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Inside This Bulletin 
	  
This is the fifteenth pre-convention bulletin to be published in preparation for the ISO’s 2014 National Convention, 
which will be held in Chicago on February 15-17. (Please note that these dates are the Saturday, Sunday and Monday 
of Presidents’ Day weekend – which will hopefully make it easier for delegates who have a day off on that Monday 
from school or work.)  
 
The national convention is the organization’s highest decision-making body. It is our main opportunity to generalize 
the experience of local branches across the whole organization, review and assess the ISO’s work over the past year 
and map out our tasks for the coming year. The convention also elects the ISO’s national leadership bodies. 
Convention delegates are elected by local branches at a ratio of one delegate for the first five dues-paying members, 
and one delegate for every eight dues-paying members thereafter. 
 
Your branch can choose to hold pre-convention discussions at branch meetings or as events separate from branch 
meetings. Please be sure, however, to limit all pre-convention discussions (and documents) ONLY TO DUES-
PAYING MEMBERS OF THE ISO.  
 
All members who are in good standing are invited to contribute documents and/or resolutions to the pre-convention 
discussion bulletins. We will produce as many bulletins as necessary.  
 
Please submit your documents and/or resolutions to bulletin@internationalsocialist.org and cc Sharon at the national 
office (sharon@internationalsocialist.org) if you plan to submit a document and/or resolution, so we can plan bulletin 
production. Thanks. 
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Documents 
 

	  
Concerns with the organization’s disciplinary process  
regarding charges of rape and sexual assault 
 
This document is written in the spirit of raising several concerns I have about the organization’s procedure 
for dealing with disciplinary cases relating to sexual misconduct—specifically charges of rape, and sexual 
assault as outlined by the Rules Committees guidelines.  These come from my experience on the National 
Disciplinary Committee over the past year, and are raised by me as an individual. This is not an attempt to 
speak collectively for the entire NDC.  
 
The purpose of a disciplinary process for a revolutionary socialist organization 
 
Developing official organizational mechanisms and an internal process for dealing with disciplinary issues 
is an important step forward in the development of the ISO and will allows us to protect the safety of the 
organization and it’s membership. Part of this includes our ability to build an organization that is affirming 
and empowering to those who are oppressed in our society, both in our politics and our practice.  Doing this 
will strengthen our ability to develop political cadre, and be effective fighters and leaders in the world.  
 
When addressing cases of sexual misconduct--specifically charges of  rape and sexual assault, two 
important factors need to guide our practice Firstly, constructing a set of rules and a process that respects 
the due process of our membership. Secondly, prioritizing creating a process that is sensitive to, and 
understanding of, the impacts that rape can have on survivors, specifically their ability and capacity to 
participate in a disciplinary process, along with the unique circumstances of rape and sexual assault in our 
society that makes it more difficult to investigate and gather evidence in comparison to other cases.  I am 
concerned that what we are requiring of complainants from this process, and the standard the guidelines are 
establishing for ruling on charges of sexual misconduct,  fall short of this later goal.   
 
Concerns with the existing guidelines 
 
The guide lines for ruling on cases of sexual misconduct, and what they outline as requirements for 
complainants participation, raise several concerns for me that I believe we need to grapple with as a 
Marxist feminist organization. A summery of the key parts of the process which I find concerning are listed 
below. While on the surface level these guidelines appear to be useful, upon further examination their 
shortcomings and problems become more apparent; 
 

1. According to the guidelines, complainants are required to submit their charges within one year of 
the alleged assault/rape.  

2. This complaint must be written by the complainant and submitted to the NDC.  
3. Additionally, the investigation and hearing process (two separate things) require the complainant 

to answer questions posed by the NDC, Although the complainant is not required to participate in 
either process for the case to move forward, it is understood that not doing so will greatly hamper 
their case and the ability to declare a preponderance of evidence ruling.   

4. The determination of weather or not the NDC finds a preponderance of evidence or not is based 
upon; the complainant and respondents statements, witness testimony, expert opinion, and any 
material evidence.  

 
The following are my concerns with the guidelines as outlined above, and in the General Disciplinary 
Procedure document.  
 

• Given the pervasiveness of sexism and victim blaming in our society, participating in an 
investigative and disciplinary process can be tremendously difficult and re-traumatizing for a 
survivor. It is therefore unsurprising that those coming forward to report charges of rape—
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even within a revolutionary socialist organization committed to fighting for women’s 
liberation and against sexual violence, may find it to be a very emotionally challenging 
process. The high level of stress and anxiety produced by sexual traumatization can--for 
understandable reasons, can negatively effect the survivors ability to participate in a 
disciplinary process, especially one that is so demanding.   

 
• As the rules state, the person filing the charge of rape against another member is required to 

provide a written statement to the disciplinary committee in order for this body to hear the 
case. If a member discloses their rape to someone not on the DC initially, and feels it is too 
traumatizing for them to disclose their experience yet again in the form of an official, written 
statement, what is the organization to do? Not hear the case? Accept that there is a member in 
the organization who has been accused of rape? 

