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Foreword

Adolfo Pérez Esquivel
recipient, 1980 Nobel Peace Prize
founder, Servicio Paz y Justicia

As a political prisoner jailed by the Argentine dictatorship in 1977, I started
out my jail time in what we called “the pipe”—a very narrow, L-shaped cell
just long enough to lie down in, with a little space at the door where one
could just about stand up. I was in “the pipe” at La Plata Prison for 32 days,
followed by another 13 months with no access to books, even a Bible. That is
what imprisonment in general—and political imprisonment in particular—
is all about: making sure that we do not stand up for our rights or the rights
of others, for our spirituality, for freedom itself.

What is the purpose of putting someone in prison? In most cases, it is
simply to destroy a person psychologically and physically. In Argentina, we
were treated severely—with constant body searches, blows, and all manner
of torture. But the worst inhumanity of all was to hear the screams of ones
comrades and fellow prisoners—being beaten and forced to denounce God
and themselves. If not for my own friends and family, I would not have been
a political prisoner, but instead one of the disappeared... lost and made invis-
ible by a repressive regime.

In the more than 25 years since my release from prison, in the more than
25 years since I was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize that I accepted on behalf
of the poor people of Latin America, many things have changed, and not all
for the better. As I stated at the start of the 2003 war in Iraq, the U.S. is the
chief danger in the world today. With continued interference in Colombia,
Venezuela, Panama, and elsewhere, it is clear that the U.S. is trying to control
the world. The Latin American reaction has been equally clear; despite high
points and low ones, the people of the South are rising up to say no to U.S.-
based globalization. It is no surprise, then, that when people rise up within
the U.S,, they face repression and imprisonment. Though the U.S. govern-
ment may try to deny it, it is a barely concealed fact that the U.S. holds many
political prisoners.

Matt Meyer’s Let Freedom Ring is a welcome and important addition to the
growing literature on U.S. human rights abuses and the question of politi-
cal imprisonment. By bringing together documents of the last quarter cen-
tury, Meyer provides tools for today’s activists, while placing contemporary
legal cases in their historic context. A longtime member of the War Resisters
International, Meyer—in a spirit akin to the Peace and Justice Service, the
Latin American organization I helped found —takes a nonviolent approach
to radical social change. That means he is also a coalition-builder, and the
documents in this book reflect the broad range of dissent found throughout
U.S.-based movements.
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When, in the late 1980s, I joined the Call for the release of 15 Puerto Rican
independence activists jailed in the U.S. on conspiracy charges, it was clear
that that case had significant international human rights repercussions. More
recently, in 2007, I added my name on similar grounds to the Call for the
release of five Cuban representatives held in the U.S. All of the cases presented
in this vital book deserve greater international attention. Our task is clear, as
set forth in the teachings of the prophet Isaiah: We must work together to set
free those who are bound, to turn our swords and spears into plowshares.

XViii



Let Freedom Ring:
An Introduction

Matt Meyer

“Face Reality!” The poster screams out at you. Forty-eight faces, men and
women of every racial and ethnic group, look determined and active and
strong. They stare out, they reach out, of the black-bordered design, stark and
clean, with bold white lettering proclaiming the message. “There are political
prisoners in the U.S.A.”

When the coalition known as Freedom Now! first produced that poster
in the late 1980s, many in the U.S. left were unaware of most of the names
attached to those faces and of the fact that over 100 people who could easily
be classified as political prisoners by the standards of the Geneva Convention
or the United Nations languished in U.S. jails. Even figures who now serve as
icons in the struggle against the death penalty, such as death row journalist
Mumia Abu-Jamal, or respected leaders of the American Indian Movement,
such as Leonard Peltier—who has had petitions calling for his release signed
by literally millions of people across the globe—were not easily recognizable
amongst progressives in their own country. Twenty years later, that situa-
tion is somewhat improved; the existence of U.S. political prisoners is readily
accepted throughout movement circles. And, in what may be surprising news
even to ardent antiprison campaigners who face depressing conditions every
day, no fewer than 27 of the men and women on that Face Reality poster are
now out of jail, living productive lives back in their communities. There has
been progress, born of struggle, over these two decades.

But three of those pictured are dead. Albert Nuh Washington and Richard
Williams died in prison, away from their families, of cancerous cells and
infections that ate away at their bodies with a speed indicative of their deadly
surroundings. They were denied humanitarian release, even in the late
stages of the disease—when freedom would have simply meant the ability to
lie in a nonprison hospital bed, surrounded by family and friends. Filiberto
Ojeda Riios, also on the original poster, did not die in prison. As is known
throughout the island of Puerto Rico, Filiberto—who had been living a quiet,
clandestine life in the years since escaping the jailer’s grasp—was gunned
down at his home by the same FBI that is largely responsible for the unjust
and illegal incarceration of his comrades. That the FBI selected to assassinate
the y2-year-old Filiberto on Grito de Lares, the traditional day of celebration of
Puerto Rico’s short-lived independence from Spain (before the U.S. Marines
showed up), is further indication of the provocative and hateful manner that
U.S. authorities have dealt with these “enemies of the state.” Nuh, Richard,
and Filiberto, along with Merle Africa, are dead, and 18 others on that critical
old poster are still imprisoned. And new faces continue to be jailed, taking
the place of some of those now free.
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This book is being put together as a guide to the past 20 years of campaign-
ing for the release of political prisoners, prisoners of war, and prisoners of
conscience held in U.S. jails. We are doing so at this time because we believe
it to be a crucial moment to redouble our efforts for justice for all. We want to
look clearly and strategically at some of the successes we’ve had; we do not
for a moment believe that the release of political prisoners in this past period
was merely a matter of luck or good timing, or the act of benevolent politi-
cians. We want to examine, without undue pride or remorse, the strengths
and weaknesses in our own movements that have helped bring about the
condition we face today. Most of all, we want to make available some of the
documents, and some of the thinking that went behind the tactics and strate-
gies used, that produced—in our evaluations—some of the strongest results.
We want to push the level of dialogue and work. If you were involved, what
efforts have we left out? What critiques have we overlooked? What analysis
is shaky? If you were not involved, did you think the issue didn’t touch your
own work for social justice and peace?

Why political prisoners?

The history of the world—from before the days of Jesus of Nazareth till
long after any alleged combatant is held by the U.S. military at Guantdnamo
Bay—can be rightly told by the prominent examples of people held unjustly
because of their beliefs. Many of those now considered political prisoners
are jailed because of their participation in various movements for social
change. Since the end of World War Two, in an effort to ensure that the poli-
cies and practices leading to and executed by the Fascists of Nazi Germany
would never again rip the heart of humankind, the international com-
munity established regulations to serve as global guideposts. Though too
often ignored by the governments of the world, these guidelines regarding
the waging of war, the treatment of prisoners, and the rights of all peoples
nevertheless serve to remind us all of some basic standards, internationally
discussed and ratified, during the worst of times. The definitions of who
qualifies as a political prisoner may be long debated and cause for disagree-
ment; the International Declaration of Human Rights may be a far from per-
fect document, administered unevenly in a far from perfect world. As we
campaign for a peace based upon justice, however, it helps to hold to some
standards that can be easily communicated no matter what the date and
place and time.

In contemporary world history, few would deny that much of the moral
leadership of our age has come from political prisoners. Indian indepen-
dence leader Mohandas Gandhi made going to jail a rite of passage for those
campaigning for his country’s freedom; Pan Africanist Kwame Nkrumah of
Ghana followed suit. Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., wrote some of his most
famous words while jailed for his political beliefs and actions, and Malcolm
X left his cell so energized, he built a Nation upon release. Puerto Rican
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freedom fighter Lolita Lebrén, one of the first 20th-century Latin American
women who took up arms for their people, found God in her prison cell and
remains today the conscience of her nation. Nonviolent human rights fighter
Aung San Suu Kyi of Burma was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 1991 for
her work against the Burmese dictatorship, though she still remains under
house arrest for her efforts. Her Nobel Prize-winning colleague, Nelson
Mandela—African National Congress leader who spent 27 years under lock
and key for his refusal to give up his principles or his tactical beliefs—is
probably the most recognized and respected person on the face of our planet
today. Mandela spent his quarter-century in jail for refusing to renounce the
right of oppressed people to wage armed struggle for liberation, though now
is correctly viewed as a great force of nonviolence.

The current U.S. political prisoners have received no Nobel honors and
scant little attention from the human rights community. But they share many
similarities to their above-named predecessors, playing leadership roles for
progressive social change, standing fast in their beliefs that a better world
is possible. This is true whether we are talking about Dr. Mutulu Shakur, a
proponent of New Afrikan independence in the Black Belt south, who pio-
neered acupuncture techniques for intravenous drug users in Harlem trying
to free themselves from substance abuse, or about Oscar Lopez Rivera, a
decorated Vietnam Veteran from the Puerto Rican community of Chicago,
who has found out the hard way that one does not receive commendations
for fighting for one’s own people here at home. This is certainly true of Native
elder Leonard Peltier, whose main crime was a commitment to defend his
community against FBI military attack. This commitment, though real and
undeniable, must be understood in the light of mountains of legal evidence
that suggests that Peltier never took any action that resulted in any harm to
anyone. It is true for the many former Black Panthers, who had the audacity
to want to defend themselves against police violence, and it is true for the
Cuban 5, who may be considered terrorists simply because of the country of
their birth—and whose nonviolent actions were clearly in the cause of peace.
It is true for white activists Marilyn Buck and David Gilbert, who wanted
to demonstrate by their actions that some would stand in solidarity when
attacks were waged against the Black Panther Party, their allies, and their
offshoots. It is true for the many Plowshares campaigners, who beat their
hammers on real, not imagined, weapons of mass destruction, and for the
new wave of animal rights and environmental defenders. It is true for the
growing number of U.S. military resisters, whose political act is refusing to
fight and be killed in a war that most would agree (now even in Congress!) is
unjust and unnecessary. Taken together, the current U.S. political prisoners
represent the heart of people’s movements, past and present. They symbol-
ize the unfinished legacy of recent struggles for humanity. Their freedom
represents nothing less than claiming our history with pride, proclaiming
our certainty that the struggle, indeed, does continue.
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Why now?

When the PATRIOT Act informed all U.S. citizens that the price of free-
dom was freedom itself, Orwellian double-speak surpassed even Reagan-
era standards. With habeas corpus and the First Amendment under attack,
it was clearly time to act. When the atrocities of Abu Ghraib sparked a
public discussion about the effectiveness of torture, it was clearly time to
act. When Filiberto was murdered, six years after 11 Puerto Rican Prisoners
of War were granted clemency, to provoke angry independentistas to take
actions that might lead to a new generation of presos politicos, it was clearly
a time to take action. When governmental representatives met in guarded
General Assembly quarters, and the new Latin American radical momen-
tum enabled the president of Venezuela to laughingly call the president of
the United States “the devil,” there was not just time, but opportunity for us
to act. When nongovernmental representatives meet in open tents at World
Social Forums in Brazil and Venezuela, Mali and Kenya, India and Pakistan,
calling for grassroots U.S. activists to focus energy on the social justice
issues in our own backyard, there was—and is—clearly a responsibility for
us to act.

When, during the summer of 2006, five men in their fifties and sixties—all
former members or associates of the Black Panther Party—were called before
a San Francisco-based grand jury allegedly investigating a crime commit-
ted over three decades previously, the state threw down a gauntlet. When
it became clear that the investigations were reopening cases based on evi-
dence obtained primarily through torture, the message was unmistakable:
Be afraid, be very afraid, and don’t even think of fighting back. When these
same men stood strong, firm on the principle that they would not take part
in a new, government-sponsored witch hunt, they sent a counter-message on
behalf of us all: We will not allow our struggles, our communities, our very
lives to be criminalized by a corrupt and racist criminal justice system. When,
in the first weeks of 2007, indictments were handed down for eight former
Panthers—including four of the five previously mentioned and two political
prisoners, Jalil Muntagim and Herman Bell, who have already served more
than 30 years behind bars—the responsibility to speak out became that much
more urgent. We must speak out not only for the San Francisco 8 and for the
movements they symbolically represent. We speak out for ourselves, as the
legacy of those movements and the growing interest in them among younger
generations today help inform a new wave of struggle that learns from the
mistakes of the past. We speak out for tomorrow.

Enough is enough! The message we must send is a simple one: Never
again. Never again will progressive people in the U.S.—liberals and radicals,
Black, white, Latino, Asian, and Indigenous—remain divided or inactive as
government agents jail our leaders, criminalize our movements, and terror-
ize the people. Never again will we allow torture, abroad or here at home.
Never again will we allow illegal wars and immoral laws used as excuses to
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roll back hard-earned human rights that are considered basic in most of the
world. Never another political prisoner; never another colony.

The means of achieving these goals are not so simple, but the task is clear.
It’s not enough to pledge that the building of empire must end; Puerto Rico
must be freed of its colonial status, and the neo-colonies and internal colo-
nies must be granted sovereignty as well. It’s not enough that the members
of the San Francisco 8 not yet convicted of any crimes must be kept out of
prison. Herman Bell and Jalil Muntagim (and all the political prisoners) must
be immediately released and returned to the communities they have worked
so hard to enrich. The tactics and even some of the strategies can and must be
varied. Some of us must engage in genuine, respectful, interactive meetings
with those in power; others of us will be chanting and getting arrested on
the other side of those same meetings—involved in massive and disciplined
direct actions that will demonstrate by our deeds that we are prepared to
shut the system down if our demands are not met. Many of us must hand out
petitions, send out e-mails and mailings, organize educational events, and
make telephone calls to let new people learn about our work in ways that
they are ready to hear. And all of us will have to learn that most basic of acts
of communication and dialogue; we must knock on a neighbor’s door, intro-
duce ourselves politely, and begin telling the story of our buddies behind
bars. Whether at our places of work or our local schools, the place we do
our laundry or the places we go to relax, we must talk about the real people
whom the U.S. government would like to make disappear.

This book was quickly thrown together, chronologically and thematically
arranged as a resource guide for organizers. It is filled with old documents
and speeches, essays, and calls to action, from a variety of the campaigns
over the past 20 years. There are a few new pieces as well, and joined together
they give us a sense of where we've been, what we’ve done, and where we
might be heading. As you read through these resources, you will find some
information that is dated and some that was written for a particular audience
or event. They are included not simply to give one a sense of the time, but
to help frame the context for certain strategies utilized in the various cam-
paigns described. We hope that they are all informative and inspiring. But
more than that, we hope that when put together as a whole, they can inform
our collective thinking about the movements we must build today. They are
not all-inclusive; there are examples of good work done for the release of U.S.
political prisoners that are only briefly referred to, or not reproduced at all.
We present the texts we do with an eye toward what we consider particularly
strategic. We present them for review in reference to the next steps we feel
need to be taken in building the next broad campaign—to let freedom ring
for all the remaining U.S. political prisoners.

For many peoples, from a broad historical perspective, liberty has never
truly been won. Let us begin today, freeing those who are bound.
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Gearing Up: A Guide to This Collection
Matt Meyer

First and foremost, it is important to understand this book as a resource
manual. It is not intended to be read cover to cover and is also not intended as
a comprehensive set of materials from the period in question. What it is is a
political selection of some of the strategic opportunities set forth over the past
20 years to bring the issue of U.S. political prisoners, prisoners of conscience,
and prisoners of war to a wider audience than a “preaching to the choir” left.
In the process of making this selection, we have tried to avoid sectarianism
and regionalism, but recognize that this is an ongoing process of struggle of
which we, too, are a part. So the sense of what is important to emphasize and
what is considered strategic is, ultimately, the perspective (and fault) of the
editor.

That said, there are some basic assumptions that derive from collective
political history, not simply individual preference. That the work to free U.S.
political prisoners has its modern roots in the Black liberation movement in
general, and the Black Panther Party in particular, is evidenced in their pio-
neering work to repopularize the concept of the political prisoner and to raise
consciousness around prison issues in general.

It is beyond the chronological scope of this collection to include some
documents from campaigns that we nevertheless feel compelled to acknowl-
edge. We stand proudly on the shoulders of the movement to free the Soledad
Brothers, the campaigns to free Angela, and the many struggles to get folks
to realize that Attica is all of us. In looking at the many decades of support
work for Black Panthers like Sundiata and Geronimo, we recognize that the
poster “Assata Is Welcome Here” continues to have meaning today. As the
New Jersey police and government put nothing less than a million-dollar
bounty on her head, we are called to proclaim: Keep Assata Free!

This collection brings together many efforts to understand in international
context both the issue of political prisoners and the reality of internal colo-
nialism faced by the Black/New Afrikan, Puerto Rican, Mexican/Chican@,
and Native Nations. We would therefore be remiss in not citing some prec-
edents for our imperfect, 20-year retrospective. In 1978, Lennox Hinds of the
International Association of Democratic Lawyers presented an important
petition to the United Nations citing human rights abuses regarding politi-
cal prisoners. This petition, presented on behalf of the National Conference
of Black Lawyers, the National Alliance Against Racism and Political
Repression, and the Commission for Racial Justice of the United Church of
Christ, led to a significant international inquiry into the conditions of con-
finement of our comrades. The international campaign to free the five Puerto
Rican Nationalists, taking place during the same period of 1970s upsurge,
brought such pressure on the Carter administration that the president was
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forced to commute the sentences of Lolita Lebron, Rafael Cancel Miranda,
Irvin Flores, and Oscar Collazo. Bitter irony strikes again that one of the
remaining Puerto Rican independentistas in prison today after more than
25 years is Oscar Lopez Rivera, who was, among other things, an activist
with the campaign to Free the Five.

There is not enough information on these pages about the myriad of grand
jury resisters who faced intense jail time for refusing to collaborate with pros-
ecutors’ “fishing expeditions” attempting to criminalize radical thought and
activity. And the efforts to close down control units and super-maximum
security house units, once known by their less stylized name—dungeons—
are not as focused on as we’'d have liked. The fact that the infamous Lexington
Control Unit, which tortured political prisoners Alejandrina Torres, Susan
Rosenberg, and Silvia Baraldini, was successfully shut down in the 1980s is
little comfort in light of the fact that new federal and state-based control units
have been built at an alarming rate ever since.

There is much to be done, and the documents included herein suggest that
much work has, in fact, already been done. For this collection to serve its
purpose, the active reader will think about how these efforts can be built
upon. Together, we must figure out how a new and more united movement
can emerge that will understand that a future worthy of winning cannot be
built if we ignore our past.
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“When the prison doors are opened, the real dragon will fly out.”
Ho Chi Minh

Governments have long used incarceration and execution to crush dissent.
Political prisoners occupy a crucial position in liberation struggles around
the world; their incarceration signals the terror of state repression, and their
activism defines the principled, long-term commitments of our movements.
Working for their full freedom constitutes a vital element in building, defend-
ing, and sustaining the revolutionary traditions for which they have fought.
In ways political and personal, fighting for their release grounds radicalism
in its layered history: it puts long-term activists who have borne the brunt of
repression in public view, connects younger radicals with older generations,
and, in the West, exposes the contradictions of liberal democracy. As such,
freeing political prisoners always comprises a giant victory for the left, just
as work on their behalf offers much-needed opportunities to learn from the
strengths and weaknesses of previous struggles and to build coalition among
the many communities in struggle. Working for their freedom provides the
chance to improve people’s material conditions, to free people from the state’s
clutches before medical neglect, long sentences, or open execution can take
their lives. It also enables us, ideally, to build on the best of those traditions
while avoiding some of their pitfalls.

The connection to movement history generated by working to free politi-
cal prisoners is multifaceted: just as participation in the struggle expands
one’s knowledge of history, so too is our organizing strengthened through
at least a provisional awareness of the movements and conditions, ideolo-
gies and strategies, that produced the revolutionaries who have served or are
now serving time in American gulags. What follows is just such a cursory
introduction; though it is by nature partial and incomplete, I trace some of the
foundational cases and contexts of political incarceration in the United States
since the 1960s. The state uses the imprisonment of political leaders and rank-
and-file activists as a bludgeon against movement victories. Their incarcera-
tion is a reminder of the strength, potential, and, just as crucially, the weak-
nesses and vulnerabilities of radical mass movements. As a result, political
prisoners serve collective prison time for all those who participated in the
movements from which they emerged. And because, as James Baldwin once
wrote, “[a] people who trust their history do not find themselves immobilized
in it,” we have a responsibility to know where we come from. Grounding our
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actions in our histories enables us to build mental and physical resistance
to the state assaults on our memories and our victories. It is a safeguard,
perhaps the only one, against the politics of repression and annihilation.

Militancy and Raising the Stakes

The liberal international human rights community often defines political
internees as those incarcerated for their beliefs, not necessarily their actions.
While such instances abound, they are not the only or even the best examples
of politically motivated incarceration. Whether someone “did it” ought not
to determine fully who receives our support. Instead, political prisoners are
best conceived as active participants in resistance movements. International
law established the rights and treatment of political prisoners and prison-
ers of war; the latter category includes not only formal armies but guerrilla
fighters of recognized liberation struggles. Attuned to ongoing injustice and
wary of repeating the horrors of Nazism, the United Nations sanctioned
struggle (including by force of arms) against racist and repressive regimes.
While the framework of international law still leaves much to be desired,
its stipulations—supposed to be the highest law of the land—are still more
progressive than normal policy in the United States.

Thus the central issue for thinking about political prisoners is not whether
they did it but what movements did they come from and what are the broader
circumstances surrounding their arrest. Most of those incarcerated partici-
pated in radical movements seeking fundamental overhauls of structures of
power. Some of these, most notably death row journalist Mumia Abu-Jamal
as well as several other former members of the Black Panther Party, are vic-
tims of state frame-ups. But many others were active participants in liberation
struggles that included involvement in illegal activities. Regardless of which
side of the law their actions fell on, however, America’s political prisoners
participated in movements presenting revolutionary left challenges to the
capitalist state; for many, these politics emerged out of an explicit commit-
ment to fighting white supremacy (and, for some, patriarchy). These politics
necessitated direct, confrontational responses to the violence of U.S. impe-
rialism and corporate hegemony—from war overseas to murderous attacks
on people of color in the United States, from environmental destruction to
the stark repression of incarceration. Political prisoners emerged from move-
ments seeking to stop, to overturn, to develop alternatives to the violence of
the system. All of America’s political internees did something; some resisted
with force, some put their bodies on the line, and others used words and
propagated ideas the state deemed too powerful to let slide as just so much
free speech. Supporting political prisoners is defending the radical left’s abil-
ity to wage resistance.

Of those incarcerated for engaging inillegal, often clandestine actions, most
followed a similar path: several years of legal activism led to a determined
belief in the need to raise the stakes. Their backgrounds are varied; prior to
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being activists, they were good-hearted liberals or class-conscious workers,
apolitical moderates or red-diaper babies. They spent years protesting, peti-
tioning, organizing, and engaging in civil disobedience. But, time after time,
frustration at the limited possibilities of available (i.e., legal) remedies to such
entrenched injustice led many activists to seek—and many more to support—
alternative options of resistance. This search for alternatives emerged from a
desperation, it is true, but also from a palpable belief in the possibility for
a more successful revolutionary politics. Building a movement, many have
argued, requires an infrastructure outside the eyes and ears of the state—
especially as state repression becomes more intense against revolutionary
currents. Although it often meant a turn to armed struggle, the search for
new mechanisms of engaging in political action did not necessarily lead to
violence. What it did mean, across the board, was a belief in raising the stakes
of resistance to imperial rule. Upping the ante through militant, often clan-
destine, tactics was not intended to stand in for organizing a mass movement
(although sectarianism and different strategic priorities have often yielded
this in effect if not in intent). Rather, militancy meant an ongoing commit-
ment to develop a revolutionary movement that looked to create opportuni-
ties for expanded resistance in the context of concrete conditions.

There are several, somewhat overlapping communities of struggle from
which America’s political prisoners have emerged in recent decades. I will
focus below on the most significant: the national liberation struggles of
Black/New Afrikan, Puerto Rican, Indigenous, and Chicano people; antira-
cist solidarity and opposition to U.S. imperialism; revolutionary nonviolence
against the state’s ability to wage war; and, more recently, activists incarcerated
for their actions on behalf of earth and animal liberation. While my focus is on
those facing the most severe sentences and tied to established political move-
ments, readers should keep in mind that the United States has always had more
political prisoners than can be summarized in one essay or book. Each wave
of repression has not only targeted those who end up serving long sentences,
but also many activists who go to jail rather than cooperate with grand jury
investigations or who are targeted for their support of radical actions. Many
people have passed in and out of prison on a variety of politically motivated
charges and not always based on longstanding connection to social move-
ments. The 2007 convictions of four young Black lesbians in New York City for
defending themselves from a homophobic attack is surely a case in point, as are
the many examples of women and trans people being incarcerated for fighting
back against or killing their abusers. The urgency of many acts of resistance
makes hard and fast rules a risky endeavor. What follows, then, is an introduc-
tory sketch of the revolutionary struggles that have found themselves facing
stiff repression. It is lengthy but by necessity incomplete. For ease of reading,
the below essay is not footnoted; while the other contributions in this collection
should provide some relevant historical markers, I also include a list of some
additional sources as an epilogue for those eager to read more.
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National Liberation on U.S. Soil

The three decades following World War 11, roughly 1945 to 1975, witnessed
an array of upheavals around the world. These immense changes—political,
economic, social, cultural—continue to structure and inform the contempo-
rary world. Perhaps the most important development internationally was the
success of anticolonialism. With European colonial powers stretched thin by
a costly global war, radical and revolutionary movements throughout the
Third World of Africa, Asia, and Latin America began achieving indepen-
dence or emerging triumphant against U.S.-supported dictators in their own
countries. In most cases, these movements attempted to replace the corrupt
regime with some form of socialism. Most of these Third World liberation
movements struggled for independence from the colonial regimes or the over-
turning of neocolonial regimes that had controlled their countries for decades
or generations. The list of victories was impressive and seemed permanently
expanding: beginning with China in 1948, there were successful revolutions or
triumphs by popular movements in Ghana (1957); Cuba (1959); Algeria (1962);
Chile (1970); Guinea Bissau (1974); Angola and Mozambique (1975); Vietnam,
Cambodia, and Laos (1975); Grenada (1979); Nicaragua (1979); Zimbabwe (1980);
Namibia (1991); South Africa (1994); and dozens of other Third World nations.
Such sweeping radical change defined the Third World, unaligned with
either the capitalist First World or the bureaucratic communism of the Second
World (although the Soviet Union and/or China did provide much-needed
material aid to several revolutionary struggles). Refusing to choose sides in
the interimperialist rivalry of the Cold War, these movements united revo-
lutionary nationalism with some form of socialism and an eclectic range of
tactics to achieve independence. While recent history has shown capitalism’s
ability to colonize without formal armies, as well as the corruption of even
leftist authoritarian rule, the sweeping tide of revolution seemed to leave no
country unaffected in the several-decade period known as “the Sixties.”

Part 1: The Black Liberation Movement and Settler Colonialism
Within the United States, the politics of national liberation were most force-
fully articulated by the Black liberation struggle. Through the international-
ist politics of many leaders and rank-and-file activists, Black liberationists
identified their cause with anticolonial resistance overseas. More than affin-
ity, however, this unity was born of a similar designated status. As the Sixties
wore on, many radicals began to speak of peoples of color in the United States
as “internal colonies,” captive nations within U.S. boundaries. This analysis
was predicated on the abject poverty, state repression, and racist attitudes
faced by colonized people overseas; this triad was especially prevalent in
other “settler colonial” societies. Rather than a colonial government serv-
ing a faraway power, settler colonies are those countries—the United States,
Israel, Canada, South Africa, Australia, New Zealand—established through
the settlement of foreign populations as dominant classes and the imposition
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of institutions and structures upon a displaced and marginalized indigenous
population. Settler colonialism in the Americas is based on both the slaughter
and containment of the indigenous population, as well as imported African
slave labor.

Viewing the situation of African Americans and other peoples of color
as one of internal colonialism was a natural complement to the militant
politics already developing within the movement. This analysis joined race
and class as constituent elements of colonial rule: the nations internal to the
United States were the most oppressed populations, where race served as a
marker of class distinction. The goal was to liberate the captive nations—and,
as Black Liberation Army soldier Mtayari Shabaka Sundiata once put it, every
nation has an army. While the armed actions of the 1970s marked a different
phase of the Black liberation movement, this shift was not as decisive as some
have suggested. The civil rights movement was never as nonviolent as it has
been traditionally depicted; sections of it were always armed (most famously
the Deacons for Defense), and even the unarmed aspects were constantly
seeking to raise the stakes of resistance to white supremacy. Groups like the
Revolutionary Action Movement worked behind the scenes in the early to
mid-1960s to develop both Black nationalist consciousness and the capacity
for armed resistance. As civil rights activists were more effective and with
the quick growth of a self-consciously Black Power movement, the struggle
for Black liberation clashed with an entrenched white supremacist power
structure and increasingly repressive state.

The Black Panther Party was the most well known of the revolutionary
nationalist formations in the late 1960s. Born in Oakland in 1966, the Panthers
had grown to a nationwide organization in just two years. Panther chapters in
cities across the country built a series of community programs; the most well
known entailed community defense, whereby Party members would observe
police officers making arrests in an attempt to thwart brutality or stop the
arrest altogether. The Panthers also engaged in free community health care
and breakfast for children programs, among other “survival pending revolu-
tion” operations. With the full weight of state repression against them, the
Panthers soon began racking up political prisoners on charges big and small.
And therepression wasn'tjust prison-based; part of the FBI's campaign against
the Panthers, as codified in the Counterintelligence Program (COINTELPRO),
entailed spreading distrust within the group and between the Panthers and
other radical groups. Sometimes these FBI-fostered hostilities degenerated
into violence; for instance, the shooting deaths of Panther activists John
Huggins and Bunchy Carter in early 1969, ostensibly by members of a rival
organization, were in fact provoked by the police. Police had already killed
Bobby Hutton, one of the first to join the Panthers, on April 6, 1968, and a
dozen other Panthers were felled by police by 1970. In addition to the murder
of Panther activists, both leaders and rank-and-file activists found themselves
facing trumped-up charges.
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Such repression bred a climate of fear and distrust internally, as well as
a push toward clandestine armed struggle. Black communities had been
increasingly in open revolt against the state, especially the police; there were
hundreds of rebellions in cities across the country between 1964 and 1968. In
that climate, several police officers were killed, and the government increas-
ingly looked to blame Black Panther activists for any attack against police
or, for that matter, white people in general. This climate made it easy for
the state to frame Black radicals. Just to name a few cases: Panther leaders
Dhoruba Bin-Wahad in New York and Geronimo ji Jaga Pratt in California
both served time in prison (19 and 27 years, respectively) for attacks of which
the state knew they were innocent. Mondo we Langa (s/n David Rice) and
Ed Poindexter in Nebraska continue to serve time on trumped-up charges, as
do Marshall Eddie Conway in Maryland and Herman Bell and Jalil Muntagim
of the New York 3. (Their codefendant, Albert “Nuh” Washington, died of
cancer in prison in April 2000 after almost 30 years inside.)

Two instances of repression particularly stand out in the formation of a
Black underground: in a predawn raid on December 4, 1969, Chicago police
murdered Mark Clark and Fred Hampton, the 21-year-old leader of that city’s
Panther chapter. Police fired almost 100 bullets into the apartment, unpro-
voked, seriously wounding Hampton as he slept (a police informant had
drugged him to ensure his slumber) and then finishing him off with two
execution-style bullets to the head, fired at point-blank range. Given the cli-
mate in which these murders happened, the message was unmistakable: the
government was bent on destroying the Black Panther Party by any means
necessary. The other key incident at this time was the April 1969 indictment
of 21 Black Panthers from the BPP’s New York chapter for a host of fabricated,
violent conspiracies. Although all were acquitted by the jury in less than
an hour, the trial lasted two years, during which time most of the accused
remained in prison, as bail had been set at $100,000 each. Even without secur-
ing convictions, the government had managed to remove most of the leader-
ship and key activists of the New York chapter. And during those two years,
internal divisions within the Panthers had become unbridgeable, as Huey
Newton expelled many members of the New York 21, as they were collec-
tively known, for questioning his leadership. Many of the defendants from
that case either went into exile with the international chapter of the Panthers
or they went underground to help form the Black Liberation Army (BLA).

The BLA emerged in the climate of heightened police repression, not only
against Black liberation activists, but against the Black community at large.
Police shootings and killings of unarmed civilians, including children, had
become a regular feature of urban life by the late 1960s. Viewing the police
as an occupying army, the BLA crafted a response of guerrilla warfare. While
the idea, and perhaps even the infrastructure, for the BLA had long been in
the making, the organization announced its presence through armed attacks
against police as retaliation, not against individual officers but against police
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violence in general. In 1971 alone, the FBI claimed that the BLA carried out
more than a dozen attacks on officers in California, Georgia, New Jersey,
New York, and Pennsylvania. The BLA claimed responsibility for several of
these in communiqués sent to the media. Between 1971 and 1981, at least eight
people alleged to be BLA members were killed in shootouts with police, and
more than two dozen were arrested. In many cases, the shooting was initi-
ated by police, and the alleged BLA members were then falsely accused of
wounding or killing their attackers. Most notorious were the murder charges
brought against Assata Shakur and Sundiata Acoli following their arrests on
the New Jersey Turnpike in 1973; despite evidence showing their innocence,
they were convicted (in separate trials) and sentenced to life. In addition to
engaging the police in combat, the BLA also had a campaign against drug
dealers in the ghettoes, whom they saw as sapping the strength and vitality
of Black communities; BLA prisoner Teddy Jah Heath, who died in prison in
2001, served 28 years for the kidnapping of a drug dealer in which no one
was hurt.

Lacking wealthy benefactors or steady access to resources, BLA cells often
relied on bank robberies to secure funds (a tactic known as expropriations,
for they involved revolutionaries taking money from capitalist institutions to
further liberatory ends). In a phenomenon other revolutionary groups would
also experience, many BLA soldiers were captured engaging in these high-
risk actions.

As members of a clandestine army fighting to free a colonized people, most
captured BLA combatants have defined themselves as prisoners of war, not
just political prisoners. Several attempted to escape from prison, often with
the help of units on the outside—sometimes successfully, at least for short
periods of time. Among those still incarcerated for alleged BLA activities
(and not mentioned here) are Russell “Maroon” Shoats, Kojo Sababu, Joe-Joe
Bowen, Bashir Hameed, and Abdul Majid. Meanwhile, after their release,
former BLA soldiers and POW’s, such as Ashanti Alston and Safiya Bukhari,
became stalwart organizers for the freedom of remaining prisoners. (Bukhari
founded the Free Mumia Abu-Jamal Coalition and was a central figure in
the Jericho Amnesty Movement until her untimely death in 2003; Alston is
the former Northeast regional coordinator for Critical Resistance and now
co-chairs the National Jericho Movement.)

By 1975, there was a lull in BLA activity, as many participants were on trial or
in prison and whose attention turned toward consolidating the political ideol-
ogy of the BLA through small-scale newsletters, a study manual, and commu-
niqués. On the outside, however, others began rebuilding the BLA’s capacity to
carry out even grander actions than had been undertaken to date.

In November 1979, the BLA made a most auspicious public reentry, helping
Assata Shakur break out of prison in New Jersey; it was a daring escape,
made more impressive by the fact that it succeeded without anyone getting
hurt. Shakur ultimately went into exile in Cuba, but this unit of the BLA
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continued. (Besides Shakur, ex-Panther Nehanda Abiodun remains in exile
there, as does Puerto Rican independentista William Morales. News reports
estimate that Cuba is home to go U.S. fugitives, although it is unclear how
many of them fled political persecution, nor is Cuba the only place hous-
ing U.S. exiles. Indeed, former Panthers Donald Cox and Pete and Charlotte
O’Neal are exiled in France and Tanzania, respectively.)

Two years after Shakur’s escape, in October 1981, several people attempted
to rob a Brink’s armored car in Nyack, New York, about 30 miles north of
New York City. The expropriation would have netted $1.6 million which,
according to a communiqué issued two weeks later under the name
Revolutionary Armed Task Force of the BLA, was to have helped fund con-
tinued clandestine endeavors and other Black community programs. But
the action went awry: a shootout near the Brink’s truck left a security guard
dead, and two police officers were killed at a roadblock in an exchange of
gunfire a few miles away, as the radicals attempted to flee. Four militants
were captured at the scene, including BLA member Sam Brown and three
white allies—Kathy Boudin, David Gilbert, and Judy Clark. The whites were
not at the scene of the robbery; they were arrested at the police roadblock.
A shootout in Queens, New York, two days later left BLA soldier Mtayari
Shabaka Sundiata dead and Sekou Odinga in police custody; police tortured
Odinga, burning him with cigarettes, removing his toenails, and rupturing
his pancreas during long beatings that left him hospitalized for six months.

In the weeks that followed, an FBI dragnet created a climate of hysteria,
sweeping up many other activists, some of whom had nothing to do with
the Brink’s incident (and several of whom were ultimately acquitted of all
charges). All told, more than a dozen people were arrested leading to mul-
tiple trials, at both the state and federal levels, emanating from the Brink’s
robbery and the escape of Assata Shakur. Additionally, several aboveground
supporters and friends, both Black and white, served time for refusing to tes-
tify before grand juries investigating these matters. While many from these
assorted trials have since been released, several remain in prison with what,
for most of them, amount to life sentences. Clark, Gilbert, and BLA member
Kuwasi Balagoon were convicted on state felony murder charges in 1983 and
sentenced to 75 years to life. In another state trial, BLA member Sekou Odinga
was convicted of attempted murder and sentenced to 25 years to life for
returning fire against the cops shooting at him prior to his arrest. In a move
that would be repeated in later cases brought against left-wing radicals, fed-
eral prosecutors in the Brink’s case used the RICO (Racketeer Influenced and
Corrupt Organizations) Act, originally intended for prosecuting the Mafia,
to try those they claimed were involved in illegal underground activity.
(RICO allows guilt-by-association “conspiracies” to be prosecuted as crimi-
nal enterprises). In the 1983 federal trial, Odinga and white anti-imperialist
Silvia Baraldini were found guilty of racketeering and conspiracy in con-
nection with an attempted bank expropriation and Assata Shakur’s escape,
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receiving 4o-year sentences each. Three codefendants facing robbery-murder
charges, former Panthers Chui Ferguson and Jamal Joseph and Republic of
New Afrika activist Bilal Sunni-Ali, were acquitted, although Ferguson and
Joseph were convicted of accessory charges and received 12-year sentences.
Balagoon and Odinga had attempted to be tried together to collectively
mount a POW defense, but the state tried them separately. Still, both invoked
international law in claiming the right to resist unjust rule by force. Balagoon
died in prison of AIDS on December 13, 1986, and Odinga remains incar-
cerated. Brown was convicted in 1984. (Brown and Clark are not considered
political prisoners: Brown was tortured after his arrest and denied medical
care until he cooperated with authorities, yet he still received a life sentence,
which he serves under protective custody for being a government witness. In
the mid-1980s, Clark asked to be removed from political prisoner lists.) Kathy
Boudin, who pled guilty in 1984 to felony murder and robbery, was sentenced
to 20 years to life; she was granted parole and released from prison in 2003.
Marilyn Buck and Mutulu Shakur were convicted of racketeering and con-
spiracy in a federal trial in 1988; Buck received 50 years (on top of 20 years for
an earlier conviction), Shakur 60 years.

A later case that the FBI falsely dubbed “Son of Brink’s” and a “succes-
sor” to the BLA involved an attack on another group of Black revolutionary
nationalists: In October 1984, eight members of the aboveground Sunrise
Collective—Lateefah Carter, Coltrane Chimurenga, Omowale Clay, Yvette
Kelley, Colette Pean, Viola Plummer, Robert Taylor, and Roger Wareham—
were arrested in a set of massive, military-style police raids around
New York City. They were charged with conspiracy to rob banks and break
out Balagoon and Odinga from prison. Using a new “preventive detention”
law pushed through Congress by then-President Reagan supposedly to
combat the Mafia, prosecutors led by U.S. Attorney Rudolph Giuliani con-
vinced a judge to deny bail to the activists—none of whom had any criminal
record—as “dangers to the community” and they were all held for several
months. The case became known as the New York Eight+ (a ninth, Latino
activist José Rios, was charged later), and it sparked major headlines, mass
organizing, and a packed trial. Despite extensive video and audio surveil-
lance and testimony by an informant in the group, in August 1985 the jury
acquitted all defendants of the major charges. They were convicted only of
minor charges—seven of possession of illegal weapons and one of possession
of false IDs; Rios was acquitted on all counts. In interviews afterwards, jurors
condemned the FBI surveillance and the prosecutors” “guilt by association”
tactics. One defendant (Pean) received three months’ jail time; the others got
probation and community service. (These activists later became the core of
the December 12th Movement, which has done much work internationally
and at the United Nations to highlight the human rights violations against
Black political prisoners and the demand for reparations for Black people.)
The New York Eight+ case also led to an investigative grand jury that sub-
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poenaed many Black community members and jailed several who refused to
cooperate for months.

Several of those tried for alleged involvement in the second generation of the
BLA—including the Assata escape and Brink’s debacle, but also several other
robberies and attacks during the late 1970s—were citizens of the Republic of
New Afrika (RNA), a Black nationalist group formed in 1968. The RNA took
the internal colonialism thesis a step further, proclaiming Alabama, Georgia,
Louisiana, Mississippi, and South Carolina as the territory of the Black
Nation. The RNA developed the governmental apparatus of the Black Nation
and organized for independence, choosing Mississippi as its base. Following
Brink’s, the Joint Terrorism Task Force (a collaborative effort of various police
agencies and the FBI) raided RNA territory in Mississippi to arrest several
activists. Some were brought to a federal trial emanating from Brink’s; others
refused to cooperate with grand jury investigations. These arrests were not
the first time RNA activists found themselves behind bars. Most famously, 11
RNA citizens were arrested in 1971 in the first (but clearly not the last) mili-
tary assault on the group’s headquarters, which coincided with arrests at a
residence where several members lived. While the government had a warrant
to arrest one person (who, it turned out, wasn't even there), police officials
fired 300 rounds into the RNA government office. RNA officials returned fire,
and in the melee, a police officer was killed. All 11 were charged with his
death, even though four of the 11 were arrested at an entirely different loca-
tion. Two RNA activists also served five years for gun possession at the 1972
Democratic National Convention in Miami; authorities speciously claimed
the pair was there to assassinate the Democratic nominee.

New Afrikan politics have permeated America’s prisons, with dozens
of Black men who may not have been previously active or incarcerated for
political offenses declaring themselves citizens of New Afrika committed
to various forms of revolutionary Black nationalism. (Khalfani Khaldun,
Shaka N’Zinga, and Sanyika Shakur are among the better-known examples).
Insurgent politics have long held sway among imprisoned populations. Even
before New Afrikan politics held such sway, the revolutionary potential of
Black Power energized thousands behind prison walls. The most famous
example was George Jackson; arrested for participating in a petty robbery
as a teenager, Jackson was given the brutally vague sentence of one year to
life. Jackson discovered politics while in prison, studying voraciously and
ultimately becoming a Field Marshal of the Black Panther Party. His book
Soledad Brother became a bestseller, and Jackson became a symbol and strat-
egist of revolutionary opposition. His second book, Blood in My Eye, was
viewed as a manual for Black guerrilla activity. Along with John Clutchette
and Fleeta Drumgo, Jackson was charged in January 1970 with killing a cor-
rections officer in retaliation for guards having shot and killed three pris-
oners in the yard. Defense committees for the “Soledad Brothers,” as they
were known, sprouted up across the country, bringing together nationalists,
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communists, and assorted radicals. On August 7, 1970, Jackson’s 17-year-old
brother, Jonathan, attempted a daring raid at Marin County Courthouse.
Although George was not in court that day, Jonathan equipped prisoners
William Christmas and James McClain with guns and invited Ruchell Magee
to join them. The group took the judge, prosecutor, and several jurors hos-
tage, demanding the state free George and other political prisoners. As they
attempted to escape in a van, police opened fire, killing Jackson, Christmas,
McClain, and the judge, and seriously wounding Magee and the prosecu-
tor. Magee was acquitted on the most serious charges against him. Yet this
69-year-old man, who was first incarcerated in the 1950s, remains in prison,
in large part because of his politics.

Angela Davis, Black communist leader and close friend of George Jackson,
was arrested in conjunction with Jonathan'’s raid, after it was discovered that
some of the guns Jonathan used were licensed in her name. (The younger
Jackson had been serving as Davis’s bodyguard at the time.) She was ulti-
mately acquitted, though her case and Jackson’s brought increased attention
to the plight and politics of prisoners. On August 21, 1971, George Jackson
was shot in the back by San Quentin prison guards in what they insisted was
an escape attempt, but which considerable evidence suggests was an assas-
sination. The fightback that August day against mistreatment in the sensory-
deprivation unit resulted not only in Jackson’s death but also the deaths of
two other prisoners and three particularly vicious guards. Afterward, six of
the most activist prisoners were charged with conspiracy and murder. Three
of the six were convicted in the late 1970s; one of them, Hugo Pinell, who had
also become a revolutionary while in prison, remains incarcerated although
he was convicted only of assault.

These events helped spark one of the most famous prison rebellions in this
period. Hearing of Jackson’s murder, prisoners at Attica Correctional Facility
in western New York State held a silent protest and fast. This demonstration
followed steady organizing that prisoners had been doing to improve their
conditions, and the show of solidarity among the prisoners frightened the
authorities. The increasing tension boiled over weeks later, when prisoners
seized control of the prison in what started as an inchoate riot but quickly
turned into a highly political rebellion. Prisoners maintained control of
Attica for four days, holding negotiations with the state to not only end the
standoff but improve conditions in the prison and advance a revolutionary
response to state power. It ended brutally, however, when Governor Nelson
Rockefeller ordered troops to retake the prison, leaving 43 people dead (10
guards who had been held as hostages and 29 prisoners were murdered, all
by police gunfire; four others died over the course of the rebellion).

The Attica rebellion reflected a growing radicalism among prisoners that
had yielded increased pressure, both inside and out, on the prison system as
a whole. The late 1960s and early 1970s witnessed a rising prison movement,
including dozens of riots, work strikes, escape attempts, and the formation of
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prisoner labor unions. Following Jackson’s example, Herman Wallace, Robert
Wilkerson, and Albert Woodfox formed a prison chapter of the Black Panther
Party in Louisiana’s notoriously brutal Angola prison (the site is a former
plantation). The trio had a history of involvement with the Panthers, though
they were serving time on separate robbery charges. To stop their organiz-
ing, prison officials charged them with murder, won convictions based on
concocted evidence, and placed them in solitary confinement. Wilkerson
was released in 2001, having been found innocent of the charges for which
he served almost 30 years. Wallace and Woodfox remain incarcerated; after
36 years of isolation, legal appeals, and an international pressure campaign
succeeded in removing them from solitary confinement in March 2008, and
Woodfox’s conviction was overturned in July 2008, although he remains
incarcerated. A massive campaign, in which Wilkerson plays a leading role,
continues to work for their release.

Not all radical Black groups who have found themselves under attack
have espoused politics of national liberation. The Philadelphia-based MOVE
organization is an almost all-Black naturalist group—some would say family.
MOVE began in the 1970s around the philosophy of a working-class Black
man named John Africa. Members of the group chose the last name Africa
and lived collectively, ate vegan, and staged militant protests against both
police violence and animal abuse. The notoriously racist Philadelphia police,
under the leadership of police commissioner-turned-mayor Frank Rizzo,
developed an instant distaste for MOVE. Through public protest and a loud-
speaker attached to their communal West Philadelphia home, MOVE mem-
bers challenged police authority. The police, meanwhile, routinely attacked
MOVE demonstrations. The situation first came to a head in 1978, when police
attempted to enforce a court order mandating MOVE to vacate its house. MOVE
refused the order, and by August, police had laid siege to the house in an effort
to drive a resource-strapped MOVE out. On August 8, the efforts to remove
MOVE erupted in violence: 600 police officers used guns and fire hoses to
drive the activists from the basement where they were hiding. Officer James
Ramp was shot and killed in the melee; although Ramp was standing in front
of the house and was shot from behind and even though MOVE members
were in the basement of the house, the nine adults inside were arrested, tried,
and collectively sentenced to 30 to 100 years for Ramp’s death. Police officers
also bulldozed the house and destroyed any evidence that might exculpate
MOVE members. (Before doing that, however, three officers savagely beat
Delbert Africa as he surrendered to them clearly unarmed.) Merle Africa died
of cancer in prison in 1998, , and seven of the other eight MOVE prisoners were
denied parole in spring 2008, a decision expected to be replicated when the
last one, Chuck Africa comes up for parole in October 2008. As is typical in
political prisoner cases, part of the reason the MOVE members were suppos-
edly denied parole is the “severity of their crime”—which never changes and
thus becomes a convenient excuse for indefinitely prolonging incarceration.
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Standoffs between police and MOVE continued; tensions spilled over again
in 1985, when another siege of the new MOVE home culminated in city police
dropping a bomb on the house, killing 11 people, including MOVE founder
John Africa, and destroying much of the block.

Even before the bombing, however, successive mayoral administrations
from Frank Rizzo to Wilson Goode virulently chastised anyone, including
reporters, who challenged its authority or decision to act violently against
MOVE. A radio journalist named Mumia Abu-Jamal, a former leader of the
city’s Panther chapter and sympathetic to MOVE, particularly attracted the
city’s ire. Late at night on December 9, 1981, while driving a taxi to supple-
ment his income, Abu-Jamal saw his brother being beaten by police officer
Daniel Faulkner. He stepped out of his cab to intervene, at which point both
he and Faulkner were shot. Although several witnesses claim they saw others
flee the scene, Abu-Jamal was the only person seriously considered as a sus-
pect and was quickly charged with Faulkner’s murder. At trial, Judge Albert
Sabo denied Abu-Jamal the right to have an attorney of his choosing (MOVE
founder John Africa) and also denied Abu-Jamal the right to defend him-
self, even removing him from the courtroom during most of the proceed-
ings. Witnesses heard Judge Sabo, notoriously eager to send people to the
electric chair, utter a racial slur and a commitment to “fry” Abu-Jamal. The
prosecutor, in a practice later found unconstitutional by the U.S. Supreme
Court in another case, used Abu-Jamal’s past political affiliation with the
Black Panthers as an argument to the jury for the death penalty. In July 1982,
Abu-Jamal was sentenced to death; from death row, he has become the coun-
try’s most well-known political prisoner.

Mumia’s international support movement has succeeded in preventing
his execution and has even extracted momentary legal openings. Each level
of appeal within the judiciary system has, however, quickly closed those
openings by reaffirming Mumia’s conviction, despite significant evidence of
prosecutorial, police, and judicial misconduct, and adamantly denied him
the new and fair trial that Amnesty International and many other legal orga-
nizations have demanded. In 2001, U.S. District Court Judge William Yohn
affirmed Mumia’s conviction but voided his death sentence, citing “irregu-
larities” in the original sentencing. The judge converted the sentence to life
without parole and gave the prosecution the option to conduct a new sen-
tencing hearing in accordance with legal procedures to determine whether
Mumia would be sentenced to death. Both sides appealed. In March 2008, the
U.S. Third Circuit Court of Appeals again upheld Mumia’s conviction and
in July 2008 the full Third Circuit rejected his request to rehear the appeal.
But there still remains the possibility of a new trial if the U.S. Supreme Court
accepts the case and if it overturns the conviction. The Appeals Court also
affirmed the lower court’s voiding of Mumia’s death sentence. But he is not
out of danger of judicially sanctioned killing: If the prosecution continues to
fight for execution, it could either ask the U.S. Supreme Court to reverse this
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part of the Appeals Court ruling or it could insist on a new jury hearing on
that issue, and there is a possibility that such a jury could reimpose the death
sentence. For now, Mumia remains housed on death row.

Part 2: The American Indian Movement
While the Black liberation struggle provides a necessary narrative arc to
understanding the clandestine militancy and political incarceration of the time
period, it is not the only such struggle. The American Indian Movement (AIM)
formed in Minnesota in 1968 and was always strongest in the western half of
the country. Founded by four Indigenous activists, two of whom were former
prisoners, AIM set out to apply the militant community organizing model of
the Black Panthers to Indigenous communities and conditions in cities and
reservations. AIM’s focus on sovereignty and daring political action quickly
earned the group its fair share of publicity. One of its first actions was the
19-month occupation of Alcatraz, the abandoned island prison off the coast of
San Francisco, to draw attention to the colonial conditions Indigenous people
faced. The proclamation announcing the occupation declared that reserva-
tions already resembled abandoned prisons. The group also launched daring
marches, such as the Trail of Broken Treaties, a national caravan that ended
in Washington, DC, in 1972 with a 20-point plan to improve the status of First
Nations people in the United States. A similar march in 1978, the Longest
Walk, stretched from Alcatraz to the capital.

By the early 1970s, as the Panthers declined, in part due to state violence,
AIM had become the FBI's new number one enemy. Dozens of AIM activists
were murdered, some openly by police or vigilantes employed by corrupt
tribal leaders, and the group was similarly disrupted through a web of infor-
mants and misinformation. Most of the leadership—Dennis Banks, Vernon
and Clyde Bellecourt, Leonard Crow Dog, Russell Means, John Trudell, and
others—found themselves in and out of jail for participating in civil disobe-
dience actions or simply for being outspoken in their opposition to U.S. colo-
nialism. Their houses were routinely raided, and police openly surveilled
their actions.

Besides the FBI, a state-sanctioned paramilitary outfit known as the
Guardians of the Oglala Nation (GOON’s) became the vanguard counterin-
surgency force. Head GOON Dick Wilson called for an all-out war against
AIM, and he did his part to deliver it, using the GOON's as an unofficial death
squad in the Pine Ridge area. The repression was stark. People affiliated with
the GOON’s were suspected of murdering several AIM activists and sup-
porters, presumably with the collusion of police and other law enforcement
officials. For instance, on October 17, 1973, leader of the Independent Oglala
Nation, Pedro Bissonnette was murdered by a GOON at a Bureau of Indian
Affairs roadblock.

Anna Mae Aquash was an artist and a talented organizer; she helped estab-
lish AIM chapters across the country, raised funds to support a variety of AIM
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programs, and had been organizing to quell anti-Indian racism in the white
communities surrounding Indian Country. She was murdered in February
1976 after rebuffing the FBI's attempts to make her an informant and for chal-
lenging the character of an AIM activist who really was an informant.

