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“I felt a kind of pleasure in seeing them
treat us brutally.” The Emergence of the
Political Prisoner, 1865-1910

PADRAIC KENNEY

Department of History, Indiana University

For half a century, Stefania Sempotowska led the movement for prisoners’
rights in Poland. A teacher active in the socialist opposition to the Russian
Empire, she began working with prisoners in the mid-1890s, and in 1909
co-founded Patronat, the Society for Care of Prisoners. She carried on her
campaign in the interwar years, sometimes battling with former comrades
who proved as determined to incarcerate their opponents as the Russians had
been.' Until her death in Nazi-occupied Warsaw she continued to advocate
for the humane treatment of prisoners. Yet one early misstep in her own
prison experience, in 1907, troubled her. In a memoir published at the time,
she recalled with embarrassment a moment during a brief sojourn in Warsaw
City Jail, when, “One of our companions ... brought joyful news to our cell:
‘I managed to fish out a political from cell 4 [the prostitutes’ cell], and we’ll
get her moved to a political cell.” This ... was a grievous fault on our part,
as we threw into these women’s faces the fact that in the depths of our souls
we regarded them as such low, unworthy companions. That without consider-
ing a value of another person, we assign them names like ‘political’ or ‘prosti-
tute.” We reacted this way instinctively.”” Sempotowska might have added that
the authorities, after all, agreed with her: they not only provided different cells
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! On Patronat and Sempotowska, see Zofia Zbyszewska, Ministerstwo polskiej biedy. Z dziejow
Towarzystwa Opieki nad Wiezniami ‘Patronat’ w Warszawie 1909-1944 (Warsaw: PiW, 1983);
Hanna Mortkowicz-Olczakowa, Panna Stefania. Dzieje Zycia i pracy Stefanii Sempotowskiej
(Warsaw: Nasza Ksiggarnia, 1961).

2 Stefania Sempotowska, Z dna nedzy (Warsaw: K. Kowalewski, 1909), 35-36. Sempotowska
offered one dubious justification: that she and her comrades, socialists though they were, believed
that the other women could live with prison conditions that politicals could not tolerate.
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for different categories of prisoners, but even permitted the politicals them-
selves to make the case for assigning particular prisoners to each category.

The Russian administration in Warsaw in 1907 was unusual in accepting
the category “political prisoner” explicitly, and in ceding such control to the
prisoners themselves. Yet the political prisoner is a familiar figure whether or
not a regime has acknowledged it. Thanks to the work of Amnesty Inter-
national, among others, we imagine that we know who political prisoners are
and how they act.> We do not know how Sempotowska’s cellmate identified
a kindred soul in cell 4, but we readily accept that this other prisoner was to
both her fellow socialists and the prison authorities distinguishable from the
prostitutes and others imprisoned for criminal transgressions. But how and
why could they, and do we, recognize this figure? Is the incarcerated victim
of tyranny a timeless archetype, or as rooted in the modern era as are the
trade unionist or the Member of Parliament?

In prisons around the world in the late nineteenth and early twentieth cen-
turies, activists in all kinds of oppositional movements drew upon similar
resources and made analogous decisions about how to interact with the total
institution* that confined them. The practices of political imprisonment have
remained mostly similar since then; Sempotowska and her contemporaries
would find much that is recognizable among inmates at the Guantanamo Bay
detention camp and countless other prisons today. They would not have had
the same sense looking to the past, however; as this article will argue, until
prison itself became a realm of politics in the late nineteenth century, incarcera-
tion seemed a hindrance to rather than a catalyst of one’s cause. When politics
made itself at home in the prison cell, the political prisoner was born.

While political prisoners have attracted the attention of scholars in a
variety of fields, findings have been limited in several ways. First, the literature
often assumes the existence of an archetype connecting political prisoners
across all of history. Jesus Christ, St. Peter, and Socrates—to stay in the
ancient world—are often described as political prisoners.” Attention to
common experiences across time can be useful, not least to modern prisoners
who have perceived parallels. They have found comfort, for example, in
reading of the passion of Christ. Yet we weaken our ability to analyze relations
within and around the prison if we categorize the political prisoner so broadly.
Would that anonymous “political” in the prostitutes’ cell still have been a pol-
itical prisoner if she were alone like her more famous forebears, with no one to

3 See for example Aryeh Neier, “Confining Dissent: The Political Prison,” in Norval Morris and
David J. Rothman, eds., The Oxford History of the Prison (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995),
350-80; John Laffin, The Anatomy of Captivity (London: Abelard-Schuman, 1968).

