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INTERVIEW WITH JULIAN ASSANGE
Welcome to the Global Watch Weekly Report
Julian Paul Assange is an Australian publisher, journalist, computer
programmer and Internet activist. He is the editor in chief of WikiLeaks, a
whistleblower website and conduit for worldwide news leaks, with the stated
purpose of creating open governments. WikiLeaks was founded in 2006.
That year, Assange wrote two essays setting out the philosophy behind
WikiLeaks: "To radically shift regime behaviour we must think clearly and
boldly for if we have learned anything, it is that regimes do not want to be
changed. We must think beyond those who have gone before us and
discover technological changes that embolden us with ways to act in which
our forebears could not."
In his blog he wrote, "the more secretive or unjust an organization is, the more leaks induce fear and
paranoia in its leadership and planning coterie.... Since unjust systems, by their nature, induce
opponents, and in many places barely have the upper hand, mass leaking leaves them exquisitely
vulnerable to those who seek to replace them with more open forms of governance."
Assange was a hacker-activist in his youth, before becoming a computer programmer and then
becoming internationally renowned for his work with WikiLeaks. He has lived in several countries and
has made public appearances in many parts of the world to speak about freedom of the press,
censorship, and investigative journalism. He has received numerous awards and nominations, including
the 2009 Amnesty International Media Award, Readers' Choice for TIME magazine's 2010 Person of the
Year, the 2011 Sydney Peace Foundation gold medal and the 2011 Martha Gellhorn Prize for
Journalism. Snorre Valen, a Norwegian parliamentarian, nominated him for the 2011 Nobel Peace Prize.

WikiLeaks has published material about extra judicial killings in Kenya, toxic waste dumping in Côte
d'Ivoire, Church of Scientology manuals, Guantanamo Bay procedures, and banks such as Kaupthing
and Julius Baer.
However it was in 2010 that Assange finally broke the camels back in regards to the US authorities. On
28 November 2010, WikiLeaks began releasing some of the 251,000 American diplomatic cables in their
possession, of which over 53 percent are listed as unclassified, 40 percent are "Confidential" and just
over six percent are classified "Secret". The cables included Iraq War documents and Afghan War
documents about American involvement in the wars, some of which was classified material.
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The first batch was about the war in Afghanistan and gave a grim picture of the day-to-day struggle
against the Taliban and the frustrations of trying to train the Afghan police. The second covered the
period in the occupation of Iraq between 2004 and 2009 and contained revelations that America failed to
investigate hundreds of reports of abuse, rape, torture and murder by Iraqi police and soldiers. The
information also revealed that more than 15,000 civilians died in previously unknown incidents - U.S. and
UK officials have insisted that no official record of civilian casualties exists but the logs record 66,081
non-combatant deaths out of a total of 109,000 fatalities.
In addition, the logs claim that in one incident a British rifleman shot dead an eight-year-old Iraqi girl as
she played in the streets.
The whistleblowing service also shocked the world with the publication of a video showing American
soldiers laughing as a helicopter strike kills around a dozen civilians in Baghdad.
In the 17-minute black-and-white footage, available on the internet, from an Apache helicopter gunsight,
the crew can be heard discussing the carnage as if they were playing a video war game.
The following day, the Attorney-General of Australia, Robert McClelland, told the press that Australia
would inquire into Assange's activities and WikiLeaks. He said that "from Australia's point of view, we
think there are potentially a number of criminal laws that could have been breached by the release of this
information. The Australian Federal Police are looking at that". McClelland would not rule out the
possibility that Australian authorities would cancel Assange's passport, and warned him that he might
face charges should he return to Australia even though the Federal Police inquiry found that Assange
had not committed any crime.
Then soon after The United States Department of Justice launched a criminal investigation related to the
leak. U.S. prosecutors are reportedly considering charges against Assange under several laws, even
though any prosecution would be difficult. In relation to its ongoing investigations of WikiLeaks, on 14
December 2010, the U.S. Department of Justice issued a subpoena ordering Twitter to release
information relating to Assange's account, amongst others. In addition Assange appealed a February
2011 decision by English courts to extradite him to Sweden for questioning in relation to a sexual assault
investigation and was granted bail.