In another incident, longtime AIM activist Tina Trudell, her mother, and
her three children were burned to death in an arson attack on their Nevada
home on February 11, 1979. The attack occurred 12 hours after her husband,
fellow AIM activist John Trudell, burned an upside-down American flag out-
side FBI headquarters during a rally in support of Leonard Peltier. There was
no official investigation into the attack. A fiery spokesman for AIM, Trudell
and his family had long been targets of state harassment.

In 1973, AIM occupied the hamlet of Wounded Knee, the site of an infa-
mous massacre of Indigenous people in 189o. The occupation lasted from
February to May, during which time AIM operated an autonomous territory
despite being surrounded by several federal law enforcement agencies and
GOON vigilantes. The action generated solidarity from activists across the
country seeking to assist AIM by breaking through the police blockade meant
to eliminate any resources or attention into Wounded Knee; in one of the
most auspicious attempts, a group of activists (including many from Vietnam
Veterans Against the War) chartered a plane to airdrop supplies. During
the 71-day occupation, there was constant gunfire exchanged between the
state and AIM, leaving two AIM members dead. GOON’s also “disappeared”
12 community members during this time. By May, AIM negotiated with the
government to end the occupation. But it was hardly over.

Twelve hundred people were arrested in the immediate aftermath of
Wounded Knee, and 500 more were arrested over the next two years.
Between 1973 and 1975, federal officials and GOON’s engaged in an immense
crackdown on Red Power. In the immediate aftermath of the occupation,
the government charged seven activists with conspiracy. Much of AIM’s top
leadership was indicted. Two of them, Dennis Banks and Russell Means, had
their case separated from the others (Clyde Bellecourt, Carter Camp, Leonard
Crow Dog, Stan Holder, and Pedro Bissonnette). Both men were acquitted
in 1974. The depths of FBI malice against the Wounded Knee occupation
were so prevalent that seven jurors involved in the trial publicly petitioned
for any remaining cases to be dismissed. Several judges in other cases did
dismiss most of the other cases, and most of those who went to trial were
acquitted. In the other conspiracy case, Camp, Crow Dog, and Holder were
convicted on reduced charges in 1975 and served brief jail terms. The case
against Bellecourt was dismissed for lack of evidence, and Bissonnette was
murdered before he could stand trial.

The repression continued. In June 1975, two FBI agents, driving in sepa-
rate and unmarked cars, entered Pine Ridge reservation in search of a man
wanted for questioning. The agents were fired upon; they radioed for backup
but engaged in a firefight on the reservation. Both agents and an Indian man
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were killed as a result. Four months later, police arrested two AIM activ-
ists, Dino Butler and Bob Robideau, for the murders. A grand jury refused
to indict Butler and Robideau on grounds of self-defense. Leonard Peltier,
also suspected in the defensive effort, was found in Canada, where he had
fled in fear of reprisals stemming from the firefight. Peltier had served as
bodyguard for AIM cofounder Dennis Banks, participating in the group’s
Trail of Broken Treaties in 1972 and moving to the Pine Ridge reservation in
1973 to help in the defense of Wounded Knee. Peltier was extradited to the
United States and tried a year later. The government changed its strategy to
ensure a conviction of Peltier. The new approach included a change of venue
to a town known for its prejudice against Native people, a conservative judge,
and ample new evidence—much of it perjured or otherwise questionable.
The FBI also assigned agents to “protect” the judge and jury; similar actions
were used later in one of the Brink’s trials to the same effect. While there
had been no threats against jurors and never an instance where radicals had
tampered with trials, the state used such tactics to instill fear among the very
people who have to sit in judgment against the accused.

As a result, Peltier has become one of the most well-known and longest-
held political prisoners in the world.

Peltier’s time in prison has not been without controversy. Standing Deer,
an Indigenous prisoner at Marion (a control-unit prison in Illinois), exposed
a government plot to kill Peltier in 1978 and worked to protect Peltier’s safety.
Six years later, the pair entered a 42-day fast to win protections for Native
spiritual practice in prison. The hunger strike received international attention
and won some concessions, though it also resulted in both men being placed
in solitary confinement for 15 months with nothing but a bed and a toilet.
His principled commitments throughout his time in prison earned Standing
Deer much respect and admiration as a politically conscious and active
prisoner. Standing Deer was released on September 4, 2001, after 25 years
in prison, and immediately jumped into organizing to free Peltier and other
political prisoners. He was murdered in his apartment on January 20, 2003, by
a houseguest with whom he had argued.

Of course, not all Indigenous political prisoners have been affiliated
with AIM. Eddie Hatcher, a community activist in Robeson County, North
Carolina, took over the offices of a local newspaper in 1988 to protest corrup-
tion in the area. Specifically, Hatcher and his comrade, Timothy Jacobs, took
20 journalists hostage to protest rampant police murder, the local govern-
ment’s involvement in drug trafficking, and the silence surrounding these
issues. The men released their hostages unharmed when the governor agreed
to their demand to establish an independent investigation on these issues.
Hatcher was acquitted by a jury for the action, but was indicted a second time,
on federal kidnapping charges. After a brief stint underground, he was cap-
tured and sentenced to 18 years in prison. He was given early parole in 1995,
however, after being stabbed four times with an ice pick and contracting HIV
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in prison. He was arrested again, this time for murder, and sentenced to life
in prison in early 2001 in an incident for which he maintains his innocence.

Part 3: The Puerto Rican Independence Movement
Through centuries of Spanish colonialism, Puerto Rico generated a vibrant
and militant independence movement that nearly drove out the Spanish
before the U.S. invasion and occupation of 1898. With the arrival of a new
colonizer, the resistance continued, providing as deep an opposition as any
that U.S. settler colonialism has yet faced. There have been successive gen-
erations of struggle over the century since then. As under the Spanish, pro-
independence activism has been continually and often brutally repressed.
Throughout the 1930s and in the early 1950s, there were several uprisings
against U.S. colonial rule. The Puerto Rican Nationalist Party—Iled by its
president, Don Pedro Albizu Campos—played a fundamental role in organiz-
ing this resistance, met by police assassinations (for instance, a 1937 massacre
in the town of Ponce killed 19 and wounded 200), jailings, and blacklistings.
Albizu was one of many Nationalists who did long stints as political prison-
ers on U.S. soil; he died of cancer in prison in 1964 after deliberate radia-
tion poisoning by the authorities. On October 30, 1950, after an islandwide
uprising headquartered in the town of Jayuya against U.S. colonial rule, the
colonial government declared martial law throughout Puerto Rico, and the
U.S. brought in Air Force planes to bomb the temporarily liberated towns.
Many activists were killed and hundreds were jailed. In response, seeking to
bring world attention to this repression, U.S.-based Nationalist Party activists
Oscar Collazo and Griselio Torresola attempted two days later to assassinate
President Harry Truman. One of Truman’s bodyguards was shot and killed,
several others were wounded, Torresola was killed, and Collazo wounded,
arrested, and ultimately sentenced to death. In response to an international
campaign that gathered 100,000 signatures on Collazo’s behalf, Truman later
commuted the sentence to life in prison.

In March 1954, four other U.S.-based Nationalist Party activists, seeking to
hold the U.S. Congress accountable for its direct role in colonial rule, unfurled
a Puerto Rican flag inside the U.S. House gallery and opened fire, wound-
ing five Congress members. Led by Lolita Lebrén, the action also involved
Rafael Cancel Miranda, Irvin Flores, and Andrés Figueroa Cordero. It was
timed to coincide with the Inter-American Conference in Caracas, Venezuela.
The four were arrested and sentenced to life in prison. With a climate of
terror and reprisals against independentistas both on the island and in the
United States, the five Nationalists received limited open support throughout
the 1950s and early 1960s.

The successful revolution in Cuba in 1959 helped create a rising tide of
militancy within Puerto Rico starting in the early 1960s, which snowballed
through the decade and made its way throughout the United States. Forced
migration had created large communities of Puerto Ricans living in the
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United States who, influenced by the civil rights movement and develop-
ments within Puerto Rico, grew more radical as the decade wore on. The
end of the 1960s witnessed a visible spike in Puerto Rican radicalism, which
particularly took the form of antiwar, especially antidraft, resistance, and
the upsurge in the pro-independence movement. A major pro-independence
force in the United States at the time was the Young Lords Party. Inspired by
the example of the Black Panthers, the Young Lords, initially a Chicago street
gang turned political, initiated a host of community programs in the barrios
of New York and Chicago. The organization combined a militant politics of
community self-defense with radical service (helping Spanish Harlem get
garbage service and proper health care, for instance) and a diasporic strat-
egy that connected Puerto Ricans in the United States to those on the island.
The Young Lords articulated a strong position against male chauvinism and
for women’s liberation. The group was part of a wave of Puerto Rican mili-
tancy at the time. The Puerto Rican left was a vibrant force throughout the
1960s and 1970s. Among the active organizations were, on the island, the Liga
Socialista Puertorriquesia (LSP; Puerto Rican Socialist League) and the Partido
Socialista Puertorriquefia (PSP; Puerto Rican Socialist Party), which also had a
U.S. presence, and, in the United States, El Comité and, later, the Movimiento de
Liberacion Nacional (MLN; Movement for National Liberation).

Armed struggle featured prominently in the Puerto Rican militancy of the
1960s and 1970s, both in the States and on the island. Juan Antonio Corretjer,
a brilliant strategist of the independence movement and former leader of
both the Nationalist Party and the Puerto Rican Communist Party as well
as a former political prisoner and one of the island’s most well-known poets,
had already outlined a vision of people’s war to build an independent and
socialist Puerto Rico. As secretary-general of the LSP, Corretjer situated
Puerto Rican people’s war as part of a long tradition of Puerto Rican radical-
ism, as part of the anticolonial revolutions then sweeping the globe, and as
part of unraveling the United States from within as well as from without.
Corretjer’s influence is manifest throughout the Puerto Rican left at this time,
both aboveground and under.

As early as 1964, clandestine groups emerged in Puerto Rico, followed
several years later by similar formations in the United States. These
included the Comandos Armados de Liberacion (CAL, Armed Commandos of
Liberation), Movimiento Independentista Revolucionario Armado (MIRA, Armed
Revolutionary Independence Movement), and then, starting in the mid-7os, the
Comandos Revolucionarios del Pueblo (CRP, People’s Revolutionary Commandos),
the Fuerzas Armadas de Resistencia Popular (the Armed Forces of Popular
Resistance), and the Organizacion de Voluntarios por la Revolucién Puertorriquefia
(OVRP, Organization of Volunteers for the Puerto Rican Revolution). The two
most active, however, were the Fuerzas Armadas de Liberacion Nacional (FALN;
Armed Forces of National Liberation) and the Ejercito Popular Boricua (Puerto
Rican Popular Army), also known as Los Macheteros, the Machete-Wielders.
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All of these underground organizations targeted U.S. military installations,
police stations, federal agencies, U.S. banks, and department stores, among
other sites selected for their role in helping uphold U.S. colonialism. In some
cases they mounted joint actions.

The Macheteros were active almost exclusively in Puerto Rico; the FALN, in
the United States. Between 1974 and 1983, by which time more than a dozen
alleged members of the group had been arrested, the FALN claimed responsi-
bility for more than 120 bombings against U.S. corporate or military targets.
These attacks targeted property in all but one case: In January 1975, the FALN
detonated a bomb during lunch hour at Fraunces Tavern, a New York City
restaurant popular with Wall Street executives. The bomb killed four and
wounded 50 people. (No one was ever charged with this bombing.) The
accompanying communiqué claimed the bombing as a response to a res-
taurant bombing in Puerto Rico by CIA-connected right-wing Cubans that
killed two independentistas and maimed 10 other people—just the most recent
in a wave of anti-independence terrorist attacks. Indeed, there would later
be other U.S.-directed death-squad actions. Most notoriously, in July 1978,
Puerto Rican police lured two young independentistas, whom they had
recruited into a government-created underground group, to the top of a
mountain called Cerro Maravilla, where they were executed in cold blood.
After years of independentista campaigning that forced Watergate-style hear-
ings by the colonial legislature (after the U.S. Justice Department refused to
act), in 1984, 10 police officers, including the head of the Intelligence Division,
were indicted, tried, convicted of various charges related to the killings and
their cover-up, and sentenced to prison time. Two years later, the undercover
agent who lured the young men to their deaths—and who was never prose-
cuted—was assassinated in an action claimed by the clandestine OVRP.

In the 1970s, the campaign to end the lengthy incarceration of the five
Puerto Rican Nationalists went into high gear: The independence movement
and its allies in the United States and the Nonaligned Movement of Third
World nations and liberation movements mounted a well-organized inter-
national campaign for their release. The organizations involved used tactics
as wide-ranging as petitions, lobbying, mass demonstrations, civil disobedi-
ence, and bombings (all communiqués accompanying armed actions in this
period included calls to “Free the Five”). In 1974, a diverse group of indepen-
dence activists and their North American supporters, led by the Puerto Rican
Socialist Party, held a rally at Madison Square Garden with 20,000 people that
identified Puerto Rican independence and the freeing of the five Nationalists
as central to a progressive agenda for the U.S. left. In one of the most atten-
tion-grabbing actions done as part of the campaign, more than two dozen
activists seized the Statue of Liberty and hung a Puerto Rican flag on its
crown on October 30, 1977 (the anniversary of the thwarted 1950 uprising),
using the media coverage to draw attention to the ongoing incarceration of
the Nationalists. Finally, in 1979, feeling the pressure of this international
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campaign, President Jimmy Carter granted unconditional release to Collazo,
Lebrén, Cancel Miranda, and Flores. (Carter had released Andrés Figueroa
Cordero in 1977; he was suffering from cancer and passed away 18 months
after his release.) They returned to Puerto Rico triumphant, though the ordeal
of Puerto Rican political incarceration was far from over.

By the time of the four Nationalists” freedom, the first of what was soon
to prove a new wave of arrests of Puerto Rican independence fighters had
occurred. In July 1978, William Morales was arrested at the site of a bomb
explosion in Queens, New York, in which he lost part of both hands and sight
in one eye. While in custody, Morales was tortured by FBI agents. A long-
time pro-independence activist, he was accused of membership in the FALN
and indicted on federal and state charges of possession of illegal weapons.
Morales became the first of a new generation of imprisoned independentistas
to refuse to participate in their own trials, asserting the position of prisoner
of war, thus not subject to the colonial courts of the United States. Judges
rejected that claim, and Morales was convicted and sentenced to a total
of g9 years. After a successful community pressure campaign to transfer
him to a prison hospital for treatment of his eye and fitting his hands for
prosthetic devices, Morales audaciously escaped, in an action claimed by
the FALN. In 1983, Interpol agents rearrested him in Mexico, and he served
five years in prison there until a successful international campaign by the
Puerto Rican independence movement and its Mexican and North American
allies forced the Mexican government to defy the United States, which was
seeking his extradition, and instead to fly him to Cuba, where he received
political asylum and has been living ever since.

On April 4, 1980, 11 people suspected of involvement with the FALN were
arrested outside Chicago. At least four others would be arrested over the next
three years to also stand trial for alleged FALN involvement. The accused also
refused to participate in their own trials, asserting their position as prison-
ers of war not subject to the colonial courts of the United States. As with
Morales, the courts rejected these claims without a hearing and proceeded to
try the defendants against their wishes and, therefore, often in their absence.
Most were convicted of “seditious conspiracy”—organizing to overthrow the
government—and given lengthy sentences amounting to life in prison. The
youngest of the group, Luis Rosa, received the longest sentence: 108 years,
for federal and state charges, along with a contempt sentence. None of the
alleged FALN members was convicted of harming or killing anyone.

Throughout the 1980s, other Puerto Rican independence groups contin-
ued to target U.S. colonialism. In 1981, the Macheteros blew up 11 U.S. mili-
tary planes in Puerto Rico that were destined for use in El Salvador. But it
was a daring bank expropriation for which they received the most attention.
It occurred in Hartford, Connecticut, in 1983, when members of the group,
including a bank employee, took $7.2 million from Wells Fargo without injury
or arrest. On August 30, 1985, in a massive military operation that activists
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dubbed “the second invasion of Puerto Rico,” 13 independentistas were swept
up, charged with planning or participating in the robbery, the biggest in U.S.
history. Ultimately, 19 people faced charges. They went through a series of
trials in various groups; outcomes varied, including some convictions, some
acquittals, some negotiated agreements, and some charges dismissed due
to government misconduct. Several of these activists spent numerous years
in prison, the longest terms of which were served by Antonio Camacho
Negron (15 years) and Juan Segarra Palmer (19 years).

As with the earlier efforts to free the five Nationalists and William Morales,
a lengthy and far-ranging international campaign finally proved successful
in winning release of many of the remaining Puerto Rican political prisoners.
In September 1999, President Bill Clinton offered clemency to more than a
dozen, including 14 people still incarcerated after 14 to 19 years and several
Macheteros activists who still had fines pending. Twelve of those still in prison
accepted the terms, under which 11 (Edwin Cortés, Elizam Escobar, Ricardo
Jiménez, Adolfo Matos, Dylcia Pagén, Alberto Rodriguez, Alicia Rodriguez,
Lucy Rodriguez, Luis Rosa, Alejandrina Torres, and Carmen Valentin) were
immediately released and another (Segarra Palmer) had to serve five more
years before being freed. Camacho Negrén was not offered a shortened
term; he was released in 2004. Three of the alleged FALN members remain
in prison today. Oscar Lopez Rivera rejected the terms offered; he is serving
55 years on the FALN charges and 15 for an alleged conspiracy to escape.
Carlos Alberto Torres was not included in the clemency offer and is serving a
78-year sentence. Haydée Beltran Torres chose not to apply for clemency and
is serving a life sentence. Independentistas and other activists continue work-
ing for their release; Carlos and Oscar have also been prodigious artists since
their incarceration, and their artwork has traveled repeatedly throughout the
United States and Puerto Rico to raise awareness about their case and the
ongoing colonial domination of Puerto Rico.

The repression of the Macheteros has also continued up to the present.
One of the defendants in the Wells Fargo case was Filiberto Ojeda Rios, a
co-founder of the Macheteros and a well-respected fighter in the struggle for
Puerto Rican independence. Ojeda Rios was captured in 1985 after an attack
on his house by FBI agents. Following Ojeda Rios’s successful campaign
to win bail, with the requirement that he wear an electronic ankle bracelet
to monitor his whereabouts, federal authorities—desperate to incarcerate
him—charged him with shooting an FBI agent during his arrest. But, in a
trial where he represented himself, the Puerto Rican jury accepted his self-
defense argument and acquitted him. In 1990, Ojeda Rios removed his ankle
bracelet and once again went underground. The U.S. government then tried
him in absentia in Connecticut on the Wells Fargo charges, this time securing
a conviction and a 55-year sentence.

In the intervening years, Ojeda Rios periodically released communiqués
from the Macheteros. At the age of 72, Ojeda Rios was killed at his rural home
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by an FBI sniper on September 23, 2005—the 15th anniversary of his return to
clandestinity. It was also Grito de Lares, a Puerto Rican holiday of resistance.
The FBI surrounded his house, opened fire, and denied him medical assis-
tance after shooting him in the neck. He bled to death.

Ojeda Rios’s murder led to large protests and broad calls to investigate
the FBI and also kicked off a new wave of repression against the Puerto
Rican movement. Five months later, FBI officials raided the homes of sev-
eral independence activists, and more than two years later the independence
movement remains under attack. Three Puerto Ricans in their 20s and 30s
were called before grand juries in January 2008, and two others were sub-
poenaed later in the year. In February 2008, another alleged Machetero leader,
Avelino Gonzélez Claudio, who had also been living underground for more
than 20 years, was arrested in Puerto Rico and extradited to Connecticut to
stand trial for the Wells Fargo robbery. As of July 2008, he remains in custody
awaiting trial.

The 2008 grand jury was a revival of a federal tactic that between 1976
and 1990 had led to numerous activists unaffiliated with the underground—
not only Puerto Ricans, but also Mexicano, Venezuelan, and white North
American allies—being subpoenaed to grand juries and, in most cases, jailed
for refusing to cooperate. The state frequently used the grand jury system as
fishing expeditions to fragment the movement and remove vocal support-
ers of underground actions from public organizing. The government had
done this many times since at least the late 1960s. The grand jury repression
emanating from the FALN investigations, however, was fiercer. Determined
to crush the strong position of noncollaboration with government inquisi-
tions pioneered by Juan Antonio Corretjer in 1936 and pursued by many
later independentistas, prosecutors charged several resisters with criminal
contempt, which carries an unlimited sentence, as opposed to the 18-month
maximum for those found in civil contempt. In the end, mass pressure lim-
ited the criminal contempt sentences to three years. (Grand juries were not
only directed against the Puerto Rican movement and its allies: throughout
the 1970s and 1980s, dozens of people also served anywhere from weeks to
years in prison for refusing to cooperate with grand juries investigating the
BLA, American Indian Movement, Weather Underground, and other militant
organizations.)

One more aspect of the Puerto Rican anticolonial movement bears men-
tioning here: the struggle over Vieques. For decades, this tiny island, which is
part of Puerto Rico, was used by the U.S. military for weapons training after
the Navy appropriated two-thirds of the island in the 1940s. In the late 1970s,
after a successful campaign stopped similar war games in the neighboring
island of Culebra, the Navy increased its bombing practice on Vieques; in
turn, Viequensans and other Puerto Ricans dramatically increased their
protests. Surrounded by Navy facilities and chemically laden weaponry, the
people of Vieques demanded the expulsion of the Navy to protect their lives,
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their livelihoods (especially fishing), and the environment—and for many,
to advance the freeing of Puerto Rico from U.S. colonial rule. Not only had
the Navy occupied most of the island, but the weapons had led to very high
cancer rates for people who lived there.

With the support of people and organizations in the United States, includ-
ing several prominent activists and celebrities, Puerto Rican activists staged
a series of blockades and demonstrations against the Navy’s presence. The
first round of protest occurred between 1978 and 1983, and there was a sub-
sequent spike in Vieques activism following the death of Vieques resident
David Sanes Rodriguez in April 1999 by two stray bombs. In both phases
of the campaign, which succeeded in removing the Navy in 2003, high-risk
civil disobedience actions (such as using flotillas to prevent practice bomb-
ings) generated several political prisoners. While these sentences were often
less than a year, they were disproportionate to the nonviolent nature of the
actions.

Further, prison sentences have not been the only risk of working against
U.S. militarism in Vieques: In November 1979, while serving a six-month sen-
tence for trespassing on military land in Vieques as part of a nonviolent mass
occupation, La Liga Socialista Puertorriquefia leader Angel Rodriguez Cristébal
was found beaten to death and hanged in his jail cell in Florida. A month
later, a joint commando of the Macheteros, OVRP, and CRP opened fire ona U.S.
Navy bus in Puerto Rico, killing two Naval personnel and wounding nine;
their communiqué declared that the action was in response to Rodriguez
Cristobal’s murder. His death confirmed for independence activists, those
engaged in both legal and clandestine organizing, the depths to which the
state would go to crush dissent. And yet it strengthened their resolve to fight
for a free Puerto Rico.

Part 4: The Chicano Liberation Movement

As with Indigenous and Puerto Rican resistance, the Chicano movement
also displayed great initiative in the late 1960s. The Chicano liberation move-
ment has always been strongly rooted in historic Aztlan, the colonized parts
of Mexico taken as part of the 1848 war and what is now the Southwest
United States (Texas, New Mexico, Arizona, and California). The Chicano
movement has taken several forms; catalyzed by the Black Power move-
ment, organizations like the Brown Berets formed with a similar program
of community-based revolutionary nationalism. The grassroots struggles of
Chicano youth have been particularly powerful, as students have led walk-
outs from schools in California and elsewhere in the Southwest against a
variety of racist and antiyouth ballot initiatives over the years. The Movimiento
Estudiantil Chicano de Aztldn (MEChA) has been a particularly potent force in
these struggles—leading Arizona lawmakers to propose a statewide bill in
April 2008 that would deny funding to any school with organizations whose
membership is based on race.
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Led by César Chavez, the United Farm Workers proved an inspiring
example of organizing Chicano workers throughout the 1970s. UFW activists,
including Chéavez and Dolores Huerta, staged several hunger strikes and other
dramatic actions against both corporate farms and government immigration
policies, leading them and several of their comrades to serve brief stints in jail
for their participation in assorted civil disobedience actions. And, partly due
to the machismo of male radicals, Chicana feminism became a spearhead of
women of color feminism, Cherrie Moraga and Gloria Anzaldua, editors of
This Bridge Called My Back, being the most well-known examples.

The Chicano movement has not yet produced an underground the way
other movements have, although sectors of the Chicano national liberation
movement did team up with the Puerto Rican independence movement for
a time in the 1980s, a coalition that vocally supported clandestine actions by
Latino groups. The militancy of the Chicano struggle, and the ensuing state
repression, has been no less fierce.

Two examples from California testify to the growing militancy of the
Chicano movement in the time period.

On Mayday 1969, seven youth were arrested in the Mission District in
San Francisco after an altercation with two plainclothes police officers left
one dead. Police reinforcements then arrived, firing automatic weapons and
flooding the house with tear gas. The group was dubbed Los Siete de la Raza,
despite the fact that the men were of Central American rather than Chicano
descent. Still, the case became a rallying cry for Chicano, Latino, and people
of color organizations more generally, as the seven were defended by left-
ist attorneys and supported by a range of radical groups. The defense com-
mittees that sprung up to support them became leading entities in Chicano
radicalism following their 1971 acquittal.

The other example typifies a Chicano internationalism. On December 20,
1969, about 70 Brown Berets staged an antiwar march in Los Angeles. Eighteen
months later, on August 29, 1970, more than 20,000 Chicanos marched in
Los Angeles against the Vietnam War. The Chicano Moratorium March was
the largest antiwar demonstration by an oppressed national community in
the U.S,, and it reflected a growing radicalization of Chicanos, particularly
young people, connecting the history of U.S. colonialism against Mexico to the
war. A broad gathering of progressive and radical Chicanos, the Moratorium
signaled a growing movement in which opposition to police brutality was a
cornerstone. As was true in Black ghettoes and Indigenous reservations, the
Mexican barrios viewed the police as an army occupying their communities.
The Chicano Moratorium was a community resisting such colonial control.

After a peaceful, joyous march, the protesters were attacked as police
charged the park where the rally was concluding. Many of the young people
there fought back, lobbing tear gas canisters and rocks back at the police.
Dozens were hurt; 150 were arrested in the resulting battles that caused more
than $1 million in damage. Most significantly, three were killed: a 15-year-old
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Brown Beret named Lynn Ward was thrown through a plate glass window
from an explosion in a trash can, most likely a tear gas canister; Angel Gilberto
Diaz was shot in the head while driving; and Ruben Salazar, a sympathetic
Chicano journalist who was covering the march for the Los Angeles Times, was
killed when police stormed into a bar where Salazar and other journalists
were sitting after the march. Salazar was killed by a tear gas canister projec-
tile that hit him in the head.

In the face of rampant police violence and a legacy of disenfranchisement,
a series of organizations sprouted up to provide political alternatives for
Chicano communities at the time. Two of the most famous and most mili-
tant were La Alianza Federal de Pueblos Libre and the Crusade for Justice. La
Alianza was led by Reies Lopez Tijerina and was in many ways the model for
Chicano radicalism. Bridging traditional Chicano land claims with a fighting
spirit, La Alianza was founded in 1963 to pursue the treaties the United States
had signed after annexing northern Mexico in 1848 (La Alianza was founded
on the anniversary of the 1848 treaty). The group sought land grants for the
Mexican farmers living in northern New Mexico.

Upon its founding, La Alianza began petitioning the U.S. government for
their lands. Not waiting for the American state to accede, La Alianza began
reclaiming the land and establishing a governing apparatus. When two
forest rangers attempted to evict La Alianza activists in 1966, 300 people
participated in arresting the rangers, trying them in a people’s court, and
convicting them of trespass. They were released with a suspended sentence.
This confident approach became a hallmark of La Alianza, leading to repeated
altercations with law enforcement. Tijerina and four others were arrested for
the action and ultimately sentenced to between 30 days and two years in
prison. But La Alianza was undeterred; Tijerina issued a citizen’s arrest war-
rant, even filing it with the Supreme Court, for Judge Warren Burger when
the latter man was appointed by Nixon to head the Supreme Court as a law-
and-order justice.

The most famous Alianza action occurred on June 5, 1967. Two days ear-
lier, police had preemptively arrested 11 Alianza activists in an attempt to
shut down the organization. In response, Tijerina led an armed raid on the
Rio Arriba County Courthouse in Tierra Amarilla, New Mexico. The action
was twofold: to free the captured comrades and to place the district attorney
under citizen’s arrest for the repression. The prosecutor didn't show up, but
two officers were shot in the melee. The Alianza activists, including those
arrested on June 3, left the courthouse victorious. In response, the governor
launched the biggest manhunt in New Mexico’s history to capture anyone
who participated in the attack. Tijerina eventually turned himself in, using
the attention generated from his case to boost Chicano demands. Defending
himself at trial, Tijerina was acquitted of all charges. Upon release, he resumed
his organizing activities, becoming a leader in Martin Luther King, Jr.’s initia-
tive, the Poor People’s Campaign.
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Through the Crusade for Justice, Denver became an epicenter of the
Chicano movement. Rudolfo “Corky” Gonzélez, who founded the Crusade
as a youth conference in 1966, is also credited with having popularized the
notion of a distinctly Chicano identity as Indigenous, European, Mexican, and
American through his poem “Yo Soy Joaquin.” Like Tijerina, Gonzalez built
an organization guided by revolutionary nationalism and a commitment to
self-defense. Gonzélez also became a leader in the Poor People’s Campaign;
his increasing visibility led the FBI to consider charging him as part of the
Chicago conspiracy trial, though they knew he wasn’t present during the
Democratic National Convention protests. The Crusade held protests against
the brutality of police and white supremacists, demonstrated in solidarity
with both La Alianza and with Black Power activists, and engaged in a variety
of actions opposing the Vietnam War and racism against Chicano high school
students. The Crusade occupied Columbus Park, renaming it La Raza.

Given their high profile and militant style, the Crusade found itself increas-
ingly targeted by surveillance and repression. Because the Crusade helped
coordinate an impressive Pan-Latino display of solidarity with the Wounded
Knee occupation, the FBI suspected it of running guns to AIM and publicly
accused the Crusade of conspiring to kill police officers. In 1973, police
arrested a man for jaywalking in front of an apartment building that served
as the Crusade headquarters, sparking a bigger, armed conflagration between
police and the Chicano community. Crusade member Luis Martinez, 20, was
killed in the fracas that injured a dozen police officers (four from gunfire). An
explosion, which Crusade activists say police set off but which police say was
the Crusade’s doing, destroyed much of the upstairs apartment. City officials
had the apartment, and any evidence therein, destroyed. More than 6o people
were arrested, with four being prosecuted for felony assault.

Police killed several Chicano activists in the Denver area and beyond,
including some associated with the Crusade. Later in the 1970s, Crusade activ-
ists were subpoenaed to appear before grand juries investigating the FALN.

This repression targeted people throughout the Chicano movement. For
instance, Francisco Eugenio “Kiko” Martinez, a Chicano activist who served
as attorney for the Crusade (and other radical groups), was indicted in 1973
on charges of mailing three bombs to various targets in Denver. Fearing for
his life, he fled to Mexico but was arrested trying to reenter the United States
in 1980. He then faced separate trials for each bombing; the first was thrown
out after it was discovered that the trial judge had met with prosecutors and
witnesses to devise a plan for Martinez’s conviction. He was acquitted at the
second trial; charges were dropped in the third after police destroyed physi-
cal evidence. He was ultimately convicted in 1986 for trying to reenter the
country with false identification, though this conviction was overturned on
appeal and Martinez was reinstated to the bar. Others were not so lucky.
Six Chicano activists in their 20s and 30s in Boulder were killed in May 1974
when two car bombs exploded on two successive nights. Police charged that
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the two sets of three activists were transporting bombs that exploded prema-
turely, though others dispute this claim. A grand jury was convened on the
“Boulder 6” but passed down no indictments and was not made public.

The most prominent Chicano political prisoner today is Alvaro Hernandez
Luna. A longtime community organizer in both Houston and Alpine, Texas,
Hernandez Luna has a history of defending political prisoners; he was the
national coordinator of the Ricardo Aldape Guerra Defense Committee,
which fought to free a Mexican national who had been sent to Texas’s death
row on trumped-up charges. Herndndez Luna’s lengthy political involve-
ment also included his work with the National Movement of La Raza, Stop
the Violence Youth Committee, and the Prisoners Solidarity Committee. He
spent more than a decade in prison for crimes he did not commit, ultimately
being released after newspaper reports helped prove his innocence. He was
organizing against police brutality in Chicano communities when an officer
came to his house on July 18, 1996, to arrest him on a spurious robbery charge.
The officer drew his gun when Herndndez Luna questioned his arrest; he
disarmed the officer without hurting him and received a 50-year sentence for
“threatening” the officer. He has become a valuable and successful jailhouse
lawyer since his incarceration.

Anti-Imperialist Solidarity and the White Working Class

Part 1: The Politics of Solidarity
As the above sketch illustrates, militancy became an increasingly pervasive
phenomenon among the U.S. left by the end of the 1960s, with some sectors
pushing for coordinated armed struggle. The sector of the left that was pre-
dominantly white followed a somewhat similar trajectory, though its roots
and development differed in key ways.

The biggest and most famous, primarily white New Left organization of
the 1960s was Students for a Democratic Society, a youth- and student-based
group that had an estimated membership of 100,000 people by the time it
collapsed in 1969. Originally the student wing of the anticommunist social
democratic League for Industrial Democracy, SDS became an independent
and multitendency organization in 1962. It was particularly catalyzed by the
Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee and the civil rights movement,
as well as the war in Vietnam. SDS sponsored the first antiwar march in 1965,
which brought 20,000 people to Washington, DC. The group continued to
grow exponentially throughout the decade, becoming home to an assorted
radical agenda broadly united in opposition to war and racism and celebra-
tion of counterculture. The reasons for its collapse were varied, but included
unbridgeable fissures over organizational strategy and direction amidst what
seemed to many a revolutionary era.

Out of SDS’s collapse emerged many groups, including the Weatherman,
later the Weather Underground. Taking its name from a line in a Bob Dylan
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song, the Weather Underground included some of the most well-known sps
leaders at the time, articulated a politics that defined Black people and other
people of color as colonized populations, and saw the role of white people
as opening another front of struggle in the fight against imperialism. Such
militant solidarity, argued Weather, would overextend the state and its ability
to repress revolutionary struggles and therefore hasten the pace and success
of revolutionaries around the globe.

Weatherman was the most visible, vocal, and organized expression of white
left militancy, but it was far from the only one. One month after Weather led
a few hundred people in a violent demonstration in Chicago, 10,000 people
during an antiwar protest formed a breakaway march to trash the U.S. Justice
Department. A significant minority of New Leftists were turning to bombs,
targeting banks and recruiting stations, while many more fought back
against police at demonstrations and called for armed struggle. A map of
the United States printed in a (temporarily censored) 1971 special issue of the
radical Scanlan’s Monthly on guerrilla war listed thousands of acts of political
violence between 1965 and 1970; according to journalist Kirkpatrick Sale, from
September 1969 to May 1970, there was at least one bombing or attempted
bombing somewhere in the United States every day by the progressive and
radical movements. Such a widespread turn to violence was hardly limited to
white leftists; communities of color were often the most militant, as evidenced
by the ghetto rebellions of the mid-1960s. But by the end of the decade, many
white radicals were also joining in the fray.

Some such expressions of militancy were more organized than others. A
New York City cell organized by a man named Sam Melville bombed several
targets in 1969: an induction center, two banks, two corporate headquarters,
a courthouse, and the federal building. The group was set up by an FBI infor-
mant, and several of its members were arrested. The main person to stand
trial, Melville died when police violently crushed the Attica prison rebellion.
His partner and collaborator, Jane Alpert, skipped bail and lived underground
for several years before turning herself in and cooperating with the state.

In Madison, Wisconsin, a small group calling itself the New Year’s Gang
bombed an on-campus army research facility in August 1970. Although
they had taken precautions to avoid injury, a postdoctoral student working
late into the night was killed in the blast. A month later, a Boston bank rob-
bery intended to fund further clandestine activities, and carried out with
weapons expropriated from a National Guard armory, went awry when the
radicals killed a police officer. Susan Saxe and Kathy Power fled the scene
and remained underground for years. The two Brandeis students—Saxe had
graduated the previous spring, Power was still enrolled at the time of the
robbery—had teamed up with three former prisoners to commit the robbery.
One of them, William Gilday, was captured shortly after the robbery and has
been incarcerated ever since. Saxe received significant support from the les-
bian feminist community, bridging antiwar militancy with the burgeoning
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radical women’s movement as several women went to jail rather than cooper-
ate with grand juries investigating her whereabouts. Captured in 1975, Saxe
served eight years. Power stayed underground until 1993, when she turned
herself in and served six years in prison.

Although Weather had been the most vocal adherent of armed struggle, its
path changed in March 1970, when three members of the group died when
a bomb they were building exploded. Because that bomb had been intended
for human targets, the deaths compelled Weather leadership to declare that
the group would continue to pursue a clandestine strategy but one that
would refrain from causing any injury. It changed its name to the Weather
Underground, deepened the clandestine infrastructure it had developed, and
at its best moments looked to engage creatively with aboveground struggles
rather than act as vanguard. Over the next seven years, the group claimed
credit for more than two dozen bombings of high-profile targets such as the
Pentagon, numerous courthouses and police stations, the U.S. Agency for
International Development, and several corporations involved in the coup
in Chile or colonialism in Angola. Weather articulated a politics of solidarity
that demanded a high level of sacrifice by whites in support of Black and
other revolutionary people of color. This support emanated from a strategic
belief, pioneered by Che Guevara, that U.S. imperialism could be defeated
through overextension; bombings were an attempt to pierce the myth of gov-
ernment invincibility and draw repressive attention away from the Panthers
and similar groups. It also reflected a political position that said white people
had to side with Third World struggles against the U.S. government—and
had to do so in a similarly dramatic way.

The end of the Vietnam War, which dried up some of Weather’s hippie
base, brought a crisis of direction. With the Black and Native liberation move-
ments facing stiff repression, with the Puerto Rican independence movement
gaining traction, with the National Liberation Front of Vietnam emerging
victorious against U.S. colonialism, and with much less motion among white
Americans, the Weather Underground was lost. Through its aboveground
support organization, the Prairie Fire Organizing Committee, Weather initi-
ated the Hard Times conference in 1976. The conference brought a multiracial
group of approximately 2,000 people to Chicago—where it then fell apart,
as various Black and women’s groups present sharply criticized its agenda,
which they saw as significantly diluted from the approach that had been
Weather’s calling card. The failure of the conference brought other internal
contradictions to light, and the group was torn apart among bitter factional-
ism in 1976-1977. A group calling itself the Revolutionary Committee of the
Weather Underground expelled the Central Committee and attempted to
rebuild armed struggle but was caught in an FBI sting operation. Five people
served between two to four years as a result.

The end of Weather was significant, but it did not signal the end of armed
struggle among white radicals. Most people in the group surfaced, especially
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after the Revolutionary Committee busts. Upon surfacing, people generally
found their way to other radical groups, especially the Prairie Fire Organizing
Committee (PFOC), which had always maintained public support for clan-
destine actions. PFOC was also rocked by the failure of Hard Times, with a
shakeup of leadership—especially after one of the leaders was arrested for
being part of the Revolutionary Committee.

In 1980, a group of West Coast Prairie Fire activists (including a former
member of Weather) went underground in an attempt to continue armed
struggle and help some political prisoners escape. They were unsuccessful,
but eluded capture until turning themselves in to police in 1994; two people,
Claude Marks and Donna Wilmott, served several years in prison.

On the East Coast, the PFOC maintained a stronger relationship with the
Black liberation movement, particularly with the seeming revival of the BLA
in the late 1970s. A split, born more of sectarian infighting than substantive
political differences, tore PFOC apart; while the group on the West Coast
kept the name, the New York City group became the May 19th Communist
Organization, named after the birthdate of Malcolm X and Ho Chi Minh.
May 19th was small and severe; it had significant lesbian leadership and
employed a variety of strategies to aid Third World liberation struggles in
the United States and abroad. The group pledged its support to the BLA and
various Third World liberation struggles, and it, too, led many militant dem-
onstrations in which activists faced off with police. While it had long been
the subject of police harassment as a result of its protests—several people
served jail time for a militant demonstration against the South African
Springboks rugby team’s 1980 U.S. tour, for instance, and the group was no
stranger to physically standing off against police—May 19th was ultimately
crushed by the wave of repression that followed the failed Brink’s robbery
in 1981.

As we have seen, on October 20, 1981, a BLA unit working with white sup-
porters attempted to rob a Brink’s armored car. Arrested at the scene of the
failed, tragic robbery were two former members of the Weather Underground
who had remained underground (Kathy Boudin and David Gilbert) and Judy
Clark, who was a public activist and known leader of May 19th. Indeed, Clark
was a lead plaintiff in the lawsuit May 19th helped file with New Afrikan
leader Mutulu Shakur against the FBI for COINTELPRO. Clark’s arrest brought
immense pressure on May 19th activists and supporters, along with numer-
ous Black activists, who were harassed, intimidated, arrested, and called
before grand juries in the three years following Brink’s. As mentioned earlier,
some of those charged were ultimately exonerated, while others went to jail.
The longest sentence for the aboveground white activists—40 years—was
given to May 19th leader Silvia Baraldini (along with her codefendant, BLA
member Sekou Odinga) in the 1983 RICO case. The following year, Baraldini
was given an additional three years, along with Puerto Rico solidarity activ-
ist Shelley Miller, for resisting a grand jury investigating the Puerto Rican
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independence movement. An Italian national, Baraldini fought to be repatri-
ated to her home country; after a long campaign by her and her supporters,
including a large movement in Italy, she was returned there in 1999 and set
free in 2006.

The climate of constant arrests and intimidation following the Brink’s fiasco
put May 19th on the defensive as it tried to protect itself and support those
incarcerated. Several of the group’s active members felt unable to continue
working politically as they had been, and as a result they went underground.
Others joined them, trying to raise the level of struggle or hoping to deflect
the repression against Black and Puerto Rican clandestine groups by mount-
ing additional actions.

Operating in cells alternately called Red Guerrilla Resistance and the
Armed Resistance Unit, these groupings were responsible for more than half
a dozen bombings between 1983 and 1985 against U.S. military installations
(a DC military base and a navy yard), the U.S. Capitol, the New York offices of
Israeli Aircraft Industries, the South African consulate, and the Patrolmen’s
Benevolent Association. These actions were done in opposition to rampant
police murder in Black communities, U.S. imperialism in Latin America
and support for apartheid, the invasion of Grenada, and Israeli attacks on
Palestine and Lebanon.

While these actions contributed to a climate of militant opposition under
Reagan’s rule, the newly bolstered security forces clamped down on the
persisting underground. Susan Rosenberg and Tim Blunk were arrested in
November 1984, and Alan Berkman, Marilyn Buck, Linda Evans, and Laura
Whitehorn were arrested in May 1985. All except Buck had previously been
involved in May 19th, working in public formations such as the John Brown
Anti-Klan Committee against police brutality, South African apartheid, and
white supremacy and the New Movement in Solidarity with Puerto Rican
Independence and Socialism. (Years before, Evans and Whitehorn had been
members of Weather.) Buck was a longtime, stalwart supporter of the Black
liberation struggle in a variety of formations; in 1973 she had been arrested
and sentenced to 10 years for purchasing two boxes of bullets, which the gov-
ernment alleged were for the Black Liberation Army. She had been wanted
since 1977, when she was let out from federal prison on furlough and never
returned.

Arrested at a storage unit where they had been storing explosives, Blunk
and Rosenberg were tried on charges of weapons and explosives possession
and given an unprecedented sentence of 58 years. (By comparison, Michael
Donald Bray, a far-right reactionary, served less than four years for bomb-
ing 10 occupied abortion clinics.) Berkman was jailed for a year in 1982 for
resisting a grand jury; a doctor, he went underground rather than face trial
on charges of providing medical care to Marilyn Buck while she was under-
ground. He was ultimately convicted of possession of weapons, explosives
and false IDs, as well as bail jumping, and sentenced to 12 years. Evans
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received 35 years for illegally obtaining handguns and false ID, and for har-
boring Buck. Whitehorn, held for more than two years in “preventive deten-
tion,” was convicted of possession of false IDs and contempt of court. Besides
facing individual charges emanating from the circumstances of their arrest,
the six were ultimately indicted together as part of what became known
as the Resistance Conspiracy case. They were charged with “conspiracy to
oppose, protest, and change the policies and practices of the U.S. government
in domestic and international matters by violent and illegal means.” On top
of the lengthy sentences most of them were already serving, this conspiracy
charge covered many of the bombings claimed by the Armed Resistance Unit
and Red Guerrilla Resistance.

In 1990, to secure a faster release for Berkman, who was being denied
adequate medical care for a life-threatening recurrence of Hodgkin’s lym-
phoma, Buck, Evans, and Whitehorn pleaded guilty to various charges,
including the Capitol bombing; conspiracy charges against Berkman, Blunk,
and Rosenberg were dropped. Berkman was released on parole in 1992 and
recovered. Whitehorn, sentenced to 20 additional years, served a total of
14 years (counting her earlier jail time) and was released in 1999. Blunk was
released on parole in 1996. A campaign pressuring Bill Clinton to pardon
Leonard Peltier and other political prisoners before Clinton left office did not
win Peltier’s release, though he did grant clemency to Evans and Rosenberg;
they were released on his last day in office in 2001. Buck, meanwhile, was the
subject of several trials in the 1980s. In addition to the 10 years she received
in the Resistance Conspiracy case, she was already serving time from previ-
ous trials relating to the Brink’s robbery and Assata Shakur’s escape. All told,
Buck was sentenced to 80 years in prison.

Part 2: Militants of the White Working Class
The use of conspiracy charges was a particularly potent tool against political
militancy in the 1980s. Besides the cases outlined above, RICO charges were
ultimately used against accused members of one of the other primary clan-
destine organizations of the period: the United Freedom Front (UFF). Unlike
many of the other white people discussed above, those accused of belonging
to the United Freedom Front came from solidly working-class backgrounds.
(While the Weather Underground is sometimes disparaged as the offspring
of the bourgeoisie, the class status of its membership was mixed and similar
to the dominant sectors of the white New Left overall: some poor, some rich,
but overwhelmingly middle class in background.)

The UFF claimed credit for 19 bombings in the Northeast in the 1980s
against assorted U.S. military installations and corporate headquarters, such
as General Electric, Motorola, and I1BM. These actions were done expressly
in solidarity with the revolutionary struggles against racism and U.S. impe-
rialism in El Salvador, Nicaragua, and South Africa. Like many of its com-
rades, the UFF took precautions to ensure that no one was killed in any of its
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bombing attacks. Like most other groups, the UFF relied on bank robberies to
secure funding for its activities.

Police ultimately charged Barbara Curzi Laaman, Patricia Gros Levasseur,
Jaan Laaman, Ray Luc Levasseur, Carol Manning, Tom Manning, and Richard
Williams with participation in the UFF. Ray Levasseur and Tom Manning
were both Vietnam veterans and accused of previously participating in a
similar group called the Sam Melville-Jonathan Jackson Unit.

Each of the men had spent time in prison in the late 1960s or early 1970s,
for drugs or apolitical robberies—not unheard of circumstances for veter-
ans and other working-class men—which became formative experiences in
their political development. By 1971, all of them had committed themselves to
revolutionary politics. This included, centrally, working with prisoners and
their families, supporting Black resistance movements domestically and in
South Africa, and joining with other antiwar soldiers. Levasseur ran a radi-
cal bookstore in Portland, Maine, which served as a hub for many of these
activities. Facing increased repression personally and through the book-
store, Levasseur went underground by 1974. Curzi Laaman, Laaman, and
Williams, along with New Afrikan activist Kazi Toure, helped organize the
1979 Amandla concert against apartheid featuring Bob Marley, among others.
But repression and the desire to build a movement away from the eyes and
ears of the state forced the others underground by 1981.

On November 4, 1984, federal agents captured Curzi Laaman, Laaman, Gros
Levasseur, Levasseur, and Williams in Ohio. The following year, Carol and
Tom Manning were captured. Tried together, they were dubbed the Ohio 7,
although legal battles took some of them from Ohio to New York, New Jersey,
and Massachusetts. These legal battles weren’t the only troubles greeting these
revolutionaries: except for Williams, whose wife and children did not accom-
pany him underground, the other six were couples who lived and raised their
families underground. After the arrest, the government attempted to use the
nine children, most of them under 10 and all of them minors, as bargaining
chips against their parents. The state offered the Levasseurs’ eight-year-old
daughter $20 and some pizza to cooperate with the government against her
family. The Mannings’ children were held incommunicado for two months
after the parents were first arrested; they had to go on hunger strike to force
the government to disclose the whereabouts of their children.

As with the Brink’s case, the severity of the charges and the intensity of the
search for the accused led to multiple court cases. In assorted trials, all of the
Ohio 7, along with Kazi Toure, were convicted on bombing charges: Pat Gros
Levasseur received a five-year sentence for harboring a fugitive, her hus-
band; Barbara Curzi Laaman and Carol Manning each received a sentence of
15 years. Ray Luc Levasseur and Richard Williams were sentenced to 45 years
each for their role in UFF bombings, and Jaan Laaman received a sentence of
53 years. Besides a 53-year sentence for bombing charges, Tom Manning was
sentenced to life in prison during an additional trial for the 1981 self-defense
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shooting death of a New Jersey trooper. Even though Tom Manning admitted
shooting the trooper, claiming he opened fire only after being fired upon, the
state of New Jersey also tried Richard Williams for the murder. It took two
trials, but Williams was ultimately sentenced to 35 years to life on the murder
charge. In two separate trials, Kazi Toure was sentenced to 11 years for gun
possession (six years on federal charges, up to five years on state charges) and
seven years for “seditious conspiracy.”

In 1989, after all members of the Ohio 7 had already been convicted on
other charges, the government recharged Gros Levasseur, Levasseur, and
Williams with racketeering and seditious conspiracy—functionally a charge
of treason and gangsterism. Despite the state spending $10 million and call-
ing more than 200 witnesses, the jury acquitted the defendants of sedition,
and the court was forced to drop the RICO charges when the jury could not
reach a verdict on them. Barbara Curzi Laaman, Carol Manning, and Pat Gros
Levasseur were all released in the 1990s, as was Kazi Toure. Ray Levasseur
was paroled in 2004. After being put in isolation after the September 11
attacks, Richard Williams suffered increasing medical problems. He died in
prison in December 2005.

Jaan Laaman and Tom Manning remain in prison. Although he suffers
from injuries and medical neglect, Manning continues to paint. Laaman is the
founding editor of 4Struggle magazine, a revolutionary (mostly) online jour-
nal of and for political prisoners and their allies (www.4strugglemag.org).

The UFF was not the first clandestine organization composed primarily of
white working-class revolutionaries. Indeed, the West Coast political scene
in the 1970s, especially in and around Seattle, yielded several insurrectionary
underground actions. To be sure, this region contributed more than a few
members and supporters of the Weather Underground and its aboveground
support groups, but it also bred more local expressions of clandestine mili-
tancy, informed by a more anarchist (if still strongly Marxist and generally
eclectic) orientation.

The most well known group to emerge out of this milieu was the George
Jackson Brigade (GJB). Named after the murdered Black Panther and impris-
oned intellectual, the GJB brought together seven militants from the Seattle
area. The group had explicitly queer leadership—B? Brown achieved a
degree of notoriety as “the gentleman bank robber” for her daring drag
expropriations—and was multiracial due to the involvement of Mark Cook,
an ex-Panther and former prisoner who had helped organize inspiring and
effective protests from behind prison walls. The group took responsibility
for about 10 bombings, together with bank robberies to fund their activities
and a daring prison escape. More so than any of the groups discussed above,
the George Jackson Brigade provided clear, armed underground support
to public struggles domestic to the United States, often local to the Pacific
Northwest. The group was still internationalist—for instance, it bombed a
BMW dealership in protest of the 1977 murders of Red Army Faction leaders
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in Germany—but its actions were designed primarily to support rebelling
prisoners and striking workers in Washington State. The group bombed the
Washington Department of Corrections, the corporate offices of the Safeway
grocery store chain during a labor dispute, two banks, the state capitol, and
several targets connected to the demands of striking autoworkers. Like
many other clandestine formations at the time, the Brigade took its media
seriously, releasing communiqués explaining their actions as well as state-
ments of support or clarification to unions, poems in honor of captured com-
rades, and political tracts outlining its practice, beliefs, and (self)criticisms.
The Brigade’s political statement included essays upholding anarchism and
Marxism-Leninism, and it tried to dialogue with other radicals based on its
commitment to a variety of left schools of thought.

Coming almost entirely from working-class backgrounds and with lengthy
personal run-ins with the law, members of the George Jackson Brigade were
as reliant on bank expropriations as the Black Liberation Army and United
Freedom Front. During its first attempt in January 1976, police quickly arrived
and opened fire on the members inside, killing Bruce Siedel and wounding
John Sherman. Ed Mead was also captured at the scene. (He would spend the
next 18 years in prison, becoming a bold jailhouse lawyer, a prolific author,
and an organizer of the first Men Against Sexism prison chapter to combat
rape and sexual slavery inside.) Other members of the Brigade attempted a
daring rescue of Sherman from a prison hospital on March 8, 1976; they suc-
ceeded in freeing Sherman, wounding a police officer in the process. This
action ultimately landed Brigadista Mark Cook, new to the group and the
only nonwhite member, in prison for 30 years—by far the longest anyone
served for Brigade actions. Between November 1977 and March 1978, the
remaining members of the Brigade were arrested. All served some time in
prison and were released in the 1980s and 1990s.

Most revolutionaries in this time period, especially those engaged in armed
struggle, identified prisons as a bulwark of state repression. As such, radicals
pledged their solidarity with prison struggles, often leading to a revolving
door between incarceration and revolutionary activities. Prison became
both a breeding ground for and a target of insurgency. All of the groups
discussed above—the Black Liberation Army, FALN, and AIM; the Weather
Underground, United Freedom Front, and George Jackson Brigade—and
dozens of other organizations directed their actions in various ways against
prisons as a fundamental site of racist and ruling-class exploitation. But it
was not just formalized groups who targeted the prison system. The insur-
rectionary anarchist approach percolating especially on the West Coast also
gave rise to militant actions against the state as represented by prisons.

