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who we are and what we do
Our zine’s first issue “Abolish DPS: Envisioning a #PoliceFreeUSC” in-
troduced USC Abolition to the university community in February 2021. 
We began as a group of graduate students —white and people of color—
concerned with USC’s entanglements with the prison industrial complex. 
Like many others on college campuses across North America/Turtle Is-
land in the wake of the police killings of George Floyd, Breonna Taylor, 
and many other Black people and people of color, we focused our atten-
tion on the failures of policing and joined the chorus of voices demanding 
the divestment from and abolition of the Department of Public Safety 
(DPS). We worked in coalition with the Black Student Association, Stu-
dent Coalition Against Labor Exploitation, Reimagining Public Safety at 
USC, and other USC stakeholders to demand the abolition of DPS and 
oppose the administration’s lackluster attempt at change with the Com-
munity Advisor Board (CAB). We organized online throughout the pan-
demic, responding to the administration’s failure to engage in good faith 
with abolitionist perspectives on campus safety and building networks 
with like-minded organizers. We worked alongside the national Cops Off 
Campus movement and held a public demonstration on May 5, 2021 as 
part of the Abolition May campaign. For us, this included fundraisers for 
SCALE’s worker solidarity fund and We the Unhoused and a donation 
drive for WTU’s Power Ups with JTown Action and Solidarity as a politi-
cal education tool on the connections between mutual aid1, the houseless-
ness crisis, and abolition. To that end, we’ve invited several local mutual 
aid groups and community organizations to share campaign updates and 
ways to get involved, which you’ll find throughout the zine.

Four months later in September, the CAB concluded its year-long pro-
cess of listening sessions and research on DPS. Its vision of “community 
safety for all” ultimately preserves DPS and its power to control, surveil, 
and punish those in the university and local community. Despite the 
spotlight on DPS and rhetoric of increased accountability, officers have 
continued to sustain a violent relationship with students of color and the 

surrounding community. This 
includes the recent incident 
where on June 27, 2021, a so-
cial worker and ten squad cars of 
LAPD officers conducted a “well-
ness check” on a Black couple in 
graduate student housing who had 
just welcomed their first child into 
the world. The officers arrived with 
their guns drawn on the students, and 
removed the new father from their home, holding him for over two hours 
outside his home. USC has not offered the couple any support through this 
traumatic event, and when they did contact them, they assumed the inci-
dent was related to domestic abuse. The couple have also shared that the 
USC-housing division has consented to the Department of Public Social 
Services (DPSS), LAPD, and Department of Public Safety (DPS) returning 
to their home, and may have provided them with a key thus permitting law 
enforcement to enter without a warrant present. We repeat: 

The police cannot be reformed; they must be 
abolished. 

USC will have you believe that DPS cannot be abolished. In its report, the 
CAB claimed that “the fight for abolition belongs in Sacramento and the 
City of Los Angeles.” However, our demands have been clear: as a private 
institution that willingly created DPS, USC has the complete authority to 
reorganize, downsize, and recreate a community-centered, nonviolent, 
abolitionist form of campus safety. The CAB correctly claims that USC 
cannot ban all police, such as LAPD, from the campus, but does so to con-
vince you that DPS is a humane alternative. We further explain our oppo-
sition to the CAB in our feature article, which is USC Abolition’s response 
to the CAB recommendations. Moreover, the administration’s insistence 
on DPS reflects a culture of punishment and control that translates into 
the surveillance of all aspects of campus life and student privacy. In the in-
terest of earning revenue from student tuition, USC has chosen throughout 
the pandemic to maintain residential living and has mandated employees 

