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Convention information and deadlines 
 
Convention location: Northwestern University. We’ll send out meeting room with other convention 
details for attendees in a Convention Information Sheet as the convention approaches. 
 
I.  Below is a set of deadlines that will help us make sure that all comrades who are coming are pre-
registered, that comrades who need free housing are offered it, and that the pre-convention bulletins contain 
as many resolutions and documents as necessary. 
 

1. Delegates and guests: The deadline for delegate information and guest requests was Sunday, 
February 9. 

 
2.      Childcare: The deadline for submitting childcare requests was Friday, February 7.  

 
2. Housing with comrades: The deadline for requesting housing with Chicago comrades was 

Sunday, February 9.  
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3. Pre-convention documents and resolutions:  All documents and resolutions need to be 
submitted by Wednesday, February 12 at midnight CST if they are to be included in a pre-
convention bulletin (although we strongly urge you to submit them earlier if you want 
comrades to have time to read them before the convention). All comrades who submit 
documents or resolutions after that time will be required to make their own copies to be 
distributed at the convention. We will include all of these in the post-convention bulletin, 
which reports back to the entire membership.  
 
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. 

 
II.  The second set of items, listed below, is meant to ensure that all branches are able to seat their delegates, 
which requires branches to abide by the ISO rules and procedures. 
 

1. SW and dues: 
 
All branches must be paid up on dues and SW to seat their delegates.  
 
If your branch owes money for dues and/or SW, please make sure to send it so that it arrives 
before the start of the convention: the mailing address is ISO, P.O. Box 16085, Chicago, IL 
60616. 
 
If absolutely necessary, send outstanding payments along with your delegate. We discourage 
waiting until the convention to pay branch debts because it will interfere with the 
streamlined registration process, wasting time unnecessarily while other comrades are 
forced to wait.  
 

2. Double dues payments for February. 
 
The ISO rules require all members to pay double dues for the month of February.  
 
Here is how to handle the double dues: 
 
If your branch delegates will be flying to the convention, use the double dues money to 
reimburse your delegates. If you have any money left over, turn it in to the national office to help 
pay for other branches’ delegates. If your branch’s double dues are not enough to fully pay for 
your delegates’ plane fares, the national office will make up the difference. 
 
If your branch’s delegates do not need to fly to the convention, you should turn over all your 
double dues to the national office to reimburse other branch’s delegates. 

 
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact sharon@internationalsocialist.org. 
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Documents 
 

 
Anarcho-liberalism and the post-Occupy radicalism 
 
This convention period we are grappling with the character of leftward moving consciousness. The 
generalized anger over inequality has been expressed through Kshama Sawant’s win in Seattle, the Fight 
for Fifteen, and myriad lower profile conflicts.  While the left is growing currently, it’s important to 
consider that we are not the natural heirs of that growth.  As a very old internal document on the 1991 anti-
war pointed out (I’m paraphrasing): there is no fairy godmother of movements that make sure the most 
effective strategy wins out.  
 
Sharon Smith’s document “Intersectionality, oppression, and Marxism” from Bulletin #2 draws on Bhaskar 
Sunkara’s article “The Anarcho-Liberal” to describe one form the radicalization is taking, which while 
tapping into the same generalized anger over class inequality and oppression—and in many manifestations 
is anti-capitalist—has different methods and goals than Marxism. Bhaskar characterizes anarcho-liberalism 
as “an anti-intellectualism that manifested itself in a rejection of ‘grand narratives’ and structural critiques 
of capitalism, abhorrence for the traditional forms of left-wing organization, a localist impulse, and an 
individualistic tendency to conflate lifestyle choices with political action.” His description is very useful in 
looking at one of the most dramatic and concentrated expressions of these politics post-Occupy: the 
Occupy Sandy (OS) phenomenon in New York City.   
 
The following analysis is meant to take stock of the trends that exist(ed) within the groups and individuals 
that shaped the trajectory of OS. It is worth saying explicitly that OS was a phenomenal project that 
literally saved the lives, homes, and sanity of hundreds if not thousands of people.  While the neoliberal 
local and federal institutions stood by (or just failed to materialize), OS activists created structures to 
provide food, health care, clothing, legal advice, counseling and a multitude of other necessary services.  
This document is not to say what “should” have happened; it is not meant to belittle or dismiss the life-or-
death value of OS, but to look at how the politics of OS interact with Marxism. Hopefully this experience 
can provide some general insight into the contours of the current radicalism so we can constructively 
engage with rival political currents.    
 
Occupy Sandy was born out of the efforts of a small group of Occupiers who had maintained some 
continuity from the high points of Occupy through the creation of Inter Occupy, a formation meant to 
facilitate communication and resource sharing between encampments and segments of the movement.  It 
embodied the tech savvy elements of Occupy, which dovetail with the anarchist premises of 
horizontalism—conduits of communication between autonomous nodes for coordinated action.   OS rapidly 
established numerous hubs for collection of donated goods both in affected areas and more centrally 
located spots (churches mostly) that also functioned as volunteer centers.  OS estimates 50,000 people 
volunteered in the various hubs through the height of the post-hurricane crisis.  
 
The brilliance of OS was it’s flexibility, speed, and directness in meeting people’s need.  Underlying this 
effectiveness was a series of political assumptions.  The Occupy encampments ran on the premise of 
“mutual aid”; within OS aid was meant to establish a culture of cooperation between the volunteers and the 
effected residents without the meddling of state agencies.  The tone was solidarity, not charity.  The 
horizontalist claim that autonomy and decentralization is more effective seemed proven on a scale 
previously unseen because of the incompetence of state agencies.  
 
In the initial days and weeks, the staggering damage and outpouring of help launched OS into the spotlight, 
and mainstream commentators couldn’t help draw the conclusion that the official agencies were shown to 
be unprepared and ineffective. OS had a dramatic ideological impact, as it eliminated the market or 
bureaucratic mechanisms between people in need and resources.  This effectiveness cast a long shadow 
beyond self-identified anarchist or horizontalists, and fortified the attraction to soft anarchist ideas.   
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ISO members participated in various venues—holding a volunteer/donation event at a library, going to 
effected areas to help with goods distributions or home health visits, attending meetings grappling with 
how to demand some greater response and community control, organizing a panel on labor’s role in the 
response.  Assumptions about the class and racial implications of the government’s (lack of) response; 
parallels to Katrina; disaster capitalism and coming development of the shoreline; environmental impacts 
and climate change; etc gave us plenty to connect with people about, but the atmosphere of immediate 
crisis made discussions about big-picture strategy difficult to engage in. We argued for a social movement 
based on residents demanding resources from the city and federal level.  While there was a current of 
agreement with this, and a couple different series of meetings with different community organizations, 
policy groups, and individual radicals, the dominant approach in practice was “why demand what you 
could create yourself without the bureaucracy of an oppressive government agency”?    
 
