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      Preface

    


    
      “I wish Ghassan would come home.” Wisam looks into the camera, fingering a small pendant shaped like historic
      Palestine that hangs from a chain around his neck. “I wish we could go back to hanging out together, playing
      football together, going to school together, like we always did before.”
    


    
      Back in 2007, Wisam was a 16-year-old boy living in Aida Refugee Camp in the West Bank, just outside Bethlehem. I
      was volunteering in the camp with Voices Beyond Walls, a project that coordinated film and video production
      workshops with refugee youth. When the teenagers in my group, two boys and two girls, were discussing what they
      wanted to make a film about, their conversation quickly turned to their friend, Ghassan, also 16 years old, who
      had been arrested by the Israeli Defense Forces (IDF) and had been held in detention without trial for several
      months. The teens used the video project to create a partly scripted, partly documentary film to re-dramatize
      their friend’s arrest, including a real interview with Ghassan’s parents. They called the film, “The Necklace,”
      referring to the Palestine pendant that Ghassan had given Wisam just days before his arrest in real life.
    


    
      Working with the youth on the production of “The Necklace” was my first real introduction to the impact of mass
      incarceration, including the detention of minors, in Palestinian society. I was aware that there were Palestinian
      prisoners held in Israeli jails, but it was mainly through my visits to Aida Camp that summer that I came to
      appreciate the scale of the issue, its impact on communities, and its salience in Palestinian society. Nearly
      every family I met had sons, and sometimes daughters, who had been arrested, detained, or imprisoned, some more
      than once, for varying lengths of time, often without any formal charge or trial.
    


    
      This trend was mirrored in interviews I was conducting at the time for my research on unarmed or “nonviolent”
      resistance, in which nearly everyone I interviewed, even those opposed to violence, had been imprisoned. Indeed,
      many activists with whom I spoke referenced their time in prison as being influential on their later activism,
      primarily in gaining experience in organizing and civil disobedience. Some spoke of the political education they
      had gained in prison, while others cited imprisonment and detention as a key issue for mobilizing solidarity,
      both locally and internationally.
    


    
      I thus became interested in further exploring the effect of imprisonment on individual
      activists, on Palestinian communities, and on the dynamics of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict more broadly. With
      my background in researching popular struggle in Palestine, I was especially interested in understanding how
      prisons related to resistance, through tactics inside the prisons such as acts of refusal or hunger strikes, and
      through demonstrations and activism outside the prisons in solidarity with detainees. Fortunately, I found that
      many former prisoners were open to talking about their prison experience, especially the elements of resistance.
      I was fortunate enough to make some initial contacts while assisting with the production of “Degrees of
      Incarceration,” a film by Amahl Bishara and Nidal Al-Azraq, on how imprisonment reverberates through Palestinian
      communities, again with a focus on Aida Camp. As my research continued, I interviewed dozens of former prisoners,
      men and women, throughout the West Bank and East Jerusalem, having conversations everywhere from libraries in
      Nablus in the north, to cafes in central Ramallah, and family gardens in Hebron in the south.
    


    
      While most of my interviews, and the majority of this book, focus on the stories and experiences of the former
      prisoners themselves, I also wanted to hear from members of Israel’s security sector. A former head of the Israel
      Prison Service (IPS) spent several hours sharing her experiences with me, as did a former head of the Israel
      Security Agency (ISA; also referred to as the Shabak or Shin Bet), and a former head of the police intelligence
      unit. While some may disagree with the decision to include these voices in this book, I believe that their
      viewpoints bring a necessary nuance to the broader story of the Palestinian prisoners’ movement, providing
      instructive insights and revealing the tension between rights and security that undergirds much of the larger
      conflict.
    


    
      The themes of detention, imprisonment, and resistance are common to many protracted conflicts, including Northern
      Ireland, South Africa, and the Basque conflict in Spain, amongst others. In each of these cases, the issue of
      prisons and prisoners has been prominent in conflict resolution efforts and peace processes. In contrast, in
      other cases, such as the War on Terror, prisons have featured prominently in debates on radicalization and
      security. This book touches on these themes, but the core focus is on the lived experiences of Palestinian
      prisoners and the movement they created that extended far beyond the prisons to influence community activism,
      political processes, and broader conflict dynamics.
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      1    Introduction

    


    
      The experience of incarceration impacts nearly all Palestinian communities1 in some way, regardless of geographic location, socioeconomic standing, or political
      affiliation. Approximately 20 percent of the Palestinian population (and close to 40 percent of the Palestinian
      male population) have been detained or imprisoned at least once (Addameer 2016a, 4), including an estimated
      500–700 minors every year (Defence for Children International (DCI)) 2017). Some detainees have been in prison
      for decades, while others have been held for days or weeks at a time in detention, and others have been arrested
      on multiple occasions. Widespread incarceration began after the 1967 war, coinciding with the start of the
      Israeli military occupation of the West Bank, East Jerusalem, and the Gaza Strip.2
    


    
      From the early days of imprisonment however, Palestinian prisoners have mobilized to claim rights and improve
      conditions by engaging in acts of resistance that challenge the status quo of the prison system. Actions have
      included the development of alternative institutions (such as political, financial, and educational systems
      within the prisons), non-cooperation (such as refusing to comply with prison protocols or refusing to work),
      refusal of family or lawyer visits, refusal of meals, and individual and collective hunger strikes. Prisoners
      have used these tactics (in addition to judicial proceedings, international law, and other justice mechanisms) to
      secure rights within the prison, challenge their detention or incarceration, and further the Palestinian national
      movement. However, the story of the Palestinian prisoners movement has rarely been told. As one former prisoner
      stated:
    


    
      
        The prisoners movement was not well documented. So we need to rewrite the story from the beginning to give it
        the attention it deserves. If we decide to do that, then we will realize the effect of the prisoners’ movement.
      


      
        (interview with author 2014)
      

    


    
      Gaining insight into the prisoners’ experience in general, and the prisoners’ role in activism and resistance in
      particular, is thus crucial for understanding the Palestinian national struggle, the relevance of prisoner
      releases in any future peace process, and the relation between prisoners’ movements and political resistance in protracted conflicts. The aims of this book are twofold: first, to situate the
      Palestinian prisoners movement in the broader Palestinian national struggle, and second to understand the
      dynamics of political dissent in prison and detention spaces where opportunities for traditional resistance are
      severely limited. I begin however with a brief historical overview of prison-based resistance from an
      international perspective.
    


    
      Prison-based resistance from a global perspective


      
        Political resistance in prisons extends well beyond the Palestinian case, functioning as an integral element in
        various struggles, with tactics including hunger strikes, labor strikes, and other acts of refusal or
        disobedience.3 In the early twentieth century, hunger strikes
        were first employed by imprisoned suffragettes in Britain. Approximately 1,000 women were incarcerated between
        1905 and 1914 for suffrage activities (Purvis 1995), with
        the first hunger strike employed in July 1909. In the following decade, hunger strikes and other forms of
        prison resistance, including refusal to wear prison clothing or do penal labor, were used by Irish prisoners in
        the Irish struggle for independence. Thomas Ashe, imprisoned for participating in the 1916 Easter Uprising,
        died after being force-fed during a hunger strike in Mountjoy Prison, and three years later, Terence MacSwiney
        was the first prisoner allowed to die after 73 days of hunger strike in Brixton Prison. There were at least 30
        more hunger strikes in Ireland between August 1918 and October 1923, culminating with a collective strike
        involving approximately 8,000 Irish Republican Army (IRA) prisoners protesting the division of the island
        following the Irish War of Independence, as well as their continued detention under the new Irish Free State
        (Healy 1982).
      


      
        The hunger strike tactic was reprised by Irish prisoners during the Troubles in Northern Ireland. In May 1972,
        republican prisoners in the Crumlin Road Gaol launched a hunger strike to demand political status, in addition
        to improving prison conditions. This hunger strike, initiated by prisoners independently of the IRA leadership
        outside, importantly influenced the inclusion of prisoner status as an IRA pre-condition for talks with the
        British, resulting in the granting of “Special Category Status.” Though less than the official political status
        sought by prisoners, Special Category Status allowed for de facto POW-style lifestyles in the prisons,
        including free association and abstention from prison work and prison uniforms.
      


      
        The revocation of Special Category Status in 1976 eventually led to the 1981 hunger strike in the Maze/Long
        Kesh Prison, led by Bobby Sands, in which ten men died. The demands of the hunger strike were essentially to
        return to the conditions allowed by Special Category Status: the right to not wear a prison uniform; the right
        not to do prison work; the right of free association with other prisoners for educational and recreational
        activities; the right to one visit, letter, and parcel per week; and the full restoration of remission lost
        through the protest. While the strike was called off before demands were met, partial concessions were granted
        soon after, although special status was never restored. Moreover, the hunger strike
        “attracted massive international and domestic political attention to the prisoners’ demands and led to a direct
        political gain” (BBC “The Search for Peace: Hunger Strike”).
      


      
        Other politically motivated hunger strikes in recent years include a “death fast” by hundreds of political
        prisoners in Turkey in 2000 (Bargu 2014); frequent hunger
        strikes by political dissidents in Cuban prisons, resulting in deaths in 2010 and 2012 (Amnesty International
        2012); and intermittent hunger strikes by detainees at the United States’ Guantanamo Bay Prison Camp. In most
        of these cases, the aims of the hunger strikes were two-fold; first, to gain specific rights for the detainees
        involved; and second, to call public attention to the issue of political imprisonment.
      


      
        Along with hunger strikes, prisoners in Ireland, South Africa, Israel-Palestine, and elsewhere have used labor
        strikes from prison work as a form of resistance. Perhaps some of the most notable labor strikes were organized
        by prisoners in forced labor camps in Russia’s gulag, when hunger strikes and other forms of resistance failed.
        One of the most prominent Soviet prison labor strikes took place in 1953, following the death of Joseph Stalin,
        when approximately 10,000 miners went on strike in Vorkuta Camp, one of the most notorious camps in the Gulag
        (Popa 2010). As Scholmer (1963) notes, “although the concessions eventually granted by the
        authorities were relatively minor… had the strike been emulated by other communities, industrial production
        would have declined drastically and with it might have come a collapse of the political system itself” (187).
        As it was, the strike achieved some minor concessions before it was quelled, and news of the strike spread
        through both the prison and civilian populations as a rare example of resistance against the regime.
      


      
        Strikes are just one form of prison resistance. In the third volume of The Gulag Archipelago,
        Solzhenitsyn documents a number of prisoner actions, including protests, escapes, and mutinies, in addition to
        hunger strikes and labor strikes (1973). In Ireland, Palestine, and South Africa, a range of other tactics were
        usually used before a strike. In Northern Ireland for example, the 1981 hunger strike followed years of prison
        resistance including the blanket protest, which lasted from 1976–1981, in which prisoners refusing to wear the
        prisoner uniform wrapped themselves only in prison blankets; and the dirty protest, from 1978–1981, in which
        prisoners refused to wash, and, unable to leave their cells to empty their chamber pots, smeared their
        excrement on the cell walls. Other acts of protest ranged from simply refusing to comply with orders, such as
        refusing to be counted or refusing to address guards with honorifics, to prison riots and rebellions.
      


      
        In addition to acts of refusal, prisoners have also resisted through creating their own systems of
        self-governance and education within prisons. Even in the Gulag, prisoners in the Soviet Kengir Camp managed to
        take control for 40 days in 1954 and establish their own provisional government as well as religious and
        cultural activities (Solzhenitsyn 1973; Kramer 1978). In Burma in the 1970s, as Fink (2001) notes, detainees made the prison into a “life university;”
        “despite the miserable living conditions, activists endeavor[ed] to find ways to engage in
        political debates and to learn from each other… to create a community, maintain their morale, and improve
        themselves” (171). Likewise, as Buntman (2003) writes,
        prisoners managed to transform South Africa’s Robben Island Prison from a “hell-hole to a university for
        political leaders,” including “a complex of educational and sporting institutions and practices,” as well as
        political organizations (5).
      


      
        In these ways, resistance by politically motivated prisoners has taken many forms in many different contexts.
        However, most instances of political imprisonment since the start of the twentieth century have involved some
        form of prisoner resistance, even in cases of severe repression. In protracted conflicts like Northern Ireland,
        South Africa, and Israel-Palestine, prisoners’ movements have linked closely to the broader national struggles,
        and have functioned as microcosms of the wider conflicts.
      

    


    
      Prison-based resistance and political struggle in Israel-Palestine


      
        In Israel-Palestine, the issue of Palestinian imprisonment has deep historical, political, and social
        significance. Like elsewhere in the Middle East, prisons represent one element of state concentrated power
        (Khalili and Schwedler 2010), while also functioning as
        sites of resistance and dissent. Paralleling the broader Palestinian national struggle, prison-based resistance
        emerged soon after the start of the occupation in 1967, peaked in the 1970s and 1980s, and subsequently tapered
        after the Oslo peace accords and the replacement of traditional political factions with the establishment of
        the Palestinian Authority in the 1990s. While lacking the organization and discipline of earlier years,
        prison-based resistance continued during and after the second intifada, most recently with the use of
        individual and collective hunger strikes to protest administrative detention (detention without charge or
        trial).
      


      
        Initial first-hand accounts (in Arabic) of the prison experience and prison-based resistance include Qasim’s
        The Captivity Experience in the Zionist Jails (1986), Khalyl’s The Imprisonment Experience in the
        Israeli Prisons (1989), al Hindi’s The Democratic
        Practice of the Palestinian Prisoners Movement (2000), and Qaraqe’s The Palestinian Political Prisoners in the Israeli Prisons after Oslo: 1993–1999
        (2001). Further primary source documentation of prisoners’ activities are archived in the library of the Abu
        Jihad Museum for Prisoner Movement Affairs at al Quds University in Abu Dis, and the Prisoners Section of the
        Nablus Public Library.
      


      
        One of the first English-language analyses of the prisoners’ movement appeared in Maya Rosenfeld’s
        Confronting the Occupation: Work, Education, and Political Activism of Palestinian Families in a Refugee
        Camp (2004), offering ground-breaking insights into the experiences of former prisoners based on
        interviews with residents of Dheisheh Refugee Camp. Rosenfeld has also written on the interdependence of the
        prisoners movement in the national movement in Baker and
        Matar’s comprehensive volume Threat: Palestinian Political Prisoners in Israeli Jails (2011),
        which examines the issue of Palestinian imprisonment from different angles. The
        Palestinian prisoners experience was further examined in Esmail Nashif’s Palestinian Political Prisoners:
        Identity and Community (2008), which provides a rich analysis of the prisoners movement rooted in
        anthropological theory, especially on material and aesthetic dimensions and identity. Nahla Abdo’s Captive
        Revolution: Palestinian Women’s Anti-Colonial Struggle Within the Israeli Prison System (2014) offers
        essential background on the often overlooked experiences of female prisoners, while situating the prisoners
        movement in the context of anti-colonial struggle.
      


      
        This book draws from these foundational sources, but focuses less on the broad ethnography of the Palestinian
        prisoner experience, and more on the element of resistance as part of that experience. Furthermore, this book
        looks beyond the specific space of the prison to explore how the prisoners issue and the prisoners movement
        influences and interacts with local, national, and international activism, as well as impacts long-term
        approaches to security policies and peace negotiations.
      


      
        Indeed, rather than operating in isolation, the prisoners movement has demonstrated a synergy over time with
        the broader Palestinian national movement, sometimes influencing the outside political struggle, and sometimes
        being influenced by external factors. Like a double-helix, the prisoners movement and the national movement
        have been intertwined and subject to similar constraints and shocks. Historically, the prisoners movement
        managed to weather some constraints more effectively than the national movement, despite of, or perhaps because
        of, its isolated position. Nevertheless, in the post-Oslo period, shifting political organizing both inside and
        outside the prisons, combined with adaptive Israeli policies to manage the prisons, has changed the nature of
        activism and resistance in such a way that the prisoners movement mirrors the national movement in terms of its
        recent weakening and fragmentation.
      


      
        Many of the former prisoners interviewed for this book viewed the prisoners movement and the national movement
        as one and the same. As noted above, the prisoners movement was strongest when it worked in close coordination
        with the Palestinian political factions that led external resistance in the 1970s, 1980s, and through the first
        intifada, including Fatah, the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP), and the Democratic Front
        for the Liberation of Palestine (DFLP). These factions became much weaker in the 1990s however, with the
        decline of the Leftist PFLP and DFLP after the fall of the Soviet Union, and the shift of Fatah from a
        resistance faction to a moderate political party in the Palestinian Authority. Furthermore, the “resistance
        vacuum” left by the old parties allowed for the emergence of new parties like Hamas and Islamic Jihad, whose
        tensions with Fatah in particular would eventually split the Palestinian national movement, and also weaken
        solidarity inside and outside the prisons.
      


      
        The relationship between the Palestinian prisoners movement and the national movement has not yet been fully
        explored in the academic or activist literature (though see Rosenfeld 2011). This book fills that gap by situating the prisoners movement in the context of both
        broader Palestinian politics and shifting Israeli policies. It also contributes to the
        literature on resistance in protracted conflicts which has overlooked the centrality of imprisonment in
        national struggles. As Buntman (2003) writes:
      


      
        
          analyses of the place of political imprisonment in political structures and trajectories are rare… Political
          imprisonment plays a vital role in shaping resistance movements and their methods. The strategies and
          histories of political prisoners require investigation as a part of broader (national) resistance movements
          and as a contribution to theories of resistance.
        


        
          (Buntman 2003, 2)
        

      


      
        Buntman masterfully illustrated the links between the prisoners movement and the national movement in South
        Africa, while McEvoy (2001) did the same in Northern
        Ireland. This book seeks to bring the same approach to the Israel-Palestine conflict, where prisons remain an
        epicenter of the conflict.
      

    


    
      The prisoners movement and civil resistance


      
        Just as in-depth analyses of prisoner movements can contribute to understandings of protracted conflict, so too
        can they inform theories of resistance, and theories of civil resistance in particular. In this book, I examine
        the Palestinian prisoner experience through a resistance approach, focusing less on the specific circumstances
        and grievances of incarceration and more on the actions taken by prisoners to improve conditions, reclaim
        prison spaces, and at times, challenge the established order and force changes by making the prison system
        unworkable. As such, I explore the extent to which prison-based resistance shares attributes with
        social/political movements, and also how it functions as a form of unarmed struggle and informs other
        “nonviolent” or civil-based resistance tactics in protracted conflicts.
      


      
        The prisoners movement as collective action


        
          My use of the term prisoners movement is intentional, as it has indeed functioned as a movement,
          especially in the 1970s and 1980s, reflecting many elements of traditional social movements and collective
          action. According to Tarrow (1998), social movements
          typically include four empirical properties: 1) collective challenge, 2) common purpose, 3) solidarity and
          collective identity, and 4) sustained interaction with authorities (4–5), all evident in the Palestinian
          prisoners movement. First, the prisoners movement relied heavily on collective challenge, defined as
          “contentious… disruptive direct action against… authorities” (Tarrow 1998, 5). Second, while prisoners’ actions took different forms, and the movement shifted
          over time, prisoners historically demonstrated a common commitment to improving prison conditions,
          maintaining collective agency and dignity, and furthering the Palestinian national struggle. Third, prisoners
          maintained solidarity with each other, even across different factions and parties, and
          also developed strong solidarity networks with local and even international supporters and activists. Fourth,
          the prisoners movement managed to sustain challenges to authorities over time; resistance was not limited to
          one-off hunger strikes or riots, but rather was cultivated, organized, and enhanced over years of actions.
        


        
          In these ways, the Palestinian prisoners’ struggle can be considered a veritable movement. This approach
          allows us to study and understand prisoners’ experiences through the lens of collective action and agency.
          Furthermore, the social movement literature provides analytical approaches to understanding why the
          prisoners’ movement has been more successful at some times than others, including elements such as political
          opportunities and constraints, mobilizing structures, and framing processes (McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald
          1996).
        


        
          For example, regarding political opportunities, or the interaction of the movement with institutionalized
          politics, the relative strength of the prisoners movement has mirrored the strength of the Palestinian
          national movement, with prison resistance strongest when Palestinian political parties and factions were at
          their peak, and weakest after the Oslo Accords with the establishment of the Palestinian Authority and the
          decline of the national struggle. Likewise, in the years during and after the second intifada, the prisoners
          movement has been weakened by Israel’s relative strength and “capacity and propensity for repression”
          (McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald 1996, 10). Second, the
          social movement literature’s focus on mobilization structures (or resource mobilization) provides a framework
          for analyzing the Palestinian prisoners movement through its internal organization, with elements such as
          stated goals and objectives, tactical choices, and leadership notably stronger in the pre-Oslo period than
          after. Third, the social movement concept of “framing” (Snow and Benford 1992), or the social packaging or imaging of an issue, can be useful for understanding how
          the imprisonment issue has maintained its salience, and how that salience has been and might be leveraged.
        

      

      
        Prisoners movement as civil resistance


        
          Just as the social movement approach can offer insights into the Palestinian prisoners’ movement, so too can
          the literature on civil disobedience and unarmed resistance. In The Politics of Nonviolent Action,
          perhaps the seminal scholarly work on strategic nonviolence to date, Sharp (1973) bases his theory of nonviolence on the idea that “the
          exercise of power depends on the consent of the ruled who, by withdrawing that consent, can control and even
          destroy the power of their opponent” (4). By Sharp’s analysis, individuals can transform power dynamics
          through refusal of cooperation and persistence in disobedience and defiance (64), a concept reflected in the
          approach of the prisoners movement.
        


        
          As noted in the preface, this book emerged in part from earlier research I conducted on “nonviolent,” or
          unarmed resistance in Palestine during the second intifada (Norman 2010; Hallward and Norman 2011). In
          interviews conducted with activists engaged in unarmed tactics, either through
          demonstrations, protests, boycotts, and/or non-cooperation, nearly all cited previous time spent in prison as
          being instrumental for gaining experience with civil disobedience. Not all of those interviewed saw unarmed
          resistance as a substitute for other forms of resistance (though some did), but rather as yet another viable
          strategy for challenging the occupation. Likewise, while few reported choosing unarmed tactics for moral or
          ethical reasons, many commented on seeing the utility of unarmed tactics for strategic and tactical purposes.
        


        
          To be sure, many prisoners had been involved in armed resistance in the past, and even prison-based
          resistance was not wholly “nonviolent.” In most cases though, because of the prisoners’ situation and lack of
          access to “weapons,” most resistance was by definition unarmed. Prisoners exercised civil disobedience in
          acts of refusal, ranging from refusing to stand to be counted to full-blown hunger strikes, while others
          “fought back” against guards with whatever means they had available. Furthermore, as I have written
          elsewhere, even movements that involve “large-scale protests and civil obedience rely largely on more subtle
          forms of resistance, including developing parallel institutions [and] engaging in small acts of defiance”
          (Norman and Hallward 2015, 206), which were also
          reflected in the prisoners movement. The prisoners demonstrated these less overt elements through
          establishing alternative institutions in the form of a “counterorder” in the prisons, and engaging in
          political conscientization (Freire 1970) by reading
          about and discussing other popular struggles and revolutions through a regimented education curriculum. In
          these ways, while the prisoners movement did not explicitly define itself as “unarmed” or “nonviolent,” its
          tactics, strategies, and organization reflect many elements of civil disobedience and popular struggles.
        


        
          For example, hunger strikes and other tactics that attempt to make the prison system unworkable are examples
          of dilemma actions (Sorensen and Martin 2014), which
          force opponents to either make allowances or use force, with the assumption that the use of force will
          ultimately backfire. As Duhamel (2004) describes:
        


        
          
            a dilemma demonstration is a tactical framework that puts power holders in a dilemma: if the action is
            allowed to go forward, it accomplishes something worthwhile related to the issue or position being
            asserted. If the power holders repress the action, they put themselves in a bad light, and the public is
            educated about the issue or position.
          


          
            (Duhamel 2004, 6)
          

        


        
          Hunger strikes and other prison actions clearly differ from demonstrations, and repression may not
          immediately be evident to the public to create the backfire effect. However, once publicized through
          solidarity networks, hunger strikes in particular can galvanize public opinion when prisoners are at risk of
          dying in the custody of the state, creating a dilemma in which the state must either
          consider prison demands, force-feed prisoners to break the strike, or let prisoners die, a decision that will
          most likely backfire by creating more support or attention to the prisoners’ cause (Martin 2007). This concept is similar to Sharp’s theory of “political
          jiu-jitsu,” adapted from Gregg’s (1966) idea that
          “violence by the authorities rebounds against them like the force of an opponent in the sport of jiu-jitsu”
          (Sorensen and Martin 2014, 75). While Sharp applied the
          concept the dynamics resulting from authorities’ use of force against protesters, it also applies to the
          prison setting.
        


        
          Indeed, even when prison resistance lacks publicity and public reaction, prisoners can create dilemmas for
          prison authorities by using tactics that simply make the administration of the system unworkable, sometimes
          to the point of forcing negotiations between prison administrators and prisoners. Thomas Schelling’s (1968) description of civil resistance applies to
          the prison context as well:
        


        
          
            The tyrant and his subjects are in somewhat symmetrical positions. They can deny him most of what he
            wants—they can, that is, if they have the disciplined organization to refuse collaboration. And he
            can deny them just about everything they want—he can deny it by using the force at his command…. It is a
            bargaining situation in which either side, if adequately disciplined and organized, can deny most of what
            the other wants, and it remains to see who wins.
          


          
            (Schelling 1968, 304; emphasis added)
          

        


        
          As Schelling emphasizes, resistance in repressive situations depends largely on discipline and organization.
          In the case of Palestine, discipline in the prisons was more prevalent in the pre-Oslo period of the 1970s
          and 1980s, when most prisoners came from political factions that provided trusted affinity groups as well as
          experience in political resistance. According to Maher (2010), group identity and experience in tactical strategizing can be vital for collective action
          in repressive environments (252). Finkel (2015) also
          emphasizes the importance of prior experiences in organizing under repressive conditions, noting that “one
          legacy of repression is the acquisition of the resister toolkit by segments of repressed populations, who
          then capitalize on these skills during subsequent repression episodes” (340). According to Finkel, this
          toolkit includes “the skills to create and maintain clandestine networks, manage secret communications, forge
          documents, smuggle money, gather munitions, and outfox security services” (339). Although writing on
          clandestine resistance movements more broadly, the toolkit described by Finkel includes skills utilized
          regularly by Palestinian prisoners in the pre-Oslo period, many of whom had gained those skills through their
          political activity with armed resistance groups and carried them into the prisons. Others acquired those
          skills while in one prison and transferred them to other prisons, or channeled them back into popular
          resistance upon their release.
        

      

      
        Diffusion of prison-based activism and political impact


        
          The “bargaining” position of prisoners is of course improved if combined with public pressure. While it might
          be assumed that prison-based resistance is quite literally confined to a particular time and place, in the
          cases of political prisoners in protracted conflicts, this is usually not the case. Prison-based resistance,
          including hunger strikes, have had a reverberating effect, diffusing beyond the temporal and spatial
          boundaries of the physical prison institutions to inspire local, national, and international activism. This
          was especially true in the 1970s and 1980s when the Palestinian political factions outside would coordinate
          activism with their members inside the prisons.
        


        
          This solidarity between prisoners and external groups is common in low-intensity conflicts with political
          prisoners. As von Tangen Page (1998) writes:
        


        
          
            A key problem to the authorities which marks out the Politically Motivated Violent Offender (PMVO) from the
            average prisoner is organization and outside support. The vast majority of organizations will have support
            groups outwith the prisons where sympathizers will agitate and organize on behalf of the prisoners…
            Further, there is a level of collective action among PMVOs which rarely exists among criminal prisoners.
            This can create great disruption within an entire prison system, where an event in one prison can cause
            reverberations among other prisons as well as a far wider cross-section of society.
          


          
            (von Tangen Page 1998, 30)
          

        


        
          In other words, political prisoners tend to organize in such a way that activism actually diffuses across
          prisons, and from the prison sector to outside supporters and organizations, as was the case in Palestine.
        


        
          External support is also common in civil resistance and unarmed movements, often functioning as a crucial
          form of leverage. As Johansen (2010) notes, external
          actors can offer various kinds of support, including moral, strategic, technical, and diplomatic support,
          offering assistance to movements through participation, training, media coverage, education, and finances.
          Depending on the form, timing, and intensity of the external support, Johansen argues that it can range from
          being counter-productive or irrelevant to being important or even necessary for movement success. In
          Palestine, international solidarity has increasingly played a significant role in the broader national
          movement, with solidarity networks raising awareness about the Palestinian issue and encouraging states and
          international organizations to employ diplomatic pressure on Israel. In the case of the prisoners movement
          specifically, the diffusion of activism tends to be much more at the local and national level, with
          solidarity demonstrations and protests in cities across the West Bank and Gaza, especially during collective
          hunger strikes (Norman 2014). External pressure is
          strongest when the pressure comes from multiple levels, national and international, and in different forms,
          such as diplomatic and strategic. This synergy has occurred at times during high
          profile hunger strikes, creating additional dilemma situations for authorities, but external pressure is not
          always consistent at the local or global levels. Still, the prisoners movement has been intentional in
          leveraging external networks whenever possible.
        


        
          In summary, from a collective action perspective, the prisoners movement was responsible for developing
          alternative institutions that not only proved resilient over the years within the prisons, but actually
          inspired some of the organizational models, political strategies, and philosophical foundations for activism
          outside of prison as well, especially during the first intifada. In addition, prisoners’ resistance has
          managed to preserve some sense of internal political unity over the past decades, despite external political
          fracturing, and has also maintained the support of the general population when support for political parties
          was lacking. In this way, the prisoners movement has been able to maintain a spirit of resistance that
          challenges the perceived complacency of political leaders following the second intifada. Finally, the
          prisoners movement has managed to leverage international advocacy around the prisoners issue in both formal
          organizations and through solidarity networks.
        

      
    


    
      Aims and contributions


      
        This book aims to illustrate how the Palestinian prisoners movement mirrored the Palestinian national movement,
        being strongest when prisoners had strong political affiliations that contributed to discipline, organizing
        skills, and a sense of communal identity in the prisons, and which facilitated support and parallel activism
        through solidarity networks outside the prisons. The movement was most effective when prisoners used civil
        resistance tactics; these included developing parallel institutions in the form of a “counterorder,” and
        creating dilemma actions for authorities that, by threatening to make the prison system unworkable, pushed them
        to negotiate or grant rights to prisoners. Prisons have thus functioned as epicenters of the
        Israeli-Palestinian conflict, and as in other protracted conflicts, have reflected broader dynamics of
        resistance, control, and sometimes compromise.
      


      
        The book makes contributions to several bodies of literature. First, it contributes to the growing field of
        Palestine studies by providing an in-depth analysis of the Palestinian prisoners movement in the context of the
        national struggle, highlighting the centrality of imprisonment in the conflict, in resistance, and in potential
        peace negotiations. Second, it contributes to the literature on civil resistance by illustrating how prisons
        function almost as laboratories for unarmed tactics, many of which inform ex-prisoners’ activism after their
        release. The study of prison-based resistance as unarmed struggle has been largely overlooked by scholars of
        both social movements and nonviolence to date (though see Scanlan et al 2008). Third, it contributes to the literature on protracted conflicts more broadly by
        positioning the prison space as an epicenter of conflict where both the state and activists vie for power and
        control through tactics ranging from force to negotiation (Norman 2021). In addition to theoretical contributions, the book seeks
        to better inform activist networks, civil society actors, and policymakers concerned with imprisonment and
        detention policies about the prison experience and the dynamics of prison-based resistance.
      

    


    
      Narrative approach


      
        This book is based on narrative oral history style interviews with former prisoners, making their voices a
        central part of the research. I conducted 30 semi-structured interviews with former prisoners in the West Bank,
        as well as interviews with lawyers and staff members at prisoners support NGOs. I also conducted
        semi-structured interviews with former members of Israel’s security sector, including the Israel Security
        Agency (Shin Bet), the Israel Prison Service (IPS), and the intelligence branch of the Israeli Police. Names of
        interviewees have been changed to protect the anonymity of participants.
      


      
        As Clandinin and Connelly (2000) note, narrative research
        is uniquely capable of capturing individuals’ stories and investigating how they perceive their experiences in
        the temporal, spatial, and personal-social dimensions (see also Norman 2009, 86). Indeed, the semi-structured nature of the interviews allowed for participants to
        extend beyond the mere reporting of events, and even beyond the individual’s role in or opinion of such events,
        to include a reflective, story-telling quality. I sought to preserve this through the text through an oral
        history approach that includes extended segments of interviews, drawing from individuals’ stories to develop a
        collective narrative on the history of the prisoners movement. As Thompson (2000) writes, “Oral history is a history built around people,” and so too is this book.
      


      
        While interviews formed the core of the research, I also reviewed prisoners’ letters and diaries at archives at
        the Nablus Public Library and Al-Quds University in Jerusalem.4
        In addition, I conducted 22 questionnaires with Israelis and 150 surveys with Palestinians to gauge public
        perceptions, opinions, and responses to hunger strikes and prison-based resistance.5
      

    


    
      Clarifications


      
        This book does not probe issues of innocence or guilt, and does not seek to celebrate or condemn any particular
        individual or party, but rather aims to bring attention to an untold story of political resistance in the
        perhaps unlikely space of prisons. This book is also not intended to provide an introduction or background to
        the Israel-Palestinian conflict more broadly, but instead to focus on a specific space and community within the
        conflict that is often overlooked.
      


      
        It should also be noted that, for most of the book, I use the term “political prisoner” since that was the
        terminology used by most of the interview participants. In contrast, I preserve the use of the word “terrorist”
        or “criminal” to describe prisoners only when used in quoted statements from Israeli
        officials. A more detailed discussion on the legal basis for the “political prisoner” terminology (and
        alternative terms such as Politically Motivated Offender (PMO)) can be found in Chapter 2.
      