INTRODUCTION

1 Mutual Aid is grassroots collective organizing that is for the people, by the people.
Mutual Aid is a voluntary, reciprocal exchange of resources and services for mutual benefit.
Mutual Aid recognizes and acknowledges injustice.
Mutual Aid believes that the system is broken, not the people.
Mutual Aid knows that we all have needs and we all have something to give.
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https://uscabolition.files.wordpress.com/2021/02/usc_abolishdps_zine-1.pdf
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to return to work in person with less than a month’s notice. Rather 
than prioritize health and safety in light of vaccine opposition and the 
rise of the delta variant, USC has introduced mandatory surveillance 
testing and daily check-ins imposed on the campus community, cre-
ating more barriers between USC and the surrounding community. 
We discuss this division in the continuation of our series “USC and 
the Surrounding Community” and address how this surveillance infra-
structure infiltrates the classroom in the transition to online learning 
in “Decarcerating the Classroom.” 

USC has promoted a culture of punishment, control, and surveillance, 
which leads us to believe we need DPS, identification checks, and other 
tools promoted under the guise of safety. Rather than being in service 
to the educational and intellectual pursuits of the campus communi-
ty, USC’s carceral infrastructure preserves capital flow through tuition 
dollars, donations, and the protection of the university’s physical and 
intellectual property. As abolitionists, we fight for an educational expe-
rience that is empowering and does not come at the expense of others. 
We fight for a campus that resists carceral infrastructures. We fight for 
a campus that is in harmony with the local community. We fight for a 
world that is humane, caring, and compassionate.

@ashluka

https://www.instagram.com/ashluka/
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Cops Off Campus Coalition
@copsoffearth

The Cops Off Campus Coa-
lition is a “coalition of coali-
tions” building coast to coast 
across Turtle Island (North 
America). We are a network of 
local, regional, and transnation-
al coalitions and collectives of 
students, educators, other work-
ers, and all other community mem-
bers impacted by police and policing at all 
levels of education (K-12, universities, vocational and 
professional schools, colleges, seminaries, etc.). Guided by the 
transformative worldview of abolition, we work within our own 
communities and collectively to forward urgent alternatives to 
policing that will build a future University beyond punishment 
and violence. If you’d like to get involved you can reach out to 
us at https://airtable.com/shrxCJnKfQhLaroa0

https://airtable.com/shrxCJnKfQhLaroa0 
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The Only Endgame is Abolition A Response to the USC DPS CAB Recommendations

In the summer of 2020, trembling at the righteous fury of the Black-led youth 
who took to the streets to protest the police, the University of Southern Cali-
fornia re-instituted a Department of Public Safety (DPS) Community Advisory 
Board (CAB) to suppress rising opposition to USC’s longstanding history of vio-
lent policing. At the end of July 2021, after over a year of supposed community 
input, the CAB released its recommendations for “a vision of community safety 
for all.” To our disappointment (but not our surprise), this CAB report has failed 
to chart any meaningful path towards real public safety. Its recommendations 
are mere toothless reforms, and it refuses to confront policing1 itself as an over-
arching threat to public safety. For those of who believe true public safety is 
meant to include all Black people, all Latinx people, all Indigenous people, all 
poor people, and/or all unhoused people, the only endgame is abolition. We 
can and should debate the road to abolition, but the endgame is certain. This 
report does nothing to set us on that road.
 
The CAB Report offers two general recommendations: (1) to re-envision public 
safety and (2) to create an independent DPS oversight body. They then offer 43 
“action items” grouped around “four thematic pillars: Accountability, Alterna-
tives to Armed Response, Community Care and Transparency.” Our response 
will not evaluate each independent action item—instead, we will emphasize 
what the CAB report has failed to recommend, before explaining how these ab-
sences make the CAB Report so toothless. We of course support the re-envi-
sioning of public safety, and we believe that an independent body should hold 
power over DPS (although, as we will explain shortly, we reject the idea that its 
purpose should be mere “oversight”). But these recommendations are mean-
ingless if they hesitate to attack the power structures that actually make our 
community unsafe. Real public safety requires a radical transformation in the 
structure of our community.  

