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Tucker Carlson: Welcome to Tucker Carlson today. For months
now, you have heard from members of the Democratic Party and
useful idiots in the Republican Party who really need to get to the
bottom of what happened on January 6th at the U.S. Capitol. And on
this one narrow issue, we have to say we strongly agree. We should
know, the country has a right to know what exactly happened that
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day and why. And so for the past several months, we've been looking
into that. We've created a three part documentary called Patriot
Purge, part of Tucker Carlson Originals that begins this week.
Accompanying the release of that documentary, we thought we
would sit down at length with the one journalist who has been on this
story doggedly without ceasing for months. She has broken more
news about what actually happened on January 6th than anyone
else. It's a journalist you may not have heard of before this all started.
How did she wind up covering this so well? Where's The New York
Times? Those are other questions we may not address today. But we
want to talk today to Julie Kelly, who has reported on this, as we
said from the very beginning about what we now know. Julie. Kelly,
thanks so much for coming on.

Julie: Thank you.

Tucker: And I'm just going to ask you at the outset, like, how did this
fall to you?

Julie Kelly: I don't know. That's a great question. We were kind of
regrouping at American Greatness, how we were going to cover the
Biden presidency. And I was like, Oh, maybe I'll just go back to
climate change and see what's going to happen in the administration
with that kind of thinking things were going to simmer down after the
Trump presidency was over and then this just happened. And I think
my take from the very beginning about what happened that day was
different than what was being spun out.

 

Tucker: Did you go to Columbia Journalism School?

 

Julie: I did not. I went to Eastern Illinois University. Go Panthers.

 

Tucker: It's just so interesting because your reporting hasn't simply
been ideological, which is to say, I don't like it only because I agree
with it, though I happen to. But I like it because it's filled with new
information that nobody else has. Like you've done actual reporting
on this from the very beginning. And do you ever think to yourself as
a graduate of Eastern Illinois University, why am I doing this?

 



Julie: I do sometimes wonder. It definitely was one of those things
that even a lot of journalists on the right did not want to touch at all.
But I think seeing right out of the box what these judges were saying
and ordering people like Corey Griffin, the cowboys for Trump guy,
who didn't even go in the building, that was really my first article on it
and sentencing him to pretrial detention. He wasn't even charged
with a violent crime. And you have judges lecturing him about his
beliefs about the 2020 election, using that as justification to keep him
behind bars before trial. And I thought, this can't be real. I'm reading
these articles thinking, this can't be real. And that was just the
beginning. That was early February.

 

Tucker: That really says it all, holding a man in prison because you
disagree with his opinions on the election.

 

Julie: And that is legitimately what's been happening, Tucker. So that
was the first case that I studied. I opened up a pacer account. I'm not
a lawyer, and so I'm sort of addicted to it now. But that's where you
can get all the court documents and you can find out when the
hearings are. And because all the hearings are virtual now, I could
call in and listen to what was what was being said in court. And it was
just mind blowing, not just what the prosecutors were saying, but
what the judges were saying. We're talking about judges, Trump
judges, Obama judges, Reagan judges, who were telling these
people this was a horrible stain on our country and condemning them
for doubting the legitimacy of the 2020 election and what the
prosecutors were calling them terrorists and rioters insurrectionists.
And so that's really it,  it was professional, but now it's sort of it's
taken on almost a personal crusade on behalf of the people whose
lives are being destroyed by this preoccupation.

 

Tucker: So, what you're describing is journalism, to look at what
you're doing, but one of them, the hopeful way to look at it is, the
traditional media collapse and refuse to just do basic reporting, like
listen to the hearings.

 

Julie: Right.



 

Tucker: And the gap is filled by people like you and you're doing a
better job than they did. So anyway, I'm just saying I'm grateful for
what you've done. You just brought a lot of information to light that
people who don't even agree with you, can just assess and make up
their own mind. And so thank you. So I want to take an overview, I
want to begin with an overview of what we're seeing in the aftermath
of January 6, which is what you've been covering. And it really feels
like a war on terror, but the domestic version. So here's a here's a
portion from the documentary we just did, and I want to get your
reaction to it.

*

Clip speaker: And the left is hunting the right, hunting the
right, hunting them across the country. Dragging them to
D.C. in the middle of night, sticking them in the gulag,
sticking them in Guantanamo Bay for American citizens,
leaving them there to rot. [Bush quote] “Today we take an
essential step in defeating terrorism, while protecting the
constitutional rights of all Americans,” It's now the law of the
land that the military can arrest American citizens, hold them
indefinitely without charges or trial. The Patriot Act was a
decision made in fear. Now that surveillance apparatus, the
NSA, the FBI, DOJ is turning inside, the inside of the United
States, [2nd Commentator] Our presidents can now order
assassinations, including American citizens. [Crying
woman} It's a split second where you don't remember your
child is dead and you sort of have to relive it every single
day.

 

Tucker: So the image that this last year has evoked, this last nine
months has evoked in my mind is the aftermath of 9-11, which of
course you remember well, where the country's whole law
enforcement and military apparatus was sort of harnessed in one
direction against this enemy called Al Qaida. This this looks like the
mirror image of that where that same apparatus is being harnessed
but against American citizens. Do you think that's an overstatement?

 



Julie: No, it is absolutely true, and I'm glad that you mentioned that in
the documentary, because people really have to understand that this
is a war on terror, terror that the Democrats, the Biden regime, is
turning against Americans on the political right. I mean, when you
have Chris Wray on March 2nd, go to Capitol Hill and call January
6th an act of domestic terror, that opens up all sorts of opportunities
for every federal agency to run with that, which is exactly what
they've done.

 

Tucker: Can I ask you to pause there? So when Chris Wray, the
head of the FBI, yes, uses the phrase terror.
 

Julie: Yes.

 

Tucker:  That has bureaucratic implications. That's not just, I mean,
that's not something he said accidentally.

