in these detention camps is considered 
according to § 46 of the German criminal code (StGB), which refers 
to “Principles for Determining Punishment.” The time in the camps 
is thus used as a factor to determine the final sentence, comparable 
to the returnee showing remorse or confessing. 

Conclusion
More than 15 percent of Western Europeans who joined the Islamic 
State in Syria and Iraq were women.48 As many have returned or will 
return in the future, countries such as Germany are facing several 
challenges when aiming to charge and prosecute returnees, for 
example due to a lack of evidence. As outlined in this article, a 2018 
decision of the German Federal Court of Justice (BGH) complicated 
the prosecution of female returnees even further: mere presence in 
Islamic State territory was not considered enough to convict women 
of membership or support of a terrorist organization according to 
§§ 129a, 129b StGB. As a result of this ruling, law enforcement 
has had to find evidence of crimes beyond female returnees 
participating in daily life within the Islamic State. To affirm §§ 
129a, 129b StGB offenses, prosecutors have been using evidence of 
several other crimes, such as breaches of the War Weapons Control 
Act or crimes liable under international law, such as looting. 

While the BGH ruling has made filing charges and convicting 
female returnees more challenging, it has encouraged prosecutors 
to hold them accountable for other crimes under German and 
international law, including war crimes that they have committed. 
Indeed, Germany’s federal prosecutor Dr. Peter Frank had 
already stated in 2017: “We [the federal prosecutor] think that 
the membership in a foreign terrorist organization can also be 
confirmed when it comes to these women, since these women 
have strengthened the internal structures of the so-called Islamic 
State and thus this terror organization.”49 The results of this article 
demonstrate that German law enforcement and public prosecution 
has so far successfully adapted to the challenges caused by the 2018 
BGH decision. They have been using a new approach to support 
their argument that female returnees were not just “jihadi brides” 
but full members of a terrorist organization. An analysis of various 
public prosecutors’ press releases demonstrates that of the more 
than 80 adult female returnees, 22 have been charged, 20 have 
successfully been convicted, and 19 for support of or membership 

“The 20 convicted female returnees 
received an average prison sentence of 
three years and 10 months (including 
those sentenced to probation).”
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in a terrorist organization according to §§ 129a, 129b StGB. These 
convictions also confirm the diversity of women’s roles beyond 
childcare, for example carrying and using weapons, looting, as well 
as aiding and abetting slavery of members of the Yazidi community. 
While the average sentence is three years and 10 months, the 
convicted women rarely serve their full prison sentences, including 
because long pre-trial detention as well as stays in camps or prisons 
abroad can be credited.50 

Few publications are discussing the criminal prosecution of 
female returnees, and even fewer have been published on women 
from Germany.51 This article had the objective to bring a data-driven 
analysis to the debate on criminal justice approaches to female 
affiliates of terrorist organizations. The findings of how Germany 
has prosecuted female returnees have important implications for 
Germany as well as other (European) countries. 

With their own unique legal system guiding their approach to 
terrorism-related cases, all countries with a significant number 
of foreign recruits to terrorist organizations had to develop an 
approach to the prosecution of returnees. For example, France had 
decided to criminalize the mere stay in the territory of the Islamic 
State and was able to systematically convict both male and female 
returnees accordingly since around 2016; it has also established a 
specific national prosecutor’s office for counterterrorism (PNAT) in 
2019 as a reaction to the terrorist attacks in November 2015.52 Due 
to the large number of returnees, Belgium has had to treat these 
cases in a lower court, which means that the normal sentence for 
membership in a terrorist organization (which is 10 years) is divided 
by two.53 This leaves judges little leeway for higher sentences than 
five years. 

Germany is one of the only countries that has successfully 
utilized aspects of international law to legally prove membership 
in a terrorist organization, especially in the case of returned women. 
It might provide a useful model for other countries in developing 
more effective prosecution of returnee cases in their respective legal 
systems. It is thus worth comparing the prosecution of returning 
foreign recruits in different countries and develop recommendations 
on how to leverage international law. The successful conviction of 
Jennifer W. for, inter alia, crimes against humanity with a prison 
sentence of 10 years might also serve as an example to strengthen 
the prosecution in other countries of crimes against the Yazidi 
community. 

The importance of finding admissible evidence beyond just 
membership in the Islamic State or another terrorist organization 
points to the significance of international cooperation and the 
provision and sharing of battlefield evidence (including by the 
Operation Gallant Phoenix coalition) against both male and female 
returnees.54 Establishing and using international standards for 
collecting and handling battlefield evidence, which are similar to 
the standards in Western judicial systems, could help to make this 
evidence more accessible in German criminal investigations. In 
addition, the possibility of an international tribunal, comparable 
with the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia, 
to prosecute and convict former Islamic State terrorists in Syria and 
Iraq is subject of current debates among experts.55 

The authors’ findings also have several important implications 
for how Germany and other countries should address the challenge 
of rehabilitation and reintegration of female returnees. First, every 
day in a camp or prison abroad might reduce the time in prison 
spent by a female returnee. This is potentially problematic because 
it can be easier for prevention counselors to establish contact with 
radicalized individuals in prison as opposed to individuals who are 
being held in a foreign prison, detention facility, or camp abroad 
or those who do not receive a prison sentence upon their return. 
In addition, while deradicalization and disengagement programs 
are not mandatory in Germany, prison structures can encourage 
inmates to accept a first talk with a prevention counselor or social 
worker. 

Second, as risk assessment toolsi such as the Dutch VERA-2R, 
the German RADAR-iTE, or the Canadian HCR 20 have been 
developed on the basis of male cases, their results on women will 
likely be distorted. They should thus include additional gender-
sensitive features to provide more accurate analysis of the risk that 
women pose.56 

Third, many convicted women bring back with them (young) 
children, which leads to difficult questions of custody, child and 
youth welfare, and the reintegration of children into the education 
system and society. Practitioners from several European countries 
have pointed out the need to “improve facilities in penitentiary 
institutions to allow regular contacts between parents and their 
children, which will help rehabilitation and reintegration efforts.”57 

Fourth, returnee cases are often being dealt with by various 
actors from the social, educational, justice, and public health 
sector as well as civil society. Especially in the case of Germany 
with its federal system, these actors need to be able to exchange 
good practices. In addition, greater knowledge exchange between 
practitioners, but also with academia and policy makers would help 
improve understanding of the foreign fighter returnee phenomenon 
and develop effective responses.

The authors’ research also points to other future research needs: 
for example, the need to analyze complete court files and decision-
making processes (such as potential differences between sentences 
demanded by the prosecution and sentences handed down by 
the court), the need to compare the rehabilitation approaches 
in different (European) countries, and the need to look into the 
reintegration and recidivism of female returnees.

This survey of criminal proceedings against women who were 
proven—or alleged—to have joined jihadi organizations since 2011 
and returned to Germany adds to the corpus of research making 
clear that women can not only be seriously involved in terrorism 
but have in some cases taken on active roles in violent jihadi groups 
and committed serious crimes.     CTC

i Risk assessment tools such as RADAR-iTE (Germany) or VERA-2R 
(Netherlands) have been developed in the past years and are used to 
assess the risk of radicalized individuals and plan further steps in handling 
those individuals (for example, in a law enforcement or prison context). See 
Sofia Koller, “Good Practices in Risk Assessment for Terrorist Offenders,” 
DGAP Report, February 2021.
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Appendix

No. Name Date charged
Offenses convicted for or 

charged with*

Sentence/
Status of legal 
proceedings

Circumstances of the case and details of 
the offenses

1 Karolina R.58 September 19, 2014

Support of a foreign 
terrorist organization 
(§§ 129a, 129b StGB), 
preparation of a serious 
act of subversion (§89a 
StGB, not convicted of this 
offense)

3 years, 
9 months

Karolina R. is married to Islamic State 
member Farid S. and stayed with him and 
their son in Syria twice for a couple of weeks 
in 2013. After her return to Germany in 
2013, she organized funds for the Islamic 
State (ca. 5,100 € in total) and sent it to Farid 
S. in Syria.

2 Andrea B.59 January 26, 2015

Preparation of a serious 
act of subversion (§89a 
StGB, not convicted of 
this offense), abduction of 
minors (§235 StGB)

1 year, 6 months 
(on parole)

Andrea B. took her two underage children 
and traveled with them to the Turkish-
Syrian border region in early 2014, where 
she stayed until her voluntary return in May 
2014.

3 Jennifer W.60 December 14, 2018

Membership in a foreign 
terrorist organization (§§ 
129a, 129b StGB), aiding 
and abetting murder by 
omission (§211 StGB), 
crimes against humanity 
with fatal consequences 
(§7 VStGB; the original 
charge ‘war crimes against 
persons’ (§ 8 VStGB) was 
upgraded during the trial to 
crimes against humanity), 
offenses against §22a 
KrWaffKontrG (but there is 
no information on whether 
she was convicted of this 
offense)

10 years

Jennifer W. joined the Islamic State in 
summer 2014 and married an Islamic State 
fighter in summer 2015. The couple ‘owned’ 
Yazidi ‘slaves.’ One of them, a five-year-old 
Yazidi girl, was regularly beaten by Jennifer 
W.’s husband with her knowledge. In August 
2015, the girl was hanged on a fence as 
punishment and died of thirst. Jennifer W. 
did nothing to prevent her death.

4 Sabine Sch.61 December 20, 2018

Membership in a foreign 
terrorist organization 
(§§ 129a, 129b StGB), 
offenses against § 22a 
KrWaffKontrG and other 
weapon-related charges, 
war crimes against property 
(§9 VStGB)

5 years

Sabine Sch. traveled to Syria in December 
2013, joined the Islamic State and married 
an Islamic State fighter. During her stay in 
Syria, she gave birth to two children and 
lived with her family in accommodation 
seized by the group. She blogged for the 
Islamic State, spread their narratives, and 
possessed several firearms.

5 Mine K.62 April 5, 2019

Membership in a foreign 
terrorist organization (§§ 
129a, 129b StGB), War 
crimes against property (§9 
VStGB)

3 years, 
9 months

Mine K. married German Islamic State 
fighter Murat D. online and traveled with his 
help to Syria (via Turkey) in early 2015. They 
lived in accommodation seized by the group. 
She took care of the household and received 
regular financial support from the group. 
After the death of Murat D., she traveled 
back to Turkey at the end of 2015 and came 
back to Germany in October 2018.
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6 Sarah O.63 April 12, 2019

Membership in a foreign 
terrorist organization 
(§§ 129a, 129b StGB), 
illegal restraint with fatal 
consequences (§239 StGB), 
crimes against humanity 
with fatal consequences 
(§7 VStGB), war crimes 
against property (§9 
VStGB), human trafficking  
(§232 StGB, but there is 
no information on whether 
she was convicted of this 
offense)

6 years, 
6 months

Sarah O. joined the Islamic State in 
November 2013 and married an Islamic 
State fighter. She took care of the household 
and their three children. She tried to 
convince others to join the Islamic State and 
helped newly arrived members of the group. 
The couple had 7 Yazidi ‘slaves,’ 5 women and 
2 girls. With her endorsement, her husband 
raped two of the Yazidi women. One of the 
Yazidi girls was later killed in a car ride when 
they came under fire.

7 Perihan S.64 April 12, 2019

Support of a foreign 
terrorist organization (§§ 
129a, 129b StGB), offenses 
against European sanctions 
with regard to providing 
weapons and equipment, 
preparation of a serious act 
of violent subversion (§89a 
StGB, not convicted of this 
offense)

4 years, 
6 months

Perihan S., the mother-in-law of Sarah O., 
had two sons (one of whom was Sarah O.’s 
husband) who had joined the Islamic State 
in Syria. She supported them by sending 
them money and equipment. Perihan S. 
traveled several times to Syria to hand over 
the items to her sons.

8 Derya Ö.65 May 22, 2019

Membership in a foreign 
terrorist organization 
(§§ 129a, 129b StGB), 
offenses against § 22a  
K r Wa ff K o n t r G ,  Wa r 
crimes against property (§9 
VStGB)

2 years, 
9 months

Derya Ö. joined the Islamic State in Syria 
in February 2014. She married a fighter in 
Syria and lived with him in accomodation 
seized by the group. She acted mostly as 
housewife and mother and received regular 
financial support from the Islamic State. She 
was taught by her husband in the usage of a 
rifle and possessed a suicide belt.

9
Carla-
Josephine 
S.66

October 9, 2019

Membership in a foreign 
terrorist organization (§§ 
129a, 129b StGB), failure
to fulfill their duty of care 
and education (§171 StGB) 
abduction of minors with 
fatal consequences (§235 
StGB), offenses against § 
22a KrWaffKontrG, War 
crimes against persons 
(§8 VStGB), assault (§223 
StGB, but there is no 
information on whether 
she was convicted of this 
offense)

5 years, 
3 months

Carla-Josephine S. took her three underage 
children without knowledge of their father 
and traveled to Syria in fall 2015 to join 
the Islamic State. She integrated her six-
year-old son into the group of Islamic State 
child soldiers. One of her children died in a 
bombing. She joined the Katiba Nusaiba, 
an all-female fighting unit, as a driver and 
possessed a hand grenade.

10 Sibel H.67 December 6, 2019

Membership in a foreign 
terrorist organization 
(§§ 129a, 129b StGB), 
offenses against § 22a 
K r Wa ff K o n t r G ,  Wa r 
crimes against property (§9 
VStGB)

3 years

Sibel H. traveled together with her husband 
to Syria and Iraq in spring 2016 to join the 
Islamic State. They lived in accommodation 
seized by the group. She took care of their 
son and of the household. She possessed 
several firearms. Until her deportation to 
Germany in April 2018, she was held in a 
Kurdish detention camp.
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11 Omaima A.68 March 6, 2020

Membership in a foreign 
terrorist organization (§§ 
129a, 129b StGB), failure
to fulfill their duty of 
care and education (§171 
StGB), human trafficking 
(§233 StGB),  i l legal 
restraint (§239 StGB) 
offenses against § 22a 
KrWaffKontrG, crimes 
against humanity (§7 
VStGB)

4 years

Omaima A. traveled with her three children 
to Turkey in January 2015. There, she met 
her husband and traveled to Syria to join the 
Islamic State. She took care of the children 
and the household, and received regular 
financial support from the group. She also 
possessed a firearm and tried to convince 
others to join the Islamic State. During 2015, 
she also had control of Yazidi ‘slaves.’ Her 
husband was killed early in 2015. Shortly 
after, she married well-known German 
jihadi Denis Cuspert. Due to pregnancy and 
differences with Denis Cuspert, Omaima 
A. left Syria and returned to Germany in 
September 2016.

12 Elina F.69 April 30, 2020
Membership in a foreign 
terrorist organization (§§ 
129a, 129b StGB)

2 years (on 
parole)

Elina F. followed her husband in fall 2013 to 
Syria and joined the Islamic State. She was 
part of an Islamic State propaganda video. 
After the death of her husband, she lived in 
an Islamic State shelter for women. After the 
birth of her second son in February 2017, 
she tried to escape to Turkey but failed and 
was detained by Kurdish troops in the “Ain 
Issa” detention camp. She was transferred to 
Germany in January 2020.

13 Lorin I.70 April 3, 2020

Membership in a foreign 
terrorist organization 
(§§ 129a, 129b StGB), 
offenses against § 22a 
KrWaffKontrG

1 year, 9 months 
(on parole)

Lorin I. and her husband traveled together 
to Syria in December 2020 and joined the 
Islamic State. She lived in accommodation 
seized by the group and received regular 
financial support from the group. She 
supported her husband in his activities 
and tried to convince his sister to join the 
group as well. She also possessed a rifle. In 
Germany, Lorin I. was part of the network 
surrounding Abu Walaa in Hildesheim, 
which helped the couple to travel to Syria.

14 Lisa R.71 May 27, 2020
Membership in a foreign 
terrorist organization (§§ 
129a, 129b StGB)

2 years (on 
parole)

Lisa R. joined the Islamic State together with 
her husband and his two sisters in September 
2014. She took care of the household and 
spread Islamic State narratives via her social 
media. Apparently, Lisa R. was married four 
times. The first three  Islamic State husbands 
allegedly died in combat. Together with her 
fourth Islamic State husband and her three 
children, she escaped the group in January 
2019 after its severe military losses. She was 
then held in Kurdish detention until her 
deportation to Germany in January 2020.

15 Zeynep G.72 August 10, 2020

Membership in a foreign 
terrorist organization 
(§§ 129a, 129b StGB), 
offenses against § 22a 
K r Wa ff K o n t r G ,  Wa r 
crimes against property (§9 
VStGB, not convicted of 
this offense)

2 years, 
10 months

Zeynep G. traveled to Syria in October 
2014 to join the Islamic State. In Syria, she 
married a German Islamic State fighter who 
later died in combat. She tried to convince 
her former employer in Germany to join the 
Islamic State as well. Her second Islamic 
State husband gave her a rifle and taught 
her how to use it.
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16 Nurten J.73 November 2, 2020

Membership in a foreign 
terrorist organization (§§ 
129a, 129b StGB), failure
to fulfill their duty of care 
and education (§171 StGB), 
offenses against § 22a 
KrWaffKontrG and other 
weapon-related charges, 
crimes against humanity 
(§7 VStGB), war crimes 
against property (§9 
VStGB)

4 years, 
3 months

Nurten J. left Germany with her three-
year-old daughter in February 2015 to join 
the Islamic State in Syria. She married a 
high-ranking fighter and together they 
lived in accommodation that the group had 
seized and provided to them. Nurten J. had 
access to a rifle and possessed a gun. She 
also exploited the labor of a Yazidi ‘slave,’ 
which was ‘owned’ by another female group 
member. Before her deportation to Germany 
in July 2020, she was held in Kurdish 
detention.

17 Fadia S.74 D e c e m b e r  2 2 , 
2020

Membership in a foreign 
terrorist organization (§§ 
129a, 129b StGB), failure
to fulfill their duty of 
care and education (§171 
StGB), War crimes against 
property (§9 VStGB)

4 years

Fadia S. was part of the network 
surrounding Abu Walaa in Hildesheim, 
in which her husband had a leading role. 
She and her four children followed her 
husband to Syria in summer 2015. She took 
care of the household, raised her children 
according to Islamic State rules, and lived 
in accommodation seized by the group. She 
left Syria with her then five children in early 
2018.

18 Kim A.75 March 15, 2021

Membership in a foreign 
terrorist organization 
(§§ 129a, 129b StGB), 
offenses against § 22a 
K r Wa ff K o n t r G ,  Wa r 
crimes against property (§9 
VStGB)

4 years

Kim  A. was part of the salafi scene in 
Germany since 2009. She and her husband 
Onur E. traveled to Syria in June 2014 to join 
the Islamic State. Once there, she took care 
of the household and ran a chat group with 
others to spread Islamic State narratives and 
convince other women in Germany to join 
their cause. She also possessed a rifle and 
lived in accommodation seized by the group. 
She left the group in summer 2016 and hid 
herself with a Syrian family until she left for 
Germany in October 2020.

19 Leonora M.76 July 7, 2021

Membership in a foreign 
terrorist organization (§§ 
129a, 129b StGB),  crimes 
against humanity (§7 
VStGB), offenses against 
§ 22a KrWaffKontrG and 
other weapon-related 
charges

Pending trial

Leonora M. allegedly left Germany in March 
2015 to join the Islamic State in Syria. She 
married infamous German jihadi Martin 
Lemke. She took care of the household and 
supported her husband. She also allegedly 
worked for Islamic State security and spied 
on other female members of the group. For 
her activities, Leonora M. allegedly received 
a regular salary. Leonora M. and her husband 
also allegedly ‘bought’ a Yazidi ‘slave,’ took 
care of her, and ‘sold’ her at a profit. Until her 
return to Germany in December 2020, she 
stayed in several Kurdish detention camps.

20 G.77 October 1, 2021

Membership in a foreign 
terrorist organization 
(§§ 129a, 129b StGB), 
offenses against § 22a 
KrWaffKontrG

2 years, 
9 months

G. followed her husband in September 2014 
to Syria and joined the Islamic State. She 
took care of the household and raised her 
children according to the group’s rules. G. 
tried to convince others to join the group 
via messenger apps. She also possessed a 
weapon.
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21 Stefanie A.78 October 21, 2021

Membership in a foreign 
terrorist organization (§§ 
129a, 129b StGB), failure
to fulfill their duty of care 
and education (§171 StGB), 
involuntary manslaughter 
(§222 StGB), war crimes 
against  persons  (§8 
VStGB), weapon-related 
charges

Pending trial

Stefanie A. allegedly left Germany together 
with her 13-year-old son in summer 2016. 
Her husband had already joined the Islamic 
State in summer 2015. It is alleged that 
because she could not travel to the Islamic 
State directly, she joined the group Jund 
al-Aqsa in Idlib and provided her son as 
a new recruit to the group, which trained 
him. In February 2017, she and her son 
allegedly continued their journey to the 
Islamic State so that they could be reunited 
with her husband, and they joined the group 
in Raqqa. The family allegedly received 
regular funding from the group. Her son 
fought alongside other fighters and was 
killed by a bombing in March 2018. Stefanie 
A. allegedly possessed a suicide belt and a 
rifle. She surrendered to Kurdish troops in 
February 2019 and stayed in Al-Hol camp 
until her return to Germany in March 2021.

22 Nadia B.79 No data

Membership in a foreign 
terrorist organization (§§ 
129a, 129b StGB), failure
to fulfill their duty of care 
and education (§171 StGB), 
Abduction of minors (§235 
StGB), fraud (§263 StGB), 
tax evasion (§370 AO), 
offenses against § 22a 
KrWaffKontrG

3 years, 
4 months

Nadia B. and her three-year-old daughter 
left Germany in December 2014 to join 
the Islamic State. She raised her then three 
children according to the Islamic State rules 
and took care of the household. During 
parts of her stay, she unlawfully continued 
to receive German social welfare benefits. 
She also possessed a rifle. When she was 
pregnant with her fourth child, she left Syria 
for Germany in April 2019.

* This column includes details on charges the alleged female returnees were indicted or convicted on. These details were gathered by the 
authors for the most part from prosecution press releases pertaining to indictment and conviction and in a few instances media reports. It 
should be noted the offenses an individual are charged with can change during the course of a trial. Unless otherwise stated, the individuals 
were convicted (or reportedly convicted) of the offenses listed. The authors highlight several instances in which a female returnee was not 
convicted of a particular offense she had been charged with and several instances in which no information is available to determine whether 
a female returnee was convicted of a particular offense she had been charged with. The reason why in a few instances the authors had to verify 
via media reports whether an individual had been convicted of a particular offense they had been charged with is that while information 
on the exact charges are normally provided in the press releases pertaining to indictments, this is not always the case in the prosecution 
press releases on convictions.
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Chairman Tuck, distinguished Members of the Committee, it is a privilege to be invited to speak 
on the role of the Oath Keepers in the January 6 Attack on the United States Capitol. 

Introduction - One Year On From January 6 

One year on from the events of January 6, 2021, the sweeping Department of Justice 
investigation into the events of that day has resulted in over 730 arrests. The Program on 
Extremism at George Washington University continues to track each new federal criminal case, 
make public the tranche of related court records, and produce original research products.1 To 
date, individuals from 46 states and the District of Columbia have been charged in relation to 
their alleged conduct at the U.S. Capitol, including dozens of accused members of domestic 
violent extremist (DVE) groups such as the Oath Keepers, Proud Boys, and Three Percenters. 

As the federal investigation continues, evidence continues to be made public through filings and 
disclosures by the Department of Justice, the United States House Select Committee on the 
January 6 Attack, and through various lawsuits against key figures in the DVE landscape which 
have shed light on the central role alleged to have been played by the anti-government, anti-
authority, right-wing extremist group the Oath Keepers in the events of the day. At present, 26 
alleged members or affiliates of the Oath Keepers have been federally charged by the U.S. 
Department of Justice for their alleged role in the attack on the U.S. Capitol on January 6.2  

While a significant proportion of January 6 defendants have been charged with low-level 
misdemeanors related to trespassing or illegal entry onto restricted Capitol grounds, several 
members of DVE groups like the Oath Keepers are accused of engaging in widespread 
conspiracies to disrupt the congressional proceeding on January 6 during which the electoral 
results were due to be certified. Additionally, recent indictments have against Oath Keepers 
members connect the efforts by the group to disrupt the congressional proceeding to a seditious 
conspiracy – alleging that the intention of the accused individuals was to prevent the peaceful 
transfer of presidential power.3  

As with previous national-level Oath Keepers mobilization efforts, the evidence set forth by the 
government suggests Oath Keepers members and affiliates’ path to the U.S. Capitol was 
organized and driven primarily by the Oath Keepers founder and leader, Elmer Stewart Rhodes. 
A former Army paratrooper, Yale graduate, and disbarred Montana lawyer, Rhodes founded the 

 
1 “Capitol Hill Siege.” Program on Extremism at George Washington University. February 10, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/Capitol-Hill-Cases. 
2 “Capitol Hill Siege.” Program on Extremism at George Washington University. February 10, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/Capitol-Hill-Cases.; Clifford, Bennett and Jon Lewis. 2022. “This is the Aftermath: 
Assessing Domestic Violent Extremism One Year After the Capitol Siege.” Program on Extremism at George 
Washington University. January 6, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/This%20is%20the%20Aftermath.pdf.   
3 “Leader of Oath Keepers and 10 Other Individuals Indicted in Federal Court for Seditious Conspiracy and Other 
Offenses Related to U.S. Capitol Breach.” 2022. Department of Justice Press Release. January 13, 2022.  
https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/leader-oath-keepers-and-10-other-individuals-indicted-federal-court-seditious-
conspiracy-and.  
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Oath Keepers in 2009 in Lexington, Massachusetts.4 Since the group’s inception, the Oath 
Keepers have latched onto the founding principles of the United States in order to seize upon 
patriotic ideals for their own benefits – portraying themselves as “guardians of the republic” who 
have mobilized to flashpoints across the country in an attempt to cement their status as the 
protectors of everyday Americans against what they perceive to be a tyrannical federal 
government.5 

This singular focus on an inevitable conflict with the federal government, driven by Rhodes’ 
ideological views, was a key factor in many early instances of Oath Keeper mobilization, 
including the Bundy Ranch Standoff and Occupation of the Malheur National Wildlife Refuge.6 
However, 2016 witnessed a shift in the central worldview of both Stewart Rhodes and the Oath 
Keepers organization as a whole. Following the 2016 election, the anti-Trump sentiment in the 
United States became the target of the Oath Keepers’ inherently conspiratorial outlook.7 As Sam 
Jackson argues, the group started to assert that “the greatest threat facing Americans was no 
longer the government but other Americans who opposed Donald Trump.”8 In furtherance of this 
outlook, the Oath Keepers began to act as “regular participants in clashes with antifa activists 
opposing the Trump administration.”9 

In this time frame, Rhodes and his organization became increasingly obsessed with the specter of 
an organized threat from the left, manifested in the form of anti-fascist mobilization alongside 
various social justice protests in the United States.10 The Oath Keepers remained fixated on the 
pervasive threat seemingly posed by social justice movements during 2020, from activists 
engaged in anti-government activity in Portland to Black Lives Matter protestors who mobilized 
that summer.11 In the eyes of the Oath Keepers, these actions were evidence of a rising tide of 
violent opposition to their in-group ideology and status quo.  

 
4  Giglio, Mike. 2020. “A Pro-Trump Militant Group Has Recruited Thousands of Police, Soldiers, and Veterans.” 
The Atlantic. November 2020. https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2020/11/right-wing-militias-civil-
war/616473/.  
5 Kriner, Matt and Jon Lewis. 2021. “The Oath Keepers and Their Role in the January 6 Insurrection.” Combating 
Terrorism Center Sentinel 14 (10): 1-18. December 2021. https://ctc.usma.edu/the-oath-keepers-and-their-role-in-
the-january-6-insurrection/.   
6 Neiwert, David. 2014. “Back at the Bundy Ranch: More Militiamen Gather, Things Get Crazier.” Southern 
Poverty Law Center. April 23, 2014. https://www.splcenter.org/hatewatch/2014/04/23/back-bundy-ranch-more-
militiamen-gather-things-get-crazier; Peacher, Amanda. 2016. “There’s Another Armed Group in Burns and its not 
the Bundys.” Oregon Public Broadcasting. January 10, 2016. https://www.opb.org/news/series/burns-oregon-
standoff-bundy-militia-news-updates/theres-another-armed-group-in-burns-and-theyre-not-the-bundys/.  
7 Jackson, Sam. Oath Keepers: Patriotism and the Edge of Violence in a Right-Wing Antigovernment Group (New 
York: Columbia University Press, 2020). 
8 Ibid.  
9 Ibid.  
10 Newhouse, Alex, and Sean Kitson. 2020. “The Oath Keepers are Spreading COVID-19 Conspiracy Theories,” 
Center on Terrorism, Extremism, and Counterterrorism. April 22, 2020. 
https://www.middlebury.edu/institute/sites/www.middlebury.edu.institute/files/2020-
04/oathkeepers_brief%20%282%29.pdf?fv=VJ9hctq1.   
11 Williams, Jennifer. 2016. “The Oath Keepers, the far-right group answering Trump's call to watch the polls, 
explained.” VOX. November 7, 2016. https://www.vox.com/policy-and-politics/2016/11/7/13489640/oath-keepers-
donald-trump-voter-fraud-intimidation-rigged.   
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While the Oath Keepers embrace of the ‘Stop the Steal’ conspiracy was a significant driver in 
their mobilization to the U.S. Capitol on January 6, it was not the first time that the Oath Keepers 
have embraced election fraud conspiracies.12 Following President Trump’s election victory in 
2016, Rhodes issued a ‘Call to Action’ on the Oath Keepers website, directing members to travel 
to Washington, D.C. in what he called “Operation DefendJ20” to stand alongside the Three 
Percenters and Bikers for Trump against ‘radical leftists’ who they believed might seek to disrupt 
the inauguration.13 In his message, Rhodes stated that “We call on those of you who are able-
bodied and know how to handle yourselves well, and especially military and police veterans with 
applicable training and experience, who can remain calm under pressure, to come to Washington 
DC … to protect peaceable American patriots who are now being threatened with assault and 
other acts of violence by radical leftist groups.”14 

The Road to January 6 

In the build-up to the 2020 Presidential Election, the group’s direct alignment with the ‘Stop the 
Steal’ conspiracy was evident in public statements and appearances by Rhodes throughout this 
time period.15 Mere days after the election, the government alleges that Rhodes “began 
disseminating messages on encrypted applications that encouraged his co-conspirators to oppose 
by force the lawful transfer of presidential power.”16 On November 5, 2020, Rhodes allegedly 
sent a message on the encrypted messaging application Signal to an invite-only Oath Keepers 
group chat titled ‘Leadership intel sharing secured’ (Leadership Intel Chat), in which he urged 
his followers to refuse to accept the election result. In these messages, Rhodes continued to 
articulate to his fellow Oath Keepers that violence was necessary, allegedly stating, “We aren’t 
getting through this without a civil war. Too late for that. Prepare your mind, body, spirit.”17  

On November 7, 2020, Rhodes allegedly posted in the Leadership Intel Chat, “[W]e must now 
do what the people of Serbia did when Milosevic stole their election. – Refuse to accept it and 
march en-mass on the nation’s Capitol.”18 According to the indictment, Rhodes informed the 
members of the Leadership Intel Chat that he was in direct communication with the Serbian 
author of the video, who had provided Rhodes with step-by-step instructions which included, 
among other steps, “complete civil disobedience...millions gathered in our capital. There were no 

 
12 Jackson, Sam. Oath Keepers: Patriotism and the Edge of Violence in a Right-Wing Antigovernment Group (New 
York: Columbia University Press, 2020). 
13 “Oath Keepers On Guard at Inauguration of President Donald Trump.” Southern Poverty Law Center. January 20, 
2017. https://www.splcenter.org/hatewatch/2017/01/20/oath-keepers-guard-inauguration-president-donald-trump.   
14 Ibid.  
15 Giglio, Mike. 2020. “A Pro-Trump Militant Group Has Recruited Thousands of Police, Soldiers, and Veterans.” 
The Atlantic. November 2020. https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2020/11/right-wing-militias-civil-
war/616473/; “#StopTheSteal: Timeline of Social Media and Extremist Activities Leading to 1/6 Insurrection.” Just 
Security. February 10, 2021. 
https://www.justsecurity.org/74622/stopthesteal-timeline-of-social-media-and-extremist-activities-leading-to-1-6-
insurrection/.   
16 “Indictment.” 2022. United States of America v. Elmer Stewart Rhodes III et al.” District Court for the District of 
Columbia. January 12, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Rhodes%20et%20al%20Indictment.pdf.   
17 Ibid. 
18 Ibid.  

Exhibit 3 
Page 93 of 114

https://www.splcenter.org/hatewatch/2017/01/20/oath-keepers-guard-inauguration-president-donald-trump
https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2020/11/right-wing-militias-civil-war/616473/
https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2020/11/right-wing-militias-civil-war/616473/
https://www.justsecurity.org/74622/stopthesteal-timeline-of-social-media-and-extremist-activities-leading-to-1-6-insurrection/
https://www.justsecurity.org/74622/stopthesteal-timeline-of-social-media-and-extremist-activities-leading-to-1-6-insurrection/
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Rhodes%20et%20al%20Indictment.pdf


barricades strong enough to stop them, nor the police determined enough to stop them. Police 
and Military aligned with the people after few hours of fist-fight. We stormed the 
Parliament....WE WON.”19 The indictment notes that, several days later, Rhodes published the 
full plan of action on the Oath Keepers website under a new ‘Call to Action,’ titled “WHAT WE 
THE PEOPLE MUST DO.”20  

In early November 2020, Rhodes allegedly held a private GoToMeeting for Oath Keepers 
members, including numerous January 6 co-defendants and an Oath Keeper who Rhodes 
appointed as the operation leader for January 6, during which Rhodes outlined a plan to stop the 
lawful transfer of presidential power, “including preparations for the use of force, and urged 
those listening to participate.”21 Immediately after that meeting, the indictment notes that Florida 
Oath Keepers defendant Kelly Meggs created a Signal chat titled “OKFL Hangout” which 
included multiple Oath Keepers from Florida who would later be charged for their role in the 
events of January 6. In this chat, Meggs allegedly stated, “We have been issued a call to action 
for DC. This is the moment we signed up for...”.22 Several weeks later, the Florida chapter of the 
Oath Keepers allegedly held a training on “unconventional warfare.”23  

As Rhodes allegedly continued to prepare his followers for violent action at the U.S. Capitol, his 
public statements attempted to set the stage for justifying such actions. At the Jericho March in 
Washington, D.C., in December 2020, Rhodes joined an array of ‘Stop the Steal’ figures, 
including Michael Flynn, Michael Lindell, and Alex Jones, and spoke to the crowd, calling for 
President Trump to invoke the Insurrection Act to help him remain in power.24 He warned that, if 
this action was not taken, then the Oath Keepers would be forced to mount a “much more 
desperate [and] much more bloody war” to ensure that outcome.”25 In an incident foreshadowing 
the tenor of events on January 6, 2021, attendees of the Jericho March – including Alex Jones, 
Info Wars employee Owen Shroyer, and Stop the Steal organizer Ali Alexander – participated in 
an impromptu march to the steps of the U.S. Supreme Court building.26  

Rhodes’ public declarations to his followers continued throughout December 2020, as he 
simultaneously is alleged to have continued to exhort Oath Keepers to mobilize to Washington, 

 
19 Ibid. Public reporting has identified the Serbian as Aleksander Savic. See: Kovensky, Josh. 2022. “ How A 
Serbian Scientist Helped Inspire The Oath Keepers To March On The Capitol.” Talking Points Memo. January 18, 
2022. https://talkingpointsmemo.com/muckraker/aleksandar-savic-oath-keepers-jan-6.; Bensinger, Ken. “Feds Are 
Claiming That The Oath Keepers Had Hoped Cops Would Join Jan. 6 Rioters.” Buzzfeed News. January 20, 2022.  
https://www.buzzfeednews.com/article/kenbensinger/oath-keepers-cops-serbia.  
20 “Indictment.” 2022. United States of America v. Elmer Stewart Rhodes III et al.” District Court for the District of 
Columbia. January 12, 2022. 
21 Ibid.  
22 Ibid.  
23 Ibid.  
24 “Pro-Trump Rallies in DC Attract Extremists & Erupt into Violence.” Anti-Defamation League. December 13, 
2020. https://www.adl.org/blog/pro-trump-rallies-in-dc-attract-extremists-erupt-into-violence.   
25 Ibid.  
26 Ibid. Shroyer was later charged for his alleged role in the events of January 6, 2021. He has pleaded not guilty. 
“Criminal Complaint and Statement of Facts.” United States of America v. Jonathon Owen Shroyer.” District Court 
for the District of Columbia. August 19, 2021. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jonathon%20Owen%20Shroyer%20Criminal%20Complaint%
20and%20Statement%20of%20Facts.pdf.  
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D.C., in order to prevent President-Elect Biden from assuming the presidency. On December 14, 
2020, Rhodes published a letter on the Oath Keepers website “advocating for the use of force to 
stop the lawful transfer of presidential power.”27 In another open letter on December 23, 2020, 
Rhodes claimed that “tens of thousands of patriot Americans, both veterans and non-veterans, 
will already be in Washington, D.C. and many of us will have our mission critical gear stowed 
nearby just outside D.C.”28 

On December 31, 2020, Rhodes allegedly wrote in the Leadership Intel Chat that, “There is no 
standard political or legal way out of this.” While Rhodes’ private efforts continued, the 
government alleges that Oath Keepers members from across the country were preparing to 
mobilize to the U.S. Capitol to execute Rhodes’ mission. In late December, Oath Keepers 
defendant Thomas Caldwell allegedly identified the Comfort Inn Ballston, in Arlington Virginia, 
as the location that Rhodes’ Quick Reaction Force (QRF) would use as their base of operations 
for January 6. The government alleges that the mission of the QRF forces were to be on standby, 
prepared to transport firearms and equipment to Oath Keepers members in D.C. on January 6.29 
After Caldwell shared this location with his fellow Oath Keepers, the QRF team leader for the 
North Carolina Oath Keepers allegedly reserved three rooms – one each for the North Carolina 
QRF, the Arizona QRF, and the Florida QRF. According to the indictment, the QRF rooms were 
used to store and guard the firearms that QRF members and co-conspirators planned to bring to 
the D.C. area.30  

Rhodes continued to connect Oath Keepers mobilization to Washington, D.C. on January 6, 
2021, with an expectation that President Trump would invoke the Insurrection Act and call in the 
Oath Keepers as a militia. Rhodes envisioned a significant presence by Antifa members at the 
U.S. Capitol on January 6, and indicated this would serve as the “reason and rationale for 
dropping the Insurrection Act.”31 In this hypothetical scenario, according to Rhodes, the 
President would “call us up as the militia” and a contingent of armed members of the Oath 
Keepers positioned outside of Washington, D.C. would travel to the Capitol. On January 4, 2021, 
Rhodes posted another article on the Oath Keepers website, claiming that, “It is CRITICAL that 
all patriots who can be in DC get to DC to stand tall in support of President Trump’s fight to 
defeat the enemies foreign and domestic who are attempting a coup, through the massive vote 
fraud and related attacks on our Republic. We Oath Keepers are honor-bound and eager to be 
there in strength to do our part.”32  
 

 
27 “Indictment.” 2022. United States of America v. Elmer Stewart Rhodes III et al. District Court for the District of 
Columbia. January 12, 2022. 
28 Ibid.  
29 Ibid.  
30 Ibid.  
31 “Sixth Superseding Indictment.” 2021. United States of America v. Thomas Caldwell et al. District Court for the 
District of Columbia. December 1, 2021.  
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Caldwell%20et%20al%20Sixth%20Superseding%20Indictmen
t.pdf  
32 Ibid.  

Exhibit 3 
Page 95 of 114

https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Caldwell%20et%20al%20Sixth%20Superseding%20Indictment.pdf
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Caldwell%20et%20al%20Sixth%20Superseding%20Indictment.pdf


Oath Keepers Mobilization to Washington, D.C. 

Members of the Oath Keepers’ January 6 conspiracy are alleged to have planned and executed 
travel in pairs or small groups to the Washington, D.C., area, arriving at local hotels on January 4 
and 5, 2021.33 Upon arrival, multiple Oath Keepers are alleged to have transported firearms, 
ammunition, and related items to the D.C. area, with many dropping off their items at the QRF 
hotel in Ballston, Virginia.34 Several Oath Keepers also allegedly took their firearms and 
ammunition to the Hilton Garden Inn in Vienna, Virginia, where Rhodes and several co-
conspirators were staying on January 5, 2021.35  

Even before Stewart Rhodes began his travel from Granbury, Texas, to Washington, D.C., the 
government alleges he began purchasing what would amount to over $16,000 on firearms and 
related equipment that he would bring to the D.C. metro area for January 6 operations.36 This 
included $5,000 on a shotgun, scope, magazines, and ammunition on January 1 and 2, as well as 
$6,000 on “an AR-platform rifle and firearms equipment, including sights, mounts, triggers, 
slings and additional firearms attachments” in Texas while traveling. In Mississippi on January 
4, Rhodes is further alleged to have spent $4,500 on additional sights, mounts, an optic plate, 
magazine and other various firearms parts.37 
 
With the stash of firearms allegedly located across state lines in Virginia and several distinct 
QRF teams present, the government contends that Oath Keepers engaged in substantial planning 
for operational use of these teams on January 6. Details of the QRF planning have come to light 
in court proceedings, with prosecutors stating that they “believe that at least one quick reaction 
force location was here and that Mr. Harrelson and others had stashed a large amount of weapons 
there … People affiliated with this group were in Ballston, monitoring what was happening at the 
Capitol and prepared to come into D.C. and ferry these weapons into the ground team that 
Kenneth Harrelson was running at a moment’s notice, if anyone said the word.”38 

Based on evidence set forth in court records, one potential operational plan for the QRF appears 
to have been to ferry firearms across the Potomac to Oath Keepers in Washington, D.C. during 
the anticipated chaos. Florida Oath Keepers member Kelly Meggs allegedly posted a map of 
Washington, D.C., in the Leadership Signal Chat on January 2, 2021, noting that the Lincoln 
Memorial and “the corner of west basin and Ohio” would be the planned QRF rally points for 
land or water transport in advance of expected civil unrest and potential bridge closures.39 This 
operation was allegedly corroborated by co-defendant Thomas Caldwell, who articulated the 
group’s plans via text to an unnamed individual to have a boat prepared on the Potomac River 
near Washington, D.C., with “our Quick Response Team with the heavy weapons standing by, 

 
33 Kriner, Matt, and Jon Lewis. 2021. “The Oath Keepers and Their Role in the January 6 Insurrection.” 
34 “Indictment.” 2022. United States of America v. Elmer Stewart Rhodes III et al. 
35 Ibid.  
36 Ibid.  
37 Ibid.  
38 Weiner, Rachel, and Spencer S. Hsu, 2021.“Armed ‘quick reaction force’ was waiting for order to storm Capitol, 
Justice Dept. says.” Washington Post, April 14, 2021. https://www.washingtonpost.com/local/legal-issues/quick-
reaction-force-capitol-riot/2021/04/14/2021da66-9d39-11eb-8005-bffc3a39f6d3_story.html.  
39 “Sixth Superseding Indictment.”  2021. United States of America v. Thomas Caldwell et al. 
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quickly load them and ferry them across the river to our waiting arms.”40 Indeed, in the latest 
indictment against the Oath Keepers, the government claims that defendant Edward Vallejo and 
others “were on standby at the Comfort Inn Ballston, monitoring communications from the co-
conspirators on the ground inside Washington, D.C., and awaiting a call to bring the weapons to 
the co-conspirators.”41 

 

“Patriots are storming the Capitol building”  

On the morning of January 6, 2021, Oath Keepers defendants are alleged to have traveled to 
meeting points in Washington, D.C., including the Willard Hotel – where several Oath Keepers 
were reportedly acting as security for Stop the Steal rally VIPs including Roger Stone.42 The 
government alleges that, over the course of the morning, multiple Oath Keepers defendants 
exchanged short phone calls with Rhodes and “prepared themselves for battle before heading to 
the Capitol by equipping themselves with communication devices and donning reinforced vests, 
helmets, and goggles.”43 

As the speeches at the Ellipse drew to a close and members of the crowd began to make their 
way towards restricted Capitol grounds, Oath Keepers members allegedly began to mobilize to 
the Capitol. The first breach of restricted Capitol grounds that day is alleged to have taken place 
at approximately 1:15 PM. Around 1:30 PM, upon receiving a message in the Leadership Intel 
Chat that Antifa had breached the Capitol, Rhodes allegedly replied, “Nope. I’m right here. 
These are Patriots.” Shortly after, Rhodes made the claim that “Pence is doing nothing. As I 
predicted. All I see Trump doing is complaining. I see no intent by him to do anything. So the 
patriots are taking it into their own hands. They’ve had enough.”44 

Rhodes would allegedly continue encouraging his followers to move to the Capitol if not already 
there, posting messages in the Leadership Intel Chat comparing the events to the actions by “the 
founding fathers” and claiming, “Next comes out ‘Lexington.’ It’s coming.”45 By 1:52 PM, Oath 
Keepers co-defendants Kenneth Harrelson and Jason Dolan allegedly joined with the crowd 
pushing up the central East steps, taking up advance positions on the steps that Stack One would 
allegedly later march up.46 In an audio channel on Zello titled “Stop the Steal J6”, co-defendant 

 
40 “Government’s Opposition to Defendant’s Motion for Reconsideration of Detention.” 2021. United States of 
America v. Thomas Caldwell. District Court for the District of Columbia. March 8, 2021.; Kriner, Matt, and Jon 
Lewis. 2021. “The Oath Keepers and Their Role in the January 6 Insurrection.” 
41 “Indictment.” 2022. United States of America v. Elmer Stewart Rhodes III et al. 
42   Mosk, Matthew, Olivia Rubin, Ali Dukakis, and Fergal Gallagher. 2021. “Video surfaces showing Trump ally 
Roger Stone flanked by Oath Keepers on morning of Jan. 6.” ABC News, February 5, 2021.  
https://abcnews.go.com/US/video-surfaces-showing-trump-ally-roger-stone-flanked/story?id=75706765.; Triebert, 
Christiaan, Ben Decker, Derek Watkins, Arielle Ray, and Stella Cooper. 2021 “First They Guarded Roger Stone. 
Then They Joined the Capitol Attack.” New York Times, February 14, 2021. 
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2021/02/14/us/roger-stone-capitol-riot.html  
43 “Sixth Superseding Indictment.”  2021. United States of America v. Thomas Caldwell et 
al.https://ctc.usma.edu/the-oath-keepers-and-their-role-in-the-january-6-insurrection/  
44 Ibid.  
45 Ibid.  
46 “Indictment.” 2022. United States of America v. Elmer Stewart Rhodes III et al. 
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Jessica Watkins allegedly announced that “everybody’s marching on the Capitol...we have about 
30-40 of us. We are sticking together and sticking to the plan.”47 

Throughout the day, the government alleges Rhodes was in near-constant communication with 
Oath Keepers at the Capitol, including his operations leader Michael Simmons and numerous co-
defendants.48 Between 2:00 and 2:30 PM, as the violence at the Capitol continued, Rhodes 
allegedly worked to muster his supporters and organize at the south side of the U.S. Capitol. By 
2:32 PM, the balance of the Oath Keepers was allegedly present on the southeast side of 
restricted Capitol grounds, including Rhodes.49  

Within minutes of a brief conference call between Rhodes, operations leader Michael Simmons, 
and Kelly Meggs at 2:32 PM, Meggs and numerous co-defendants formed ‘Stack One’ - a 
column of “individuals wearing Oath Keepers clothing, patches, insignia, and battle gear” that 
allegedly maneuvered in an organized fashion up the east side of the Capitol in a now 
recognizable image from the day.50 Upon reaching the top of the steps, Stack One allegedly 
breached the U.S. Capitol with the mob, entering the Rotunda and attempting to push further into 
the building. In an important connection between the Oath Keepers activities and the latest 
seditious conspiracy charge, new information made public by the Department of Justice alleges 
that several members of Stack One pushed southbound out of the Rotunda “and toward the 
House of Representatives in search of Speaker Pelosi.”51 

As Stack One members were allegedly attempting to push deeper into the Capitol, a second 
group of Oath Keepers – Stack Two – were allegedly traveling on golf carts towards the Capitol. 
After a brief call with operations leader Michael Simmons, Stack Two is alleged to have moved 
up the east side steps of the Capitol around 3:00 PM, eventually forcibly entering the same east 
side Rotunda doors that Stack One had entered 35 minutes earlier.52 After brief periods in the 
Rotunda area, individuals from both Stack One and Stack Two retreated in the face of a surge of 
riot police officers and chemical spray deployed to the Rotunda area. Rhodes allegedly posted to 
the Leadership Signal Chat at 3:30 PM, “Anyone in DC who is not tasked with a security detail, 
come yo [sic] the US Capitol on the Supreme Court side. Come to the Capitol on the NE 
Corner.”53 The government alleges that Rhodes joined both groups of Oath Keepers as they 
regrouped on the northeast corner of Capitol grounds and discussed next steps.54 

 

 
47 Ibid.  
48 Dan Friedman, Dan. 2021. “We’ve Unmasked the Oath Keepers’ January 6 ‘Operations Leader.’” Mother Jones, 
July 26, 2021. https://www.motherjones.com/politics/2021/07/oath-keepers-january-6-capitol-insurrection-michael-
simmons-person-ten/.  
49 Ibid.  
50 Kriner, Matt, and Jon Lewis. 2021. “The Oath Keepers and Their Role in the January 6 Insurrection.” Spencer S. 
Hsu, Spencer S. 2021. “Latest alleged Oath Keeper arrested in Capitol riot turned over body armor and 
firearm.” Washington Post, July 2, 2021. 
51 “Indictment.” 2022. United States of America v. Elmer Stewart Rhodes III et al. 
52 Ibid.  
53 Ibid.  
54 Ibid.  
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Aftermath 

The charging documents from the Department of Justice argue that, for Stewart Rhodes and the 
Oath Keepers, the events of January 6, 2021, were merely the beginning. Throughout the evening 
of January 6, the government alleges that the co-conspirators “discussed the need to continue 
fighting to stop the lawful transfer of presidential power.”55 Messages allegedly posted in the 
Leadership Signal Chat by Oath Keepers members further indicate this belief, with one 
defendant posting, “We aren’t quitting!! We are reloading!!” and Rhodes noting, “Patriots 
entering their own Capitol to send a message to traitors is NOTHING compared to what’s 
coming.”  