* T use here Erving Goffman’s terminology, which underlies Michel Foucault’s later concept of
“the complete and austere institution.” See Erving Goftman, Asylums: Essays on the Social Situ-
ation of Mental Patients and other Inmates (Chicago: Aldine, 1961), ch. 1.

For expansive definitions, see Neier, “Confining Dissent”; and Laffin, Anatomy of Captivity.
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name and rescue her? Does the appellation have any meaning in reference to
solitary denizens of medieval dungeons? By situating the political prisoner
within particular social and institutional relations, we gain insight into
modern political relations as well.

Second, most scholarship has concentrated on the political prisoners of a
single country.® Such research can show how political prisoners are framed in
particular cultural and political contexts, but cannot as easily ask questions
about the category itself. Third, scholarship that has moved beyond single
cases has often lacked any historical framework. This is especially true of
work on prison writings.” This paper uses three cases—Poland in the
Russian Empire, British South Africa, and Ireland—to compare how these
states, and prisoners themselves, thought about categories of imprisonment.
My purpose is to embed the political prisoner firmly within the modern age,
with origins in the half-century before World War 1.

THE IMPRISONED POLITICAL

The history of incarceration of individuals for beliefs or actions against the state
or a comparable authority stretches well before the period explored here. Some
aspects of the phenomenon remain constant: such prisoners thought of them-
selves as different from other prisoners in terms of their character and the
nature or intent of their transgressions; they often try to demonstrate this
through their comportment under lock and key. Often, they have expected
and demanded treatment appropriate to their moral character.®

Yet the experiences of prisoners in the ancient or early-modern worlds
differ fundamentally from those of the modern political prisoner, both in the
ways states perceived and treated their captives and in the ways prisoners them-
selves thought about incarceration. Until the last third of the nineteenth century,
regimes treated those incarcerated for engagement in political activities

¢ Key works not cited elsewhere in this article include Ervand Abrahamian, Tortured Confes-
sions: Prisons and Public Recantations in Modern Iran (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1999); Fran Lisa Buntman, Robben Island and Prisoner Resistance to Apartheid (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003); Ujjwal Kumar Singh, Political Prisoners in India
(Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1998); Philippe Vigier, ed., Repression et prison politiques en
France et en Europe au XIX® siécle (Paris: Créaphis, 1990); Polymeris Voglis, Becoming a
Subject: Political Prisoners during the Greek Civil War (New York: Berghahn Books, 2003); Niko-
laus Wachsmann, Hitler s Prisons: Legal Terror in Nazi Germany (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 2004). A valuable overview is Mary Gibson, “Global Perspectives on the Birth of the
Prison,” American Historical Review 116, 4 (Oct. 2011): 1040-63.

7 Barbara Harlow, Barred: Women, Writing, and Political Detention (Hanover, N.H.: Wesleyan
University Press, 1992); loan Davies, Writers in Prison (Oxford: Blackwell, 1990); and Paul
Gready, Writing as Resistance: Life Stories of Imprisonment, Exile, and Homecoming from Apart-
heid South Africa (Lanham, Md.: Lexington Books, 2003).

8 See Sir Leon Radzinowicz and Roger Hood, “The Status of Political Prisoner in England: The
Struggle for Recognition,” Virginia Law Review 65, 8 (Dec. 1979): 1421-81; George Sigerson, Pol-
itical Prisoners at Home and Abroad (London: Kegan Paul, Trench, Triibner, 1890).
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individually, even if they belonged to an organization. The latter part of this
“pre-modern” era is the age of liberal leniency described by Barton Ingraham,
who notes dozens of examples of prominent jailed critics allowed to conduct
business or entertain their friends in their cells. This treatment stemmed in
part from regimes’ respect for the social status of opposition figures.’
Regimes also tended to treat imprisonment as a temporary stage in the punish-
ment process; those prisoners who were not released quickly headed onward to
exile or off to the gallows or guillotine.