On August 21, 1971—the same day George Jackson was murdered—
anarchist Larry Giddings was arrested in Los Angeles with a small group
attempting to expropriate weapons for revolutionary action. He was paroled
in 1978, at which point he moved to the Bay Area and began working with
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a radical collective doing prisoner support, among other activities. Released
from parole in 1979, Giddings resumed clandestine activities, this time in
Seattle, with other antiauthoritarians, including Bill Dunne, a former airplane
mechanic. The two were arrested in October 1979 attempting to free a jailed
comrade who was killed in the melee. At trial, the pair was also charged with
using bank robberies and stolen weapons to carry out the attack. Although he
was subject to the post-9/11 temporary disappearance many political prison-
ers in federal institutions faced, Giddings was paroled in 2004. Dunne, who
was sentenced to go years at trial plus 15 years for an attempted escape in
1983, remains incarcerated in super-maximum prisons without much hope
of release. An antiauthoritarian militant, Dunne considers himself a prisoner
of the class war.

Revolutionary Nonviolence

Although armed actions have attracted the most media attention, revolution-
ary militancy has never been limited to guns and bombs. Hundreds of politi-
cal prisoners in recent years have come from pacifist circles, both secular and
religious. While these activists are generally imprisoned on shorter sentences
than those described above, their political actions are no less vital, their com-
mitments no less revolutionary. Just as those who engaged in armed struggle
never comprised the majority of the movements from which they came, most
nonviolent activists who serve prison time for acts of civil disobedience are
not revolutionaries. Yet many of them are, and their work provides a vital
point through which to build strategic unity among those who differ on ques-
tions of tactical importance. It was, in fact, revolutionary nonviolent activists
who maintained dialogue and critical support for armed revolutionaries in
the 1970s when other sectors of the left, who were often theoretically sup-
portive of armed struggle in Third World countries, were decidedly hostile
to its domestic iterations.

As prisoners from this tradition tend to serve shorter sentences and have
often lacked solid relations with groups defending armed revolutionary
activity, they remain largely absent from the documents compiled in this
book. Nevertheless, they merit mention, as they have represented an ongoing
subsection of those incarcerated for their progressive political activities over
the past 40 years.

Beginning in the late 1960s, some activists managed to establish ille-
gal, clandestine structures committed to nonviolent action. While no one
knows for sure, it is believed that persons affiliated with this tendency were
responsible for the break-in at the Media, Pennsylvania, FBI office that led
to the exposure of COINTELPRO. This nonviolent underground had several
expressions to aid those in danger: the two most common were to help ferry
draft resisters and antiwar soldiers out of the country and to provide safe
abortions for women in need before the practice was legalized in 1973. In
the 1980s, much of this infrastructure was revived and expanded to provide
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sanctuary for refugees fleeing repressive, U.S.-backed military regimes in
Latin America.

The experiences of these nonviolent revolutionaries disentangle militancy
from violence and violence from clandestinity. After all, Dave Dellinger—
who served time for resisting conscription in World War 11—was the only
one of the Chicago 8 defendants to intervene when police bound and gagged
Panther leader Bobby Seale during the infamous conspiracy case in 1969,
despite the fact that the other defendants were much more publicly in favor of
militant confrontation. Likewise, Dellinger was among the most high profile
of a small group of older pacifist radicals who continued to maintain a public
dialogue with members of the Weather Underground and others throughout
the 1970s and beyond.

Such militancy also manifested itself in clandestine actions. Perhaps the
most famous nonviolent militants of the time were Daniel and Philip Berrigan,
Jesuit priests and tested pacifist warriors. The Berrigan brothers and seven
other Catholic leftists burned almost 400 draft files in Catonsville, Maryland,
on May 17, 1968, using homemade napalm to protest its widespread use in
Vietnam. Regarding the attack, Daniel Berrigan said, “Our apologies, good
friends, for the fracture of good order, the burning of paper instead of chil-
dren, the angering of the orderlies in the front parlor of the charnel house. We
could not, so help us God, do otherwise.”

All of the Catonsville 9, as they were known, were convicted of destroy-
ing government property and interfering with the Selective Service Act.
Catonsville was not the first time Catholic leftists had destroyed draft files; a
year earlier, Catonsville g activists Philip Berrigan and Thomas Lewis, along
with two others, ruined hundreds of draft records in Baltimore by pouring
blood over them. (They were, in fact, out on bail but sentenced to serve six
years for this action when they went to the Catonsville draft board.) The
Catonsville attack, however, raised the stakes through the use of arson. “We
do this because everything else has failed,” one of the defendants said during
the action itself.

The Catonsville fire helped spark a more militant style of antiwar protest,
as thousands of radicals, religious and secular alike, began attacking draft
offices and destroying draft files. Catholic leftists found themselves facing
political trials for their stiff resistance to the war, including the outland-
ish charge against seven pacifists (including Philip Berrigan and his wife,
Elizabeth McAlister) for supposedly conspiring to kidnap Henry Kissinger
in 1972.

The Catonsville action upped the ante in another way as well: after being
convicted and sentenced to serve two to three years, five of the nine went
underground rather than go to jail. Most of those who went underground
did not stay long, either turning themselves in or being captured. Three days
after releasing an audiotaped message of solidarity and constructive criti-
cism to the Weather Underground, one of many public appearances he made
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while underground, Daniel Berrigan was arrested in August 1970. But Mary
Moylan, a former nun, evaded capture altogether. She eventually joined the
Weather Underground, pursuing a clandestine strategy until 1978, when the
group had fallen apart and she turned herself in to serve a three-year sen-
tence from the Catonsville action.

This sector of the Catholic left—with roots dating back to Dorothy Day
and the Catholic Worker Movement, as well as the War Resisters League,
World War 11 draft resistance, and bohemian anarchist circles of the 1950s—
has continued its uncompromising organizing against empire. This has
included everything from war tax resistance to attempts at shutting down
the School of the Americas counterinsurgency training center to ongo-
ing civil disobedience against U.S. wars. Whereas political prisoners of the
armed-struggle left are often distinguished by serving lengthy sentences,
radical pacifists are more known for the sheer number of times they find
themselves behind bars for civil disobedience. For more than 40 years, it has
been the political tendency among the most oriented toward civil disobe-
dience, and adherents have served sentences of several months or several
years for resisting the apparatuses of war through nonviolent confrontation,
including direct action.

In 1980, the Berrigan brothers helped found the Plowshares movement,
which became one of the most well known expressions of radical pacifism in
the decade. The name comes from an injunction in the Bible, to “beat swords
into plowshares”—that is, convert weapons of war to peaceful uses or get rid
of them altogether. It was a movement targeting the use and proliferation
of nuclear power and weapons. In the first Plowshares action, eight activ-
ists went to a General Electric plant in King of Prussia, Pennsylvania, and
destroyed missile reentry nosecones designed for a first-strike nuclear system
and poured blood on documents. Activists affiliated with the Plowshares
movement were responsible for at least 30 attacks throughout the decade.
At the height of the Cold War arms race, Plowshares activists dismantled
several nuclear weapons, submarines, helicopters, and other military equip-
ment, often with implements as simple as a common hammer and by pouring
their own blood over the weapons. Their actions were effective at actually
dismantling aspects of the military.

Unlike other high-risk radical actions, Plowshares activists did not adopt a
hit-and-run strategy. Their project was one of moral and spiritual witness. As
such, they awaited their capture at the scene of an action, using the trial and
surrounding publicity, even jail time, as further opportunity to spread their
political message. During these trials, Plowshares and other pacifist radicals
(including, for instance, antiwar civil disobedience during Gulf Wars I and 11)
have cited international law and the necessity defense as justification for their
actions—often resulting in lower sentences or even acquittals. While most
of Plowshares activists came from a religious background, the antinuclear
and antiauthoritarian politics were much more salient; for instance, Jewish
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secular anarcho-feminist Katya Komisaruk dismantled a military computer
designed to guide nuclear missiles as part of her involvement in Plowshares.
She served five years in prison.

The average Plowshares sentence hovered around two years in prison,
although several activists received longer sentences. The longest Plowshares
sentence occurred in Missouri for four activists who used a jackhammer and
air compressor to damage the cover lid of a missile silo at an air force base.
Larry Cloud Morgan received an 8-year sentence; Paul Kabat, 10 years; Helen
Woodson, 18 years (reduced to 12 on appeal); and Carl Kabat, who had par-
ticipated in two earlier Plowshares actions, 18 years.

Revolutionary nonviolence in the 1970s and 1980s overlapped considerably
with radical feminism, especially lesbian feminism. The Women’s Pentagon
Actions in 1980 and 1981 attempted to use civil disobedience to shut down
the heart of American militarism, and there were dozens of such actions at
weapons plants and military offices across the country. Many of these orga-
nizers, including Barbara Deming, one of the most well known theorists
and practitioners of revolutionary nonviolence, helped build the 1983 Seneca
Women’s Encampment for a Future of Justice and Peace. The camp, which
involved thousands of women challenging imperialism and militarism as
patriarchal endeavors, attempted to stop the deployment of nuclear weapons
from a nearby army depot. The camp was both an intentional community of
feminists (including many lesbians) and a constant exercise in civil disobedi-
ence. Fifty-four women were arrested when Marines attempted to break up
the camp. It was disbanded after four months.

Militant Catholic leftists, anarchist-pacifists, and radical feminists helped
rewrite the script of radical action—making it both politically deeper and
more fun. Radicals affiliated with these tendencies valued direct democracy
as well as direct action. They emphasized anarchist organizing processes:
decentralized, consensus-based affinity groups were the model of action.
This style helped inform the actions that shut down of the World Trade
Organization in Seattle in November 1999 and subsequent global justice
demonstrations. But the fusion of anarchism, spirituality, and direct action
expressed itself well before then. Since the 1980s, perhaps the most visible
expression of this approach came from the environmental movement.

Earth and Animal Liberation

The 1970s inaugurated many things, including the first Earth Day celebra-
tion, on April 22, 1970. While the celebration has, by and large, become just
another kitschy, corporate-sponsored festival, it also signals a growing con-
cern with environmentalism and sustainability. The interest in protecting the
earth and its resources has found many expressions in recent decades, rang-
ing from communal living and recycling to civil disobedience and sabotage.
All of these activities, in fact, have increased as scientists, farmers, and others
around the world call attention to the crisis of global climate change.
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While liberal nonprofits attempted to steer the new-found environmental
concern to more watered-down ends, radical environmentalists began to
congregate around a group and political framework called Earth First! (EF).
Inspired in part by the “ecotage” novels of Edward Abbey, EF: formed in
1979-1980 in the Southwest under the banner “No Compromise in Defense
of Mother Earth.” Behind its single focus on the environment, the group
brought together a politically diverse range of activists, including some
reactionary and even racist elements in its earlier years. By the mid-‘8os, ten-
sions between reactionaries and others were causing more and more conflicts
within the organization, until a 1990 split led to the group being grounded
more firmly in the anarchist milieu. While formally rejecting the state, EF:
politics have tended to target corporate power as the greatest threat to envi-
ronmental sustainability.

Activists associated with Earth First! have been responsible for direct action
environmentalism against logging, dam and other hazardous development,
pollution, and genetic engineering. It has embraced a direct-action and, since
1990, more explicitly anarchist organizing style and placed high value on tree
sits, roadblocks, and monkey wrenching. Indeed, many credit Earth First!
with helping develop a variety of creative forms of civil disobedience that are
both high profile and successful.

The most well known main target of government repression against EF!
was Judi Bari, a former labor organizer turned environmentalist. More than
anyone else, Bari bridged environmental and economic concerns—a vital
task at a time when the timber industry tried to position economic necessity
as the reason for deforestation. Bari flipped the script, organizing workers
and environmentalists to seize corporate property and eliminate corporate
power. Bari also added a strong feminist presence to Earth First! leadership
and activism, helping to displace the negative image the group had devel-
oped in the 1980s.

With the help of Earth First! troubadour Darryl Cherney, Bari organized
Redwood Summer in 1990, an effort self-consciously indebted to sSNcC’s
Mississippi Summer in 1964 and similarly attempting to bring thousands of
young people and national attention to fight for justice—this time, California’s
redwood forests. While organizing for the summer program in Oakland in
May 1990, a bomb placed under the driver’s seat in Bari’s car exploded, shat-
tering her pelvis and wounding Cherney. Three hours later, while still at the
hospital, Bari and Cherney were placed under arrest, as local and federal law
enforcement agents said the pair were terrorists and were the only suspects
in the bombing. The prosecutor’s office dropped the charges two months
later for lack of evidence. Bari and Cherney then sued the FBI for placing
the bomb, ultimately winning a $4.4 million settlement in 2002. Bari died of
cancer in 1997.

Bari’s skill for building coalition extended to other elements of Earth First!
activism. Although aspects of the environmental movement have exhibited
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racist Malthusian and anti-immigrant politics, the deep ecology framework
has also enabled inroads with land-based struggles of Indigenous sover-
eignty. In Minnesota, for instance, radical environmentalists teamed up with
the Mendota Mdewakanton Dakota tribe to block road construction through
a park the Dakotas held sacred. Together, the radicals built the “Minnehaha
Free State,” a four-month-long land occupation in 1998. Destroying the free
state was the largest police action in Minnesota history, involving 8oo police
officers evicting several dozen activists from six squatted homes. These and
similar actions have often ended in jail time for participants—though, as with
Plowshares, the charges tend to be lower and the sentences shorter.

Since the mid-1990s, autonomous groups and individuals operating under
the banner of the Earth Liberation Front (ELF) have been carrying out more
and more militant, clandestine acts of sabotage against a variety of targets—
universities, corporations, real estate developments—accused of endanger-
ing the planet through genetic engineering, overdevelopment, pollution,
and conspicuous consumption. ELF actions (and those of the related Animal
Liberation Front, ALF) have caused millions of dollars in damages in more
than 1,000 acts of arson across the country. As a result, the state has clamped
down on the earth and animal liberation movements.

Particularly since 9/11, public animal rights and eco-activists have been
called in front of grand juries, especially along the West Coast but also in
the Midwest. Far more troubling, more than two dozen people have been
arrested for suspected ALF or ELF activities. Eco-activists have dubbed this
repressive trend “the Green Scare.” The most chilling aspect of the Green
Scare arrests occurred as part of what the FBI called “Operation Backfire.”
A case involving conspiracy and multiple arsons over a five-year period,
Operation Backfire was frightening not just because it swept up more than
a dozen people in its dragnet, but because the case was built almost entirely
on informants. Through threatening life in prison, the government success-
fully pressured eight defendants to cooperate (people who themselves were
arrested based on the extensive testimony of one person, an alleged member
of several ELF cells). And yet, because the collaborators were often the most
involved in illegal activity, most of them ended up with longer sentences than
those who maintained their principles.

Déja Vu

The early 21st century has witnessed a certain political déja vu in political
trials. Emboldened by the broad powers enabled through “fighting terror-
ism,” the state has not only targeted a new crop of dissidents; it has arrested
some old ones as well. Several cases stand out here.

Perhaps most notorious is the case of eight former Black Panthers who were
arrested on January 23, 2007, for the 1971 shooting death of a San Francisco
police officer. Several of the men had already been arrested in New Orleans
in the 1970s, and a judge had dismissed the charges when he found that their
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basis lay in confessions garnered through torture. In the post-9/11 environ-
ment, however, the San Francisco agents who oversaw the original investiga-
tion and torture came out of retirement to reprosecute the case.

Five men were called in front of grand juries in 2005—and then thrown in
jail when they refused to cooperate. The grand jury ultimately faded away,
and the men were released, only to be arrested with others a year later. (One
of the five grand jury resisters, John Bowman, died of cancer shortly before
the big arrests.) The eight were Herman Bell, Ray Boudreaux, Richard Brown,
Hank Jones, Jalil Muntaqim, Richard O'Neal, Harold Taylor, and Francisco
Torres. Bell and Muntagim had already been in prison since 1971, being the
two surviving members of the New York 3 who were framed for the murder
of a New York City police officer that year.

The state was initially charging the men not only with the murder but with
participating in a hazy conspiracy of Black militancy between 1968 and 1973.
The conspiracy charge has been dropped against all but Torres, Bell, and
Muntaqgim. Because he was only charged with conspiracy, charges against
O’Neal have been dropped entirely. The others, however, still face a murder
indictment in a case that has no known new evidence and has already cost
millions of dollars without going to trial.

In other revived cases, former BLA soldier Kamau Sadiki was sentenced
to life in prison in 2003 for the 1971 death of a police officer in Georgia.
Sadiki was arrested in New York in early 2001 on separate, but contempo-
rary, charges that were subsequently dismissed. Once in custody, though,
police officers tried to get his help in solving other BLA-suspected cases. That
proved futile, but FBI files listed him as a suspect in the Atlanta killing and
he was transferred to Georgia. The timing was a bit odd: the district attorney
refused to prosecute the case in 1972 for insufficient evidence, there was no
new evidence, and Sadiki had been living a quiet but nonetheless public life
working for the phone company in New York City.

Besides the Panthers, the other organization to be most subject to the
politics of retrospective justice is the Symbionese Liberation Army (SLA).
Perhaps the most controversial armed struggle organization of the 1970s,
the SLA was a mostly white group based in California and formed under
the leadership of a Black former prisoner who took the name Cinque, after
the leader of a 19th-century slave rebellion. Several members of the group
were lesbians; “symbionese” came from the word “symbiosis,” as the group
believed it was bringing together diverse elements of revolutionary thought.
The group is best remembered for two actions: the murder of Oakland’s
superintendent of schools and the kidnapping of newspaper heiress Patty
Hearst. The SLA assassinated Marc Foster, a well-liked Black administrator,
for proposing a controversial student ID system. The group then kidnapped
Patty Hearst, using her as ransom to force her wealthy family to provide
food to Oakland’s poor and to get their statements publicized. In an unex-
pected twist, Hearst later joined the group and participated in bank robber-
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ies to fund the group’s activities (including one robbery gone awry, where a
bystander was killed).

Five hundred Los Angeles police, FBI, and U.S. Treasury agents surrounded
a house in Compton on May 17, 1974, where SLA members had been staying.
Police fired tear gas and 9,000 bullets into the house, ultimately using an
incendiary device to kill the six SLA members inside. Those remaining, and
those who joined after the “Compton massacre,” fled Los Angeles and eluded
capture at least for another year. Patty Hearst was arrested in 1975; she disas-
sociated herself from the SLA and claimed her participation was a result of
being brainwashed. She was convicted, though President Carter commuted
her sentence. Other members of the group also served several years in prison
throughout the 1970s and 1980s.

In recent years, however, five former members of the group have also found
themselves in court for charges emanating from their activities in the 1970s.
The sLA arrests include the extradition of James Kilgore from South Africa,
where he had been living and working as a well-respected academic for years,
and the arrest and trial of Kathy Soliah, who had been living a quiet life as
Sara Jane Olson in Minnesota. Kilgore received a six-year sentence. Arrested
shortly before 9/11, Soliah initially planned to fight her charges, but pled after
the crumbling World Trade Center towers smashed her hopes of a fair trial.
Sentenced to 14 years, Olson was released on March 17, 2008, and rearrested
on March 18, after being ordered to serve another year of her sentence.

Emily Montague, Bill Harris, and Michael Bortin have also been arrested in
recent years for their involvement in the SLA three decades earlier; they pled
guilty in 2002 and were sentenced to eight, seven, and six years, respectively,
for the accidental death of Myrna Opsahl in the failed bank robbery.

Two other post-9/11 prosecutions of 1960s-era radicals bear mentioning:
H. Rap Brown, who famously declared violence to be “as American as cherry
pie,” was sentenced to life in prison in 2002 for the shooting death of a Fulton
County sheriff’s deputy two years earlier. The former leader of the Student
Nonviolent Coordinating Committee had become imam of a Muslim com-
munity in Atlanta, changing his name to Jamil Al-Amin. As with Sadiki,
Al-Amin denied any involvement in the shooting for which he was charged;
he and his supporters allege the case to be the culmination of decades of
harassment made possible by post-9/11 legal shifts.

Gary Freeman, born Joseph Pannell, was arrested in Canada in 2004, after
living there for 35 years. He was arrested for the 1969 shooting of a white
police officer in Chicago. The officer survived, but police claim Freeman was
a Black Panther carrying out a politically motivated attack. After fighting
extradition for several years, Freeman pleaded guilty in February 2008 to the
shooting under an agreement that saw him serve just 30 days and pay restitu-
tion to a scholarship fund for the children of slain police officers. Given the
vengeful tone characterizing other retrospective cases, Freeman’s is a rela-
tively successful tale.
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Conclusion: Toward Amnesty

While the United States denies the existence of political prisoners, it pursues
a vengeful policy of lifelong incarceration. To acknowledge the political basis
of their incarceration would further expose the depths of social problems
that these militants have committed their lives to fighting. The veneer of U.S.
democracy and tolerance requires that dissidents be branded as criminals, or
terrorists. Working to free political prisoners goes hand in hand with expos-
ing the facade that the U.S. is a country where injustice is minimal and solved
through electoral politics—one point necessitates the other. The fact that so
many political prisoners have been charged with treason or sedition demon-
strates that the government fears this precise point; resistance is criminalized,
deemed a threat to “the American way of life.” The ubiquity of state repres-
sion affords an opportunity to forge solidarity among multiple revolutionary
movements. Seizing this opportunity does not mean ignoring contradictions
(e.g., the difference between pacifism and armed struggle, anarchism and
Marxism-Leninism, secularism and faith-based organizing, or the struggles
within particular movements over racism and patriarchy). Instead, it offers a
chance for serious radicals to work with one another, addressing differences
in ways that build alliances and strengthen the potential for revolutionary
opposition. The fact that most political prisoners have continued their politi-
cal work in prison—through writing, mentoring younger activists, conduct-
ing peer education with other prisoners, and fighting AIDS, misogyny, and
homophobia—provides a worthy example to follow.

Most governments routinely release political prisoners every decade or so,
and political internees are often incarcerated together or allowed increased
family visits, in tacit recognition of the political nature of their “crimes.” Not
so in the United States, where amnesty is a forbidden term. The FBI, Police
Benevolent Associations, U.S. Parole Commission, and similar entities have
routinely lobbied hard to prevent parole, even when people meet all stan-
dards for release (e.g., good records, jobs available upon release, community
support). In the most frightening example, former Panther Veronza Bowers
has been kept in prison more than four years past his mandatory release
date, without cause or indication of when he will get out. The government
has regularly pointed to the serious charges and prior political affiliations of
the prisoners as reasons for ongoing incarceration—even where it contradicts
the normal functioning of parole and release from prison. Thus, building an
amnesty movement becomes a priority: the issue of political incarceration
needs to be framed as a fundamental question of building and defending
our movements. Amnesty is the position holding prisoner support as vital to
looking out for each other and defending our victories from state attacks.

Prison can be seen as an extension of the repression that drove many of
these people to undertake militant action in the first place. It is part of the
government’s arsenal to destroy revolutionaries. The state has sometimes
made this explicit by housing radicals in control unit prisons, prisons-within-
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prisons that are based on solitary confinement and sensory deprivation. The
prisons in Florence, Colorado, and Marion, Illinois, are the best examples of
this, and those institutions have housed Ray Luc Levasseur, Mutulu Shakur,
Bill Dunne, and Yu Kikumura, among others. The most famous example
of a political prison was the Lexington Control Unit, a basement prison in
Kentucky that held former May 19th activists Silvia Baraldini and Susan
Rosenberg and Puerto Rican independentista Alejandrina Torres from 1986 to
1988. The prison was so oriented toward inducing physical and psychological
ailments that Amnesty International declared it cruel and unusual punish-
ment; a grassroots campaign succeeded in closing the unit, but supermax
prisons remain.

The bulk of such repression is meted out against revolutionary people of
color, particularly Black, Native American, and Puerto Rican radicals. The
reasons for this are complex—they involve not just white privilege but the
fact that the government has taken a firm position against the release of any
political prisoner with a murder conviction. Due to the open levels of con-
frontation between police and communities of color, these liberation move-
ments often adopted different tactics than white militants. But the state’s
intransigence on paroling those with murder convictions has repercussions
for political prisoners regardless of race—several white anti-imperialists are
also imprisoned for the deaths of law enforcement agents, seemingly with no
chance of release.

The political incarceration of people who became active in the 1960s is inex-
tricably tied to state repression. Even when they committed illegal acts or
acts of which they themselves are now critical, their continuing incarceration
cannot be separated from the legacy of COINTELPRO. Even now, movement
veterans captured as a result of movement work in the 1960s are paying for
the state’s crimes through continued incarceration. The ongoing imprison-
ment of ‘6os-era activists—together with a new breed of political prisoners
coming from an array of contemporary movements—presents a direct con-
nection between the struggles of yesterday and those of today.

There are serious challenges to this work, including limited resources, a
strategy that must deal with the legal system, public fear of “terrorists,” and
the difficulty of building working relationships among the various move-
ments who find themselves experiencing state repression. But combating
political incarceration and supporting those in the crosshairs of state repres-
sion remain central to creating a better future. After all, the government
remembers who joins and organizes in the movement—and we cannot afford
to forget.
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A Note on Sources

The best source on political prisoners are the prisoners themselves; reading
their words—in interviews, essays, pamphlets, books, videos, and through
correspondence—is vital. But there are many perspectives on political move-
ments, and additional sources are necessary to provide a more rounded
examination. Below I provide some of the key texts used in preparing this
article and in thinking about political prisoners. The list is, at best, woefully
incomplete and focused only on books rather than pamphlets, of which there
have been many dealing with relevant issues. (Please note: some of these
books are out of print.) Still, the following bibliography should provide a
good start to those curious for more reading.

The politics of incarceration: Tim Blunk and Ray Luc Levasseur (eds.),
Hauling Up the Morning: Writings and Art by Political Prisoners and Prisoners
of War in the U.S. (The Red Sea Press, 1990); Committee to End the Marion
Lockdown, Can't Jail the Spirit: Biographies of U.S. Political Prisoners (2002 or
other editions); Ruth Wilson Gilmore, Golden Gulag: Prisons, Surplus, Crisis,
and Opposition in Globalizing California (University of California Press, 2007);
Marie Gottschalk, The Prison and the Gallows: The Politics of Mass Incarceration
in America (Oxford University Press, 2006); Joy James, ed., The Angela Y. Davis
Reader (Blackwell Publishers, 1998); Joy James, ed., Imprisoned Intellectuals:
America’s Political Prisoners Write on Life, Liberation and Rebellions (Rowman and
Littlefield, 2003); Christian Parenti, Lockdown America: Police and Prisons in an
Age of Crisis (Verso, 2000); Elihu Rosenblatt, ed., Criminal Injustice: Confronting
the Prison Crisis (South End Press, 1996).

Repression: Ward Churchill and Jim Vander Wall, Agents of Repression:
The FBI's Secret Wars Against the Black Panther Party and the American Indian
Movement (South End Press, 1988); Ward Churchill and Jim Vander Wall, The
COINTELPRO Papers: Documents from the FBI’s Secret War Against Dissent in the
United States (South End Press, 1990); David Cunningham, There’s Something
Happening Here: The New Left, the Klan and FBI Counterintelligence (University of
California Press, 2005); Joy James, ed., States of Confinement: Policing, Detention,
and Prisons (Palgrave McMillan, 2002).

Revolutionary mnationalism and independence movements: Mumia
Abu-Jamal, We Want Freedom: A Life in the Black Panther Party (South End Press,
2006); Kuwasi Balagoon, A Soldier’s Story (Kersplebedeb, 2003); Terry Bisson,
On a MOVE: The Story of Mumia Abu-Jamal (Litmus Books, 2000); Patricia
Bell Blawis, Tijerina and the Land Grants: Mexican Americans in Struggle for
their Heritage (International Publishers, 1971); Kathleen Cleaver and George
Katsiaficas, eds., Liberation, Imagination, and the Black Panther Party (Routledge,
2001); Angela Davis: An Autobiography (International Publishers, 1989); Charles
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Jones, ed., The Black Panther Party Reconsidered (Black Classics Press, 1998);
Peter Matthiessen, In the Spirit of Crazy Horse (New York: Penguin, 1991);
MOVE, Twenty-Five Years on the MOVE (self-published); Lorena Oropeza,
Raza Si! Guerra No! Chicano Protest and Patriotism During the Viet Nam War
Era (University of California Press, 2005); Vijay Prashad, The Darker Nations:
A People’s History of the Third World (New Press, 2007); Laura Pulido, Black,
Brown, Yellow, & Left: Radical Activism in Los Angeles (University of California
Press, 2006); J. Sakai, Settlers: The Mythology of the White Proletariat (Chicago:
Morningstar, 1989); Assata Shakur, Assata (Laurence Hill Books, 2001); E. Tani
and Kae Sera, False Nationalism, False Internationalism: Class Contradictions in
the Armed Struggle (Seeds Beneath the Snow, 1985); Andrés Torres and José E.
Velazquez, eds., The Puerto Rican Movement: Voices from the Diaspora (Temple
University Press, 1998); Ernesto B. Vigil, The Crusade for Justice: Chicano
Militancy and the Government’s War on Dissent (University of Wisconsin
Press, 1999); Cynthia Young, Soul Power: Culture, Radicalism, and the Making of
a U.S. Third World Left (Duke University Press, 2006).

Anti-imperialism: Bill Ayers, Bernardine Dohrn, and Jeff Jones, eds., Sing a
Battle Song: The Revolutionary Poetry, Statements, and Communiques of the Weather
Underground 1970-1974 (Seven Stories Press, 2007); Dan Berger, Outlaws of
America: The Weather Underground and the Politics of Solidarity (AK Press, 2006);
Ward Churchill with Mike Ryan, Pacifism as Pathology: Reflections on the Role
of Armed Struggle in North America (AK Press, 2007); Roxanne Dunbar-Ortiz,
Outlaw Woman: A Memoir of the War Years, 1960-1975 (City Lights, 2004); Abbie
Hoffman, The Autobiography of Abbie Hoffman (New York: De Capo Press, 2000);
George Katsiaficas, The Imagination of the New Left (South End Press, 1987); The
New Yippie Book Collective, Blacklisted News, Secret Histories: From Chicago
to 1984 (Berkeley: Bleecker Publishing, 1983); Becky Thompson, A Promise and
a Way of Life: White Antiracist Activism (University of Minnesota Press, 2000);
Jeremy Varon, Bringing the War Home: The Weather Underground, the Red Army
Faction, and Revolutionary Violence in the Sixties and Seventies (University of
California Press, 2004).

Revolutionary nonviolence: Scott H. Bennett, Radical Pacifism: The War
Resisters League and Gandhian Nonviolence in America, 1915-1963 (Syracuse
University Press, 2003); Daniel Berrigan, The Trial of the Catonsville 9 (Fordham
University Press, 2004); Dave Dellinger, More Power Than We Know: The People’s
Movement for Democracy (Anchor Press/Doubleday, 1975); Dave Dellinger,
From Yale to Jail: The Life of a Moral Dissenter (Rose Hill Books, 1993); Barbara
Deming, Remembering Who We Are (Pagoda, 1981); Barbara Epstein, Political
Protest and Cultural Revolution: Nonviolent Direct Action in the 1970s and 1980s
(University of California Press, 1991); Arthur J. Laffin and Anne Montgomery,
eds., Swords into Plowshares: Nonviolent Direct Action for Disarmament (Harper &
Row, 198y); Staughton and Alice Lynd, Nonviolence in America: A Documentary
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History (Orbis, 1995); Pam McAllister, ed., Reweaving the Web of Life: Feminism
and Nonviolence (New Society Publishers, 1982); Pam McAllister, You Can't
Kill the Spirit: Stories of Women and Nonviolent Action (New Society Publishers,
1988); Jane Meyerding, ed., We Are All Part of One Another: A Barbara Deming
Reader (New Society Publishers, 1984); Murray Polner, Disarmed and Dangerous:
The Radical Life and Times of Daniel and Philip Berrigan (Westview Press, 1997);
James Tracy, Direct Action: Radical Pacifism from the Union Eight to the Chicago
Seven (University of Chicago Press, 1996).

Earth and animal liberation: Steve Best and Anthony Nocella, Igniting
a Revolution: Voices in Defense of the Earth (AK Press, 2006); Direct Action
Manual Collective, Earth First! Direct Action Manual (1997); Dave Foreman,
Ecodefense: A Field Guide to Monkeywrenching (Abbzug Press, 1997); Derrick
Jensen, Endgame [2 volumes] (Seven Stories Press, 2006); Christopher Manes,
Green Rage: Radical Environmentalism and the Unmaking of Civilization (Back
Bay Books, 1991); Leslie James Pickering, Earth Liberation Front, 1997-2002
(Arissa Media Group, 2007); Craig Rosebraugh, Burning Rage of a Dying Planet:
Speaking for the Earth Liberation Front (Lantern Books, 2004).
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n the early and mid-1980s, an upsurge in militant activity

by U.S. revolutionary movements led to a series of

arrests and renewed waves of repression, producing a
whole new batch of political prisoners. Both the newer and
the longer-term prisoners from each national movement,
drawing on successful campaigns of the 1970s, pushed
outside organizations to reassess their efforts, devise
broader and more creative outreach methods, and build unity
with one another. The result was that those organizations
resumed working in a more coordinated way within the
U.S. left and oppressed communities to put the issue of
political prisoners squarely on the activist map. One of the
strategies of choice was the use of People’s Tribunals.

Not only did these organizations make the case that, contrary
to U.S. government denial, there were more than 100
political prisoners, but also that authorities had programs
scientifically designed to break the will of those prisoners
through isolation, sensory deprivation, and brutality in
specialized control units. Most notorious were the federal
prison for men in Marion, lllinois, and for women in
Lexington, Kentucky. Jailed revolutionaries like Bill Dunne
(at Marion); Alejandrina Torres, Susan Rosenberg, and
Silvia Baraldini (at Lexington); and Black political prisoners
in the Research Committee on International Law and Black
Freedom Fighters played key roles in documenting and
exposing conditions in these and other units and in galvanizing
outside activists to fight against them. A large-scale, multi-
tactic campaign, including a federal lawsuit, pressured the
government to shut down the Lexington Control Unit in
1988, but the Marion Control Unit would remain open for
many more years. Ultimately, new and more sophisticated
federal control units — particularly Florence, Colorado, for
men and Marianna, Florida, for women — replaced them
(although because of the struggle, conditions in Marianna
have never matched the extreme abusiveness of Lexington),
and horrendous clones now exist in virtually every state.

Despite these setbacks, the campaigns and events by the
political prisoner support movements of the late '80s and
early '90s paved the way for the broader popular support, and
many of the victories, that mounted throughout the '90s.
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Political Prisoners in the U.S.?

Freedom Now!
1989
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the image that the U.S. is a truly
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This was the text of a flier produced by Freedom Now!, an effort to pull together in a single
organization representatives of all the U.S. political prisoners and leaders of all the internal
national liberation movements.
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movements of such influential impact that the government is compelled to
use repression against them.

By labeling political prisoners as criminals, the U.S. government has also
been able to shield from view serious human rights violations against them.
These include:

® excessive prison sentences—example: 8 Black political prisoners will
soon begin their third decade behind bars;

e psychological torture;

® assault—example: one Puerto Rican prisoner of war was beaten to
death by guards and his death labeled a suicide;

¢ sexual assault—example: under the guise of security, male prison staff
forcibly conducted cavity searches on two women political prisoners
at F.C.I. Tucson;

e denial of medical care;

¢ placement in control units—example: the men’s federal prison in
Marion, Illinois, which includes several political prisoners among its
400 inmates, has been condemned by Amnesty International for vio-
lating international standards on the minimum treatment of prisoners.
The men in Marion are locked in their cells 23 hours per day and are
sometimes chained spread-eagle to their beds for days at a time. The
control unit for women at Lexington, Kentucky, was an experimental
underground political prison that practiced isolation and sensory
deprivation. It was finally closed by a federal judge after two years of
protest by religious and human rights groups.

Human Rights Must Begin at Home!

Who are America’s political prisoners? Like the four women and men pic-
tured on the facing page—Alejandrina Torres, Leonard Peltier, Geronimo
Pratt and Susan Rosenberg—they represent many movements for freedom
and social justice.

People of color are most often targeted. Black activists participating in the
fight for Black Liberation and against racism are the largest group repre-
sented, with well ever 50 political prisoners. Many of them, like Geronimo
Pratt, have been in jail nearly 20 years.

The movement for Puerto Rican independence has also been heavily
attacked with the imprisonment of many of its members. These include 14
women and men such as Alejandrina Torres who consider themselves pris-
oners of war. They have taken this position because they believe that as colo-
nized people they have the right to fight for independence, and their captor,
the United States, has no right to criminalize them.

Other political prisoners in the United States include more than thirty white
North American activists. These militants are accused of various actions
opposing the foreign, domestic and military policies of the U.S. government.
Their protests have been directed against symbols of U.S. support for the
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apartheid regime in South Africa, military intervention in Central America,
and the continued colonial oppression of Blacks and Puerto Ricans. Among
these prisoners are women and men from the religious peace community
who have received long sentences for direct actions against U.S. nuclear
installations.

Revealing the existence of all of these political prisoners is of extra
importance now because greater world attention is being focused on human
rights. Many countries, including the Soviet Union and Cuba, have released
most of their political prisoners. They have also started to raise questions
about human rights problems here in the U.S.A. Now is the time to break
through the wall of silence that has surrounded these political prisoners in
the United States. We in the Freedom Now! campaign are making informa-
tion available on all their cases to the people of the U.S. and the world.
While the government will continue to deny holding political prisoners,
we seek to make their existence common knowledge in every American
community.

At the same time, all of us can begin to speak out against the terrible human
rights violations taking place against political prisoners and all prisoners in
the U.S. Jails and prisons have abandoned all pretenses of “rehabilitating”
inmates, and have become concentration camps for warehousing the youth
from the ghettos and barrios of America. We must especially denounce the
spread of prison control units, which attempt to rob prisoners of their human-
ity, sanity and even their lives.

Ultimately we must seek the freedom of all political prisoners in the U.S.
Other countries are doing it. Why not here? Freedom Now! is initiating a
campaign for amnesty for all the women and men imprisoned in this country
as a consequence of their political actions. Officials of the U.S. government
have signed many international laws and treaties governing political repres-
sion. We must hold them to those standards!

The Freedom Now! campaign is about real people, women and men behind
bars who care deeply about justice and humanity. The government has sought
to isolate them, not only from their friends and families but from their ability
to influence and lead political movements.

Our campaign is breaking that isolation. We are bridging the walls with
a common effort that includes the active participation of the prisoners and
their families, along with political activists, clergy and professionals. We
welcome your participation! Join us in stopping the continued imprisonment
and mistreatment of political activists in the United States. Human rights
must begin at home.

Bmnes+4 For Poiticayr Prisoners!
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Political Prisoners and International Law

Research Committee on International Law and
Black Freedom Fighters in the U.S.
1990

The only alternative that Black [people] have in America today

is to take it out of [U.S.] jurisdiction and take it before that body
[United Nations]... which represents International Law and let them
know that the human rights of Black people are being violated in a
country that professes to be the moral leader of the free world.

Malcolm X, April 8, 1964

The quality and nature of the struggle waged in this country by Black people
must be viewed in a historical context. First, it must be recognized that we
were brought here against our will, thereby making us, en masse, political
prisoners.

The initial laws of this country, the Constitution, and the Bill of Rights,
did nothing to change this status. They inherently stated that the laws of
inclusion did not apply to us, and we have essentially remained outside to
the present. This lack of legal parity has demanded that our struggle develop
from one of civil rights to human rights.

We must always look at our situation differently from those who have been
included within the American society. Ours has been a continuous struggle
starting with the capture, the middle passage, slave revolts, and each succes-
sive generation of revolutionaries. The Black Freedom Fighters who resisted
militarily in the 1960s, "7os and '8os follow in the tradition of Denmark Vesey,
Nat Turner and Malcolm X.

Their struggle—our struggle—is similar to that of other peoples in the
world striving for human rights and self-determination. Today, these world
struggles are gaining legal recognition and protection in the growing body of
international law vitalized by the Third World. Part of our task now is to have
the International Law and international community recognize and protect
the just struggle of Black Freedom Fighters within the United States.

Dr. John Henrik Clarke

Professor Emeritus, African World History
Hunter College, New York, NY
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Committee Purpose

The purpose of the Research Committee is to increase awareness of the
relevance of International Law to the situation of Black political prisoners
and prisoners of war in the U.S. For nearly four centuries, Afrikans in the
United States have been denied the power over their own destinies and, in
return, have been fighting for self-determination. This struggle has taken
many forms. In the 1960s, responding to the Civil Rights and Black Liberation
Movements, a low-intensity war was undertaken by the U.S. government
through the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s Counterintelligence Program
and local police intelligence units. As in any war, this war has had its combat-
ants, noncombatant support units, casualties, and prisoners.

It is crucial that the local and international communities understand how
International Law, including the 1949 Geneva Accords and Protocols I and 11,
apply to the cases of Black Freedom Fighters whoarean essential and inseparable
part of the Black Liberation Movement in its struggle for self-determination.

Statement of International Law

International norms and principles for the treatment of national
minorities have become a part of international law through treaties
and membership in the United Nations and hence part of the laws of
all states.

Dr. Y. N. Kly, International Law and the Black Minority in the U.S.

Among the international documents that guarantee the right to self-determi-
nation and protect those who fight to exercise the right are the following:

® 1949 Geneva Convention

¢ 1977, Protocol 1 (to 1949 Geneva Convention)

® 1/29/87, Protocol 11 (to the 1949 Geneva Convention)

e Universal Declaration of Human Rights, General Assembly Resolution
No. 217 (111), December 10, 1948

* Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of
Genocide, 78 UNTS 277

¢ International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, 1966

e Political Offense Exception to Extradition

Board of Advisors: Haywood Burns (Chair Emeritus of the National Conference Board of
Black Lawyers); Joy James, Ph.D. (Associate Professor, University of Massachusetts, Amherst);
Duma Ndlovu (Political Poet/Playwright, in exile from Southern Africa); Father Lawrence
Lucas (Liberation Theologist, Resurrection Roman Catholic Church); Professor James Turner
(Founding Director, Professor, African Studies & Research Center, Cornell University);

Yuri Kochiyama (Activist); Judge Bruce Wright (Author of Black Robes, White Justice);

Curtis Powell, Ph.D. (Immunologist). Organizations listed for identification only.
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Political Prisoners: Guilty Until Proven Innocent

Susie Day
1989

People are so afraid of us, they don't want to hear. Like thy say we
believe in violence. That's been said of me every time | was moved
from one institution to another.... Hollywood believes in violence; this
country believes in violence. But we don't.

Laura Whitehorn has spent nearly four years in eleven different jails and
prisons since she was arrested in May 1985. Held under “preventive deten-
tion,” the 43-year-old Whitehorn has been denied bail, although her record
shows no previous criminal charges and only three arrests for demonstrating
against the Vietnam War and forced sterilization.

Now Whitehorn and six others—Alan Berkman, Timothy Blunk, Marilyn
Buck, Linda Evans, Susan Rosenberg, and Elizabeth Duke (who remains
free)—stand accused by the federal government of the 1983 bombing of the
U.S. Capitol and three military buildings in the District of Columbia. Although
no one was killed or injured in these bombings, which protested the invasion
of Grenada and other U.S. foreign aggression, the defendants could receive as
many as 45 years in prison, if convicted. The Resistance Conspiracy trial, as
the defendants call it, will likely begin in March of this year, and promises to
be one of the most important political cases of the decade.

In November 1988, I traveled to the Detention Facility in Washington, DC,
and talked to the four women awaiting trial. Their words in this article are
drawn from those interviews. Here, Susan Rosenberg speaks:

Most people don't think there are forms of political oppression in this
country, but there are. And | think we're a very good example of it,
you know?... When you go to jail because of conscious acts, it doesn’t
mean that being in prison is easier. | mean, the most fundamental
deprivation is to lose your liberty.... Short of death, it's probably the
most profound loss a person can have.

In 1985, at the age of 30, Rosenberg was sentenced, with Tim Blunk, to 58
years in prison for weapons possession and fake identification. She spent 20

Reprinted from Sojourner: The Women’s Forum, February 1989.
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months in the Lexington High Security Unit, a notorious behavior modifica-
tion facility for “violence prone” women.

Although the United States refuses to acknowledge them as political pris-
oners, Rosenberg and her codefendants are part of some 200 people with left-
wing views now in federal prisons for alleged crimes against the government.
This figure includes “prisoners of war” such as Puerto Rican Nationalists,
who see themselves as part of oppressed nations within the United States.
The psychological toll of years in confinement is incalculable to these prison-
ers—25 percent of whom are women. Says Marilyn Buck:

| haven't worked in three and one-half years. Even if | didn’t work a job
where | brought home a paycheck before, | did work that was orga-
nized, that was directed.... | see women sitting in jail, idle, doing noth-
ing. Take Marion [men'’s prison in lllinois] or Lexington, where there’s
no work, no productive labor.... It really tears you apart.

Buck was convicted in 1988, with Dr. Mutulu Shakur, a New Afrikan freedom
fighter, for alleged conspiracy in actions attributed to the Black Liberation
Army, including the 1979 prison escape of Black activist Assata Shakur. Before
the Resistance Conspiracy trial begins, Buck at 41, already faces 70 years in
prison.

Like her codefendants, all of whom are white, Buck has devoted her life and
political work to fighting racism. Perhaps it is the alliance of these six North
Americans with people of color, and with radical black and Puerto Rican
groups in particular, that has motivated the prosecution in the Resistance
Conspiracy case to erect a massive, bullet-proof plexiglass wall—the kind
often seen in South African trials—to separate the defendants from the rest of
the courtroom. As an extra “precaution,” special cameras have been installed
to monitor the defense table as well as
courtroom spectators.

Ironically, at about the same time 9
and in the same building, Oliver
North is scheduled to be tried,
without shields or cameras. Unlike
Laura Whitehorn, neither North
nor his colleagues have spent time
in preventive detention. There is
also wide speculation that these men
will not go to prison, even in
the unlikely event that
they are convicted.
Theselegal discrepan-
cies are not unusual, \ - i
according to Linda Marilyn Buck (© 2008 JEB (Joan E. Biren))
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Evans; convicted right-wing defendants generally receive lighter sentences
than those who disagree with government policy:

| ended up getting five years in New York... for being a felon in posses-
sion of a gun when | was arrested. And then 40 years in Louisiana for
making false statements.... And, of course, the thing that's interesting
about the Louisiana case is that it's the same jurisdiction where the Ku
Klux Klan tried to mount an invasion of Dominica, a Black island in the
Caribbean. You might have heard about it, in ‘817 It was Don Black.
And he had ten other men with him; he had almost a million dollars in
cash; they had a boatful of illegal weapons, machine guns and stuff.
And he received a total of ten years and was out in 24 months.

Evans is a vibrant woman in her early forties, whose identity as a lesbian is
intrinsic to her politics. “I love women,” she says, “and I really believe that
we should be completely free to develop our full potential with no barriers
at all.... And I know that because I identify my own oppression, both as a
woman and a lesbian, it means that I have a real stake in winning.”

“Winning,” to Evans and to the other women, means the eventual restruc-
turing of a society that nourishes itself on inequality. Their will to win comes
from the fact that they are women. Susan Rosenberg explains:

We very much see our liberation as women tied into the structure of
this system as necessary... I'm involved in social change and radical
action and revolutionary movements because I'm a woman, you know?
| didn't feel this system had too much to offer me as a woman in terms
of real liberation.

™ .-
Susan Rosenberg (© 2008 JEB (Joan E. Biren))
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All six Resistance Conspiracy defendants base their political work on anti-
imperialist principles, which allow them to see the U.S.-dominated corpo-
rate/military structure as responsible for a range of international atrocities,
from apartheid to nuclear weaponry. They also call themselves international-
ists, grounding much of their thought in the 1948 Universal Declaration of
Human Rights, which guarantees everyone the right to a chosen nationality.
Rosenberg continues:

| see the world not only through North American eyes. And so | know,
for example, that the people of South Africa are going to be free in my
lifetime. And | know that when the people of South Africa are free, it's
going to change the nature of the world.

These are views held by thousands of activists and thinkers across the coun-
try. Why, then, does the government consider these six people so threaten-
ing? Why has it set up a courtroom security system that will make a fair trial
by jury all but impossible? And why is it bothering to subject prisoners with
virtual life sentences (all but Berkman and Whitehorn already carry at least
45 years) to another four decades in prison?

“They want to make an example of us,” answers Linda Evans, “by bury-
ing us in prison.... The fact that there are white people—women, lesbians—
fighting against racism and fighting to fundamentally change the system is
very threatening to them.” Mary O’Melveny, attorney for Susan Rosenberg,
agrees:

| think this is a government that hasn’t hesitated to strike out at people
who it thinks have the potential to encourage people to join in...
more than just the conventional picket signs.... Why subject Susan
Rosenberg to another 40 years? Why [spend] the taxpayers’ money—
it's going to cost millions of dollars to try this case—why? To make a
point. To make a point that says to people, “Shut up. And don't even
consider stepping out of very narrow bounds of protest.” That's what
| think this case is all about.

According to O’'Melveny, the government does not know who carried out the
bombings, and has no evidence that any of the six were directly involved in
them. Susan Rosenberg, in fact, states that she and other defendants were in
prison at the time some of the bombings occurred. The defendants’ direct guilt
or innocence, then, appears immaterial to the government, which has con-
structed an indictment to convict the six on charges of aiding and abetting and
of conspiracy “to influence, change, and protest policies and practices of the
United States government... through the use of violent and illegal means.”
These are alarmingly elastic charges, which define guilt for an illegal
action as anything from directly participating in the action to simply being a
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member of a group that is accused of carrying it out. “Convictions on charges
of conspiracy and of aiding and abetting, moreover, are often easy to obtain;
once the prosecution establishes an accused’s political sympathies, the
charges can be proven on simple circumstantial evidence. Mary O’Melveny
observes that the prosecution in this case need merely establish that, at dif-
ferent times in their lives, the defendants knew each other and held similar
political objectives.

This criminalizing of association makes it difficult to protect defendants
using their First Amendment right of free speech. “In other words,” says
Laura Whitehorn, “If you belong to such and such an organization, that
means that you must have done these illegal acts.... It’s no longer just a ques-
tion of what you believe. It’s not that different from McCarthyism.”

If the government can convict the six, it could convict others on similar
charges, simply because of what groups they may have joined in the past.
Increasing numbers of people would be frightened to develop, let alone act
on, progressive opinions, at seeing activists sentenced to years in prison.

Besides being a form of political control, prisons in the United States are used
increasingly to warehouse unwanted segments of the population. The Bureau
of Justice reported in April 1987 that prisoners in this country numbered
546,659. This is the largest prison population of any country in the world, and
the figure is likely to double in the next decade to over one million. Five percent
of U.S. prisoners are women, and about 8o percent are people of color—Blacks,
Latinos, Native Americans—who, outside prison, comprise only 20 percent of
the population. The imprisonment rate for Blacks alone is the highest in the
world—twice the rate of Black imprisonment in South Africa.

It is now widely conceded that the purpose of prison is not rehabilitation
but dehumanization. Prisoners incarcerated for social crimes are randomly
brutalized as a matter of course; political prisoners are usually isolated from
the general prison population and abused, explicitly because they hold pro-
gressive or leftist ideas. Like most prisoners, the majority of political prison-
ers and those who identify as prisoners of war are people of color.

As a rule, male prisoners are treated with more overt physical violence
than female prisoners. Tim Blunk spent two years and Alan Berkman sev-
eral months in the Marion high security prison for men. There, says Laura
Whitehorn,

...the guards walk up and down the units, hitting their nightsticks
against their hands, and if you refuse to obey a direct order... you get
the shit beaten out of you.... They don’t do that to women as much.
But what they do against us is the threat of sexual attack.... By their
rules, they are permitted to do just about anything to us. And so the
number of rapes, which have not been “normal” rapes but rapes with
a speculum or with a hand, searching for contraband, is a particularity
toward women.
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Susan Rosenberg and Alejandrina Torres, a Puerto Rican prisoner of war,
were each raped in a Tucson prison by a male administrator, in the pres-
ence of female guards. Eve Rosahn, a paralegal at Prisoners” Legal Services
of New York, states:

The issue of privacy, of control, of having your will as a grown up
human being taken away from you is really typical, partly of how all
women prisoners are treated, and then when it's very focused in that
way, how women political prisoners are treated.

Lesbians can experience an additional level of sexual degradation. Whitehorn
recalls, “Iwas in Pleasanton, where the male pat-searches are aregular thing...
and knowing they were going to look at me and say, ‘“This is a lesbian,” and be
pat-searching me really gave me the roaring creeps.”

Designated “special handling” by the Bureau of Prisons, both male and
female political prisoners have been kept for years at a time in “lock down,”
a modified form of solitary confinement, by which they are isolated in tiny,
often windowless cells, for 23 2 hours each day. Prisoners are allowed out of
their cells, in handcuffs and leg shackles, for one half-hour, to shower and
make phone calls. All six Resistance Conspiracy defendants were locked
down for months in the DC Detention Facility, until a recently successful
campaign alleviated their conditions.

The Bureau of Prisons has gone to great lengths to rationalize its abusive
“special handling” of leftist prisoners. Gilda Zwerman, associate professor at
the State University of New York, cites “experts” who claim that conventional
punishment for political prisoners is useless and may even reinforce their
self-concept as “threats to the state.” Since these prisoners do not respond to
“normal treatment,” officials reason, they must be incapacitated, their indi-
vidual and political identities erased. By these neoconservative standards,
notes Zwerman, in an article in Social Justice, women political prisoners are
believed to be more dangerous than the men.

It is no accident, then, that the Bureau of Prisons has seen fit to build
two high-security detention centers specifically for women. The Lexington
High Security Unit (HSU) is now infamous. There, political prisoners Susan
Rosenberg and Silvia Baraldini and prisoner of war Alejandrina Torres were
intentionally placed in a state of almost infantile subservience.

As part of an experiment to observe long-term effects of sensory depriva-
tion, fluorescent lights at the HSU were left on 24 hours a day, windows were
covered, and cameras continuously surveyed the stagnant air conditioned
cells. The women’s actions and spoken words were written down by male
guards, who also observed them taking showers and sitting on the toilet.
Although designated “violence prone” by prison officials, and strip searched
each time they re-entered the Unit, not one of those women was convicted of
assaulting or injuring another person. The cost to taxpayers of keeping each
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of them in this concentrated misery was $55,000 a year.

Although the HSU was closed by judicial decree in July 1988, after an
international protest that included the efforts of Amnesty International, its
purpose will likely be carried on elsewhere. The Shawnee Unit at the Federal
Correctional Institution in Marianna, Florida, has been opened recently for
medium- to high-security women prisoners. So far, it has given every indica-
tion that it intends to duplicate, if not intensify, conditions at Lexington. If
Buck, Rosenberg, and Whitehorn are convicted, speculates Mary O’Melveny,
they will spend most of their sentence at Marianna, while Berkman and
Blunk will be returned to Marion, which is under permanent lock down.