The Wikileaks website is a complex set-up is designed to ensure that information sent to it becomes
anonymous before it is passed on to the web servers. Its servers are spread all over the world and do
not keep logs, so governments cannot trace where the information is being sent and received from. Even
so, WikiLeaks encourages donors to post the material to them on CDs to its base in Iceland, over
encrypted internet connections or from net cafes.
The following is an interview transcript which took place between Assange and Time Magazine.
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The content of this interview is as follows.

Interviewer: Hi, Mr. Assange, it's Rick Stengel. I'm the editor of TIME magazine, and thank you for joining
us this evening.
Julian Assange: You're welcome.
Interviewer: So sorry about the technical difficulties, but I'm sure it's something you're used to. So here
we go.
Julian Assange: Thousands of them.
Interviewer: What is the effect thus far of the latest round of leaks and what effect do you hope to have
from those leaks?
Julian Assange: I can see that the media scrutiny and the reaction from government are so tremendous
that it actually eclipses our ability to understand it. And I think there is a new story appearing, a new,
original story appearing about once every two minutes somewhere around the world. Google News has
managed to index. At this stage, we can only have a feeling for what the effect is based upon just looking
at what the tips of the wave are doing, moving currents under the surface. There is simply too much
volume for us to even be able to see. But looking at what we can, I can see that there is a tremendous
rearrangement of viewings about many different countries. And so that will result in some new kind of
harmonization. And we can see the Israeli Prime Minister [Benjamin] Netanyahu coming out with a very
interesting statement that leaders should speak in public like they do in private whenever they can. He
believes that the result of this publication, which makes the sentiments of many privately held beliefs
public, are promising a pretty good [indecipherable] will lead to some kind of increase in the peace
process in the Middle East and particularly in relation to Iran. I just noticed today Iran has agreed to
nuclear talks. Maybe that's coincidence or maybe it's coming out of this process, but it's certainly not
being canceled by this process.
Interviewer: One of the unintended consequences is the opposite effect, which is what we've seen with
the Department of Defense, and even the State Department, here in the U.S., of trying to make secrets
more impenetrable rather than less and trying to take precautions against what has happened from
happening again in the future. How do you regard that?
Julian Assange: Well, I think that's very positive. Since 2006, we have been working along this
philosophy that organizations which are abusive and need to be [in] the public eye. If their behavior is
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revealed to the public, they have one of two choices: one is to reform in such a way that they can be
proud of their endeavors, and proud to display them to the public. Or the other is to lock down internally
and to balkanize, and as a result, of course, cease to be as efficient as they were. To me, that is a very
good outcome, because organizations can either be efficient, open and honest, or they can be closed,
conspiratorial and inefficient.
Interviewer: Are there any instances [in] diplomacy or global affairs in which you see secrecy as
necessary and as an asset?
Julian Assange: Yes, of course. We keep secret the identity of our sources, as an example, [and] take
great pains to do it. So secrecy is important for many things but shouldn't be used to cover up abuses,
which leads us to the question of who decides and who is responsible. It shouldn't really be that people
are thinking about, Should something be secret? I would rather it be thought, Who has a responsibility to
keep certain things secret? And, Who has a responsibility to bring matters to the public? And those
responsibilities fall on different players. And it is our responsibility to bring matters to the public.
Interviewer: You mention the public. Do you believe the American public in this particular instance was
either dissatisfied or unhappy with the way the U.S. government was conducting diplomacy, so that you
felt compelled to expose it to them? Because it seems to me that the public is reacting negatively to a lot
of this exposure of diplomatic secrets that they presumably feel were actually in their interest.