 

Julie: Correct. That's right. He said it by design because then it gives
his imprimatur to what the prosecutors are doing. So we now have
more than six hundred and fifty Americans who have been charged
with the Capitol Breach Probe, as they call it. And so it's OK then for
prosecutors, which have called some of these people terrorists in
court. They want to add terrorist enhancements to their sentencing,
even for people charged with nonviolent crimes and so it's not an
exaggeration to call this a war on terror against Americans. That's
exactly what it is.

 

Tucker: It's horrifying.

 

Julie: Yes, it is.

 

Tucker: So just to just to be completely clear, those six hundred and
fifty six have been charged. Those all pertain directly to the events of
January 6. Give us the death toll that day. How many died on
January six just to get our baseline facts established and how did



they die?

 

Julie: So four people died. Ashli Babbitt, as you know, you cover in
the documentary Roseanne Boyland, who it's very likely Tucker that
Capitol Police and D.C. police also were responsible for her death as
well. So she's a thirty four year old Trump supporter from Georgia
and then two other men who suffered heart attacks.

 

Tucker: And how did she die?

 

Julie: Well, what the medical examiner's office said, of course
another hyperpartisan agency out of Washington, D.C., said she died
of a meth overdose. But there's plenty of video and eyewitness
accounts by people who were there who saw her attacked by police,
this is in this west lower west terrace of the Capitol building, where
they were spraying a very noxious gas on protesters, and she was
probably trampled to death too. So there was a lot going on in this
tunnel. Police attacking protesters also pushing them out, and there's
video of her laying on the ground. Protesters are trying to help
resuscitate her and the police continue to attack her. She has been
dragged back through this tunnel by police officer. And according to
Officer Harry Dunn, one of the U.S. Capitol Police officers, he takes
her body into Steny Hoyer, his office where they keep her body until
the paramedics arrived. They take her out and she is pronounced
dead at 6:09.

 

Tucker: So you think that she died how?

 

Julie: I think she probably died based on what happened in that
tunnel combination of things the police who were attacking protesters
with this very noxious gas, there's a lot of testimony about that. They
were also beating people inside that tunnel, but they were also
pushing this mob. And apparently, she got trapped underneath it, and
you could hear her friend who's yelling at police, “We need help.
She's dead, she's dying. She's dead.” And instead of helping her like
the police should do, they continued this brawl with protesters. And



then I think when they recognize what had happened to her, they
dragged her back through the tunnel into the building to, I guess,
obscure what happened to her. So there's still a lot to be learned
about what happened to her as well.

 

Tucker: Ok, so that's true. I interrupted you and then two others died,
you said of heart attacks.

 

Julie: Of heart attacks. Yes.

 

Tucker: Ok, so I heard personally and I think all who watched
television heard that there were a bunch of people killed by the mob
that day. How many were killed by the mob that day?

 

Julie: No one. No one was killed. Right. The only people killed that
day were Trump supporters.

 

Tucker: Ok. Ashli Babbitt most famously. I think our viewers are
familiar with that. I don't think we can overstate, can't say enough that
she was an unarmed woman, barely five feet tall, was shot without
warning by a cop with a documented history of lunatic reckless
behavior,
 

Julie: Right, that's absolutely true.

 

Tucker: Really an atrocity. Officer Sicknick, we have a personal
documentary just for our viewers who are not current on Officer
Sicknick. Want to que this up and then get your the view on this.
Here it is.

January 6th is being used as a pretext to strip millions of
Americans, disfavored Americans of their core constitutional
rights and to defame them as domestic terrorists. But what
exactly happened on January 6th? How much of what we
were told about that day is a lie. Darren Beattie of Revolver
News is one of the few in media who's done real reporting



on what actually happened on January 6th.

 

Montague of media voices: The establishment narrative
the worst single act of political violence since the Civil War...
Donald Trump supporters killing police officers was MAGA
blood libel officer… Brian Sicknick died after being hit in the
head with a fire extinguisher during the hours long attack…
They beat a Capitol Police officer to death with a fire
extinguisher… Officer Brian Sicknick died after being hit in
the head with a fire extinguisher during the fight… He died
at the age of forty two after he was bludgeoned with a fire
extinguisher…A rioter hit officer Sicknick in the head with a
fire extinguisher… hit in the head with a fire extinguisher…
bludgeoned with a fire extinguisher.

 

Tucker: There's just one problem with this story. It never happened.
Officer Sicknick, you're reporting on this has no peer, in my view, so
just give us the officer Sicknick story.

 

Julie: So what happened was the next day, on January 7th, late that
evening, the U.S. Capitol Police issued a statement that Brian
Sicknick has died in the line of duty, killed in the line of duty, by
Trump protesters. That was their official release.

 

Tucker: So this comes in the first release from Capitol Police.

 

Julie: The Capitol Police first release on January 7th that he had
died that evening, so he died that evening. Apparently, they had this
press release ready to go to exploit his untimely death. He did die at
the age of forty two. Then the next day… so I think part of what they
did, they wanted to create this narrative that the Trump
insurrectionists had killed a police officer. I also think that they
wanted to bury what had happened to Ashli Babbitt because what
really infuriated the crowd that day, Tucker, aside from being
attacked by police as you show in the documentary, is word spread
that police had shot and killed a female Trump supporter. So I think



this was also part of obscuring that. The next day, January eight, the
New York Times publishes a report based on two anonymous
sources that Brian Sicknick was bludgeoned to death by a fire
extinguisher. And then that's how that whole storyline seeded. You
see a clip after clip of the media just accepting that without question.
They didn't even want any kind of verification. Where was he?
Wouldn't there be footage? If a police officer was being bludgeoned
to death by Trump people, there would be some kind of footage
showing that nothing. They just took it. They went with it. And so that
was their story for five weeks. It actually ended up in the
Democrats House impeachment memo. That New York Times article
is still a footnote, saying that Brian Sicknick was bludgeoned to death
by a fire extinguisher.

 

Tucker: Was anyone ever arrested for bludgeoning Officer Sicknick
to death?

 

Julie: No, and so then on February 12th, the New York Times, the
weekend before the Senate trial for Trump's second impeachment
trial, the New York Times retracts the story says, “Oh, never mind.
That's not what happened to him, it was based on anonymous
accounts. And so oops. And that was the extent of it.” But nothing
else has been retracted. Just that story.