The recent indictment against Stewart Rhodes further supports the assertions that the Oath 
Keepers and local militias viewed January 6 as a flashpoint through which further mobilization 
could be inspired. Rhodes is alleged to have spent an additional $17,500 on an array of firearms 
parts from January 10-19, 2021, including ammunition, magazines, scopes, gun light, holsters, 
bipods, and other equipment.56 Oath Keepers co-defendant Joshua James allegedly met with 
Rhodes in Alabama during this period, collected what he referred to as “all available firearms,” 
and traveled to Texas, where he stayed with Rhodes and others.57 On Inauguration Day, January 
2021, James allegedly messaged another individual, “After this...if nothing happens...its 
war...Civil War 2.0.”58 At this point, the government asserts, Rhodes began to conduct outreach 
in an effort to “organize local militias to oppose President Biden’s Administration.”59  

On the one year anniversary of the attack on the U.S. Capitol, Attorney General Garland and 
President Biden each delivered remarks which centered on two foundational points: The 
vigorous prosecution of all individuals who engaged in criminal conduct related to the events of 
January 6, and the need to ensure that this assault on our democratic institutions is not minimized 
or forgotten. A.G. Garland, in his comments, spoke at length on the unceasing efforts by the 
Department of Justice to prosecute “all January 6th perpetrators, at any level, accountable under 
law — whether they were present that day or were otherwise criminally responsible for the 
assault on our democracy.”60 President Biden pointedly referred to the events of the day as “an 
armed insurrection…looking to subvert the Constitution.”61 
 

 
55 Ibid.  
56 Ibid.  
57 Ibid.  
58 Ibid.  
59 Ibid.  
60 “Attorney General Merrick B. Garland Delivers Remarks on the First Anniversary of the Attack on the Capitol.” 
Department of Justice. January 5, 2022. https://www.justice.gov/opa/speech/attorney-general-merrick-b-garland-
delivers-remarks-first-anniversary-attack-capitol  
61 “Remarks By President Biden To Mark One Year Since The January 6th Deadly Assault On The U.S. Capitol.” 
The White House. January 6, 2022. https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/speeches-
remarks/2022/01/06/remarks-by-president-biden-to-mark-one-year-since-the-january-6th-deadly-assault-on-the-u-s-
capitol/. 
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Stewart Rhodes was arrested days later on January 13, 2022, in Little Elm Texas – one year and 
one week after the events of January 6.62 Rhodes, Edward Vallejo, and nine previously arrested 
Oath Keepers were charged with an array of offenses, namely 18 US Code § 2384 – Seditious 
conspiracy, accusing them of conspiring “to overthrow, put down, or to destroy by force the 
Government of the United States, or... by force to prevent, hinder, or delay the execution of any 
law of the United States.”63 In levying this charge, the Department of Justice made the first direct 
connection between those present at the U.S. Capitol on January 6 and the conspiratorial, anti-
democratic efforts by high-level individuals like Stewart Rhodes to prevent the peaceful transfer 
of presidential power. 

What does the future hold for the Oath Keepers? As Rhodes remains in pretrial detention and 
awaits transport to Washington, D.C., to face these charges, the long-term leadership of the Oath 
Keepers remains in flux. Kellye SoRelle, general counsel for the group, originally announced she 
was stepping in as acting president,64 but after Rhodes was denied bail and both he and SoRelle 
sat for questioning with the January 6 Select Committee, she recently made a public statement 
that she “can’t handle the long haul” and is “passing the torch.”65 In many ways, Stewart Rhodes 
is the Oath Keepers organization – as founder and president for life, the Oath Keepers are truly 
formed in his image.66  

However, the resurgent patriot/militia movement in the United States has grown far beyond the 
Oath Keepers as a singular organization. The increasingly mainstreamed far-right in the United 
States has emerged in force over recent years at the local, grassroots level – made possible by a 
permissive environment and a counterterrorism apparatus focused primarily on foreign, jihadist 
threats. As efforts to investigate and prosecute those responsible for the events of January 6, 
2021, continue, it is crucial not to confuse singular law enforcement actions against individual 
pillars of movements like the Oath Keepers for sustained, lasting success against burgeoning 
movements in the United States driven by a rise in anti-authority, anti-democratic sentiments. 
The successful prosecution of Rhodes could serve as a body blow for one of the most prominent 

 
62 “Leader of Oath Keepers and 10 Other Individuals Indicted in Federal Court for Seditious Conspiracy and Other 
Offenses Related to U.S. Capitol Breach.” 2022. Department of Justice Press Release. January 13, 2022.  
https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/leader-oath-keepers-and-10-other-individuals-indicted-federal-court-seditious-
conspiracy-and.  
63 “18 US Code § 2384 - Seditious conspiracy.” Legal Information Institute, Cornell Law School. 2022. 
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/2384.  
64 Dickinson, Tim. 2022. “Oath Keepers Lawyer Takes Over as Acting Leader of Militia With Stewart Rhodes in 
Jail.” Rolling Stone. January 14, 2022. https://www.rollingstone.com/politics/politics-news/kellye-sorelle-oath-
keeper-acting-president-1284985/.  
65 Reilly, Ryan J. “Oath Keepers founder spent six hours on Zoom with Jan. 6 panel.” NBC News. February 2, 2022.  
https://www.nbcnews.com/politics/congress/oath-keepers-founder-spent-six-hours-zoom-jan-6-panel-rcna14667; 
Tweet by Kellye SoRelle. 4:52 p.m. February 8, 2022. 
https://twitter.com/kellyesorelle/status/1491168200167669760?s=20&t=K2FuY_fpmGFV1KPoEHV1Ig.  
66 Jackson, Sam, Matt Kriner, and Jon Lewis. 2022. “Oath Keepers leader indictment just the tip of a scary iceberg.” 
NBC News. January 17, 2022. https://www.nbcnews.com/think/opinion/oath-keepers-leader-indictment-just-tip-
scary-iceberg-ncna1287555. 

Exhibit 3 
Page 100 of 114

https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/leader-oath-keepers-and-10-other-individuals-indicted-federal-court-seditious-conspiracy-and
https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/leader-oath-keepers-and-10-other-individuals-indicted-federal-court-seditious-conspiracy-and
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/2384
https://www.rollingstone.com/politics/politics-news/kellye-sorelle-oath-keeper-acting-president-1284985/
https://www.rollingstone.com/politics/politics-news/kellye-sorelle-oath-keeper-acting-president-1284985/
https://www.nbcnews.com/politics/congress/oath-keepers-founder-spent-six-hours-zoom-jan-6-panel-rcna14667
https://twitter.com/kellyesorelle/status/1491168200167669760?s=20&t=K2FuY_fpmGFV1KPoEHV1Ig
https://www.nbcnews.com/think/opinion/oath-keepers-leader-indictment-just-tip-scary-iceberg-ncna1287555
https://www.nbcnews.com/think/opinion/oath-keepers-leader-indictment-just-tip-scary-iceberg-ncna1287555


anti-government organizations of the last decade.67 However, this alone will not deter those 
actors who view January 6 as a rallying cry, mobilizing narrative, or as a model for future acts of 
political violence.  

 
67 Lewis, Jon, and Seamus Hughes. 2022. “What Does the Seditious Conspiracy Indictment Mean For the Oath 
Keepers?” Lawfare. January 21, 2022. https://www.lawfareblog.com/what-does-seditious-conspiracy-indictment-
mean-oath-keepers.   
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Chairman Thompson, distinguished Members of the Committee, it is a privilege to be invited to 
submit a written statement for the record on the role of the Oath Keepers in the January 6 
Insurrection.  

A year and a half on from the violent assault on the U.S. Capitol on that day, the sweeping 
Department of Justice investigation has resulted in over 800 arrests. The Program on Extremism 
at George Washington University continues to track each new federal criminal case, make public 
the tranche of related court records, and produce original research products.1 To date, individuals 
from 46 states and the District of Columbia have been charged in relation to their alleged 
conduct at the U.S. Capitol, including dozens of accused members of domestic violent extremist 
(DVE) movements such as the Oath Keepers, Proud Boys, and Three Percenters. 

As the federal investigation continues, evidence continues to be made public through filings and 
disclosures by the Department of Justice, open-source reporting, and various lawsuits which shed 
light on the central role alleged to have been played by the anti-government, anti-authority, right-
wing extremist group the Oath Keepers in the events of the day. At present, 28 alleged members 
or affiliates of the Oath Keepers have been charged by the Department of Justice for their alleged 
role in the attack on the U.S. Capitol on January 6.2  

While a significant proportion of January 6 defendants have been charged with low-level 
misdemeanors related to trespassing or illegal entry onto restricted Capitol grounds, numerous 
members of the Oath Keepers are accused of engaging in a widespread conspiracy to disrupt the 
congressional proceeding, while indictments brought against key Oath Keepers members in 2022 
connect the efforts by the group to disrupt the congressional proceeding to a seditious 
conspiracy, alleging that the intention of the accused individuals was to prevent the peaceful 
transfer of presidential power.3 By May 2022, three members of the seditious conspiracy—
Joshua James, Brian Ulrich, and William Todd Wilson—had pleaded guilty, while the remaining 
defendants appear set for trial later this year.4 

 
1 “Capitol Hill Siege.” Program on Extremism at George Washington University. June 10, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/Capitol-Hill-Cases. 
2 “Capitol Hill Siege.” Program on Extremism at George Washington University. June 10, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/Capitol-Hill-Cases.; Clifford, Bennett and Jon Lewis. 2022. “This is the Aftermath: 
Assessing Domestic Violent Extremism One Year After the Capitol Siege.” Program on Extremism at George 
Washington University. January 6, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/This%20is%20the%20Aftermath.pdf.  The author is also 
grateful to members of the Capitol Terrorists Exposers for their insight and analysis. 
3 “Leader of Oath Keepers and 10 Other Individuals Indicted in Federal Court for Seditious Conspiracy and Other 
Offenses Related to U.S. Capitol Breach.” 2022. Department of Justice Press Release. January 13, 2022.  
https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/leader-oath-keepers-and-10-other-individuals-indicted-federal-court-seditious-
conspiracy-and.   
4 “Leader of Alabama Chapter of Oath Keepers Pleads Guilty to Seditious Conspiracy and Obstruction of Congress 
for Efforts to Stop Transfer of Power Following 2020 Presidential Election.” 2022. Department of Justice Press 
Release. March 2, 2022. https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/leader-alabama-chapter-oath-keepers-pleads-guilty-
seditious-conspiracy-and-obstruction.; “Member of Georgia Chapter of Oath Keepers Pleads Guilty to Seditious 
Conspiracy and Obstruction of Congress for Efforts to Stop Transfer of Power Following 2020 Presidential 
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As the evidence presented within this statement for the record will demonstrate, Oath Keepers 
leader Stewart Rhodes painstakingly orchestrated an armed insurrection against the certification 
of the election results, explicitly seeking to keep President Trump in office. This was not an 
acute expression of anger at the federal government, or a show of force against an imagined 
threat from the left—this was a premeditated attempt to subvert the Constitution and co-opt an 
increasingly militant right-wing ecosystem for their own gains. 

The Violent Anti-Government Ideology of the Oath Keepers  

The evidence set forth by the government indicates that the Oath Keepers members and 
affiliates’ path to the U.S. Capitol was organized and driven primarily by the group’s founder 
and leader, Elmer Stewart Rhodes. A former Army paratrooper, Yale graduate, and disbarred 
Montana lawyer, Rhodes founded the Oath Keepers in 2009 in Lexington, Massachusetts.5 Since 
the group’s inception, the Oath Keepers have latched onto the founding principles of the United 
States in order to seize upon patriotic ideals for their own benefits, portraying themselves as 
“guardians of the republic” who have mobilized to flashpoints across the country in an attempt to 
cement their status as the protectors of everyday Americans against what they perceive to be a 
tyrannical federal government.6 

This singular focus on an inevitable conflict with the federal government, largely driven by 
Rhodes’ extreme and conspiratorial ideological views, was a key factor in many early instances 
of Oath Keeper mobilization, including the Bundy Ranch Standoff and Sugar Pine Mine 
standoff.7 However, 2016 witnessed a pronounced shift in Rhodes’ worldview, which had a clear 
and direct influence on his organization as a whole. Following the 2016 election, the anti-Trump 
sentiment in the United States became the target of the Oath Keepers’ inherently conspiratorial 
outlook.8  

As Dr. Sam Jackson argues, the group started to assert that “the greatest threat facing Americans 
was no longer the government but other Americans who opposed Donald Trump.”9 In 

 
Election.” 2022. Department of Justice Press Release. April 29, 2022. https://www.justice.gov/usao-dc/pr/member-
georgia-chapter-oath-keepers-pleads-guilty-seditious-conspiracy-and-obstruction.  
Leader of North Carolina Chapter of Oath Keepers Pleads Guilty to Seditious Conspiracy and Obstruction of 
Congress for Efforts to Stop Transfer of Power Following 2020 Presidential Election.” 2022. Department of Justice 
Press Release. May 4, 2022. https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/leader-north-carolina-chapter-oath-keepers-pleads-
guilty-seditious-conspiracy-and-obstruction.  
5  Giglio, Mike. 2020. “A Pro-Trump Militant Group Has Recruited Thousands of Police, Soldiers, and Veterans.” 
The Atlantic. November 2020. https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2020/11/right-wing-militias-civil-
war/616473/.  
6 Kriner, Matt and Jon Lewis. 2021. “The Oath Keepers and Their Role in the January 6 Insurrection.” Combating 
Terrorism Center Sentinel 14 (10): 1-18. December 2021. https://ctc.usma.edu/the-oath-keepers-and-their-role-in-
the-january-6-insurrection/.   
7 Neiwert, David. 2014. “Back at the Bundy Ranch: More Militiamen Gather, Things Get Crazier.” Southern 
Poverty Law Center. April 23, 2014. https://www.splcenter.org/hatewatch/2014/04/23/back-bundy-ranch-more-
militiamen-gather-things-get-crazier; Wiles, Tay. 2016. “Sugar Pine Mine, the other standoff.” High Country News. 
January 10, 2016. https://www.hcn.org/issues/48.2/showdown-at-sugar-pine-mine. 
8 Jackson, Sam. Oath Keepers: Patriotism and the Edge of Violence in a Right-Wing Antigovernment Group (New 
York: Columbia University Press, 2020). 
9 Ibid.  
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furtherance of this outlook, the Oath Keepers began to act as “regular participants in clashes with 
antifa activists opposing the Trump administration.”10 In this time frame, Rhodes and his 
organization became increasingly obsessed with the specter of an organized threat from the left, 
manifested in the form of anti-fascist mobilization alongside various social justice protests in the 
United States.11 The Oath Keepers remained fixated on the pervasive threat seemingly posed by 
social justice movements during 2020, from activists engaged in anti-government activity in 
Portland to Black Lives Matter protestors who mobilized that summer.12 In the eyes of the Oath 
Keepers, these actions were evidence of a rising tide of violent opposition to their in-group 
ideology and status quo—as well as a belief that they were the true American patriots.  

While the Oath Keepers embrace of the ‘Stop the Steal’ conspiracy was a significant driver in 
their mobilization to the U.S. Capitol on January 6, it was not the first time that the Oath Keepers 
have embraced election fraud conspiracies.13 Following President Trump’s election victory in 
2016, Rhodes issued a public ‘Call to Action’ on the Oath Keepers website, directing members 
to travel to Washington, D.C. in what he called “Operation DefendJ20” to stand alongside the 
Three Percenters and Bikers for Trump against ‘radical leftists’ who they believed might seek to 
disrupt the inauguration.14 In his message, Rhodes stated that “We call on those of you who are 
able-bodied and know how to handle yourselves well, and especially military and police veterans 
with applicable training and experience, who can remain calm under pressure, to come to 
Washington DC … to protect peaceable American patriots who are now being threatened with 
assault and other acts of violence by radical leftist groups.”15 Crucially, these activities also 
aligned closely with the rhetoric of the group and its defenders, who clung to long-since 
discredited claims that the group’s activities were purely defensive in nature and designed to 
support legitimate law enforcement operations. 

The Road to January 6 

In the build-up to the 2020 Presidential Election, the group’s direct alignment with the ‘Stop the 
Steal’ conspiracy was evident in public statements and appearances by Rhodes throughout this 
time period.16 Mere days after the election, the government alleges that Rhodes “began 

 
10 Ibid.  
11 Newhouse, Alex, and Sean Kitson. 2020. “The Oath Keepers are Spreading COVID-19 Conspiracy Theories,” 
Center on Terrorism, Extremism, and Counterterrorism. April 22, 2020. 
https://www.middlebury.edu/institute/sites/www.middlebury.edu.institute/files/2020-
04/oathkeepers_brief%20%282%29.pdf?fv=VJ9hctq1.   
12 Williams, Jennifer. 2016. “The Oath Keepers, the far-right group answering Trump's call to watch the polls, 
explained.” VOX. November 7, 2016. https://www.vox.com/policy-and-politics/2016/11/7/13489640/oath-keepers-
donald-trump-voter-fraud-intimidation-rigged.   
13 Jackson, Sam. Oath Keepers: Patriotism and the Edge of Violence in a Right-Wing Antigovernment Group (New 
York: Columbia University Press, 2020). 
14 “Oath Keepers On Guard at Inauguration of President Donald Trump.” Southern Poverty Law Center. January 20, 
2017. https://www.splcenter.org/hatewatch/2017/01/20/oath-keepers-guard-inauguration-president-donald-trump.   
15 Ibid.  
16 Giglio, Mike. 2020. “A Pro-Trump Militant Group Has Recruited Thousands of Police, Soldiers, and Veterans.” 
The Atlantic. November 2020. https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2020/11/right-wing-militias-civil-
war/616473/; “#StopTheSteal: Timeline of Social Media and Extremist Activities Leading to 1/6 Insurrection.” Just 
Security. February 10, 2021. 
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disseminating messages on encrypted applications that encouraged his co-conspirators to oppose 
by force the lawful transfer of presidential power.”17 On November 5, 2020, Rhodes allegedly 
sent a message on the encrypted messaging application Signal to an invite-only Oath Keepers 
group chat titled ‘Leadership intel sharing secured’ (Leadership Intel Chat), in which he urged 
his followers to refuse to accept the election result. In these messages, Rhodes continued to 
articulate to his fellow Oath Keepers that violence was necessary, allegedly stating, “We aren’t 
getting through this without a civil war. Too late for that. Prepare your mind, body, spirit.”18  

On November 7, 2020, Rhodes allegedly posted in the Leadership Intel Chat, “[W]e must now 
do what the people of Serbia did when Milosevic stole their election. – Refuse to accept it and 
march en-mass on the nation’s Capitol.”19 According to the indictment, Rhodes informed the 
members of the Leadership Intel Chat that he was in direct communication with the Serbian 
author of the video, who had provided Rhodes with step-by-step instructions which included, 
among other steps, “complete civil disobedience...millions gathered in our capital. There were no 
barricades strong enough to stop them, nor the police determined enough to stop them. Police 
and Military aligned with the people after few hours of fist-fight. We stormed the 
Parliament....WE WON.”20 The indictment notes that, several days later, Rhodes published the 
full plan of action on the Oath Keepers website under a new ‘Call to Action,’ titled “WHAT WE 
THE PEOPLE MUST DO.”21  

In early November 2020, Rhodes allegedly held a private GoToMeeting for Oath Keepers 
members, including numerous January 6 co-defendants and an Oath Keeper who Rhodes 
appointed as the operation leader for January 6, during which Rhodes outlined a plan to stop the 
lawful transfer of presidential power, “including preparations for the use of force, and urged 
those listening to participate.”22 Immediately after that meeting, the indictment notes that Florida 
Oath Keepers defendant Kelly Meggs created a Signal chat titled “OKFL Hangout” which 
included multiple Oath Keepers from Florida who would later be charged for their role in the 
events of January 6. In this chat, Meggs allegedly stated, “We have been issued a call to action 

 
https://www.justsecurity.org/74622/stopthesteal-timeline-of-social-media-and-extremist-activities-leading-to-1-6-
insurrection/.   
17 “Indictment.” 2022. United States of America v. Elmer Stewart Rhodes III et al.” District Court for the District of 
Columbia. January 12, 2022. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Rhodes%20et%20al%20Indictment.pdf.   
18 Ibid. 
19 Ibid.  
20 Ibid. Public reporting has identified the Serbian as Aleksander Savic. See: Kovensky, Josh. 2022. “ How A 
Serbian Scientist Helped Inspire The Oath Keepers To March On The Capitol.” Talking Points Memo. January 18, 
2022. https://talkingpointsmemo.com/muckraker/aleksandar-savic-oath-keepers-jan-6.; Bensinger, Ken. “Feds Are 
Claiming That The Oath Keepers Had Hoped Cops Would Join Jan. 6 Rioters.” Buzzfeed News. January 20, 2022.  
https://www.buzzfeednews.com/article/kenbensinger/oath-keepers-cops-serbia.  
21 “Indictment.” 2022. United States of America v. Elmer Stewart Rhodes III et al.” District Court for the District of 
Columbia. January 12, 2022. 
22 Ibid.  
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for DC. This is the moment we signed up for...”.23 Several weeks later, the Florida chapter of the 
Oath Keepers allegedly held a training on “unconventional warfare.”24  

As Rhodes allegedly continued to prepare his followers for violent action at the U.S. Capitol, his 
public statements attempted to set the stage for justification of such actions. At the Jericho March 
in Washington, D.C., in December 2020, Rhodes joined an array of ‘Stop the Steal’ figures, 
including Michael Flynn, Michael Lindell, and Alex Jones, and spoke to the crowd, calling for 
President Trump to invoke the Insurrection Act to help him remain in power.25 He warned that, if 
this action was not taken, then the Oath Keepers would be forced to mount a “much more 
desperate [and] much more bloody war” to ensure that outcome.”26 In an incident foreshadowing 
the tenor of events on January 6, 2021, attendees of the Jericho March—including Alex Jones, 
Info Wars employee Owen Shroyer, and Stop the Steal organizer Ali Alexander—participated in 
an impromptu march to the steps of the U.S. Supreme Court building.27  

Rhodes’ public declarations to his followers continued throughout December 2020, as he 
simultaneously is alleged to have continued to exhort Oath Keepers to mobilize to Washington, 
D.C., in order to prevent President-Elect Biden from assuming the presidency. On December 14, 
2020, Rhodes published a letter on the Oath Keepers website “advocating for the use of force to 
stop the lawful transfer of presidential power.”28 In another open letter on December 23, 2020, 
Rhodes claimed that “tens of thousands of patriot Americans, both veterans and non-veterans, 
will already be in Washington, D.C. and many of us will have our mission critical gear stowed 
nearby just outside D.C.”29 

On December 31, 2020, Rhodes allegedly wrote in the Leadership Intel Chat that, “There is no 
standard political or legal way out of this.” While Rhodes’ private efforts continued, the 
government alleges that Oath Keepers members from across the country were preparing to 
mobilize to the U.S. Capitol to execute Rhodes’ mission. In late December, defendant Thomas 
Caldwell allegedly identified the Comfort Inn Ballston, in Arlington, Virginia, as the location 
that Rhodes’ Quick Reaction Force (QRF) would use as their base of operations for January 6. 
The government alleges that the mission of the QRF forces was to be on standby, prepared to 
transport firearms and equipment to Oath Keepers members in D.C. on January 6.30 After 
Caldwell shared this location with his Oath Keepers co-defendants, the QRF team leader for the 
North Carolina Oath Keepers allegedly reserved three rooms – one each for the North Carolina 

 
23 Ibid.  
24 Ibid.  
25 “Pro-Trump Rallies in DC Attract Extremists & Erupt into Violence.” Anti-Defamation League. December 13, 
2020. https://www.adl.org/blog/pro-trump-rallies-in-dc-attract-extremists-erupt-into-violence.   
26 Ibid.  
27 Ibid. Shroyer was later charged for his alleged role in the events of January 6, 2021. He has pleaded not guilty. 
“Criminal Complaint and Statement of Facts.” United States of America v. Jonathon Owen Shroyer.” District Court 
for the District of Columbia. August 19, 2021. 
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Jonathon%20Owen%20Shroyer%20Criminal%20Complaint%
20and%20Statement%20of%20Facts.pdf.  
28 “Indictment.” 2022. United States of America v. Elmer Stewart Rhodes III et al. District Court for the District of 
Columbia. January 12, 2022. 
29 Ibid.  
30 Ibid.  
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QRF, the Arizona QRF, and the Florida QRF. According to the indictment, the QRF rooms were 
used to store and guard the firearms that QRF members and co-conspirators planned to bring to 
the D.C. area.31  

Rhodes continued to connect Oath Keepers mobilization to Washington, D.C. on January 6, 
2021, with an expectation that President Trump would invoke the Insurrection Act and call in the 
Oath Keepers as a militia.32 Rhodes envisioned a significant presence by Antifa members at the 
U.S. Capitol on January 6, and indicated this would serve as the “reason and rationale for 
dropping the Insurrection Act.”33 In this hypothetical scenario, according to Rhodes, the 
President would “call us up as the militia” and a contingent of armed members of the Oath 
Keepers positioned outside of Washington, D.C. would travel to the Capitol. On January 4, 2021, 
Rhodes posted another article on the Oath Keepers website, claiming that, “It is CRITICAL that 
all patriots who can be in DC get to DC to stand tall in support of President Trump’s fight to 
defeat the enemies foreign and domestic who are attempting a coup, through the massive vote 
fraud and related attacks on our Republic. We Oath Keepers are honor-bound and eager to be 
there in strength to do our part.”34  
 

Oath Keepers Mobilization to Washington, D.C. 

Members of the Oath Keepers’ January 6 conspiracy are alleged to have planned and executed 
travel in pairs or small groups to the Washington, D.C., area, arriving at local hotels on January 4 
and 5, 2021.35 Upon arrival, multiple Oath Keepers are alleged to have transported firearms, 
ammunition, and related items to the D.C. area, with many dropping off their items at the QRF 
hotel in Ballston, Virginia.36 Several Oath Keepers also allegedly took their firearms and 
ammunition to the Hilton Garden Inn in Vienna, Virginia, where Rhodes and several co-
conspirators were staying on January 5, 2021.37  

Even before Stewart Rhodes began his travel from Granbury, Texas, to Washington, D.C., the 
government alleges he began purchasing what would amount to over $16,000 on firearms and 
related equipment that he would bring to the D.C. metro area for January 6 operations.38 This 
included $5,000 on a shotgun, scope, magazines, and ammunition on January 1 and 2, as well as 
$6,000 on “an AR-platform rifle and firearms equipment, including sights, mounts, triggers, 
slings and additional firearms attachments” in Texas while traveling. In Mississippi on January 

 
31 Ibid.  
32 Barrett, Devlin, and Spencer S. Hsu. 2022. “How Trump’s flirtation with an anti-insurrection law inspired Jan. 6 
insurrection.” The Washington Post. January 23, 2022. https://www.washingtonpost.com/national-security/stewart-
rhodes-insurrection-act-trump/2022/01/23/fa009626-7c47-11ec-bf02-f9e24ccef149_story.html.  
33 “Sixth Superseding Indictment.” 2021. United States of America v. Thomas Caldwell et al. District Court for the 
District of Columbia. December 1, 2021.  
https://extremism.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs2191/f/Caldwell%20et%20al%20Sixth%20Superseding%20Indictmen
t.pdf  
34 Ibid.  
35 Kriner, Matt, and Jon Lewis. 2021. “The Oath Keepers and Their Role in the January 6 Insurrection.” 
36 “Indictment.” 2022. United States of America v. Elmer Stewart Rhodes III et al. 
37 Ibid.  
38 Ibid.  
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4, Rhodes is further alleged to have spent $4,500 on additional sights, mounts, an optic plate, 
magazine and other various firearms parts.39 
 
With the stash of firearms allegedly located across state lines in Virginia and several distinct 
QRF teams present, the government contends that Oath Keepers engaged in substantial planning 
for operational use of these teams on January 6. Details of the QRF planning have come to light 
in court proceedings, with prosecutors stating that they “believe that at least one quick reaction 
force location was here and that Mr. Harrelson and others had stashed a large amount of weapons 
there … People affiliated with this group were in Ballston, monitoring what was happening at the 
Capitol and prepared to come into D.C. and ferry these weapons into the ground team that 
Kenneth Harrelson was running at a moment’s notice, if anyone said the word.”40 

Based on evidence set forth in court records, one potential operational plan for the QRF appears 
to have been to ferry firearms across the Potomac to Oath Keepers in Washington, D.C. during 
the anticipated chaos. Florida Oath Keepers member Kelly Meggs allegedly posted a map of 
Washington, D.C., in the Leadership Signal Chat on January 2, 2021, noting that the Lincoln 
Memorial and “the corner of west basin and Ohio” would be the planned QRF rally points for 
land or water transport in advance of expected civil unrest and potential bridge closures.41 This 
operation was allegedly corroborated by co-defendant Thomas Caldwell, who articulated the 
group’s plans via text to an unnamed individual to have a boat prepared on the Potomac River 
near Washington, D.C., with “our Quick Response Team with the heavy weapons standing by, 
quickly load them and ferry them across the river to our waiting arms.”42 Indeed, in the latest 
indictment against the Oath Keepers, the government claims that defendant Edward Vallejo and 
others “were on standby at the Comfort Inn Ballston, monitoring communications from the co-
conspirators on the ground inside Washington, D.C., and awaiting a call to bring the weapons to 
the co-conspirators.”43 

 

“The patriots are taking it into their own hands. They’ve had enough.”  

On the morning of January 6, 2021, Oath Keepers defendants are alleged to have traveled to 
meeting points in Washington, D.C., including the Willard Hotel – where several Oath Keepers 
were reportedly acting as security for Stop the Steal rally VIPs including Roger Stone.44 The 

 
39 Ibid.  
40 Weiner, Rachel, and Spencer S. Hsu, 2021.“Armed ‘quick reaction force’ was waiting for order to storm Capitol, 
Justice Dept. says.” Washington Post, April 14, 2021. https://www.washingtonpost.com/local/legal-issues/quick-
reaction-force-capitol-riot/2021/04/14/2021da66-9d39-11eb-8005-bffc3a39f6d3_story.html.  
41 “Sixth Superseding Indictment.”  2021. United States of America v. Thomas Caldwell et al. 
42 “Government’s Opposition to Defendant’s Motion for Reconsideration of Detention.” 2021. United States of 
America v. Thomas Caldwell. District Court for the District of Columbia. March 8, 2021.; Kriner, Matt, and Jon 
Lewis. 2021. “The Oath Keepers and Their Role in the January 6 Insurrection.” 
43 “Indictment.” 2022. United States of America v. Elmer Stewart Rhodes III et al. 
44   Mosk, Matthew, Olivia Rubin, Ali Dukakis, and Fergal Gallagher. 2021. “Video surfaces showing Trump ally 
Roger Stone flanked by Oath Keepers on morning of Jan. 6.” ABC News, February 5, 2021.  
https://abcnews.go.com/US/video-surfaces-showing-trump-ally-roger-stone-flanked/story?id=75706765.; Triebert, 
Christiaan, Ben Decker, Derek Watkins, Arielle Ray, and Stella Cooper. 2021 “First They Guarded Roger Stone. 
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government alleges that, over the course of the morning, multiple Oath Keepers defendants 
exchanged short phone calls with Rhodes and “prepared themselves for battle before heading to 
the Capitol by equipping themselves with communication devices and donning reinforced vests, 
helmets, and goggles.”45 

As Trump’s speech at the Ellipse drew to a close and members of the crowd began to make their 
way towards restricted Capitol grounds, Oath Keepers members allegedly began to mobilize to 
the Capitol. The first breach of restricted Capitol grounds that day is alleged to have taken place 
at approximately 1:15 PM. Shortly after, Rhodes made the claim that “Pence is doing nothing. 
As I predicted. All I see Trump doing is complaining. I see no intent by him to do anything. So 
the patriots are taking it into their own hands. They’ve had enough.”46 

Rhodes would allegedly continue encouraging his followers to move to the Capitol if not already 
there, posting messages in the Leadership Intel Chat comparing the events to the actions by “the 
founding fathers” and claiming, “Next comes out ‘Lexington.’ It’s coming.”47 By 2:02 PM, Oath 
Keepers co-defendants Kenneth Harrelson and Jason Dolan allegedly joined with the crowd 
pushing up the central East steps, taking up advance positions on the steps that Stack One would 
allegedly later march up.48 In an audio channel on Zello titled “Stop the Steal J6”, co-defendant 
Jessica Watkins allegedly announced that “everybody’s marching on the Capitol...we have about 
30-40 of us. We are sticking together and sticking to the plan.”49 

Throughout the day, the government alleges Rhodes was in near-constant communication with 
Oath Keepers at the Capitol, including his operations leader Michael Simmons and numerous co-
defendants.50 Between 2:00 and 2:30 PM, as the violence at the Capitol continued, Rhodes 
allegedly worked to muster his supporters and organize at the south side of the U.S. Capitol. By 
2:32 PM, the balance of the Oath Keepers was allegedly present on the northeast side of 
restricted Capitol grounds, including Rhodes.51  

Within minutes of a brief conference call between Rhodes, operations leader Michael Simmons, 
and Kelly Meggs at 2:32 PM, Meggs and numerous co-defendants formed ‘Stack One’ - a 
column of “individuals wearing Oath Keepers clothing, patches, insignia, and battle gear” that 
allegedly maneuvered in an organized fashion up the east side of the Capitol in a now 

 
Then They Joined the Capitol Attack.” New York Times, February 14, 2021. 
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2021/02/14/us/roger-stone-capitol-riot.html  
45 “Sixth Superseding Indictment.”  2021. United States of America v. Thomas Caldwell et 
al.https://ctc.usma.edu/the-oath-keepers-and-their-role-in-the-january-6-insurrection/  
46 Ibid.  
47 Ibid.  
48 “Indictment.” 2022. United States of America v. Elmer Stewart Rhodes III et al. 
49 Ibid.  
50 Friedman, Dan. 2021. “We’ve Unmasked the Oath Keepers’ January 6 ‘Operations Leader.’” Mother Jones, July 
26, 2021. https://www.motherjones.com/politics/2021/07/oath-keepers-january-6-capitol-insurrection-michael-
simmons-person-ten/.  
51 Ibid. Real-time texts from Rhodes indicated the group was on the South or South East side, although evidence 
suggests he was mistaken and corrected himself later in the chat. 
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recognizable image from the day.52 Upon reaching the top of the steps, Stack One allegedly 
breached the U.S. Capitol with the mob, entering the Rotunda and attempting to push further into 
the building. In an important connection between the Oath Keepers activities and the latest 
seditious conspiracy charge, the Department of Justice alleges that several members of Stack 
One pushed southbound out of the Rotunda “and toward the House of Representatives in search 
of Speaker Pelosi.”53 

As Stack One members were allegedly attempting to push deeper into the Capitol, a second 
group of Oath Keepers – Stack Two – were allegedly traveling on golf carts towards the Capitol. 
After a brief call with operations leader Michael Simmons, Stack Two is alleged to have moved 
up the east side steps of the Capitol around 3:00 PM, eventually forcibly entering the same east 
side Rotunda doors that Stack One had entered 35 minutes earlier.54 After brief periods in the 
Rotunda area, individuals from both Stack One and later Stack Two retreated in the face of a 
surge of riot police officers and chemical spray deployed to the Rotunda area. Rhodes allegedly 
posted to the Leadership Signal Chat at 3:30 PM, “Anyone in DC who is not tasked with a 
security detail, come yo [sic] the US Capitol on the Supreme Court side. Come to the Capitol on 
the NE Corner.”55 The government alleges that Rhodes joined both groups of Oath Keepers as 
they regrouped on the northeast corner of Capitol grounds and discussed next steps.56 

 

Aftermath 

For Stewart Rhodes and the Oath Keepers, the events of January 6, 2021, were merely the 
beginning. Throughout the evening of January 6, the government alleges that the co-conspirators 
“discussed the need to continue fighting to stop the lawful transfer of presidential power.”57 
Messages allegedly posted in the Leadership Signal Chat by Oath Keepers members further 
indicate this belief, with a defendant identified as Kelly Meggs posting, “We aren’t quitting!! We 
are reloading!!” and Rhodes noting, “Patriots entering their own Capitol to send a message to 
traitors is NOTHING compared to what’s coming.”  

The seditious conspiracy indictment against Stewart Rhodes further supports the assertions that 
the Oath Keepers and local militias viewed January 6 as a flashpoint through which further 
mobilization could be inspired. Rhodes is alleged to have spent an additional $17,500 on an array 
of firearms parts from January 10-19, 2021, including ammunition, magazines, scopes, gun light, 
holsters, bipods, and other equipment.58 Oath Keepers co-defendant Joshua James allegedly met 
with Rhodes in Alabama during this period, collected what he referred to as “all available 

 
52 Kriner, Matt, and Jon Lewis. 2021. “The Oath Keepers and Their Role in the January 6 Insurrection.” Spencer S. 
Hsu, Spencer S. 2021. “Latest alleged Oath Keeper arrested in Capitol riot turned over body armor and 
firearm.” Washington Post, July 2, 2021. 
53 “Indictment.” 2022. United States of America v. Elmer Stewart Rhodes III et al. 
54 Ibid.  
55 Ibid.  
56 Ibid.  
57 Ibid.  
58 Ibid.  
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firearms,” and traveled to Texas, where he stayed with Rhodes and others.59 On Inauguration 
Day, January 2021, James allegedly messaged another individual, “After this...if nothing 
happens...its war...Civil War 2.0.”60 At this point, the government asserts, Rhodes began to 
conduct outreach in an effort to “organize local militias to oppose President Biden’s 
Administration.”61  

On the one-year anniversary of the attack on the U.S. Capitol, Attorney General Garland and 
President Biden each delivered remarks which centered on two foundational points: The 
vigorous prosecution of all individuals who engaged in criminal conduct related to the events of 
January 6, and the need to ensure that this assault on our democratic institutions is not minimized 
or forgotten. Attorney General Garland, in his comments, spoke at length on the unceasing 
efforts by the Department of Justice to prosecute “all January 6th perpetrators, at any level, 
accountable under law — whether they were present that day or were otherwise criminally 
responsible for the assault on our democracy.”62 President Biden pointedly referred to the events 
of the day as “an armed insurrection…looking to subvert the Constitution.”63 
 
Stewart Rhodes was arrested days later on January 13, 2022, in Little Elm Texas – one year and 
one week after the events of January 6.64 Rhodes, Edward Vallejo, and nine previously arrested 
Oath Keepers were charged with an array of offenses, namely 18 US Code § 2384 – Seditious 
conspiracy, accusing them of conspiring “to overthrow, put down, or to destroy by force the 
Government of the United States, or... by force to prevent, hinder, or delay the execution of any 
law of the United States.”65 In levying this charge, the Department of Justice made the first direct 
connection between those present at the U.S. Capitol on January 6 and the conspiratorial, anti-
democratic efforts by high-level individuals like Stewart Rhodes to prevent the peaceful transfer 
of presidential power. Months later, the Department would bring similar charges against Proud 
Boys national chairman Enrique Tarrio and other Proud Boys leaders, alleging a disturbingly 
similar degree of pre-planning and coordination by the violent fascist movement to mobilize to 
the Capitol with the intent to overthrow the democratic government.66 

 
59 Ibid.  
60 Ibid.  
61 Ibid.  
62 “Attorney General Merrick B. Garland Delivers Remarks on the First Anniversary of the Attack on the Capitol.” 
Department of Justice. January 5, 2022. https://www.justice.gov/opa/speech/attorney-general-merrick-b-garland-
delivers-remarks-first-anniversary-attack-capitol  
63 “Remarks By President Biden To Mark One Year Since The January 6th Deadly Assault On The U.S. Capitol.” 
The White House. January 6, 2022. https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/speeches-
remarks/2022/01/06/remarks-by-president-biden-to-mark-one-year-since-the-january-6th-deadly-assault-on-the-u-s-
capitol/. 
64 “Leader of Oath Keepers and 10 Other Individuals Indicted in Federal Court for Seditious Conspiracy and Other 
Offenses Related to U.S. Capitol Breach.” 2022. Department of Justice Press Release. January 13, 2022.  
https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/leader-oath-keepers-and-10-other-individuals-indicted-federal-court-seditious-
conspiracy-and.  
65 “18 US Code § 2384 - Seditious conspiracy.” Legal Information Institute, Cornell Law School. 2022. 
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/2384.  
66 “Leader of Proud Boys and Four Other Members Indicted in Federal Court For Seditious Conspiracy and Other 
Offenses Related to U.S. Capitol Breach.” 2022. Department of Justice Press Release. June 6, 2022.  
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What does the future hold for the Oath Keepers? While Rhodes remains in pretrial detention, the 
long-term leadership of the Oath Keepers remains unclear. Kellye SoRelle, general counsel for 
the group, originally announced she was stepping in as acting president,67 but after Rhodes was 
denied bail, SoRelle publicly noted that she “can’t handle the long haul” and is “passing the 
torch.”68 In many ways, Stewart Rhodes is the Oath Keepers organization – as founder and 
president for life, the Oath Keepers are truly formed in his image.69  

The successful prosecution of Rhodes could serve as a body blow for one of the most prominent 
anti-government organizations of the last decade.70 However, the potential organizational 
collapse of the group alone will not deter those actors who view January 6 as a rallying cry, 
mobilizing narrative, or as a model for future acts of political violence. While the Oath Keepers 
have long served a term at the helm of the patriot movement, the resurgent ecosystem has since 
outgrown Rhodes and his organization.71  

The increasingly mainstreamed far-right in the United States has emerged in force over recent 
years at the local, grassroots level – made possible by a permissive environment and a 
counterterrorism apparatus focused primarily on foreign, jihadist threats. As efforts to investigate 
and prosecute those responsible for the events of January 6, 2021, continue, it is crucial not to 
confuse singular law enforcement actions against individual pillars of movements like the Oath 
Keepers for sustained, lasting success against burgeoning movements in the United States driven 
by a rise in anti-authority, anti-democratic sentiments.  
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Vice President shall accordingly end at noon on the 20th day of January, "and the terms oftheu:

successors shall then begin."

Plot to Oppose by Force the 2020 Lawful Transfer of Presidential Power

2. The 2020 United States Presidential Election ("Presidential Election") occurred on

November 3, 2020. As of November 7, 2020, the incumbent President Donald J. Tmmp was

projected to have lost the Presidential Election.

