Killing a Journalist in Kashmir
In this interview with noted author and editor, Vijay Prashad, Dennis J.
Bernstein discusses the recent streetside assassination of journalist Shujaat
Bukhari in Kashmir.

By Dennis J Bernstein
Large crowds gathered in Kreeri village in Kashmir last Monday to
honor the life and journalistic work of Shujaat Bukhari, the slain
editor of the Rising Kashmir. Bukhari, who lived under constant
threat, was gunned down as he was leaving his office last Thursday.
Three heavily armed assassins on motorcycles-opened fire

on him

with dozens of rounds, killing the fifty-year old family man, along with two of
his security guards. He was on his way home to break his Ramzan fast with his
family.
Bukhari, who had already been kidnapped once and escaped, was murdered soon
after he took up the case of a young man, Kaiser Bhat, who was tragically run
over and killed by security forces, during one of many recent street protests in
Indian-Administered Kashmir. Last tuesday, local and regional newspapers in
Kashmir left large blank spaces where editorials would typically appear to honor
the highly

revered editor and journalist.

I spoke at length with writer and noted author Vijay Prashad about the life and
times of Shujaat Bukhari. Prashad

was a colleague

of Bukhari–who was

for many

years the bureau chief of the Hindu newspaper where Prashad’s work also appears
Dennis
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do

this.
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Could you tell us about Shujaat Bukhari in the context of his working in that
dangerous part of the world?
Vijay Prashad: Shujaat Bukhari was highly respected in Kashmir and well known in
other parts of India. Shujaat was for many years the bureau chief of the Hindu
newspaper, for which I write.
Frontline.
Kashmir.

Then he was the head of station for the magazine

These periodicals highly valued the reports Bukhari submitted from
He was a very honest reporter, in an age when many journalists are

simply stenographers who amplify the voices of the powerful.

Then there are

real journalists, who challenge the narrative about how the world operates.
Bukhari reported in a heartfelt way on what the conflict in Kashmir meant from

the standpoint of the people.

Genuine journalists are an endangered species.

When you set out to report about the world from the standpoint of the people,
you cross the line of somebody powerful. I have seen so many friends–in
Pakistan, in Afghanistan, in Turkey–killed by the state.

A friend of mine who

was working on the Bin Laden story was picked up by Pakistani intelligence in
May of 2011 and his body was found mutilated north of Karachi.
DB: Could you explain exactly how he was murdered? I believe his murder followed
his reporting of the killing of an activist, Kaiser Bhat, who was run down on
the street at a protest.
VP: Let me give you some context. From the standpoint of the state and the
stenographer/reporter, someone like Kaiser Bhat, who was run over by a jeep, was
an aberration, a terrorist. But what Bukhari and others with great sensitivity
demonstrated is that Kaiser Bhat is just an ordinary Kashmiri.

He reverses the

question of the burden of proof: We don’t have to wonder why Kaiser Bhat became
a militant. What we should wonder about is why all the other young people don’t
become militants. The context of Kashmir almost demands that the population rise
up in revolt. The Indian state certainly didn’t appreciate the kind of reporting
that Bukhari was doing on Kashmir.

It was also reporting that the militants

didn’t always appreciate. He was also critical of the way that some militant
groups had inflamed the situation, working for their own advantage rather than
the will of the people. He was killed by masked gunmen who came on a motorcycle.
It is unlikely that they will be caught or that their handlers will be
identified. But whether or not we are able to establish forensically who killed
Bukhari, we know who killed him.

It was people in power who were threatened by

the honesty of this very brave journalist.
DB: This was not the first threat to this courageous journalist. He was
kidnapped in the past.
VP: Those who have reported from areas of great conflict know the dangers very
well. After he was abducted, he made a statement to the effect that he didn’t
know who the enemies were. When someone points a gun at you, you don’t know
whose gun it is.

You’re not out there to have a debate with the person. If some

militia group stops you at a checkpoint and puts a gun to your head, you’re not
thinking about which side you are on. You’re thinking, this is the end of my
life. Remember that this is not just about a checkpoint in the middle of
nowhere.