 

Tucker: So in the meantime, his body lies in state in U.S. Capitol.
And it implies no disrespect for Officer Sicknick or his said death to
note that his passing was used as a political weapon by the Left.

 

Julie: It created so many optics right after the New York Times
published that article that you had a procession of police cars through
Washington, D.C. silence throughout Washington, D.C., as they're
carrying his body. And then, of course, he lied in state for two days.
He was eulogized by Nancy Pelosi and Chuck Schumer. Joe Biden
and Jill Biden showed up to give their respects. You could see Joe
Biden walking away, shaking his head. He's then transported in
another formal ceremony to Arlington National Cemetery, where he's
buried. So these are all the optics that were created in February. So



then they pivot.

 

Tucker: This is just all a manufactured... It's all fake.

 

Julie: Fabricated, yes.

 

Tucker: And they just, it's just hard to digest this.

 

Julie: No, it really is. I mean, think of the people who are ceremonial,
who lie in state in the rotunda. I mean, they're ex-presidents and not
saying that Brian Sicknick's life obviously is important and it's tragic
that he died that young. But the Democrats exploited his death in the
most grotesque way, using him and his family to create these optics
that the Trump people, Trump supporters had killed this man in the
line of duty. And so that was, I mean, you're standing there with the
president of the United States, Republicans every leader, Republican
and Democratic lawmaker were there for two days to pay their
respects. And what happens? They retract the story the next week.
This happens the week at first weekend of February. Five days later,
the New York Times comes out and said, “Oh, never minds. That's
not exactly what happened to him.” So then what happens to him
next? He dies from an allergic reaction to chemical spray. That was
the next narrative that they go into. And that turned out to not be true,
either. Didn't stop, though. Two men, Julian Caner and George
Tanios from being arrested in middle of March, charged with
assaulting Officer Sicknick with chemical spray. Julian Carter still is in
jail, awaiting trial that won't start until next year. George Tanios has
been released, but they are now the scapegoats to keeping alive the
story, the lie that Brian Sicknick was killed by Trump supporters on
January 6.

 

Tucker: Every time I talk to you, I get upset because you've kept
track of all the information systematically as a journalist should. And
I'm grateful that you have. So how did he die?

 

Julie: So the D.C. Medical Examiner's Office came out in April, said



that he died of natural causes, that he had a stroke caused by
blood clots and so. This was far past the time when normal autopsy
results would be released, so they delayed it as much as they
possibly could. And so he died of natural causes. Now they release
the report, but the D.C. medical examiner gives an interview to The
Washington Post saying, “Well, here's the official report. But we still
believe that the events of that day somehow contributed to the stress
on Brian Sicknick, and he had the stroke accordingly.” So the lie
continued. The Capitol Police to this day still insist that Brian
Sicknick was killed in the line of duty, to this day. So does Joe
Biden. He just said it in a White House Rose Garden ceremony a
few months ago in honor of the police who were killed that day,
meaning Brian Sicknick.

 

Tucker: As you noted, a lot of Republicans went along with this
charade, this manufactured lie designed to change the country
undemocratically. The ones who went along with it and there were
so many, do you think they understood that they were participating in
a charade?

 

Julie: I think some of them do. How did the term insurrection begin
that afternoon as the events were happening? You saw Democratic
lawmakers start tweeting out that this was an insurrection, that this
was an armed insurrection, which, of course, we also know is not
true. There were no firearms recovered in the Capitol that day. The
only person who used a firearm that day was Lt. Michael Byrd, who
shot and killed Ashli Babbitt, George W. Bush, in a statement
released about six o'clock on January 6th. The top headline says
George W. Bush's comment on the insurrection at the Capitol. So this
doesn't just happen. I mean, you know that.

 

Tucker: No. Well, I mean, but I think in the case of George W. Bush,
stupid old, bitter. But there are a lot of much more. I mean, his vice
president's daughter now serves in the Congress from Wyoming.
She's not stupid. I can tell you since I know her well, smart. And she's
going along with every lie. Why is that? Why would Liz Cheney go
abet these lies, do you think? Do you have a good…?



 

Julie: I think in her case and almost the Bushes, too, they're trying to
refurbish their image. I mean, these are the same people who call the
Cheney's war criminals for the better part of two decades. So now
she's kind of refurbishing the family image and going along with the
Left, hoping that they will accept her, which of course they have.
She's the conscience now of the Republican Party, apparently
because she's going along with this insurrection lie. But what she's
doing is so dangerous and reckless because what they don't know,
Tucker, is how this is destroying the lives of so many people caught
up in their little political games that they are conducting at risk of
what's happening, not just to the people, but to all of us. If they could
round up every single American who voted for Donald Trump. That is
exactly what they would do. And so this is the punishment by proxy,
the people who are caught up in this investigation, vilified in the
media, et cetera, and people like Liz Cheney and George W. Bush,
Mitt Romney, all of them going along with it, really shameful.

 

Tucker: One of the characterizations you heard immediately along
with insurrection. I watch this stuff unfold. I had a child who was in
the building. You know, I saw as much as anybody else who was
following this saw, and I hated some of it. I hate breaking windows. I
hate breaking windows. Who does it period? Don't like vandalism.
But it was not an insurrection that was so clearly a weird thing to say.
My first thought was it wasn't an insurrection. It was like pissed off
voters. It was exactly what it looked like, right? There seem to be.
They called it an instruction. They also called it racist, which I also
found confusing from the very first moments that are saying this is a
white supremacist insurrection. This a sincere question to you. Has
there ever been any evidence that surfaced in the subsequent
months that there was racial animus at the heart of any of this?

 

Julie: No, absolutely none. And I will tell you, Tucker, of all the
documents that I've looked at, all the posts that say social media
posts or texts between people who have been charged. I see no
racial slurs. You have one person, Tim Hale Cucinelli, who is the face
of white supremacist. They took some memes off of his phone, some
photographs. They were offensive. They were things that you…



 

Tucker: Off of his cell phone?