Part of the dynamic at the time was an almost complete silence on the part of unions, particularly public 
sector unions.  While politicians who have built their careers on stripping services and destroying 
compensation for public workers paraded through affected areas, wringing their hands (NJ Governor Chris 
Christie and NYC Major Mike Bloomberg most prominently), the silence was deafening when it came to 
the representatives of the actual workers who were getting the coast back to work. The New York State 
Nurses Association, who set up a free clinic and went door-to-door providing care, and held a rally 
demanding the city “Build Back Better”; and a lesser extent TWU Local 100 were notable exceptions.  
The author initiated a forum at the City University of New York’s Murphy Center for Labor Studies, which 
was meant to be the left-labor contribution to what we assumed would be a much broader discussion city-
wide within labor about the necessity of the public sector.  It included the president of NYSNA, a TWU 
Vice President, a key InterOccupy organizer, and an ally from Occupy labor who was working with 
NYSNA.  Instead it was the only event on labor’s role to happen through the crisis. This was a microcosm 
of how the very low level of class struggle, absence of class interest articulated by the trade union 
leadership, and only the barest threads of self-organization among rank and filers have created a wide field 
for other political trends on the left which talk about class, but don’t connect to workers or workplace 
issues. The public unions barely raised a stink about the city’s reluctance to pay workers who missed work 
because of flooded subways, closed roads, and a shortage of gasoline.  So a sizable opportunity to assert the 
critical role of public sector workers went by with barely a peep.   
 
The tension between the increased centralization of information and resources and the ideological 
commitment to decentralization grew; this helped to feed a rancorous atmosphere as accusations of misuse 
of power flew.  The question of who were activists accountable to and how was that accountability 
exercised largely relied on a shared moral/political commitment; with a decentralized, autonomist model 
disagreements rapidly turned into splits, as a shared organizational discipline didn’t exist. As the crisis 
wore on and the official agencies (FEMA, local politicians offices) began to exert their influence, unity 
broke down and fueled bitter accusations about selling out.  As activists settled in for the long haul of 
rebuilding, money became a major point of contention: who would determine which projects were funded; 
should some very committed activists be paid for their time; should people establish NGO’s and seek 
grants; should activists work for FEMA or with them at all?   The pressures of attempting to meet 
enormous needs from a pool of volunteers were brutal.  
 
It’s worth saying that organizing to meet people’s material needs through cooperation is not a purely 
anarchist project; general strikes and occupations led by and participated in by socialists also operate this 
way.  However without the goal of appropriating resources, mutual aid relied instead on donations and 
grants.  The folks more suited to the work of soliciting major donations (like a construction trailer for a 
health clinic or 2,000 socks from JC Penney) and grants were not the working poor, blue collar, and 
predominantly non-white/non-US born residents.  The working class in and of itself can’t fund it’s way to 
liberation, so while there were many admirable initiatives, without confronting those who hold the purse 
strings, the movement could be drawn into more liberal channels on one hand and deeper autonomism on 
the other.   
 
The overall trajectory was away from a direct confrontation with the city or federal agencies over resources 
and priorities, and deeper into rebuilding. The forces that were oriented on building a social movement 
were able to pull off a single march at Bloomberg’s house, but with very little participation from residents. 
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The longer the effort went on, people were less able to participate as the pressures of job searches, 
renovations, and relocating bore down.  Volunteers who had put their lives on hold to spend days or weeks 
organizing were pulled back to the demands of daily life. The most committed and materially able to 
continue dug in; social justice activists were now mold remediation experts. Efforts to set up training with 
building-trades unions never materialized, and the question of union work being performed by volunteers 
just hung in the air. As rebuilding became more individualized, the opportunity for mass resistance declined.  
While much of this is objective, the subjective political orientation of OS activists paralleled this narrowing.   
 
What Occupy and OS did create, at least temporarily for the majority of participants, was a community that 
challenged the deep isolation and atomization of life under neoliberalism.  In my experience it tapped into 
an audience that was even broader than Occupy, or gave a concrete outlet for those who were in sympathy 
with Occupy, but not active. The threshold for volunteering was so low it also meant that the political 
atmosphere outside the core of activists was quite thin.  That being said, the impact of being part of such an 
enormous human effort was deeply inspirational for people who had never imagined such a thing possible.   
Occupy Wall Street captured that desire for a challenge to the sterile ethics of neoliberalism where profit is 
everything; the free-form breadth of OWS meant that Marxists could argue within the movement for tactics 
and strategies that could deepen working class participation on the basis of self-activity. Within Occupy 
Sandy we were not able to tell immediately how much the balance would tip toward mobilizing around 
demands, and how deeply entrenched the politics of mutual aid were. This is not to say that the 50,000 
volunteers were all firmly wedded to the politics of the core organizers, but the objective situation (which 
was incredibly dire and heart-rending) and mutual aid premise limited our contact with wider layers of 
people and our political impact on the general direction.  
 
Even within these limitations, it was a valuable experience that allowed us to take part in an inspiring effort 
along side a number of allies who drew similar political conclusions, and to experiment with activities 
never tried before.  We built deeper bonds with a couple of OWS allies, made more connections to 
reformers within NYSNA, and built more credibility with the labor-left around CUNY’s Murphy Center.  
Anarchist political tendencies will be with us for the foreseeable future, and can produce novel political 
experiments we will have to tangle with. OS was an amazing display of direct aid, but ultimately we were 
unable to contribute in a way that strengthened the fighting capacity of working people.  We will have to 
continually assess whether our participation can facilitate the growth of the movement, the growth of the 
left, and our own growth. Our ability to challenge the widespread attraction to anarchism means building 
cadre who can fight on the ground, projecting Marxism into the widest array of radical spaces, and 
convincing individual members of our audience of the necessity of socialist organization. Recognizing the 
challenges in this terrain makes us more able to navigate it successfully and find those arenas where the 
politics of working class self-emancipation can grow, and us with them.   
 
Amy M., New York City 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Thoughts on snitch-jacketing 
 
Based on discussions arising out of the Steering Committee’s 1/23/14 ISO Note, “Renewal Faction member 
crosses the line of acceptable behavior,” and the Renewal Faction’s response, “Who crossed what line?” in 
Pre-Convention Bulletin #16, we feel compelled to say something about the issue of charging a comrade 
with cooperation or complicity with the police ("snitch-jacketing") in the state's monitoring and 
investigations of the Left and the movements. Though this issue has arisen in the context of the arguments 
around the Renewal Faction, we strongly believe this is an incredibly important issue that needs to be 
understood and taken up on its own terms.    
 
For those who don't know, the issue arises out of an allegation made by Shaun J. against a Boston comrade, 
now in the NYC District, and taken up on the Renewal Faction website and Pre-Convention Bulletin #16, 
pursuant to the Steering Committee's request to the Faction to renounce the allegations.  
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Shaun J. initially raised the allegation in a Facebook post in which he cynically references the comrade’s 
decision "to have a nice long chat with the police" while linking to a 2007 Boston Police Department 
Intelligence document, allegedly reporting on this "chat."  
 