    


    
      




    




Chapter outline


      
        The remainder of the book is organized as follows. Chapter 2,
        “Imprisonment, Detention, and the Legal System” provides background on the military law system in the occupied
        territories, including the use of military courts, administrative detention, and enhanced interrogation, to
        clarify the legal framework and provide a context for understanding the prison system. Chapter 2 also includes a brief discussion of imprisonment within the
        Palestinian Authority; while the book focuses primarily on Palestinian prisoners in Israeli jails, Palestinians
        in Palestinian jails have faced similar grievances and, at times, have employed similar acts of resistance.
      


      
        Modes of resistance are explored in depth in Chapters 3 and
        4. Chapter 3,
        “Resistance through Organizing: The Counterorder,” traces the early history of prisoners’ resistance by
        explaining the committee system that prisoners developed to facilitate self-government, education,
        communication, and finances. Chapter 4, “Resistance through
        Actions: Hunger Strikes and Civil Disobedience,” discusses the use of direct actions and specific tactics such
        as hunger strikes that were employed to challenge the prison administration.
      


      
        Chapters 5 and 6
        explore how the prisoners movement both influenced and was influenced by external elements and processes.
        Chapter 5, “Palestinian Politics and Shifts after Oslo,” focuses on
        the decline of prison-based resistance and its parallel weakening with the Palestinian national movement in the
        years following the Oslo Accords and the establishment of the Palestinian Authority. Despite the relative
        weakening however, Chapter 6, “Diffusion of Activism,” examines how
        and why the prisoners issue still has salience in local and international solidarity works.
      


      
        Chapter 7, “Security and the State,” examines the prisoners issue
        through the lens of the Israeli security sector, discussing how the prison administration attempts to manage
        the prisoners movement, and how authorities determine when to negotiate or compromise with prisoners. This
        chapter indicates how prisoners and authorities constantly try to stay one step ahead of the other, reflecting
        the struggle between rights and security in the broader conflict.
      


      
        Finally, in Chapter 8, the book concludes by illustrating the
        centrality of the prisoners movement in the broader Palestinian national struggle, and the relevance of the
        prison space as an epicenter of protracted conflict.
      

    


    
      
        Notes
      


      
        1    My use of the term “Palestinian communities” in this
        context, and my references to “Palestine” throughout the book, refer to the West Bank, the Gaza Strip, and East
        Jerusalem.
      


      
        2    The territories occupied during the
        war also included the Sinai Peninsula, which was returned to Egypt in 1979 via the Camp David I Accords, and
        the Golan Heights, which were unilaterally annexed by Israel in 1981.
      


      
        3    Prison-based resistance outside of political conflicts
        often reflects similar tactics. For example, in 2013, approximately 30,000 inmates in California state prisons
        went on hunger strike to protest the use of solitary confinement, with several dozen staying on hunger strike
        for 50 days (Caldwell and Harkinson 2013). In 2016,
        approximately 20,000 prisoners in at least a dozen US states went on a labor strike to improve wages and
        conditions for prison work (Vongkiatkajorn 2016).
        However, this book is primarily concerned with prison-based resistance in political conflicts.
      


      
        4    The Abu Jihad Museum for Prisoner Movement Affairs at
        Al-Quds University in Jerusalem is the primary research center for the history of Palestinian prisoners,
        maintaining a collection of books, journals, and diaries. The Prisoners’ Section of the Nablus Public Library
        is also an invaluable public archive, with thousands of books and notebooks used by prisoners through 1995.
      


      
        5    See Appendix 1 for a sample copy of the survey.
      

    

  


  
    
      2    Imprisonment, Detention, and the Legal System

    


    
      Starting in February 2005, and continuing for over ten years, the village of Bil’in in the West Bank held weekly
      demonstrations against the construction of the Israeli separation barrier,1 drawing participation from Israeli solidarity activists and international volunteers, as well
      as prominent figures such as Nobel Peace Prize laureate Mairead Maguire and European Parliament member Luisa
      Morgantini. Over the years of Bil’in’s demonstrations, systematic IDF responses of tear gas and rubber bullets
      resulted in two deaths, numerous injuries, and multiple cases of arrest and detention. But when Bil’in community
      leader and schoolteacher Abdullah Abu Rahmeh was arrested in 2010 on charges of incitement and organizing illegal
      demonstrations, his case drew both international and local attention and condemnation.
    


    
      Abu Rahmeh’s case reflected the layers of the military law system in the West Bank that makes arrest, detention,
      and imprisonment so common. After his arrest, Abu Rahmeh was convicted by a military court and sentenced to 16
      months in prison. However, according to Israeli human rights organization, B’tselem:
    


    
      
        Abu Rahmeh’s conviction was based solely on testimonies of several minors from the village of Bil’in, who were
        arrested in nightly arrest raids for allegedly throwing stones, and were then denied the right to legal
        counsel. The court itself acknowledged that there were severe shortcomings in the way the minors were
        questioned. A conviction based on dubious testimonies taken from minors in an improper procedure is weak at
        base, and raises serious doubt that due process was followed.
      


      
        (Press Release 10 October 2010)
      

    


    
      Yet even aside from the dubious testimony, as B’tselem also points out, Palestinians can be arrested and charged
      for a myriad of activities deemed illegal by the military court system. For example, even participating in most
      demonstrations in the West Bank violates an Israeli military order (No. 101) dating back to 1967, which requires
      Palestinians to obtain a permit from the commander of the Israeli military forces for any gathering of more than
      ten people that “might be construed as political” (B’tselem). As such permits are unlikely
      to be granted, any demonstration is technically illegal, allowing for the arrest of activists like Abu Rahmeh on
      charges of “organizing and participating in an illegal demonstration” and “incitement.” West Bank Palestinians
      like Abu Rahmeh who are arrested and charged are then tried in closed Israeli military courts, which have a
      conviction rate of over 99 percent.
    


    
      From the night-raid round-up of youth to the military court trial, Abu Rahmeh’s case reflects the intricacies of
      the military law system that enables widespread arrest, detention, and incarceration. According to Sahar, the
      director of Addameer, a Palestinian organization devoted to prisoner support and advocacy, Israel:
    


    
      
        manipulates the whole system, and through technically legal ways, supports the violation of human rights. They
        have made all political movements illegal and have made all activism illegal. There are more than 1,500
        military orders that deal with every aspect of Palestinian life, so the military system interferes in a much
        wider way than allowed by international law.
      


      
        (author interview 2010)
      

    


    
      Abu Rahmeh’s conviction drew international condemnation, including from the European Union, whose foreign policy
      chief Catherine Ashton described Abdullah as a “‘human rights defender’ committed to non-violent protest” (BBC
      2010). But Abu Rahmeh’s case was hardly unique. The night raids, interrogations, and military courts, all
      undergirded by the system of martial law in the occupied territories, have led to the detention and imprisonment
      of thousands of Palestinians, the majority of whom are not violent offenders. In this chapter, I provide a
      foundation for understanding the prisoners movement in Palestine by discussing the system of military law; the
      procedures of arrest, detention, and interrogation; and the politics of Palestinian imprisonment in the Israeli
      Prison System (IPS).
    


    
      Military law in the occupied Palestinian territories (oPt)


      
        Israeli imprisonment of Palestinians began in the months during and immediately following the 1948 war.
        According to Israeli and International Committee for the Red Cross/Crescent (ICRC) records, approximately 6,000
        Arabs were interned in prisoner of war (POW) camps, including Palestinian civilians along with combatants from
        neighboring Arab countries (Abu Sitta and Rempel 2014).
        However, this study focuses on the imprisonment of Palestinians under the framework of the Israeli occupation
        of the Palestinian territories, beginning in June 1967 and continuing to the time of writing. Indeed, it is the
        unique nature of the occupation itself that has created the legal and political reality of both the prison
        system and the prisoners movement within that system.
      


      
        Although the state of Israel officially refers to the Palestinian territories as “disputed” rather than
        “occupied,” the government has, since the 1967 war, utilized allowances afforded to
        occupying forces under international humanitarian law (IHL) in administering the West Bank and Gaza.
        Specifically, Israel has referenced Article 43 of the Hague Regulations first to justify the development of a
        military law system to ensure “public order,” and more recently to enforce select Ottoman and Jordanian laws,
        creating a multi-layered legal framework that is distinct from that in Israel proper. According to Article 43,
        “The authority of the state having passed de facto into the hands of the occupant, the latter shall do all in
        his power to restore and ensure, as far as possible, public order and safety, respecting at the same
        time, unless absolutely prevented, the laws in force in the country” (Hague Convention IV/43, emphasis added).
      


      
        Article 43, while allowing the occupying power to take measures to ensure public safety, was not intended to
        authorize a complete system of martial law, nor was it intended to apply to long-term situations of occupation.
        Nevertheless, the military law system quickly became a fixture in the occupied Palestinian territories (oPt);
        since 1967 over 1,600 military orders have been issued “effecting radical changes in taxation, land use,
        financial systems, trading practices, municipal structures, local court systems, and innumerable other areas”
        (Playfair 1992, 208). Indeed, Proclamation No. 2, issued
        in June 1967, granted “all legislative powers” in the occupied territories to the Area Commander of the Israeli
        Army (Playfair 1992), such that the Israeli occupation of
        the Palestinian territories allows for military law to define the legal framework. As a result, all laws are
        made or interpreted by Israel as the occupying power, with new military orders issued whenever deemed
        necessary, with no consultation with the local Palestinian population.
      


      
        The military law system has been used to control dissent by allowing for widespread arrests, administrative
        detention, and lack of due process, as well as harsh interrogation methods. Though seemingly illegal under
        international law, these policies are justified by Israel as necessary for state security. While a complete
        analysis of all military orders is beyond the scope of this book, military orders laid the foundation for the
        occupation, “extend[ing] military jurisdiction over diverse facets of life in the territories” (Shehadeh
        1992, 152). In terms of civil and political dimensions,
        military orders banned unauthorized printed materials and forbade congregations of ten people or more debating
        a political subject, while also authorizing arrests without warrant, renewable detention without charge or
        trial, and searches of homes without warrants.
      


      
        At the same time, the ability to challenge the military orders was made nearly impossible by Proclamation No.
        3, which established military courts to try all “security” offenses, thus limiting civilian court jurisdiction,
        giving the military control of the appointment and dismissal of judges and prosecutors in civilian courts, and
        providing immunity to persons working in the military and civilian governments of the Occupied Territories.
        While appeals can be heard by the Israeli High Court of Justice, as Shehadeh (1992) notes, “it is evident from the record of the court that
        [it] has only on very rare and exceptional occasions been willing to overturn a decision made by the military
        authority” (154), thus minimizing its effectiveness.
      


      
        In these ways, it is clear that the use of law as a tool for control is not limited to
        rulings in individual cases, or policies related to isolated issues. Rather, the very nature of the military
        legal system allows for the imposition of military law in nearly all areas of daily life, without the consent
        of the population, and without sufficient channels of contestation. Ironically, it is the “occupied” status of
        the territories that enables Israel’s use of the military law system, even though the concept of occupation
        referred to in the Hague Conventions was meant to be temporary; and even though Israel rejects the “occupier”
        label in other official contexts, particularly when regarding the occupier’s responsibilities to the local
        population.
      

    


    
      Arrests, detention, and interrogation


      
        According to the Palestinian Prisoners’ Centre for Studies (Asra Centre), over 800,000 Palestinians from the
        West Bank and Gaza have been detained by Israel since the start of the occupation in 1967, including over
        308,000 detained since the start of the first intifada in December 1987 (Al-Araby al-Jadeed 2014). With over
        1,600 military regulations influencing nearly all aspects of daily life, the military law system renders many
        political activities illegal, leading to a disproportionately high arrest and detention rate. For example,
        according to Israeli human rights group B’tselem, Order No. 101, the Order Regarding Prohibition of Incitement
        and Hostile Propaganda Actions, passed in August 1967 just two months after the occupation of the West Bank,
        “places extreme restrictions on the right of Palestinians to participate in or to organize demonstrations,” and
        “even non-violent resistance and civil protest involving peaceful assembly are forbidden” (B’tselem “Military
        Law”). Allowing for ten years of imprisonment for violators, Order No. 101 also places restrictions on
        political publications, unlawful associations, and any activities interpreted as incitement.
      


      
        In addition to the high number of arrests in general, the high rates of youth arrest and detention are also
        notable. According to a UNICEF report, approximately 700 youths between the ages of 12 and 17, mostly boys,
        “are arrested, interrogated, and detained by Israeli army, police and security agents” each year (2013).
        Another point of criticism has been on the nature of the arrests, which usually take place as night raids in
        which minors are forcibly removed from their homes with no explanation given to either the detainee or the
        family. According to the UNICEF (2013) report, and confirmed in interviews conducted for this study:
      


      
        
          the common experience of many children is being aggressively awakened in the middle of the night by many
          armed soldiers and being forcibly brought to an interrogation center tied and blindfolded, sleep deprived and
          in a state of extreme fear. Few children are informed of their right to legal counsel.
        


        
          (UNICEF 2013, 9–10)
        

      


      
        Once at the interrogation site, youths are frequently subjected to “intimidation,
        threats, and physical violence, with the clear purpose of forcing the child to confess” (UNICEF 2013, 11).
      


      
        Such interrogation practices are common for adult detainees as well. According to reports by the Public
        Committee Against Torture in Israel (PCATI), typical interrogations may include methods such as humiliation,
        threats, sleep deprivation, exposure to extreme heat and cold, shaking, slapping and kicking, beatings, and
        shackling to a chair in painful stress positions. The use of such interrogation techniques not only violates
        international law, but also a 1999 Israeli Supreme Court ruling, which concluded that “a reasonable
        interrogation is necessarily one free of torture and cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment” (UNICEF 2013,
        5).2 As the Israeli Democracy Institute (IDI) concluded however:
      


      
        
          even after the Israeli Supreme Court banned the use of coercive interrogation techniques by the security
          services in 1999, such practices appear to continue pursuant to undisclosed internal procedures that invoke
          necessity-type legal defenses, permissions and other institutionalized exceptions.
        


        
          (Kremnitzer and Shany 2013)3
        

      

    


    
      Administrative detention and military courts


      
        Once arrested, rather than going through the usual criminal proceedings used in the state of Israel,
        Palestinians in the West Bank are often held in administrative detention, defined by B’tselem as “detention
        without charge or trial that is authorized by administrative order rather than by judicial decree.” Indeed,
        according to Military Order No. 1591 (passed in 2007 as an amended version of 1970’s Military Order No. 378 and
        1988’s Military Order No. 1229), military commanders can detain individuals for a period of six months, which
        can then be extended for an additional six months. As there are no limits on the number of extensions, 79
        percent of administrative detainees have been held for more than six months, and some detainees have been held
        in detention for two or more years.
      


      
        Administrative detention is legal under international law, but only in very specific circumstances. According
        to the Fourth Geneva Convention, “If the Occupying Power considers it necessary, for imperative reasons of
        security, to take safety measures concerning protected persons, it may, at the most, subject them to assigned
        residence or to internment” (Article 78). Similarly, the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights
        (ICCPR) states that, “[i]n time of public emergency which threatens the life of the nation,” the state may
        restrict certain rights, including the right to liberty… but only “to the extent strictly required by the
        exigencies of the situation” (Article 4.1). Having declared itself in a state of emergency since its founding,
        Israel uses the derogation clause in Article 4 of the ICCPR to justify the use of administrative detention.
      


      
        Despite Israel’s claims that its use of administrative detention is justified through
        Article 78 of the Fourth Geneva Convention, and Article 4 of the ICCPR, human rights groups argue that Israel’s
        implementation of administrative detention violates the international law provisions in several ways. As
        B’tselem (2011a) summarizes:
      


      
        Israel argues that administrative detention of residents of the West Bank is carried out only as an imperative
        security measure and that the decision to administratively detain a person is made only when ordinary judicial
        proceedings or less severe administrative measures will not prevent the danger posed by the detainee. However,
        these claims do not reflect the manner in which Israel uses administrative detention in the Occupied
        Territories.
      


      
        Indeed, one of the primary violations is the widespread nature of administrative detention. Under international
        law, “administrative detention is permissible only in very exceptional cases of emergency, when there is no
        other possibility to prevent the danger posed by the detainee” (B’tselem 2011a), yet Israel continues to hold
        hundreds of Palestinians in detention at any time. Similarly, Israel has expanded the “security threat” concept
        to include Palestinians belonging to certain political parties, participating in nonviolent activism, or
        expressing opposition to the peace process. As Hajjar (2006a) notes, especially in the second intifada (and “war on terror” context), the conflation of
        Palestinian nationalism and terrorism, “combined with Israel’s maximalist interpretation of its right to
        security, [was] invoked to justify brutal interrogations… and punishments for deterrence, reprisal,
        intelligence gathering, and prosecution” (26). Likewise, in an interview conducted for this project, Sahar,
        human rights lawyer and director of the Palestinian NGO, Addameer, explained:
      


      
        
          The Geneva Convention only allows administrative detention for short periods, and only for immediate dangers
          that are threats of security to the nation. So the threat has to be very [significant], you have to really do
          something big, and the detention has to be limited in time. But Israel does not limit it to big threats, and
          does not limit the length of time.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012).
        

      


      
        In addition, administrative detention is frequently used as a punitive measure in lieu of criminal proceedings,
        despite the clear emphasis in international law, echoed by both the International Committee for the Red Cross
        (ICRC) and the Supreme Court of Israel itself, that detention only be used as a preventative measure when a
        person is deemed to pose an immediate security risk. Furthermore, although detainees must be brought before a
        military judge within eight days of their arrest, they are rarely provided with meaningful information about
        their charges, as such information is considered classified. Even detainees’ lawyers are not informed about
        their charges; as Sahar notes, “The lawyers are often kicked out of the courtroom while
        the security service brings ‘secret files,’ so you must defend your client without even knowing the evidence
        against him” (interview with author 2012). Indeed, as B’tselem (2011a) concludes, “the systematic and extensive
        reliance on classified information constitutes one of the most problematic aspects of administrative detention
        and contradicts the fundamental principle of due process.”
      


      
        Beyond human rights groups, the widespread use of administrative detention has faced criticism from
        international bodies, as well as from groups and individuals within Israel. In 2003, the UN Human Rights
        Committee called upon Israel to reconsider its “state of emergency” status, commenting specifically on the
        extensive use of detention:
      


      
        
          [T]he Committee is concerned about the frequent use of various forms of administrative detention,
          particularly for Palestinians from the Occupied Territories, entailing restrictions on access to counsel and
          to the disclose [sic] of full reasons of the detention. These features limit the effectiveness of judicial
          review, thus… derogating from article 9 [of the ICCPR] more extensively than what in the Committee’s view is
          permissible pursuant to article 4.
        


        
          (United Nations Human Rights Committee 2013)
        

      


      
        Former United Nations Special Rapporteur on the situation of human rights in the occupied Palestinian
        territories, Richard Falk, also condemned the use of administrative detention via the UN Human Rights Council
        on multiple occasions (United Nations News Centre 2013). Within Israel, a policy paper from the Israel
        Democracy Institute recommends against automatically extending the state of emergency that facilitates the use
        of administrative detention, and also recommends reinforcing the right of due process by changing the laws of
        evidence (Gil 2011). Nevertheless, administrative
        detention continues to be used as a primary mechanism for attempting to control dissent and opposition in the
        occupied territories.
      

    


    
      Lack of due process


      
        Outside of administrative detention, even detainees who are ultimately charged, tried, and convicted are
        subject to lack of due process, again due to the military law system which includes military courts. Trials are
        held in camera, and the judge is a military officer, sometimes with one year or less of legal training, with
        many being Israeli reservists who serve as military judges or lawyers for one month at a time. For Sahar, the
        human rights lawyer and director of Addameer, while the judges’ lack of legal training is problematic, the
        larger issue is the fact that the court system is comprised of the same authority that is making the
        controversial military orders that allow for the arrests to occur in the first place. As she states:
      


      
        
          …in the military courts, the military government chooses who sits on the courts. We
          claim that this is wrong, that the judges are hired by the same person who makes the laws and hires the
          prosecutors, so that is not a free trial.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        The conviction rate for Palestinians in the military courts is over 99 percent (Levinson 2011), with the majority of convictions based on “confessions”
        given during interrogations before detainees have access to a lawyer. Interrogation reports are classified as
        “secret evidence” or “undisclosed evidence,” such that defense attorneys cannot access them to be able to
        respond effectively. As Palestinian defense attorney Faris Abu Al-Hasan commented, defending a prisoner against
        secret evidence is like “entering a dark room and not knowing where to go or what to do” (Addameer 2008). Indeed, according to Sahar, because the system
        itself is so flawed, nearly all detainees resort to plea bargaining to avoid indefinite detention or
        convictions based on “secret evidence.” Even plea bargains can yield long sentences, however; a conviction of
        throwing stones is punishable by three to ten years in prison.
      


      
        While there is a Military Court of Appeals, according to Sahar, it is difficult for cases to be accepted,
        especially when lawyers do not have access to the supposed evidence against their clients, and it is rare to
        find a judge will overturn the original decision:
      


      
        
          You can appeal decisions, but you need big proof to be able to do this, and it’s hard because of the
          atmosphere of collaboration between all parts of the system. Especially with security issues… the courts
          don’t want to touch this, and it takes a lot of courage from the judge to interfere. It’s rare to find a
          judge who will interfere with a case regarding Palestinians.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        As a result, most initial rulings stand, even if flawed, leading to high rates of incarceration.
      

    


    
      The Israeli prison system


      
        Interrogations usually take place at one of three main interrogation centers, where detainees may be held for
        several weeks: Al-Maskubiya (known as “the Russian Compound”) interrogation and detention center in Jerusalem
        (central), Kishon prison and interrogation center near Haifa (north), or Shikma prison and interrogation center
        in Ashkelon (south). After conviction and sentencing in the military court, prisoners are then transferred to
        an Israeli prison. The Israeli prison system consists of 33 prisons and detention centers, organized in three
        blocs in the northern, central, and southern regions of the state (see Figure 1.1, Israeli Prisons and Detention Centers).4
        Only about half of these prisons are used to house Palestinian prisoners however, with compounds ranging from structural complexes to prison camps comprised of tents and barbed wire.
        Since the 2006 transfer of Ofer, Megiddo, and Ketziot Prisons from military control to civilian supervision,
        all prisons have been under the control of the Israel Prison Service (IPS); however the Petah Tikva detention
        center, Kishon detention center, and Shikma interrogation center are still under military control and operated
        by the IDF, as are temporary detention centers in the West Bank. Detention centers may be
        used for questioning, interrogation, and holding those under administrative detention, while prisons house
        individuals who have been convicted and sentenced. (Notably, Israel does not have fully privatized prisons
        following a 2009 Supreme Court decision (HCJ 2605/05) stipulating that prison privatization is
        unconstitutional.)
      


      
        [image: Image]


        
          
            Figure  2.1  Map: Israeli Prisons
            and Detention Centers
          


          
            Source: Addameer 2008.
          

        
      


      
        Human rights groups like B’tselem and Addameer have cited the incarceration of Palestinians within Israel as a
        violation of the Fourth Geneva Convention, due to the transfer of prisoners from their home country to the
        occupying power’s territory. Indeed, the Fourth Geneva Convention states that “Protected persons accused of
        offences shall be detained in the occupied country, and if convicted they shall serve their sentences therein”
        (Article 47). The location of prisons within Israel, rather than in the West Bank or Gaza, further complicates
        other rights as well, including family visits, as family members need to acquire special permits and travel
        long distances in special transport to visit prisoners. The only prison technically within the occupied
        territories is Ofer prison, near Ramallah; yet, even Ofer is now situated in the “seam zone,” a disputed area
        between the Green Line and the separation barrier.
      


      
        “Security prisoner” status


        
          Palestinian prisoners are classified by Israel as “security prisoners,” and are separated from Israeli
          criminal inmates. Similar to Britain’s “special category status” initially assigned to Northern Ireland
          inmates convicted of Troubles-related offenses, the “security prisoner” status recognizes that
          conflict-related offenses differ from typical crimes, but stops short of recognizing political prisoner or
          prisoner of war (POW) status. Thus, Palestinian prisoners’ legal status remains unclear, resulting in
          continued campaigns to have detainees recognized as political prisoners or prisoners of war (POWs).
        


        
          The term “political prisoner” is not neatly defined in international law. According to the Norgaard
          Principles (drafted during Namibia’s political transition in 1989 by Danish President of the European
          Commission of Human Rights Carl Aage Norgaard to determine which prisoners qualified for post-conflict
          amnesty releases), an offense can be deemed “political” rather than “criminal” if the action: 1) reflected a
          political rather than personal motivation; 2) occurred as part of a political uprising or disturbance; 3)
          demonstrated a political objective; and 4) targeted government personnel or property over private citizens.
          Additional consideration can be given to 5) the gravity of the offense; and 6) the proportionality of the
          offense to the political objective pursued (von Tangen Page 1998, 3–4).
        


        
          The Council of Europe elaborated on the Norgaard Principles in 2001 in assessing cases in Armenia and
          Azerbaijan, and re-affirmed the resulting criteria for a “political prisoner” in 2012 via the Parliamentary
          Assembly (PACE), stating:
        


        
          
            A person deprived of his or her personal liberty is to be regarded as a “political
            prisoner”:
          


          
            	if the detention has been imposed in violation of one of the fundamental guarantees set out in the
            European Convention on Human Rights and its Protocols (ECHR), in particular freedom of thought, conscience
            and religion, freedom of expression and information, freedom of assembly and association;


            	if the detention has been imposed for purely political reasons without connection to any offence;


            	if, for political motives, the length of the detention or its conditions are clearly out of proportion
            to the offence the person has been found guilty of or is suspected of;


            	if, for political motives, he or she is detained in a discriminatory manner as compared to other
            persons; or,


            	if the detention is the result of proceedings which were clearly unfair and this appears to be
            connected with political motives of the authorities.

          


          
            (PACE Resolution 2012)
          

        


        
          Based on the Norgaard Principles and the PACE legislation (putting aside the European jurisdiction and
          applying the principles only), arguments can be made both for and against the applicability of the “political
          prisoner” designation for Palestinians in different cases. Consequently, the term “political prisoner” is
          widely contested, for both its normative and legal connotations. A more useful term may be “politically
          motivated offenders” (PMOs), used often in the Northern Ireland context in reference to self-described
          political prisoners (Gormally and McEvoy 1995). In this
          book, I use the term “political prisoner” in accordance with prisoners’ own narratives, and not as a legal or
          normative designation. It should also be noted that the term “political prisoner” should not be conflated
          with “prisoner of conscience,” a term used by Amnesty International and other human rights groups to describe
          individuals imprisoned solely for their beliefs or identity.
        


        
          The definition of a POW has evolved over time in international law, specifically in the extent to which
          protections extend to irregular combatants outside of traditional armies or military forces. Article 4 of the
          Third Geneva Convention of 1949 provides protections for non-traditional combatants by including “members of
          other militias and members of other volunteer corps, including those of organized resistance movements… even
          if this territory is occupied,” which could arguably apply to Palestinian combatants. However, Article 4 also
          mandates that such combatants are: “(a) being commanded by a person responsible for his subordinates; (b)
          having a fixed distinctive sign recognizable at a distance; (c) carrying arms openly; and (d) conducting
          their operations in accordance with the laws and customs of war” (GCIII, Article 4; von Tangen Page 1998,
          36); regulations which would preclude most Palestinian combatants. The definition of
          POW was expanded however in 1977 with the Additional Protocols added to the 1949 convention, which extended
          protections to “all organized armed forces,” provided that they distinguished themselves from civilians and
          carried arms openly during engagements (Articles 43–44). Moreover, Article 44, paragraph 4, states that even
          those not legally classified as POWs should receive the same protections granted to POWs.
        


        
          While Israel ratified the Geneva Conventions in 1949, which include a definition for POWs in Article 4 of the
          Third Convention, it has not joined the two additional Geneva Convention Protocols of 1977. According to a
          report by the Israel Democracy Institute (IDI), one of the major factors influencing Israel’s opposition to
          the protocols is the “greater flexibility in the rules entitling guerilla fighters to receive status of
          prisoners of war” (Lapidot, Shany, and Rosenzweig 2011,
          iv), due to the perception that it “significantly infringes upon the principle of distinction” (Lapidot et
          al. 2011, vi). The state has also rejected POW status
          for Palestinian combatants in cases such as the Military Prosecutor v. Kassam (1969), in which
          members of the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP), though captured in uniform and openly
          bearing arms, were “denied POW status on the ground that they did not belong to a recognized party in the
          conflict and were not the representatives of a state or government” (von Tangen Page 1998, 38).
        


        
          Israel has thus classified Palestinians convicted of political acts as “security prisoners,” whose legal
          status and rights are undefined. However, even some Israeli security personnel question this classification.
          As one former police intelligence official commented in regards to Hamas prisoners:
        


        
          
            Of course, they don’t see themselves as terrorists, but as prisoners of war. And honestly, if you know the
            definition of soldier under international law, Hamas has all the criteria. We use the term ‘illegal
            fighter,’ but by international law, they have uniforms, they have an organized hierarchy, and they
            represent an elected government.
          


          
            (interview with author 2014)
          

        


        
          For Palestinians working on behalf of prisoners’ issues, the recognition of Palestinian prisoners as
          political prisoners or POWs would be a major step in leveraging prisoners’ rights under international law.
          Indeed, all who were interviewed for this study used the Arabic word asara (literally “captives,”
          but used similarly to “POWs”) rather than sajeen (“prisoners”) in referring to Palestinian prisoners
          in Israeli jails. As a former PA Minister of Prisoners’ Affairs, commented:
        


        
          
            We want the UN to answer the question, what is the prisoners’ legal status? How do they look at the
            Palestinian prisoners? Who are they according to international law? We are doing this because Israel has
            been portraying the prisoners as criminals since 1967… and they have never implemented the Geneva
            Conventions in regards to prisoners.
          


          
            (interview with author 2012)
          

        


        
          The former PA Ministry of Prisoners Affairs5 thus worked with NGOs to arrange conferences and meetings with human rights groups,
          representatives of the EU, and the UN on this topic of Palestinian prisoner designation.6
        

      
    


    
      Prisoners and the Palestinian authority


      
        While Israeli military law dominates most facets of life in the West Bank, the Palestinian Authority (PA) can
        also detain, interrogate, and imprison Palestinians under their jurisdiction in Areas A and B.7 While the Palestinian Basic Law, ratified in 2002, functions as a
        temporary constitution for the PA, including guarantees of respect for human rights, the criminal law remains
        based on the Jordanian Penal Code No. 16 of 1960. (The PLO Revolutionary Penal Code of 1979, which allowed for
        civilians to be tried in military courts, was also employed regularly through 2011, until public pressure and
        human rights advocacy rendered it obsolete.8) A new criminal code
        has been drafted by a committee of the Palestinian Legislative Council (PLC), but with the PLC inactive since
        2007, the law has yet to be ratified.
      


      
        Arrests by the PA began soon after the implementation of the Oslo Accords, in accordance with the new
        cooperative security agreement with Israel. In particular, the Preventive Security Forces, formed in 1994, were
        tasked with maintaining internal security while also preventing armed attacks against Israel. However, the
        nature of the internal arrests shifted significantly following the election of Hamas in 2006 and the subsequent
        split between Fatah and Hamas in 2007, with Fatah and Hamas targeting members of the opposing party.9
      


      
        The charges used to justify such arrests vary. In the West Bank, many of the arrests of Hamas members are based
        on a presidential decree of 2007 deeming membership in militant groups (including Hamas) illegal, even though
        the decree, as an emergency law, should have been temporary. In other cases, individuals are tried for charges
        such as disturbing the public order or incitement, even for nonviolent actions such as holding demonstrations
        or using graffiti (Addameer, interview with author 2013).
      


      
        According to Ibrahim, the director of a Palestinian human rights NGO, it is challenging for human rights
        organizations to classify which arrests are political and which are not, because “the boundary is not clear,
        especially with the PA becoming more clever in how they conduct these arrests” (interview with author 2013).
        For example, instead of basing arrests on membership in Hamas or participation in Hamas activities, the PA has
        used expanded definitions of crimes such as money laundering to justify some arrests.10 The PA has also exploited legislative gaps regarding social media to
        justify other arrests, with multiple journalists and bloggers arrested for criticizing the PA via Facebook
        posts.11 Ibrahim also notes the lack of transparency in the
        nature of many internal arrests:
      


      
        
          Arrests are not in harmony with the legal procedures and they might be done by different security branches.
          Until now it’s not clear for us in which case it’s the responsibility of the
          mukhabarat (general intelligence), or the Preventive Security. There is no criteria.
        


        
          (interview with author 2013)
        

      


      
        This lack of procedural transparency and organizational overlap is further complicated by the cooperation and
        exchange of intelligence between Palestinian and Israeli security forces, leading to cases of double jeopardy,
        in which individuals are charged twice for the same alleged crime, once in Israel and once in Palestine. As
        Ibrahim explains:
      


      
        
          In all legal systems, you shouldn’t be charged twice with the same crime, even if you violated the law, you
          should only be punished once. But in some cases we have a situation where some people might be arrested by
          the Israelis, and after they are released, the PA will arrest them and charge them with the same charges and
          imprison them. And vice versa. Some others might be arrested by the PA and imprisoned for a year or two, and
          after they are released they might be arrested by the Israelis and charged with the same charges. So legally
          you cannot claim in front of the Israelis that this person is being charged with the same [crime twice],
          because we have a different legal system. So this dual legality is being misused widely by both authorities.
        


        
          (interview with author 2013, emphasis added)
        

      


      
        As Sahar explains, sometimes the second arrest does not lead to a formal charge, but the detention is used for
        interrogation and information gathering:
      


      
        
          Some people would be released by the Israeli side, especially from Hamas, and the PA would come and arrest
          them on the same night or the next day, even just to interrogate them, for short periods. Not all of them
          would be prosecuted, some just interrogated on why he was arrested in Israel, just to get the information.
          And the opposite as well. Sometimes people were arrested by the PA and released by the PA side, then they
          were immediately arrested by the Israelis.
        


        
          (interview with author 2013)
        

      


      
        The nature of the PA arrests and interrogations have also been criticized by human rights groups, especially in
        the ways they echo tactics used by Israeli authorities. As Ibrahim explains:
      


      
        
          In many cases we see they go [to make arrests] after midnight and they terrify the whole family, when instead
          they could ask them to come to their centers. And this is creating tensions because in people’s minds, some
          acts are based on what the occupation used to do, and is still doing to them.
        