If these are the conditions under which political prisoners are sentenced
to live for years of their lives, why is there not an outcry from feminist and
progressive communities? One reason may be the fact that these six political
prisoners, and others like them, support armed struggle as a people’s right
to resist oppression. This view is translated by the U.S. government to mean
“terrorism.” Says Marilyn Buck:

The issue is resistance against an illegal government, against a gov-
ernment that is engaged in violence on such a grand scale that we
could talk about it for years and not even go through all it's doing.
And then look at the fact that... anyone who fights back is called a
“terrorist.”

Coming of age during the liberation movements of the ‘60s, the women in the
Resistance Conspiracy case remain inspired by the activism of the women
of Southeast Asia and the Black Power uprisings in the United States. Susan
Rosenberg remembers:

| saw the women of Vietnam rise up as part of their nation to say,
“We're going to have our own destiny.” | had never seen anything like
that. And | wanted to be like that.

Yet there is something fundamentally shocking to the public about the image
of a woman who picks up a gun to fight for her people. “I think the prospect
of women fighting the system is particularly threatening,” says Laura
Whitehorn, “because they see what women have done for the struggles in all
other countries. Until the majority of women are involved in a people’s war or
in a revolutionary movement, the movement doesn’t have as much chance for
success.”

All six defendants criticize the United States” “antiterrorist” campaign,
which, they say, holds the lopsided view that a few scattered revolutionar-
ies are somehow more dangerous than a government possessing the world’s
largest nuclear arsenal. According to this stultifying mentality, they observe,
homelessness, lack of money for AIDS research, the ruin of the ecosystem
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Linda Evans (I) and Susie Day (© 2008 JEB (Joan E. Biren))

are not considered dangerous since they are not “violent.” Anti-imperialist
prisoners, on the other hand, deserve their sentences, since, by affirming
armed struggle as one means of resistance, they have asked to be seen as
terrorists. “The problem,” says Linda Evans,

...is that | think our movement—and | include the women’s move-
ment—has been so influenced by government limitations, by our
relative privilege in the world... that they're willing to allow the gov-
ernment to write people like us off from the movement that we've
struggled as a part of for our whole lives.

Looking beyond the Resistance Conspiracy trial to other political cases, how-
ever, violence ceases to be the issue. Draft resisters, sanctuary workers, and
Plowshares activists are now in U.S. prisons for nonviolent acts against the
government. They have been given as long as 18 years behind bars, and their
sentences are getting longer.

In the past eight years, the government has worked to insure that more and
more people are seen as dangerous. Under the Reagan administration, there
has been an escalation of grand jury investigations, in which progressives
who refuse to testify are jailed, often for indeterminate lengths of time. The
Congress has also passed a series of repressive laws, such as the Bail Reform
Act of 1984, used to hold Laura Whitehorn; and the Racketeer Influenced and
Corrupt Organizations (RICO) Law, used to indict Marilyn Buck and Mutulu
Shakur and sentence them, respectively, to 50and 60 years in prison. According
to Gilda Zwerman’s article, more than 150 activists in the Black liberation,
Puerto Rican independence, and North American anti-imperialist movements
were tried under these statutes and are now serving long sentences.

An astounding assault on civil liberties comes with the intensification of
security initiatives by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA),
whose plans, in the event of an “emergency,” now include legal suspension of
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the Constitution; imposition of martial law on U.S. citizens; government cen-
sorship of the media; and—in a horrifying leap backwards—the establish-
ment of detention camps for illegal “aliens,” troublesome racial groups, and
political dissidents. Again, the Oliver North case makes an ironic entrance: it
was North and his colleagues who devised these plans.

Even more astounding is the fact that the public knows as little about these
restrictive measures as it does about the growing number of political prison-
ers. (There are cases now being prosecuted that merit as much attention as
the Resistance Conspiracy trial. The trial of the Puerto Rican 16, for example,
begunin September 1988, in Hartford, Connecticut, involves a large number of
videotapes illegally obtained by the FBI to prosecute a group of Puerto Rican
independentistas on bank robbery charges. Another trial, begun in January
1989 in Springfield, Massachusetts, concerns three working-class people
charged with politically motivated bombings.) The mainstream media, sensi-
tive to government interests, chooses to keep virtually silent about political
cases and the laws that will engender more prisoners. And political prisoners
remain isolated, not only from human contact, but also from contact with the
outside world.

Isolation, lethal because of its silence, may finally prove the most effective
government weapon against individual will as well as political coalitions. In
Part Three of The Origin of Totalitarianism, Hannah Arendt writes:

It has frequently been observed that terror can rule absolutely only
over [people] who are isolated from each other and that, therefore,
one of the primary concerns of all tyrannical government is to bring
this isolation about. Isolation may be the beginning of terror....

Meanwhile, the Resistance Conspiracy defendants await trial. If they were to
recant their politics, name names, tell the government what, if anything, they
know of other radical groups, would they be treated better, even, in Laura
Whitehorn’s case, released? “Oh, I bet, in a second,” answers Whitehorn, “I
mean, one of the things they hate about us is that they can’t get any of us to
turn even the littlest things.”

Women of political conscience would do well to find out what lies
behind such commitment. “Probably every single political prisoner in the
United States has a history as an organizer in some movement or another,
and would have a lot to offer the people,” says Eve Rosahn. Susan Rosenberg
was an acupuncturist in a Bronx hospital; Linda Evans was in a women’s
band and started a women’s press collective in Texas; Marilyn Buck was
among the first to introduce women’s liberation into the sbs agenda; Laura
Whitehorn helped start the Boston/Cambridge Women’s School and was
active in the John Brown Anti-Klan Committee. “These are people,” reflects
Mary O’Melveny, “with enormous skills and compassion and desires to help
people.” We have much to learn from them. And they need to hear from us.
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Glasnost Abroad, Gulags at Home:
Political Prisoners in the U.S.

Matt Meyer
1990

“Jail is a kind of warehouse for the poor.” So states the faded Peg Averill
poster lining the walls of the War Resisters League’s national office, along
with our supply of antimilitary and antinuclear designs. In its history, WRL
has had its share of imprisoned members, been involved in prisoner support,
and called for the abolition of prisons.

But in recent years, prison issues do not often get introduced into our own
analysis of domestic militarism, and the reality of political prisoners within
the U.S. seems an even more distant concern. In 1989, some questioned WRL's
endorsement of the new Freedom Now!! campaign, fighting for amnesty and
the release of political prisoners in the U.S.

However, the imprisonment of Plowshares people has drawn many peace
activists to greater understanding about prisons and the fate of political pris-
oners. Some Plowshares, such as Carl Kabat and Helen Woodson, received
over ten-year sentences for throwing blood and hammering on nuclear mis-
siles. While others have gotten lighter terms, it is clear that they are impris-
oned for purely political actions. The Plowshares are actively involved in
Freedom Now!; they find themselves working along with the many politi-
cal prisoners whose horrifying conditions in prison must be brought to the
attention of the wider movement and the public.

All Prisoners Are Political

Elmer Maas, one of the original Plowshares Eight, states that in the coming
period “our consciousness has to be tuned to the very deep connections that
exist between the various levels of potential violence, in the cafeteria of vio-
lence, that keeps a structure of imperial system intact.”

“I'm very aware, being in jail, of the levels of injustice in this society that
tend to result in a disproportionate and unfair singling out of the poor and
people of color. Our national attitude towards crime, rather than bringing
about justice, simply increases the level of injustice in our culture. Nothing
is going to be solved by doubling the number of prisons; there is a sense in
which everyone in prison is, to some degree, a political prisoner.”

Reprinted from Nonviolent Activist, September 1990.
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Katya Komisaruk served twenty-five months of a five-year sentence for
her one-person Plowshares action at Vandenburg Air Force Base (California).
Katya did define herself as a political prisoner, and she looks at defense of
political prisoners as a key civil rights issue. “If the Gandhian-oriented
peace activists say, "We want civil rights for us, but we don’t care so much
about the civil rights for people engaged in militant activism,” then we
kiss them goodbye. Then, when it is our turn next, the government has all
the precedent to say, “Well, we denied their rights, and now were going
to deny your rights.” When it comes to political prisoners, each of us is at
risk,” explains Katya.

Elmer Maas is reluctant to classify himself as a political prisoner, but he
acknowledges that technically when one does an action in good conscience
while maintaining that that action is “not criminal,” there is a “certain sense”
in which Plowshares prisoners are political prisoners. He distinguishes
himself, however, from prisoners in the Black liberation or Puerto Rican
independence movements, Maas sees these prisoners as “definitely political
prisoners.” Their sentences are so outrageous, and they often faced govern-
ment campaigns such as the Counter Intelligence Program (COINTELPRO),
specifically aimed at criminalizing a group because of its politics. Elmer
added, “There are very strong linkages politically between movements
that address injustice. That does not necessarily mean that everyone has
the same philosophical or religious or spiritual starting point.... But there
is a very broad spectrum of agreement that does address injustice and
violence.”

Freedom Now! (FN), the Campaign for Amnesty and Human Rights of
Political Prisoners in the U.S,, seeks to draw upon these linkages and build a
support movement that will raise awareness about the over 100 political pris-
oners currently in U.S. jails. With the slogan, “Human Rights Must Begin at
Home,” Freedom Now! is developing an Urgent Action Network to respond
to specific emergency legal and medical needs of the prisoners and has devel-
oped an international working group, which has brought the issue of U.S.
political prisoners to the United Nations Commission on Human Rights in
Geneva. Along with providing legal and political support, FN initiated an
International Tribunal, to take place in New York City, on December 6-9, 1990,
just following Human Rights Week.

One of the leading forces within Freedom Now! is the National Committee
to Free Puerto Rican Prisoners of War. Committed to the independence of
Puerto Rico, the National Committee defends those Puerto Ricans charged
with “seditious conspiracy to overthrow the authority of the U.S. govern-
ment” and related charges as heroes and patriots. Asserting that their nation
is at war with the U.S,, they conclude that they have the right to be tried
by an international court and not by the courts of the U.S. or the colonial
courts controlled by the U.S. Therefore, the independentistas have applied
the term Pow.
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“As POW'’s, we represent the strategy that will liberate our people,” states
Lucy Rodriguez. “Itis our responsibility, not only to the people of Puerto Rico,
but to humanity as a whole that is struggling, to maintain our strength.” And
for their special political status, they have been given special treatment—and
a special kind of repression. “In Alderson [federal women’s prison in West
Virginia], there was a prison within a prison—there was a unit specifically
created to house us as Puerto Rican POW’s... It is not accepted that we think
for ourselves. When we reassert our political identity, the iron hand comes
down.”

Alejandrina Torres, though not convicted of any acts of violence or guilty
of any “misconduct” while in prison, was sent to the Female High Security
Unit commonly known as the Lexington Control Unit [Kentucky]. Along
with political prisoners Silvia Baraldini and Susan Rosenberg, Alejandrina
was subjected to small group isolation, sensory deprivation and daily strip
searches. Once told to repeat the search she refused, and a male guard was
called who handcuffed her and shoved her into a room with four other
guards. “I felt a blow to my rib cage, and he forcefully pushed my face onto
the floor, which caused tremendous pain, “ she testifies. “I felt my legs being
spread forcefully, my panties lowered, and the spread search consummated
by his orders and in his presence, with total disregard for my continuous
pleas.”

Oscar Lopez Rivera is housed at the infamous federal prison at Marion,
which is on constant “lock down.” After almost four years spent in isola-
tion, Lopez was due for transfer to a regular maximum security prison, but
last June he was taken back into segregation, supposedly because a home-
made knife was found in his cell. Actually, Loépez is a danger to the system
because his political spirits and ideals have not yet been broken. Writing from
prison, he noted: “For Bush and his cohorts to have appropriated $25 billion
for prison construction at a time when the same government claims that it
has no money for housing for the homeless, for children’s education or even
for victims of natural disasters, is to make a very powerful and dangerous
statement. It is telling this society that the gulags are fast becoming the final
solution to the social ills that it is suffering.

Mumia Abu-Jamalis a former Black Panther Party member and activist with
MOVE in Philadelphia. Despite a trial with many irregularities (i.e., the judge
questioned character witness Sonia Sanchez, who had written a foreword to
Assata Shakur’s book, suggesting that Sanchez seemed “to get involved with
people who were cop killers”), Abu-Jamal is currently on death row.

“Prisoners in America jeer at the rhetoric of liberty espoused by those who
now applaud Eastern Europe’s glasnost, for capital’s elite guardian, the U.S.
Supreme Court, has welded prison doors shut, blacked out and shuttered
windows, closing off any ‘opening,’” any notion of the rights of free press,
religion or civil rights....Indeed, in the late 1980s, the term “prisoners’ rights’
became oxymoronic,” concludes Mumia.
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COINTELPRO Revisited
Abu-Jamal is one of dozens of political prisoners from the Black liberation/
New Afrikan independence movements. Including Geronimo ji-Jaga Pratt,
Sekou Odinga, Abdul Majid and Bashir Hameed, the New York 3 and others,
many Black prisoners are those who were involved in the Black Panther Party
(BPP). Former Field Secretary of the New York BPP and political prisoner for
nineteen years, Dhoruba al-Mujahid Bin-Wahad was released last spring
after his conviction was overturned on the grounds that the prosecution
had withheld crucial statements of key witnesses. The “dirty tricks” used
to frame militant Black activists, however, should be of no surprise twenty
years later, as full documentation of the illegal COINTELPRO operation has
been described.

“The BPP principle,” states Dhoruba, “that Black people had a right to
defend themselves against white aggression was the idea that had to be
destroyed....

“The white left of the Vietnam era did not fully appreciate that U.S. domes-
tic policy informs U.S. foreign policy, that racism at home informs a racist
foreign policy.

“The massive mobilizations to ‘End The War” and ‘Bring The Boys Home’
didn’t highlight the many parallels between the Vietnam War and the war on
the Black community. The Phoenix program, which aimed at destroying the
infrastructure of the national liberation movement in Vietnam, was an equiva-
lent program to COINTELPRO, or the Houston plan, which aimed at destroying
the infrastructure of the Black movement in the U.S. The Law Enforcement
Assistance Act (LEAA) was created to militarize local police agencies, with
trainings to put down domestic rebellions. Many who got LEAA training had
taken one- to two-year leaves of absence to work in Phoenix.”

Criticizing the antinuclear and solidarity movements for being too
Eurocentric, Dhoruba asserts: “I seriously doubted that the white folks in
Moscow were going to destroy the white
folks in Washington, DC, based upon ide-
ology, and thereby destroy their control
over the world and the resources of the
world, including the infrastructure that
they’ve meticulously built up over the last
1100 years.” One way of dealing with this
Eurocentric attitude is to deal with issues
that concern people of color, such as the
issues of the prisoners. The anti-interven-
tion movement, for example, with all its
concern for sanctuary and refugees from
abroad, is weaker because it hasn't clearly
defined the terms of political imprison-
ment, or understood the importance of

Leonard Peltier
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U.S.-based activists, fighting for their liberation, who have been “banned,”
killed or imprisoned. “Violation of human rights is a universal thing.”

Probably the most universally recognized U.S. political prisoner, one who
is charged with a violent crime and who was arrested fighting for the lib-
eration of his people, is American Indian Movement leader Leonard Peltier.
In jail for fourteen years, there have recently been some high-level discus-
sions between Senator Daniel Inouye, attorney William Kunstler and State
Department officials about a possible Presidential pardon for Peltier.

“Leonard is a symbol of the natural world in the indigenous community,”
noted Antonio Gonzales, Information Director of the International Indian
Treaty Council. “He was defending indigenous people’s ways of life, against
the collusion of the U.S. government and the U.S. corporations to take ura-
nium which was under the Pine Ridge reservation.... As Leonard is held pris-
oner, the natural world is held prisoner and North American people are also
held prisoners behind an administration and a law enforcement that upholds
itself on a double standard.”

“The history of COINTELPRO,” states Ingrid Washinawatok of the Indigenous
Women’s Network. “proves thatit could be any one of us...butit’sbeen Leonard,
and that’s a real heavy burden to carry. It’s always on our minds—what could
happen if we do any work for people’s empowerment.” Ingrid made clear that,
in a sense, all Native Americans in U.S. society are prisoners—"“where indig-
enous people feel trapped. The whole denial of our culture puts us in the prison
of who we are, trying to survive in both worlds.”

Defending All, Defending Ourselves

The fights for survival and cultural identity, for liberation and independence,
for an end to racism and nuclear madness are some of the threads that unite
these activists and political prisoners. Their resistance of not just the symp-
toms but the cause of what Elmer Maas called “this imperialist system” is what
unites them in the Freedom Now! campaign and in their ongoing work.

Washington, DC, area WRL member Paul Magno, who is also active in the
Catholic Worker and Plowshares communities, noted that “the government
has initiated a struggle to ascribe the terrorist label to all resistance politics
of the left, and significantly, away from itself while it develops more sophis-
ticated forms of state terrorism under such policies as low-intensity conflict.”
Speaking of an increasing development of a political police force, Paul argues
that it is urgent that we work together to fight against these state initiatives.
The work in support of political prisoners is central to that fight.

As Dhoruba Bin-Wahad put it, “The issue of U.S. political prisoners is
something that should cause us as conscientious and progressive people to
question things on a very fundamental level. Because we are approaching a
historical moment in time, we must realize that our ability to defend political
prisoners is directly related to our ability to defend our movements and our
rights in this country.”
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A Scientific Form of Genocide

Dr. Mutulu Shakur, Anthony X. Bradshaw, Malik Dinguswa, Terry D. Long,
Mark Cook, Adolfo Matos, James Haskins
1990

This is a research paper on genocide waged against the Black Nation through
behavior modification in the United States penal system. It was initially
drafted in December 1988 and distributed to several political prisoners in the
state and federal prisons to encourage support and participation for an in-
depth development of this issue for the Research Committee on International
Law and Black Freedom Fighters in the United States for input to the human
rights campaign.

This paper was developed by a team of Black prisoners who experienced
behavior modification inside the prisons and who desire to expose the imme-
diate but prolonged and historical effects of this government’s efforts to con-
trol the Black Nation. We do not suggest that the techniques employed are
exclusively implemented on the Black Nation, but there is no denying that the
Black Nation is the government’s paramount target.

Before going on we want to extend = ;
our thanks to our supporters and
to those who have contributed to
this paper because this paper was
especially developed to bring about
a broader unity on this issue so that
we might collectively expose these
human rights violations to the world
through the human rights conference
of non-governmental organizations in
Zurich, Switzerland.

We specifically charge that the
government of the United States is
practicing genocide through behavior
modification and counterinsurgency
and low-intensity warfare techniques

Presented for Consideration by the Research Committee on International Law and

Black Freedom Fighters in the United States. The original full title of this document was
“Genocide Waged Against the Black Nation Through Behavior Modification Orchestrated by
Counterinsurgency and Low-Intensity Warfare in the U.S. Penal System.”
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in its penal system, i.e., the state and federal prisons.

We submit that behavior modification as practiced in United States pris-
ons incorporates techniques from both counterinsurgency—low-intensity
warfare and the science of psychology in the interest of political and mili-
tary objectives. The implementation of this strategy in the United States
penal system is the result of research conducted by government scientists
and counterinsurgency agents who studied the theories and works of past
experts in the distinct fields of behavior therapy (synonymous with behavior
modification), insurgency, and low-intensity warfare.

Every aspect of this behavior modification program violates the human
rights of those persons subjected to it and it is this treatment that is vehe-
mently complained about by political prisoners and POW’s. This program
involves a scientific approach in targeting special prisoners with the aim of
achieving political objectives. Each targeted prisoner is observed to deter-
mine his or her leadership potential, religious beliefs, aspirations, and most
importantly, to record his or her reaction to the experiments being imple-
mented. The sole purpose of the program is for government agents to learn
lessons from experimenting with political prisoners, how they suffered and
reacted, then use those findings to formulate a broad plan to be implemented
against the people in society at large who are the ultimate targets.

The oppressive conditions and the experiments conducted in the
United States penal system, as implemented by this government through
prison officials, are the evidence of a psychological war being waged against
political prisoners” who come from a people who are involved in a struggle
of resistance against oppression in all forms. When the behavior modifica-
tion program conducted by the government is viewed in the light of the
mandates contained in the “Geneva Accord,” one can only conclude that the
United States Government’s actions are criminal and specifically violate the
international laws concerning the rights of human beings. Accordingly, the
United States Government’s acts should be regarded as war crimes.

Specifically, the U.S. Government is in violation of Article I of the Geneva
Convention on the prevention and punishment of the crime of genocide, which
was approved by the United Nations General Assembly on December 9, 1948,
and the U.S. Government is in violation of resolution 260, 111, which entered
into force on January 12, 1951. In this resolution, “the contracting parties
confirmed that genocide, whether committed in time of peace or in time of
war, is a crime under international law which they undertake to prevent and
punish.” According to Article 11, genocide is defined as any of the following

* When the term“political prisoner”is used in this paper, it is not limited to those who are
incarcerated as a result of their political beliefs, actions, or affiliations. The term includes
persons in prison for social crimes who became politicized inside prison walls and who
oriented their lives around the struggle for social justice and national liberation. Such persons
as Malcolm X, George Jackson, the Attica Warriors, and the many other men and women of
yesterday and today’s struggle would be and are encompassed in the term.
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acts committed with the intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national,
ethnical, racial, or religious group; such as:

(@) Killing members of the group;

(b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the
group;

(c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calcu-
lated to bring about its destruction in whole or in part;

(d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births within the
group;

(e) Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.

The Law of Nations, ed. Herbert W. Briggs

Subsequent to having reviewed the above list of acts that constitute the crime
of genocide, as set forth by the Geneva Convention, we submit that the behav-
ior modification program being carried out in the United States penal system
is a scientific form of genocide waged against the Black Nation, and it is a
continuance of the nefarious tactics employed by the government over the
years to keep the Black Nation subjugated.

On learning of the use of behavior modification techniques in furtherance
of counterinsurgency and low-intensity warfare objectives, especially in light
of the government’s intended broad application, all caring people in any soci-
ety should be shocked.

The Theory and Practice of Behavior Modification

Behavior modification is a highly complex science composed of information
from various sciences such as psychology, sociology, philosophy, anthropol-
ogy, and even some aspects of biology. By definition, “behavior modification”
broadly refers to the systematic manipulation of one’s environment for the
purpose of creating a change in the individual’s behavior.

It involves a “systematic effort to influence the frequency, intensity, and
duration of specified target behavior.” (From notes of Michael S. Rubin that
appeared in the Arizona Law Review, Vol. 18.)

During our research, we discovered that the behavior scientists and coun-
terinsurgency agents of the government learned many of their tactics from
studying the works of John B. Watson and B. F. Skinner, two United States
psychologists who are leading authorities in the field of behavior modi-
fication.” We have also learned that there are three basic types of behavior
modification techniques recognized today—operant conditioning, classical
conditioning, and aversion therapy.

* John B. Watson was the founder of behaviorism in the United States in the early 1900s.

He rejected mentalism and introspection and advocated a purely objective psychology...

B.F. Skinner was a pivotal figure in psychological behaviorism. Much of his work has centered
on the process of operant conditioning.
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Operant Conditioning

Operant conditioning is based largely on the work of B. F. Skinner and involves
the presentation of a reinforcer, usually called a reward, upon the production
of a desirable behavior in order to increase the probability that the particular
behavior will be repeated. A classic example of operant conditioning is that
of arat being trained to depress a lever in his cage that releases food pellets. A
reinforcer, such as the food pellet, is something that increases the rate of the
behavior. (See Durland’s Illustrated Medical Dictionary, 25th edition, 1938).

Classical Conditioning

Classical conditioning utilizes a stimulus to elicit an involuntary response
or a reflex. At the beginning of the program, an “unconditioned” stimulus,
such as food, is employed to elicit the reflex, such as salivation. A second
stimulus, which by itself would not produce the involuntary or unconditioned
response, is paired with the unconditioned stimulus. After continued pair-
ing of unconditioned and conditioned stimuli, the same response is obtained
from the presentation of the neutral stimulus—as was produced by the uncon-
ditioned stimulus. Thus, Pavlov in his now famous experiments was able to
elicit a dog’s salivation upon the hearing of a bell by the repeated pairing of
the sound of the bell—conditioned stimulus—with the presentation of food—
unconditioned stimulus.’

Aversion Therapy

Aversion therapy has been defined as an attempt to associate an undesirable
behavior pattern with unpleasant stimulation or to make the unpleasant stim-
ulation a consequence of the undesirable behavior. In either case it is hoped
that an acquired connection between the behavior and the unpleasantness
will develop. There is further hope that the development of such a connection
will be followed by a cessation of the target behavior. (See S. Rachman and
J. Teasdale, Aversion Therapy and Behavior Disorders.)

Even though all three of the above techniques are used by prison officials
in the United States penal system, aversion therapy seems to be the most pre-
ferred technique used in connection with counterinsurgency and low-inten-
sity warfare. Many behavior therapists have confirmed that there are many
adverse side effects associated with aversion therapy, e.g., pain, frustration,
increased aggressiveness, arousal, general and specific anxieties, somatic and
physiological malfunctions, and development of various unexpected and
often pathological operant behaviors. (See F. Kanfer and J. Phillips, Learning
Foundation of Behavior Therapy.)

For the most part, we should not overlook the fact that all behavior modi-
fication techniques are intrusive to the individual, whether the effects of the
behavior modification experiment are felt physically or psychologically. In

* See G. Kimble and N. Garmezy, Principles of General Psychology, 1968.
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short, individuals in the experiment are subjected to the tampering with their
mind, or their body, or both.

As history shows us, behavior modification is no new phenomenon in the
United States penal system. However, in earlier years prison officials used
more of a “hands-on” approach in manipulating prisoners’ behavior. During
our investigation of the past experiences of many prisoners and ex-prisoners,
we learned that in earlier years those persons who resisted the oppressive
measures perpetrated by prison officials, or those persons who complained
of oppressive conditions, or those persons who were labeled incorrigibles
were arbitrarily confined to mental wards inside the prison, or transferred to
mental institutions for the criminally insane where they experienced the
severe effects of mind-altering drugs, electric shock treatment, or psychosur-
gery, which were the ultimate weapons used by prison officials in carrying
out their behavior modification strategy.

However, these measures had proved to be virtually ineffective in the
United States penal system by the end of the ‘60s or early 7os as prison
demonstrations and uprisings occurred in rapid suc-
cession throughout the United States and coincided
with the liberation movement happening outside
prison walls. Accordingly, the government became
concerned about group control inside the prisons, and
to address this concern the government resorted to the
use of psychological warfare. Consequently, prisoners
of strong religious and cultural beliefs who had orga-
nized prisoners to resist and those prisoners who put
up independent resistance were singled out and met
with extreme oppression as the targets of experimen-
tal behavior modification.”

We submit that Black people were in fact the first
experimental targets of group behavior modification.
Furthermore, current data and statistics on the prison
situation support our contention that Black people
inside the state and federal prisons today remain the
prime targets of the government’s program.

Moreover, we discovered during our research that
the psychological warfare being waged in the U.S.
penal system was planned as far back as the early "6os

Source: Prison News Service

* We want to emphasize that prisoners who resist outside of an organization framework are
expressing dissatisfaction with the social situation although their expressed reason for having
done so does not include the use of terms commonly articulated by a conscious resister.

As one writer stated while addressing this issue, “criminality itself is a form of unconscious
protest, reflecting the distortions of an imperfect society, and in a revolutionary situation, the
criminal, the psychopath, may become as good a revolutionary as the idealist.” (See War of the
Flea, p.113, by R. Tabor).
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because the government foresaw that Black people would revolt against being
oppressed, even in prison. Black people’s conduct, like that of many people
throughout history, validates the axiom that “oppression breeds resistance.”

Significantly, in 1961 a social scientist named Dr. Edward Schein pre-
sented his ideas on brainwashing at a meeting held in Washington, DC, that
was convened by James V. Bennett, then director of the Federal Bureau of
Prisons Systems, and was attended by numerous social scientists and prison
wardens.” Dr. Schein suggested to the wardens that brainwashing tech-
niques were natural for use in their institutions. In his address on the topic
“Man Against Man,” he explained that in order to produce marked changes
of behavior and/or attitude it is necessary to weaken, undermine, or remove
the supports of old patterns of behavior and old attitudes. “Because most
of these supports are the face-to-face confirmation of present behavior and
attitudes, which are provided by those with whom close emotional ties exist.”
This can be done by either “removing the individual physically and prevent-
ing any communication with those whom he cares about, or by proving to
him that those whom he respects are not worthy of it, and indeed should
be actively mistrusted.” Dr. Schein then provided the group with a list of
specific examples such as:

1. Physical removal of prisoners to areas sufficiently isolated to effec-
tively break or seriously weaken close emotional ties.

2. Segregation of all natural leaders.

Use of cooperative prisoners as leaders.

Prohibition of group activities not in the line with brainwashing

objectives.

Spying on the prisoners and reporting back private material.

Tricking men into written statements which are then shown to others.

Exploitation of opportunists and informers.

Convincing the prisoners that they can trust no one.

Treating those who are willing to collaborate in far more lenient ways

than those who are not.

10. Punishing those who show uncooperative attitudes.

11. Systematic withholding of mail.

12. Preventing contact with anyone nonsympathetic to the method of
treatment and regimen of the captive populace.

13. Building a group conviction among the prisoners that they have been
abandoned by and totally isolated from the social order.

14. Disorganization of all group standards among the prisoners.

15. Undermining of all emotional supports.

Ll
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* Information concerning that historic meeting was found in the The Mind Manipulators
by Alan W. Scheflin (see Library of Congress cataloging-in-publication data); additional
information was found in a pamphlet on “Breaking Men’s Minds,” behavior control in
Marion, Illinois.
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16. Preventing prisoners from writing home or to friends in the commu-
nity regarding the conditions of their confinement.

17. Making available and permitting access to only those publications and
books that contain materials which are neutral to or supportive of the
desired new attitudes.

18. Placing individuals into new and ambiguous situations for which the
standards are kept deliberately unclear and then putting pressure
on them to conform to what is desired in order to win favor and a
reprieve from the pressure.

19. Placing individuals whose willpower has been severely weakened
or eroded into a living situation with several others who are more
advanced in their thought reform and whose job it is to further the
undermining of the individuals” emotional supports which were
begun by isolating them from family and friends.

20. Using techniques of character invalidation, e.g., humiliations, revile-
ment, shouting to induce feelings of guilt, fear and suggestibility,
coupled with sleeplessness, an exacting prison regimen and periodic
interrogational interviews.

21. Meeting all insincere attempts to comply with cellmates” pressures
with renewed hostility.

22. Repeated pointing out to prisoner by cellmates of where he was in the
past, or is in the present, not even living up to his own standards or
values.

23. Rewarding of submission and subservience to the attitudes encom-
passing the brainwashing objective with a lifting of pressure and
acceptance as a human being.

24. Providing social emotional supports which reinforce the new
attitudes.

Following Dr. Schein’s address, James Bennett commented, “We can perhaps
undertake some of the techniques Dr. Schein discussed and do things on your
own. Undertake a little experiment with what you can do with the Muslims.
There is a lot of research to do. Do it as groups and let us know the results.”

Approximately 11 years after that historical meeting, it was confirmed
that Dr. Schein’s ideas and objectives were in fact being implemented
inside the prisons. In July 1972, the Federal Prisoners’ Coalition, in a peti-
tion to the United Nations Economic and Social Council, asserted that the
Asklepieion program conducted at the Marion, Illinois, federal penitentiary
was directly modeled on Chinese methods of thought reform. The petition
contains a point-by-point comparison between Dr. Schein’s address and the
written description of the goals and structure of the Asklepieion program.
(See The Mind Manipulators by Alan W. Scheflin.)

Although the tactics introduced by Dr. Schein when viewed individually
may not necessarily shock the conscience of society, the tactics, when exe-
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cuted singularly or in total, are nevertheless very deleterious to those persons
subjected to them. We charge that the execution of the tactics are a violation
of the prisoner-victim’s human rights, violations which are prohibited under
international law.

Many writers today who have done articles on prison behavior modification
usually leave their readers with the inaccurate impression that the experi-
ments are only implemented in isolated units of a prison. The writers usually
mention the infamous control unit at the U.S. Penitentiary located at Marion,
linois, as a prime example. However, we want to make it very clear that the
experiments are conducted nationwide and that there is close collaboration
between the state and federal prison systems. Moreover, the results obtained
from having conducted these experiments are used by government agents to
formulate a broader plan that will be implemented against people in society
at large. One of the objectives of the broader plan is altering the behavior of
young people by creating conditions and situations that incline them in the
direction of deviant and self-destructive behavior and that derail them from
a course which would incline them to resist being oppressed.’

Subsequent to having examined B.F. Skinner’s analysis of behavior, one
would readily conclude that United States penologists heavily borrowed
information from Skinner’s works in formulating their behavior modification
program and in devising its specific techniques. In his book, Beyond Freedom
and Dignity, Skinner explains that “a culture is very much like the experi-
mental space used in the analysis of behavior. Both are sets of contingencies
reinforcement. A child is born into a culture as an organism is placed in an
experimental space. Designing a culture is like designing an experiment;
contingencies are arranged and effects noted. In an experiment we are inter-
ested in what happens, in designing a culture with whether it will work. This
is the difference between science and technology.”

In unequivocal terms, Skinner’s theory relates to a prison environment and
society at large. If we imagine a prisoner replacing the child in the situa-
tions spoken of above and imagine a prison as the experimental space, then
one can clearly see that the experiments carried out inside prisons are done
with the experimenters having in mind the ultimate objective of altering the
culture of an entire people. The placing of a person in a designed situation for
the purpose of tearing him or her down then rebuilding him or her according
to the specification of an alien group is a clear act of genocide.

As Black psychologist Bobby E. Wright perfectly stated in his view of
Skinner’s theory, “any Black with a cursory knowledge of B.F. Skinner’s
experimental analysis of behavior should recognize its potential danger to
our community, where every institution is under the control of the White
race.” (See Black Suicide, by Bobby E. Wright, Ph.D., 1980).

* Many behavior scientists will attest to the fact that situations can be contrived in such a
manner that they will influence people to engage in self-destructive behavior. Therefore, the
U.S. Government must be held accountable for contributing to the behavior of the oppressed.
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We want to emphasize that it would be very difficult for a Black psycholo-
gist or any other psychologist not to draw a parallel between Skinner’s theory
and Dr. Schein’s objectives as it pertains to the agenda implemented against
the Black Nation.

Nevertheless, in further discussion of the many tactics implemented under
this behavior modification program, we should not overlook the fact that
prison officials will use drugs as a method of control. In fact, we have dis-
covered that most of the drugs used by prison officials today are far more
detrimental in their relative potency than those used in earlier years.” It is not
unusual inside the prisons today to see prisoners exhibiting “Zombie-like
behavior” as a result of the type of drugs administered to them against or
with their consent. In many prisons it is a prerequisite for some prisoners to
take certain prescribed drugs in order to be released from solitary confine-
ment. There are several courts that support the forcible use of drugs by prison
officials, thus leaving the way open for the use of drugs as a hands-on tactic.

Inarecent tour of the Soviet mental institutions by the American Psychiatric
Association, which included numerous interviews with detainees, it was
found that most of those being detained were for political reasons and that
they were being administered psychotropic drugs as part of a clear program
to neutralize political dissent. Furthermore, it was reported that Soviet doc-
tors still use the “broad brush diagnosis schizophrenic” to lock people up.

The “broad brush diagnosis schizophrenic,” which is still commonly used
in America, is a smoke screen appellation used in the government’s political-
military strategy to contain and isolate individuals perceived to be a potential
threat to the status quo.

The APA specifically alleged that patients are treated with massive doses
of pain-causing psychotropic drugs that Western doctors consider to have
no medical value. This position gives rise to the very serious question of the
intent of the APA, especially when the light is cast on the empirical investi-
gation of the value and efficiency of the drugs. (See New York Times article,
March 3, 1989, which is an exhibit in support of the above.)

We submit that the APA tour to and reported findings about Soviet institu-
tions clearly represent the height of hypocrisy on the part of the United States
Government, because we make the same contentions about the practices
in the United States penal system that the APA alleges with respect to the
Soviet Union. If the past and present tactics implemented in the United States
penal system are not acknowledged, and the objectives clearly recognized

* The drug thorazine (chlorpromazine) was the first antischizophrenia drug used in the
United States and was generally given to prisoners in earlier years. This drug clearly produces a
“Zombie-like behavior”in the individual. Furthermore, it is used as the standard against which
the newer drugs are compared. (See Multimodal Behavior Therapy, by Arnold A. Lazarus.)
Although, thorazine is still being used by prison officials today, new drugs called prolixin
(fluphenazine) and haldol (haloperidol) are more preferably prescribed. Prolixin has a relative
milligram potency of 70:1 to thorazine, and haldol has a potency of 100:1 to thorazine. Both
drugs produce drastic mental and physical side effects.
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and understood, then we simply make way for these abuses to continue in
the future, thereby, furthering the program of genocide.

It is our position that whether or not one’s response is a shocked con-
science on learning of the behavior modification experiments, one should
not consider the measure of one’s feelings as the acid test in deciding that
the experimenters have exceeded the legal criterion of what constitutes vio-
lative practices. One should merely bear in mind that the behavior modifi-
cation experiments are conducted to achieve nefarious counterinsurgency
and low-intensity warfare objectives. Nevertheless, the judicial branch of
government continues to support the daily abuses arising out of the behav-
ior modification program carried out in the United States penal system
by not intervening to order the executive branch to cease their deleterious
program and practices.

Moreover, many of the programs carried out by the Reagan administration
and continued by the Bush administration that focus on the suppression of
the Black Nation would immediately be condemned were they exposed to
public scrutiny. Of course, one such program that would meet with public
condemnation if it were given wide public exposure is the behavior modifica-
tion program under discussion.

The Use of Behavior Modification to Achieve
Counterinsurgency and Low-Intensity Warfare Objectives
Counterinsurgency tactics are the political-military actions undertaken to
forestall the inevitable fire of resistance before it is strikingly manifested. Of
course, the use of such tactics demonstrates a clear recognition on the part
of those governing the state that unjust conditions exist and will continue
to exist into the foreseeable future. Additionally, once resistance has been
manifested, counterinsurgency tactics are used to effectively destroy it.

Low-intensity warfare involves the use of political-military strategy to
achieve political, social, economic, and psychological objectives. Such wars
are often of a protracted nature and many of the major battles are fought
in the diplomatic, economic, and social arenas in an effort to apply psycho-
biological pressure on the resisters. Equally important is the fact that low-
intensity wars have as their main features the constraint on weaponry used
and the intermittent eruptions of violence. Accordingly, low-intensity warfare
is suited for the use of subtle and sophisticated techniques. The use of such
techniques is aimed at keeping the conflict disguised (e.g., using such tech-
niques enables the state authorities to label a military action a police action),
preventing scrutiny by relevant in-country and out-of-country parties, and
preventing the introduction into the conflict of international standards gov-
erning warfare and/or acts of genocide.

During our research we discovered that the application of counterin-
surgency and low-intensity warfare techniques in the United States is
derived from the strategies formulated by Frank Kitson and Robin Evelegh.
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The government has effectively managed to pursue this two-track strat-
egy through the military, law enforcement agencies, and prison officials.’

It is our contention that judging by all the standards of what constitutes
a low-intensity war, we, the rising Black Nation, are in fact the targeted
insurgents in the United States, because our people have not been standing
still in response to the permanent oppression perpetrated against us by the
government. Moreover, we should not forget the infamous J. E. Hoover’s
COINTELPRO of the 60s era during which time he directed counterinsur-
gency measures against the “Black Nationalist Movement” to prevent the rise
of a “Mau Mau"-like group and to prevent the ascent of a “Black Messiah.”
The diction contained in the above-quoted passages were taken from docu-
ments detailing Hoover’s plan and serves as unequivocal testimony that the
government formed its strategy against the Black Nation after having read
about Kitson's experience, particularly in Kenya, fighting the “Mau Mau” and
after having read about Kitson’s use of gangs and counter gangs. Specifically,
Hoover’s cointel program contained the following five objectives:

1. To prevent the coalition of militant Black Nationalist groups, which
might be the first step toward a real “Mau Mau” in America.

2. To prevent the rise of a “Messiah” who could unify and electrify
the movement.

3. To prevent violence on the part of Black Nationalist groups by pin-
pointing potential trouble makers and neutralizing them before
they exercise their potential violence.

4. To prevent groups and leaders from gaining respectability by dis-
crediting them to the responsible Negro community, to the White
community (both the responsible community and the liberals—the
distinction is the Bureau's), and to Negro radicals.

5. To prevent the long-range growth of these organizations, espe-
cially among the youth, by developing specific tactics to prevent
those groups from recruiting young people.

Political Legacy of Malcolm X, Oba T. Shaka, pp. 225-26

* Frank Kitson was the commander of the British counterinsurgency force in Northern Ireland
for many years, and before that he was an officer in many of Britain’s lost colonial wars,

e.g., Kenya, Aden and Cyprus. Most of his examples of low-intensity operations are drawn
from Britain’s war in Ireland and the U.S. war in Indochina. One of his strategic techniques
was the use of gangs. The rise of gangs in the oppressed communities in America partially
reflects the successful use of his strategy by past administrations. The corollary to the use of
gangs is the emergence of an increasing clamor for law and order. Kitson’s book, which is
entitled Low-Intensity Operations (1971), is the basic manual of counterinsurgency methods
used in Western Europe and North America. Robin Evelegh has written a book that forms

the basis of the revised British strategy used in Ireland. His approach is also widely favored by
the secret police in the United States. However, Evelegh’s suggested methods for smothering
an insurrection are presently being hotly debated in ruling-class circles. (See Evelegh’s Peace
Keeping in a Democratic Society: The Lessons of Northern Ireland (1978))
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Even the Church committee report on urban unrest in the ‘60s era labeled the
participants, the disenfranchised who took part in the riots, rebellions, and
skirmishes, as insurgents. It should be remembered that the urban unrest
and Church’s labeling of those who participated as insurgents occurred
during the developments of the Black Liberation Movement. Many of the
people of that period who participated in the struggle on various levels
became social prisoners, political prisoners, and prisoner of war.” However,
it should be pointed out that in many cases those who were imprisoned were
jailed as a result of tactical maneuvers carried out by the government in their
effort to suppress the resistance of the people in society at large. As one pris-
oner of war stated, “Prisons are a fundamental pillar of state power. Their
main function is the suppression of all internal threats to the State.” (See Sun
Views by Sundiata Acoli.) The implementing of counterinsurgency and low-
intensity warfare through behavior modification is geared to destroy the
captive Black Nation.

Over the years we have seen many of our brothers and sisters in the strug-
gle placed in prison for their political beliefs and affiliations. These imprison-
ments resulted from a wicked conspiracy perpetrated by this government
through their law enforcement agents and agencies. All this was done for the
purpose of suppressing the liberation movement of Black people. We have
also seen our people assassinated for the same reasons.

We submit that the captured Black Nation was, and remains, a prime target
of the government’s strategy of behavior modification counterinsurgency
and low-intensity warfare. The evidence of the implementing of the govern-
ment’s strategy is evinced by the exceptionally harsh treatment inflicted on
Black prisoners in the United States penal system—especially those prison-
ers who are committed to the Black Liberation Movement—the struggle for
self-determination.

We want to point out, and it is important to understand the fact that the
prisons in the United States have always been operated primarily by White
administrators and supplied with predominantly White prison guards. This
combination of factors renders the Black prisoner excessively vulnerable to
and a prime target of unbridled racism and brutality. In addition, there is the
fact that the government itself is deeply rooted in racism.

Also, we must not overlook the fact that there are prisoners from other
oppressed Nations inside the United States and from the Caribbean Islands
who, as they fight for their national liberation, are also targeted by this gov-
ernment’s strategy of counterinsurgency and low-intensity warfare. One
indication of the commitment and determination possessed by these broth-
ers is reflected by the fact of the many political prisoners and POW’s from
their struggles locked inside the bowels of the United States penal system.

* A committee chaired by Senator Frank Church made an overall evaluation of the riots and
rebellion that swept the United States during the development of the Liberation Movement in
the "60s era.
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The Puerto Rican National Liberation Movement in Puerto Rico and in
the United States of America has been a prime target of the United States
Government, and the government has used the most severe tactics of coun-
terinsurgency and low-intensity warfare against them for a half century
or more. Since United States troops invaded the island in 1898, the people
have used every method within their reach to terminate the colonial-type
structure designed and imposed on them by the colonizers, specifically the
United States Congress.

Again the United States has violated the most basic principles of a people.
The United States is cognizant of its wrongfulness and it is aware that
people of the world, airing their views through their representatives in the
United Nations General Assembly, side with the struggling Puerto Rican
people. In fact, “The General Assembly... reaffirms the legitimacy of the peo-
ple’s struggle for liberation from colonial and foreign domination and alien
subjugation by all available means, including armed struggle.”

The American government has assassinated certain members of the
Puerto Rican Movement; it has tortured and maimed political prisoners;
it has used frame-ups resulting in imprisonment; it has transferred the
Puerto Rican leadership from the Island of Puerto Rico to prisons deep inside
the continent of the United States. Thus, denying the leadership the opportu-
nity for community with persons in the ongoing movement.

An example of United States imperialism and the United States efforts
to control and alter the behavior of people resisting oppression becomes
startlingly clear when we observe the handling of Black and Latin freedom
fighters from the Caribbean Islands who are incarcerated inside the U.S.
penal system. Many of these prisoners are politically opposed to the “puppet
regimes in their Caribbean Islands that America controls.”

Consequently, these dissident prisoners also become targets of the govern-
ment’s counterinsurgency and low-intensity warfare.

It should also be understood that because of the geo-political and economic
objectives the United States is carrying out in these underdeveloped and
developing nations, many social crimes are committed on these islands and
these crimes are a direct result of America’s intervention. After arriving on
United States soil, though, the prisoners from the Caribbean Islands become
socially, politically, and culturally active in the United States prison system
and their experiences incline them to create unbreakable bonds between

* See U.N. General Assembly Resolution 3030 [xxv1ii].

t Again, the U.S. Government is clearly violating international standards by transferring
Puerto Rican and Caribbean political prisoners into prisons deep inside the United States.
The United Nations has established clear provisions against this sort of practice. On March 3,
1989, the U.N. General Assembly passed into effect resolution 43/173, which is called,”Body
of principles for the protection of all persons under any form of detention or imprisonment.”
Under its listing of principles, specifically U.N. resolution 43/173, principle 20, the following is
stated:“If a detained or imprisoned person so requests, he shall, if possible, be kept in a place
of detention or imprisonment reasonably near his usual place of residence.”
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themselves and the other Black freedom fighters inside the United States.

To fully appreciate the overall effect of behavior modification and low-
intensity warfare on those prisoners subjected to it, more research will have
to be done. But we feel that it is safe to say, in view of the incarceration of
freedom fighters from the Caribbean in the United States prison system,
which results in their political and cultural isolation, that they are very, very
much enmeshed in the United States Government’s counterinsurgency, low-
intensity warfare, and behavior modification programs.”

When White Anti-Imperialists Participate in the Resistance

The mentioning of Blacks from the United States continent and the Caribbean
Islands, the mentioning of Puerto Ricans from the United States and from
the Island of Puerto Rico—all of whom are freedom fighters of color, gives
rise to the question: are White anti-imperialist prisoners also targeted by the
government’s programs?

When White anti-imperialists are charged and brought before judicial
tribunals, many American judicial members suggest that because the White
anti-imperialists are not victims of oppression, they have no justification for
participating in the resistance. This position is clearly a nullification of the
“Nuremberg principle.”

Furthermore, we submit that it is natural for a caring human being to
sympathize with, support, or align with those who resist being oppressed.
However, when the White anti-imperialists do get involved in the resistance
and are thereafter placed in prison because this government is deeply rooted
in racism and feels compelled to discourage Whites from aligning themselves
with Blacks, the treatment inflicted on anti-imperialists are just as severe as
that meted out to Blacks and the treatment is sometimes exceptionally cruel.
These tactics are aimed at sending the message to North American Whites to
stay clear of the struggle.

But the strategy goes further than merely preventing Whites from enter-
ing the struggle. The government is concerned with determining why this
phenomenon exists, and in altering the behavior patterns of captured White
anti-imperialists. The government seeks thereby to achieve one prong of their
multiprong objectives by preventing the growth of the ranks of White people
who fight against oppression.

Another tactic used by this government that we must not overlook and that
we have seen used in most of the liberation movements is the imprisonment
and the inflicting of harsh treatment on grand jury resisters. These comrades
are clearly not guilty of or even charged with any crime. These comrades are

* The exploitative and brutal control the United States wields over the Caribbean Islands is
evinced by the cowardly attack on Grenada, the intervention in Manley’s government during
the election in Jamaica, and the continual colonization of the Virgin Islands. One salient
consequence of the U.S. exploitative and brutal control over the Caribbean is the major influx
of Rastafarian and progressive prisoners from the Islands into the United States penal system.
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incarcerated because they refuse to violate their principles that prohibit them
from collaborating with the government. On this issue, like we have done at
the close of other issues discussed in this paper, we charge the United States
Government with violating accepted international standards.’

Many times grand jury resisters are not members of a particular move-
ment. They are usually the friends or relatives of the revolutionary who is
being inquired about or they are sympathizers of the cause. So their impris-
onment is clearly a tactic designed to intimidate. Moreover, what we see here
is another aspect of the counterinsurgency strategy that encompasses the
objectives of determining the resisters” leadership capabilities and level of
political development and dedication. All the obtained information is essen-
tial to the government for use in conducting counterinsurgency operations.

In short, grand jury resisters are given a subpoena, are thrown into jails
and prisons, and are subjected to psychological and emotional distress... all
this is done in order to facilitate the breaking of the mind of the revolutionary
inquired aboutand to suppress the movement. For the government to executeall
the above-mentioned measures actually consummates the marriage between
behavior modification and counterinsurgency low-intensity warfare.

What really needs to be considered and is truly of paramount importance,
is the totally licentious fashion [in which] the United States Government offi-
cials so effectively utilize their penal system as the primary tool in repress-
ing and crushing all dissent, mercilessly destroying the minds of countless
people, and their souls, after a slow death, are offered on the altar of “real
politic.”

To examine this question in its proper context, we must first of all endeavor
to understand the actual mechanism that the state employs to achieve its
nefarious ends.

We submit that, first of all, the science of politics is not truly grounded
in morality. Political scientists and politicians in general simply utilize a lot
of false laudatory moralizing to build a convenient facade behind which to
cleverly conceal their real designs.

In the politician-oppressor’s dealings with the oppressed, when the ques-
tion is raised regarding what guiding precept to embrace, morality loses out
to expediency, doing that which, not surprisingly, conforms to the cynical
spirit of Machiavelli. History speaks all too clearly in confirmation of this.

So, it is against the backdrop of these brutal realities that we examine the
question of imprisonment in general and isolation and sensory deprivation

* By the American government taking punitive measures against grand jury resisters, it
violates accepted standards that were enacted prohibiting the use of such measures. On
March 19, 1989, the United Nations General Assembly passed into effect resolution 43/173,
entitled“Body of Principles”for the protection of all persons under any form of detention or
imprisonment. Under its listing of principles, U.N. resolution (A/Res/43/1 73), principle 21,
number 1, the following is stated: It shall be prohibited to take undue advantage of the
situation of a detained or imprisoned person for the purpose of compelling him to confess, to
incriminate himself otherwise or to testify against any other person.
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in particular. What are isolation and sensory deprivation, and how do they
impact upon its victimized subjects?

This is a deep question that encompasses very subtle and deep emotional,
psychological, and physiological realities.

We charge that at present, and for some time now, there is and has been a
very clear and systematic program of low-intensity warfare perpetually in
motion in the prisons across America. Also, this program, brutally alive and
well, is no mere accident, no loosely controlled haphazard affair. No, it is part
of a precise, coordinated, careful, well-thought-out program that embraces
the most scientific and subtle techniques of brainwashing, of psychological
infiltration, of menticide. It is a program for the ruthless manipulation of
people’s minds for forcing them to conform with scientific and archetypal
patterns of broken subjects.” Their scientists have very meticulously worked
out the intricate details of this practice through experimentation, deduction,
and inference.

They have worked out the details on how to create a controlled environ-
ment, on how to impregnate the environment with certain subtle messages
in order to trigger certain thoughts and behavior patterns in their controlled
subjects, all based upon their knowledge of the laws of the workings of the
mind.

Isolation and sensory deprivation as they are practiced in the Auschwitzes
and Dachaus scattered across America are a definite aspect of the oppres-
sor’s controlled environment. They know that through isolation, through the
systematic removal, inclusion, or manipulation of key sensory stimuli they
can attack a prisoner’s mind and reduce him or her to a warped, subservient
state characterized by feelings of lethargy, listlessness and hopelessness... in
short, a prisoner develops the feeling of being more dead than alive.'

They combine the practice of tampering with sensory stimuli with a defi-
cient diet, a diet lacking key nutrients indispensable to the proper function-
ing of a well-integrated personality. The diet consists of meals that have
acceptable appearances, but are nutritiously deficient, and after having eaten
a few meals one finds oneself getting hungrier and feeling lethargic. Being
on such a diet promotes depression and ultimately gives rise to thoughts of
self-destruction. All of this is intentional and all of this is based upon a very
clear, scientific program, one of the best programs their “think tanks” could
devise. On this, as in all other areas, they know exactly what they are doing;

* Through experimentation, deduction, and inference, all of which is empirically verifiable
through repeated experimentation and arriving at the same results in conformance with the
projected model or worked-out archetype, their scientists are able to work out and develop
the precise formula that will enable them to direct and control people’s behavior with
mathematical precision.

t See Covert Action Information Bulletin, issue number 31, wherein Susan Rosenberg speaks
about the horrendous conditions she, Silvia Baraldini and Alejandrina Torres were confined
under the Lexington High-Security Unit.
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they know precisely what their experiments, their scientific applications, will
entail. In this, as in other areas, they are again in violation of international
standards.’

It is clear, unequivocally clear, that this is a most cruel brand of psychologi-
cal and emotional torture that is a violation of human rights and violates the
U.S. Constitution’s prohibition against cruel and unusual punishment. These
measures rival even the methods used by Nazi Germany. Right now there
are literally thousands of people being subjected to this program. It is an
essential feature of the American penal system.