 
• As it currently stands, our guidelines say that a complainant must report their charge within a 

year of the assault. This statue of limitations is completely out of line with existing criminal 
law in most states which provide for a much longer period of time to report a sexual assault 
and/or rape. Due to the traumatizing effects of rape, and the pervasiveness of sexism and 
victim blaming , it understandably takes the vast majority of survivors years to report their 
sexual assault, if they even report it at all. While the ISO’s commitment to women’s liberation 
and ending sexual violence can hopefully mitigate against some of these larger societal 
effects, it is completely impossible for us to erase them altogether. Therefore, the existing one 
year statue of limitation for reporting sexual assault and rape cases is very concerning, and  
inappropriate.  

 
• As it stands now, if the member reporting a charge of rape is unwilling/ emotionally unable to 

participate in a hearing process with the DC, this inevitably hurts their case, making it 
incredibly difficult to find a “preponderance of evidence” that a rape took place.  The high 
emotional bar required for those reporting a charge to participate in the process, and the likely 
negative effects their inability to participate in a hearing would have on their case and the 
NDC’s ability to find a preponderance of evidence, both damages our ability to keep members 
safe and uphold the political integrity of the organization, and could dissuade survivors from 
reporting their assaults to the organization in the future, for fear that the process would not 
work in their favor.  

 
• Rape is very different from many other crimes. Unlike most other crimes, rape most often 

occurs in very private settings and only takes place between the survivor and the rapist. Most 
often, there is no physical evidence--unless a survivor goes to a hospital and receives a rape 
kit which is extremely rare due to the immense social pressures of victim blaming, and no 
material evidence—such as eye witness reports, video footage, incriminating testimony (ex: X 
person said they raped Y).  In most cases, it takes years for a rape survivor to seek out 
counseling services, or even tell other people what happened. Contrary to victim blaming 
mythology, according to the U.S. Department of Justice only 8% of rape accusation are false, 
meaning the 92% are true.  Due to the overwhelming and traumatizing nature of sexual 
violence, survivors’ recollection of the rape(s) can frequently be disjointed, fuzzy, and partial, 
making it incredibly difficult to produce a clear narrative of the assaults(s).  Given these facts, 
in most cases of sexual assault that get reported to the NDC, it is likely that evidence could 
likely be disjointed and partial, and/or limited to two different accounts of what happened, 
with very little to zero physical  or material evidence.  All of this is likely to greatly effect the 
organizations ability to rule in favor of a preponderance of evidence in cases of rape. How 
then does this create a fair, and balanced disciplinary procedure for the complainant of a rape 
charge? Rather, it seems like the odds are stacked against them.  

 
Conclusion 
 
The ISO’s standing disciplinary procedure for dealing with cases of sexual misconduct—specifically 
charges of rape, while well intentioned, appear to have some inadequacies, raising serious concerns given 
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the goals of such a process within an organization like ours. I do not have the answers to these problems, 
but if we are attempting to engage in a serious, through, and organization-wide discussion about 
constructing a fair, just, and effective disciplinary process, then these issues need to be engaged with—
especially surrounding charges as serious as rape. I understand this is a difficult and challenging task for all 
of us, and that many comrades have put much work into creating these guidelines, but I believe that 
through having a collective, organization wide conversation, we can come up with the best solutions. I look 
forward to comrades’ responses and input—particularly those on the Rules Committee, and hope to 
participate in a fruitful, and comradely, conversation about these issues that can produce a responsible, and 
fair disciplinary process.  
 
Keegan O., New York City 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 
The foundation and growth of a branch in difficult times 
 
Introduction 
 
The Columbus, Ohio branch of the ISO has been steadily building in size and political seriousness since a 
period of rebuilding began in 2010. Though the branch has experienced some shortcomings and had 
periods of decline as well as periods of growth in the last 3 1/2 years, our branch believes that our 
experience in Columbus is significant in the development of national perspectives and assessment in the 
recent period, marked by the global economic crisis. In this document, we hope to explain, first, why we 
think our branch’s history represents a clear endorsement for the organization’s perspectives and general 
trajectory in the recent era, and second, to explain, based on a local assessment of our own progress, the 
particular practices that we think can further strengthen our organization. 
 
Building in Columbus 
 
The Columbus branch dates back to the fall of 2004, when a cadre member moved to the city and began 
organizing at Ohio State University.  A branch was created, consisting of 4-6 members, out of anti-war, 
immigrant rights, and Palestine organizing--but by Fall 2008, this cadre was again the only member in 
Columbus. A second member was recruited in the summer of 2010, at the height of the financial crisis.  
 
The branch expanded again in Fall 2010--in the context of student organizing around sweatshops, low-
wage cafeteria workers at OSU, and the Dan La Botz Campaign for Senate--and in Winter 2011, when, 
concurrent to the Wisconsin struggle, thousands of Ohio unionists and allies successfully beat back the 
anti-union SB5 bill.  In Summer 2011 we were 4, 3 of whom continue to be members of the branch. 
 
The membership of the branch grew rapidly during Occupy, and peaked at 11 in Winter 2012 at the 
movement’s height, before tapering off significantly at the end of that movement. The 100-person Midwest 
Marxism conference we hosted in December 2012, however, showed the potential to grow and recruit on a 
more substantive basis, despite the end of Occupy.   
 