 

Julie: So they took nicknames that he had posted that he had on his
own phone.

 

Tucker: They read his diary, too. Did he have unapproved thoughts
there?

 

Julie: Well, they did interview almost four dozen of his coworkers to
ask them about his views, his political views and whether they
thought he was a white supremacist. Yes, that actually happened,
and that was our government, he was actually spied on by the naval
intelligence services and they conducted this questionnaire. He was
working as a contractor at a navy base, and they interviewed his co-
workers asking for his their opinions on his…

 

Tucker: As if he committed thought crimes?

 

Julie: That's it exactly and it's in his charging document.

 

Tucker: Where is he now?

 

Julie: He's in the D.C. jail. He committed no violent crime, but he
basically turned himself in. He was arrested in the middle of January,
and he has been behind bars in D.C. since he was transported there
at the beginning of February. Didn't assault a cop, didn't vandalize,
didn't break a window, didn't have a weapon, nothing. But he is the
face of white supremacy because they interviewed his coworkers. He
had some not very nice names. He dressed up as Hitler a few times,
which is weird, right? But as far as we know, not a crime. And so he
is the face of white supremacy, and he's been incarcerated ever
since.

 



Tucker: In the DC jail, those of us from DC can attest that's probably
the worst place you could be held in the United States.

 

Julie: That's right. That's the intention.

 

Tucker: So we interviewed a guy called Mark Ibrahim, who was a
DEA agent, federal officer who's there didn't break any laws that
we're aware of. They threatened to destroy him, too. He makes an
appearance in the documentary. Here's what he says:

 

Montague of voices: It is a purge aimed at legacy
Americans. How are we going to really almost deprogram
these people who have signed up for the cult of Trump?

Purge of inconvenient citizens who vote the wrong way.
What someone on my team earlier today called de-
Baathification in the first war on terror following the
American invasion of Iraq, the so-called de-Baathification of
Iraqi society began.

The hunt is on. We occupied their capital tonight in
Washington, D.C., a green zone perimeter has been
established, we hunted down supporters of the former Iraqi
regime. The National Guard scouring for explosives and
extremists. We purge their military and their law
enforcement agencies and all public supporters of the
former regime. Nothing like this has ever taken place on
American soil, until now.

Legislators around the country have already begun
attempting to weed out extremism within the ranks of law
enforcement. DEA agent Mark Ibrahim was forced from his
job and later indicted simply because he was near the
Capitol protests on January 6th.

Merely for having been there on that day and near the
Capitol, Mark lost his job, lost his security clearance.

 

Ibrahim says he went to the Capitol that day because he



was invited by an FBI informant, a man he had known in
Iraq. Ibrahim says that if the two of them stood outside the
building, the FBI informant turned to him and strongly
encouraged him to enter the Capitol building. Ibrahim knew
that was illegal, so he refused to do it. Mark Ibrahim now
faces 15 years in federal prison.

 

Tucker: Yeah. Wow. So there you have a man who did nothing
wrong that we can tell, and they're threatening to destroy his life. But
he is, and I should say, as far as I know, a conservative. So to what
extent do you believe having looked at literally hundreds of these
cases, political ideology plays a role in the way justice is meted out.

 

Julie: It is the primary reason why prosecutors and judges are going
along with this investigation. It is based solely on their involvement on
January 6 that they are Trump supporters and that they doubt the
legitimacy of the election. We have one case a man named Robert
Reeder, who is charged with four misdemeanors, didn't do anything
violent, wasn’t a conspirator, wasn't incited by President Trump. He
pleaded guilty to parading in the capital. FYI, that's actually a crime.
Just by parading in the capital, which a lot of people have been
charged with and some are pleading guilty to, the government wants
to keep him behind bars. He actually was just sentenced to three
months in prison on a misdemeanor. He has no criminal background.
What the government, Joe Biden's prosecutors, used in court to
justify their sentencing was memes that were taken off of his
Facebook account, memes that were not nice about Joe Biden. That
said, negative things about Nancy Pelosi that said things like the
election was stolen. These are actual screenshots of memes that
were taken off of his social media account, given to a judge to explain
why this man should go to jail. I mean, that is just nothing you would
think would ever happen in this country.

 

Tucker: It's totalitarian. Did anybody in the so-called system of
justice when this happens? Say, Whoa, whoa, wait a second here.
These are constitutionally protected political views. America exists so
that people can express those views. Like, did anyone impose a
reality check on this at all?



 

Julie: No one did. And in fact, the judge was Thomas Hogan, who is
a Reagan appointee. He's 82 years old. He probably should retire.
But he did not stop as this man was literally begging for his life. He's
been abandoned by everyone. Like a lot of these capital defendants
have been, their lives have been destroyed. They've been
abandoned by their family. And Robert Reeders case, he told the
court his church asked him to stop going there because he was such
a distraction. So he lost. He was fired by FedEx. He has no money.
He has nothing left. He begged for mercy.

 

Tucker: His church asked him to stop coming?

 

Julie: Yes, that's what he said in court.

 

Tucker: I hope they're punished for that.

 

Julie: I hope so, too.

 

Tucker: I mean, long term, I mean, for eternity, right? That's the
worst thing I can imagine.

 

Julie: Yes. So no, the judge did not stop the government from using
these Facebook memes against Robert Reeder, who now will be
going to jail for three months.

 

Tucker: People are going to be offended that I ask this, but I can't
control myself, so like, what about the President [Trump] on his
behalf? They were gathered that day, like, has anybody sent them
money? I mean, is anybody really raised the people around it, Brad
Parscale or all these people getting rich right? Right? Complaining
that the last election was rigged, which it clearly was?

 

Julie: Obviously, Yes



 

Tucker: And they're making all this money, and all these people are
sending all this money down to Florida. But is any of that money
going to defend these people who went to this rally on behalf of that
candidate?