The penal system is designed to break minds, to create warped and aber-
rated personalities, and isolation and sensory deprivation play a most singu-
lar and unique role in this*

In general, all prisoners are targeted. Even the staff themselves become
victimized by the same system they blindly seek to uphold. You cannot dehu-
manize people without yourself becoming dehumanized in the process. Yes,
all prisoners are targeted, and the harshness of their treatment varies only in
degree with the most severe treatment being meted out to those with some
political consciousness or to those who are in prison for political offenses.

They concentrate extra hard on the political prisoner because the political
prisoner has the clearest understanding about the true nature of things, about
the exploitative relationships that prevail. Accordingly, they concentrate extra
hard on the political prisoner because she or he has the greatest potential for
awakening and organizing the rest of the prisoners.

So, isolation and sensory deprivation have always played a unique role in
the government’s perennial war on the political prisoner. Through isolation
and sensory deprivation, through being confined within a limited space,
through the denial of privacy, lack of natural light and fresh air, through
the lack of intellectual stimulation, lack of comradeship, through the lack of
undisturbed sleep, lack of proper health care, lack of educational and recre-
ational outlets—the lack of these things that contribute to fueling life reduces
one to an existence of lifelessness.

This is war. This is a war of attrition and it is designed to reduce prisoners
to a state of submission essential for their ideological conversion. That fail-
ing, the next option, in deadly sequence, is to reduce the prisoners to a state
of psychological incompetence sufficient to neutralize them as efficient, self-
directing antagonists. That failing, the only option left is to destroy the pris-
oners, preferably by making them desperate enough to destroy themselves.

* U.N. Resolution 43/173, principle 22, passed into effect on December 9, 1988, states the
following: No detained or imprisoned person shall, even with his consent, be subjected to any
medical or scientific experimentation which may be detrimental to his health.

t See The Mind Manipulators by Alan Scheflin. It contains information on some of the
techniques used on prisoners. Here is a telling list of the chapters: Assaulting the Mind;
Tampering with the Mind (II); Ruling the Mind; Amputating the Mind; Pruning the Mind;
Rewiring the Mind; Blowing the Mind; Castrating the Mind; Robotizing the Mind.
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The purpose of this isolation and sensory deprivation is to disrupt one’s
balance, one’s inner equilibrium, to dehumanize the prisoner, to depersonal-
ize him, to strip him of his unique individuality, pliant in the hands of his
vicious captors.

We note that amongst the many effects of the process is the disruption
of the biological time clock, neuropathic disorders, bio-chemical degen-
eration, depression, apathy, chronic rage reaction, defensive psychological
withdrawal, loss of appetite (or the opposite extreme), weight loss, and the
exacerbation of pre-existing medical problems.

These things are real, frighteningly real, as many, many documented cases
prove. All of these things are part of a very clear, scientific program operated
by the government, and it is designed to crush, dehumanize, and decimate
those held captive.

This implacable, relentless attack by the United States Government is a
very clear violation of fundamental human rights. These violations consti-
tute an issue we must all hasten to confront. This terrible malady is already
in its most advanced state, and everyone is affected by it. In addition, it is to
the peril of the whole nation the longer people procrastinate on taking a just
stand on this issue.

There are relevant international bodies that exist to uncover and redress
human rights violations... all of which are highly salutatory.” But what we
ask, those of us who have been victimized, is where are the stringent voices
of those international bodies as day in and day out, our rights, our dignity,
are offended and trampled on over and over again? Is everyone so inexorably
chained to partisan politics that they refrain from applying their conscience
until given the nod by party bigwigs? The world can see what goes on in the
tomb of America as Black people are being slowly strangled and suffocated to
death and are reeling drunkenly under the tyrannical whip of oppression.

Yes, the world can see what goes on. Yet there remains a deadly chorus of
silence, a conspiracy of silence.

We charge the American government with genocide. In clear, unequivocal
terms, we charge the American government with genocide against the cap-
tive Black people in America who are perpetually under siege. We charge
genocide, infanticide, and menticide, which is perpetrated via institutional-
ized racism.

The voracious jaws of oppression and exploitation constantly feast upon
our people. Additionally, every aspect of our existence is determined and
controlled by another people, by a brutal enemy intent upon our total annihila-

* We do not mean to imply that these international bodies have not done some outstanding
work. We acknowledge that these bodies have monitored certain regions and countries and
they have called attention to human rights abuses occurring in those areas. What we do
charge, however, and feel most strongly about, is that these same international bodies have
been virtually silent with regard to the brutal treatment of Blacks in America, a people who
have never had any real rights in America. We are calling attention to this neglect.
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tion. We see the emissaries of death wreaking havoc in our ravaged communi-
ties by further eroding the quality of life (already at a subhuman level) and by
further contributing to the horrendous deficiency of life-supporting stimuli.

The funeral pyre burns on and on. Our youth stumble through the wilder-
ness of confusion, hopelessness, and feelings of insignificance. Their young
and vulnerable bellies are bloated with the plague of self-destruction, mised-
ucation, rejection, feelings of worthlessness. Our youths are the denizens of
a defective social system that was not designed with the best interest of our
people at heart.

The government of America knows exactly what it is doing; it has mastered
the techniques of mass control. It knows how to build into an environment
certain stimuli that will set into motion a desired process that takes on a
life of its own, with the hand that originated the process becoming less and
less visible. The withdrawing of the hand results in the people mistaking the
effect for the cause.

Before this process can be properly cultivated to fruition, it first of all
becomes necessary for the oppressor to develop ways to determine what
the oppressed will think and when they will act. The first step in determin-
ing these things is to systematically destroy anything and anybody which
or who might provide an alternate frame of reference, which means first of
all attacking and destroying that people’s history and culture and, second,
giving the oppressed something warped and twisted in place of that which
has been destroyed. Keep in mind that the oppressor knows what negative
experiences the oppressed are subjected to and the oppressor knows what
trashy ideas are stuffed into the heads of the oppressed.

In connection with this, Brother Amilcar Cabral noted “that oppression or
domination of a people is only secured when the cultural life of a people is
destroyed, paralyzed, or at least neutralized.” Parenthetically, it may, in fact,
be the case that the different forms of oppression experienced by African
peoples are determined by the emphasis placed on destroying, paralyzing,
or neutralizing the culture of the people under domination.

We hold this government responsible for the conditions of our people. In
places like Chile, Argentina, Paraguay, and South Africa, they have done
it blatantly (and we must not forget that it was, and is, the United States
Government that finances and trains practically all of these oppressive
regimes); they do it crudely, and blatantly with gun and truncheon.

In America, they do it through psychology, theology, philosophy, biology,
through the refinement of sophisticated behavioral sciences, and we see the
evidence of its effectiveness. All of the institutions of America serve to fur-
ther uphold and perpetuate this oppressive order; all of their sciences are
drawn into this nefarious enterprise and are subordinated to it.

Brother Wade Nobles has expounded on this saying, “The ideas of science
do not develop in empty space, or even abstract space where there is suppos-
edly nothing but ideas. The ideas, interests, application and definition of sci-
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ence goes on in a human world, and human life is social. There is, therefore,
no science which is not some part of a social science. Similarly, when the social
reality is defined by racism and oppression, there can be no science which is
not, in part, oppressive and racist. Just as science and technology have gone
hand-and-hand in the last three hundred years to assist in the development
of the Western World, so, too, does it seem apparent that social science, as a
political institution, now serves to maintain the advantages obtained by tech-
nological superiority of the Western World. Where the connection between
science and society once was in science’s devotion to the creation and use of
technical and industrial power, science now serves Western society in the
creation and use of theories and ideas designed to control the use of power
in general by oppressed people. In fact, where power before was defined by
the creation of ideas and the ability to have people respond to one’s ideas as
if they represented the respondent’s reality.”

The allegations we make are very clear; even many of their own establish-
ment figures admit as much. Statistics always fall short of fully conveying
the entire picture, but even the ones that are out present a most bleak and
shocking picture of what is happening to our people. Cited here are just a few
of these statistics.

It is estimated that one-third to one-half of Black men up to the age 24 are
unemployed; many are caught in a cycle of drugs, homicide and suicide. They
say that employment among Black men was 84 percent in 1940, but only 67
percent in 1980. Today one-third of all Black men are either unemployed or
completely out of the labor market. This is more serious than during the great
depression. In the past 25 years, the employment rate of young White men
has remained constant, while Blacks dropped from 52 to 26 percent in the 16
to 19 age group and from 77 to 55 percent in the 20 to 24 age group.

It is estimated that a young Black man has one chance in 21 of dying from
homicide while the typical American has a 1 in 133 chance. More Black men
died from homicide in the single year 1977, for instance, than died in the
entire Vietnam War, and we believe there has been many such years.

In 1987, the Bureau of Justice estimated that the number of prisoners in this
country reached 546,659—over one half-million people. It has been estimated
that from 1975 to the year 2000 the total prison population will quadruple,
and the number of Black prisoners is expected to increase tenfold.

Moreover, on closer inspection of the statistics, one clearly sees that the
rates of imprisonment began accelerating after the social upheavals of the
late 1960s era. In 1969, 120 cities burned during the Black rebellion. In 1983,
the imprisonment rate per one hundred thousand people was 713 for Black
people (even greater now), compared to 114 for White people, and it goes on
and on ad infinitum.

* Wade Noble, “African Consciousness and Liberation Struggles: Implications for the
Development and Construction of Scientific Paradigms.”
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The Further Erosion of Constitutional Protection

We submit that it would be a meaningless exercise to litigate the charge of
human rights violations in the United States Courts, especially in view of the
fact that the executive branch has virtually usurped the discretionary powers
of the judicial branch, thus making it impossible for us to receive relief.

Even the Supreme Court of the United States has closed its eyes and ears
to these human rights violations. As Alvin J. Bronstein states in his introduc-
tion to Prisoner’s Litigation Manual, “The courts have returned to the handoff
doctrine.”

Over the years, prisoners have put forth the effort to engage in legal battles
regarding constitutional violations and prison conditions and treatment.
(Moreover, it was hoped that the occasion of being in court could be used to
expose the United States penal system to the international community.)

The courts, for a brief period, listened to the prisoners’ complaints and at
times sustained their allegations of constitutional rights violations. However,
as the result of the pressure applied on the courts by the executive branch, the
independence of the judicial branch was erased, and consequently, prisoners
were left deprived of the institutional guarantor of the protection of their
constitutional rights, which really means prisoners exist in a constitutional
void.

Conclusion
In every stage of these oppressions, we have petitioned for redress in the
most humble terms. Our repeated petitions have been answered mainly by
repeated injury. A nation, whose character is thus marked by every act that
may define a racially oppressive regime, is unfit to receive the respect of a
free people.

America’s national mentality demonstrates poor judgment and irrespon-
sibility in dealing with people at both a domestic and foreign level. America
appears self-centered in her search for immediate gratification and failure to
make long-range goals that benefit humanity.

As we note the 1962 meeting with Dr. Schein and his objectives, and recall
the infamous J. E. Hoover memo, therein directing counterinsurgency against
the Black Nationalist Liberation movement, it is evident that Kitson’s experi-
ence in Kenya, fighting against the “Mau Mau,” emerged as a strategy of the
U.S. Government’s counterinsurgency objectives....

Again, this paper is to encourage an investigation by the United Nations
Human Rights Commission.
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The People’s Tribunal to Expose Control Units

Committee to End the Marion Lockdown
1987

The Control Unit is a relatively new technique developed by the U.S. Bureau
of Prisons. These units, which are unmatched in terms of their calculated
brutality, are used as an attack on all prisoners in the giant U.S. prison sys-
tem—the largest in the world. They are used particularly to single out, as an
example of what is in store for those who fight for a society that is humane,
political leaders and others who dare to speak against the system. As the
number of political prisoners in this country increases rapidly, it is becoming
clear to the U.S. government that even prison will not frighten many people
away from pursuing their vision of a new society. And so the government has
created Marion and Lexington in an effort to halt organized opposition to its
policies at home and abroad. Control Unit prisons must be closed!

This was the background piece for this Tribunal, which occurred on October 24, 1987, in
Chicago. Following this document are excerpts from the transcript of the indictment and the
verdict.
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The Marion Control Facility

Marion was opened in 1963 to replace Alcatraz Prison, which was closed that
same year. Marion is the most maximum security prison in the country. It
is the experimental laboratory and trendsetter for the whole federal prison
system. Here, the Bureau of Prisons established the Control Unit, a “prison
within a prison,” where prisoners were and still are subjected to sensory
deprivation and solitary confinement. In the early years at Marion, prison
officials experimented with the use of drugs on Control Unit prisoners.
Marion also uses “boxcars”—small, enclosed, soundproof boxes in which
prisoners are placed—as a means of psychological torture.

In October 1983, two guards were killed in isolated incidents by two pris-
oners. Although there was no prison riot, authorities seized this pretext to
violently repress the entire prison population. They turned the prison into
one huge Control Unit. Since that date, the 350 men imprisoned at Marion
have experienced brutal, dehumanizing conditions:

¢ For 23 hours a day, prisoners are locked in individual cells, denied
contact with each other and forced into total idleness.

® During the initial stage of the lockdown, 60 guards equipped with riot
gear were shipped in from other prisons, and assisted Marion guards
in systematically beating approximately 100 handcuffed and defense-
less prisoners.

¢ All Control Unit prisoners are subjected to humiliating finger probes
of the rectum every time they leave the unit for a court date, hospital
visit, etc.

e All contact visits have been ended—no prisoner can touch or be
touched by family or loved ones.

* Prison authorities shut down work programs, group educational
activities and congregational religious services.

Although one or another of these conditions have existed in some pris-
ons from time to time, Marion is the first place where they have all been
imposed as part of a strategy selected deliberately by the Bureau of Prisons.
These conditions are not the result of a whim of some backward warden.
They are the result of policy constructed by the highest offices of the U.S.
government.

In its efforts to justify such brutality, the Bureau of Prisons tries to perpe-
trate the myth that Marion contains “the most vicious, predatory prisoners
in the system.” Although some infamous felons are placed at Marion, the
prison also houses people sentenced to short terms for victimless crimes and
people imprisoned for their political beliefs and activities. In addition, many
prisoners are told they will be transferred out of Marion if they will drop
their lawsuits against the prison. Also, several political prisoners have been
sent directly from conviction to Marion, without ever having spent any time
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in prison, let alone causing trouble or being violent in prison. The fact is that
the criteria for placement at Marion are intentionally vague, and that, accord-
ing to the government’s own report, 80% of the men there are eligible for
placement at less restrictive prisons.

The Marion Control Unit was never really designed to contain “vicious,
predatory prisoners.” The Bureau of Prisons established the Control Unit in
July 1972, in response to a peaceful prisoner protest against the guard beating
of a Mexican prisoner. About 60 prisoners were placed in isolated, sensory
deprivation cells. With the Marion Control Unit, prison officials hoped to
extinguish their spirit of protest, resistance, and solidarity.

Aspredicted from its inception, the Control Unit produces in prisoners feel-
ings of intense rage and helplessness that often are expressed in violence—
either against themselves or against others. Over the years, many prisoners
have committed suicide or have turned on other prisoners or guards. Since
the entire prison was locked down in 1983, three prisoners have been killed
by other prisoners and several stabbings have occurred. The Marion prison
lockdown is a bloody failure; it promotes the very violence it claims to be
trying to prevent.

Top prison officials have made it clear they intend to permanently main-
tain the lockdown status, in spite of congressional and church inquiries and
a class action lawsuit by the prisoners. A recent report condemning Marion
was issued by Amnesty International, the Nobel Prize-winning organization
that monitors human rights abuses throughout the world. This is the first
time that Amnesty has ever criticized a U.S. prison. Amnesty concluded that
Marion’s policies appear to violate the United Nations’ standard minimum
rules for the treatment of prisoners. In fact, Amnesty went so far as to send to
the Director of the Bureau of Prisons a copy of another of its reports entitled
“Safeguards Against Torture.” It added that conditions at Marion, in their
totality, amount to “cruel, inhuman, and degrading treatment.”

The Lexington Control Unit for Women
Taking lessons learned from Marion, the Bureau of
Prisons has built a 16-cell maximum security

Kentucky, Federal Prison. It is
located in the basement of a
high-security building, totally
separate from the rest of the
prison. It is literally a dungeon.
The Control Unit at Lexington is the
first of its kind in the country—a special
unit designed with the express purpose of
breaking women political prisoners.
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What are conditions like in Lexington?

® The women are never allowed contact with other prisoners.

* The cells were initially painted bright white to produce feelings of
disorientation, until a demonstration at the prison resulted in the Unit
being repainted a drab beige.

® The few windows in the unit are covered with screens to prevent the
women from seeing the outside.

® The women are never free from the eyes of either guards or video
cameras.

® Visits are restricted to family members and attorneys; no friends are
allowed to visit.

e Visiting takes place in a “special” room and is of shorter duration than
visits allowed to other prisoners at Lexington.

® The women are required to wear special uniforms to identify them at
all times as “high-security” prisoners.

® The women are guarded by twice as many guards as other prisoners.

Placement in the Lexington Control Unit, as with Marion, has already proven
to be completely arbitrary. There is one significant difference—the head of
the entire prison system makes the final decision about who is designated
for Lexington. He has already decided, without any justification, to imprison
Puerto Rican Prisoner of War Alejandrina Torres, North American Political
Prisoner Susan Rosenberg, and Italian national Silvia Baraldini, already the
subjects of special abuse, in the Lexington Control Unit.

Lexington presents us with a qualitative change in the repression of
women, and a very substantial protest has already been mounted against
the brutality. In addition to a great deal of church protest, hundreds of phone
calls and letters, and two large demonstrations at the gates of the prison, the
ACLU has issued a stinging attack on the Control Unit. As a result, the Bureau
of Prisons has recently announced that it will close the Lexington Control
Unit and open a special prison for women in Marianna, Florida, with over
100 cells. This outrageous plan indicates once again that the BOP is incapable
of understanding what is at issue here. They have been embarrassed and
exposed in their torture plans at Lexington, and so their response is to make
it larger (increasing from 16 cells—although only five at Lexington are now
being used—to over 100 cells) and move it to Florida.

Prisons and Society
Fyodor Dostoevsky once wrote that to understand a society, one should look
within its prisons. What does a glimpse behind U.S. prison walls tell us about
our society?

U.S. prisons hold a vast number of people of color. Black people are incar-
cerated at a rate of 714 per 100,000 population, six times the rate for white
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people in this country. While white people go to prison about as often as
people in European countries, Black people in the U.S. go to prison at a rate
that is almost twice as high as the rate for Black people in South Africa! This
rate is the highest in the world. In fact, the probability that a Black man in the
U.S. will go to prison in his lifetime is about 25%, or one out of every four!
And the situation is even worse than it sounds, for we use the word “prison”
here in its precise meaning. Thus, these figures do not include jail, probation,
or any of the other criminal justice categories.

Such a large number of incarcerated people constitute a well-defined
system of population control. It is predicted that U.S. prisons (this does not
include jails) will hold over 1,000,000 people by the year 2000 and that more
than half will be people of color. This growth is taking place with devas-
tating rapidity. For example, during the period of January-June, 1986, the
number of prisoners in the U.S. increased by 25,630—or more than 1,000 per
week! It is the case now, and has always been the case, that such increases in
the imprisonment rate have little to do with the crime rate, but rather reflect
the ideological and economic realities of the times. This is not meant to
imply that crime is not a major problem, but merely to recognize that impris-
onment occurs as a result of elite policy rather than as a direct response to
“crime.”

A growing disparity exists in this country between those who enjoy a com-
fortable life and those who must struggle to survive. It is these “have-nots”
who fill the U.S. prisons. The society that delivers such a disproportionate
number of Third World people to the prison doors is one that has produced a
generation of Black youth—75% of whom are unemployed—who are trapped
in deteriorating public housing projects, who drop out of schools at alarming
rates, who lose their lives to drugs, crime, and violence.

A glance at some recent data provides some insight into living conditions
for Black people. All of the following data come from government publica-
tions or professional journals. Data are all from 1980 or later. In every case,
the conditions are getting worse for Black people, so that the more recent the
data, theworse the situation.

* 109 of white people live below the poverty line compared with 259, of
Latino people and 329% of Black people.

¢ Black median family income is about half (54%) that of white families.

¢ The median net worth is $40,000 for white families and $3,000 for
Black families.

* A government study predicts that by the year 2000, 70% of Black men
will be unemployed

¢ The Black infant mortality rate is two times the white infant mortality
rate.

¢ The Black maternal mortality rate is three times the white maternal
mortality rate.
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* White people live, on the average, about six years longer than Black
people. The average Black man will not even live long enough to col-
lect his Social Security.

® Of doctoral candidates, 4% are Black; 4% of college faculty are Black.

* Of medical students, 79 are Black and this percent has been decreas-
ing since 1972; 2% of physicians are Black; 29 of medical school faculty
are Black; 29, of dentists are Black.

¢ Of law school students, 5% are Black; 29 of law school faculty are
Black 19 of lawyers are Black.

(All of the information about education includes the Black colleges, at which
virtually all students and faculty members are Black. If these were omitted
from the calculations, the percentages in the last three items would decrease
much further.)

Finally, there is the death penalty, used to murder Black people at a rate six
times greater than white people. According to a recent study, 7.5% of Black
people convicted of killing a white person in Illinois were sentenced to death
while none of the 56 white people convicted of killing a Black person received
the death penalty. Although Blacks and Hispanics make up about 15% of the
population of Illinois, they comprise 70% of death row.

Taken together, we assert that this set of conditions constitutes genocide.
This is a word that is emotionally charged, yet we nevertheless maintain that
we are using it in a manner consistent with the United Nations definition.
This definition states that “genocide” takes place when one group deliber-
ately inflicts upon another group the “conditions of life calculated to bring
about its physical destruction in whole or part.”

Through its actions, the U.S. makes a clear statement: It will not grant
Third World people their human rights. It will not provide them with job
opportunities, schools that teach, or medical care. It will, however, spend bil-
lions of dollars to build bigger and more repressive prisons—prisons that
are certain to house swelling numbers of unemployed Black and other Third
Work people.

What makes this government’s program for social “stability” work? Law
and order. Longer prison terms. The death penalty. More prisons. More police.
In the 1980s, prisons no longer pretend to rehabilitate—they are simply ware-
houses. While prisons spend money on more guard towers, barbed wire, and
new maximum security units, they cut the educational/vocational programs.
The message is that crime is caused by bad individuals. Will society be healed
by caging and electrocuting them?

Attention turns away from the social, political, and economic roots of
crime. Instead, the individual is blamed—and since most of the blame is
directed toward Black people, this leads to the criminalization of an entire
people. As William Nagel, a leading criminologist, states: “The causes of
crime in this country are deeply rooted in its economic and social injustices.
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The massive use of incarceration has not contributed and will not contribute
significantly to the abatement of crime or to the correction of flaws in the
social fabric.”

If prisons reflect the structure of society, they also reflect the nature of
the struggle against that structure. In the ‘60s, as the Civil Rights and Black
Power movements grew, the number of Black political prisoners swelled
and the prison struggle became a major part of the Black liberation move-
ment. Political prisoners like George Jackson stated clearly that prisons are
an important tool in the government’s effort to contain and destroy Black
people’s freedom. The rebellion at Attica in 1971 was a defining event in U.S.
history. The demands of the prisoners, their eloquence and dignity, and the
mass murder of 41 of them by the governor of New York, Nelson Rockefeller,
all revealed to the world what the United States was about and at the same
time proclaimed what the movement for a new society would be about.

Although the government refuses to admit it, there are well over 100 politi-
cal prisoners and prisoners of war in U.S. prisons today. They come from
the Puerto Rican, Black/New Afrikan, and Native American liberation
movements. They include progressive Christians, white anti-imperialists,
draft resisters, grand jury resisters, and members of anti-intervention and
sanctuary forces. The movements that these people represent honor, love,
and respect them. Yet the government contends that they are criminals or
terrorists. Although the government denies the existence of political prison-
ers in this country, it often reserves the harshest treatment for these very
people. Control Units are designed to break every prisoner’s spirit. In the
case of political prisoners and prisoners of war, the Control Units are part of
a calculated strategy to weaken these movements and to intimidate others
from taking a stand.

Normal Channels Unresponsive
The Marion lockdown continues despite two U.S. congressional hearings (at
one of them only two members of Congress attended), and the recommenda-
tion of congressional consultants that the lockdown end. The lockdown con-
tinues despite a class action lawsuit by the prisoners seeking an injunction
to end it, and months of hearings in which prisoner after prisoner testified
that guards have beaten them or forced them to undergo finger probes of
the rectum, which the men likened to rape. The lockdown continues—and
it appears that neither Congress nor the courts will provide a remedy to the
prisoners from the inhumane Control Unit at Marion. In a similar manner,
these same channels have also been unresponsive to the women placed in the
Lexington Control Unit who are seeking an end to the barbaric conditions
they are forced to endure.

Our experiences participating in the anti-intervention, antiapartheid, anti-
nuclear, and disarmament movements have shown us that we cannot rely on
Congress or the courts to recognize or protect the rights of people when these
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rights are in conflict with the aims of the government of the United States. We
have thus taken to the streets and demonstrated in order to expose human
rights abuses caused by U.S. intervention in Central America and U.S. sup-
port for the apartheid regime of South Africa and the murderous Israeli occu-
pation of Palestine.

For the same reasons we must take to the streets and demonstrate to expose
and protest the human rights abuses that occur in U.S. prisons. These abuses
occur most regularly to Third World prisoners who represent the sectors most
often targeted by government repression. Over the years, Marion has been a
holding place for leaders of the Black/New Afrikan, Puerto Rican, and Native
American struggles: leaders like Rafael Cancel Miranda, Imari Obadele, and
Leonard Peltier. In the past few months, Oscar Lépez Rivera and Kojo Bomani
Sababu (slave name, Grailing Brown) have been transferred to Marion, joining
Richard Thompson-El. (Sundiata Acoli and Sekou Odinga have recently been
transferred out of Marion, in part as a result of our protests.) Also transferred
to Marion recently have been Tim Blunk, Alan Berkman, and Ray Levasseur,
three North American anti-imperialist resistance fighters.

We Can Make a Difference

The Bureau of Prisons intentionally builds a wall of silence around its prisons
in hopes that the public will never learn about its brutal policies. Largely for
this reason, Marion, like so many other prisons, is tucked away in a rural and
not easily accessible area. However, when the public calls on government and
prison officials to account for their abuses, they become extremely uncom-
fortable and are often pressured into allowing some changes.

For example, from a small group of people who began to protest the contin-
ued imprisonment of the Puerto Rican Nationalists grew a movement that led
to their unconditional release in 1979. In another instance, when several hun-
dred people demonstrated in 1983 at Alderson federal prison in West Virginia
against the punitive segregation conditions of Haydée [Beltran] Torres and
Lucy Rodriguez, two Puerto Rican Prisoners of War, Torres and Rodriguez
were transferred out of isolation. In 1984, public attention to Leonard Peltier,
the Native American leader who was incarcerated at Marion, resulted in his
transfer out of Marion to a less restrictive prison, and the same thing hap-
pened to New Afrikans Sekou Odinga and Sundiata Acoli.

Furthermore, we can already see the Bureau of Prisons frantically trying
to gain control of the situation around Lexington. As we described above,
small improvements have been made there from time to time as the result of
continuing protest. Now the BOP says they will shut down the Control Unit!
This is a great victory, but it will have even greater impact if we assure that no
replacement is ever opened—not at Marianna or anywhere else.
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Prisons and the Movement
Since prisons reflect both the structure of society and the nature of the struggle
against that structure, when we work to minimize the brutality of the prison
system, we simultaneously work to support those, like political prisoners and
prisoners of war, who have been a dynamic catalyst in the movement for a
changed, humane society.

It may be that very few of us will go to prison or even know someone who
goes to prison, so it may not be apparent why we should be concerned with
this issue. But if we are to be part of the solution, and not part of the problem,
we must fight against these racist warehouses. Only by dealing with these
stark realities, only by making these kinds of sacrifices, can we build a move-
ment that will some day be an alternative to this system and its repression.

The wall of silence around prisons will work only if we let it—out of sight,
out of mind. Historically, most of us have become aware of prisons only after
some terrible, violent event occurs, such as after the 1971 massacre at Attica
Prison. Yet, right now the prisoners at Marion and Lexington are experiencing
physical and psychological violence on a daily basis. Many of us now know
about these conditions. The question is, what will we do with this awareness.
As Rafael Cancel Miranda, who spent many years in Marion, admonished us
at a conference about Marion Prison, “we cannot just feel bad or sad, we must
do something.”

The Committee to End the Marion Lockdown

The Committee to End the Marion Lockdown is trying to generate concern
and action in the white community over the issues of Control Units in specific
and the prison system in general.

Black/New Afrikan and Puerto Rican organizations are going to their com-
munities with similar appeals. We can only succeed with the broad support
of many people working long and hard at this issue. We ask you to join with
us to fight against Marion, Lexington, and the entire concept of Control Units
for three reasons. First, they are the ultimate barbarity, and their existence
not only brutalizes those they incarcerate, but those of us in whose name
Marion and Lexington were built. Second, Marion and Lexington are models
that will be continued and expanded unless they are stopped, and stopped
soon. Third, Marion and Lexington represent one of the most explicit mani-
festations of the attempt of white supremacy to sustain itself.

This is a difficult historic period for people who are seeking a new way of
living, who are seeking a world free of exploitation. But it is not a hopeless
time. We have choices. We can act in the pursuit of our vision. This is what
the Committee to End the Marion Lockdown is all about. We hope you will
join us.
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.6.A

Partial Transcript from the Tribunal on Control Units

1987

Moderator: I would like to officially call this People’s Tribunal to order. Here
to present us with the indictment is José L6épez, National Coordinator of the
Movimiento de Liberacion Nacional. José is a historian, scholar, activist, and
international leader of the Puerto Rican independence movement.

José Lopez: Today we are gathered here to issue an indictment—it’s interest-
ing because we are not usually the ones who are issuing indictments, so it feels
good to be on the other side—against the U.S. government and particularly
the Attorney General, Edwin Meese, the FBI, and the Bureau of Prisons.

Before I begin formal issuance of the indictment, I think it is important
for us to note certain things about the question of prisons in this society.
We cannot really speak of prisons as a place where the surplus labor force is
put away within the context that, somehow, prisons in relationship to people
are just another government manifestation of political repression. We have to
look at the role of prisons as a reflection of what has happened, particularly
in the United States, in the past generation.

Paralleling the growing crisis of the economic structure of the U.S. has been
the increasing focus on the problem of crime during the past two decades.
By the mid-1960s, as we all know, the U.S. was embroiled in a costly war in
Vietnam and faced stiff economic competition from its allies. At that very
juncture, crime became the number one domestic problem.

In 1965, President Johnson launched his war on crime. He said, “We must
arrest and reverse the trend toward lawlessness because crime has become
a malignant enemy in America’s midst.” Congress responded by adopting
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act. The adoption of this law
ushered in a new form of crime control. Not only would the war on crime
be fought by legislation, presidential commissions, policy research, etc., but
a new strategy of domestic population control was now being instituted.
Ever since then, billions of dollars have been poured into this war under the
Orwellian doublespeak of the criminal justice system, because, of course, they
have couched this repression within a new terminology—now you speak of a
“criminal justice system” instead of the “penal system,” you do not speak of
“prisoners,” you speak of “inmates,” you don’t speak of “penitentiaries,” you
speak of “federal correctional facilities,” and so on. This law has profoundly
impacted almost every facet of life in America. Everyone has become involved
in combating crime, from the major corporations, reaching to the highest
level of government, and even to every livingroom in America’s homes. A
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criminal justice/industrial complex has even emerged. Everyone from the
Justice Department to the neighborhood beat representative program (read:
spy-on-your-neighbor network) has been mobilized to fight “crime.” Thus, a
full infrastructure of population control has begun to take shape. Therefore,
in some respects the character of prisons and jails in America has been pro-
foundly altered.

Today we are here to charge the U.S. with the crime of using prisons as a
tool of population control, particularly for people of color. With the initiation
of the war on crime, America’s growing prison population has literally made
it a nation of prison-houses. According to the figures of the Bureau of Justice,
in April of 1987, the number of prisoners in this country reached 546,659—
over one-half million people in prison. No other country in the world has
that many prisoners.

A close look reveals that from 1980 to 1984 there was an increase of over 409
in the prison population. It is also very interesting to note that the number
of incarcerated women has increased 138¢ in the last 10 years; about 27,000
women were in federal or state custody in 1986—an increase of about 15%
over the year before.

But what is probably most significant is that the largest number of inmates
are Blacks/New Afrikans, Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, and Native Americans.
The imprisonment rate for Blacks/New Afrikans is much higher than any
other segment of the population in this society. In a recent article in Time
magazine, it stated that: “While black men account for only 6% of the
American population, they make up half of its male prisoners.” They have a
“1in 21 chance of becoming murder victims—more than 6 times greater than
the population as a whole.” Understanding, of course, that Black on Black
crime has been derived from the colonial condition Black people have been
subjected to, as Frantz Fanon clearly stated, “The colonized man will first
manifest his aggressiveness, which has been deposited in his home, against
his own people. This is the period when the niggers beat each other up....”
The article goes on to say that while the national unemployment rate is 6.9%,
for Blacks it is 15% and for Black youth it is more than 40%. “Some 18¢ of black
males drop out of high school. This hard-core segment of the community,
dominated by young men who are both the victims of broken families and
perpetrators of new ones, has evolved into an entrenched subculture, where
poverty and despair and crime are recycled from one generation to the next.”
I'hope you will keep those words in mind because they are the words of Time
magazine, not a rabble-rousing communist.

We are here, today, to charge the U.S. government with a crime of turning
prisonsinto America’s future concentration camps for oppressed nationalities.
There is little doubt that if the spiraling prison population growth continues
at the present rate, within the next decade or less there will be one million
people in prison in this country, not to speak of people in jails, principally
people of color. Given the cutbacks in social programs, as America’s decline
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is evident in the growing deficit, an unfavorable balance of trade, and an
ever-expanding foreign debt of developing nations, the government cannot
continue the same rate of social expenses in the war on crime, particularly the
growing costs of prisons.

Presently, it costs more to imprison a person for one year than to send him
or her to Harvard University. New formulas are being experimented with.
The prison-for-profit option is being implemented. Within the next genera-
tion, we may see factories, textile plants, foundries, and even high-tech indus-
tries springing forth in and around prisons. These industries will guarantee
the necessary industrial production still needed in this postindustrial society,
yielding super-profits and using super-exploitative slave wages. Of course,
we must understand this development within the greater context of the plan,
the counterinsurgency plan of population control, and particularly what the
Trilateralist Samuel Huntington has called in his book, Crisis in Democracy, the
“ungovernable sector” (read: Blacks/New Afrikans, Mexicans, Puerto Ricans,
and Native Americans). Included among these programs is the project of spa-
tial deconcentration—a concept developed by Anthony Downs, a member of
the Kerner Commission, which calls for a process whereby the ghettos are
deconcentrated and their populations dispersed to the outskirts of the cities,
far away from the financial and commercial centers.

All you have to do is look at what is happening in places like Harlem in
New York or the Wicker Park Community of Chicago. Look at this neighbor-
hood right where we are. Fifteen years ago this was a Puerto Rican neighbor-
hood. Today, where three Puerto Rican families lived, a yuppie lives with a
live-in lover and two German shepherds. An added dimension to the spatial
deconcentration proposal are tax-free enterprise zones to be established in
the outskirts of America’s cities, thus assuring super-profits by paying wages
below minimum level and creating future Bantustans a la South Africa. If
on the outskirts of America’s urban centers future Bantustans are to emerge,
then surely from America’s prisons will rise future concentration camps.

Today, the evidence will show that as conditions worsen for Third World
people and all poor people within U.S. borders, as the government contin-
ues to carry on “little” wars abroad to stave off the lingering and growing
economic crisis that it entered two decades ago, the system is realizing that
discontent at home and national liberation struggles everywhere are inevi-
table. They have thus begun to draw up plans for a strategy of a new state
repression based on the political framework of counterinsurgency models
utilized in other parts of the world, particularly theorized in the writings of
British Colonels Evelegh and Kitson.

Today, U.S. prisons hold more than one hundred political prisoners: some,
using international law, assert a Prisoner of War (POW) stand; others are politi-
cal prisoners or prisoners of conscience, members of the Black/New Afrikan,
Puerto Rican, and Native American struggles, as well as white anti-imperialists,
antimilitarist activists, and progressive Christians. In implementing counter-
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insurgency policies within the prison, the Bureau of Prisons carries out one
of its most important aspects—developed and enunciated in a secret confer-
ence that was held in Puerto Rico in 1978—the policy of the denial system,
which seeks to isolate political prisoners from their community and families,
also constantly moving them from one prison to another, in some cases thou-
sands of miles away from families and loved ones, restricting correspondence
and visits, censorship of political literature, controlled movement within the
prison, central monitoring, maximum security level, and even the denial of
adequate medical care. Some of the political prisoners are in jail for exercising
their human rights to silence—those were the cases of those who a few years
ago refused to speak before the grand jury. A more vicious and sophisticated
form that seeks to psychologically destroy those accused of violence against
the U.S. state is the use of the maxi-maxi unit to house these anti-imperialist
revolutionaries so as to break their spirit of resistance.

You will hear the evidence about Marion and Lexington. The evidence will
show that Alejandrina Torres, Puerto Rican Prisoner of War, and anti-impe-
rialist North American Susan Rosenberg and Italian national anti-imperialist
Silvia Baraldini are buried alive in the Lexington Control Unit. The evidence
will show that hundreds of prisoners are being kept in practically total isola-
tion in the dungeon that is called Marion Prison.

Today, our witnesses will bring forth a great deal of evidence that will
demonstrate clearly that America, for those of us who are a little bit different
in terms of the color of our skin; for those of us who pose a problem in the
ability of the U.S. to carry out its warlike policies; for those of us who in any
way, shape, or form do not conform to its diabolical and belligerent plans,
that those of us who constitute the “ungovernable sectors”—that those of us
who pose any threat or in any way are not part of its scheme—the evidence
will show that there definitely is a counterinsurgency strategy that will move
against us and that is being defined and refined in Marion and Lexington.

What is important today is that you who participate in this People’s
Tribunal, that you must keep in mind that you are not dealing with prisons
as “something that is bad, but we have to have them”; but rather that we see
prisons as institutions that are becoming America’s concentration camps, par-
ticularly for people of color. As we hear the evidence today, as we listen to the
comments and the conclusions of the justices, it is important to keep in mind
that in many ways, prisons and jails are a reflection of the society in which
we live. The conditions in those prisons reflect the condition of America. And
those who believe that racism has ended and those who believe that because
there is a Black mayor in Chicago and Black congressmen, that Black people
are better off, look at the statistics for the Black masses, and look at the statis-
tics in terms of prisons and jails.

Finally, it is important for us to keep in mind the slogan that was developed
around Attica—"Attica is all of us.” I think Lexington and Marion are also in
all of us—and let’s keep that in mind this afternoon.
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Moderator: The next judge is Dave Dellinger. He is a longtime peace and
anti-intervention activist. Many people may remember that he was one of the
main organizers of the demonstrations here at the Democratic Convention in
1968 and consequently became part of one of the most well-known trials of
the era, the Chicago Eight. He will be going on trial in Langley, Virginia, for
a protest last April at CIA headquarters.

Dave Dellinger: It has been both painful and inspiring to hear the testimony
today. Painful to be reminded of the atrocities that are committed against
human beings in the name of “justice.” Inspiring to be reminded that there
are people—prisoners, friends, parents, lawyers, and others—who refuse to
tolerate these atrocities and are determined to put an end to them. And inspir-
ing to see that this determination extends to a commitment to do away with
the gross injustices that, directly or indirectly, lead people to do things that
cause a backward and vengeful society to put them in prison. Sometimes the
things they do are acts of desperation that are antisocial and self-defeating.
But this does not justify excluding them from the human family and treating
them as the inmates of our prisons are treated. Sometimes the things they
do are exemplary acts—or at least reflect an exemplary motivation. Their
offense is to oppose the institutional crimes of a society that disrespects, dis-
empowers, and despoils millions of its members for the sake of the private
privileges, profits, and power of a few. They work for a society of human
solidarity in which the guiding principle will no longer be competition to rise
above one’s fellows in a ceaseless war of all against all, but cooperation to rise
together. Archbishop Romero, another offender, spoke of a new society that
will encourage “the generous... contributions of all to the good of all.”

The invitation to serve on this Tribunal couldn’t have come at a worse time
for me. I was seriously overcommitted and had made a firm decision not
to accept any more outside engagements of any kind. But prisoners are the
untouchables of our society. They come in disproportionate numbers from
the victims of race and class oppression. They become doubly untouchable
once they have been convicted by a criminal “criminal justice” system and
sent to prison. There aren’t enough tribunals like this one. So here I am, expe-
riencing not only pain and inspiration, but also a flood of memories from my
own prison experiences.

Shortly after graduating from college, I went to prison as a war objector.
When I got out I use to say that I went from Yale to jail and got a better
education in three years of jail than in six years at Yale. Yet I had gotten a
relatively good education at Yale. Dostoyevsky is right: If you want to under-
stand a society, you have to look inside its prisons. That is where the laws are
“writ large”; where the kid gloves are off—all gloves are off—and you see the
underlying violence that enforces the injustices of the society.

I especially appreciate the comments today by a number of witnesses, that
prisons play a key role in racial genocide; that a lot of what once happened to
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Black people on the plantations now takes place in prisons. When I went to
Cook County Jail in 1970, over 9o of the prisoners were people of color—of
various colors other than the pink that more accurately describes the people we
usually call white. Faced by such facts, you have to conclude either that there
is something wrong with Black people—that they are criminally inclined—
or that the society is racist. My own conclusion is that there is something
drastically wrong with the society and right about a lot of Black people. What
is right shone forth in the late '50s and early ‘60s, when the Black-led struggle
for civil rights broke the spell of McCarthyism and inspired and energized
what became known as “The '60s.” And today, more and more Black people
are in jail because one way or another they are rebelling; refusing to accept
the cruel and destructive lot that a racist society assigns them. As Ashanti
said, the forms of their revolt are not always pretty—and, I would add, not
always productive. But they are attempts at self-assertion, tortured ways of
trying to survive, to get quick relief, or in some cases to get some of what
other people have and society unfairly denies them.

Speaking of Cook County Jail, one of my joys today—and I hope that Alan
will forgive me—that I met my friend Alan, who was in the same tier as I was
in that jail in 1970. I got out after a month, but Alan didn't get out for 15 years,
and I congratulate him for being here today fighting for prisoners” rights.
Stand up, Alan.

When I first met Alan, I was in jail as one of the Chicago Eight—Seven at
the time, because Bobby Seale’s case had been severed from ours. The judge
had denied us bail, saying that we were too dangerous to be on the streets.
That, I thought was the biggest compliment I had ever received. Anyway, I
don’t believe that the amount of money a person can come up with should
determine whether or not that person stays in jail. Once I stayed in for six
weeks before trial rather than accept bail. However, when we were in Cook
County jail, the Appeals Court decided that we could be released on bail.
Supporters raised the money and said, “Come on out.” We thanked them and
said that we would not come out until they raised an equal amount to release
other prisoners who were not known as political prisoners—and they did. At
the time, getting them out was more important to me than making an issue
of opposition to the bail system. It was a simple act of the kind of elementary
solidarity with all prisoners that we have to develop much further.

To continue on a personal note that has implications for the issues raised
today, the first time I went to federal prison, antiwar people began a campaign
to have me and six fellow war objectors treated as political prisoners. We
sent out word that we had spent a month with the other prisoners and didn't
want to be treated any differently than they were. To us they were political
prisoners, too, whatever they had done and whatever they were called. They
deserved to be treated with intelligence and compassion rather than with
cruelty and contempt. And we wanted to rise or fall with them rather than to
be treated as a privileged elite.
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Here’s another story that tells something about the prison system. When I
got to federal prison, I found that it was racially segregated. The only place
that wasn't segregated was quarantine, where you spent your first 30 days
being examined, cataloged, etc. My first Saturday night out of quarantine, I
walked into the weekly movie with a Black man. Guards ushered him into
the Black section and pointed me toward the white section. But I followed
my friend and sat down next to him. Hardly had the lights gone out and the
movie begun when I was blinded by half a dozen searchlights in my eyes. I
was taken out and put in solitary confinement.

It is preposterous to think that a prison system that reflects the worst atti-
tudes and practices of society and backs them with violence is capable of
rehabilitating people. We should be atoning for the injustices and oppressions
that they have suffered by acting toward them in the best ways that human
beings can interact—giving them positive “strokes,” as Ted Blunk told us—
rather than trying to break their spirits in ways that have been described
today.

The ’60s gave birth to some good things and also went wrong in a number
of ways. One of the worst slogans of the late ‘6os was “The duty of a revo-
lutionary organizer is to stay out of jail by any means necessary.” But I was
lucky. By then I had spent enough time in jail to know that jail is a great
place to organize people and be organized by them. A great place to gain a
deeper understanding of the realities of human nature and of the role of a
cynical view of human nature in producing a corrupt and corrupting society.
If, as George Bernard Shaw maintained, false patriotism is the last refuge
of scoundrels, propagating a false view of human nature is the first line of
attack against those who think that human beings are capable of doing away
with injustice, oppression, and war.

Some of the people I lived with had committed horrendous crimes. Yet
there was an awesome reality to their life experience and a basic, if partially
repressed, instinct to love and be loved that was able to express itself if you
treated them with the kind of respect every human being deserves. Like
everyone, they needed to feel and be useful; to be forgiven rather than guilt-
tripped, valued as persons of equal worth rather than patronized. If they
slipped into prison bullshit, they needed to be challenged, but other than
that, they needed patient listeners who believed that they could become their
best selves rather than their worst. They needed to be encouraged to love
themselves, no matter what they had done or society had done to them.

Usually those who had committed the most atrocious crimes were the most
open to these kinds of influences, not because they had the longest sentences
but because they were unhappy with—at some level even revolted by—what
they had done. My judgment is that removing such people from the environ-
ment and context in which they have committed such crimes is often neces-
sary, for their sake and sometimes for the sake of possible future victims. But
putting them in one of our U.S. prisons cannot possibly heal them. Nor can
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it deter others who are wrestling with similar problems—insecurity, oppres-
sion, repressed explosive anger, socially induced negative self-images—from
committing similar crimes. From these prisoners in particular, I learned
about human nature and absolutely everyone’s potential for both good and
evil, lessons that have stayed with me to this day.

I guess I'll give one more personal example of what happens in prison,
how those in authority try to divide and rule, much as they do outside prison.
One time when I was on a long hunger strike, the doctors told me that if I
didn't eat I would die. It was about the 6oth day, and I was being force-fed
through the nose with liquids. I believe that they put something in the liquid
to frighten me, because the first thing that happened was that I felt a tremor
and an overwhelming sensation that I was about to die. I didn’t have time to
tell anyone, even if I had wanted to, because I looked up to see two doctors
and the warden entering my hospital cell. They gave me a cardiogram and
announced that my heart had been damaged by going without food. I would
die unless I ate. I've never in my life had any heart problems, before or after
that incident. Anyway, I didn't eat, and as you can see, I didn’t die.

A week later, after we had won a partial victory and gone off the strike,
we were not given any time to recover. I was thrown, weak, dizzy, and with
a ringing in my ears that made me hard of hearing, into the fuck-up dorm. It
was populated almost exclusively by Southern white military prisoners. The
guards said to them: “This is one of the guys who spits on the flag and says
he is too good to be in prison with the rest of you.” They were trading on the
claims of two or three war objectors that they should be treated as political
prisoners, a position I always opposed. Then they said, “He’s a nigger lover
who wants to force you guys to eat and sleep with niggers and shit in the
same toilet. We don’t care what you do to him. Bring him out with his head in
his hands, if you want to.” Then they left.

The only way I survived was that I was god-damned lucky. Earlier, before
the hunger strike, someone had been assaulted by a guard, and I stepped
out of line and defended him. So I was able to say to them, “I was fighting
for your rights when I was on that hunger strike, and I'm the guy who was
put in the hole for defending Joe Snedecker when the motherfuckin” hacks
were beating the shit out of him. Who are you going to side with, the hacks
or me?” Luckily it was my second sentence, and I had learned a little the first
time around about how to appeal to some basic feelings that are strong in
most prisoners.

Let me end by extending what I have already said about Blacks to two
other groups. It was an inspiration to hear witnesses from the movement
for Puerto Rican independence. I was lucky, again, because when I was in
federal prison, I met Puerto Rican independentistas who opened my eyes to
some things that I didnt understand deeply enough. I knew something
about imperialism and colonialism and thought I was against them. But
I wasn’t nearly sensitive enough to what goes down in Puerto Rico. As

106



PUTTING POLITICAL PRISONERS ON THE MAP e |

a result of what they taught me, when I got out I worked with the Puerto
Rican Independence movement, and some years later I attended the funeral
of Albizu Campos in Puerto Rico and stood honor guard by his casket.
[Applause] 1 don't deserve the applause. I haven't done nearly enough. But
being here today will help me.

And Iwant tosay how happyIam for the presentations by women. Anybody
who thinks that the movement for justice is not advancing, deepening, and
becoming more vital, for all its inevitable confusions and setbacks, ought
to compare the role of women here today with the way it would have been
a few years ago. Imagine, today there were three women lawyers making
superb presentations. And all those other women, talking about what’s being
done to women as women in prison—finger probes of their vaginas by male
guards, and all the rest. Never forget that in the civil rights struggle in the
late '50s and early "60s, men were doing heroic things and treating women
as shit. And women were doing heroic things and being treated like shit. It
was in that context that the women’s movement got a fresh start. Like every
movement, it has its periods of energy, growth, and at least partial triumphs
and its periods of decline. But when women in the civil rights movement—
and later in the anti-Vietnam War movement—began refusing to be treated
as shit, the women’s movement got new energy and insights. And that’s just
as important for men as it is for women.

Finally, I will respond specifically to the indictment. Can you guess whom
I find guilty? I find the government guilty of monstrous crimes. And I find
the American people guilty for not having paid enough attention to the
crimes, in and out of prison, against the victims of class, racial, and other
prejudices. Finally, I indict myself for not doing enough to help expose and
put an end to these crimes. I don’t want to overstate it, but when I go back to
Vermont, I'm going to do more—and a lot more intelligently—as a result of
these hearings.

Moderator: Sister Jean Hughes is a member of the Eighth Day Center for Peace
and Justice. She is an activist in the Pledge of Resistance and the Sanctuary
Movement here in Chicago. She is an integral part of the anti-intervention
movement here. Please welcome Jean Hughes.

Jean Hughes: Today hasbeen a privilege as well as a difficult experience. What
I have seen and heard has touched the very core of being human. Therefore, I
am forced to respond—will try to articulate—not out of the political strategy
perspective at which I function daily, but rather out of the motivation for
that activity, the belief system. In fact, the only level out of which I can begin
to deal at all with human torture is at a faith level. It is a faith that has been
chipped and honed through 17 years in Latin America, where I learned from
the people how to be a community person. It is a faith that brought me back
here to my own country hoping to live with people in a new way.
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I find Edwin Meese, Ronald Reagan, the economic system, the educational
system, our churches, the media, every facet of acculturation in our country,
guilty. I find them guilty of living out and promulgating the myth that indi-
vidual wealth and/or power is a value to be sought and cherished above all
else. Within this framework and in order to ensure that value, the victimiza-
tion of whole nations, whole races, communities, and individuals is not only
tolerated but institutionalized. Within this framework and in order to ensure
that value, any other world view must quickly and brutally be expunged.
Within this framework and in order to ensure that value, Lexington and
Marion exist.

I believe that we are all sisters and brothers, children of the same God.
I believe that life is a covenant in which each community with its unique
gifts contributes to the development of all of humankind. Within my frame-
work, how could I not find the entire system, especially those responsible
for Lexington and Marion, guilty of crimes against humanity? By their own
admissions, Lexington and Marion exist to break down the human person-
ality, reconstructing personalities “compatible” with the system... historical
amnesiacs, economic illiterates, and/or fatalists. The message is that until
those women and men become “compatible,” they will continue to be sub-
jected to the experiment which translates into inhuman, sadistic treatment.
Most insidious is the fact that the authorities, knowing that these inmates
will not choose “compatibility,” are therefore trying to destroy them. It is a
crime against all of humanity.

Besides finding the above system, foundational structures, administrators,
and supporters guilty, it is necessary to ask myself and all of you what we are
going to do about it? This is not the first time we have heard about Lexington
and Marion... or U.S. intervention in Nicaragua, or $1.5 million a day in
military aid to El Salvador, or the systematic extermination of the Indians in
Guatemala, or the military build-up in Honduras, the continuing struggles
for liberation and self-determination in Puerto Rico, the Philippines, South
Africa, Chile, the Middle East, to name a few.

I struggle with what to do about all of these issues. They are pieces in the
groaning, wrenching, weaving fabric of the human family struggling to
become. I do know what I will not do. I will not write letters to my congress-
person. It costs so much to get elected in this country, it would be absurd to
suppose that someone who truly represented the interests of the poor would
be elected. Why would I write to someone asking her/him to change the very
system that put him/her in power? No, I won’t call my congressperson or the
president or anyone like that. It reinforces the system. It creates the impres-
sion that the system, with the right people and/or votes, would work. This
is not true. It is fatally flawed, because the basic value supposes throwaway
people. It establishes an economic elite whose choices mandate life or death
for other communities.

What I am telling you here tonight is that, although I do not have any
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answers, I'm open to the possibilities. We must do something. Besides the
testimony of the relatives, one of the things that struck me powerfully today
was the slide show on the Stanford prison experiment. It frightened me badly.
Watching those young, well-meaning people turn into not only supporters
but promoters of an arbitrary, oppressive system made me ask myself how
co-opted I have become without even realizing it. It is a fair guess that each of
you could ask yourself the same question. So, what should we do? What can
we do? I learned a great deal today from each and every participant. I will
commit to the degree that I can, but I am asking, begging for some creative
suggestions. We need to do something that will make a difference. If we want
a new world, we have to build it... and not on the bodies of our sisters and
brothers.

(Reproduce y Rebélate/Reproduce & Revolt, Soft Skull 2008)
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Strings Attached in the Age of Authority

Bill Dunne
2008

On 27 October 1983, the U.S. Penitentiary at Marion, Illinois, was slammed
into full lockdown mode. Officialdom claimed the lockdown and the wave
of brutality with which it was implemented were the last-resort emergency
response to a crisis in which prisoners were purportedly on the verge of
taking over the already maximum security facility. In reality, the lockdown
was the deliberate and long-planned expansion of the one-block control unit
into the country’s first control unit prison. Control unit Marion was subse-
quently supplemented and then supplanted by the Administrative Maximum
control unit prison at Florence, Colorado, and similar facilities in many other
states. Verily, the control unitization of U.S.P. Marion inaugurated an age of
escalating ruling class resort to this qualitatively higher level of repression
aimed at more class-interest effective use of the prison system, the leading
edge of the apparatus of social control.