        
          (interview with author 2013)
        

      


      
        In addition to the house raids and night arrests, PA interrogation techniques also mirror
        the tactics commonly used by Israel, including beatings, sleep deprivation, stress positions, shackling,
        solitary confinement, denial of hygiene needs, and humiliation (Al-Haq 2008). In particular, following the PA split between Hamas and Fatah in 2007, there were
        numerous allegations of mistreatment of Hamas detainees by Fatah security personnel in the West Bank and of
        Fatah detainees by Hamas security personnel in Gaza. As Ibrahim notes, “The shameful thing is the similarity of
        torture methods between the Israelis and the Palestinians. And in many cases unfortunately the victims of
        torture themselves are becoming the people who practice torture against others” (interview with author 2013).
        Ibrahim also cited unusual psychological methods; in one case, interrogators drew a ladder on the wall with
        chalk, then sat and told the detainee to climb the ladder, then beat the confused detainee until he was forced
        to try to “climb” the ladder. According to Palestinian human rights organization Al-Haq, there have been:
      


      
        
          arbitrary arrests, acts of torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment against
          individuals in the West Bank and Gaza Strip by various Palestinian security or military agencies and
          personnel… The use of torture is driven primarily by political interests within the fractured political
          context of the OPT, and most often as a form of revenge against perceived political enemies.
        


        
          (Al-Haq 2008)
        

      


      
        Palestinian lawyers and human rights activists interviewed for this project suggested that PA detention and
        imprisonment policies are improving, and the accession of the UN-recognized State of Palestine to the Rome
        Statute and other human rights treaties could lead to stronger mechanisms for accountability. However, the
        development of transparent, independent judicial and penal institutions is frustrated by the occupation and by
        the non-state status of Palestine on the ground, especially as the PA, lacking popular legitimacy, struggles to
        maintain internal control while being tasked to cooperate with Israel on security coordination and
        implementation.
      

    


    
      Conclusion


      
        There are clearly many layers to the legal, judicial, and penal systems in Israel and Palestine. The occupation
        creates a muddled legal landscape with overlapping laws and institutions, dominated primarily by the Israeli
        military law regime in the West Bank. Understanding this framework is crucial for understanding the high rates
        of incarceration of Palestine, and also for analyzing the context of the prisoners movement. In this chapter, I
        have provided an overview of the military law system and described the resultant high rates of detention and
        imprisonment of Palestinians in Israel. I have also described the controversial use of administrative
        detention, and the questions surrounding the legal classifications of Palestinian
        prisoners, both of which have been key issues in organizing both locally and internationally. I also briefly
        discussed Palestinian imprisonment within the Palestinian Authority, which mirrors many of the grievances
        present in the Israeli system. In the following chapters, I move from the legal and institutional concepts
        discussed here to focus on the lived experiences of Palestinians within the Israeli Prison System, specifically
        focusing on tactics of resistance and processes of negotiation with Israeli authorities.
      

    


    
      
        Notes
      


      
        1    The separation barrier is a structure slightly over
        700-kilometers in length, taking the form of a six-to-eight meter concrete wall in some areas and barbed wire
        and electric fence in others. The barrier restricts movement and separates Israeli and Palestinian populations.
        Rather than being constructed on the historical Green Line separating Israel and the West Bank, approximately
        85 percent of the route runs through the West Bank, mostly in areas with Israeli settlements and industrial
        zones (B’tselem).
      


      
        2    See also Public Committee Against Torture in Israel and
        others v. The State of Israel (1999) 53 (4) PD 81 (The Torture Ruling).
      


      
        3    The issue of interrogation techniques and alleged torture
        received international attention in February 2013 when Arafat Jaradat died in Israeli custody. While Israeli
        prison authorities maintained that Jaradat died of a heart attack, medical experts involved in the autopsy
        believed that he died due to injuries sustained during interrogation. According to an article in the Israeli
        daily Ha’aretz, “The Palestinian pathologist who participated in the autopsy told the family members
        that he had no doubt that Arafat Jaradat did not die as a result of a heart attack, as Israel had tried to
        claim” (Levy & Levac 2013). The same article indicated that Jaradat’s body had bruises on the head and
        legs, swelling in the wrists, blood in the nose, and broken ribs. Jaradat’s death led to widespread
        demonstrations and protests, as well as a hunger strike by prisoners.
      


      
        4    Al-Fara’a Prison in the northern West Bank, close to
        Nablus, was closed after the first intifada and transformed into a youth sports center. Other military prisons
        that had also closed in the 1990s, including Ofer and Ketziot, were re-opened in 2002 to accommodate the
        increasing number of detainees during the second intifada. According to a former head of the Israel Prison
        Service (IPS), the military prisons were re-opened when the IPS exceeded capacity, with the IDF housing
        “lighter” prisoners and the IPS housing those deemed to be more serious. According to the IPS official, the
        reliance on the military-operated prisons was not desired, but “We didn’t have any other choice. It was an
        emergency situation, you had to deal with it” (interview with author 2014).
      


      
        5    In September 2014, the Palestinian Authority decided to
        replace the PA’s Ministry of Prisoners Affairs with the Higher National Commission for Prisoners and Detainees,
        based in the PLO but still reporting to the president of the PA. As the ministry had provided financial support
        to prisoners and their families, the decision was reportedly made “at the request of Israel and Western donor
        countries, whose representatives made it clear that they were not prepared to fund the prisoners and their
        families” (Abu Toameh 2014). The supportive funds now come
        from the PLO, which operates independently from the PA and does not receive funding from international donors.
      


      
        6    For example, a UN meeting on the issue in April 2012
        concluded with the suggestion of “requesting the International Court of Justice to give an advisory opinion on
        the question of the status of Palestinian prisoners” (CEIRPP 2012).
      


      
        7    In 1995, the Oslo II Agreement
        separated the West Bank into Areas A, B, and C. The Palestinian Authority administers Area A (most major
        Palestinian cities and population centers), there is joint administration in Area B (village and suburb areas),
        and Israel maintains full control in Area C (most rural and farming areas).
      


      
        8    As Ibrahim, the director of the Jerusalem Legal Aid and
        Human Rights Centre (JLAC) recounted, “We used to go to military courts against the security branches that were
        bringing civilians into military courts, and with other NGOs working in the field, we were able to put pressure
        on the PA in order to stop that practice.” (interview with author, 2013); also echoed by Sahar, Addameer
        (interview with author, 2013).
      


      
        9    While many of the internal arrests have been prompted by
        the Fatah-Hamas split, perhaps ironically it is the issue of internal prisoners that might have prompted some
        of the reconciliation talks. According to Sahar, “one of the reasons the reconciliation started back in 2011 in
        Cairo was the case of the prisoners. One of the main concerns of the people when we went out to the street was
        the political prisoners, and it was agreed in the Cairo Agreement that all the prisoners would be released”
        (interview with author 2013). As Sahar notes however, neither side has fully respected the agreement, so the
        issue of political detainees within Palestine remains a concern.
      


      
        10    Another increasingly common charge is the possession of
        weapons, which is a controversial issue. As Ibrahim explains, “It is a grey area because having weapons is
        illegal, but based on the fact that we are under occupation, and we are a liberation movement, it depends
        politically how do you define what’s legal and what’s illegal. Especially now, when [people] are being attacked
        by settlers with weapons. In other countries, if you have sovereignty in your own country, you don’t need to
        have a weapon to protect yourself because the government has the duty to protect you. So for an Authority that
        doesn’t provide any protection for people, people feel they have a duty to protect themselves. There is a point
        here. But it puts the whole issue in a grey area, whether this arrest is political or not.” (interview with
        author 2013).
      


      
        11    Arrested journalists include Rami Samara, of the PA’s
        official news agency, Wafa; Mamdouh Hamamreh of Al-Quds TV; George Canawati, of Bethlehem 2000 Radio, Ismat
        Abdel Khaleq, a blogger; and Tarek Khamis, of the Palestinian Zaman Press news agency, who was arrested in 2012
        for criticizing the clampdown on journalists. Youssef Al-Shayeb, a journalist arrested for exposing corruption,
        was also arrested in 2012, and went on hunger strike while in detention.
      

    

  


  
    
      
        3    Resistance through Organizing


        The Counterorder

      
    

    
      Karim was arrested for the first time in 1969 and held in Nablus Jail for three months for writing Palestinian
      slogans (“revolution until victory”) on public walls. He was then imprisoned for political activities for 12
      years from 1970–1982, and after being released, was held intermittently in administrative detention in 1983,
      1985, and 1987 before being exiled to Jordan for seven years. After retiring, he volunteered at the Nablus Public
      Library, which includes a special section archiving prisoners’ books, notebooks, and materials from their time in
      jail.
    


    
      During the years that Karim was imprisoned, he witnessed the emergence and development of prisoners’ efforts to
      educate and organize themselves collectively. As Karim explained, in the years immediately following the 1967
      war, there were no programs, schedules, or arranged time for any activity in the prisons. Prisoners would wake up
      and eat, then be allowed to go outside for half an hour, then return back to their cells, read books if they were
      available, chat with each other, sing together, and sleep. However, by the early 1970s, as it became clear that
      they would be spending long years in prison, prisoners decided to organize their time, make a schedule of
      programs, and “live seriously” (interview with author 2012).
    


    
      The prisoners’ decision to organize at this time resulted in the development of a “counterorder” (Rosenfeld
      2004) in the prisons, a regime of self-governing committees
      and protocols that buoyed individuals through collective support, training, education, and discipline. The
      development of the counterorder and the organization of everyday resistance tactics ultimately formed the
      foundation for more contentious forms of struggle. The counterorder, and by association, the Palestinian
      prisoners movement, developed incrementally, with resistance emerging and spreading in the 1970s in response to
      harsh conditions.
    


    
      In this chapter, I explore how the prisons emerged as spaces for political resistance and confrontation by
      reviewing the prison conditions and treatment of prisoners in the post-1967 period, and by discussing how
      prisoners organized for both day-to-day survival as well as long-term resistance. This period of political
      organizing in the prisons in the 1970s paralleled the development of political consciousness and Palestinian
      nationalism outside the prisons, laying the foundations for the widespread popular mobilization that would
      emerge in the 1980s. At the same time, while the political factions on the outside embraced
      tactics of armed resistance during this period, the prisoners developed a repertoire of unarmed strategies that
      allowed for the evolution of a different kind of struggle.
    


    
      Early resistance for survival


      
        The Palestinian prisoners movement began in the post-1967 period, when prisoners faced sub-standard conditions
        that prompted early episodes of resistance. The narrated histories of prisoners from the years immediately
        following the 1967 war refer to hardships in terms of three main categories: living and sleeping spaces,
        quantity and quality of food, and access to medical treatment (Nashif 2010, 47). Many prisoners also cited the lack of access to paper, pens, and books as a
        particular challenge during this time. It should be noted however that prisoners’ experiences in the early
        years of the occupation varied widely depending on where they were imprisoned. For example, nearly all those
        interviewed who experienced different prison facilities cited the worst treatment at Shikma prison, a police
        station in the Israeli town of Ashkelon converted into a prison in the late 1960s to absorb Palestinians, and
        generally referred to as Ashkelon Prison by former detainees. Consequently, Ashkelon Prison was also the source
        of the initial organizing and resistance that would form the foundation of the wider Palestinian prisoners’
        movement.
      


      
        Karim described the conditions in the early years:
      


      
        
          Every morning, some officers came, opened the door, and numbered the prisoners. After that you had to sit
          down on your knees with maybe one meter between you and the wall and stay in that position until the
          afternoon. If we wanted to pray, it was forbidden to pray collectively, in a group. When we went outside to
          walk under the sun for half an hour, we had to walk in pairs, two by two. It was forbidden to talk to your
          neighbor. If you wanted anything from the officer you had to call him “sir,” or “my master.” And every week,
          some soldiers came, opened the door, collected all our things, and threw them in the middle of the floor. We
          had no pens, pencils, or notebooks. So this was a hard and tough situation.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        During this period, prisoners exercised what Buntman (2003) calls “resistance for survival” (33), or ad hoc actions to “get by” and make life in prison
        more bearable. For example, prisoners who were held in shared cells, often with dozens crowded into a single
        room, lifted each other’s spirits by singing, especially at night. As Karim noted, the songs were rarely
        nationalistic, drawing instead from classic Arabic singers of the twentieth century like Farid Al-Atrash and
        Umm Kulthum. While not overtly political, the songs allowed prisoners to maintain a sense of cultural pride,
        and also cultivated a sense of community and support among the prisoners.
      


      
        Another form of “resistance for survival” was using creative means to adapt to material
        shortages. For example, prisoners found ways to make tea for each other despite the prohibition at that time on
        boilers in the cells. As Hamid, another former prisoner, remembered:
      


      
        
          We made inventions for things, like making a boiler from nothing to boil water. We had two blades that we
          used for shaving, and we put them together with a toothbrush, then connected them with wires, and connected
          the whole thing to the lights on the ceiling. We then put the blades in a glass of water, and we could boil
          the water in less than a minute.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        Through small successes like this, prisoners found ways to “get by” during the early years of imprisonment.
      


      
        From a civil resistance perspective, these acts are examples of what Scott refers to as “weapons of the weak,”
        or tactics undertaken by relatively powerless groups, including “foot dragging, false compliance, pilfering,
        feigned ignorance, arson, sabotage, and so on” (1985, xvi). As Scott notes, these forms of resistance “require
        little or no coordination or planning; they make use of implicit understandings and informal networks; they
        often represent a form of individual self-help; they typically avoid any direct, symbolic confrontation with
        authority” (1985, xvi). In this way, such acts of resistance are often more a reflection of individual
        resilience and survival strategy than a deliberate effort to be part of a greater collective movement (Norman
        2010, 137). According to Scott, “Where institutionalized
        politics is formal, overt, concerned with systematic, de jure change, everyday resistance is informal, often
        covert, and concerned largely with immediate, de facto gains” (1985, xv). However, everyday acts of resistance
        can have a powerful transformative effect when accumulated over time (Norman 2010), in terms of both consciousness development and tactical
        organization. As Scott writes, “such kinds of resistance are often the most significant and the most effective
        over the long run” (1985, xvi). Indeed, for Palestinian prisoners, these early actions served as a foundation
        for more coordinated resistance in subsequent years.
      

    


    
      Organizing for resistance: establishing the counterorder


      
        Individual actions for surviving the prison experience quickly developed into more organized resistance.
        However, the collective movement was grounded not in high-profile actions like hunger strikes, but in the
        development of a structural framework that organized daily life and enabled prisoners to assert agency over
        their time in prison. As Musa, a prisoner from 1967 to 1985 recalled, “We continued organizing and building
        ourselves, and our life built on this. We forced the Israeli authorities to give us our rights” (interview with
        author 2012). Indeed, prison-based acts of resistance, and the gradual implementation of rights, would have
        been nearly impossible without the highly organized administrative system developed by
        prisoners in the late 1960s and early 1970s. This parallel social order proved integral to the relative
        successes of prison-based activism in the 1970s and 1980s, while its erosion arguably weakened resistance in
        later decades.
      


      
        The establishment of alternative institutions,1 or the nitham
        dakhili (“internal organization”), by prisoners was a form of resistance in itself, and also proved
        imperative for fostering the unity, discipline, and coordination necessary to organize subsequent actions and
        strikes. From a civil resistance perspective, “alternative institutions” or “parallel institutions” are
        identified in the literature on nonviolence as essential for “fostering social organization,” “undermin[ing]
        the repressive status quo,” and “form[ing] the basis for a new independent… order” (Zunes 2015, 73, 79.) Rosenfeld’s (2004) use of the term “counterorder” is particularly useful in conceptualizing the
        system that prisoners developed, as it enabled them to transform their place in the prison regime from victims
        to agents. According to Rosenfeld (2011), the
        counterorder was especially powerful because it encompassed “all spheres of the prisoner’s daily life, starting
        from the material conditions and… fundamental necessities, continuing with education, and culminating in the
        prisoner’s ongoing participation in political discussion and democratic decision-making” (7).
      


      
        The counterorder provided a foundational structure for resistance, as well as a unifying sense of purpose and
        identity. As Bornstein writes, “instead of being isolated, dependent, and obedient, the organized prisoners
        buil[t] an identity of themselves as men [sic] on the front line of resistance to occupation and at the
        political center of the struggle” (Bornstein 2010, 466).
        As former prisoner Musa noted, “We managed to build a complete organization in the prisons, which fulfilled all
        the needs of the prisoners inside the jails. We put a ‘security wall’ between ourselves and the Israelis who
        were aiming to destroy us” (interview with author 2012).
      


      
        Ashkelon Prison was one of the first sites where prisoners developed the counterorder, by organizing according
        to political affiliation and instituting an alternative order with an elected administration, education system,
        financial system, and communications system. However, the system spread quickly within and between other
        prisons, ironically due in part to prison authorities’ attempts to counter resistance by transferring presumed
        leaders to different prisons. As former prisoner Hamid explained:
      


      
        
          When the struggle began between the prisoners and the jailers, the prison administration would come and take
          10 or 15 of the leaders of this prison and transfer them to another jail. This was very important, because
          those leaders had many attributes. First, they had the charisma to be leaders in other prisons. Second, they
          knew the way to organize the other prisons. Third, they were very educated, and they could have a big
          influence anywhere they were sent. This is the way [the counterorder] went from Ashkelon, to Beersheva, to
          Tulkarem, to Nablus, to Jenin, to anywhere.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        In this way, the counterorder model that emerged in Ashkelon Prison diffused throughout
        the wider prison network.
      


      
        The counterorder functioned along two interdependent axes, one “ideological-political” (commitment to a
        political organization), and the other “unionist-political,” (commitment to the prisoner population as a whole,
        especially those in the same cell and wing) (Rosenfeld 2004, 247). The major factions of the broader Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) were
        represented in the counterorder, including Yasser Arafat’s Palestinian National Liberation Movement (Fatah),
        and the left-leaning Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP) and Democratic Front for the
        Liberation of Palestine (DFLP), and much of the leadership and educational curriculum was organized through
        party lines. In later years, Hamas and Islamic Jihad, though not part of the PLO, would also contribute to the
        counterorder through the organization, education and support of their prisoners.
      


      
        More than ideology, the political organization proved necessary for maintaining discipline and order.
        Accordingly, even those who identified as independent were made to choose a faction inside the prison. As Nader
        recalled:
      


      
        
          The Palestinian prisoners said that each of us must determine our political affiliation: Fatah, PFLP, DFLP…
          we must choose. But I said, I don’t know, I don’t have a political affiliation. I was only 15. They said
          okay, there is another system. Each group will sit with you and tell you about their ideology and then there
          will be another meeting for you to determine your affiliation. But, they said, there is no place for
          independent people.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        Organization by political faction formed the foundation for the education system in the prison, as well as for
        communication with faction leaders outside the prison. However, detainees of all backgrounds made efforts to
        cooperate, creating an interdependent federation of sorts that far surpassed the tenuous unity that existed
        between factions on the outside at the best of times. While tensions still remained and relations between
        factions were imperfect, many prisoners noted that they recognized that their collective identity as political
        prisoners surpassed their identity as members of one faction or party. As Musa remembered, “Most importantly we
        constructed something united from all the political factions despite the many ideologies. We made these
        arrangements as a community inside a wall, but it was very ordered” (interview with author 2012). In some ways,
        the political factions and the counterorder reinforced each other. As Rosenfeld notes:
      


      
        
          in practice, carrying out the commitment to one’s political organization was conditional on the unionist
          commitment toward the prisoners’ collective. The opposite was also true, since the prisoners’ counterorder
          derived its legitimacy from close cooperation between the prison-based branches of the Palestinian
          organizations.
        


        
          (Rosenfeld 2004, 247)
        

      


      
        
      

    


    
      Elections and leadership


      
        Parallel to the political factions, committees became the central internal organizing feature of the prisons,
        with prisoners developing an extensive election process for different levels of committees and leadership.
        Elections within each political faction took place every six months to determine a 15-person leadership
        committee called the Revolutionary Council, a seven-person Central Committee, and a faction leader. The
        bi-annual elections ensured a rotation of leadership and an inclusion of multiple voices in the coordination of
        the counterorder. Once each faction had elected a single representative, these leaders formed yet another
        committee and served as the negotiators and spokesmen to the prison authorities, and their decisions were
        respected by the rest of the prisoners. As one former prisoner commented, “There was a high level of commitment
        to the rules and laws set by the [Palestinian] leaders of the prison” (interview with author 2012). The
        leadership model proved to be essential in maintaining the order and discipline necessary both to struggle for
        rights through collective resistance and to exercise restraint and negotiate when necessary.
      


      
        In addition to the central leadership committee, smaller committees were established at the cell and wing
        levels to coordinate day-to-day affairs and agendas, especially in the areas of academic study, economic/social
        relations, and communications. The daily schedules were highly regulated, again contributing to the internal
        discipline that formed the foundation of the prisoners’ counterorder (Rosenfeld 2004). As Akram, a prisoner in the early 1980s, noted, “[The
        prisoners leadership] laid down how to exploit every moment. Time for eating, time for study, time for
        discussions, time for cleaning up, time for rest” (Rosenfeld 2004, 238).
      


      
        Khawla, a female ex-prisoner, explained how the counterorder, replicated in the women’s prison, provided a
        structure to daily life that made the time in prison more useful and productive:
      


      
        
          We had a daily program. You didn’t have empty time. I remember all the time I was rushing to finish
          everything I had to do. I taught other people. I read books for the girls or women who couldn’t read. I wrote
          the plans for what we would discuss in the session the next day. I listened to the news. We used the time in
          a very effective way.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        Committees were created to deal with day-to-day affairs such as cleaning, apportioning goods and food, and, by
        the 1980s, kitchen work and radio monitoring. Other committees, as discussed further below, were responsible
        for academic studies, political meetings, and representing the prisoners to authorities. As Rosenfeld (2004) explains, “some of the tasks were allocated by a weekly or
        monthly rotation, while others were determined according to such criteria as seniority and experience,
        leadership quality, and personal proficiency” (247). In general, the majority of prisoners did their part, big
        or small, to support each other and maintain the functioning of the counterorder.
      

    


    
      Economic coordination


      
        The internal order was further strengthened by the economic and social relations that the prisoners
        established. As Hamid recalled:
      


      
        
          From the beginning, prisoners decided that everything would be divided equally among them, because some
          people received visitors, and some received nothing. Those who had visitors received some tea, some
          cigarettes, fruits, but others had nothing. So the first act [of organizing] was to make equal rations among
          the prisoners. Whatever entered the prisons was divided equally for all the others.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        The situation was the same in the women’s prison. As Khawla summarized:
      


      
        
          All the time I felt that I was a part of this community, and that it was not about me as an individual, as a
          person. Everything is for everyone, the food, the clothes, everything. Only the underwear were for you as a
          person, everything else was for anyone.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        This system of distribution, even among non-socialist political factions in the prison, proved instrumental in
        maintaining solidarity among prisoners and preventing competition. As Akram noted:
      


      
        
          In prison there are several things in private ‘ownership,’ like a towel, a cup, or a blanket. But everything
          else is held in common: sugar, tea, cigarettes, bread. There was neither competition nor exploitation, not
          only because there aren’t many things there that can emphasize the differences between people, but mainly
          because of the importance we ascribed to this aspect.
        


        
          (as quoted in Rosenfeld 2004, 248)
        

      


      
        The “Box Committee,” or financial committee, was established to distribute prisoners’ finances equally. At the
        time, prisoners contributed what they could, usually based on donations from families. The committee then
        bought things like tea, coffee, and cigarettes and distributed them equally to each person, regardless of how
        much they had paid. As Adel, who spent 18 years in prison in the 1970s and 1980s, explained:
      


      
        
          Every shekel was for all and returned back to all. In the prison life, even those who were capitalists in
          their mind, in the prisons they thought that if there was a person who had much more than another, the person
          who had less will be depressed, so we couldn’t protect every person unless we distributed our benefits, what
          we had, equally. So it was a very “imaginary” life, not what we would have outside, but
          in the prison, it was actually very, very good for the life of the prisoners and for the struggle.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        Adel’s reference to the “imaginary” life inside the prison illustrates how, in some ways, prisoners were able
        to practice in captivity what their fellow compatriots outside could not. By having less actual freedom,
        prisoners struggled to carve out more personal freedoms in their daily life through their self-organized
        resistance. Somewhat ironically, it was precisely because they were living in difficult conditions of
        confinement that they did these seemingly ideal things that were difficult to execute on the outside.
      

    


    
      Communications


      
        Prisoners maintained internal relations through a coordinated communication system that operated within
        prisons, between prisons, and between prisoners and external contacts, including written materials, verbal
        communication, and “signs other than the written and the verbal, such as knocks, hand gestures, facial
        expressions” (Nashif 2010, 54). Verbal communication,
        which was prohibited or restricted in early years, became more common as prisoners’ resistance over time
        allowed for increased interaction between cells and sections, sometimes through direct communication in the
        prison yard during the daily break (once the right to such interaction was won), and, by the 1980s, between
        prisoners who worked in prison facilities like the kitchen, library, or the corridors. As one prisoner
        recounted, “Each [political] faction would fight to allocate more workers to the corridor and the kitchen…
        These workers are like the veins in the body” (Nashif 2010, 56).
      


      
        However, “the most important vehicle[s] for the transfer of knowledge in and out of the prisons” were the
        cabsulih (Nashif 2010, 59), or capsules, tiny
        rolls of paper folded into a cylindrical shape approximately three to four centimeters long and one centimeter
        wide, containing political orders and correspondences, as well as books, articles, and poems. The writing in
        the cabsulih was tiny and nearly unreadable to the untrained eye, such that each political faction had
        certain individuals and sub-committees responsible for decoding the messages. As Nader remembered:
      


      
        
          I learned how to write on very thin paper in small, clear handwriting, so that I managed to write 14 to 15
          pages of regular books on one side of one page of the cabsulih. If I used both sides, I could fit 30
          to 35 pages. Small but clear.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        Once rolled, the paper was usually wrapped in plastic, with the edges melted with a lighter to create a seal,
        after which it could be transported by hiding it under one’s tongue, in the rectum, or
        swallowed. In general, cabsulih were hidden in the mouth when being exchanged during family
        visits2 while rectal or internal placement were more common for
        exchanging messages between prisons when prisoners were being moved between facilities or to and from the
        medical facility. The bostah, or the vehicle used to transport prisoners, thus became central to the
        prisoners’ development of an inter-prison postal system of sorts. As Nashif (2010) writes, “the postal networks of the community cross and trespass upon the… prison
        system by building parallel, contesting, and sometimes mocking channels of communication on the same… grid of
        spaces designed to imprison them” (65). The cabsulih also enabled the political faction leaders inside
        and outside the prisons to exchange information, orders and directives, which would prove essential in
        coordinating resistance and diffusing activism during peak times of struggle, such as hunger strikes.
      


      
        Another form of communication among prisoners consisted of sharing news from the outside world, especially in
        regards to the political climate. While the prison administration ultimately permitted radios in 1985 in
        response to a hunger strike demand, earlier prisoners relied on smuggled radios for their news
        access.3 Once the radios were inside the prison, designated “news
        teams” would listen, record, and disseminate the news to the other prisoners. Nader remembered his experience
        as a member of the news team:
      


      
        
          We would sit in the corner and put blankets over ourselves and start listening to the news. There were three
          of us, and we used to write everything… For example, I would start with the first sentence and write the
          first three or four words of that sentence. The next guy, who is listening to the same news, will start from
          the fifth word and the other from the next and so on. We used to write all the statements of the PLO and the
          Arab states and UN officials, political leaders, and Israeli politicians. Then every morning there was a
          report to be distributed to all prisoners to deliver the news.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        According to Nader, the prison authorities knew that the prisoners had smuggled radios, and would often conduct
        searches for them, so the prisoners had to hide them carefully, sometimes in the floor or walls, inside
        mattresses, and later wrapped in plastic or nylon and hidden in the toilet. Radios were also sometimes moved
        between prisons when prisoners were transported. As Nader explained, many methods were used, including hiding
        the radios in boxes of halwa, a traditional sweet:
      


      
        
          They used to remove the cover of the package, and take off some of the halwa, put the radio in nylon
          inside it, and then put the halwa back on the surface. Then with lighters they used to put the
          plastic wrapping back and burn it slightly so the plastic would melt and match again. It wasn’t perfect but
          it was the way we had available.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        In these ways, prisoners continued to utilize creative means to “get by” the authorities
        and maintain the counterorder.
      

    


    
      Education


      
        Perhaps the most notable aspect of the counterorder was the education system, through which “the pedagogy and
        the revolution [were] interwoven to create a revolutionary Palestinian pedagogical system” (Nashif 2010, 72). Both the political educational content and the
        learning process itself strengthened the prisoners’ counterorder, such that “reading/writing became the praxis
        of resistance… not just in and by itself but, more importantly, as part of the community-building process”
        (Nashif 2010, 74). Likewise, Rosenfeld (2004) writes that “the learning process [was] just as
        interesting as the content of the studies” (256), reflecting a critical pedagogy approach (Freire 1970) that focused on education for informed liberation while
        challenging prisoners’ accepted ideologies.
      


      
        Integrating process and content, the education system combined independent reading of progressive literature
        with political discussions and critical debates. As one prisoner explained, “Love of the homeland became more
        rooted [in prison] for two reasons: my discussions with other people and my reading” (quoted in Rosenfeld
        2004, 256). As one former prisoner explained:
      


      
        
          There were intensive educational programs, intellectually and politically, to the level where the prison was
          considered to be as a school. It was very well organized, so the awareness was really high, continuously.
          This “school” was teaching the prisoners two things: to commit with the collective decision and to enrich
          their political and intellectual level in regards to the conflict. Therefore the infrastructure of the
          prisoners was very, very strong.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        Like most aspects of the counterorder, the education curricula were organized by each political faction, though
        there were also group discussions between members of the different parties to compare ideas and philosophies.
        In general, each political organization’s education program “devoted a central place to studies of the history
        of the Palestinian national movement, to their ideologies and to the specific development of the movement, and
        to discussing their positions on current political questions” (Rosenfeld 2004, 255). As former prisoner Rana recalled, in the women’s prison, “We were members of
        political parties or organizations, so we taught each other about our principles, our values, our programs in
        this organization. So it was a kind of re-education for these women” (interview with author 2014).
      


      
        Studies also included analyses of other modern “liberation” movements, such as Algeria and Vietnam, which were
        compared and contrasted to the Palestinian struggle. Other topics included social theory, especially the
        writings of Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, political theory, history, military strategy, literature, and
        languages, including Hebrew. General courses that were not politically specific,
        including language, science, and general history, were usually conducted as open forums, not divided by
        faction. As Karim explained:
      


      
        
          Most of our activities were in reading and writing. Sitting in small groups with each other, and one person
          would talk about any situation in the world. We read many books, on politics, economics, literature,
          diplomacy, socialism, communism, every subject, we read about it. So, the very educated men were giving their
          experience to their cellmates.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        All prisoners were expected to participate in the education program, and it formed a core part of the daily
        schedule and regimen in the prison. As one former prisoner described:
      


      
        
          Through the will and perseverance of the prisoners, prison was transformed into a school, a veritable
          university offering education in literature, languages, politics, philosophy, history and more. The graduates
          of this university excelled in various fields. I still remember the words of Bader al-Qawasmah, one of my
          compatriots whom I met in the old Nablus prison in 1984, who said to me, “before prison I was a porter who
          could neither read nor write. Now, after 14 years in prison, I write in Arabic, I teach Hebrew, and I
          translate from English.”
        


        
          (Al-Azraq 2009)
        

      


      
        Classes were usually held in the morning, while independent study and reading took place in the afternoon and
        evening. Each day there were typically two classes, or sessions. Older prisoners, who had experience and
        knowledge about Palestine, would teach the new arrivals by taking a small group of young prisoners to learn
        about the political history. The history would start with the early origins of the Zionist movement, then the
        first World War, the British Mandate, the Zionist movement in Palestine, the Nakba,4 and the establishment of Israel, covering the main phases of modern Palestinian history.
        One of the daily sessions would usually be about Palestine, and the other would be about the political faction,
        such as Fatah, and its history and ideology. These lessons included the history of the political faction, the
        early battles, and military operations. As one former prisoner noted:
      


      
        
          This was to give you the knowledge about the Fatah movement and its political theory and ideology, and their
          goals and beliefs, what kind of society they were trying to build, and what methods and tools they used to
          achieve these goals.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        While the different political factions developed their own curricula, some prisoners organized group sessions,
        in which individuals from different political ideologies would debate and discuss a given
        theme. In these small group sessions, every two or three days, there was a discussion in the shared cell in
        which all parties and all prisoners would participate. They would pick one topic; for example, the
        fragmentation of the PLO, or the state of Fatah at the time. Prisoners from Fatah would present something, then
        the Popular Front would present their point of view, and there would be general discussion.
      


      
        As Rosenfeld (2004) notes, the curriculum “rested for the
        most part on a reservoir of educated people in the prison” (254), many of whom had attended university in the
        West Bank or abroad, and others who had become experts in specific areas during their studies in prison. As
        former prisoner Karim remembered:
      


      
        
          In Beersheva, I was teaching Arabic history because I read a lot of historical books. So I drew maps of every
          Arabic state, and I would speak about its history for a large group, about 40 prisoners at that time. I was
          delighted to teach. And I was teaching myself also.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        The curriculum also depended in part on the availability of books and written materials. Initially, prisoners
        had no access to pens or paper, and access to books was limited, rights that were eventually won through
        strikes and resistance. Even when books were permitted however, they were very few in number, and topics were
        limited to general culture and religious texts, with any political material prohibited. Classic books on
        philosophy, literature, and theory were less restricted, and formed the foundations of the early prison
        libraries through the services of the Red Cross.
      