It is also the United States, which targeted the Al Jazeera office in

the Palestine hotel in Baghdad during the 2003 invasion of Iraq. This is a
serious issue, this disregard for the person who is out there to get the story.
We know that control of the story is a very important part of warfare. Going
after reporters who are trying to tell different stories is very much a part of

the agenda of war-making.
DB: For those listeners who don’t know a great deal about Kashmir, could you
describe how dangerous it is there?
VP: The region is a vast and beautiful place. There are Muslims of all kinds of
different traditions. There are Hindus, there are Buddhists. They also define
themselves in terms of ethnicity and culture.

It is a very complex place.

Sadly, in 1947-1948 the new government of Pakistan couldn’t come to terms with
what was happening in Kashmir. There was no appreciation of the selfdetermination of the Kashmiri people.

Both the new states of India and Pakistan

captured territory. Pakistan holds about a third of the Kashmiri region and
India holds about two-thirds. China took a section of it in a war against India
in 1962.

-

The people of Kashmir have felt alienated from the Indian state. Kashmir has
erupted on several occasions, where people have protested against Indian state
control. The framework is that Kashmir is a security problem and that Pakistan
is infiltrating to create problems there. Some of this, of course, is true.

But

the core issue isn’t Pakistan’s involvement in Kashmir. The core issue is the
alienation of the Kashmiri people. This exploded in a massive uprising in the
1980’s, which mirrored the First Palestinian Intifada. The Freedom Movement that
began in 1989 was met with immense force. Right now that are between 700,000 and
one million Indian troops in the Kashmir Valley.

By the count of the Indian

government, there are only 150 militants. That is an awfully strange ratio. This
highly militarized region resembles an occupation. The people’s interface with
the Indian state is not in the form of a postman or a social worker. It is a
military officer. Until the Indian government comes to terms with the fact that
you cannot allow a state’s primary interface with the population to be a soldier
and allow security to be the main framework, until you come to terms with that
and create an alternative framework, there is no solution to the Kashmir
problem.
DB: Gives us your assessment of this latest wave of resistance in Gaza.
VP: The attention has been on Gaza, on the perimeter fence. It is very difficult
for the Israeli government to turn its eyes away from this. It will breed
callousness if the Israeli public doesn’t rise up in revolt against this.

But

it is not only in Gaza. Interestingly, in the West Bank, which had been
politically quite quiet for a long time, we have seen in the last few weeks
people coming out on the streets who are disgusted by what they are seeing, not
only in Gaza but also with the US embassy moving to Jerusalem and the seizure of
East Jerusalem.

We are seeing a new hunger in the Palestinian communities for a

new project. What people are coming to terms with is that the national
liberation project has exhausted itself. This was clear already in the famous
prisoners’ letter of 2004. Now there needs to be a new agenda to come to terms
with the new reality. It is very unlikely that a two-state solution is
possible.

What else is possible? There has to be some clear-headed thinking.

You cannot simply have an emotional reaction. New grassroots formations need to
emerge, and what we have seen in the West Bank recently–with the farmers’ union
and the small trade union and various other worker and peasant organizations
coming out onto the streets–is a very encouraging sign. It means that the
people’s organizations are taking the initiative.

I hope they articulate an

agenda for their own politics, because Palestine needs a new politics.
DB: It is interesting to think about Jordan in this context. Palestinians are a
large part of the population there. They are trying to play both ends to the
middle, in a way.
VP:

You are very correct. I think that the protests which took place in Amman

and in other cities could not have been imagined as recently as 2011, during the
Arab Spring. The immediate cause of the protests was the raising of taxes by the
government.

A cross-class alliance developed to protest this. But this was

merely the spark that brought people onto the streets. There is something deeper
here. The Jordanian ruling class has had a very curious subordinate position
regarding Saudi Arabia, the United States and Israel.

When there are protests

in Ramallah, for instance, on the other side of the Jordan River, in Jordan
itself there is quiet. Why hasn’t the Jordanian monarchy been much more
forthright in denouncing the massacre at the Gaza perimeter fence? We shouldn’t
assume that this is merely about taxes, a bread and butter issue.

