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PART II: KEY CONCEPTS IN COMMUNITY ORGANIZING

INTRODUCTION
(Sections Repeated from Course Overview)

Aaron Schutz

(DRAFT 11/29/07)
This course will be quite an eye-opener for some of you.  Over the last few decades, the kind of social action that was more common in the Civil Rights era has subsided, and most community work revolves around “social service” efforts.  

In community organizing terms, we increasingly expend most of our resources dealing with the symptoms of problems instead of the causes of problems.

For example, we try to help homeless people get off the street instead of trying to go after the causes that make people homeless in the first place.  

In community organizing, there is an old story that helps explain the difference between “social service” and organizing against oppression.  

THE STORY OF THE RIVER
Once upon a time there was a small village on the edge of a river. The people there were good and life in the village was good. One day a villager noticed a baby floating down the river. The villager quickly swam out to save the baby from drowning. The next day this same villager noticed two babies in the river. He called for help, and both babies were rescued from the swift waters. And the following day four babies were seen caught in the turbulent current. And then eight, then more, and still more! 

The villagers organized themselves quickly, setting up watchtowers and training teams of swimmers who could resist the swift waters and rescue babies. Rescue squads were soon working 24 hours a day. And each day the number of helpless babies floating down the river increased. The villagers organized themselves efficiently. The rescue squads were now snatching many children each day. While not all the babies, now very numerous, could be saved, the villagers felt they were doing well to save as many as they could each day. Indeed, the village priest blessed them in their good work. And life in the village continued on that basis. 

One day, however, someone raised the question, "But where are all these babies coming from? Let’s organize a team to head upstream to find out who’s throwing all of these babies into the river in the first place!"

ANALYSIS OF RIVER STORY

The first response is the “social service” one.  The desire to rescue the people in the river is totally understandable, and necessary.  They are already at risk of drowning, and someone needs to help them.  

The second response is the “community organizing” one.  While some people need to help those in most need, others need to fight against those who are throwing them into the river in the first place.  It is this second response that is so lacking in urban contexts like Milwaukee today.

From a community organizing perspective, there are always reasons why people are in need, there are always identifiable forces that oppress people.  And instead of simply trying to help those who have been harmed, we need to generate enough power to allow us to alter those aspects of society that allow this harm to happen in the first place.

To say it another way, we need to learn how to FIGHT.  

It is important to note a crucial limitation of this particular story.  The way it is framed, the people in the river are basically hopeless victims.  In the real world, this is almost never the case.  No matter how oppressed, people almost always have the capacity to organize and resist in one way or another.  Community organizing and social service, then, should never be about “rescuing” people.  Instead, it is about helping people who are oppressed learn skills that can help them resist.  

It turns out that there are a set of skills and concepts that can help people interested in resisting oppression.  Social action is not simply a random or spontaneous occurrence.  Instead, there are particular methods for generating collective power.  The aim of this class is to teach a few of these to you.

BRIEF INTERLUDE ABOUT CONCEPTS

Before I go on to speak about the first concrete terms that we will learn this semester, I want to make something clear about concepts, in general.  Abstractions ALWAYS describe things that do not actually exist in the real world.  

For example, I talk about “legal action” below.  But there is no such thing as an abstract legal action.  Reality is always too complex and messy to be captured by simple labels like this.  Legal actions, like everything else, are always “contaminated” by all kinds of things that wouldn’t seem to fit within this category, including political pressure, individual personality, accidents of history, fears of violence, etc.  

The terms we will learn this semester are not terms of “science,” they are terms of “art.”   They are tools to help you make sense of a complex world that they never completely or accurately describe.  So, the aim in this class is to learn these concepts without taking them too seriously, if that makes any sense.  

The challenges community organizers face are always pragmatic and real.  Just because I tell you, for example, that you should only choose one “target” to pressure for change doesn’t mean that this general rule will always apply in the real world.  Just because I tell you that a good tactic involves a lot of people doesn’t mean that there aren’t times when the best thing to do is only involve one or two people.  Reality always trumps theory, here.  

If you forget this, you will never be able to organize anyone.  Generations of community members have been pissed off by organizers who didn’t get this, who kept citing chapter and verse of the concepts they learned in “organizer school.”  People like this have failed to understand the complexity and uncertainty, the palpable and ultimately incalculable tragedy of the real world around them.

Good organizers stress again and again that we live in the world the way it is, not the way we would like it to be.  We forget this at our and others’ peril.


WHAT COMMUNITY ORGANIZING ISN’T

To understand what coherent, systematic community organizing is, it’s helpful to discuss what it is not. When people talk about social action, they often mix together a range of approaches that are actually somewhat distinct. I discuss three different approaches, here. Of course, one could distinguish more types, or fewer. But these five—legal action, activism, mobilizing, advocacy, and community development—are often referred to by organizers.


Legal Action


Lawyers are often quite important to those engaged in social action. Lawyers can get you out of jail, and they can help you overcome bureaucratic hurdles, among many other services. The problem comes when a social action strategy is designed primarily around a lawsuit.

My own state, Wisconsin, provides a good example. For a number of years, a major lawsuit was working its way through the courts in an effort to force the state to provide more equal funding to impoverished schools. During this time, statewide organizing around education, as I understand it, largely subsided. By the time we essentially lost the lawsuit at the state supreme court, little infrastructure had been created to fight on a political level for education. We had to start over largely from scratch. Lawsuits, then, can actually have a detrimental effect on organizing.

Activism


Activists like to “do things.” They get up in the morning and they go down to a main street and hold up some signs against the war. Or they march around in a picket line in front of a school. (Activists love rallies and picket lines.) Activists feel very good about how they are “fighting the power.” But in the absence of a coherent strategy, a coherent target, a process for maintaining a fight over an extended period of time, and an institutional structure for holding people together and mobilizing large numbers, they usually don’t accomplish much. People in power love activists, because they burn off energy for social action without really threatening anyone.

Of course, I am exaggerating a bit, here (as usual). But I’m not exaggerating as much as I wish I was.

Mobilizing


Mobilizers often accomplish something. They get pissed off about a particular issue or event, they get a lot of people out who are hopping mad, and they get some change made (for the better or for the worse). Like activists, they feel pretty good about what they have accomplished. But then they go home and go back to watching TV or reading obscure theory or whatever. They’ve accomplished what they wanted to and now they’re done.

The problem with mobilizing is that, as I noted above, winning a single battle is often quite meaningless unless you are in the fight for the long term. Once they go home, the people they were struggling against are free to do whatever they were doing before. In fact, mobilizers can actually make things worse without necessarily meaning to, or they can be used by those who are more sophisticated about what is really going on.

A good example happened in Milwaukee when our county executive pushed through a horrible pension payout rule that was going to cost the county and obscene amount of money. People got up in arms. They banded together to “throw out the bums” (the executive and the county supervisors who had voted for the change), and they were successful in recalling quite a few. The problem was that on many issues the county executive and the supervisors were quite progressive. And very little thought was given to who, exactly, would replace them. What happened is that an extremely conservative executive as well as some conservative supervisors were elected in a majority democratic county. And the groups that “threw out the bums” pretty much dissolved as far as I can tell. So no long-term structure was created through which an independent group of organized citizens might prevent a disaster like this from happening again in the future. All of this energy was, again, burned off and the potential of this anger was lost.

Another example came when the Milwaukee school board was moving towards a “neighborhood schools” plan that would have eliminated parents’ rights to bus their children to the school they preferred. A lot of “mobilizing” happened: parents banded together and a seemingly vibrant parent group emerged. Along with MICAH (the organizing group I work with) they fought the bussing plan. But the parent organization seemed to start dissolving even before the conflict was over. Only MICAH was left to try to hold the district accountable for any agreements it had made.

Advocacy

Advocates speak for others instead of trying to get those affected to speak for themselves.  Advocacy often involves relatively privileged professionals speaking for marginalized groups.  But advocates also include leaders who illegitimately take it upon themselves to represent the point of view of an entire group.  The latter are often chosen by the powerful as “legitimate” representatives of points of view that serve their interests.

Like everything we will talk about this semester, it is frequently difficult to draw clear lines between who is an “advocate” and who “authentically” represents a particular collection of people.  In fact, as we will see in the video next week, conflicts about who “counts” as an authentic representative are often central to many battles over important issues.

Advocates usually consult those they are speaking for in one way or another.  And they may recruit individuals for testimonials and other purposes.  But, in the end, they end up making the final decisions, themselves, about what needs to be done and what should be said.    

Advocates often speak for groups like children and the mentally ill who (they assume, usually incorrectly) cannot speak for themselves.  More generally, however, the actions of advocates always come with the implication, to one extent or another, that a particular group is not totally equipped to represent itself.  

Advocacy is not always a bad thing.  If I go to court, I will have a lawyer to represent me (another term for lawyer is “advocate”).  Independent groups often do research and advocate for positive changes.  And in some cases, I would argue, the general answer to a particular problem is fairly obvious.  Finally, as we will see, organizing people, especially impoverished and oppressed people can be an enormously resource intensive process.  In a world with limited resources, some kinds of straightforward advocacy may be a necessity. 

Advocacy is problematic, however, to the extent that it suppresses or replaces the authentic “voice” and “power” of the people, however difficult it may be to figure out exactly what these look like or mean.

Community Development
In contrast with community organizing, community development efforts focus not on taking power away from the powerful but instead on working through collaborative relationships (often with the powerful) to improve communities.  

Community development is not infrequently driven by a “deficit” perspective on impoverished communities.  This deficit vision can make these communities seem as if they are mostly made up of problems (often problem people) that need to be “fixed” by outside agencies.  These efforts are often led by outside organizations and/or professionals with limited long-term connection to the communities they are trying to assist.  Institutions like large hospitals, public school systems, and banks often engage in this kind of “top down” community development.  Sadly, this perspective also pervades many groups in impoverished areas that represent themselves as “community-based,” since they are usually run by people whose backgrounds, lifestyle, living situation, and understandings are quite different from those of residents. 

On the other hand, an increasingly popular approach is referred to as “asset-based community development,” which tries to emphasize that communities always contain many resources as well as challenges.  Asset-based approaches take a “half-full” instead of “mostly-empty” perspective on community institutions and individuals.  And they try to mobilize the resources already available in a community for its own improvement.  These assets include the skills and leadership of community members and the capacities of existing local institutions (like churches).  The asset-based approach, in the ideal, follows a democratic process guided by authentic representatives of the communities or group being served.  Because impoverished communities do, in fact, lack the level of resources available to the privileged, however, these efforts are also generally supported by outside agencies and funders.

Community development of both kinds often involves providing direct services to individuals and families like food, mortgage counseling, and medical help.  More broadly, community development includes efforts to build new housing, beautify blighted areas, form business incubators, hire more police, and other similar projects. 

