EMILY and BILL HARRIS _
REFUTE HEARST DEFENCE CASE

T)e following is a statement released by Bill and Emily Harris
in response to accusations by the Hearst Defence. Although
subjected to a variety of implicative statements by the Hearst
Defence, Emily and Bill Harris waited deliberately until the
Hearst jury was sequestered before releasing this statement.
The statement, which was prepared before Patricia Hearst
herself testified, is an effort to place in perspective the
charade now being played out in San Francisco. There will
be a further and more detailed response to the specific tale
being spun out by the Hearst Defence. Bill and Emily Harris
have made it clear that they would never testify against
Patricia Hearst.

The Hearst machine marches on, convinced that their money
and influence is enough to pull the wool over the eyes of the
American people and trick them into believing that the
daughter who “disgraced” them and exposed them for what
they arg¢, was in fact brainwashed by revolutionaries. Now
the Hearsts have singled out the two of us to justify their evil
fabrication. We will not be characterised this way without a
fight, and we believe it is only right that that fight take place
in a courtroom in Los Angeles around the charges which all
three of us face together as co-defendants. We do .10t want
our trial here to begin before the end of Patricia Hearst’s
trial in San Francisco. We want to wait until she can be tried
here with us. We are confident that people will listen to us
and that this game of the Hearst family will not be allowed to
continue unabated. We are not intimidated by the fact that
the Hearst family has unlimited wealth plus access to a large
media empire because we have faith in the ability of most
people to see and understand the truth when they are allowed
access to it.

We have seen this defence being set up for almost two
years now — from the very moment the Hearst family heard
their daughter say in a communique that she was staying
with the SLA. Her family’s response then was that she had
been brainwashed and they severely chastised the Attorney-
General of the United States for calling her a criminal. After
Patricia surfaced in a bank robbery, Hearst owned and con-
trolled media hyped the theory that pictures of her inside
the bank showed that she was being held at gunpoint, that
her taped words indicated duress and that she was in fact
probably already dead. After reports came out that Patricia
had saved our lives, the Hearst machine was silent because
her courageous response there was definitely in contra-
diction to their “helpless victim” propaganda campaign.
After Patricia’s capture, Catherine Hearst started in again by
admonishing reporters for saying that her daughter had been
arrested — “please,” she insisted, “call it a rescue.”

Now, a million-dollar defence effort has unfolded a case
that will never be acceptable in any courtroom, but which
has inundated the public mind by utilising a billion-dollar

media empire to run its interference even before a jury was
selected. So we are bombarded with a continuous flood of
such suggestive details as lie detector tests, head X-rays,
psychiatric evaluations, so-called brainwash experts saying,
“Yes, she was brainwashed,” and F. Lee Bailey pointing the
finger at the two of us and dead Comrades.

Of course, the supreme irony of the brainwash theory is
that now the U.S. government is in the untenable position
of having to make the choice between undercutting their own
propaganda, which was pushed so heavily during the
Korean and Vietnamese Wars, or of acquiescing to the
deceitful Hearst defence. We suggest that they will do the
latter, and this acquiescence, of course, is what Bailey’s
defence team is counting on to convince the jury.

And who are the lawyers who have been bought by the
Hearsts to prepare so incredible a defence? F. Lee Bailey is
a shyster from way back, who will sing the Hearst’s song for
the right price, not caring in the least that it is a total
perversion of the truth. He has defended the My Lai war
criminal, Ernest Medina, a real terrorist. And now Bailey,
along with Johnson, is peddling a totally offensive war
machine helicopter at every pause in the trial proceedings.
These two are assisted by Hearst corporate lawyers in what
is, in fact, a corporate case.

Out of this very complicated situation, what is Patricia
Hearst’s role, both past and present? Well, we will tell you
that she is far from the weak, hysterical, pampered little
heiress that her family has tried to characterise her as. The
Patricia Hearst we knew was strong and assertive, making her
own independent decisions. The relative smoothness of the
whole evolution of her defence from the beginning until now
can only be seen as an indication of her willing compliance.
People either stand fast or fall when they are called to the test
and Patricia Hearst is falling — falling for a game that is based
on the ruthless power and privilege of the wealthy. She has
wilted like a flower out of the sunlight and, in an almost
masochistic process, has lost all pride and respect for herself
as a person. Her present reversion does not negate the pro-
cesses of revolutionary change, as her family so desperately
hopes. Instead, it shows that a person does not become a
revolutionary overnight, but only out of a lifetime struggle.
The possibilities of backsliding are ever present.

But we know that Patricia Hearst will never be able to erase
from her mind the awareness and growth that she went
through in the past few years. How can she forget our
murdered sisters and brothers and the warmth of comrade-
ship that she shared with them — feelings that she herself
eloquently spoke of following their deaths? How can she
forget the love and respect expressed to her by the men,
women and children who helped the three of us during our
escape from a similar fate? How can she respect the power

of her family in getting her off when she knows that that (cont. p10)

anarchist organisations but by regard to the proletariat.”

Well, they might deny being Leninists but they don’t seem
to be too shy about holding hands with the old Spectre
himself. (Marx, thatis...)

P.R.

If we take ‘‘Leninism’’ to mean the doctrine of Lenin as

laid down in “State and Revolution’ (though in fact Lenin
laid different doctrines down at different times), we must
confess we should not have described the AWA as “libertarian
Leninist” as the prefix “libertarian’ was an unnecessary
qualification. In ““State and Revolution” Lenin claims to

be for the disappearance of the State while a Marxist in the
materialist sense; he denounces some Anarchists like
Kropotkin solely for their compromise on the issues of the
time (substitute “Freedom”) while other Anarchists who go
on fighting for their principles are denounced as “bandits”,
“criminals’’ and ‘‘terrorists’’ (the word “‘fascist” was unknown
to him but Trotsky helpfully supplied the word ““White
Guardist”). ~

CHANGE OF LINE

[ came into the anarchist movement a couple of years ago.
[ accepted the story in “Freedom” that it is the same paper
that has been published since 1886; and was also a bit
perturbed at the constant sniping in its columns at the
johnny-come-lately “Black Flag”, the latter being accused
of “violence”, “‘adventurism’ even “‘terrorism”, also the
snide attacks on Meltzer, Graham, Bonnano and others

which now punctuate it from time to time.

Last week I came across some copies of “War Commentary™

which changed its title to “Freedom’ and some of the early
copies of “Freedom’ (1946). I thought I was reading
“Black Flag”, not only the same line but some of the same
people! I encountered nothing at all like the so-called “non-
violent” line of “Freedom’ today.

Imagine the bother “Freedom” would make over Mat
Kavanagh’s introduction to “The Wilhelmshaven Revolt™ if
it were an article in “Black Flag”.

R.A.P.

9 ’
s

VOL.IV  No. 7

MARCH 1976

15p
