Unaccountable Power
The CAB calls for an independent DPS oversight body that engages in “unfil-
tered annual reporting to the president and Board of Trustees and a related 
but distinct annual report available to the general public.” No specific recom-
mendation is given for how members of this body would be selected, or how it 

would be internally structured, instead resolving for a general call for the body 
to “reflect the diversity of campus stakeholders.” 
Even without examining the proposed scope of this oversight body, we can rec-
ognize fundamental issues in its structure. The body reports to the president, 
rather than being able to make and implement its own policy decisions. Its re-
ports to the president are specified to be “unfiltered,” but no such assurances 
are given for its reporting to the general public. And perhaps most troublingly, 
the report makes no suggestions for systematically including the surrounding 
non-USC community (all it refers to are “outspoken neighbors”) in the forma-
tion and ongoing leadership of this body. While this body may be “independent” 
of DPS, it is not independent of the USC leadership—the very same power struc-
ture that has allowed DPS to terrorize the community for decades! The USC 
leadership is entirely complicit in DPS’ wrongdoing. Why should an “indepen-
dent” body report to them? 

The CAB report lays out a variety of activities this body can engage in to oversee 
DPS. But what do any of these activities matter if the CAB has no independent 
power to act in the face of DPS abuses? What does gathering data matter if this 
body, in the face of systematic ineffectiveness and wrongdoing, cannot abolish 
DPS and pursue a new path towards public safety? There would be some merit 
to such a body if it could at least make all gathered information available to the 
broader community (thus giving the community the ability to democratically 
advocate for a new vision of public safety), but the recommendations imply that 
this board would be restrictive in sharing information to the public. “Oversight” 
is meaningless without power, and the ultimate power in this scenario is the 
power to abolish DPS and start over. No one is asking for DPS to become “more 
accountable” to the USC leadership. The USC leadership already has power over 
DPS. We demand that DPS become accountable to the community itself. 

Maintaining an Armed Response
In one of many displays of willful ignorance, the CAB report recognizes that 
armed responses can result in “lethal consequences” yet refuses to consider 
whether an armed response is even necessary for public safety. The appendix, 
which otherwise does briefly engage community objections to DPS, does not 
even mention the proposal to disarm DPS. Instead, the report’s discussion of 
“alternatives to armed response” chooses to cynically focus on the issue of ra-
cial profiling—as if the goal is to make sure Black people are harassed at a rate 

USC Abolition x Reimagine Public Safety  

1 We borrow Critical Resistance’s definition of policing, referring to “a social relationship 
made up of a set of practices that are empowered by the state to enforce law and social 
control through the use of force.” This includes so-called “community” policing, a half-mea-
sure that research shows does nothing to meaningfully empower communities & instead 
expands police power.
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“equitable” to that of whites. Let’s be clear about this: armed officers will always 
be a danger to Black people, and all other criminalized people. We do not want a 
“reduction” in encounters with armed officers; we want encounters with armed 
officers to end. 

Abolition is the endgame because the abolition of the police is the only thing 
that can protect Black and other marginalized people from police violence. Even 
if we could effectively sanction and fire officers who racially profile people (and 
again, the CAB report empowers no independent body to do so), we wouldn’t be 
able to undo the damage those officers cause. All we can do is prevent police vi-
olence in the first place—yet the CAB refuses to recommend the first preventive 
step of disarming DPS. 

No Care for Community Safety
The CAB report’s refusal to thoroughly examine preventive public safety con-
tinues in its discussion of community care. Really, this section could have been 
called “community co-option.” At no point does the report acknowledge the 
decades of damage that USC (not just DPS) has inflicted upon the community 
through the gentrification of the neighborhood and the exploitation of its work-
ers. Instead, this section is entirely concerned with convincing (one might even 
say deceiving) the community to see itself as being aligned with USC and DPS. 