To one extent or another, however, both types of community development share the conviction that community improvement can be accomplished through an essentially cooperative process.  Community development broadly understood, then, tends not to threaten the “powers that be.”  The cooperative approach of community developers and the (at least initially) conflictual approach of community organizers is a key distinction between them.
Another important difference between organizing and development is that organizing groups generally don’t actually provide actual services to people.  In the past, when groups tried to provide services and fight power, they often found that the first thing that happened was that the powerful threatened their service provision efforts.  For example, I heard recently about an organizing group in New York City that fights for improvements in public schools.  This group decided that it would try its hand at actually running a couple of public schools itself.  Not surprisingly, the next time this group challenged district policies, the district threatened to cut funding from these schools.  This put the organizing group in the difficult position of defending what it had already won while it tried to fight for something new.  Because strong organizing efforts have often leading community development groups to lose their funding, very little organizing today takes place in traditional community-based organizations. 

While community organizers often fight for community development projects (like neighborhood centers, after-school programs, more funding for homeless shelters, more money for low-income mortgages, etc.), then, they generally do not actually run these services themselves.

DIFFERENT KINDS OF ORGANIZING

Lee Staples, in Roots to Power, argues that community organizing groups can be categorized as having one of four different kinds of constituencies: Turf, Issues, Identity, or the Workplace.  (For our purposes, a constituency is the collection of people one is trying to organize for collective power.)  

Turf

Groups that organize by turf focus on a particular physical area, such as a neighborhood, housing development, electoral jurisdiction, church parish, business area, government zone, trailer park, colonista, or school district.  Participation and membership usually are open to anyone living or working in the designated area. (Staples, p. 4)

Turf groups organize around issues that affect the local area.  These issues range from fights for a new stop sign in a neighborhood to requests for multi-million dollar commitments of new housing development funds or for “living-wage” laws affecting every business in a city.  

Issues

Other organizations will be formed to address specific issues, such as health care, education, taxes, housing, foreign policy, discrimination, or the environment.  The unique concerns of various subgroups (e.g., disabled people, ethnic populations, or lesbians and gays) will not be central to the [organization’s] goals.  Rather a broad array of people will be recruited and activated around their interests relative to the particular issue. (Staples, p. 4)

These groups may be limited to a particular geographic area, but the real focus is on the issue.  These issues can be quite broad, and don’t necessarily mean a group has a very narrow focus.  For example, a wide range of specific challenges could be addressed within the broader area of welfare reform, or the environment, or police relations.  At the same time, some groups are quite narrow, focusing, for example, on reclaiming and defending a specific stream or park.

Communities of Identity

These organizations are created around the interests of particular identifiable groups like “race, ethnicity, gender, age, sexual orientation, immigrant status, religion, and physical or mental disability.”  Recently, immigrant “identity” groups have been quite visible in the United States, with enormous marches across the nation.  

Workplace

The most familiar form of workplace organizing is the union, of course.  But there are other forms of workplace organizing that “combine turf, issue, or identity organizing with workplace issues.”  A range of “worker centers” around the nation have sprung up to facilitate these kinds of broader relationships, bringing issues like welfare reform and broader immigration issues into the mix along with issues focused on specific employers or employer groups.  At the same time, broader coalitions can bring community-based organizing groups together with unions to exert pressure on employers.  

STRUCTURES OF ORGANIZATIONS

Organizations of Organizations

Another difference between community organizing groups is in how they are organized.  In this course we will focus on “organizations of organizations.”  Organizations of organizations bring existing groups together into a coalition that allows the larger umbrella organization to draw from an already existing membership.  In America, today, the most prominent example of organizations of organizations is congregational organizing, which brings together collections of churches (and sometimes other organizations like unions).  As we will discuss later, in impoverished urban communities churches are one of the last remaining truly grassroots organizations.  In fact, most of the larger nation-wide progressive organizing groups in America are based in congregations.  Part of the reason we will focus on congregational groups, however, is because this is the arena that I have the most experience with.  National organizations of local congregational organizing groups include The Industrial Areas Foundation (the organization Alinsky founded), The Gamaliel Foundation, and PICO.

This may be surprising to progressives who see religion portrayed in the media as only a conservative force.  And, in fact, churches have been quite powerful in support of a conservative agenda in America.  However, there are good reasons why progressive groups may also base their groups in churches.  Most importantly, instead of recruiting individual by individual, you can recruit entire groups of people who are already in community together and who will remain in community as opportunities for social action wax and wane.  Organizations of organizations bring with them a long-term stability that individual based organizing groups sometimes struggle to match.

Of course, this approach also brings problems.  Individual organizations may have their own issues and concerns, and these can create conflicts in the larger umbrella organization.  Individual organizations also bring a set of values and commitments with them to the table, and the umbrella organization needs to find a way to work across these.  Progressive congregational groups will find it difficult, for example, to work on issues related to sexual orientation or abortion for obvious reasons.  Conservative groups tend to have less trouble with this (although fractures have been growing recently) because their congregational groups tend to share a common “dogma,” unlike progressive organizations which include congregations from across a fairly wide spectrum of beliefs.

There is also an issue with “who” is being organized when you focus on organizing congregations, because churches are some of the most class-segregated places in America.  The fact is that progressive congregational organizations tend to draw together mostly middle-class people, broadly speaking, and tend not to bring in those who are most impoverished, even in highly impoverished neighborhoods.  Churches serving extremely poor people in American urban areas tend to focus more on “faith” than on “works,” and tend to be less interested in joining social action groups that will be engaging in conflict in the “dirty” world of the public sphere.  More conservative congregational groups seem to have been more successful recently at organizing the working-class, but, again, this may be changing.  

(While we will be focusing on approaches to organizing emerging out of a more progressive tradition, the specific techniques and concepts are useful regardless of one’s location on the political spectrum.  In any case, let me stress that while my own perspective on a particular issue may often be clear, your political/social orientation doesn’t matter for the purposes of assessment in this class.)

“Door-Knocking” Groups

In contrast, groups that focus on organizing individuals have a lot of work set out for them.  The usual method of organizing individuals in poor communities is “door knocking,” where organizers and leaders go door-to-door to try to convince people to join their organization.  It’s important to understand that the distinction between individual- and organization-based organizing groups, like most distinctions we will be using, is not that strict, since “door knockers” often try to establish relationships with respected group leaders (pastors, etc.) to give them more credibility in speaking with individuals.  Nonetheless, the organizing in this approach is mostly one by one.  In contrast with a congregational group, which may only have one or two organizers for a city-wide group, a door knocking group often needs a number of organizers to bring in enough members.  The largest group of this kind in the nation is ACORN.

Organizations developed through door knocking are more likely to draw in poorer members of impoverished communities.  However, they may not have the stability of a congregational group.  This is because the members of the door knocking group are not part of some durable institution like a church that maintains their relationship to the umbrella organizing group.  If an individual-based community organizing group goes through a fallow period without a lot of compelling issues to fight about, members may drift away and find other uses for their time.  Community organizing groups “live” only through action, and without action they will tend to dissolve.  

In fact, Charles Dobson (2003) cites a 1999 study by the League of Women Voters showing that “the main barrier to citizen participation is lack of time” and that “many people viewed community participation as direct competition for time spent with family and friends.”  Therefore, even though “46 percent of Americans say they would like to be more involved,” if you lose their attention you may fairly quickly find that it is difficult to get it back (p. 83).
Public vs. Private
Aaron Schutz

Note: Much of this is elaborated from pp. 96-99 of Commonwealth by Harry Boyte.
Innumerable books have discussed different ways to conceptualize differences and similarities between “private” and “public” realms, mapping these across history, different cultural groups, and different conceptual frameworks.  Here, I discuss the model developed in the context of community organizing.

According to one of Saul Alinsky’s lieutenants, Ed Chambers, one of Alinsky’s many shortsighted attitudes was about the private lives of organizers.  “Indeed, Chambers spoke with visible pain of Alinsky’s cavalier, dismissive attitude toward his associates’ family life and retirement and security needs.”  Chambers noted that “’He called me up long distance to order me to Rochester’” to work on a famous organizing campaign (Boyte, 96).

This refusal to respect people’s personal lives created numerous problems.  Not the least was the tendency to burn people out.  Many organizers speak of the revolving door through which many experienced organizers and leaders fled, never to return to the field.  In this way, their hard-earned skills that could have supported future efforts were lost.  

Post-Alinsky, many organizing groups realized that they needed to fundamentally change the way they supported organizers.  Over time, to the extent possible, major organizations like the Gamaliel and Industrial Areas Foundations have tried to make organizing more humanly “doable,” something one could continue for a long-term career.  At least in these flagship organizations, pay rates have increased, retirement and other benefits are more likely to be planned for, and thinking has gone into making jobs more family friendly.  

One of the approaches developed in the wake of these issues was a new way of framing a distinction between “public” and “private” relationships.  These new distinctions were designed to help them and the leaders they work with navigate the enormous emotional and time challenges inherent in any organizing effort.  Like all concepts in organizing, these distinctions are meant as flexible guidelines.  They are pragmatic tools for helping organizers and leaders make ethical and practical choices in a world that is always too complex to be captured by such binary frameworks.  And it’s important to understand that these principles were actively constructed.  They were not simply found lying around, but were developed and are still in the process of being developed in response to ongoing experience.
Roles Played in Private vs. Public Relationships

In trainings, organizers started by distinguishing between two columns of different kinds of relationships.  On the private side they listed the more intimate relationships one has with one’s family and friends.  On the public side they listed the more instrumental relationships one generally has with organizational colleagues, politicians, strangers, and others outside of one’s relatively narrow circle of intimacy.  This is all summarized in the following table:
	PRIVATE Relationships
	PUBLIC Relationships

	Family
	Church Members

	Friends
	Students at School

	Oneself
	Political Actors

	
	Co-Workers

	
	People on the street


Characteristics of Private and Public Relationships

They also distinguished between what had emerged for them through their organizing experience as the key differences in the characteristics of relationships in these arenas.  