 

Julie: Not that I know of and I will say, no, no. And it's a question that
I've been asking myself and I know a lot of them have been asking
too. We were there and a lot of them were there to support Trump.
They were there to support Trump. Yeah, they were there to protest
the election being taken from him unlawfully. But aside really from a
few comments about political prisoners, then he has said a few things
about Ashli Babbitt, to my knowledge, and I'm pretty involved in
what's happening with the defendants, especially the detainees. No,
there has not been anything any financial aid coming from anyone of
a prominent position to help these people.

 

Tucker: I just find that appalling. I really do. I did really find that
appalling.

 

Julie: I do too.

 

Tucker: Has anybody? I have so many questions for you. I'll try to
keep them quick as anybody in a mainstream news outlet done real
reporting on this that you're aware of.

 

Julie: There are, I mean, obviously, Darren Beattie is doing a lot of
reporting. But if you look at what's happening on the other side The
Washington Post, New York Times, who is covering it, I will give a
little credit to the New York Times, who they did confirm in a report at
the end of September that FBI informants had infiltrated the Proud
Boys, which is this alleged militia group that had no weapons on
January 6th. None of the militia groups, by the way, had weapons at
the Capitol that day, and so they did confirm that the FBI has
informants. We're going to find out a lot more about that, but there
are places Politico, Huffington Post, BuzzFeed is following this very



closely. But all these people are described as insurrectionists as
rioters. They're vilified as cop killers. They're described in the most
heinous terms. And so they're really the ones who are helping to fuel
this hatred and to justify this war on terror that's being turned on
people on the political Right. So but otherwise, I'm surprised at some
of the outlets who just still to this day refuse to cover this.

 

Tucker: Loathsome. So to the question of the DOJ's involvement in
that day. Mm hmm. You've looked at, I can't even imagine how many
hours of footage you've looked at from January 6th and you've
interviewed a lot of people, more than anyone else. What's your sort
of top line view of the DOJ's involvement in those events?

 

Julie: So I think it's really hard to not expect that the FBI was
involved in it. That's the nicest way that I could say it. But if you look
back what happened in 2020 and we know now that there was an
FBI operation called Operation Cold Snap, which was opened up in
the spring of 2020 that was intended to, we were told or some were
told, to surveil these militia groups who were conducting these
lockdown rallies, et cetera. So this is what began and then led to the
trajectory to the Whitmer kidnapping caper as you talk about. And so
this was FBI agents who were infiltrating these groups the Proud
Boys, Oath Keepers, Three Percenters, et cetera. And I think that is
what orchestrated the Whitmer Caper. They also tried to orchestrate
an assassination plot of Ralph Northam, the Virginia governor, that
they couldn't get off in time before the election. And so this possibly
very strongly, I believe, likelihood that this also led to the events of
January 6th that we're going to find out a lot about informants who
are not just in the Proud Boys, but in various groups, people who
were undercover the night before at pre rallies on January 5th and
then led to instigating people, shepherding them like reps, leading
people to incite them.

 

Tucker: Ray Epstein, the apparent leader of the Oath Keepers,
who's on video repeatedly. We know this thanks to the reporting of
yours and of Revolver. That news telling people we're going to go
into the Capitol and everyone around him perceives him to be a
federal informant.



 

Julie: Right? They start.

 

Tucker: Right. I want to play a clip from the documentary. We
interviewed a bunch of different people, but one of them was
someone who was served as in the intelligence apparatus for four
many years. This is, I think, what we found on the DOJ's involvement
that day. Watch:

 

Clip Voices: It's no wonder people are taken to the streets
and I support them. Show me where it says the protests are
supposed to be polite and peaceful. Peaceful protests,
peaceful protests. Peaceful protesters too many see the
protests as the problem. No, the problem is what forced
your fellow citizens to take to the streets … the media and
Democratic Party leaders created the environment that
made the January 6th violence all but inevitable. But were
there other agitators there that day? Someone who might
know is security analyst J. Michael Waller. For years, Waller
worked as a professional agitator,

 

Waller: And my area of specialization has been political
warfare, psychological warfare and subversion. During the
Cold War, I infiltrated Soviet international front organizations
for the purpose of causing provocations that would discredit
the Soviets. And so we actually managed to provoke a fight
to break out at the World Peace Council conference that the
Soviets had been sponsoring in Europe. So we had the
headline in the Boston Globe. Fight breaks out at World
Peace Conference. January 6 was a political warfare
operation. Having been trained by professional agitators in
the past. I saw that this is a coordinated effort, that there are
different cadres of agents, provocateurs and other
troublemakers who had a sort of a military like precision in
what was to become a storming of the Capitol building.

 

Tucker: You know everything about this, but just give us a summary



of what we know about people who, by the terms they've set, clearly
committed crimes, in some cases much worse than people who are
still languishing in jail and yet haven't been charged. Are there a
number of these people?

 

Julie: There are. And I think that's what's so great about Darren
Beattie's work is it's one thing to focus on the people who have been
charged with what they are charged with. But then you have this
whole group of people, prominent people, who have not been
charged. And so you have quite a few in the Oath Keepers
conspiracy case, including person one. Stewart Rhodes, who really
from the summer of 2020, was ginning up Oath Keepers to for what
was going to happen before and after the election. You have Thomas
Caldwell, who said he was approached by Stewart Rhodes at a post
November rally and asked, Hey, we do security, do you want to come
to let's keep in touch and you know, you can come here and we will
tell you when the rest of our events are going to be. And so it's just
curious why person one in this wide ranging conspiracy case where
20 defendants are having their lives destroyed, three of them are still
in the D.C. jail have been in the D.C. jail since last spring, but person
one in the indictment is still not charged. You have a couple of other
people in the Oath Keepers case who have not been charged.

Then you have the Proud Boys. So who were the FBI informants that
the New York Times is talking about? Why do you see so many
people groups of Proud Boys, some of them with neon hats on? They
were supposed to be nondescript. They weren't that day. You have
60 people who were involved in this chat group, but you still have
only about 20 or twenty five who have been charged nine months
later will wear the rest of them. They were all working together. If this
is a conspiracy and obstruction of an official proceeding, well,
everyone should be charged. So the bigger question at this point is
who wasn't charged? Who are the people who have been ID'd like
Ray Epps, inciting the crowd or trying to provoke people? And why
are they not charged versus six hundred?