Julian Assange: Well, I think the response by the American public has been very favorable to our
endeavor. In fact, I think the State Department is going to have a hard time of it trying to spin this. It's
one thing to tap into [audio lost]. It's one thing to talk about the need to protect this image of the innocent
young soldier; it's another thing to talk about how diplomats are hard done by when they find their very
privileged position in life undermined by having their lies revealed. And it doesn't seem to me that there
is grass-roots, broad support for the behavior of diplomats, say, stealing [inaudible] DNA. That's just
something that doesn't resonate well with the average person.
Interviewer: And I know you've e-mailed about this, but what is your reaction to Secretary [Hillary]
Clinton's declaration that you've put lives in jeopardy and now the apparent attempts by the U.S. Justice
Department to prosecute you? What is your reaction to that? And have you committed any crimes that
they should be prosecuting you for?
Julian Assange: Well, this sort of nonsense about lives being put in jeopardy is trotted out every time a
big military or intelligence organization is exposed by the press. It's nothing new, and it's not an
exclusively American phenomenon by an means. It goes back at least 50 years, and in extremely
different forms hundreds of years before that, so that sort of reactionary sentiment is equally expected.
We get that on nearly every post that we do. However, this organization in its four years of publishing
history — we don't need to speculate, it has a history — has never caused an individual, as far as we
can determine or as far anyone else can determine, to come to any sort of physical harm or to be
wrongly imprisoned and so on. That is a record compared to the organizations that we are trying to
expose who have literally been involved in the deaths of hundreds or thousands or, potentially over the
course of many years, millions.
Interviewer: How would you characterize your actions, both in this latest set of leaks as well as in the
past? Would you say you're practicing civil disobedience against breaking the law in order to expose
greater law-breaking? Is that the moral calculus that you use to justify the leaks?
Julian Assange: No, not at all. This organization practices civil obedience, that is, we are an organization
that tries to make the world more civil and act against abusive organizations that are pushing it in the
opposite direction. As for the law, we have now in our four-year history had over 100 legal attacks of
various kinds and have been victorious in all of those matters.
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So if you want to talk about the law, it's very important to remember the law is not what, not simply what,
powerful people would want others to believe it is. The law is not what a general says it is. The law is not
what Hillary Clinton says it is. The law is not what a bank says it is. The law, rather, is what the Supreme
Court in [the] land in the end says it is, and the Supreme Court in the case of the United States has an
enviable Constitution on which to base its decisions. And that Constitution comes out of a revolutionary
movement and has a Bill of Rights appraised by James Madison and others that includes a nuanced
understanding for the balancing of power of [the] states in relation to the government.
Now, where the Supreme Court makeup now is such that it keeps to its traditions or proposes a radical
reassessment of the power of the First Amendment and the U.S. Constitution remains to be seen.
However, the U.S. Espionage Act is widely viewed to be overbroad, and that is perhaps one of the
reasons it has never been properly tested in the Supreme Court. I think it was maybe found to be
unconstitutional and struck out. Now we understand that there are attempts by [Attorney General Eric]
Holder and others in the U.S. Administration to shoehorn the Espionage Act, Section G in particular,

onto legitimate press functions. Those efforts are dangerous in the sense that they may give rise to a
Supreme Court challenge, which throws out the Espionage Act, or at least that section, in its entirety. If
that succeeds, that will of course only be good business for WikiLeaks, because the rest of the U.S.
press will be further constrained and people will simply come to us.
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7

INTERVIEW WITH JULIAN ASSANGE
Interviewer: And obviously there are competing equities, even constitutionally, between the Espionage
Act, which was, as you know, 1917, and the expansion of the First Amendment rights that have
happened subsequent to that, but as you say, the law ultimately becomes what the Supreme Court says
it is, and they could narrow some of those First Amendment rights and use some of that in the
Espionage Act. Which leads me to my next question: One of the issues that's discussed a lot in
American politics these days, in part because of criticism of President Obama, is this idea of American
exceptionalism. You seem to also believe in American exceptionalism in a negative sense, that America
is exceptional only in the harm and damage it does to the world. Would you describe that as a fair
characterization of your view of the U.S.?