3. After the Presidential Election, Wilson, Ebner Stewart Rhodes III, and others

conspired to oppose by force the lawful transfer of presidential power. Rhodes, a 55-year-old

resident of Granbury, Texas, is the founder and leader of the Oath Keepers, a large but loosely

organized collection of individuals, some of whom are associated with militias. Wilson, a 44-

year-old military and law enforcement veteran, was an Oath Keeper member smce 2016. He is a

resident of Sampson County, North Carolina, and on the date of the offense, was a county leader

of the North Carolina chapter of the Oath Keepers. Some members of the Oath Keepers, like

Wilson, believe that the federal government has been coopted by a cabal of elites actively trying

to strip American citizens of their rights. Though the Oath Keepers will accept anyone as

members, they explicitly focus on recruiting current and former military, law enforcement, and

first'responder personnel. The organization's name alludes to the oath sworn by members of the

military and police to defend the Constitution "from all enemies, foreign and domestic." On their

website, the "Oath Keepers declare they will not obey unconstitutional orders."

4. Wilson agreed to take part in a plan developed by Rhodes and others, including

regional leaders, to stop the lawful transfer of presidential power by January 20, 2021, by

deploying force to prevent, hmder, and delay the execution of the laws of the United States

governing the transfer of presidential power. They used encrypted and private communications,
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equipped themselves with a variety of weapons, donned combat and tactical gear, and were

prepared to answer Rhodes's call to take up arms. Wilson and others amassed firearms on the

outskirts of Washington, D.C.—some distributed across hotels and "quick reaction force" ("QRF )

teams—and planned, if caUed upon, to use them m support of the plan were prepared to halt the

lawful transfer of presidential power.

Wilson's Participation in the Seditious Conspiracy

Before January 6, 2021 — Wilson and Others Prepare to Keep President Trump in Power

5. Beginning in November 2020, Rhodes began disseminatmg messages on end-to-

end encrypted messaging applications, including GoToMeeting and Signal, that encouraged

Wilson and his co-conspirators to oppose by force the lawful transfer of presidential power.

6. On Signal, Wilson joined Rliodes and others m invitation-only group chats titled

"Leadership Intel sharing secured" ("Leadership Intel Chat"), "NC Members," "NC OK County

Leaders," "DC Op North Carolina," and "DC OP: Jan 6 21".

7. On November 5, 2020—two days after the Presidential Election—Rhodes urged

members of the "Leadership Intel Chat," which included Wilson, to reject the presidential election

result and stated, "We aren't getting through this without a civil war. Too late for that. Prepare

your mind, body, spirit."

8. On November 9, 2020, Rhodes held a private meeting limited to Oath Keepers

members on GoToMeeting, an onthie meeting site that allowed users to host conference calls and

video conferences via the Internet in real time. The meeting, titled, "Oath Keepers National Call

- Members Only," was attended by Wilson, and other co-conspirators, including a person who

Rhodes later appointed as the operation leader for January 6, 2021. During the meeting, Rhodes

outlined a plan to stop the lawful transfer of power, including preparations for the use of force and
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urged those listening to participate: "You're from Oath Keepers. You got a responsibility and

duty. You raised your freaking right hand. You swore that oath . . . you got to fight."

9. That same day, in reference to a post in the "NC Members" Signal chat that the

Georgia state election result was announced in favor of President Biden, Wilson replied, "how in

the damn hell?" Another member of the chat explained, "Folks, the machine was set to ensure

Trump couldn't win. Remember that the Coyote Rules applies to every kind of crime: For every

coyote you see, you have five." Wilson responded, "Rigged," followed by, "I'm ready to go coyote

hunting."

10. On November 24, 2020, in the 'INC OK County Leaders" Signal chat, a group

member advised, "we aU need to be very careful about what we post here . . . While Signal is end-

to-end encrypted, it's always safest to operate under the assumption that someone is monitoring

our conversations electronically."

11. On December 14, 2020—the same day that presidential electors from each state

and the District of Columbia cast theu- votes in the Presidential Election—Rhodes published a

letter on the Oath Keepers website advocating for the use of force to stop the lawful transfer of

presidential power. He made sumilar posts that day to the "Leadership Intel Chat" Signal group

chat, in which Wilson was a participant.

12. On December 14, 2020, after reading an article posted by a group member in the

"Leadership Intel Chat" titled, "General Flynn warns ofunelected 'tyrants,' says 'time forGod-

fearing Americans to fight,'" Wilson replied, "It is time to fight!"

13. OnDecember 30, 2020, Wilson posted to the "Leadership Intel Chat": "Things are

about get real! I believe the ^ [poop emoji] is about to hit the fan and we need to be ready as

ever!"
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14. On December 31, 2020, Rhodes added Wilson to the "DC OP: Jan 6 21" Signal

group chat under the profile name of "Todd Wilson Sampson Co Lead," referring to Wilson's

position as the leader of the group of OathKeepers from Sampson County,North Carolina. Rhodes

described WUson and others to the Signal group chat members as "some of the NC leaders and

experienced prior op veterans from NC." Rhodes, Wilson, and co-conspirators used this Signal

group chat and others-to plan for January 6, 2021.

15. OnDecember 31, 2020, Rhodes wrote to the "Leadership Intel Chat": "There is no

standard political or legal way out of this."

16. OnJanuary 4,2020, Wilson asked the Leadership Intel Chat" members, "So Ihave

a question. If the decision doesn't go in Trump's favor is that the end of his fight? ... On the 6th?'

In response, another group chat participant replied, "Constantly adapt ... a battle plan never

survives first contact, yet you are responsible for it and contingency plannmg. What if on the 6th

we enter into ten days of election audits? The movement does not tie itself to one action or one

result. .. The future is uncertain, but our commitment is not. The leadership will adjust and guide

as appropriate."

17. Between January 4 and January 6 of 2021, Wilson exchanged nearly two dozen

calls with Rhodes, as well as numerous calls and texts with other co-conspirators.

18. On the evening of January 4, Wilson and Rhodes engaged in multiple phone calls

to finalize plans for attending the January 6 operation in Washington, D.C. During these

conversations, Rhodes confinned Wilson's hotel accommodations and told him to "come

prepared."

19. Based on Rhodes's directive, on January 5, Wilson drove himself from North

Carolina to the Washington, D.C. Metropolitan Area. Wilson brought with him on the trip an AR-
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15-style rifle, a 9-millimeter pistol, approximately 200 rounds of ammunition, body armor, a

camouflaged combat uniform, pepper spray, a large walking stick mtended for use as a weapon,

and a pocketknife. While on his drive, Wilson declared to the "DC OP: Jan 6 21 Signal group

chat members, "It's going to hit the fan tonight!" In response, another group chat member posted,

"Not like it will tomorrow afterthe senate vote. WUson replied, "That s why I have all my gear

with me.

20. That night, Wilson arrived at the Hilton Garden Inn Hotel in Vienna, Virginia.

Rhodes, Wilson, and other leading Oath Keeper members and affiliates stayed in rooms at the

hotel that Rhodes had reserved and paid for. After arriving, Wilson informed Rhodes by phone

that he would be storing his firearms in his hotel room.

21. Later that night, Wilson met withRhodes, who told him that another North Carolina

Oath Keeper leader was expected to participate in the QRF on January 6. That same day, Wilson

directly confirmed that plan by phone with the North Carolina Oath Keeper leader. Wilson

believed that, ifcaUed upon, the QRF would provide firearms or cover to co-conspirators (such as

himself) operating inside of Washington, D.C.

22. In advance of January 6, Wilson on multiple occasions heard Rhodes discuss the

potential need for Rhodes and co-conspirators to engage in force, up to and including lethal

violence, in order to stop the transfer of power. With this understanding, WUson agreed to take

part in a plan developed by Rhodes to use any means necessary, up to and including the use of

force, to achieve this objective.

January 6, 202} — Wilson and Co-Conspirators Attack the Capitol

to Stop the Transfer of Power

23. On the morning of January 6, 2021, at approximately 6:27 a.m., Rliodes confirmed

to the members of the "DC OP: Jan 6 21" Signal group chat that "[w]e will have several well
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equipped QRFs outside DC. And there are many, many others, from other groups, who will be

watching and waiting on the outside m case of worst case scenarios."

24. Later that morning, Wilson, Rhodes, and other Oath Keepers leaders traveled

together in the same car from their hotel in Vu'ginia to Washington, D.C. Wilson stored his

firearms, ammunition, and combat gear in the hotel room, left his pepper spray and large stick m

a co-consplrator's car parked nearby, and carried a pocketkrdfe with hun. Wilson was prepared to

retrieve his weapons for use in Washington, D.C., if called upon to do so.

25. That afternoon, Wilson, Rhodes, and others marched to the United States Capitol.

The Capitol, which is located at First Street, SE, in Washington, D.C., is secured 24 hours a day

by United States Capitol Police. Restrictions around the Capitol include permanent and temporary

security barriers and posts manned by Capitol Police. Only authorized people with appropriate

identification are allowed access inside the Capitol.

26. OnJanuary 6, 2021, the exterior plaza of the Capitol was closed to members ofthe

public as the Jomt Session convened inside the building. During the Joint Session, elected

members of the United StatesHouse of Representatives and the United States Senate met to certify

the vote count of the Electoral College of the 2020 Presidential Election. The Joint Session began

at approximately 1:00 p.m. Shortly thereafter, by approximately 1 :30 p.m., the House and Senate

adjourned to separate chambers to resolve a particular objection. United States Vice President

Michael R. Pence was present and presiding, fast in the Joint Session, and then m the Senate

chamber.

27. As the proceedings contmued in both the House and Senate chambers, and with

Vice President Pence present and presiding over the Senate, a large crowd gathered outside the

Capitol. As noted above, temporary and permanent barricades were erected around the exterior of
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the Capitol. Capitol Police were present and attempting to keep the crowd away from the Capitol

and the proceedings underway mside.

28. Just before 1:30 p.nx, in response to a claim by an Oath Keeper affiliate on the

"Leadership Intel Chat" that Antifa had breached the Capitol, Rhodes replied: "Nope. I'm right

here. These are Patriots." Minutes later, Rhodes posted to the group that he was standing at the

comer of the Capitol building with four people to include Wilson. Rhodes then posted to the "DC

OP: Jan 6 21 Signal group chat: Pence is doing nothing* As I predicted." Rliodes added, "All I

see Trump doing is complaining. I see no intent by him to do anythmg. So the patriots are taking

it into their own hands. They've had enough."

29. By approximately 2:00 p.m., certain individuals in the crowd had forced their way

through, up, and over the barricades, and pushed past the officers of the Capitol Police who were

attempting to keep them back. The crowd advanced to the exterior facade of the building. The

crowd was not lawfully authorized to enter or remain m the building and, prior to entering the

building, no members of the crowd submitted to required security screenings or weapons checks

by Capitol Police Officers or other authorized security officials.

30. At such time, the Joint Session was still underway, and the exterior doors and

windows of the Capitol were locked or otherwise secured. Members of the Capitol Police

attempted to maintain order and keep the crowd from entering the Capitol; however, shortly after

2:00 p.m., individuals in the crowd forced entry into the Capitol, mcluding by breaking windows

and by assaulting members of law enforcement, as others in the crowd encouraged and assisted

those acts.

31. Shortly after 2:00 p.m., Wilson, Rhodes, and others bypassed barricades and

Capitol Police officers, and unlawfully entered the restricted grounds of the Capitol. While
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advancing, Wilson heard Rhodes proclaim that they were in the midst of a "civil war." Through

plumes of smoke, Wilson could see mobs of people climbing up scaffolding and descending on

the Capitol. Rliodes soon directed his followers to meet him at the Capitol.

32. Around that time, at approximately 2:20 p.m., members of the House of

Representatives and Senate, mcluding the President of the Senate, Vice President Pence, were

instructed to—and did—evacuate the chambers. Accordingly, all congressional proceedings,

including the Jomt Session, were suspended.

33. At 2:34 p.m., Wilson entered through the Upper West Terrace Doors of the

Capitol—the first of the co-conspirators to breach the building. Wilson was armed with a

pocketknife and wore a neck gaiter and beanie hat to mask his appearance. Wilson entered the

Capitol with the goal of disturbing the Congressional proceeding and gathering inteUlgence. He

took these actions in furtherance of the conspiracy to oppose by force the execution of the laws

govemmg the transfer of presidential power, and in order to prevent, hinder, and delay the

certification of President-Elect Joseph R. Biden as President of the United States.

34. By 2:38 p.m., Wilson had marched through the Rotundato the east side of the

Capitol where he joined in the center of a mob of people trying to push open the Rotunda Doors

from mside of the building. Two Capitol police officers stood in front of the closed doors

attempting to keep the mob at bay.

35. At2:38p.m.,aco-conspirator in the "DC OP: Jan 6 21" Signal group chat, Edward

Vallejo, posted, "QRFstandmg by at hotel. Just say the word..."

36. At approximately 2:39 p.m., the Rotunda doors were forced open, and a mob of

people forcibly entered the Capitol through the doors. The entering mob included fourteen Oath

Keepers co-conspu'ators—many of whom were wearing paramilitary clothing and patches with the
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Oath Keepers name, logo, and insignia—who had moved up and through the crowd on the east

side of the Capitol in a military-style "stack" formation ("Stack One"), WUson took cell phone

video of them entering. The RotundaDoors and surrounding facade suffered thousands of dollars

worth of damage during the attack on the Capitol.

37. After Stack One entered the Capitol, Wilson made brief contact with some of the

co-conspirators, to include James Dolanand Kenneth Harrelson, then followed closely behind co-

conspirators Kelly Meggs and Caleb Berry into the Rotunda. Wilson walked through the Capitol

for the next fifteen minutes, at times interacting with Dolan, Harrelson, and other co-conspirators

who were heading southbound toward the House of Representatives.

38. Afterexitmg the Capitol at2:55 p.m., Wilson gathered with Rliodes and several co-

conspirators approximately 100 feet from the northeast comer of the Capitol. Rhodes seemed

pleased that Wilson and others had gone inside of the Capitol, stating to Wilson that "pissed off

Patriots" were engaged in the still-unfolding attack on the Capitol.

39. Wilson intended to use force and did, in fact, use force in the Capitol, m order to

prevent, hinder, and delay the execution of the laws governing the transfer of power. Wilson

corruptly obstructed, influenced, and u-npeded an official proceeding, that is, a proceeding before

Congress, specificaUy, Congress's certification of the Electoral College vote as set out in the

Twelfth Amendment of the Constitution of the United States and 3 U.S.C. §§ 15-18.

40. In taking such actions, Wilson intended to influence or affect the conduct of the

United States government by intimidation or coercion. He accomplished this by intimidating and

coercing government personnel who were participating in or supportmg the Congressional

proceeding, including Members of Congress, Congressional staff, and law enforcement officers

with the Capitol Police.

10
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41. Because of the dangerous circumstances caused by the unlawful entry into the

Capitol by Wilson and others, including the danger posed by individuals who had entered the

Capitol without any security screening or weapons checks, Congressional proceedings could not

resume until after law enforcement had removed every unauthorized occupant from the Capitol

and confirmed the building was secured. Accordingly, the proceedmgs did not resume until

approximately 8:00 p.m. on January 6, 2021, afterthe building had been secured. Vice President

Pence remained in the Capitol from the time he was evacuated from the Senate Chamber until the

session resumed.

42. The attack on the Capitol resulted in substantial damage, requiring the expenditure

of more than $1.4 million dollars for repairs.

After January 6, 2021 - Wilson Continues to Engage in Discussions and Plans With Co-

Conspirators to Forcibly Oppose the Lawful Transfer of Power

43. At approximately 5:00 p.m., Wilson, Rhodes, and others left the Capitol grounds

and walked together to the Phoenix Hotel.

44. At the Phoemx Hotel, Rhodes gathered Wilson and other co-conspirators inside of

a private suite. Rhodes then called an individual over speaker phone. Wilson heard, Rhodes

repeatedly implore the individual to tell President Trump to call upon groups like the Oath Keepers

to forcibly oppose the transfer of power. This mdividual denied Rliodes's request to speak directly

with President Trump. After the call ended, Rhodes stated to the group, "I just want to fight."

45. On January 6, 2021, at 7:30 p.m., Rhodes messaged the "DC OP: Jan 6 21" Signal

chat, "Thousands of ticked off patriots spontaneously marched on the Capitol. . . . You ain t seen

nothing yet."

11
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46. Rhodes later added on the "DC OP: Jan 6 21" Signal chat: "Patriots entering their

own Capitol to send a message to the traitors is NOTHING compared to what's coming."

47. AtRliodes s instruction, Wilson and other co-conspirators met Rhodesthat evening

at a restaurant in Vienna, Virgmia. WUson recalled that Rhodes continued to discuss the need to

prepare for a larger fight against the government akin to the American Revolutionary War.

48. While at the restaurant, Wilson, Rhodes and other co-conspirators came to believe

that law enforcement was searching for Rhodes and others in connection to the events earlier that

day at the Capital. Before leaving the restaurant, one of the co-conspu'ators stated in front of

Wilson and Rhodes that incriminating materials should be deleted from theu- cell phones. The

group immediately returned to their hotel, collected their belongings, and met at a nearby gas

station. Rhodes htentionally left his mobile phone with one person and departed with another

person m their car. Wilson, along with the other cars, departed from the gas station in separate

directions.

49. On January 7, 2021, after arrivmg at his home, WUson took steps to conceal

incriminating evidence of his participation in this conspiracy from being stored in his Apple lCloud

account.

50. On January 7, 2021, Wilson notified members of the "Leadership Intel Chat" that

Rhodes was having issues with his cell phone in response to a member seeking to advise Rhodes

of the need to run mtelligence operations on law enforcement officers using "[s]canners, inside

sources, boots on the ground, and CB comms.

51. On January 13, 2021, Rhodes posted in the Leadership Intel Chat" a draft message

that he intended to make public and asked for feedback from the group members, which Wilson

reviewed. In this message, titled "RED ALERT! OATH KEEPERS WARNING ORDER PART

12
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I, and addressed to President Tmmp, Rhodes reiterated that he still had time to "[h]onor your

oath" and warned that "domestic enemy wolves will be at the door of all your supporters as well.

We will have no choice but to honor our oaths and fight back when they come for us. A fight is

coming no matter what we do" (emphasis mcluded).

52. Inlate January 2021, Wilson intentionally discarded his only cell phone into the

Atlantic Ocean to prevent law enforcement from discovering incriminating evidence about his

participation in this conspiracy.

Limited Nature of Factual Basis

53. This proffer of evidence is not intended to constitute a complete statement of all

facts known by Wilson or the government. Rather, it is a limited statement of facts intended to

provide the minimal necessary factual predicate for Wilson's guilty plea.

Respectfully submitted,

MATTHEW M. GRAVES
United States Attorney
D.C. Bar No. 481052

By •{^i^ySf
Ahmed M. Basel

Assistant United States Attorney
IL Bar No. 6304552

Troy Edwards, Jr.

Louis Manzo

Jeffrey S. Nestler

KathrynL. Rakoczy

Assistant United States Attorneys

U.S. Attorney's Office, District of Columbia

555 4th Street, N.W.,

Washington, D.C. 20530
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Justin Sher

Alexandra Hughes

Trial Attorneys
National Security Division,
United States Department of Justice
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004

April _, 2022
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DEFENDANT'S ACCEPTANCE

I, William Todd Wilson, have read every word of this Statement of Offense and have
discussed it with my attorneys, Christian Dysart, Ryan Willis, and James Kurosad. I agree and

acknowledge by my signature that this Statement of Offense is tme and accurate. I do this

voluntarily and of my own free will and because I am in fact guilty of the crimes to which I am
pleading guilty. No threats have been made to me nor am I- under the influence of anything that

could impede my ability to understand this Statement of Offense fully.

Date: ^//Dff^d3\
-7

William Todd Wilson
Defendant

ATTORNEY'S ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

I have read this Statement of Offense and have fully reviewed it with my client, William
Todd Wilson. I concur m my client's desire to adopt this Statement of Offenseas true and accurate.

Date: ~l/^/^2^.

Date: i^)^

Date:
^//^/^7^2—

Christian Dysart, Esq.
Attorney for William Todd WUson

'Ry^n Willis, Esq.
Attorney for William Todd Wilson

Jq(hie^I<urosad, Esq.
A^i'ney for William Todd Wilson
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EXHIBIT 5



 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

STATEMENT OF OFFENSE 
 

Pursuant to Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 11, the United States of America, by and 

through its attorney, the United States Attorney for the District of Columbia, and the defendant, 

Joshua James, with the concurrence of his attorneys, agree and stipulate to the below factual basis 

for the defendant’s guilty plea.  If this case were to proceed to trial, the parties stipulate that the 

United States could prove the below facts beyond a reasonable doubt: 

Introduction: The Transfer of Presidential Power in the United States  

1. The United States Constitution and federal statutes codify the procedures and dates 

governing the transfer of presidential power in the United States.  The Twelfth Amendment 

requires presidential electors to meet in their respective states and certify “distinct lists of all 

persons voted for as President, and of all persons voted for as Vice-President, and of the number 

of votes for each.”  It further requires that the Vice President “shall, in the presence of the Senate 

and House of Representatives, open all the certificates and the votes shall then be counted.”  Title 

3, Section 15 of the United States Code provides that the United States Congress must convene 

during a joint session proceeding (“the Joint Session”) at 1:00 p.m. “on the sixth day of January 

succeeding every meeting of the electors,” with the Vice President presiding, to count the electoral 

votes, resolve any objections, certify their validity, and announce the result (“Certification of the 

       
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA      :  
                     : 
 v.                    :   
                     : 
JOSHUA JAMES,                   : 
          : 
                          Defendant.      : 
      

 
Case No: 22-cr-15 (APM) 
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Electoral College vote”).  The Twentieth Amendment provides that the terms of the President and 

Vice President shall accordingly end at noon on the 20th day of January, “and the terms of their 

successors shall then begin.” 

Plot to Oppose by Force the 2020 Lawful Transfer of Presidential Power 

2. The 2020 United States Presidential Election (“Presidential Election”) occurred on 

November 3, 2020.  As of November 7, 2020, the incumbent President Donald J. Trump was 

projected to have lost the Presidential Election.   

3. After the Presidential Election, Joshua James, Elmer Stewart Rhodes III, and others 

conspired to oppose by force the lawful transfer of presidential power.  Rhodes, a 55-year-old 

resident of Granbury, Texas, is the founder and leader of the Oath Keepers, a large but loosely 

organized collection of individuals, some of whom are associated with militias.  James, a 33-year-

old military veteran and resident of Arab, Alabama, was the regional leader in charge of the 

Alabama chapter of the Oath Keepers.  Some members of the Oath Keepers believe that the federal 

government has been coopted by a cabal of elites actively trying to strip American citizens of their 

rights.  Though the Oath Keepers will accept anyone as members, they explicitly focus on 

recruiting current and former military, law enforcement, and first-responder personnel.  The 

organization’s name alludes to the oath sworn by members of the military and police to defend the 

Constitution “from all enemies, foreign and domestic.”  On their website, the “Oath Keepers 

declare they will not obey unconstitutional orders.” 

4. James agreed to take part in a plan developed by Rhodes to stop the lawful transfer 

of presidential power by January 20, 2021, by deploying force to prevent, hinder, and delay the 

execution of the laws of the United States governing the transfer of presidential power.  They used 

encrypted and private communications, equipped themselves with a variety of weapons, donned 
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combat and tactical gear, and were prepared to answer Rhodes’s call to take up arms.  James and 

others amassed firearms on the outskirts of Washington, D.C.—some distributed across hotels and 

“quick reaction force” (“QRF”) teams—and planned, if called upon, to use them in support of the 

plan to halt the lawful transfer of presidential power. 

Joshua James’s Participation in the Seditious Conspiracy 

Before January 6, 2021 – James and Others Prepare to Keep President Trump in Power 

5. On November 14 and 15, 2020, James met with Rhodes and others in the 

Washington, D.C., metropolitan area and at Caldwell’s Virginia farmhouse and learned about the 

start of their plans to oppose by force the lawful transfer of presidential power.  

6. On November 16, 2020, James joined Rhodes and others on Signal, an end-to-end 

encrypted messaging application, in an invitation-only group chat titled, “Leadership intel sharing 

secured.” 

7. In December 2020, James joined Rhodes and others in an invitation-only encrypted 

Signal group chat titled, “Dec 12 DC Security/Leadership.” 

8. On December 11, 2020, Rhodes messaged the “Dec 12 DC Security/Leadership” 

Signal group chat stating that if President-Elect Joseph R. Biden were to assume the presidency, 

“It will be a bloody and desperate fight.  We are going to have a fight.  That can’t be avoided.” 

9. On December 14, 2020—the same day that presidential electors from each state 

and the District of Columbia cast their votes in the Presidential Election—Rhodes published a 

letter on the Oath Keepers website advocating for the use of force to stop the lawful transfer of 

presidential power.  He sent similar messages that day to the “Leadership intel sharing secured” 

Signal group chat, in which James was a participant. 
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10. On December 21, 2020, James messaged the “Leadership intel sharing secured” 

Signal group chat, “SE Region is creating a NATIONAL CALL TO ACTION FOR DC JAN 

6TH.... 4 states are mobilizing[.]”  When he did not receive an immediate response, James posted, 

“DID NO ONE HEAR ME!!!!  3 STATES ARE MOBILIZING TO DC!!!  Everyone in this 

channel should understand the magnitude i just sent!!” 

11. On December 23, 2020, Rhodes published another open letter on the Oath Keepers 

website.  Referencing the Certification of the Electoral College Vote scheduled to occur on January 

6, 2021, Rhodes explained that “tens of thousands of patriot Americans, both veterans and non-

veterans, will already be in Washington D.C., and many of us will have our mission-critical gear 

stowed nearby just outside D.C.”  Rhodes warned that he and others may have to “take to arms in 

defense of our God given liberty.” 

12. On December 23, 2020, James sent Rhodes’s letter to Mark Grods and told him it 

was required reading. 

13. In December 2020 and January 2021, Rhodes, James, and others administered and 

participated in meetings on GoToMeeting, an online meeting site that allows users to host 

conference calls and video conferences via the Internet in real time.  James and several others 

attended these invitation-only meetings organized to facilitate planning for the events of January 

6, 2021, in and around Washington, D.C. 

14. On December 30, 2020, Rhodes administered, and James and others joined, an 

invitation-only Signal group chat titled, “DC OP: Jan 6 21.” 

15. On December 31, 2020, Rhodes administered, and James and others joined, an 

invitation-only Signal group chat titled, “Jan 5/6 DC Op Intel team.” 
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16. On December 31, 2020, one individual sent a message to James: “i have friends not 

far from DC with a lot of weapons and ammo if you get un trouble i ca. Coordinate help.”  James 

responded, “That might be helpful, but we have a shitload of QRF on standby with an arsenal.”   

17. On January 1, 2021, Brian Ulrich messaged James: “Hey we told to bring guns and 

maybe stage them in VA??  But you are showing hotels in DC for Alabama.  Are we bring guns 

or no if so how will that work?”  James responded: “Were working on a Farm location Some are 

bringing long rifles some sidearms… I’m bringing sidearm.” 

18. On January 4, 2021, James traveled with Ulrich, Grods, and others to the 

Washington, D.C., metropolitan area.  James brought a semi-automatic handgun, and Ulrich, 

Grods, and others brought firearms, including a rifle, a shotgun, a semi-automatic handgun, and 

ammunition.  James stored their firearms at the Virginia hotel where he, Rhodes, Minuta, and 

others had rooms. 

19. In advance of and on January 6, 2021, James and others agreed to take part in the 

plan developed by Rhodes to use any means necessary, up to and including the use of force, to 

stop the lawful transfer of presidential power.   

20. In the weeks leading up to January 6, 2021, Rhodes instructed James and other 

coconspirators to be prepared, if called upon, to report to the White House grounds to secure the 

perimeter and use lethal force if necessary against anyone who tried to remove President Trump 

from the White House, including the National Guard or other government actors who might be 

sent to remove President Trump as a result of the Presidential Election. 
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January 6, 2021 – James and Co-Conspirators Attack the Capitol to Stop the Transfer of Power 

21. The United States Capitol, which is located at First Street, SE, in Washington, D.C., 

is secured twenty-four hours a day by United States Capitol Police.  Restrictions around the Capitol 

include permanent and temporary security barriers and posts manned by Capitol Police.  Only 

authorized people with appropriate identification are allowed access inside the Capitol. 

22. On January 6, 2021, the exterior plaza of the Capitol was closed to members of the 

public as the Joint Session convened inside the building.  During the Joint Session, elected 

members of the United States House of Representatives and the United States Senate met to certify 

the vote count of the Electoral College of the 2020 Presidential Election.  The Joint Session began 

at approximately 1:00 p.m.  Shortly thereafter, by approximately 1:30 p.m., the House and Senate 

adjourned to separate chambers to resolve a particular objection.  United States Vice President 

Michael R. Pence was present and presiding, first in the Joint Session, and then in the Senate 

chamber. 

23. As the proceedings continued in both the House and Senate chambers, and with 

Vice President Pence present and presiding over the Senate, a large crowd gathered outside the 

Capitol.  As noted above, temporary and permanent barricades were in place around the exterior 

of the Capitol, and Capitol Police were present and attempting to keep the crowd away from the 

Capitol and the proceedings underway inside.   

24. At approximately 2:00 p.m., certain individuals in the crowd forced their way 

through, up, and over the barricades, and pushed past the officers of the Capitol Police who were 

attempting to keep them back.  The crowd advanced to the exterior façade of the building.  The 

crowd was not lawfully authorized to enter or remain in the building and, prior to entering the 

Case 1:22-cr-00015-APM   Document 60   Filed 03/02/22   Page 6 of 15



7 

building, no members of the crowd submitted to required security screenings or weapons checks 

by Capitol Police Officers or other authorized security officials. 

25. At such time, the Joint Session was still underway, and the exterior doors and 

windows of the Capitol were locked or otherwise secured.  Members of the Capitol Police 

attempted to maintain order and keep the crowd from entering the Capitol; however, shortly after 

2:00 p.m., individuals in the crowd forced entry into the Capitol, including by breaking windows 

and by assaulting members of law enforcement, as others in the crowd encouraged and assisted 

those acts.   

26. Shortly thereafter, at approximately 2:20 p.m., members of the House of 

Representatives and Senate, including the President of the Senate, Vice President Pence, were 

instructed to—and did—evacuate the chambers.  Accordingly, all congressional proceedings, 

including the Joint Session, were suspended. 

27. On the “Jan 5/6 DC Op Intel team” Signal chat, shortly before 2:00 p.m., a 

participant posted a video titled “live stream of patriots storming capital.”  Another participant 

asked, “Are they actually Patriots - not those who were going to go in disguise as Patriots and 

cause trouble[?]”  Rhodes answered, “Actual Patriots.  Pissed off patriots[.]  Like the Sons of 

Liberty were pissed off patriots[.]”  James followed with, “Were coming to Capitol ETA 30 

MIN[.]”   

28. Between 2:00 p.m. and 4:05 p.m., James exchanged multiple phone calls with the 

operation leader Rhodes had appointed for January 6.   

29. At around 2:30 p.m., James, Minuta, Ulrich, Walden, Grods, and others traveled to 

the Capitol on golf carts, driving around multiple barricades, including marked law enforcement 

vehicles. 
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30. James, Minuta, Ulrich, Walden, Grods, and others then unlawfully entered the 

restricted grounds of the Capitol.  James was wearing a backpack, a combat shirt, tactical gloves, 

boots, a paracord attachment, and an Oath Keepers hat and patches.  James, Minuta, Ulrich, 

Walden, Grods, and others weaved through the restricted area in a military “stack” formation with 

hands on shoulders and gear. 

31. James then marched in a line with Minuta, Ulrich, Walden, Grods, and others up 

the stairs on the east side of the Capitol. 

32. At 3:15 p.m., James, Minuta, and Walden unlawfully entered the Capitol through 

the East Rotunda Doors.  James entered the Capitol in part to hinder or delay the certification of 

President-Elect Joseph R. Biden as President of the United States.     

33. At 3:16 p.m., while inside the Capitol lobby outside the Rotunda, James asked 

Minuta, “Want to keep pushing in?”  Minuta responded, “yup.”  James then pushed toward the 

Rotunda, yelling, “Keep fucking going!” 

34. At 3:17 p.m., upon reaching the Rotunda, James and Minuta joined alongside others 

in a mob confronting and physically engaging with a line of law enforcement officers who formed 

a barrier between the lobby and the Rotunda.  Minuta, standing behind James and recording the 

events with a camera, began yelling, “This is what’s bound to happen, just get out!  Get out!  Get 

these cops out!  It’s our fucking building!  Get ‘em out, get out!”  James approached J.M., a 

Metropolitan Police Department Officer engaged in the performance of his official duties, and 

repeatedly told J.M. to “chill” and yelled at the officer, “Do you want out? Do you want out? Do 

you want out?”  James then assaulted J.M by grabbing J.M.’s vest and pulling J.M. toward the 

mob.  Other officers behind J.M. grabbed J.M.’s vest and pulled him back into the line of officers.  

While pulling J.M., James yelled, “Get out of my Capitol!  Get out!  Get out of my Capitol!”  James 
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fell backward and then jumped and pushed toward the officers repeatedly, continuing to yell, “This 

is my fucking building!  This is not yours!  This is my Capitol!” 

35. Other members of the mob, including Minuta, began pushing James forward into 

the Rotunda while James yelled, “Keep going!”  James and Minuta breached the Capitol Rotunda, 

and then James was expelled by at least one officer who aimed chemical spray directly at James.  

Multiple officers pushed James out from behind.   

36. James intended to use force and did, in fact, use force in the Capitol and when 

engaging in physical altercations with law enforcement, in order to prevent, hinder, and delay the 

execution of the laws governing the transfer of power.  James corruptly obstructed, influenced, 

and impeded an official proceeding, that is, a proceeding before Congress, specifically, Congress’s 

certification of the Electoral College vote as set out in the Twelfth Amendment of the Constitution 

of the United States and 3 U.S.C. §§ 15-18. 

37. In taking such actions, James intended to influence or affect the conduct of the 

United States government or to retaliate against the United States government.  He accomplished 

this by intimidating and coercing government personnel who were participating in or supporting 

the Congressional proceeding, including Members of Congress, Congressional staff, and law 

enforcement officers with the Capitol Police and Metropolitan Police Department. 

38. After exiting the Capitol, James gathered with Rhodes and other co-conspirators 

approximately 100 feet from the Capitol, near the northeast corner of the building.  Rhodes told 

James he was glad James and others had gone inside the Capitol. 

39. Because of the dangerous circumstances caused by the unlawful entry into the 

Capitol by James and others, including the danger posed by individuals who had entered the 

Capitol without any security screening or weapons checks, Congressional proceedings could not 
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resume until after law enforcement had removed every unauthorized occupant from the Capitol 

and confirmed the building was secured.  Accordingly, the proceedings did not resume until 

approximately 8:00 p.m. on January 6, 2021, after the building had been secured.  Vice President 

Pence remained in the Capitol from the time he was evacuated from the Senate Chamber until the 

session resumed. 

40. The attack on the Capitol resulted in substantial damage, requiring the expenditure 

of more than $1.4 million dollars for repairs.   

After January 6, 2021 – James and Co-Conspirators Continue to Prepare to Forcibly Oppose 
the Lawful Transfer of Power 

 
41. On January 6, 2021, at 7:30 p.m., Rhodes messaged the “DC OP: Jan 6 21” Signal 

chat, “Thousands of ticked off patriots spontaneously marched on the Capitol.  . . .  You ain’t seen 

nothing yet.” 

42. Rhodes later added on the “DC OP: Jan 6 21” Signal chat: “Patriots entering their 

own Capitol to send a message to the traitors is NOTHING compared to what’s coming.” 

43. At Rhodes’s instruction, James, Vallejo, and others met Rhodes that evening at a 

restaurant in Vienna, Virginia.  Rhodes discussed saving “the Republic” by stopping the transfer 

of presidential power and began to make plans to oppose the Inauguration on January 20, 2021, 

including by having people open-carry firearms at state capitols around the country. 

44. While at the restaurant, Rhodes and James came to believe that law enforcement 

was searching for Rhodes and others after their attack on the Capitol.  The group immediately 

returned to their hotel, collected their belongings, and met at a nearby gas station.  There, James 

saw what he estimated to be thousands of dollars’ worth of firearms, ammunition, and related 

equipment in Rhodes’s vehicle.  Rhodes divvied up various firearms and other gear among James 

and others who occupied a total of three cars.  Rhodes left his mobile phone with one person and 
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departed with another person in that person’s car so that law enforcement could not locate and 

arrest him.  The three cars departed in separate directions. 

45. James returned to Alabama with some of Rhodes’s gear, including firearms and 

other tactical equipment. 

46. On January 8, 2021, James met with Rhodes and others at a restaurant in Alabama.  

There, James showed Rhodes a video of James’s physical altercation with law enforcement 

officers inside the Capitol on January 6, 2021.  Rhodes expressed gratitude for James’s actions and 

told James to alter his physical appearance to conceal his identity. 

47. On January 8, 2021, James received a Signal message, in a group chat that included 

Rhodes, from an individual he understood to be an attorney for the Oath Keepers that stated, 

“STEWART: YOU ALL NEED TO DELETE ANY OF YOUR COMMENTS REGARDING 

WHO DID WHAT.  You are under zero obligation to leave them up.  You/we have not yet gotten 

a preservation order instructing us to retain those chat comments.  So DELETE THEM.  I can’t 

delete them because this is a legacy Signal chat that doesn’t let me delete comments.  Only the 

comment author can delete a comment.  So GET BUSY.  DELETE your self-incriminating 

comments or those that can incriminate others.  Start now …” 

48. Thereafter, on January 8, 2021, James forwarded to Grods the message from the 

attorney and instructed him to “make sure that all signal comms about the op has been deleted and 

burned.”  James also messaged Ulrich on Signal and instructed him to delete messages with 

photographs that included their faces. 

49. On January 8, 2021, James collected his firearms and Grods’s shotgun, and he 

traveled to Texas where he met and stayed with Rhodes and others to, in part, serve as Rhodes’s 
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security and be prepared to carry out Rhodes’s next instructions.  James remained with Rhodes in 

Texas until February 2021. 

50. While with Rhodes in Texas, and before the Inauguration on January 20, 2021:  

a. Rhodes gave James a burner phone—a cell phone used for concealing the identity 

of the user through a false registration and/or temporary use before discarding it for 

another cell phone.  Rhodes instructed James to manufacture a false identity—

including a false name and address—for the phone.  James subsequently wrote the 

false name and address, “John Smith, 201 Oak Street, Albie, NE 68001,” along 

with a phone number and “Signal pin” on a sticky note placed inside the back of 

the phone’s battery case.  Rhodes did not allow James and others to have their 

mobile phones powered on or nearby any time they discussed the Presidential 

Election and next steps. 

b. James accompanied Rhodes on multiple trips where Rhodes purchased thousands 

of dollars’ worth of firearms and tactical equipment, including scopes, ammunition, 

magazines, bipods, duffel bags, holsters, and firearm-maintenance equipment. 

c. While in a vehicle together, Rhodes gave James an AR-platform firearm and 

explained that Rhodes would not be taken by law enforcement without a fight.  

James understood Rhodes to be ordering him to help defend Rhodes against law 

enforcement with force in the event of an arrest. 

d. James messaged with Kelly Meggs and Ulrich about next steps .  Ulrich messaged 

James that he and Rhodes needed to “stay below the radar.”  James also inquired 

whether Kelly Meggs would travel to Texas with others to help execute Rhodes’s 

next steps.  Kelly Meggs responded, “Nope Fl stays home until shots fired!” 
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51. James departed Texas in February 2021.  At Rhodes’s instruction, James took with 

him multiple firearms, thousands of rounds of ammunition, multiple burner phones, scopes, 

magazines, night-vision equipment, and other tactical gear.  Rhodes told James to be prepared to 

transport and distribute the equipment to others upon Rhodes’s instruction and to be prepared for 

violence in the event of a civil war.  James stored this equipment in a storage shed in Alabama and 

awaited Rhodes’s instructions. 

  

Case 1:22-cr-00015-APM   Document 60   Filed 03/02/22   Page 13 of 15



14 

Limited Nature of Factual Basis 

52. This proffer of evidence is not intended to constitute a complete statement of all 

facts known by Joshua James or the government.  Rather, it is a limited statement of facts intended 

to provide the minimal necessary factual predicate for Joshua James’s guilty plea.   

 
      Respectfully submitted, 

 
     MATTHEW M. GRAVES 
      United States Attorney 
      D.C. Bar No. 481052 

 
      By:       
       TROY A. EDWARDS, JR. 
       Assistant United States Attorney 
       N.Y. Bar No. 5453741 
       Ahmed M. Baset 

Louis Manzo 
       Jeffrey S. Nestler 
       Kathryn L. Rakoczy 

Assistant United States Attorneys 
U.S. Attorney’s Office, District of Columbia 

       555 4th Street, N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
 

            
       Justin Sher 

Alexandra Hughes  
Trial Attorneys 
National Security Division, 
United States Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20004 
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22. On December 31, 2020, Ulrich messaged the “DC OP: Jan 6 21” Signal group chat,

“Someone can tell me if I’m crazy, but I’m planning on having a backpack for regular use and then 

a separate backpack with my ammo load out with some basics that I can just sitch too is shit truly 

hits the fan blades … I will be the guy running around with the ‘budget AR.’”   

23. On January 1, 2021, Ulrich messaged James: “Hey we told to bring guns and maybe

stage them in VA??  But you are showing hotels in DC for Alabama.  Are we bring guns or no if 

so how will that work?”  James responded, “Were working on a Farm location Some are bringing 

long rifles some sidearms… I’m bringing sidearm.”  After explaining to Ulrich that others would 

be available with firearms, James and Ulrich had a phone conversation, and Ulrich said he would 

not bring firearms. 

24. On January 4, 2021, Ulrich traveled with James, Grods, and others to the

Washington, D.C., metropolitan area in two vehicles.  James and others in his vehicle brought 

multiple firearms, including semi-automatic handguns, a shotgun, and ammunition.  James stored 

the firearms at the Virginia hotel where he, Rhodes, Roberto Minuta, and others had rooms.  Ulrich 

stayed in the Mayflower Hotel in Washington, D.C., with Grods and others. 

25. In advance of and on January 6, 2021, Ulrich and others agreed to take part in the

plan developed by Rhodes to, if called upon, use any means necessary, up to and including the use 

of force, to stop the lawful transfer of presidential power.   

January 6, 2021 – Ulrich and Co-Conspirators Attack the Capitol to Stop the Transfer of Power 

26. The United States Capitol, which is located at First Street, SE, in Washington, D.C.,

is secured twenty-four hours a day by United States Capitol Police.  Restrictions around the Capitol 

include permanent and temporary security barriers and posts manned by Capitol Police.  Only 

authorized people with appropriate identification are allowed access inside the Capitol. 
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EXHIBIT 7



Dysart Willis 
Christian Dysart 
Ryan Willis 
James Kurosad 
530 Hillsborough St. 
Suite 200 
Raleigh, NC 27603 
(919) 747-8380

Dear Counsel: 

U.S. Department of Justice 

Matthew M. Graves 
United States Attorney 

District of Columbia 

Judicia1y Cen fer 
555 Fourth St., N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

April XX, 2022 

Re: United States v. William Todd Wilson 
Criminal Case No. 22-cr-152 (APM) 

This letter sets forth the full and complete plea offer to your client, William Todd Wilson 
(hereinafter referred to as "your client" or "defendant"), from the Office of the United States 
Attorney for the District of Columbia (hereinafter also referred to as "the Government" or "this 
Office"). If your client accepts the terms and conditions of this offer, please have your client 
execute this document in the space provided below. Upon receipt of the executed document, this 
letter will become the Plea Agreement ("this Agreement"). The terms of the offer are as follows: 

1. Charges and Statutory Penalties

Your client agrees to plead guilty to Counts 1 and 2 in the Information, charging your client 
with Seditious Conspiracy, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 2384, and Obstruction of an Official 
Proceeding, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1512(c)(2), respectively. 

Your client understands that a violation of 18 U .S.C. § 2384 carries a maximum sentence 
of 20 years of imprisonment; a fine of $250,000, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 357l(b)(3); a term of 
supervised release of not more than 3 years, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3583(b)(2); and an obligation 
to pay any applicable interest or penalties on fines and restitution not timely made. 

Your client understands that a violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1512(c)(2) carries a maximum 
sentence of 20 years of imprisonment; a fine of$250,000, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3571(b)(3); a 
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term of supervised release of not more than 3 years, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3583(b)(2); and an
obligation to pay any applicable interest or penalties on fmes and restitution not timely made.

In addition, your client agrees to pay a special assessment of $ 100 per felony conviction to

the Clerk of the United States District Court for the District of Columbia. Your client also
understands that, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3572 and § 5E1.2 of the United States Sentencing
Commission, Guidelines Manual (2018) (hereinafter "Sentencing Guidelines," "Guidelines," or

"U.S.S.G."), the Court may also impose a fme that is sufficient to pay the federal government the
costs of any imprisonment, term of supervised release, and period of probation. Further, your

client understands that, if your client has two or more convictions for a crime of violence orfelony

dmg offense, your client may be subject to the substantially higher penalties provided for in the
career-of fender statutes and provisions of the Sentencing Guidelines.

2. Factual Stipulations

Your client agrees that the attached "Statement ofOffense" faMy and accurately describes

your client's actions and involvement in the offense(s) to which your client is pleading guilty.
Please have your client sign and return the Statement of Offense as a written proffer of evidence,
along with this Agreement.

3. Additional Charges

In consideration of your client's guilty plea to the above offense(s), your client will not be
further prosecuted criminally by this Office for the conduct set forth in the attached Statement of
Offense.

Afterthe entry of your client's plea of guilty to the offenses identified in paragraph 1 above,
your client will not be charged with any non-violent criminal offense in violation of Federal or
District of Columbia law which was committed within the District of Columbia by your client
prior to the execution of this Agreement and about which this Office was made aware by your
client prior to the execution of this Agreement. However, the United States expressly reserves its
right to prosecute your client for any crime of violence, as defined m 18 U.S.C. § 16 and/or 22

D.C. Code § 4501, if in fact your client committed or commits such a crime of violence prior to or
after the execution of this Agreement.