Equally important, though, was the way that such prisoners conceived of
the experience of incarceration. Few imprisoned figures in early-nineteenth-
century Britain achieved as much fame from prison as did Henry Hunt, who
was locked up at Ilchester in 1819 for his part in the Peterloo demonstration
(he was speaking on parliamentary reform at the moment when the British
cavalry charged into the crowd gathered on St. Peter’s Field). Hunt wasted
no time in the Ilchester “Bastile,” as he called it: he smuggled out a pamphlet,
“A Peep into the Prison,” that exposed the conditions he and other prisoners
endured. The pamphlet enjoyed wide circulation, and had some impact on
prison reform. Yet Hunt, as he describes the food, the furnishings, the sufferings
of other inmates, and the petty cruelties of the wardens, gives no hint of a
community of like-minded prisoners, nor any evidence that imprisonment
contributed to his political struggle. Indeed, Hunt’s repeated references to the
limits placed on visits by his friends make it clear that prison has interrupted
his politics.'® The prison, for Hunt and other radicals, was certainly a prime
example of what was wrong in England; William Cobbett had argued in
1816 that the politicians and their cronies, and not the incarcerated debtors
and petty thieves, were the real criminals deserving of a prison cell."
But this rhetoric made no effort to link imprisonment itself to the political
cause.

The fundamental difference between Hunt and his late nineteenth-century
successors is one between a politics against the prison or imprisonment and a
politics of and in the prison. Over the many centuries of dissent and punishment

° Barton L. Ingraham, Political Crime in Europe: A Comparative Study of France, Germany,
and England (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1979), esp. 160-65. As Edmund Dwyer
Gray notes, this was in Britain a matter of custom rather than law. Prisoners were granted privileges
and allowed regimens deemed commensurate with their moral stature, which derived both from
their class and from the considered nature of their infractions. See The Treatment of Political Pris-
oners in Ireland (Dublin: The Freeman’s Journal, 1889), esp. p. 7.

' Henry Hunt, 4 Peep into a Prison, or, The Inside of Iichester Bastile (London: printed and
published by T. Dolby, 1821).

"' Michael Ignatieff, 4 Just Measure of Pain: The Penitentiary in the Industrial Revolution,
1750-1850 (New York: Pantheon, 1978), 159. Use of the terms “political” and “criminal” inevita-
bly introduces confusion that cannot be avoided. Cobbett’s polemic reminds us that the category of
“criminal” is itself an uncertain one, encompassing offenders who are merely indigent, those who
have committed violent crimes, and some whose crimes might perhaps be labeled “political.” On
Cobbett, see also Gray, Treatment of Political Prisoners, 5.
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before the mid-nineteenth century, prisoners incarcerated for political acts or
ideas sometimes accepted their fate and sometimes protested it. But the
prison itself, and the fact of incarceration, appeared to them a hindrance to
their activities or an embodiment of what was wrong in the political and
social order, though the experience might of course boost one’s fame. They
were imprisoned politicals: their incarceration posed an obstacle to political
work. A politics against the prison, whether envisioned as personal (my impri-
sonment is wrong or arbitrary) or universal (all imprisonment is bad), charac-
terized the imprisoned political and his comrades outside prison as well. The
prison was intended by the state to hinder the actions that provoked arrest
and internment, and imprisoned politicals could not yet see a way beyond
the boundaries set by the regime.

The political prisoner, in contrast to the imprisoned political, imposes his
or her politics onto the prison and uses the institution as an instrument of pol-
itical activity. Some act with impunity, while others, suffering restrictions, iso-
lation, and hardships almost unimaginable, conduct but the barest outlines of a
political struggle. Still, they aspire to a politics in and of the prison as yet unim-
agined by Hunt and others of his era.

STATES AND PRISONS

The modern prison—a centrally controlled, comprehensive state institution that
houses, disciplines, and reforms transgressors of the law—spread from north-
eastern Europe in the eighteenth century to Asia and Africa in the early twen-
tieth. By the mid-nineteenth century, all countries in Western Europe and North
America boasted a network of state-run institutions employing a variety of
techniques to control and transform their residents.'? The prison itself was at
first merely a temporary detention on the way to something else for most deni-
zens. Inside, most political offenders were lumped together with criminals.
Cases like Hunt’s were exceptions proving the rule of solitary individuals
imperfectly sundered from their communities.

Premodern incarceration looks in some ways like exile, and was often in
fact a first step en route to exile. More democratic states like Britain, moving
toward a policy of toleration of differing viewpoints, used prison like house
arrest to hamper the activities of bothersome opponents. Exile was largely
for those deemed harmful to the social or economic order.'® In more authoritar-
ian regimes, such as the Russian Empire, political opponents did not need to
disappear over the horizon to Siberia, for they could still be made to vanish

'2On the modern prison, see Norval Morris and David J. Rothman, eds., The Oxford History of
the Prison (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995); Ignatieff, 4 Just Measure; Patricia O’Brien,
The Promise of Punishment: Prisons in Nineteenth-Century France (Princeton: Princeton Univer-
sity Press, 1982).