There is also

something decisively political here, a disgruntlement with the monarchy. The
ability to move an alternative agenda is so narrow in Jordan. I don’t foresee a
rupture with the Saudis and the Americans and the Israelis. It poses a difficult
question for the monarchy in Jordan. It balances on the one side this camp of
the Saudis, the Americans and the Israelis, and on the other side its own
population, which doesn’t like this alliance.

What we get are these changes of

cabinet, but there is no long-term solution for Jordan.
DB:

The Trump administration is really emerging as a white supremacist

operation. It is taking the immigration apparatus set up under Obama and taking
it to the next level. What are your thoughts on the separation of families at
the border?
VP:

There is no question that Trump’s policies are quite disgusting. I am

happy that people in the United States are pushing back. But this goes back to
the seizing of Native American children, putting them into concentration camps.

Slave children snatched from their families.

This is an old story in American

history, which the country has never accounted for. This is a much deeper
problem than Trump or Obama. This is deep in the American structure. I think it
is about time that the country confront the ugly truth about slavery. Entire
families were destroyed.

Concepts like love were taken away from people of

African descent. What happens to their children, who are seen as the property of
the master? How is that different from what Trump is doing now?
DB: We see US reporters getting very worked up about the breaking up of
families, but they don’t seem to care very much when the Israelis have a policy
of arresting and torturing children and breaking up families, which is very
difficult not to notice.
VP:

It partly has to do with a certain kind of arrogance, that America is

better than this. But actually, this is exactly what America is. If you say that
we are exceptional and if you say that the Israelis have to do it for security
reasons, then you can forgive the Israelis at the same time that you claim to be
different.

Ann Coulter, for instance, said yesterday that the children coming

across the border are child actors. This is the same attitude of the hardest
hearts in Israel. Unless the people protest against such actions of their
government, the soul of that society is going to atrophy and it will no longer
have the ability to be compassionate.

That is what is happening in Israel. And,

of course, it is part of the sclerosis that has infected American culture as
well.
Dennis J. Bernstein is a host of “Flashpoints” on the Pacifica radio network and
the author of Special Ed: Voices from a Hidden Classroom.

You can access the

audio archives at www.flashpoints.net. You can get in touch with the author
at dbernstein@igc.org.

Did Sen. Warner and Comey ‘Collude’ on
Russia-gate?
The U.S. was in talks for a deal with Julian Assange but then FBI
Director James Comey ordered an end to negotiations after Assange
offered to prove Russia was not involved in the DNC leak, as Ray
McGovern explains.
By Ray McGovern
Special to Consortium News

An explosive report by investigative journalist John
Solomon on the opinion page of Monday’s edition of The
Hill sheds a bright light on how Sen. Mark Warner (D-VA)
and then-FBI Director James Comey collaborated to prevent
WikiLeaks editor Julian Assange from discussing “technical
evidence

ruling

out

certain

parties

[read

Russia]”

in

the

controversial leak of Democratic Party emails to WikiLeaks during the
2016 election.
A deal that was being discussed last year between Assange and U.S.
government officials would have given Assange “limited immunity” to
allow him to leave the Ecuadorian Embassy in London, where he has been
exiled for six years. In exchange, Assange would agree to limit
through redactions “some classified CIA information he might release
in the future,” according to Solomon, who cited “interviews and a
trove of internal DOJ documents turned over to Senate investigators.”
Solomon even provided a copy of the draft immunity deal with Assange.

But Comey’s intervention to stop the negotiations with Assange
ultimately ruined the deal, Solomon says, quoting “multiple sources.”
With the prospective agreement thrown into serious doubt, Assange
“unleashed a series of leaks that U.S. officials say damaged their
cyber warfare capabilities for a long time to come.” These were the
Vault 7 releases, which led then CIA Director Mike Pompeo to call
WikiLeaks “a hostile intelligence service.”
Solomon’s report provides reasons why Official Washington has now put
so much pressure on Ecuador to keep Assange incommunicado in its
embassy in London.
The report does not say what led Comey to intervene to ruin the talks
with Assange. But it came after Assange had offered to

“provide

technical evidence and discussion regarding who did not engage in the
DNC releases,” Solomon quotes WikiLeaks’ intermediary with the
government as saying.