      
        After subsequent hunger strikes, prisoners were allowed to receive a limited number of books from the outside,
        though all books were still checked by the prison administration, and books on Palestine or politics were still
        prohibited. These materials thus had to be smuggled in through other means, usually by prisoners instructing
        families to rebind the books. Family members would change the covers of the books and put non-political photos
        inside the books, such as those of famous singers or celebrities, so that a censor seeing the images would be
        led to believe the books were non-political in nature. Sometimes the first several pages of text were replaced
        by content about food, movies, or other popular culture, with the political text hidden within or interspersed
        throughout. At other times, books were hand-written out and transported via capsulih. As former
        prisoner Adel recalled:
      


      
        
          We copied the books to send from one jail to another. For example, books that might be allowed in Beersheva
          Prison were not allowed in Ramallah Prison, so for the most important books especially, we copied the books
          by hand in very small letters and rolled it like a capsulih and our families swallowed it and sent
          it to other jails, or we did that when we were transferred from one jail to another.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        In this way, the education system depended largely on the organization of other parts of
        the counterorder, and on the support of external contacts.
      


      
        As Rosenfeld writes:
      


      
        
          Studies also relied upon study booklets that were written, edited, and updated by those responsible for the
          different courses. Distributed regularly among the prisoners in spite of systematic efforts by the prison
          authorities to confiscate the material, the books were copied in small, dense writing… that could be readily
          folded up and hidden.
        


        
          (Rosenfeld 2004, 254–255).
        

      


      
        These “copybooks,” or slim notebooks, served as textbooks of a sort, summarizing complex, theoretical texts in
        physically compact and conceptually comprehensive formats, and were also transported between prisons. As Karim
        explained:
      


      
        
          We wrote them in handbooks, then one of us would put cigarette ashes in a glass of tea and swallow it, so
          he’d feel sick and feverish, and we’d call the administration and say he needs a doctor. Then when they
          transferred him to the hospital, he took the book with him and gave it to another prisoner from Nablus or
          Ramallah prison who was also in the hospital. In that way we distributed many handbooks to different jails.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        In later years, after several hunger strikes, prisoners gained the right to have prison libraries, which
        further facilitated the educational curriculum as well as independent learning. As Khaled, who was first
        imprisoned in 1982, recalled:
      


      
        
          Through a long struggle, the prisoners’ movement was able to win and maintain the right to a library… Every
          day, the prisoner holding the position of “librarian” would pass through the different cells and sections,
          and prisoners would exchange the book they had just finished for the one they were about to begin. The
          librarian carried the “library book,” a record of the books available in the library, and a list of the books
          each prisoner had requested.
        


        
          (Al-Azraq 2009)
        

      


      
        Khaled remembered how prisoners “raced for the writings of Gabriel Garcia Marquez and Jorge Amado, Tolstoy and
        Dostoevsky, Hanna Mina, Nazim Hikmet, and many others.” He also noted that the prisoners would sometimes write
        out entire books with pen and paper to make more copies available, especially for books that were in high
        demand, such as Ghassan Kanafani’s Men in the Sun 5 and
        Naji Alloush’s The Palestinian National Movement.
      


      
        The education program, and later the library system, facilitated prisoners’ individual well-being by enabling
        them to engage in intellectual pursuits and critical thinking. Moreover, the education
        system both reinforced and relied upon other elements of the counterorder for its success, including the
        communication system, the notion of social equality, and the adherence to discipline. In turn, the knowledge
        gained through the curriculum, and perhaps more importantly, through the interactive learning processes,
        provided prisoners with the conceptual and behavioral foundations for engaging in more direct forms of
        resistance.
      

    


    
      The counterorder and prisoner-guard relations


      
        While the counterorder was established as an alternative self-governing institution to the prison authority, it
        should be noted that some prisoners recounted nuanced relationships with prison guards, especially those who
        witnessed the prisoners’ self-discipline. As a former prisoner and later head of the Palestinian Prisoners
        Club, explained:
      


      
        
          There was a kind of human relation between the guards and the prisoners. Some of [the guards] were so extreme
          politically, but socially, because we saw them every day… Somehow, they came to understand that we were not
          what they assumed as to be at the beginning.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        Likewise, Sami, another former prisoner, recalled a section guard who “spent the majority of his
        twenty-four-hour shift sitting on his chair at the entrance to the corridor, smoking and drinking coffee or
        tea.” According to Sami:
      


      
        
          [The guard] was not interested in creating problems for us; that would only make his job more difficult the
          next day. He knew his boundaries and we knew ours. Four times a day, he entered our cells to count us.
          Occasionally, in between counts, he patrolled the corridor. When he looked inside our cells, he saw us
          talking intensely in a circle or sitting on our mats, noses deep inside a book.
        


        
          (Al Jundi and Marlowe 2011, 127).
        

      


      
        In other words, the self-discipline of the prisoners sometimes contributed to an unspoken agreement between
        guards and detainees, with both seeing it in their best interest to avoid unnecessary confrontation with the
        other.
      


      
        At other times, relations were much more hostile, but varied significantly between individual guards. Prisoners
        from the early years recounted notable variations in the guards’ backgrounds and behaviors towards detainees.
        Former prisoner Musa remembers a guard from Ashkelon prison during the 1967–1972 period whose experience as a
        Holocaust survivor affected his treatment of prisoners:
      


      
        
          He had the tattoo on his arm from the Nazis, because he was in Auschwitz, and he told us he had been waiting
          for his turn to be shot or killed. He was a very cruel person, and he tortured
          prisoners. He would choose a victim maybe once a week and he began to beat him, to bite him. There was one
          time when he bit a prisoner until the man started bleeding. But later he came to the room and apologized, and
          explained that he had been a Nazi victim.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        Decades later, Musa suggested that the guard’s past did not excuse his behavior, but it helped to explain it.
      


      
        Musa went on to explain that “there is another side of the jailers,” noting that several guards, including
        another who was a Holocaust survivor, refused to torture prisoners. Another guard from Morocco6 would yell at prisoners, but then he would apologize afterwards, and he
        also refused to beat or torture prisoners. Musa also recalled an Iraqi-Israeli jailer “who was the first to
        bring a book into the prison for the prisoners. He was very kind and polite and he also refused to torture the
        prisoners” (interview with author 2012).
      


      
        The older prisoners also recalled instances in which the guards not only refused to abuse prisoners, but
        actually assisted them. As Musa, who was in prison from 1967 to 1985, recalled, “The kind guards were useful to
        us. Sometimes they transported letters from the rooms [collective cells] to the zinzana [isolated
        cells] or the cells to the rooms, or they smuggled books” (interview with author 2012). Musa laughed as he
        recalled a Yemeni guard in Jenin Prison who:
      


      
        
          went to the market each week and asked the Palestinians there to donate fruit and vegetables for the
          prisoners. He would give the prisoners half of what he collected and the other half he took home to his wife
          in Tel Aviv.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        It should be noted however that these types of relations were exceptions, and guards who were seen to be too
        sympathetic to prisoners were usually dismissed or transferred. As Musa explains:
      


      
        
          We are telling you about both sides of the jailers, but you should know that there are orders from the
          [prison] administration to the guards, and some follow these orders, and some don’t. Most follow the orders.
          A few did not but they were made to leave.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        Indeed, relations shifted as the prison administration became more professionalized, and also as the prisoners’
        internal organizing moved towards limiting individual communication with the guards, with the exception of
        specific prisoner leaders elected to negotiate with the administration.
      


      
        Yousef, who was arrested at age 16 and in prison from 2003–2009, explained that there are three types of
        guards, and, in his view, it is part of the prison policy to have guards in these different roles:
      


      
        
          The first type were the guards who acted resigned about the work or sad about his job,
          and pretended to be sympathetic and nice to the prisoners, and tried to talk to us. The second type were the
          ones who just did their work but didn’t try to talk to us, and just gave us orders. And the third type were
          the guards who tried to create problems for the prisoners and make our lives more difficult.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        According to Yousef, in contrast to the older prisoners, recent detainees “have no personal relationships
        between the guards and prisoners, no friendships. The relationships are forced.” He acknowledged that “maybe
        one percent of the guards truly are sympathetic, but they can’t do anything about [the situation] anyway”
        (interview with author 2012).
      


      
        In a way, relations between prisoners and the authorities mirrors the broader social relations between Israelis
        and Palestinians. In the past, despite general hostilities, there were still opportunities for individual
        relationships to emerge, and for personal interactions to counter some of the political divides. However, as
        such relations were often exploited by authorities, and as normalization and collaboration came to be regarded
        as treason by Palestinian activists, there were efforts from both sides to cut off personal relations and
        regard any seemingly friendly overtures with suspicion.
      

    


    
      Conclusion


      
        In this chapter, I have outlined the basic framework of the prisoners’ counterorder, or self-governing system,
        including elected leaders, committees, financial coordination, communications, and an education curriculum.
        Drawing from political faction ideology but relying on cross-cutting solidarity, the counterorder established a
        foundation of organization and discipline, facilitated by prisoners’ political factions on the outside. While
        recollections of resistance during this time may appear somewhat romanticized, former prisoners indicated that
        it was essentially because they were living in difficult conditions that they were able to work together and
        organize in ways that would not have been possible outside.
      


      
        The idealism and organization of the prisoners during the early years largely mirrored the early idealism and
        organization of the national movement. The political factions that were active on the outside were instrumental
        inside the prisons as well, as the prisoners, while united, drew on their political ideologies for organizing,
        discipline, and education, as well as for communal identity. Moreover, because most of the prisoners at this
        time had been part of the political factions, they had experience and training in resistance tactics. However,
        the methods of resistance used in prison were distinct from the armed struggle tactics used outside. Prisoners
        drew from the organizing frameworks and disciplinary principles of the political movements to create a system
        of self-governance that enabled them to maintain their dignity, develop agency within the
        prison, and, in some ways, use the prison space to their advantage. The counterorder, though informed by the
        political factions, also allowed the prisoners movement to develop independently of the outside movements, with
        their own leadership and decision-making processes. The foundations established through the counterorder in the
        early years facilitated the later coordination of more contentious resistance tactics and direct actions, as
        well as strategic negotiations, as discussed in the next chapter.
      

    


    
      
        Notes
      


      
        1    According to Bartkowski (2015), “Alternative institutions signify a variety of entities ranging from informal or
        illegal networks or associations of people that exist in a real or, now, in a virtual world, to more formal,
        semi-official, or legal organizations. Some examples of alternative institutions include schools; churches;
        clinics; publishing houses; media outlets; political parties; financial, economic, and social institutions;
        agricultural cooperatives; governing institutions and community service organizations. In civil resistance
        struggles, alternative institutions are either built anew (e.g. underground media) by growing opposition
        towards the status quo, or can also originate from pre-existing institutions (e.g. churches) that now help
        organize and shelter dissident activities. Consequently, these types of institutions can become an important
        part of the resistance strategies. The resort to alternative institutions might be instinctive as a result of
        severe oppression or perceived impenetrability of the system.” (229)
      


      
        2    In widely publicized news stories in 2012–2013, there were
        reportedly “dozens” of cases in which Palestinians managed to smuggle out sperm that prisoners’ wives were able
        to use to become pregnant via IVF techniques (Donnison 2013, Hamdan 2019).
      


      
        3    Radios were sometimes smuggled by guards, but in the case
        of Beersheva Prison, the radios were smuggled by Israeli prisoners who were given occasional day-leave passes.
      


      
        4    Literally translated as “the catastrophe,” the Nakba
        refers to the displacement of approximately 750,000 Palestinians during the 1948 War.
      


      
        5    Originally published in 1962, Men in the Sun
        tells the story of three Palestinian refugees from Lebanon who seek passage to Kuwait to find work, but die on
        the way when the truck smuggling them encounters various delays and checkpoints. The book was controversial for
        its subtle criticism of Arab states’ corruption, passivity, and treatment of Palestinian refugees.
      


      
        6    Between 1948 and 1972, over 500,000 Arab Jews from states
        including Morocco, Libya, Yemen, and Iraq, fled or immigrated to Israel. The Moroccan, Yemeni, and Iraqi guards
        referred to in this section are part of this community of “Mizrahi Jews,” or Jews of Middle Eastern background
        and descent.
      

    

  


  
    
      
        4    Resistance through Actions


        Hunger Strikes and Civil Disobedience

      
    

    
      Nader recalled his first time shaving. He was 15 years old and was being held in Ramallah prison. As Nader
      recalls:
    


    
      
        The prison warden noticed that I had a few hairs on my face, so he came and shouted to one of the guards, and
        asked him, “Why didn’t he shave?” Then he asked me, and I said, “I am 15, I have never shaved.” He had a stick,
        and he hit me, and then he told the guard to bring a razor and told me to shave with it, but I refused. By God,
        he hit me and he ordered another prisoner, “Tell him if he doesn’t shave he will be punished [in isolation] for
        one week.” But still I refused.
      


      
        (interview with author 2012)
      

    


    
      The other prisoners finally convinced Nader to cooperate to avoid isolation, but his initial refusal to cooperate
      reflects the sort of everyday resistance that took place in the prisons. Although he was only a teenager, Nader
      had learned from older prisoners how to stand up to the prison authorities. Long before hunger strikes, these
      small-scale actions, individual or collective, helped prisoners maintain a sense of dignity. Yet prisoners were
      also disciplined enough to know when to negotiate or cooperate when it was in their better interest; even
      ultimate compliance was not seen as capitulation when coupled with initial resistance or with a longer-term
      strategy. By standing up to the warden of the prison, even young teenagers like Nader demonstrated that they
      still had agency and self-respect, and were not just obediently following orders.
    


    
      The counterorder described in Chapter 3, and the internal discipline
      it fostered, proved essential to organizing actions that would be instrumental in improving prison conditions and
      securing rights for prisoners. The leadership structure facilitated the organization of resistance; the
      communication system enabled the coordination of actions within, between, and outside of prisons; and the
      education curriculum allowed for further development of political consciousness and diffusion of knowledge of
      organizing principles. In this way, like civil resistance movements, prisoners were able to leverage the
      discipline and organization they had previously cultivated to plan and execute more
      contentious actions. Also similar to civil resistance movements, prisoners were intentional in maximizing their
      agency in ways that would create dilemmas of control and security for the prison administration. Reflecting
      Sharp’s (1973) notion of political jiu-jitsu, prisoners’
      resistance tactics were what Martin (2007) describes as
      “dilemma actions,” designed to make the prison system unworkable by forcing the administration to cede certain
      rights or privileges, or to engage in sustained disciplinary actions that could ultimately backfire.
    


    
      These forms of resistance ranged from simple acts of refusal to system-wide hunger strikes. Different actions had
      different aims, including affirming personal dignity, achieving specific rights in the prison, and galvanizing
      outside solidarity and activism around the issue of imprisonment. Like the Palestinian national movement itself,
      civil resistance actions both large and small developed in the 1970s and were arguably strongest in the 1980s in
      the years preceding and during the first intifada. While prison actions continued during and after the Oslo
      period of the 1990s and through to today, prison resistance, like the broader national movement, was distinctly
      weaker in latter decades than it was in the earlier years, as discussed further in the next chapter.
    


    
      In this chapter, I focus on the peak years of prison-based resistance. I first discuss the small-scale episodes
      of organized resistance used regularly to challenge policies and demonstrate prisoner resilience. I then discuss
      the use of hunger strikes, including the historical development of the tactic, the preparation and organization
      behind the strikes, their aims and objectives, and the effects of the strike experience on individual prisoners,
      followed by my analysis on why some hunger strikes were more successful than others. Lastly, I discuss episodes
      of direct physical challenge, or the use of violence and riots, as alternative methods of pressuring the
      administration when strikes were unsuccessful.
    


    
      Resistance for rights


      
        While hunger strikes perhaps represent the peak of prison-based resistance, nearly all long-term hunger strikes
        were preceded by other individual and collective actions, including refusal to work at assigned jobs, refusal
        to acknowledge prison guards, refusal to comply with counting and searching protocols, refusal of family or
        lawyer visits, refusal to shower or shave, refusal to leave the cell, and refusal of meals. These actions went
        beyond “resistance for survival” to directly challenge the prison administration and force changes in policy by
        making the established system difficult to manage, or ultimately, unworkable.
      


      
        Actions were typically organized in response to specific policies. As Nader explained:
      


      
        
          Many things actually came, not through hunger strikes, but through direct challenging of the administration.
          For example, the strip-searching. They used to make prisoners take off their clothes in front of each other
          to search them, just to humiliate them. They knew there was nothing inside [their body
          cavities]. So the prisoners decided to challenge that. We said, okay, we won’t take off our clothes, even if
          the guards hit us, or we are punished in the isolation cells, or maybe punished by prevention from family
          visits. The prisoners were ready to take this risk and challenge that policy.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        Similar actions included refusing to stand for the prisoner counts that took place three times a day, and
        refusing to address the guards as “my lord” or “my master,” as required in the early days in some prisons,
        including Ashkelon (Musa, interview with author 2012).
      


      
        These gradual actions served several purposes. Primarily, they aimed to challenge specific policies, such as
        the strip searches or counting protocol. They were also useful however in sending a message to the prison
        authorities that the prisoners were willing to struggle and resist. As Nader noted:
      


      
        
          These kinds of steps were taken to reject specific measures and to say to the prison administration that we
          are strong and we are ready to struggle against you. You have to stop this kind of searching, or humiliating
          people, or doing these violations.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        Finally, these types of actions served as a sort of practice or training for the “last resort” option of the
        extended hunger strike. Resistance in general gave practice in discipline and organization, while temporary
        refusal of meals specifically helped prepare prisoners physically and mentally for prolonged hunger strikes. As
        Nader comments:
      


      
        
          It was a continuous process. So on the one hand, these steps, to refuse one meal or to refuse for one day or
          two days is just to send a message that we are refusing this and we are ready to struggle. On the other hand,
          it was a kind of preparation for the prisoners, knowing that we were going to do bigger and better things,
          but we had to do something at that moment. It was for me a kind of training… It gave you the sense of a
          longer hunger strike, how it would be, and whether we were ready to do that or not.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      

    


    
      Hunger strikes


      
        States are obligated under international law to maintain the health of prisoners (Lines 2008).1 Hunger
        strikes thus intentionally aim to push the prison administration, or the state government, to the point that
        they can no longer ensure prisoners’ health, thus making internal prison administration difficult while
        simultaneously risking international shaming and condemnation, creating a classic dilemma
        action (Martin 2007). Furthermore, in protracted conflict
        situations, states recognize that the death of a prisoner could galvanize the local population’s support for
        prisoners and spark renewed activism, resistance, or violence (Vick 2013), ultimately backfiring (Martin 2007) on
        the state. As a senior Palestinian minister commented during a hunger strike in 2013, “If any of the prisoners
        die, we can’t control the Palestinian street” (Ziad Abu Ein, as quoted in Vick 2013). From prisoners’ point of view, hunger strikes are
        “successful” when the state is pressured to negotiate certain rights or terms of release to end the strike in
        an effort to restore internal order, avoid international embarrassment, and/or prevent more widespread
        mobilization.
      


      
        As noted previously, hunger strikes have been used as political actions by detainees and prisoners in conflicts
        around the world for over a century, including suffragettes in Britain, Republican prisoners in Northern
        Ireland, and anti-apartheid detainees in South Africa. Hunger strikes have been described as a form of
        “political performance” (Anderson 2010) and “protest
        theater” (Kavner 2012), and were identified by Gene Sharp
        (1973) as a psychological form of nonviolent
        intervention. Indeed, hunger strikes function as a form of civil disobedience by creating political
        opportunities, sparking mobilization processes, and forcing a dynamic of political jiu-jitsu, in which the
        “seemingly powerless can overcome a powerful oppressor” (Scanlan et al 2008, 320). By using their bodies as “political structures” (Nietzsche 1968) prisoners with few or no other means of resistance can
        reclaim agency and even redirect or reverse dynamics of power (Feldman 1991; McEvoy 2001). As McEvoy (2001) writes, hunger strikes “offer a historical template from
        which to draw inspiration and legitimacy, represent[ing] resistance through endurance and self-sacrifice” (45).
      


      
        In Palestine, hunger strikes have been used since the early days of incarceration and have continued to the
        time of writing, with over 30 documented hunger strikes by Palestinian prisoners.2 These strikes have resulted in a gradual realization of rights and improvement of
        conditions, ranging from improved food and better bathing conditions; to access to books, writing materials,
        and eventually radios and televisions; to establishing negotiation policies between prisoners and the prison
        administration.
      


      
        Strikes for prisoners’ rights


        
          The first reported Palestinian hunger strike took place in Ramle prison in 1968, but the primary organizing
          site for early hunger strikes was Ashkelon Prison, notably the same site credited with the emergence of the
          counterorder. At Ashkelon, an initial one-week hunger strike in 1970 was followed by a larger strike in 1973
          that lasted for 24 days, and then by an open (across multiple prisons) strike beginning in December 1976 that
          lasted 45 days initially (still the longest collective strike to date), and was extended for another 20 days
          in February 1977.
        


        
          The 1973 strike was particularly noteworthy in terms of its accomplishments. The strike
          lasted for three weeks and ended with a meeting between the Minister of Police (now the Ministry of Public
          Security) and the prison leaders. This meeting, or negotiation, resulted in the replacement of the commanding
          officer of the prison, improved food quality, permission to congregate in the yard, and permission for the
          Red Cross to bring books to prisoners. As one prisoner commented, “One can say that the uprising brought
          about a complete change in the conditions of Ashkelon prison” (as quoted in Rosenfeld 2004, 244).
        


        
          The 1976 Ashkelon strike produced even greater gains, going beyond improved material conditions to the
          realization of further rights and the establishment of an elected representative prisoners’ body, which would
          prove essential in negotiating rights with the prison administrators. The demands included bringing in books,
          pencils, and pens; rejection of working in the factories inside the prisons; allowing prisoners to determine
          rules inside the cells for themselves; rejection of having to say “sir” to the guards; and recognizing the
          political factions that were created inside the prison by the leadership. However, as one former prisoner
          emphasized, “the primary achievement of the strike was that the prison administration was forced to negotiate
          with this body that represented the prisoners. This was the beginning of reshaping the relationship between
          the jailers and the prisoners” (Khalil, interview with author 2014). Indeed, the recognition of a
          representative prisoners’ body that could speak directly with the prison authorities was crucial in
          establishing a new dynamic by which prisoners could negotiate policies and conditions directly, often
          averting other strikes.
        


        
          Prisoners planned for future hunger strikes through intense preparation, both physical and mental, with
          experienced prisoners explaining to others how their bodies would respond day by day (Al Jundi and Marlowe
          2011, 141). Prisoners also sought to leverage external
          pressure; as Nader noted:
        


        
          
            …they realized that the struggle in the prison should be supported by the people outside. So, in future
            strikes, they took this into consideration, in their preparation, to attract the attention of the people
            and get more attention from outside to put more pressure on Israel. This was very important in the future
            for the hunger strikes.
          


          
            (interview with author 2012)
          

        


        
          In this regard, faction leaders took steps to coordinate strikes with other prisons and with political
          parties, organizations, and families on the outside. Issam explained how the organization of the hunger
          strikes had evolved over the years by describing a 1992 strike, in which nearly all of the 14,000 prisoners
          at the time participated:
        


        
          
            They entered the strike all together in the same moment, at the same hour. So within this strike, there
            were rules and information. Everyone was informed of the laws of the strike, the steps that we needed to
            take, who was allowed to negotiate with the administration. There was one spokesman
            for the whole strike, and there was a committee to meet the organizations like the Red Cross. It was a very
            organized “army” in all matters and we had all options covered.
          


          
            (interview with author 2012)
          

        


        
          According to Issam, prisoners had a plan for if one of the prisoners died, and if the administration took the
          leaders of the strike and put them in solitary cells, they had a backup plan for other leaders to lead the
          strike. When they reached the level of negotiating with the prison authority, they had previously decided on
          what they would demand, and the minimum concessions that they would be willing to accept. Meanwhile, before
          the strike, letters were sent from the prisons to political parties, organizations, and communities on the
          outside to prepare the street for the strike. The letters included the demands and why they were striking.
          This type of organization for the strike built on lessons learned from previous strikes in the 1970s and
          1980s.
        


        
          While not all strikes were successful, the combination of inside and outside pressure on the prison system
          resulted in notable improvement of conditions and extensions of rights. The specific demands of the hunger
          strikes varied over time and between prisons. They were typically written in a statement and communicated to
          the prison administration by an elected representative. It should be noted however that, in contrast to later
          individual strikes undertaken after the second intifada, the demands of previous hunger strikes concentrated
          on improving conditions in prison, rather than focusing on individual or collective release.
        


        
          As Nader noted, in the early strikes:
        


        
          
            …the demands were very simple. We’re talking about more blankets, improvements in the food, allowing
            prisoners to communicate while they are in the yard, allowing them to write letters to their families,
            bringing pens, papers, pencils, books, those small things.
          


          
            (interview with author 2012)
          

        


        
          Other early demands included the cessation of beatings, reducing crowdedness in cells, permitting prisoners
          to cook their own food, and permitting the elected prisoner representative to negotiate directly with the
          prison administration (Nashif 2010, 51–52).
        


        
          According to Nader, the strikes were essential in pressuring the prison authorities to gradually expand
          prisoners’ rights over time:
        


        
          
            Everything inside the prison had a story of resistance behind it. For example, the blanket. By the time I
            was Ramallah Prison, we had three blankets. But at the beginning the prisoners had only one. So, they did
            so much to achieve this number of blankets. In 1991 in Hebron Prison, we had six blankets, because one of
            the demands in the hunger strikes was to increase the number of blankets for the prisoners.
          


          
            About the cups for tea. The older prisoners said that at the beginning, there was
            only one cup for the whole room. But now, every prisoner has his own cup. And they struggled to achieve
            that through resistance. It was a big demand in one of the hunger strikes in the early 1970s to have these
            things.
          


          
            The clothes for example. At the beginning they weren’t allowed to bring any clothes from outside, including
            underwear. But in the early 1980s prisoners were allowed to bring underwear, and they told me they achieved
            that through their struggles.
          


          
            The books in the library, the papers and pens, all these had stories of struggle. For example, one of the
            prisoners in Beersheva prison told me that they had no pencils or pens in the room. If they wanted to write
            something, they used to smuggle a piece of wood and burn it so they could “write” with the burned end on
            small pieces of toilet paper or cigarette cartons and pass these to other rooms. Because they weren’t
            allowed to be together. So they wanted to organize themselves, to communicate, so they started to smuggle
            these notes between them, from room to room, from person to person: “I plan to do that, what do you think,”
            thing like this, to make a collective step against the Israeli administration. So pens and paper were
            demands in an early hunger strike.
          


          
            In the early 1970s they had only 15 minutes to go out of the rooms to the yard. And only two people were
            allowed to walk together at a time. If more than two started to talk to each other or walk together, they
            were punished, attacked by the guards. Now prisoners have at least two or three hours to go out of their
            rooms to the yard and they are allowed to walk, to speak to any one, to do whatever they want inside the
            yard.
          


          
            So as I said, everything you find in prison, the blanket, the cup, the pens, the paper, the books in the
            library, the food… There is a story of the struggle behind this. And one day it was one of the prisoners’
            demands in their hunger strikes.
          


          
            (interview with author 2012)
          

        


        
          Prisoners continued to gain significant rights through the 1980s via hunger strikes, including the right to
          have a radio (1985), the right to have television access (1987), and the rights to longer family visits and
          longer time in the yard. As Nader recalls:
        


        
          
            They achieved many things in the 1987 hunger strike, including the TV. It was a big thing. And the time
            prisoners had in the square became longer, became two hours. Family visits became half an hour. Prisoners
            were allowed to kiss or hug their kids [under age eight] for two or three minutes instead of being
            separated behind a screen or glass. These things seem like small things, but they meant so much to the
            prisoners.
          


          
            (interview with author 2012)
          

        


        
          Further gains were made in the 1992 open strike, described above by Issam, which
          included the majority of prisons and lasted for 15 days. According to Khalil, the results from the strike
          resulted in a:
        


        
          
            …big, unique shift in prisoners’ life. We increased the time for visits from 30 minutes to 45 minutes every
            two weeks, and increased the break from two hours to five hours, with one hour for sports and four hours
            for other activities throughout the day. We gained the right to bring in all kinds of books without any
            restrictions, and to bring in our own kitchen supplies and make our own food. And we gained the right to
            not have the administration interfere with our lives inside the cells, and to have celebrations and
            commemorations without punishment.
          


          
            (interview with author 2014)
          

        


        
          Yousef, who was in prison from 2003–2009, agreed that demands were usually relatively simple, focusing on
          increasing time for family visits and regaining rights that had been gained in the past but later rolled
          back, such as not having to stand for counting. As Yousef states:
        


        
          
            They were very simple demands and had to do primarily with us preserving our dignity… We wanted things like
            being able to eat better and live better, and live like people. The goal of the prisons wasn’t to treat us
            like animals, it was to treat us like nothing. So the goal of the resistance was to reclaim our human
            dignity and our sense of being human beings.
          


          
            (interview with author 2012)
          

        

      

      
        Strikes for release


        
          While hunger strikes have continued in the years following the second intifada, most have had different forms
          and aims than the strikes of the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s. Focusing less on conditions and rights and more on
          prison policies, the strikes of 2011, 2014, and 2017 concentrated on ending solitary confinement and
          administrative detention. While some limited gains were made following the 2011 strike in reducing the use of
          solitary confinement, administrative detention has continued, prompting individual detainees to go on hunger
          strike to push for their release.
        


        
          The use of the hunger strike in this way however was a notable shift from the past, specifically because the
          strikes were individual, rather than collective. In addition, the strikes focused on release, rather than on
          changing prison conditions. Similarly, in appealing for release and/or an end to administrative detention,
          the demands of the strike were usually beyond the negotiating power of the prison administrators, resting
          instead with the Ministry of Justice and Ministry of the Interior. Thus, the usual power of the hunger strike
          in forcing negotiations with prison officials was actually muted, as the decisions regarding detention
          policies and releases rested with those outside the prison itself. The individual
          strikes also failed to mobilize the former level of solidarity among prisoners and between prisoners and
          supporters on the outside. As Khalil commented:
        


        
          
            Even though the individual strikes were strong, they weakened the prisoners movement and they exhausted the
            street as well. We are against the individual hunger strikes as a tactic. At the same time, we did not
            abandon [the strikers], we supported them and helped them, but we were against the individual strike
            itself.
          


          
            (interview with author 2014)
          

        

      

      
        Strikes against the Palestinian authority


        
          While the majority of the strikes were directed against the Israeli authorities, it is important to note that
          prisoners also engaged in several “political strikes” directed towards the Palestinian Authority (PA). After
          the signing of the Oslo Accords, between 1993 and 1994, more than 6,000 prisoners were released, however,
          those who remained in prison felt left behind by the newly formed PA. As Khalil recalled:
        


        
          
            The first political hunger strike was in 1995. It wasn’t against the occupation, it was against the PA,
            because they left us for more than 20 years without asking about us… Most of the prisoners were on the
            strike, and there was also a big movement outside the prison at that time in support of the strike.
          


          
            (interview with author 2014)
          

        


        
          Two more political strikes against the PA were held in 1998 and 2000, but did not yield any results.
        

      
    


    
      Costs of hunger strikes


      
        The success rate of hunger strikes varied considerably. Sometimes the timing proved difficult, especially if
        public attention was focused elsewhere; as Noah recalled, prisoners were forced to stop a strike conducted in
        1973 during the same time as the 1973 war “because at that time public interest in the prisoners’ struggle was
        negligible” (as quoted in Rosenfeld 2004, 245). At other
        times, the prison administration simply refused to grant the minimum number of demands agreed upon by the
        prisoners. Even when strikes were deemed “successful,” change was incremental. As Rami, who represented
        prisoners in negotiations with prison authorities in the 1990s, explained, “Some demands were accepted, others
        not. Basically, they gave us the little things, but refused the major things. Or they gave us things that they
        could easily take away again” (interview with author 2007).
      


      
        As Khalil remembered, the 2004 strike, which took place in the midst of the second intifada, was especially
        disappointing for prisoners:
      


      
        
          Because of the intifada, from 2000 to 2004, there were no visits, and we did not see
          our families for four years. There were more punishments and restrictions inside the prison. And they took
          away a lot of rights that had been gained in past hunger strikes. So a decision was made in 2004 to launch
          another hunger strike with all the prisoners. This was the hardest hunger strike, and it lasted for 19 days.
          In the beginning, [the Israeli government] made the decision, let the prisoners die, we won’t negotiate. And
          this was the only hunger strike where we really failed, and we lost a lot. We lost the kitchens, we lost the
          representatives of each prison. One of the punishments during the strike was they stopped giving the
          prisoners salt, which is necessary when you are on hunger strike. There were also attacks against hunger
          strikers, and transferring prisoners on hunger strike between cells and between prisons all the time.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        Before engaging in a strike, prisoners had to weigh potentially marginal gains against the certain physical
        toll that a hunger strike would take on their bodies. Though prisoners tried to prepare themselves for the
        physical demands of the strike, and while sick, diabetic, or disabled prisoners were discouraged from
        participating in the strikes (Al Jundi and Marlowe 2011,
        1941), many prisoners suffered from long-term health problems after the hunger strikes, and five prisoners
        died between 1970 and 1992 from being force-fed.3 Individuals’
        bodies respond differently to the hunger strike experience, but typically, the body can continue to function
        normally for three days by drawing on glucose stores, then for up to two to three weeks by drawing on stores of
        fat (Crosby et al. 2007). When glucose and fat stores are
        exhausted however, the body enters a catabolic state and begins breaking down muscle tissue, often leading to
        liver and organ damage, blindness, and other long-term health problems and disabilities.
      


      
        Sami, who was in prison for ten years in the 1980s, described the sense of physical weakness that affected
        prisoners as the strikes continued:
      


      
        
          By day 20, the hair on my arms became brittle and began to fall out. I could feel my eyelashes falling out,
          one by one. Reading was impossible—words in my book scampered like ants on the page, causing my head to spin.
          We were given 15 minutes each day to go outside. We mustered all our strength to rise and take small,
          measured steps, moving like zombies. It took almost 15 minutes just to reach the courtyard.
        