In the most recent semester, the branch grew from 6 to 8 members. The 6 members in the branch before 
this semester have all been in the organization for more than one year, and three of them have now been 
working together for three years. Over the course of these periods of expansion and then contraction, the 
branch’s political education and commitment to the ISO’s politics has increased consistently, strengthening 
its core, even as we were, at various times, unprepared to recruit and retain as many contacts and members 
as were coming around us. However, it’s not just the emerging ability to recruit and retain members that 
makes this a positive story, but the difficult and tumultuous conditions in which this occurred, which we 
think speaks to the ability of the organization to make a serious impact on local politics and to be a training 
ground for the political leaders we need.  
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National Perspectives, Local Examples 
 
There are three elements of the ISO’s politics and perspectives that we wish to highlight as crucial to our 
ability to build a branch from the ground up in this difficult period:  
 
(1) the ISO’s understanding that the crisis has created conditions in which there exists immense potential 
for radicalization and struggle, as well as a serious pushback from the ruling classes that make this 
radicalization and these struggles uneven  
 
As Occupy began to splinter, we remained confident that while this round of the radicalization was dying 
down, the conditions that created it were very much in play -- and intensifying.  This didn’t mean we sat 
around pining for “the next big thing,” but we made ourselves internally stronger and looked to 
opportunities for struggle that emerged.  Organizing a Midwest Marxism Conference in 2012 allowed both 
internal cohesion and an outward approach, and we recruited a member out of the conference who is now 
an active part of the branch.   
 
Similarly, the “Struggle for Black Liberation” study group we kicked off in early 2013 allowed us to bring 
contacts in from anti-gentrification work, to prepare the branch politically in understanding the struggle, 
and to be fit, in August 2013, to help organize the widespread anger against the Zimmerman verdict and 
attempts in Ohio to bring in Stand Your Ground laws.  The individuals and groups involved in these 
struggles were completely different than those in Occupy and featured a range of mixed political ideas -- 
and yet were responding to the clear injustices of this crisis.  The national perspectives allowed us to 
understand and expect the flashes of radicalization, their unevenness, and the need to continue to build 
socialist organization and highlight socialist politics even in the downturns. This has kept our branch 
members and allies who are close to us focused and determined, and stronger for each uptick in struggle, 
while many others who were heavily involved in anti-racist work or Occupy have since become 
demoralized and often less active.  
 
(2) the call to root ourselves more deliberately in anti-racist and anti-sexist struggles  
 
As just one example of the importance of recognizing emerging anti-racist and anti-sexist struggles as key 
components of the larger and growing discontent in our society in the era of global crisis, the ISO 
Columbus branch made great strides through its engagement with sexual assault and reproductive justice 
organizing over the last year. Though last spring (2013) was a relatively slow period for activism in 
Columbus, compared to the last few years our young branch had been organizing, the national 
organization’s focus on women’s liberation in last convention had oriented us to strengthening ties with 
feminist organizations on campus and in the community, on the heels of the Steubenville rape case that had 
horrified not just our local community but the nation at large. We took the lead in initiating a larger and 
more outward looking campaign on sexual violence and rape culture at Ohio State, which we were able to 
do because we had relatively more confidence and experience than some of the activists who were leading 
previously existing anti-rape groups. We had two very successful campaigns around this, which greatly 
increased our profile on campus, a postcard writing campaign to Jane Doe, and a flyering and online viral 
campaign called ifightrapeculture.tumblr.com, and grew our periphery greatly. 
 
Our embeddedness in this prepared us for reproductive justice organizing that was sparked by a drastic 
cutback on abortion services passed through the Ohio budget in June. From July through September of 
2013, a fraction of the Columbus branch, in addition to members of the Toledo branch, were heavily 
involved in organizing a broad, state-wide coalition, the Ohio Reproductive Justice Task Force (ORJTF). 
The purpose of ORJTF, which was comprised of ISO members as well as dozens of other activists, was to 
organize an independent, grassroots fightback against the sweeping anti-choice legislations heralded by the 
Ohio Republican Party (see “Another abortion sneak attack” and “Ohio women won’t go back” on 
socialistworker.org). Although the coalition dissolved after a few months (due in part to the absence of 
mainstream reproductive rights groups in providing support to a grassroots strategy), our work in ORJTF 
has shown us that consistent, critical and non-sectarian involvement in coalition-building by ISO members 
can shift political discussions and organizing to the left, help establish new activist networks, and attract 
new people to activism who may not have previously seen abortion-rights organizing as their cause. We 
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were able to keep the task force focused on creating grassroots agitation, to insist on a trans-inclusive and 
anti-racist approach to abortion rights, to link activists in RJ organizing to Trayvon Martin protests we were 
involved in at the same time, and recruit an experienced reproductive rights activist to the ISO. 
 
Had we not been focused on developing our education and rootedness in women’s liberation out of 
convention, it’s clear that we would not have been able to move as quickly and confidently as we did when 
these struggles emerged in Ohio. National perspectives not only helped us understand the political need to 
develop in these areas, but shaped our critical, intersectional approach to the organizing. Our periphery 
expanded, we had a clear impact on the direction organizing took on that issue, and our branch became 
stronger. 
 
(3) the importance of developing and maintaining branch routines and branch political education that 
includes but exceeds the issues of day-to-day coalition work, reflecting the politics of the international 
socialist tradition.  
 