13" See George Rudé, Protest and Punishment: The Story of the Social and Political Protesters
Transported to Australia, 1788—1868 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1978).
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just as if transported or executed. Modern prisoners disappear into torture
chambers, into the intensive scrutiny of the state; the pre-modern disappeared
prisoner was simply ignored and even forgotten. Walerian Lukasinski suffered
this fate. An army officer linked to the Freemasons and other secret organiz-
ations in Warsaw during the reign of Russian Emperor Nicholas I, Lukasinski
was sentenced in 1824 to fourteen years imprisonment, with the proviso that he
could only be released with personal approval from the governor general of the
Kingdom of Poland. He never got out, outliving several governors general and
Russian emperors and dying at the Schlisselburg Fortress outside St. Petersburg
in 1868. Over the decades, other prisoners occasionally glimpsed his gaunt
figure down a corridor, and he became more rumor than fact, as distant to
later generations as if he were in Siberia.'*

Though Fukasinski ostensibly represented a movement of disaffected,
liberal nationalists—his conviction came just a year before the Decembrist
Uprising in St. Petersburg—he was really a personal captive, held indefinitely
at the wishes of the governor general, and thus of the Russian emperor. He was
not the subject of anyone’s gaze, not in the Panopticon or on public display (as
in Foucault’s analysis of early modern public executions), yet neither was he of
any interest to the sovereign. There is no evidence that ongoing administrative
decisions rather than malignant neglect kept Lukasinski in Schlisselburg rather
than in exile. Given the utterly disorienting isolation he experienced, however,
he may as well have been in Siberia.

The exile of protesting individuals might appear to be the logical outcome
of a modernizing state’s efforts to manage nascent revolt, a pruning of the dis-
orderly growth in society’s garden. The nineteenth century was indeed the
century of exile: states had acquired, at about the same time, both the power
to suppress rebellion or conspiracy (standing armies, police forces), and exten-
sive territories (colonies or remote hinterlands) in which to warehouse van-
quished foes.'> However, the expansion of state power and aspirations, and
the spread of nationalism eventually rendered exile obsolete. Target territories
no longer welcomed boatloads of rejects, and states began to question whether
exile was an efficient use of transport and land. Eventually exile lost favor,
ending first in Australia in the 1850s and 1860s. In January 1868 the last

!4 Rafat Gerber, “Wstep,” in Walerian Lukasinski, ed., Pamietniki (Warsaw: PIW, 1986).
Though composed in prison toward the end of his life, the “memoirs” are really essays on politics
that reveal mainly just how greatly four decades in prison had isolated Lukasinski.

'3 Key works on transportation and exile include Clare Anderson, Convicts in the Indian Ocean:
Transportation from South Asia to Mauritius, 1815-53 (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 2000); Alice
Bullard, Exile to Paradise: Savagery and Civilization in Paris and the South Pacific, 1790-1900
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2000); George Kennan, Siberia and the Exile System
(New York: The Century Co., 1891); Stephen A. Toth, Beyond Papillon: The French Overseas
Penal Colonies, 1854—1952 (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2006). Deportation was
even considered in Wilhelmine Germany: Warren Rosenblum, Beyond the Prison Gates: Punish-
ment and Welfare in Germany, 1850—1933 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2009).
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convict ship from Britain, the three-masted Hougoumont, arrived at Fremantle,
Western Australia with nearly three hundred convicts aboard, including a
handful of political exiles. Given the tens of thousands that Britain had dis-
posed of across more than two centuries (the vast majority not political), the
end of British exile practices signposts a change in the way prisoners, and par-
ticularly political prisoners, were regarded. The prisoner who was not sent over
the horizon but kept instead in a state institution with many others needed to be
managed and put to some use by the modern state.