        
          (Al Jundi and Marlowe 2011, 142)
        

      


      
        Thaer, who was on an individual hunger strike in 2012, recalled:
      


      
        
          For 35 days, I drank only water. From the 35th to 50th days, I was in critical condition, so they took me to
          the hospital and injected glucose, but my body refused it, so I had infections from this, fevers. After the
          50th day, I just had water and salt. You dip your finger in the water then the salt and
          suck your finger. This protects your stomach from damage. I still coughed up a lot of blood and bile, I lost
          hair. I went from 83 kilograms to 55 kilograms, so my spine slipped, my muscles and bones in my legs were
          fragile, and I still can’t see well through my right eye. There is still a lot of pain in my stomach, chest,
          pancreas, kidneys.
        


        
          (Halaleh 2012)
        

      

    


    
      Hunger strikes as a tactic


      
        When and why were some hunger strikes successful? First, hunger strikes succeed when they make life inside the
        prison unworkable for the administration. As Nashif (2010) notes, in a hunger strike, “the captive tells the jailer, ‘I will turn your game upside
        down’” (65). Indeed, one of the reasons the early strikes in the 1970s proved successful was that the prison
        authorities could no longer manage the day-to-day operations of the prison with prisoners engaging in what was
        essentially prolonged civil disobedience, and at that time, the prison service did not have policies in place
        to manage the strikes.
      


      
        Second, and by association, the size and scope of the strike typically influences the outcome, as the more
        prisoners engage in a strike, the more difficult it becomes for the administration to maintain control. The
        most successful strikes, like the 1987 and 1992 strikes, were considered “open strikes” and included
        participation from prisoners across the prison system. Strikes with this level of participation clearly put
        more pressure on the prison system than strikes by one or several individual prisoners, or strikes that were
        solely confined to one prison, and made it infeasible to break a strike with force-feeding.
      


      
        Third, the internal organization of the strike can contribute significantly to its success or failure. Planning
        for some strikes began over a year in advance, with prisoners communicating across prisons, generating a
        specific list of demands and a negotiating strategy, physically and mentally “training” for the strike, and
        developing a timeline for the strike. As Nader recalled:
      


      
        
          I remember the hunger strike in 1987; I was outside the prison, but it was well-organized, it included all
          prisons, all prisoners, and they planned out steps. They started with three or four prisons, then after two
          or three days, other prisons got involved. They had one list of demands, and they had good preparation
          outside with the political parties, in terms of how they should support each step, what they should say in
          the press releases, and what kind of demonstrations or popular mobilization they should do. It was a
          comprehensive plan.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        Fourth, as indicated above, the organization with outside groups, especially political factions, could greatly
        influence a strike’s outcome. Outside groups were essential in bringing attention to the
        strike, garnering media coverage, establishing solidarity tents and demonstrations, and attracting
        international solidarity. This type of mobilization extended the hunger strike from a tactic solely inside the
        prisons to one that could diffuse across political spheres and activist networks, increasing pressure not only
        on the prison administration, but also on the state itself to respond.
      


      
        Fifth, the relative success of strikes was also influenced by external local and global contexts. Locally, it
        is not a coincidence that two highly successful strikes, 1987 and 1992, occurred during the first intifada,
        when political tensions were high, outside mobilization was strong, and it was perhaps in the state’s relative
        interests at the time to accommodate prisoners’ demands for improved conditions (rather than make broader
        political concessions or risk further contention). In the global context, the state’s response to strikes of
        the 1980s were most likely influenced in part by the martyr status granted to ten Irish prisoners, led by Bobby
        Sands, who died on hunger strike in the Maze/Long Kesh Prison, while the 1992 strike shortly followed the
        release of Nelson Mandela and anti-apartheid activists from prisons in South Africa.
      


      
        Finally, agreeing to negotiate with prisoners on hunger strike helped prison authorities avoid the very real
        threat of “direct challenge,” or prison riots. As noted above by Khalil, the recognition of the prisoners’
        body, and the prison administration’s agreement to meet with a representative of the prisoners to discuss
        demands, was a major achievement for prisoners. Yet, it was also in the ultimate interest of the prison
        administration as well to hear and consider prisoner requests before further escalation. As Nader described,
        “It was a kind of negotiation. You had to sit at the table and discuss your demands and your readiness to
        continue struggling” (interview with author 2012). Prisoners acknowledged that the negotiations on their own
        did not usually achieve many gains, aside from sending a message and highlighting rights violations, but they
        could produce meaningful results in the context of a hunger strike.
      

    


    
      Direct physical challenge


      
        If conditions warranted demands that were beyond the scope of a strike or negotiations, or if strikes or
        negotiations failed, prisoners at times engaged in “direct challenge,” or fighting back against prison
        authorities. While they had no access to traditional weapons, prisoners used physical force, the strength of
        numbers, and/or make-shift weapons to defend themselves or to inflict physical harm. As former prisoner Musa
        recalls:
      


      
        
          Sometimes jailers treated prisoners in a brutal way. So we decided in Beersheva Jail that if any prisoner was
          treated brutally by any jailer, the jailer must be beaten. The price didn’t matter. Sometimes the jailer
          would get afraid of hitting us. So we agreed that anyone seeing the abuse happening must interfere directly.
          If we can’t interfere then, we will get him another time.
        


        
          For example, Azizya was a huge jailer, like a tree, and he was in charge of the
          bostah [prisoner transport], bringing the prisoners from Ashkelon Prison and Beersheva Prison to
          Ramle Prison [location of the prison hospital] and back. Every time anyone went with him, he would be beaten.
          So we in Beersheva Jail sent a prisoner we called William Iraqi. He was an Armenian Iraqi and he was huge and
          had a big body. He made himself ill so he would need to go and get some treatments. But he went especially to
          beat Azizya. William got out when Azizya took him to cuff him and he started to beat Azizya and he beat him
          on his head and legs, severely, without mercy. After that, Azizya never touched any of us again.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        Mohammed, a prisoner in the 1990s, recalled another incident from Nafha prison that quickly escalated when the
        guards “attacked” the cells for searches, despite an agreement at the time that searches could only be carried
        out when prisoners were not inside. The doors of the cells were solid iron, but there were small windows in the
        doors through which prisoners received food, and the guards started to close these windows in the doors so
        prisoners could not see what was happening in the other cells. Mohammed’s cellmates had been trying to hold
        their window open, but the guards forced it closed, causing the men’s hands to get stuck and start bleeding. As
        Mohammed explains:
      


      
        
          Until this moment, I had been calm, I didn’t do anything. I was really trying to stay calm because I had
          served most of my sentence and was close to getting released. But at this time, I had to do something to
          rescue my friends. So I took a cup of tea and threw it in the face of the captain. He started cleaning the
          tea from his face but he was still holding the door. Then I went to the bathroom and there was a prisoner’s
          shirt soaking in a bucket of harsh chlorine. I threw the shirt on the floor and the bucket was still half
          full of the chlorine chemical, so I threw the bucket of chlorine at the five guards, with the captain among
          them.
        


        
          At this point, they would usually bring a lot of police and weapons and units into the cell block. We knew we
          needed to protect ourselves, but what did we have? All we had was butter, so we put it in a pot and melted
          it. We knew they would bring a lot of soldiers, and we were just three guys in the room, and we did not have
          anything to protect ourselves with or defend ourselves with. So the only thing we had was to melt the butter.
          If they attacked the room, I would use it to defend myself. My idea was that if they came to the room I would
          use this melted butter against them.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        As the above examples indicate, the use of force by prisoners was usually viewed by detainees as self-defense
        or retaliation, while such actions were viewed as riots and security threats by prison administrators. Prison
        authorities thus sought ways to prevent these incidents from occurring, as discussed
        further in Chapter 7. However, for most prisoners, the riots and
        retaliatory actions were secondary forms of resistance to everyday acts of struggle and non-cooperation.
        Furthermore, such violent acts arguably made guards more apprehensive of their own security and less open to
        see incentives for negotiating with prisoners.
      

    


    
      Legal challenge


      
        In addition to, or parallel to, hunger strikes and direct resistance, some prisoners worked with external human
        rights organizations to push for rights via the Israeli court system even beyond their own individual cases by
        filing collective petitions. As Sahar, lawyer and director of prisoner-support organization Addameer,
        summarized:
      


      
        
          For sentenced strikers, our petitions to the courts often concern the conditions of detention, especially
          isolation, so we focus on ending isolation and confinement, and the violations of rights in prison. We
          petitioned the district court also to demand access to hospital doctors and civilian hospital care. We also
          petitioned the district court when prisoners who refused to stand up for the roll call were punished by being
          denied lawyer visits, and we said that you cannot use this as punishment, and also that it is collective
          punishment.
        


        
          For those in administration detention and held in the military hospital we took on the legal case of
          administrative detention on two levels. First, we challenged this as a legal procedure directly in the
          military court and the appeals court and the high court, and secondly, we worked on the international and
          local levels to advocate against administrative detention, because it is illegal in international law except
          for very extreme, specific cases.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        At times, the “negotiation” for rights between prisoners and administrators played out in the legal arena in
        other ways as well. For example, in April 2015, the Israeli High Court of Justice rejected a petition filed by
        prisoners to overturn a ban on higher education for security inmates, which had initially passed in 2012 (Bob
        2015). The prisoners were represented by Adalah—the Legal
        Center for Arab Minority Rights in Israel, and the Association for Civil Rights in Israel (ACRI). Although the
        seven-member panel agreed to uphold the ban, the fact that the rare appeal case was heard was notable and
        brought considerable attention to prisoners’ grievances.
      


      
        While prisoners did not explicitly describe the court petitions as resistance, they were seen as such by many
        prison officials. According to prison administrators, any time prisoners initiate a court case, the prison
        service must allocate time and resources to accommodate prisoners’ presence at the court. As a former head of
        the Isreal Prison Service (IPS) commented:
      


      
        
          Think about it. Every time they apply to the court, we have to take the prisoners to
          court, with vehicles, with guns, thousands of them every year, thousands! They’re maintaining the struggle in
          a different way. Utilizing the democratic ways, the democratic means, everything.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        The IPS Director related another case when prisoners petitioned for the right to keep a thermos in the cells:
      


      
        
          Once they approached the court because we didn’t allow them to keep a thermos. The prisoner said, “I want to
          make coffee.” So we said, “Go ahead, make coffee. You have a kettle, you have a hot plate. Make your coffee.”
          And he said, “No, I want to make it in the morning and still have it for the evening.”
        


        
          We told the judge, “You know the reason? It’s a weapon.” When you have your tension indicators that something
          is going on in the prison, the first thing you do is cut off the electricity. Because if [the prisoners] have
          boiled oil or margarine or honey or things with sugar, it’s a weapon. After 30 minutes though, everything is
          cool enough, and we can get into the cells. But, if prisoners have a thermos, they can keep things hot for
          12, 13 hours, so that’s a weapon.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        This case reflects the ways in which prisoners’ rights and privileges were often negotiated against prison
        authority concerns for security, either through direct negotiations between prisoner representatives and prison
        administrators, or through a court petition.
      

    


    
      Conclusion


      
        Prisoners used many means of collective struggle to gain rights. The majority of actions took the form of
        simple acts of refusal or small-scale strikes to try to force changes regarding specific policies or
        conditions. When small-scale efforts proved ineffective, or when the list of grievances demanded a more
        sustained campaign, prisoners engaged in long-term hunger strikes to force negotiations, with varying degrees
        of success. When strikes were unsuccessful or unfeasible, or when prisoners felt especially aggrieved, they
        would utilize direct physical challenge against the prison authorities.
      


      
        Collectively, the small-scale actions, prolonged hunger strikes, and threat or actual use of violence gave the
        prisoners leverage and gave the prison administration reason and incentive to engage in negotiations, such that
        prisoners gained substantial rights and privileges. Utilizing the principle of political jiu-jitsu common in
        civil resistance, prisoners created dilemma actions for authorities that required either compromise or
        suppression that could ultimately backfire. However, both the mobilization of the prisoners and the response of the prison authorities were constantly shifting, sometimes in direct response
        to each other, and sometimes in response to external changes, pressures, or directives. The prisoners movement,
        and the authorities’ response to prisoners, thus shifted over time, as discussed further in the following
        chapter.
      

    


    
      
        Notes
      


      
        1    Even if the state does not recognize prisoners as
        Prisoners of War (POWs) covered by the third Geneva Convention, minimum standards of treatment for all
        prisoners were articulated in the United Nations’ Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners (1957),
        and have also been upheld in human rights case law (see Kudla v. Poland, § 94, European Court of Human Rights,
        2000).
      


      
        2    For a helpful timeline of Palestinian hunger strikes, see
        Tahhan’s “Timeline of Palestinian mass hunger strikes in Israel,” in Al-Jazeera (Tahhan 2017).
      


      
        3    The five deaths from force-feeding included Abdel Qader
        Abu Elfahm (Ashkelon Prison, 1970), Rasem Abu Elhalawah and Ali Jaafari (Nafha Prison, 1980), Mahmoud Fritkh
        (Junaid Prison, 1984) and Hussein Nemr Obaidat (Ashkelon Prison, 1992).
      

    

  


  
    
      5    Palestinian Politics and Shifts After Oslo

    


    
      Khalil was arrested for the first time in 1981 during a Land Day demonstration, then arrested again and
      imprisoned from 1982 to 1986. He was arrested for a third time in 1988 at the beginning of the first intifada and
      held in administrative detention (without charge or trial) for almost two years. Then, he was arrested again in
      February 1991, and remained in prison until 2013, despite the prisoner releases stipulated in the Oslo Accords
      that allowed for the release of most politically motivated prisoners in the 1990s.1 Khalil was thus one of the so-called “pre-Oslo” prisoners who remained incarcerated from the
      first intifada (1987–1993) through the second intifada (2000–2006) and after, ultimately released in 2013 as part
      of a negotiated pre-condition for peace talks between Israel and the PLO, brokered by US Secretary of State John
      Kerry.2
    


    
      With over three decades of experience in prison, Khalil saw the prisoners’ movement change significantly, just as
      Palestinian politics on the outside were shifting simultaneously. According to Khalil, “To understand the
      resistance inside the prison, you need to start with the resistance outside the prison, because this is how it
      started, this is how the resistance inside the prison was built” (interview with author 2014). Likewise, the
      relative decline of prisoners’ resistance can be traced in part to shifts in resistance outside the prison, with
      the weakening of the Palestinian prisoners movement reflecting the fracturing of the broader Palestinian national
      movement.
    


    
      In this chapter, I discuss how and why the prisoners movement changed during the Oslo period and the second
      intifada, exploring how resistance inside the prisons was influenced by changes in Palestinian politics and the
      broader Israel-Palestine conflict. Having highlighted the forms of resistance that took place in the prisons in
      the previous chapters, this chapter situates the shifting dynamics of the prisoners movement in the context of
      the changing nature of the national struggle. The prisoners movement was strongest and most organized when the
      national movement was strongest. This strength came not only from the political factions at the time, but from
      the popular support for civil resistance that surged especially in the 1980s. When the grassroots popular
      struggle was largely replaced by the Palestinian Authority in the post-Oslo 1990s, and then
      eclipsed by armed resistance during the second intifada, both the national struggle and the prisoners movement
      were considerably weakened.
    


    
      First intifada to Oslo accords


      
        Mirroring broader trends in the Palestinian national movement, prison resistance arguably peaked in the 1980s
        with the development of the national struggle and the first intifada. As Rosenfeld (2011) writes, “the growth and consolidation of the prisoners’
        movement in the OPT coincided with the gradual transformation of local resistance to the Israeli occupation
        into a full-blown, mass-based, decentralized movement” (8). In this context, the internal and external
        struggles reinforced each other. On the one hand, as discussed previously, the external factions and parties
        influenced the internal prison organization, electoral system, and curriculum. On the other hand, prisoners and
        former prisoners also strengthened their respective political organizations and the national struggle as a
        whole, first through their success with cross-factional leadership, reflected in the first intifada’s Unified
        National Leadership of the Uprising (UNLU), and second in the committee structure of the counterorder, which
        was reflected in the intifada’s popular committees.3
      


      
        Some former prisoners even attribute the early organizing of the first intifada to the large-scale release of
        prisoners in 1985. Known as the “Jibril agreement” (in reference to PFLP leader Ahmed Jibril), the
        controversial deal between Israel and the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP) saw 1,150
        Palestinians released in exchange for the release of three IDF soldiers captured during the first Lebanon War.
        According to Nader:
      


      
        
          More than 1,100 prisoners were released, and almost all were well educated people. I’m talking about
          politically, and they had the experience. And they affected our society, the universities, the associations,
          small NGOs, because they were very respected people, and people listened to them. Their political parties
          gave them the opportunity to lead the popular movement, and I think it was one of the important reasons
          behind the first intifada.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        From this perspective, it was not only the number of released prisoners but moreover the political education,
        discipline, and organization that the prisoners brought with them, that may have influenced the first intifada.
      


      
        Meanwhile, once the intifada started, the subsequent mass arrests led to thousands of more individuals in the
        prisons, all experiencing the political education and internal organizing of the counterorder. As Rosenfeld
        concludes:
      


      
        
          There existed an empowering dialectical relationship, wherein the organization that Palestinian political
          prisoners set up inside Israeli prisons was pivotal to the formation of key structures that led and sustained
          the popular struggle against the Israeli occupation, and where, at the same time, the
          mass imprisonment of grassroots activists eventually led to the reinforcement of the prisoners’ organization.
        


        
          (Rosenfeld 2011, 13)
        

      


      
        As noted earlier, the strength of the prisoners movement during the intifada was further reinforced by close
        communication with families and coordination with political parties outside.
      


      
        However, this dynamic changed with the end of the first intifada, the signing of the Oslo Accords’ Declaration
        of Principles (DoP) in 1993, and the establishment of the Palestinian Authority (PA)4 in 1994. As Nader noted, “After Oslo, the concept of resistance and the
        readiness for resistance in the Palestinian context changed. Before that, the kind of knowledge and
        mobilization among prisoners and among Palestinians in general was different from today” (interview with author
        2012). Likewise, Khalil commented:
      


      
        
          The establishment before Oslo was based on revolutionary values, and forming the social and human values as
          well as the revolutionary values inside the prison… But Oslo was a big shock for prisoners. It created a
          collapse inside the prison and there was a commitment and understanding by prisoners to reject Oslo.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        Indeed, most prisoners saw the peace accords as a failure and attempted to prevent the negative outside effects
        of Oslo from coming inside the prison.
      


      
        The Oslo period saw a shift in Palestinian politics well beyond the prisons as the factions that had previously
        led the national struggle and resistance at least partially transitioned into political parties with diplomatic
        and bureaucratic duties. As Rosenfeld (2011) summarizes,
        the establishment of the PA under Oslo resulted in a clash of the contradictory processes of state-building and
        national struggle (15–16). Likewise, according to Parsons (2005), the Oslo Accords sought to establish a “Palestinian apparatus to do what the IDF could not:
        demobilize the resistance to Zionist settler-colonialism in the West Bank and Gaza” (178), resulting in the PA
        adopting a “mandate for social demobilization” (175). Indeed, as I have written previously, “rather than
        serving as a strong leadership for the Palestinian movement, the PA actually created constraints to popular
        struggle by adopting autocratic policies, limiting the role of civil society, and repressing activism” (Norman
        2010, 220).
      


      
        Palestinian politics were changing in other ways at this time as well, with the fall of the Soviet Union in
        1991 weakening the leftist, socialist, and Marxist parties on the one hand, and the growing challenge from
        Islamic opposition parties on the other hand. Indeed, “groups like Hamas and Islamic Jihad capitalized on the
        perceived illegitimacy of the Fatah-controlled PA by offering alternative organizations with the capacity to
        confront Israel” (Norman 2010, 230). These developments
        directly influenced the organization inside the prisons, with a shift away from acts of
        resistance and increasing fragmentation of the established internal order.
      

    


    
      From the collective to the individual: post-Oslo shifts in the counterorder


      
        The shift in the prisoners movement during the Oslo years (1993–1999) and the second intifada was evident in
        changes in the counterorder, which, as discussed in Chapter 3, had
        formed the structural foundation for both daily life and acts of resistance in the prisons. For example, in
        most prisons, the strict education-centric schedule that was almost ubiquitous in the past gave way to a more
        lax routine that still included education, but without the same degree of rigor. Mohammed, who was in prison in
        the early 1990s and again during the second intifada, described the post-Oslo study schedules as “light” in
        comparison to the past, noting that more time in later years was given to sports and recreation: “In the past
        there was some time for sports, but there were hours of study for politics and culture. Now this doesn’t
        happen” (interview with author 2012). Mustafa, who was in Ofer Prison in 2012, agreed:
      


      
        
          I was hoping to be able to study and learn in the prison, because I had talked to many older prisoners before
          and heard their stories about learning in the prisons, but there was no real program for it… We had some
          small lectures, but no real program of study.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        According to Mustafa, he spent most of his time walking, talking to people, and occasionally playing table
        tennis.
      


      
        The cooperative financial system of the earlier counterorder also shifted in the post-Oslo years. As Yousef,
        who was in prison from 2003–2009, commented, “I heard the stories that in the past prisoners tried to share
        their money and pool it together, but this has changed. Each individual now has money from his family and has
        his personal money” (interview with author 2012). Another ex-detainee who was in prison from 1980 to 1993,
        agreed, explaining how the common financial mentality has changed:
      


      
        
          We used to have a social regime, everything for all. Equal. We only received money from our families, and we
          spread the funds among the prisoners equally. Now the PA sends 300 shekels for everyone, and the families
          receive assistance. Some of the prisoners then ask their families for another 1,000 shekels. Say you and I
          are in jail. You don’t have children, I do. Then I couldn’t say to my wife, send 1,000 shekels. Maybe I will
          ask for another 200 or 300, and with the 300 from the PA, I will have 500. You will have 1,300 shekels more
          than myself. You will eat better than me. I will see that you have everything and I have nothing. This is
          dismantling the sense that we are together, the solidarity.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012, emphasis added)
        

      


      
        Part of the shift was due to the changing economic structure of the prison itself, which
        became increasingly based around purchases at privatized canteens. As Mohammed explains:
      


      
        
          Now there are many things that prisoners can buy in the prison. Before, there was not much, but we bought
          what we could by pooling our money together. We were together. If someone got something, it was for the whole
          cell. Now it’s different.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        As in the past, prisoners’ experiences varied in the contemporary period as well, depending on the time,
        location, and context of imprisonment. For example, Mahmoud, who was arrested in 2006 and held for two years in
        Ofer and Naqib prison, spoke positively of the counterorder and the sense of solidarity. He noted that many of
        the prisoners still shared food with each other in their cells and did not experience financial competition,
        and he also recounted the strength of the education system:
      


      
        
          We had two to three lectures every day on different subjects, discussing books, languages, critical essays,
          and security… People shared their knowledge with other prisoners, so we had three languages, Hebrew, English,
          and French. And we had a guy who had a PhD in political science, and he was teaching on political issues. And
          we had some general things, like comparing the situation in Palestine to other countries, talking about the
          history… Most of the time, at night, we had general discussions, where we would pick a topic and we would
          discuss it, and someone would share who had knowledge about that, and we would share ideas and discuss things
          about it.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        Although only 18 years old at the time of his arrest, Mahmoud led leadership courses in the prison, and worked
        out an agreement with the course accreditor to provide a certification of completion to prisoners’ families
        which prisoners could obtain upon their release. Mahmoud’s account illustrates how some prisons managed to
        maintain the former organization and spirit of the counterorder to some degree. Mahmoud acknowledged that the
        counterorder is not as strong as it probably was in the past due to the number of prisoners coming in with less
        knowledge and experience, but he noted that “in the jails that had the older prisoners…[the counterorder] was
        still quite good because those people have experience” that they share with the younger prisoners (interview
        with author 2012).
      

    


    
      Shifts in resistance tactics


      
        One area in which nearly all of those interviewed noted a shift however was in the coordination of acts of
        resistance, especially hunger strikes. In addition to the split between party
        participation noted above, recent prisoners also commented on the lack of preparation for the collective
        strikes, and the increasing trend of individual strikes. As Mahmoud stated:
      


      
        
          I think the [2012 collective] strike was good, but I think it should have been more organized before. The
          strike happened suddenly, there was no preparation for it. And I was not supporting so much the individual
          strikes. It was good they achieved things, but I don’t think it should be a strike for individual cases. It
          should be a strike for many changes and many things. And I think there needed to be more education for that
          strike.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        The “individual” strikes started in December 2011 when Khader Adnan went on hunger strike to protest his arrest
        under Israel’s policy of administrative detention. Other individuals in administrative detention also went on
        hunger strike in the spring and summer of 2012, including Hana Shalabi (the first female detainee to engage in
        a prolonged individual hunger strike), Samer Issawi, Bilal Diab, Thaer Halaleh, Jafar Ezzedine, Tareq Qa’adan,
        and Yousef Shaaban Yassin, who were eventually released from administrative detention. Since then, the
        individual hunger strike has been used by a number of administrative detainees for varying lengths of time.
      


      
        While most prisoners supported the strikers, the individualized nature of the strikes marked a departure from
        the collective efforts of the past. Likewise, the demands of the individual strikers, while calling attention
        to the issue of administrative detention, ultimately focused on securing their own release, rather than
        improving conditions or pushing for more rights within the prison. As the former PA Minister for Prisoner
        Affairs commented:
      


      
        
          For me, the individual strikes are very high risk. They include a lot of hazards, and the rate of failure is
          very high. It is hard to succeed. When it’s a collective strike, it’s much stronger to pressure the Israelis.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        Mahmoud agreed:
      


      
        
          These individual strikes confused people outside and reduced the value of the general strike. Even though not
          all prisoners participated in the general strike, they represented all the prisoners, the whole prison body.
          These individual strikes were launched to achieve individual demands.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        Mahmoud acknowledged however that the individual strikers tried to convince other prisoners to launch a general
        strike, but initially failed to get the collective support.
      


      
        Nevertheless, the local and international mobilization around the individual hunger
        strikers contributed to the decision to launch a collective hunger strike from 17 April to 14 May 2012, with
        approximately 2,000 of the estimated 4,700 prisoners participating. The general strike ended with an
        Egypt-brokered agreement in which Israel agreed to allow family visits for Gazan prisoners, release some
        prisoners from isolation, and limit the use of administrative detention.5
      


      
        While the strike was considered to be moderately successful, many prisoners still lamented the lack of adequate
        preparation that had been the norm in the past. As Yousef commented:
      


      
        
          It’s harder to organize a collective strike with a large number of prisoners, because it requires a lot of
          consciousness raising, and planning, and preparation. For example, for the strike in 2004, we started
          preparing and planning for it on that date in 2003, to raise the consciousness of everyone who was going to
          be involved. None of the strikes after 2004 had adequate preparations or clear goals. None of them
          accomplished all of their goals.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        Nader agreed that the 2012 collective strike “wasn’t well organized. It lacked many essential things we used to
        do in the 1980s in the early stages to coordinate things well among the prisoners, to mobilize the prisoners,
        to make them ready for this step” (interview with author 2012).
      


      
        Another collective strike was held in the spring of 2014 (approximately 290 prisoners across multiple prisons
        for 63 days) but there were no solid promises from the deal that ended the strike. The spring of 2017 saw the
        largest collective strike in years with approximately 1,500 prisoners participating across multiple prisons for
        40 days. The strike was launched by high-profile Fatah leader Marwan Barghouti and received widespread local
        and international attention, especially following the controversial publication of an op-ed by Barghouti in the
        New York Times. The strike resulted in the re-instatement of a second family visit per month, but most
        other demands were unrealized. Still the strike was seen as moderately successful in bringing attention back to
        the prisoners issue.
      

    


    
      Understanding the shifts in resistance


      
        What factors contributed to the shifts in the counterorder and the prisoners movement? According to former
        prisoner Issam:
      


      
        
          There are many reasons. First, the conditions inside the Israeli prisons changed so that the prisoners are
          not well connected, so the individual behavior overcomes the collective behavior. This points to the weakness
          of the organized groups inside the prisons. Second, the high level of pressure by the Israeli prison
          administration on the prisoners. Since Oslo, there is a lack of a governing body to
          solve this problem. There is no real negotiating body from outside to help. Also, the despair and the
          disappointment inside the prison is really high right now. The [long-term] prisoners are losing the hope of
          becoming free.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        In the following section, I build on these ideas to discuss some of the factors that contributed to a shift in
        prisoners’ resistance, including the impact of prisoner releases, shifts in Palestinian political organizing
        after Oslo, the effects of the second intifada, shifts in outside activism, and the influence of changing
        Israeli prison policies.
      


      
        The impact of prisoner releases (and non-releases)


        
          During the Oslo period, the prisoner release that was part of the Oslo agreement had a notable effect on the
          prisoners who remained on both individual and collective levels. Under a series of interim agreements under
          the Oslo Accords between Israel and the PLO (namely the Cairo Agreement in 1994 and Oslo II in 1995, as well
          as the Wye River Memorandum in 1998, and the Sharm el-Sheikh Memorandum in 1999), prisoner releases reduced
          the number of Palestinian prisoners in Israeli jails from over 10,000 in 1993 to approximately 400 in
          September 2000. While the releases were generally celebrated, as Rosenfeld (2011) notes, critics maintained that “by being willing to
          forego the principal of an all-inclusive prisoners’ release, the Palestinian negotiators stirred division
          among the until then united body of political prisoners and induced deep mistrust among those who remained
          behind bars” (17). Indeed, the remaining prisoners’ sense of abandonment or betrayal by the PA was the
          primary motivation for the previously mentioned strikes directed at the PA in 1995, 1998, and 2000.
        


        
          Even when there was not mistrust or division, those who remained in prison initially felt less incentive to
          resist, as they assumed that they too would be released as part of the peace process. As Sahar, lawyer and
          director of the prisoners NGO Addameer, commented:
        


        
          
            Many of the prisoners after Oslo were waiting to be released, so they thought, why am I still in prison?
            They thought their experience was over, so they didn’t think they needed to worry about the next 20 years
            and how to get through them.
          


          
            (interview with author 2012)
          

        


        
          Soon though, when prisoners realized that they were not to be released, many experienced a sense of
          disillusionment with the prisoners movement and the broader national struggle. As Issam stated, “Losing the
          hope of becoming free, losing the hope in a political body outside the prison to help leads to these
          divisions” (interview with author 2012). Mahmoud agreed:
        


        
          
            When the PA and Israel made the agreements, the prisoners felt betrayed and
            disappointed, because they were not released. New people came, yet the older prisoners were still in the
            jails, so they became tired. This affected the relations in the jail.
          


          
            (interview with author 2012)
          

        


        
          Furthermore, releases significantly affected the pragmatics of the prisoners movement by simply reducing the
          number of prisoners, and more importantly, the number of experienced prisoners with the leadership to
          maintain the counterorder. Sahar commented that “the older prisoners were not powerful enough to enforce the
          old organization systems in the prison, so they minimized the schooling and the sessions and the political
          discussion” (interview with author 2012). Khalil, the pre-Oslo prisoner who remained in prison for over 20
          years, affirmed that “most of the prisoners who really could have made a difference in the prisons have been
          released. It weakened the resistance inside the prison and now it’s easier for the prison administration to
          pass laws and systems against prisoners” (interview with author 2014).
        

      

      
        Moderation v. resistance: shifts in political factions during Oslo


        
          As the above comments suggest, much of the disillusionment within the prisons was in response to political
          shifts occurring outside the prisons during the Oslo period. As Rosenfeld (2011) notes, “Palestinian state building, coupled with the weakening of PLO institutions
          and with the decline of the Palestinian left, contributed to the dissolution of the popular, mass-based
          structures that formed the backbone of the national movement,” resulting in the “demobilization of large
          segments of society” (16). As Nader explained:
        


        
          
            After Oslo, the concept of resistance and the readiness for resistance in the Palestinian context has
            changed. Before that, the kind of knowledge and mobilization among prisoners and among Palestinians in
            general was different from today, the knowledge of mobilization… At that time, before Oslo, political
            parties were expected to educate their members on resistance, and how to challenge the prison
            administration’s abilities, so it was very important … At that time, prisoners were ready to challenge, and
            give and give and give more. And none of the prisoners asked, why should I do that, or for who? There was
            Palestine, and we had to sacrifice and liberate Palestine, so we decided to do that and we continued. But
            after Oslo, why? For Abu Amr [Yasser Arafat]? Or Abu Mazen [Mahmoud Abbas]? Or X person? They are living in
            villas and having those fancy cars and those security branches and we are in the prison. They did nothing
            for us. Why should we continue resisting?
          


          
            (interview with author 2012)
          

        


        
          The demobilization of Fatah in particular left a vacuum of resistance education and coordination both inside
          and outside the prisons. As Nader continued:
        


        
          It’s very difficult. The problem is not in the prisoners but in the political parties.
          If the political parties changed, if we had new political parties, or if the existing parties changed and
          went back to a real resistance culture or mobilization, then yes, this would affect prisoners and build
          resistance culture again among prisoners like other parts of the Palestinian people.
        


        
          According to Nader, in the 1980s until the early 1990s, political parties outside the prison had the
          authority to oblige their members to do specific things inside the prison. Now however, the parties have lost
          their credibility and their ability to mobilize, educate, and convince people to continue to resist
          (interview with author 2012).
        


        
          Combined with the weakening of leftist groups like the PFLP, DFLP, and the Communist party in the wake of the
          Soviet Union’s collapse, the 1990s saw the rise of Islamist groups like Hamas and Islamic Jihad, which
          further altered the dynamics of the prisoners movement. It is important to note however that, despite their
          different ideologies, members of the different parties, mainly Fatah and Hamas, generally cooperated inside
          the prisons for over a decade until the external division in 2006.6 However, after that point, cooperation was uneven, which further weakened resistance. As
          Mohammed explained:
        


        
          
            Before there would be some interaction, but today, no. And for the [hunger] strikes too, some parties would
            participate, but others no. So maybe the Fatah section would strike, but Hamas wouldn’t. Or the Hamas
            section would strike but Fatah wouldn’t. So it’s not like before.
          


          
            (interview with author 2012)
          

        


        
          Yousef, another recent ex-prisoner affirmed:
        


        
          
            After the split between Fatah and Hamas [in 2006] it became even worse, because the prison sections became
            separate, in that the Hamas prisoners and Fatah prisoners didn’t interact. So we had even more
            disagreements because the split increased the differences between the two groups, inside and outside the
            prison. For example, with the strikes, if Hamas decided to resist against the administration, or declared a
            strike, the other groups like Fatah wouldn’t always agree to it.
          