In the private, people tend to encounter people who are mostly like themselves in the characteristics that are important to them.  Private relationships are often given or inherited—few people, for example, can choose their families.  They are relatively permanent.  One might want to disown a sibling or a parent, for example, but we rarely do.  Similarly, once we decide people are our “friends,” we become much more likely to tolerate their imperfections (and to expect imperfections to be tolerated in ourselves).  In private, we have the right to expect to be relatively safe in a range of different ways; we can be honest about our feelings and fears and needs.
In the public, we encounter people that are often very different from us.  If we conflict with them, we are much more likely to vote with our feet rather than try to work things out.  If we are “stuck” with them (on the job or in politics, for example) our engagements with they are likely to be guarded, since public relationships are inherently less safe than private ones.  Part of the reason for this lack of safety is that public relationships are much more likely to be instrumental.  We engage with other people in public because we have something we need to accomplish or deal with.  Partly as a result, these relationships are often quite fluid, with old acquaintances fading away while new ones emerge, often as a result of changes in our institutional or geographical location and not because we have necessarily chosen new people to engage with.  
The table below summarizes these key characteristics of public and private relationships:
	PRIVATE
	PUBLIC

	Sameness
	Diversity

	Commonality
	Difference

	Given/Permanent
	Fluid/Temporary

	Intimate
	Guarded

	Safe
	Unsafe

	Restricted to small number of intimates
	Open to a large number of acquaintances


Benefits and Aims of Private vs. Public Relationships

Finally, our expectations of what we can get out of public vs. private relationships are quite different.  In the private, we expect to be accepted.  We expect some level of loyalty, regardless of how problematic we may be at any moment and we often have a need to be liked or loved by our family and friends.  Furthermore, in private we give without much expectation of getting anything in return.
In the public, as I have already noted, our relationships are much more pragmatic.  We have relationships because there is some instrumental reason why we need them.  Instead of wanting to be liked, in public, we expect respect (regardless of whether others like us or not).  Instead of letting it “all hang out,” we must be much more guarded about what we say.  In fact, in public, we generally take on a particular kind of dramatic “role.”  This is common to teachers and politicians and bosses and workers.  In these contexts, to one extent or another, all of us present a particular kind of “face” to the world.  The point is not that one must necessarily be dishonest in public—in fact, persistent dishonesty can destroy public relationships even quicker than private ones.  Instead we must be careful about how we frame what we think, what we reveal about ourselves, and the topics we discuss.  While we can expect un-judgmental loyalty in private, in public we expect to be held accountable for what we say or do, and to hold others accountable in the same way.  In general, then, what is most important to understand in public relationships are the self-interests of the different people involved.  What motivates us and others to act?  {In a future post, I’ll talk more about the broad way organizers frame self-interest.)  
The table below summarizes the benefits and aims of public and private relationships:
	PRIVATE
	PUBLIC

	The need to be liked
	The need to be respected

	Expectation of loyalty
	Expectation of accountability

	Altruistic self-giving
	Quid pro quo/self-interest


Limits of This Distinction

Again, I want to emphasize that these distinctions are not definitions that can be followed strictly and unproblematically.  Instead, they are flexible guidelines for “’appropriate behavior’ in [these] different realms” (Boyte, 96).  Organizers, perhaps better than most people, understand that “’universals,’ principles that seem to apply across widely varying cultural and communal contexts, need always to be contextualized to have any real meaning.  Thus, IAF teachers argue that nothing is ever completely ‘either-or.’”  One organizer pointed out, for example, that “’public’ would have a qualitatively different meaning in most African societies . . . .  And different settings partake of different ‘public’ and ‘personal’ or private qualities—a church . . . is far more personal than a convention or a political rally” (Boyte, 97).
I often use the example of my own “public” role as a teacher in my community organizing course.  But at the same time as we talk about how I need to be held accountable and to hold my students accountable, we also talk about how there are private aspects of the teacher-student relationship as well.  To some extent, it is important for me to be loyal to my students, and to balance accountability with a more personal kind of caring.  No role is ever completely public or private (although teacher-student roles may be especially fraught with these kinds of tensions).  

One way these conceptions of “private” and “public” are useful to organizers are in helping them distinguish between ways of treating people who are intimate relations and those who are public acquaintances.  They allow one to draw relatively clear boundaries between people one should expect to be liked by and those from who one demands respect.  They help limit one’s responsibilities to those who fall outside of one’s private arena and clarify the responsibilities, benefits, and burdens involved in admitting new people into one’s private circle.  One organizer noted, for example, that he used to try to treat everyone like they were friends.  He just ended up totally exhausting himself and actually damaging his relationships with people who really were his intimates—like his family.  Learning to distinguish between “private” and “public” relationships helped him let go of relationships with people in his organization who weren’t living up to their responsibilities and concentrate on people who he could depend upon.  
Despite limitations, it is in the realm of power, politics, inequality, and oppression that these distinctions between “private” and “public” come into their real power.  In general, organizers argue that powerful people often try to control those who are less powerful by intentionally confusing private and public relationships.  
A Few Examples
On the east-west highway in my city right now there is a large billboard advertising a bank that says “it’s not business, it’s personal!”  This is a perfect example of an effort to make people feel like a public relationship is really intimate.  The fact is that the bank doesn’t care about individual clients.  It understands quite clearly that its relationship with those it serves is not private but public.  And if you don’t live up to your responsibilities to a bank you will find this out quite quickly, regardless of how nice the tellers and mortgage brokers may be.  

Recently my wife and I went to buy a car.  We had decided not to purchase a particular vehicle from a salesperson, and he started in on a passionate appeal to us, telling us that he needed another sale to get his bonus for the month.  In other words, he was asking us to be loyal and altruistic towards him, even though he knew quite well that his relationship with us was entirely temporary and that any intimacy on his part was really an act that he performed with every customer who came onto his lot.  Needless to say, we walked away from that deal.
Waitresses know quite well the power of fake private relationships.  There is clear evidence that patrons who are touched lightly during a meal will give a larger tip than those who are not.  Of course, in a sense at a restaurant one is paying for a kind of manufactured intimacy.  But much of the impact of the strategies used by people like waitresses is quite invisible to patrons.  They “feel” more personally connected, and this activates their “private” tendencies.

An organizer I know spoke of a campaign in which his organization was in conflict with a major bank in our city.  The bank director used to call him up and the first thing the director would do was ask about the organizer’s family, his children, etc.  The organizer said he would patiently wait out this “private” discussion, and then move directly to the “public” part of their discussion.

Frequently, politicians and others in power positions will say something like “I’m a nice person.  Why are you doing this to me?”  They’ll ask leaders and organizers to lunch or dinner in relatively intimate settings and try to create a personal relationship.  But these relationships are not personal, they are public.  They involve citizens putting on public faces and engaging with the powerful in their public role.  And when social activists don’t understand this, they are open to being used.
One classic way to fight against absentee landlords in the central city who are letting their properties become blighted is to force what they want to be private into the public.  A couple of years ago, the organization I work with went to the neighborhood in the suburbs where a notorious landlord lived.  Leaders left leaflets with her suburban neighbors with pictures of her properties and a description of how her lack of upkeep was affecting her residents and their neighborhoods.  This forced the landlord into a public relationship with her neighbors.  This act essentially argued that people who do harm like this should not be able to hide in the private realm.  Not surprisingly, if I remember correctly, this landlord very quickly made a deal with my organization.

These distinctions between “private” and “public” help social action organizations decide what kinds of actions are and are not ethical.  An ethical action, these distinctions imply, will be one oriented towards the public roles played by an individual or an institution.  It’s not legitimate, for example, to bring someone else’s family into the fight unless there is some specific reason why this has become fair game.  

During a fight with the school board a couple of years ago, the board president, who was opposing us, declared that at a public meeting that anyone could come to his house any time they wanted.  His door was always open for discussion.  I thought that this opened him up to a very effective action where our organization might come in force to his house and present him with demands collectively.  From my perspective, he had tried to use this as an example of how he was really a “personable” kind of guy as an effort to resist our efforts.  This action never happened, however.  He had younger kids and there was legitimate disagreement about whether this would overstep ethical bounds and exactly how to do something like this in an ethical way.  I’m still not sure, myself, about this strategy.

Whether a relationship is public or private is a result of the role a person is playing at any particular time.  For example, two US senators might be married.  At home, they would have a “private” relationship under this rubric, but on the Senate floor, their relationship would be “public.”  This is something that politicians and powerful people generally understand quite well.  It’s why very conservative and very liberal Senators can say terrible things about each other’s views on the airwaves and then go play an amiable game of golf.  And the fact is that a personal relationship with and between the powerful can be useful tools in a range of ways as long as the individuals engaged understand when they are playing different roles.  

As Harry Boyte notes, the distinction between public and private has

proved significant in teaching leaders the dynamics of effective political action, from the parish level to the life of communities.  “We would never have been able to challenge the priest to stop acting like our ‘father’ without this sort of training [about public and private’ said Beatrice Cortez, a president of San Antonio COPS [a congregational organizing group] . . . .  ‘You learn what is appropriate and inappropriate for politicians.  They shouldn’t try to get us to love them, for instance.’ 

Cortez frequently tells a story about her daughter to illustrate how children can quickly pick up the point.  During her tenure as president of the organization, Cortez had a COPS phone in her house.  One day the mayor, Henry Cisneros—whom she had known for years—called up on the line.  ‘My daughter answered and at first didn’t know who it was.  ‘Who should I say is calling?’ she asked.  Cisneros said, “Tell her it’s a special friend.’  ‘Then she recognized his voice,” Cortez said.  “She said, ‘On this line, you’re not a friend, I know who you are.  You’re the mayor!’  I told her, ‘You’ve got that right, honey!’ (Boyte, p. 98)
In general, Boyte argues that 

The self-conscious recognition of the public realm in which IAF [and other community organizing] organizations functioned as significant actors thus began to make explicit and clear what had often been known intuitively but never quite identified: public life had its own distinctive dynamics, its own principles. . . .

But public life . . . also stands in a different relationship to private life than has been classically conceived.  Indeed, the groups partially reverse the traditional attributes of public and private . . .  The private . . . is the more self-sacrificial and idealistic realm, while the public is the world view of quid pro quo and self-interest.  (Boyte, p. 98)
In a future discussion of the practice of “one-on-one” interviews developed by community organizers, I will discuss a range of other issues related to the rich conceptions of public and private that inform much contemporary organizing work. 

RESPONSE QUESTIONS
1. Discuss an example of public vs. private relationships that you have experienced in your own life.  Tell us a story that illuminates the differences I have discussed above, referring specifically to what I have called “roles”, “relationships”, and “benefits.”
2. For the example you gave in #1 (or a different example, if you prefer) what key aspects of the relationship don’t seem like they are captured by the “public” vs. “private” distinction, above.  (For example, I noted how teacher/student relationships don’t fit perfectly within the public/private distinction)

3. Discuss one way that this distinction might help you in your day to day life (or, you could discuss why you don’t think it’s very useful).

One-On-Ones
Aaron Schutz
This week’s lecture is about one-on-one interviews.  Instead of commenting on the forum, like usual, you will be doing a one-on-one interview with a member of the class.  

Community organizing groups are made up of relationships between individuals.  Of course, this is not all that holds them together.  Long-term groups depend on a loyalty to the organization and its historical relationship to the community.  And, as we will discuss later on, the specific issues that a group works on can draw in commitment.  But at the base level, at its best, a community organizing group is made up of relationships between individuals.

[I want to emphasize that I’m speaking of the ideal of this model of organizing, here.  The fact is that the one-on-one process described below is very time intensive, and in my experience not enough leaders (like myself) really take the time to do them in the numbers recommended by the model.  This, of course, raises questions about how effective this model is, since if people don’t actually “do” the one-on-ones, then they aren’t working.  But the argument is that stronger organizing groups do.  So let’s assume people do complete them, for now.]

“Community” is not something that is given in particular neighborhoods or cities.  In the inner-city today, for example, people often do not know their neighbors and may actually fear some of the people who live or congregate on their blocks.  Mobility in these neighborhoods is high, often for financial reasons, so it is harder for a coherent sense of geographic identity.  And even when people do know each other, studies indicate that in poor communities relational ties generally don’t cross social class lines.  In other words, poor people know other poor people, and more well-off people know those with economic situations more like their own.  