As the national perspectives have argued, this period has been marked by peaks and valleys of struggle, and 
we have felt this locally. The drop offs in activity have been perhaps even more disorienting for a branch 
that had only existed in a time of energetic and urgent struggles -- from the public union battle, to Occupy, 
to solidarity for the Arab spring, to campus anti-racist organizing, to reproductive justice organizing. The 
steering committee and national committee have both repeatedly recommended that in the face of these 
tumultuous shifts in activity, we not lose branch routines, including regular branch meetings, constant focus 
on membership development and education, in-depth study groups on many issues, and a firm branch 
committee and fraction structure for ensuring all members are involved and centralized. Though it has been 
difficult to maintain these habits consistently in an era of such tumult, we have managed to return to these 
habits every time we assess that our branch has become unfocused or that our members have become 
discouraged. 
 
Our branch has not been untouched by the disillusionment of the post-Occupy, post-Arab spring, austerity 
era. But in our experience, it would be wrong to attribute this disillusionment to organizational perspectives, 
when, in fact, it is our organizational perspectives that have kept members around and more serious than 
ever, despite this difficult period. Nearly every member of the branch has gone through political struggles 
at some point in the last three years, facing alternating feelings of burnout and discouragement. But branch 
routines and an internal culture of assessment and further education have given us a reason to keep moving 
and to keep talking to other people about the crisis of capitalism, when many other very dedicated radicals 
have grown disillusioned, hopeless, and, in many cases, politically inactive. These routines are the way we 
have retained members and kept our periphery in tact through drops in struggle, the way we have continued 
our own development even when struggle is low, and ultimately, the reason we have been well positioned 
to be leaders in new struggles as they emerge.  
 
Local perspectives for the future 
 
We need to grow much more and work to develop each of these members into cadre. We know that 
growing from 1 to 8 members in a period of 3 and a half years in a city of over 1 million people is growth 
far too slow and modest to build a radical counterweight to the aggressive attacks we are seeing on the 
people of Columbus and Ohio. But it is absolutely clear that a fightback is growing here, and that we have a 
key role to play.  What we have accomplished in this city with only 8 members, and our ability to retain 
and recruit despite immense frustration on the left, are evidence enough to us that the ISO provides a model 
for growing this radicalizing minority and making that minority an increasingly powerful force in society.  
 
Here are three areas our branch has committed to improving in the next year to continue that development: 
 

● Use publications and Haymarket resources routinely -- One difference between the branch now 
and the branch when it was growing during Occupy is our understanding of what our particular 
role is (as members of a revolutionary socialist organization) in larger struggles against 
exploitation and oppression. This understanding has come through deeper engagement with 
organizational resources, and from focused study of historical movements and socialist organizing 
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when we face confusion or difficult decisions about what to do around certain coalitions or 
movements. Still, today this turning to resources generally comes as a reaction to a big, branch-
wide question or as a result of a national call for study on a particular issue, rather than as a 
routine part of branch life. We are working to integrate the newspaper and new ISR into our 
branch so that all members are aware of organizational debates and perspectives on a myriad of 
issues, and constantly developing their ability to relate to these struggles and debates in ways that 
can give us evermore clarity and direction in our engagement with local politics.  

 
● More tablings (and possibly other methods of outreach) to strengthen our confidence and to 

increase our profile in the city with non-activists -- We have become quite confident in our ability 
to relate to those in the activist community in Columbus, and have built dozens of relationships 
with the left and even with liberal organizations that simply did not exist a few years ago. 
However, we also recognize that there are many people around us who simply do not know that 
we exist, but who are hungry for political engagement. This is reflected in the national perspective 
that we’ve seen a radicalization of ideas since 2008, even if we haven’t seen that translate into 
political action among most people. When we do put ourselves out in our community, we nearly 
always meet people who say they have been looking for a group like ours, and who want to study 
further. We don’t always recruit these people to the ISO, but even bringing them closer to struggle 
and helping them to develop their political analysis of the current moment is important. Further, 
our interactions with non-politically active people are critical to our ability to form a grounded 
assessment of the local political climate and to organize accordingly. We must develop a habit of 
seeking these types of actions. 

 
● Continue to be careful about overcommitting to coalition work and abandoning branch routines, 

and ensuring that we bring something unique as revolutionary socialists to coalitions we do 
commit to building. When our branch has felt moments of disorientation, it is often because we 
have let branch routines slide and over-committed to bolstering shrinking or otherwise struggling 
coalitions. We have to become better at knowing when to pull out of coalitions, to decide how 
much time and resources we can commit to them when we are in them, and to have clear goals for 
our participation in this work when we are there. Identifying and then meeting these goals is part 
of the difficult art of politics, but without a strong branch core to make the necessary assessments 
and to provide the education and training it takes to do these things, we too easily become either 
dissolved into whatever politics happen to dominate a particular coalition, or so frustrated with 
what those politics are that we convince ourselves intervention is futile and become discouraged. 
Perhaps some of these debates will be impossible to win, given our size or the current climate, but 
many of them might just require a more focused strategy, more political education or experience, 
and more support from the branch as a whole.   

 
We welcome this convention as an opportunity to push this strategy further and to have more conversations 
about new and better approaches to deepening our roots locally, developing leaders in our branch, and 
attracting more people to our model of organizing. 
 