The Steering Committee, in the ISO notes of January 23, 2014 writes:  "While this accusation was 
contained in a thread of 200 comments, much of it containing invective against ISO members, this 
particular accusation stands out because it contains an accusation (or strong suggestion) that an 
ISO member was a police informant.  It should be obvious why this accusation is unacceptable and 
potentially dangerous in a public debate. For this reason, we call upon the other members of the 
Renewal Faction to renounce this behavior." Emphasis added.  
 
Perhaps it should be obvious why such an accusation stands out as "unacceptable and potentially 
dangerous," but based on the Renewal Faction’s formal response and some discussion in which criticism of 
Shawn J. and his insinuation that a comrade is an informant are presented as equivalents, it’s not all clear 
that the distinction is understood by all comrades. This greatly concerns us, as it is an issue that far 
transcends the particulars of the Faction and the arguments around it.  
 
The Renewal Faction responded that “the SC uses Shaun’s comments to ‘illustrate’ how his presence in the 
Boston ISO branch must have ‘poisoned the atmosphere.’ Yet the SC is silent on the numerous insults 
thrown at Shaun on Facebook by various members…” 
 
The Renewal Faction’s defense amounts to an assertion that this allegation is simply part of unprincipled 
attacks levied by all sides in the faction fight and nothing more. It is this understanding with which we 
fundamentally disagree.  
 
We think it is of critical importance that comrades understand why the allegation of cooperation with the 
police is a qualitatively different sort of allegation. While there have been angry – and arguably uncalled 
for – accusations raised in the course of the arguments around the faction, allegations of assisting the state 
against the Left are NOT the same as simply an "unprincipled attack"; this is a greater danger by another 
order of magnitude.   
 
There is a very, very long history in the US left of this kind of innuendo and allegation being used to sew 
discord and destroy organizations and individuals. It is the most dangerous kind of attack. It is worth 
looking not only at COINTELPRO in the 60s and 70s, but also the implications of "informing" going back 
through the history of anti-communist witch hunts in the US during the 20th Century. We had a pointed 
reminder of this background in the widely posted testimony of Pete Seeger at the 1955 HUAC hearings.  
 
More recently, and perhaps more directly on point, these were strategies actively used by the apartheid 
regime and its allied regimes in southern Africa, to wreak havoc and almost destroy the exile camps of the 
anti-apartheid movement and their military wing during that struggle. The accusations of being an 
informant and/or spy caused many cadre in the camps to be tortured and killed on the basis of these 
allegations. In the proceedings of the South African Truth and Reconciliation Commission during the 1990s, 
it came out that such accusations were sometimes leveled by actual apartheid agents, just as police and FBI 
agent acted during COINTELPRO. Doubtless, examples throughout the world, in the context of a variety of 
struggles, can be used to make the same point.  
 
This is NOT to say that anyone in our circumstance is acting as an agent, but to point out the history and 
the dangerous implications (and the slippery slope) of such accusations. This is the central point. We are 
open to being convinced that Shaun J. wrote those words in a moment of anger, but this really needs to be 
acknowledged as a mistake, by both Shaun J. and the Faction. Neither has shown any willingness to do this 
up to now.  
 
It is also worth pointing out that the event referenced in the document linked to by the Faction (the Boston 
Police Department Intelligence Report) referenced an arrest in April of 2007, when the comrade in question 
was a teenaged member of the ISO. If he said anything more than "I need a lawyer" to the police, it was a 
mistake, but an understandable one in the context of a scared teenager. Had Shaun J. or others who knew 
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about the document really believed that the comrade represented a danger to the movement and/or to the 
ISO, they would have an obligation to report this to the Center and otherwise handle this with the greatest 
care and discretion.   
 
It is disingenuous of the Renewal Faction to claim that Shaun J. was “shocked and disturbed” over the 2007 
police document, and only raised it publically insofar as he wanted leadership to address it internally.  As 
we indicated above, the appropriate response to a concern like that would be to initiate a discreet inquiry by 
leadership, or perhaps have a private word with the comrade about the importance of declining to answer 
questions, however seemingly innocuous.  A more reasonable interpretation from the manner, tone, and 
timing of Shaun J.’s response is that he relished the opportunity to destroy a much younger comrade with 
information relating to something that happened when the comrade was in his teens. Not to win an 
argument, but destroy the comrade, by making a sinister public insinuation on the basis of a source that 
should be treated with skepticism and a realistic appreciation of the context of custodial interrogation.  This, 
we believe, is the line that was crossed. 
  
In any event, even the limited information contained in the 2007 police document is inherently suspect.  
Police reports of custodial interrogations always make the interaction sound like a chat among friends. It's a 
convention of that particular literary genre.  Another point is that police sometimes attribute information 
they have gained from a confidential informant or some other source to an interrogation of an identified 
suspect, especially if they will never have to use that information in evidence against the suspect. This 
gives them the opportunity to put something on the record internally without having truthfully to identify 
the source or reveal the extent of their political surveillance. Both Shaun J. and the Renewal Faction are far 
too credulous in accepting a police report as gospel.   
 
Ultimately, it is critically important for comrades to understand these points, even if there was initial 
dismissal of the significance of the incident. This issue really transcends what is happening with the Faction 
debates. And we should recognize it as such, as there are longer terms implications of learning this lesson. 
 
Aaron A., Don L., NYC 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Disciplinary Decision-Making Isn’t a Formula 
 
The problems with formality 
 
I agree with much of David W.'s document "Discipline and Democratic Centralism": whenever possible 
leadership bodies should resolve cases in a manner that is "individualized for the situation and the 
infraction", and whenever possible, a conflict should be handled as a comradely discussion not as a "case." 
I'd like to argue that while clear organizational processes are essential, the creation of ever more elaborate 
standardized formulae to solve disciplinary issues is counterproductive. Therefore, I strongly oppose David 
B.'s argument for increased formalization. A heavily formalized structure creates as many questions as it 
solves; at its worst, a decision-making body that's bound to strict, mechanized, one-size-fits-all-rules can 
find itself in the position of imposing contradictory--even absurd--procedures that limit that body's right (if 
you will) to approach a problem with basic common sense. The more you eliminate the subjective factor 
from a disciplinary process, the more you get a standardized result. But a standardized result may be not be 
an accurate or appropriate result.  
 
Another reason why we might want to limit cases that reach the NDC, as David W. notes, is that NDC 
cases are inherently adversarial. (We say NDC to differentiate from DC since a number of us serve on 
district committees and the Disciplinary Committee.) It makes sense for us to seek internal resolutions that 
are non-adversarial. Unfortunately, the current process doesn't just create an adversarial posture between 
complainant and respondent, the relationship between participants and the NDC itself is also often fraught 
with tension. As a result, parties are tending to read the guidelines with a fine-tooth comb to make sure 
their own interests are protected in the event that a decision is not resolved in a way they find favorable. 
Unfortunately, making the guidelines broader and "less formal" is not a solution. Highly-specific guidelines 
can be so wooden that they are poorly suited for certain cases, not to mention dizzying to implement; but 
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broad guidelines also prove chaotic since interpretations may vary widely between participants. 
 