Angela Davis argues that:

it is extremely important not to assume that there are “communities of color” out there fully formed, conscious of themselves, just waiting for vanguard organizers to mobilize them into action. . . .   [W]e have to think about organizing as producing the communities, as generating community, as building communities of struggle. (cited in The Revolution Will Not Be Funded, p. 161)
As we have noted, in Alinsky’s day there were many local formal and informal organizations that might be seen as reflecting aspects of a local community.  Today, this is less true, not only in poor areas but in suburbs full of relatively isolated families as well.  As Robert Putnam, among other scholars, has pointed out, the problem is not that people today don’t belong to any organizations at all, or that they don’t volunteer to help others.  Instead, what have been lost are collections of people who see themselves as an ongoing, relatively permanent “we” that can act as collectives.  Volunteering with Habitat for Humanity or at a local school, participating in a 12-step group for some addiction, etc., don’t necessarily produce the kinds of collectives that organizers are looking for.  Again, churches represent one of the few exceptions to this trend.

However, as our reading on gender and organizing pointed out, these older organizations often functioned in a fairly hierarchical and patriarchal manner.  While Alinsky might have found what he felt were authentic “native leaders,” the groups these leaders led were often less than participatory in their internal functioning.  And even when they were more participatory, members may not have really known each other that well outside of their common participation.

Both of these issues can be as true today of the churches that many organizers work with.  Organizers often find that churches fail to recognize the vital functions played by people who are not central leaders.  And even though people may recognize each other at church, the fact is that most members probably don’t really know much about the people who sit around them in the pews (or on cushions, or whatever their tradition is).  

As our last reading on more recent approaches to congregational organizing noted, today’s organizers don’t simply draw from churches as sources of “people.”  They actually try to intervene in them.  They try to get pastors, who seem sometimes to treat their parishioners like children, to think more about how they might play a more “empowering” role.  They even make theological arguments, trying to convince those who think religion shouldn’t get involved in “dirty” reality that Jesus and Mohammed and others wanted their followers to care for this world, that they should care about their “works” as much as their praying.  They try to help religious people understand that many of the key figures of their scriptures (like John, Abraham, etc.) acted very much like organizers.  I remember, for example, a tense moment at an organizing training I attended where the facilitator directly challenged a Catholic priest about whether he was really willing to let go of some of his control over his “flock.”

We are not here to argue about whether they are right or wrong about religion.  The important thing is to understand how organizers generally think, although I am, of course, open to any questions you might have.  There are many religious traditions and cultures that find it difficult or impossible to embody this kind of attitude.  In the end, you will need to decide what you will take away with you from our course, what you find convincing and what you don’t, what fits with whatever religious tradition you might hold dear.  But even if you don’t “buy” key aspects of this argument, there may be aspects that you find illuminating or that you can appropriate in creative ways to serve your own beliefs and needs.  Again, I won’t judge your responses by whether they are “right” or “wrong” in their opinions, although I will be examining whether you understand the perspective we are studying in this class.  

One of the key ways organizers try to intervene in and “improve” the associations they recruit into their organizing groups is through the process of one-on-ones.  

What Are One-One-Ones?

A one-on one interview is a “public” but “personal” interview with another individual.  

The interview is personal in the sense that it often gets into quite intimate stories about someone’s life.  Of course, it is always up to the person being interviewed what they are willing to share.  But the fact is that people in our society are rarely asked such personal questions by someone who is actually interested in the answers.  We seldom are asked to share our stories, and people are often quite willing to do so.  

The interview is “public” according to the definition we discussed a few weeks ago in that your goal is not to generate an intimate friendship (although this may also be an eventual result).  Instead, your aim is quite pragmatic and instrumental.  You are trying to link this person in to a larger group, giving them and the organization more power to make the kinds of changes they would very much like to see in society.  You want a “public” not a “private” relationship with this person.

Partly in order to help the people you interview to understand the “public” rather than “private” nature of these interviews, that you are not approaching them to become their “friend,” one-on-one’s are generally set up in a relatively formal manner.  You don’t usually just start chatting with someone without warning.  Instead, you ask someone to meet you in a particular place at a particular time so that you can talk with them, get to know them, and help them understand your organization.  This formality is important because it sets the stage for what is going on.  From the beginning the person knows that you are approaching them in the role of a leader or organizer and not as a private individual who just wants to chat.  You approach a person in your role as organization member and are trying to recruit them as well 

One-on-one interviews have three key goals:

1. To develop a “relationship” with an individual that you can draw upon later.

2. To discover a person’s “passion,” which will help you hook this person into particular issues they may be “self-interested” in working on.  

3. To ask this person to do something specific for your organization or group.  

This is traditionally the list of aims, but there is actually a fourth goal:

(4.) You want to evaluate whether this person is worth the “trouble” of recruiting and drawing in to your organization.  Is this someone who seems reliable?  (Is this someone who is likely to be disruptive in meetings or can they disagree and engage without throwing a wrench into the entire process?)  Are they passionate about anything enough to keep them engaged over the long-term?  Remember that “public” relationships are, in the ideal, driven by self-interest, the need for “respect,” and a willingness to hold others accountable and to be held accountable oneself.  A person may be perfectly useful as a participant to call into a mass action, but not someone you want as a leader.

Be careful about making such decisions too quickly, however.  It is really impossible to know for certain how someone will act in an organization unless one has worked with this person.  Further, characteristics like race and gender can bias our perspectives without us even knowing this.  And we have already noted how our society tends to disparage the “leadership” activities of people who work more in the background instead of out front like a familiar patriarchal leader.  Sometimes the people who look great turn out to be “terrible,” and the people who look terrible turn out to be great (although often in ways you may not have predicted before).  

WHY RELATIONSHIPS?

Why are “relationships” so important?  Why do you need to get to know someone, and why is it important for you to develop a personal (if “public”) relationship with them?  There are a number of key reasons.

First, one of the key mottos of organizing is: “People don’t come to meetings because they see a flyer or read an announcement in the church bulletin.  People come to meetings because someone invited them.”  This is a powerful truth of human motivation.  In the most basic sense, it’s much easier to go to a new place with new people if there is someone there that you “know.”  Being invited also makes a person feel more important, it seems like it actually matters if they show up or not.  And you can’t be accountable to a flyer.  You are only accountable to another human being.  If someone calls you up and invites you and you say yes, then you are accountable whether you follow through or not.  

Second, people feel a part of organizations and actions not only because they care in abstract about an issue, but also because they feel connected to the individuals in that organization.  In fact, within an organizing group, leaders will often do one-on-ones among themselves to strengthen their ties and help them understand the underlying motivations of the people around the table.  The more relationships you have with people in an organization, the more you will feel a part of it and actually responsible for its success or failure.  

Third, your relationship with someone allows you to engage with them around their self-interests or “passions.”  If some random person calls you up and says “I know your brother is in jail and I know you care about sentencing laws,” you might even be offended.  But someone who has had a personal conversation with you, and to whom you have made some accountable commitment, however small, has the right at least to call you up and talk with you about this—regardless of how you respond to them.  

Fourth, once you do a lot of one-on-ones, the group you are a part of starts seeming less like an abstract collective, and more like what it is, a collection of unique individuals drawn together for a range of diverse reasons and convictions, however structured your organization may be.  You start to understand challenges and internal tensions in your organization in more complex terms.  Someone once said to me that:

It’s not the idea, it’s the people.

This is actually a pretty profound statement, when you think about it.  No matter how great your idea is, how “right” you are, you won’t get anywhere if you can’t get other people together around it.  On the other hand, quite horrible ideas often get put into effect because enough people are willing to support them.  If you don’t know your “people” then you won’t be able to understand which ideas will and won’t “go,” or how to get people to understand the “truth” of ideas you hold dear (even if you are actually wrong).

Finally, doing one-on-ones helps you understand what your “constituency” cares about.  It is by doing one-on-ones that you can figure out what issues will really draw people together in collective action.  One-on-ones are much more effective than surveys (which organizing groups also do) because one-one-ones push people to go beyond their surface or knee-jerk reactions to what motivates them at the core.  This is what you need to know if you are going to expect them to commit for the long term.  

USING ONE-ON-ONES TO DESIGN A CAMPAIGN
Imagine a group of 10 leaders coming together in a church basement to try to figure out what of the many challenges of their community that their congregation of 1,000 members should engage with.  By themselves, they don’t really represent the congregation very well.  If they just decide on an issue to pursue based on their own preferences, then it may turn out that not many of the rest of their fellows will really commit to it.  And, again, you can’t make people participate, ultimately they will participate only if they see it in their “self-interest,” only if it matches their own “passion” for action and change.  

But what if each of these leaders has done 10 one-on-one interviews with congregation members?  Together they have some sense of what 10% of the congregation cares about.  What an organizer will often do with these leaders is to take them through an exercise where they report on the different passions that came up in their interviews, clustering them together on a chalkboard or piece of newsprint.  Through this exercise, one can often stand back at the end and see the emergence of clusters of areas of interest emerging.  

(NOTE: it is dangerous to just interview the most prominent members.  As anyone in any volunteer organization can attest to, these people are usually already overcommitted in stuff they already care about.  If you are going to be successful, you need to draw in NEW leaders, people who can commit to your issue as a primary concern.)  

This exercise requires leaders who are not so committed to their own issues that they can’t listen to the desires of their constituents.  In this sense, leaders are asked to act a little like organizers, responding to what the collective wants more than what they want.  An organizer’s job is to organize people to act for the concrete changes THEY WANT that will improve their communities and that fit within the ethical framework of values that an organization has committed to.  An organizer, in the ideal is not supposed to care what the issue is in specific.  The organizer’s job is to help people develop POWER as an organization about multiple issues.  (Remember the story of the organizer who helped a housing complex organize around getting cable TV even though that wasn’t something she really cared about.  It was their issue, and by winning it she built a sense of collective power that allowed the residents to move on to issues that seemed more substantive—to her, at least.)

At the same time, there are often many ways to cluster an issue.  Some people may talk about youth, others about education, others about elementary schools, others about school violence in specific.  It may be possible to construct an issue around education or local youth that will pull in people who didn’t mention this specific problem but whose passion seems related.  Again, however, you can’t force it.  If people don’t care about your issue, then they don’t care.  Of course, you may help them to learn to care through education, which you will almost certainly engage in to bring more people on board.  Education can be very effective.  But it will be very difficult and perhaps impossible if not many people start out very enthused about an issue.

Another challenge is that what people care about may not be something that it is realistic or a good idea to work on.  

School violence, for example, is a tough one.  The research indicates that school violence is generally a result of a lack of community and connection with adults and other students within a school.  The kinds of response people may initially think of—metal detectors, more police, etc.—can actually generate MORE violence in a school, making it a more alienating place for kids.  To say it bluntly, your constituents may have a “passion” for treating students like criminals in their own schools, but this may not fit with the ethics of your organization, and it may not be feasible to help your constituents understand this.  And even if you convince them, their passion may really be for a quick fix like police.  We ran into this once in a survey done by an organization I worked with.  School violence came out at the top of people’s lists, but we didn’t pursue it for these and other reasons.  (Of course, it may be that we simply weren’t creative enough to “cut” the right issue out of this general problem of school violence.  We’ll talk about “cutting” issues later.)