I'was relegated to dungeon Marion in February of 1985. The Federal Bureau
of Prisons (BOP) had somehow concluded I did not enjoy its hospitality and
was inclined to fulfill the first duty of the POW. The worst of the atrocities
with which Marion was control-unitized was over by then. Mass goonings in
the course of pointless cell moves, beatings, and chainings to bunks no longer
demonstrated power with the frequency of the six months immediately fol-
lowing the lockdown; by my arrival they required at least the slightest pre-
text. The windows had been fixed and heat turned on, more clothing and
bedding supplied, and food quality and quantity improved, so cold, hunger,
and physical abuse were no longer the immediately dominant aspects of pris-
oners’ lives. Memories of the months-long guard riot that ushered in the new
regime were still fresh, however, and there were still plenty of problems with
the gratuitously oppressive nonprogram.

Prisoners were locked in their cells 23 hours per day, getting only an hour
per day on the tier in small groups, five days per week. One day each week,
prisoners were afforded two hours on the yard instead of the hour on the tier.
Another day they were offered two hours in a gym. Many prisoners did not
participate in the out-of-unit recreation due to the chaining and driving by a
gang of hostile, club-wielding guards the movement entailed, not to mention
the risks of any interaction with staff. A prisoner was never allowed out-
side the cell without being manacled with at least one club wielder and one
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other guard present; movements of multiple prisoners thus drew out lines of
guards. Prisoners who did not return to their cells or “cuff up” fast enough
when the ends of these “rec” periods were decreed were subject to verbal and
physical abuse and a trip to the hole. This had the salutary result of making it
a tenet of tier rec lock-in etiquette that prisoners on a rec group would stand
in front of the open cell doors but not enter the cell until everyone was there
to step in together. That way guards could not lock someone out to be singled
out for abuse.

Virtually everything was against the rules at control unitMarion, and guards
used that fact to pursue prisoners into the very corners of their cells. Nothing
could be put on the bars. Nothing could be hung in the cells (as to dry). Nothing
off the food tray could be retained in the cell (so the salt and pepper packets and
milk cartons had better be on the returned tray). Nothing on the walls. Nothing
on the floor. Stand for count. No body parts outside the bars. Ad nauseam.
Orders by itinerant guards to undo cell felonies had to be obeyed quickly and
with the proper attitude on pain of having one’s indeterminate sentence to
Marion extended. And a hand outside the bars might get clubbed. Violations
of the slightest proscription or prescription could resultin an “incident report”
and/or a cell extraction and/or another year more at control unit Marion.

All of the prohibitions and draconian punishments and attendant inse-
curity were designed to be psychologically oppressive and make prisoners
dependent on their oppressors. My second warden at Marion, a Ph.D. in
administrative systems, characterized official intent on local TV as “taking all
their decisions away.” The idea was to give prisoners not the slightest sanctu-
ary from the mailed fist of the state. Even in the dark and quiet predawn
solitude at one of many small cells, the bureau was on his case. In whatever
refuge a prisoner might find in the pages of a book, study of a personally
transporting subject, or in some other way, the agency of repression was with
him. In the solitary details of his life with himself, big brother was a lurking,
threatening observer and potential actor. Every action thus became a risk and
a stressor. Every intrusion by roving authority raised a spike of angry resent-
ment that could rip a fella out of his diversion and prevent slipping back into
its flow for hours. And the confiscation of decisions and self-determination
inherent in the enforced dependence required prisoners to solicit or at least
acquiesce in many such intrusions.

All of that made it apparent to me and other prisoners, not to mention
outside lawyers and activists who knew the situation and were active in
opposing the lockdown, that the lockdown was counterproductive... verily, a
reactionary nightmare. It could not possibly (and did not) do what the Marion
and BOP administrations were alleging for it. It could not be (and was not) a
repository for “the worst of the worst,” “bad apples” who had committed acts
of violence in other prisons. It could not (and did not) allow other prisons to
be operated in a more open manner by “concentrating” all the ne’er-do-wells
in one place.
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It could not (and did not) reprogram anyone into a more tractable condi-
tion; it did, in fact, the reverse. And it could not and did not improve public
safety; instead, it did the opposite on two counts: increased the probability of
crime and gave the state another instrument of oppression to wield against
the people.

But what could we do? The one thing about which the empire’s storm troop-
ers were right was that “resistance is futile,” at least in the physical sense,
for us. A lot of litigating was already being done and done ably, and many
prisoners were exercising the futility of administrative remedy requests and
reaping retaliation toward documenting official depredations for future
reference.

The one thing I did not see being done was informational outreach. I was
and remain convinced that if people generally—the citizenry; the body poli-
tic; we, the people—could see behind the razor wire and concrete curtain of
penological WMD and al Qaeda connections and the mythology of infinite
and irrevocable prisoner nastiness, they would never approve of what was
being perpetrated in their name. Apparently just such information gleaned
directly by local reporters changed their judgments radically from the
straight administrative line to acceptance of the prisoners’ version of control
unit Marion and its genesis. The concomitant change in their reporting led
the then warden and executive assistant (and later warden) to personally
pressure the local newspaper, The Southern Illinoisan, to sever its contacts with
prisoners, which it did.

Prisoncrats and the “law enforcement” interest group as well as the bour-
geois beneficiaries of police power may well have been content not to look too
closely at the rationales and justifications for and actual practice of lockdown
Marion. The interest groups have a gang mentality toward prisoners that dis-
poses them to abusive treatment and other violence as a solution for whatever
problems they may perceive, whether or not they are the best solution. They
feel the public is little more than sentimental potential “perps” inclined to be
sympathetic to the gratuitously oppressed and should, therefore, be kept as
much out of the loop as possible. And the bourgeoisie tend to rely on their
“experts” to keep the rabble in its place and protect them from the have-nots.
How that is done concerns the ruling class little; indeed, they do not want to
see that sausage being made, as is demonstrated by all the procedural ploys
to keep prisoners out of court enacted since the age of control unit prisons
spawned. That unaccountable elite is insulated from the results of bad penal
policy because its members are infrequently crime victims, are disconnected
from victims of the penal system, and do not need the social services whose
funding is squandered on purported criminal justice.

The prisoners themselves, however, their families and social infrastruc-
tures, communities, and the segment of society that is adversely impacted by
crime and does need the social services foregone in the name of “fighting”
crime, as well as people actually interested in justice as a social good, have an
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interest in being able to make judgments about the tactical use of institutions
such as control unit Marion on the basis of full, accurate information. Was
generalizing and hyperbolic propaganda about the need to virtually totally
isolate thoroughly dangerous men sufficient to explain and justify the result
and any liabilities that may accrue to these groups through it? Were other
prisons operated more openly? Did violence decline because all the baddies
were locked down? Were communities safer and happier? Was the penologi-
cal toll on prisoners compensated by any salutary effect? Did the outcome
warrant the sacrifices or the benefits, the consequences? Did the ends jus-
tify the means? We knew the answers to these questions were all “No!” and
wanted to give everyone the true picture of control unit Marion so they could
and would reach the same conclusion.

Institutions such as prisons have a responsibility to those in whose names
they deprive others of liberty, the pursuit of happiness, and sometimes even
life, and whose opportunities and living standard they circumscribe by
allocating social wealth to corrections, punishment, retribution, rehabilita-
tion, socialization. We saw that control unit Marion was not fulfilling that
responsibility, indeed, was shirking and operating counter to it. We felt our
own oppression, but also saw it in the larger context in which we were peons
on the field of class control—a context in which control unit Marion could not
and would not fulfill its responsibility to the whole people. We also saw the
mainstream media was owned and operated by the part of the people control
unitization was intended to serve, leaving letters to the editor and seeking
news coverage unlikely to provide the requisite reach (though we did that,
too). So what, with all that motivation, was a fella to do?

Enter The Marionette. I had learned a little about prison journalism from
reading the writings of and other involvement with luminaries in the field.
I also had some experience in that area with Washington Prison News Service
(WPNS), for which I was banished into internal exile in the federal prison
system in 1982. Since we and our supporters did not have the resources to
launch a direct-to-the-people publication, as with WPNS, we opted for a model
more like that of the Pacific News Service. Through it, we hoped to reach out
more to progressive groups than individuals, particularly those with their
own media. The theory was that that would intensify what light we could
shine into the dark concrete corners of “the swamp,” as many knew control
unit Marion, not only for its location near the polluted, shallow, and besilted
end of Crab Orchard Lake. The title said that though the puppet master could
make us dance to a lockdown, cell-time beat, its strings of chain could only
attach to the outside.

The Marionette was launched in May of 1985. I wrote some of the material,
and other prisoners contributed the rest of the writing and virtually all of the
artwork. On the last mail day of every month, I sent my handwritten version
thereof to some local activists who had formed the Marion Prisoners’ Support
Group to distribute it. They would type it and mail it to an unfortunately
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Marion Prisoners' Newsiofter

The Marionette
January, 1988 Number 33
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short list. Time and money were in short supply (as always!). Eventually, I
got into hand printing copy-ready copy. That is the big picture. Some of the
details of how The Marionette played out are hazy to me, however, and my
journal of the time has fallen victim to the vicissitudes of porcine persons’
shuffling me and my stuff from island to island in the U.S. gulag archipelago
over the years. The reliance on the vagaries of imperfect memory that neces-
sitates may leave some of those details somewhat vague (though that might
not be the only reason for vagueness!).

The Marion Prisoners” Support Group could not expand the distribution
and even had trouble with the regularity and consistency that are so critical
to a credible and successful news publication. Southern Illinois is not a very
progressive area, so the time and resources were just not there to do the need-
ful—and would have had plenty of other demands on them had they been.
Hence, we had to look farther afield. The Bulldozer Collective of Toronto,
Ontario, Canada, came to the rescue as our publisher and distributor, while I
remained editor. Bulldozer’s astute organization of the format, layout, print-
ing, and distribution enabled the technical quality to improve dramatically.
Particularly after we went to a tabloid format, circulation grew markedly,
ultimately exceeding 1,000, including a great many prisoners.

Eventually, we concluded that even if control unit Marion was the crest
of oppression’s new wave, it was not enough by itself to sustain more than a
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small niche publication. Plus, it was distorting not to see Marion and control
unitization in its broader context of the wider U.S. and, indeed, the world
gulag archipelago. In addition, many of our prisoner subscribers wanted to
see more news of the gulag archipelago generally and had important infor-
mation to contribute to prison struggle as well. Accordingly, The Prison News
Service (PNS) was joined to The Marionette as a co-publication. I edited both
efforts. PNS’s brief was imprisonment generally and how it played out as an
instrument of repression and class control and counterinsurgency around the
world. PNS carried articles from and about all over, but focused on the U.S.
and Canada, where most of our writers and readers were and were on the
front lines. But The Marionette remained a separate entity within the larger
publication. The situation was that unique.

As editor of The Marionette, I would develop information for stories that
would shed light on the character of subsistence at U.S.P. Marion. That
included helping others get their information into their own voices and a
coherent form because our perspectives and experience were not monolithic.
Marion staff were also sources: they would treat prisoners as inanimate
hazardous waste and so say things around them as if they had no ears (or
it would not matter if they did). Sometimes these loose lips would provide
useful information upon request. After a time, though, guards because very,
well, guarded in what they said around or to me, so I had to rely on alterna-
tive sources (such as their radios and literal eavesdropping—for example: few
prisoners came out for early morning tier rec, so guards who were supposed
to be watching us would go into their office around the corner and chew the
fat, which often carried to an ear 20 still and silent feet and a set of bars away)
and the ears and eyes (though we didn't get to see much) of other prisoners.
The executive staff were frequently not so guarded, apparently thinking a
scruffy prisoner in a pair of drawers in a small cell behind bars could not
possibly wheedle anything useful from their besuited majesties. They often
just dug the hole deeper when asked about this or that new (or old) needless
abuse of their virtually absolute authority over prisoners’ lives. Even local
media provided occasional grist for The Marionette’s mill.

When the first edition (actually the third edition, but the first to be sent in
on a big enough scale to be noticed) of The Marionette arrived at the institu-
tion, I was taken to the hole and put on an empty range. That was somewhat
disquieting because it is in such isolated situations that bad things happen. I
was relieved to discover the following day that a serial killer who was too hot
to be kept in local facilities was being stashed there, too. Bad things are less
likely in the presence of witnesses, and I did not think it likely he was the bad
thing ‘cause he was small and scrawny.

The charge against me was “misuse of the mails” because a cartoon alleg-
edly showed the making of weapons. The cartoon has a few fat pigs burst-
ing out of cop uniforms and crammed behind little school desks. In front of
them was a lieutenant pig straining the buttons of his cop shirt and aiming a
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pointer at an easel, sternly instructing the little piggies on what the caption
said was “attack sock,” of which three were depicted. You see, prisoners had
been engaging in the deadly terroristic practice of hanging socks on the cell
bars to dry. Of course, this was forbidden, so prisoners caught perpetrating
the horrible crime would be found guilty of an infraction and have their sen-
tences to Marion extended for a year and perhaps more. I was released from
the SHU (Special Housing Unit) after a few days, and the incident report was
never processed. My property, however, had been thoroughly “rednecked,”
and every handwritten piece of paper in the cell had been seized. I did not
get the writing back for three weeks. But The Marionette remained banned in
control unit Marion for the next three years.

The powers that were did not engage in further direct and overt action
specifically aimed at suppressing The Marionette, though I was required to
stay at dungeon Marion twice as long as the average. I recall only one time
my handwritten version did not arrive at its destination. (And The Marionette
had to be handwritten; I received an infraction for typing it on the legal
material typewriter after receiving permission to do so via an administrative
remedy request—indeed, I got two infractions; the guard who held the heat
transfer typewriter tape up to a mirror and read it and the counselor who
was alerted by the mail room that I was mailing out nonlegal typing each
wrote one.) I cannot remember why the missing edition did not arrive, but do
recall it was something not likely attributable to the officialdom. The replace-
ment copy I sent did make it, as did every other copy for the entire seven-year
run. Nor did the guards search the cell looking for the rough draft around
mailing time, as did Washington State Penitentiary guards trying to impede
the WPNs.

The absence of direct suppression of The Marionette may have come under
the heading of giving a fella rope (but surely not enough for scaling!).
Marion’s executive assistant to the warden (less than an associate warden
but more than a department head, this official is usually the prison’s media
liaison person) did, however, tell an author he was conducting on a tour of
the prison that he had a file of every Marionette and was monitoring them
closely to ensure I violated no rules. Various officials and others friendly to
the BOP were frequently given tours of U.S.P. Marion. I used to accost the ones
I saw to see who they were, what their interest in Marion was, and what kind
of official lies they were being told. I was always looking for muck for The
Marionette to rake. I also kept argument and copies of pertinent propaganda
on tap for just such occasions; only bad decisions could have been made on
the swill the swine spouted, and most of the tourists were some sort of deci-
sion makers or their observers. The author said—and the executive assistant
did not contradict him—that he had been hired to write a history of the BOP
and had been a director of corrections in five state prison systems. I think
it unlikely that any of The Marionette’s history made it into his history, the
executive assistant’s file notwithstanding.
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In The Marionette’s second year of publication, another prisoner and com-
rade, Ron Del Raine, sued the Marion administration about the ban on the
publication entering the prison. No case could be made for excluding it: it
did not advocate violence, unrest, or rebellion; it did not amount to corre-
spondence between prisoners; it did not show the making of weapons; it did
not include any deliberately false information (and I often challenged the
officials to come up with any error, which they never could do). At a deposi-
tion to which I was called regarding this suit, the Assistant U.S. Attorney
representing the prison attempted to elicit from me some ulterior motive for
The Marionette that would justify the ban on it. Her tactic seemed to be to
“prove” The Marionette was written by outside agitators to foment resistance
at control unit Marion and that I was just their cat’s paw. (The Washington
State Assistant Attorney General charged with representing the state’s cor-
rections bureaucracy made similar allegations about the WPNS.)

Given the level of mail scrutiny at Marion, the difficulty of any such proof
may suggest an effort to get me to admit a rule violation upon which sup-
pression could be justified. Acting as a reporter and writing under a byline is
forbidden by BOP regulations, as is circulating a manuscript. Since that was
the era of the Iran-contra hearings in the U.S. Congress, I was well-schooled
in the means and methods of asserting my right not to incriminate myself
and to remain silent. Moreover, it was part of my editorial function to protect
the identities of sources and those who chose to write in The Marionette and,
later, The Prison News Service under a nom de guerre. I was not charged with
anything in the wake of the lawsuit, and I suspect that suit was responsible
for the elimination of the ban on The Prison News Service/Marionette after three
years. It certainly was not any editorial change!

Of course, that prosecutor’s questions may have been just evidence of a
more generalized official thrashing about trying to create some—any!—jus-
tification for the Marion administration’s and BOP’s indefensible control unit
policy she was job-bound to defend. Official avoidance of a demonstrable
pattern and practice of retaliation directly and specifically for participation
in The Marionette may have been related to the difficulty of that task. Policy
and, indeed, law give prison administrators discretion to ban reading mate-
rial they deem a security threat or facilitator of criminality. Accordingly, the
Marion prisoncrats apparently felt secure in excluding The Marionette as a
means of limiting unfavorable commentary because allowing it would have
stimulated contributions and because they felt it an affront to their exalt-
ednesses. Political sensitivity, however, circumscribes the discretion of the
official stick, and involvement of the U.S. Attorney and federal court may
have persuaded the prisoncrats to back away from a potentially controversial
and untenable interpretation and treatment of The Marionette and its makers.
They may have thought that suppressing us would give us credibility and
undermine officialdom’s with media workers sensitive to the trampling of
free speech; jackbooted thugs just can’t get a fair break, they probably felt. The

117



LET FREEDOM RING

Marion staff thus had to be at least somewhat subtle and indirect about action
against their pencil paparazzi. Known major participants in The Marionette
were thus more subject to the petty infractions that extended people’s stays
at lockdown Marion and other annoyance—but always with a purported
reason other than The Marionette.

Nevertheless, control unit Marion stimulated a lot of controversy and even
more attention—which undoubtedly contributed to that protective effect for
The Marionette, at least to the extent that the administration(s) could not shut
it down directly (though one could argue that its ultimate demise was the
result of the swine having made involvement with it too risky). The agency
of repression was, therefore, forced to exercise spin control in the maelstrom
of scrutiny its escalation of repression had engendered. Toward that end, it
fostered and facilitated dissemination of its tortuous view of control unit
Marion’s operation in favorable venues. Aside from hack flacks telling the
press what the BOP thought it could get printed and trotting out two psycho-
killers, the only prisoners it could use to bolster its position, many informa-
tion management tours were permitted entry. States contemplating their own
control unit/supermax facilities sent contingents. Other countries with inter-
nal debates about control unitization sent investigators. Various minions of
the “just-us” system such as judges, prosecutors, cops, lawyers (though none
representing prisoners), and even a couple congresspersons were squired
through. Many mainstream media outlets, including ABC, BBC, CBS, NPR, The
New York Times, French TV, and The Southern Illinoisan sent reporting teams.
Local Tv and authors like the aforementioned “historian” also made the trek
through the swamp and its morass of official disinformation. And there were
undoubtedly many others of which I was not aware or have forgotten.

The intent and goal of The Marionette was to ensure all that controversy and
attention did not play out solely on the basis of the official version, which was
substantively false and would thus render conclusions regarding the future
of Marion in particular and control unitization more broadly erroneous. Our
voice, however, was too small and weak and the class connection of the Marion
and BOP administrators to the mainstream media’s operatives and certainly
to the minions of other government entities weighing their own control unit
nightmares too strong for The Marionette to compete adequately. At least the
rapid proliferation of control units so suggests. Despite the sending of many
copies of The Marionette and many of its articles to multitudinous media on
multitudinous occasions, including directly giving the material to reporters
getting the official tour and/or conducting interviews, I do not recall a single
instance of one being cited as a source. But we could not abandon the field!

Indeed, an ABC “20/20” interviewer had a whole fan of issues (and I do
not recall ABC TV being on our regular mailing list). But he used them only
to demand an explanation of the administration’s claim The Marionette was
inflammatory. Probably short on preparation—or, more likely, prepped only
in and uncritical of the official version—an article entitled “Fork U” caught
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his attention as an example. That article, however, detailed a grotesque
overreaction to what turned out to be a case of guards miscounting plastic
forks. Accordingly, it could only corroborate a prisoner’s statement about the
situation: “I'd say we'd been forked. Wouldn't you?” Apparently because it
exposed a circumstance inconsistent with official disinformation, the seg-
ment was banished to the cutting room floor.

That, however, does not mean The Marionette had no impact. We received
requests for copies from as far away as Israel, Japan, and Taiwan. And we did
receive a request to archive the entire run from The State Historical Society
of Wisconsin, which apparently has one of the most extensive collections of
prison publications in existence. The information did go forth and multiply
and at least gave thousands of individuals a picture of what “control unit”
means in actual human experience rather than the official abstraction. It may
have slowed the goose-step of Marion-style repression an iota, a heartbeat, a
micrometer from the draconian extreme it might have reached without the
opposition. If it did that, it did well, considering the circumstances. Verily,
perhaps we contributed to the feds never building another control unit prison
after ADX despite the closure of U.S.P. Marion and roughly doubling their
prison population. Mainstream attention seemed to crest in 1988. Alternative
progressive attention was more difficult to quantify and opposition was still
necessary, so we soldiered on. We would have used and did use the main-
stream to the extent we were able, but we were not in it for that; we were
under no illusion that we could foment revolution via the mainstream, or that
it would not try to use us to our detriment.

The Marionette ran for seven years even, from May of 1985 to April of 1992.
At first, it was a monthly publication, but as resources became strained
due to our inability to draw sufficient support from our constituency and
clientele—and, I must admit, our own mistakes—a bimonthly. Eventually, I
was transferred from U.S.P. Marion to U.S.P. Terre Haute. Though I tried to
secure a successor-in-office, so to speak, by the time I left Marion, none had
materialized. I did not think The Marionette editor could fulfill that role cred-
ibly without being there, and given the communication difficulties imposed
by the Bureau of Prisons, content would be exceedingly difficult to organize.
So a month after I left Marion, The Marionette joined The Guardian, The Red
Dragon, Tug, The Torch, and a thousand other flowers of the movement for the
most equitable social reality untimely uprooted from the vale of struggle.

Twenty-two years after the birth of The Marionette, and 15 years after
its demise, it is even more apparent that its underlying message was and
remains correct: that Marion-style repression, i.e., the control unit prison, is
not merely needless and costly abuse, it is actively counterproductive from
any rational sociological perspective. This is especially true if correction is
to be the goal and justification of penology. Socialization would be a better
word and goal if the intent is to have social institutions that are effective at
criminal justice rather than merely cosmetically appealing, because no one
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goes out deliberately to wreak evil, virtually everyone having a rationaliza-
tion. But that is a digression into another rant! The Marionette directly and
circumstantially exposed the deliberate falsity of official propaganda about
the theory and practice of control unit Marion and thus also indicated that
officialdom knew the prospective result and had ulterior motives that made
it willing to accept/impose those negative consequences. The years have cor-
roborated The Marionette’s debunking of that propaganda as the few brief
paragraphs below illustrate; they have also blown away some of the official
smoke and mirrors obscuring what those ulterior motives might be.

Control unit Marion was not (and could not be) a repository for “the worst
of the worst.” First, there was the very subjective question of who fit into
that category. Accepting, ad arquendo, the version of “the worst of the worst”
the prisoncrats quoted to various media as “prisoners who have committed
acts of violence in other prisons,” Marion was not such a repository. Various
counts I conducted during my decade in the dungeon never found a major-
ity confined there for such reasons. Further, my observation when I was not
there was that people were sent there for drug use, gang affiliation, escape
suspicions, and directly from court without a chance to act violently in other
prisons. Litigators, the politically active, and the attitudinally impaired were
at greater risk of going there than the violent. Moreover, the number of per-
petrators of violence who did not go there (or, later, ADX) while nonviolent
prisoners did provides further evidence that official claims that Marion was
for the “worst of the worst who had committed violence in other prisons”
was not true and thus a cover for another motive.

Control unit Marion did not (and could not) allow other prisons to oper-
ate more openly. Presumably, people were expected to believe that “concen-
trating” all the “bad apples” would mean the resources required to guard
against assault, murder, riot, et cetera, could be devoted to more constructive
programs like academic education, vocational training, and recreational and
other “treatment” programs at other places. Well, they were not. Right about
the time Marion was converted to a control unit prison, programming oppor-
tunities for prisoners began to evaporate. Outside groups that used to bring
cultural and social events into prisons began to be excluded to the point at
which only the occasional religious visitor is permitted to enter federal peni-
tentiaries to bring programming to prisoners. Vocational programs began to
disappear as well, and there are now no postsecondary programs other than
the largely joke-style adult continuing education offerings in penitentiaries.
Some penitentiaries no longer even have libraries or have some cardboard-
cutout substitute. Hobby programs have been reduced. Social visiting has
been cut back from five days per week to as little as two, and its conditions have
deteriorated as well. Control unit Marion apparently informed the swine that
isolated and cut-off prisoners were easier to manipulate and control. Enforced
regimentation has also become more common, and penitentiary prisoners
are now pressured about inanities like wearing uniforms, not wearing hats
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inside, tucking in shirts, and walking on this or that side of lines painted on
the floor. Cell and unit time has been significantly increased with bizarre
movement schedules that make it difficult to access what opportunities may
be available. And access to noncustodial staff for services such as visiting and
phone list processing, administrative remedy requests (grievances), custody
and classification concerns, and housing problems has diminished markedly.
All that means that prisons are now more closed and restrictive with a harder
and sharper line drawn between staff and prisoners. This was despite the
fact that control unit Marion existed and had been supplemented (though
now replaced) by control unit Florence.

Control unit Marion did not (and could not) “correct” its victims. It has not
worked as some sort of “treatment” that would, in effect, beat people into not
misbehaving—either actually or as a threat. The holes in all the penitentia-
ries are now so chronically overcrowded that the staff has had to stop enforc-
ing or enforcing so rigidly many rules. Instead, prisoners are punished in
other ways such as denying phone and visiting and commissary privileges.
That increases the incentive to violate rules to get around the denial of these
privileges where most people have them. It also further cuts prisoners off
and penalizes their families and friends—and often confers the freedom of
nothing left to lose. In addition, neither the threat nor the actuality of hole
or lockdown time dissuades prisoners from “doin” what a fella has to do”;
verily, they can promote it. If a prisoner feels s/he is being taken advantage
of as in, say, being pressured for sex or robbed or assaulted, that prisoner
must and is expected to respond violently; one may not acquiesce in his or
her own oppression and one may not rat. Doing what one must is widely
approved in the prison society—especially if the unavoidable consequences
are severe. This fullness of the holes, the absolute and per capita increase in
violence and other rule violation in penitentiaries (the higher threshold for
the writing of infractions notwithstanding), and the impossibility of sending
all of those involved in violence to a control unit all show control unit Marion
has not worked in the behavior modification way intended, or at least stated.
Though I would be surprised if such records were kept, I think they would
show the incidence of incident (misbehavior) reports for control units Marion
and Administrative Maximum alumni would be greater after the experience
than for others and not reduced in a before versus after comparison, except,
maybe, to an extent that could be attributed to other factors.

Verily, rather than correct or rehabilitate, U.S.P. Marion alienated and embit-
tered. The most it taught anyone was to be more careful to avoid detection
of chosen proscribed activity. It inculcated the lesson that power is the only
arbiter or right and wrong, so it is correct to do whatever one has the power
to do as long as it can be concealed from anyone more powerful who might
object. Of course, the psychological damage control unitization inflicted on
some rendered them incapable of incorporating that lesson into their behav-
ior. Consider the volume of the current debate about the pervasiveness of
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Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) among U.S. soldiers returning from
Irag. They all signed on knowing the probability of such duty, are stationed
there only briefly (and, like prisoners, with high probability of return engage-
ments), have a huge social and material support infrastructure, yet are still
plagued by a host of debilitating psychological symptoms from having been
exposed to periods of random violence and insecurity. (Imagine the symp-
toms Iragis must be experiencing, then, in their permanent predicament
of perpetual violence on a shock and awe scale!) Imagine, then, prisoners
also exposed to random violence (including the potentially deadly), not only
while out on patrol in armored convoys, but 24/7 indefinitely, with no sup-
port infrastructure—indeed, an antisupport infrastructure that has them
all having an unassailably incorrigible gangster mentality that only age can
ameliorate. But prisoners cannot be mentally ill, only bad and evil, and are
thus not worthy of treatment, just punishment. The circumstances of control
unit Marion thus ensured that even Marion victims who did not leave with
an identifiable psychological injury left with some damage; any improvement
was despite rather than due to the “program” and not nearly what it could
have been.

As a result, Marion could not (and did not) improve public safety. Though
few prisoners were released directly from Marion, most prisoners are released
eventually to some community, maybe yours. Most control unit prisoners go
to other prisons, however, which are also de facto communities. They bring
with them the attitudes gestated during their experience in lockdown. So
do guards or all ranks that spread the infection of control unit treatment
attitudes laterally when they transfer. That conditions the required attitudes
and resulting experience for both prisoners and staff in supposedly more
open prisons. The end is a winterization of the environment in which the
atmosphere tends to become cold, hard, edgy, gray, and threatening. Hence,
not only Marion prisoners, but those at prisons whose regimes are toughened
due to control units as well, are released to communities in conditions that
make them less likely to be good neighbors. While it is also unlikely that this
statistic is kept officially, from my observation, the recidivism rate of victims
of control unit prisons is higher than for other ex-prisoners.

Control unitization undermines public safety not only by increasing the
probability of crime by opportunist and psychologically impaired elements
of the lumpen proletariat, but also by increasing the probability of crime by
the apparatus of repression itself. It puts a powerful tool to use in suppress-
ing progressive movements in the hands of the protectors of ruling-class
interests. People in control unit prisons are virtually cut off from the out-
side world, and what communication is permitted is closely monitored. And
even that can be cut off if the BOP decides to impose “Special Administrative
Measures,” which amount to holding someone virtually incommunicado.
Political prisoners are most likely to be thus victimized—and may be sent to
control units without passing through another prison, as control unit Marion
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has shown. In this way, the apparatus may attack social justice undertakings
by sequestering and stigmatizing their activists at crucial times during the
initiatives” development.

Moreover, aside from the instruments of control themselves, control unit-
ization changes official attitudes toward what is acceptable in dealing with
the public, which the apparatus increasingly sees as something to be domi-
nated and controlled rather than protected and served. Before control unit
Marion, the deviation was from maximum security to lockdown as in a hole
or one-unit control unit. Now it is from lockdown to extraordinary rendition,
total isolation, enemy combatant status (and when will the wars on crime
and drugs join the “war on terror” in conferring that status?), water board-
ing, sleep deprivation, stress positions, and all the other tortures Bush the
Lesser insists are not tortures and not used by his administration. The mere
existence of debate about these tactics suggests they will infiltrate the civilian
domain soon; some of them already have, as the scandals regarding the use
of tasers and stun belts, restraint chairs, four-pointing, and police torture
scandals from Chicago to New Orleans and New York to Los Angeles, among
myriad other “civilian” instances of abuse morphed into policy attest.

That suggests the ulterior motives for control unit Marion and control unit-
ization generally. Control units are laboratories for experimentation in social
manipulation and control as well as a stick to wield against the politically
disfavored. As far back as 1961, the BOP’s psychology apparatus made the
point to its minions in the far-flung isles of the U.S. gulag archipelago that
they were in a unique position to perform such experiments on their captive
populations and exhorted them to do so and report back to the center. The
lessons thus gleaned will ultimately translate to the outside where ruling-
class interests lie in exploiting rather than incarcerating or killing labor
(though history is replete with demonstrations that it will do both the latter
on a grand scale upon feeling threatened; and we are on the verge of a big
surplus of labor). Those lessons (and a huge gulag archipelago) to contain that
2 to 4 percent who will not be manipulated or controlled will help contain
resistance and rebellion fomented by depression of the proletariat’s living
standards as global capital forces a race to the bottom in labor compensation.
Increasingly, things that used to be made in the U.S. and Europe only are now
also made in Asia at much lower labor costs. So Western living standards
will have to come down (or wealth will have to be redistributed in a more
equitable manner, and even so). The developing world’s standards are rising,
which will contribute to its stability, and people are less likely to buck not
getting what they want than losing what they have in any event. The ruling
class has to handle that—with a huge and powerful apparatus of repression.
And it will have to ensure that apparatus does not become a university of
struggle; prisons have been for other revolutions. It also has to demonize and
vilify its opposition, to make them like the Abu Ghraib prisoners in the eyes
of their jailers and others serving the apparatus, so the agents of repression
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will do the needful (for the ruling class) to what are essentially their class
sistren and brethren.

Yes, The Marionette is gone—and so, for that matter, is U.S.P. Marion as
the first control unit prison. (It is now an F.C..—medium security “Federal
Correctional Institution.”) But its clones are still in business, and the turn-
ing of the screws here at U.S.P. Big Sandy suggests there is a competition
afoot between a group of the new federal penitentiaries for which one will
be the replacement. The Marionette shot its paper bullets in furtherance of
the most equitable social reality in which all people will have the greatest
possible freedom to develop their full human potential. I like to think that
my comrades and I did not suffer the slings and arrows of prisoncrat wrath
in vain. The problem of control unit prisons remains, however. Perhaps we
can claim a modicum of success in contributing to the fact that though there
are now many control unit prisons, the feds only have one (permanent and
acknowledged; there have been several temporary ones billed as “pilot pro-
grams” here and there) and every state does not have one. But the issue is still
live. Control unitization is a cancer that may not currently be metastasizing
rapidly. That might not be true tomorrow. It might not even be true today:
because Marion is the only control unit I have heard was closed and because I
have not seen news of many new ones does not mean they are not a-building.
So attention to, examination of, and resistance against the control unitization
of the U.S. gulag archipelago is still in order.

The future holds promise!
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he December 1990 International Tribunal at Hunter

College in New York City, led by Dr. Luis Nieves Falcoén,

brought together over a thousand participants from
around the world and groups and leaders from various national
liberation movements within the U.S. The Tribunal was a
serious political-judicial undertaking: Legal documents were
carefully drawn up in accordance with international law. An
indictment was written and delivered to U.S. officials, who
were invited to attend and defend. An international panel
of judges with distinguished legal and civic credentials was
assembled. And the Tribunal itself was only the capstone
of a carefully orchestrated set of multifaceted events
throughout 1990. A large-scale poetry reading was held at
New York’s prestigious Society for Ethical Culture; an art
show was presented at Charas, a progressive community
center. An Interfaith Summit was convened at the American
Indian Community House. The Tribunal itself became a hot-
ticket, public political event. By the end of it all, the issue of
political prisoners was more clearly and definitively on the
agenda of the U.S. left, and a verdict was available for the
various movements to use in their base-building work.

This section brings to print for the first time many of the key
documents of that effort, preceded by a summary and history
of precursor efforts written the next year. Erring on the side of
inclusion, we have kept the lists of various individuals signing
onto or serving as part of these events in order to suggest
the possibilities before us. Look at the denominations and
stature of people listed on the Interfaith Religious Call. We
must rebuild. But we can only do that if we are able to break
through our own assorted isolations and recognize that the
issues we hold dear are not so far away from those of our
neighbors next door. Sometimes we just have to knock.

126



Introduction and Historical Context
for the International Tribunal on
U.S. Political Prisoners and P.O.W.'s

Bob Lederer
(with assistance from Dhoruba Bin-Wahad and Tanaquil Jones)
1991

Around the world, 1990 was a year in which political prisoners and prison-
ers of war (POW’s) were spotlighted—and in some cases freed. The most cel-
ebrated case was that of African National Congress leader Nelson Mandela,
released after 27 years, along with seven other antiapartheid guerrillas. Many
other dissidents and resistance fighters—from SWAPO’s POW’s in newly inde-
pendent Namibia to antifascist activists in a nominally “democratic” Chile to
dissenters in the former East Bloc European nations—also gained freedom.
The U.S. government often cynically applauded the releases, while chastising
other regimes—particularly those on the left—for continuing to hold politi-
cal prisoners.

Yet that same government continues its longstanding refusal to acknowl-
edge the vast numbers of political prisoners and POW’s inside its own borders.
The sensitivity with which U.S. officials—Democratic and Republican alike—
view this allegation can be seen in the treatment of then-United Nations
Ambassador Andrew Young (under President Jimmy Carter), whose 1978
statement that the U.S. holds “hundreds of political prisoners” brought an
instant, sharp Administration rebuke and played a role in his firing several
months later.

Unfortunately, many progressive activists, journalists and diplomats, both
within and outside this country, have tended to believe U.S. government deni-
als. Some think that political repression in the sophisticated “democratic”
United States takes milder forms than outright jailing for radical dissent,
while others simply lack knowledge of more than the one or two cases that
have gained some international notoriety.

Yet by at least two counts, there are over 100 political prisoners and POW’s
in U.S. detention—many serving virtual life sentences and some already
held for as long as 20 years (thereby probably earning the U.S. the distinc-
tion of having the world’s longest-held political prisoners). Those incarcer-

This article was written for, but never published by, a major U.S. progressive magazine shortly
after the conclusion of the International Tribunal on Political Prisoners/POWs in the U.S. It has
remained unpublished until now.
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ated include Black and New Afrikan liberation activists (by far the largest
category), Puerto Rican independentistas (independence supporters), Native
American fighters for sovereignty, Mexicano-Chicano freedom activists,
Euro-American (white) anti-imperialists and “Plowshares” antinuclear reli-
gious protesters. In recent years, the U.S. has also at times jailed draft reg-
istration resisters and providers of sanctuary to Central American refugees.
(Meanwhile, at various times U.S. authorities have jailed or held in immi-
gration detention centers scores of militant activists fleeing persecution—
individually or en masse—by U.S.-backed repressive regimes. Among these
have been Palestinians, Salvadorans, Haitians and Irish.)

It was precisely to counter the lack of awareness of these cases that
Freedom Now! The Campaign for Amnesty and Human Rights of Political
Prisoners in the U.S.—a broad coalition formed in 1988 by individuals and
groups defending jailed activists—called for an International Tribunal on
this issue. In the tradition of the various Bertrand Russell Tribunals on
such questions as the Western-sponsored wars of conquest against Vietnam,
East Timor and Western Sahara, a panel of distinguished human rights law-
yers and experts from eight countries was assembled to hear a detailed expo-
sition of evidence of U.S. violations of international law. After obtaining 88
organizational sponsors and endorsers—representing a broad cross-section
of the U.S. progressive and religious community—the Special International
Tribunal on Violations of Human Rights of Political Prisoners and Prisoners of
War in United States Prisons and Jails convened from December 7-10, 1990, at
New York City’s Hunter College.

Historical Background

Since the first brutal armed assaults by European settlers against Native
Americans and their land, there have been struggles—employing both armed
and nonviolent tactics—for self-determination by oppressed peoples in
North America. For centuries, indigenous peoples of many nations (so-called
“Indian tribes”) militarily fought the ever-larger land grabs by insatiable
Euro-Americans, forcing the British colonies and later the U.S. government
to sign a total of 371 treaties granting sovereignty. All have been systemati-
cally violated by the U.S., spurring further resistance activities. Despite the
mass genocide leading to the final defeat of Native peoples in the Western
U.S. during the 1890s, many-sided opposition to colonialism has continued,
dramatically revived by the American Indian Movement in the late 1960s and
still very much alive.

After the U.S. seized 50 percent of Mexico’s territory in the war of 184648, the
occupation was enforced by state-backed vigilante “policing” and lynchings,
which sparked organized Mexicanos resistance. In the early 1900s, several
armed clandestine Mexicano organizations emerged to fight for self-deter-
mination, only to be crushed by military force. Among these was a group led
by Juan Nepomucemo Cortina (who led a 15-year guerrilla war in Texas) and
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the Plan de San Diego (which in 1915 carried out a pro-independence uprising).
The 1960s saw a renewed flowering of both armed and peaceful resistance
groups of great diversity, some of which continue today:.

When the U.S. invaded and seized Puerto Rico in 1898, guerrilla forces
fought the military until two years of martial law—enforced with brutal
assassinations and jailings—exterminated all resistance. Years of unsuccess-
ful electoral struggle for independence followed. From the 1930s through the
early 1950s, the Nationalist Party led mass street protests and armed resis-
tance. This campaign culminated in the paramilitary Jayuya Uprising of 1950
and the proclamation of a Republic in several rural towns crushed with U.S.
aerial bombardment, street killings, and hundreds of” imprisonments. Since
the early 1960s, guerrilla and mass protest movements have re-emerged,
fighting both in Puerto Rico and among the large displaced population of
islanders living in the U.S.

The legacy of Black people’s struggle for freedom in the U.S. goes back to
the many armed revolts during the entire slavery period and has included
many ideological approaches. Among these were (just to cite a few) the Pan-
Africanist movement of the early 1800s, the Black town movement led by Pap
Singleton in the 1860s, the huge United Negro Improvement Association led
by Marcus Garvey in the 1910s and 1920s, the Nation of Islam beginning in
the 1930s and the modern Black liberation movement with its many organiza-
tions, both armed and nonviolent, in the 1960s and 1970s—with continuing
struggles today.

Through much of U.S. history, Euro-American opposition to government
suppression of people of color (either domestically or internationally) has been
sporadic and inconsistent. But since the 1960s, a broad range of antiracist, anti-
war and solidarity movements have developed, using many tactics, including
armed resistance. Meanwhile, many Euro-Americans have participated in a
variety of social protest movements alongside people of color, against other
injustices such as worker exploitation, nuclear weapons, women'’s oppression,
homophobia, poor health care and environmental destruction.

Whenever militant resistance movements have developed, multisided
repression has been soon to follow and with it, the arrest and detention of
activists and fighters. Thus, the phenomenon of detaining U.S. political pris-
oners and prisoners of war is by no means new. But in recent years it has
become more carefully planned and scientific as part of a broader scheme of
counterinsurgency.

Internationalizing the Human Rights Issue

In recent decades, people of color fighting for self-determination—targets
of the most sustained and intense repression—have worked hard to bring
these abuses into the international arena. Black activists have been among
those at the forefront of such efforts. In 1951, William Patterson of the Civil
Rights Congress brought a historic petition called We Charge Genocide to the
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United Nations, accusing the U.S. of a range of human rights violations against
Black people.” In the early 1960s, Malcolm X, the Black nationalist leader,
called upon the Black community to again seek to bring the U.S. before the
U.N. on human rights violations charges. He was killed, most likely by assas-
sins working for the Federal Bureau of Investigation, before he could accom-
plish this. In 1976, Jalil Muntagim became the first political prisoner to take
up this banner! Muntaqim organized other jailed activists into a National
Prisoners” Campaign, which submitted a petition to the UN. Human Rights
Commission in Geneva. Spurred by this effort, a group of progressive orga-
nizations, coordinated by Lennox Hinds of the National Conference of Black
Lawyers, invited an international delegation of jurists to tour numerous U.S.
prisons and interview political prisoners in August 1979. Their findings
raised serious questions about the treatment and reasons for confinement of
the many political prisoners they interviewed.* In November 1979, a coalition
of Black liberation groups led a march by 5,000 people to the United Nations
in New York, accompanying the filing of another such petition. However,
until the 1990 Tribunal, none of these efforts produced a finding by any inter-
national body that Blacks in the U.S. constitute a people legitimately fighting
for self-determination.

Meanwhile, since the early 1960s, Puerto Rican independence organizations
had been making presentations before the United Nations Decolonization
Committee and later to the Non-Aligned Movement, raising the political
prisoner issue along with broader issues of colonialism and repression. By
the 1970s, those bodies began adopting annual resolutions (reiterated as
recently as 1990) calling on the U.S. to decolonize Puerto Rico, at times spe-
cifically urging the release of all jailed independentistas. These efforts dramati-
cally bore fruit in 1979, when after a many-year international campaign, four
Puerto Rican Nationalists jailed over 25 years for bringing symbolic armed
resistance to the colonizer’s capital—and viewed on the island as national
heroes—were unconditionally freed by President Jimmy Carter. Perhaps the
most thorough airing of the issues of Puerto Rico’s colonial status occurred at
the Permanent Peoples” Tribunal on Puerto Rico, a successor to the Bertrand

* William Patterson, We Charge Genocide: The Historic Petition to the United Nations for
Relief from A Crime of the U S Government Against the Negro People (New York: International
Publishers, 1970).

1 One of the Black activists known as the“New York 3,” Muntagim is still in a New York State
prison serving 25 years to life. An active community campaign is under way to reverse the
New York 3’s questionable conviction on murder charges.

t J. Soffiyah Elijah, Research Committee on International Law and Black Freedom Fighters,
“Conditions of Confinement” (previously unpublished paper submitted to 1990 International
Tribunal and included here as I1.7.B, page 191); see also“Report of International Jurists—Visit
with Human Rights Petitioners in the United States.” August 3-20, 1979, filed with the U.N.
Commission on Human, Sub-Commission on Prevention of Discrimination and Protection
of Minorities; and Lennox S. Hinds, “Illusions of Justice: Human Rights Violations in the
United States,” University of Iowa School of Social Work, 1979, for text of U.N. petition filed by
Hinds on behalf of numerous organizations.
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Russell Tribunals, meeting in Barcelona, Spain, from January 27-29, 1989,
which joined the growing international chorus for decolonization and pris-
oner release.

Organizations working for Native American sovereignty, notably the
International Indian Treaty Council, a U.N.-recognized Non-Governmental
Organization, have similarly made presentations before various U.N. bodies
since the 1970s. These have included the question of jailed activists.

Meanwhile, various movements worked for several years to urge Amnesty
International to investigate U.S. political prisoners. Since the early 1980s,
Amnesty has taken up only a handful of individual cases, although in 1987
and 1988, it took a strong stand against brutal U.S. prison control units using
behavior modification mainly or partly against activists.’

One of those special sub-prisons, the Lexington (Kentucky) High Security
Unit, which housed three women revolutionaries for two years under condi-
tions of isolation and sensory deprivation, was closed in 1988 after an inter-
national campaign, led by some of the activists who later formed Freedom
Now! and supported by numerous legal, religious, human rights, women’s,
and lesbians’ organizations. (In May 1988, at the height of the effort, Soviet
President Mikhail Gorbachev raised the issue with U.S. President Ronald
Reagan at a summit meeting.)

In 1989 and 1990, joint delegations of Blacks, Puerto Ricans, Native
Americans and Euro-Americans submitted material on political prisoners
and POW’s to the UN. Human Rights Commission in Geneva. So far, no gov-
ernmental member of the Commission has been bold enough to place these
issues on the agenda.

1990 Tribunal Convened

All of these efforts laid the groundwork for the 1990 International Tribunal
in New York. A five-count indictment of responsible federal and state offi-
cials was brought on behalf of 92 political prisoners and POW’s (joined by 88
progressive organizations and scores of individuals). Count 1, denial of the
right to self-determination, enumerated numerous acts of repression directed
against the Black/New Afrikan, Mexicano, Native American and Puerto Rican
peoples. Count II, criminalization of Euro-Americans for behavior protected
by international law, covered repression of those in solidarity with national
liberation movements, as well as those working against nuclear weapons,
militarism, racism, sexism and antigay oppression. Count III, genocide,

* Amnesty International,“The High Security Unit: Lexington Federal Prison, Kentucky U.S.A.,”
August 1988; Amnesty International, “Allegations of Ill Treatment in Marion Prison, Illinois,
U.S.A.,”May 1987. Amnesty’s policy against adopting as prisoners of conscience those who
“advocate or practice violence”has excluded many dedicated activists from consideration In
recent years; however, Amnesty has criticized the trial procedures leading to the convictions

of, among others, the Wilmington 10 (Black civil rights activists in North Carolina freed in

the early 1980s), Native American leader Leonard Peltier, and Black Panther leader Geronimo

ji Jaga Pratt. Regarding Pratt, see Amnesty International 1989 Report, pp. 151-52.

131



LET FREEDOM RING

applied the U.N. definition of that term to people of color in the U.S. Count 1v,
deprivation of fundamental rights, listed numerous methods used to convict
activists of criminal charges and impose lengthy sentences. Finally, Count V,
cruel, inhuman and degrading treatment, details the “variety of conditions
in prison designed to break [activists’] will to resist, intimidate them from or
punish them for persisting in their beliefs and affiliations with movements
and/or organizations which resulted in their incarceration.” A long list of
violations of international law and U.S. constitutional provisions, with cita-
tions, was provided.

This indictment was served by mail on all the charged officials with an
invitation to offer a defense. Predictably, none responded.” The Tribunal
convened on December 7, attended by over 1,000 people from around the
U.S. and numerous foreign observers (including several United Nations
diplomats). Five special prosecutors and two counsel (all noted attorneys
who have defended numerous political prisoners and POW’s) presented the
indictment.

Over a two-day period, 22 witnesses testified in person or by videotape,
representing the diverse movements from which the prisoners are drawn.
Among these were many former political prisoners (including two political
exiles testifying by video from Cuba, Puerto Rican guerrilla William Morales
and former Black Panther member Assata Shakur). Many audience members
were especially shocked and moved by the testimony of such ex-prisoners as
Alberta Africa, a member of the MOVE organization, who narrated the years
of Philadelphia police beatings and murders of her organization’s members
and families (including the 1985 bombing which killed six adults and five
children); Rafael Cancel Miranda, the Puerto Rican Nationalist fighter who
served 25 years in prison, long stretches of it in solitary at Alcatraz and Marion
Federal Penitentiaries, and Dhoruba Bin-Wahad, the Black Panther activist
whose 19 years of incarceration, many in isolation, ended in 1990 with the
overturning of his conviction due to prosecutorial misconduct. In addition,
several attorneys and a psychiatrist served as expert witnesses presenting
the array of legal and psychological abuses and international law violations
that have occurred! Over 1500 pages of detailed written documentation

* In response to the Tribunal’s telephoned invitation to the U.S. Mission to the United Nations
to send an observer, Neal Waldrop, adviser to the Mission and a member of the U.N.’s Third
Commission (which includes human rights concerns), angrily told a Tribunal staffer,”I would
never insult my government by attending such a thing. The U.S. has no political prisoners.
There are people in prison for violent acts, but no one who’s a prisoner because of political
conscience.”

t Issues of international law concerning political prisoners and resistance to state crimes
ware presented by Francis A. Boyle, Professor of Law, University of Illinois College of Law.
For general background see his articles,“Preserving the Rule of Law in the War Against
International Terrorism,” 8 Whittier Law Review 735 (1986);“The Right of Citizen Resistance to
State Crimes” (1990); and“The Hypocrisy and Racism Behind the Formulation of U.S. Human
Rights Foreign Policy in Honor of Clyde Ferguson,”16 Social Justice 71 (1988).
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were also provided, including “dossiers” prepared by Freedom Now! with
the cooperation of many political prisoners.

The eight distinguished jurists—most of whom were not experts on U.S.
politics—listened attentively and asked numerous questions. They spent
the entire day of December 9 deliberating privately over their verdict. On
December 10, International Human Rights Day, the jurists presented their
findings at a press conference. (Predictably, no mainstream media covered
any portion of the proceedings, despite ample notification.)

After reviewing the testimony and the voluminous but far-from-complete
documentation, the judges expressed their shock at learning of what they
deemed racist and inhumane government policies. They determined that
such a tribunal indeed had jurisdiction over this issue under international
law. Their findings, presented in a 26-page verdict, upheld the major con-
tentions of the indictment. The judges found that the Black, Puerto Rican,
Mexicano-Chicano and Native American peoples each constituted a unique
people with the right to self-determination. For Blacks and Mexicanos, this
was the first time any international body had ever made such a finding. The
decision on Black people, after decades of unsuccessful activist efforts to gain
United Nations recognition of the colonial nature of Black oppression in the
U.S., was a particularly historic breakthrough. In terms of both Blacks and
Native Americans, the Tribunal found the U.S. guilty of genocide, as defined
by international law. In accordance with previous U.N. resolutions finding
Puerto Rico to be a U.S. colony, the jurists agreed that Puerto Rican combat-
ants should be treated as prisoners of war.

Significantly, this tribunal was the first international body to acknowledge
the existence of political prisoners and POW’s from a variety of nationalities in
the U.S. Without reservation, the jurists called for the release of all U.S.-held
activists from any nationality working for self-determination or protesting
U.S. violations of international law.

The Tribunal’s verdict may be presented to the UN. Human Rights
Commission at its February 1991 hearings, the International Human Rights
Conference (sponsored by U.S. and U.S.S.R. governments) in Moscow in July,
and other international fora. In addition, it will be the basis for an intensi-
fied campaign by Freedom Now! and other organizations to broaden public
awareness and media coverage among diverse communities in the U.S,
Puerto Rico and abroad.

Most important will be the effort to reconnect the jailed activists with
the movements and communities from which they emerged and to which
they have devoted their lives. With the 1979 freedom of the Puerto Rican
Nationalists in mind as a model of grassroots international organizing, activ-
ists believe that even those facing life sentences may yet see the light of day.
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Political Prisoners in the U.S.A.
A Year of Consciousness-Raising Activities

Dr. Luis Nieves Falcdn
1990

There are political prisoners in the United States! Though the government
denies it, this is the shocking reality. More than 100 persons are incarcerated
in U.S. prisons for their political actions or beliefs.

The official position is that they are “common criminals,” but this conclu-
sion does not stand any serious analysis. To the contrary, the accumulated
evidence on each and every one of the cases reveals systematic harassment
and persecution of selected persons for opposing the U.S. government and its
policies with regard to colonialism, militarism, and social justice.

These persons are known and respected for their longstanding activism
in struggles for Native American sovereignty, Black liberation, Puerto Rican
independence, and for their struggles against racism, imperialism, women’s
oppression, and nuclear weapons. They have challenged U.S. policies through
a variety of forms, including civil disobedience, armed political actions, and
grand jury resistance.

The arrests, trial procedures, sentencing, and incarceration reveal a contin-
uous violation of their human rights ranging from isolation, sensory depriva-
tion, and psychological torture to physical aggression and sexual abuse. The
situation of political prisoners, and those who claim Prisoner of War status, is
flagrantly inconsistent with the basic norms of international law as accepted
by all states, including the United States.