Julian Assange: Well, I think both of those views lack the necessary subtlety. The United States has
some immutable traditions, which, to be fair, are based on the French Revolution and the European
Enlightenment. The United States' Founding Fathers took those further, and the federalism of the United
States also, of relatively powerful states trying to constrain federal government from becoming too
centralized. Also added some important democratic controls and understandings. So there is a lot of
good that has historically come from the United States. But after World War II, during World War II, the
federal government of the United States started sucking the resources to the center, and the power of
states started to diminish. Interestingly, the First Amendment started overriding states' laws around that
time, which I see as a function of increasing central power in the United States. I think the problems with
the United States as a foreign power stem from, simply, its economic success, whereby it's, historically
at least, a very rich country with a number of people and the desire left over as a result of ... Let me
explain this a bit better. The U.S. saw the French Revolution and it also saw the behavior of the U.K. and
the other kings and dictatorships, so it intentionally produced a very weak President. The President was,
however, given a lot of power for external relations, so as time has gone by, the presidency has
managed to exercise its power through its foreign affairs function. If we look at what happened with
Obama and health care reform, we see this extraordinary situation where Obama [indecipherable] can
order strikes against U.S. citizens overseas but is not able to pass, at least not easily and not in the form
that he wanted, a health reform bill domestically. And that seems to be ... the very good idea, which was
to try and keep the country free from dictatorship by keeping the presidency weak. But as the United
States has grown economically, that has led to a situation where the foreign affairs power is latched on
to by central government to increase the power of the government, as opposed to state government. The
U.S. is, I don't think by world standards, an exception, rather it is a very interesting case both for its
abuses and for some of its founding principles.
Interviewer: Rather than get in a conversation of Executive power, let me ask you about some other
nations and your views of their role on the world stage. Certainly the rise of China, the power of Russia
in the marketplace. They are two nations that compete with the U.S. in terms of wealth and influence.
Would you put them in the same category as countries that you would indeed like to expose some of
their secret dealings the way you have done with American documents?
Julian Assange: Yes, indeed. In fact, we believe it is the most closed societies that have the most reform
potential. The Chinese case is quite interesting. Aspects of the Chinese government, Chinese Public
Security Service, appear to be terrified of free speech, and while one might say that means something
awful is happening in the country, I actually think that is a very optimistic sign, because it means that
speech can still cause reform and that the power structure is still inherently political, as opposed to fiscal.
So journalism and writing are capable of achieving change, and that is why Chinese authorities are so
scared of it. Whereas in the United States to a large degree, and in other Western countries, the basic
elements of society have been so heavily fiscalized through contractual obligations that political change
doesn't seem to result in economic change, which in other words means that political change doesn't
result in change.
Interviewer: We talked a little bit about this earlier, your desired outcome from the leaking of this
information is presumably, as you said, that world leaders and officials would say the same things in
public that they say in private. Um, lots and lots of people would regard that as naive, in part because
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they in their own lives don't say the same things in public that they say in private. Is that the outcome that
you would like, and how do you respond to the charge that that's the naive view of the way the world
works?

Julian Assange: Well, I was quoting Netanyahu, who [is] certainly not a naive man. The, of course ...
Interviewer: But the effect, by the way, Mr. Assange, for Netanyahu, is that what he's been saying
publicly — i.e., Arab leaders have privately been saying that Iran is the greatest threat, and they want
Israel and the U.S. to do something — the revelations have been in his interest.