Furthermore, the pragmatics of the time may make particular issues more “workable” than others.  Right now might be the moment when a window is open for a dental services plan in schools, while there isn’t much hope for an effort to get video cameras in police cars.  Even if more people want to work on the police issue, it may be that this really isn’t a “good” issue to work on.  

Finally, it’s important not to get too obsessed with the specifics of people’s individual interests.  It may seem like I’m contradicting everything I’ve said above, but the fact is that people who want significant social change in their communities and where there are many compelling problems may not really care that much about which compelling issue you start with.  Dental services or police car video cameras?  Or within education, dental services or smaller class sizes? Both may seem pretty important.  They may draw different people, but if they are compelling enough, and framed in a manner that emphasizes the injustices involved, both may be just as powerful.  And this may be true even though no one really thought of “dental services” as a specific issue.  They care about kids and they care about education, and the vision of teeth rotting in kids’ heads may be enough to get them engaged.  

As with everything, don’t overdo it.  Choosing an issue is a complex balancing act.  No issue is perfect.  Too much democracy can kill an organization with limited resources as much as too little.  Sitting around forever and chatting and getting everyone’s unique perspective on everything can lead an organization to fall apart because it never does anything.  
The key point is that your job as a leader or an organizer is to push issues that you can feasibly bring people together around.  Your power is not in organized $$ but in organized people.  And if the people won’t come out, you won’t generate power.  And even if a specific issue isn’t the one you care about most, without the POWER generated by successful campaigns, you can forget about ever generating enough to be influential on the issues you would most like to act on.  So this is as much a PRAGMATIC concern about organizational survival and achievable aims as it is a moral issue about participation.  

ARE ONE-ON-ONES MANIPULATIVE?

This is an important question.  As we have noted before, community organizing as a process has to remain tied closely to the ethical commitments an organization has come together around.  If organizing is just about leaders and organizers using other people for their own purposes, this would be extremely problematic.  While an obsession with democracy may not be healthy, a lack of respect for democracy would, it seems to me, be deadly from an ethical standpoint.  How can you have a “people’s organization” and a “people’s project” in Alinsky’s terms if it doesn’t come from the people in important ways?

Organizers generally argue, not surprisingly, that when conducted in good faith one-on-ones are not designed to manipulate people in any simple way.  Instead, organizers see the one-on-one process as providing an opportunity for people to “turn their personal pain into public action,” as the head of a community organizing group once said.  

Again, the “public” and “private” distinction is crucial, here.  Yes, organizers and leaders will try to twist people’s arms in order to get them to significant actions where numbers are critical.  So to this extent, yes, they can be used to manipulate.  But more than this organizers and leaders don’t have time to do.  If an organization is going to be strong for the long-term, it doesn’t have time to constantly pressure people to participate.  People who are not willing to be held accountable, who are not reliable over time, are simply not going to be good leaders.  

What do organizers mean by leaders?  I’ve been somewhat vague about this in this course.  In my face-to-face course I do an exercise about leadership that hasn’t really fit into this online version (which may be a mistake).  In a strict sense, organizers generally restrict the word “leader” to people who bring a collection of relationships with them to the table, a collection of people that they can bring to actions, etc.  But more generally, anyone who shows up reliably over time and supports the organization is really treated as a “leader” in the organizations I know of.  At the best, today’s organizing groups are less likely that groups in Alinsky’s day to do what Stall and Stoecker complained about, to ignore the contributions of those who do not play traditional patriarchal, male, roles of overt hierarchical leadership.  A very quiet person who doesn’t talk much at meetings may bring lots of people with her, and a very loud person who talks a lot may not bring much of anyone.  And people who will show up early and make sure a meeting is set up correctly can be as crucial to organizations as people who make speeches.  

What this means is that any one of you reading this can be a leader in a community organizing group.  The key question is whether you are committed and can be depended upon.  Then the only issue is what kind of role you want to be held accountable for.  Community organizing groups are always desperately in need of leaders at all levels.
WAIT, HAVEN’T I BEEN BASHING “DEMOCRACY” TOO MUCH?

There may be some who find what I’ve said at different points, here, about democratic participation objectionable.  You may see the democratic “process” as the key to an effective community organization.  If one doesn’t have this kind of “deep” engaged democracy, then what do you have?  How will people ever learn to create truly “democratic” communities if they don’t participate in them from the beginning?  And it is true that there are a number of fairly recent examples of mass movements, especially in Latin America, that seem at least to have emerged out of years of democratic relational work in communities.  These approaches seem much “flatter” than the traditional organizing approach, with a wider spread of “leaders” and less hierarchical structure.  And some in the broad post-Alinsky organizing tradition we are talking about here do, in fact, take a much more “deep” democracy relational approach than others.  Stall and Stoecker argued that the “private” model of organizing seems to work better on a smaller scale, but, as with everything, this is not always true (and in some contexts, it may actually be incorrect).  

All I can say is, first, this “deep” democracy approach isn’t the focus of this course.  As you can already see, just covering the Alinsky tradition of organizing is hard to do effectively in a single class.  Second, creating a relational mass movement with few leaders is enormously resource dependent—you need huge numbers of people to engage with each other over extended periods of time (years or often decades).  Third, I’m not clear about how relevant the Latin America model, in particular, is for urban America.  It may be that there are more traditions of “community” in many of these other contexts to draw upon that we have tended to lose.  But I don’t know enough to say one way or another with conviction.  Finally, when I read about these more “relational” movements I often wonder if they are really as relational as they are made out to be.  There is a long tradition of organizing groups presenting a different face to the outside world than is the reality internally.  For example, many civil rights organizations and events presented themselves to the media as spontaneous emergences when, in fact, as I have noted, they had been planned for in quite detailed ways.  

In any case, for our purposes, I think Stall and Stoecker’s argument that these kind of more “private” models of organizing tend to work better on a smaller scale and are less able to emerge into public for mass action and confrontation with power in “zero-sum” conflicts.  You are, of course, welcome to read more in the future about these issues and I hope that we will be able to offer more courses that explore the complexities of these questions in coming semesters.  

I at least wanted you to know that there is some controversy about the conclusions I am making, here.  It’s important to remember that I am really acting as a cheerleader for the Alinsky model, here, especially as it has evolved with critiques from the “private” perspective.  While I include critiques, I see that as my job in this class

HOW TO CONDUCT A ONE-ON-ONE

I am planning to post a video of a sample one-on-one interview, but I’ve had some technical difficulties, so we’ll see if I can pull it off.  However, the basics of the interview are not too complex.  

I have attached a separate document that gives instructions for conducting your one-on-one.  The key to a one-one-one interview is to keep it like a conversation.  This is not a formal interview, in that you come in with set questions.  Formal interviews don’t tend to create very strong relationships. 

Instead, you are trying to have a directed conversation in order to find out who they are and how they might fit into your organization.  

You DO NOT take notes during a one-on-one.  Instead, you take notes later, after you are done and back in your car, or on the bus, etc.  

As the instruction sheet says, you want to use open-ended questions.  This means questions that do not have single answers.  

Your job is to elicit key stories of the other person’s life. 

It’s hard to know what is important, so be careful when you try to shift the person from one topic to another.  If you do this too much, it may sound like you are not interested.

An easy way to shift people in an interview, or to get people talking when they seem not to have much to say is to keep track of what they have said before.  In other words, if they mention their experience in high school, but then move on to talking about their kitchen renovation, you might say, “You mentioned high school earlier.  Can you tell me more about your experience there?”  If they stop talking, this also can be a useful way to get things started again.  You can do this kind of redirection back to stuff they said earlier quite frequently and even quite abruptly, and because it’s about what they already said, they won’t see it as an interruption, or as an indication you don’t care about what they are saying.  Keeping track of these topics that people have raised allows you to control the interview and at the same time keep the interview in areas that the person wants to talk about.  

On the one hand, you want to keep them focused on stories and discussions that would seem to reveal passions relevant to social action.  On the other hand, you never really know whether a particular story or line of discussion really does relate to a passion that you don’t understand yet.  So try to keep a balance between letting the interview go where it naturally goes and in redirecting the person away from topics that don’t seem as relevant.

The instruction sheet has ideas about “probes” and sample questions.  Don’t worry too much about this.  Just remember, your key goals are:

1. Create a relationship.

2. Find out this person’s key “passion.”

3. Ask them to participate in something.

The last one can feel a little to artificial, so don’t feel like you have to do it.  But remember that it’s important.  You want to leave having asked them for something.  This helps them understand at the end, as in the beginning, that this interview was about the organization and not about becoming deep “friends.”  It also makes the process feel more productive and focused for both participants.  And, of course, it may get a person to be involved.  

Remember:  people get involved because SOMEBODY ASKED THEM.  So ASK!

THE ASSIGNMENT

The One-On-One Interview

Imagine that you belong to a local community organizing groups that works on a range of issues.  You are part of an effort to figure out what issues your organization should work on next.  You also have a large public meeting of your organization next month, and you really want to get a large number of people there to show your organization’s power.  And the public meeting is a good chance for people to hear about the different issues your organization is working on.  So this is something you can ask the person to go to at the end.

1. Set up a time to meet with the partner you have been assigned from the class by email, either in person or just on the phone.

NOTE:  If you can’t get a response from your assigned partner in a couple of days, you have permission to just do a one-on-one with someone else.  It needs to be someone you don’t know very well, but otherwise it doesn’t really matter.  Please stay with your assigned person unless you really have a problem.

2. Do a 20 minute interview with the class member you have been assigned to.  Usually one-on-ones go for about 45 minutes, so this is an abbreviated version.  But you’d be amazed about how much information you can glean from 20 minutes.

3. Allow the class member to do a 20 minute interview with you (at the same meeting or phone call).  Normally you wouldn’t just switch sides.  You’d give the person a chance to do a one-on-one with you at a different time if they wanted.  This keeps the interview a bit more formal.  
4. Talk a little about how you both thought the interviews went, and give each other any advice you might have.
Total time for interview: about 1 hour.  

5. Post responses to the questions listed below online by this coming Thursday at 4:30pm.

This may seem a little artificial, but you will quickly find if you get into it that it works nonetheless.  Don’t worry about being perfect.  It’s important just to try and 

What to Post on the Forum

This is a longer post than usual, and there isn’t any requirement that you reply this week.

1. Give the name of the person you interviewed.

2. Note the different issues and topics you covered in your discussion.  Don’t post details that seem too personal unless the person has given you permission.  We need to know the general topics you considered.  If the person told you any stories, list what the stories were about, in general.

3. List what the person’s key “passions” are.  For each passion, explain why you think this is their passion.  NOTE: People won’t say “this is my passion,” and even if they do, you may discover other passions in the stories they tell.  This is something you need to uncover from your own interpretations of what they say.