To put things in perspective, let me give examples of a few possible "due process violation claims" that 
have either already arisen or are likely to arise: 
 
* a complainant/respondent argues that evidence collected is inappropriate because it contains "character 
assessments." 
* a complainant/respondent argues that evidence was unfairly excluded because the NDC deemed it to 
contain "character assessments."  
* a participant argues that investigators or hearing members asked over-broad questions unrelated to the 
charge. 
* a participant argues that investigators or hearing members' skipped important questions because the NDC 
claimed those questions were "over-broad" and "unrelated to the charge.".  
* participants disagree about who counts as a "witness" 
* a participant claims that the NDC has failed to "adequately explain" important aspects of the process--
often aspects that the NDC itself isn't clear about. 
* a respondent claims the NDC violated their rights because the NDC chose to take a case somebody made 
against them. 
* a complainant claims the NDC violated their rights because the NDC didn't choose to take a case they 
made against someone.  
* one of the seven (now possibly five) NDC members makes a mistake at some point: sends the wrong 
version of an attachment, forgets to forward an email or document, accidentally adds a confusing line of 
text to an email.  
 
In my mind, adherence to a maze of rules and regulations has nothing to do with "due process" or "fairness". 
The essence of 'due process' is that all parties are able to have every aspect of their case considered before a 
determination is made, that hearings and interviews are scheduled in a way that doesn't exclude parties, and 
that members with close relationships to complainants/respondents recuse themselves at the beginning of a 
case. If the essence of "due process" is "following the rules to the letter, even when the rules are 
contradictory or vague" then our definition of due process is, in my opinion, hollow. (Not to mention pretty 
much impossible.) To me, due process means that comrades give a shit about one another, that they take 
each others' objective situations into consideration so that each others' words and actions can be better 
understood from their viewpoint. 
 
To add to the problem, one of the NDC's biggest procedural issues is that no one seems to be authorized to 
interpret the rules or judge whether or not the NDC is violating them while the committee is working on a 
case. In most situations, the SC and the Rules Committee are not poised to interpret the rules because these 
bodies aren't privy to the details of NDC cases. It seems to me that a possible solution here would be that 
the NDC should be empowered during cases to interpret the guidelines for itself through majority vote. 
After the decision, if participants feel that the NDC has been unjust in its interpretation of the guidelines, 
the Appeals Committee already has the power to rule that due process was violated, overturn the NDC's 
decision, and retry the case.  
 
With or without formality, some cases will be adversarial regardless of disciplinary venue 
 
Non-stranger sexual assault cases are going to be adversarial regardless of disciplinary venue (i.e., BC, DC, 
SC, NDC). In other types of allegations, the accused can claim innocence without automatically calling into 
question the legitimacy of the complainant's experience. For example, an alleged thief can argue that he or 
she has been wrongly identified by a complainant without denying that the complainant ever experienced a 
theft to begin with. But the complainant in a non-stranger sexual assault case is by definition certain about 
the identity of the attacker, and the accused can only defend him/herself by denying the complainant's 
description of events that allegedly occurred on the site of the complainant's own body. It's a zero sum 
situation. One side says "I didn't want this to happen to my body." The other says "You did want this to 
happen to your body." Someone is describing a fiction and someone is describing a truth. Either genuine 
consent was present or it was not.  
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Even though we talk about sexual misconduct cases as if the respondent is the one being called to defend 
him or herself, both parties are really "on trial". The complainant accuses the respondent of sexual assault 
and the respondent (if s/he contests) accuses the complainant of maliciously lying and/or being 
deluded/confused/irrational/unstable, etc. Moreover, false accusations of rape are a prosecutable offense. It 
is not only the respondent who is at risk of having their name "ruined" as a sexually violent individual; the 
complainant also risks having their name "ruined" as a vindictive liar or an untrustworthy individual. For 
this reason, I'd like to argue that the position of "innocent until proven guilty" is not unbiased in these cases. 
If you hold that the respondent is innocent until proven guilty, you are asserting that the complainant is 
lying or delusional. If you hold that the complainant is innocent of lying (and/or delusion) until proven 
otherwise, then you are asserting that the respondent is guilty. The situation is most politically charged 
when the accused is a man and the accuser is a woman (or queer/trans person). In this situation, the accused 
male comrade who claims innocence is forced into the position of arguing that the woman (or queer/trans 
person) is either lying or delusional--two positions that echo the most oppressive anti-woman rhetoric our 
society produces. I think that this adversarial situation of "double-defense" is one of the main reasons why 
women (and queer/trans people) find filing sexual assault complaints intimidating.  
 
The adversarial nature of sexual assault cases leads me to qualify my agreement with David W.'s statement, 
"I believe that in most cases the local comrades' familiarity with the situation can be an advantage in 
solving the problem." I agree with this--except in sexual assault cases where the respondent is cadre. In 
such cases, familiarity is usually a disadvantage. The fact that a trusted comrade has been accused of a 
sexual assault can be overwhelming to a branch or district, especially if the branch is divided over the 
comrade's presumed guilt or innocence, or if the complainant is also a member of the branch. It makes 
perfect sense that comrades would try to move such difficult disciplinary decisions to a more objective 
venue. I agree with David that the first stop should be the SC, not the NDC. However, the SC may not wish 
to take the case for a number of reasons. In other words, as much as I'd like to see the NDC limited to only 
handling the highly unlikely scenario of a "national level" scandal, I suspect that comrades are still going to 
ask the NDC to rule on adversarial cases involving cadre.  
 
Formality doesn't produce insight 
 
The San Diego comrades' document in PCB-19 is particularly helpful in its description of how cognitive 
dissonance can emerge between our Marxist-feminist political commitments and our reactions to 
allegations of sexual assault among peers. I appreciate how the comrades outlined a path to improve our 
understanding of sexual assault--and our own reactions to such accusations--without being moralistic or 
accusatory. While branch and national leadership, as David W. mentioned, have handled sexual misconduct 
allegations in the past, I agree with the SD comrades that we need to attack the problem with a commitment 
to depth of understanding and a renewed sense of urgency. While I agree with David W. that cases should 
be handled by leadership as often as possible, I also agree with the SD comrades that all bodies involved in 
deciding such cases need specific training in understanding consent and what to expect (and what not to 
expect) from complainants/respondents during an investigation of sexual misconduct. As I mentioned in 
my last document, good decisions in these matters require knowledge and appropriate training: political 
commitment in the abstract is simply not enough. Proper training shows concrete commitment to getting it 
right. 
 
I agree with the spirit of the San Diego comrades’ resolutions, but I'd like to emphasize that their suggested 
guideline changes will not benefit complainants in most sexual misconduct cases until the issues I 
mentioned in my previous document are addressed. Given the evidential criteria currently considered 
necessary for due process and the lack of evidence involved in most non-stranger sexual assaults, it is 
unlikely that the NDC could rule in a complainant's favor under the current guidelines, except in unusual 
circumstances where explicit evidence somehow exists. To give a striking example of the problems 
formality can produce for organizational justice--one interpretation of the guidelines given to the NDC 
entailed excluding the testimony of persons who claim 'witness status’ in order to register that the 
respondent also sexually assaulted them in a separate incident. The reason given was that such information 
is not a witness statement; it is a separate complaint. This might be formally, procedurally correct, but 
given that we know numbers of false sexual assault reports are very low and that the type of sexual assault 
reports the NDC is likely to get (non-stranger assaults) are rarely false reports, it would be hard for most 
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comrades to accept that a member accused by multiple people of sexual assault could remain in the 
organization due to "a lack of evidence."   
 