It would be a safe assumption that Assange was

offering to prove that Russia was not WikiLeaks’ source of the DNC
emails.

If that was the reason Comey and Warner ruined the talks, as is
likely, it would reveal a cynical decision to put U.S. intelligence
agents and highly sophisticated cybertools at risk, rather than allow
Assange to at least attempt to prove that Russia was not behind the
DNC leak.
The greater risk to Warner and Comey apparently would have been if
Assange provided evidence that Russia played no role in the 2016 leaks
of DNC documents.
Missteps and Stand Down
In mid-February 2017, in a remarkable display of naiveté, Adam
Waldman, Assange’s pro bono attorney who acted as the intermediary in
the talks, asked Warner if the Senate Intelligence Committee staff
would like any contact with Assange to ask about Russia or other
issues. Waldman was apparently oblivious to Sen. Warner’s stoking of
Russia-gate.
Warner contacted Comey and, invoking his name, instructed Waldman to
“stand down and end the discussions with Assange,” Waldman told
Solomon.

The “stand down” instruction “did happen,” according to

another of Solomon’s sources with good access to Warner.

However,

Waldman’s counterpart attorney David Laufman, an accomplished federal
prosecutor picked by the Justice Departent to work the government side
of the CIA-Assange fledgling deal, told Waldman, “That’s B.S.

You’re

not standing down, and neither am I.”
But the damage had been done.

When word of the original stand-down

order reached WikiLeaks, trust evaporated, putting an end to two
months of what Waldman called “constructive, principled discussions
that included the Department of Justice.”
The two sides had come within inches of sealing the deal.

Writing to

Laufman on March 28, 2017, Waldman gave him Assange’s offer to discuss
“risk mitigation approaches relating to CIA documents in WikiLeaks’
possession or control, such as the redaction of Agency personnel in
hostile jurisdictions,” in return for “an acceptable immunity and safe
passage agreement.”

On March 31, 2017, though, WikiLeaks released the most damaging
disclosure up to that point from what it called “Vault 7” — a treasure
trove of CIA cybertools leaked from CIA files.

This disclosure

featured the tool “Marble Framework,” which enabled the CIA to hack
into computers, disguise who hacked in, and falsely attribute the hack
to someone else by leaving so-called tell-tale signs — like Cyrillic,
for example. The CIA documents also showed that the “Marble” tool had
been employed in 2016.
Misfeasance or Malfeasance
Veteran Intelligence Professionals for Sanity, which includes among
our members two former Technical Directors of the National Security
Agency, has repeatedly called attention to its conclusion that the DNC
emails were leaked — not “hacked” by Russia or anyone else (and,
later, our suspicion that someone may have been playing Marbles, so to
speak).
In fact, VIPS and independent forensic investigators, have performed
what former FBI Director Comey — at first inexplicably, now not so
inexplicably — failed to do when the so-called “Russian hack” of the
DNC was first reported. In July 2017 VIPS published its key findings
with supporting data.
Two month later, VIPS published the results of follow-up experiments
conducted to test the conclusions reached in July.
Why did then FBI Director Comey fail to insist on getting direct
access to the DNC computers in order to follow best-practice forensics
to discover who intruded into the DNC computers?

(Recall, at the time

Sen. John McCain and others were calling the “Russian hack” no less
than an “act of war.”)

A 7th grader can now figure that out.

Asked on January 10, 2017 by Senate Intelligence Committee chair
Richard Burr (R-NC) whether direct access to the servers and devices
would have helped the FBI in their investigation, Comey replied:

“Our

forensics folks would always prefer to get access to the original
device or server that’s involved, so it’s the best evidence.”
At that point, Burr and Warner let Comey down easy. Hence, it should

come as no surprise that, according to one of John Solomon’s sources,
Sen. Warner (who is co-chairman of the Senate Intelligence Committee)
kept Sen. Burr apprised of his intervention into the negotiation with
Assange, leading to its collapse.
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