THE CRITICAL RESISTANCE - INCITE! STATEMENT ON
GENDER VIOLENCE AND THE PRISON-INDUSTRIAL COMPLEX
REFLECTIONS, 2008
Ten years ago, Critical Resistance (CR) began with a bold mission of abolishing prisons, identifying the
prison industry as a destructive, systematic, and persistent source of violence against oppressed
communities. Yet CR’s founding conference in 1998 was held during a moment in which much of the
anti-violence movement found itself deeply entangled with police and prisons in the name of protection of
survivors of rape and abuse. Instead of resisting prisons and policing because of the way this system
creates, motivates, and reinforces rape and domestic violence both inside and outside of prisons, the
anti-violence movement had developed a practice of collaborating with the state to increase police and
prisons as a (frequently failed) means to increase safety for survivors of violence. (For a longer analysis
about the anti-violence movement’s relationship with prisons and police, please visit this webpage:
http://incite-national.org/index.php?s)
On the other hand, prison abolition efforts didn’t exactly center the problem of domestic violence and
sexual violence within the community. Calls for prison abolition were often not accompanied by
recognition of the needs of survivors of domestic violence and sexual violence or the need for organizing
efforts to ensure safety in the community without relying on police or prisons. Additionally, though
survivors of rape and abuse often engage in criminalized survival activities that lead to incarceration, their
experiences of violence both in the community and in the prison industrial complex were not necessarily
reflected in prison abolition analysis. While many abolitionists rightfully acknowledged that prisons only
reinforce the conditions that enable domestic and sexual violence, addressing the experiences of
incarcerated survivors of violence and imagining and developing alternatives to prisons to address gender
violence was not necessarily seen as fundamental to the politic of prison abolition.
Two critical political movements working in contradiction to one another, both marginalizing the
experiences of women of color as well folks of color who identify as trans, two-spirit, gender nonconforming, or queer. For the anti-violence movement, the normative survivor of violence was generally
considered a white, heterosexual, middle class woman who had no experience with violent policing or
prisons and was not perceived as engaging in criminalized activity. For the prison abolition movement,
the normative prisoner was generally considered a heterosexual man of color who did not necessarily
experience violence within his community on the outside. Both political communities failed to see how the
intersections of white supremacy, gender-based oppression, and other oppressions defined the way in
which gender violence and incarceration mutually reinforce one another for all survivors and all prisoners.
In 2001, a group primarily consisting of women of color from Critical Resistance and INCITE! sat
down for a weekend and created the Statement on Gender Violence & The Prison Industrial
Complex. This statement turned out to be a vital organizing tool. It discussed the ways in which
each movement was counterproductive to the other and, therefore, kept them from being as
effective, creative, and powerful as they could be. The statement then recommended eleven
concrete steps that each movement could take to transform the contradictory position between
movements into a position of a critically integrated politic.
In the seven years since the CR-INCITE! Statement on Gender Violence and the Prison-Industrial
Complex first came out in 2001, a number of local and national groups and organizations have heeded its
call and worked creatively and collectively toward making its vision a reality. The statement was widely
circulated for signature through electronic, academic and organizing communities, and disseminated on
INCITE! and Critical Resistance’s websites, and later, by way of colorful posters distributed by INCITE!. It
was published in a special issue of Social Justice journal, in The Color of Violence: The INCITE
Anthology, published by South End Press in 2006, and most recently in INCITE!’s Organizing Toolkit To
Stop Law Enforcement Violence Against Women of Color & Trans People of Color.
(available at: http://www.incite-national.org/index.php?s=52)