This brings me to David W.'s answer to my question about how a sexual misconduct case was solved in the 
Austin branch. David argues that it is legitimate for a branch to decide a case in favor of a complainant 
because the branch finds her statement compelling and the branch has a commitment to believe women. 
But the NDC is not authorized to base decisions on the same criteria. In the Austin branch, a woman who 
claims sexual assault without evidence is likely to be believed and action taken in her favor. The same case 
conducted by the NDC would almost certainly produce a ruling of "no preponderance of evidence" and 
therefore no action would be taken in her favor. What does it mean when two different disciplinary venues 
in our organization are highly likely to produce opposite outcomes in the same case? 
 
Easing the process 
 
Over-reliance on form is no substitute for knowledgeable leadership, good judgment, and decisive 
democratic decision-making. However, if we are going to have an NDC (which I truly hope we can use 
judiciously and not as a catch-all for every complaint) then clarification of responsibilities would be 
beneficial. I apologize in advance if I'm wrong, but it seems that cases proceed as follows: 
 
A branch/district attempts to resolve an allegation. If the branch cannot resolve the allegation… 
The Steering Committee is brought in to resolve the allegation. If the SC can’t resolve the allegation… 
The national Disciplinary Committee is brought in to decide the case. If the NDC seriously violates due 
process… 
 
The Appeals Committee resolves the case at a participant's request. (And if the Appeals Committee is 
challenged on due process, I'm unclear about what happens next…) 
 
One of the issues I mentioned earlier is that the NDC has no higher body to clarify guidelines mid-case. 
Upset participants so far have tended to request clarification from the SC; however, once the SC turns a 
case over to the NDC, the SC doesn't have the information necessary to clarify the guidelines. In sensitive 
cases where the SC has recused themselves, the SC might even wish to remain completely outside the case. 
In cases where no leadership body is appropriate to decide how to interpret the guidelines, I think it makes 
sense to empower the Disciplinary Committee to make 'executive decisions' on how to interpret guidelines 
during a case. If the case is appealed on the grounds that the NDC made wrongheaded decisions that 
violated due process, the Appeals Committee is already empowered to rule against the NDC's 
interpretations and retry the case. In this way, we can create a process that retains objectivity without 
reducing the NDC to a blind mechanism. This reintroduction of a modicum of subjectivity and 
empowerment will help the NDC cut through procedural contradictions and allow the committee to behave 
in a manner that is more relaxed and less intimidating to participants.  
 
Holly L., Austin 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Making Educational and Topical Meetings More Accessible  
to More Comrades and Contacts Around the ISO 
 
Our organization has been dedicated in fighting for a better world, and I think we’ve done a lot, but I 
wouldn’t be writing this document if there were a few things we could address to make our work even more 
successful.  
 
I believe one of the issues I have run across throughout my years as a member around my own political 
development, but also with regards to being able to have contacts join our project and stay as long-term 
members, is how much is expected in digesting Socialist theories. We as an organization ask members and 
contacts to read and absorb a lot of information, not just so we can all somehow become scholars in 
Marxist theory, but most importantly be able to apply lessons from the past, have a way to describe the 
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social conditions we live under and more. I am not saying we should scale back our educational 
development to recruit and retain members, however I do believe there are ways we can make adjustments 
to how we approach education with members, both newer and cadre, and contacts around our organization. 
Below are suggestions for our organization to consider on assisting members and contacts to be able to 
better access our Marxist-Leninist education: 
 
Suggestions 
 

1. All graphs and charts that are produced for Socialist Worker should always go onto the website 
and the images should be used on our social media sites such as Facebook and Twitter. Our 
organization produces wonderful graphs and charts for SW and being able to send someone a link 
to them or to be able to share an infograph on Facebook and make it go ‘viral’, not only does it 
help us to explain our politics, but it can also drive more traffic to SW. 
 

2. Each video on We Are Many should contain a table of contents. The table of contents would list 
the starting time of points where the beginning of each point is made. Some of our A/V that we 
post on the site can be over 40 minutes long and if we’re suggesting members and contacts to 
listen and or watch things from We Are Many, then it could be easier to share items that are 
shorten to five minutes for instance or to know at which point to watch a clip.  

 
Many comrades write talks where they outline several points and I am suggesting we divide the 
clips per point, so if there are four points made in the talk and they are 10 minutes each, then make 
four clips. By creating a table of contents for all audio and videos hosted on We Are Many and 
creating chapters for specific points in videos hosted on YouTube, if I were to send it off to a 
contact that is new to Marxist politics, they may be more inclined to listen to something shorter. 
Also, by changing the process on how we post our videos, comrades who may be looking for 
information or clarity on a specific topic could find the information in a much quicker fashion. 
 

3. Encourage more comrades who are giving talks at future Socialism Conferences to give out or 
provide links to outlines of talks or define key terms or graphs, something that will make it easier 
for comrades and contacts attending the conference to follow along with the talks. Some of the 
talks at Socialism Conference where I have learned the most information has come from speakers 
who provide various aids to the audience such as handouts, played A/V clips during their talks, or 
had PowerPoint presentations. 

 
4. With every suggested reading sent our over our listserves, especially books, send out a list of 

articles that members and contacts can read to gain a good understanding of the education or 
topical meeting if they do not have enough time to read the several chapters or a full book. 
Sometimes some of the theory that we read as an organization can be dense, some of us read at 
different speeds and levels and we should take care to not leave some comrades and contacts 
behind with different abilities and schedules.  
 
This is not to say that no one should read the suggested books for educational and topical 
meetings, but as someone who is a slow reader and someone who has had to let go of the shame of 
being diagnosed with a learning disability, sometimes the amount of reading our organization asks 
of its members can be overwhelming. There is a way to make sure everyone has a good grasp of 
Marxism and accommodating comrades and contacts with different learning styles. 
 

5. When comrades send out documents to their local listserves for comrades and contacts to engage 
in ideas or learn about a movement, make sure to give a quick one or two sentence description of 
what the article is about and what relevance does it have for the branch or district or nationally. 
Many members in the Bay Area have shifted to give a quick summary or brief motivation on why 
members should read the article they are sending out and it has been very helpful on how to 
prioritize reading. 
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6. Make a consistent effort to mix up educational, topical and even pre-convention discussion 
meeting formats. Just listening to someone giving a talk for 20 minutes can be difficult for some to 
engage in the topic at hand, but changing around seating, asking more questions of the attendees 
of the talk, some planned activities such as brainstorming, can go a long way of engaging 
members and contacts and assisting in comprehending our ideas. 