 

Tucker: It's a Great question. It's a great question. And just to be
clear, I said this before. We're not we're not making a direct
allegation. I don't know that Ray Epps works for the feds. But given



the tape that we've seen and aired, it's very strange that he hasn't
been charged with anything. When people who had nothing to do
with it, if are still in jail. Speaking of Ray Epps, there's kind of
amazing piece of tape where he's whispering to somebody else right
at the beginning of the fracas. Can you describe that?

 

Julie: So who he is talking to, he is encouraging Ryan Samuel, who
is the first person to breach the Capitol line.

 

Tucker: So there's Trump rally that day while the rally is in progress
and nod or shake your head if I'm getting this wrong. But while Trump
is still talking, a group of people break off and move toward the U.S.
Capitol. Ok, they get there. So there are people there, I think,
breaching the Capitol or the front security lines anyway before Trump
even stops talking. And it's at that moment, which is the pivotal
moment of the day that you find this guy, Ray Epps, this unindicted
Oath Keeper who's on tape repeatedly to different crowds
encouraged me. Let's go break the law. Still not indicted, whispering
to whom?

 

Julie: His name is Ryan Samuel.

 

Tucker: Ryan Samuel.

 

Julie: Who's he? He has the Red Hat on. So he's the one who does
the breach. He pushes the police and pushes the barriers over.

 

Tucker: And is that really the first moment when things move into
illegal territory?

 

Julie: It does, yes. Yep. So and he has been charged. Ok. But Ray
Epps has not.

 

Tucker: So Ray Epps whispers to him. How soon before he



breaches

 

Julie: The two seconds, two seconds before?

 

Tucker: So is again, for the fifth time on video, repeatedly telling
people we're going to breach the Capitol, he's there at the moment,
the Capitol is breached, whispering to the guy who first breaches it,
who's been charged, but he has not been charged. That's right. What
the hell, Kelly?

 

Julie: Well, I mean, that is that the question? And that's what Darren
Beattie is trying to uncover.

 

Tucker: We've asked you to come on the show, haven't heard from
him yet or anyone spoken to him.

 

Julie: Not that I know of. No.

 

Tucker: Huh. How rich is the FBI's history of setting up crimes?

 

Julie: We know that it is, I mean, it's a lengthy history of it. You talk
about it in the documentary. Yes. So how would we expect that the
FBI, knowing it as political, as political as it has become, especially
the past few years? I mean, go back to Crossfire Hurricane. This is
just an extension of that.

 

Tucker: So you had famously this FBI director's sort of. sinister
character, very sinister character, not a stupid character at all. A very
smart guy, but I would say a bad guy called Jim Comey. He leaves.
He's replaced by this Chris Wray person. What about Trump? Right?
And Chris Wray is supposedly a totally straight shooter, and he's
going to get the department on its back on its ethical bearings,
moorings, right? Well, what role what do we know about Chris Wray
and his role in all this?



 

Julie: Well, we do know from Kash Patel that the one person they
could not reach on January 5th and 6th was Chris Wray. Now where
was he? What was he doing?

 

Tucker: We mean they couldn't reach him.

 

Julie: So they were in communications with military leaders, the
president trying to organize what was going to happen, what was
going on that day? Right, right. The one person they could not reach
was Christopher Wray, the FBI,

 

Tucker: The head of our biggest law enforcement.

 

Julie: That's right. Where was he? What was he doing? And so no
one has asked Chris Wray where he was on the 5th or the 6th.

 

Tucker: That's a little bit shocking. I think having the benefit of the
doubt or do you think that?

 

Julie: No, no, no. I don't think that he is entitled to the benefit of the
doubt. I mean, and then how did the head of the Detroit field office
who oversaw the Whitmer kidnapping case? Why was he suddenly
moved to Washington, D.C. on October four?

 

Tucker: That is, and that gives us an opening here. I want to play.
We actually cover the Whitmer case, which is an amazing case. And
it's not just us. You've had left. I think BuzzFeed originally broke it.
They did, which is a loathsome site. But to their credit, they broke
this. It's a great race. I think mostly feds, right? It was spurious. I see.
Anyway, here's our take on that from the documentary:

 

Most Americans probably assume the chaos of January six
was a result of intelligence failures or of simple government



incompetence, but direct incitement by federal agents, the
intentional entrapment of American citizens. No decent
person wants to believe that, but increasingly there's
evidence it is true. Federal agencies have a long history of
ensnaring American citizens in manufactured plots.

 

Clip voices: The alleged plan was to kidnap the governor
and put her on trial for treason….All because of Michigan's
COVID lockdown…

The federal government thwarted an alleged plot to kidnap
the governor of Michigan in a manner that included,
shockingly enough, storming the state capital. Interesting
parallel. Well, it gets even better….

Twelve of the 18 conspirators were either FBI informants or
undercover FBI agents. In other words, fully two thirds of the
people plotting to kidnap the governor of Michigan were
working directly for the feds. It makes you wonder if
permanent Washington is willing to launch a second war on
terror on its own citizens. What else are they capable of?  
[staged shootings comes to mind]

 

Tucker: Well, exactly. I hate to self-quote, but if they're willing to do
that, what else are they capable of? So this seems like a completely
within bounds fair question for any American who believes in the
American system to demand an answer to. How many lawmakers are
demanding that answer that you're aware of.

 

Julie: Not many. I mean, Senator Ron Johnson of Wisconsin has
sent several letters, and he's been pretty outspoken about why I need
to know more information about what happened. Yeah.

 

Tucker: How did Ron Johnson get so brave all of a sudden?

 

Julie: I don't know. I don't know.

 

https://rumble.com/v18gawa-the-fbi-was-in-on-it.htm
https://web.archive.org/web/20181110043445/https:/stateofthenation2012.com/?p=107770


Tucker: Justice changes people and most people get worse, but
some people get better, and Ron Johnson is in the latter category.