4. Did you develop a relationship with this person?  Why or why not?  Would you feel comfortable calling this person back to ask them to participate in something?

5. What seemed effective about your interview?

6. What do you wish had gone better?

7. Finally, talk a little about your interview.  Did you feel like you developed a relationship with this person?  What kind?  Did you feel like they got at your real “passions”?  

Locating a Target

Aaron Schutz

Reading: Organizing for Social Change, Chapters 2 (except “Tricks the Other Side Uses” on pp. 19-21) & 6
WHAT IS A “TARGET” AND A “SECONDARY TARGET”?

A key term in the neo-Alinsky community organizing toolbox is “target.”  Fundamentally in this model, if you don’t know what (or preferably who) your target is, then you can’t really act in a coherent way.

A target is “the institution or person who can make the change you want.”
A secondary target is “a POWERFUL institution or person that can influence the target.”
EXAMPLES

Imagine that you are a leader in a local action group that wants to get sports re-funded in your district.  The first thing you need to do is find out who makes that funding decision.  And this involves not only figuring out how power works in your district, but also the different ways that sports teams might get funded within that system.  For example, the superintendent might have the power to shift some funds to the sports teams.  In other districts, the school board might need to decide.  And the amount of money involved would be important, too.  The smaller the amount of money, the lower on the totem pole the decision will probably be made.  And generally you want to go for the weakest link, the target that it will be easiest to influence. 

Figuring out the target is crucial, because once you figure out how the decision you want is made, you can start figuring out what might influence the person or institution that makes the decision.  To act, you need to understand what motivates your target: its interests, fears, powers, etc.

Another example:  About a year ago, a local conservative radio personality made a pretty repugnant statement about latinos in our city.  So one or more groups decided to try to get this personality removed.  They protested, and picketed in front of the radio station, and (as usual) basically had little or no impact.  In this case, they knew in general terms who their target was (the radio station), but they don’t seem to have done much analysis of the internal power structure of the station, or even of its interests and concerns in more general institutional terms.  

Around this time, a local organizer came to my class and used this case as an example.  He asked the class what a radio station cared the most about, and after some prodding they gave him the answer he was looking for: money.  He then informed the class that the largest advertiser for this radio station was a local car dealership.  He speculated: what if instead of doing yet another picket line, this group had targeted the car dealership?  They could have first met with the owner of the dealership.  If the dealership refused to pull its ads, they could have moved to the development of some creative actions.  They could have sent fifty people a day to test-drive new cars, or to picket outside the dealership with signs declaring that it supported hate speech, until, hopefully, the owner caved.  

In this specific case, this organizer was talking about what is sometimes called a “secondary target.”  A secondary target is some powerful group or institution that can influence the target.  The car dealership couldn’t make the decision to pull the personality, but had pretty impressive influence over the station’s management.

The point is not that this organizer was right or wrong.  What’s important to us is that his process of analysis fits right within the neo-Alinsky tradition I’m talking about, here.

MAKE IT PERSONAL

Another thing about a target is that, in most cases, it is helpful to pick a person rather than a group or institution.  In this model, you want to generate some outrage about the actions the target has taken in its public role.  And it’s easier to get pissed off at an actual person.  It’s hard to get mad at the legislature as a group, for example.  It’s too abstract.  The speaker of the Assembly who is blocking your plan is easier to be upset at.  But sometimes you are stuck attacking an abstraction rather than an actual individual.  And sometimes it isn’t better to have an actual person.  Every organizing campaign is unique.  

You might say, well, it’s not really fair to target individuals.  They may just be doing their jobs.  And they may be your friends.  From a neo-Alinsky perspective, however, this answer is part of the problem.  In taking on particular roles, they have inserted themselves into the public space in a particular way and they should be held accountable for their public roles.  Part of what organizing does is transform roles people would like to keep somewhat “private” into more public stances.  And it’s not personal.  Or, at least, it’s not supposed to be.  Remember, “no permanent enemies, no permanent friends.”  (I’ll speak in more detail about “public” and “private” from this perspective in a later post.)

Once you have chosen a target, you need to think about the specific interests and motivations and fears of the target as you have framed it.  For example, the organizer I talked about, above, argued that protesters against Mark Belling had misunderstood the key interest of their target.  They didn’t understand that the most important interest was “money” and not “reputation.”

TARGETS AND POWER

The amount of power your group has will affect both the issue you choose to address (see this earlier post) and the target this issue requires you to influence.  For example, as I have noted earlier, the organization I work most closely with is based in Milwaukee.  We don’t have the power, alone, to really affect the legislature, especially since the key votes we need are Republican, and there aren’t a lot of Republicans we can directly affect.  So this really limits our ability to work on school funding issues.

You may discover that you just plain don’t have the right set of resources to effectively influence the person or institution you would most like to target.  If this is the case, maybe it’s time to face reality.  Maybe it’s time to switch your issue and pick another target.  

In any case, if you are going to act, it is almost always helpful to figure out who the key targets are (or might be) and what motivates him/her/them/it.

CONSTITUENCY

Your constituency is made up of the groups of people you are trying to organize.  Organizing texts often say that a constituency is made up of those most affected by the issue you are pursuing.  For example, if you are organizing around police brutality, then your constituency is made up of those most affected by this problem.  But some constituencies are defined by the nature of a particular organizing group.  For example, the constituency for congregational organizing groups is made up of parishioners in the member churches.  

In general, we will stay with the idea that a constituency is made up of those most affected by a particular issue.  This is a useful definition for understanding how organizing works, even though the truth is often much more complicated.  

It’s important not to confuse “targets” and “constituencies.”  Targets are people or institutions with POWER that you want to influence.  Constituencies are generally made up of people with less power that you would like to organize to confront those with power.  

In my experience, people in this course often confuse targets and constituencies, in part because we are so used to a more “service” orientation to community organizing.  For example, if people are asked how they might organize a community to deal with excessive litter and unkempt lawns, the first answer is usually that we should organize the people in the neighborhood to do a “clean up.”  Of course, there is nothing wrong with this, but it is not the approach recommended by the tradition we are working within at the moment.  

The goal of Alinsky-based community organizing is: TO TAKE POWER FROM THE POWERFUL.  Organizing a neighborhood clean up does not take power from anyone.  And it doesn’t teach people, through action, how they might become more powerful in the future.  

From a community organizing perspective, the problem of litter, etc., is a symptom of a range of structural problems facing particular neighborhoods: slumlords, large numbers of people who can’t afford to become homeowners, poverty, fear, lack of city services, etc.  Community organizers seek to identify key powerful people and institutions who can change these structural forces.

To some extent, the neighborhood clean up approach may end up encouraging people “blame the victim.”  “These damn people don’t care about their own neighborhood!”  This approach can lead one to see people in poor neighborhoods as somehow deficient when compared to people living in manicured suburbs.  But if we believe that there is not something fundamentally wrong with poor people, then we need to look for larger reasons why these neighborhoods find it difficult to look so manicured.  Instead of deficits, organizers look for barriers that prevent collective empowerment.  And they seek to eliminate these barriers.  

THE IRAQ WAR FROM A COMMUNITY ORGANIZING PERSPECTIVE

Let’s end by looking at the Iraq war for a moment.  I was in Madison some months ago, and I drove by a group of three people waving signs against the Iraq war quite energetically on a streetcorner in the middle of campus.  Now, I’m sure they felt much better about themselves after they did this.  But I doubt that Madison is a hotbed of Iraq war support.  And I doubt that a couple of signs are going to effect anyone that much anyway.  Furthermore, the fact is that most of the nation doesn’t support the war anymore already.  

Don’t get me wrong, I don’t have anything against sign waving or big marches etc.  And I’m sure they have some effect, especially if you can get a lot of people out in them.  And there are many different ways to approach any problem.  But it may be helpful to look at the Iraq war problem (e.g., in my opinion, how we can get out of it) from a neo-Alinsky perspective. 

There a couple of groups taking this approach.  The group Americans Against Escalation in Iraq is sponsoring an Iraq Summer where they are, in their words, “targeting 31 members of Congress and 10 Senators to bring a safe end to the war in Iraq.”  They have tried to figure out which lawmakers are most likely to change their minds about the war, and they have put their $$ into influencing these lawmakers by threatening their interests.  They have figured out who can make the change they want, and they are focusing their resources on the individuals who can make it.  

From the right wing, a group called FreedomWatch is targeting 15 million dollars in advertisements to do much the same thing, targeting GOP lawmakers that they worry may be wavering and might vote against the Iraq war.

QUESTIONS:

1) List an issue that concerns you in Milwaukee.  What are some different institutions and individuals in Milwaukee that you might target to get some change in this issue?  Why would these be possible targets given what I have said, above?

2) Pick one of these targets.  Discuss what you think are the things that are likely to motivate this target to make a change on the issue that you are concerned with, drawing on some of the ideas discussed above as well as your own.  

Also choose a “secondary target” who you think could influence your target to act the way you want.  What might be the motivations of this secondary target?

Feel free to simply imagine what you think these targets’ motivations are.  The goal here is to think like an organizer, not to be totally accurate about a specific issue.  We will be doing more imagining like this in future modules

3) Choose a key concept or quote from the readings in our textbook, Organizing for Social Change and discuss why you think it is important.  

“Cutting an Issue”

Aaron Schutz

Reading: Organizing for Social Change, Chapters 3 & 5

In the previous module we discussed how to identify a “target” and the importance of analyzing the power structure within which the target resides.

As a reminder, a “target” is “the person or institution that can make the change you want” and a “secondary target” is “a powerful person or institution that can influence the target.”  

You need to know who the target is because otherwise you may be pressuring the wrong person or institution.  It’s helpful to identify secondary targets, because they represent people and groups that can influence the decision-maker.  

DEFINING “CONSTITUENCY” AND “ALLIES”
It’s important to emphasize that a “secondary target” is different from what we will call a “constituency.”  Your constituency is the group that you are trying to organize in a powerful way.  Secondary targets are things like banks and corporations.  They are not part of the core group of people and small organizations (like small businesses) that you are trying to organize together to gain power.  

Your “constituency” is made up of ALL the people and groups that you are trying to organize together.  Everyone you would like to reach is included in your constituency, not just those that already agree with you.  For example, the constituency for a campaign to reduce police violence would include all members of those groups likely to be affected by or to fear police violence (in our city, mostly people of color), even though there may be people in this group who won’t want to join your organization or who may disagree with your organization’s positions.  

Allies are individuals and groups that “constituents are potential members of your organization, while allies are not.”  For example, if you are having a campaign to reinstate extracurricular activities at MPS, some teachers may join your organization, but the teachers union almost certainly won’t, although they may be willing to help fight for the same goal. 

THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN A “PROBLEM” AND AN “ISSUE”

A problem is something that you don’t like about the world or your society, but that is too big and/or too vague to grapple with in any coherent way.  “Pollution” and “crime” are “problems.”  We don’t like them, but it’s hard to know about what to do about them in general.  To use an obsolete term, they are “bummers.”   In the words of our text, they are “broad area[s] of concern.”  They’re terrible but just thinking about them can be disempowering.