4. Sentencing Guidelmes Analysis

Your client understands that the sentence in this case wiU be determined by the Court,

pursuant to the factors set forth in 18U.S.C. § 3553(a), mcluding a consideration of the applicable
guidelines and policies promulgated by the Sentencing Guidelines. Pursuant to Federal Rule of
Criminal Procedure ll(c)(l)(B), and to assist the Court in determining the appropriate sentence,
the parties agree to the following:
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a. Estimated Offense Level Under the Guidelines

Seditious Conspiracy^ (Count 1)

There is no guideline provision expressly promulgated for seditious conspiracy. Under
U.S.S.G. 2X5.1, where available, the Court should apply the most analogous offense
guideline. The parties agree that the most analogous offense to seditious conspiracy is Treason,

under U.S.S.G. 2M1.1. The parties also agree that, for this particular defendant, U.S.S.G.
2Ml.l(a)(2) applies, which further dkects the Court to select the base offense level applicable to
the most analogous offense applied to the defendant's specific conduct. The parties agree that
"Obstruction of Justice" under U.S.S.G. 2J1.2 is the most analogous offense for this defendant's
specific conduct. Accordmgly, the parties stipulate to the following base offense level, applicable

offense characteristics, and Guidelines calculation:

U.S.S.G. § 2J1.2 Base Offense Level 14

U.S.S.G. § 2J1.2(b)(l)(B) Causing/Threatening Injury or Damage +8
U.S.S.G. § 2J1.2(b)(2) Substantial Interference With Justice +3
U.S.S.G. § 2J1.2(b)(3)(C) Extensive Scope, Planning, or Preparation +2
U.S.S.G. § 3C1.1 Obstruction (destroying documents) +2

Total 29

Obstruction of an Official Proceeding (Count 3)

The parties agree that the following Sentencing Guidelines sections apply:

U.S.S.G. § 2J1.2 Base Offense Level 14

U.S.S.G. § 2J1.2(b)(l)(B) Causing/Threatening Injury or Damage +8
U.S.S.G. § 2J1.2(b)(2) Substantial Interference With Justice +3
U.S.S.G. § 2JL2(b)(3)(C) Extensive Scope, Planning, or Preparation +2
U.S.S.G. § 3C1.1 Obstruction (destroying documents) +2

Total 29

Combined Offense Level

The parties agree that Counts 1 and 2 are grouped together into a single group under

U.S.S.G. 3D1.2(c). Because Count 1, Seditious Conspiracy, and Count 2, Obstruction of an
Official Proceeding, have the same offense level as calculated above for this particular defendant,

that offense level constitutes the combined offense level for aU the counts to which your client is

pleading guilty. Therefore, the parties agree the combined offense level for these offenses is 29.
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Acceptance of Responsibility

The Government agrees that a 2-level reduction will be appropriate, pursuant to U.S.S.G.
§ 3E1.1, provided that your client clearly demonstrates acceptance of responsibility, to the

satisfaction of the Government, through your client's allocution, adherence to every provision of
this Agreement, and conduct between entry of the plea and imposition of sentence. Furthermore,
assuming your client has accepted responsibility as described in the previous sentence, the

Government agrees that an additional 1-level reduction will be appropriate, pursuant to U.S.S.G.
§ 3El.l(b), because your client has assisted authorities by providing timely notice of your client s
intention to enter a plea of guilty, thereby permitting the Government to avoid preparing for trial
and permitting the Court to allocate its resources efficiently.

Nothing m this Agreement limits the right of the Government to seek denial of the
adjustment for acceptance of responsibility, pursuant to U.S.S.G. § 3El.l,and/or imposition of an

adjustment for obstruction of justice, pursuant to U.S.S.G. § 3C1.1, regardless of any agreement
set forth above, should your client move to withdraw your client's guilty plea after it is entered, or

should it be determined by the Government that your client has either (a) engaged in conduct,
unknown to the Government at the time of the signing of this Agreement, that constitutes

obstruction of justice, or (b) engaged in additional criminal conduct after signmg this Agreement.

In accordance with the above, the Estimated Offense Level will be at least 26.

b. Estimated Criminal History Category

Based upon the information now available to this Office (includmg the representations by
the defense), your client has no criminal convictions that warrant criminal history points.

Accordingly, your client is estimated to have 0 criminal history points and your client's
Criminal History Category is estimated to be I (the "Estimated Criminal History Category ). Your
client acknowledges that afterthe pre-sentence investigation by the United States Probation Office,
a different conclusion regarding your client's criminal convictions and/or criminal history points

may be reached and your client s crmiinal history points may increase or decrease.

c. Estimated Guidelines Range

Based upon the Estimated Offense Level and the Estimated Criminal History Category set
forth above, your client's estimated Sentencing Guidelines range is 63 months to 78 months (the

"Estimated Guidelines Range"), In addition, the parties agree that, pursuant to U.S.S.G. § 5E1.2,
should the Court impose a fine, at Guidelines level 26, the estimated applicable fine range is
$25,000 to $250,000. Your client reserves the right to ask the Court not to impose any applicable
fine.

The parties agree that, solely for the purposes of calculating the applicable range under the
Sentencing Guidelines, either party may seek a downward or an upward departure from the

Estmiated Guidelines Range set forth above. Except for a downward or an upward departure, the
parties also agree that neither party will seek any offense-level calculation different from the
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Estimated Offense Level calculated above in subsection 4(a). Finally, the parties are free to argue

for a Criminal History Category different from that estimated above in subsection 4(b).

Your client understandsand acknowledges that the Estimated Guidelines Range calculated
above is not binding on the Probation Office or the Court. Should the Court or Probation Office
determme that a guidelmes range different from the Estimated Guidelines Range is applicable, that
will not be a basis for withdrawal or recission of this Agreement by either party.

Your client understands and acknowledges that the terms of this section apply only to

conduct that occurred before the execution of this Agreement. Should your client commit any
conduct after the execution of this Agreement that would form the basis for an increase in your
client s base offense level or justify an upward departure (examples of which include, but are not

limited to, obstruction of justice, failure to appear for a court proceeding, criminal conduct while
pending sentencing, and false statements to law enforcement agents, the probation officer, or the

Court), the Government is free under this Agreement to seek an increase in the base offense level

based on that post-agreement conduct.

5. Agreement as to Sentencing AUocution

The parties further agree that a sentence within the Estimated Guidelines Range would
constitute a reasonable sentence in light of all of the factors set forth in 18U.S.C.§ 3553(a), should
such a sentence be subject to appellate review, notwithstanding the appeal waiver provided

below. However, the parties agree that either party may seek a variance and suggest that the Court
consider a sentence outside of the applicable Guidelines Range, based upon the factors to be

considered m imposmg a sentence pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a).

6. Reservation ofAUocution

The Government and your client reserve the right to describe fully, both orally and in
writing, to the sentencing judge, the nature and seriousness of your client's misconduct, including

any misconduct not described in the charges to which your client is pleading guilty, to inform the
presentence report writer and the Court of any relevant facts, to dispute any factual inaccuracies

in the presentence report, and to contest any matters not provided for in this Agreement. The
parties also reserve the right to address the correctness of any Sentencing Guidelines calculations

determined by the presentence report writer or the court, even if those calculations differ from the
Estimated Guidelines Range calculated herein. Inthe event thatthe Court or the presentence report

writer considers any Sentencing Guidelines adjustments, departures, or calculations different from

those agreed to and/or estimated in this Agreement, or contemplates a sentence outside the

Guidelines range based upon the general sentencing factors listed in 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a), the
parties reserve the right to answer any related inquiries from the Court or the presentence report
writer and to allocute for a sentence within the Guidelines range, as ultmiately determined by the

Court, even if the Guidelines range ultimately determined by the Court is different from the
Estimated Guidelines Range calculated herein.

In addition, if in this Agreement the Government has agreed to recommend or refrain from

recommending to the Court a particular resolution of any sentencing issue, the Government and
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your client reserve the right to full allocution in any post-sentence litigation. The parties retain the
fuU right of aUocution in connection with any post-sentence motion which may be filed in this
matter and/or any proceedmg(s) before the Bureau of Prisons. In addition, your client
acknowledges that the Government is not obligated and does not intend to file any post-sentence

downward departure motion m this case pursuant to Rule 35(b) of the Federal Rules of Criminal
Procedure.

7. Court Not Bound by this Agreement or the Sentencing Guidelines

Your client understands that the sentence in this case will be imposed m accordance with

18 U.S.C. § 3553(a), upon consideration of the Sentencing Guidelines. Your client further
understands that the sentence to be imposed is a matter solely within the discretion of the Court.

Your client acknowledges that the Court is not obligated to follow any recommendation of the
Government at the time of sentencing or to grant a downward departure based on your client's

substantial assistance to the Government, even if the Government files a motion pursuant to §
5K1.1 of the Sentencing Guidelines. Your client understands that neither the Government's

recommendation nor the Sentencing Guidelines are binding on the Court.

Your client acknowledges that your client's entry of a guilty plea to the charged offenses

authorizes the Court to impose any sentence, up to and including the statutory maximum sentence,
which may be greater than the applicable Guidelines range. The Government cannot, and does
not, make any promise or representation as to what sentence your client will receive. Moreover,

it is understood that your client will have no right to withdraw your client's plea of guilty should
the Court impose a sentence that is outside the Guidelines range or if the Court does not follow the

Government's sentencing recommendation. The Government and your client wiU be bound by
this Agreement, regardless of the sentence imposed by the Court. Any effort by your client to

withdraw the guilty plea because of the length of the sentence shall constitute a breach of this
Agreement.

8. Conditions of Release

Your client acknowledges that, although the Government will not seek a change in your

client's release conditions pending sentencing, the fmal decision regarding your client's bond
status or detention will be made by the Court at the time of your client's plea of guilty. The
Government may move to change your client's conditions of release, mcludmg requesting that

your client be detained pending sentencing, if your client engages in further criminal conduct prior
to sentencing or if the Government obtains information that it did not possess at the time of your

client's plea of guilty and that is relevant to whether your client is likely to flee or pose a danger
to any person or the community. Your client also agrees that any violation of your client's release

conditions, any misconduct by your client, or any mability or failure on the part of your client to
continue your client's cooperation with the Government, may result in the Government filing an
ex parte motion with the Court requesting that a bench warrant be issued for your client's airest

and that your client be detained without bond while pending sentencmg in your client's case.
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9. Cooperation

Your client agrees to cooperate with the Office of the United States Attorney for the District
of Columbia on the following terms and conditions:

(a) Your client shall cooperate fully, truthfully, completely and forthrightly with this
Office and other Federal, state and local law enforcement authorities identified by this Office in
any and all matters as to which the Government deems the cooperation relevant. Your client

acknowledges that your client's cooperation may include, but wiU not necessarily be limited to:

answering questions; providing sworn written statements; taking govemment-administered

polygraph examination(s); and participating in covert law enforcement activities. Any refusal by
your client to cooperate fully, truthfully, completely and forthrightly as directed by this Office and
other Federal, state and local law enforcement authorities identified by this Office m any and all
matters in which the Government deems your client's assistance relevant will constitute a breach

of this Agreement by your client, and will relieve the Government of its obligations under this
Agreement, including, but not limited to, its obligation to inform this Court and the Departure
Guidelines Committee of the United States Attorney's Office for the District of Columbia of any
assistance your client has provided. Your client agrees, however, that such breach by your client
will not constitute a basis for withdrawal of your client's plea of guilty or otherwise relieve your

client of your client's obligations under this Agreement.

(b) Your client shaU promptly turn over to the Government, or other law enforcement

authorities, or direct such law enforcement authorities to, any and all evidence of crimes about

which your client is aware; all contraband and proceeds of such crimes; and all assets traceable to

the proceeds of such crimes. Your client agrees to the forfeiture of all assets which are proceeds
of crimes or traceable to such proceeds of crimes.

(c) Your client shall submit a full and complete accounting of all your client's financial
assets, whether such assets are in your client s name or in the name of a thu'd party.

(d) Your client acknowledges and understands that, during the course of the
cooperation outlined in this Agreement, your client will be interviewed by law enforcement agents

and/or Government attorneys. Your client waives any right to have counsel present during these

interviews and agrees to meet with law enforcement agents and Government attorneys outside of

the presence of counsel. If, at some future pomt, you or your client desire to have counsel present
during interviews by law enforcement agents and/or Government attorneys, and you communicate
this decision in writing to this Office, the Government wiU honor this request, and this change will
have no effect on any other terms and conditions of this Agreement.

(e) Your client shall testify fully, completely and truthfully before any and all Grand
Juries in the District of Columbia and elsewhere, and at any and all trials of cases or other court

proceedmgs in the District of Columbia and elsewhere, at which your client's testimony may be

deemed relevant by the Government.

(f) Your client understands and acknowledges that nothing in this Agreement allows
your client to commit any criminal violation of local, state or federal law during the period of your
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client's cooperation with law enforcement authorities or at any time prior to the sentencing in this
case. The commission of a crimmal offense during the period of your client's cooperation or at

any time prior to sentencing will constitute a breach of this Agreement and will relieve the
Government of all of its obligations under this Agreement, including, but not limited to, its

obligation to inform this Court and the Departure Guidelines Committee of the United States
Attorney's Office for the District of Columbia of any assistance your client has provided.
However, your client acknowledges and agrees that such a breach of this Agreement will not entitle

your client to withdrawyour client's plea of guilty or relieve your client of the obligations under
this Agreement.

(g) Your client agrees to abide by any and all release conditions imposed by the Court.

10. Waivers

a. Venue

Your client waives any challenge to venue m the District of Columbia.

b. Statute of Limitations

Your client agrees that, should the conviction following your client's plea of guilty

pursuant to this Agreement be vacated for any reason, any prosecution, based on the conduct set

forth m the attached Statement of Offense, that is not time-barred by the applicable statute of
limitations on the date of the signing of this Agreement (including any counts that the Government
has agreed not to prosecute or to dismiss at sentencing pursuant to this Agreement) may be
commenced or reinstated against your client, notwithstanding the expu'ation of the statute of

limitations between the signing of this Agreement and the commencement or reinstatement of such

prosecution. It is the intent of this Agreement to waive aU defenses based on the statute of
limitations with respect to any prosecution of conduct set forth in the attached Statement ofOffense

that is not time-barred on the date that this Agreement is signed.

c. Trial Rights

Your client understands that by pleading guilty in this case your client agrees to waive
certain rights afforded by the Constitution of the United States and/or by statute or rule. Your
client agrees to forego the right to any further discovery or disclosures of information not already
provided at the time of the entry of your client s guilty plea. Your client also agrees to waive,

among other rights, the right to plead not guilty, and the right to a jury trial. If there were a jury
trial, your client would have the right to be represented by counsel, to confront and cross-examine

witnesses against your client, to challenge the admissibility of evidence offered against your client,
to compel witnesses to appear for the purpose of testifying and presentmg other evidence on your
client's behalf, and to choose whether to testify. If there were ajury trial and your client chose not

to testify at that trial, your client would have the right to have the jury instructed that your client s
failure to testify could not be held against your client. Your client would further have the right to
have the Jury instructed that your client is presumed innocent until proven guilty, and that the
burden would be on the United States to prove your client's guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. If
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your client were found guilty after a trial, your client would have the right to appeal your client's
conviction. Your client understands that the Fifth Amendment to the Constitution of the United
States protects your client from the use of self-incrimmating statements in a criminal prosecution.

By entering a plea of guilty, your client knowingly and voluntarily waives or gives up your client s
right against self-mcrimination.

Your client acknowledges discussing with you Rule 11 (f) of the Federal Rules of Criminal
Procedure and Rule 410 of the Federal Rules of Evidence, which ordinarily limit the admissibility
of statements made by a defendant in the course of plea discussions or plea proceedings if a guilty

plea is later withdrawn. Your client knowingly and voluntarily waives the rights that arise under
these rules m the event your client withdraws your client's guilty plea or withdraws from this

Agreement after signing it.

Your client also agrees to waive all constitutional and statutory rights to a speedy sentence

and agreesthatthepleaof guilty pursuant to this Agreement will be entered at a time decided upon
by the Government with the concurrence of the Court. Your client also agrees that the sentencing
in this case may be delayed until your client's cooperation has been completed, as determined by

the Government, so that the Court will have the benefit of all relevant information before a
sentence is imposed. Your client understands that the date for sentencing will be set by the Court.

d. Appeal Rights

Your client agrees to waive, msofar as such waiver is permitted by law, the right to appeal
the conviction in this case on any basis, including but not limited to claim(s) that (1) the statute(s)
to which your client is pleading guilty is unconstitutional, and (2) the admitted conduct does not
fall within the scope of the statute(s). Your client understands that federal law, specifically 18
U.S.C. § 3742, affords defendants the right to appeal their sentences in certain circumstances.

Your client also agrees to waive the right to appeal the sentence in this case, including but not
limited to any term of imprisonment, fine, forfeiture, award of restitution, term or condition of

supervised release, authority of the Court to set conditions of release, and the manner in which the
sentence was determined, except to the extent the Court sentences your client above the statutoiy
maximum or guidelines range determined by the Court. In agreeing to this waiver, your client is

aware that your client's sentence has yet to be determined by the Court. Realizing the uncertamty

in estimating what sentence the Court ultimately will impose, your client knowmgly and willingly
waives your client's right to appeal the sentence, to the extent noted above, in exchange for the
concessions made by the Government in this Agreement. Notwithstanding the above agreement
to waive the right to appeal the conviction and sentence, your client retains the right to appeal on

the basis of ineffective assistance of counsel, but not to raise on appeal other issues regarding the

conviction or sentence.

e. Collateral Attack

Your client also waives any right to challenge the conviction entered or sentence imposed
under this Agreement or otherwise attempt to modify or change the sentence or the manner in

which it was determined in any collateral attack, mcluding, but not limited to, a motion brought

under 28 U.S.C. § 2255 or Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b), except to the extent such a
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motion is based on newly discovered evidence or on a claim that your client received ineffective
assistance of counsel. Your client reserves the right to file a motion brought under 18 U.S.C.

§ 3582(c).

f. Witness Fees

Your client further agrees to waive all rights, claims, or interest in any witness fee that your

client may be eligible to receive pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1821 foryour client's appearance at any
grand jury, witness conference, or court proceeding, during the course of your client's cooperation

pursuant to this Agreement or any term of your client's incarceration.

g. Hearmgs by Video Teleconference and/or Teleconference

Your client agrees to consent, under the CARES Act, Section 15002(b)(4) and otherwise,
to hold any proceedings in this matter- specifically including but not limited to presentment, mitial
appearance, plea hearing, and sentencing - by video teleconference and/or by teleconference and
to waive any rights to demand an in-person/in-Court hearing. Your client further agrees to not

challenge or contest any findings by the Court that it may properly proceed by video
teleconferencing and/or telephone conferencing in this case because, due to the COVID-19

pandenuc, an in-person/in-Court hearing cannot be conducted in person without seriously
jeopardizing public health and safety and that further there are specific reasons in this case that
any such hearing, including a plea or sentencing hearing, cannot be further delayed without serious

harm to the interests of justice.

11. Use of Self-Incriminating Information

The Government agrees pursuant to U.S.S.G. § lB1.8(a), that self -incrunmating

mformation provided by your client pursuant to this Agreement or during the course ofdebriefings
conducted in anticipation of this Agreement, and about which the Government had no prior

knowledge or insufficient proof in the absence of your client's admissions, will not be used by the

Government at the time of sentencing for the purpose of determining the applicable guideline
range. However, all self-incriminating information provided by your client may be used for the

purposes and in accordance with the terms identified in U.S.S.G. § lB1.8(b).

12. Restitution

Your client acknowledges that the riot that occurred on January 6,2021,caused as of May

17, 2021, approximately $1,495,326.55 damage to the United States Capitol. Your client agrees
as part of the plea in this matter to pay restitution to the Department of Treasury in the amount of

$2,000.

Payments of restitution shall be made to the Clerk of the Court. In order to facilitate the
collection of financial obligations to be imposed in connection with this prosecution, your client
agrees to disclose fully all assets in which your client has any mterest or over which your client

exercises control, directly or indirectly, including those held by a spouse, nominee or other thhd

party. Your client agrees to submit a completed fmancial statement on a standard fmancial
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disclosure form which has been provided to you with this Agreement to the Fmancial Litigation
Unit of the United States Attorney's Office, as it directs. If you do not receive the disclosure form,

your client agrees to request one from usadc.ecfflu@usa.doj.gov. Your client will complete and

electronically provide the standard financial disclosure form to usadc.ecfflu@usa.doj.gov 30 days

prior to your client s sentencing. Your client agrees to be contacted by the Fmancial Litigation
Unit of the United States Attorney's Office, through defense counsel, to complete a financial

statement. Upon review, if there are any follow-up questions, your client agrees to cooperate with

the Financial Litigation Unit. Your client promises that the fmancial statement and disclosures
will be complete, accurate and truthful, and understands that any willful falsehood on the financial
statement could be prosecuted as a separate crime punishable under 18 U.S.C. § 1001, which
carries an additional five years' incarceration and a fine.

Your client expressly authorizes the United States Attorney's Office to obtam a credit
report on your client in order to evaluate your client's ability to satisfy any financial obligations

imposed by the Court or agreed to herein.

Your client understands and agrees that the restitution or fines imposed by the Court will

be due and payable immediately and subject to immediate enforcement by the United States. If
the Court imposes a schedule of payments, your client understands that the schedule of payments

is merely a minimum schedule of payments and will not be the only method, nor a limitation on
the methods, available to the United States to enforce the criminal judgment. If your client is
sentenced to a term of imprisonment by the Court, your client agrees to participate in the Bureau

of Prisons' Inmate Financial Responsibility Program, regardless of whether the Court specifically
imposes a schedule of payments.

Your client certifies that your client has made no transfer of assets in contemplation of this
prosecution for the purpose of evading or defeating financial obligations that are created by this
Agreement and/orthat may be imposed by the Court. In addition, your client promises to make
no such transfers in the future until your client has fulfilled the financial obligations under this
Agreement.

13. Breach of Agreement

Your client understands and agrees that, if after entering this Agreement, your client fails

specifically to perform or to fulfill completely each and every one of your client's obligations
under this Agreement, or engages in any criminal activity prior to sentencing, your client will have
breached this Agreement. In the event of such a breach: (a) the Government will be free from its

obligations under this Agreement; (b) your client will not have the right to withdraw the guilty
plea; (c) your client will be fully subject to crimmal prosecution for any other crimes, including
perjury and obstruction of justice; (d) no motion pursuant to Section 5K1.1 of the Sentencing
Guidelines or 18 U.S.C. § 3553(c) will be filed or sought; and (e) the Government will be free to
use against your client, du-ectly and indirectly, m any crimmal or civil proceeding, all statements

made by your client and any of the information or materials provided by your client, including
such statements, information and materials provided pursuant to this Agreement or during the

course of any debriefmgs conducted m anticipation of, or after entry of, this Agreement, whether
or not the debriefings were previously characterized as "off-the-record" debriefings, and mcluding
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your client's statements made during proceedings before the Court pursuant to Rule 11 of the
Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure.

Your client understands and agrees that the Government shall be required to prove a breach

of this Agreement only by a preponderance of the evidence, except where such breach is based on
a violation of federal, state, or local criminal law, which the Government need prove only by
probable cause in order to establish a breach of this Agreement.

Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to permit your client to commit perjury, to

make false statements or declarations, to obstruct justice, or to protect your client from prosecution
for any crimes not included within this Agreement or committed by your client after the execution
of this Agreement. Your client understands and agrees that the Government reserves the right to

prosecute your client for any such offenses. Your client further understands that any perjury, false
statements or declarations, or obstruction of justice relating to your client's obligations under this

Agreement shall constitute a breach of this Agreement. In the event of such a breach, your client

will not be aUowed to withdraw your client's guilty plea.

14. Government's Obligations

The Government will bring to the Court's attention at the time of sentencing the nature and

extent of your client's cooperation or lack of cooperation.

The Departure Guideline Committee of the United States Attorney s Office for the District
of Columbia will evaluate the full nature and extent of your client's cooperation to determine

whether your client has provided substantial assistance in the investigation or prosecution of
another person who has committed an offense. If the Departure Guideline Committee determines

that your client has provided such substantial assistance, this Office shall file a departure motion
pursuant to Section 5K1.1 of the Sentencing Guidelines, which would afford your client an

opportunity to persuade the Court that your client should be sentenced to a lesser period of

incarceration and/or fine than indicated by the Sentencing Guidelines. The determination of
whether your client has provided substantial assistance warranting the filing of a motion pursuant
to Section 5K1.1 of the Sentencing Guidelines is within the sole discretion of the United States
Attorney's Office for the District of Columbia and is not reviewable by the Court. In the event
your client should fail to perform specificaUy and fulfill completely each and every one of your
client's obligations under this Agreement, the Government will be free from its obligations under

this Agreement, and will have no obligation to present your client's case to theDeparture Guideline
Committee or file a departure motion pursuant to Section 5K1.1 of the Sentencing Guidelines.

15. Complete Agreement

No agreements, promises, understandings, or representations have been made by the parties
or their counsel other than those contained in writing herein, nor will any such agreements,

promises, understandings, or representations be made unless committed to writing and signed by

your client, defense counsel, and an Assistant United States Attorney for the District of Columbia.

Case 1:22-cr-00152-APM   Document 3   Filed 05/04/22   Page 12 of 14



Your client further understands that this Agreement is binding only upon the Criminal and
Superior Court Divisions ofthe United States Attomey'sOfficeforthe District of Columbia. This
Agreement does not bind the Civil Division of this Office or any other United States Attorney s
Office, nor does it bind any other state, local, or federal prosecutor. It also does not bar or

compromise any civil, tax, or administrative claim pending or that may be made against your client.

If the foregoing terms and conditions are satisfactory, your client may so indicate by

signing this Agreement and the Statement ofOffense, and returning both to the government.

Sincerely yours,

MATTHEW M. GRAVES
United States Attorney

D.C. Bar No. 481052

By^ -^^^^
Ahmed M. Baset

Assistant United States Attorney

IL Bar No. 6304552

Troy Edwards, Jr.
Louis Manzo

Jeffrey S. Nestler

KathrynL. Rakoczy

Assistant United States Attorneys

U.S. Attorney's Office, District of Columbia

555 4th Street, N.W.,

Washington, D.C. 20530

Justin Sher

Alexandra Hughes

Trial Attorneys
National Security Division,
United States Department of Justice
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004
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DEFENDANT'S ACCEPTANCE

I have read every page of this Agreement and have discussed it with my attorneys Christian
Dysart, Ryan Willis, and James Kurosad. I fully understand this Agreement and agree to it without

reservation. I do this voluntarily and of my own free will, intending to be legally bound. No
threats have been made to me nor am I under the influence of anything that could impede my

ability to understand this Agreement fully. I am pleading guilty because I am in fact guilty of the
offense(s) identified in this Agreement.

I reaffirm that absolutely no promises, agreements, understandings, or conditions have
been made or entered into in connection with my decision to plead guilty except those set forth in
this Agreement. I am satisfied with the legal services provided by my attorney in connection with

this Agreement and matters related to it.

Date: WO/M^.
William Todd Wilson
Defendant

ATTORNEY'S ACKNOWLEDGMENT

I have read every page of this Agreement, reviewed this Agreement with my client,

William Todd Wilson, and fully discussed the provisions of this Agreement with my client. These
pages accurately and completely set forth the entire Agreement. I concur in my client's desire to

plead guilty as set forth in this Agreement.

Date: ^/%^-
Christian Dysart, Esq.

Attorney for William Todd WUson

Date: H10!^
RyanWtfiis, Esq.
Attorney for William Todd Wilson

Date..Li/ul J/^^
Jan(es^Curosad, Esq.

Attorney for William Todd Wilson
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EXHIBIT 8



 

U.S. Department of Justice 
 
Matthew M. Graves 
United States Attorney 
 
District of Columbia 

       Judiciary Center 
555 Fourth St., N.W. 
Washington, D.C.  20530 
 

 

February 28, 2022 
 
Joni Robin 
Law Office of Joni C. Robin 
114 North Alfred Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314 
(703) 349-1111 
 
Chris Leibig 
Law Office of Chris Leibig 
114 North Alfred Street 
Alexandria, Virginia 22314 
(703) 683-4310 
 
   Re: United States v. Joshua James  
    Criminal Case No. 22-cr-15 (APM) 
 
Dear Ms. Robin and Mr. Leibig:  
  
 This letter sets forth the full and complete plea offer to your client, Joshua James 
(hereinafter referred to as “your client” or “defendant”), from the Office of the United States 
Attorney for the District of Columbia (hereinafter also referred to as “the Government” or “this 
Office”).  If your client accepts the terms and conditions of this offer, please have your client 
execute this document in the space provided below.  Upon receipt of the executed document, this 
letter will become the Plea Agreement (“this Agreement”).  The terms of the offer are as follows: 
 

1. Charges and Statutory Penalties 
 
 Your client agrees to plead guilty to Counts 1 and 3 in the Indictment, charging your client 
with Seditious Conspiracy, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 2384, and Obstruction of an Official 
Proceeding, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1512(c)(2), respectively. 
 
 Your client understands that a violation of 18 U.S.C. § 2384 carries a maximum sentence 
of 20 years of imprisonment; a fine of $250,000, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3571(b)(3); a term of 
supervised release of not more than 3 years, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3583(b)(2); and an obligation 
to pay any applicable interest or penalties on fines and restitution not timely made.   
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Your client understands that a violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1512(c)(2) carries a maximum 
sentence of 20 years of imprisonment; a fine of $250,000, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3571(b)(3); a 
term of supervised release of not more than 3 years, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3583(b)(2); and an 
obligation to pay any applicable interest or penalties on fines and restitution not timely made.   
 
 In addition, your client agrees to pay a special assessment of $100 per felony conviction to 
the Clerk of the United States District Court for the District of Columbia.  Your client also 
understands that, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3572 and § 5E1.2 of the United States Sentencing 
Commission, Guidelines Manual (2018) (hereinafter “Sentencing Guidelines,” “Guidelines,” or 
“U.S.S.G.”), the Court may also impose a fine that is sufficient to pay the federal government the 
costs of any imprisonment, term of supervised release, and period of probation.  Further, your 
client understands that, if your client has two or more convictions for a crime of violence or felony 
drug offense, your client may be subject to the substantially higher penalties provided for in the 
career-offender statutes and provisions of the Sentencing Guidelines. 
 

2. Factual Stipulations 
 
 Your client agrees that the attached “Statement of Offense” fairly and accurately describes 
your client’s actions and involvement in the offense(s) to which your client is pleading guilty.  
Please have your client sign and return the Statement of Offense as a written proffer of evidence, 
along with this Agreement. 
 

3. Additional Charges   
 
 In consideration of your client’s guilty plea to the above offense(s), your client will not be 
further prosecuted criminally by this Office for the conduct set forth in the attached Statement of 
Offense.   
 
 After the entry of your client’s plea of guilty to the offenses identified in paragraph 1 above, 
your client will not be charged with any non-violent criminal offense in violation of Federal or 
District of Columbia law, which was committed within the District of Columbia by your client 
prior to the execution of this Agreement and about which this Office was made aware by your 
client prior to the execution of this Agreement.  However, the United States expressly reserves its 
right to prosecute your client for any crime of violence, as defined in 18 U.S.C. § 16 and/or 22 
D.C. Code § 4501, if in fact your client committed or commits such a crime of violence prior to or 
after the execution of this Agreement.   
 

4. Sentencing Guidelines Analysis 
  
 Your client understands that the sentence in this case will be determined by the Court, 
pursuant to the factors set forth in 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a), including a consideration of the applicable 
guidelines and policies promulgated by the Sentencing Guidelines.  Pursuant to Federal Rule of 
Criminal Procedure 11(c)(1)(B), and to assist the Court in determining the appropriate sentence, 
the parties agree to the following: 
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a. Estimated Offense Level Under the Guidelines 
 
Seditious Conspiracy (Count 1) 
 
 There is no guideline provision expressly promulgated for seditious conspiracy.  Under 
U.S.S.G. 2X5.1, where available, the Court should apply the most analogous offense 
guideline.  The parties agree that the most analogous offense to seditious conspiracy is “Treason,” 
under U.S.S.G. 2M1.1.  The parties also agree that, for this particular defendant, U.S.S.G. 
2M1.1(a)(2) applies, which further directs the Court to select the base offense level applicable to 
the most analogous offense applied to the defendant’s specific conduct.  The parties agree that 
“Obstruction of Justice” under U.S.S.G. 2J1.2 is the most analogous offense for this defendant’s 
specific conduct.  Accordingly, the parties stipulate to the following base offense level, applicable 
offense characteristics, and Guidelines calculation: 
 
  U.S.S.G. § 2J1.2   Base Offense Level    14 
  U.S.S.G. § 2J1.2(b)(1)(B) Causing/Threatening Injury or Damage +8 
  U.S.S.G. § 2J1.2(b)(2) Substantial Interference With Justice  +3 
  U.S.S.G. § 2J1.2(b)(3)(C) Extensive Scope, Planning, or Preparation +2 
  U.S.S.G. § 3C1.1  Obstruction (destroying documents)  +2 
  U.S.S.G. § 3B1.1(b)  Aggravating Role    +3 
    
          Total   32  
 
Obstruction of an Official Proceeding (Count 3) 
 
 The parties agree that the following Sentencing Guidelines sections apply: 
 
  U.S.S.G. § 2J1.2   Base Offense Level    14 
  U.S.S.G. § 2J1.2(b)(1)(B) Causing/Threatening Injury or Damage +8 
  U.S.S.G. § 2J1.2(b)(2) Substantial Interference With Justice  +3 
  U.S.S.G. § 2J1.2(b)(3)(C) Extensive Scope, Planning, or Preparation +2 
  U.S.S.G. § 3C1.1  Obstruction (destroying documents)  +2 
  U.S.S.G. § 3B1.1(b)  Aggravating Role    +3 
    
          Total   32  
 
Combined Offense Level 
 
 The parties agree that Counts 1 and 3 are grouped together into a single group under 
U.S.S.G. 3D1.2(c).  Because Count 1, Seditious Conspiracy, and Count 3, Obstruction of an 
Official Proceeding, have the same offense level as calculated above for this particular defendant, 
that offense level constitutes the combined offense level for all the counts to which your client is 
pleading guilty.  Therefore, the parties agree the combined offense level for these offenses is 32. 
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Acceptance of Responsibility: 
 
 The Government agrees that a 2-level reduction will be appropriate, pursuant to U.S.S.G. 
§ 3E1.1, provided that your client clearly demonstrates acceptance of responsibility to the 
satisfaction of the Government, through your client’s allocution, adherence to every provision of 
this Agreement, and conduct between entry of the plea and imposition of sentence.  Furthermore, 
assuming your client has accepted responsibility as described in the previous sentence, the 
Government agrees that an additional 1-level reduction will be appropriate, pursuant to U.S.S.G. 
§ 3E1.1(b), because your client has assisted authorities by providing timely notice of your client’s 
intention to enter a plea of guilty, thereby permitting the Government to avoid preparing for trial 
and permitting the Court to allocate its resources efficiently. 
 
 Nothing in this Agreement limits the right of the Government to seek denial of the 
adjustment for acceptance of responsibility, pursuant to U.S.S.G. § 3E1.1, and/or imposition of an 
adjustment for obstruction of justice, pursuant to U.S.S.G. § 3C1.1, regardless of any agreement 
set forth above, should your client move to withdraw your client’s guilty plea after it is entered, or 
should it be determined by the Government that your client has either (a) engaged in conduct, 
unknown to the Government at the time of the signing of this Agreement, that constitutes 
obstruction of justice, or (b) engaged in additional criminal conduct after signing this Agreement.  
 
 In accordance with the above, the Estimated Offense Level will be at least 29. 
 

b. Estimated Criminal History Category 
 
 Based upon the information now available to this Office (including the representations by 
the defense), your client has no criminal convictions that warrant criminal history points. 
 
 Accordingly, your client is estimated to have 0 criminal history points and your client’s 
Criminal History Category is estimated to be I (the “Estimated Criminal History Category”).  Your 
client acknowledges that after the pre-sentence investigation by the United States Probation Office, 
a different conclusion regarding your client’s criminal convictions and/or criminal history points 
may be reached and your client’s criminal history points may increase or decrease. 
 

c. Estimated Guidelines Range 
 
 Based upon the Estimated Offense Level and the Estimated Criminal History Category set 
forth above, your client’s estimated Sentencing Guidelines range is 87 months to 108 months (the 
“Estimated Guidelines Range”).  In addition, the parties agree that, pursuant to U.S.S.G. § 5E1.2, 
should the Court impose a fine, at Guidelines level 29, the estimated applicable fine range is 
$30,000 to $300,000.  Your client reserves the right to ask the Court not to impose any applicable 
fine. 
 
 The parties agree that, solely for the purposes of calculating the applicable range under the 
Sentencing Guidelines, either party may seek a downward or an upward departure from the 
Estimated Guidelines Range set forth above.  Except for a downward or an upward departure, the 
parties also agree that neither party will seek any offense-level calculation different from the 
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Estimated Offense Level calculated above in subsection 4(a).  Finally, the parties are free to argue 
for a Criminal History Category different from that estimated above in subsection 4(b). 
 
 Your client understands and acknowledges that the Estimated Guidelines Range calculated 
above is not binding on the Probation Office or the Court.  Should the Court or Probation Office 
determine that a guidelines range different from the Estimated Guidelines Range is applicable, that 
will not be a basis for withdrawal or recission of this Agreement by either party. 
 
 Your client understands and acknowledges that the terms of this section apply only to 
conduct that occurred before the execution of this Agreement.  Should your client commit any 
conduct after the execution of this Agreement that would form the basis for an increase in your 
client’s base offense level or justify an upward departure (examples of which include, but are not 
limited to, obstruction of justice, failure to appear for a court proceeding, criminal conduct while 
pending sentencing, and false statements to law enforcement agents, the probation officer, or the 
Court), the Government is free under this Agreement to seek an increase in the base offense level 
based on that post-agreement conduct. 
 

5. Agreement as to Sentencing Allocution 
 
 The parties further agree that a sentence within the Estimated Guidelines Range would 
constitute a reasonable sentence in light of all of the factors set forth in 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a), should 
such a sentence be subject to appellate review, notwithstanding the appeal waiver provided 
below.   However, the parties agree that either party may seek a variance and suggest that the Court 
consider a sentence outside of the applicable Guidelines Range, based upon the factors to be 
considered in imposing a sentence pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a). 
 

6. Reservation of Allocution 
  
 The Government and your client reserve the right to describe fully, both orally and in 
writing, to the sentencing judge, the nature and seriousness of your client’s misconduct, including 
any misconduct not described in the charges to which your client is pleading guilty, to inform the 
presentence report writer and the Court of any relevant facts, to dispute any factual inaccuracies 
in the presentence report, and to contest any matters not provided for in this Agreement.  The 
parties also reserve the right to address the correctness of any Sentencing Guidelines calculations 
determined by the presentence report writer or the court, even if those calculations differ from the 
Estimated Guidelines Range calculated herein.  In the event that the Court or the presentence report 
writer considers any Sentencing Guidelines adjustments, departures, or calculations different from 
those agreed to and/or estimated in this Agreement, or contemplates a sentence outside the 
Guidelines range based upon the general sentencing factors listed in 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a), the 
parties reserve the right to answer any related inquiries from the Court or the presentence report 
writer and to allocute for a sentence within the Guidelines range, as ultimately determined by the 
Court, even if the Guidelines range ultimately determined by the Court is different from the 
Estimated Guidelines Range calculated herein.    
 
 In addition, if in this Agreement the Government has agreed to recommend or refrain from 
recommending to the Court a particular resolution of any sentencing issue, the Government and 
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your client reserve the right to full allocution in any post-sentence litigation.  The parties retain the 
full right of allocution in connection with any post-sentence motion which may be filed in this 
matter and/or any proceeding(s) before the Bureau of Prisons.  In addition, your client 
acknowledges that the Government is not obligated and does not intend to file any post-sentence  
downward departure motion in this case pursuant to Rule 35(b) of the Federal Rules of Criminal 
Procedure.   
 

7. Court Not Bound by this Agreement or the Sentencing Guidelines 
 
 Your client understands that the sentence in this case will be imposed in accordance with 
18 U.S.C. § 3553(a), upon consideration of the Sentencing Guidelines.  Your client further 
understands that the sentence to be imposed is a matter solely within the discretion of the Court.  
Your client acknowledges that the Court is not obligated to follow any recommendation of the 
Government at the time of sentencing or to grant a downward departure based on your client’s 
substantial assistance to the Government, even if the Government files a motion pursuant to § 
5K1.1 of the Sentencing Guidelines.  Your client understands that neither the Government’s 
recommendation nor the Sentencing Guidelines are binding on the Court.   
 
 Your client acknowledges that your client’s entry of a guilty plea to the charged offenses 
authorizes the Court to impose any sentence, up to and including the statutory maximum sentence, 
which may be greater than the applicable Guidelines range.  The Government cannot, and does 
not, make any promise or representation as to what sentence your client will receive.  Moreover, 
it is understood that your client will have no right to withdraw your client’s plea of guilty should 
the Court impose a sentence that is outside the Guidelines range or if the Court does not follow the 
Government’s sentencing recommendation.  The Government and your client will be bound by 
this Agreement, regardless of the sentence imposed by the Court.  Any effort by your client to 
withdraw the guilty plea because of the length of the sentence shall constitute a breach of this 
Agreement.  
  

8. Conditions of Release 
 
 Your client acknowledges that, although the Government will not seek a change in your 
client’s release conditions pending sentencing, the final decision regarding your client’s bond 
status or detention will be made by the Court at the time of your client’s plea of guilty.  The 
Government may move to change your client’s conditions of release, including requesting that 
your client be detained pending sentencing, if your client engages in further criminal conduct prior 
to sentencing or if the Government obtains information that it did not possess at the time of your 
client’s plea of guilty and that is relevant to whether your client is likely to flee or pose a danger 
to any person or the community.  Your client also agrees that any violation of your client’s release 
conditions, any misconduct by your client, or any inability or failure on the part of your client to 
continue your client’s cooperation with the Government, may result in the Government filing an 
ex parte motion with the Court requesting that a bench warrant be issued for your client’s arrest 
and that your client be detained without bond while pending sentencing in your client’s case. 
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9. Cooperation 
 
 Your client agrees to cooperate with the Office of the United States Attorney for the District 
of Columbia on the following terms and conditions: 
 
 (a) Your client shall cooperate fully, truthfully, completely and forthrightly with this 
Office and other Federal, state and local law enforcement authorities identified by this Office in 
any and all matters as to which the Government deems the cooperation relevant.  Your client 
acknowledges that your client’s cooperation may include, but will not necessarily be limited to: 
answering questions; providing sworn written statements; taking government-administered 
polygraph examination(s); and participating in covert law enforcement activities.  Any refusal by 
your client to cooperate fully, truthfully, completely and forthrightly as directed by this Office and 
other Federal, state and local law enforcement authorities identified by this Office in any and all 
matters in which the Government deems your client’s assistance relevant will constitute a breach 
of this Agreement by your client, and will relieve the Government of its obligations under this 
Agreement, including, but not limited to, its obligation to inform this Court and the Departure 
Guidelines Committee of the United States Attorney’s Office for the District of Columbia of any 
assistance your client has provided.  Your client agrees, however, that such breach by your client 
will not constitute a basis for withdrawal of your client’s plea of guilty or otherwise relieve your 
client of your client’s obligations under this Agreement. 
 
 (b) Your client shall promptly turn over to the Government, or other law enforcement 
authorities, or direct such law enforcement authorities to, any and all evidence of crimes about 
which your client is aware; all contraband and proceeds of such crimes; and all assets traceable to 
the proceeds of such crimes.  Your client agrees to the forfeiture of all assets which are proceeds 
of crimes or traceable to such proceeds of crimes. 
 
 (c) Your client shall submit a full and complete accounting of all your client’s financial 
assets, whether such assets are in your client’s name or in the name of a third party. 
 
 (d) Your client acknowledges and understands that, during the course of the 
cooperation outlined in this Agreement, your client will be interviewed by law enforcement agents 
and/or Government attorneys.  Your client waives any right to have counsel present during these 
interviews and agrees to meet with law enforcement agents and Government attorneys outside of 
the presence of counsel.  If, at some future point, you or your client desire to have counsel present 
during interviews by law enforcement agents and/or Government attorneys, and you communicate 
this decision in writing to this Office, the Government will honor this request, and this change will 
have no effect on any other terms and conditions of this Agreement.  
 
 (e) Your client shall testify fully, completely and truthfully before any and all Grand 
Juries in the District of Columbia and elsewhere, and at any and all trials of cases or other court 
proceedings in the District of Columbia and elsewhere, at which your client’s testimony may be 
deemed relevant by the Government. 
 
 (f) Your client understands and acknowledges that nothing in this Agreement allows 
your client to commit any criminal violation of local, state or federal law during the period of your 
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client’s cooperation with law enforcement authorities or at any time prior to the sentencing in this 
case.  The commission of a criminal offense during the period of your client’s cooperation or at 
any time prior to sentencing will constitute a breach of this Agreement and will relieve the 
Government of all of its obligations under this Agreement, including, but not limited to, its 
obligation to inform this Court and the Departure Guidelines Committee of the United States 
Attorney’s Office for the District of Columbia of any assistance your client has provided.  
However, your client acknowledges and agrees that such a breach of this Agreement will not entitle 
your client to withdraw your client’s plea of guilty or relieve your client of the obligations under 
this Agreement.   
 
 (g) Your client agrees to abide by any and all release conditions imposed by the Court. 
 

10. Waivers 
 

a. Venue   
 
 Your client waives any challenge to venue in the District of Columbia. 
 

b. Statute of Limitations 
 
 Your client agrees that, should the conviction following your client’s plea of guilty 
pursuant to this Agreement be vacated for any reason, any prosecution, based on the conduct set 
forth in the attached Statement of Offense, that is not time-barred by the applicable statute of 
limitations on the date of the signing of this Agreement (including any counts that the Government 
has agreed not to prosecute or to dismiss at sentencing pursuant to this Agreement) may be 
commenced or reinstated against your client, notwithstanding the expiration of the statute of 
limitations between the signing of this Agreement and the commencement or reinstatement of such 
prosecution.  It is the intent of this Agreement to waive all defenses based on the statute of 
limitations with respect to any prosecution of conduct set forth in the attached Statement of Offense 
that is not time-barred on the date that this Agreement is signed. 
 

c. Trial Rights 
 
 Your client understands that by pleading guilty in this case your client agrees to waive 
certain rights afforded by the Constitution of the United States and/or by statute or rule.  Your 
client agrees to forego the right to any further discovery or disclosures of information not already 
provided at the time of the entry of your client’s guilty plea.  Your client also agrees to waive, 
among other rights, the right to plead not guilty, and the right to a jury trial.  If there were a jury 
trial, your client would have the right to be represented by counsel, to confront and cross-examine 
witnesses against your client, to challenge the admissibility of evidence offered against your client, 
to compel witnesses to appear for the purpose of testifying and presenting other evidence on your 
client’s behalf, and to choose whether to testify.  If there were a jury trial and your client chose not 
to testify at that trial, your client would have the right to have the jury instructed that your client’s 
failure to testify could not be held against your client.  Your client would further have the right to 
have the jury instructed that your client is presumed innocent until proven guilty, and that the 
burden would be on the United States to prove your client’s guilt beyond a reasonable doubt.   If 
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your client were found guilty after a trial, your client would have the right to appeal your client’s 
conviction.  Your client understands that the Fifth Amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States protects your client from the use of self-incriminating statements in a criminal prosecution.  
By entering a plea of guilty, your client knowingly and voluntarily waives or gives up your client’s 
right against self-incrimination. 
 
