THE MOST
COUNTERPRODUCTIVE
LETTER IN DEFENSE OF
JULIAN ASSANGE
How seriously do you think the Joe Biden
Administration is going to take a letter that,

Implicitly

treats

helping

Edward Snowden flee Hong
Kong to Russia (one of the
overt acts Julian Assange is
currently charged with) as a
journalistic activity
Was
written
by
an
organization on the board of
which Edward Snowden serves,
without any disclosure of
the relationship (or that
another Freedom of the Press
Foundation board member,
Laura Poitras, decided in
real
time
that
such
activities
weren’t
journalism,
thereby
eliminating the New York
Times problem the letter
claims still exists)
Treats the Julian Assange
extradition request as a
Trump
Administration
decision at a time when
Biden is trying to emphasize
that DOJ represents the
country, not one president
Ties the Assange prosecution

to
Trump’s
other
politicization of DOJ when
the evidence shows the
opposite happened, that
Trump abused power to
attempt to protect Assange
(in her ruling, Judge
Baraitser also noted that
Trump in no way treated
WikiLeaks like he treated
journalistic outlets)
Relies
on
dated
2013
reporting about the sum
total of WikiLeaks’ actions
targeting the US, ignoring
much of the public record
since, not to mention the
grave damage incurred by a
release — Vault 7 — that had
almost no news value, which
was allegedly leaked while
Acting
General

Deputy
Attorney
John Carlin (who

will probably field this
letter) was in charge of
DOJ’s National Security
Division
Exhibits zero familiarity
with the 54-page report —
citing testimony from Biden
Administration members Avril
Haines, Lisa Monaco, Susan
Rice, Tony Blinken, Samantha
Power, Denis McDonough, and
John Kerry — that concluded
one
reason
the
Obama
Administration
didn’t

respond in more timely
fashion to Russia’s attack
on the 2016 election was
because
of
a
delayed
understanding
of
how
WikiLeaks had been “coopted”
by Russia:
Despite Moscow’s history of leaking
politically damaging information, and
the increasingly significant publication
of illicitly obtained information by
coopted third parties, such as
WikiLeaks, which historically had
published information harmful to the
United States, previous use of
weaponized information alone was not
sufficient for the administration to
take immediate action on the DNC breach.
The administration was not fully engaged
until some key intelligence insights
were provided by the IC, which shifted
how the administration viewed the issue.
[snip]
The executive branch struggled to
develop a complete understanding of
WikiLeaks. Some officials viewed
WikiLeaks as a legitimate news outlet,
while others viewed WikiLeaks as a
hostile organization acting
intentionally and deliberately to
undermine U.S. or allies’ interests.

The letter claims to want to protect a “robust”
press. But this letter fails to meet
journalistic standards of transparency or
accuracy.
Nevertheless, the following organizations signed
onto such a (in my opinion) counterproductive
letter:

Access Now

American Civil Liberties
Union
Amnesty International – USA
Center for Constitutional
Rights
Committee
to
Protect
Journalists
Defending Rights and Dissent
Demand Progress
Electronic
Frontier
Foundation
Fight for the Future
First Amendment Coalition
Free Press
Freedom
of
the
Press
Foundation
Human Rights Watch
Index on Censorship
Knight
First
Amendment
Institute
University

at

Columbia

National Coalition Against
Censorship
Open The Government
Partnership
for

Civil

Justice Fund
PEN America
Project
on
Government
Oversight
Reporters Without Borders
Roots Action
The Press Freedom Defense
Fund of First Look Institute
Whistleblower
&
Source
ProtectionProgram (WHISPeR)
at ExposeFacts

I have a great deal of respect for these
organizations, have worked for several of them,
and have received funding in the past from
Freedom of the Press Foundation. I agree with
the sentiment of the letter that some of the
current charges against Assange pose a risk to
journalism. I believe these organizations could
have written an effective letter to Acting
Attorney General Monty Wilkinson (or, more
effectively and with better targeting, to
Carlin).
Instead, they signed onto a letter that violates
several of the principles of journalism they
claim to want to defend.