 

Julie: He really is. I mean, he's been really a stand-up guy on this.
And then you have a couple of Republican lawmakers, Marjorie
Taylor Greene and Paul Goslar, Louie Gohmert. They have been not
just wanting answers about January 6th, but also defending this D.C.
Gitmo and the people who are detained there for months. But
otherwise, no, Republican lawmakers have been largely silent on this
entire issue.

 

Tucker: What's it been like for you? I mean, do you since you've
been the primary reporter covering this and I think really shamed the
rest of the press by doing so? I mean, have you felt under threat? Do
you feel monitored? Is there any indication that your communications
have been intercepted by anybody?

 

Julie: Right, interesting. I get that question a lot. I don't know. I
mean, I assume sort of at this point that we're all on someone's radar
screen. But I try not to think about that because if you do, then it
makes you afraid and it makes you weak. And so you can't you can't
think that way. I think that's right. And that's what they want. They
want you intimidated out of doing your job.

 

Tucker: I agree, and I invariably use obscene language in all of my
texts just to amuse the people monitoring them in the hope that
someday they will run in the New York Times. I try to make them
amusing.

 

Julie: It's going to be in your sentencing memorandum now. Now we
know it.

 

Tucker: And they all are. So how does this decelerate, this new
domestic war on terror.

 



Julie: I don't I don't see it decelerating at all. I mean, how would it at
this point when you have the government in charge of everyone at
the Left who controls all the levers of power, it does it. And when you
don't have Republicans who are going to stand up against this? Our
Republican leadership is so weak right now that if they're not going to
defend these people now, if they're not going to stand up, I did see a
little glimmer of hope when they're fighting back about the FBI
surveilling parents at school boards. I think that that actually woke up
a lot of people, like this is real. If we don't go along with what the
regime wants, what the media tells us, how to think, how to behave,
then we are going to be under surveillance. So we started to see
some pushback on that. And now they're kind of backpedaling on
what they said about infiltrating or working with the FBI to surveil
these parents. But I don't see it decelerating at all.

 

Tucker: So I mean, they made a kind of mistake on social class
there. So these are like professional moms. They're messing with,
right? You can't do that actually right? And you shouldn't be allowed
to, by the way. But a lot of the January 6th defendants are working
class people with financial trouble. What we call working class
whites. Right. And everyone hates them like period, they're the
untouchables. So you can kind of do whatever you want to them,
can't you?

 

Julie: Well, you can. And I think that that is why the DOJ is targeting
them because they don't have means they can't afford attorneys.
They mean every case is being handled out of D.C. So if they have
any hope, they need to find a D.C. criminal defense attorney will.
They're easily six figures just to put on a retainer. So a lot of these
people have to have public defenders or court appointed attorneys,
so they have no shot. And you could hear the contempt, not just in
the prosecuting documents from this DOJ. You could hear the
contempt for these people in court. So when you have judges, they
are personally offended that these people came from across the
country into their personal fiefdom of Washington, D.C.. We had one
judge say, “You came here all the way from Texas?” Well, yeah, you
came here. It's the nation's capital like white.

 



Tucker: Yeah, it's my country.

 

Julie: It's my country. They talk about the capital, the sacred place.
It's like a church to them. How dare you? One prosecutor said about
Robert Reeder” Your mere presence there that day was a
desecration of the Capitol” because he talked about everyone who
had laid in state and presidents have been there, et cetera. “Your
presence was a desecration of the Capitol.”

 

Tucker: Just a truck driver from Maryland, not an illegal alien. An
actual American citizen.

 

Julie: Exactly, yes. Yeah. A man who's done nothing to try and raise
this family. This is what a federal prosecutor says, and the judge is
just drip with contempt for these people and they are gratified at
punishing them. You have an Obama judge. I know you talked about
Tanya Chutkan who actually is going over what DOJ wanted?

 

Tucker: She's like actually a lunatic and a hater. I can feel the hatred
on that woman.

*

Julie: Right? And you could you could sense this and hear this from
a lot of these judges. So what that judge is doing, DOJ is awful as
they are will come in and say, OK, well, this person's pleading to a
misdemeanor. We're going to ask for 30 days home incarceration or
two years’ probation. What she's done at least four cases is
overridden what DOJ wants and put these people in prison to send a
message. You people are not supposed to be here. What you did
supporting this president define the election of this president. Now
you're going to be punished. You're going to go to jail.

 

Tucker: Tanya Chutkan. Yes. And she has the right man. She has
the right to do this because she's a judge.

 

Julie: Yeah. She does.



 

Tucker: I've noticed in your reporting that some of the prosecutors,
not all prosecutors, are bad, obviously, but some of the ones whose
words you have quoted come off as. extremists like radicals like wild-
eyed religious nuts, scary people, is that just my thinking?

 

Julie: No, they are scary, radical Left wing people who are drunk on
their own power because these judges are not holding these
prosecutors accountable. Like you just said, no one is saying, Hey,
wait a second, this is out of line. These judges are going along with
every continuance, everything that they present in court. It's widely
accepted that these are insurrectionists, that they are terrorists. No
one is telling these prosecutors, No, this is out of line. And we're
talking about people. This is pretrial detention hearings. These aren't
even people who've been convicted of any crime yet. They're just
arguing to keep these people behind bars. But these prosecutors and
the head prosecutor Channing Phillips, who is now in his third gig as
the acting D.C. U.S. attorney, is he's a radical Left winger, too. So
they're dropping charges against BLM protesters from, say, Lafayette
Square in June of 2020, committing worse crimes than what
happened on January 6th, where they're completely throwing the
book at at least Jan. 6 protesters.