In the terms community organizers use, an issue is a more specific challenge that is separated out from the larger “problem.”  An issue, rightly described, always includes the solution to the challenge that is chosen.  As our text notes, “an issue is a solution or partial solution to a problem.”  For example, an issue that one might “cut” out of the “problem” of crime is police accountability, and the solution that your group might fight for could be installing video cameras in all police cars in the city.  An issue you might “cut” out of pollution might be a campaign to stop a new coal-fired plant from being built in your community.  

Again, notice that from the perspective of community organizing, you haven’t “cut” an issue until you have also defined how you plan to solve the specific challenge you have chosen.  Without an identified solution, your group doesn’t have anything specific to fight for.  

“CUTTING AN ISSUE” AND POWER

To some extent, the criteria for cutting an issue, discussed in detail below, can be counter-intuitive.  We are used to thinking about “winning” as the most crucial goal in any battle against oppression.  However, community organizers think about campaigns in a fundamentally different way.  To understand organizing you have to understand this different way of thinking.

The key problem for any community organizer is a lack of sufficient POWER.  You just don’t have the money or the people to ensure that the social changes you want are made.  So the core goal for all community organizers is generating POWER.  

How do you generate power?  In this context, you generate power by strengthening your organization.  So the core aim of all organizers is building a stronger organization.  

Therefore, you want to pick issues that are likely to BUILD YOUR ORGANIZATION.  For example, an issue that you can easily win without really making organization members work and extend themselves probably isn’t an issue you want to get involved in.  You want an issue that will force the organization to grow, and organization members to learn to be better actors.

It is important to understand that having a reputation for a strong organization is a crucial asset for organizing groups.  If people perceive your group as strong, YOU MAY NOT NEED TO FIGHT!  Groups that might have otherwise done things to harm your community may not because of the threat you may get involved.  And organizations may invite you to the table early in the process of developing particular projects because they know you can cause problems for them later if you don’t.  Organizations that aren’t respected, that aren’t seen as powerful, don’t get this treatment.  

When you try to “cut an issue,” think about how a specific issue will help build your organization, how it will help you build POWER for the LONG TERM instead of just about whether and how to achieve a particular goal.  Then and only then will you be thinking like an organizer.

FRAMING

One of the key challenges for “cutting an issue” is how you frame what your issue is to outside audiences which may be sympathetic to different concerns than you or your group is.  On page 23, the text gives some examples of framing.  For example, if you are an environmentalist and want to have logging stopped in a particular forest, it makes sense to frame your “issue” by emphasizing how you will make sure this won’t eliminate jobs, since forest workers may be a crucial part of your opposition.

CRITERIA FOR “CUTTING AN ISSUE”

Chapter 3 of our textbook, Organizing for Social Change, lays out a series of criteria for what counts as a good issue.  They do a nice job of describing these.  I focus in on what I think the key issues are, here.

1. Result in a Real Improvement in People’s Lives

2. Give People a Sense of Their Own Power

3. Alter the Relations of Power

4. Be Worthwhile

5. Be Winnable

6. Be Widely Felt

7. Be Deeply Felt

8. Be Easy to Understand

9. Have a Clear Target

10. have a Clear Time Frame that Works for You

11. Be Non-Divisive

12. Build Leadership

13. Set Your Organization Up for the Next Campaign

14. Have a Pocketbook Angle

15. Raise Money

16. Be Consistent with Your Values and Vision.

See the chart on page 28 of our text that lists all of these.

It’s important to stress that these are flexible “guidelines” and not strict rules.  They are tools to help you decide between better and worse issues.  But almost no issues really fulfill all of the criteria (since they are somewhat contradictory, as you will see).  And there are often very good reasons not to follow one of them, as I will note at points, below.

Let me go through each of these in order and discuss what they actually mean in the context of an organizing campaign.

1. Result in a Real Improvement in People’s Lives.

As an organization, there are many issues that you could win, but that really aren’t worth your effort.  In every case, what is “worth” fighting for is related to the size and established power of your organization.  If you are a small block club, then getting a stop sign at the end of the street may count as a “real improvement.”  If you are city-wide organization, then a stop sign seems too small to “matter.”  Furthermore, such a small change will only matter to a small number of your constituents.

What you want is something that will be seen and experienced as a “real improvement” by as many of your constituents as possible, especially people who aren’t yet a part of your organization.  Such achievements strengthen the resolve of current members while drawing new members in.  In other words, they build POWER that you can use for even larger campaigns in the future.

2. Give People a Sense of Their Own Power

As in #1, and as will be true for all of these guidelines, what “counts” as fulfilling this criteria depends on what kind and what size of organization you have.  As an organization, you want to seek out challenges that stretch your organization as opposed to issues that will be relatively straightforward to win.  Winning campaigns that seem quite challenging can empower your members and new members for the future.  It gives people a sense of their power.  You want people (within and outside of your organization) to say “wow, that’s amazing that they were able to [for example] lower class sizes in first grade classes across the city.” 

3. Alter the Relations of Power

Again—and I’ll keep repeating this—your fundamental goal is to gain more POWER.  You want a campaign to result in some change in the power relations in your community, either because you have changed the structures that allow people to participate or because you have made your own and other related organizations stronger and better able to fight in the future.

You want to come out of a campaign with more POWER, both in terms of members and in terms of reputation, so that you can pursue even larger campaigns in the future.  And you want powerful people to think twice before making decisions that will disadvantage your constituents because they worry that you may hold them accountable for these decisions.  And you want powerful people to invite you to the table before such decisions are made because they realize they need you on board if they are going to succeed.  The POWER of a social justice organization can have wide effects far beyond the specific campaigns it wins.

On page 25, our text counts “electing people to office who support our positions” as one way to alter the relations of power.  I’m going to argue, however, that this is a very limited and often problematic strategy.  The fact is that electing people who are on “your side” is only the start in electoral politics.  Unless you are able to maintain an organization that can hold these new officials accountable, you are likely to be disappointed.  Those of you who have taken classes from Professor Michael Bonds in our Department will probably have heard of his work showing that electing more black officials doesn’t necessarily result in improvements for black residents.  The truth is that elected officials often quickly get co-opted.  And even if they aren’t, they may need to make decisions you don’t like in order to stay in office.  Electoral politics matters, but it is not enough.  

4. Be worthwhile

This one seems pretty obvious.  It has to be a change that actually matters to people who are in need.  Otherwise, why bother?

5. Be winnable

Okay, now things get tough.  You want to fulfill criteria #1 and #2, which ask you to push for more difficult challenges.  But at the same time you can’t push for changes that are so challenging that they are impossible.  Again, this is a POWER issue.  If you fight for something unwinnable, you are likely to simply disempower your constituents and reduce your capacity to fight in the future.  

However, it is important to keep a focus on the fact that POWER is the key goal not winning.  There have been cases where organizations fought in campaigns that they knew they would likely lose because, for different reasons, even a loss would build POWER for the long run.  

For example, participating in a national campaign for immigration reform may be clearly unwinnable right now, but participating draws in a constituency that might otherwise not be part of your organization.  And fighting today means you draw in people interested in this issue who may be there to fight when it does seem winnable.  (Although there may be more winnable issues that could be cut from the immigration “problem.”)

There are many things you want to change that you don’t currently have the power to change.  For example, it can be challenging to cut a good issue around education in Milwaukee because most things you want to do to help MPS require money.  But in our state the School Board doesn’t have the power to raise money very easily; only the legislature can give you more money for schools.  And it is very hard for an organization based only in Milwaukee to influence enough key votes to get new money.  So a Milwaukee-based organization, no matter how powerful it is in Milwaukee will need to find a more local issue to fight about, and that issue can generally not involve an increase of state funding.
6. Be Widely Felt

Again, the key issue, here, is your capacity to build POWER, both today and tomorrow.  You want to pick an issue that affects a broad range of people, or that concerns a broad range of people, because issues like these are likely to bring in the largest number of participants.  Again, this conflicts with the “winnable” challenge, among others, since the more broadly felt a problem is, the harder it is likely to be to change it.  

How widely felt you need your issue to be depends on what kind of organization you have.  As I have noted, Alinsky wanted to have multi-issue organizations to draw in a wide base of supporters.  But many groups are, in fact, fairly narrowly framed around particular ethnic or cultural groups.  In these cases, what is “widely” felt is relative to your own constituency. 

For example, the problem of parking at UWM is an issue for people who work at UWM, but not for people around the city.  But if you are a UWM student organization, it’s probably hard to find an issue that is more widely felt.  

7. Be Deeply Felt

Another way to say this is that it needs to be a “gut” issue.  This criteria is deeply related to the next one, “Be Easy to Understand,” because a “gut” issue is generally one that can be clearly stated.  For example, the image of a single teacher with forty little kids in a single classroom is obviously unjust to most people.  People who are likely to join you will get a painful feeling in their gut just hearing that there are classrooms like these.  

You want to get people at an emotional level, not just an intellectual one.  You want them to respond with anger and remorse, not simply abstract understandings of inequality or unfairness.

Whether an issue is “deeply felt” is at least partly an issue of framing.  You want to seek out those images and stories of the problem you are fighting against that make change seem crucial.  This is why recruiting people to give testimonials is a classic technique of community organizers.  For example, people might not feel like “immigration reform” is a “gut” issue for them at the start.  But they might after hearing a few parents talking about how the current process that ships people spouses to a different state for months prior to their deportation hearings has ripped families apart, given children nightmares, etc.  Stories like these shift the dialogue from one about “illegal aliens” to one about what justice should look like in America.   They reframe an issue and make it a “gut” issue for those who may not have understood it this way before.

Some issues just can’t be made a “gut” issue for enough people, and these issues are generally not good ones to pursue.

From the perspective of an organizer, what are important are the issues that are important to your constituency.  The organizer may care deeply about saving maple trees from a new insect invasion, but if her constituency doesn’t care about this, she probably won’t be able to make them care.  The job of the organizer is to develop ethical campaigns for the issues that are central to one’s constituency, not to push the issues that an organizer thinks are important.  An organizer is there to facilitate the dreams of the people she works with, the dreams of her leaders, not her own.

8. Be Easy to Understand

This criteria is key and is sometimes forgotten.  You need to FRAME your issue in very clear terms for your constituencies.  This means eliminating jargon and unnecessary complexities.

For example, an organization I work with fought for and won increases in the number of schools that were funded under the state SAGE program.  The SAGE program includes a wide range of complicated changes and requirements for schools.  But the core issue, the one that appeals to most people, is that it reduces class sizes in the early elementary grades.  Therefore, we fought for SAGE as a class size reduction program.  That’s it.  We didn’t get into all the other complexities.  Everyone can understand that 40 kids in a classroom is unjust.  We didn’t need to get into the rest of it.