Conclusion 
 
We do think our branch presents a counter to the crisis narrative offered by the Renewal faction. Though 
the Renewal faction cites a few branches where members have left over time as evidence of an 
organization-wide crisis and ineptitude to respond to the current moment, our branch has grown and 
strengthened during the same time. We are, in fact, a branch built entirely during the time they argue the 
organizational crisis began. That's big, because it's not just evidence that you can recruit members in the 
crisis; rather, because there was no established commitment to Leninist politics and ISO perspectives in 
place at the beginning of the crisis, each member here has had to be won to that through time and through 
sheer experience of testing these ideas and whether they do indeed help us in struggle and have potential to  
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attract others to join us. Because of the strong evidence in our location that these politics can help grow the 
left and our organization, our commitment to Leninism and to the general perspectives of the ISO is 
stronger right now than ever before. 
 
Columbus Branch of the ISO 
 

Documents with Resolutions 
 

 
The case for a national Academic Workers Network in the ISO 
 
Under neoliberal state and federal regimes, universities and higher education have undergone myriad 
changes over the past few decades.  In the midst of the ongoing economic crisis, in which we've seen an 
entrenchment and amplification of neoliberalism rather than any serious setbacks for that political and 
economic program, the restructuring of the American higher education system proceeds apace as both a 
state project and as part and parcel of the expanding private education market.  
 
(Comrades are invited to revisit an article in SW, “Welcome to Neoliberal U.,” which focuses most 
especially on the Obama Administration's recent moves to bring the Race to the Top-style reforms to higher 
education: http://socialistworker.org/2013/08/29/welcome-to-neoliberal-u.) 
 
In this document, we briefly summarize the restructuring of the academic workforce and workplace in 
order to motivate a case for the foundation of a national fraction of academic workers (a category in which 
we include tenured, tenure track, adjunct and other contingent faculty as well as graduate student 
employees) in the ISO to better coordinate our interventions in the academic workplace. Academic workers 
– who, along with students, have shared the greatest burden of the neoliberalization of higher education – 
are especially well-positioned to launch a sustained fight-back.  
 
Neoliberalism in higher education 
 
It would be impossible here to give an adequate account of the full range of neoliberal transformations of 
the higher education system in the US, even if we could. Comrades will be (all too) familiar with certain 
aspects of this process; e.g., the treatment of students as “consumers” of a product in a “marketplace” of 
higher education, the explosive growth of debt (especially relative to grants), the meteoric increase of 
tuition, the drying-up of state contributions to public institutions, and so on. Comrades may also be aware 
of the growth of the role of private money in the realm of research, the ways in which patent and copyright 
laws have been altered to benefit private companies and universities to the detriment of research workers, 
and so on. Comrades may have also heard that standardized curricula, privately owned and distributed on a 
for-profit basis, have edged their way further into higher education. Finally, comrades may also be familiar 
with the problem of the corporatization of the universities; e.g., the ballooning of administrative costs as 
university presidents, provosts, and chancellors win fatter and fatter salaries, and as the number of 
administrative staff associated with fundraising and profit-making activities grows. We focus on a 
particular problem related to all of these: the restructuring of the academic workforce. Control over the 
academic workforce is a key fulcrum in the pivot toward the neoliberal program for higher education. 
 
The rise of contingency: adjunctification and graduate employee labor 
 
One of the most fundamental aspects of this program has been the increasing replacement of a stable 
instruction workforce characterized by long-term career employment with increasing pay, benefits, and job 
security, to a more flexible workforce characterized by employment on a permanent short-term basis, low 
pay, and no prospects for advancement. (A note on terminology: “contingent faculty” refers to faculty who 
are employed on limited-term contracts; a semester, a year, two years, and so on, and includes full-time 
non-tenure-track faculty as well as adjunct faculty. “Adjunct faculty” are non-tenure-track faculty working 
on a nominally part-time basis). Adjunct faculty -- a rapidly growing segment of the broader contingent 
academic workforce -- earn an average of only $2,700 per course they teach, and an average of only 
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$20,000/year. Compare this to the the overall median salary and common salary ranges for assistant 
professors (median: $58,662; range: low 50k's – low 60k's), for associate professors ($69,911; low 60k's – 
high 70k's), and full professors ($98,974; high 70k's – low 100k's, or mid 100k's at elite universities). 
Tenure-track professors can expect, at least in the most advanced stage in their career, to earn the average 
tenured professor's salary of $120,000. The salary of contingent faculty generally does not advance. In 
1975, contingent faculty comprised 43% of the national faculty workforce, while 57% where tenured or 
tenure-track; by 2011, these numbers flipped to 70% contingent to 30% tenure-line.1 Adjuncts already 
make up 76% of college faculties nationwide; last year, some 140,000 doctorates were awarded and only 
16,000 new jobs in the profession available. This scenario has led to a tripling of food stamp recipients 
among holders of Masters and PhD degrees in the last 3 years.  
 