When weighed against the long and ongoing history of economic and physical 
violence that USC inflicts upon the community, the call to build “trust” is noth-
ing short of gaslighting. Why should the community trust a university that has 
caused their rents to skyrocket? Why should the community trust a university 
that has forced countless beloved community businesses to close? Why should 
the community trust a university that has decided to send armed officers to sur-
veil them the moment they step outside of their homes? The university is active-
ly making the community less safe for its long-time residents. The community 
has every right to distrust the university.

This failure to reckon with the wrongs USC has inflicted on the community is all 
the more inexcusable when we recognize that USC’s economic injustices have 
made the neighborhood less safe for everyone. We know that burglaries and 
robberies occur out of economic desperation; yet USC has ignored its role in de-
stabilizing the economy of the neighborhood. If we genuinely care about ending 
violence, it goes without saying that USC must take responsibility for improving 
the economic conditions of the neighborhood—through the creation of afford-
able housing, unionized jobs, and the funding of radical, human-centered ser-
vices. With a roughly $6 billion endowment, we know that USC has the money.2 
The report’s inability to consider these necessary steps indicates that it, too, is 
a product of USC’s systematic inability to care for the surrounding community. 

Hiding from Transparency
The report’s discussion of transparency fails to engage the issue in a serious way. 
In a display of telling irony, it dedicates an excess amount of time to an issue that 
barely relates to transparency—the appearance of the DPS uniforms—to hide from 
any serious commitments to transparency in data or funding. Again, the report 
refuses to suggest that all data on the DPS’ activities be made freely available to all. 
Neither does it advocate for the DPS budget to be made completely public. Instead, 
the CAB report appears to take the ludicrous position that the main thing DPS 
needs to do to be more transparent is look different from the LAPD.3

The CAB report’s approach to transparency underscores its general failure to rec-
ognize the structural problems with USC’s approach to public safety. It focuses 
on superficial changes rather than trying to alter the basic power structure in our 
community. To the CAB, transparency is about improving DPS’ “communication” 
with the community, rather than making the community better able to scrutinize 
DPS. Real public safety requires a commitment to egalitarianism and democracy—
but all the CAB can imagine in its recommendations is “humanizing” a hierarchy.

Misunderstanding Abolition
The CAB Report gives abolition no more thought than a few bullet points in the 
appendix. It fails to acknowledge the existence of any USC campus- or neigh-
borhood-based abolitionist organizations, even though these organizations have 
staged multiple protests against DPS (one of which involved a direct confrontation 
with the CAB’s co-chairs). It should thus come as no surprise that the CAB report 
embraces willful ignorance in an attempt to refute the idea of abolition. Against the 
proposal to abolish DPS, the CAB report simply states that “if DPS did not exist—or 
if DPS is reduced significantly—then policing on campus currently provided by 
DPS would instead be handled by the LAPD.” It helpfully adds that, “USC does not 
have the legal authority to declare its campuses ‘police-free’ zones where the LAPD 
cannot function.” This is really their argument: that USC should send armed offi-
cers to surveil, harass, and endanger the community because someone’s gotta do 
it, right? This contorted reasoning ignores the fact that, in addition to DPS, both 
LAPD and the Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department (LASD) already frequently work 
in the areas around campus, in effect meaning that three police forces target the 
surrounding community.

The most basic premise of abolition is that we can create programs for public safety 
that do not rely on policing. No abolitionist is asking for USC to abolish the DPS 
and then throw all the money that once funded DPS into a fire. What we demand 
is for USC to use that money to create programs that specialize in de-escalating 