 
Again the Bay Area District for the last several months have been working on mixing up the 
formats of meetings in various ways to engage members and contacts by presenters asking 
members and contacts at the start of the meeting questions or breaking into smaller groups and 
brainstorming questions during education meetings or dedicating a meeting to fraction breakouts 
and then reporting back to the branch on our areas of work. 

 
7. Create more audio recordings of Haymarket Books titles. Encourage authors or members who 

would be willing, to record audio of them reading the books Haymarket publishes. Some 
comrades and contacts do not always have the time to sit and read books, especially the amount 
that we as an organization encourages, but there are some of us who can listen to audiobooks 
while at work, in the car, working out, etc. The recordings do not need to be recorded in a fancy 
studio, but recorded in a quiet space, without background noise and the reader stays at the same 
distance away from the recorder each time they record a passage. I recorded books on tape, then 
on a mp3 recorder for over three years for students with varying learning disabilities and the 
recordings didn’t have amazing, splashy introduction music or anything, but they were beneficial 
to the communities who used the recordings for school, etc. 

 
How can we make some of these changes? 
 
Some may read this document and may mention there aren’t enough people to make some of the 
changes in We Are Many or SW or other parts of our education, however I think we as an organization 
need to make more calls for volunteers to regularly assist on national projects within our organization.  
Technological advancements in the last few years make it much more possible for more comrades 
throughout our organization to share in doing logistical work for conferences, websites, etc. For 
instance, professionally I am an Event Coordinator for a non-profit and I work with vendors all over 
the country to put on six-eight conferences a year that vary in size from conferences smaller to about 
our size to larger conferences than Socialism Conference and much of the work can be done by email, 
text messages, Google chat, phone calls and storing things on the cloud.  I am willing to assist with 
contract negotiations, scheduling sessions, etc. but besides going to my district committee to find out 
who I can to talk to about volunteering my skill set, I would have no idea how to become involved 
with conference organizing.  
 
I think it is important that all comrades should have general ideas of who to contact for more 
information or who to contact to pitch in work related to We Are Many, SW, and Socialism 
Conference. Each of our comrades has special talents and if more regular calls were to come out in our 
National ISO Notes, in District notes and Branch Committee members in each branch were to make 
regular announcements about comrades assisting with We Are Many or SW or even with conferences, 
we could probably have more people pitching in work. 
 
In conclusion, we as an organization can incorporate a variety of formats and tools to engage members 
and contacts of varying educational levels, to engage in Leninist theory. The suggestions listed in this 
document are only a few and I hope it brings more discussion on what we can do better to make our 
politics and organization more attractive to contacts and in assisting comrades of various education 
backgrounds and learning styles. 
 

Derron T., Bay Area ISO Member 
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_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Organizing (and teaching) in Chicago Public Schools post-strike 
 
It is useful to remember the unity and power we felt as we organized our schools and walked out on Sept. 
10, 2012. The euphoria of fighting for better schools and talking about the Schools Chicago’s students 
deserve was refreshing to feel. The excitement of standing up for ourselves was an important step to regain 
our dignity as educators. The satisfaction of feeling the wind behind our backs as the city clearly stood with 
us and as Rahm squirmed, paralyzed that we fought back, translated into an important lesson - if you fight, 
you might just win! 
 
The Chicago Teachers’ Union Strike required an immense amount of planning from both the official 
representatives of the union and from the rank-and-file. The ISO in Chicago supported the union visibly by 
protesting, planning, picketing, and selling papers at various events.  Not only did educators within the 
union tirelessly picket at each school, but they converged on downtown Chicago in daily mass actions, and 
their community outreach broadened the scope of support for the CTU.  As a result of the strike, the CTU 
won a contract that included progressive discipline for employees of the Chicago Public Schools (CPS), a 
new appeals process for teachers who dispute the ever-changing REACH evaluation system, private 
consultation spaces for clinicians within schools, an anti-bullying clause to protect education workers from 
abusive administrators, and a promissory clause to hire more teacher members to service classes in the arts, 
library science, and physical education. Despite the lies of CPS about its austerity budget, they agreed a 
small cost-of-living increase. 
 
Generally, CTU members felt proud of the strike. Our ISO comrades in the CTU were able to contextualize 
the strike and its political implications with our co-workers, within the Caucus of Rank and File Educators 
(CORE), and within the ISO and Left more broadly.  
 
There were reverberations within unions around the country because of the strike, including a wave of local 
teachers strikes in Illinois during and right after the CTU strike. Though workers nationally looked at the 
CTU for inspiration, the CTU was left isolated in terms of organized labor. The rest of organized labor has 
not yet built the rank-and-file unions needed to break through the balance of class forces. This seems to be 
shifting with the Portland Teachers strike, the reform caucuses in LA and Seattle, to name a few. 
 
Additionally, we knew that the strike alone was not going to fundamentally change our schools in the age 
of education deform and massive austerity. But, out of the CTU strike, we are operating in a very different 
climate than before. There has been a sea change of consciousness around educational justice issues and 
teachers unions in this country.  
 
However, as we predicted, the attack after the strike has been relentless.  
 
The goal of this document is to describe some of the challenges we face since the strike and some ways we 
have attempted to respond from within the schools. This document is reflective of the work the ISO CTU 
members have done, but also a reflection of what CORE and CTU has done in the year and a half after the 
strike, in the context of a continued assault. 
 
The School Closings 
 
Because of the neoliberal environment, in the winter of 2013, CTU geared up for the next round of closings, 
which had been in effect yearly since the mid-2000s as part of Renaissance 2010.  Philadelphia’s public 
school closings didn’t bode well for Chicago, nor did the blatant dismantling of Detroit’s public schools the 
year before.  In a move to break the union under the guises of saving money, solving the “pension crisis,” 
and improving education, CPS closed 50 of its 600-odd schools, reneging on its promise to employ more 
educators and clinicians within the system to provide wrap-around services. Instead of redirecting monies 
to remaining schools, the CPS slashed their budgets, leading to another round of layoffs.  CPS further 
flouted their agreement by increasing the amount of money per charter school student and reducing the per-
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capita yearly amount allocated to traditional public school students. While the entire movement that was 
built to fight back against the school closings is beyond the breadth of this document, there were important 
implications on our work within the schools and within CORE. 
 
The impact the closings had on the city was profound. Teachers, parents, and students begged for their 
schools to be saved at the public hearings held for the 120 schools on the first closing list. Unfortunately, 
people often begged for their schools at the expense of other schools: not in a malicious way, just in a 
frantic, survivalist way. This divide-and-conquer strategy of CPS was largely successful. Struggles were 
isolated to the schools on the list - making those communities and those teachers feel isolated. Within 
schools not on the list, those CTU members did not actively participate in fighting for the schools.  
 