The problem of the prisoners is most severely aggravated by the denial of
the United States that it holds political prisoners, thus keeping their condition
hidden from normal forms of international scrutiny. In fact, the U.S. govern-
ment has taken elaborate steps to confuse world public opinion as to the true
character of these prisoners, because their existence exposes deep injustices
in U.S. society. Furthermore, behind the screen of secrecy the jailers hope
to break the prisoners’” bodies and spirits before an international conscience
moves in a solidary effort to demand an end to these abuses and for their
immediate freedom.

A group of concerned organizations and individuals in the US. and

This was an account written in the fall of 1990 to summarize the year of activities aimed at
raising awareness of U.S. political prisoners and to promote the culminating event, the
International Tribunal that would be held in December of that year.
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Puerto Rico have pledged themselves to bring to the attention of the North
American and international communities, the human rights violations which
are routinely perpetrated by the U.S. government against these prisoners.
They have joined forces to organize consciousness-raising activities on the
issue. The culmination of this process will be a Tribunal, including an inter-
national panel of people of universally recognized moral reputation, who
will judge the validity of the charges against the United States of persistent
violations of human rights contained in the indictment.

Three activities antecede the Tribunal: a Symposium on human rights vio-
lations of political prisoner/Prisoners of War in U.S. North American jails,
a Religious National Summit to examine the problem from a theological
point of view, and a Literary Reading in solidarity with the prisoners. The
Symposium took place last April at the Borough of Manhattan Community
College. More than 200 persons attended the all-day activity. Some of the
participants are actively involved in working for the Tribunal.

The Religious National Summit took place on July 28, 1990. Its goal was
to bring together distinguished religious leaders to examine the pres-
ent conditions of the prisoners from a theological perspective and the
responsibility of religious institutions in eliminating inequities and
violations (see I11.5, page 152).

The Literary Reading in solidarity with political/POW prisoners will take
place on October 24, 1990. Its goal is to bring together a group of distinguished
North American and Third World writers to express, through their creative
participation, solidarity with the prisoners (see page 148).

The culmination of these consciousness-raising activities will be the
Tribunal, to be held at Hunter College from December 7-10, 1990.

A group of 11 persons of internationally recognized moral standing will
examine the grievances of the prisoner/POW’s and concerned human rights
organizations against the government of the United States. They will pass
judgment on the evidence presented to substantiate the charges of human
rights violations against the United States, and they will deliver a verdict
based on the factual legal foundations presented.

The Tribunal will be attended by national and international observers from
human rights organizations. The diplomatic corps accredited in Washington
will be invited as well as selected members of the United Nations and grass-
roots organizations concerned with human rights in the United States.
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International Symposium on
Human Rights Violations on Political Prisoners
and Prisoners of War in the United States

The International Symposium, held at Borough of Manhattan Community College in

April 1990, served both as a regional mobilizing opportunity for Tribunal organizers and an
initial working session for key constituents from the various national liberation movements.
Observers from the Philippines, Japan, and Germany took part, suggesting both formally and
informally ways in which a full tribunal looking into U.S. abuses of basic international human
rights standards could strengthen global anti-imperialist campaigns. The three pieces that
follow—Dby Puerto Rican former political prisoner Pablo Marcano Garcia, former Black Panther
political prisoner Dhoruba Bin-Wahad, and Filipina former political prisoner and noted author
Ninotchka Rosca—are transcripts of their remarks that give just a flavor of that impressive
event. Dhoruba’s presentation was notable as his first major public address since his release
weeks earlier from 19 years of unjust incarceration.
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II.3.A

In the Final Analysis, Prison Is a Reflection
of the Society It Is a Part Of

Pablo Marcano Garcia
1990

I would like to begin my testimony by quoting Don Pedro Albizu Campos’,
who said: “I dedicated myself to politics because I was born in an enslaved
country. If I had been born in a free nation, I would have dedicated my life to
the arts, to the sciences.”

On July 4, 1978, Nydia Cuevas Rivera and I took possession of the Chilean
Consulate in Puerto Rico. This act occurred in a very particular moment.
This was the period when the United States government, under a Democratic
Party administration, decided to repair its worn image at both the national
and international level, using the human rights issue as its magic wand. This
was a very intense period in the struggle for the sovereignty of nations, in
the fight to abolish ancestral dictatorships, and in the civil rights struggle
to achieve equal and better conditions in Asia, the Middle East, Africa,
Latin America, and the United States.

For the Puerto Rican people this was a very special moment because
regardless of our political differences, we were able to rise up as a single
entity to give support to the demand for the unconditional freedom of the
Puerto Rican nationalist patriots. Religious, labor, cultural, political, stu-
dent and community groups joined together to demand the freedom of the
Puerto Rican Nationalist heroes. At that moment Oscar Collazo, Lolita Lebroén,
Irvin Flores, Andrés Figueroa Cordero, and Rafael Cancel Miranda had spent
28 and 25 years, respectively, in prison. Our action was then an attempt to
dramatize that broad and general demand of the Puerto Rican people over
the deaf ears of a government that centered its foreign policy in the supposed
respect for human rights. Additionally, this act was an attempt to impact
on the conscience of our people and the international community, the sad
reality of a nation that is induced to celebrate the independence of the same
country that, till that time, had spent 8o years denying and criminalizing
the legitimate right of the Puerto Rican people to fight for our independence.
Lastly, the takeover of the Chilean consulate was a feat in which we joined in
a solidarious embrace with our brother Chilean people and their organized
resistance, victims themselves of the weapons that the U.S. government sup-
plied to the repressive institutions of Augusto Pinochet.

That particular 4th of July, more than four hundred members of the FBI,
the U.S. Intelligence Services, the National Guard and the police force of the

* The great Puerto Rican Nationalist leader and former political prisoner who died in 1964
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Commonwealth, took by assault old San Juan to create an atmosphere of
terror and criminalize this action. Despite the fact that this action took place
in Chilean territory, since everything occurred in the embassy’s interior, and
was recognized as such by the consul who didn’t want to press any charges
against us, the North American federal government claimed jurisdiction
and immediately denied our right for bail by imposing a disproportionate
sum in relation to the crime charged and our economic situation. The judi-
cial farce materialized in the language of the metropolitan power: English.
In Puerto Rico, contrary to the belief that a large percentage of our popu-
lation master English, only a small group, about 15 percent, actually speak
the language. We were submitted to a judicial process where the principle of
representation, or trial by one’s peers, was nonexistent. We were sentenced
to twelve years in prison for the takeover of the Chilean consulate with an
additional penalty: Exile. Punishment that, according to Linda Backiel and
other attorneys, constitutes, in the case of those condemned in Puerto Rico,
an unlegislated penalty. Whereas my comrade Nydia was sent to California,
almost 6,000 miles from her homeland, I was placed 3,000 miles away from
my family and friends.

When a group of Puerto Ricans and North Americans in solidarity with
Puerto Rican independence exerted their constitutional right to protest the
imprisonment of the Puerto Rican Patriots in the United States, my case
was used again to exemplify the apprehensiveness and all the cruelty of a
prison system whose main political function, in the Puerto Rican situation,
has been to contain and break, under a veil of legality, the emancipation and
class struggle that prevails within the framework of imperialistic-colonial
relations. That’s how I was transferred, or better yet kidnapped, from a
minimum security prison, like Danbury, Connecticut, within an hour’s drive
from New York, where all my family had previously moved and where I was
given an out-custody classification, to a maximum security prison where my
personal well-being worsened and where both the communication with my
family and contact with the community outside would be reduced. In this
prison, I was placed in the “most aggressive behavior unit” (MAB unit) with-
out any explanation or reason.

And it’s precisely here where I wish to take time to make a reflection
that goes beyond what we ordinarily know of the prison and the insanity
and limitations of a system whose rehabilitation policy is none other than
military discipline, where the Black Puerto Rican is discriminated against,
not only for being Puerto Rican, but also for being Caribbean-Hispanic,
Black, and of course, for being an independence supporter. Of everything
that I could speak to you about—the vicissitude of the families, the priva-
tions, of what 15 minutes per week for phone calls implies, of the physical
violence that I was subjected to—I am sure you already have heard. We
know of that reality through other means, since it isn't different from the
Latin American capitalist universe where prison takes identical and sinister
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forms of expression. In the final analysis, prison is a reflection of the society
it is a part of.

Roque Dalton, a Salvadorean poet and fighter who personally experienced
the atrocities of prison, shared the following from a fragment of one of his
poems:

The jail does everything possible to cause pain.

It is the iron night that suddenly falls over us,

The well without stars where one forgets even the oblivion.
Where the sound of silence is like a desperate strong drum.
But even then, jail can be Loved,

When one has sufficient heart.

Ilearned to love prison, as Dalton did, in the sense of perceiving it as a repres-
sive element that needs to be challenged in order to transform the society
that sustains it, from the same prison experience. I learned to love prison
from the unconditional solidarity extended to me by a liberation movement
that made it possible to go beyond that objective and crushing reality of the
federal prison and made me feel like a privileged person. That experience,
of being imprisoned in different penal institutions in this country for seven
years, allowed me to conceive prison not as a mere discrimination center,
forced sexual abstention, or privation of a quantum of liberty, but as another
battleground for freedom. In the case of the Puerto Rican prisoners of war
and the political prisoners, this has definitively meant several years of politi-
cal struggle at diverse levels, intensities, and, surely, many sacrifices. The
MAB unit, where the inmates who had very long sentences and who could
supposedly endanger my physical and moral life [but] turned out to be my
most loyal and noble bodyguards, is a good example. The Puerto Rican
nationalists had already been at the worst North American prisons; Alcatraz,
Marion, Leavenworth and, through them, prisoners knew of our struggle for
independence, of the reason for my imprisonment, and consequently, I was
given special consideration.

If I learned anything from that privileged condition, it was that no matter
how far one might be from one’s country, or even if one is secluded or locked
up in the dungeons of the prison, one is able to achieve unimaginable ways
of communication. For example, my parents, who didn’t speak English, who
had to travel by car, armed themselves with more love and determination
and drove two, three times per month, under the snow, the rain, discovering
at the same time, all the injustice around them. In that correlation of forces
between the imperialist state and the patriotic movement, we were able to
witness how organizations from Puerto Rico like the United Committee
Against Repression and for the Defense of Political Prisoners (CUCRE), as
well as neighbors and countrymen surpassed those obstacles and visited me.
Here in the United States, several comrades, lawyers, friends, members of the
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Movimiento de Liberacion Nacional Puertorriquesio (MLN), from the Puerto Rican
Nationalist Party, as well as different cultural entities overcame the isolation
politic of exile imprisonment. The written communication was surprising;
especially, when that correspondence came from people who did not neces-
sarily think like you or share your own political ideology or beliefs, but they
showed you respect by their treatment. What I am sharing with you today
might not carry a lot of weight, yet it is precisely what made me see prison as
another frontier of struggle and battleground for the liberation of my coun-
try. It was through the combination of all these factors, including solidar-
ity work such as demonstrations, picketing in front of the prison, sending
telegrams, addressing international forums such as United Nations, Geneva,
or in a symposium like this one, that allows us—the Puerto Rican political
prisoners and prisoners of war—to defeat the prison system and transcend
its political function.

That individual and organized disposition led me to embrace, at the age of
30, a part of me that is able to speak in a painting both the cruelty as well as the
beauty of life; an artistic expression that allows me today to dedicate myself
fully to painting as a way of living. Whereas Carlos Irizarry, a well-known
Puerto Rican painter, goes to prison as a consequence of his art, I reach the
arts through prison. Two Afro-American comrades were able to understand
that political bond well, and they endowed me with their immense talent in
the plastic arts.

It was that organized, systematic, solidarious and militant engagement
that helped me to research and publish a book about criminality in Puerto
Rico and the reason for the prison system in a capitalist colonial coun-
try like ours. All of this, in the long run, leads me to better understand
Dr. Pedro Albizu Campos when he explained why we had to dedicate our-
selves to politics in the colony when our aspirations are such that conditions
should exist where repression and the violation of human rights are things
of the past, and in turn, dedicate ourselves to superior and more constructive
things. This is why we still struggle in this, the other side of prison.
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1.3.B

Our Fight Is Essentially a Work of the Heart and Spirit...

Dhoruba Bin-Wahad
1990

I really appreciate the warm and loving welcome you all have just expressed,
this emotional outpouring from progressive people of color, and especially
my own people. It is an awesome responsibility to realize how much a victory
can mean to an oppressed person. It leaves me without words, and anyone
who knows me knows that I am very seldom without words.

I vividly recall the day I was sentenced, almost 20 years ago. The courtroom
was filled with district attorneys, police, detectives, all wall-to-wall cops.
There was only one person in the courtroom besides my attorney, Robert
Bloom, that was there for me. There was my former wife, Kisha, and my little
baby boy, who is now 18 years old. They were the only ones in court. I refused
to come into the courtroom. I told them to kiss my behind, I was not coming
out. I stayed in the bullpen. I told them they could send me my time in an
envelope. That is exactly what they did. I had to struggle from there. A month
ago when I was released, there were over 100 people in court, people like you,
who supported me, who came out when it counted, and my wife, Tanaquil,
who worked her fingers to the bone for my release. She fainted afterwards.
The courtroom was filled with wall-to-wall people this time. When I was
returned to the bullpen to await the bureaucratic rigamarole to release me,
there was a Latino brother in the bullpen. A totally apolitical brother, and I
did not know what to do. I was just pacing up and down the length of the
bull pen. I kept saying I won, I won, I won. This guy was looking at me and
saying, man, they put a bug in this cell. He’s a bug out. So the dude is stand-
ing alone in the corner. I looked him in the eye and I said, man, I won. He
said, you did! I said, yeah, I beat them. He said, that’s great, man, shook my

Dhoruba Bin-Wahad (Source: Jericho Amnesty Movement)
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hand. I told him how long I had been imprisoned. He did not believe it. He
said, you know, I was thinking about copping out. I said, well, you must do
what you think is best. But, if you are right, and you know you are right, don’t
give up. He said I gave him a whole different perspective on this. He thought,
I don’t have a chance, I had a legal aid attorney. But you were imprisoned 19
years? I said, yep. He said, that’s hard to believe.

When I walked into that courtroom and I saw all of you folks out there, a
lot of you were there in spirit, a lot of you were watching on TV, or whatever
the case may be, I knew it was going to be like this. I knew I was going to
beat them because I'm Muslim and the law says: Never will he cause false-
hood to triumph over truth. Your presence here today is a testimony to that.
I'had a few people in my corner for a very, very long time. They did not have
much to work with. I was a lunatic. They had to deal with me. I was stark
raving mad. On top of that, they had to deal with the courts. That would
drive anybody crazy. They had to deal with each other because they were all
eccentrics. Before I go any further, I want to acknowledge two of my attorneys
here tonight. These are two people who fought for me and I want to give them
a little bit of recognition. You all should give them a round of applause.

There are some people here, too, that I have not seen in a long time. There
are two comrades here who were part of the Panther 21 case with me. In their
own way, they continue to struggle and I just want people to acknowledge
that there are other people from the Panther 21 case here. Two of them are
doctors, one studied the tsetse fly into oblivion in Africa; he is the foremost
authority on that species. And there is another brother here who turns out
to be a doctor and a professor of Afrikan studies. So, I want you all to know
Dr. Curtis Powell and Dr. Kwando Kinshasa.

The Panther 21 case was a very significant case in the late ‘60s because it rep-
resented for the first time a coming together of forces around a clearly political
case in New York City. There were other political cases in New York City as
well. I am quite sure a lot of us are familiar with the Harlem 5 and cases like
that. But, they had not grown out of a movement for national liberation and a
movement against class oppression like the Black Panther Party had evolved.
So, the Panther 21 was a significant case. It caused the FBI a great deal of
problems. It really did because people from every spectrum of American
society, from doctors and lawyers to actors and actresses came out to support
the Panther 21. Most of those brothers spent over a year in prison, and they
were targets of a very vicious counterintelligence program. They endured
even with their fallibilities. We all know that no one is perfect, but we need
to understand that our enemy capitalizes on our imperfections. That when
we do not carry out our struggle in a principled fashion, they will destroy us
with those imperfections. Principle must lead to struggle. In the struggle for
human rights, for human dignity, we must put principle in the leadership. This
is very, very important. It is something the counter-intelligence program has
taught me very, very well. We cannot abdicate our principles; we cannot give
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up what we believe in. We must be principled with each other, and although it
may be hard, we must be principled in our opposition to our enemy. Because
if we stoop to his level, in essence we are no better than he is.

When J. Edgar Hoover launched the counterintelligence program he stated
that one of the primary objectives of COINTELPRO was to prevent the rise
of the Messiah in the Afrikan American community that would galvanize
the nationalist movement and unify them. They succeeded. They succeeded
beyond their wildest imaginations. The destruction of principle and militant
leadership in the Afrikan American community left a terrible vacuum in our
communities, a vacuum that we still struggle against today. So, in building
a support movement for political prisoners in the United States, we have
to struggle mightily to overcome sectarianism, to overcome our individual
weaknesses, and to build a principled, ethical, and moral movement. One
thing that I learned from the Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King was this: that the
day they assassinated him, I realized that the United States of America could
not deal in any way whatsoever with the ethics and the morality of truth. So,
I figured that when they killed Martin Luther King, they deserved Dhoruba
Bin-Wahad. I think that’s when I joined the Black Panther Party, and, of
course, my life has been whacked out ever since. I think most of the broth-
ers that were in the Black Panther Party in the ‘60s to one degree or another
essentially felt the same way. Like the old song goes...we were young and we
were strong and we were running against the wind. I'm much older now, but
still running against the wind.

The issue of political prisoners in the United States has not been brought
to the attention of the American public. It is because we have failed to build
a movement in the United States for human rights that is principled and that
connects the issue of political imprisonment with all of the other relevant
social issues that afflict our people in this country. There can be no move-
ment for social change or political empowerment that ignores the contradic-
tion of political prisoners. Those years I spent up north in places like Attica,
Quentin, in isolation, forced me into a very combative state of mind. I had to
live next to my enemy 24 hours a day. Every day he changed shifts, while I
couldn’t change shifts at all. I had to sleep with one eye open like a junk yard
dog. I learned something. I may have my faults, but I learned this—never to
compromise with a principled behavior, never give in to opportunism, never,
never surrender your integrity. Some people would say to me, Dhoruba, you
know, you can’t go around here just talking crazy to folks and expect to get
support. Well, I have learned also that those people who are going to support
the truth are going to support it no matter what, and those people who are
in opposition to the truth are going to compromise no matter what. I would
rather be with those that support the truth and tell those that oppose it to kiss
my behind.

Now, of course, I wouldn't quite put it like that some times, but it is very
important that we take the time out to really analyze the state of disorgani-
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zation around the issue of political prisoners, the conditions that led to it,
and begin to formulate strategies and organizational methods that would
strengthen us in the future. I think this symposium is a good beginning. I
think that the turn out at this symposium has been very, very good. You can
believe that the police department and the various law enforcement agencies
of New York State and New York City realize that there is a potential in the
issue of political prisoners that could blow their boots off. They are going
to come at you from every angle, from below, from the top, from behind,
from front. They are going to be right in our ranks whispering in our ears
strategies and ideas, but if you stick to principles, they can do nothing to you.
They cannot disunify you, they cannot divide you, and they cannot stop you
from success. One of the things that I have learned when I had nothing else
to rely on, I had to visualize myself walking down those court stairs. I had
to imagine myself hugging my attorneys. I had to visualize it, and like Liz
Fink told me, ever since she met me, I've been coming home. Dhoruba, ever
since I met you 15 years ago, you've been getting out of prison. I said, you
know something Liz, you're right. Every year I was coming home and this
year I did.

We have over 100 political prisoners who remain in prison today. Their day
has to come. That day will come when we make it come. I have always said
to myself in prison, the only person that can get my comrades out of prison
is me. Nobody else could do it but me. I am saying that you have to feel that
way, too. Nobody can get them out of prison except you, because if three
attorneys could fight for 13 years to finally beat the state, if one woman can
call all of her friends and say, if you do not come to court for my husband, I
will never speak to you, and fill the courtroom, multiply that by everyone in
this room, imagine what we could do.

You know, the question is not always a question of leadership, it is also a
question of followship. We have to learn how to follow as well as accept the
responsibilities of leadership. If there is a program that presents an analysis
and that analysis moves you to action, then you should give up some of your
time to furthering that program. So, my message to you tonight is essentially
this—not only must principle lead to movement or any struggle, but analysis
has to inform them. And, if a leader cannot present an analysis of a situation
to you, then you shouldn’t deal with him or her. That’s very, very important
because we are in a situation today that is critical. We are living in a time of
monumental historical transitions all over the world. And it can be confusing.
A lot of myths are crumbling and new ones are being erected. One monster
is being put to rest—the monster of communism, the specter of communist
control is being put to rest and another bogey man is being erected, the bogey
man of Islamic fundamentalism. You don’t understand it. You don’t know it.
It is alien to you so you should be afraid of it.

I say to you today that any ideology or any way of life that opposes racist
imperialism, that opposes European hegemony over the majority of the world,
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that opposes the class oppression of people is an ideology and methodology
of revolutionary change, is one you must understand before you can criticize
it. I bring this message to you because in the future I hope to begin to work
around putting together a national human rights campaign for the freedom
of Afrikan American political prisoners and there are a lot of brothers here
who have struggled and labored incessantly in the vineyards of this discrep-
ancy. I think now things are beginning to come together on a spiritual level
as well, because one of the failures of the movement of the ‘60s was not that
our hearts were in the wrong place, it was not that we were just completely
repressed and murdered out of existence, although that was a part of it, but
it was our failure to tap into the energy and the soul of the human spirit, to
realize that we are not just material physical beings, we are people with a
spirit and a heart. People get involved in struggles because of what is in their
hearts. We need to address the heart. We cannot change our conditions as a
people, as a movement, until we first change the condition of our hearts.

So, look inside yourself and imagine yourself on death row with Mumia
Abu-Jamal, and get mad, get angry, feel desperate just like he must feel and
make him strong and freer. I want to ask all of you not to leave here today
without committing yourself to do work around the issues that are being
raised by Freedom Now! and the coalitions of organizations and groups that
are trying to free political prisoners and prisoners of war. Addressing enve-
lopes, pass out leaflets in your building, put yourself on a mailing list, do
something. Don't let this historical moment pass you by. When your children
say, hey mom, pops, what were you doing at the turn of the century when the
world was going to hell in a handbasket? Well, I was working for the man,
trying to make me a living. He says, mom, is that all you did, pops, that’s all
you did? Be one of those who said, I used to work with those crazy radicals of
Freedom Now!, I used to address envelopes.

Our fight is essentially a work of the heart and spirit. I remember in the
Black Panther Party whenever a criticism was given to a brother or sister,
the first thing out of their mouths used to be: that’s subjective, sister, that’s
subjective, brother. You have to be objective. I used to sit back and reflect on
that and one day I was picking on Nuh Washington in Green Haven. I said,
you know something, Nuh, back in the days of the party we used to always
talk about how everything was subjective and Nuh says, youre right. What
we didn’t realize then is that it was the subjective factor that was the dynamic
factor. Before we could move ourselves, we have to change our hearts, and if
we change our hearts, we can move other people because the human heart is
universal, the human spirit is universal and those that do not want to move
with us, we can leave behind.

I want to say one of the things that will confront us time and time again in
the armed struggle for liberation and in the freeing of our people, whether
we are dealing with the liberation of Puerto Rico, the anticolonial struggle in
Latin America, Central America, or the oppression with national minorities
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in the U.S, and that is racism. There is not a segment of American society
untainted by racism. America is a eurocentric society, and it bases all of its
values upon a European ethic and standard. We need to examine that because
historically the left and the various European nations in the United States
have been unable to deal with their own racist attitudes. There are people
who would rather save whales than human beings. We could look at people
who are against the use of animals for clothes and I am not with that.

When I say these things, it is not that I am antiwhale or that I would want
to pollute the environment. I just want you to reflect for a minute. We have
people sleeping on sidewalk crates right around us. One of the things that
appalled me when I stepped out one night were the walls lined with home-
less people sleeping, like something out of the Village of the Damned. I
mean, it was unreal. It was not like this when I left the streets, so I was hit by
future shock. Meanwhile, there are houses standing abandoned. You walk in
New York City and where are we? Back in the 60s we would have taken over
the building and volunteers would have fought for water rights. But what has
happened to us is that we have become complacent. We used to get angry that
someone was starving. We used to get angry if someone did not have a place
to sleep. And that was alright.

Maybe I am a throwback. I still get mad, and I still get angry. Let’s rely on
the attorney to fight the legal fight, let’s rely on the young warriors that we
have to man the barricades, and let’s rely on the brothers and sisters who
churn out the papers and perform all the tasks that no one wants to do. Those
are the people who are the heroes. Those are the ones who make things work.
I stand before you because Robert Boyle read thousands and thousands and
thousands of documents over and over again, until he could read them in
his sleep. Liz Fink would come in and rewrite everything in the middle of
the night, nonstop for three days and then pass out. Robert Bloom would fly
in from the West Coast, stand up in the court and give his appeal. I would
rant and rave and scream and holler about how none of this reflected my
politics. But we all played a part, we all did our thing, and I am saying we
should do that again. That’s what movements are made of. Those who are
articulate enough to present the script should speak and those who are hip
enough to write should script. Those who can do nothing but pass out leaflets
should pass out leaflets, and in the final analysis, the person who passes out
the leaflet will be the one who gets the greatest reward. There is much to
the axiom that the last shall be first and the first shall be last, because those
people who are humble enough, those people who are human enough to stop
and pass out leaflets and touch people where they need to be touched, those
are the foot soldiers who win this struggle and we need every foot soldier we
can get.

So, I want to say as I close now, free all political prisoners, free all political
prisoners, free all political prisoners.
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1.3.C

Marketing War

Ninotchka Rosca
1990

In 1986, when I returned to the Philippines after many years of exile, [ attended
a national conference of SELDA, the association of former Filipino political
prisoners. In this conference and in informal gatherings afterward, it was
noticeable how a subculture based on the detention experience had evolved.
The former political prisoners had an idiom of their own, a slang-language
referring to various aspects of being imprisoned that the daily languages of
my country, 150 of them, could not encompass. Songs, poems, paintings, and
poster art referring to this experience were in abundance. One noted, as well,
that the term “XD” (for ex-detainee) had crept into the popular lexicon.

These are testaments that human rights violations, which we are inclined
to view as individual experiences, are actually felt societally and commu-
nally. They are a social experience, commonly felt, and affect the national
consciousness. It may be difficult to trace the general breakdown of norms of
conduct in the Philippines directly to the oppression of a single individual.
However, there exists such a correlation, no matter how tenuous. The rise in
human rights violations in the Philippines was paralleled by an erosion in
ethical norms and by a debasement of the value given by society to human
life. We can state then that the violation of one individual’s human rights
leads to a general violation of all and everyone’s human rights. This is, of
course, a paraphrase of Martin Luther King’s words: “Injustice anywhere
threatens justice everywhere.”

Ninotchka Rosca’s contribution to the symposium was important, not only as a prominent
author, but also because her observations as a Filipina former political prisoner reminded
attendees of the universality of human rights violations and the importance of fighting them
globally. Her remarks were particularly poignant coming from a citizen of a former U.S. colony
and current neocolony. To quote the Philippines Research Center:

Between 1900 and 1902, over 100,000 [U.S.] troops fought a war of imperialist
suppression against the Filipino people through this war, the U.S. perfected
antiguerrilla and antipeople practices that have been universally condemned, such
as physical dismemberment....

The U.S. legally dominated the Philippines until 1946, at which point nominal
independence was gained. Then, through economic, political and military maneuvers,
the U.S. continued its domination of the Philippines in a barely concealed manner.
During this long period of both direct and indirect rule of their homeland, the Filipino
people have continued to resist the United States, the Japanese during World War II,
and finally the several pro-U.S. neocolonial regimes since the war.
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Taiteraxry Readings
to Benefit the
Inmnternatiomnmnaal "Trilouvazazal

Wednesday, October 24, 1990
2 West 64th Street (corner of Central Park West)

...true contemplation is resistance: and poetry, gazing at the clouds is

resistance, I found out in jail...

Ernesto Cardenal

That no degree of pressure ever will cause us to repudiate our principles,
does not in any way lessen the heartbreak we suffer.

Any struggle is first that deep
feeling that grows from the center
of a person, a people. The poem
is not separate from me, from the
person that I am...

Susan Sherman

the day they hung the poet
for crimes against the state
his mother stood outside the
prison gates, bells tolled,
a policeman looked out and said
“you can go home now,
he’s dead”
Gale Jackson

First Part ® Primera Parte
Luis Nieves Falcon
Susan Sherman
José Yglesias
Daniel Berrigan
Amiri Baraka

Intermission ® Intermedio

Ethel Rosenberg

The colonized person who writes
for her/his people ought to use the
past with the intention of opening
the future, as an invitation to
action and a basis for hope. But
to ensure that hope and to give
it form, he/she must take part in
action...

Frantz Fanon

All of life is a struggle
to obtain desired freedom.
The rest is nothing,
but surface and style.
Juan Antonio Corretjer

Second Part ® Sequnda parte
Piri Thomas
Giannina Braschi
Terry Bisson
Ninotchka Rosca
Ernesto Cardenal

In solidarity ® En solidaridad
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The Creative Process as a Form of Resistance

Dr. Luis Nieves Falcén
1990

The creative process is perhaps the single criterion that best attests to the
basic humanity inherent in every person. It’s fundamental for oppressed
people anywhere in the world since the dominating classes, through the ide-
ology of domination, tend to question the human condition of the dominated
person. In consequence, creativity becomes for the dispossessed of the world
an instrument for individual and collective recuperation. Why is this so?

On the one hand, the dominating ideology espouses the idea of a subhu-
man condition for the oppressed peoples as a way of justifying the socioeco-
nomic disadvantaged position in which they are placed. From this categori-
zation flow the myths developed about exploited people: dominated people
like to be dominated; dominated people are basically responsible for their
own situation; dominated people need an overseer to guide them; domi-
nated people are like small children, they really never grow up; dominated
people act only at the most instinctual levels: eat, sleep and fornicate. This
effort to dehumanize the oppressed is socially reproduced by the principal
ideological instruments of power. These persistently emphasize a negative
depicting of the oppressed and of any social or cultural element attached
to him/her. No element is allowed to enhance the image of the dominated
person.

In opposition to this perverted image arises the process of creative imagi-
nation. The threatening relationship posed by creativity goes more or less
like this: Creative imagination is a human attribute. There are elements of
creativity in the oppressed. The oppressor is human. In consequence, there is
an essential equality between the oppressor and the oppressed. That unavoid-
able finding regarding the mutuality of the human essence between the dom-
inator and the dominated threatens the whole oppressive condition, because
it disrupts the scheme of inherent inequality that gives support to oppression
and its accompanying elements of racism, sexism, and subordination.

In addition to his role as coordinator of the International Tribunal, and as a leading educator
and human rights lawyer, Dr. Luis Nieves Falcén has always been an ardent supporter and
collector of political art. It was never a question that among the multi-faceted aspects of

the International Tribunal, a literary reading and art show would be included. This essay by
Dr. Nieves Falcon served as the basis for understanding the importance of art in building the
work around political prisoners.
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The process of creative imagination has other disturbing effects on the
oppressive condition: it allows the subordinated person to shatter the world
of rigid absolutes that engulfs him/her; it allows him/her to destroy the myth
that there is no way of breaking away from the world of oppression. In fact,
creative imagination becomes a significant contradiction to the inalterability
of fate, of el sino, el destino irrevocable. The truth is that through the creative
imagination the individual can rethink anew his/her situation; new ways
can be invented to destroy the constraints around the subjugated person, and
those alternatives creatively developed may become behavior-oriented goals
against the condition of oppression.

From the above, it may be clearly seen why any creative person is basically
a subversive person. The creative process involves a basic challenge to the
official world, to the world of the status quo. And the objects of creation are
the most obvious manifestation of the opposition to the contested world.

The political prisoners and Prisoners of War are subversive persons
because they dared to challenge existing norms supporting the prevailing
system of exploitation and oppression in present U.S.A. They imaginatively
created alternatives to challenge the system of injustice and inequality.
They were captured and put away for life in isolated cells with the express
purpose of destroying them physically and emotionally. The prisoners
responded with new avenues of creative imagination to support themselves
spiritually against the jailors, but also to make incarceration another space
for the continuation of the political struggle. The net result has been the
conquest of the prison environment, the conquest of the isolation milieu by
the prisoners rather than the decimation of the prisoners by their incarcera-
tion for life.

The transformation of the prison condition is equivalent to the transforma-
tion of the dominated condition outside. The prison condition confirms to
the prisoners the importance of creative imagination in our lives, because
it is a dimension of freedom. They realize that it is not only an important
instrument to advance social and economic change, but also indispensable to
understand the real needs and the real meaning of individual and collective
freedom. Its development during incarceration, in various forms, provides
the prisoner with the opportunity to link political struggle and survival in
a hostile environment. It offers the prisoner the opportunity to go beyond
the static and inflexible parameters imposed by the jailers. In fact, the sub-
versive element of creative imagination allows prisoners to go beyond the
wire, to go beyond the bars to join the comrades who are outside the reach of
the oppressors, also fighting for the destruction of the oppressive condition
and the recuperation of the human being. In that sense, creative imagination
from the cell, from the isolation unit, from the prison in the prison, is a form
of resistance. To resist the degradation imposed by the jailors; to resist the
dehumanization of the prisoner; to reaffirm his or her indomitable spirit. The
true meaning of the dimension of liberation inherent in creative imagination
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is admirably presented by Susan Rosenberg from the literary perspective.
She says, in talking about poems from the jail:

Poems are a gift for me in the late time.

My time for myself. | think of night

and how it draws its knees up near me,

and settles in, singing its light and its mysteries.

| think of the countless numbers

of us who put down the pen to pick up

other tools, and how of necessity we are

returned to the pen.

| think of the poet who said

“I curse the poetry of those who do not take sides.”
| think the torture, the degradation, and the
humiliation that the enemy inflicts on us all

is to teach us, to force us to lose the memory of ourselves.
So, in that, poetry becomes a weapon that guides
us to the future.

Opening the heart to love, to justice, to dignity,
and to a freedom the enemy knows nothing of

To be willing to give everything to achieve
that/allows poetry/to course through all

of us

like a revolutionary elixir.

It can be seen, the resistance in words, in the spirit which they communicate

and which forces us to conclude that there is but only one fate: Venceremos,
we shall overcome!
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A Call to Liberation

Interfaith Religious Summit on Political Prisoners
1990

G
@ An Interfuith Cll mr,,@

Relgious Commansty,

@ ACALLTO ﬁ?
LIBERATION

Towards 2 Mirisory oo
Prisoncrs of Comciones

Held in New York’s American Indian Community House on July 28, 1990, the Interfaith
Religious Summit on Political Prisoners was organized out of the national headquarters of
the United Church of Christ. In partnership with the National Council of Churches Racial
Justice Working Group, the Summit was an important building event for the International
Tribunal planned for later that year. It brought together Protestant and Catholic, Muslim and
Jewish, Native and Africanist religious and spiritual leaders, including the Rev. Dr. Benjamin
Chavis, Sister Anne Montgomery of the Plowshares 8, and Indigenous Women'’s Network
founder Ingrid Washinawatok (later killed by Colombia’s FARC guerrillas). The Call to
Liberation, signed by a score of these leaders—including several bishops and heads of national
denominations—was one of the first major documents to show that the issue of U.S. political
prisoners need not be consigned to a narrow part of the left.

152



INTERNATIONAL TRIBUNAL ON PP/POWS IN THE U.S.A. o ||

On July 28, 1990, at the American Indian Community House in New York City,
an Interfaith Religious Summit on Political Prisoners was convened. Attended
by more than 40 national theologians, clergy, and lay people from the Catholic,
Jewish, Muslim, Native Spiritual, and Protestant communities, the Summit
reviewed the conditions and terms of imprisonment of the more than 100 per-
sons currently injail for their political beliefs and actions. The Summit, a proj-
ect of the International Tribunal on the Human Rights Violations of Political
Prisoners/POW’s in the U.S., was sponsored by the Racial Justice Working
Group of the National Council of Churches (NCC), the Interfaith Prisoners of
Conscience Project of the Prophetic Justice Unit (1POC), the NcC Commission
on Justice and Liberation, the United Church Board for Homeland Ministries,
and Clergy and Laity Concerned.

The issue of political prisoners in the U.S. is a crucial one for our time. All
those concerned with human rights in the world must, we believe, bear wit-
ness, and take action on behalf of those prophetic voices who now find them-
selves behind bars. It is ironic that just as U.S. governmental officials welcome
the release of former South African political prisoner Nelson Mandela, so too
do the same officials deny the existence of political prisoners here at home. It
is a testimony that as we approach the 5ooth anniversary of European colo-
nialism in the Americas, the U.S. government still holds in prison indigenous
American activists whose chief crime is fighting for the land that is rightfully
theirs.

The Interfaith Religious Summit hoped to continue a process of educa-
tion and inspiration on this issue among people of faith in the U.S. Our ses-
sion began with reflections from five former political prisoners, individuals
whose leadership in their various communities moved them to take action.
They inspired us with their example of the work that they had done and with
the courage and strength they showed with their resistance to the repression
brought down on them. Mr. Ted Means of the Heart of the Earth Survival
School and the Prison Project graphically explained the plight of the Native
American in the U.S. and challenged us to struggle for greater understanding
and justice. Sister Anne Montgomery, one of the original Plowshares Eight
and a participant in six additional Plowshares disarmament actions, told us
of her experiences in building communities against the arms race.

Mr. Dhoruba Bin-Wahad, a former member of the Black Panther Party,
discussed his 19 years behind bars for a crime that he did not commit.
Mzr. Bin-Wahad examined the interreligious basis for work on issues of
amnesty and human rights and reflected on the points of unity between the
prisoners of conscience, prisoners of war, and political prisoners. Ms. Maria
Cueto, an Episcopalian activist from the Mexican community, shared with us
her two experiences as a grand jury resister. Proclaiming the importance of
the position of noncollaboration with state repression, Ms. Cueto affirmed the
support of the church in the past and called for continued responsiveness to
issues of true justice. Finally, Rev. Dr. Benjamin Chavis, Executive Director of
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the Commission on Racial Justice, United Church of Christ, reminded us that
support for political prisoners is not simply about supporting individuals in
jail, but is primarily about defending the movements for peace and justice in
which we all work. A movement that does not defend its leaders, he asserted,
cannot expect people to want to join and be part of it. Dr. Chavis, the first
U.S. citizen to be proclaimed a political prisoner by Amnesty International,
reminded us of the special role and responsibility that religious people must
take on.

The Summit discussed a variety of strategies for advocacy and mission
work on the prisoners. The Interfaith Religious Call on Political Prisoners, a
Call to Liberation, was seen as one concrete way of informing our constituen-
cies and building material and spiritual support. As we looked over a draft
of the Call, we solicited input on how the Call might be made most appropri-
ate for the diverse sectors from which we come together. Using the sacred
texts and writings of our various faiths, we hoped to create a truly unifying
document to religious leaders and to the grassroots, a Call for mercy and for
human rights, for education and inspiration, for justice, a Call to Action.

We also discussed the need for support of the International Tribunal on
Political Prisoners, to be held during United Nations Human Rights Week,
December 7 through 10, 1990 at New York’s Hunter College/CUNY. The
Tribunal will bring together nine prominent judges from five continents, to
review testimony from legal experts, former prisoners, family members, and
the prisoners themselves. The verdict of the judges will be an instructional
tool for our own support work for years to come. The testimony itself pro-
vides us with the information necessary to make our advocacy most effec-
tive. The need for both mobilization and financial assistance, for the Tribunal
and for the work beyond it, was stressed, even as we realized our limits in a
conservative environment.

And so, we present to you this Call. It is our sincere hope that you may be
moved to use it in worship and in contemplation, to use it as a study tool and
as a resource for future work. We do not consider the Call to be a finished
document; we must have active input and response for it to be a success. We
hope for more and more congregations and individuals to sign on to the Call,
until there is a national consensus that justice must be done. We must carry
on the vision of a liberating theology and practice a redemptive lifestyle of
justice, “until the captives are set free....”

Ms. Lois M. Dauway (NCC Commission on Justice and Liberation)

Imam Khalid Abdul Fattah-Griggs (Institute for Islamic Involvement)

Rev. Alfonso Roman (United Church Board for Homeland

Ministries; NCC Racial Justice Working Group)

Ms. Suzanne Ross (Coordinator of Jewish Issues, Clergy and Laity Concerned)

Ms. Ingrid Washinawatok (Indigenous Women’s Network; American Indian Movement)
Rev. Michael Yasutake (Interfaith Prisoners of Conscience Project)
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A Call to Liberation

That thou may say to the prisoners, The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, he

Go Forth; to them that are in darkness, hath anointed me to... set at liberty they

Show yourselves.... Even the captives of ~ who are oppressed.

the mighty shall be set free. Luke 4:18
Isaiah 49:9, 25

Righteousness does not go east or west,
but sets the captives free.

Holy Qu'ran

Through the ages, communities of faith have been concerned with the well-
being of those who have been incarcerated. It has been accepted that one of
God'’s given gifts to us is our freedom.

In the U.S. today, the growing prison population now represents over half a
million persons. As people of faith we are concerned about all of those impris-
oned, but take particular note of those jailed for uniquely political reasons,
of those political prisoners that the U.S. government denies the existence of.
These prisoners represent a population often forgotten and usually subjected
to inhumane conditions, worse than the rest of the inmate populations.

Political prisoners in the U.S. include prisoners of conscience, such as the
Plowshares community, who are led by their faith to act against the false
idols of militarism and who act in strict nonviolence to dismantle the bombs
and carry out real disarmament. Political prisoners include those who
call themselves Prisoners of War, whose struggles for justice and freedom
have led them to struggle against those forces who have waged genocide
against their people. From the Puerto Rican, Native American, and Black/
New Afrikan communities, these POW’s represent a militant and patriotic
grouping, who struggle for peace within the context of independence and
sovereignty. Political prisoners also include a wide range of people who, as
a consequence of their active involvement in political movements and orga-
nizations, have been targeted by the government for repression, harassment,
and jail. In short, they share in common the fact that their time behind bars
has more to do with their beliefs than with the alleged “criminal” acts for
which they have been charged.

The more than 100 political prisoners in U.S. jails today face human rights
abuses and conditions condemned by the United Nations Standard Minimum
Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners. They have been faced with arbitrary
arrest, detention, and imprisonment; they have been subjected to preventa-
tive detention and political internment through the grand jury. Many have
been denied a fair trial and face cruel and degrading treatment, including
physical and psychological torture, sexual abuse, and racism. Their plight is
the plight of all those concerned with human rights.
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The Road to Imprisonment

Trouble no person about their religion—
respect their views and demand that
they respect yours... seek to make your
life long and of service to your people.

Teachings of Tecumseh

For I was hungry, and you gave me
meat; | was thirsty and you gave me
drink; | was a stranger and you took me
in; I was in prison and you visited me...
And the Lord shall answer and say unto
them, Inasmuch as you have done it
unto one of the least of these my breth-
ren, you have done it unto me.

Matthew 25:35-40

O You who believe: Be steadfast wit-
nesses for Allah in equity and let not
hatred of any people seduce you that
you deal not justly. Be just; that is nearer
to piety.

Qu'ran 5:8

And they shall beat swords into plow-
shares, and their spears into pruning
hooks; nation shall not lift up sword
against nation, neither shall they learn
war any more.

Isaiah 2:4

The political prisoners respond to a deep sense of dissatisfaction with a social
and political order that is characterized by racism and colonialism.

The political prisoners object to the mindset of cultural and national supe-
riority that, no less than 500 years ago in 1492, led to the foundation of an

apartheid system in the New World.

The political prisoners resist the policies that feed a military industrial
complex, while depleting the resources available to sustain a better quality of
life for millions of poor people in the world.

The political prisoners question a national security ideology that subor-
dinates every social value to the hegemony of the interests of the dominant

political and economic elite.

The political prisoners” dissenting activities are interpreted by the domi-
nant society as insurrectionary, and so they are considered terrorists. Their
cases are judicially criminalized as an attempt to silence their voices of ideo-

logical protest.

The political prisoners thus become scapegoats for an increasingly dehu-
manized state apparatus, seeking new human sacrifices.
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The New Idols

As people of faith, we see the suffering caused by the violent institutions
of our society that perpetuate racism and colonialism, and we especially
identify the status of our present U.S. society as the manifestation of new
idols trying to usurp the heart of the nation. As they take possession of the
institutional fiber of the country, signs of death thrive; life and all creation
seem to be in danger. Those new idols tempting our global life and claiming
our spiritual loyalty are:

e the idols of greed and materialism

e the idol of power over another

e the idols of Eurocentricity, white supremacy, racism, and sexism
e the idols of borders, and man’s possession of land for profit

e the idols of self-centeredness and “thingness”

¢ the idols of national security and nuclearism

In our sacred writings, we find admonitions against this kind of idolatry.
Some of these texts call us to repentance and obedience to a God of justice
and mercy; others call us to a new and interdependent relationship with all

life. As we follow these paths, new life flourishes and peace abounds.

The wrongs? The selfish pride of birth,
the massing of power and wealth in

the hands of the few, the slaughter of
female infants, the orgies of gambling
and drunkenness, the frauds of temples
and idols and priests, the feuds and
arrogance of tribes and races, the sepa-
ration of the sacred and profane, as if
the unity of All Life and All Truth did not
flow from the unity of God Most High.

Qu'ranc. 36

You ask me to cut grass and make hay
and sell it to the rich like the white
man.... But how dare [ cut off my
mother’s hair?

Smobhalla, Nez Perce

Is not the sky a father and the earth a
mother and are not all living things, with
feet and wings or roots their children?

Black Elk’s vision, Oglala

Even as a mother, at the risk of her life,
watches over and protects her only
child, so with a boundless mind should
one cherish over all living things.

Metta Sutra, Buddhist scripture

If your heart turns away and you give
no heed, and are lured into the worship
and service of other Gods, | declare

to you this day that you shall certainly
perish.... Choose life—so that you and
your children may live.

Deuteronomy 30:17-19

Many false prophets shall rise, and shall
deceive many. And because inequity
shall abound, the love of many shall
grow cold. But those that shall endure
unto the end, the same shall be saved.

Matthew 24:11-13
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New Prophecy for a Troubled Time
We must understand these prisoners, heralding a new prophecy of a troubled
time, in concrete human terms:

There is Jean Gump, 61-year-old Irish Catholic and mother of 12, who in
1986 entered a nuclear weapons silo in Holden, Missouri, and with four other
Catholic Workers, cut the electrical sensor equipment, poured blood on the
silo covers in the form of a cross, painted “Disarm and Live for the Children”
on the silo lid, and left indictments charging the U.S. government with com-
mitting crimes against the laws of God and humanity. She decided that she
had to “get serious” about stopping the arms race after the birth of her first
grandchild in 1983.

There is Abdul Majid, a Muslim leader and former member of the Black
Panther Party. An organizer of the free breakfast programs, free clothing
programs, and liberation schools for youth, he became a target of the U.S.
government Counter Intelligence Program (COINTELPRO) against the Black
Panthers. After two mistrials and deliberate attempts to hide evidence helpful
to the defense, the government was able to jail Majid for attempted murder. In
1990, after the holy month of Ramadan, Majid was placed in solitary confine-
ment at Great Meadow Prison in New York. Claiming that he had spoken
to a Muslim cook about not preparing meals during the holy fast times, the
prison charged him with “demonstrating.” Though these claims were never
substantiated, the prison report reveals their real reasons for isolating Majid:
“he is part of the Muslim hierarchy.”

There is Leonard Peltier, a member of the Anishinabe/Lakota nation,
born in North Dakota. During the early 1970s, at a time when COINTELPRO
activity against the American Indian Movement and activists at reserva-
tions was particularly heavy, Oglala organizers and traditional elders set up
an encampment on the land of the Jumping Bull family. The Jumping Bull
Camp, on the Pine Ridge reservation was put together to protect the com-
munity from FBI operatives. After a U.S. military “invasion” of the camp,
Peltier and two others were charged with the murder of two federal troops.
In 1984, along with Standing Deer and Albert Garza, Peltier began a spiritual
fast to call attention to the systematic denial of religious rights at the “super-
maximum” security prison at Marion. For defending his people and their
traditional spiritual ways, Peltier remains in prison despite petitions from
millions worldwide, including the Archbishop of Canterbury, Archbishop
Desmond Tutu, and fifty members of the U.S. Congress. After 500 years of
colonialism, the U.S. government still denies indigenous people the right to
land, and still denies Peltier his freedom.

There is Alejandrina Torres, a model church and community activist
from the Puerto Rican section of Chicago. As a teacher at an alternative
Puerto Rican high school and secretary of the First Congregational Church
(United Church of Christ), she became a leader of the National Committee to
Free Puerto Rican Prisoners of War. In prison, she has suffered a heart attack
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due to the daily trauma of her environment, and she has been denied proper
medical care. At the infamous Lexington Control Unit, she was not permitted
to participate in recreational activities or to attend religious services. In 1984,
Alejandrina experienced a brutal physical assault, when a male guard forced
her to submit to a second strip search after a visit from her daughter. Yet,
Alejandrina’s spirit remains strong: for her own freedom and the freedom of
her people.

Dr. Alan Berkman was raised in a Jewish household, where involvement
in the synagogue meant involvement with the community. Active in the civil
rights and antiwar movements of the 1960s, he used his medical skills to
build solidarity with the Black Liberation and Puerto Rican independence
movements, with Native Americans, and with oppressed communities in
New York, Alabama, and Boston. Though diagnosed with Hodgkin’s disease,
he was held in preventative detention awaiting trial for two years. He has
been eligible for parole since 1987 and just had all charges dropped relating to
the DC Resistance Conspiracy case. Bishop Browning, head of the Episcopal
Church in the U.S,, stated that he has reviewed the case in depth and found
that Berkman’s continued incarceration is both “inappropriate and without
justification.” No action has been taken, however, and Alan’s cancer keeps
getting worse.

Mumia Abu-Jamal was a young Black Panther Party member, and has been
a reporter in media: print and broadcast. Following the MOVE bombings in
Philadelphia, on which Mumia reported, a shoot-out occurred, where Mumia
ended up beaten and shot and an officer was killed. In a trial where Mumia
tried to defend himself, and with a racially imbalanced jury, much evidence
centered around the activities of the Black Panther Party. These documents
were meant to incite fear among the white jurors, who delivered a guilty ver-
dict with death penalty attached. He still awaits the possibility of cruel state
murder.

These are but a few of the prisoners of conscience, prisoners of war, and
political prisoners. As we reflect upon their road to imprisonment, we must
also project our own work on the road toward building a more just society.
Defending political prisoners does not simply mean engaging in defense of
an individual, but rather calls us to defend the movements of peace and jus-
tice in which we work.

| wanted to stand true to the old tradi- Fighting in defense of truth and right
tions that are sacred to me, and | found is not to be undertaken light heartedly,
before me a door open to a jail... nor to be evaded as a duty.

Chief Dan Katchangua, Qu'ran c. 51

Hopi Sovereign Nation
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A Call to a Ministry for Freedom

As interfaith members of the United States religious community, we commit
ourselves to respond in faith to the conditions in which our brothers and
sisters in prison endure. As such, we renew our engagement in the world of
the suffering and covenant among us to:

® engage in a process that will help us to have a clear analysis of the
situation facing each one of the political prisoners.

* make an effort to understand their struggle and the root causes that
brought about their incarceration.

¢ disseminate true information on the specific cases, unmasking the
myths regarding political prisoners.

e facilitate and be engaged in religious services as needed by the
prisoners.

e participate actively in efforts supporting their struggle for peace with
justice, for human rights and amnesty.

Stand out firmly for justice to all, even The Spirit of the Lord God is upon me,
against yourself or your nearest of kin. because the Lord hath anointed me to
Remain firm in faith. preach good tidings unto the meek...
Qu'ran c. 67 to proclaim liberty to the captives and
the opening of the prisons to those who
are bound.
For hatred does not cease by hatred at Isaiah 61:1

any time, hatred ceases by love. This is
an ancient law.

Dhammapada,
verse 5, Buddhist scripture
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The following national organizations have endorsed this call:

Christian Church
(Disciples of Christ), Church Action
for Safe and Just Communities

Clergy and Laity Concerned

The General Board of Church and
Society, United Methodist Church

Interfaith Prisoners of Conscience
Project of the Prophetic Justice Unit,
National Council of Churches

Metodistas Asociados Representando
La Causa Hispano-Americana
(MARCHA), Iglesia Unida Metodista

National Interfaith Task Force
on Criminal Justice

Racial Justice Working Group of the
National Council of Churches

United Church Board for Homeland
Ministries, United Church of Christ

National Assembly of Religious Women

United Church Board for World

Ministries, World Issues Office,
United Church of Christ

The following individual religious leaders have signed the call with organi-
zations listed for identification purposes.

Bishop Philip Cousin
11th Episcopal District
African Methodist
Episcopal Church

The Right Rev.
Walter D. Dennis,
Suffragan Bishop
Episcopal Diocese of
New York City

Bishop Lowell G. Erdahl,
St. Paul Synod
Evangelical Lutheran
Church in America

The Most Rev.
Thomas J. Gumbleton,
Aux. Bishop

Catholic Archdiocese
of Detroit

The Right Rev.
Barbara C. Harris,
Suffragan Bishop
Episcopal Diocese
of Massachusetts

The Rev. Dr. John Humbert,
General Minister and
President

Christian Church
(Disciples of Christ)

The Right Rev.
J. Antonio Mama,
Episcopal Bishop

The Right Rev.

Dr. Roy I. Sano, Bishop
Denver area,

United Methodist Church

The Most Rev. Walter

T. Sullivan, Bishop,
Catholic Archdiocese of
Richmond, Virginia

Rev. M. William Howard,
Past President

National Council of
Churches, U.S.A.

Rev. Tyrone Pius,
General Secretary
Progressive National
Baptist Convention
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Ms. Diane Porter
Presiding Bishop’s

Dep. for Public Ministries
Episcopal Church, US.A.

Dr. Jean Sindab,

Executive Secretary
Program to Combat Racism
World Council of Churches

Rev. Jovelino Ramos.
Associate Director

Racial Justice Ministries
Presbyterian Church. U.S.A.