Graduate students also make up a portion of the contingently-employed instructional workforce, especially 
at flagship public universities and private universities with large graduate schools. Graduate students are 
essentially a captive workforce; because they are in the process of graduate study, and because their only 
option for affording tuition is accepting graduate assistant posts, they don't have the serious option of 
seeking employment with some other university (in order to do so, they would need to write another set of 
applications for graduate school elsewhere, hope all of their course credits transfer, hope their new home 
department recognizes whatever post-secondary degree they might have already earned, etc). Because 
graduate assistantships generally come with tuition waivers, and because not all graduate students are able 
to find such work, it is common for administration and faculty – and indeed for graduate students 
themselves – to perceive their job as a privilege or a favor granted by the university. Still, graduate students 
– especially those without guaranteed funding, or those whose funding has run out – are often keenly aware 
of the precarious situation they're in: if they don't get a graduate assistantship, they must go deeper into 
debt or drop out of their program. They often are on semester-long appointments and thus have to initiate a 
new job search every few months. While their tuition is generally taken care of, sometimes they still must 
pay “shadow tuition” in the form of student fees, which can be steep (at the University of Wisconsin, these 
fees amount to anywhere between 8-12% of graduate assistants' annual salary). Even where all fees are 
waived, stipends generally are low; it is rare for graduate assistants anywhere to take home more than $15-
20k/year, and it is common for the figure to look more like $10k or less, and many graduate students must 
pick up part-time work elsewhere, if they can find it, in addition to teaching duties, a full-time course 
schedule, and their own independent research. While the proportion of graduate assistants as instructional 
staff has not grown in the neoliberal period, they have long represented a relatively large contingent 
workforce, consistently comprising some 20% of instructional staff.2 One of the authors can report that at 
UW-Madison -- in many ways a rather typical large state university -- graduate students perform about 
50% of all instruction on campus.   
 
In short, graduate student assistants are used as a pool of very cheap and highly vulnerable labor, and that 
status is increasingly permanent as adjunct positions make up a large majority of available jobs in the 
academic labor market.  
 
The Nature of Academic Work 
 
Academic workers serve a dual role, as educators and as producers of research. The neoliberalization of the 
teaching aspect of our work has reflected similar trends in K-12 education: the standardization of 
curriculum, the demand to demonstrate “added value,” and attempts to deskill the act of teaching.  
 
On the other side, the production of research, the attacks and restructuring have looked different. In 
addition to the privatization of research funds, rewriting of patent law, etc., universities have also 
demanded researchers supply certain amounts of funding to the university. 
 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 This is before adding graduate student instructors. Including them in the “contingent” category, these figures would 
change to: 1975-55% contingent, 45% tenured or tenure-track; 2011-76% contingent, 24% tenured or tenure-track. 
2 The proportion of graduate students engaged in research or administrative labor is unknown to the authors; if this has 
increased, then it would be safe to say that graduate student employment overall has represented an increase in 
contingency in the academic staff broadly. 
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And then, these identities merge, and the academic worker is then part of a campus community. Here, the 
university has limited free speech rights, harassed faculty members who have supported political measures 
within their professional organizations (for example, the ASA’s endorsement of the boycott of Israeli 
academic institutions), and limited the ability of faculty and graduate students to participate in political 
activity on the campus. Increases in the number of academic workers who fall into the category of 
contingent labor only exacerbates this tendency. The assault on academic freedom is connected to the 
broader trend of neoliberalization, and they can and must be fought together. 
 
Fighting Back: A Proposal 
 
Without knowing any better, it might be assumed that university administrations would be a key ally rather 
than enemy in the fight against neoliberalization of higher education. After all, what benefit is it of theirs to 
see public funding of their institutions decline? However, university administrations have strong interests in 
promoting and extending certain aspects of the neoliberal restructuring of higher education. In general, for 
example, administrations prefer unrestricted to restricted flows of funding -- meaning that in general they 
prefer tuition money, money borrowed with tuition as collateral, and independent revenue earned from 
patents or copyrights to state and federal money, or even fundraising to increase their endowments, both of 
which tend to be earmarked for particular purposes. Top university administrators have thus fought hard for 
many of what are now seen as the hallmarks of corporatization and neoliberalization in higher education. 
Administrations also prefer a highly “flexible” workforce, meaning fewer long-term contracts and more 
part-time employees; both for he straightforward reason that this is a workforce that costs less, but also 
because it is a workforce with fewer rights to institutions of faculty governance, more vulnerability to 
intimidation or retaliation, and therefore with less capacity to resist all kinds of neoliberal projects in the 
university. 
 
Academic workers’ unions have begun to rise to the challenge in a serious way. Adjunct faculty have been 
rushing to form new unions, some of a very innovative nature wherein locals are tied to geographic units 
rather than institutions (since adjuncts very typically work at multiple campuses to make ends meet, and 
would therefore otherwise be in multiple bargaining units). In some cases, these unions have won dramatic 
victories over wages and benefits. Graduate worker unions at private universities such as at the University 
of Chicago and Yale have been plugging away with real success despite the NLRB’s refusal to recognize 
graduate workers at private university as employees, and these workers have just seen a potential game-
changer with the UAW-Graduate Student Organizing Committee victory at NYU -- the first private 
university to sign a contract with a graduate employee union, even though GSOC members do not have 
legal employee status. Graduate employee unions at public universities such as University of Wisconsin 
and University of Michigan have in some cases suffered setbacks as public sector unions have had 
bargaining rights eviscerated. But in Wisconsin -- as detailed in a separate PCB by one of the authors (see 
also PCB #15 2013) -- graduate workers have risen to the challenge and undertaken a strategy of radical 
unionism to extract concessions from the university administration. 
 