For example, the middle school next to one of our ISO members’ high school was on the closing list and 
will be closed this year. She struggled to get any teachers from her school to go to the hearings, which were 
actually held at the high school. Many of the teachers at the middle school concluded that there was no way 
that they would be able to save their school. The teachers at the high school, in fact, not only didn’t attend 
the hearings, but even began discussing if the high school - which is over crowded - could take over the 
space of the closing middle school next door. Since schools are underfunded and under-resourced in 
general, teachers, parents and community members often articulated their arguments for saving schools by 
trying to grab crumbs for their own schools, rather than targeting the underfunding of schools in general. 
This is not to say, however, that teachers supported the school closings. Burt, the unity of spirit built before 
and during the strike between members was tested through this. 
 
Our teacher comrades, CORE members, and other more radical movement activists, argued for an “injury 
to one is an injury to all” perspective. We supported and participated in an initiative to end all of our public 
comments at the hearings with the statement “Don’t close ____ school, do not close ANY of the schools.” 
 
Importantly, however, the CTU won the argument in public opinion against the school closings. Though 
Rahm went ahead and closed the schools, he did so over the public outcry of the community. Though 
demoralizing, the school closings did not undo the consciousness changing that occurred through the 
process of building a movement to save our schools. Through this struggle, a more solid core of union 
militants, parents and community members have emerged as the core of the education justice movement in 
Chicago. Additionally, this fight has thrown up questions about how do we challenge political power with 
political power. 
 
Fighting through Exhaustion 
 
Another front of the attack on teachers has been through speed-ups, lean production and forcing teachers to 
work more. One of Rahm’s big initiatives was lengthening the school day and school year. Much of the 
work teachers do is unpaid after work (planning, grading, calling parents, etc.), so a longer school day 
meant teachers working later into the evening. This literally has worn out teachers - making afterschool 
organizing more difficult. Additionally, the layoffs that we faced this past year resulted in a speed-up: 
larger classes, more focus on raising test scores, larger numbers of students with special needs and English 
language learners in mainstreamed classes with fewer wrap-around resources. 
 
We knew the longer day would affect us, but the exhaustion is much deeper than we anticipated. This is 
evident at the school level and at the district wide level. In fact, many of the latest House of Delegates 
meetings have included pep talks from our elected officers, basically encouraging us to not give up and 
leave the profession.  
 
However, it is not the case that the militants within the union are defeated. In fact, there is a huge amount 
of activity that we are engaged in – from anti-testing work to organizing against charter proliferation. Yet, 
figuring out how to raise our members’ horizons on what is possible and creating the infrastructure within 
our schools, within CORE and within the union to maintain and grow our organizational capacity has been 
a key priority.  
 
Enforcing the contract 
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The most important organizing in our schools has been enforcing the contract that we won. Each school has 
the right to a Professional Problems Committee (PPC), which sets monthly meetings with the principal to 
raise issues schools and to resolve problems before filing a grievance. A school with an active and 
functional PPC, which take up many issues beyond the pale of the contract, improves workplace conditions. 
There are many more functioning PPCs post-strike than before.   
 
Two of our ISO CTU members are delegates at their schools. Others are trying to figure out how to make 
union meetings, PPC meetings and the CTU presence in general more apparent. Additionally, through our 
involvement in CORE, we are organizing around a variety of initiatives (against testing, the common core, 
campaigns for a political alternative in Chicago, evaluation systems), which we try to bring into our schools.  
 
CPS’ attempt to Divide and conquer within the school 
 
The divide and conquer strategy has been deliberately used within schools through the new evaluation 
system. It is very onerous and many teachers have struggled with it, particularly because it is used so 
punitively. It uses principal evaluations based on observations and test scores to produce a yearly or bi-
yearly rating - the regularity of observations is based on the rating of the teacher - the lower the rating, the 
more observations a teacher will have. 
 
Since test scores are used in our evaluation, teachers worry about those tests and what they mean. 
Additionally, administrators often use scores on practice tests to point out the “effective” and the “less-
effective” teachers publicly within schools. Using test scores, teachers’ morale and confidence have been 
greatly impacted. 
 
The observation component of the evaluation system is extremely time consuming and quite stressful. The 
language that is used for discussing teacher practice and student outcomes is new to many veteran teachers, 
since it is the language of education deform. Additionally, principals have been encouraged to lower the 
ratings of older tenured teachers, so that they can break tenure by assigning unsatisfactory ratings. Since the 
evaluation system is so punitive, teachers have trouble discussing “how they did” and it is practically 
impossible for a vulnerable teacher to use this as a professional development model - (the model for which 
our evaluation system was intended by its creator). 
 
The push back against these evaluations has been uneven across the district, but in schools with militant 
unionists, we have worked hard to encourage a variety of things. First of all, we have encouraged teachers 
to talk openly about their ratings and to work together on their evaluation forms - a “reflective” part of the 
process that can take many hours to complete. We have encouraged teachers and leadership bodies within 
our schools to allow us time and professional development around different aspects of the evaluation.  
 
For those of us who are union delegates, the majority of time is taken up by complaints, violations and 
perceived inequities around evaluations. Some administrators use blatant favoritism, which needs to be 
documented and addressed with the principal. Some administrators do not follow the strict protocol for 
evaluations, which means that observations can be grieved based on procedure. Many teachers need to be 
trained in how to defend their practice confidently and bring evidence for the things that they are doing in 
the classroom, which can be tricky in a one-on-one meeting with the principal. The more open we are, the 
less administrators can get away with when it comes to targeting individuals and it forces them to articulate 
exactly what they are looking for. 
 
In fighting the evaluations we have to convince teachers that evaluations should not determine their self-
worth as educators. This is both about helping restore confidence to teachers’ who students performed 
poorly on their tests and who have gotten poor ratings, but also convincing teachers who may have had a 
room full of students who scored well - that the tests are not valid metrics for showing student growth. 
 
The CTU has led the way around this in many regards. First, in delegates meetings, there is often reference 
to the evaluation system. They have also created positions within the union of evaluation system liaisons 
with the board of education to communicate about the roll-out of the new system. They have also 
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encouraged teachers within each school to communicate with the union about evaluations. Finally, in the 
latest edition of the CTU’s magazine, there was a full article by a CORE militant about how he, as union 
delegate, used union meetings, professional development and googledocs to create a safe space for the 
teachers in his school to share their evaluation data. Each teacher would upload their ratings, which 
administrator rated them, and the date. This would allow the whole staff to see if there are patterns around 
low ratings for certain teachers, or around certain aspects of the evaluation. It is clear to see, how buildings 
with active CORE members, including our ISO members, can change the conversation around evaluations 
and re-build the unity that CPS is trying to destroy.  
 
Importantly, these efforts to combat the evaluation system build the next layer of leaders in our schools. 
They increase solidarity amongst our ranks, as we build on helping each other out, rather than succumbing 
to the hyper-competition and dog-eat-dog environment that the system encourages. Though this is a long 
process, and we are only on year one of the roll-out, we can see that through these efforts, we are building 
each others’ confidence and raising important discussions around tenure, the role of testing, what makes 
good teaching and what to fight around in a given school. 
 