2 See “Facts and Figures,” About.USC.edu, https://about.usc.edu/facts/ 
3 Such emphasis on the aesthetic differences between LAPD and DPS obscures the reality that, in fact, DPS 
regularly hires disgraced LAPD officers. One example is LAPD Sgt. Peter Foster, who cost Los Angeles $1.2 
million for his racism toward a Black officer. See “Why Does USC Hire People Fired by the LAPD?” Capital & 
Main, 11 February 2021, https://capitalandmain.com/why-does-usc-hire-people-fired-by-the-lapd-0211

https://about.usc.edu/facts/  
https://capitalandmain.com/why-does-usc-hire-people-fired-by-the-lapd-0211 
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conflicts nonviolently, in responding to mental health crises, and in sup-
porting the victims of interpersonal violence (all of which the CAB report 
claims to support). The CAB is correct that if we abolish DPS, USC will be 
totally reliant on the LAPD and LASD for policing. But the whole point of 
abolition is that we do not need to rely on policing to be safe. The fact that 
USC can’t ban LAPD from entering campus is irrelevant if no one feels the 
need to call LAPD in the first place.  The CAB report itself inadvertently 
confirms our point. It defends DPS on the basis that “if DPS did not exist, 
then the 911 system and the LAPD would handle the dispatch of calls from 
the USC campuses.” In other words, DPS is currently only keeping LAPD 
off-campus by providing an alternative emergency phone number to 911. 
This is almost exactly what we are proposing—the only difference is that 
we believe policing should be excluded from the services that USC’s emer-
gency phone number provides. 

Moving Forward
The only endgame for public safety is abolition. Yet it is obvious that the 
CAB has never seriously considered the idea of it. Their “response” is to 
say that USC can’t abolish policing because policing has to exist. Despite 
a long history of campuses serving as experimental communities, partic-
ularly when it comes to justice systems, they refuse to even consider the 
idea that USC could, in creating alternative public safety programs, render 
policing (including the LAPD) irrelevant to our community. The CAB re-
port does nothing to refute abolition—all it does is demonstrate the CAB’s 
inability to think critically about public safety. We must continue to de-
mand real public safety for all members of this community. We reject the 
CAB’s proposal to create an oversight body under the authority of USC 
leadership. We demand the creation of a truly independent, democratic 
and community-driven commission to abolish policing at USC! 

8
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@streetwatchla
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The gates surrounding USC reflect a key ideology of the university: that the 
outside community must be kept out/off our campus. They are there to “pro-
tect” us from our primarily Black and Brown neighbors. They are there to do 
the same public relations job that Davarian Baldwin argues campus police do: 
communicate to wealthy parents that despite the rumors they’ve heard of USC 
existing in an unsafe neighborhood, the neighborhood is not welcome on our 
campus, and thus their children are safe. It presents the fantasy that the uni-
versity can be harmed by the surrounding community, as opposed to the re-
ality, which as our first entry in the “USC and the Surrounding Community” 
series showed: universities harm surrounding communities. Not only has USC 
displaced locals’ housing and businesses, but universities are tax-exempt insti-
tutions, meaning that USC does not financially give back to the city. The gates 
and DPS do the same work: they keep local community members out so as to 
hoard university wealth and resources for those deemed deserving: primarily 
those who have already spent most of their life with access to wealth and re-
sources. Looking at the history of USC’s gates and walls shows the underlying 
ideologies of USC’s notions of who deserves access to university resources.

What do USC’s gates and walls do?

credit: Streetsblog California, Jonathan Weiss

This USC-created divide between the campus and the surrounding community 
was made most explicit in 1994 when USC published their first Strategic Plan. In 
it they listed “environmental threats” to the university, and under #5 they wrote: 
“Los Angeles: The dangers of continuing instability in USC’s immediate neighbor-
hoods, along with Los Angeles’ other problems, are detrimental to the continuing 
success of the university. Issues include crime, poor primary and secondary edu-
cation, unemployment, urban blight, weakened families, and natural disasters.” 
In characterizing the city as a threat to the university they positioned themselves 
in opposition to the city. The strategic plan entails addressing the “weakness” 
that is “USC’s location in the center of Los Angeles”. This narrative of us (USC) 
vs. them (the rest of LA, but particularly the neighborhoods surrounding USC) 
is central to the campus, and can still be heard in the rhetoric of USC students 
today when discussing the “safety” of surrounding neighborhoods. These notions 
of safety, just as the notions of threat in 1994, are rooted almost exclusively in 
ideas of the class and race of the neighborhoods surrounding campus. But this 
ideology’s history extends back much further.