 Your client acknowledges discussing with you Rule 11(f) of the Federal Rules of Criminal 
Procedure and Rule 410 of the Federal Rules of Evidence, which ordinarily limit the admissibility 
of statements made by a defendant in the course of plea discussions or plea proceedings if a guilty 
plea is later withdrawn.  Your client knowingly and voluntarily waives the rights that arise under 
these rules in the event your client withdraws your client’s guilty plea or withdraws from this 
Agreement after signing it.   
 
 Your client also agrees to waive all constitutional and statutory rights to a speedy sentence 
and agrees that the plea of guilty pursuant to this Agreement will be entered at a time decided upon 
by the Government with the concurrence of the Court.  Your client also agrees that the sentencing 
in this case may be delayed until your client’s cooperation has been completed, as determined by 
the Government, so that the Court will have the benefit of all relevant information before a 
sentence is imposed.  Your client understands that the date for sentencing will be set by the Court. 
 

d. Appeal Rights 
 
 Your client agrees to waive, insofar as such waiver is permitted by law, the right to appeal 
the conviction in this case on any basis, including but not limited to claim(s) that (1) the statute(s) 
to which your client is pleading guilty is unconstitutional, and (2) the admitted conduct does not 
fall within the scope of the statute(s).  Your client understands that federal law, specifically 18 
U.S.C. § 3742, affords defendants the right to appeal their sentences in certain circumstances.  
Your client also agrees to waive the right to appeal the sentence in this case, including but not 
limited to any term of imprisonment, fine, forfeiture, award of restitution, term or condition of 
supervised release, authority of the Court to set conditions of release, and the manner in which the 
sentence was determined, except to the extent the Court sentences your client above the statutory 
maximum or guidelines range determined by the Court.  In agreeing to this waiver, your client is 
aware that your client’s sentence has yet to be determined by the Court.  Realizing the uncertainty 
in estimating what sentence the Court ultimately will impose, your client knowingly and willingly 
waives your client’s right to appeal the sentence, to the extent noted above, in exchange for the 
concessions made by the Government in this Agreement.  Notwithstanding the above agreement 
to waive the right to appeal the conviction and sentence, your client retains the right to appeal on 
the basis of ineffective assistance of counsel, but not to raise on appeal other issues regarding the 
conviction or sentence.  
 

e. Collateral Attack 
  
 Your client also waives any right to challenge the conviction entered or sentence imposed 
under this Agreement or otherwise attempt to modify or change the sentence or the manner in 
which it was determined in any collateral attack, including, but not limited to, a motion brought 
under 28 U.S.C. § 2255 or Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b), except to the extent such a 
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motion is based on newly discovered evidence or on a claim that your client received ineffective 
assistance of counsel.  Your client reserves the right to file a motion brought under 18 U.S.C. 
§ 3582(c)(2), but agrees to waive the right to appeal the denial of such a motion.   
 

f. Witness Fees 
   
 Your client further agrees to waive all rights, claims, or interest in any witness fee that your 
client may be eligible to receive pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1821 for your client’s appearance at any 
grand jury, witness conference, or court proceeding, during the course of your client’s cooperation 
pursuant to this Agreement or any term of your client’s incarceration. 
 

g. Hearings by Video Teleconference and/or Teleconference 
 

Your client agrees to consent, under the CARES Act, Section 15002(b)(4) and otherwise, 
to hold any proceedings in this matter – specifically including but not limited to presentment, initial 
appearance, plea hearing, and sentencing – by video teleconference and/or by teleconference and 
to waive any rights to demand an in-person/in-Court hearing.  Your client further agrees to not 
challenge or contest any findings by the Court that it may properly proceed by video 
teleconferencing and/or telephone conferencing in this case because, due to the COVID-19 
pandemic, an in-person/in-Court hearing cannot be conducted in person without seriously 
jeopardizing public health and safety and that further there are specific reasons in this case that 
any such hearing, including a plea or sentencing hearing, cannot be further delayed without serious 
harm to the interests of justice. 
 

11. Use of Self-Incriminating Information  
  
 The Government agrees pursuant to U.S.S.G. § 1B1.8(a), that self-incriminating 
information provided by your client pursuant to this Agreement or during the course of debriefings 
conducted in anticipation of this Agreement, and about which the Government had no prior 
knowledge or insufficient proof in the absence of your client’s admissions, will not be used by the 
Government at the time of sentencing for the purpose of determining the applicable guideline 
range.  However, all self-incriminating information provided by your client may be used for the 
purposes and in accordance with the terms identified in U.S.S.G. § 1B1.8(b). 
  

12. Restitution 
 
 Your client acknowledges that the riot that occurred on January 6, 2021, caused, as of May 
17, 2021, approximately $1,495,326.55 damage to the United States Capitol.  Your client agrees 
as part of the plea in this matter to pay restitution to the Department of Treasury in the amount of 
$2,000. 
  
 Payments of restitution shall be made to the Clerk of the Court.  In order to facilitate the 
collection of financial obligations to be imposed in connection with this prosecution, your client 
agrees to disclose fully all assets in which your client has any interest or over which your client 
exercises control, directly or indirectly, including those held by a spouse, nominee or other third 
party.  Your client agrees to submit a completed financial statement on a standard financial 
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disclosure form which has been provided to you with this Agreement to the Financial Litigation 
Unit of the United States Attorney’s Office, as it directs.  If you do not receive the disclosure form, 
your client agrees to request one from usadc.ecfflu@usa.doj.gov.   Your client will complete and 
electronically provide the standard financial disclosure form to usadc.ecfflu@usa.doj.gov 30 days 
prior to your client’s sentencing.  Your client agrees to be contacted by the Financial Litigation 
Unit of the United States Attorney’s Office, through defense counsel, to complete a financial 
statement.  Upon review, if there are any follow-up questions, your client agrees to cooperate with 
the Financial Litigation Unit.  Your client promises that the financial statement and disclosures 
will be complete, accurate and truthful, and understands that any willful falsehood on the financial 
statement could be prosecuted as a separate crime punishable under 18 U.S.C. § 1001, which 
carries an additional five years’ incarceration and a fine. 
 
 Your client expressly authorizes the United States Attorney’s Office to obtain a credit 
report on your client in order to evaluate your client’s ability to satisfy any financial obligations 
imposed by the Court or agreed to herein.    
 
 Your client understands and agrees that the restitution or fines imposed by the Court will 
be due and payable immediately and subject to immediate enforcement by the United States.  If 
the Court imposes a schedule of payments, your client understands that the schedule of payments 
is merely a minimum schedule of payments and will not be the only method, nor a limitation on 
the methods, available to the United States to enforce the criminal judgment.  If your client is 
sentenced to a term of imprisonment by the Court, your client agrees to participate in the Bureau 
of Prisons’ Inmate Financial Responsibility Program, regardless of whether the Court specifically 
imposes a schedule of payments. 
 
 Your client certifies that your client has made no transfer of assets in contemplation of this 
prosecution for the purpose of evading or defeating financial obligations that are created by this 
Agreement and/or that may be imposed by the Court.  In addition, your client promises to make 
no such transfers in the future until your client has fulfilled the financial obligations under this 
Agreement.    
 

13. Breach of Agreement 
 
 Your client understands and agrees that, if after entering this Agreement, your client fails 
specifically to perform or to fulfill completely each and every one of your client’s obligations 
under this Agreement, or engages in any criminal activity prior to sentencing, your client will have 
breached this Agreement.  In the event of such a breach:  (a) the Government will be free from its 
obligations under this Agreement; (b) your client will not have the right to withdraw the guilty 
plea; (c) your client will be fully subject to criminal prosecution for any other crimes, including 
perjury and obstruction of justice; (d) no motion pursuant to Section 5K1.1 of the Sentencing 
Guidelines or 18 U.S.C. § 3553(c) will be filed or sought; and (e) the Government will be free to 
use against your client, directly and indirectly, in any criminal or civil proceeding, all statements 
made by your client and any of the information or materials provided by your client, including 
such statements, information and materials provided pursuant to this Agreement or during the 
course of any debriefings conducted in anticipation of, or after entry of, this Agreement, whether 
or not the debriefings were previously characterized as “off-the-record” debriefings, and including 
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your client’s statements made during proceedings before the Court pursuant to Rule 11 of the 
Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. 
  
 Your client understands and agrees that the Government shall be required to prove a breach 
of this Agreement only by a preponderance of the evidence, except where such breach is based on 
a violation of federal, state, or local criminal law, which the Government need prove only by 
probable cause in order to establish a breach of this Agreement. 
 
 Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to permit your client to commit perjury, to 
make false statements or declarations, to obstruct justice, or to protect your client from prosecution 
for any crimes not included within this Agreement or committed by your client after the execution 
of this Agreement.  Your client understands and agrees that the Government reserves the right to 
prosecute your client for any such offenses.  Your client further understands that any perjury, false 
statements or declarations, or obstruction of justice relating to your client’s obligations under this 
Agreement shall constitute a breach of this Agreement.  In the event of such a breach, your client 
will not be allowed to withdraw your client’s guilty plea.  
 

14. Government’s Obligations 
  
 The Government will bring to the Court’s attention at the time of sentencing the nature and 
extent of your client’s cooperation or lack of cooperation. 
 
 The Departure Guideline Committee of the United States Attorney’s Office for the District 
of Columbia will evaluate the full nature and extent of your client’s cooperation to determine 
whether your client has provided substantial assistance in the investigation or prosecution of 
another person who has committed an offense.  If the Departure Guideline Committee determines 
that your client has provided such substantial assistance, this Office shall file a departure motion 
pursuant to Section 5K1.1 of the Sentencing Guidelines, which would afford your client an 
opportunity to persuade the Court that your client should be sentenced to a lesser period of 
incarceration and/or fine than indicated by the Sentencing Guidelines.  The determination of 
whether your client has provided substantial assistance warranting the filing of a motion pursuant 
to Section 5K1.1 of the Sentencing Guidelines is within the sole discretion of the United States 
Attorney’s Office for the District of Columbia and is not reviewable by the Court.  In the event 
your client should fail to perform specifically and fulfill completely each and every one of your 
client’s obligations under this Agreement, the Government will be free from its obligations under 
this Agreement, and will have no obligation to present your client’s case to the Departure Guideline 
Committee or file a departure motion pursuant to Section 5K1.1 of the Sentencing Guidelines.  
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15. Complete Agreement 
 
 No agreements, promises, understandings, or representations have been made by the parties 
or their counsel other than those contained in writing herein, nor will any such agreements, 
promises, understandings, or representations be made unless committed to writing and signed by 
your client, defense counsel, and an Assistant United States Attorney for the District of Columbia. 
 
 Your client further understands that this Agreement is binding only upon the Criminal and 
Superior Court Divisions of the United States Attorney’s Office for the District of Columbia.  This 
Agreement does not bind the Civil Division of this Office or any other United States Attorney’s 
Office, nor does it bind any other state, local, or federal prosecutor.  It also does not bar or 
compromise any civil, tax, or administrative claim pending or that may be made against your client.  
 
 If the foregoing terms and conditions are satisfactory, your client may so indicate by 
signing this Agreement and the Statement of Offense, and returning both to the government. 
 
 
       Sincerely yours, 
 

     MATTHEW M. GRAVES 
     United States Attorney 
     D.C. Bar No. 481052 
 

 
      By:       
       TROY A. EDWARDS, JR. 
       Assistant United States Attorney 
       N.Y. Bar No. 5453741 
       Ahmed M. Baset 

Louis Manzo 
       Jeffrey S. Nestler 
       Kathryn L. Rakoczy 

Assistant United States Attorneys 
U.S. Attorney’s Office, District of Columbia 
 

            
       Justin Sher 

Alexandra Hughes  
Trial Attorneys 
National Security Division, 
United States Department of Justice 
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  December 14, 2020

 Stewart Rhodes

  3

  Oath Keepers

 

 

“The time is now near at hand which must probably determine whether Americans are to be freemen or slaves; whether they are to have any property they can call their own; whether

their houses and farms are to be pillaged and destroyed, and themselves consigned to a state of wretchedness from which no human efforts will deliver them. The fate of unborn

millions will now depend, under God, on the courage and conduct of this army. Our cruel and unrelenting enemy leaves us only the choice of brave resistance, or the most abject

 Tweet
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submission. We have, therefore, to resolve to conquer or die.” – General George Washington, Address to the Continental Army Before the Battle of Long Island, August 27,

1776

President Trump,

We now face a moment of peril as great, or greater, as what General Washington and his men faced in 1776.   The very survival of our nation as a free Constitutional Republic

hangs in the balance.   We have but one last chance to save it.   The fate of unborn millions will now depend  on your conduct, the conduct of the current members of our armed

forces, and the conduct of we the many millions of American veterans and patriots who are still loyal to our Constitution.

When you were sworn in, you took the following oath, as mandated by Article II of the Constitution:

“I do solemnly swear (or af�rm) that I will faithfully execute the Of�ce of President of the United States, and will to the best of my Ability,

preserve, protect and defend the Constitution of the United States.”

It’s time to honor that oath by defending the Constitution against all enemies, foreign and domestic.

This is your moment of destiny.   Will you take your place in history as the savior of our Republic, right up there with President Washington and Lincoln?   Or will you fail to act,

while you still can, and leave of�ce on January 20, 2021, leaving We the People to �ght a desperate revolution/civil war against an illegitimate usurper and his Chicom puppet

regime?

Here are the facts:

We are already at war with communist China and its willing American agents, puppets, and co-conspirators who seek to overthrow our Constitution, as well as the

international elites and other foreign enemies who have aided and abetted this war on our nation.  They have in�ltrated and taken over every branch of government at every

level, state and federal.  War isn’t coming – war is already here.

Communist China could never defeat us in open battle, so instead, it in�ltrated and subverted our institutions, bought and blackmailed American elites, and made allegiance

with willing domestic enemies of our Constitution, to defeat us from the inside out, without having to �re a shot, by using what is commonly referred to as “Fourth Generation

Warfare” doctrines and methods.   This is war by other means, but it is war nonetheless.

Through well-orchestrated mass vote fraud, the Communist Chinese and their domestic enemy allies are about to install their illegitimate puppet, Joe Biden, and his equally

illegitimate puppet running mate, Kamala Harris, into the White House, with their treasonous �ngers on the nuclear launch codes.

You must act NOW as a wartime President, pursuant to your oath to defend the Constitution, which is very similar to the oath all of us veterans swore.  We are already in a

�ght.  It’s better to wage it with you as Commander-in-Chief than to have you comply with a fraudulent election, leave of�ce, and leave the White House in the hands of

illegitimate usurpers and Chinese puppets.  Please don’t do it.  Do NOT concede, and do NOT wait until January 20, 2021.  Strike now.

If you fail to act while you are still in of�ce, we the people will have to �ght a bloody civil war and revolution against these two illegitimate Communist China puppets, and

their illegitimate regime, with all of the powers of the deep state behind them, with nominal command of all the might of our armed forces (though we fully expect many units

or entire branches to refuse their orders and to �ght against them) and with their foreign allies also joining in to assist in the suppression of American patriots.

Without clean elections, we no longer have a Republic, and you are charged by the Constitution with preserving a republican form of government wherein the people

actually elect their own representatives in clean elections.   Article IV, Section 4 of the U.S. Constitution clearly commands you in this, when it states:

“The United States shall guarantee to every State in this Union a Republican Form of Government, and shall protect each of them against Invasion.” 

“Shall” is command language.  And that command applies to all three branches of the federal government, including the executive branch which you run.   And that command

applies directly to you.  You are commanded by the Constitution to take whatever action you must to ensure that we have a Republican form of Government – and that means

clean elections.  In the current dire circumstances where complicit traitors have been put into place in every branch of government (legislative, executive, judicial) at every

level (local, state, federal), through fraudulent elections over many years, it means YOU will have to �x it, with the full support of loyal military service members and millions

of military and police veterans, as well as millions of patriotic average Americans who stand with you 100% in doing what must be done.

 It won’t be �xed by corrupted legislatures, Governors, or the courts.  The recent refusal by all but two of the Supreme Court Justices (including all of your own Supreme

Court picks) to hear the Texas election fraud case shows that the cancer of cowardice, compromised of�cials, and treason has spread even to the Supreme Court.   The

disclosures of the corruption and blackmailing of Hunter Biden and the corruption of Rep. Swalwell by a Communist Chinese Spy, as well as the blackmail ring run by Jeffery

Epstein, are the tip of the iceberg in how the deep state and its Chicom allies have taken over our establishment elites.

That corrupted establishment won’t �x it, but We the People shall, one way or another and we need you to lead us in this great battle to save our Republic.

Further, the US Constitution states in Article I, Section 8 that Congress has the power:

To provide for calling forth the militia to execute the laws of the union, suppress insurrections and repel invasions

 Congress long ago provided for just that by passing the Insurrection Act which delegates that decision and power to you, as President and Commander-in-Chief.

The Insurrection Act, 1o U.S. Code, Section 252- Use of militia and armed forces to enforce Federal authority, states:

Whenever the President considers that unlawful obstructions, combinations, or assemblages, or rebellion against the authority of the United

States, make it impracticable to enforce the laws of the United States in any State by the ordinary course of judicial proceedings, he may call into

Federal service such of the militia of any State, and use such of the armed forces, as he considers necessary to enforce those laws or to suppress the

rebellion.

Section 253 of the Insurrection Act then states:

The President, by using the militia or the armed forces, or both, or by any other means, shall take such measures as he considers necessary to

suppress, in a State, any insurrection, domestic violence, unlawful combination, or conspiracy, if it—

(1)

so hinders the execution of the laws of that State, and of the United States within the State, that any part or class of its people is deprived of a right, privilege,

immunity, or protection named in the Constitution and secured by law, and the constituted authorities of that State are unable, fail, or refuse to protect that right,

privilege, or immunity, or to give that protection; 

(2) opposes or obstructs the execution of the laws of the United States or impedes the course of justice under those laws.

In any situation covered by clause (1), the State shall be considered to have denied the equal protection of the laws secured by the Constitution.
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Section 254 then states:

Whenever the President considers it necessary to use the militia or the armed forces under this chapter, he shall, by proclamation, immediately

order the insurgents to disperse and retire peaceably to their abodes within a limited time.

Clearly an unlawful combination and conspiracy in multiple states (indeed, in every state) has acted to deprive the people of the fundamental right to vote for their

representatives in a clean, fair election as is required in a free nation, striking at the very heart of what it means to have a republican form of government, and

disenfranchising them.   You, and you alone, are fully authorized by the Insurrection Act to determine that such a situation exists, and to use the U.S. military and the militia  to

rectify that situation.   And the militia includes not only the National Guard units of each state, called into federal service, but also includes the body of the people, age 17-45,

and especially us military veterans, who are by federal statute subject to call up for service as the militia until age 65, due to our prior training and experience.

As Article II declares, “The President shall be Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy of the United States, and of the Militia of the several States, when called into the

actual Service of the United States.”   You must call us up, and command us.

We urge you to do the following simultaneously  as both the chief law enforcement of�cer of the nation, and as the commander in Chief:

 

1.  INVOKE THE INSURRECTION ACT:   Issue a Presidential Proclamation, directly invoking the Insurrection Act, declaring an insurrection, rebellion, and coup to be

in effect by domestic enemies of the U.S. Constitution and traitors who are in collusion with and/or acting as agents of a foreign enemy (speci�cally Communist

China, but also other known or unknown foreign enemies) and to call up the militia (including the National Guard, us veterans, and patriotic Americans of military

age) and US military to suppress the insurrection. That proclamation should declare that domestic traitors have conspired with a foreign enemy, speci�cally

Communist China, and have been either bribed or blackmailed by that enemy, and together they have subverted our electoral system from top to bottom to rig

elections at every level, and to steal elections with the intent of overthrowing our Constitution and our way of life.

A.   Order the data seized:  Pursuant to that proclamation, order SOCOM and other trusted military units, to seize all databases of the CIA, FBI, NSA, DNI, etc and the

records held by all state electoral systems and administrators.  And order them to take possession of and preserve all evidence of the insurrection/rebellion/coup wherever it

is housed or held and to counter and suppress any attempt by the insurrectionists to prevent the seizing of the data.

B. Order a mass declassi�cation of the dirty secrets:   Order SOCOM Intelligence of�cers and other trusted and loyal patriot intelligence of�cers to carry out your orders to

declassifying ALL the dirty secrets and evidence of crimes by all the corrupt and compromised elites (in both major parties) to expose them all, and especially to expose their

treason and their willing service to communist china and other foreign powers, as spies, agents, and puppets.  Of course, those loyal intelligence of�cers should not declassify

and disclose data that could put at risk loyal American operatives and allies in foreign nations, who are on legitimate missions that are related to our legitimate national

interests.  Only disclose data on traitors and their treason.

C.  Within all that data will be the evidence needed to expose the vote fraud and who is behind it, as well as expose all the corrupt judges, state Attorney Generals, governors,

legislative leaders, election of�cials, etc.

D.  Order a massive public “Wikileaks” style data-dump to put all the dirty secrets of the compromised elites on display to the American people.  Those secrets are the very

“swamp water” that the DC swamp creatures swim in.  Those dirty secrets both control and shield them all.   Throw the doors open, and dump all the skeletons out of the

closets and onto the streets for all the people to see, and for all the world to see.

E.  Pardon and free Julian Assange and ask him to assist in this massive data-dump public disclosure.  He is a hero who has dedicated his life to battling the deep state and

deserve our thanks and a chance to serve not just America, but all humanity by assisting in this great cause.

F.  Fire Barr and removed him from of�ce immediately (UPDATE: Barr has resigned, but needs removed immediately.  Don’t let him run the clock out even a day more).

 The replacement should not come from within the beltway.

You must appoint a REAL patriot Attorney General who will actually �ght and actually clean house.   Look outside the beltway for a real patriot.  We will help you �nd one who

will actually �ght for the Republic.  This is a populist movement, and the people are still being locked out, which is why you keep getting betrayed over and over.   Appoint

REAL patriots who are outsiders.

E. Appoint a special prosecutor and task force.  The new Attorney General should appoint a special prosecutor with a full task force to investigate and indict all those

involved in the vote fraud and to go after the Deep State from top to bottom, including within the DOJ, prosecuting all traitors in all branches, and all levels, to root out all

who are actively committing treason, and who have been compromised, blackmailed, or bought out by Communist China and/or other foreign enemies.

F.  Fire Wray and put a patriot in place as FBI Director to clean house in the FBI and to actually do their jobs.

 

2.  Order the U.S. Military to go to Defcon 2, or even Defcon 1, to defend our nation from external threats while we suppress this internal insurrection.   It is imperative

that we maintain strict control of our nuclear arsenal in patriot hands and that our armed forces stand ready to repel foreign attack and interference while we handle this

necessarily drastic domestic house cleaning.

3.  Call the militia into federal service.    Pursuant to you powers as Commander-in-Chief to call forth the militia, call up all National Guard units into federal service, and

likewise call up all military veterans up to age 65 into federal service as the militia to assist in keeping the peace here at home.   Also call up all able-bodied Americans

between the ages of 17-45 who are still loyal to the Constitution to likewise report for duty, bearing their own arms.   You have the power to command them and order them

to report for duty at their nearest military base or National Guard armory in their state.   All of the above, as the militia, can be used to keep the peace in our local and state

communities, under your direct command, to suppress the expected riots, terrorism, and armed insurrection by the radical left in the United States (who have been armed

and equipped for months now by our foreign and domestic enemies).

3.  CONDUCT A CLEAN ELECTION/CLEAN UP OUR CORRUPTED AND COMPROMISED ELECTION SYSTEM.  

We will post advise on this shortly.  Stay tuned.  It is both simple, and very complex, given the advanced cancer of corruption in our voting system.

CONCLUSION: WE ARE IN FOR A FIGHT, NO MATTER WHAT.  LET’S GET IT DONE WITH YOU AS COMMANDER IN CHIEF 



8/9/22, 5:07 PM Open Letter to President Trump: You Must Use Insurrection Act to "Stop the Steal" and Defeat the Coup - Oath Keepers

https://web.archive.org/web/20201217171530/https://oathkeepers.org/2020/12/open-letter-to-president-trump-you-must-use-insurrection-act-to-stop-the-steal-and-defeat-the-coup/ 4/5

0
SHARES

There is no way out but through.  And we will NOT submit to a Chicom puppet regime.  You must stand tall and use your constitutional powers to �ght this war against

enemies foreign and domestic while you are still President and Commander-in-Chief.  If you fail to do so, we the people will have to �ght a bloody revolution/civil war to

throw off an illegitimate deep state/Chinese puppet regime.

You must use both your authority to invoke the Insurrection Act and your absolute power to declassify any and all secrets.

Because of the machinations of the complicit mainstream media,  most Americans are ignorant of just how corrupted and compromised the establishment has become.  They

have no idea how many political, legal, media, and business elites are now compromised puppets of Communist China with the aid of the deep state traitors within our own

intelligence and federal law enforcement agencies.   That is why you must use SOCOM and other loyal military units to do a mass data seizure, declassi�cation, and mass

data-dump to throw all the skeletons out into the streets, exposing all the dirty secrets that are used to control American elites, and show the American people all the

evidence that will show them who is dirty, who is a traitor, and who is a criminal.   This will destroy the credibility of the traitors and make it far easier to defeat them, with the

people themselves being the judge, and with our military service-members also clearly seeing who has turned traitor and who must not be obeyed.   It is critical.   You must do

both.   Expose them all, and then bring them to justice.

Know this:  millions of American military and law enforcement veterans, and many millions more loyal patriotic American gun owners stand ready to answer your call to arms,

and to obey your orders to get this done.

For the Republic,

Stewart Rhodes

Yale Law 04, Army Airborne veteran

Kellye SoRelle

Texas attorney and former prosecutor

 

 

 

 

 

Help us defend the Constitution 

against ALL enemies, foreign and domestic!

Donate here to support our mission and sustain our volunteers. Or join Oath Keepers here. You do NOT have to be prior service to join! All patriots are welcome. We

are all in this together.

We need your support and your help. God bless.

And please "like" us on social media, so we can better keep you informed:

    

 Tweet

David Lee says:

December 14, 2020 at 4:50 pm

  3 comments
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I applaud you for this letter and for what you folks stand for. I will be joining as soon as I can after the holidays. We can not allow our freedom and our country to be stolen by

the socialist or anyone that seeks to weaken us or to change us to a socialist or communist country. If it means �ghting, so be it. Our for fathers and many soldiers have given

their lives for our freedoms and we must not lose them on our watch !

David A. Lee 

USAF Veteran

Perte says:

December 14, 2020 at 5:45 pm

AMEN

Thomas Erdner says:

December 14, 2020 at 7:17 pm

nicely turned.

God willing.
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,Q�RXU�ODVW�RSHQ�OHWWHU�WR�\RX��ZH�XUJHG�\RX�WR�LQYRNH�WKH�LQVXUUHFWLRQ�DFW��GHFODULQJ�DQ�LQVXUUHFWLRQ�WR�EH�LQ�H[LVWHQFH�E\�GRPHVWLF�HQHPLHV�RI�WKH�&RQVWLWXWLRQ�ZKR�DUH�LQ�DOOHJLDQFH�ZLWK�

DQG�GRLQJ�WKH�ELGLQJ�RI��&RPPXQLVW�&KLQD�DQG�LWV�JOREDOLVW�DOOLHV��LQWHQW�RQ�VWHDOLQJ�WKH�HOHFWLRQ�DQG�LQVWDOOLQJ�WKHLU�SXSSHW��b�:H�XUJHG�\RX�WR�XVH�62&20�DQG�RWKHU�OR\DO�PLOLWDU\�XQLWV�WR

VHL]H�WKH�GDWD�QRW�MXVW�RQ�HOHFWLRQ�IUDXG��EXW�DOVR�DOO�GDWD�KHOG�E\�8�6��LQWHOOLJHQFH�DJHQFLHV�DQG�IHGHUDO�ODZ�HQIRUFHPHQW�WKDW�FRQWDLQ�WKH�GLUW�RQ�DOO�$PHULFDQ�HOLWHV�ZKR�KDYH�EHHQ�EULEHG�RU

EODFNPDLOHG�E\�WKH�&KLQHVH�&RPPXQLVW�UHJLPH��RU�RWKHU�IRUHLJQ�SRZHUV��RU�ZKR�DUH�LGHRORJLFDO�IHOORZ�WUDYHOHUV�DQG�ZLOOLQJO\�GRLQJ�WKHLU�ELGGLQJ�

� 7ZHHW

2SHQ�/HWWHU�WR�3UHVLGHQW�7UXPS��3DUW�,,��$FW�1RZ��'R�127�:DLW�IRU�-DQ��



����

ɛ

:H�XUJHG�\RX�WR�XVH�\RXU�DEVROXWH�SRZHU�WR�GHFODVVLI\�$1<�VHFUHW�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DQG�GR�D�:LNLOHDNV�VW\OH�GDWD�GXPS�RI�WKDW�LQIRUPDWLRQ�RQ�WKH�WUDLWRUV��WR�H[SRVH�WKHP�DOO��UHJDUGOHVV�RI

SROLWLFDO�SDUW\���b�7KLV�ZLOO�VKRZ�WKH�$PHULFDQ�SHRSOH�ZKR�KDV�EHHQ�FRPSURPLVHG�DQG�ZKR�LV�D�WUDLWRU��b$QG�WKDW�ZLOO�JLYH�\RX�WKH�FUHGLELOLW\�LQ�WKH�RQO\�FRXUW�WKDW�UHDOO\�PDWWHUV�DW�WKLV

PRPHQW�È�WKH�FRXUW�RI�SXEOLF�RSLQLRQ�DPRQJ�WKH�SDWULRWV��DQG�DPRQJ�WKH�PLOLWDU\�È�WR�GR�ZKDW�\RX�PXVW�GR��ZKLFK�LV�WR�ZDON�WKH�VDPH�SDWK�RI�GHFLVLYH�DFWLRQ�WKDW�3UHVLGHQW�/LQFROQ�WRRN�

:H�SRLQWHG�RXW�WKDW�WKLV�LV�D�PDWWHU�RI�GXW\��DQG�LV�\RXU�ØQDO��ODVW�FKDQFH�WR�VDYH�WKLV�5HSXEOLF��b�7R�WKDW��ZH�DGG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�

<RX�DUH�UXQQLQJ�RXW�RI�WLPH�

7KH�'HHS�6WDWH�VWUDWHJ\�KDG�EHHQ��IURP�GD\�RQH��WR�GR�WR�\RX�ZKDW�WKH\�GLG�WR�3UHVLGHQW�5HDJDQ��b�6XUURXQG�\RX�ZLWK�'HHS�6WDWH�DJHQWV�ZKR�ZLOO�DVVLVW�LQ�FRQWDLQLQJ�\RX�E\�JLYLQJ�\RX

WHUULEOH�DGYLFH�DQG�E\�UHIXVLQJ�WR�WDNH�PHDQLQJIXO�DFWLRQ�LQ�DQ\�RI�WKHLU�SRVWV��$*�%DUU�LV�EXW�RQH�H[DPSOH��DQG�WKHQ�UXQ�WKH�FORFN�RXW�RQ�\RX��XQWLO�\RX�DUH�JRQH��DQG�VWHDOLQJ�\RXU�UH�

HOHFWLRQ�WR�DYRLG�WKH�ULVN�RI�KDYLQJ�\RX�LQ�IRU�HLJKW�IXOO�\HDUV���b5LJKW�QRZ�WKHUH�DUH�VWLOO�ÍDGYLVRUVÎ�DURXQG�\RX�WHOOLQJ�\RX�WKDW�\RX�FDQQRW�XVH�WKH�,QVXUUHFWLRQ�$FW�RU�GR�D�PDVV�GDWD

VHL]XUH�GDWD�GXPS�WR�H[SRVH�WKH�WUDLWRUV��RU�WDNH�RWKHU�GHFLVLYH�DFWLRQ�WR�GHIHQG�RXU�&RQVWLWXWLRQ��b�2U�WKH\�DUH�WHOOLQJ�\RX�WKDW�\RX�PXVW�ZDLW�IRU�YDULRXV�UHDVRQV�bÈ�VXFK�DV�ZDLWLQJ�XQWLO

DIWHU�-DQXDU\����ZKHQ�WKH�MRLQW�VHVVLRQ�RI�&RQJUHVV�PHHWV�WR�SURFHVV�WKH�HOHFWRUDO�FROOHJH�YRWHV��b'R�QRW�OLVWHQ�WR�WKHP��b7KDWËV�MXVW�SDUW�RI�WKH�SODQ�WR�UXQ�WKH�FORFN�RXW�RQ�\RX��b�'R�\RXU�GXW\�

DQG�GR�LW�QRZ��b�5HFRJQL]H�\RX�DUH�DOUHDG\�LQ�D�ZDU��DQG�\RX�PXVW�DFW�DV�D�ZDUWLPH�SUHVLGHQW��DQG�WKHUH�LV�QRW�D�PLQXWH�WR�ORVH�

'R�LW�QRZ��b�$QG�GRQËW�OHW�WKH�IDFW�WKDW�LW�LV�&KULVWPDV�VWRS�\RX�

5HPHPEHU��*HRUJH�:DVKLQJWRQ�OHG�KLV�PHQ�DFURVV�WKH�IUR]HQ�'HODZDUH�ULYHU�RQ�&KULVWPDV�LQ������WR�DWWDFN�WKH�+HVVLDQV�DW�7UHQWRQ�HDUO\�WKH�QH[W�PRUQLQJ��b'R�WKH�VDPH�WR�WKH�'HHS�6WDWH

WUDLWRUV�DQG�&KL&RP�SXSSHWV��b$WWDFN�WKHP�QRZ��XVLQJ�\RXU�PRVW�HIIHFWLYH�ZHDSRQV�È�\RXU�LUUHIXWDEOH�SRZHUV�DV�&RPPDQGHU�LQ�&KLHI�DQG�WKH�,QVXUUHFWLRQ�$FW�RI�������b�*LYH�$PHULFDQ

SDWULRWV�D�JUDQG�&KULVWPDV�SUHVHQW�E\�GURSSLQJ�WKH�KDPPHU�QRZ��b$WWDFN�RXU�HQHPLHV�DQG�GHDO�WKHP�D�FUXVKLQJ�EORZ�ZKLOH�WKH\�VOHHS��ZUDSSHG�LQ�WKHLU�DUURJDQFH�

b

5(0(0%(5�285�+(5,7$*(��b$&7�$&&25',1*/<�b
b

:K\�\RX�VKRXOG�QRW�ZDLW�XQWLO�-DQ���������b

7KH�5HSXEOLFDQV�LQ�&RQJUHVV��LQ�ERWK�WKH�+RXVH�DQG�6HQDWH��ZLWK�D�VPDOO�KDQGIXO�RI�QRWDEOH�H[FHSWLRQV��DUH�YHU\�OLNHO\�WR�VWDE�\RX�LQ�WKH�EDFN��MXVW�OLNH�WKH�*23�FRQWUROOHG�5,12�VWDWH

OHJLVODWXUHV�GLG��b�7KH�'HHS�6WDWH�ZDQWV�\RX�WR�ZDLW�WLOO�-DQXDU\���������VR�WKHLU�*23�SXSSHWV��VXFK�DV�6HQDWH�0DMRULW\�/HDGHU�0LWFK�0F&RQQHOO��FDQ�EHWUD\�\RX�\HW�DJDLQ��YLRODWLQJ�WKHLU

RDWKV��DQG�FHUWLI\LQJ�HOHFWRUV�IRU�D�IUDXGXOHQW�LPSRVWHU��b�$QG�LI�\RX�WKHQ�WDNH�DFWLRQ��WKH\�ZLOO�FDOO�\RX�D�GLFWDWRU��DFFXVLQJ�\RX�RI�WDNLQJ�DFWLRQ�RQO\�WR�VWD\�LQ�SRZHU��b8QGHU�WKRVH

FLUFXPVWDQFHV��PRUH�PLOLWDU\�VHUYLFH�PHPEHUV�PD\�PLVWDNHQO\�EHOLHYH�WKDW�%LGHQ�LV�WKH�OHJLWLPDWH�3UHVLGHQW�HOHFW�DQG�PRUH�RI�WKHP�ZLOO�XQZLWWLQJO\�REH\�VWDQG�GRZQ�RUGHUV�IURP�WXUQ�

FRDW�*HQHUDOV��b�7KLV�GRHV�127�PHDQ�WKDW�LI�\RX�ZDLW�WLOO�WKHQ��WKDW�\RX�VKRXOG�QRW�VWLOO�WDNH�GHFLVLYH�DFWLRQ�LI�WKDW�FRPHV�WR�SDVV��b�<RX�VKRXOG�VWLOO�LQYRNH�WKH�,QVXUUHFWLRQ�$FW�DQG�GR�ZKDW

PXVW�EH�GRQH��b�%XW�LW�ZLOO�EH�EHWWHU�IRU�\RX�WR�GR�LW�QRZ��UDWKHU�WKDQ�DIWHU�WKH��WK�

7KH�*23�FRQWUROOHG�VWDWH�OHJLVODWXUHV�DQG�RWKHU�5HSXEOLFDQ�RIØFLDOV�LQ�WKH�VZLQJ�VWDWHV�KDYH�DOUHDG\�VWDEEHG�\RX�LQ�WKH�EDFN�DQG�EHWUD\HG�WKHLU�RDWKV��E\�FHUWLI\LQJ�IUDXGXOHQW�HOHFWLRQV

WKDW�ZHUH�QRW�FRQGXFWHG�DFFRUGLQJ�WR�WKH�&RQVWLWXWLRQDO�PDQGDWH�WKDW�Í(DFK�6WDWH�VKDOO�DSSRLQW��LQ�VXFK�0DQQHU�DV�WKH�/HJLVODWXUH�WKHUHRI�PD\�GLUHFW��D�1XPEHU�RI�(OHFWRUV�ÑÎ

7KRVH�*23�FRQWUROOHG�VWDWH�OHJLVODWXUHV��H[HFXWLYH�EUDQFKHV��DQG�MXGLFLDULHV�NQHZ�WKDW�WKH�YRWLQJ�ZDV�QRW�GRQH�DFFRUGLQJ�WR�DFWXDO�VWDWH�ODZ��EXW�ZDV�LQVWHDG�GRQH�FRQWUDU\�WR�VWDWH�ODZ�LQ

PXOWLSOH�ZD\V��PDNLQJ�WKH�VHOHFWLRQ�RI�WKH�HOHFWRUV�XQFRQVWLWXWLRQDO��b$QG�WKH\�DOVR�NQHZ�WKHUH�ZDV�IUDXG��DOO�UHVXOWLQJ�WKH�LQ�WKH�GLVHQIUDQFKLVHPHQW�RI�OHJLWLPDWH�YRWHUV��ZKRËV�ULJKW�WR

HTXDO�SURWHFWLRQ�RI�WKH�ODZV�ZDV�YLRODWHG��b�$QG�\HW�WKH\�VWLOO�FHUWLØHG�WKH�IUDXGXOHQW��XQFRQVWLWXWLRQDO�UHVXOWV��DQG�VR�IDU�KDYH�UHIXVHG�DQG�RU�IDLOHG�WR�GHFHUWLI\�RU�RYHUWXUQ�WKHP�



����

$QG�WKH�FRXUWV��DW�HYHU\�OHYHO��DOO�WKH�ZD\�XS�WR�WKH�6XSUHPH�&RXUW��KDYH�DOVR�UHIXVHG�WR�GR�WKHLU�GXW\�WR�GHIHQG�WKH�&RQVWLWXWLRQ��DQG�WR�VHFXUH�WKH�ULJKWV�RI�WKH�SHRSOH��DQG�KDYH�OHW�WKLV

IUDXGXOHQW�IDUFH�JR�RQ�

:K\�VKRXOG�\RX�H[SHFW�DQ\WKLQJ�EHWWHU�IURP�HYHQ�ZRUVH�VZDPS�FUHDWXUHV�LQ�WKH�8�6��+RXVH�DQG�6HQDWH"�b�<RX�VKRXOG�H[SHFW�WKH�GLYLGLQJ�OLQHV�WR�EH�VLPLODU�WR�WKH�QXPEHU�RI�5HSXEOLFDQV�LQ

&RQJUHVV�ZKR�YRWHG�ÍQRÎ�RQ�WKH�ODWHVW�6WLPXOXV�%LOO��b2QO\�D�VPDOO�KDQGIXO�RI�5HSXEOLFDQ�6HQDWRUV�KDG�DQ\�LQWHJULW\��b�,W�ZLOO�EH�WKH�VDPH�ZLWK�WKH�(OHFWRUDO�&ROOHJH�VODWHV��b�7KH�PDMRULW\�RI

WKHP�ZLOO�MRLQ�LQ�ZLWK�WKHLU�'HPRFUDWLF�IHOORZ�VZDPS�FUHDWXUHV�È�HYHQ�WKH�RQHV�\RX�HQGRUVHG�DQG�KHOSHG�JHW�HOHFWHG�RU�UH�HOHFWHG��b7KH\�ZLOO�SURWHFW�DQG�SUHVHUYH�WKH�VZDPS�LQVWHDG�RI�WKH

&RQVWLWXWLRQ��b�7KH\�DUH�OR\DO�WR�WKH�JOREDOLVW�ROLJDUFK\�DQG�WR�WKH�LQWHUHVWV�RI�&RPPXQLVW�&KLQD��LQVWHDG�RI�OR\DO�WR�WKH�&RQVWLWXWLRQ�RU�WR�WKH�$PHULFDQ�SHRSOH�

$QG�\RX�VDZ�D�VLPLODU�EUHDNGRZQ�RQ�WKH�8�6��6XSUHPH�&RXUW��ZKHUH�RQO\�WZR�RXW�RI�QLQH�XSKHOG�WKHLU�RDWK�DQG�WKHLU�GXW\�WR�KHDU�WKH�7H[DV�ODZVXLW�DJDLQVW�RWKHU�VWDWHV��GHVSLWH�LW�EHLQJ

FOHDUO\�ZLWKLQ�WKHLU�RULJLQDO�MXULVGLFWLRQ�WR�KHDU�DOO�FDVHV�EHWZHHQ�VWDWHV��b$OO�WKUHH�RI�b\RXU�RZQ�6XSUHPH�&RXUW�QRPLQHHV�WXUQHG�RXW�WR�EH�VZDPS�FUHDWXUHV�ZKR�VWDEEHG�\RX�DQG�WKH

$PHULFDQ�SHRSOH�LQ�WKH�EDFN�E\�VKLUNLQJ�WKHLU�GXW\��b2QO\�-XVWLFHV�7KRPDV�DQG�$OLWR�VWRRG�WDOO�

7KH�VDPH�ZLOO�KDSSHQ�LQ�WKH�+RXVH�DQG�6HQDWH��b$�VPDOO�KDQGIXO�RI�DFWXDO�SDWULRWV�ZLOO�VWDQG�WDOO��b7KH�UHVW�ZLOO�IROG��ZLWK�&RQJUHVV�DOVR�UXEEHU�VWDPSLQJ�DQG�FHUWLI\LQJ�XQFRQVWLWXWLRQDO

YRWLQJ��DQG�XQFRQVWLWXWLRQDO�VHOHFWLRQ�RI�HOHFWRUV�LQ�WKH�VWDWHV��JRLQJ�DORQJ�ZLWK�WKH�PRVW�EODWDQW�WKHIW�RI�DQ�HOHFWLRQ�LQ�8�6��KLVWRU\��WR�NQRZLQJO\��ZLOOIXOO\��LQVWDOO�D�IUDXGXOHQW�&KLQHVH�SXSSHW

DQG�KLV�HTXDOO\�LOOHJLWLPDWH�UXQQLQJ�PDWH�

7KH\�FRXOG�QRW�EHDW�\RX�LQ�D�IDLU�HOHFWLRQ��VR�WKH\�VWROH�LW��DQG�QRZ�WKHLU�HVWDEOLVKPHQW�IHOORZ�WUDYHOHUV�DQG�RU�FRZDUGV�DW�HYHU\�OHYHO�RI�JRYHUQPHQW�DQG�LQ�HYHU\�EUDQFK�DUH�VXSSRUWLQJ�WKDW

WKHIW�

,QYRNLQJ�WKH�,QVXUUHFWLRQ�$FW�12:�:LOO�3UHVVXUH�%RWK�WKH�6WDWHV�DQG�&RQJUHVV�WR�)LQDOO\�'R�WKH�5LJKW�7KLQJ�b

<RX�QHHG�WR�WDNH�GHFLVLYH�DFWLRQ�QRZ��FDOOLQJ�DOO�1DWLRQDO�*XDUG�XQLWV�LQWR�QDWLRQDO�VHUYLFH�WR�NHHS�WKH�SHDFH�DV�\RX�RUGHU�62&20�DQG�OR\DO�PLOLWDU\�LQWHOOLJHQFH�XQLWV�WR�VHL]H�FULWLFDO

GDWD�HYLGHQFH�DQG�EHJLQ�H[SRVLQJ�'HHS�6WDWH�WUDLWRUV��DQ\RQH�ZKR�KDV�EHHQ�EULEHG�RU�EODFNPDLOHG�E\�&RPPXQLVW�&KLQD�RU�RWKHU�IRUHLJQ�HQWLWLHV���DQG�DQ\�HYLGHQFH�RI�YRWH�IUDXG�WKDW�KDV

QRW�DOUHDG\�EHHQ�GHVWUR\HG��b�7KLV�LV�ELJJHU�WKDQ�WKLV�HOHFWLRQ��b,WËV�DERXW�LQVLGLRXV�VXEYHUVLRQ�DQG�WDNH�RYHU�RI�RXU�QDWLRQ�IURP�ZLWKLQ�E\�JOREDOLVW�HOLWHV�LQ�OHDJXH�ZLWK�RQH�RI�RXU�PRVW�GHDGO\

HQHPLHV�È�&RPPXQLVW�&KLQD�

7KLV�ZLOO�SXW�WKH�IHDU�RI�*RG�LQWR�DOO�WKH�'HHS�6WDWH�PLQLRQV��LQFOXGLQJ�DQ\�RI�WKH�FRPSURPLVHG�5HSXEOLFDQV�DW�HYHU\�OHYHO��ERWK�LQ�WKH�VWDWHV�DQG�LQ�WKH�8�6��&RQJUHVV��DQG�ZLOO�HPEROGHQ�WKH