          
            (interview with author 2012)
          

        


        
          The effect of the split between Hamas and Fatah splintered resistance both inside and outside the prisons in
          ways that cannot be understated, especially in contrast to the solidarity of earlier years. As Nader
          recalled:
        


        
          
            In the past, we felt that we are all in prison, we lived under the same conditions, and we faced one
            administration, so we had to be united. We had united demands and one enemy, we had to face this. So there
            was no difference between Hamas, Fatah, the Popular Front, inside the prison.
            Politically we thought what we wanted, but in confronting the occupation, it was one battle, and all of us
            should be involved. But this changed.
          


          
            (interview with author 2012)
          

        


        
          The lack of political unity between Hamas and Fatah has hurt both the national struggle and the prisoners
          movement. As one former prisoner noted however, in some prisons, while “the division between Fatah and Hamas
          caused some problems between the two parties, in general it was a problem among the leadership, not among the
          prisoners themselves” (interview with author 2012). Khalil, the long-term pre-Oslo ex-prisoner, also stated
          that, “All the prisoners live under the same circumstances and the same conditions, so they are forced to
          cooperate on many issues, it’s not like a complete split” (interview with author 2012).
        


        
          For example, in the 2017 general strike, led by Fatah’s Marwan Barghouti, Hamas did not officially
          participate, but the leadership allowed their members to decide individually whether or not to join, mainly
          to avoid losing popular support to Fatah on the outside. Several hundred Hamas members did indeed join the
          strike, illustrating that individual prisoner solidarity still existed within some of the prisons. However,
          the lack of coordination and support from the party itself meant the strike was less cohesive than it might
          have been otherwise.7
        


        
          Despite the outside tensions, prisoners have gone outside their party lines in other ways as well. Some
          prisoners and former prisoners have been leading figures in pushing for reconciliation between the
          Palestinian factions, most notably through drafting the National Conciliation Document (or “Prisoners’
          Document”) in 2006. Written by leaders of Fatah, Hamas, Islamic Jihad, PFLP, and DFLP in Hadarim Prison
          shortly after Hamas’ election, the document called for new elections, a national unity government, and united
          efforts for a Palestinian state. However, mirroring the external political reality, the increasing divisions
          ultimately weakened the internal counterorder and the prisoners movement more broadly.
        

      

      
        The second intifada: shifts in the prison population


        
          In addition to the division between Hamas and Fatah members, the prisoners movement was also weakened by the
          infusion of numerous prisoners who lacked any political training. As Sahar, the director of the
          prisoner-support NGO Addameer, explained:
        


        
          
            A big change from the 1980s and 1990s until now is that before, most of the prisoners would be political
            activists, belonging to political parties, and they were organized as political parties. But in the second
            intifada, many people were arrested because they were members of the security groups and these people think
            differently. These people are not politicized, they were never active with a
            political party. So the level of individualism became stronger than in the 1970s and the 1980s, and this of
            course affected the attitude of the joint decision making, the joint life, the joint responsibilities, and
            the joint [financial] sharing.
          


          
            (interview with author 2012)
          

        


        
          Likewise, Rosenfeld writes:
        


        
          
            The majority of the new prisoners in the second intifada lacked or nearly lacked a background of political
            activism… and had barely experienced, if at all, active participation in the political movements and
            popular structures that shaped the youth of their elders. The want of such experience necessarily entailed
            lack or near lack of political education and training.
          


          
            (Rosenfeld 2011, 19–20)
          

        


        
          Mahmoud, arrested during the second intifada, confirmed:
        


        
          
            A difference between the second intifada and the time before is that things inside the jail were more
            political in the first intifada, they had political education. But this time it was a lot of young people,
            people who started to struggle but didn’t have knowledge. So with them coming with less knowledge and less
            life experience, it affected education inside the jails.
          


          
            (interview with author 2012)
          

        


        
          The lack of political experience also meant that many of the new prisoners were less receptive to the
          education curricula, discipline, and organization of the counterorder, especially if they did not identify or
          affiliate with a political party.
        

      

      
        Activism fatigue and reduced external mobilization


        
          The changes in the counterorder, the subsequent lack of planning and coordination in the hunger strikes, and
          the overall political climate that was affecting the prisoners movement also affected external mobilization
          on behalf of the prisoners. As Sahar noted, “In the 1970s and 1980s, the local community was very supportive
          of the hunger strikes. In the strike of 2012 there was support, but we expected much more.” Sahar also
          commented that the tactic of individual strikes extending one after the other over time makes mobilization
          more difficult than a succinct collective strike because “you can’t keep people active for seven, eight, nine
          months” (interview with author 2012).
        


        
          According to Mahmoud, the relative lack of mobilization was due to general activism fatigue, rather than a
          shift in support on the prisoners issue:
        


        
          
            The community supports the prisoners completely, because all Palestinian families
            have prisoners. But the street itself is tired, tired from many things, not just prisoners. That’s why
            demonstrations aren’t that big, because the street is tired. But the people in the street support the
            prisoners.
          


          
            (interview with author 2012)
          

        


        
          Sahar acknowledged that the shift in local solidarity actions for prisoners reflects a broader change in
          Palestinian activism:
        


        
          
            People now are disappointed, tired… The second intifada was a very problematic situation I would say, it
            caused much harm. It didn’t give the people support that our struggle is fruitful. And actually, there is a
            lot of disappointment with the leadership and how they used the people’s struggle and used the people’s
            activism all these years. People say, what will we gain if we go to the streets? We don’t see that it will
            be an effective way to change things.
          


          
            (interview with author 2012)
          

        


        
          In other words, the overall decrease in activism after the second intifada extended across many issues,
          including imprisonment.
        

      

      
        Shifts in prison administration responses


        
          While there were notable shifts in Palestinian politics and activism, as Sahar commented:
        


        
          
            We cannot ignore the Israeli role and the different ways that they curbed resistance as well, with attacks
            against people, isolation, banning family visits, and administrative detention for those involved in
            teaching others. They also started doing monthly transfers of those who were leaders especially to avoid
            the building of community. They started putting restrictions on books and access to the open universities,
            and they would use this as punishment… So we can’t just blame the prisoners movement, because it is very
            much to do with the occupation policy also.
          


          
            (interview with author 2012)
          

        


        
          Likewise, Mohammed noted that the Israel Prison Service took advantage of the weakened prisoners movement,
          revoking some rights that had been gained in previous strikes: “In Israel the leaders are tired and the
          resistance [from the Left] is weak, so they try to bring back policies that they had done before that had
          been changed through the strikes” (interview with author 2012). Issam also stated:
        


        
          
            It’s important to note that the Israeli administration inside the prison succeeded in controlling the
            situation inside the prison after Oslo. They created this phenomenon in which each
            prison has a different atmosphere. So the Israeli administration succeeded in dividing and breaking the
            leadership inside the prisons.
          


          
            (interview with author 2012)
          

        


        
          The impact of changing Israeli policies on resistance, both inside and outside the prisons, is further
          examined in Chapter 7.
        

      
    


    
      Conclusion


      
        The prisoners movement changed considerably during and after the Oslo period (1993–1999) and the second
        intifada (2000–2007). The counterorder was weakened, strikes became increasingly individualized, and external
        solidarity was less than in the past. As this chapter has indicated, such shifts are attributable to changes in
        the internal prison population as well as broader political dynamics such as the moderation of political
        factions, power struggles between parties, and general disillusionment, frustration, and activism fatigue both
        inside and outside the prisons. Meanwhile, Israeli authorities also adapted prison policies during this time in
        ways that further affected the movement.
      


      
        In these ways, the prisoners movement mirrors the broader Palestinian national struggle, developing in the
        1970s, peaking in the 1980s, struggling to transition to new political realities in the 1990s, and fracturing
        in the 2000s, as a result of both internal resource mobilization factors and external political constraints.
        The prisoners movement also follows the arc of popular organizing and civil resistance in Palestine, with the
        prisoners movement strongest during periods of grassroots community activism and mobilization. Nevertheless,
        the prisoners issue still has salience both locally and internationally and continues to resonate with
        communities and solidarity groups, as explored in the next chapter.
      

    


    
      
        Notes
      


      
        1    Prisoner releases were included as confidence-building
        measures in multiple documents during the Oslo process, including the Gaza-Jericho Agreement (1994), the Oslo
        II Agreement (1995), the Wye River Memorandum (1998), and the Sharm el-Sheikh Memorandum (1999). 1993’s Oslo I
        agreement “studiously avoided the sensitive issue of prisoners” (Shirlow et al. 2010, 26). However, the 1994 Gaza-Jericho Agreement (commonly called the Cairo
        Agreement) provided for a partial prisoner release of 5,000 (of the approximately 12,000) detainees, with the
        condition that individual prisoners signed a declaration of their support for the peace process. Further
        developments on prisoner releases were articulated in Article 16 and Annex VII of the 1995 interim agreement,
        or Oslo II, which outlined a three-stage phased release of Palestinian detainees and prisoners. The first
        phase, set to be implemented immediately, offered releases for female prisoners, as well as prisoners who had
        served more than two-thirds of their sentence, were held on non-security matters, or who were not convicted of
        causing fatal or serious injury. The second phase included the release of young (under 18 years old )
        detainees, older (over 50 years old) detainees, those who had served at least ten years
        in prison, and those deemed to be sick or unhealthy. The final stage was undefined beyond stating further
        examination of other categories for release during permanent status negotiations (Shirlow et al. 2010), which never came to pass. (For more details
        on the parameters of each agreement, see Addameer, “Reaching the No-Peace Agreement,” 2009.) As Shirlow et al.
        (2010) summarize, “Although in many respects bold… the
        [Oslo Accords] conditions associated with prisoner releases in the region created problems. First, the terms
        lacked time-specificity… Second, the deal did not distinguish between organizations maintaining or fracturing
        ceasefires… Third, the deal kept open the prospect of some prisoners languishing in jail indefinitely” (26).
      


      
        2    According to the agreement, the 104 “pre-Oslo,” or
        long-term, prisoners were to be released in four phases from August 2013 to March 2014, as long as talks stayed
        on track. The first three releases took place as scheduled, but the last stage was cancelled when talks broke
        down in March 2014.
      


      
        3    Al-Qiyada al-Wataniyya al-Muwahhada lil-Intifada, the
        Unified Nationalist Leadership of the Uprising (UNLU), was comprised of representatives from all the major
        political factions of the time, including Fatah, the PFLP, the DFLP, and the Palestine Communist Party (PCP).
        The UNLU became the primary initiator of calls for action and civil disobedience, which it disseminated through
        a series of leaflets of communiqués. The calls to action were then set in motion throughout the Palestinian
        territories by local popular committees, which organized actions, as well as provided social relief and
        functioned at times as local governments, especially in villages and rural areas. (Norman 2010)
      


      
        4    The PA was established under the Oslo Accords as a
        semi-autonomous governing body with jurisdiction in specified areas of the West Bank and Gaza (Norman 2010).
      


      
        5    However, administrative detention, isolation, and
        restrictions of family visits continue at the time of writing (www.addameer.org).
      


      
        6    Hamas was victorious over Fatah in the 2006 parliamentary
        elections, resulting in an international boycott of the PA and a deepening of tensions between Fatah and Hamas,
        which had already been rising during the second intifada. Tensions culminated with Hamas’ ousting of Fatah and
        seizure of control of the Gaza Strip in June 2007, and Fatah’s de facto control of the PA in the West Bank.
      


      
        7    The 2017 strike not only reflected the Hamas-Fatah divide,
        but also divisions within Fatah itself, namely between Barghouti’s supporters and opponents. As Shitrit and
        Jaraba (2017) write, “More than simply confronting Israeli prison authorities, the strike reflects and
        entrenches internal Palestinian fissures – not just the ubiquitous Fatah-Hamas competition for hegemony, but
        also the intra-Fatah conflict.”
      

    

  


  
    
      6    Diffusion of Activism

    


    
      Mohammed was imprisoned four different times. During the longest period, from 1993 to 1999, he was held in the
      zinzana, or isolated cells, for over four years. He was then re-arrested during the second intifada, and
      was held in administrative detention from 2008 to 2009. After his release, Mohammed directed the Freed Prisoners’
      Association in the West Bank, a community-based organization that provides care for prisoners after their
      release, organizes activities to support current prisoners, and follows up on problems or cases related to
      prisoners and former prisoners with the PA. During the 2012 collective hunger strike, Mohammed organized a
      solidarity tent in Manger Square in the center of Bethlehem and stayed there day and night with supporters while
      also offering support to hunger strikers’ families and liaising with the media.
    


    
      As Mohammed’s efforts demonstrate, the prisoners struggle has remained a salient issue in Palestine, prompting
      actions and demonstrations even during times of limited popular mobilization. According to a survey conducted for
      this study, nearly 90 percent of Palestinian university students viewed hunger strikes as an effective form of
      resistance, and over 90 percent agreed or strongly agreed that recent hunger strikes motivated them to learn more
      about detention and prison issues. In terms of inspiring outside activism, 54 percent indicated that the strikes
      motivated them to engage in protests or other activism, and over 62 percent believed that the strikes help bring
      international attention.1
    


    
      Palestinian society’s support for prisoners was evident from the early years of prison resistance in the 1970s,
      with widespread expressions of solidarity emerging during the 1972 hunger strike in Ashkelon Prison. After that
      point, prisoners became increasingly intentional about coordinating support for strikes through family,
      political, and media contacts, such that “the counterorder in the prison was linked to resistance outside the
      prison” (Bornstein 2010, 466). As Bornstein writes, while
      prisoners engaged in collective hunger strikes, “outside the prisons, demonstrations, marches, and conferences
      were held in all Palestinian cities by prisoners’ families, educators, political activists, and other members of
      the public” (Bornstein 2010, 459). As one former prisoner
      explained, “the prison strikes aroused very strong solidarity outside: demonstrations by students, leaflets
      expressing support, sit-in strikes, demonstrations by mothers opposite the Red Cross offices, and so on” (Noah S,
      as quoted in Rosenfeld 2004, 244). The prisoners issue, and
      hunger strikes in particular, have thus been linked not only with the broader national
      struggle, but specifically with community-based activism and civil resistance. As a 2012 poster by Palestinian
      artist Waleed Idrees stated, “The Palestinian prisoners movement is the heart of the revolution” (Palestine
      Poster Project Archives).
    


    
      In this chapter, I examine how the Palestinian prisoners’ struggle diffused beyond the prison walls to influence
      activism via families, political parties, local communities, NGOs, international organizations, and global civil
      society. In terms of international solidarity, I also note the role of traditional media and social media in
      bringing attention to the prisoners issue. I then discuss how the prisoners issue affects Israel’s public
      relations and hasbara, and I close by examining how the issue is perceived and leveraged by governments
      during negotiations.
    


    
      Families


      
        The ability to mobilize around the prisoners issue is largely due to the fact that, with the occupied
        territories having the highest per capital incarceration rate in the world (Hajjar 2005, 3), the majority of Palestinian families have had some
        experience with imprisonment. As Rosenfeld (2011) notes,
        “It is rare to find a family… that has not experienced the incarceration… of at least one of its male members
        and many a family has faced the imprisonment of two or more members” (4–5). Female family members in particular
        often engaged directly with the prison experience as they were more likely than male family members to receive
        permits to visit their sons, husbands, and brothers. (As noted in Chapter 2, most Palestinian prisoners are held in Israel rather than in the West Bank. As
        Palestinians are not authorized to enter Israel, family members must apply for permits to travel to the
        prisons, which are often denied.)
      


      
        During the visits, and the often hours-long bus rides to reach the prisons, family members of prisoners
        interacted with other families in similar situations, resulting in a “network of family activists” (Bornstein
        2010, 467) that extended across the West Bank and Gaza. As
        Rosenfeld explains:
      


      
        
          …the fact that similar experiences, toils and hardship were shared by the majority of families were grounds
          for profound socialization and politicization processes; this gave rise to novel social formations on the
          community and regional levels, first and foremost which was the solidarity networks of prisoners’ families.
        


        
          (Rosenfeld 2011, 5)
        

      


      
        Prisoners’ families not only provided direct support to their loved ones, but also were leaders in advocating
        for prisoners’ rights and solidarity.
      

    


    
      Political parties


      
        In addition to family mobilization, much of the outside mobilization was coordinated by the core political
        groups, including Fatah, the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP), and
        the Democratic Front for the Liberation of Palestine (DFLP) in the1970s and 1980s, and later Hamas and Islamic
        Jihad (in addition to Fatah) in the 1990s and 2000s. Former prisoners reported mixed feelings about the role of
        the political parties. On the one hand, especially before Oslo, political factions were instrumental in
        communicating the prisoners’ grievances and cultivating solidarity. As Nader recalled:
      


      
        
          In the 1980s, in the preparation for hunger strikes, we used to coordinate things with the political parties
          outside the prison. And political parties found in that an opportunity to mobilize the street, because the
          prisoners issue or case would attract people and would be supported by people.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        However, prisoners also expressed sometimes feeling used by political parties, especially after Oslo, when they
        felt they were largely ignored unless it was politically expedient for party leaders to bring up the prisoners
        issue.
      


      
        The prisoners issue was also taken up by political leaders via the Ministry of Prisoners’ and Former Prisoners’
        Affairs, established under the Palestinian Authority in 1995, but later shifting to a Commission under the PLO
        in 2015. As the former Minister of Prisoners’ Affairs explained:
      


      
        
          The ministry worked a lot with the local community and with local organizations in mobilizing around the
          hunger strike[s]… We organized a lot of local events. The goal was to make the hunger strikes and the
          prisoners issue the main topic of conversation in the local community.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        The ministry also had a legal team that worked directly with prisoners, coordinated financial support to
        prisoners and their families, and advocated for Palestinian prisoner rights through international bodies like
        the European Union (EU) and United Nations (UN), and through international NGOs like the International
        Committee of the Red Cross/Crescent (ICRC) and Amnesty International. The ministry was not without controversy
        though, with both Palestinians and Israelis seeing it as a vehicle that could be politically motivated and that
        increased prisoners’ dependence on the PA and PLO.
      

    


    
      Local communities


      
        Even with the changing roles of political parties, mobilization in local communities around the prisoners issue
        still remains, if less organized and widespread than in the past. Since the early days of the occupation,
        political imprisonment has inspired expressions of solidarity across Palestinian cities, villages, and refugee
        camps, especially during times of hunger strikes. As Nader remembered, in the past, community members would
        gather for solidarity protests in front of the offices of international organizations like the UN or the ICRC, as they still do now, “but after that, let’s go to the street, challenge the
        occupation, make a big demonstration, force the media to come and cover this event and start to speak about the
        violations or the rights of the prisoners” (interview with author 2012). As Bornstein (2010) notes, even in more recent years, when “civil political
        action was generally on the wane… the prisoners’ movement remained a persistent force” (459). Likewise, Issam
        commented:
      


      
        
          The prisoners issue is still the one case that can bring people together outside the prison. If I want to
          organize for two events, one for the wall2 and one for
          prisoners, people will come out for the one on prisoners, because it is a human case, a humanitarian case.
          It’s a case that includes a lot of pain. It garners a lot of sympathy. Even though all cases and topics are
          important politically, the prisoners’ case will receive more sympathy.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        Expressions of solidarity included demonstrations, vigils, protests, marches, graffiti, and tents erected in
        city centers where community members could sit with prisoners’ families. Even during periods of relatively low
        activism or political factionalism, most major Palestinian cities erected solidarity tents with prisoners
        during collective hunger strikes, bringing together members from different political parties, socioeconomic
        backgrounds, and generations to organize around the prisoners issue. Describing a solidarity tent in Nablus,
        one young man noted that “youth from all different political parties were there, even the opposition parties.
        [The prisoners issue] is the one case that we are able to unite around” (interview with author
        2013).3
      

    


    
      Civil society


      
        Other local organizing efforts are coordinated by non-governmental organizations and community-based
        organizations that facilitate communication between prisoners and their families, advocate for prisoners’
        rights and support, and use creative means to amplify the prisoners issue to wider audiences.
      


      
        Several specific NGOs are worth mentioning, as they have played a sustained role in supporting prisoners,
        coordinating communication, and engaging in advocacy. For example, the Palestinian Political Prisoners’ Club
        was established by former prisoners. As a former prisoner and the Chairman of the Prisoners’ Club explained:
      


      
        
          …our responsibility is to show solidarity with the prisoners and to organize support activities, to have
          contact with the official level [the PA], to ask them to act, to have contact with the prisoners, to receive
          their messages, to publish their messages to the public, or to send their messages to their organizations.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        The Prisoners’ Club also coordinates legal representation for prisoners, conducts
        research and disseminates reports on prisoners affairs, and works closely with the ICRC.
      


      
        Addameer, the Prisoner Support and Human Rights Association, is another Palestinian NGO focusing on prisoners
        issues, often coordinating with other human rights organizations, both local and international, and is part of
        the High Council for Prisoners Affairs, which also includes the Prisoners’ Ministry/Commission, the prisoners
        associations, and the families of prisoners. Addameer provides free legal aid to prisoners; monitors,
        documents, and advocates for prisoners’ rights; and develops awareness through solidarity campaigns. As Sahar,
        the director of Addameer, summarized:
      


      
        
          We are involved with monitoring the situation, visiting the prisoners, documenting the violations and the
          restrictions that are imposed on the prisoners, and providing legal aid. We also defend the basic rights of
          the prisoners who are on hunger strike, because many are isolated, or they are banned from seeing their
          lawyers, and we provide support to the families, especially those who have relatives transferred to different
          prisons. We are also involved in the legal cases and we file joint petitions with other Israeli and
          Palestinian organizations for the ability to give the strikers access to doctors and to move more strikers to
          the hospitals.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        According to Sahar, advocacy “can’t break the system,” but she noted that international pressure has produced
        some changes. For example, international criticism of Israel’s trying Palestinian minors as adults prompted the
        creation of a juvenile military court in 2009, and the age at which Palestinians can be tried as adults was
        raised from 16 to 18 years of age (interview with author 2010; see also Levinson 2014).4
      


      
        In addition to organizations, support for prisoners is also often disseminated through informal networks and
        individual efforts. Mohammed, the volunteer head of the Freed Prisoners Association mentioned in the
        introduction to this chapter, explained that he was motivated to work on behalf of prisoners after his release
        because:
      


      
        
          …the prisoners who I knew in the past are still in prison… I still struggle seeing their families outside,
          wishing to meet them after all these years, and up until this moment they are still not released. So this
          gave me reason to continue my work for prisoners.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        Thus, after being released from detention in 2009, Mohammed started a television program with a local station
        in which he visited prisoners’ families in their homes and interviewed them, allowing them to create “video
        letters” to prisoners with television access inside, and also fostering solidarity between families.
      


      
        Other Palestinian groups have used arts and media to raise awareness about the prisoners
        issue. For example, in 2013, Jenin’s Freedom Theatre produced The Island, a South African play about
        two inmates during the apartheid era, which they adapted to the Palestinian context. According to the Freedom
        Theatre’s website, the play “reflects the experiences of Palestinian political prisoners and the abuses within
        the Israeli prison system. The play also highlights the parallels between apartheid South Africa and Palestine
        today: the separation, the denial of basic human and political rights, the discrimination and oppression that
        is evident in countless aspects of daily life.” The play was performed in Jenin, and also toured
        internationally in Sweden, Brazil, and the United States.
      


      
        The Lajee Center in Aida Refugee Camp near Bethlehem has also used arts and media to address the prisoners
        issue, which has affected many people in the camp, including youth. During the second intifada, Lajee Center
        volunteers worked with former prisoners to write a play about the prison experience to share with younger
        teenagers so that they would know what to expect if they were arrested. The play highlighted aspects such as
        the arrest experience, interrogation, and the issue of “birds” or spies in the jail, who pretend to befriend
        new detainees with the aim of extracting information from them. Some of the youth who participated in the play
        and were later arrested commented that seeing scenes like this in the play helped prepare them for what they
        experienced in prison.
      


      
        The Lajee Centre has also worked with former prisoners to produce podcasts5 and short videos about the prison experience,6 and Lajee co-founder Nidal Al-Azraq produced the documentary Degrees of
        Incarceration about the effects of political imprisonment on the Aida Community. As Amahl Bishara, the
        director of Degrees of Incarceration, writes:
      


      
        
          I did not have to leave Aida Refugee Camp to understand something about the toll political prison takes. The
          line between prison and the world outside was not so clear. Whether or not people had actually been in
          Israeli prisons, they had, as they said, `ashu hal-tajriba, or lived this experience, every day of
          their lives: as political prisoners or those wondering when or if they would be arrested; as visitors to
          prison or those forbidden to visit; as siblings of prisoners or children of mothers who longed for their
          missing relatives.
        


        
          (Bishara 2012)
        

      


      
        Like the youth-produced media, the film has been shown within Palestine as well as internationally to bring
        more attention to the prisoners issue.
      

    


    
      International organizations


      
        As noted above, local and international human rights organizations, as well as the PA Ministry of Prisoners’
        Affairs in the past, have sought to bring more international attention to the issue of Palestinian prisoners.
        In reflecting on his tenure as Minister of Prisoners’ Affairs, Issam commented, “The most
        important thing for me was to bring the prisoners issue to the international level… This is a human rights
        case, an international case, so it should be presented in the international arena” (interview with author
        2012). Issam thus worked closely with the UN and representatives of EU states to organize meetings and
        conferences to better address specific issues such as child prisoners, torture and abuse allegations, health
        conditions, and prisoners’ legal status from an international law perspective. The campaign led to two UN
        conferences on the prisoners issue, as well as meetings with representatives of EU states and human rights
        groups like Amnesty International.
      


      
        The focus on international law as a leverage point for the prisoners issue mirrors the PA’s increasing use of
        international law and engagement with UN bodies to push for Palestinian rights and recognition more broadly,
        including prisoners’ rights. In 2011, Palestine’s bid to become a full member state in the UN was blocked by
        the Security Council, but on 29 November 2012, the UN General Assembly voted to upgrade Palestine’s status to
        “non-member observer state.” Though still a non-member, the upgraded “state” status enabled Palestine to join
        many UN agencies and international bodies like the International Criminal Court (ICC); in January 2015,
        Palestine acceded to the Rome Statute, accepting jurisdiction of the ICC, and formally joined the ICC on 1
        April 2015. While the issue of Palestinian prisoners is not under review by the ICC, the shift to working
        through international bodies and international law is reflected in the advocacy of groups like the PA and
        Palestinian NGOs. According to Issam, one aim is to encourage the court to use international law to designate
        Palestinian prisoners as prisoners of war (interview with author 2012).
      


      
        The ongoing efforts of the PA and human rights organizations notwithstanding, it is usually a hunger strike
        that pushes the issue of Palestinian prisoners onto the international agenda. Indeed, while the issue
        of Palestinian prisoners has often lacked the same resonance on the international level as it has on the local
        level, the tactic of the hunger strike has proved instrumental in leveraging attention and media
        coverage. This was especially evident in the early 1980s, when Palestinian hunger strikes paralleled the
        well-publicized hunger strikes of prisoners in Northern Ireland. Hunger strikes can also be effective in
        re-focusing activism in protracted conflicts by forcing a sense of urgency and immediacy, drawing attention to
        a specific issue within the broader conflict, and offering clear goals and objectives.
      


      
        The individual strikes by administrative detainees started in 2012, coupled with the collective strikes in 2012
        and 2017, brought international attention to the specific issue of administrative detention. For example, then
        UN Secretary General Ban Ki Moon directly addressed the issue on 11 December 2012 in a message to the
        Conference on Solidarity with Arabs in Israeli Prisons:
      


      
        
          Administrative detention should be applied only under clear parameters and in exceptional circumstances, for
          as short a period as possible and without prejudice to the rights guaranteed to
          prisoners. Those detained must be allowed to challenge their detention and, in the absence of formal charges,
          should be released without delay.
        


        
          (United Nations Press Release 2012)
        

      


      
        He went on to express “deep concern for the health and well-being of Palestinian prisoners, including those who
        had undertaken a hunger strike in the spring.” As Sahar, the director of Addameer commented:
      


      
        
          The [2012] strike had unprecedented support on the international level… even at the official level with the
          EU and other states involved in directly condemning administrative detention, and… putting pressure on
          Israel. It is the first time that international people, including Ban Ki Moon, have come out and said that
          administrative detention should be stopped, so this is something good.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        The international response to the 2017 strike was also notable, with Zeid Ra’ad Al Hussein, the UN high
        commissioner for human rights, calling on Israel to improve prison conditions and expressing alarm at “reports
        of punitive measures by the Israeli authorities against the hunger strikers” (Al Jazeera 2017). Citing the
        Fourth Geneva Convention, the EU Heads of Mission in Jerusalem and Ramallah also expressed their concern for
        the prisoners on hunger strike, and reiterated their “long-standing concern about the extensive use by Israel
        of administrative detention without formal charge” (EEAS 2017). Amnesty International also criticized Israel’s
        prison policies as “unlawful and cruel” during the 2017 strike (Amnesty International 2017), while Human Rights
        Watch used the strike to draw attention to the use of isolation in the prisons (Shakir 2017).
      

    


    
      International solidarity


      
        According to Sahar, international media attention to the prisoners issue has increased since 2012, with major
        international outlets like the New York Times, CNN, BBC and others covering the issue of the
        Palestinian prisoners more than in previous years (interview with author 2012). As mentioned, in 2017, the
        New York Times controversially printed an op-ed by Marwan Barghouti (2017) launching the collective strike; while the paper later added a note contextualizing
        Barghouti’s crimes (Spayd 2017), the publication of the
        piece was notable. Beyond traditional media, international attention has also been increasingly evident on
        social media, starting in 2011 with images and stories of Khader Adnan and other individual hunger strikers
        posted on Facebook, disseminated on Twitter, and reported on blogs, and continuing with the general strikes.
      


      
        However, international media attention is inconsistent, especially when hunger strikes and other forms of
        resistance are overshadowed by events in the broader region. For example, as Daoud Kuttab
        noted, a prolonged strike in the spring of 2014 (which was eventually called off during the Gaza war that
        summer) was mostly ignored by the international media, despite numerous local attempts for coverage:
      


      
        
          To bring attention to the plight of these prisoners, Palestinians in the West Bank held a partial general
          strike on June 8. In Gaza, hundreds of citizens held a candlelight vigil. Demonstrations with the prisoners
          have also taken place in a number of countries, but they have attracted little notice. Social media efforts
          to bring attention to the hunger strike chose the hashtag #Water_and_Salt in Arabic, with the hope that it
          would generate international support, like the 2012 strike led by Khader Adnan which succeeded in pressuring
          the Israelis into forgoing renewal of his administrative detention order. Various other efforts have been
          made to humanize the hunger strike—including publishing profiles of the doctors, parliamentarians, teenagers
          and school teachers taking part—but, again, with little success. The strike has been eclipsed by major news
          from the region.
        


        
          (Kuttab 2014)
        

      


      
        Indeed, it is often difficult to get sustained coverage of the prisoners issue, and even hunger strikes, unless
        a detainee is close to death.
      

    


    
      Israeli opinion and public relations


      
        In Israel, groups working on behalf of Palestinian prisoners include Adalah (Legal Centre for Arab Minority
        Rights in Israel), the Public Committee Against Torture in Israel (PCATI), Physicians for Human Rights—Israel
        (PHR-I), and human rights groups like the Association for Civil Rights in Israel (ACRI). PHR-I is especially
        active in supporting Palestinians during hunger strikes, and also uses medical ethics standards to protest the
        practice of force-feeding prisoners on hunger strike. Individuals have also found ways to express solidarity
        with Palestinian prisoners; in 2012, an IDF reserves soldier being held in a military prison for refusing to
        partake in his army duty garnered media attention when he went on hunger strike in solidarity with Palestinian
        administrative detainees (Hass 2012). However, mainstream
        coverage of and interest in the prisoners issue in Israel is usually limited unless there is a pending or
        recent prisoners release.
      


      
        Outside of domestic audiences however, Israeli authorities noted the potential impact of the prisoners issue
        both locally and internationally, especially in regards to broader public relations. The Israeli government has
        been giving increased attention to hasbara (literally translated from Hebrew as “explanation,” but
        better described as “public diplomacy” (or “propaganda” by critics)), largely to counter the global Boycott,
        Divestment, and Sanctions (BDS) movement and generally negative world response to the Gaza wars of 2008–09,
        2012, and 2014 (Blumenthal 2013). As a former head of
        Israel’s Security Agency, Shin Bet, commented:
      


      
        
          The character of war is changing mainly by technology and culture. In the global world,
          victory is achieved not on the battlefield, but in the eyes of the spectators all over the world. So it is
          becoming an image fair, a war of images. Sometimes the only way to win is to not use your weapon. Because
          this is the way the world judges you.
        


        
          (interview with author 2013)
        

      


      
        Regarding the issue of prisoners specifically, Israeli authorities expressed frustration that Israeli prisons
        were often characterized as particularly harsh or substandard. As the former head of the Israel Prison Service
        (IPS) commented, although Palestinian prisoners now have rights and conditions that go well beyond the minimum
        standards defined by the Geneva Conventions, Israel is “considered as torturers.” She went on to say that the
        prisoners issue, amplified during hunger strikes, adds to the “de-legitimation” of Israel: “It is the
        de-legitimation of Israel in international bodies, everywhere, and this is one of the tools. And the detainees
        use that issue and the hunger strike to push the de-legitimation” (interview with author 2014).
      


      
        Just as the IPS director was aware of the negative public relations for Israel due to the prisoners issue, she
        felt that one of the benefits of making reforms in the prison system would be to “enhance our situation, our
        position among the international community” (interview with author 2014). However, she noted that any move
        towards releasing security prisoners, though generally welcomed by the international community, made for
        difficult public relations domestically, with “releasing terrorists” being one of the “worst” policy decisions
        to have to sell to the Israeli public.
      