credit: LA Times, Lawrence Ho

https://jacobinmag.com/2021/09/university-cities-urban-development-gentrification
https://jacobinmag.com/2021/09/university-cities-urban-development-gentrification
https://strategic.usc.edu/about/past-strategic-plans/
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and Jerry’s ice cream on campus. USC President at the time, Steven Sample, 
had verbally committed to the project in 1991, and then avoided Manual Arts 
High School calls for two years to get written consent.

According to the video “USC: Uneasy in South Central” produced by UNITE 
HERE! Local 11 in 1995, the university spent over $100,000 building new 
iron fences after the 1992 LA Riots. USC geography faculty at the time ar-
gued this reflected the university’s fortress mentality, they describe this as 
“when people who are comfortable within the core move outward beyond the 
core and the interactive zones around the campus they may feel uncomfort-
able having left the safe havens of their own territory.” This idea that the 
surrounding community is a hostile threat to the university is built into the 
foundations of the university itself. 

The university seemed satisfied with the ideological work of the fences un-
til 2012, when a shooting on campus resulted in - as any crime on campus 
that receives mainstream news coverage does - a performative investment 
in “safety” by the university. This safety really means further funding of the 
campus police via the installation of pedestrian gates (that closed between 
9 pm and 6 am) and the stationing of guards at all other campus entranc-
es. The new security protocols involved scanning all license plates, stepping 
up LAPD presence, filming the surrounding neighborhood, scanning stu-
dent fingerprints, and the growth of safety officers to 258 alongside the 30 
LAPD officers on the University Park Task Force which patrolled the area 
around the campus. Said Task Force had 170 surveillance cameras positioned 
around the campus and 60 license plate readers. A student group called #US-
ChangeMovement argued at the time, and we second this argument now: the 
gates do the work of creating a barrier that isolates USC from the South Los 
Angeles community and leads to an increase in incidents of racial profiling. 
The inclusion of Trojan Check to this campus safety protocol in the wake of 
the pandemic reflects a “crisis response” that involves the university doubling 
down on who belongs and who does not belong on our campus.
 
As USC students, we must unlearn and undo the physical and cul-
tural architecture that separates the university from the surround-
ing community. These are not threats, these are our neighbors. If 
we wish to be a part of LA, that means all of LA, not just the parts 
with donors, but the parts with everyone.

In 1972, Thomas Kilgore, a pastor at the Second Baptist Church, was asked to speak 
to the graduating class. He critiqued the university, calling them (the administra-
tion?) “inept at dealing with the neighborhood.” He was shortly after appointed 
director of the university’s first community relations office, but in the mid-1980s, 
when he fought the university’s proposal to build fences around the campus to 
‘secure’ the area ahead of the influx of tourist and media for the 1984 Olympics, 
he was subsequently ignored. Kilgore’s history on the campus reflects the ways 
the creation of his role was more a PR performance than an actual investment in 
working with the surrounding neighborhood.  

According to the LA Times, another Olympics project involved the McDonald’s 
Corp., which had donated $4 million to USC for a pool on campus that would be 
open to local youths for summer use. But by 1993, any pretense that the surround-
ing community was welcome on campus was long gone. The pool was closed to 
anyone younger than 16 and adults wishing to use it had to  pay a fee of $50 per 
semester (adjusted for inflation this would be close to $100 a semester in 2021). 
The article quotes Rev. Brian Eklund of St. Mark’s Lutheran Church on Vermont 
Avenue, who stated that while “the idea was for it to be a joint community-USC 
venture, but it’s now just a USC pool...I’ve never seen a person of color in that pool, 
except for a tan body.” Also in 1993, USC backtracked on allowing Manual Arts 
High School students, situated less than a mile from USC’s campus, to sell Ben 