The institution itself was new, for the early modern prison differed in sig-
nificant ways from its modern counterpart. The typical early modern prison was
locally controlled, loosely regulated if at all, and run as a livelihood. In Britain
through the early nineteenth century, the jailer derived his income from any fees
he could extract from those placed in his charge.'® Russia, in turn, had less use
for prisons since the serfs were tied to landowners and subject to their idiosyn-
cratic systems of justice. Prison was a place avoided not only by offenders but
also by the courts, which sentenced most to either corporal punishment or
immediate release.'” In Asia and Africa, prisons were generally places for
short-term detention.'® As a means of sequestration, banishment was preferable
to prison for both the prisoner and the state. The creators of the modern prison
vigorously debated the correct approach to social control and the best means by
which to create what Michel Foucault called “docile bodies.” The debate about
means contained a debate about purpose: could prisons transform criminals into
useful, respectable citizens, or should they simply confine them as punishment
and prophylactic? Historians of the prison, in turn, have deliberated whether the
oft-invoked principles of moral improvement and compassion were real or just
a smokescreen for the vengeful exercise of state power."”

The boundaries of the categories “criminal” and “political” can be difficult
to draw. By locking up political opponents states usually (though not always)
classify their actions as crimes. Some prisoner advocates, in turn, advance the

16 Randall McGowen, “The Well-Ordered Prison: England, 1780-1865,” in Norval Morris and
David J. Rothman, eds., The Oxford History of the Prison (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995),
71-99.

'7 Bruce F. Adams, The Politics of Punishment: Prison Reform in Russia, 1863—1917 (DeKalb:
Northern Illinois University Press, 1996), 9.

% The institution of prison itself only becomes standardized across the world from the early
twentieth century, as studies of non-Western prisons show. See for example Peter Zinoman, The
Colonial Bastille: A History of Imprisonment in Vietnam, 1862—1940 (Berkeley: University of Cali-
fornia Press, 2001); Florence Bernault, ed., 4 History of Prison and Confinement in Africa, Janet
Roitman, trans. (Portsmouth, N.H.: Heinemann, 2003); Frank Dikétter and Ian Brown, eds., Cul-
tures of Confinement: A History of the Prison in Africa, Asia and Latin America (Cornell:
Cornell University Press, 2007).

9 Michel Foucault, Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison, Alan Sheridan, trans.
(New York: Vintage, 1995), 135. On debates concerning the purpose of prison see, for example,
Gibson, “Global Perspectives on the Birth of the Prison,” 1046; Adams, Politics of Punishment,
3—11; and O’Brien, Promise of Punishment, esp. ch. 1.
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view that all who are incarcerated are either engaged in or are victims of poli-
tics. The term “political criminal,” less common today, only complicates
matters further.”’ As I will explain, the category of the “incarcerated political”
must be understood as both legal-institutional and social. This first part of this
essay examines ways in which political prisoners were created and shaped by
laws and institutions, after which I turn to how prisoners made their own
categories.

The great era of prison reform, stretching across the middle third of the
nineteenth century, witnessed not so much the reform of existing institutions
as the creation of a state-centered, state-directed system for treatment of offen-
ders, political offenders included. Prisons became institutions for controlling
and reforming, both tasks in which the state had a clear interest. Political offen-
ders now became integrated into a new relationship with the state, in an insti-
tution shared with criminals. Thus regimes of political incarceration appeared
after the birth of the prison as a state institution. Political offenders would sub-
sequently carve out from this system a new category and set of practices.

One might be tempted to link the figure of the modern prisoner directly to
the problems of the development of liberal democracy, as Darius Rejali has
convincingly done for methods of torture.?’ Indeed, as Britain was turning
toward domestic confinement in place of exile in the 1860s, officials of
France’s Second Empire were recognizing the category of the political prisoner
and creating special quarters and rules for them.** These were becoming con-
cerns for European states generally, whether liberal or not. Russian Poland,
subject for much of the nineteenth century to martial law, recognized the cat-
egory of political offender as early as 1861. In 1880, Russian authorities in
Warsaw establishing guidelines for the Citadel (and later other prisons)
acknowledged the category of “political prisoner.” The rules promulgated
lacked detail, and were in any event superseded five years later by a compre-
hensive regulation. However, the 1880 regulation did recognize a collective
identity among such prisoners by granting them certain rights and forbidding
them others. For example, politicals were to be separated from criminals and
allowed to walk on the prison grounds together, but they were prohibited
from submitting petitions as a group.”® The latter implicitly acknowledged

20 Qee, for example, Ingraham, Political Crime; and Dirk Blasius, Geschichte der politischen
Kriminalitit in Deutschland 1800—1980 (Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, 1983).

2! Darius Rejali, Torture and Democracy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2007).