Julian Assange: Of course. We're talking about a sophisticated politician who is of that sentiment he's on
the side of, in this issue. But I suggest it is generally — of course, there are exceptions — but generally
true, across every issue. We are negotiating ... We need to be able to negotiate with a clear
understanding of what the ground is and what our [inaudible] positions are. Of course, one side has a
disproportionate amount of knowledge compared to the other side. There cannot be negotiations or
proper understanding of the playing field in which these events are to happen. Now, we would like to see
all organizations that are key to their authority ... opened up as much as possible. Not entirely, but as
much as possible, in order to level out that asymmetric information playing field. Now for the United
States, its government actually has more information available to it than any other government. And so it
is already in a symmetric position. I think this disclosure of diplomatic information, which is often thirdhand, will allow people to understand more clearly these sort of broad activities of the U.S. State
Department, which acts not, of course, in the interest of the U.S. people but in the interest of the State
Department. It will allow people of other countries to see that. But it will also meet more reasonable
negotiations and reveal a lot about the Arab states, and Central Asian republics, to the rest of the world
and to their peoples.
Interviewer: But you do clearly have a hierarchy of societies that are more closed than open, and you
mentioned China and Russia as two of them. I mean, in that hierarchy, the U.S. is probably the most
open society on the planet.
Julian Assange: It's becoming more closed. But you know, the U.S. [as] a superpower. Let's just imagine
that Russia had the same resources, the same temperate climate and the same number of people as the
United States — would it be a better-behaved or worse-behaved superpower? The answer is, it would
be, based upon its current [inaudible] it would be a much worse-behaved superpower. And what has
kept the United States in check, to the degree that it has been kept in check from abusing its powers, is
this federalism, this strength of the states. And a relative degree of openness, which probably peaked in
about 1978, and has been on the way down, unfortunately, since.
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Interviewer: I want to ask you a broader question, about the role of technology and the burgeoning world
of social media. How does that affect the goal you're trying to achieve of more transparent and more
open societies? I assume that enables what you're trying to do.
Julian Assange: Let me just talk about transparency for a moment. It is not our goal to achieve a more
transparent society; it's our goal to achieve a more just society. And most of the times, transparency and
openness tends to lead in that direction, because abusive plans or behavior get opposed, and so those
organizations which tend to commit them are opposed before the plan's implemented, or it's an exposure
or something previously done, the organization tends to lose a [inaudible], which is then transferred to
another, and then we [inaudible] organization. For the rise of social media, it's quite interesting. When we
first started, we thought we would have the analytical work done by bloggers and people who wrote
Wikipedia articles and so on. And we thought that was a natural, given that we had lots of quality,
important content. Surely it's more interesting to write an article about top-secret Chinese [inaudible] or
an internal document from Somalia or secret documents revealing what happened in [inaudible], all of
which we published, than it is to simply write a blog about what's on the front page of the New York
Times, or about your cat or something. But actually it turns out that that is not at all true. The bulk of the
heavy lifting — heavy analytical lifting — that is done with our materials is done by us, and is done by
professional journalists we work with and by professional human-rights activists. It is not done by the
broader community. However, once the initial lifting is done, once a story becomes a story, becomes a
news article, then we start to see community involvement, which digs deeper and provides more
perspective. So the social networks tend to be, for us, an amplifier of what we are doing. And also a
supply of sources for us.

So when I saw this problem early on in our first year, that the analytical effort which we thought would be
supplied by Internet citizens around the world was not, I saw that, well, actually, in terms of articles, form
tends to follow the funding. You can't expect to get news-style articles out of people that are not funded
after a career structure in the same way that news organizations are. You will get a different sort of form,
and that form may be commentary, which sometimes is very good and sometimes there are very senior
people providing commentary that is within their media experience, or we get sources who hand over
material, because once again, within their media experience, it is an important issue to them. But what
we don't get from the [inaudible] community is people writing articles about an issue that they didn't have
an intimate involvement with in the first place. And of course, if you think about it, that's natural — why
would they be? The incentive's not there. When people write political commentary on blogs or other
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social media, it is my experience that it is not — with some exceptions — their goal to expose the truth.
Rather, it is their goal to position themselves among their peers on whatever the issue of the day is. The
most effective, the most economical way to do that is simply to take the story that's going around — it
has already created a marketable audience for itself — and say whether they're in favor of that
interpretation or not.
Interviewer: That's interesting. And I want to go now from the macro back to the micro, um, and ask you
a specific question about, uh, PFC [Bradley] Manning, um ... Was he the sole source of the latest dump?