    


    
      Governments, prisoner releases, and negotiations


      
        Prisoner releases and exchanges, though contentious, have taken place throughout the conflict since the 1948
        war. Two of the largest exchanges occurred in the 1980s during the Lebanon War, with the 1983 release of 4,700
        Palestinian and Lebanese prisoners in exchange for six Israeli soldiers, and the 1985 exchange of 1,150
        Palestinians for three IDF soldiers in the previously mentioned Jibril Agreement. Another notable, and
        controversial, deal took place in 2011, when 1,027 Palestinian prisoners were released in exchange for IDF tank
        gunner Gilad Shalit, who had been captured by Hamas in 2006.
      


      
        The most recent prisoner release was brokered by US Secretary of State John Kerry as a pre-condition to
        negotiations in 2013. As noted previously, although one of the stipulations of the Oslo Accords was the release
        of political prisoners, over one hundred “pre-Oslo” prisoners remained imprisoned twenty years later. Their
        release became a central factor in the PA’s pre-negotiation bargaining, and Israel ultimately agreed to release
        104 of these prisoners in four phases over the course of the talks. According to individuals close to the
        proceedings, the prisoner release was the primary condition that convinced PA President Mahmoud Abbas to agree
        to the talks, as it was a key issue in garnering public support in the Palestinian
        territories for engaging in the negotiations. Indeed, Palestinian polls indicated a shift in support for
        extending talks from less than 45 percent to 65 percent with a prisoner release, and 75 percent of Palestinians
        identified the prisoner release as the “pivotal issue for keeping the peace talks alive” (Pollock 2014).
      


      
        Just as the promise of the prisoner release gave the PA the popular support necessary to engage in the talks,
        the failure to deliver on that promise in the fourth phase of the release in the spring of 2014 was a breaking
        point for the already waning public support for the negotiations. Combined with the continuing authorization
        for further settlement expansion, the refusal of the Israeli government to release the last group of prisoners
        depleted any popular backing for the PA continuing to negotiate. There are of course many reasons that
        contributed to the failure of those negotiations, and the failed prisoner release was by no means the only
        factor, or even the most important factor for the negotiators. However, it cannot be ignored that, given its
        salience, the promise of the prisoner release gave the PA political space to at least engage in the talks,
        while “failure” to deliver on this issue doomed any attempts to garner popular support for continuing the
        negotiations.
      


      
        What can be learned from this? In some ways, the “bait and switch” of the expected prisoner release in 2014 may
        weaken the prospects of any such agreements in future attempts for negotiation. Indeed, when the negotiations
        collapsed in spring 2014, the Israeli Knesset passed a law to limit future prisoner releases by allowing judges
        to prevent certain prisoners from being included in releases or exchanges (Harkov 2014). Yet it also might push negotiators to look beyond the mere
        question of prisoner releases, and look instead to leveraging the salience around the issue by directly or
        indirectly involving prisoners and former prisoners themselves in future peace processes, as discussed further
        in Chapter 8.
      

    


    
      Conclusion


      
        The Palestinian prisoners issue clearly extends far beyond the prisons themselves. Families, political parties,
        NGOs, international organizations, media outlets, and even governments and negotiating teams have recognized
        the salience of the issue. At times of high solidarity, and especially during hunger strikes, activism has
        diffused from the prisons through local Palestinian society and to global solidarity groups, with advocacy
        efforts placing the issue on the agenda of the United Nations and international human rights groups.
      


      
        Such solidarity, at both the local and international levels, can be attributed to several factors. Within
        Palestine, the appeal of the prisoners issue is due largely to the widespread relevance of the issue to the
        majority of families and communities. Both within and beyond Palestine, the humanitarian grievances, human
        rights concerns, and international law imperatives also draw attention to the issue, especially during hunger
        strikes. Furthermore, international solidarity with prisoners is arguably linked in part to the nonviolent
        nature of the prisoners’ resistance. While the issue of political imprisonment
        has clear resonance in Palestinian communities, it is largely because of the nature of the prisoners’
        method of struggle that broader solidarity is possible. If prisoners relied solely on violence and
        riots, rather than hunger strikes and other nonviolent tactics, such widespread international solidarity would
        not be as likely.
      


      
        However, as popular resistance both inside and outside the prisons has shifted, attention to the prisoners
        issue has been inconsistent. While general support for prisoners remains high, even local activists have
        struggled to mobilize communities. Meanwhile, Israeli authorities have sought to balance the political
        expediency of prisoner releases against domestic public opinion, while Palestinian leaders have sought to
        leverage the salience of prisoner releases to garner popular support for negotiations and ceasefires. In these
        ways, the prisoners issue, like the broader Palestinian national cause, has been embraced, utilized, and at
        times, exploited by a variety of actors who recognize its importance and potential impact.
      

    


    
      
        Notes
      


      
        1    Surveys were conducted with 150 students between the ages
        of 18 and 24 at university campuses in Jerusalem, Ramallah, and Bethlehem in June 2013. The surveys were
        written in Arabic, and based on a gradient scale of 1–5. See Appendix 1 for a translated sample survey.
      


      
        2    A reference to the separation barrier.
      


      
        3    Inter-party protests have also erupted around reports of
        prisoners’ abuse, as was the case in February 2013 when Arafat Jaradat died in Isareli custody on 23 February
        2013 during Shin Bet interrogations in Megiddo Prison. The unifying impact of Jaradat’s death is described in
        Chaim Levinson’s article in Ha’aretz: “Overnight Jaradat has become a symbol of the Palestinian
        prisoners’ struggle. Paradoxically, this most inconsequential of prisoners, a man arrested for throwing stones,
        a man who belonged to no organization and of whom no one had ever heard, is the one uniting Palestinian
        society.” (“A Prisoner is Dead, a Martyr is Born,” 25 February 2013.)
      


      
        4    On the issue of children’s and minors’ rights, Military
        Court Watch (MCW), a voluntary association of international, Palestinian, and Israeli lawyers and
        professionals, engages in monitoring, litigating, and educating on the treatment and rights of youth in
        military detention.
      


      
        5    See for example: Layan Al Azza, “Wake up! Wake up! There
        are soldiers outside… they want you,” Interview with Mohammad Qassim, Radio Lajee, http://www.radiolajee.com/?p=644.
      


      
        6    See for example: Mohammad Al-Azza, “Just a Child,”
        http://vimeo.com/57369678; and Nisreen Asad, Rawan Sarhan, Saed Al
        Azzah, Wissam Abo Auda, “The Necklace,” Voices Beyond Walls, 2007, http://voicesbeyondwalls.org/youth_media/2007/the_necklace.html
      

    

  


  
    
      7    Security and the State

    


    
      Ze’ev joined the Israel Police service when he was 25 years old, and he stayed in law enforcement for over 30
      years, working mostly with the Israel Prison Service (IPS). After retiring, Ze’ev was an active volunteer
      advocate and trainer for prison reform, working with prison services in Uganda, South Sudan, and elsewhere via
      the African Prisons Project to improve services and provide protections for prisoners’ rights. In Israel, Ze’ev
      was also instrumental in integrating rehabilitation in the IPS, including founding Salamone Prison as a
      rehabilitation prison for penal prisoners with open-door cells, a buffet-style cafeteria, education options, and
      job training. (Penal prisoners are Israeli inmates convicted of a crime; the rehabilitation services did not
      extend to Palestinian “security prisoners.”)
    


    
      In regards to Palestinian security prisoners however, Ze’ev’s most significant task was establishing the police
      intelligence unit, creating a system in which the prison administration utilized human intelligence from the
      prisoners themselves. Some of this intelligence came from questioning or interrogations (referred to as
      “interviews” by Ze’ev and his unit), but largely relying on tips from inmates, who would have been condemned as
      “collaborators” by other Palestinian prisoners if identified. The prison administration relied on information
      accessed in this way both to foresee and prevent internal prison resistance, such as strikes and riots, and also
      to gain intelligence on plans and operations being coordinated outside the prison.
    


    
      The use of human intelligence in this way, and the recruitment of collaborators, posed challenges to the
      counterorder, by threatening the solidarity and trust between the prisoners. Detainees thus responded by
      introducing elements into the counterorder such as prohibiting communication with prison officers to reduce
      collaborator recruitment, and relying only on trusted, selected spokespersons to speak with the authorities. The
      prison administration responded in turn, moving prisoners regularly, interviewing prisoners individually, and
      employing Arabic-speaking guards. This shifting and adapting of tactics by both prisoners and the prison
      administration reflects how the prison became a space for negotiating both resistance and security strategies.
      Prisoners were seeking to keep the counterorder one step ahead of the individual prison administrations, as well
      as shifting national prison policies under the IPS,1 while the prison administrators were trying to stay one step ahead of the prisoners.
    


    
      In this chapter, I examine how the IPS sought to counter prisoners’ resistance via transfers, solitary
      confinement, administrative detention, force-feeding (during hunger strikes), and other policies, and how such
      policies were rationalized by IPS authorities as necessary for order and security. In doing so, I seek to offer a
      more nuanced understanding of the prisoners movement by exploring how the IPS perceived and responded to the
      prisoners’ actions. From a civil resistance perspective, understanding the strategies and rationale of the
      identified state or authority is crucial for activists to effectively develop or shift their own tactics. This
      was indeed the case for Palestinian prisoners, as the dynamics of the movement had to adapt to changing prison
      policies over time.
    


    
      Examining the role of the IPS is also necessary for situating the prisoners movement in the context of the
      broader Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Just as the prisoners movement in many ways aligned with the Palestinian
      national movement, the IPS reflects many Israeli political realities as well, with policies adapted to
      accommodate new conflict dynamics and changing leadership. In many ways, the relationship between the IPS and the
      prisoners movement is a microcosm of the wider conflict as it reflects the tension between Israel’s emphasis on
      security and Palestinians’ struggle for rights. Indeed, policies that the IPS deems necessary for security are
      considered oppressive by Palestinians, while prisoners’ actions seen as resistance tactics by activists are
      viewed as security threats by Israel. The order of the prison administration and the counterorder of the
      prisoners are thus constantly pushing, pressuring, and influencing each other.
    


    
      Order v. counterorder


      
        From a prison authority perspective, “terrorist gangs”2 in prison
        work to weaken staff resolve by constantly repeating demands, holding hunger strikes, and doing other
        disruptive things “merely to wear down staff and authorities” (Hill 2004). In response, the Israeli prison system:
      


      
        
          works hard to minimize the power of … leaders, attempts to keep uncertainty in the minds of the [prisoners]
          by changing routine and procedures, separates members from one another, especially from leadership, by
          transferring them to other living quarters within the same prison or to other facilities, and trains staff
          in… terrorist indicators, mentality, behavior, characteristics and language.
        


        
          (Hill 2004)
        

      


      
        According to the former head of the IPS, the prison staff was especially alert to potential extreme “threat
        scenarios,” which might include prisoners:
      


      
        
          …attacking the escort vehicles on the ways to the court and back, hijackings, trying to kidnap staff members,
          stabbing staff members, trying to escape, smuggling weapons, ammunition, or mobile
          phones to run operations from prison, or trying to fulfill the mission of suicide bombing to become a
          shaheed (martyr).
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        More often however, prison authorities and prisoners were in a constant day-to-day competition of sorts to
        assert control in the prisons. As the IPS director commented, “it’s a never ending struggle, who will be
        cleverer than the other, who will reach the next point” (interview with author 2014). For example, the
        proliferation of mobile phones in recent years created a back-and-forth between prisoners and the prison
        authorities. As the IPS director recalled, when the IPS learned prisoners were smuggling mobile phones into the
        prisons, they called the cellular company to block the signal at the prison. However, detainees managed to get
        allies on the outside to call the company from a nearby area and have an antenna installed to supposedly
        improve their coverage, and the prisoners were able to use metal from their laundry machines to pick up the
        same signal.
      


      
        Another example of prisoners and prison authorities vying to stay ahead of each other involved the issue of
        using dogs to search prison cells. As the former director explained, the IPS had intelligence that the
        prisoners were trying to smuggle chemicals for explosives into the prisons, so they decided to bring in dogs to
        sniff out the chemicals. However, because dogs are considered unclean by most Muslims, the prisoners threatened
        to riot if dogs were used to search their cells, especially in places where they kept copies of the Qur’an. The
        IPS maintained that the searches were necessary for the security of the prisons, but allowed prisoners to place
        their holy books on an upper shelf out of reach of the dogs. In the first two cells that were searched, the
        prisoners resisted and were beaten (or in the words of the prison authorities, “restrained”). But by the third
        cell the prisoners realized that if they knocked on the bars with a hard object, the dogs would get confused by
        the noise and couldn’t concentrate on finding the scent, forcing the administration to call off the search and
        start again in another section of the prison.
      


      
        As the IPS director commented:
      


      
        
          …[the prisoners] are smart enough, and they have all the time in the world to plan. I said to my staff, you
          always have to be, not one or two steps ahead of them, but five steps ahead of them.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        Indeed, according to the Chairman of the Palestinian Political Prisoners Club, the IPS has been smarter in
        recent years in adapting to prisoners’ resistance than in the past:
      


      
        
          It seems that the Israeli administration has developed in how to deal with the prisoners. But the prisoners
          aren’t developing their ways in how to deal with the administration. In the beginning, the Israelis were
          dealing with us through typical, traditional ways, and we tried to create new ways of
          how to act and how to struggle. Now it seems that the Israelis are initiating more.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        Individual prisoner resistance typically resulted in revoked rights or privileges, including cancellations or
        limitations of visits, while collective resistance often led to the rollback of achievements gained in earlier
        strikes. Other punishments and counter-strategies included transfers or solitary confinement; direct counter
        measures such as beatings and tear gas (especially after 2003 with the introduction of specially trained
        riot-control “Masada” units); and force-feeding to break hunger strikes. Additional policies included reliance
        on prison/police intelligence and increased use of administrative detention.
      

    


    
      Transfers


      
        One of the main policies used by the IPS to try to break the counterorder was to transfer prisoners, especially
        those thought to be leaders, from one prison to another. Karim recounted a typical experience of frequent
        movement, explaining, “I was transported from one jail to another, sometimes as a punishment, so I spent 12
        years in ten prisons” (interview with author 2012). While the transfers often disrupted prison leadership and
        resistance in the short-term, it actually enabled the strong organization of prisons like Ashkelon and
        Beersheva to spread to other prisons, creating a network of solidarity across as well as within prisons.
        According to Musa, “[Transfer] was the policy of the prisons to break down the stability and strength of the
        prisoners… But it backfired because they ended up transporting the experience and solidifying the relationship
        between prisoners in all the jails” (interview with author 2012). Adel, another ex-prisoner, agreed, noting,
        “[the leaders] took their experience with them and affected the life in the other prisons” (interview with
        author 2012).
      


      
        The backfire effect was noted by prison personnel as well. As a former prison officer commented:
      


      
        
          We try to stop [the prisoners’ resistance] by moving some of the leaders, but it’s a dilemma. If we know the
          person is a leader, there is an incentive to move him to another prison, but then that runs the risk of
          “infecting” another prison. So it’s not clear cut.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        Noting similar concerns, the IPS director described one situation in which she tried a different approach:
      


      
        
          At one particular time, we had many negative leaders [among the prisoners]. You can put one, two, three,
          maybe 10 in segregation or solitary confinement, but we don’t have 100 solitary cells…
          So I thought, ok, we are going to do something that is going to work for us. One night a bus went through
          some of the prisons and gathered 50 of the worst, most negative leaders, gathered them all together, took
          them out from their “communities,” their subordinates, took them all to the south [of Israel] to one prison,
          put them in a small hall of 25 cells, called the X cells, because they are so small and narrow that only two
          prisoners can be there, with double bunks, and there is not even enough space for them to pray together on
          the floor. And all the 50 leaders were kept in that small hall.
        


        
          So all at once, you cancelled their leadership. Their “soldiers” were left for a while in a vacuum. They are
          not leaders anymore because they are just now competing with each other about who is more important than the
          other. There will not be a vacuum in leadership for too long because there will be a new one but then, after
          a while, you mobilize others and manage them. So that was a tool to manage it without doing anything wrong.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      

    


    
      Solitary confinement


      
        Another tactic used by the IPS was to separate prisoners from the communal cells and place them in solitary
        cells, known as the zinzana. According to Addameer (2016b), Israel differentiates between solitary
        confinement, usually used during the interrogation period or as a disciplinary measure during imprisonment; and
        isolation, which is used ostensibly for “reasons of state, prison, or prisoner’s security.” In solitary
        confinement, prisoners are held in full isolation for 24 hours a day in an empty cell with only a mattress and
        a blanket. By contrast, in isolation, prisoners are held in small cells (from 1.5 by 2 meters to 3 by 3.5
        meters) with an iron door for 23 hours a day, but are allowed a one-hour solitary walk and are typically
        allowed access to newspapers, books, a television set and/or radio, and a kettle or hotplate. According to
        Israel’s Prison Ordinance, prisoners can be held in solitary confinement for up to 14 days, while isolation can
        range from 12 hours to periods of six to 12 months (Addameer 2016b).
      


      
        As ex-prisoner Mohammed explained:
      


      
        
          There are two kinds of zinzana, one the individual, where you are all alone, and one the section of
          the prison where prisoners are separated into individual cells instead of shared cells. So there are
          zinzana where there are other prisoners in the cells around you, and the one where you are isolated
          from everyone. In the isolated one, there is no bathroom, no talking to people, no visits, nothing. The other
          one has a small bathroom and you are allowed to see other prisoners and go outside.
        


        
          The isolated one is very bad. It is like a grave for living people. You don’t know if the time of day is
          morning, noon, night, you don’t know. I used to calculate the time by when they came to
          count prisoners. And also I tried to gauge time by the food, so if they brought cheese or eggs, I thought,
          it’s probably morning. If they brought rice, it was probably noon. So I figured out the time by the type of
          food.
        


        
          The treatment by guards is very bad when you are in this zinzana. They come and beat you, harass
          you, curse at you. They didn’t open the door, you just took the food from the window. They put me in the
          section not where the political prisoners were, but where the criminals and drug dealers and thieves were. So
          no one would help you or support you. And all the times you heard fights in these rooms. This cell where they
          put me was for very dangerous criminals, so there was nothing in it, no windows, you couldn’t see anything,
          you couldn’t see light.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        The use of isolation and solitary confinement has received increased attention in recent years. Detainees
        included ending long-term isolation for “security reasons” as one of their demands in the 2012 and 2017
        collective strikes. Furthermore, the use of isolation was condemned by the United Nations in 2011, with Special
        Rapporteur for Torture Juan Mendez calling for its ban “except in very exceptional circumstances and for as
        short a time as possible” (United Nations News Centre 2011), a view echoed by the Council of Europe’s Committee
        for the Prevention of Torture and Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment (CPT) (European Committee for
        the Prevention of Torture and Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment 2011). Restrictions on solitary
        confinement are also included in the UN’s Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners (1957) and the
        UN General Assembly’s “Basic Principles for the Treatment of Prisoners” (1990). However, solitary confinement
        is still used during both interrogation and imprisonment (Addameer 2016b), and it is still included as a
        plausible “penalty for prison offenses” in Israel’s Prison Ordinance document (see Article 58).
      

    


    
      Physical force


      
        The countermeasures used against prisoners varied between prisons, depending on the prison wardens and
        administration. One prisoner remembered the administration in Hebron Prison as being “particularly tough:
        hardly a week passed without them throwing tear gas into the cells” (Fuad Leham, as quoted in Rosenfeld
        2004, 250). However, the use of beatings and tear gas
        were cited by nearly all of those interviewed across the prisons, particularly in response to prisoners’
        refusal to comply with measures like counting or strip searches or during resistance actions such as hunger
        strikes.
      


      
        Ex-prisoner Sami recounted an incident in Ashkelon Prison when prisoners refused to stand for counting in
        protest of a new prison policy of strip-searching family members, including mothers, wives, and sisters, before
        they could visit with prisoners. Sami explained that first the prison administration confiscated items that had been earned in previous strikes, including radios, personal clothes,
        and pens, papers, and books. The next day, Sami remembered that dozens of soldiers were present.
      


      
        
          They shot the gas guns repeatedly into the closed cells, spraying white powder all over us. My skin instantly
          burned so badly I wanted to tear it off with my hands. They threw two gas bombs inside. My eyes stung
          severely from one, and I was gasping and choking from the other.
        


        
          (Al Jundi and Marlowe 2011, 144)
        

      


      
        As Sami recalled, the prisoners were also beaten with batons; several prisoners had broken arms, a number of
        prisoners needed to be hospitalized, and the entire cellblock was placed under complete lockdown for a week.
      


      
        In 2003, during the second intifada, the IPS developed the Masada Unit, a specially trained operational control
        unit skilled in non-lethal close-combat tactics (Stesler 2005) that carried out many of the crackdowns on prisoners. Comprising a few dozen trained
        personnel, the Masada unit responds to prison riots, escapes, attempted hostage situations (when prisoners hold
        guards hostage), or attacks on prison officials within prisons or in transport vehicles. A member of the Masada
        said:
      


      
        
          All prisons are familiar with the unit and have come to work with us on a daily basis. Today I feel not only
          welcomed in correctional facilities, but also needed. Often times the prison guards recall little of what may
          have been found or done during special internal activities within the cells. They only recall that a special
          unit came and went without attracting much attention.
        


        
          (iHLS 2013)
        

      


      
        According to the IPS director, holding prison staff accountable to high standards and preventing abuse was
        particularly challenging but important during the second intifada, when many staff members had experienced
        personal loss or injury and could potentially try to take out their emotions on the prisoners. As she
        explained:
      


      
        
          Each one of the staff members had a connection to family or friends who knew someone who was killed or
          injured. And at the same time you need them to work professionally while these [pause] murderers are being
          brought to the prisons! [The staff members] know who has killed who, they know who has done what, but you
          have to keep up the discipline and the professional guidelines.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        In most cases, if one of the guards or staff members had a direct connection to one of the prisoners, they
        would be transferred to another prison to avoid conflicts between guards and detainees. However, as the IPS
        director explained, that wasn’t possible in cases involving women, as there was just one
        prison for females. She remembered one instance when a female detainee had stabbed a female soldier, and the
        deputy commander of the prison was the mother of the stabbed soldier. In another situation, a victim of a bus
        bombing was an IPS employee. According to the director, “it was a real challenge to manage [the Prison Service]
        in these situations and keep it in the way that I think it should be kept, as professional” (interview with
        author 2014).
      


      
        As the IPS director explained, strict discipline among both staff and inmates were crucial to avoid
        confrontations. She established clear-cut Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) to supervise, monitor, and
        control what staff were doing, but she also encouraged staff members to come to her with their frustrations. As
        she commented, this was necessary:
      


      
        
          …because they were frustrated. They knew who had murdered two babies and they still had to
          treat them humanely. And the prisoners were trying to harass them because they knew that it would serve their
          goal [of prompting a reaction from the staff]. And it’s very challenging to keep your staff in such a way
          that they won’t react.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        Likewise, Ze’ev, the former head of police intelligence, maintained that he refused to tolerate abuse of
        prisoners by staff members during “interviews” (interrogations):
      


      
        
          I never attacked any prisoner; I was always respectful. I found that if you give someone respect, they
          respect you. I never allowed abuse. Even when I was young and my staff was older, I didn’t allow it. The task
          is to rehabilitate, so the attitude that people would beat just for fun is deranged.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        The former head of Shin Bet instituted a similar approach by establishing a Code of Ethics for interrogators
        after analyzing a series of “accidents” (the term used by Shin Bet when the person being questioned dies during
        the interrogation process). As he explained:
      


      
        
          It was obvious that the question is, what are the limits, the moral limits of every interrogator? Because
          once he believes, according to his values, that he should use power within the law and within the procedures,
          that’s it. So this is why we decided to have a code of ethics. We are trying to give every interrogator a
          compass that will help him to navigate in any event. And we started with something very simple: priorities.
          Who are we? First, all of us are human beings. Second, we are Israeli citizens.
          Third, we serve our security organization. That order is important, so we cannot do something which
          is against a higher value.
        


        
          (interview with author 2013)
        

      


      
        In these ways, some members of the security sector sought to maintain professional
        standards among their staff to prevent prisoner abuse, however they recognized that violations still occurred.
      

    


    
      Hunger strikes, negotiations, and force feeding


      
        From the prison administration perspective, hunger strikes are essentially propaganda tools to gain public
        support. According to the IPS director, “A hunger strike is a tool, a tool to enhance the public, not in Israel
        of course, but among the Palestinians, the PA, the Palestinian street, the international community” (interview
        with author 2014). Ze’ev was more blunt, stating, “The hunger strikes are bullshit … It’s just to make noise
        for the media and put on a front” (interview with author 2014). However, as noted previously, hunger strikes
        can significantly disturb the order inside the prisons, especially when carried out collectively. Indeed, the
        IPS director also acknowledged that a hunger strike creates two issues for prison administrators:
      


      
        
          It’s jeopardizing the order and discipline, because it’s a strike, and second it’s jeopardizing the
          responsibility of the prison service for your health… When you are the sovereign, it’s your responsibility.
          So when we hear people say, “Eh, they want to starve themselves to death, let them!” No way. It’s our
          responsibility. And because it’s our responsibility, we’ll do our best to prevent it or to manage it.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        It follows then that a number of the punishable prison offenses listed in Israel’s Prison Ordinance (1970)
        relate to food and consumption, including “refusing to eat” and “willfully destroying food.” By including these
        provisions, prison authorities sought to curb hunger strikes in their early stages before they escalated, and
        thus avoid extreme dilemma situations. Indeed, the IPS director maintained that it was in the best interest of
        prison administrators to watch for tension indicators about strikes being planned and try to pre-empt them:
      


      
        
          [A strike] doesn’t just happen one day. It’s being prepared, it’s being organized, it’s being planned. In
          Hebrew, we have two words, one that is like time, and one that is like timing, the best organizing time. So
          we say, it’s a matter of time (which is a period of time) and of timing (which is when the situation is
          right).
        


        
          So when you are aware of what is going on in advance, you can conquer it before it happens. If the demands
          are regarding the conditions in which they are being kept, you should discuss it, quietly, to identify if
          there are cracks in implementing the policy, if there are problems… sometimes when you have so many prisons,
          it happens. If it is an issue that is outside of the IPS, that is based on political decision-making, you
          should alert the political level of what is going on so they will consider what they
          are going to do about it.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        When hunger strikes did take place, the IPS director herself was willing to talk with prisoners, but she balked
        at the prisoners’ use of the term “demands.” Relating her experience of dealing with a hunger strike, she
        recalled:
      


      
        
          My subordinates, the commanders, came to me and said, the leaders have a list of “demands.” I looked at them
          and said, Again? Excuse me? They said, yes, we have a letter from them with a list of their demands. I said,
          hey guys, you are mixed up. Who makes demands? We are the sovereign. We demand them to behave according to
          the rules. They can just ask. It’s not just semantics; it’s the concept, a state of mind. [My subordinates]
          were used to that term, but I told them that I do not accept “demands.”
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        In terms of negotiating rights and privileges, she explained:
      


      
        
          I would take both the security and the humanitarian approach. As long as they both go together, that’s okay.
          But when the humanitarian approach would jeopardize security, I would take it back.
        


        
          For example, in the Middle East, people are very into touching people [physical contact]. They asked to hug
          their babies, or children, for the last ten minutes of the family visits, because the family visits were
          behind a screen. So they wanted to hug their babies. I said ok. But beware: the first time that we find a
          mobile phone in a diaper? No hugs anymore.
        


        
          Or they wanted to bring some herbs to the prison because the food is not tasty. Okay, but the first time we
          find a lemon that has been hollowed out to smuggle a mobile phone or something else into prison, no herbs.
        


        
          So they gave me a lot of reasons to take them backward, backward, backward. But it wasn’t like I woke up in
          the morning and said, “I’m gonna show them who we are!” No, you have misbehaved, you have misused the
          humanitarian approach, which is not even required you know. The Geneva Conventions does give very strict
          rules, but we go much beyond that, so it is your choice, how you will behave.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        Usually the prison administration tried to break hunger strikes by rolling back rights and privileges,
        isolating prisoners, or restricting visits. As Palestinian attorney Sahar of Addameer explained, one tactic is
        to unofficially limit lawyer visits:
      


      
        
          There were many more restrictions on lawyer visits when a strike began. It used to be that you would get to
          the gate and show the guard the list of people you needed to visit, and it would go
          from there. Later they required you to submit a request before, and then sometimes, even once they confirmed
          that yes, you can come, you would go and some of the prisoners have been moved. At other times they claim
          that there is a “security emergency,” so you can’t visit the prisoners. Sometimes lawyers on our staff will
          arrive at 8 am and they will wait all day until the prison closes to visitors at 5 pm and they are not able
          to enter.
        


        
          [The IPS] didn’t deny access officially; in fact, we had petitioned the High Court in the past and the public
          prosecutor agreed that lawyer access is a basic right, so you can’t use restrictions on lawyer visits as a
          punishment. So there is no concrete policy, but they use these other tactics like moving people or claiming
          security emergencies as justifications to restrict lawyer access.
        


        
          (interview with author 2012)
        

      


      
        When hunger strikes could not be prevented, and when negotiations failed, the state sometimes employed the
        controversial practice of force-feeding, which typically consists of imposing multiple-point restraints on a
        prisoner’s body while a tube is passed through the nose to the stomach. As noted previously, five Palestinian
        prisoners have died from force-feeding, and:
      


      
        
          …the United Nations has condemned force-feeding as cruel, inhumane and degrading – even when intended for the
          benefit of detainees. This is echoed by human rights groups such as Physicians for Human Rights, which
          maintains that force-feeding can at times be considered torture.
        


        
          (Norman 2015)
        

      


      
        Furthermore, “the World Medical Association’s 2006 Malta Declaration states that ‘forcible feeding is never
        ethically acceptable,’ a view echoed by the International Committee of the Red Cross,” and even the Israeli
        Medical Association asserted in 2014 that “forced feeding is equivalent to torture and every physician has the
        right to refuse to force-feed a hunger striker against his or her will” (Norman 2015).
      


      
        Nevertheless, in July 2015, the Israeli Knesset passed a law authorizing the use of force-feeding, though the
        bill attempts to overcome some of the criticisms of force-feeding by authorizing it only as a last resort
        following a strict process for obtaining permission. As the Times of Israel reported:
      


      
        
          According to the law, in the case of a hunger strike, a representative from the prison service, with the
          approval of the attorney general, can request permission from the district court to give medical assistance
          to a prisoner. They must prove that, according to a doctor, the health of the prisoner will be in serious
          danger within a short period of time because of the hunger strike … Before the treatment can be given, the
          law requires, every effort must be made to receive the permission of the prisoner.
        


        
          (Gross 2015)
        

      


      
        However, it is unclear how these attempts to secure the “permission of the prisoner”
        would occur in practice, and the requirement to show that a prisoner’s health will be in “serious danger” in a
        “short period of time” is largely subjective. Likewise, the “minimal amount of medical treatment necessary” is
        open to interpretation (Norman 2015). As a result,
        force-feeding remains controversial in Israel, with divisions within the medical, academic, and legal sectors
        (Ronen 2015; Harris 2015).
      


      
        The IPS director interviewed here was never faced with the issue of force-feeding during a hunger strike, but
        she did not object to the use of the procedure in theory. Still, she felt the law was unnecessary since the
        procedure had been practiced by Israel for decades and did not require specific legislation:
      


      
        
          Regarding the issue about the need for legislation… I don’t understand why, I think it’s a popular law, just
          to give the public the feeling that we are taking care of them. But, regarding the legal situation, I’m
          asking the doctors now who are making such a fuss [about not force-feeding], I am asking them, Excuse me, do
          you have to try to save someone who is at risk of loss of life? “Yes.” What is the principle difference
          between an inmate/detainee who tries to hang himself, or cut his veins, and the person who says, I’m going to
          starve to death? What’s the difference? There is no difference.
        


        
          So what happened is that they began to look at it as the cause of the situation. Excuse me, but it’s none of
          [their] damn business what the cause or circumstances are. Because that guy who hanged himself wanted to die…
          why are you saving him against his will? What’s the difference?
        


        
          Instead of talking so much about ethics, just do your work. Just keep people alive. And we don’t tell you to
          feed people when he’s not at risk. Just when he’s at risk. You have to do it. That’s one thing.
        


        
          The other thing is that the prisoner is not a sovereign person for himself. He’s not a civilian that comes
          from the outside and says, don’t do anything, I don’t want anything. That’s okay. But as long as he is under
          the responsibility of the government, and we have to take care of him, that’s the situation.
        


        
          And what is the need for that kind of law? Why do we need all that? To make a point that we have done
          something? Why? You are a doctor, take care of your patients. It doesn’t matter if he is a terrorist or a
          victim or I don’t know what. That makes me crazy. That’s why I’m saying, why do you have to legislate this?
          Just do your work.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        Ze’ev agreed, stating, “the force-feeding debate is nonsense. First we don’t need a law for this; it’s just a
        political move to make noise. Second, by international treaty, the prisoners must be fed” (interview with
        author 2014). The force-feeding debate underscores the differences in how prisoners and security personnel
        perceive hunger strikes, and also the differences in how politicians and prison
        administrators view the need for legislation. It is also clear that even when force-feeding is permitted, the
        decision to use it or not once again creates a dilemma situation (Sorensen and Martin 2014) for the state, forcing it to choose between two undesirable
        courses of action.
      

    


    
      Prison/police intelligence


      
        Another strategy for controlling resistance, and from the IPS perspective, for preventing hunger strikes in the
        first place, is reliance on the prison intelligence system that depends on both inmates and prison personnel
        for information. As Hill summarizes:
      


      
        
          Israel begins its [prison] process with a strong initial classification system and a sophisticated
          intelligence system that coordinates with outside agencies. The gathering of intelligence in Israeli prisons
          is part of an overall process to control… terrorist activities. The intelligence is used to provide prison
          management with information to be used in making decisions. It is not proof, it is merely information (some
          verified, some subjective) and, thus, is not the final factor that determines specific actions.
        