INCITE! looks forward to taking the opportunity for reflection, learning from each other, and collective
action presented by CR10 to share strategies, successes and struggles in bringing the CR-INCITE!
Statement to life. We also hope to further develop our analysis and action around the statement to more
fully integrate and address multiple forms and experiences of state, interpersonal, and community-based
violence.
We hope you will take a fresh look at the CR-INCITE! Statement in preparation for the conference,
and join INCITE! and Critical Resistance in reflecting, talking, and learning during a preconference gathering on Friday September 25, 2008, throughout the conference, and beyond.
THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS WILL GUIDE THAT DISCUSSION:
Although the anti-sexual/domestic violence movements have been critical in breaking the silence around
violence against women, these movements have also become increasingly service-oriented,
professionalized and de-politicized, and consequently are often reluctant to address sexual and domestic
violence within the larger context of institutionalized violence and oppression. INCITE! recognizes that it is
impossible to seriously address sexual/domestic violence against women and trans people of color
without engaging in grassroots organizing efforts to challenge these larger structures of violence, such as
militarism, attacks on immigrants’ rights and Indian treaty rights, the proliferation of law enforcement and
prisons, economic neo-colonialism, and the medical industry, and necessary to integrate a gender and
sexuality analysis into these struggles.
How has the CR-INCITE! Statement changed the way we organize as abolitionists and antiviolence activists?
How have we put the ideas in the statement into action?
What challenges have we faced? What is holding us back from making the ideas in the statement
a reality?
What has worked, what hasn’t?
How have we documented state and interpersonal violence, ideas for community-based
responses to violence, examples of movements working more collaboratively, and other
strategies as part of our organizing work?
Over the past decade, the prison industrial complex has not only expanded, it has widened its web
through greater collaboration and complicity with the military, immigration enforcement authorities, law
enforcement agencies, child welfare agencies, mental health systems, and social assistance agencies.
How can we better recognize, highlight, collaborate, and organize around:
o The role played by law enforcement as the front line of the PIC and police brutality and
other forms of law enforcement violence against women and trans people of color?
o Increasing immigration and border enforcement violence, increasing collaboration
between law enforcement and immigration authorities, profiling, criminalization and
detention of immigrants, and violence against immigrant women and trans people of
color?
o The links and overlap between the prison industrial complex and the military industrial
complex in the U.S. and overseas in terms of overall impacts of militarism and
imperialism, as well as in terms of tactics, targets, and training?
o Understanding the prison industrial complex as encompassing multiple incarcerating
institutions such as mental hospitals and disability institutions?
The role of the prison industrial complex in enforcing the gender binary and gender conformity, along with
systems of oppression based on racism, misogyny, and class, has become even more apparent as
growing numbers of transgender and gender non-conforming people are subjected to violence in the
criminal legal system, in large part as a result of discrimination in employment, housing, and virtually
every aspect of society.

How can we better recognize, highlight, collaborate, and organize around:
Gender violence against transgender and gender non-conforming people of color by police, within
the PIC, in our communities, and in our homes?
Criminalization and incarceration continue to be offered and pursued as means of achieving greater
safety, particularly where domestic violence, sexual violence, and homophobic, transphobic, racist,
misogynist, and religion-based violence (“hate” crimes) are concerned.
How can we better recognize, highlight, collaborate, and organize around:
o Resistance to reliance on the PIC to address homophobic, transphobic, gender-based,
racist, and religion-based violence (“hate crimes”) and develop liberatory strategies for
safety and accountability?
o The role in bolstering the PIC of legislation that purports to address gender violence
(such as VAWA), homophobic, transphobic, gender-based, racist, and religion-based
violence (such as “hate crimes” legislation), and prison conditions by making prisons
“better” for people in women’s prisons?
o Lack of protection from violence for Native women living on reservations, undocumented
people, and sex workers and other criminalized women and trans people of color?
Violence, criminalization, and incarceration of communities of color have been the default response to
“disasters” - be they the September 11, 2001 attacks, the devastation wreaked by Hurricanes Katrina &
Rita, or widespread poverty and despair in many communities of color.
How can we better recognize, highlight, collaborate, and organize around:
o The intersections of disasters, displacement, policing, and reproductive violence and
population control policies?
o Law enforcement and prison violence and abuse during disasters; and how the state and
mainstream media use disasters as opportunities to further criminalize, profile, police,
commit acts of violence, forcibly displace, and render invisible poor communities of color,
particularly women, transgender, and gender non-confirming people, both in prisons and
jails, and in the communities they once called home?
o The sensationalization of sexual and domestic violence during disasters by mainstream
media to justify the use of law and order tactics of military personnel and law
enforcements agencies to control, regulate, murder, and incarcerate people of color in
the name of keeping women safe?
Many of us have organized against sexual, family, and community violence and the prison-industrial
complex through non-profits. And many of us have been critically examining the “non-profit industrial
complex” (NPIC)—the system of relationships between the State (or local and federal governments), the
owning classes, foundations, and non-profit/NGO social service & social justice organizations—and the
ways in which it results in the surveillance, control, derailment, and everyday management of political
movements. The state uses non-profits to: monitor and control social justice movements; divert public
monies into private hands through foundations; manage and control dissent in order to make the world
safe for capitalism; redirect activist energies into career-based modes of organizing instead of massbased organizing capable of actually transforming society; allow corporations to mask their exploitative
and colonial work practices through "philanthropic" work; encourage social movements to model
themselves after capitalist structures rather than to challenge them.
How can we better recognize, highlight, collaborate, and organize around:
o The relationship between the npic and pic as it relates to the way state and foundation
funding drives our political work, weakens critical coalitions, and undermines
accountability to those most marginalized in anti-violence and prison abolition
movements?