Julian Assange: Can you hear me?
Interviewer: Yes, I'm sorry, I don't know ... let me ask the question again. I wanted to ask a question
about Bradley Manning, PFC Manning. Was he the sole source of all the documents in the latest
WikiLeaks dump?
Julian Assange: Well, we're a source-protection organization, so the last thing we would do is discuss
possible sources. However, we do know that the FBI has been ... the FBI, State Department and U.S.
Army CID [Criminal Investigation Command] has been going around Boston visiting number of people
there... people who have been detained coming back into the United States. The FBI visited, or raided,
depending on how you want to describe it, Bradley Manning's mother's home in Wales, in the U.K.
There's a lot more action and people ... U.S. government authorities are certainly looking to try and grill
other individuals ... apart from [inaudible], in the wake of a variety of materials that we have published.
Interviewer: There's been, again, just very close to the ground, a speculation in the media that Secretary
Clinton would be the fall guy for the embarrassment that you've caused the U.S. and the State
Department. Would her resignation or firing be an outcome that you would want out of this?
Julian Assange: I believe ... I don't think it would make much of a difference either way. But she should
resign if it can be shown that she was responsible for ordering U.S. diplomatic figures to engage in
espionage in the United Nations, in violation of the international covenants to which the U.S. has signed
up. Yes, she should resign over that.
Interviewer: Let me ask you what the future has in store for you and WikiLeaks. You've been quoted
recently as saying your next target is Big Business and/or Wall Street. What's next coming down the
pipe?
Julian Assange: We don't have targets, other than organizations that use secrecy to conceal unjust
behavior ... that's created a general target. Otherwise we're completely source-dependent. We are a
source-protection organization and a publishing-protection organization. Quite a bit of our effort,
historically, has been taking articles from journalists who were censored or a book that was censored
and republishing them as a way of disarming the censorship [inaudible]. But yes, we have a lot of source
material that ... collection that remains unpublished. And that is actually something not to be proud of,
but rather a great distress to us. We don't have the resources that are required to get through this very
valuable material and sources that are given to us, those past sources are given to us ... We're working
on various mechanisms to speed that up and to acquire those resources. So yes, the banks are in there,
many different multinational organizations are in the upcoming weeks, but that is a continuation of what
we have been doing for the past four years. However, there are greater volumes of material, that is true.
The upcoming bank material is 10,000 documents, as opposed to hundreds, which we have gotten in the
other cases.
Interviewer: And are there any, Mr. Assange, any more documents from this latest dump that will be
coming out in the next days or weeks?
Julian Assange: Yes, we're doing about 80 a day, presently, and that will gradually step up as the other
media partners kick in.
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Interviewer: And as you were saying, do you review every document before you release it?
Julian Assange: All the Cablegate documents, every document is the backing document to a story
appearing on a news website or in a newspaper or on a TV program or that we ourselves have released
as an analysis. So yes, they're all reviewed and they're all redacted, either by us or by the newspapers
concerned.
Interviewer: And how — and I know we're running out of time, but — and the standards by which you do
the redaction, how would you define that?
Julian Assange: Carefully. Also, what we have asked the State Department, we have formally asked the
State Department for assistance with that. That request was formally rejected, and they also refused to
engage in any harmonization [variant: harm minimization] negotiation. So that tends to lead us to the
view, given what we think about it, that they've being working on the material for some four months now,
and we have intelligence of many organizations and individuals [inaudible] have been contacted by the
State Department. They do not believe that there are many people that would be vulnerable, but we are
still conducting with [inaudible], and the New York Times, the State Department already mentioned eight
broad areas of concern. And some of those were people trying to cover up some embarrassing activities,
which the New York Times also rightfully rejected.
Interviewer: Mr. Assange, I think we've run out of time. I appreciate your having taken the time to talk to
us. I hope you will do so again.
Julian Assange: Absolutely, thank you.
Interviewer: Thank you.
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