Rev. Esdras Rodriguez Diaz
Gen. Commission on
Religion and Race

United Methodist Church

Dr. Pat Rumer,
General Director
Church Women United

Dr. Loretta Williams
National Interreligious
Commission on Civil Rights
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Rev. Jew Don Boney
National Black
United Front

Rev. Lucius Walker,
Director

Interfaith Foundation on
Community Organization

Bishop C. Dale White
New York area,
United Methodist Church

Mr. Dwaine C. Epps,
Director, Global Issues and
Programs

Church World Service and
Witness

National Council of
Churches of Christ, U.S.A.

Father Brian J. Grieves
Presiding Bishop's

Office on Peace and Justice
Episcopal Church, U.S.A.

Mr. William Davis, Director
Christic Institute (West)

Sister Marie D. Grasso,
National Chairperson
Pax Christi, US.A.

Sister Mary Kownacki, 0SB,
Executive Director
Pax Christi, US.A.

Rev. Dr. Joseph E. Lowry,
President

Southern Christian
Leadership Conference

Mr. Daniel Levitas,
Executive Director
Center for Democratic
Renewal

Mr. Matt Meyer
War Resisters League

Mr. Ed Nakawatasc
American Friends
Service Committee

Ms. Barbara Owl
International Indian
Treaty Council

Ms. Carmen Rivera, Director

Office on Racial Justice
Young Women's
Christian Association

Mr. Andres Thomas
United Methodist Seminars

Ramsey Clark, Esq.,

Former U.S. Attorney General

Plowshares Defense Fund

Rev. William Sloane Coffin,
President, SANE /FREEZE

Campaign for Global Security

Rev. Herbert Daughtry
African People’s
Christian Organization
House of the Lord
Church (NY)

Mr. Douglas Hostetter,
Executive Director
Fellowship of Reconciliation

Mr. Dale Aukerman
Brethern Peace Fellowship

Rabbi Philip Bentley,
President, Jewish
Peace Fellowship

Ms. Sharon Bishop,
Chair,

Unitarian Universalist
Peace Fellowship

Mr. A. Garnett Day,
Executive Secretary
Disciples Peace Fellowship

Ms. Margaret Howe,
National Coordinator
Buddhist Peace Fellowship

Mr. Bill Ofenloch
Catholic Peace Fellowship
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Rev. L. William Yolton,
Executive Director
National Interreligious
Service Board on
Conscientious Objection;
Presbyterian Peace
Fellowship

Puerto Rico

Rev. Parilla Bonilla
Iglesia Bautista de Roosevelt

Rev. José M. Vilar
Parroquia la Encarnacion
Iglesia Episcopal
Puertorriqueria

Local

Imam Jamil Abdullah Al-
Amin

Community Mosque

of Atlanta (GA)

Father Dan Berrigan

Father Philip Berrigan and
Liz MacAllister
Jonah House (MD)

Rev. Elizabeth Butler
Salvation Baptist
Church (NY)

Rev. Calvin Butts
Abyssinian Baptist
Church (NY)

Brother John T. Conway
Order of Friars Minor,
Capuchin (WI)

Sister Darlene Cuccinello
Intercommunity Center for
Justice and Peace (NY)

Mr. Jerry Ebner
Plowshares activist (WI)



Rev.

Graylon Scott Ellis-Hagler,
Pastor,

Church of the United
Community (MA)

Assoc. Regional Minister,
Christian Church
(Disciple), Northeast

Ms. Rowena General
Mohawk Warrior
Society (NY)

Angelica and
Richard Harter
United Church of
Christ (MA)

Sister Jean Hughes
Eighth Day Center for
Peace and Justice (IL)

Father Paul Kabat
Plowshares activist (IL)

Ms. Katya Komisaruk
White Rose Disarmament/
Plowshares activist (CA)

Imam Al Amir, A. Latif
Masjid Al Muminin (NY)

Rev. Lawrence Lucas
Resurrection Roman
Catholic Church (NY)

Mr. Paul Magno
Olive Branch Catholic
Worker (Washington, DC)

Mr. Elmer Maas,

Mr. John Munves, and the
members of the Kairos
community (NY)

Mr. Imani Mahdi

New Afrikan Network
in Defense of Political
Prisoners and POWs
(Washington, DC)

Ms. Wende E. Marshall
Black Women's Caucus,
Union Theological
Seminary (NY)

Rabbi Robert J. Marx
Congregation Hafaka (IL)

Ms. Julia Matsui-Estrella
Pacific and Asian-American
Center for Theology

and Training (CA)

Rabbi Marshall Meyer
Congregation B'nai
Jeshurun (NY)

Minister Ernest Mohammed,
Mosque #45
Nation of Islam (TX)

Minister Kevin Mohammad
Representative of the

Hon. Louis Farrakhan,
Mohammad Mosque #7,
Nation of Islam (NY)

Rev. Roberto Morales
St. Ann’s Church
Episcopalian (NY)

Ms. Donna Nevel
Jews for Economic and
acial Justice (NY)

Imam Ali Rashid
Masjid Malcolm
Shabazz (NY)

Dr. Mark Ridley-Thomas
Southern Christian
Leadership Conference of
Greater Los Angeles (CA)

Mr. Philip M. Runkel
Catholic Worker Archives,
Marquette University (WI)

Father William Starr
Episcopal Chaplain,
Columbia University (NY)
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Rev. José Alberto Torres
First Congregational
Church, ucc (IL)

Ms. Majorie Van Cleef
Pledge of Resistance (CT)

Imam Siraj Wahaj
Masjid at-Taqwa (NY)

Mr. Art Woolsey

Native American
Indian Inmates Support
Project (NY)



Special International Tribunal on the Violation of
Human Rights of Political Prisoners and Prisoners
of War in United States Prisons and Jails

December 7-10, 1990
Hunter College
New York, New York

The International Tribunal was not only a political/educational event, it was
also a semi-formal judicial proceeding. The pages that follow include a small
sampling of key documents from that proceeding—which together provide
a landmark body of documentation still applicable to political prisoners and
prisoners of war held today:

1.

the indictment of the U.S. government drawn up by longtime
movement attorneys Lennox S. Hinds and Jan Susler on behalf of
95 political prisoners and POW’s then held in the U.S,

a paper by attorneys Michael Deutsch and Jan Susler laying out

the repressive U.S. government strategy and policies that led to the
incarceration of the political prisoners and POW’s;

a paper by attorney J. Soffiyah Elijah analyzing the sentencing and
abusive conditions of confinement to which New Afrikan/Black
political prisoners and POW’s were subjected;

a similar analysis by Tribunal coordinator Luis Nieves Falcén as to the
Puerto Rican political prisoners and POW’s;

an analysis by attorney Elizabeth Fink of the conditions of
confinement of the North American anti-imperialist political
prisoners; and

the verdict delivered by the eight judges of the Special International
Tribunal after due deliberation, based on all the written, oral and
videotaped evidence presented before them.
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Before the Special International Tribunal on the Violation of
Human Rights of Political Prisoners and Prisoners of War Held in

United States Prisons and Jails

Mumia Abu-Jamal
Sundiata Acoli

Alberta Wicker Africa
Carlos Perez Africa
Charles Sims Africa
Consuella Dodson Africa
Debbie Sims Africa
Delbert Orr Africa
Edward Goodman Africa
Janet Holloway Africa
Janine Phillips Africa
Merle Austin Africa
Michael Africa

Ramona Johnson Africa
Sue Leon Africa
William Phillips Africa
Abdul Aziz

Silvia Baraldini

Marya Barr

Duane Bean

Herman Bell

Haydée Beltran

Alan Berkman

Luz Maria Berrios
Hanif Shabazz Bey
Timothy Blunk

Kathy Boudin

Marilyn Buck

Antonio Camacho Negron

Judy Clark
Mark Cook

Edwin Cortés

Barbara Curzi-Laaman
Jaime Delgado

Joseph Doherty
Dorothy Eber

Jerry Ebner

Malik El-Amin
Elizam Escobar

Linda Evans

Herman Ferguson
David Gilbert

Jean Gump

Jennifer Haines

Bashir A. Hameed
Abdul Haqq

Eddie Hatcher

Robert “Seth” Hayes
Teddy Jah Heath
Geronimo ji Jaga (Pratt)
Ricardo Jiménez
Raphael Kwesi Joseph
Carl Kabat

Yu Kikumura

Geuka Mohannan Koti
Jaan Laaman

Richard Mafundi Lake
Mondo Langa

Maliki Shakur Latine
Ray Levasseur

Oscar Lépez Rivera
Elmer Maas
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Ruchell Cinque Magee
Abdul Majid

Carol Saucier Manning
Thomas Manning
Adolfo Matos

Dan McGuire
Edward Mead

Jalil Muntaqgim
Sababu Na Uhuru
Sekou Odinga

Dylcia Pagén
Leonard Peltier
Richard Picarello
Hugo Pinell

Alberto Rodriguez
Alicia Rodriguez
Lucy Rodriguez

Luis Rosa

Juan Segarra Palmer
Mutulu Shakur
Standing Deer
Robert Taylor
Alejandrina Torres
Carlos Alberto Torres
Kazi Toure

Gary Tyler

Carmen Valentin
Albert Nuh Washington
Laura Whitehorn
Richard Williams
Jerry Zawada
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POLITICAL PRISONERS AND PRISONERS
OF WAR IN THE UNITED STATES,
Petitioners,
-versus-

THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA;

GEORGE BUSH, President

RICHARD THORNBURGH, Attorney General

WILLIAM SESSIONS, Director, FBI

WILLIAM WEBSTER, Director, CIA

MICHAEL QUINLAN, Director, Bureau of Prisons

and the Governors of each state which holds Political Prisoners
Defendants.

Indictment

Thisis a criminal indictment charging the United States government, through
the President and its highest law enforcement officials, with conspiring to
violate the fundamental human rights of political activists and opponents of
the U.S. government. The indictment charges the defendants, inter alia, with
arbitrary arrests and detentions, denial of fair trials, and cruel, degrading
and inhumane treatment of those imprisoned.

The indictment alleges the existence of a special FBI counterintelligence
program designed to destroy the Black, Puerto Rican, Mexican and Native
American liberation movements pursuant to which many political activ-
ists were imprisoned, victims of false, politically motivated and framed up
charges. The indictment also alleges that others have been illegally impris-
oned for associations and acts of resistance as part of or in support of libera-
tion/independence movements opposing U.S. colonial domination.

Jurisdiction
1. This case is brought before a special tribunal of distinguished
international jurists mandated to investigate the situation in regard
to Political Prisoners and Prisoners of War held in U.S. prisons. The
Special Tribunal will apply the law of international human rights as
well as the U.S. Constitution.

1. Factual Allegations

2. Throughout its history the United States government has denied
fundamental human rights to groups defined by race, sex/gender,
nationality and class. As part of this long record of human rights vio-
lations, political movements, particularly those for self-determination
by people of color, have been continuously repressed by judicial and
extra-judicial methods.
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The United States government, and its state and municipal govern-
ments, criminalize these political movements as part of its ongoing
effort to destroy the more militant forms of resistance to injustice and
oppression. Actions taken in furtherance of the movements for self-
determination or in opposition to the U.S. government are punished as
criminal offenses, and not recognized as political offenses. This policy
of criminalization denies the political status of more than 100 known
political activists presently held in United States prisons and jails.

As part of its criminalization policy, the United States government
refuses to recognize the legitimacy under International Law of the
national liberation struggles of the Black, Puerto Rican, Mexican and
Native people and utilizes its “criminal” justice system to incarcerate
freedom fighters and other activists participating in the struggle for
liberation, human rights and peace.

The political prisoners/prisoners of war in the United States include:

a. Political activists who by working for self-determination and
liberation, violate the criminal laws of the U.S. government.
These political offenses range from nonviolent acts of civil dis-
obedience to clandestine armed struggle in support of national
liberation and/or against colonialism;

b. Political activists who, in a government effort to disrupt and
destroy their political work, have been falsely charged for
offenses they did not commit;

c. Prisoners who were initially incarcerated for nonpolitical
actions who are eligible for release but denied their freedom
due to their political activism against racism, sexism, and bru-
tality inside the prisons.

The Movements and Political Prisoners

A. Black/New Afrikan Political Prisoners and POW’s

The resistance of Africans in America (Black people) to the genocidal
policies and practices of the United States government and its crimi-
nalization of the Black community has a long, continuous history
from the middle passage to the slave rebellions up to the present day
struggle for liberation and equality. Some were repressed for strug-
gling for control of their community and other means of self-deter-
mination. Others were repressed for working for the establishment of
an independent New Afrikan nation-state in the Southeast Blackbelt
within the geographic borders of the United States. The United States
government’s response, especially to those organizations advocating
self-determination and national liberation, has been to criminalize
these movements and kill or imprison their leaders.
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7.

10.

11.

12.

Many of the Black political prisoners imprisoned today began their
political activity in the 1960s and early 1970s as members and/or
supporters of the Black Panther Party (BPP). The BPP was a political
organization that advocated Black community control of institutions
affecting the Black community and the right of Black people to defend
themselves against racist attack.

The Black Panther Party, along with other organizations such as the
Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee, the Southern Christian
Leadership Conference, the Nation of Islam, the Revolutionary Action
Movement and the Republic of New Afrika, organized millions of
Black people to demand basic human rights.

The U.S. government’s response was to initiate overt and covert
programs of repression. One such program instituted by the Federal
Bureau of Investigation (FBI) was known as COINTELPRO.

a. According to the FBI, the goals of COINTELPRO were to
“expose,” “disrupt” and otherwise “neutralize” the movement
of Black people for fundamental social change.

b. One aspect of COINTELPRO was to eliminate effective leader-
ship by murdering and/or incarcerating key leaders. Some,
such as BPP leaders Fred Hampton and Mark Clark, were
murdered by law enforcement officials in staged “raids.”
Others were killed in factional violence instigated by govern-
ment informants and infiltrators. False criminal charges were
brought against other leaders who were given life terms and
remain imprisoned today.

Many who were not killed or incarcerated under COINTELPRO were
forced underground and engaged in resistance as part of the Black
Liberation Army. Between 1971 and 1982, numerous BLA members and
suspected BLA members were killed in confrontations with police,
and others arrested and incarcerated for life on false criminal charges
or for engaging in acts of expropriation or other forms of armed
resistance.

There are approximately 50 Black political prisoners and prisoners of
war incarcerated in the United States.

B. The Puerto Rican Independence Movement

Since 1898, when the island of Puerto Rico was invaded by the

United States, it has been held as a colony in violation of interna-
tional law. Despite the United States assertion that its domination of
Puerto Rico is an “internal matter,” the United Nations Decolonization
Committee confirms annually by resolution that General Assembly
Resolution 1514 (XV) on self-determination and independence applies
to Puerto Rico.
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Throughout the 92 years of colonial occupation, there have been
numerous activists and freedom fighters for the independence of
Puerto Rico who have been murdered and/or jailed for their politi-

cal activity. Among these freedom fighters are the five Nationalists,
Rafael Cancel Miranda, Lolita Lebrén, Irvin Flores, Oscar Collazo,
and Andrés Figueroa Cordero who each spent over 25 years in

United States prisons until they were freed in 1979 as the result of an
international campaign.

In the 1960s the Federal Bureau of Investigation initiated a counter-
intelligence campaign against “Groups Seeking Independence of
Puerto Rico” calling for the disruption of those organizations both
inside the United States and in Puerto Rico.

Today there are 18 Puerto Rican women and men incarcerated in the
United States for their active participation in the Puerto Rican antico-
lonial struggle. Thirteen of these 18 Puerto Rican prisoners are serving
sentences for “seditious conspiracy,” i.e., opposing the authority of the
United States by force. At their trials these independentistas assumed
the position of “prisoner of war” pursuant to the 1977 Protocols to

the Geneva Convention and the United Nations General Assembly
resolutions. They asserted that the domestic proceedings against them
were illegal, as the United States government had no right to criminal-
ize their resistance to colonialism, and they refused to offer a legal
defense to the charges against them.

In 1989, a Bertrand Russell Tribunal sitting in Barcelona, Spain, issued
a verdict condemning the United States’ colonial domination of
Puerto Rico and demanding that all Puerto Rican political prisoners
and prisoners of war be freed.

C. The Native American Movement

When Europeans first came to what is now the United States, there
were 10 million inhabitants who shared the natural resources of this
land. The Europeans stole the Native Americans’ land, rendering them
homeless and threatening the social, political, and economic infra-
structures of Native American society.

The policy of the United States concerning the Native American
people was one of genocide. Their numbers have been reduced from
10 million to approximately one million, most living on “reservations”
under conditions of extreme poverty and social devastation.

Through organizations such as the American Indian Movement (AIM),
Native Americans have resisted the genocidal policies of the

United States government and fought for the return of land and
resources. The 71-day siege in 1973 at Wounded Knee Reservation
demanded, inler alia, investigation into the violations of the hundreds
of treaties between Native American nations and the United States.
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20. By 1975, the FBI declared AIM “one of the most dangerous organiza-
tions” in the United States and embarked upon a paramilitary strategy
to destroy the movement. In one confrontation at Pine Ridge in
June 1975, two FBI agents and one AIM member were killed. Although
no one was ever charged in the death of the Native American, AIM
activist Leonard Peltier was tried, convicted, and given two life sen-
tences in the deaths of the FBI agents. FBI documents obtained after
his conviction showed that the FBI falsified key evidence in order
to secure Peltier’s conviction. The case of Leonard Peltier has been
condemned by Amnesty International and numerous international
human rights organizations and remains a symbol of the struggle of
Native Americans for national liberation.

D. White/North American Political Prisoners

21. There are approximately 20 political prisoners who are white North
Americans. These political prisoners are primarily from the anti-
imperialist and peace/religious movements.

22. The peace/religious political prisoners, mainly Catholic, are some-
times called “Plowshares prisoners” from the biblical mandate to
“beat swords into plowshares.” They are imprisoned for actions such
as criminal trespass and/or malicious destruction of government
property, i.e,, military/nuclear equipment. Many have refused to put
forward a “legal” defense at trial, arguing that their actions were
required under international law and/or religious principles.

23. The anti-imperialist political prisoners have been prosecuted for
armed, clandestine actions taken in solidarity with national libera-
tion movements inside the United States and throughout the world.
In accordance with international law, they unequivocally support
national liberation struggles and fight for an end to racism, sexism,
and economic exploitation and for social justice.

24. These women and men come from a variety of backgrounds: Students
for a Democratic Society, Vietnam Veterans Against the War, the
women’s movement and prisoners support groups. Some were targets
of covert and overt government repression as public activists and were
forced to go underground for survival. The actions for which they are
convicted include possession of weapons and explosives, “conspiracy,”
and the bombing of unoccupied government installations and corpo-
rate offices.

The Defendants and their agents have conspired to deny arrested political

activists their rights guaranteed under international human rights declara-
tions and covenants and the United States Constitution.
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Count I: Arbitrary Arrest, Detention, and Imprisonment

25.

The Defendants have arrested and/or detained hundreds of political
activists, in some cases without specific charge or providing reas-
onable bail. In the case of many political prisoners, they have been
subjected to political internment through the grand jury or to exor-
bitant bail or denied bail punitively because of the political nature of
their case.
a. Preventive Detention: Arrested members of organized resis-
tance groups are often detained indefinitely without bail upon
a determination that they pose a “danger to the community.”
This law has been used to confine individuals alleged to be
associated with clandestine liberation movements for years
prior to trial.
b. Political Internment Through the Grand Jury: United States
law permits incarceration for a refusal to cooperate with a
federal “investigation” through a secret proceeding called
a grand jury. This law has been used to incarcerate and re-
incarcerate public political activists who support movements
for national liberation and refuse to collaborate with govern-
ment witch hunts.

Count II: Denial of a Fair Trial Before an Independent Tribunal

26.

27.

28.

Political activists are often charged with vague and far-reaching
accusations of criminal conspiracy, which allows the government to
greatly expand the scope of admissible evidence. The use of special
conspiracy laws (RICO and seditious conspiracy) against political
people allows the government to criminalize associations with, or
membership in, resistance organizations.

In numerous cases, political activists have been framed up with
false charges in order to destroy their political work in opposition

to the United States government. In these cases, favorable evidence
was suppressed, physical evidence fabricated, and witnesses given
undisclosed favorable treatment. Despite the disclosure after convic-
tion of evidence showing government misconduct and suppression of
evidence, in all but a few cases, United States courts have refused to
reverse these convictions and release these prisoners.

The trial procedures of political prosecutions are designed to preju-
dice the accused before the jury and the public and maximize the
possibilities of convictions.

a. Anonymous Juries: Recent United States court rulings have
upheld a procedure denying to those on trial the names,
addresses, and work places of jurors. This use of a secret jury
has been routinely permitted in prosecutions of political activ-
ists where the government claims the accused is associated
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with militant resistance movements. The anonymous jury
strongly suggests to the jury and the public-at-large that the
person on trial is “dangerous” and should be convicted.

b. Prejudicial “Security”: In the cases of political activists,
especially those connected to clandestine movements, the
courthouse/courtroom has been militarized. In one instance,
an eight-foot shield has been ordered constructed between the
spectators and defendants; in another, a concrete bunker was
installed in front of the courthouse. In most political prosecu-
tions, armed police require all who enter court buildings to
submit to a search. The courtroom itself is filled with law
enforcement, sometimes armed with electronic “stun guns” or
other weapons. Supporters of those charged are often harassed
or denied entry. These and other “security” measures are often
highlighted in the media, prejudicing prospective jurors and
discouraging the community of supporters from attending the
trial.

c. Access to Counsel: Those charged in political cases have been
denied their right to counsel and/or their attorney of choice. In
addition, the isolated punitive conditions under which those
political prisoners awaiting trial are detained, prevents mean-
ingful counsel. There has been documented evidence of illegal
surveillance of privileged attorney-client communications, and
attorneys who represent political prisoners have themselves
been subjected to harassment, disbarment, and false criminal
charges.

d. Denial of a Right to a Defense: In trials where political activ-
ists choose to put forward a defense, the government and
courts have been successful in preventing the jury from
hearing the evidence/testimony. The courts force the person
charged to disclose defense matters prior to their presentation
so that a court may rule upon its admissibility. “Justification”
defenses based upon international law have been routinely
denied. In other cases the government has been successful in
precluding any evidence concerning the political background/
motivation of the person charged. Also in many political cases,
under the guise of security, the prosecution submits secret
information to the court without providing it to the defense.
These ex parte contacts between the court and prosecutor
often contain false or exaggerated information harmful to the
accused.

e. Denial of Proper Venue: With few limitations, the govern-
ment may choose the location in which to try a case. In
broad “conspiracy” prosecutions, the case may be tried in
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any location where any “act” is allegedly committed. Taking
advantage of this rule, the government has tried Puerto Rican
independentistas, not in Puerto Rico, but in North American
courts thousands of miles from their homeland and families,
before jurors unfamiliar with, and hostile to, the Puerto Rican
reality.

Disproportionate Sentencing: Political activists regularly receive
sentences much longer than those imposed on nonpolitical defendants
convicted of the same, or similar, offense. They also have received
sentences that far exceed those called for by statutory “guidelines.”
Further, political prisoners are often prosecuted in different jurisdic-
tions, and consecutive sentences imposed until the aggregate sentence
is one of life imprisonment.

Death Penalty: The United States Supreme Court has ruled that the
racially discriminatory imposition of the death penalty does not vio-
late the Constitution. A grossly disproportionate number of people of
color are on death row. At present, Mumia Abu-Jamal, a Black journal-
ist and former leader of the Black Panther Party and member of MOVE,
is on death row in a case where the prosecutor argued that his past
political affiliations warranted the imposition of capital punishment.
Denial of Parole/Conditional Release: “Parole” is discretionary and

is determined in administrative proceedings in which a prisoner has
few, if any rights. Although the parole authorities have “guidelines”
recommending early release under established criteria, the political
background and/or associations of a prisoner are usually used to deny
a prisoner release until the maximum sentence has been served. Some
parole boards have stated that a prisoner must change his/her politi-
cal beliefs before he/she is released.

Count I1I: Cruel, Inhumane, and Degrading Treatment

32.

The conditions of all prisoners in United States prisons and peni-
tentiaries are generally brutal and onerous. Even so, the political
prisoners/prisoners of war are housed under conditions which are
qualitatively worse than the average prisoner. Some examples include
the following:

a. Physical Torture: Upon arrest, and throughout confinement,
the political prisoner/prisoner of war is subject to arbitrary
physical beatings and torture, which have resulted in per-
manent physical and psychological harm to the prisoner.
Although complaints have been made and lawsuits filed in
state and federal courts, few prisoners have received any
redress.
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b.

Psychological Torture: The political prisoner’s confinement is
often designed to break his/her spirit and/or force him/her
to renounce his/her political beliefs. Long periods in segrega-
tion (solitary confinement), both pretrial and postconviction,
are routinely imposed upon political prisoners. In addition,
“control units” have been built and prisoners are assigned

to them solely due to their political beliefs and/or associa-
tions. Other forms of psychological torture include sensory
deprivation, denial and restriction of visitation, harassment of
families, and the detention and interrogation of the prisoners’
children.

Sexual Abuse and Harassment: Women political prisoners
and prisoners of war have been subjected to particularly cruel
treatment. This treatment includes cavity and strip searches by
male guards and denial of medical care.

Racism: The large majority of prisoners in the United States
are Black, Puerto Rican, Mexican, and/or Native American.
The overwhelming majority of prison guards are white.
Prisons are often located in white, rural areas and provide
much needed economic support to these areas. Prisoners must
cope daily with racial attitudes and discrimination imposed
upon them. Political prisoners who attempt to focus attention
upon these issues and to organize to fight against them, are
punished physically and/or isolated from the population.
Retaliatory Transfers: Political prisoners, including those who
have become politicized since their incarceration, are trans-
ferred from one prison to another in retaliation for the exercise
of their right to free speech and/or association in the prisons,
and/or to isolate them from outside friends and supporters.
Most states and the federal government are now parties to an
interstate compact permitting a prisoner in one state to serve
his/her sentence thousands of miles away from home and
family.

Denial of Political Identity: In attempting to break the resis-
tance and coerce renunciation of political beliefs and associa-
tion, prison officials deny the prisoners their political identity.
Authorities deny permission for visits from supporters, censor
political literature and correspondence, and refuse to allow
prisoners to associate with each other.

Administrative Segregation/Spurious Disciplinary Charges:
Prisoners in state and federal prisons may be placed for long
periods in segregation for alleged violations of prison “rules.”
There is little, if any, judicial review of prison disciplinary
proceedings. Prison guards preside at these proceedings and
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determine all issues of fact and law. These proceedings are
highly subject to abuse and have been used to house politi-
cally active political prisoners in segregation for years at a
time. “Due process” now even permits indefinite housing in
“administrative” segregation, even if no violation of prison
regulations is established.

h. Religious Discrimination: The right of a political prisoner
to practice his/her religion is often totally denied, based
upon the custodial status of the prisoner. Muslim and Native
American prisoners, in particular, are singled out for racist
harassment and denied their right to observe their religion.

i. Control Units: The federal prison system and many states
have built high security “control units” to permanently house
prisoners they consider a threat. Many political prisoners have
been placed in control units indefinitely, solely due to their
political beliefs and /or outside political associations. In control
units, prisoners are usually housed in their cell for 23 hours
per day, outside recreation is severely restricted, and all contact
with the outside, including reading material, is scrutinized and
often denied.

j-  Health Care: Medical care for all prisoners is grossly inad-
equate. For a political prisoner who becomes ill, this can mean
a death sentence. Political prisoners are routinely denied even
emergency treatment. In one case, Alan Berkman, a political
prisoner with recurrent cancer, was denied timely treatment
solely due to the political nature of his case.

Charges

33. Based upon the above enumerated politically motivated acts, which
are in violation of fundamental principles and guarantees of inter-
national and United States constitutional law, the United States
Government, through its highest officials, federal and state, is hereby
charged with the following criminal counts:

a. Count I: Conspiring to violate the right of all people to be free
from arbitrary arrest, detention, and imprisonment as guar-
anteed by the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR)
Art. 9 (G.A. Res. 217 (111 1948)); International Covenant on
Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR), Art. 9 (999 UNTS 171, 1969);
American Convention on Human Rights (ACHR), Art. 783;
U.S. Constitution, 4th, 5th and 8th Amendments.

b. Count 11: Conspiracy to violate the right of the accused to a
fair and prompt trial before an independent tribunal, to a
presumption of innocence and the right to bail while awaiting
trial, as guaranteed by the UDHR, Art. 10; ICCPR, Art. 9 §2;
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Art. 14 §§2 and 3; U.S. Constitution, 5th and 6th Amendments;
ACHR, Art. 8.

c. Count 111: Conspiracy to violate the right to be free from
torture and other cruel, inhumane, or degrading treat-
ment or punishment, as guaranteed by the G.A. Res. 3452
(xxx 9 Dec. 1975) Art 1-4; G.A. Res. 39/46 (10 Dec. 1984);
ACHR, Art. 5; Standard Minimum Rules for Treatment of
Prisoners (MSTP); UDHR, Art. 5; U.S. Constitution, 1st and 8th
Amendments.

d. Count 1v: Conspiracy to violate the right guaranteed to all
people to freedom of political thought, expression, and asso-
ciation as guaranteed by UDHR, Art. 18, 19, 20; ICCPR, Art. 18.
19. 21; ACHR, Art. 12, 13, 15, 16; U.S. Constitution, Art. 1.

e. Count v: Conspiracy to violate the right to nationality and
right to self-determination and to use all available means to
resist colonialism, as guaranteed by UDHR, Art. 15; ICCPR,
Art. 1, G.A. Res. 1514.

Sanctions Requested
WHEREFORE, based upon the foregoing violations of international and
domestic law, it is hereby requested that this distinguished Tribunal:

1.

Declare that the government of the United States, and the several
states, are guilty of gross violations of the human rights of political
prisoners in this country;

Condemn the aforementioned human rights violations;

Demand that the United States government cease and desist existing
violative practices;

Demand the immediate, unconditional release of all political prison-
ers/prisoners of war;

Request that the United Nations General Assembly Commission on
Human Rights investigate the violations of human rights of political
prisoners in the United States.

Dated: July 31, 1990
New York, New York

Lennox S. Hinds, Esquire
Jan Susler, Esquire
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1.6.B

Political Prisoners in the United States: The Hidden Reality

Michael E. Deutsch and Jan Susler
1990

Geronimo ji Jaga Pratt, a former leader of the Black Panther Party, an African-
American organization fighting for self-determination in the 1960s, has
served 22 years in prison for a murder the U.S. government knows he did not
commit. FBI documents reveal the agency considered him a prime target of
COINTELPRO, a U.S. government secret program to destroy the Black libera-
tion movement. The victim’s wife identified another man as the killer and
was later coached by police to identify Pratt. The FBI withheld surveillance
documents that established Pratt’s presence at the time of the murder at a
meeting 350 miles away from the scene of the murder. Denied parole several
times, the state explains he is being kept in prison not because he is thought
to be a murderer but because he is still a revolutionary.

Dhoruba al-Mujahid Bin-Wahad, another Black Panther Party leader and
target of COINTELPRO, is serving a term of 25 years to life, falsely accused
of the attempted murder of a New York City policeman. The FBI withheld
documents revealing that the prosecutor (now a federal judge) suppressed
evidence that the key prosecution witness had initially reported Bin-Wahad
was not involved and only changed her testimony after extreme pressure by
government agents. Twenty years later, after the discovery of the suppressed
documents, Bin-Wahad is fighting to reopen his case.’

Alejandrina Torres, a 50-year-old Puerto Rican woman, is serving a 35-year
sentence for seditious conspiracy—"“opposing the U.S. government’s author-
ity over Puerto Rico by force.” The FBI collected evidence against her and
other independentistas by planting hidden video cameras in private dwell-
ings and secretly recording all activity. Since her imprisonment, U.S. prison
authorities have carried out a six-year campaign to break her spirit, including
numerous assaults, denial of medical care, sensory deprivation, and small
group isolation in an experimental Women’s High Security Unit.

Leonard Peltier, a member of the American Indian Movement, also a
COINTELPRO target, has spent 13 years in prison convicted of killing two
FBI agents. In spite of the prosecution’s concession that it could not prove
who shot the agents and in spite of the acquittal of his codefendants on the
basis of self-defense, Peltier has been denied all legal attempts for freedom.
The government fraudulently extradited Peltier from Canada and put him
through a trial fraught with manufactured evidence and perjured FBI tes-
timony. Serving two consecutive life sentences, he spent several years at

* Released shortly after this was written, after 19 years in jail due to prosecutorial misconduct.
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U.S.P. Marion, the most maximum security prison in the United States.

Jean Gump, a mother of 12 and a grandmother, with four other disarma-
ment activists entered an isolated Minuteman II nuclear weapon silo where
they used sledgehammers to try to split and disarm the track used to open
the 120-ton missile covers. They cut the electrical sensor equipment, poured
blood on the silo covers in the form of a cross, and spray painted “Disarm
and Live for the Children” on the silo cover, leaving at the site indictments
charging the U.S. government with crimes against humanity and the law of
God, for its complicity in the arms race. Sentenced to six years in federal cus-
tody for this nonviolent protest act, Gump was recently placed in segregation
for refusing a humiliating drug urinalysis when staff would not assure her
privacy from male guards.

Despite its numerous and vociferous denials, the public record clearly
shows that the United States government holds numerous political prisoners
in its jails and penitentiaries. These men and women, African-Americans,
Puerto Ricans, Native Americans, Chicano-Mexicanos, white citizens, and
even foreign nationals, have been targeted for their political activities within
the borders of the U.S. as well as abroad and victimized by purposeful, harsh,
discriminatory treatment in the U.S. judicial system. In the process of employ-
ing the U.S. legal system—including prosecutors, police, courts, judges, and
the prisons—for political ends, the legal system has adopted counterinsur-
gency methods and has become more repressive and undemocratic.

US. political prisoners can be roughly divided into three categories:
(1) foreign nationals whose political status or political activities against allies
of U.S. imperialism (e.g., Israel, Great Britain, El Salvador) result in deten-
tion or imprisonment; (2) members of U.S. oppressed nationalities (African-
Americans, Puerto Ricans, Chicano/Mexicanos, and Native Americans) who
are prosecuted and imprisoned for political activities in furtherance of their
movements for liberation and justice.” Included in this group are anticolonial
combatants or Prisoners of War—members of national liberation movements
who as part of clandestine organizations have employed armed struggle as a
means to achieve self-determination and independence for their nation and
upon capture have the right, under the Additional Protocols of the Geneva
Convention and the U.N. General Assembly Resolutions, to POW status and
not to be tried as domestic criminals; (3) white people who have acted in
solidarity with the liberation movements of oppressed nationalities and/or
in opposition to U.S. foreign or domestic policies.

As to each of these groups, the U.S. judicial system has operated to accom-
modate the political interests of the U.S. government and has detained or
imprisoned scores of men and women.

* The U.S. has one of the largest prison populations in the world, made up almost entirely of
oppressed nationalities and poor people. From this same population comes almost exclusively
those given the death penalty. The warehousing in overcrowded and inhumane conditions is
part of the government’s strategy to control potentially insurgent populations.
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Who Are the Political Prisoners and Prisoners of War?

Oppressed Nationalities
In the 1960s in many oppressed communities within the United States there
emerged a more militant resistance to racial and economic oppression that
culminated in organized efforts toward national liberation. Mass organiza-
tions demonstrated in the streets, and clandestine organizations and armed
self-defense groups began to function in the Black community,” in the
Puerto Rican barrios,” among Mexican people in the southwest U.S.# and on
Native American reservations.$

It is the militancy and fundamental anticolonial character of these move-
ments that have been the primary impetus for the implementation of counter-
insurgency methods of repression, including special restrictive procedures
during trials and the creation of high-security isolation prison units. These
liberation movements, which emerge from the struggles for the fundamental
rights of survival of the oppressed communities of the United States, pose

* The Black liberation movement of the 1960s and early 1970s, from Martin Luther King to
Malcolm X to the Black Panther Party (“BPP”), the Republic of New Afrika (RNA) and the
Nation of Islam, was targeted by the FBI's COINTELPRO program, in a design to“expose,
disrupt, misdirect, discredit, or otherwise neutralize the activities of black nationalist hate-type
organizations and groupings, their leadership, spokesmen, membership, and supporters.”The
then FBI director, J. Edgar Hoover, viewed the BPP as the“single greatest threat,” which should
become the subject”of imaginative and hard-hitting counterintelligence measures aimed at
crippling the BPP” An FBI memo spelled out the goals of destroying the self-determination
efforts of Black people, including”preventing the rise of a messiah,” preventing leaders from
gaining respectability by discrediting them, and preventing the development of organizations,
especially among youth.

Pursuant to the COINTELPRO program, Panther leaders were murdered and many
were framed with criminal charges that have resulted in two [today almost four] decades of
imprisonment. In the 1970s emerged clandestine formations of African-American freedom
fighters including the Black Liberation Army (BLA). Many of these cadre were also killed or
captured and given long prison sentences.
t The U.S. has a long history of attempts to crush the Puerto Rican independence movement.
The independence movement has been a focus of government repression since the U.S.
invaded that island nation in 1898. Within the last several years, Puerto Rico has been
considered by the government to be“the Achilles heel of the United States.” Over the last 30
years there has emerged a clandestine movement in complement to the mass movement for
independence. Numbers of these anticolonial combatants have been captured, many asserting
POW status and refusing to recognize the U.S. courts, others assuming the position of political
prisoners.
1 Chicano/Mexicano people and their organizations seeking liberty and justice for Mexican
people living in occupied northern Mexico have been subjected to a history of discrimination
and repression for their demand for human rights. In the early 1970s, seven leaders of the
Chicano/Mexicano movement in the Southwest were killed and numerous others were
imprisoned on politically motivated charges.
§ Native American activists likewise have experienced, since the Europeans came to North
America, a repression to their resistance that has been of genocidal magnitude. In the 1960s
and 1970s, the U.S. government escalated its attack on organized Native forces, the American
Indian Movement (AIM), killing and jailing its leadership, and infiltrating its chapters pursuant
to the FBI COINTELPRO program, attempting to crush the growing insurgency.
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the greatest potential threat to the U.S. ruling class, which has engendered
qualitative repressive changes in the U.S. legal system.

White ULS. Citizens—Solidarity and Resistance

Activists in this category have in common that they are white citizens of
the U.S. who cannot stand by as the United States pursues its unjust and
oppressive domestic and foreign policies. Beyond these commonalities, the
movement is rich in its diversity, ranging from faith-based nonviolence
to armed resistance. Among the groups and individuals who have been
repressed and imprisoned for their political actions are the Plowshare pro-
testers™: nonviolent religious activists who have carried out direct symbolic
action against war materials, hammering bombers, computers, or missile
nosecones and pouring blood on documents; the Sanctuary movement:
clergy, lay church workers, and political activists who have worked with
illegal Central American refugees who enter the U.S. without immigration
documents and provided them sanctuary from capture and a forum from
which to speak out about the war in their homeland’; those who refuse to
register for the U.S. military service as required by law#; and clandestine
cells of anti-imperialist fighters who have employed armed resistance in
solidarity with liberation struggles here and abroad.$

* The name comes from the biblical passage to“beat swords into plowshares.”

t In hopes of breaking the sanctuary network, in a series of arrests the government charged
clergy and lay workers with harboring, smuggling, and transporting“illegal aliens” and

with conspiring to do so. In one arrest, the government swept up 12 prominent sanctuary
workers, including two priests, a nun, and a minister, following an investigation that

included a government informant infiltrating Bible study groups. The court refused to allow
the defendants to present evidence that their work with the refugees was necessary to save
lives and to prevent imprisonment, persecution, torture, and death. In sentencing convicted
sanctuary workers, some courts imposed alternative sentences—a defendant could choose
probation, with the conditions that s/he stop working with Central American refugees and
stop speaking about the sanctuary movement to the press or public, or s/he could go to prison.
t Gilliam Kerley was sentenced to three years in prison plus a $10,000 fine, not merely for the
acts of refusing to register but because he persisted in organizing against registration and the
draft.

§ Two of these groups have been particularly targeted and victimized by the counterinsurgency
strategy. The Ohio 7 is a group of working-class men and women accused of membership in

a clandestine organization that carried out numerous bombings in opposition to U.S. policy

in Central America and in solidarity with the worldwide movement against apartheid. They
were arrested following a massive counterinsurgency hunt coordinating local, state and federal
law enforcement. Their young children were also captured, isolated, and interrogated about
their parents’ activities. In a series of trials, the seven faced accusations of political bombings,
murder, and attempted murder of police. They were then charged with seditious conspiracy,

in spite of the fact that most of them were already serving sentences of over 45 years. The
other group is charged with conspiracy to bomb the U.S. Capitol in protest of the U.S. foreign
policies, including the invasion of Grenada. These six men and women are longtime political
activists, virtually all of whom are already serving long prison terms for their acts of resistance
and solidarity.

180



INTERNATIONAL TRIBUNAL ON PP/POWS IN THE U.S.A. o ||

Foreign Nationals in the U.S.

The U.S. legal system is used not merely to quell domestic dissent and destroy
national liberation movements within its borders. It also serves the govern-
ment’s allies in effecting their own counterinsurgency programs. In so doing,
it echoes and enforces U.S. foreign policy.

For the last six, years Joseph Doherty has been held in U.S. custody,
although he is not awaiting trial in the U.S. and has never been convicted of
a crime in the U.S. This Irish citizen, a member of the Irish Republican Army,
served three periods of imprisonment in Ireland for his activity in support
of self-determination. During his trial for the death of a Special Air Service
counterintelligence unit soldier, he escaped from British custody. He was cap-
tured in the U.S. three years later. The British government has consistently
sought his extradition. Mr. Doherty is not safe from extradition in spite of
numerous U.S. federal court and immigration court decisions finding he is
nonextraditable.” After every decision in Doherty’s favor, the U.S. Attorney
General has intervened and ordered his extradition.

Using immigration laws as a means of implementing its hegemonist
foreign policy," the United States detains in large numbers refugees from
El Salvador and Guatemala, fleeing repression and war financed by U.S. dol-
lars. Those who make it across the militarized U.S. borders are treated as
criminals; those men, women, and children who seek political asylum are
locked up behind bars and barbed wire fences, barring them from access to
legal counsel, preventing detained family members from seeing each oth-
ert As of February 1989, close to 4,000 refugees were being held in Texas.
Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) documents explicitly acknowl-
edge “the purpose of detention as deterrent.”8 A U.S. court has found that
detention is “inherently coercive and often deliberately intimidating.”1

In March of 1986, the United States opened in Oakdale, Louisiana, a federal
alien detention center, with a capacity to house 5,000. It is the largest deten-
tion center of its kind in the United States. (Before it was destroyed by a pris-

* See, e.g., Matter of Doherty by the Government of the United Kingdom, 599 Supp. 270, 276
(S.D.N.Y. 1984). (“The facts of this case present the assertion of the political offense exception
in its most classic form.”).

t The U.S. policy is reflected in the percentage rate for approval of asylum applicants. From
June 1983 to September 1988: from El Salvador, 2.7%, from Guatemala, 2.1%. In contrast,
61.79% of Iranians and 61.4%, of Romanians were granted asylum for the same period. U.S.
policy is also reflected in the INS Enhancement Plan for the Southern Border (February 16,
1989):“The INS Intelligence Program will continue ongoing liaison with other government
agencies, particularly the CIA, Drug Enforcement Administration, and the Department of
State...”

1 The government reactivated a facility in Arizona that had served as a concentration camp
for detaining Japanese Americans during World War II. On the Texas border, the main camp at
Port Isabel is known as the”Corralon” (the great corral).

§ INS Enhancement Plan for the Southern Border, February 16, 1989, at p. 8.

J Orantes-Hernandez v. Meese, F. Supp. (D.TX., 4/28/88). See also, Helsinki Watch,“Detained,
Denied and Deported: Asylum Seekers in the United States” (New York: June 1989).
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oner rebellion in 1987, Oakdale housed 1,000 Cuban “undocumented aliens”
and 60 U.S. prisoners. The Cubans, who arrived on the Mariel boatlift, have
either completed service of the sentences they received for criminal conduct
within the U.S. or have never been brought to trial or sentenced. The deten-
tion capacity of Oakdale has since been shifted to Port Isabel, Texas.)

As for Haitian refugees, some are detained in seriously overcrowded facili-
ties, while most are interdicted, that is to say, intercepted before they set foot
on U.S. soil, and rejected. Interdiction, which occurs outside the jurisdiction
of the U.S.,, permits the government to avoid the obligations of its own law.’

In early 1987 the INS arrested seven Jordanian citizens and one Kenyan citi-
zen, all residents of the United States. The FBI had surveilled the eight for 10
months and detected not a single substantive law violation. Instead, they were
arrested on immigration charges seeking their deportation based on their
alleged membership in or affiliation with a group (the Palestine Liberation
Organization and the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine)' the U.S.
government charges advocates world communism or unlawful destruction
of property. The essence of the charge was that the eight read and distributed
pro-Palestinian literature. Though they had no prior criminal records, they
were treated as maximum security cases, held in preventive detention and
isolation, later to be released on bond.

Discovery revealed that the case was a dry run for a secret, interdepart-
mental “Alien Terrorists and Undesirables: A Contingency Plan,” which
focused on citizens from seven Arab nations and Iran and which provided
for massive roundups and detentions and summary deportation.

The Criminalization of Political Activists: The New Repression
Over the last 10 years, the U.S. government has begun to employ a coun-
terinsurgency strategy* of repression against movements of oppressed U.S.
nationalities and other political movements and activists.

The law-enforcement implementation of this strategy occurs primarily
through the police power of the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), the
prosecutorial powers of the U.S. Justice Department, and within the U.S. fed-
eral courts and prisons. As a result, judicial counterinsurgency methods are
gradually appearing within U.S. federal law and judicial procedures. Many

* The U.S. Committee for Refugees,“Refugees at Our Border: The U.S. Response to Asylum
Seekers, September 1989, at pp. 12-13.

t Later amendments to the anticommunist legislation protect all foreign nationals from
exclusion and deportation based on beliefs and expression except the PLO.

1 The United States Pentagon has provided the following definition of counterinsurgency,
which is generally accepted among so-called experts in the field:“Those military, para-military,
political, economic, psychological and civic actions taken by a government to defeat subversive
insurgency. Insurgency is defined as: a condition resulting from revolt or insurrection against

a constituted government that falls short of civil war. In the current context subversive
insurgency is primarily communist inspired, supported or exploited.” Dictionary of the

United States—Military Terms for Joint Usage.
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of these new judicial developments parallel repressive measures by other
Western “democracies” faced with insurgent political movements.” This new
“repression” has the following defining components:

A) Surveillance and Intelligence Gathering

A key ingredient to the success of any counterinsurgency program is the abil-
ity of law enforcement to have sufficient powers to identify potential partici-
pants and supporters of insurgency, and to thoroughly surveil the activities
of these targets.

U.S. FBI guidelines released
in 1983 by the then Attorney-
General William  French
Smith greatly expanded the
power of the FBI to gather
political  intelligence and
infiltrate  political groups.
Referring specifically to its
use in “Domestic Security/
Terrorism  Investigations,”
[he said,] “We must ensure
that the criminal intelligence
sources which have been
brought to bear so effectively
on organized crime are effec-
tively employed in domestic
security/terrorism cases.”

The Smith guidelines allow
the FBI to investigate and

* A key defining characteristic of a counterinsurgency strategy is the assumption that the
resistance of oppressed sectors of the population is inevitable and continuing. Therefore,

the strategy of security forces, rather than react to individual acts or periods of heightened
resistance, must be one of permanent repression directed against broad public sectors of a
political movement. Even in periods of relative calm or inactivity, counterinsurgency principles
mandate that the repressive forces be active identifying potential leaders and supporters of
resistance, gathering information, and building dossiers about them, as well as infiltrating
political and community organizations. In subsequent periods, as insurgent activities begin
to emerge, counterinsurgency tactics suggest the use of law and the legal system as a key
tool to attack and destroy the insurgent movements, while at the same time maintaining the
appearance of the law as impartial and nonpolitical.

t In his treatise“Peace Keeping in a Democratic Society,”Lt. Col. Robin Evelegh, former
commander of British occupation forces in Northern Ireland, argues that“population
surveillance, including the right to question, photograph, fingerprint all members of a
population affected by insurgency are the fundamental legal powers necessary for the

police and army engaged in the suppression of insurrection. Evelegh also advocates that the
population carry identity cards and the development of a computerized intelligence system
linking all the identity cards.
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infiltrate groups that merely advocate unlawful activities without evidence
of criminal wrongdoing. These new guidelines provide legal justification for
full-scale spying and intelligence gathering on all sectors of political move-
ments organizing against the U.S. government and its policies.

As part of this expanded intelligence gathering, U.S. government law
enforcers have employed sophisticated technology, including miniature
cameras and microphones secretly planted in activists’ homes, cars, and
workplaces”and computers to catalog and cross-reference data obtained from
intelligence gathering.

B) Compulsory Police Questioning and Political Internment

Directly related to law enforcement intelligence gathering and political sur-
veillance is the power to compel citizens to submit to questioning*

While U.S. security forces have not moved for the right to compel inter-
views of citizens, the investigatory methods of the FBI and the use of the
federal grand jury’s subpoena and coercive contempt power have created a
de facto compulsory interviewing power. In efforts to investigate and iden-
tify antigovernment activists, the FBI has carried out an extensive program
of surveillance and of visiting people’s homes and workplaces to carry out
interviews. The tactic of repeated visits to homes and workplaces, including
the questioning of neighbors and co-workers, has a strong coercive effect,
forcing people to submit to FBI questioning.

The Justice Department and FBI have also repeatedly usurped the U.S.
federal grand jury subpoena power?* to compel information in secret proceed-
ings for investigative purposes. After the grant of “limited use” immunity,
which strips the subject of all rights to remain silent, the subpoenee must
essentially answer all questions, regardless of their political or personal
nature or relevancy, or go to jail. This gives the government a power to

* See, e.g., U.S. v. Alejandrina Torres, et al., 83 CR 494 (ND IIL.); U.S. v.Victor Manuel Gerena,
et al., Crim. No. H-85-50 (D. Conn); U.S. v. Oscar Lopez, et al., 86 CR 513 (ND IIL.).

t In“Peace Keeping in a Democratic Society,” Evelegh argues that the power to conduct
“compulsory interviews”is an essential tool of counterinsurgency programs:“What then
would be the objects of such an interview? They would be first the simple ones of finding out
who lived in the terrorist-affected area, where they lived and what they looked like. These
compulsory interviews would also enable the Security Forces, with a certain degree of error,

to categorize the population into“pro-government’,‘neutral”and‘antigovernment’. In security
operations, as in most human activities, it is important to know who are your friends and

who are your enemies. This information would be valuable not only from the point of view

of security operations, but also as an indication to the government of what policies would be
acceptable or unacceptable.” (p. 21)

1 The U.S. federal grand jury, composed of 23 private citizens and modeled after a similar body
in England, theoretically decides whether the government has sufficient evidence to require an
accused to stand trial. While it is supposed to act as a protection to the accused, the grand jury
has been transformed into a rubber stamp of the prosecutor and used as a tool of investigation
with the power to compel cooperation. See Deutsch,”The Improper Use of the Federal Grand
Jury: An Instrument for the Internment of Political Activists,”75 Journal of Criminal Law and
Criminology 1159 (Winter 1984).
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politically intern political activists who will not provide information about
their movements.’

Another new power of political internment prior to criminal conviction is
provided by the Bail Reform Act of 1984. Under this new law, the government
can hold people in prison awaiting trial indefinitely without any bail if they
are found to be a danger to their community or a risk of flight.

C) Special Laws and the Criminalization of Organizations

The U.S. government has recently employed the seldom-used criminal stat-
ute of seditious conspiracy against political activists—the charge of agreeing
to oppose or overthrow the government of the U.S. by force. In the case of the
Puerto Rican Independence Movement, the charge is to oppose by force the
U.S. authority—and therefore criminalizes membership in groups that fight
for the legitimate right of the people of Puerto Rico to self-determination and
independence.

The RICO statute (Racketeer Influenced Corrupt Organization Act), a law
originally passed to address organized crime influence in the labor field, has
also been turned against political activists and their organizations. The law
has now been applied to designate as criminal enterprises organizations with
political aims and to try members of such groups under broad conspiracy
rules that allow for up to 40 years in prison.t Using the shibboleth of fighting
terrorism, U.S. counterinsurgency experts are also planning new substantive
laws to criminalize political association and activity$

D) The Rights of Political Defendants on Trial

A whole series of serious repressive measures has been instituted and/or
refined in the course of recent criminal prosecutions of political activists.

1) Anonymous Petit Jury: While first appearing in several cases involving
jury tampering in organized crime prosecutions, the use of the anonymous

* See, e.g., U.S. v.Julio Rosado, et al., 728 F.2d 89 (2nd Cir. 1984); in re Cueto, 443 F.Supp. 1081
(5.D.N.Y. 1977); U.S. v. Watani Tyehimba (Los Angeles, CA 1986).

1 Puerto Rican independence leader Filiberto Ojeda Rios was detained over four years without
trial, and anti-imperialist activist Laura Whitehorn has been detained over three years.

1 See, e.g., U.S.v. Sekou Odinga, Silvia Baraldini, et al., 82 CR 312 (S.D.N.Y.)

§ Already a very expansive definition of terrorism has been placed in the U.S. federal law. In a
statute providing for rewards to informers about terrorism, the law defines terrorism as an“act
of violence” (including violence against property as well as persons) that violates criminal law
“and appears to be intended... to influence the policy of a government by intimidation and
coercion.”With this broad definition of terrorism, further federal laws directly criminalizing
other political conduct as terrorist is much more likely. One statute proposed several years

ago, but withdrawn in the face of strong opposition, was an effort to punish anyone providing
aid to or soliciting aid for a terrorist movement, organization, or nation. Under the legislation,
the designation of a terrorist movement, organization, or nation would be determined by the
Secretary of State, and the defense to a charge of aiding or soliciting aid would permit no
challenge to this designation.
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trial jury in the prosecutions of political activists is greatly increasing, par-
ticularly where the defendants are accused of associations with clandestine
groups.” The juror, given a number to replace his/her name, is told s/he will
not be asked to identify his/her workplace or address, because of violence
associated with the case. Such a juror can only be seriously prejudiced against
the accused by this procedure.

The process of influencing or restricting the independence of the jury—the
only real hope for those charged in political cases—is critical to an effective
counterinsurgency program. The complete elimination of jury trials for so-
called political offenses is a common factor in countries engaged in counter-
insurgency campaigns.

2) Courtroom Security: Thetrials of many political activistsin the United States
courts have been accompanied by extraordinary courtroom security proce-
dures, which are not related to any real threat, but are calculated to create the
public impression that the defendants are dangerous terrorists who should
be feared by the jury a