credit: Annenberg, Qi Shen

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1wZiFKf089HP62eTN4eHTs_gYxQN6CCqE/view?usp=sharing
https://la.curbed.com/2013/1/7/10288686/its-about-to-get-a-lot-harder-to-get-into-usc-literally
https://dailytrojan.com/2013/10/28/students-petition-to-remove-fence/
https://dailytrojan.com/2013/10/28/students-petition-to-remove-fence/
https://www.latimes.com/archives/la-xpm-1993-03-21-ci-13703-story.html
https://www.latimes.com/archives/la-xpm-1993-03-21-ci-13703-story.html
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@NOlympicsLA
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by Matt Gray (cardstock, micron pen, posca paint marker, 5”x7”)
@Collage.Mirage

If anyone is interested in purchasing this print ($30-50, sliding scale), the proceeds will 
be donated towards Streetwatch LA. Please email usc.abolition@protonmail.com for 
details.  
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With the onset of the pandemic in March 2020, universities found themselves 
rapidly adapting to an entirely digital space; every pedagogical interaction 
became mediated through a series of platforms and apparatuses. As part 
of adapting to this condition, many universities swiftly implemented the use 
of proctoring software, which does the proctoring work normally performed 
by professors and TAs on campus. Yet there is little evidence that these 
softwares work, even as they invade students’ privacy, implement facial rec-
ognition, record students’ keystrokes, track their eye movements, and col-
lect device data such as IP addresses and URLs visited. As an intersection 
of university and policing infrastructures, proctoring software extends the 
surveillance logics and practices of the public physical classroom into the 
private intimate home, highlighting how these infrastructures operate not 
only as a “technological substrate of networked services that support the 
development and deployment of pervasive-computing applications…[but 
also as] another manifestation of cultural practice”1 (Dourish and Bell 2007). 

The implementation of proctoring softwares further inscribes carceral log-
ics into our classrooms, which unequally impact students of color, students 
from lower socioeconomic backgrounds, transgender students, undocu-
mented students, and disabled students. Simultaneously, this engenders an 
environment of distrust, neither of which are beneficial for student learning 
(Lang 2013). The centering of carceral logics and distrust in the classroom 
were in place long before the move online, but they have become intensified 
and have expanded in codification in the past year (Lingel and Sinnreich 
2016). We thus ask: how does proctoring software reinforce a carceral infra-
structure and shape the meaning/purpose/prioritization of the classroom? 
How do these surveillance technologies reproduce structures of colonialism, 
racial capitalism, heteropatriarchy, and ableism? 

decarcerating the classroom 

And as universities begin to address what we’ve 
learnt, gained, and lost over the past year: how can 
we imagine the (digital) classroom differently? 

Decarcerating the Classroom is an ongoing research project by a group of 
graduate students at USC and members of USC Abolition that takes a criti-
cal stance towards proctoring software and uses it as an entry point to start 
rethinking the classroom and its carceral logics. As abolitionists, we want to 
join the broader conversation about what decarcerated education can look 
like, what an abolitionist pedagogy means for how we engage technology, 
and what foregrounding the life-giving and life-sustaining possibilities of 
education could mean for how we approach testing and assignments in 
higher education. The project consists of an archive, which collects exam-
ples of complaint and resistance against proctoring software, as well as a 
set of guidelines that suggest ways of creating curricula and facilitating the 
classroom that are more aligned with an abolitionist pedagogy. 

Decarcerating the Classroom will be running a symposium in spring 
2022 on abolitionist pedagogy. If you’re interested in attending or 
learning more, please reach out!