22 Jean-Claude Vimont, La Prison Politique en France: Genése d'un mode d’incarcération spé-
cifique XVIII*-XX® siécles (Paris: Anthropos, 1993), 444, 452-54; Gray, Treatment of Political
Prisoners, 24.

23 Andrzej Budzynski, “‘Pawiak’ jako wigzienie polityczne w latach 1880-1915,” PhD diss.,
Warsaw University, 1987, 112-18. On the justice system in the Kingdom of Poland (the formal
name for the Polish part of the Russian Empire), see Elzbieta Kaczynska, Ludzie ukarani. Wiezienia
i system kar w Krolestwie Polskim 1815—-1914 (Warsaw: Panstwowe Wydawn. Naukowe, 1989),
42-105.
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that what distinguished politicals was their tendency to engage in collective
action. The authorities were not necessarily responding to activity within
prison so much as anticipating the mapping of modern public activism onto
prison spaces.

Though the Russian Empire was undergoing reform, it was not becoming
liberal. To identify one’s political opponents as such while imprisoning them
demonstrated the power of the autocrat. As in France, Britain, and Germany,
Russian jurisprudence found political crime a useful concept. Ingraham notes
the paradox that while liberalism made it possible to understand political
dissent as morally grounded, and thus allowed for political infractions to be
treated more leniently than criminal acts, the “political criminal ... was still pre-
vented from further harmful activities to the state by isolation from the society,
much in the same way as a carrier of disease is isolated.”** Liberalism frames
the political convict as someone to be quarantined from the body politic: kept
close by, yet still dangerous. Legal designation is less relevant here than is the
juxtaposition of liberal ideas (evident also in the police reforms of Alexander II
in Russia) with the continued and indeed growing need to isolate dangerous
opponents.25

A development concurrent to that of state bureaucracies and institutions,
namely of political parties and organizations, shifted the supply side of the
prisoner-state relationship. The modern political organization, hierarchical
and united by common ideas and tasks, came into being in the same context
of dynamic urban centers, increasingly literate communities, and rapid com-
munication technologies. It, too, is a product of the second wave of industrial-
ization and urbanization that, like the prison, spread from Britain, northwest
Europe, and the United States outward across Europe and beyond. In Europe
the conspiratorial groupings of the first half of the nineteenth century and
before, including insurrectionists of all sorts, now ceded the stage to political
movements aspiring to both programmatic coherence and longevity. Parties,
associations, trade unions, and the like drew strength from and espoused
more-or-less coherent ideologies that they contrasted with what they perceived
as the coherent ideologies of the state or of economic elites. They therefore
mounted a new sort of challenge to regimes of all kinds.®

24 Ingraham, Political Crime, 318.

%5 On the Russian reforms, see Jonathan W. Daly, Autocracy under Siege: Security Police and
Opposition in Russia, 1866—1905 (DeKalb: Northern Illinois University Press, 1998), ch. 1.

6 See Charles Tilly and Lesley J. Wood, Social Movements, 1768-2008 (Boulder: Paradigm
Publishers, 2009), ch. 3; Philip Nord, “Introduction,” in Nancy Bermeo and Philip Nord, eds.,
Civil Society before Democracy: Lessons from Nineteenth-Century Europe (Lanham, Md.:
Rowman & Littlefield, 2000), xiii—xxxiii; Miroslav Hroch, Social Preconditions of National
Revival in Europe: A Comparative Analysis of the Social Composition of Patriotic Groups
among the Smaller European Nations (New York: Columbia University Press, 2000).
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The emergence of modern political prisoners coincides with a fifty-year
period (1860s—1910s) during which such political movements matured
around the world. Their struggles often were accompanied by violence
(anti-colonial war, civil war, terrorism) combined with clearly articulated pol-
itical and social programs, which forced liberal and autocratic regimes alike to
reexamine policy toward their opponents at home and abroad.?’ This era also
brought the first concentration camps, genocides, and civilian refugees. It is
not surprising that political prisoners would take their place on stage at the
same time. Central roles were played by socialist and nationalist organizations,
both legal and not, which developed by the 1870s into mass movements with a
permanent place in the political landscape. But all kinds of political organiz-
ations would force the state to develop new strategies.

We must not draw too neat a dividing line in the history of political incar-
ceration, but a look at the problem from the perspective of the state itself does
suggest a necessary evolution of disciplinary tactics. The individual pamphle-
teer or the nearly anonymous member of a loom-smashing