SDWULRW�RIØFH�KROGHUV�WR�DJDLQ�SXVK�IRU�GRLQJ�WKH�ULJKW�WKLQJ��b�7KH�VWDWHV�VWLOO�KDYH�WLPH�WR�GH�FHUWLI\�WKH�HOHFWLRQV�VODWHV�RI�HOHFWRUV��EXW�WLPH�LV�UXQQLQJ�RXW��b�3XW�WKH�EDG�JX\V�RQ�WKHLU�KHHOV

QRZ��b7KH\�ZRQËW�EH�DEOH�WR�NQRZ�H[DFWO\�ZKDW�\RX�QRZ�KDYH�RQ�WKHP��ZLWK�DOO�WKH�GDWD�VHL]XUHV�DOO�RYHU�WKH�QDWLRQ��7KH\�ZLOO�EHJLQ�WXUQLQJ�RQ�HDFK�RWKHU��DQG�ZLOO�UROO�RYHU��VHHNLQJ�ÍGHDOVÎ�LQ

H[FKDQJH�IRU�WHVWLPRQ\�DJDLQVW�HDFK�RWKHU��b�,WËV�YHU\�VLPLODU�WR�KRZ�\RX�WDNH�GRZQ�D�FULPH�V\QGLFDWH�RU�FDUWHO�

<RX�VKRXOG�KDYH�LQYRNHG�WKH�,QVXUUHFWLRQ�$FW�LPPHGLDWHO\�DIWHU�LW�EHFDPH�DSSDUHQW�WKDW�WKH�HOHFWLRQ�ZDV�EHLQJ�VWROHQ��b1RW�GRLQJ�VR�JDYH�WUDLWRUV�WLPH�WR�GHVWUR\�RU�PDQLSXODWH�HYLGHQFH�

FRYHULQJ�WKHLU�WUDLO�LQ�WKH�VWDWHV��b$V�DQ\�LQYHVWLJDWRU�RU�SURVHFXWRU�NQRZV��\RX�GRQËW�OHDYH�HYLGHQFH�RI�FULPLQDO�DFWLYLW\�LQ�WKH�KDQGV�RI�WKH�SHUSHWUDWRUV�È�\RX�VHL]H�WKH�HYLGHQFH�DV�VRRQ�DV

SRVVLEOH�WR�VHFXUH�LW�

<RX�DUH�DOUHDG\�D�PRQWK�DQG�D�KDOI�EHKLQG��DQG�QRZ�\RX�KDYH�D�FUXFLDO�UXQRII�HOHFWLRQ�RQJRLQJ�LQ�*HRUJLD��WKDW�LV�EHLQJ�VWROHQ�DV�ZH�W\SH�WKLV�

b

,QYRNH�WKH�,QVXUUHFWLRQ�$FW�WR�6WRS�WKH�6WHDO�*RLQJ�RQ�5LJKW�1RZ�LQ�*HRUJLD

5LJKW�QRZ�WKH�UXQRII�HOHFWLRQ�LQ�*HRUJLD�LV�EHLQJ�VWROHQ��b*HRUJLD�LV�XVLQJ�WKH�H[DFW�VDPH�HOHFWLRQ�PRGHO�DV�WKH\�XVHG�LQ�WKH�1RYHPEHU�HOHFWLRQ�È�VDPH�PDFKLQHV��VDPH�SURFHVV��b$QG�\RX�FDQ

H[SHFW�WKH�VDPH�UHVXOWV��b�7KH\�ZLOO�VWHDO�WKLV�HOHFWLRQ�DV�ZHOO��JLYLQJ�WKH�'HPRFUDWV�FRQWURO�RI�WKH�8�6��6HQDWH��DQG�UHPRYLQJ�DQ\�SRVVLEOH�EDUULHUV�WR�WKHLU�VRFLDOLVW�DJHQGD�

<RX�QHHG�WR�FDOO�WKH�*HRUJLD�1DWLRQDO�*XDUG��DQG�DQ\�RWKHU�VWDWH�DV�\RX�GHWHUPLQH�QHFHVVDU\��LQWR�IHGHUDO�VHUYLFH�WR�VWRS�WKH�VWHDO��b�2UGHU�WKHP�WR�PRQLWRU�WKH�YRWLQJ��WR�VHFXUH�WKH�EDOORWV

DQG��WKH�YRWLQJ�PDFKLQHV��DQG�WR�PDLQWDLQ�FKDLQ�RI�FXVWRG\�RYHU�HYHU\�EDOORW�DQG�DOO�WKH�PDFKLQHV�DW�HYHU\�VWHS�RI�WKH�SURFHVV��b%HbSUHSDUHG�WR�UHOLHYH�IURP�FRPPDQG�DQ\�FRPPDQGLQJ

RIØFHU�ZKR�ZLOO�QRW�GR�WKHLU�GXW\��b([SHFW�LW��b7KH�'HHS�6WDWH�URW�KDV�XQIRUWXQDWHO\�LQIHVWHG�HYHQ�WKH�UDQNV�RI�RXU�PLOLWDU\��DV�\RX�DUH�QR�GRXEW�DZDUH��

b

$SSRLQW�D�WUXH�SDWULRW�DV�\RXU�$FWLQJ�$WWRUQH\�*HQHUDO�

6RPHRQH�ZKR�\RX�NQRZ�ZLOO�EH�D�IHDUOHVV�FKDPSLRQ�IRU�WKH�&RQVWLWXWLRQ�DQG�ZLOO�WDNH�RQ�WKH�GHHS�VWDWH�DQG�ØJKW�WKHP�WRRWK�DQG�QDLO��b�+DYH�WKDW�QHZ�$�*��DSSRLQW�VSHFLDO�SURVHFXWRUV�bDQG

DOO�QHFHVVDU\�WDVNV�IRUFHV�WR�JR�DIWHU�QRW�MXVW�HOHFWLRQ�IUDXG��EXW�DIWHU�DOO�RI�WKH�GHHS�VWDWH�DQG�WKHLU�WUHDVRQ�DQG�FRUUXSWLRQ��b,W�LV�WLPH�WR�WUXO\�GUDLQ�WKH�VZDPS�

b

:KLWH�+DWV�KDYH�WKH�*RRGV

7KHUH�KDYH�DOZD\V�EHHQ�D�JURXS�RI�ZKLWH�KDWV�DURXQG�\RX��WKLV�JURXS�KDV�SURYLGHG�\RX�DVVLVWDQFH�EHIRUH�DQG�DUH�UHDG\�WR�EH�FDOOHG�LQWR�DFWLRQ��7KLV�JURXS�KDV�PHWLFXORXVO\�FROOHFWHG�DQG

VHFXUHG�RSHQ�VRXUFH�GDWD�SHUWDLQLQJ�WR�WKH�LOOHJDO�DFWV�FRPPLWWHG�E\�WKH�WUDLWRUV�ZLWKLQ�WKH�JRYHUQPHQW��%DUU�DQG�PDQ\�RWKHUV�KDYH�IDLOHG�WR�XWLOL]H�WKH�SURYLGHG�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DQG�WKHUH�PD\

EH�SHRSOH�VWLOO�LQ�\RXU�RUELW�REVWUXFWLQJ�WRGD\��/XNH������

<RX�QHHG�WR�EH�ZRUNLQJ�ZLWK�3DWULRWV�IURP�RXWVLGH�WKH�EHOWZD\�WR�DFFRPSOLVK�WKH�PLVVLRQ�È�WKLV�KDV�DOZD\V�EHHQ�WKH�SUREOHP��7KRVH�ZLWKLQ�WKH�EHOWZD\�VHHN�WR�PDLQWDLQ�WKH�VWDWXV�TXR�DQG

KDYH�EHHQ�ZRUNLQJ�DJDLQVW�\RXU�HIIRUWV�WR�GUDLQ�WKH�VZDPS��7KH�:KLWH�+DWV�RQO\�QHHG�DFFHVV�WR�\RX�WR�KHOS�\RX��b�7KH\�ZH�VWDQG�UHDG\�WR�DVVLVW�\RX�

b

3267�-$18$5<��
,I�\RX�IDLO�WR�DFW�EHIRUH�-DQXDU\����������DQG�&RQJUHVV�DW�WKDW�WLPH�IDLOV�WR�GHIHQG�WKH�&RQVWLWXWLRQ�DQG�VWRS�WKH�VWHDO��DV�ZH�H[SHFW�WKHP�WR��WKHQ�ZH�XUJH�\RX�WR�LPPHGLDWHO\�WDNH�WKH

IROORZLQJ�DFWLRQV�

'HFODUH�WKDW�&RQJUHVV�KDV�IDLOHG�WR�GHIHQG�WKH�&RQVWLWXWLRQ�E\�UXEEHU�VWDPSLQJ�D�IUDXGXOHQW�DQG�XQFRQVWLWXWLRQDO�HOHFWLRQ��b�)XUWKHU�GHFODUH�WKDW�WKH�VWDWHV�DOVR�IDLOHG�WR�GHIHQG�WKH

&RQVWLWXWLRQ�E\�IDLOLQJ�WR�GH�FHUWLI\�D�IUDXGXOHQW�HOHFWLRQ�DQG�IUDXGXOHQWO\�VHOHFWHG�HOHFWRUV��b$OVR�GHFODUH�WKDW�VHYHQ�RXW�RI�QLQH�RI�WKH�-XVWLFHV�RQ�6XSUHPH�&RXUW�KDV�OLNHZLVH�IDLOHG�LQ�WKHLU

GXW\��E\�UHIXVLQJ�WR�KHDU�D�FDVH�VTXDUHO\�ZLWKLQ�WKHLU�RULJLQDO�MXULVGLFWLRQ��b'HFODUH�WKDW�WKH�$PHULFDQ�SHRSOH�DUH�QRZ�EHLQJ�VXEMHFWHG�WR�DQ�H[WUD�FRQVWLWXWLRQDO��LOOHJLWLPDWH�V\VWHP�WKDW

ÍUXOHVÎ�WKURXJK�V\VWHPLF�IUDXG��ZLWKRXW�WKH�DFWXDO�FRQVHQW�RI�WKH�JRYHUQHG��b$QG�GHFODUH�WKDW�WKHUHIRUH��\RX�ZLOO�KRQRU�\RXU�RDWK�WR�ÍSUHVHUYH��SURWHFW�DQG�GHIHQG�WKH�&RQVWLWXWLRQ�RI�WKH

8QLWHG�6WDWHV�Î

<RX�ZLOO�QRW�FRQFHGH�WR�DQ�XQFRQVWLWXWLRQDO�IUDXGXOHQW�IDUFH��\RX�ZLOO�QRW�VWHS�GRZQ��DQG�\RX�ZLOO�QRW�OHDYH�WKH�:KLWH�+RXVH�LQ�WKH�KDQGV�RI�DQ�LOOHJLWLPDWH��IUDXGXOHQW�LPSRVWHU��ZKR�LV�D

VXVSHFWHG�DJHQW�RI�D�IRUHLJQ�HQHP\�



����

DORQJ�ZLWK�WKH�PDVV�GHFODVVLØFDWLRQ�DQG�SXEOLF�GDWD�GXPS��VHH�EHORZ���WKH�EHVW�WKLQJ�\RX�FDQ�GR�ULJKW�QRZ�WR�VKRZ�WKH�$PHULFDQ�SHRSOH��DQG�WKH�PLOLWDU\�VHUYLFH�PHPEHUV�XQGHU�\RXU

FRPPDQG��WKH�UHDOLW\�RI�RXU�SUHGLFDPHQW�LV�WR�SOD\�WKH�IROORZLQJ�YLGHRV�IRU�WKHP��RI�D�&RPPXQLVW�&KLQHVH�SURIHVVRU�EUDJJLQJ�DERXW�KRZ�WKH\�FRQWURO�WKH�LQQHU�FLUFOH�RI�WKH�$PHULFDQ�HOLWH�

DW�WKH�YHU\�WRS�

äÇ\Ó{äÇ\Ó{

+HUH�LV�WKH�IXOO�YLGHR�RI�WKH�&KLQHVH�8QLYHUVLW\�3URIHVVRUËV�VSHHFK�

8LI�''4�713/-2+�+92�8YGOIV�'EVPWSR�7LEVIH��*900�:-()8LI�''4�713/-2+�+92�8YGOIV�'EVPWSR�7LEVIH��*900�:-()��

<RX�DUH�&RPPDQGHU�LQ�&KLHI��b�2UGHU�WKDW�WKRVH�YLGHRV�EH�VKRZQ�WR�DOO�FXUUHQW�VHUYLQJ�8�6��PLOLWDU\�SHUVRQQHO��LPPHGLDWHO\��b�$QG�DOVR�VKRZ�WKHP�WKH�EHORZ�H[FHOOHQW�GRFXPHQWDU\�E\

(SRFK�7LPHV��ZKLFK�JRHV�LQWR�GHWDLO�RQ�KRZ�WKH�&&3�LV�HQJDJHG�LQ�XQUHVWULFWHG�ZDUIDUH�DJDLQVW�WKH�8QLWHG�6WDWHV�DQG�KDV��RYHU�GHFDGHV��VXEYHUWHG�DQG�LQØOWUDWHG�RXU�QDWLRQ��FRQTXHULQJ�LW

IURP�ZLWKLQ��LQFOXGLQJ�EHLQJ�GLUHFWO\�LQYROYHG�LQ�VWHDOLQJ�WKH�HOHFWLRQ�IRU�%LGHQ�

£\ÎÎ\ÎÎ£\ÎÎ\ÎÎ

7KRVH�DUH�WKUHH�YLGHRV�HYHU\�$PHULFDQ�VKRXOG�ZDWFK��DQG�WKHQ�FRPH�WR�WHUPV�ZLWK�WKH�WUXWK�WKDW�:DOO�6WUHHW�VROG�RXW�ORQJ�DJR��DQG�WKHQ�RXU�SROLWLFDO�FODVV��RXU�OHJDO�FODVV��DQG�DOO

PDLQVWUHDP�PHGLD�OLNHZLVH�VROG�RXW��IRU�SHUVRQDO�SURØW�DQG�SRZHU�

:H�QHHG�WR�WDNH�RXU�FRXQWU\�EDFN��DQG�\RX��0U��3UHVLGHQW��QHHG�WR�KHOS�XV�ØQDOO\�JHW�LW�GRQH�

,QYRNH�WKH�,QVXUUHFWLRQ�$FW�DQG�FDOO�DOO�1DWLRQDO�*XDUG�XQLWV�LQWR�QDWLRQDO�VHUYLFH�WR�NHHS�WKH�SHDFH��b

&DOO�DOO�SDWULRWLF�YHWHUDQV�LQWR�IHGHUDO�VHUYLFH�DV�SDUW�RI�WKH�PLOLWLD��b

2QH�RI�\RXU�FOHDUO\�GHVFULEHG�VWDWXWRU\�SRZHUV�DV�&RPPDQGHU�LQ�&KLHI��LV�WR�FDOO�DQ\�YHWHUDQ�XQWLO�DJH����LQWR�IHGHUDO�VHUYLFH�DV�WKH�PLOLWLD��WR�VHUYH�ULJKW�WKHUH�ZLWK�WKH�1DWLRQDO�*XDUG�

XQGHU�\RXU�FRPPDQG��b�)HGHUDO�ODZ�SURYLGHV�IRU�FDOOLQJ�XV�YHWHUDQV�LQWR�VHUYLFH�XQWLO�DJH����EHFDXVH�RI�RXU�SULRU�WUDLQLQJ�DQG�H[SHULHQFH��b�:H�DUH�DOO�WUDLQHG��HDFK�DFFRUGLQJ�WR�KLV�RU�KHU

0�2�6��b�0DQ\�RI�XV�DUH�UHFHQW�FRPEDW�YHWHUDQV�RI�,UDT�DQG�RU�$IJKDQLVWDQ�

<RX�FDQ�RUGHU�YHWHUDQV�WR�UHSRUW�WR�WKHLU�QHDUHVW�PLOLWDU\�EDVH�RU�WKHLU�QHDUHVW�1DWLRQDO�*XDUG�XQLW�WR�EH�SXW�WR�ZRUN��OLNHZLVH�DVVLVWLQJ�LQ�NHHSLQJ�WKH�SHDFH�DQG�DVVLVWLQJ�\RX�LQ�DQ\WKLQJ

HOVH�\RX�QHHG�GRQH�

&DOO�DOO�SDWULRWLF�$PHULFDQV�RI�PLOLWDU\�DJH�LQWR�VHUYLFH��b



����

<RX�FDQ��DQG�VKRXOG��bDOVR�FDOO�LQWR�VHUYLFH�DOO�DEOH�ERGLHG�$PHULFDQV�EHWZHHQ�WKH�DJHV�RI�������ZKR�DUH�VWLOO�OR\DO�WR�WKH�&RQVWLWXWLRQ��b<RX�QHHG�RQO\�LVVXH�WKH�FDOO�DQG�WKH\�ZLOO�UHVSRQG��b�,Q

IDFW��WHQV�RI�WKRXVDQGV�RI�SDWULRWLF�$PHULFDQV��ERWK�YHWHUDQV�DQG�QRQ�YHWHUDQV��ZLOO�DOUHDG\�EH�LQ�:DVKLQJWRQ�'�&���DQG�PDQ\�RI�XV�ZLOO�KDYH�RXU�PLVVLRQ�FULWLFDO�JHDU�VWRZHG�QHDUE\�MXVW

RXWVLGH�'�&���DQG�ZH�ZLOO�DQVZHU�WKH�FDOO�ULJKW�WKHQ�DQG�WKHUH��LI�\RX�FDOO�RQ�XV��b�8V�YHWHUDQV�FDQ�TXLFNO\�WUDLQ��RUJDQL]H��DQG�OHDG�RXU�QRQ�YHWHUDQ�SDWULRW�EURWKHUV�DQG�VLVWHUV��WR�SXW�WKHP�WR

ZRUN�ZLWKLQ�WKHLU�DELOLWLHV��DFFRUGLQJ�WR�WKHLU�VNLOOVHWV�DQG�H[SHULHQFH�LQ�FLYLOLDQ�OLIH�WKDW�FDQ�EH�FDUULHG�RYHU�LQWR�PLOLWDU\�VHUYLFH��

$JDLQ��EH�SUHSDUHG�WR�UHOLHYH�IURP�FRPPDQG�DOO�'HHS�6WDWH�WUDLWRU�RIØFHUV�LQ�WKH�UDQNV�RI�WKH�8�6��PLOLWDU\�DQG�1DWLRQDO�*XDUG��b%H�SUHSDUHG�WR�SURPRWH�OR\DO�SDWULRW�RIØFHUV�RU

QRQFRPPLVVLRQHG�RIØFHUV��RU�OR\DO�YHWHUDQV��LQWR�FRPPDQG�

,PPHGLDWHO\�EHJLQ�WKH�PDVV�GHFODVVLØFDWLRQ�DQG�:LNLOHDNV�VW\OH�GDWD�GXPS�WR�H[SRVH�DOO�WKH�WUDLWRUV��IUHHLQJ�-XOLDQ�$VVDQJH�VR�KH�FDQ�DVVLVW�LQ�WKLV�YLWDO�WDVN��b

<RX�QHHG�WR�GR�WKLV�PDVV�GDWD�GHFODVVLØFDWLRQ�DQG�SXEOLF�GDWD�GXPS�LPPHGLDWHO\��EXW�LI�\RX�GR�ZDLW�XQWLO�DIWHU�-DQXDU\����LW�ZLOO�EH�DOO�WKH�PRUH�FULWLFDO�WKDW�\RX�GR�LW�DV�IDVW�DV�\RX�FDQ��DQG

ZLWK�DV�PXFK�HYLGHQFH�RI�WUHDVRQ�EHLQJ�GLVFORVHG�WR�WKH�$PHULFDQ�SHRSOH�DV�\RX�FDQ�SRVVLEO\�IDFLOLWDWH�LQ�WKH�VKRUW�WLPH�\RX�ZLOO�KDYH�WR�GR�LW�EHIRUH�-DQXDU\�����b�$JDLQ��WKH�PRVW�FULWLFDO

FRXUW�LV�WKH�FRXUW�RI�SXEOLF�RSLQLRQ�DQG�WKH�PRVW�FULWLFDO�SRUWLRQ�RI�WKDW�ZLOO�EH�WKH�FXUUHQW�VHUYLQJ�PLOLWDU\��DQG�WKH�YHWHUDQV�RI�WKLV�QDWLRQ��WR�DYRLG�DV�PXFK�EORRGVKHG�DV�SRVVLEOH���b7KH\

PXVW�NQRZ�WKH�WUXWK��DQG�DOO�RI�WKH�WUXWK��QR�PDWWHU�KRZ�XJO\�LW�LV��DQG�DERXW�ERWK�PDMRU�SROLWLFDO�SDUWLHV��b'R�QRW�VSDUH�WKH�*23�WUDLWRUV�DQ\�PRUH�WKDQ�\RX�VSDUH�WKH�'HPRFUDW�WUDLWRUV�

([SRVH�WKHP�DOO��b'XPS�DOO�WKHLU�VNHOHWRQV�bLQ�WKH�WKH�VWUHHW��DOO�HYLGHQFH�RI�WKHLU�ELQJ�EULEHG��EODFNPDLOHG��RU�RWKHUZLVH�FROOXGLQJ�ZLWK�RXU�HQHPLHV��IRU�WKH�SHRSOH�WR�VHH��b�7KDW�ZLOO�PD[LPL]H

\RXU�FUHGLELOLW\��DQG�ZLOO�PD[LPL]H�WKH�QXPEHU�RI�PLOLWDU\�SHUVRQQHO�DQG�IHGHUDO�ODZ�HQIRUFHPHQW�ZKR�ZLOO�VLGH�ZLWK�WKH�&RQVWLWXWLRQ�DQG�WKH�ULJKWV�RI�WKH�SHRSOH��DQG�LW�ZLOO�PD[LPL]H�WKH

QXPEHU�RI�$PHULFDQV�ZKR�ØQDOO\�KDYH�WKH�YHLO�OLIWHG�IURP�WKHLU�H\HV�VR�WKH\�FDQ�VHH�HYLO�LQ�KLJK�SODFHV�DPRQJ�WKH�SULQFLSDOLWLHV�RI�WKH�HDUWK�

5HPHPEHU��WKLV�LV�UHDOO\�D�ZRUOG�ZDU�RI�WKH�SHRSOH�YV�W\UDQWV�DQG�HYLO�ROLJDUFKV��b�7KH�ZRUOG�LV�ZDWFKLQJ�XV�WR�VHH�ZKDW�ZH�GR��MXVW�DV�WKH�ZRUOG�ZDWFKHG�WKH�)RXQGLQJ�)DWKHUV�WR�VHH�ZKDW

ZRXOG�KDSSHQ��DQG�ZKHQ�WKH\�VKRRN�RII�WKH�FKDLQV�RI�PRQDUFK\��WKH�ZRUOG�IROORZHG�WKHLU�H[DPSOH��LQ�RQH�QDWLRQ�DIWHU�DQRWKHU��b�7KH�VDPH�ZLOO�KDSSHQ�DJDLQ��b$QG�LW�VWDUWV�E\�H[SRVLQJ�DOO�WKH

GDUN�VHFUHWV�

b

,PPHGLDWHO\�RUGHU�WKH�8�6��PLOLWDU\�DQG�1DWLRQDO�*XDUG�XQLWV�WR�FRQGXFW�D�QHZ�QDWLRQZLGH�HOHFWLRQ�WKDW�LV�DQ�DFWXDOO\�FOHDQ�HOHFWLRQ�XVLQJ�SDSHU�EDOORWV��b�2UGHU�WKLV�WR�EH�GRQH

$6$3��b

'R�127bFRQFHGH�WR�DQbLOOHJLWLPDWH�bIUDXGXOHQWbHOHFWLRQ��RU�LOOHJLWLPDWHbVWDWHbDQG�IHGHUDO�UXEEHU�VWDPSLQJ�RI�WKDWbLOOHJLWLPDWH�HOHFWLRQ��b

'HFODUH�WKDW�QR�HOHFWURQLF�YRWLQJ�LV�VHFXUH�RU�IUHH�IURP�EHLQJ�PDQLSXODWHG��KDFNHG��RU�RWKHUZLVH�XVHG�WR�FRPPLW�YRWH�IUDXG�

7KHUH�QHHGV�WR�EH�D�QHZ�HOHFWLRQ��QDWLRQZLGH��IRU�DOO�SRVLWLRQV�WKDW�ZHUH�WR�EH�GHWHUPLQHG�E\�WKH�1RYHPEHU�HOHFWLRQ��DQG�WKH�*$�UXQRII�HOHFWLRQ���WKDW�LV�DFWXDOO\�D�FOHDQ�HOHFWLRQ��JLYLQJ�WUXH

UHVSHFW�WR�WKH�ULJKW�RI�WKH�SHRSOH�WR�HOHFW�WKHLU�UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV��VR�WKDW�WKH�FRQVHQW�RI�WKH�JRYHUQHG�LV�KRQRUHG��b$QG�XQWLO�WKDW�QHZ�HOHFWLRQ�LV�XQGHUWDNHQ��\RX�PXVW�QRW�VWHS�GRZQ��b�<RX

FDQQRW�FRQFHGH�WR�DQ�LOOHJLWLPDWH�HOHFWLRQ�DQG�DOORZ�D�IUDXGXOHQW�Í3UHVLGHQWÎ�WR�WDNH�RIØFH��b�+H�PXVW�ZLQ�E\�DQ�DFWXDO�HOHFWLRQ��LI�KH�LV�WR�ZLQ�

&DUU\�RXW�D�FOHDQ�HOHFWLRQ��DV�IDVW�DV�LV�KXPDQO\�SRVVLEOH��DQG�KRQRU�WKH�UHVXOWV��ZKDWHYHU�WKH\�PD\�EH�

:H�UHFRPPHQG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�

7KH�QHZ�HOHFWLRQ�ZLOO�EH�FRQGXFWHG�E\�WKH�QDWLRQDO�JXDUG�DQG�YHWHUDQV�DV�SDUW�RI�WKH�PLOLWLD��DQG�RU�WKH�8�6��PLOLWDU\�RYHU�D�WZR�ZHHN�SHULRG�RQ�SDSHU�EDOORWV��ZLWK�FRQVWDQW�FLYLOLDQ�REVHUYHUV

DQG�WKH�SXEOLF�EHLQJ�DEOH�WR�REVHUYH�DW�HYHU\�VWDJH�RI�WKH�SURFHVV�

7KH�SDSHU�EDOORWV�DUH�WR�EH�DVVLJQHG�DQ�,'�QXPEHU�WKDW�FDQ�EH�JLYHQ�WR�WKH�YRWHU�DQG�WKH�QDPH�DQG�,'�QXPEHU�VKRXOG�EH�UHJLVWHUHG�LQ�D�OLYH�WLPH�YRWHU�GDWDEDVH�RQ�D�VHFXUH�PLOLWDU\�VHUYHU

�FUHDWLQJ�D�VFUROOLQJ�VKHHW�WKDWbLV�FRQVWDQWO\�XSGDWLQJ���b7KHUH�VKRXOG�EH�D�FRQFXUUHQW�PDQXDO�EDOORW�FRXQW��DORQJ�ZLWK�WKH�HQWU\�LQWR�WKH�GDWDEDVH��LQGLFDWLQJ�YRWHU�,'�QXPEHU��DQG�YRWHV

�PDLQWDLQLQJ�YRWHU�SULYDF\�EXW�DOVR�DOORZLQJ�WKH�YRWHU�WR�DXGLW�WKHLU�RZQ�YRWH��

7KH�YRWHU�ZLOO�SXW�WKHLU�WKXPE�SULQW�RQ�WKH�SDSHU�EDOORW�ZLWK�SXUSOH�LQN��MXVW�OLNH�ZH�GLG�LQ�,UDT��VR�QRERG\�FDQ�YRWH�PRUH�WKDQ�RQFH��b�$OO�YRWHUV�PXVW�SURYLGHG�VRPH�IRUP�RI�JRYHUQPHQW

LVVXHG�,'�WKDW�SURYHV�LGHQWLW\�DQG�UHVLGHQF\��b�)RU�IHGHUDO�HOHFWLRQV��WKH\�PXVW�DOVR�SURYH�FLWL]HQVKLS�LQ�VRPH�ZD\��E\�IHGHUDO�ODZ��RQO\�8�6��FLWL]HQV�FDQ�YRWH�LQ�IHGHUDO�HOHFWLRQV��7KLV�ODZ�PXVW

EH�HQIRUFHG��

7KH�YRWHU�VKDOO�EH�JLYHQ�D�SKRWR�FRS\�RI�WKHLU�EDOORW�VR�WKH\�FDQ�DXGLW�LW�ODWHU�DW�WKHLU�FRPPDQG�DQG�GLVFUHWLRQ�DW�DQ\�WLPH�GXULQJ�EXVLQHVV�KRXUV�DW�WKHLU�ORFDO�FRXQW\�FOHUNV�RIØFH�WR�FRQØUP

WKDW�WKHLU�YRWH�ZDV�QRW�FKDQJHG��DQG�WKDW�LW�ZDV�FRXQWHG�

7KH�SDSHU�EDOORWV�ZLOO�EH�FRXQWHG�DW�WKH�HQG�RI�WKH�WZR�ZHHN�SHULRG��$OO�EDOORWV�DUH�WR�EH�VHFXUHO\�PDLQWDLQHG�GXULQJ�WKH�YRWLQJ�SHULRG�E\�WKH�PLOLWDU\�DQG�PLOLWLD��LQFOXGLQJ�1DWLRQDO�*XDUG�

XQGHU�FRQVWDQW�VXSHUYLVLRQ�E\�WKH�PLOLWDU\��E\�WKH�PLOLWLD��DQG�E\�ORFDO�FLYLOLDQ�REVHUYHUV�VHOHFWHG�E\�ORWWHU\�DQG�ZLOO�EH�FRXQWHG�LQ�IURQW�RI�DQ\�RWKHU�FLWL]HQV�ZKR�ZLVK�WR�PRQLWRU�b�7KH�ZKROH

SURFHVV�VKRXOG�EH�WUDQVSDUHQW�DQG�RSHQ�WR�WKHbSXEOLF�WR�REVHUYH�DW�HYHU\�VWHS��b$W�WKH�WLPH�RI�WKH�FRXQW�WKH�EDOORW�,'�QXPEHU�ZLOO�EH�DFNQRZOHGJHG�LQ�WKH�GDWDEDVH�DV�KDYLQJ�EHHQ�FRXQWHG�

7KH�EDOORWV�ZLOO�WKHQ�EH�PDGH�DYDLODEOH�IRU�DXGLW�E\�WKH�LQGLYLGXDO�YRWHU�

:H�PXVW�DOVR�FOHDQ�XS�DOO�WKH�RWKHU�SXEOLF�RIØFHV�IURP�SDVW�HOHFWLRQV�b�$OO�ORFDO�FRPPXQLWLHV�DUH�WR�KROG�SXEOLF�UHIHUHQGXPV�RQ�WKHLU�HOHFWHGbRIØFLDOV�ZLWK�WKH�VXSSRUW�RI�WKH�PLOLWDU\�DQG�RU

PLOLWLD�WR�GHFLGH�LI�WKH\�VKRXOG�UHPRYHbIURP�RIØFH�DQ\�RU�DOO�RI�WKHLUbRWKHU�VLWWLQJ�HOHFWHG�RIØFLDOV��DQG�RU�WR�FRQGXFW�VSHFLDO�HOHFWLRQV�XVLQJ�WKH�VDPH�SURWRFROV�DV�DERYH�

1R�SDUW\�ZLOO�EH�DOORZHG�WR�SDUWLFLSDWH�LQ�VXFK�D�UHIHUHQGXP�DQG�RQO\�WKH�FLWL]HQV�ZLOO�GHWHUPLQH�LI�$//�RWKHU�HOHFWHG�RIØFLDOV�LQ�WKHLU�VWDWH�DUH�UHPRYHG�DQG�D�QHZ�VSHFLDO�HOHFWLRQ�KHOG�IRU

DOO�HOHFWHG�SRVLWLRQV�b�$Q\�QHZ�HOHFWLRQ�ZLOO�EH�FRQGXFWHG�LQ�WKH�DERYH�GHVFULEHG�PDQQHU�

,I�ZH�IDLO�WR�URRW�RXW�WKH�GHHS�VWDWH��URRW�DQG�EUDQFK��12:��WKLV�5HSXEOLF�LV�GHDG�b�:H�WKH�3HRSOH�ZLOO�QRW�OHW�WKDW�KDSSHQ��b�%XW�ZH�QHHG�\RX��3UHVLGHQW�7UXPS��WR�VWDQG�XS�DQG�KRQRU�\RXU

RDWK��DQG�GR�\RXU�GXW\�DV�RXU�3UHVLGHQW�DQG�&RPPDQGHU�LQ�&KLHI�

.QRZ�WKLV��bPLOOLRQV�RI�$PHULFDQ�PLOLWDU\�DQG�ODZ�HQIRUFHPHQW�YHWHUDQV��DQG�PDQ\�PLOOLRQV�PRUH�OR\DO�SDWULRWLF�$PHULFDQ�JXQ�RZQHUV�VWDQG�UHDG\�WR�DQVZHU�\RXU�FDOO�WR�DUPV��DQG�WR�REH\

\RXU�RUGHUV�WR�JHW�WKLV�GRQH��b�2XU�JRDO�LV�WR�KRQRU�RXU�RDWKV�WR�GHIHQG�WKH�&RQVWLWXWLRQ�DQG�XOWLPDWHO\�WR�UHVWRUH�RXU�&RQVWLWXWLRQDO�5HSXEOLF�

3UHVLGHQW�7UXPS��\RX�PXVW�EH�DV�GHFLVLYH��LI�QRW�PRUH�VR��WKDQ�3UHVLGHQW�/LQFROQ�ZDV�DW�WKH�RXWVHW�RI�WKH�&LYLO�:DU��ZKHQ�KH�LVVXHG�DQ�DUUHVW�ZDUUDQW�IRU�WKH�&KLHI�-XVWLFH�RI�WKH�6XSUHPH

&RXUW��LVVXHG�DUUHVW�ZDUUDQWV�IRU�VHYHUDO�PHPEHUV�RI�&RQJUHVV��IRU�VLWWLQJ�VWDWH�UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV�DQG�RIØFLDOV��DV�ZHOO�DV�QHZVSDSHU�HGLWRUV��DV�KH�VXSSUHVVHG�DQ�LQVXUUHFWLRQ�DQG�UHEHOOLRQ

WKDW�KDG�VSUHDG�WKURXJKRXW�DOO�EUDQFKHV�RI�JRYHUQPHQW�DW�DOO�OHYHOV�

,I�\RX�IDLO�WR�GR�\RXU�GXW\��\RX�ZLOO�OHDYH�:H�WKH�3HRSOH�QR�FKRLFH�EXW�WR�ZDON�LQ�WKH�)RXQGHUV�IRRWVWHSV��E\�GHFODULQJ�WKH�UHJLPH�LOOHJLWLPDWH��LQFDSDEOH�RI�UHSUHVHQWLQJ�XV��GHVWUXFWLYH�RI�WKH

MXVW�HQGV�RI�JRYHUQPHQW�È�WR�VHFXUH�RXU�OLEHUW\��DQG�WR�EH�D�PHUH�SXSSHW�RI�D�GHDGO\�IRUHLJQ�HQHP\��b$QG��OLNH�WKH�)RXQGLQJ�JHQHUDWLRQ��ZH�ZLOO�WDNH�WR�DUPV�LQ�GHIHQVH�RI�RXU�*RG�JLYHQ

OLEHUW\��ZH�ZLOO�GHFODUH�RXU�LQGHSHQGHQFH�IURP�WKDW�SXSSHW�UHJLPH��DQG�ZH�ZLOO�ØJKW�IRU�RXU�OLEHUW\�

7KHUH�DUH�PLOOLRQV�RI�$PHULFDQ�SDWULRWV�VWDQGLQJ�UHDG\��b'R�QRW�IRUVDNH�WKHP��b'R�QRW�OHDYH�WKHP�WR�KDYH�WR�GR�LW�DOO�WKHPVHOYHV��b�.HHS�\RXU�SURPLVH��b�'UDLQ�WKH�6ZDPS��b'R�LW�QRZ��b:H�ZLOO

KHOS�\RX�DW�HYHU\�VWHS�RI�WKH�ZD\�

)RU�WKH�5HSXEOLF�

6WHZDUW�5KRGHV�

)RXQGHU�RI�2DWK�.HHSHUV

86�$UP\�$LUERUQH�YHWHUDQ

<DOH�/DZ���

.HOO\H�6R5HOOH

7H[DV�SDWULRW�ODZ\HU

)RUPHU�7H[DV�3URVHFXWRU
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6+$5(6

36�Èb3$75,276��48,7�86,1*�7+(�7(50�Í0$57,$/�/$:�Î

7KH�WHUP�ÍPDUWLDO�ODZÎ�LV�QRZKHUH�LQ�WKH�FRQVWLWXWLRQDO�WH[W��JR�ORRN��b<RX�ZRQËW�ØQG�LW�WKHUH���b7KH�SRZHU�RI�&RQJUHVV�WR�SURYLGH�IRU�FDOOLQJ�IRUWK�WKH�PLOLWLD�WR�VXSSUHVV�DQ�LQVXUUHFWLRQ��RQ

WKH�RWKHU�KDQG��,6�LQ�WKH�FRQVWLWXWLRQDO�WH[W��DQG�&RQJUHVV�GLG�VR��VWDUWLQJ�LQ�������LQ�WKH�,QVXUUHFWLRQ�$FW��DQG�DOO�LWV�DPHQGHG�YHUVLRQV�VLQFH���b6XSSUHVVLQJ�DQ�LQVXUUHFWLRQ�DQG�ÍPDUWLDO�ODZÎ

DUH�YHU\�GLIIHUHQW�DQG�VKRXOG�QRW�EH�FRQÙDWHG�RU�FRQIXVHG�

$OO�WKH�DERYH�UHFRPPHQGHG�DFWLRQV�FDQ�EH�GRQH�XQGHU�FRQVWLWXWLRQDO�SRZHUV�DQG�DXWKRULWLHV�SXUVXDQW�WR�WKH�,QVXUUHFWLRQ�$FW��DQG�SXUVXDQW�WR�WKH�3UHVLGHQWËV�SRZHUV�DQG�GXWLHV�XQGHU

$UWLFOH�,,��b�3UHVLGHQW�7UXPS�GRHV�127�QHHG�WR�WU\�WR�VWHS�RXWVLGH�WKH�&RQVWLWXWLRQ�WR�HQIRUFH�LW��b�+H�PHUHO\�QHHGV�WR�XVH�KLV�FRQVWLWXWLRQDO�SRZHUV�LQ�GHIHQVH�RI�WKDW�VDPH�&RQVWLWXWLRQ��DQG

LQ�GHIHQVH�RI�WKH�ULJKWV�RI�WKH�$PHULFDQ�SHRSOH��SXUVXDQW�WR�WKH�&RQVWLWXWLRQ��VXFK�DV�WKH�ULJKW�WR�YRWH��DV�ZHOO�DV�WKH�ULJKW�WR�HTXDO�SURWHFWLRQ�RI�WKH�ODZV��

6R�SOHDVH�VWRS�XVLQJ�WKH�WHUP�ÍPDUWLDO�ODZÎ�WR�GHVFULEH�DFWLRQV�3UHVLGHQW�7UXPS�FDQ�DQG�PXVW�XQGHUWDNH�WR�VXSSUHVV�WKLV�LQVXUUHFWLRQ��b�<RX�GR�D�JUHDW�GLVVHUYLFH�WR�WKH�FDXVH�ZKHQ�\RX

WKURZ�WKDW�WHUP�DURXQG�LQVWHDG�RI�VLPSO\�DGYRFDWLQJ�KLV�XVH�RI�WKH�,QVXUUHFWLRQ�$FW��DQG�\RX�RQO\�PDNH�LW�HDVLHU�IRU�RXU�HQHPLHV�WR�FODLP�WKDW�3UHVLGHQW�7UXPS�LV�DFWLQJ�RXWVLGH�WKH

&RQVWLWXWLRQ�DQG�LV�D�ZDQQD�EH�GLFWDWRU��b�.HHS�WKH�IRFXV�RQ�WKH�&RQVWLWXWLRQ��ZKHUH�LW�EHORQJV�

)XUWKHU��WKH�,QVXUUHFWLRQ�$FW�DOORZV�IRU�WKH�3UHVLGHQW�WR�PDNH�KLV�RZQ�GHWHUPLQDWLRQ�RI�WKH�IDFWV�UHJDUGLQJ�WKH�H[LVWHQFH�RI�DQ�RQJRLQJ�LQVXUUHFWLRQ��b7KLV�LV�VRPHWKLQJ�HOVH�SHRSOH�VHHP�WR

KDYH�D�KDUG�WLPH�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ��b+H�FDQ�LQYRNH�WKH�,QVXUUHFWLRQ�$FW��DQG�WKHQ�JDWKHU�WKH�HYLGHQFH�RI�WKH�H[WHQW�RI�WKH�LQVXUUHFWLRQ�DQG�WUHDVRQ�FRPPLWWHG�E\�LQGLYLGXDOV��IRU�ODWHU

SURVHFXWLRQ�LQ�WULDOV�IRU�WUHDVRQ��VHGLWLRQ��HVSLRQDJH��HWF��b+H�GRHVQËW�KDYH�WR�SURYLGH�WKDW�HYLGHQFH�ÍEH\RQG�D�UHDVRQDEOH�GRXEWÎ�XS�IURQW��b%XW�KH�GRHV�QHHG�WR�DUWLFXODWH��WR�WKH�$PHULFDQ

SHRSOH��ZKDW�LV�KDSSHQLQJ�DQG�ZK\��DQG�WKHQ�KH�QHHGV�WR�VHL]H�WKH�HYLGHQFH�DQG�GR�WKDW�PDVVLYH�GHFODVVLØFDWLRQ�DQG�GDWD�GXPS�VR�WKH�$PHULFDQ�SHRSOH�KDYH�D�VHQVH�RI�MXVW�KRZ

ZLGHVSUHDG�WKH�FRUUXSWLRQ��WUHDVRQ��VHGLWLRQ��DQG�HVSLRQDJH�UHDOO\�LV��b�7KHQ�FRPHV�WKH�LQGLFWPHQWV��DUUHVWV��SURVHFXWLRQV��DQG�SXEOLF�WULDOV��EHIRUH�MXULHV�RI�:H�WKH�3HRSOH��DV�RXU

&RQVWLWXWLRQ�UHTXLUHV��b�$QG�WKDW�LV�ZKHUH�HYLGHQFH�EH\RQG�D�UHDVRQDEOH�GRXEW�ZLOO�QHHG�WR�EH�SUHVHQWHG�WR�WKH�MXU\�

b

b

b

b

b

+HOS�XV�GHIHQG�WKH�&RQVWLWXWLRQ�

DJDLQVW�$//�HQHPLHV��IRUHLJQ�DQG�GRPHVWLF�

'RQDWH�KHUH�WR�VXSSRUW�RXU�PLVVLRQ�DQG�VXVWDLQ�RXU�YROXQWHHUV��2U�MRLQ�2DWK�.HHSHUV�KHUH��<RX�GR�127�KDYH�WR�EH�SULRU�VHUYLFH�WR�MRLQ��$OO�SDWULRWV�DUH�ZHOFRPH��:H�DUH�DOO�LQ�WKLV

WRJHWKHU�

:H�QHHG�\RXU�VXSSRUW�DQG�\RXU�KHOS��*RG�EOHVV�

$QG�SOHDVH��OLNH��XV�RQ�VRFLDO�PHGLD��VR�ZH�FDQ�EHWWHU�NHHS�\RX�LQIRUPHG�

ŕ � t � ´

� 7ZHHW

7UDYHO6PLOHV

&KDUOHV�+XQWHU�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

)LJKW�0U��3UHVLGHQW��E\�DOO�PHDQV�ØJKW��$V�\RX�NQRZ�WKH�&RXQWU\�LV�DW�VWDNH��,ËOO�VXSSRUW�\RX������DV�ZLOO�RYHU������������SHRSOH��)LJKW�

:$<1(�08//(5�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

,�DP�D����\HDU�ROG�UHWLUHG�SROLFH�VXSHUYLVRU��,�ZLOO�ØJKW�DORQJVLGH�WKH�\RXQJHU�3DWULRWV��DV�ORQJ�DV�WKHUH�LV�D�EUHDWK�LQ�PH��,�ZLOO�GR�ZKDW�P\�IDWKHU�GLG�LQ�:RUOG�:DU�,,�DQG�P\�VRQ�GLG�LQ�,UDT�

DQG�WKDW�LV�WR�GHIHQG�WKH�&RQVWLWXWLRQ�RI�WKH�8QLWHG�6WDWHV��,�DP�ZDLWLQJ�IRU�P\�FDOO�WR�DUPV�

(LOHHQ�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

0U��6WHZDUW�5KRGHV

,�DSSUHFLDWH�\RXU�FOHDU�DQG�EURDG��GHWDLOHG�ZULWLQJ�WKDW�SXWV�LQWR�ZRUGV�H[SUHVVO\�WKH�XUJHQF\�RI�WKH�KRXU�DQG�H[DFWO\�ZKDW�7UXPS�PXVW�GR�WR�EUHDN�WKLV�GHDG�SDQ�VLOHQFH�RI�QRQ�DFWLRQ�WKDW�LV

GLIØFXOW�DQG�FRQIXVLQJ�IRU�PDQ\�SDWULRWV�WR�ZLWKVWDQG�DQG�REVHUYH��3HUVRQDOO\�,�DP�QRW�VXUH�H[DFWO\�ÍZKRÎ�RU�ÍZKDWÎ�LV�GLUHFWLQJ�DQG�FUHDWLQJ�WKH�VWUDQJH�HQHUJ\�WKDW�VHHPV�WR�EH�RYHU�RXU

FRXQWU\�UHJDUGLQJ�WKH�HOHFWLRQ��EXW�VRPHWKLQJ�IHHOV�RII��,�DSSUHFLDWH�\RX�EULQJLQJ�FODULW\�WR�LW��DQG�FDOOLQJ�LW�OLNH�LW�LV��SXWWLQJ�LW�LQ�ZRUGV��DQG�VWUDLJKWHQLQJ�XS�WKH�DPELJXLW\�RI�WKH�PLVVLRQ