As the weight of increased contingency and vulnerability falls on academic workers, the academic union 
movement is heating up. These organizations are obviously the best situated to defend academic workers’ 
interests in terms of wages, benefits, and working conditions. But, like the teachers’ unions -- in particular 
the CTU in Chicago and the SEA in Seattle -- have demonstrated, they can act as the first line of defense in 
opposing aspects of the neoliberal project that lie outside workplace concerns considered narrowly. In 
particular, academic worker unions can defend faculty members’ rights to take bold political actions (in the 
context of the growing interest in academic boycott of Israel, this will be crucial); they can improve 
education standards by making demands over classroom size, increasing instruction-related expenditures, 
and pushing against standardization; and they can make common cause with students on these and other 
questions, such as college affordability and accessibility. Academic unions are therefore uniquely situated 
to wage a struggle for eduction justice at the college level. 
 
We argue that comrades who have the opportunity to be active members of academic unions should do so if 
they are not already. And in the interests of determining the ISO’s density in academic unions and 
academic work, we invite all comrades who are academic workers -- union or no -- to join in a regular 
discussion about the challenges and opportunities in this field so that we may 1) develop a more dynamic 
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perspective on the state of higher education and the movement of workers in higher education, 2) gauge the 
ISO’s capacity for implantation in existing unions or aiding in the foundation of new unions, and 3) 
coordinate our efforts nationally in order to raise the ISO’s profile in labor work nationally (e.g., how are 
academic union members participating in regional and state labor bodies? or at AFT Higher Education 
conventions? or at national meetings of graduate employee locals?). 
 
This would allow us to propose panels at events like the MLA Subconference, which was very important in 
galvanizing academic workers within and outside the MLA, at grad employee conferences like AGEL and 
CGEU, and also within our disciplinary organizations, where we would certainly hope to replicate 
resolutions like the one that passed in the American Studies Association. 
 
*****  
 
Resolution: 
 
To begin the process of better coordinating our work, we propose: 
 
1. The formation of a committee, in coordination with the national office, in order to map out our 
membership in academia to assess where our forces are. This committee will work to answer the questions 
necessary to develop a national strategic perspective on our work in the academy: How many graduate 
students, tenured faculty, adjunct faculty, etc? How many are members of academic worker unions, and 
what are the local conditions for these unions? Where are concentrations of comrades located 
geographically, by discipline, etc?  

2. To create a national email listserv for all comrades who are members of academic labor unions, and to 
hold bimonthly conference calls for comrades involved in academic labor unions. Comrades employed as 
staff in academic unions are also encouraged to join the listserv and the calls. 
3. That the aforementioned committee report its findings to the membership as a PCB document or ISO 
Notes document before the 2015 National Convention. 
 
Michael B., Madison and Trish K., Chicago 
 

Resolutions 
 

 
Proposed Amendments to ISO Rules Proposal from Rules Commission 
 
Proposal #1: on membership 
 
Amend section I-D to add sentence in bold:  
 
“Whenever possible, every member will belong to a duly constituted branch of the ISO.  It shall be the 
prerogative of the branch to admit members in its locality to the organization, unless the prospective 
member has been the subject of prior disciplinary action.  In the event that a member outside the 
branch (e.g. a member of another branch, a member of the Steering Committee, etc.) objects to the 
admission of a new member, the branch may refer the issue to the Disciplinary Committee.” 
 
Explanation: It has always been the case in practice that branches have the prerogative of allowing 
admission of new members, and this is correct and should be formally recognized as such.  In the case of 
Shaun J., the comrade resigned from the organization after a storm of personal animosity from the branch 
of which he was then a member.  When a new branch was formed in his area in which he felt he could do 
productive political work, he applied to the branch, and the branch approved his admission.  When the 
Steering Committee objected to Shaun’s rejoining, it did so on the basis that it had the right to overrule the 
branch’s decision, effectively making up new rules to bar a long-standing critic from rejoining.  This, 
despite the entreaties in two Socialist Worker articles that critical former members who truly wanted to help 
the ISO should rejoin the organization. 
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Proposal #2:  on factions 
 
Amend section II-H to add sentences in bold:  
 
“II.H. Members who wish to promote a particular set of positions or perspective in the organization 
have the right to form or join a faction. A faction consists of a group of members who declare their 
intention to coordinate to advance their views to the national organization (or a local branch). 
 
(1) A faction has the right to present in the local branch on all disputed questions, on a parity basis, 
provided that branch’s faction membership is at least the size of the branch’s delegation to the next 
National Convention. Furthermore, if multiple branches combine for a discussion, this rule applies if 
the given condition is satisfied in any of the branches. 
 
(2) A faction has the right to compel elections by platform for all leadership bodies and delegations, 
save those elected by the National Convention. 
 
(3) In the interest of open dialogue and debate, a faction must make its existence known to the national 
organization (or the local branch in question) in a timely fashion.  It is understood that a faction as a 
collective expression requires time and discussion to formulate its positions.  Unless it can be proven 
that a secret faction not only exists but is actively and surreptitiously disrupting the organization, 
charges of “secret factionalism” may not be leveled against a faction once it declares its existence to 
the organization.” 
 
Add section III-H: 
 
“During the preconvention discussion, and for a month after the National Convention, disciplinary 
action against any member of a faction existing during the preconvention discussion must be referred 
to the Disciplinary Committee, except in cases where immediate action is necessary to prevent 
irrevocable harm to individuals or the organization.” 
 
Add section IV-I: 
 
“If at least five percent (5%) of delegates to the National Convention adhere to a faction, this faction 
has the right to be represented on the Convention Steering Committee; and the right to present on all 
disputed questions, on a parity basis.” 
 