The closing statement of the CR-INCITE! statement states: “We seek to build movements that not only
end violence, but that create a society based on radical freedom, mutual accountability, and passionate
reciprocity. In this society, safety and security will not be premised on violence or the threat of violence; it
will be based on a collective commitment to guaranteeing the survival and care of all peoples.”
o
o

o
o
o

What is meant by “radical freedom, mutual accountability, and passionate reciprocity?”
Where have we been? How have we seen this statement embodied in the last 10 years?
What kinds of language/strategies/ideas have been implemented to create real
alternatives to law enforcement and the PIC that are rooted in caring, accountability and
racial and gender justice?
Where do we need to go? What kinds of movement building and organizing can help to
fully bring this vision about?
What kind of politics do we need to develop?
How has the CR-INCITE! statement motivated stronger coalitions between multiple
movements?

The Critical Resistance-INCITE! statement has proven to be a powerful tool to help initiate
organizing strategies, legitimize radical women of color and queer people of color political
analysis, and provoke creative out-of-the-box ideas for movement building. CR and INCITE! also
work in collaboration with many other organizations and activists who are also pushing the envelope
about potential cross-movement solidarities. The historic Transforming Justice conference in October
2007, for example, created a crucial opportunity to discuss and strategize around incarceration as it
relates to violence against trans and gender non-conforming folks, gender policing, and poverty.
Amazing local community-based organizations across the U.S. (and abroad!) are also developing
powerful ideas from critically engaging across movements, doing so by centering the experiences of folks
on the margin who are articulating a necessity for this kind of cross-movement engagement and
creativity.
It’s a really exciting time! Radical social movements that we are building together are being challenged
and pushed to incorporate critical and potentially movement-altering agendas and practices. Perhaps at
the next ten year anniversary, we will celebrate the ways in which these rich and transformative crossmovement collaborations have created unique and productive pathways towards liberation for all of us.
THE ORIGINAL STATEMENT, 2001
We call social justice movements to develop strategies and analysis that address both state and
interpersonal violence, particularly violence against women. Currently, activists/movements that address
state violence (such as anti-prison, anti-police brutality groups) often work in isolation from
activists/movements that address domestic and sexual violence. The result is that women of color, who
suffer disproportionately from both state and interpersonal violence, have become marginalized within
these movements. It is critical that we develop responses to gender violence that do not depend on a
sexist, racist, classist, and homophobic criminal justice system. It is also important that we develop
strategies that challenge the criminal justice system and that also provide safety for survivors of sexual
and domestic violence. To live violence-free lives, we must develop holistic strategies for addressing
violence that speak to the intersection of all forms of oppression.
The anti-violence movement has been critically important in breaking the silence around violence
against women and providing much-needed services to survivors. However, the mainstream antiviolence movement has increasingly relied on the criminal justice system as the front-line
approach toward ending violence against women of color. It is important to assess the impact of
this strategy.
1) Law enforcement approaches to violence against women may deter some acts of violence in the short
term. However, as an overall strategy for ending violence, criminalization has not worked. In fact, the
overall impact of mandatory arrest laws for domestic violence have led to decreases in the number of