IDFLQJ�XV��:H�QHHG�WKH�FRKHVLYHQHVV��IRFXV��DQG�DFWLRQ�RI�WKH�3UHVLGHQW��7KDQNV�IRU�NLFNLQJ�KLP�LQ�WKH�GHUULHUH��,�DP�FRQFHUQHG�7UXPS�LV�UXQQLQJ�D�GLIIHUHQW�DJHQGD��ZHDULQJ�D���VLGHG

FRVWXPH�WR�VRPHZKDW�SOHDVH�WKH�SDWULRWV�\HW�WDNLQJ�DQ�HQWLUHO\�GLIIHUHQW�SDWK�DW�WKH�ELGGLQJ�RI�KLV�RZQHUV��$P�,�WKH�RQO\�RQH�ZKR�IHHOV�WKLV��IHDUV�WKLV"�,�WKLQN�PXOWLSOH�SHRSOH�DUH�VHQVLQJ

� ����FRPPHQWV



����

WKLV��EDVHG�RQ�WKH�WKLQJV�,�KHDU�SHRSOH�H[SUHVVLQJ��6R�,�DSSUHFLDWH�\RX�EULQJLQJ�FU\VWDO�FODULW\�DQG�SRZHU��0U��5KRGHV��WR�ZKDW�PXVW�EH�GRQH�12:��%UHDNLQJ�WKH�QHJDWLYH�VSHOO�RI�WKH�4XLHW�

ZRQGHULQJ�LI�KH�ZLOO�VHL]H�KLV�3RZHU�RU�ZLOO�KH�MXVW�OHW�$PHULFD�GRZQ��7KDQN�\RX��,�NHHS�\RXU�RUJDQL]DWLRQ�LQ�P\�SUD\HUV��7KDQN�\RX�WR�DOO�3DWULRWV�ZKR�DUH�VWLOO�ØJKWLQJ�DQG�VWUHQJWKHQLQJ��<RX

DOO�PHDQ�VR�PXFK�WR�PH�

9,1&(17�3(1=2�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

:HOO�VDLG��6WHZDUW��,�ZRXOG�RQO\�DGG�WKDW�RXU�)RXQGLQJ�)DWKHUV�ZHUH�QRW�RQO\�VKDNLQJ�RII�WKH�FKDLQV�RI�PRQDUFK\��EXW�PRUH�LPSRUWDQWO\��WKH�FKDLQV�RI�D�3DUOLDPHQW��FRQJUHVV��WKDW�ZDV

FRPSURPLVHG�E\�0HUFDQWLOLVP��FURQ\�FDSLWDOLVP��LQ�WKH�IRUP�RI�WKH�%ULWLVK�(DVW�,QGLD�&RPSDQ\�DQG�WKHLU�PRQRSRO\�RQ�WUDGH��WHD��HWF����5HDJDQËV�ODQGVOLGH�YLFWRU\�LQ������KDG�WKH�VORJDQ��Ê,W�LV

PRUQLQJ�DJDLQ�LQ�$PHULFDË��:HOO��ZH�FDQ�QRZ�WUXWKIXOO\�VD\��Ê,WËV������DJDLQ�LQ�$PHULFDË�

',;,(�7+20$6�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

7KDQN�\RX��<RX�FRXOGQËW�KDYH�PDGH�LW�DQ\�FOHDUHU��:H�DUH�LQ�D�GHVSHUDWH�WLPH�DQG�QHHG�3UHVLGHQW�7UXPSËV�KHOS�QRZ��$V�D�*UDQGPD�,�ZLOO�GR�ZKDWHYHU�,�FDQ�WR�VDYH�P\�JUDQGNLGV�IURP�WKH

VODYHU\�LQWHQGHG�XSRQ�XV�E\�WKH�HYLO�PDQLDF�IRUFHV��*RG�NHHS�XV�VWURQJ�DQG�FRXUDJHRXV��,ËP�SUD\LQJ�IRU�DOO�$PHULFDQ�SDWULRWV�QRZ�

(5,&�02(�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

([FHOOHQW�RSHQ�OHWWHU�WR�3UHVLGHQW�7UXPS�

:HOO�ZULWWHQ�

6SRW�RQ�

7KDQN�<RX�

0XFK�$SSUHFLDWHG�

&DURO�%LVKRS�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

'LG�WKLV�JHW�WR�KLP"

(UZLQ�%DUU�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

9ROWDLUH�VDLG��Í7KRVH�ZKR�FDQ�PDNH�\RX�EHOLHYH�LQ�DEVXUGLWLHV��FDQ�PDNH�\RX�FRPPLW�DWURFLWLHV�Î

3$75,&.�%(1621�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

7KDQN�IRU�\RXU�FRXQVHO�WR�RXU�SUHVLGHQW��IRU�\RXU�VHUYLFH�WR�RXU�UHSXEOLF��DQG�IRU�HGXFDWLQJ�WKRVH�RI�XV�ZLWKRXW�WKH�OHJDO�EDFNJURXQG�\RX�KDYH��7KLV�VWDQGV��DV�ZHOO���DV�D�FDOO�WR�DWWHQWLRQ

DZDLWLQJ�IXUWKHU�RUGHUV��,GDKRDQV�VXSSRUW�RXU�QDWLRQ�DQG�RXU�SUHVLGHQW��GXO\�HOHFWHG�

-,0�.8%,7=$�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

,�VXSSRUW�WKLV����������,I�7UXPS�VKRXOG�IDLO��LW�LV�WLPH�IRU�DOO�RXW�ZDU��8QIRUWXQDWHO\�,�DP����\HDUV�ROG�DQG�P\�KHDOWK�LV�QRW�WKH�EHVW��,�DP�QRW�H[�PLOLWDU\��MXVW�D�SDWULRW��%XW�,�DP�IXOO\�DUPHG�

ZLWK�SOHQW\�RI�DPPR��DQG�DP�UHDG\�DQG�ZLOOLQJ�WR�GR�ZKDWHYHU�,�FDQ��,�PD\�QRW�EH�DEOH�WR�UXQ�RU�NHHS�XS�RQ�D�PDUFK��EXW�,�FDQ�VXUH�DV�KHOO�VKRRW�VWUDLJKW��7KLV�RXW�DQG�RXW�IUDXGXOHQW�HOHFWLRQ

&$1127�%(�$//2:('�72�67$1'��$7�$1<�&267��3/($6(�GR�QRW�KHVLWDWH�WR�FDOO�RQ�PH�LI�WKHUH�LV�$1<7+,1*�,�FDQ�GR�

6WHYH�7�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������SP

7KLV�VKRXOG�LQFOXGH�D�OLQN�IRU�UHDGHUV�WR�VUQG�WR��3UHVLGHQW�7UXPS�:KLWH�+RXVH��DQG�EFV�KLV�VWDII�FDQQRW�EH�WUXVWHG�WR�FRQYH\�WKLV�WR�KLP��\RXU�DUWLFOH�OHWWHU�VKRXOG�DOVR�LQFOXGH�OLQNV�WR�VHQG

WR�*HQHUDO�)O\QQ�DQG�WR�6\GQH\�3RZHOO��(YHU\RQH�VKOG�VHQG�WKLV�WR�ERWK�WKHLU�VWDWH�OHJLVODWXUHV�DQG�WKHLU�86�5HS�DQG�6HQDWRU��,QXQGDWH�DOO�OHJLVODWXUHV�ZLWK�WKLV�DV�HPDLOV��SRVWDJH��HWF�

(0(5621�5$'(5�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������SP

6WHZDUW��2Q�EHKDOI�RI�DOO�PLOLWDU\�DQG�ODZ�HQIRUFHPHQW�YHWHUDQV�,�ZDQW�WR�WKDQN�\RX�IRU�\RXU�FRQWLQXHG�ØJKW�WR�VDYH�RXU�5HSXEOLF�IURP�WKH�PRVW�HJUHJLRXV�DWWDFN�RQ�RXU�&RQVWLWXWLRQ�DQG

RXU�IUHHGRPV�WKDW�WKLV�FRXQWU\�KDV�VHHQ�LQ�P\�OLIHWLPH�DQG�EH\RQG��,�SUD\�WKDW�3UHVLGHQW�7UXPS�LV�UHDGLQJ�WKHVH�ÍRSHQ�OHWWHUVÎ�DQG�WKDW�KH�LV�WDNLQJ�\RXU�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV�VHULRXVO\��:H�DUH

VKRUW�RQ�WLPH�DQG�ZH�DUH�RQ�WKH�SUHFLSLFH�RI�ORVLQJ�WKH�JUHDWHVW�QDWLRQ�WKH�ZRUOG�KDV�HYHU�NQRZQ�WR�WKH�XQKLQJHG�6RFLDOLVW�0DU[LVW�SXSSHWV�WKDW�HQJLQHHUHG�DQG�SXW�LQWR�DFWLRQ�WKH�PRVW



����

PDVVLYH�HOHFWLRQ�IUDXG�LQ�RXU�FRXQWU\ËV�KLVWRU\��$V�\RX�VWDWHG��WKHUH�DUH�PDQ\�RI�XV�UHDG\�WR�KRQRU�RXU�RDWKV�DQG�GR�ZKDWHYHU�QHHGV�WR�EH�GRQH�WR�VHFXUH�RXU�IUHHGRPV�DQG�WKH�IUHHGRPV�RI

RXU�FKLOGUHQ��JUDQGFKLOGUHQ�DQG�WKHLU�KHLUV�IRU�JHQHUDWLRQV�WR�FRPH��,ËP�SDVW�WKH�WLPH�ZKHUH�,�FDQ�EH�FDOOHG�WR�GXW\��,ËP������EXW�,ËP�LQ�JRRG�VKDSH��DQG�VWLOO�FDSDEOH�RI�GHIHQGLQJ�RXU�FRXQWU\

IURP�ÍGRPHVWLF�HQHPLHVÎ��ZKLFK�LV�H[DFWO\�ZKDW�WKH�'HPRFUDWLF�3DUW\�DQG�WKH�5HSXEOLFDQ�WUDLWRUV�DUH��,�DOVR�EHOLHYH�3UHVLGHQW�7UXPS�QHHGV�WR�DFW�QRZ�DQG�,�KDYH�VHQW�KLP�HPDLOV�DQG�OHWWHUV

HQFRXUDJLQJ�KLP�WR�WDNH�DFWLRQ�WR�VDYH�RXU�FRXQWU\�DV�VRRQ�DV�KXPDQO\�SRVVLEOH��,�ZRXOG�OLNH�\RX�WR�NQRZ�WKDW�,�DP�ZLOOLQJ�DQG�DEOH�WR�DVVLVW�LQ�DQ\�PDQQHU�QHHGHG��,�DP�LQ�1HYDGD��D�VWDWH

WKDW�VDZ�UDPSDQW�YRWHU�IUDXG��ZKLFK�,�ZDV�SHUVRQDOO\�H[SRVHG�WR�WKURXJK�D�YHU\�FORVH�IULHQGËV�H[SHULHQFH��7KLV�HOHFWLRQ�FDQQRW�EH�DOORZHG�WR�VWDQG��%LGHQ�FDQQRW�EH�DOORZHG�WR�WDNH�FRQWURO

RI�WKLV�FRXQWU\�WKURXJK�D�IUDXGXOHQW�HOHFWLRQ�WKDW�ZDV�RUFKHVWUDWHG�DQG�EDFNHG�E\�WKH�&&3��6RURV��DQG�FRUUXSW�SROLWLFLDQV�DQG�HOHFWLRQ�RIØFLDOV�LQ�PDQ\�RI�RXU�VWDWHV��:H�PXVW�FRQYLQFH

3UHVLGHQW�7UXPS�WR�GR�ZKDW�PXVW�EH�GRQH��,I�KH�IDLOV�WR�WDNH�DFWLRQ�QRZ��,ËP�FRQYLQFHG�WKDW�WKH�RQO\�RWKHU�RSWLRQ�ZLOO�EH�DQ�DUPHG�UHEHOOLRQ�E\�WKH�SDWULRWV�RI�WKLV�FRXQWU\��,�QHYHU�ZDQWHG�WR

JR�WR�ZDU�DJDLQ��EXW�WR�VDYH�WKLV�FRXQWU\�DQG�RXU�IUHHGRPV��DQG�WR�KRQRU�WKRVH�WKDW�PDGH�WKH�XOWLPDWH�VDFULØFH��,�ZLOO�SXW�P\�OLIH�RQ�WKH�OLQH�DJDLQ��VR�KHOS�PH�*RG��,ËYH�VDLG�WKDW�LI�,�ZDV�ZLOOLQJ

WR�JR�WR�D�IRUHLJQ�FRXQWU\�WR�ØJKW�IRU�ZKDW�,�EHOLHYHG�WR�EH�WR�SURWHFW�GHPRFUDF\��ZKDW�GR�WKHVH�OHIWLVWV�WKLQN�,ËG�EH�ZLOOLQJ�WR�GR�RQ�$PHULFDQ�VRLO�WR�SURWHFW�RXU�5HSXEOLF�DQG�RXU�IUHHGRPV"

/RRNLQJ�EDFN�QRZ�,�EHOLHYH�WKH�9LHWQDP�:DU�ZDV�D�WUDJHG\�WKDW�VKRXOG�QHYHU�KDYH�EHHQ�DOORZHG�WR�KDSSHQ��:H�ORVW�RYHU��������$PHULFDQ�SDWULRWV�IRU�QRWKLQJ��%XW�ZKDW�PRVW�RI�XV�EHOLHYHG

LV�WKDW�ZH�ZHUH�GHIHQGLQJ�GHPRFUDF\��:H�PXVW�ZLQ�WKLV�ØJKW�RU�WKH�XOWLPDWH�VDFULØFHV�WKDW�VR�PDQ\�KDYH�PDGH�EHIRUH�XV�ZLOO�KDYH�EHHQ�IRU�QDXJKW��7KDW�LQFOXGHV�WKH�PHQ�DQG�ZRPHQ�RI�RXU

ODZ�HQIRUFHPHQW�DJHQFLHV�WKDW�WRRN�WKH�RDWK�WR�SURWHFW�QRW�RQO\�RXU�&RQVWLWXWLRQ��EXW�RXU�FRPPXQLWLHV�DV�ZHOO��7KHVH�VDFULØFHV�RI�RXU�PHQ�DQG�ZRPHQ�LQ�XQLIRUP��UHJDUGOHVV�RI�ZKHWKHU�LW

ZDV�PLOLWDU\��ODZ�HQIRUFHPHQW��RU�ØUVW�UHVSRQGHUV��PXVW�QRW�EH�LQ�YDLQ��:H�PXVW�VWDQG�DV�VWURQJ�DV�RXU�)RUHIDWKHUV�GLG�ZKHQ�WDNLQJ�WKLV�FRXQWU\�IURP�W\UDQWV�DQG�JLYLQJ�XV�WKH�IUHHGRPV�WKDW

DOORZHG�RXU�FRXQWU\�WR�HYROYH�LQWR�WKH�JUHDWHVW��PRVW�SURVSHURXV�DQG�PRVW�JHQHURXV�QDWLRQ�RQ�WKH�IDFH�RI�WKH�HDUWK��:H�PXVW�ZLQ�WKLV�EDWWOH�RU�RXU�FRXQWU\�DV�ZHËYH�NQRZQ�LW�ZLOO�EH�JRQH�

UHSODFHG�E\�WKH�1HZ�:RUOG�2UGHU��WKH�*UHDW�5HVHW��RU�ZKDWHYHU�RWKHU�*RG�IRUVDNHQ�QDPH�WKHVH�HYLO�JOREDOLVWV�FRQFRFW�WR�WDNH�WRWDO�FRQWURO��*RG�%OHVV�$PHULFD��*RG�VDYH�$PHULFD�

:,//,$0�*/26621�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������SP

,�MXVW�MRLQHG�D�IHZ�GD\V�DJR��,�DP�RI�WKH�EHOLHI�:(�1(('�WR�VWDUW�DFWLQJ�12:��:(�QHHG�285�35(6,'(17�72�67$57�DFWLQJ�QRZÑ,02��$OO�WKH�FKLQ�PXVLF�LV�WR�QR�DYDLO��:(�1(('�72�67$57

0$.,1*�7+(6(�7+,(9(6�%(/,(9(�:(�:,//�$&7"�,�DP�MXVW�D�OHDI�RQ�WKH�WUHH��%87�ZH�QHHG�WR�VWDUW�VRPHZKHUH��'-7�QHHGV�WR�',5(&7�86�:+$7�+(�:$176�IURP�86�3/($6(��:(�&$1

127�/(7�7+,6�67($/�JR�GRZQÑ��,�:,//�GR�DOO�,�FDQ�'2��%7:��ZKHUH�DUH�P\�3$7&+(6�,�RUGHUHG�0$1<�'$<6�DJR"

-21�672776�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������SP

-XVW�ØQLVKHG�UHDGLQJ�ERWK��SDUW�,�	�,,�

$EVROXWHO\�VRXQG�DGYLFH�0U��5KRGHV��

,ËP�$//�LQÑ

$UW�*DOEUDLWK�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������SP

/RFNHG�DQG�ORDGHG��DZDLWLQJ�PDUFKLQJ�RUGHUV�IURP�WKH�32786��'RQDOG�-�7UXPS��

%ODNH�/DORQGH�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������DP

0HW�DQ�DQRQ\PRXV�2DWK�NHHSHU�D�ZKLOH�EDFN�ZKHQ�2EDPD�ZDV�LQ�RIØFH��+H�ZDV�GHOLYHULQJ�SDFNDJHV�ZH�KDG�RUGHUHG��+H�VDZ�P\�ÙDJ�Ù\LQJ�RXW�IURQW�RI�WKH�KRXVH�DV�P\�VRQ�DQG�,�ZHUH

SOD\LQJ�FDWFK�ZLWK�WKH�IRRWEDOO��:H�KDG�D�JRRG�WDON�DQG�KH�VDLG�WKDW�WKH\�ZHUH�RUJDQL]HG�WR�GHIHQG�WKH�FRQVWLWXWLRQ�DQG�ZLOO�OD\�GRZQ�WKHLU�OLYHV�LI�QHHGHG�����7KH\�DUH�PRUH�RUJDQL]HG�WKDQ

SHRSOH�UHDOL]H���

&KDUOHV�&KDQH\�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������DP

&KDUOHV�&KDQH\Ñ�$.$��7+(�/$67�67$1'�

9LHWQDP�YHWHUDQ����������Ñ���$PHULFDO�GLYLVLRQ�	����VW�DLUERUQH��

2$7+�.((3(5��:LOO�GR�ZKDW�,�FDQ��2OG��EXW�QRW�D�KRW�KHDG�

GDYLG�PFFDOO�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������DP

,�VXSSRUW�WKH�SUHVLGHQW��EXW�WKHUH�DUH�VRPH�TXHVWLRQV�RQ�P\�PLQG�ZK\�ZDV�%DUU�JLYHQ�WKH�MRE�ZK\�LV�ZUD\�VWLOO�WKHUH�+LOODU\�LV�VWLOO�VSHZLQJ�YHQRP�%UHQQRQ�6XVDQ�5LFH�FODSSHU�FDXJKW�O\LQJ

WRWDO\�JRW�DZD\�ZLWK�LW�DQG�RQ�DQG�RQ��7KH�SUHVLGHQW�KDG�WKH�SRZHU�WR�FUXVK�WKHVH�EXJV���,�FDQ�W�ØJXUH�RXW�LQ�P\�PLQG�ZK\�KH�GLGQ�W��7KDQNV�MXVW�P\�WKRXJKWV�

5,&+$5'�:$55(1�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������DP

,�DP�FDOOLQJ�IRU�WKH�DUUHVW�DQG�SURVHFXWLRQ�RI�WKH�GHPRQFUDWV�DQG�UHSXEOLFUDWHV�WKDW�KDYH�VROG�RXU�FRXQWU\�GRZQ�WKH�ULYHU�WR�&KLQD�DQG�RWKHU�QDWLRQV��6RPH�RI�WKRVH�WKDW�PXVW�EH�DUUHVWHG

DUH�0D[LQH�:DWHUV�IRU�LQFLWLQJ�ULRWV�DJDLQVW�ZH�WKH�SHRSOH�DQG�&KXFN�6KXPPHU�DQG�1DQF\�3HORVL�IRU�WUHDVRQ�DQG�LQVXUUHFWLRQ�WRJHWKHU�ZLWK�'LFN�'XUELQ��1DGOHU�DQG�(ULF�+ROGHU��/RUUHWD

/\QFK�DQG�2EDPD�DQG�-RH�%LGHQ�DQG�DOO�WKHLU�GHPRQLF�FRXQWHU�SDUWV��,W�LV�WLPH�WR�VXSSRUW�3UHVLGHQW�'RQDOG�-RKQ�7UXPS�DQG�KHOS�KLP�WDNH�RXU�FRXQWU\�EDFN��,�KDYH�QHYHU�VHHQ�VXFK

FRUUXSWLRQ�LQ�DOO�P\����\HDUV�RI�OLIH�LQ�$PHULFD��:H�DUH�QR�ORQJHU�Í2QH�1DWLRQ�8QGHU�*RGÎ�DV�IRXQGHG�E\�RXU�IRUHIDWKHUV���:H�KDYH�EHHQ�GLYLGHG�E\�WKH�FRUUXSW�Í'(021&5$7(6Î�DQG�WKHLU

VDWDQLF�IROORZHUV���7$.(�$�),50�67$1'�$//�<28�:+20�$5(�758(�$0(5,&$16Î



����

%HQMDPLQ�+DUULVRQ�:DUG�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������DP

6WXDUW��

*RG�%OHVV�\RX��,�SUD\�WKH�3UHVLGHQW�UHDGV�WKLV��+RZHYHU��,�KDYH�EHHQ�WROG�KH�GRHVQËW�UHDG��-XVW�ZDWFKHV�060��$V�ZH�NQRZ�IURP�WKH�$UW�RI�:DUÑ�7KH�EDWWOH�LV�D�YHU\�EHIRUH�LW�HYHQ�EHJLQVÑ

DQG�WKLV�RQH�LV�ORVW�P\�IULHQG��<RX�KDYH�WUHPHQGRXV�FRXUDJH�DQG�ZLVGRP��,�SUD\�WKDW�\RX�FDQ�XVH�LW�WR�KHOS�LV�IRUP�D�VWUDWHJ\�WR�ZLQ�WKH�QH[W�EDWWOH�LQ�WKLV�ZDU��$OO�WKH�IRROV�KDYH�EHHQ�UHDGLQJ

WKLV�4�JDUEDJH��,I�RQO\�DQ\�RI�WKDW�ZHUH�WUXH��3OHDVH�SXEOLVK�QDWLRQDO�VWUDWHJ\�EHIRUH�ZH�IDFH�WKH�IXOO�SRZHU�RI�WKH�VWDWH�DFWLQJ�XQGHU�FRORU�RI�ODZ��7KH\�DUH�FRPLQJ�IRU�XV��7UXPSËV�LQDFWLRQ

KDV�H[SRVHG�DOO�ZKR�VWRRG�ZLWK�KLP��

*RG�EOHVV�DQG�*RG�6SHHG�WR�\RX�DQG�\RXU�2DWK�.HHSHUV�

0$5.�9(,//(8;�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������DP

,ËP�LQ�DEOH�ERGLHG�DQG�UHDG\Ñ

%UHQGD�0HOOLQJHU�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������DP

:RZ��JUHDW�DUWLFOH��,�DP����DQG�FDQËW�EHOLHYH�ZKDW�LV�XQIROGLQJ�LQ�IURQW�RI�RXU�H\HV��$OO�WKH�FULPHVÑZKHUH�GR�,�VWDUW��*HH]��,�MXVW�NQRZ�,�DP�UHDGLQJ�DQG�VHHLQJ�VR�PXFK�WKDW�KDV�DOZD\V�EHHQ�LQ

TXHVWLRQ�DQG�GHØQHG�DV�FRQVSLUDF\�WKHRULHV�VWDUWLQJ�GHFDGHV�DJR�ZLWK�WKH�DVVDVVLQDWLRQ�RI�RXU�3UHVLGHQW��,PDJLQH��D���\HDU�ROG�ZLWQHVVLQJ�RXU�3UHVLGHQWËV�KLVWRULF�IXQHUDO�VHUYLFH��7KDW�HYHQW

LV�VWLOO�HPEHGGHG�LQ�P\�EUDLQ�DV�LI�LW�ZHUH�\HVWHUGD\��,I�P\�IDWKHU�ZDV�DOLYH�KH�ZRXOG�EH�VR�DVKDPHG�RI�WKLV�FRXQWU\�DQG�WKH�WUDLWRUV�WKDW�KDYH�VROG�RXW�IRU�SURØW��*RG�GRHV�ZRUN�LQ�P\VWHULRXV

ZD\V�EXW�,�DOVR�EHOLHYH�WUXH�SDWULRWLF�$PHULFDQV�GR�WRR��,�KDYH�QHYHU�QHHGHG�D�JXQ�EXW�MXVW�UHFHQWO\�ERXJKW�RQH�EHFDXVH�RI�ZKDW�ZH�DUH�ZLWQHVVLQJ�

,�KDYH�QHYHU�EHHQ�LQ�VHUYLFH�EXW�ZLOO�JODGO\�VHUYH�RXU�3UHVLGHQW�DQG�P\�FRXQWU\�WR�VDYH�LW��,�ZLOO�JODGO\�WDNH�DQ�RDWK�WR�SURWHFW�WKH�IXWXUH�RI�P\�NLG��,�ZRXOG�UDWKHU�GLH�DQ�$PHULFDQ�KHUR�WKDQ�D

FRZDUG�

<RX�FDQ�FDOO�RQ�PH��0D\�*RG�%OHVV�WKH�8QLWHG�6WDWHV�RI�$PHULFD�

(GZDUG�)DXONQHU�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������DP

3UHVLGHQW�'21$/'�-�75803���2XU�ODVW�FKDQFH�WR�VDYH�WKH�UHSXEOLF�LV�IRU�\RX�WR�LQYRNH�WKH�,QVXUUHFWLRQ�$FW���7KH�FRXUWV�DQG�FRQJUHVV�RI�ERWK�SDUWLHV�DUH�RXW�RI�FRQWURO����WKHUH�

DUH�QRW�HQRXJK�MXVW�PHQ�LQ�FRQJUHVV�WR�PDNH�D�GLIIHUHQFH���3OHDVH�GR�QRW�ZDLW�IRU�WKH�FRXUWV�RU�FRQJUHVV�WR�GR�DQ\WKLQJ���\RX�ZRQ�WKH�HOHFWLRQ���6723�7+,6�&283�12:��

-RKQ�%ODQNHQVKLS�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������DP

,�ZLOO�SUREDEO\�EH�DUUHVWHG��SRVVLEO\�GUDZQ�DQG�TXDUWHUHG�DV�ZHOO��EXW�,�IRUZDUGHG�WKH�OLQN�WR�WKLV�SDJH�WR�WKH�:KLWH�+RXVHËV�Í&RQWDFW�WKH�3UHVLGHQWÎ�SDJH�

785''2*�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������DP

,�DP�DQ�$UP\�9HW�DQG�VWDQGLQJ�E\��,Q�WKH�PHDQ�WLPH�FDQ�VRPHRQH�SOHDVH�SXVK�P\�PHPEHUVKLS�

WKURXJK�VR�L�FDQ�DFFHVV�WKH�IRUXPV"

,�DP�WU\LQJ�WR�JHW�LQ�FRQWDFW�ZLWK�DQ\�RDWKNHHSHUV�LQ�WKH�*UHHQYLOOH��6&�DUHD�

$1<21(�21�+(5(�:+2�+$6�$&&(66�WR�WKH�IRUXPV��SOHDVH�KDYH�VRPHRQH�FRQWDFW�PH�LQ�6RXWK�&DUROLQD�DW�MDNHSURP#JPDLO�FRP

7KH�FDOO�RI�GXW\�LV�DURXQG�WKH�FRUQHU�DQG�ZH�QHHG�WR�XQLWH�PRUH�WKDQ�HYHU�

.HHS�\RXU�KHDG�RQ�D�VZLYHO�

-RKQ�%OXQG\�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������DP

$Q\�3ROLWLFLDQ�WKDW�VXSSRUWV�DQ�HOHFWLRQ�SURFHVV�WKDW�GRHV�QRW�LQFOXGH�YRWHU�LGHQWLØFDWLRQ�DQG�YDOLGDWLRQ�LV�LQGHHG�FRUUXSW��DQG�FRQWULEXWLQJ�WR�FKDQJLQJ�WKH�86$�IURP�D�5HSXEOLF�WR�D

6RFLDOLVW�1DWLRQ��-RVHI�6WDOLQ�LV�TXRWHG��Í7KRVH�ZKR�FDVW�WKH�YRWHV�GHFLGH�QRWKLQJ��7KRVH�ZKR�FRXQW�WKH�YRWHV�GHFLGH�HYHU\WKLQJÎ��:KLOH�,�FOHDUO\�VXSSRUW�3UHVLGHQW�7UXPS�WR�UHPDLQ�LQ�RIØFH

DV�RXU�3UHVLGHQW��WKH�PRUH�LPSRUWDQW�WDVN�IRU�KLP�QRZ�LV�WR�HQVXUH�RXU�YRWLQJ�SURFHVV�LV�VHFXUH��,�VHH�QR�DOWHUQDWLYH�EXW�IRU�KLP�WR�LQYRNH�WKH�,QVXUUHFWLRQ�$FW�LPPHGLDWHO\�

-RKQ�.RPRURZVNL�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������DP

7KRVH�'HPRFUDWV�DQG�5HSXEOLFDQV��WKRVH�ELJ�WHFK�FRPSDQLHV��DQG�PHGLD��ZKR�KDYH�VROG�RXW�WR�&KLQD���LQ�RQH�IRUP�RU�DQRWKHU��QHHG�WR�EH�SURVHFXWHG�XQGHU�WKH�6HGLWLRQ�$FW��KHOG�IRU�WUHDVRQ

DQG�WULHG�DFFRUGLQJO\��)RU�WKRVH�LQFLWLQJ�ULRWV��XVLQJ�$17)$�DQG�%/0��WULHG�DQG�KXQJ�

0,&+$(/�+$57=(//�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������DP



7KDQN�\RX�IRU�SURYLGLQJ�WKH�GLUHFWLRQ�DQG�WKH�FRXUVH�RI�EDWWOH�WKDW�LV�XSFRPLQJ��)RU�WKRVH�WKDW�PD\�ODFN�FRXUDJH�WR�VWDQG�DQG�ØJKW��,W�LV�WR�XV�WKDW�WKLV�EXUGHQ�KDV�IDOOHQ��7R�NHHS�RXU�RDWKV�DV

ZDUULRUV�RI�WKH�5HSXEOLF��+ROG�WR�RXU�RDWKV�DQG�ZDLW�IRU�WKH�FDOO�WR�GHIHQG�WKLV�FRQVWLWXWLRQ�DJDLQVW�DOO�HQHPLHV�IRUHLJQ�DQG�GRPHVWLF��0D\�DOPLJKW\�*RG�JUDQW�XV�WKH�DELOLW\�DQG�ZLVGRP�WR

RYHUFRPH�WKLV�HYLO��0RXQW�XS�DQG�*RG�EOHVV�

/HRQDUG�0��*UXPPHOO�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������DP

86$)��UHW��&RPEDW�$UPV�,QVWUXFWRU��������������������,�ZLOO�WHDFK�WUDLQ�DQG�TXDOLI\�DOO�WKRVH�ZKR�ULVH�WR�WKH�RFFDVLRQ�DQG�DUH�ZLOOLQJ�DQG�DEOH�WR�DQVZHU�D�ÊFDOO�WR�DUPVË�JLYHQ�E\�3UHVLGHQW

7UXPS��

/LIHWLPH�)RXQGLQJ�2DWK�.HHSHU�����

,QGLDQD�/LIHWLPH�2DWK�.HHSHU������

,QGLDQ�UHJLRQ����FRRUGLQDWRU

'$9,'�+$57621�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������DP

0U��3UHVLGHQW�

,�ZLOO�VWDQG�DQG�ØJKW�IRU�\RX�WHOO�P\�ODVW�EUHDWK��,�DP���\UV�ROG�EXW�FDQ�VKRRW�JRRG�ZKHQ�QHHGHG��+DYH�EUHDWKLQJ�SUREOHPV�EXW�KDYH�JXQ�DQG�DPPR��7KH\�DOO�PXVW�EH�WULHG�DV�WUHDVRQ��,I�WKHUH

LV�DQ\WKLQJ�,�FDQ�GR�OHW�PH�NQRZ��,ËP�QRW�D�YHWHUDQ�EXW�D�SDWULRW�DQG�ORYH�P\�FRXQWU\�

MRH�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������DP

,�OLYHG�XQGHU�D�WRWDOLWDULDQ�UHJLPH�IRU�PDQ\�\HDUV�WKHQ�,�HVFDSHG�WR�WKLV�FRXQWU\�,�NQRZ�ZKDWËV�FRPPLQJ�LQ�FDVH�WKH�HQHPLHV�RI�WKH�5HSXEOLF�VXFFHHG�LQ�WKHLU�SODQV�$V�LW�VWDQGV��,�KDYH�QRWKLQJ

OHIW�WR�ORRVH�,�DP�UHDG\�WR�EH�FDOOHG�DW�DQ\�WLPH��

*RG�%OHVV�WKLV�QDWLRQ�DQG�WKH�HQWLUH�ZRUOG�

1HLO�OXFKW�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������DP

*RG�%OHVV�$PHULFD�1RZ�WXUQ�6LG�ORRVH�ZH�GRQËW�KDYH�PXFK�WLPH�

0LFKDHO�'D\�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������DP

0U�5KRGHV�6LU�\RX�KDYH�RQH�UHDO�3UREOHP�RQO\�LQ�\RXU�2SLQLRQ�RI�ZKDW�3RWXV�7UXPS�QHHGV�WR�GR�

7+(�'(&/$5$7,21�2)�,1'(3(1'(1&(�

6LU�LW�FOHDUO\�GHØQHV�:+$7�PXVW�EH�GRQH�LQ�7KH�)LUVW�3DUDJUDSK�

',662/9(�7+(�322/,7,&$/�%$1'6�

1R�HOHFWLRQ�FDQ�EH�GRQH�GXH�WR�ERWK�SROLWLFDO�EDQGV�LQVWDOOHG�WKH�)('(5$/�5(6(59(�

%RWK�3RROLWLFDO�EDQGV�$UH�WKH�(QHP\�ZLWKLQ�

$Q�IDLU�HOHFWLRQV�PXVW�EH�SXW�RQ�KROG��QR�VXFK�WKLQJ�

0U�5KRGHV�WKH�3RWXV�PXVW�ØUVW�IROORZ�RXU�'HFODUDWLRQ�RI�,QGHSHQGHQFH�

$Q�ZK\�GXH�WR�WKH�&RQVWLWXWLRQ�LV�MXVW�SODLQ�WR�VORZ�IRU�WKLV�W\SH�RI�81&,9,/�:$5�

7ZR�

$//�$%/(�$0(5,&$16�ZLOO�KDYH�6NLQ�LQ�WKLV�&217(67�DQG�WKLV�OLWWOH�5HEHOOLRQ�DW�DOO�OHYHOV�ZLOO�UHTXLUH�%2276�ØOOHG�E\�$0(5,&$16�WR�KROG�WKH�*URXQG�

7KUHH�

6LU�VRRQ�WKH�OLJKWV�ZLOO�JR�RXW�DQ�P\�KRSH�ZKLOH�WKHUH�LV�VWLOO�WLPH�LV�\RX�PLJKW�JHW�7KH�:RUG�WR�ZKDW�PD\EH�RXU�RQO\�ZD\�WR�&RPPXQLFDWH�EDVLF�EDQGV�RQ�&%�VR�WKH�IHZ�PD\�EURDG�FDVW�DW�WKH

ORFDO�OHYHO�RU�UHFHLYH�RXU�RUGHUV���

)RXU�

7KLV�LV�D�81&,9,/�:$5�DQG�WKH�UXOHV�IRU�HQJDJHPHQW�GXH�WR�WKH�HQHP\�ZLWKLQ�ZLOO�QRW�ZHDU�D�XQLIRUP�DQG�DGKHUH�WR�D�UXOH�RI�ZDUIDUH�WKDW�LV�FLYLOL]HG�

6R�SOHDVH�6LU�UHDG�WKLV�SDVVDJH�LQ�WKH�'HFODUDWLRQ�IRU�LW�ZLOO�EH�KHUH�DJDLQ�

+H�KDV�([FLWHG�GRPHVWLF�,QVXUUHFWLRQ�DPRQJVW�XV�DQG�KDV�HQGHDYRUHG�WR�EULQJ�RQ�WKH�,QKDELWDQWV�RI�RXU�)URQWLHUV�WKH�PHUFLOHVV�,QGLDQ�6DYDJHV�ZKRVH�NQRZQ�UXOH�RI�ZDUIDUH�LV�DQ

XQGLVWLQJXLVKHG�GHVWUXFWLRQ�RI�$OO�$JHV�6H[ËV�DQG�FRQGLWLRQV�

7KH�DERYH�TXRWH�:LOO�EH�WKH�FDVH�6LU�GXH�WR�(9,/�LV�5($/�VR�WKLV�PXVW�EH�$''5(66('�

)LYH�

7KH�&RQVWLWXWLRQ�LV�RQO\�IRU�D�0RUDO�3HRSOH�DQG�RXU�(QHP\ËV�KDV�QR�0RUDOV�WKLV�LV�81&,9,/�:$5�E\�LWV�YHU\�1DWXUH�D�*22'�),*+7�EXW�(YLO�LV�DW�LWV�IXOO�6WUHQJWK�DQG�WKLV�LV�D�6XSHU�1DWXUDO

SRZHU�WKDW�KDV�IRXQG�LW�ZD\�WR�OLJKW�RI�GD\�

,W�PXVW�EH�GHDOW�ZLWK�1R�0HUF\�IRU�LW�ZLOO�VKRZ�QR�PHUF\�WR�WKRVH�LW�FDSWXUHV�IRU�D�YHU\�ROG�W\SH�RI�:$5)$5(�LV�KHUH�DQG�LW�PXVW�EH�UHFRJQL]HG�QRZ�6,5�

6L[�

7KH�&RORUV�6,5�RXU�(QHP\�ZLOO�XVH�WKHP�DQG�EHLQJ�WKLV�LV�D�XQFLYLO�ZDU�VLU�PD\�,�UHFRPPHQG�3RWXV�:DVKLQJWRQ�ÙDJ�WR�UDOO\�WR�

$1�$3($/�72�+($9(1�

0\�QDPH�LV�0LFKDHO�'D\�6LU�KHUH�LQ�D�OLWWOH�FRUQHU�RI�WKH�5HSXEOLF�EHKLQG�WKH�OLQHV�LQ�&RPPLHIRUQLD�

0\�IHOORZ�$PHULFDQV�+(5(�ZLOO�+2/'�817,/�5(/,(9('�E\�*2'

)5((.,(=2,'�����VD\V�



'HFHPEHU����������DW�������DP

:+(5(�$5(�7+(�2$7+�.((3(56�7+$7�+$9(�5($'�7+,6�/(77(5�72�75803��,6�+(�127�<285�35(6,'(17"�:+<�,6�75803�352&5$6,1$7,1*�21�86,1*�7+(�,16855(&7,21

$&7"�$6�7+(�/(77(5�67$7(6�7+$7�,)�75803�:$,76�817,/�$)7(5�-$18$5<���������72�,192.(�7+(�,16855(&7,21�+(�:,//�%(�&216,'(5('�$�',&7$725�75<,1*�72�+2/'

21�72�32:(5�$1'�7+(�35(6,'(1&<��7+(�6835(0(�&2857�:21Ë7�%$&.�75803��7+(�6(1$7(�:,//�127�%$&.�75803��7+(�&21*5(66�:,//�127�%$&.�75803��7+(

5+,12Ë6�:,//�127�%$&.�75803��12%2'<�:,//�%$&.�75803�(7&��3$75,276�,6�$//�75803�+$6�/()7�72�%$&.�+,0�$1'�+(�,6�/26,1*�7+(0�)25(9(5��*2'�%/(66�7+(

+20(/$1'�)25(9(5�

0DUN�%HON�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������DP

$V�XVXDO�6WHZDUW�\RX�KLW�WKH�EXOOVH\H��:H�0867�127�OHW�WKLV�VOLGH�RU�ZH�ZLOO�EH�KXQWHG�GRZQ�IRU�RXU�EHOLHIV��<RXU�DGYLFH�WR�WKH�SUHVLGHQW�LV�FRUUHFW�DQG�,�SUD\�KH�LJQRUHV�WKH�WUDLWRUV�ZLWKLQ

DQG�GRHV�ZKDW�LV�ULJKW�IRU�RXU�QDWLRQ��

%7:�,�ZRUNHG�WKH�VHFXULW\�ZLWK�\RX�DW�WKH�7XSHOR�0V��7UXPS�UDOO\�DQG�NQRZ�WKDW�<RX�DQG�WKH�2DWKNHHSHUV�DUH�D�VWDQG�XS�EXQFK�RI�JX\V��.HHS�XS�WKH�JRRG�ZRUN�DQG�FDOO�RQ�PH�LI�QHHGHG�

)5((.,(=2,'�����VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������DP

,�$0�$1*5<�5,*+7�12:�$7�35(6,'(17�75803��%87�+(�,6�67,//�0<�35(6,'(17�$1'�,�$/62�%$&.�0<�)(//2:�2$7+�.((3(56��(128*+�6$,'�

'$9,'�+$57621�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������DP

0U��3UHVLGHQW�

,�ZLOO�KDYH�\RXU�EDFN�������,ËP�D�SDWULRW�DQG�ZLOO�ØJKW�WLOO�P\�ODVW�EUHDWK��'HPRFUDWV�VKRXOG�EH�FKDUJHG�ZLWK�WUHDVRQ�DQG�KXQJ�LQ�SXEOLF��,ËP���\UV�ROG�DQG�EUHDWKLQJ�SUREOHPV�EXW�FDQ�ØJKW�LI�,

KDYH�WR��+DYH�JXQV�DQG�DPPR�DQG�UHDG\�WR�XVH�WKHP��,ËP�UHDG\�WR�ØJKW�IRU�P\�FRXQWU\�

52*(5�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������SP

6WDQG�\RXU�JURXQG�DQG�ØJKW�0U��3UHVLGHQW��7KHUH�DUH�WRR�PDQ\�WR�FRXQW�YHWHUDQV�ZKR�ZLOO�UDOO\�WR�\RXU�EDWWOH�FU\��<RX�FDQ�WUXVW�WKDW�ZH�ZLOO�UXQ�WR�WKH�VRXQG�RI�EDWWOH��QRW�IURP�LW�

*DU\�:LOOLDP�VFKDIIQHU�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������SP

0U��35(6,'(17��LW�LV�WLPH�WKDW�WKLV�QDWLRQ�XQGHU�*RG�VKRXOG�VWDQG�XS�DQG�ØJKW��%XW��:H�QHHG�D�/HDGHU�WR�UDOO\�WKH�WURRSV��WR�VKRZ�WKH�ZRWOG�WKDW�ZH�ZLOO�QRW�EXFNOH�XQGHU��:H�ZLOO�ØJKW�IRU

ZKDW�ZH�EHOLHYH�LQ�

��:H�PXVW�FXW�RII�WKH�KHDG�RI�WKH�VQDNH��0U��35(6,'(17���6+2:�86�7+(�:$<�

/HRQDUG�0�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������SP

,�EDFN�RXU�SUHVLGHQW�DQG�YLFH�SUHVLGHQW������ZH�QHHG�RXU�FRXQWU\�EDFN�LI�ZH�DV�FLWL]HQV�GLG�ZKDW�-RH�ELGHQ��KXQWHU�ELGHQ�DQG�KLOODU\�FOLQWRQ�DQG�PDQ\�PRUH�KDV�GRQH�DQG�DUH�GRLQJ�ZH

ZRXOG�EH�VHQWHQFHG�WR�GHDWK��3HRSOH�EHWWHU�ZDNH�XS�*RG�WRRN�RXW�QDWLRQV�WR�SURWHFW�KLV�SHRSOH�DQG�XVHG�WKHP�WR�GR�LW�MXVW�EHFDXVH�ZH�DUH�*RG�IHDULQJ�SHRSOH�GRHVQËW�PHDQ�ZHËUH�VXSSRVHG

WR�OD\�GRZQ�DQG�WDNH�WKLV��3OHDVH�0U�SUHVLGHQW�LQYRNH�WKH�LQVXUUHFWLRQ�DFW�QRZ�

'LOORQ�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������SP

'LG�DQ\RQH�VHQG�WKLV�WR�WKH�SUHVLGHQW"�

,WËV�WLPH��

,ËP�LQ�VXSSRUW�

.(11(7+�/�+8567�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������SP

2UDK�����)LJKW�WLOO�,�FDQËW�ØJKW�DQ\�PRUH�ZLWK�P\�ODVW�EUHDWK

7(55<�&851877�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP



,ËP�UHWLUHG�86�$UP\��,�DP�UHDG\��ZLOOLQJ�DQG�DEOH��0\�2DWK�QHYHU�VWRSSHG��%7:��QHHG�\RX�WR�DSSURYH�P\�PHPEHUVKLS�VR�,�FDQ�EH�RIØFLDO�2DWKNHHSHUV�

&KDQGD�6WH�0DULH�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

,Q�*RG�ZH�WUXVW��:KHUH�ZH�JR�RQH�ZH�JR�DOO��,�ZDV�QHYHU�LQ�WKH�PLOLWDU\��,�ORYH�HYHU\�VLQJOH�3DWULRW�RXW�WKHUH�DQG�ZKDW�WKH\�VWDQG�IRU�VR�,�ZLOO�EDFN�HYHU\�VLQJOH�RQH�RI�\RX�XS�������,P�D�VLQJOH

PRWKHU�ZLWK�WKUHH�NLGV�DQG�,�ZLOO�GR�ZKDWHYHU�LW�WDNHV�WR�SURWHFW�WKHP�DQG�DOO�WKH�FKLOGUHQ�RQ�WKLV�SODQHW�DJDLQVW�RXU�HQHPLHV��*RG�EOHVV�WKH�86$�

5$1'2/3+�/8&$6�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

,�VDGO\�DJUHH�ZLWK�WKH�DVVHVVPHQW�DQG�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQ��,Q�WDONLQJ�ZLWK�P\�VRQ�ZKR�LV����DQG�OLYHV�LQ�0RQWDQD�KH�KDV�12�FRQØGHQFH�WKDW�RXU�V\VWHP�LV�LQWHUHVWHG�LQ�MXVWLFH��+H�EHOLHYHV�WKDW