Add section V-D: 
 
“A faction that wins one seat on the National Committee is entitled to a second.” 
 
Explanation: The language on factions as it stands in the proposal from the rules commission is 
completely inadequate, and poses the question not in terms of the rights of a faction, but rather in terms of 
the disciplinary action that can be taken against a group of comrades who hold specific views in opposition 
to the leadership.  Hence, the need to extensive language to develop the actual rights of members to form 
factions. 
 
The ISO Renewal Faction grew out of an informal discussion among comrades from different branches 
around the Appeal for Shaun J., but that discussion led the comrades involved to formulate a larger critique 
and set of political ideas.  While the discussion tended toward an organized expression, it was only three 
weeks before the announcement of the faction that the participants met to discuss the issues involved and 
decide on the formation of a faction; nor did the faction attempt to recruit until after the public 
announcement.  The charge from the Steering Committee that the ISO Renewal Faction engaged in “secret 
factionalism” is not only uncharitable, it is incorrect and intended to portray the faction as a “hostile”, 
“alien” force so as to attempt to avoid any discussion of the faction’s political content.  Fortunately, many 
members of the ISO, even if they did not agree with the faction’s ideas, nonetheless engaged in the political 
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discussion.  The fact that several members felt the need to distance themselves from the faction before 
agreeing with portions of the faction’s positions simply shows how the leadership faction produced a 
hothouse atmosphere in which the discussion became unnecessarily tense. 
 
Rather than “secret factionalism”, the greater danger is actually permanent factionalism, a state that Joel 
Geier declared natural and desirable when discussing leadership in his talk/document on Zinovievism.  
Counter to comrade Geier’s assertion is what James P. Cannon said on the matter at the end of a faction 
fight in the American SWP in 1953: 
 
“There is a fourth method of leadership which has been very common. I have seen much of it in my time – 
that is the leadership of a permanent faction. ... It is absolutely necessary for the leadership to see clearly 
what a temporary faction is, what its legitimate purposes are, what its limits are, and the danger of the 
faction hardening into permanence. ...  There is no greater abomination in the workers’ political movement 
than a permanent faction. There is nothing that can demoralize the internal life of a party more efficiently 
than a permanent faction. ... If a permanent faction happens to get control of the leadership of the party and 
runs the party as a faction, it is bound to exclude others from any real place in the leadership. By that very 
fact it drives the others into the organization of counter-cliques and counter-factions, and there is no longer 
a single cadre in the leadership of the party.” 
 
Proposal #3: On the National Committee and the Steering Committee 
 
Amend various sections so as to render the National Committee as the leading political body of the ISO 
between National Conventions, and the Steering Committee an administrative body subordinated to the 
National Committee.  These include the following, with deletions struck out and additions in bold: 
 
Section IV-E:  “The Convention elects the Steering Committee, the National Committee, and the at-large 
and alternate members of the Disciplinary and Appeals Committees. The Convention determines the 
manner by which it elects members of these bodies.” 
 
Section V-A: “A. Between National Conventions, the authority of the Convention is vested in the Steering 
Committee and in the National Committee (NC). The National Committee serves as a the ISO’s ongoing 
national leadership body drawn from around the country. The Steering Committee functions as the ISO’s 
ongoing national leadership.” 
 
Section V-B: “The National Committee shall make decisions on immediate questions and on questions 
tabled to it by the Convention. The Steering Committee NC shall report NC its decisions to the 
membership no later than sixty (60) days after the NC Meeting.” 
 
Section V-C: “The Steering Committee directs the ISO’s work, functionings as the national authority 
administrative body of the ISO between Conventions and NC meetings. The Steering Committee is 
responsible for implementing the ISO’s perspectives and initiatives as decided by the Convention and the 
NC.  It is appointed annually by the National Committee immediately following the National 
Convention; the NC shall determine its size and composition.  The Steering Committee is accountable 
to the National Committee and may be recalled by the National Committee.  The SC is responsible for 
organizing a national office, for overseeing the production of ISO literature, and for staffing the 
organization.  The Steering Committee shall publish a list of the organization's staff and update it as 
needed.” 
 
Explanation: The explanation for this is contained in the ISO Renewal Faction’s Organizational 
Perspectives. 
 
Proposal #4: District and Regional Committees and Organizers 
 
Add the following section, labeled V-E: 
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“All branch organizers shall be elected by the branches over which they preside.  In areas where multiple 
branches are close enough to comprise districts (in large metropolitan areas) or regions (in coherent 
geographic areas, e.g. New England, Texas, etc.), the members of those areas will elect district or regional 
committees, as appropriate.  The district or regional committees will appoint a district or regional organizer 
from among the committee’s members.  The district or regional organizer is subject to recall by a majority 
vote of the district or region over which they preside.” 
 
Explanation: The explanation for this is contained in the ISO Renewal Faction’s Organizational 
Perspectives. 
 
Proposal #5: Title of Section V 
 
Change the title of Section V to the following: 
 
“V. Leading bodies—National Committee, Steering Committee, district and regional committees” 
 
Explanation: it is currently titled “V. Leading bodies—Steering Committee and National Committee”.  
The ISO Renewal Faction’s proposals #3 and #4 revise the priority and content of this section.  Changing 
the title brings it into harmony with the actual content of the section. 
 
Submitted by the ISO Renewal Faction 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 