battered women who kill their partners in self-defense, but they have not led to a decrease in the number
of batterers who kill their partnersi. Thus, the law protects batterers more than it protects survivors.
2) The criminalization approach has also brought many women into conflict with the law, particularly
women of color, poor women, lesbians, sex workers, immigrant women, women with disabilities, and
other marginalized women. For instance, under mandatory arrest laws, there have been numerous
incidents where police officers called to domestic incidents have arrested the woman who is being
batteredii. Many undocumented women have reported cases of sexual and domestic violence, only to find
themselves deportediii. A tough law-and-order agenda also leads to long punitive sentences for women
convicted of killing their batterersiv. Finally, when public funding is channeled into policing and prisons,
budget cuts for social programs, including women’s shelters, welfare, and public housing are the
inevitable side effectv. These cutbacks leave women less able to escape violent relationships.
3) Prisons don’t work. Despite an exponential increase in the number of men in prisons, women are not
any safer, and the rates of sexual assault and domestic violence have not decreasedvi. In calling for
greater police responses to and harsher sentences for perpetrators of gender violence, the anti-violence
movement has fueled the proliferation of prisons which now lock up more people per capita in the U.S.
than any other countryvii. During the past fifteen years, the numbers of women, especially women of color
in prison has skyrocketedviii. Prisons also inflict violence on the growing numbers of women behind bars.
Slashing, suicide, the proliferation of HIV, strip searches, medical neglect, and rape of prisoners has
largely been ignored by anti-violence activistsix. The criminal justice system, an institution of violence,
domination, and control, has increased the level of violence in society.
4) The reliance on state funding to support anti-violence programs has increased the professionalization
of the anti-violence movement and alienated it from its community-organizing, social justice rootsx. Such
reliance has isolated the anti-violence movement from other social justice movements that seek to
eradicate state violence, such that it acts in conflict rather than in collaboration with these movements.
5) The reliance on the criminal justice system has taken power away from women’s ability to organize
collectively to stop violence and has invested this power within the state. The result is that women who
seek redress in the criminal justice system feel disempowered and alienatedxi. It has also promoted an
individualistic approach toward ending violence such that the only way people think they can intervene in
stopping violence is to call the police. This reliance has shifted our focus from developing ways
communities can collectively respond to violence.
In recent years, the mainstream anti-prison movement has called important attention to the
negative impact of criminalization and the build-up of the prison industrial complex. Because
activists who seek to reverse the tide of mass incarceration and criminalization of poor
communities and communities of color have not always centered gender and sexuality in their
analysis or organizing, we have not always responded adequately to the needs of survivors of
domestic and sexual violence.
1) Prison and police accountability activists have generally organized around and conceptualized men of
color as the primary victims of state violencexii. Women prisoners and victims of police brutality have
been made invisible by a focus on the war on our brothers and sons. It has failed to consider how women
are affected as severely by state violence as menxiii. The plight of women who are raped by INS officers
or prison guards, for instance, has not received sufficient attention. In addition, women carry the burden
of caring for extended family when family and community members are criminalized and warehousedxiv.
Several organizations have been established to advocate for women prisonersxv; however, these groups
have been frequently marginalized within the mainstream anti-prison movement.
2) The anti-prison movement has not addressed strategies for addressing the rampant forms of violence
women face in their everyday lives, including street harassment, sexual harassment at work, rape, and
intimate partner abuse. Until these strategies are developed, many women will feel shortchanged by the
movement. In addition, by not seeking alliances with the anti-violence movement, the anti-prison