WR�D�OHVVHU�RU�JUHDWHU�H[WHQW�HYHU\RQH�LQ�SROLWLFV�LV�WDLQWHG��,�WROG�KLP�WKDW�3DWULRWV�DUH�ZDLWLQJ�IRU�WKH�V\VWHP�WR�UXQ�LWV�FRXUVH��WKDW�ZH�VKRXOG�DOORZ�DOO�WKH�SHRSOH�LQ�JRYHUQPHQW�WR�JR�RQ

UHFRUG��7KDW�ZH�VKRXOG�QRW�DVVXPH�WKH\�ZLOO�DOO�FDYH��7KDW�LV�WKH�IDLU�WKLQJ�WR�GR�EXW�LW�LV�QRW�WKH�VWUDWHJLF�WKLQJ�WR�GR�

*RG�EOHVV�DQG�JXLGH�\RX�LQ�+LV�ZLVGRP�DQG�FRQWLQXH�WR�XSKROG�\RX�DQG�JLYH�\RX�FRXUDJH�

0DUF���*UHDW�[���*UDQGVRQ�RI�6DP�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

7KDW�ZDV�(3,&��7KDQN�\RX�

0\�JUHDW�JUHDW�JUHDW�JUHDW�JUHDW�JUHDW�JUHDW�*UDQGIDWKHU�6DPXHO�:KLWWHPRUH

$PHULFDQ�5HYROXWLRQ�:DU�+HUR�

:RXOG�EH�SURXG�

'DYLG�:HQJHU�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

���\HDU�ROG�YHU\�ZLOOLQJ�DQG�DEOH�WR�KDYH�\RXU�VL[��,I�QRWKLQJ�LV�GRQH�QRZ�P\�NLGV�DQG�JUDQGNLGV�ZLOO�QHYHU�EH�DEOH�WR�OLYH�IUHH��,�SUHIHU�WKDW�QRW�EH�WKH�FKRLFH��0U�3UHVLGHQW�\RX�UDLVHG�\RXU

ULJKW�KDQG�DV�GLG�,�WR�SURWHFW�DQG�GHIHQG�WKH�FRQVWLWXWLRQ�IURP�ERWK�IRUHLJQ�RU�GRPHVWLF��7R�DOO�P\�IHOORZ�VROGLHUV�LW�LV�WLPH�

*5(*�%$5.(5�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

,�MXVW�GRQËW�WKLQN�KH�ZLOO�GR�DQ\WKLQJ��,W�ZLOO�EH�%LGHQ�LI�ZH�OHW�LW��1R�RQH�LV�FRPLQJ�WR�VDYH�XV�

-RKQ�'RH�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

3UHVLGHQW�7UXPSÑ�\RX�EHWWHU�ØJKW�QRZ�EHIRUH�LW�LV�WRR�ODWH�DQG�\RX�DUH�EHWUD\HG�E\�\RXU�DGYLVRUV��,I�WKH�IUDXGVWHUV�JHW�\RX�RXW�RI�RIØFH�H[SHFW�WR�IDFH�QHYHU�HQGLQJ�WULDOV�XQWLO�WKH\�SXW�\RX

LQ�MDLO��$W�WKH�YHU\�OHDVW�WKH\�ZLOO�WDJ�\RX�ZLWK�D�IHORQ\�FRQYLFWLRQ�ZKLFK�ZLOO�PDNH�\RX�LQHOLJLEOH�ØU�D������SUHVLGHQWLDO�UXQ�

/$55<�/$5621�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

,�VXSSRUW�WKLV�HIIRUW��,�VXSSRUW�RXU�3UHVLGHQW�

7KLV�HOHFWLRQ�ZDV�D�FRQWLQXDWLRQ�RI�D�FRQVSLUDF\�WKDW�EHJDQ����\HDUV�DJR��6HL]H�WKLV�RSSRUWXQLW\�E\�H[SRVLQJ�WKH�QHIDULRXV�DFWLYLWLHV�DQG�MDLO�WKH�WUDLWRUV�RI�RXU�&RQVWLWXWLRQ�

)XQJ�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������SP

2DWK.HHSHUV��ZK\�QRW�FRQWDFW�WKH�RWKHU�����PLOLWLD�JURXSV�DQG�VHQG�WKLV�OHWWHU�DJDLQ�ZLWK�WKHLU�VLJQLQJ�RQ�

781$.,//(5�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������DP

3HRSOH�QHHG�WR�UHDOL]H�Í)UHHGRP�LV�QHYHU�IUHH�È�LW�LV�SDLG�IRU�ZLWK�WKH�EORRG�RI�WKRVH�ZLOOLQJ�WR�ØJKW�IRU�LWÎ��,�DP����DQG�WHUPLQDOO\�LOO�EXW�KDYH�EHHQ�SUHSDULQJ�IRU�WKLV�IRU�GHFDGHV��,�ZLOO�ØJKW�WR

WKH�GHDWK�WR�GHIHQG�RXU�5HSXEOLF�DQG�WKH�&RQVWLWXWLRQ��

,�ZDV�ODEHOHG�D�Í&RQVSLUDF\�7KHRULVWÎ�E\�IULHQGV�DQG�IDPLO\�VLQFH�������:HOO��WKRVH�VDPH�IULHQGV�DQG�IDPLO\�DUH�QRZ�EHJJLQJ�PH�IRU�KHOS�SUHSSLQJ��ØUHDUP�VHOHFWLRQ�DQG�LQVWUXFWLRQ��VXUYLYDO



LQVWUXFWLRQ��HWF��

7KH�WLPH�KDV�FRPH�WR�HDUQ�\RXU�IUHHGRP��'RQËW�UHO\�RQ�RWKHUV�WR�SD\�IRU�<285�IUHHGRP��,I�\RX�DUH�XQDEOH�WR�ØJKW��SURYLGH�ORJLVWLFDO�VXSSRUW��%H�SUHSDUHG�WR�IHHG�DQG�KRXVH�ZDUULRUV�

3URYLGH�LQWHO��7HQG�WR�WKH�ZRXQGHG��$Q\�KHOS�ZLOO�EH�JUHDWO\�DSSUHFLDWHG��:H�FDQQRW�DOORZ�WKLV�WR�FRQWLQXH��$�OLIH�ZLWKRXW�IUHHGRP�LV�D�OLIH�QRW�ZRUWK�OLYLQJ�

6$1'5$�*28/(77(�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������DP

,I�DQ\�RI�RXU�)RXQGLQJ�)DWKHUV�ZHUH�FRZDUGV�Ñ�:H�ZRXOG�QRW�EH�ZKHUH�ZH�DUH�WRGD\��32786�PXVW�EHJLQ�VHWWLQJ�WKH�WDEOH�VR�WKDW�WKH�2DWK�.HHSHUV�FDQ�GHIHQG�WKH�FRQVWLWXWLRQDO�YDOXHV�RI

RXU�JUHDW�QDWLRQ�

$OYLQ�+LFNR[�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������DP

7KH�HQFORVHG�GHSLFWHG�FURVV�RI�WKLV�&KULVWPDV�PHVVDJH�ZDV�HUHFWHG�LQ�WKH�GHVHUW�RI�6RXWKHDVW�&DOLIRUQLDÑÑLQ�D�SODFH�RI�TXLHW�FRQWHPSODWLRQ�

7KH�FURVV�EHLQJ�GHGLFDWHG�WR�WKH�'($'�RI�DOO�ZDUV�KDV�VSHFLDO�VLJQLØFDQFH�IRU�XV�IRU�IDPLO\�PHPEHU�3)&�-RKQ�,��ZDV�NLOOHG�ØJKWLQJ�-DSDQHVH�DJJUHVVLRQ�LQ�$SULO�������D�IHZ�PRQWKV�DIWHU�ZH

FHOHEUDWHG�RXU�ODVW�&KULVWPDV�WRJHWKHUÑÑ�

7KLV�&KULVWPDV�$PHULFD�DSSDUHQWO\�KDV�D�QHZ�DQG�HTXDO�FULVHVÑÑ)5$8'�$7�7+(�%$//27�%2;�ZKLFK�KDV�EHHQ�FKDUDFWHUL]HG�E\�WKH�$PHULFDQ�1HZV�0HGLD�DV�VRPHWKLQJ�OLNH��127

6,*1,),&$17��,�GLVDJUHH�ZLWK�WKLV�YLHZ�IRU�WKH�NQRZQ�IDFWV�VSHDN�GLIIHUHQWO\��$K��WKH�SHQ�LV�DQ�LQVWUXPHQW�RI�IUDXGXOHQW�YRWLQJ�DQG�LW�KDV�EHHQ�DVVHUWHG�WKDW�Í7+(�3(1�,6�0,*+7,(5�7+$1

7+(�6:25'Î�

0\�EURWKHU�IRXJKW�RXU�QDWLRQËV�EDWWOH�IRU�VXUYLYDO�DJDLQVW�WKH�-DSDQHVH�DUPHG�ZLWK�D�FRPEDW�ULÙH��DPPXQLWLRQ��ED\RQHW��DQG�H[SORVLYHV�DOO�VXSSOLHG�E\�WKH�8�6��WD[SD\HU��8SRQ�PDWXULW\�,

EHFRPH�D�YHU\�FRPSHWHQW�FULPLQDO�LQYHVWLJDWRU�ØJKWLQJ�D�VLPLODU�ZDU�DJDLQVW�WKRVH�RI�RXU�VRFLHW\�ZKR�HPEUDFH�FULPH�DQG�FRUUXSWLRQÑÑ0$-25�)5$8'�ZDV�P\�IRUWH��0\�EDVLF�WRROV��DOVR

SURYLGHG�E\�RXU�VRFLHW\��ZHUH�D�ELW�OHVV�OHWKDO�WKDQ�P\�EURWKHUËV�EXW�MXVW�DV�HIIHFWLYHÑÑD�'HWHFWLYH�6KLHOG��D�3HDFH�2IØFHU�&RPPLVVLRQ�&DUG��D�VLGH�DUP��/$:�%22.6�DQG�MDLOV��$QG�\HV�YRWHU

FULPHV�DUH�DGGUHVVHG�ZLWKLQ�WKHVH�ODZ�ERRNV�ZKLFK�ERRNV�OLQH�FRXUW�KRXVH�VKHOYHV��KRZHYHU�WRR�SROLWLFDO�IRU�RXU�SROLWLFDO�MXGJHV�

,W�LV�P\�SRVLWLRQ�WKDW�RQH�LOOHJDO�EDOORW�LV�RQH�WRR�PDQ\ÑÑZLWK�WKH�WKRXVDQGV�UHTXLUHG�WR�XSVHW�D�QDWLRQËV�DSSOH�FDUW��PLQG�ERJJOLQJ��,�EHOLHYH�WKDW�$PHULFD�LV�LQ�GLUH�VWUDLWV�DV�DOO�IXWXUH

HOHFWLRQV�ZLOO�EH�ÍEOXH�SULQWVÎ�RI�WKLV������HOHFWLRQ�

'R�,�UHPHPEHU�3HDUO�+DUERU�DQG�WKH�1D]L�GHDWK�FDPSV"�<RX�GDPQ�ULJKW�,�GR�DQG�KRSH�\RX�GR�DOVR��$Q\�RUJDQL]DWLRQ�FDSDEOH�RI�XSVHWWLQJ�WKH�$PHULFDQ�DSSOH�FDUW�LV�TXLWH�FDSDEOH�RI�PDVV

GHVWUXFWLRQ�

5(8%(1�%$5./(<�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������DP

7KLV�ZLOO�EH�RXU�RQO\�FKDQFH�DW�VDYLQJ�RXU�JUHDW�QDWLRQ�

5REHUW�'��*XELVFK�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

$UH�\RX�DOO�DGYRFDWLQJ�JRLQJ�WR�'�&��EHJLQQLQJ�RQ�WKH��WK�RI�-DQXDU\"

*$5<�/$)5$1&+,�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

/HWËV�5ROO�

+XJK�+HIW\�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

2XU�&RXQWU\�LV�XQGHU�DWWDFN�E\�WKH�:25/'Ñ��7KH�*OREDOLVWV��&KLQHVH�/HG��KDYH�DQ�DJHQGD�DQG�$PHULFD�LV�WKH�RQO\�FRXQWU\�$50('�WR�VWRS�LWÑ��1DWLRQDOLVP�LV�JDLQLQJ�VWUHQJWK�DURXQG�WKH

ZRUOG��:H�GR�QRW�ZDQW�*OREDOLVP��*OREDOLVP�OHG�E\�&RPPXQLVW��8Q�HOHFWHG�3ROLWLFDQV�WKDW�NQRZ�QRWKLQJ�RI�ZKDW�LV�PHDQV�WR�EH�$PHULFDQ��7R�EH�)UHHÑ��7KH�1DWLRQDOLVW�PRYHPHQW�DURXQG

WKH�:RUOG�LV�ZDWFKLQJ�XV��3UH\LQJ�ZH�GRQËW�JLYH�XS�WKH�SURJUHVV�RXU�3UHVLGHQW�7UXPS�KDV�PDGH�WKXV�IDU��,W�ZLOO�EH�D���\HDU�VHW�EDFN��MXVW�DV�3UHVLGHQW�7UXPS�VHW�WKH�*OREDOLVWV�EDFN�LQ������

$V�DQ�$PHULFDQ��D�9HWHUDQ��D�3DWULRW��D�+XVEDQG��D�)DWKHU��D�*UDQGIDWKHU��,�DP�FRPSHOOHG�WR�VHW�WKH�H[DPSOH�WR�P\�IDPLO\��P\�IULHQGV�DQG�P\�)ODJ��KRZ�,�DP�WR�UHVSRQG�WR�WKLV�HPHUJHQF\�ZH

IDFH�LQ�RXU�FRXQWU\�DQG�LQGHHG�WKH�:RUOG��,I�3UHVLGHQW�7UXPS�GRHVQËW�UHFRJQL]H�KLV�UROH�DV�RXU�OHDGHU��ZH�PXVW�VKRZ�KLP��ZH�PXVW�DVVXUH�KLP��ZH�PXVW�JDWKHU�DURXQG�KLP�DV�OD\�RXU�DUPV�DW

KLV�IHHW�DQG�GHPDQG�KH�OHDG�XV�LQ�WKLV�:RUOG�:DU��:H�PXVW�DVVXUH�KLP�DV�:DVKLQJWRQ�QHHGHG�DVVXUDQFH�RI�WKH�ULJKW�FRXUVH�WR�WDNH��:KHQ�ZH��WKH�0LOLWLD�VKRZ�XS�LQ�:DVKLQJWRQ�'�&��DUPHG

DQG�SUHSDUHG�WR�ØJKW��,�FDQ�DVVXUH�\RX�WKH�1DWLRQDO�*XDUG�ZLOO�DOVR�VKRZ�XS��DV�ZHOO�DV�WKH�4XLFN�5HVSRQVH�7HDP�IURP�)RUW�6WHZDUW��*D��:H�FDQ�FDOO�RXW�WR�RXU�OHDGHU�DQG�GHPDQG�KH�OHDG�XV�

Í*LYH�XV�RXU�0DUFKLQJ�2UGHUV�RU�ELG�XV�IDUHZHOO��WR�UHWXUQ�KRPH�Î�

:H��$PHULFDQV��PXVW�GR�VRPHWKLQJ��7KH�&KLQHVH�KDV�VDLG�LW�WKHPVHOYHV��WKH\�SODQQHG��FRRUGLQDWHG�DQG�H[HFXWHG�WKHLU�DWWDFN�DQG�FDOOHG�LW�(OLWH�&DSWXUHÑ�&DSWXUH�WKH�(OLWHV�RI�$PHULFDËV

VWUHQJWK��ØQDQFHV��FRPPXQLFDWLRQV��HGXFDWLRQ�DQG�FXOWXUH��'LYLGH�WKHP��VR�WKH\�PD\�ØJKW�DPRQJ�WKHPVHOYHV��7KH\�GLG�LW��EXW�ZH�UHFRJQL]H�LW�QRZ�DQG�ZH�PXVW�FXW�WKH�URW�RXW�RI�RXU�JDUGHQ�

$Q\WKLQJ�OHVV�ZLOO�EH�IRU�QRW��)RU�,�ZLOO�QRW�OLYH�XQGHU�&RPPXQLVW�6RFLDOLVW�*OREDOLVW�UXOH��,�DP�DQ�$PHULFDQ��D�ØJKWLQJ�PDQ��D�)5((�PDQÑ��,�ZLOO�QRW�EHQG�QRU�WROHUDWH�DQ\WKLQJ�OHVV�

(YHU\WKLQJ�LQ�OLIH�KDV�D�FRVW��)UHHGRP�ZLOO�FRVW�PH�P\�/LIH��P\�/LEHUW\�DQG�P\�:HDOWK��:LWKRXW�)UHHGRP��/LIH��/LEHUW\�DQG�:HDOWK�PHDQV�QRWKLQJ�DQ\ZD\��0U��5KRGHV��FDOO�WKH�3UHVLGHQW�DQG

WHOO�KLP�WR�SXW�KLV�ERRWV�RQ��ZH�DUH�RQ�RXU�ZD\�

-RKQ�)DOORQ�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

5HOHDVH�WKH�LQIRUPDWLRQ�QRZ�WR�WKH�SXEOLF��7KH�SXEOLF�FDQ�DVN�IRU�UHVLJQDWLRQV�DQG�ZH�FDQ�WKHQ�GHDO�ZLWK�WKHVH�LVVXHV�ZLWKLQ�RXU�H[LVWLQJ�IUDPHZRUN�ZLWK�D�VSHFLDO�SURVHFXWRU��$OO

EURDGFDVWHUV�VKRXOG�EH�UHTXLUHG�WR�EURDGFDVW�DFWXDO�KHDULQJV�RQO\��OHVV�DQ\�KHDULQJ�EUHDNV��ZLWKRXW�FRPPHQW�DV�D�SXEOLF�VHUYLFH�



6LOYHU�GDJJHU�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

,�DJUHH�WKH�WLPH�LV�QRZ���DFWXDOO\�\RXU�ERXQG�WR�DFW���7KH�ODZ�DQG�SUHFHGHQW�LV�FOHDU��$W�WKH�YHU\�WRS�RI�WKH�FRQVWLWXWLRQ�:(�7+(�3(23/(��7KDW�LV�WKH�SUHFHGHQW�WKH�ODZ\HUV�ZKR�VD\

RWKHUZLVH�DUH�OLNHO\�FRPPXQLVW���(QRXJK�RI�WKH�FDQG\��VV�WKLQN�WKH\�NQRZ�WKH�ODZ�ODZ\HUV��0HQ�DQG�ZRPHQ�GLHG�ØJKWLQJ�IRU�WKLV�FRXQWU\�È�WKH�&RXQWU\�LV�RXUV�QRW�VRPH�GLPH�

6WRUH�ODZ\HUV�ZKR�JLYH�DGYLFH�È�$VN�DQG�JHW�D�DQVZHU�IURP�WKH���RYHU�UDWHG�GXPPLHV�ZKR�VLW�RQ�WKH�KLJKHVW�FRXUW�È�$VN�WKHP�ZK\�WKH�ØUVW�SDUW�RI�WKH�FRQVWLWXWLRQ�LV�ODUJHU�EROGHU�DQG

FOHDUO\�VSHOOHG�RXW�WKDW�ZD\���$VN�WKHP�ZKDW�LW�PHDQV�DQG�ZKDW�WKHLU�GXW\�LV�DQG�WR�ZKRP�LWËV�WR��:HËUH�XQGHU�FRPPXQLVW�DWWDFN�DQG�LWËV�WLPH�WR�IHUUHW�RXW�WKH�FRPPXQLVW�DQG�VHQG�WKHP�WR

JLWPR��,I�WKDWËV�KDUG�WR�JUDVS�ØUH�ZKRP�LV�WHOOLQJ�\RX�QRW�WR�GR�ZKDW�WKH�IRXQGHU�KHUH�DW�RDWK�NHHSHUV�LV�WHOOLQJ�\RX�WR�GR��$IWHU�\RX�ØUH�WKHP�DUUHVW�WKHP�DQG�VHQG�WKHP�WR�JLWPR��HQRXJK�LV

HQRXJK�È�DOVR�VWRS�DOO�LQFRPLQJ�WUDGH�IURP�&KLQD�È�WKDW�ZLOO�ZDNH�WKHP�XS��

6LOYHU�GDJJHU�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

,�DJUHH�WKH�WLPH�LV�QRZ���DFWXDOO\�\RXU�ERXQG�WR�DFW���7KH�ODZ�DQG�SUHFHGHQW�LV�FOHDU��$W�WKH�YHU\�WRS�RI�WKH�FRQVWLWXWLRQ�:(�7+(�3(23/(��7KDW�LV�WKH�SUHFHGHQW�WKH�ODZ\HUV�ZKR�VD\

RWKHUZLVH�DUH�OLNHO\�FRPPXQLVW���(QRXJK�RI�WKH�FDQG\��VV�WKLQN�WKH\�NQRZ�WKH�ODZ�ODZ\HUV��0HQ�DQG�ZRPHQ�GLHG�ØJKWLQJ�IRU�WKLV�FRXQWU\�È�WKH�&RXQWU\�LV�RXUV�QRW�VRPH�GLPH�

6WRUH�ODZ\HUV�ZKR�JLYH�DGYLFH�È�$VN�DQG�JHW�D�DQVZHU�IURP�WKH���RYHU�UDWHG�GXPPLHV�ZKR�VLW�RQ�WKH�KLJKHVW�FRXUW�È�$VN�WKHP�ZK\�WKH�ØUVW�SDUW�RI�WKH�FRQVWLWXWLRQ�LV�ODUJHU�EROGHU�DQG

FOHDUO\�VSHOOHG�RXW�WKDW�ZD\���$VN�WKHP�ZKDW�LW�PHDQV�DQG�ZKDW�WKHLU�GXW\�LV�DQG�WR�ZKRP�LWËV�WR��:HËUH�XQGHU�FRPPXQLVW�DWWDFN�DQG�LWËV�WLPH�WR�IHUUHW�RXW�WKH�FRPPXQLVW�DQG�VHQG�WKHP�WR

JLWPR��,I�WKDWËV�KDUG�WR�JUDVS�ØUH�ZKRP�LV�WHOOLQJ�\RX�QRW�WR�GR�ZKDW�WKH�IRXQGHU�KHUH�DW�RDWK�NHHSHUV�LV�WHOOLQJ�\RX�WR�GR��$IWHU�\RX�ØUH�WKHP�DUUHVW�WKHP�DQG�VHQG�WKHP�WR�JLWPR��HQRXJK�LV

HQRXJK�È�DOVR�VWRS�DOO�LQFRPLQJ�WUDGH�IURP�&KLQD�È�WKDW�ZLOO�ZDNH�WKHP�XS���*RG�EOHVV�$PHULFD

6DQG\�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������DP

'R�ZH�NQRZ�LI�WKLV�OHWWHU�DFWXDOO\�JRW�LQWR�WKH�3UHVLGHQWËV�KDQGV"�7KHUH�DUH�SHRSOH�LQ�WKH�:KLWH�+RXVH�WU\LQJ�WR�WKZDUW�KLV�SODQV�DQG�DFWLRQV��&DQ�ZH�PDNH�VXUH�WKH�3UHVLGHQW�VHHV�WKLV

OHWWHU"�+H�QHHGV�WR�DSSRLQW�6\GQH\�3RZHOO�DV�6SHFLDO�&RXQVUO��0LNH�)O\QQ�DV�&KLHI�RI�6WDII�DQG�5XG\�*XLOLDQL�DV�$GYLVRU�WR�WKH�3UHVLGHQW�WKHQ�SXW�LQWR�SOD\�WKH�,QVXUUHFWLRQ�$FW��$6$3�

0LFKDHO�6LUU�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������SP

2DWK�.HHSHUV�LQ�1DVKYLOOH"

52%(57�:5,*+7�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

,CP�KHUH�WR�VXSSRUW�3UHVLGHQW�7UXPS�WR�WKH�HQG��-XVW�VD\�WKH�ZRUG�DQG�PLOOLRQV�RI�JUHDW�3DWULRWV�ZLOO�KDYH�\RXU�EDFN��:H�WKH�SHRSOH�QHHG�WR�WDNH�EDFN�WKH�KRPH�RI�WKH�IUHH�WKH�8QLWHG�6WDWHV

RI�$PHULFD�

('�3$6&8�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

)25�*2'�6$.(�05�35(6,'(17�'2�620(7+,1*�%()25(�:(�/26(�7+(�:+2/(�'$01�3/$&(���,)�7+(�/()7�6&5(:6�7+,6�3/$&(�83�0<�48(67,21�,6�:+(5(�7+(�+(//�$5(

7+(<�*2,1*�72�581�72"�$0(5,&$�,6�7+(�/$67�%(67�+23(�21�7+,6�3/$1(7�

-2(�7,77,*(5�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������SP

5HSRVWHG�

KWWS���PLVVRXULIUHHSUHVV�FRP������������RSHQ�OHWWHU�WR�SUHVLGHQW�WUXPS�SDUW�LL�DFW�QRZ�GR�QRW�ZDLW�IRU�MDQ���VWHZDUW�UKRGHV�RDWK�NHHSHUV�

$1721,2�:+,7(�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

%5$92�=8/8�È�:HOO�ZULWWHQ��ZHOO�VDLG�DQG�ZHOO�SXW���

861�9(7(5$1�

2SHUDWLRQV�6SHFLDOLVW��26��

866�%DUQVWDEOH�&W\��/67������������������

866�$PHULFD�&9���������������

-RVLH�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP



,�DJUHH�WKDW�DOO�WKH�0LOLWLDV�VKRXOG�EH�FRQWDFWHG�DQG�RQ�WKH�VDPH�SDJH��RWKHUZLVH�ZH�PLJKW�NLOO�HDFK�RWKHU��7KH�YHWHUDQV�DQG�1DWLRQDO�*XDUG�ZLOO�SUREDEO\�EH�HDV\�WR�VSRW�EXW�ZLOO�WKH\�EH�DEOH

WR�VSRW�Í7KH�&LYLOLDQ�3HRSOHÎ�RQ�WKH�JURXQG"�'RQËW�NQRZ�ZKDW�WKH�IRUHLJQ�WURRSV���HQHP\�XQLIRUP�ZLOO�ORRN�OLNH�EXW�LWV�LPSRUWDQW�WKDW�FDQ�LGHQWLI\�HDFK�RWKHU��:H�QHHG�WR�5DOO\�$VVHPEOH

VWDWH�E\�VWDWH��DQG�KDYH�D�FRORU�RU�FRGH�ZRUG�RU�VSHFLDO�ÙDJ��WKH�HQHP\�GRHV�QRW�NQRZ�VR�ZH�FDQ�NQRZ�RXU�HQHPLHV�

,�KROG�7KH�6DIH�=RQH�LQ�0LVVRXUL��$OO�3DWULRWV�:HOFRPH��RWKHU�VWDWHV�DQG�0LVVRXUL�3DWULRWV�SOHDVH�$VVHPEOH�DQG�JLYH�FRQWDFW�LQIR�VR�ZH�FDQ�JHW�RQ�WKH�UDGLR�DQG�JHW�UHDG\�WR�IDOO�LQ�LQ�XQLWV�E\

VWDWH��1R�WLPH�IRU�'LVRUGHU��7KHUH�LV�QRW�PXFK�WLPH�

3UHVLGHQW�7UXPS�ZH�QHHG�\RX�QRZ�PRUH�WKDQ�HYHU��SOHDVH�VWDQG�ZLWK�XV��GR�QRW�$ERUW��3OHDVH�GR�QRW�$ERUW��<RX�KDYH�EHHQ�WKURXJK�KHOO�DQG�EDFN�ZH�NQRZ�DQG�*RG�%OHVV�\RX�DQG�NQRZ�ZH

EHOLHYH�LQ�\RX�DQG�ZH�NQRZ�\RX�FDQ�GR�WKLV��:H�DUH�FRXQWLQJ�RQ�\RX��*RG�LV�FRXQWLQJ�RQ�\RX��:H�ZLOO�QRW�VWDQG�GRZQ�

<HV�ZKDW�ZH�DUH�IDFLQJ�LV�D�WRXJK�HQHP\��&\EHUZDUIDUH��DQG�6SLULWXDO�ZDUIDUH�VKRXOG�QHYHU�EH�XQGHUHVWLPDWHG�DQG�UHPHPEHU�Ñ��1R�PDWWHU�ZKDW�LW�LV�RXU�VDFUHG�+RQRU�DQG�'XW\�WR�VHFXUH

RXU�,QDOLHQDEOH�ULJKWV��/LIH��/LEHUW\��DQG�WKH�SXUVXLW�RI�KDSSLQHVV��*RYHUQPHQWV�DUH�LQVWLWXWHG�DPRQJ�PHQ��GHULYLQJ�WKHLU�MXVW�SRZHU�IURP�WKH�FRQVHQW�RI�WKH�JRYHUQHG��,W�LV�RXU�ULJKW�WR

$EROLVK�7\UDQQ\��(VSLRQDJH�DQG�JHW�ULG�RI�WKRVH�EHDULQJ�)DOVH�:LWQHVV��DQG�XVXUSDWLRQV��SHUXVLQJ�LQYDULDEO\�WKH�VDPH�REMHFW��HYLQFHV�D�GHVLJQ�WR�UHGXFH�WKHP�XQGHU�DEVROXWH�GHVSRWLVP��LW�LV

WKHLU�ULJKW��LW�LV�WKHLU�GXW\�WR�WKURZ�RII�VXFK�JRYHUQPHQW��DQG�WR�SURYLGH�QHZ�JXDUGV�IRU�WKHLU�IXWXUH�VHFXULW\��)RRWQRWHVÉ��7KH�'HFODUDWLRQ�RI�,QGHSHQGHQFH���

(PDLO�MRVLH���#SURWRQPDLO�FRP

7LP�:DWNLQV�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������DP

:KDW�D�JUHDW�OHWWHU�VLU��,�PXVW�VD\�KRZ�VDG�LW�PDGH�PH�WR�KHDU�KRZ�GLVUHVSHFWIXO�KLV�RZQ�FKLHI�DGYLVHUV�DUH�WR�KLP�DV�UHSRUWHG�UHFHQWO\�IURP�WKH�IRXU�KRXU�PHHWLQJ�KH�KDG�ZLWK�JHQHUDO�)O\QQ�

3RZHOO�DQG�RWKHUV�ZKR�ZLWQHVVHG�LW�ØUVWKDQG��+H�QHHGV�WR�EH�FRQVWDQWO\�UHPLQGHG�E\�SHRSOH�OLNH�\RX�WKDW�VXSSRUWHUV�DUH�PRUH�QXPHURXV�WKDQ�KH�FRXOG�HYHU�NQRZ�DQG�DUH�PRUH�WKDQ�UHDG\

WR�SURYH�WKDW�IDFW��

,�EHOLHYH�ZLWK�\RX�WKDW�WKH�WLPH�WR�HLWKHU�SXW�XS�RU�VKXW�XS�KDV�SDVVHG�DQG�WKDQN�\RX�VR�PXFK�IRU�VR�WDFWIXOO\�SUHVHQWLQJ�WKLV�UHDOLW\�WR�RXU�SUHVLGHQW�

*HUDUG�%DUQHV�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������DP

,ËYH�UHDG�WKH�FRPPHQWV�DQG�UHSOLHV�WR�\RXU�SRVW�0U��5KRGHV��,�VHH�WKHUH�LV�VLJQLØFDQW�VXSSRUW�IRU�WKH�3UHVLGHQW��DQG�IRU�\RXU�SURSRVHG�DFWLRQV�WR�EH�WDNHQ�E\�KLP�DV�ZHOO��

,�VHH�VHYHUDO�SRVWV�DVNLQJ�WR�EH�OHG��7KHVH�SHRSOH�DUH�VD\LQJ�WKH\�ZLOO�IROORZ�WKH�3UHVLGHQW�LI�KH�DVNV�WKHP�WR��0RVW�UHVSRQVHV�LQGLFDWH�WKDW�WKH�ZULWHUV�DQWLFLSDWH�DQ�DUPHG�VKRZ�RI�IRUFH�ZLOO

EH�UHTXLUHG�WR�GR�ZKDW�ZLOO�SUREDEO\�EH�D�YHU\�QDVW\�ELW�RI�EXVLQHVV�IRU�WKLQJV�WR�EH�SXW�ULJKW�EHFDXVH�RI�ZKDW�DSSHDUV�WR�EH�YHU\�REYLRXV�DQG�RSHQ�HOHFWLRQ�IUDXG��

7KDW�EHLQJ�VDLG��LI�WKH�3UHVLGHQW�ZHUH�WR�QHHG�WKH�2DWKNHHSHUV��GR�\RX�KDYH�D�FRPPDQG�VWDII�LQ�SODFH�WR�DVVLVW�KLP"�

/DFNLQJ�WKDW�PRVW�EDVLF�SUHSDUDWLRQ��QHLWKHU�WKH�3UHVLGHQW�QRU�WKH�SDWULRWV�KDYH�D�FHQWUDO�SRLQW�RI�FRQWDFW��

-DQXDU\��WK�LV�DOPRVW�XSRQ�XV��'R�WKH�2DWKNHHSHUV�KDYH�DQ\�WURRSV�LQ�FDPS�GULOOLQJ"�,ËP�QRW�WDONLQJ�DERXW�SHRSOH�IRUWLQJ�XS�LQ�WKHLU�EDFN�\DUGV��,�PHDQ�GR�\RX�KDYH�DQ�DFWLRQ�SODQ��D

FRPPDQG�VWUXFWXUH��DQG�WURRSV�LQ�SODFH"�1H[W��GR�\RX�KDYH�DQ\�SODQQLQJ�RIØFHUV�ZULWLQJ�2�3ODQV�IRU�DQ\�DFWLRQV"�$UH�WKHUH�ORJLVWLFV�LQ�SODFH"�

,�FDPH�WR�WKH�2DWKNHHSHUV�ZHEVLWH�WR�VHH�LI�\RX�GR�KDYH�DQ\�RI�WKHVH�LQ�SODFH��EHFDXVH�,�DQWLFLSDWH�LI�WKH\�DUH�DYDLODEOH�WKLV�ZRXOG�EH�WKH�JURXS�WR�EH�SXOOLQJ�WKHVH�QHHGHG�UHVRXUFHV�WRJHWKHU��

,�DP�QRW�ZULWLQJ�WKLV�WR�GLVFRXUDJH�DQ\ERG\��7LPH�LV�VKRUW��7KHUH�LV�QR�WLPH�OHIW�IRU�GLWKHULQJ��,I�\RX�QHHG�KHOS��,�VWDQG�UHDG\�WR�GR�P\�SDUW��2EYLRXVO\��\RX�ZLOO�KDYH�P\�H�PDLO�DGGUHVV�IRU�PH

WR�VHQG�WKLV�QRWH�WR�\RX��VR�,�ZLOO�VWDQGE\�LI�\RX�UHVSRQG��$V�D�IRUPHU�6���-���,�NQRZ�WKDW�DQ�RSHUDWLRQDO�KHDGTXDUWHUV�FRPSDQ\�LV�UHTXLUHG�EHIRUH�DQ\WKLQJ�HOVH�FDQ�KDSSHQ��:LWKRXW�D

IXQFWLRQLQJ�++4��LWËV�MXVW�LQGLYLGXDO�YRLFHV�PDNLQJ�YHU\�OLWWOH�QRLVH�DQG�WRWDOO\�LQHIIHFWLYH�

67(9(�&223(5�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������DP

,�ZLOO�EH�ERRWV�RQ�WKH�JURXQG�LQ�VXSSRUW�RI�RXU�V\VWHP�RI�*RYHUQPHQW�DQG�RXU�3UHVLGHQW��

,�WKLQN�LI�KH�SXOOV�WKH�WULJJHU��KH�VKRXOG�DOVR�LQLWLDWH�DQ�$UWLFOH���&RQYHQWLRQ�RI�WKH�6WDWHV�DQG�DPHQG�WKH�&RQVWLWXWLRQ�WR�VHW�WHUP�OLPLWV�RQ�&RQJUHVVPDQ�DQG�6HQDWRUV��HVWDEOLVK�D�PHFKDQLVP

WR�LPSHDFK�URJXH�6XSUHPH�&RXUW�-XVWLFHV�	�JLYH�WKH�3UHVLGHQW�WKH�OLQH�LWHP�YHWR��,�LPSORUH�\RX�3UHVLGHQW�7UXPS�WR�GR�WKLV�DQG�EH�WKH�PDQ�,�EHOLHYH�\RX�WR�EH�DQG�VDYH�RXU�5HSXEOLF�

-$0(6�:22'�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW������SP

,ËP�ZLWK�3UHVLGHQW�7UXPS�WR�WKH�HQG�É�,�ZLOO�QRW�DFFHSW�WKH�WUDLWRUV�È�,�GLGQËW�VHUYH�����\HDUV�WR�JLYH�WKLV�ODQG�WR�WKHVH�FULPLQDOV�É�-DQ���FDQËW�FRPH�VRRQ�HQRXJK�É�ZH�QHHG�DFWLRQ�ZLWK�WKH

ZRUGV�È7KH�OHWWHU�VDLG�LW�DOO�DQG�UHDG\�WR�PRYH�DW�D�PRPHQWV�QRWLFH�È�,�FDQËW�EHOLHYH�WKH�FRXQWU\�KDV�IDOOHQ�WKLV�IDU�É�DQG�WKH�)RUHLJQ�LQYROYHPHQW�PDNHV�PH�PRUH�FRQFHUQHG��0\�IHOORZ

FRXQWU\PHQ�PXVW�EHOLHYH�WKH�HOHFWLRQ�LV�IDLU�RU�ZH�KDYH�QRWKLQJ

-RKQ�+ODGN\�VD\V�

'HFHPEHU����������DW�������SP

7KDQN�\RX�6LU��IRU�\RXU�VHUYLFH�WR�P\�FRXQWU\��2QO\�UHFHQWO\�KDYH�,�GLVFRYHUHG�\RXU�ZHEVLWH��/LNH�P\�IDWKHU��,�VHUYHG�LQ�WKH�8QLWHG�6WDWHV�1DY\�IRU�D�WLPH��WKRXJK�QRW�DV�ORQJ�DV�P\�IDWKHU��DQG

QRW�LQ�FRPEDW�DV�P\�IDWKHU��ZKR�VHUYHG�WKURXJKRXW�:RUOG�:DU�,,��,Q�IDFW��ZKLOH�LQ�WKH�PHUFKDQW�PDULQH�LQ�WKH�$WODQWLF��ZLWK�1D]L�X�ERDWV�DERXW��KH�VDZ�ZKDW�ZDV�FRPLQJ��DQG�SURDFWLYHO\

HQOLVWHG�LQ�WKH�1DY\��DUULYLQJ�LQ�3HDUO�MXVW�SULRU�WR�'HFHPEHU�WK��+H�NQHZ�ZKDW�KH�ZDV�JHWWLQJ�LQWR��KH�ZDV�QRW�WDNHQ�E\�VXUSULVH�È�QRW�WKDW�KH�NQHZ�DERXW�WKH�-DSDQHVH�DWWDFN��EXW�WKDW�KH

NQHZ�ZDU�ZDV�LQHYLWDEOH��+H�ORYHG�KLV�FRXQWU\��DQG�DW�*XDGDOFDQDO�KH�SURYHG�WKDW�ORYH�LQ�ZKDW�KDV�EHHQ�FDOOHG�WKH�PRVW�VDYDJH�QDYDO�EDWWOH�LQ�KLVWRU\��7KRXJK�PDQ\�GLHG�RQ�KLV�VKLS��P\

IDWKHU��DQG�PDQ\�RWKHUV�VXUYLYHG�EHFDXVH�WKH\�ZHUH��DOO�RI�WKHP��PHQ�RI�FRXUDJH��PHQ�ZKR�ZHUH�ZLOOLQJ�WR�IRUVDNH�WKHPVHOYHV�IRU�WKH�VDNH�RI�WKHLU�VKLSPDWHV��IRU�WKHLU�FRXQWU\��IRU�WKHLU

ZLYHV��WKHLU�FKLOGUHQ��7KDW�ZDV�ZKDW�,�OHDUQHG�IURP�P\�IDWKHUËV�H[SHULHQFHV��%XW�,�OHDUQHG�DQRWKHU�TXDOLW\��RU�WUDLW��WKDW�KDQG�LQ�KDQG�ZLWK�FRXUDJH�ZRQ�WKH�ØJKW�È�DQG�WKDW�ZDV�ORYH�RI�*RG

DQG�WKH�KXPLOLW\�WR�UHFRJQL]H�WKDW�KLV�OLIH�ZDV�LQ�*RGËV�KDQGV��,I�,�PD\��,�ZRXOG�OLNH�WR�LOOXVWUDWH�ZKDW�,�PHDQ��DQG�,�WKLQN�LW�UHÙHFWV��WR�D�JUHDW�SDUW��WKH�GHYRWLRQ�RI�DOO�WKRVH�ZKR�ORYH�WKHLU

FRXQWU\�DQG�ZKR�UHFRJQL]H�WKDW�IUHHGRP�LV�QHYHU�IUHH�RI�FKDUJH�

-XVW�EHIRUH�WKH�QDYDO�EDWWOH�RI�*XDGDOFDQDO��KLV�VKLS��ÙDJVKLS�RI�$GP��&DOODJKDQ��FDPH�XQGHU�DWWDFN�E\�WRUSHGR�ERPEHUV��+H�ZDV�RQH�RI�VHYHUDO�KHOPVPHQ��$QRWKHU�PDQ�ZLWK�VHQLRULW\

UHTXHVWHG�WR�WDNH�KLV�SODFH��EXW�WKH�GXW\�RIØFHU�WROG�P\�IDWKHU�KH�FRXOG�VWD\��WR�ZKLFK�P\�IDWKHU�UHSOLHG��Í7KHUHËV�HQRXJK�DQLPRVLW\�EHWZHHQ�XV�DQG�WKH�-DSDQHVH��ZH�GRQËW�QHHG�LW�DPRQJVW

RXUVHOYHV��,ËOO�WDNH�KLV�SODFHÎ�7KH�VZDS�EHLQJ�DSSURYHG��P\�IDWKHU�ZHQW�GRZQ�WR�WKH�IRXUWK�HPHUJHQF\�VWHHULQJ�VWDWLRQ��DQG�YHU\�VKRUWO\�DIWHU�D�ERPEHU�FUDVKHG�LQWR�%DWWOH�7ZR�ZKHUH�P\

IDWKHU�KDG�MXVW�EHHQ��7KDWËV�RQH�H[DPSOH�RI�FRXUDJH�,�OHDUQHG��DQ�DFW�WKDW�VDYHG�KLV�OLIH��FRQVLGHULQJ�WKH�SOHQLWXGH�RI�WRUSHGR�DWWDFNV�WKDW�GD\��PDQ\�WKDW�QDUURZO\�PLVVHG�KLV�VKLS��$QRWKHU



ZDV�GXULQJ�WKH�QLJKW�EDWWOH�RI�*XDGDOFDQDO��ZKHUH�DJDLQ�KH�IRXQG�KLPVHOI�DW�WKH�IRXUWK�HPHUJHQF\�VWHHULQJ�VWDWLRQ��VXUURXQGHG�E\�ØUH��ÙRRGLQJ�DQG�VPRNH��QDYLJDWLQJ�EOLQG�ZLWK�RQO\�D

SKRQH�WDONHU�WR�UHOD\�FRPPDQGV�IURP�WRSVLGH��)RUWXQDWHO\�WKH�+LHLËV�PDLQ�EDWWHU\�ZDV�ORDGHG�ZLWK�DQWL�SHUVRQQHO�VKRW�LQ�SUHSDUDWLRQ�IRU�ODQG�ERPEDUGPHQW��UDWKHU�WKDQ�DUPRU�SLHUFLQJ��RU

PDQ\�RWKHU�VKLSV�PD\�KDYH�JRQH�GRZQ�WKDW�QLJKW��7KH�FRXUDJH�WR�VWD\�LQ�WKDW�KHOOLVK�ØJKW�WKDW�ORQJ�WXUQHG�WKH�HQHP\�DZD\��WKRXJK�LW�FDPH�DW�JUHDW�FRVW�

,W�LV�D�PHPRU\�PDQ\�FRXOG�VD\�RI�WKHLU�RZQ�H[SHULHQFHV��EXW�,�GRQËW�VKDUH�WKLV�VWRU\�WR�GUDZ�DWWHQWLRQ�WR�P\�IDWKHU��EXW�WR�LOOXVWUDWH�WKH�NLQG�RI�FRXUDJH�WKDW�PDGH�ZLQQLQJ�WKH�ZDU�SRVVLEOH��,

UHDG�WKHVH�FRPPHQWV�DQG�,�DP�PRYHG�E\�WKH�ZLOOLQJQHVV�RI�VR�PDQ\�WR�GHIHQG�WKHLU�KRPH���7KHUH�LV�FRXUDJH�ODFNLQJ�LQ�WKH�SROLWLFDO�VSKHUH��ZKLOH�IHDU��FRZDUGLFH�DQG�WUHDVRQ�DERXQG��,

OHDUQHG�IURP�P\�IDWKHU�WKDW�D�WUXH�OLIH�OLYHG�FDQQRW�EH�GLYRUFHG�IURP�D�WUXH�IDLWK�LQ�*RG��7KLV�EDWWOH��WKLV�HIIRUW�WR�VDYH�WKH�FRXQWU\�ZLOO�QRW�EH�ZRQ�XQOHVV�*RG�LV�ØUVW�VHUYHG�DQG�ZH�NHHS

IDLWK��QRW�RQO\�LQ�HDFK�RWKHU��EXW�IRUHPRVW�LQ�*RG��:KHQ�,�ZDV�DLUOLIWHG�RII�P\�VKLS�DQG�WDNHQ�WR�WKH�QDYDO�KRVSLWDO�RQ�*XDP��DQ�DLUPDQ�SDWWHG�E\�VKRXOGHU�DV�,�ZDV�WDNHQ�RXW�DQG�KH�VDLG�
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WKHLU�VHZDJH�DOO�RYHU�VRFLDO�PHGLD��WKH�DLUZDYHV��DQG�QHZVSULQW�GDLO\��
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HQHPLHV�UHLJQ�RI�WHUURU��$QG�WKDW�LV�H[DFWO\�ZKDW�WKH�ODVW����\HDUV�RI�$PHULFDQ�SROLWLFV�KDV�SURGXFHG��D�EDQG�RI�WHUURULVWV�ZKR�KDYH�WDNHQ�FRQWURO�RI�WKH�JUHDW�8QLWHG�6WDWHV�RI�$PHULFD��

*RG�VDYH�WKH�5HSXEOLF��6LQFHUHO\��*X\�*XWLHUUH]
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