1 Dourish, Paul & Genevieve Bell. 2007. “The Infrastructure of Experience and the Experience of Infrastructure: Meaning and Structure 
in Everyday Encounters with Space.” Environment and Planning B: Planning and Design 34(3): 414–430. https://doi.org/10.1068/
b32035t
2 Lang, James M. 2013. Cheating Lessons: Learning from Academic Dishonesty. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Pres doi:10.4159/
harvard.9780674726239.
3 Lingel, Jessa, and Aram Sinnreich. 2016. “Incoded Counter-Conduct: What the Incarcerated Can Teach Us About Resisting Mass 
Surveillance.” First Monday 21(5).  

@enron___hubbard

https://decarceratingtheclassroom.myportfolio.com/
http://instagram.com/enron___hubbard/
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@latenants

Please email Los Angeles Tenants Union 
(info@latenantsunion.org) if you can volunteer 
Chinese language translation. 

mailto:info@latenantsunion.org
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resources
mutual aid 

Trojan Food Pantry
“The Trojan Food Pantry offers fresh food, non-perishable items, toiletries, 
and academic supplies for currently enrolled USC students. The Trojan Food 
Pantry addresses food insecurity on campus and provides much needed 
temporary relief to those experiencing food emergencies. The day-to-day 
operations are led by the Student Basic Needs staff and student volunteers 
under the consultation and guidance of the St. Francis Center.”

Student Basic Needs Emergency Relief Grant
“The Student Basic Needs Emergency Relief Grant is a one-time funding op-
portunity designed to help currently enrolled students who are experiencing 
sudden financial distress due to unforeseen circumstances. These grants are 
available for students experiencing financial difficulties that jeopardize their 
success or continued enrollment at USC and who have exhausted all other 
resources. Examples may include, but are not limited to, dental/medical costs, 
housing costs, and unexpected loss of employment.”

Trojan Shelter, Housing for College Students by College Students
“Trojan Shelter is a University of Southern California registered campus organi-
zation that operates as housing for college students experiencing homelessness 
in the greater Los Angeles area. Our organization offers free-of-charge housing, 
meals, and resources to its residents.”

learning
Against Cop Shit - Jeffrey Moro (blog post)

Thoughts on an Abolitionist University: Freeing Higher Education from Itself - 
Davarian Baldwin + Roderick Ferguson (YouTube video)

Visualizing Abolition (video series)

Harney, S., & Moten, F. (2013). The undercommons: fugitive planning & black 
study. Wivenhoe: Minor Compositions.

Maldonado, D. and Meiners, E.R. (2021). Due Time: Meditations on Abolition 
at the Site of the University. Social Text. 39 (1 (146)): 69–92. doi: https://doi.
org/10.1215/01642472-8750112

Dyke, E. Meyerhoff, E., & Keno Evol. (2018). Radical Imagination as Pedagogy: 
Cultivating Collective Study from Within, on the Edge, and Beyond Educa-
tion. Transformations (Wayne, N.J.), 28(2), 160–. https://doi.org/10.5325/tra-
jincschped.28.2.0160

https://seip.usc.edu/tfp/
https://studentbasicneeds.usc.edu/resources/financial-insecurity/
https://www.trojanshelter.org/
https://jeffreymoro.com/blog/2020-02-13-against-cop-shit/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TyVnGef9mhU
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TyVnGef9mhU
https://ias.ucsc.edu/content/2021/visualizing-abolition
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@peoplescitycouncil
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get involved
Feeling moved, angered, or inspired by the content of 
this zine? Get involved with us! We are a group of aboli-
tionists who are also USC graduate and undergraduate 
students committed to changing the university’s relation-
ship with policing and the local community. Our mission 
demands urgency, numbers and diverse perspectives. 
We welcome members who believe in a better future 
for USC — one that is shaped by and for all community 
members. We look forward to connecting and building 
solidarity with you here: usc.abolition@protonmail.com

Twitter: @USCabolition
IG: @uscabolition
Web: uscabolition.wordpress.com

mailto:usc.abolition@protonmail.com
http://twitter.com/USCabolition
http://instagram.com/uscabolition/
http://uscabolition.wordpress.com 