 

Tucker: One theme that arises again and again in your reporting is
how offended they are by the ideas that some of these protesters
now defendants have, and that they're trying to criminalize certain
ideas. Mm hmm. That's right. Is that you've noticed this consistently,

 

Julie: Consistently and it is across the board judges of both political
parties who that is exactly what they're doing. Criminalizing thought
criminalizing means criminalizing texts between people. They will go
through any personal detail from any of these protesters and use this
against them. In one case, you have the case of Anna Morgan Lloyd,
who is the grandmother from Indiana. So she had this court
appointed attorney, this radical Left winger Heather Shaner, who
gave her a list of books and movies. She wanted Anna Morgan Lloyd
to read so she could come to terms with her white privilege. And then



basically, what? Yes. So this is the case of Anna Morgan Lloyd.
Heather Shaner, who also is representing other people. This is the
kind of representation these people have. And so gave her a list of
books. And Heather Schina’s view is this is a great country, except it
was born on genocide and on the backs of slaves. So she's trying to
reprogram her Trump clients, give them books and movies to read so
they can identify and acknowledge their white privilege that white
there's white or racist, racist. And so this woman goes to court again
on a misdemeanor pleading and basically says, I don't realize how
bad other people have it. And I talked to my brother in law, son in
law. He's a Holocaust denier. How can this be telling the court,
pleasing the court? Ok, I'm cleansing myself of wrong thing.

 

Tucker: Wait, Cambodia in 1975 or the United States in 2021?

 

Julie: That's right. What's the difference?

 

Tucker: It's scary. But the ideology, the idea that other people aren't
allowed to have ideas that we disagree with. That's right. Which is the
opposite of the very premise of the country that seems like nobody is
standing to defend that premise,

 

Julie: There was actually a ruling today, Amy Berman Jackson,
another Trump hating judge. Yes, another lunatic who actually today
let a man out of the D.C. jail because he wrote a long letter saying
how he despises Trump. How the D.C. jail now is radicalized
because they sing the national anthem every night at nine o'clock,
which the detainees do. And Amy Berman Jackson told this man he
could. He could leave, but he can't watch Fox News. He can't watch
any political programming.

 

Tucker: Amy Berman Jackson, who isn't like actually a nutcase. Yes,
she, in my opinion, I followed a case he tried to throw someone in
prison for life for not literally nothing, right? She has commanded
someone you can get out of jail, but you're not allowed to watch Fox
News, right?



 

Julie: Fox News and she said, all political. I think she caught herself
and then said, Well, I don't want you watching any political TV you
can't watch on MSNBC either.

 

Tucker: Is she gone now or is she a judge?

 

Julie: That's what they're telling them what they can watch. They
can't be on the internet. One man was sent back to jail because he
was online. He wasn't supposed to be on his computer. I don't know
why he was watching Mike Lindell's whatever some program that he
had, and he was caught by his probation officer and he was thrown
back in jail. And the prosecutor actually used the fact of what he was
watching as reason why he was a danger and had to go back.

 

Tucker: And this is all totally fine with George W. Bush and Liz
Cheney and the rest of them. It's totally fine.

 

Julie: Yes, I would think so. I mean, they're the war on terror
architects, right? So George W. Bush and Liz Cheney, because they
were repudiated by Donald Trump because he called them out,
called out George W. Bush, called out Liz Cheney's father on the Iraq
War, said what a mistake it was weapons of mass destruction, et
cetera. This is their way to get revenge, I think is part of it too. But
they certainly have not stated any objections to turning this against
American citizens. I would expect that they embrace it.

 

Tucker: Man, if this were a fair country, you'd have, what do they call
it, Pulitzer Prize or whatever.

 

Julie: This is way better.

 

Tucker: Julie Kelly, you are a brave person, you're a great reporter. I
do think in the long run, you will receive the recognition that you
deserve from thinking decent people for what you've done. And I'm



just going to tell you now, I'm grateful.

 

Julie: Well, thank you for covering it, too.

 

Tucker: Thank you. Yeah. Well, just amplifying your reporting.
Thanks. Thank you. Tucker Carlson today.

 

[Since this interview Congress decided to beat a dead horse even
harder by holding hearings which Tucker covers here.]

 

In the meantime Julie Kelly has released a book length treatment of
the above transcript called January 6; How Democrats Used The
Capitol Protest To Launch A War On Terror reviewed by the duly
elected President-in-Exile and described here:

 A great book by Julie Kelly. January 6: How Democrats Used the Capitol
Protest to Launch A War on Terror Against the Political Right is a complete
exposé of the Left’s efforts to create violence and then exploit the violence
to smear the Republican Party.”
-Donald Trump, 45th President of the United States of America
“Julie Kelly is a singularly courageous journalist and indefatigable defender
of truth. This is an eye-opening and breathtaking book that should be read
by anyone who cares about justice, due process, and America’s future.”
-Mark R. Levin
The events of January 6, 2021, are being exploited by the Democratic Party
and the national news media to criminalize political protest and free speech
in America.
Americans were shocked and outraged to see chaos unfold at the Capitol on
January 6, 2021. The melee shut down plans by some Republican
lawmakers to object to Congress’s official certification of the 2020
presidential election results.
Democrats, the news media, and many leading Republicans immediately
blamed the roughly four-hour disturbance on President Trump. The
president “incited an insurrection,” the American pubic was told. It
prompted a second impeachment trial of Donald Trump after he left office.
But one year later, the original narrative of what happened that day has
crumbled while hundreds of Americans have been swept up in an
unprecedented investigation led by Joe Biden’s Justice Department to
punish them for their involvement in the January 6th protest. The public has

https://rumble.com/v17xde7-tucker-carlson-tonight-06092022.html
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been misled—and flat-out lied to—about a number of aspects related to that
day. This book exposes them all. 
Cherry-picked video clips and screenshots of videos comprise most of the
evidence presented in court to argue that a defendant should be kept behind
bars awaiting trial. Defense counsel is denied equal access to all related
footage that might give the clip greater context or even include exculpatory
evidence.
In the case of the Oath Keepers, Judge Mehta noted, prosecutors kept
issuing superseding indictments, which added new defendants and new
charges. Defense lawyers were still waiting on full discovery for clients.
None of the charges were for violent crimes. The only violence were the
murders committed by the Capitol police of bystanders to garner negative
headlines.
The judge reminded the prosecutors that arrests are only warranted for
people that committed a crime, that is the way the system is supposed to
work.
You don't arrest everybody and hope to cook up evidence after the fact with
cherry-picked videos from an archive only available to prosecutors

Does making life a living hell for Trump fans in DC jail unite the country or
divide the country?
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