movement has sent the message that it is possible to liberate communities without seeking the well-being
and safety of women.
3) The anti-prison movement has failed to sufficiently organize around the forms of state violence faced
by Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Trans, Twospirited and Intersex (LGBTTI) communities. LGBTTI street youth
and trans people in general are particularly vulnerable to police brutality and criminalizationxvi. LGBTTI
prisoners are denied basic human rights such as family visits from same sex partners, and same sex
consensual relationships in prison are policed and punishedxvii.
4) While prison abolitionists have correctly pointed out that rapists and serial murderers comprise a small
number of the prison population, we have not answered the question of how these cases should be
addressedxviii. The inability to answer the question is interpreted by many anti-violence activists as a lack
of concern for the safety of women.
5) The various alternatives to incarceration that have been developed by anti-prison activists have
generally failed to provide sufficient mechanism for safety and accountability for survivors of sexual and
domestic violence. These alternatives often rely on a romanticized notion of communities, which have yet
to demonstrate their commitment and ability to keep women and children safe or seriously address the
sexism and homophobia that is deeply embedded within themxix.
We call on social justice movements concerned with ending violence in all its forms to:
1) Develop community-based responses to violence that do not rely on the criminal justice system AND
which have mechanisms that ensure safety and accountability for survivors of sexual and domestic
violence. Transformative practices emerging from local communities should be documented and
disseminated to promote collective responses to violence.
2) Critically assess the impact of state funding on social justice organizations and develop alternative
fundraising strategies to support these organizations. Develop collective fundraising and organizing
strategies for anti-prison and anti-violence organizations. Develop strategies and analysis that
specifically target state forms of sexual violence.
3) Make connections between interpersonal violence, the violence inflicted by domestic state institutions
(such as prisons, detention centers, mental hospitals, and child protective services), and international
violence (such as war, military base prostitution, and nuclear testing).
4) Develop an analysis and strategies to end violence that do not isolate individual acts of violence (either
committed by the state or individuals) from their larger contexts. These strategies must address how
entire communities of all genders are affected in multiple ways by both state violence and interpersonal
gender violence. Battered women prisoners represent an intersection of state and interpersonal violence
and as such provide and opportunity for both movements to build coalitions and joint struggles.
5) Put poor/working class women of color in the center of their analysis, organizing practices, and
leadership development. Recognize the role of economic oppression, welfare “reform,” and attacks on
women workers’ rights in increasing women’s vulnerability to all forms of violence and locate anti-violence
and anti-prison activism alongside efforts to transform the capitalist economic system.
6) Center stories of state violence committed against women of color in our organizing efforts.
7) Oppose legislative change that promotes prison expansion, criminalization of poor communities and
communities of color and thus state violence against women of color, even if these changes also
incorporate measure to support victims of interpersonal gender violence.
8) Promote holistic political education at the everyday-level within our communities, specifically how
sexual violence helps reproduce the colonial, racist, capitalist, heterosexist, and patriarchal society we
live in as well as how state violence produces interpersonal violence within communities.

9) Develop strategies for mobilizing against sexism and homophobia WITHIN our communities in order to
keep women safe.
10) Challenge men of color and all men in social justice movements to take particular responsibility to
address and organize around gender violence in their communities as a primary strategy for addressing
violence and colonialism. We challenge men to address how their own histories of victimization have
hindered their ability to establish gender justice in their communities.
11) Link struggles for personal transformation and healing with struggles for social justice.
We seek to build movements that not only end violence, but that create a society based on radical
freedom, mutual accountability, and passionate reciprocity. In this society, safety and security
will not be premised on violence or the threat of violence; it will be based on a collective
commitment to guaranteeing the survival and care of all peoples.

Signatures:
Organizations
American Friends Service Committee
Arizona Prison Moratorium Coalition
Audre Lorde Project
California Coalition for Women Prisoners
Center for Human Rights Education
Center for Immigrant Families
Center for Law and Justice
Colorado Progressive Alliance
Committee Against Anti-Asian Violence (New York)
Communities Against Rape and Abuse (Seattle)
Direct Action Against Refugee Exploitation (Vancouver)
Institute of Lesbian Studies
Justice Now
Korean American Coalition to End Domestic Abuse
Legal Services for Prisoners with Children
Minnesota Black Political Action Committee
National Coalition Against Domestic Violence
Northwest Immigrant Rights Project (Seattle)
Pennsylvania Lesbian and Gay Task Force
Prison Activist Resource Center
Project South
San Francisco Women Against Rape
SHIMTUH Korean Domestic Violence Program
Sista II Sista
Southwest Youth Collaborative (Chicago)
Spear and Shield Publications, Chicago
Women of All Red Nations
Women of Color Resource Center
Youth Ministries for Peace and Justice (Bronx)
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