Building CORE 
 
Coming out of the strike, CORE has qualitatively grown. Not only are CORE members by and large not 
defeated after the onslaught of attacks, but CORE is stronger. Since the strike grew the number of CTU 
members active in the union, CORE has had to work to stay relevant and become a place where militants 
within the union want to go to participate in organizing, strategizing and learning about what to do as the 
next steps in our struggle. The current leadership of CORE reflects that growth in militancy, since the 
current leadership is not just the founding members of CORE, but has grown to the layer of leaders who 
rose up in their schools because of the strike. Additionally to the work we are doing in our buildings, the 
ISO CTU members are working hard to push CORE outward and grow it as the radical caucus within the 
union. 
 
The discussions that we are having both within CORE and with the larger education justice movement 
would not be where they are today without the CTU strike. There is a national discussion about testing and 
the role of standards. This discussion was advanced by the CTU strike, the MAP boycott in Seattle and the 
opt-out victories in NY. CORE has been discussing strategies to resist standardized testing and our position 
on the Common Core. In fact, the protests of union members in an additional fight against the increase of a 
number of unnecessary standardized tests was temporarily won when CPS announced this past year that it 
would comply with the reduction. However, the district slyly let their managers at the network level create 
“optional” opportunities for testing and the implementation of the “optional” tests was very uneven around 
the district. In schools with a stronger union base, we were able to enforce the district public statement, in 
other schools, the principals and network chiefs were able to forge ahead with the testing. 
 
CORE is also active in a discussion about how to build political power. The CTU’s attempt to begin to 
form an Independent Political Organization (IPO) has led to many discussions about what CORE’s  line 
should be on a progressive platform: which initiatives to prioritize. CORE has also had an active debate 
about supporting candidates independent of the Democratic party.  
 
Another measure of the way CORE is helping to deepen and develop the social justice union movement is 
its attempts to relate to other unions. This summer CORE organized a national conference of reform 
caucuses. ISO members in other reform caucuses around the country have been doing patient, hard work in 
their own unions. Now, we are beginning to see the continuation of the process of radicalizing unions and 
building rank-and-file unionism with the struggles in Portland, Seattle and L.A. Hopefully comrades in 
those unions will write about their experiences building and the lesson to generalize from that.   
   
Doing too much? 
 
Recently the ISO CTU members had a fraction meeting where we went around the room and listed the 
committees, positions, and roles that we play in our schools, in CORE, in the union, in education reform 
groups and in our branches. It was a remarkable list of activities. One of the questions we are trying to 
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figure out is how to be effective and what to prioritize. We are prioritizing our role in CORE and our 
organizing within our buildings. Additionally, we are prioritizing our work around testing because we think 
that there is real potential to build a fight-back, similar to the MAP boycott in Seattle, within the next year 
or so in CPS. Finally, we are carving out more time for one-on-one contact work and follow-up with our 
CTU contacts. This contact work goes at a slower pace than other contact work, given that our contacts are 
also on a million committees throughout CORE, the CTU, and the education movement at large. Yet, now, 
as people are trying to figure out next steps in a difficult political period, really winning these union 
militants to socialism has become a clear next step in our political relationship with them. However, we 
have been struggling to meet consistently enough to assess if we are being effective enough in our 
collective intervention into the CTU. Are we doing too many different things within the union? Where is 
the space to assess the work that we are doing in our individual schools? How do we balance our work 
within the union with our work in our branches and district?  
 
Regardless of these questions, it is clear that the CTU has been leading nationally. It is clear that though we 
have not yet built the organizational capacity to reverse the attacks on public education and the union, our 
comrades are part of a longer process of building up union power in the schools, in CORE and the CTU at 
large. The efforts of our comrades and CORE, as a whole, are integral to understand how the education 
justice movement in Chicago has expanded beyond the classroom and into communities after the strike. 
 
Submitted by Becca B. and Kimberly B. for the CTU fraction, Chicago 
 

Documents with resolutions 
 

 
On Incorporating Activist Trainings into ISO Routines 
 
This document seeks to identify the serious problem of insufficient tactical political training of ISO 
members, point out the downsides of our current practices, and propose a more purposeful and effective 
strategy of educating members in activist practice. 
  
It is apparent that branches across the country are facing disappointing recruitment numbers, broken 
routines, and general organizational inertia. This is evidenced, in part, by the National Committee Report’s 
statement that the contemporary “disorientation and demoralization” is affecting our members, as well as 
the numerous Pre-convention Bulletins asking questions like “Why haven’t we grown?” and “Is the ISO a 
failed political project?” and discussing the “stagnation” and “flawed approach toward recruitment” seen in 
elements of the ISO. 
  
These problems cannot be attributed exclusively to incorrect interpretations of the state of the struggle, the 
“irrelevance” of the printed Socialist Worker, or insufficient individual motivation. Though we do not 
presume to fully understand the current “demoralization” within the US and the ISO, we do believe that a 
significant part of the current stagnation of the ISO is due to insufficient discussions of best practices 
regarding tabling, phone-banking, event recruitment, and other such activities. 
  
Our current practices often result in members being pushed into important political work for which they are 
unprepared. Trainings or discussions of what to do while on the ground and interacting with non-members 
are either inconsistent, incomprehensive, or nonexistent. Ultimately, this method of organizing (1) lets 
contacts slip away when we fail to follow through with regular tablings and well-coordinated contact work, 
(2) turns away potential members based on our apparent lack of dedication to serious outward organizing, 
and (3) can alienate and disillusion the members who are thrown into activism without support and 
preparation. 
  
None of us are born activists in the same way that none of us are born with a nuanced understanding of 
Marxist theory. The ISO knows that we must continually refine our intellectual understanding of Marxism, 
and indeed does an excellent job of encouraging this development. However, when it comes to activism, we 
too often assume that on-the-ground skills (such as how to strike up a conversation at a rally, recruit for a 
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public meeting, organize a phone bank, etc.) will develop without support or reflection. The writers of this 
document believe (and indeed have seen first-hand) that we are losing contacts and members as a direct 
result of this oversight. 
 
This issue is now particularly urgent as discussions of engaging in the electoral arena become more serious. 
We cannot expect to win electoral campaigns without first training our membership in field organizing 
techniques. 
 
And so we urge the ISO to take up the project of regularly incorporating serious tactical training into 
branch meetings. We recommend dedicating one branch meeting every six to eight weeks to such a 
training. As an organization, we have developed a strong framework for educational discussions of theory 
and history; we believe that the same infrastructure can be employed to expand our curriculum to more 
“practical” concerns. For example, a branch-wide training on "how to table effectively" might include an 
introduction and discussion of the tactic itself, its history, ideas on how best to use a pre-sale meeting, or 
advice on how to most effectively use the physical paper; paired with concrete practice, such as role-
playing difficult tabling conversations, trying out different opening lines (e.g. “Are you angry about the 
Trayvon Martin decision?”) with a partner, or practicing methods of getting new contacts to verbally 
commit to coming to a branch meeting. 
 
To begin the process of better preparing members of the ISO for on-the-ground political work, we propose: 
 
Resolution: 
 
Incorporate tactical political training into the Regional Fall Marxism Conferences. 
 
Niabi S. and Tina T., Madison, WI city branch 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 