        
          (Hill 2004)
        

      


      
        As described in Chapter 2, many detainees undergo initial
        interrogation by the Israel Security Agency (ISA), usually referred to as Shabak or Shin Bet. While most
        Palestinian prisoners referred to these interrogation periods as the most difficult parts of their experiences,
        the former head of Shin Bet maintained that interrogations were necessary for gaining intelligence to save
        Israeli lives, especially during the second intifada. While he personally viewed “pressure tactics,” or
        enhanced interrogations, as a last resort, he had mixed feelings regarding the 1999 Israeli High Court of
        Justice (HCJ) that placed restrictions on interrogation methods. As the Israeli human rights group Hamoked
        summarizes:
      


      
        
          The HCJ ruled that the Israel Security Agency [ISA, formerly known as GSS] was not authorized to employ
          physical means of pressure during an interrogation of a person suspected of violent activity against the
          state. The HCJ banned the use of various torture methods such as “shaking,” holding in the
          “shabah”3 position and “frog crouch.” It further ruled that the
          “necessity” exception in the Penal Law does not authorize the use of such interrogation methods, but can be
          open to interrogators indicted for using them if the circumstances of the case meet the requirements of the
          exception. It was ruled that a reasonable interrogation is one without torture, cruel or inhuman or
          humiliating treatment of the interrogee.
        


        
          (Hamoked 1999, emphasis added)
        

      


      
        Essentially, the 1999 ruling intended to curb the use of physical interrogation techniques that had previously
        been authorized as “moderate physical pressure” following 1987’s Landau
        Commission.4 While the former Shin Bet director saw physical
        pressure as a last resort, he explained how the 1999 ruling created new challenges for interrogators:
      


      
        
          Look, I was the director of the Shin Bet in September 1999 when our Supreme Court discussed the
          interrogations. So what is the level of violence that we are allowed to use in order to save the lives of
          Israeli citizens? You know, we believed we did everything, and we kept this moral restriction of not using it
          when we have another alternative. There were cases in which we used violence, physical violence, and in
          retrospect we couldn’t prove that this person had the information that we needed to save lives. In
          intelligence, you don’t know before you know. We know that we don’t know. If we don’t know, what should we
          do?
        


        
          The Supreme Court in a way tied our hands, and we have to live with it. I believe that it was the right
          decision, but I will never know, and no one will ever know, how many people died as a result, how many
          Israeli citizens died as a result of this decision. When we say, democracy is fighting against terror with
          one hand tied, and we are still winning, yes we are still winning. But we are not discussing the price. How
          many people died as a result of this decision? No one knows. We lost around 1,500 people in the second
          intifada. No one knows how many could be saved if Shin Bet interrogators could do it in a different way. So
          it’s very complicated.
        


        
          (interview with author 2013)
        

      


      
        According to Ze’ev, the founder and former head of Israel’s Police/Prison intelligence, police/prison
        intelligence differs from the traditional intelligence collection of the Shin Bet or Shabak:
      


      
        
          For the Shabak, their goal is that they need intelligence; they don’t need any result. So when they collect
          information, intelligence itself is the goal. For the police and prison intelligence however, intelligence is
          a tool, like a pencil or any other tool. It is not the aim or end goal of the organization.
        


        
          The collection methods themselves are basically the same. I say that I didn’t invent hot water, I just use it
          differently. So the key is what we do with this information. It is not for fun; we must break a case and we
          must bring evidence. So the use of intelligence is totally different.
        


        
          For example, the Shabak, as the intelligence body, can have information and not use it. But the police and
          the prison intelligence must act on it. It does not always work this way, but the idea is that we must
          prevent something from happening. So the aim is to prevent. We can’t prevent everything of course, some
          things are always going to slip by, but we must try to prevent.
        


        
          So the intelligence in prison has two aims, first to strengthen the prisons, at both
          the local and systemic levels, and second, to save the public by sharing our information with the police.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        Recruiting inmates to cooperate can be difficult, especially as prisoners began organizing amongst themselves
        to rout out “collaborators.”5 As Ze’ev acknowledged:
      


      
        
          If anyone finds out that someone is a source, they will just kill him. The terror [security] inmates actually
          interrogate their own people. So we must conceal the information carefully. If we think it might implicate
          any of our [sources], we must think twice.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        However, Ze’ev maintained that it is still possible to recruit collaborators, as:
      


      
        
          …there are different motivations, depending on what they need… There are various motivations, and we can
          develop or cultivate motivations. For example, for some of the terror inmates it is visits. Or they get
          certain benefits. Not money usually since that’s not an issue, but things that are more personal or specific.
          For example, the young people who are just there for the short term, you can move them to another cell or
          prison, or give them work in the kitchen, which is a coveted post.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        Once recruited, communication between prison officials and collaborating inmates could also be difficult, so
        prison authorities established certain SOPs that facilitated discreet contact. As Ze’ev explains:
      


      
        
          Of course, in prisons, it is difficult to conceal meetings. But, for example, we are one of the few prison
          services that has a morning round, where the prison manager and the staff do a round through the prison that
          includes the intelligence officer. So we have this link and contact on a daily basis. So first, one way is
          that, during these morning rounds, the source can signal in some way if he has information. Second, we have
          SOPs in which the intelligence officer interviews each inmate on a regular basis.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        While much of the “human intelligence” in the prisons relied on information and tips from prisoners, other
        intelligence came from prison guards and personnel who were trained to notice patterns, unusual behavior, or
        “tension indicators.” As Ze’ev explained:
      


      
        
          You can also monitor and see things to prevent something from happening, by watching
          for tension indicators. If you don’t see those tension indicators, you fail. I would tell my staff, routine
          is the worst enemy; if you get used to something, they will escape. For example, prisoners are allowed to
          have food products in their cells. I’m not saying one way or another if that’s good or bad, but if I start
          seeing that they are collecting and storing onions, I know we can expect a riot, because it means they are
          preparing against tear gas.6 But if you are not aware, you can
          easily ignore these things. For example, at one time when there was an escape, they had made the escape rope
          by cutting off the handles from bags and tying them together, but no one had noticed this.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        The former head of IPS also emphasized the importance of tension indicators: “Train your staff for intelligence
        to see tension indicators to sense what is going on. And if there is a trend, consider what to do with it”
        (interview with author 2014). She also emphasized the importance of utilizing intelligence from various
        sources:
      


      
        
          The answer to the problem is a very systematic and professional intelligence system inside the prison
          cooperating with all the law enforcement agencies and security sectors, police, security organizations… It’s
          a systematic intelligence system that has to work all the time. Because a lot of the information that you get
          inside of prison is about what’s going on outside, and vice versa. That’s the name of the game. It is policy;
          strict, known, organized policy. It’s clear and cut SOPs for the staff. It’s readiness, based on staff
          training, on knowledge, not only teaching the staff, but exercises, coming for controlled visits in the
          middle of the night, implementing the policies, and cooperation between agencies.
        


        
          As a commander, if you close your eyes, it’s bad. But if you didn’t even know what was going on, it’s worse.
          Because one cannot be responsible for such a sensitive mission without being there, seeing with your eyes,
          monitoring what’s going on, and having intelligence to gauge the atmosphere to sense what’s going on.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      

    


    
      Administrative detention


      
        Another strategy used by the state is administrative detention, or detention without charge or trial (described
        in detail in Chapter 2). Though justified by Israel as a preventive
        security measure, it also facilitates intelligence gathering and, in the context of the prisoners movement,
        allows authorities to hold potentially influential individuals separate from the mainstream prisoner
        population.
      


      
        However, even former members of the security sector interviewed for this research who supported the use of
        administrative detention in emergency situations were critical of the extent of its use.
        The former head the IPS commented:
      


      
        
          Administrative detention is a tool to prevent things from happening. That’s in general. And in a critical
          situation, an emergency situation, you can keep them for months, if that’s the situation. But as long as
          the time is returning to normal, it’s still a tool, but it should be used in a, shall we say, a clever way.
          And it should be shown that you are taking these steps in a measurable way.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014, emphasis added)
        

      


      
        Further, the former head of Shin Bet, commented that, in regards to administrative detention, “the punishment
        that we are using is creating in a way this wave of hatred that is not in our favor” (interview with author
        2013)
      


      
        As noted previously, administrative detention has become a core issue for Palestinian prisoners and detainees,
        as well as human rights and advocacy groups, in recent years. Numerous administrative detainees have gone on
        individual hunger strikes since Khader Adnan first did so with a 66-day strike in 2011–2012. Adnan himself went
        on another 56-day hunger strike when he was re-arrested under administrative detention in 2015, while others
        have included national footballer Mahmoud Sarsak in 2012 and journalist Mohammed al-Qiq in 2015. Reducing the
        use of administrative detention was also one of the terms for ending the 2012 and 2017 general hunger strikes,
        however, the policy continues to be used widely (B’tselem).
      

    


    
      Countering recruitment/radicalization


      
        While many former prisoners referred to the “prison as university” with a sense of pride, prison officials also
        recognized it as a “university,” but one with dangerous potential for recruitment and radicalization. As Ze’ev
        summarized, “In prison especially, you need to belong to something, so first the organization takes you in and
        promises to protect you and bring you in. That’s the first way. The second way is to make threats on your
        family. In the third way, they don’t have to do anything, just study. The prisoner can decide which
        organization to join, but usually this decision comes from the outside too.” He also commented, “I have been
        calling them ‘terrorists’ but a lot of them were young, but they became terrorists in prison by the time they
        ‘graduated’” (interview with author 2014).
      


      
        From the IPS director’s perspective:
      


      
        
          When a first-time offender comes to prison and he does not belong to any of the groups, the first thing he is
          looking for is grouping, socialization, to be part of something… Because it is terrible to be in prison when
          you don’t have backing. And they are waiting for these people, saying, “Hey how are you, don’t worry, we are
          here for you.” They don’t ask anything at the beginning. They assist you if you don’t
          have money for the canteen, or if your family is in trouble, they will assist you… Then it’s, okay, come with
          us to religious courses, you see the hope, you see this… Then comes the test mission. The test mission can be
          from one of two sides [enticement or threat]. One can be, “Assist us with something and we’ll give money to
          your family, we’ll help you here,” or whatever. Or, from the other side, “your daughter is 12 years old.
          She’s studying in X school, isn’t she?” That’s enough.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        She and Ze’ev agreed that classifying all security prisoners as “terrorists” was problematic, and felt that
        long periods spent in prison could radicalize even moderate individuals. The IPS director envisioned a
        different type of classification system for security prisoners:
      


      
        
          Another suggestion I made regarding classifying prisoners, though it doesn’t matter so much anymore, because
          after eight, nine, ten years, they’ve become indoctrinated. But I said, we cannot consider all these
          thousands of prisoners as one kind of person. We should divide them into three main groups.
        


        
          First, those who are real big-time terrorists, those who are ideological, and they are sending others to kill
          themselves or whatever, we should separate them from the others in one or two prisons in the south and give
          them only what the international treaties mandate. So put them aside, by themselves.
        


        
          On the other side, about one third are minor criminals, petty, I call them small fishes. Among these there
          are two types of people. One is people who are not criminals, they are not anything, they just needed money
          and someone told them, I will give you 100 shekels to take this paper from point A to point B. He didn’t know
          what it was going to be before or after, but at the end of the day he is part of the chain. And he is
          considered a terrorist. He didn’t know he was a terrorist, but when he leaves prison, he will be a terrorist.
          So take them aside. This is one kind.
        


        
          The other kind of these small fishes are the small thieves that were doing some small thefts here and there
          and after a while they were asked by other people to bring some information, to put something in some place,
          so they do that, and they become terrorists. They don’t know that they are terrorists. Maybe they know that
          they are cooperating but they are just small thieves, they want money, whatever.
        


        
          These two kinds of people I would have separated them totally from the other group, put them in different
          facilities, given them different conditions. Of course we would require them to declare that they are not
          part of the [terrorist] group or whatever, but give them all the options we are giving to the penal inmates,
          like vocational training, so when they are released, they will be able to do something else other than theft,
          even enable them to work and gain some money. We could prepare a list of potential
          people for release and the sooner the better.
        


        
          I know some people would look at me and say, are you crazy? No, it’s not for them, it’s for us… It will cost
          us less now, and it will cause us less risk in the future. And it will enhance our situation, our position
          among the international community.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        In other words, where prisoners saw education for political mobilization, prison officials saw radicalization
        and recruitment. Furthermore, while prison officials viewed nearly all detainees on a spectrum of criminality,
        many Palestinians were imprisoned for nonviolent activities, while others were convicted for violent actions on
        the basis of forced confessions or with lack of due process. Perhaps unexpectedly however, concerns regarding
        long-term radicalization of “moderate” detainees led some security personnel to rethink traditional approaches
        to Palestinian imprisonment.
      

    


    
      Conclusion


      
        In this chapter, I have explored the prisoners movement from the perspective of the Israeli security sector. I
        examined the range of strategies used by the security sector to counter the movement, such as transfers,
        solitary confinement, administrative detention, and force-feeding during hunger strikes. I also provided
        insights into how security personnel viewed the prisoners, how they determined if and when to negotiate with
        prisoners, and how they understood certain prison, detention, and interrogation policies as necessary for state
        security.
      


      
        A noteworthy conclusion from this chapter is that the prisoners movement and the security sector do not operate
        or strategize fully independent of the other, but rather both are constantly shifting or adapting to challenge
        the other and seek an advantage. This is important in part for understanding why the prisoners movement has
        changed and arguably weakened in recent years. While some of the change is no doubt due to shifts in
        Palestinian politics and internal organizing, the IPS also developed policies over time that created real
        constraints for prisoners’ organizing. Still, prisoners continue to employ hunger strikes and other dilemma
        actions that put public pressure on the state.
      

    


    
      
        Notes
      


      
        1    As Rosenfeld (2004) writes, “… changing authority or management… and the changing policy of prison commissioners
        and ministers of police… carried disruptive and at times destructive consequences for the prisoners’ capacity
        to maintain their counterorder” (209).
      


      
        2    The terms “terrorists” and “gangs” were frequently used by
        former prison personnel to refer to Palestinian security prisoners. Although I do not use those terms elsewhere
        in the book, they are included in this chapter as part of direct quotations.
      


      
        3    “Shabah” (or “shabach”) refers to a
        stress position in which a detainee is bent over a small chair with his/her arms tied behind them to the back
        legs of the chair.
      


      
        4    The Landau Commission, established in 1987 to investigate
        the General Security Services (GSS), revealed that “GSS agents had used violent interrogation methods routinely
        on Palestinian detainees since at least 1971 … but adopted the GSS’s own position that coercive interrogation
        tactics were necessary in the struggle against ‘hostile terrorist activity.’ … The report’s authors argued that
        national security requires physical and psychological coercion in the interrogation of Palestinians, and that
        the state should sanction such tactics … as ‘moderate physical pressure’” (Hajjar 2006b, 87).The Landau Commission justified the distinction between
        “physical pressure” and torture through its interpretation of the European Court of Human Rights’ 1978 ruling
        in Ireland v. United Kingdom (5310/71), regarding the alleged torture of Irish detainees. The ECHR ruled that
        the “five techniques” of wall standing, hooding, subjection to noise, sleep deprivation, and deprivation of
        food and drink constituted “inhuman and degrading treatment” but not torture. The British government, accepting
        the minority opinion that the techniques came close to torture, decided to cease using the five techniques.
        However, the Landau Commission drew from the majority opinion that the techniques were not torture to justify
        “moderate physical pressure.”
      


      
        5    See for example: JTA 1972.“Ashkelon inmates murder cell
        mate.” 10 January.
      


      
        6    Onions are believed to help in minimizing the effects of
        tear gas.
      

    

  


  
    
      8    Conclusion

    


    
      In a letter dated 25 March 2005, Palestinian prisoner Walid Dakka1
      writes, “We in the parallel time… are a part of a history. History is known as something in the past, over and
      done with, but we are the continuing past that is never ending. We address you from it so that it does not become
      your future.” Dakka uses the term “parallel time”2 to describe how
      time inside prison runs parallel to but distinct from time outside; Dakka states that “time for [prisoners] does
      not pass on the axis of the past, present and future,” but rather as a “dialectical relationship” with spaces,
      people, and things in prison. Furthermore, Dakka uses the image of the “parallel time” to allude to parallel but
      diverging struggles, with the national movement of the past, preserved in the memories of some prisoners,
      replaced by a different reality in the present political landscape in Palestine. As Dakka writes, “Here we were
      sent to prison because we were looking for the future, and here the future was buried alive… Our future is a
      future which we don’t control, and so our situation is very similar to the [Palestinian] people.”
    


    
      In this book, I set out to provide an overview of the Palestinian prisoners movement. Relying primarily on former
      prisoners’ personal accounts, I traced the development of the movement from its emergence in the early 1970s, to
      the establishment of the counterorder, and through the peak years of resistance and hunger strikes in the 1980s.
      I then discussed how the movement has shifted in the post-Oslo period, in many ways mirroring shifts in the
      Palestinian national movement more broadly. Despite the relative weakening of the movement, the prisoners issue
      has still maintained a certain salience, evident in the diffusion of prisoner-related activism through local and
      international solidarity networks. Even some members of Israel’s security sector acknowledged the challenges
      posed by the prisoners movement and the influence of public opinion surrounding the prisoners issue.
    


    
      The two major themes emerging from this book are 1) the centrality of the prisoners movement to the broader
      Palestinian national struggle; and 2) the primacy of mostly unarmed tactics and organizing strategies in the
      prisoners movement that allowed it to achieve both incremental and structurally transformative aims. Both of
      these themes inform the broader concept of prisons as sites for resistance, control, and sometimes negotiation in
      protracted conflicts.
    


    
      The prisoners movement and the Palestinian national movement


      
        The first question that I sought to explore in the book was the relationship between the prisoners movement and
        the broader Palestinian national struggle. As Walid suggests in the above quote, the prisoners movement in many
        ways ran parallel to political dynamics outside the prison, with both the prisoners movement and the national
        movement mirroring and influencing each other. In the 1970s and 1980s, when the Palestinian political factions
        were strongest, the prisoners movement was also at its strongest. Prisoners self-organized according to their
        political parties and coordinated with the outside factions for support, solidarity, and organizing around the
        prisoners issue. Both the national movement and the prisoners movement also found support at this time from
        other contemporary liberation struggles, including those in Northern Ireland and South Africa, in which
        political imprisonment was a central issue.
      


      
        In contrast, when the political parties shifted from resistance to politics in the years following the Oslo
        Accords, resistance inside the prisons also declined, though in slightly different ways. As Agha and Khalidi
        write:
      


      
        
          …the 1993 Oslo Accords marked the Palestinian national movement’s highest political accomplishment and the
          beginning of its slow decline. From then onward, the PA has been trapped between its original revolutionary
          mission as agent for liberation and its new responsibilities as a proto-state, with its attendant civil,
          bureaucratic, and security establishments.
        


        
          (Agha and Khalidi 2017, 2)
        

      


      
        Indeed, as the political factions that made up the PA shifted away from resistance and more towards political
        bureaucracy, popular mobilization on the outside notably declined. Meanwhile, resistance inside the prisons
        also declined, but so did the discipline and self-organizing principles of the counterorder. As such, it is not
        just the internal organizing that shifted, but rather the specific ethos of the PA that, combined with Israeli
        pressures, sought to constrain rather than facilitate resistance.
      


      
        As Agha and Khalidi continue:
      


      
        
          …for a while, the national movement sought to reconcile its contradictory missions. But… the national
          movement had no clear ideology, no specific discourse, no distinctive experience or character… It remained
          incomplete and suspended: a liberation movement not doing much liberating, locked in a fruitless negotiating
          process, and denied the means of government by a combination of Israeli obduracy and its own inadequacies.
        


        
          (Agha and Khalidi 2017, 3).
        

      


      
        Such incompetence allowed for the rise of Hamas in the late 1990s, which, with the retreat of Fatah, positioned
        itself as the party of resistance. Later, during the second intifada, when the 2006
        split between Fatah and Hamas fractured the Palestinian national movement on the outside, the traditional
        cross-faction solidarity and cooperation inside also declined, though did not disappear completely. Indeed,
        some of the initial attempts at reconciliation between Hamas and Fatah were initiated by prisoners, and
        cooperation continued in some prisons at the individual if not the collective level. Yet, in terms of overall
        trajectories, understanding the dynamics of the Palestinian national movement is crucial for understanding the
        direction of the prisoners movement, and vice versa.
      

    


    
      The prisoners movement and civil resistance


      
        I began the book by also asking how mobilization by Palestinian prisoners might be understood as a political
        resistance movement, drawing in part from social movement frameworks. As such, I opted to focus less on
        prisoners’ grievances and more on their organizing and actions. As the previous chapters indicate, the
        prisoners movement developed as a veritable movement, complete with a collective challenge, common purpose,
        collective identity, and sustained interaction with authorities (Tarrow 1998). In addition, social movement theory helps explain why, even while maintaining its
        public resonance, the prisoners movement shifted over time as it struggled with both Palestinian and Israeli
        political constraints, and also with internal resource limitations. While this book focused more on personal
        narratives than theoretical frameworks, social movement theory provided foundational insights for analyzing the
        prisoners movement, and for situating it in the frame of political resistance.
      


      
        Furthermore, in part due to the nature of the means available to prisoners, the movement reflected many
        attributes common to unarmed resistance movements, including tactics such as protest, non-cooperation, and
        civil disobedience; foundations such as the counterorder and the political education curriculum; and the
        disruption of established power dynamics through the withdrawal of consent to authorities. This does not imply
        that the movement was “nonviolent” per se, but rather that, being in the prison environment, prisoners by
        necessity had to be creative to find ways to resist that did not involve arms or conventional weapons.
        Furthermore, it is arguable that it was precisely because the prisoners relied on mostly unarmed tactics that
        they were able to put authorities in dilemma situations that ultimately allowed them to achieve certain rights.
      


      
        The civil resistance elements of the movement also contributed to its broader resonance, both locally and
        internationally, as both the issue and the tactics were seen as morally legitimate. As Wanis-St. John and Rosen
        (2017) write, “A movement perceived as legitimate encourages greater mobilization because the population is
        attracted to its values and goals” (129). Though the prisoners movement is weaker than it used to be, the
        prisoners issue still has notable salience and influence, with expressions of prisoner solidarity and advocacy extending from Palestinian villages and refugee camps to international organizations
        like the United Nations. Political imprisonment has also gained publicity in recent years on social media,
        especially during hunger strikes, even if mainstream media attention has proven difficult to sustain. This
        outside publicity in turn has created another sort of dilemma situation for authorities by putting pressure on
        the state to address the prisoners’ grievances or risk further mobilization from supporters, again indicating
        the synergy between activism inside and outside the prisons.
      

    


    
      Negotiating prison resistance


      
        In Palestine, as in other protracted conflicts, prisons often function as an epicenter of the broader conflict,
        with the state trying to use the prison space as a site for security and control, and prisoners trying to
        reclaim the space as a site for resistance and struggle. The two are thus in a constant state of competition
        and tension, but this tension can perhaps unexpectedly lead to opportunities for negotiation. Indeed,
        prisoners’ acts of refusal, disobedience, and hunger strikes are intended to make the prison system unworkable,
        while outside solidarity mobilization puts additional pressure on authorities to negotiate. In these ways,
        resistance and negotiation are at times complementary rather than mutually exclusive. As Wanis-St. John and
        Rosen (2017) note, “Negotiation is essential to successful initiating, expanding, and sustaining a movement.
        The leverage-generating function of direct action can be seen as… asymmetrical bargaining” (129). Indeed, as
        prisoners in this book described, resistance actions such as hunger strikes were undertaken as a means of
        gaining leverage to force concessions or negotiations, with the recognition of the right to negotiate through a
        prisoner spokesperson still held up as one of the hunger strikes’ most notable achievements.
      


      
        It is important to note however that resistance actions could have dual aims, namely pushing for specific
        demands and rights within the prison on the one hand, and pushing for more structural changes regarding
        imprisonment, or even the broader conflict, on the other hand. In these ways, the prisoners movement reflects
        the assertion of Wanis-St. John and Rosen (2017) that “demands of a movement can be structured to make either
        pragmatic, incremental gains… or far-reaching transformative changes to restructure a system” (129). These
        dualities once again reflect the necessary synergy between the inside and the outside, and between the
        prisoners movement and the national movement, with each working best when in tandem with the other to use
        demands for “collectivizing, dramatizing, and generating momentum” (Wanis-St. John and Rosen 2017, 129).
      


      
        From this perspective, the “negotiation” of rights and resistance can be both literal and figurative. For
        prisoners working for incremental change and pragmatic rights inside the prisons, such rights were gained
        through literal negotiations, usually brought about by a collective action such as a hunger strike. For outside
        activists, actual and potential popular mobilization put pressure on the state to address the prisoners issue,
        often in the context of negotiations. Meanwhile, the state has also “negotiated” control
        and security both literally and figuratively. As noted in this book, direct negotiations between prisoners and
        prison administrators were typically more effective than negotiating prisoners issues at the national or
        political level, as politicians were often unwilling to compromise, while it was in the prison authority’s
        interest to keep the prison system orderly and workable. At other times however, authorities eschewed literal
        negotiations and relied instead on policies designed to put pressure on detainees, such as solitary
        confinement, physical pressure, denial of visits, or force-feeding during hunger strikes, utilizing what might
        be described as “coercive diplomacy” (Schelling 1966, 31)
        to assert control.
      


      
        In these ways, the prison space functions as a sort of microcosm of the broader conflict, with each side
        viewing their actions as necessary and justified in ongoing struggles to achieve rights and security,
        respectively. This dynamic is not unique to Israel-Palestine, with prisons operating as epicenters of other
        protracted conflicts with similar undercurrents, such as Northern Ireland and South Africa. Ironically, in
        these conflicts, as in Israel-Palestine, the state’s attempt to assert control via widespread imprisonment
        policies ultimately backfired, as the issue of detention itself became a central mobilizing aspect for national
        struggle and international solidarity.
      

    


    
      Policy implications: prisoners and peace negotiations


      
        Due to the salience of the issue, imprisonment has been leveraged in formal negotiations with prisoner releases
        or prisoner swaps used as incentives for ceasefires or as preconditions for talks. Indeed, thinking
        strategically about the prisoners issue may mean going beyond prisoner exchanges to consider including the
        prisoners issue in final status talks, or even directly or indirectly involving prisoners and former prisoners
        in negotiations. Looking beyond the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, the involvement of prisoners in the peace
        process in Northern Ireland (where the prisoners issue has many comparable elements to Israel-Palestine) proved
        essential in bringing about the 1998 Good Friday/Belfast Agreement. Likewise, in South Africa, the African
        National Congress (ANC) established the release of Nelson Mandela and other prisoners as a pre-condition for
        deeper political negotiations with the government (Shirlow and McEvoy 2008, 44). As Shirlow and McEvoy (2008)
        emphasize, “in South Africa, Spain, Indonesia, Northern Ireland and elsewhere, negotiations on alternatives to
        armed struggle have all been preceded by discussions with prisoners belonging to the respective groupings”
        (44).
      


      
        As Shirlow et al note:
      


      
        
          Despite the regular collapse of political processes, there remains a progressive plan for peace offered by
          Palestinian prisoners3 and it remains plausible to contend that
          greater political progress might have been made if those incarcerated had assumed primary negotiating
          positions.
        


        
          (Shirlow et al. 2010, 27, emphasis added)
        

      


      
        Though controversial, former prisoner involvement in peace talks can be useful for
        several reasons. Firstly, on the pragmatic level, many prisoners have garnered strong negotiation skills in
        prison through struggles with the prison administration to gain certain rights and privileges. Similarly,
        long-term prisoners sometimes have notable insights into Israeli attitudes through years of interaction with
        and observation of prison staff.
      


      
        Secondly, prisoners have managed in many cases to transcend the political fracturing that has plagued
        Palestinian politics for years. As Khalil noted:
      


      
        
          …the prisoners movement did not get corrupted like the leadership we have. This is why we see that all
          political movements, all parties, are afraid of prisoners, because prisoners have gone through this journey
          and because we have given all our time to this movement.
        


        
          (interview with author 2014)
        

      


      
        Likewise, Vick (2013) writes, “For Palestinians, divided
        as they are by geography and politics and challenged by a lack of a unifying leader, the [prisoners] play a
        crucial rallying role in the Palestinian struggle for nationhood.” In other words, prisoners carry a degree of
        political and social capital that most mainstream leaders are lacking. In this way, prisoner involvement in any
        future talks or negotiations, even indirectly, can lend a necessary credibility to any potential agreements. As
        a prisoner release gave Mahmoud Abbas some room for negotiating in the short-term in the last round of talks in
        2013–2014, actual current or former prisoner involvement and/or endorsement would carry immense weight in
        future processes or agreements.
      


      
        Such engagement is not unprecedented. The Prisoners Document of 2006, often cited for its call for a national
        unity government, also laid out parameters for a two-state solution. Signed by members of the four largest
        Palestinian political factions (Marwan Barghouti of Fatah, Sheikh Abdel Khaliq al-Natsche of Hamas, Sheikh
        Bassam al-Saadi of Islamic Jihad, and Abdel Rahim Malouh of the PFLP), the document called for the
        establishment of a Palestinian state on 1967 borders with Jerusalem as its capital and the right of return for
        refugees. In another example, in 2003, during the height of the second intifada, high-profile prisoner Marwan
        Barghouti (who still polls high in Palestinian presidential election forecasts4) and other prisoners were instrumental in bringing about a short-lived but necessary
        ceasefire, or hudna, that included multiple political factions (Harel 2003).
      


      
        Finally, prisoner “endorsement” of post-conflict activities can give such initiatives a legitimacy that would
        otherwise be lacking. In my interviews for example, it was clear that community members, especially youth, were
        more likely to talk seriously about nonviolent strategies with former prisoners or ex-combatants than they were
        with self-described pacifists or peace practitioners. It should be noted that ignoring the prisoners issue
        because it is difficult or “inconvenient” could also lead to both direct and indirect security risks. Indeed, if the issue is unaddressed or unresolved, it can be held up by radicals, extremists, or
        spoilers for recruitment and/or to continue the conflict.
      


      
        To be sure, there is no single issue that will alter the conflict dynamics in Israel-Palestine in the near
        future. But the salience of the prisoners issue is often overlooked by the international community and by
        policymakers who would be wise to consider the political leverage that the issue carries, both as a
        precondition or incentive for talks, and as a core element of any final peace agreement. Furthermore, being
        open to engaging those who are (at least perceived as) most “extreme,” while seemingly counterintuitive, might
        create some unexpected opportunities, and will no doubt lend more legitimacy to any future attempts at conflict
        transformation in the region.
      

    


    
      
        Notes
      


      
        1    Letter from prisoner Walid Dakka on the first day of his
        twentieth year in prison, 25 March 2005.
      


      
        2    Dakka’s description of the “parallel time” later inspired
        a play by the same name, about three inmates in an Israeli prison, written and directed by Palestinian-Israeli
        Bashar Murkus. The play was staged in Arab communities in Israel for over two years, including in nine schools,
        and before an audience of 1,000 inhabitants of Dakka’s native village, Baka al-Garbiyeh, at a screening held in
        the theater hall of the neighboring Kibbutz Gan Shmuel. The play was performed with Hebrew subtitles in 2014 at
        Haifa University, where it was well received. However, when the play was performed in Haifa’s Al-Midan Theater
        in 2015, it “touch[ed] off a major furor” (Hadid 2015),
        with protests leading to freezes on the theater’s finances, public inquiries, and vocal condemnations by local
        and national political leaders. According to the New York Times, “Opponents of the play acknowledge[d]
        that it does not glorify violence. The problem, they say, is its sympathetic focus on a character who is based
        on a convicted murderer” (Hadid 2015). Though maintaining
        his innocence, Dakka, a Palestinian citizen of Israel, was convicted for involvement in the 1984 kidnapping and
        murder of Israeli solider Moshe Tamam, and has been in prison for over 30 years. Initially slated for release
        in the fourth phase of the 2013–2014 prisoner release during the US-brokered negotiations of the same time
        period, Dakka remained in prison when the fourth release was denied following the collapse of the peace
        talks.Dakka’s case, from his initial imprisonment, to the cancelled prisoner release, to the controversy
        surrounding the play, illustrates the complexity surrounding the issue of prisoners in Israel and Palestine.
      


      
        3    A reference to the National Conciliation Document of the
        Prisoners, discussed below.
      


      
        4    See for example the Palestinian Center for Policy and
        Survey Research’s Public Opinion Polls.
      

    

  


  
    
      Appendix 1:
      Hunger Strike Survey Appendix

    

    
      Age (please circle): 18–24 25–29 30–39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70-79 80-89 90+
    


    
      Sex (please circle): M F Home City or Village: ____________________________
    


    
      Religion: _________________ Political Affiliation: _________________
    


    
      Please indicate your response by placing a check mark in the appropriate box.
    


    
      5=Strongly Agree; 4= Agree; 3= Undecided; 2= Disagree; 1= Strongly Disagree
    


    
      
        
          
            	

            	5

            	4

            	3

            	2

            	1
          

        

        
          
            	Q-1. I feel informed about the prisoner hunger strikes that have occurred in the past
            year.

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   
          


          
            	Q-2. The strikes have raised my awareness of administrative detention and prison
            issues.

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   
          


          
            	Q-3. The strikes have motivated me to learn more about detention and prison issues.

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   
          


          
            	Q-4. The strikes have made me more aware of prisoners’ rights.

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   
          


          
            	Q-5. The strikes make me feel compassion for prisoners.

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   
          


          
            	Q-6. The strikes make me feel sympathy for prisoners’ families.

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   
          


          
            	Q-7. The strikes have inspired me to engage in protests or other activism for
            prisoners.

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   
          


          
            	Q-8. The strikes have inspired me to engage in protests or other activism against the
            occupation.

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   
          


          
            	Q-9. The strikes help bring international attention to the occupation.

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   
          


          
            	Q-10. Hunger strikes are an effective form of resistance.

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   
          


          
            	Q-11. Boycott campaigns are effective forms of resistance.

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   
          


          
            	Q-12. Protests and marches are effective forms of resistance.

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   
          


          
            	Please indicate Yes (Y) or No (N):

            	YES

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	NO
          


          
            	Q-13. I have been arrested, detained, or imprisoned.

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   
          


          
            	Q-14. Someone in my family has been arrested, detained, or imprisoned.

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   

            	   
          

        
      

    


    
      Comments (please use back of paper if necessary):
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