Here’s another example that I just made up:

One way to FRAME an issue about school funding reform could be:  We want the legislature to change the language of the State Law, paragraph 1.22.7, which now reads “school districts will base their post-year funding on their funding as of fiscal year 1998 according to the formula provided in section 1.2.8,” to the following: “school districts will base their post-year funding on the average of state district education funding as of fiscal year 1998 according to the formula provided in section 1.2.8.” 

Another way to FRAME your issue would be to say: The funding differences between rich and poor districts in Wisconsin are unjust and unacceptable.  We demand the legislature change the funding formula to equalize funding in Wisconsin so that kids of poor parents can get the same resources as the kids of rich parents.

In other words, simplify.  Don’t give us a long dissertation on the little changes you want to make.  Don’t give us the official jargon or cite the change in the law.  Tell us in simple terms why we should care and what the fundamental change will be.  YOU and your leaders need to understand all these complexities.  Your constituency doesn’t really care about them. 

At the same time, it’s crucial to be honest.  There can’t be something hidden in the complexities that would be a surprise to people who are supporting you.  In fact, as with all of these criteria, sometimes you simply must get into the complexities.  And in a case like this, you will need to find a way to educate your constituency about them.  Remember, you goal is long-term POWER.  If you mislead people, or make them feel misled, then you reduce your capacity to mobilize them in the future.

9. Have a Clear Target

We’ve talked enough about this in our earlier module.

10. Have a Clear Time-Frame

A campaign always has target dates included in it.  We will talk about this more in our next module (on strategy and tactics).  You need to give people a sense that things are happening and that things are going to happen soon, or you will lose them to other challenges in their lives.  As our text notes, “An issue campaign has a beginning, a middle, and an end.  You should have an idea of the approximate dates on which those points will fall.”  

Of course, in the real world you don’t control when things happen or what your opposition will do.  But you need these dates as motivators and to help keep you on track, even if they will usually change.

11. Be Non-Divisive

Again, this criteria is relative to the specific organization you have.  For example, I work with a coalition of congregations in Milwaukee.  The fact that we are a collection of churches limits the issues we can work on.  For example, we can’t run a campaign about abortion, either pro-choice or anti-abortion.  It would split our coalition and ruin the power we have gained by joining together.  Some other organization is going to have to fight about this, and, in fact, some of our churches may be part of pro-choice groups while others work with anti-abortion folks.  

Other issues might surprise you.  For example, we can’t fight to ban handguns because this would also split our coalition.

There is often a way to develop a non-divisive campaign even around divisive issues.  For example, we could run a campaign to pass a law requiring gun locks.  And we could run a campaign around providing services to pregnant teens.  It’s not that we can’t talk about guns or gun violence.  But we do need to be careful to construct our issues in ways that don’t end up destroying our organization.  

Again, the key issue here is to maintain and increase POWER to achieve ethical aims, and if that means we have to avoid particular issues, then we will need to live with this.  Someone else will need to fight to ban handguns.  And the people who do fight handguns will have to live with the fact that they have alienated a large group of people who will probably not be willing to join them on future campaigns, even if they don’t involve handguns.

12. Build Leadership

This criteria is less about the issue you pick than in how you pursue the issue.  We will discuss this in the next module.  But the key challenge is to find ways to involve many people in the tasks that need to be carried out and decided on.  It is by being involved that people learn to and make commitments to become leaders.  

13. Set up you Organization for the Next Campaign

You should always be thinking about how the current campaign will lead to the next campaign.  For example, if you are working on a campaign that involves educating your members about a particular set of issues and then you decide to switch to something completely different, you probably aren’t using your resources efficiently enough.  

For example, the organization I work with is currently working to increase the number of school nurses in MPS.  And we plan to link this specific campaign to future efforts around school health.  What our leaders learn about health challenges on the nursing campaign will be very helpful to us when we shift to campaigns about dental or vision care, for example.  

You want to think about how an issue will prepare the organization to keep moving forward in some coherent way.  If a particular issue won’t prepare you to do this, then it probably isn’t a good issue.

There are a range of different ways to think about how one campaign prepares an organization for future campaigns.  For example, a block club might work to pressure their alderperson to put a stop sign at the end of their block.  While their next issue might not have much to do with stop signs or traffic, if it involves this alderperson, then their first effort would have helped establish them as a real force to be reckoned with next time when they come to ask for changes in garbage collection, for example.  If the “target” who can get stop signs is some faceless bureaucrat who they will never deal with again, then it is less likely to prepare them for future efforts with other officials.  Of course, they may still need a stop sign, and winning anything will help a group feel its power.  

Again, just because an issue doesn’t really fit all of the criteria we are talking about doesn’t mean it’s something we shouldn’t pursue.  

14. Have a Pocketbook Angle

People like to save money.  And they like to get more resources

Of course, the problem is that many of the social changes we want actually cost money.  

If possible, you want your issue to shift resources from those with too many to those with too few.  The point isn’t to be Robin Hood, here.  Sometimes the people who really “ought” to pay are unreachable.  But you want to shift power, and shifting power generally means shifting resources from one group to another, and this usually means somebody loses and somebody gains.

People who are more privileged in this society are generally raised to think that we can all “get along,” and that we should all be looking for win-win solutions that keep everyone happy.  The reality is that real change for people who have “less” generally requires that people with “more” give something up.  Which they don’t want to do.  Which brings us back to POWER . . . .

15. Raise Money

Organizers argue that there are two kinds of POWER: organized money and organized people.  While poor people by definition don’t have a lot of money, it is very difficult to organize people without any money at all.  You need to pay an organizer and other staff or your organization will never have the stability and organizational capacity to survive over the long term.  So sometimes you need to balance what you constituency wants to do with what you can get funded.  Sometimes this isn’t a problem, since people who care about schools want something important to change.  What the specific issue is, right now, may be less important to them.  For example, what is more important: small class sizes or dental care for the 75% of kids who haven’t seen a dentist?  I may have a preference, but  both are “gut” issues.

The problem comes when organizations become primarily driven by getting dollars.  This happens quite frequently, since once people are hired we want to find ways to keep funding them.  But what generally results from this approach is an organization that loses any sense of real identity—a patchwork of different efforts that don’t really hold together.  And, in most cases, the race for money ends up getting organizations involved in service work instead of POWER organizing.  And, as we have noted, once organizations start focusing on service efforts they generally lose their capacity to fight.  

Be careful about focusing too much on money.  There are powerful people who would love to use money to co-opt POWER organizations and stop them from being able to resist.

16. Be Consistent with Your Values and Vision

This one is absolutely vital.  It’s the most important criteria.  If you don’t meet this criteria, you are in trouble.  And if your organization doesn’t have a sense of what fits and doesn’t fit with your values and vision, you are also in trouble.  

Decades after Saul Alinsky helped create his first collective action organization, The Back of the Yards Organization, it started using its power to exclude black people from its neighborhood.  He said at one point that he wanted to go in and organize against it.  Back of the Yards was an example of an organization that lost track of the values that initially informed it.  

Consistency with values and vision also involves the tactics you use, the tools you use to try to influence the powerful.  We will talk about this in the next module.

COLLABORATIVE ASSIGNMENT

Below, I have assigned you to one of three different “problem” areas: Education in Milwaukee, Parking at UWM, and Police in Milwaukee.  You should assume that you are an “issue” committee of a small but growing citywide organization, except in the parking example, where you are a UWM student group.  You should start your discussion this weekend, which will give you all week to arrive at your “issue.”  You should have a decision about what your “issue” will be and you should have discussed the reasons why it is a good issue (given the criteria above) on the forum by: SUNDAY, 11/11 at 4:30.  

Note that there are few perfect issues.  Most issues will fail on some of the criteria listed above.  What you need to be able to do is to justify why you will pursue your issue despite its limitations.  

Then each person will write out an evaluation of how your issue relates to the set of criteria they have been assigned to.

Your job is:

1. To cut a specific issue out of the “problem” you have been assigned.  You will do this by interacting in the forum discussion you have been assigned to.  In your discussion, each of you should refer to the criteria for a good issue in deciding exactly what your issue is.  A good way to participate is to refer to a new criteria that no one else in the forum has discussed yet, or, perhaps, to give a different perspective on whether a particular criteria is met by a particular issue.  Think like an organizer.  In this case, then, your personal opinion about what you would like to pursue isn’t important.  What’s important is to come up with a good issue that will motivate your 

An issue will include:

· Who the target is and why

· Who your constituency is and why (who you will be recruiting together to act for change, which generally includes those who are most affected).

· The specific solution you recommend and why

You will need to make up some of the “data” for this exercise.  That’s okay—just talk about what seems reasonable.  And you can also include information that you would need to know to be certain about your issue.  In a real planning session, you would have done a lot of research that would inform you about your problem area.  

This discussion and a decision on what your issue will be must be completed by Friday 11/11 at 4:30.  

2. Once you have decided on an ISSUE, each member of the group will need to write up and post a discussion of how your issue relates to the 8 questions that you have been assigned.  This post, which should be a minimum of 400 words, is due TUESDAY, 11/13, at 4:30pm.  We will discuss your responses at our face-to-face session on WEDNESDAY, 11/14.

I will be monitoring your discussions and butting in with comments when it seems relevant.  Feel free also to send me an email if you run into a problem you feel like you need my help to solve.  

EVALUATION OF GROUP PROJECT

You will be evaluated first, on the breadth and depth of your contributions to your issue discussion in your group forum, and second, on the extent to which you have effectively responded to the criteria you have been assigned.  

For each criteria, you should stated your perspective and then provide a clear justification for why you are taking a particular position.  In other words, one or two sentences will not be sufficient.  As always, the point is not to be RIGHT, but to show with your discussion that you understand the concepts involved.  

Although this is a group project, therefore, the online format will allow us to evaluate each person as to their individual contributions to the project.  So don’t worry if you end up doing most of the work.  This will be quite evident in the forum posts and in your individual criteria discussions.  

Tactics
Aaron Schutz

Reading: Organizing for Social Change, Chapters 2 (“Tricks the Other Side Uses” on pp. 19-21), 4, & 7

We have spent the last two weeks talking about how to “cut an issue.”  In essence, we have been talking about how to figure out “what” to fight for.  For the next two weeks we will talk about the other side of a campaign, “how” to fight for the issue you cut.  

It’s important to stress that these two weeks only scratch the surface of an enormous range of topics that we could cover and the skills that one should learn to successfully support a campaign.  Just looking at the many chapters we are not reading in our textbook will give you a sense of some (but even here, not all) of these other topics, including: media relations, fundraising, organizational structure, legal issues, public speaking, and more.  Again, this class is meant only as an introduction to community organizing.  

If you are interested in learning more about community organizing, you might consider pursuing the Certificate in Community Organizing offered through our department.  The Certificate program gives students an opportunity to participate in a more “nuts and bolts” community organizing training and requires the completion of an internship with a local organizing organization.

The aim of this course is to get you to see the world more like a community organizer does.  I don’t have the time (and in some cases the skills) to teach you how to ACT like a community organizer.  

POWER

Again, as in “cutting an issue” an organizer’s key concern about tactics and strategy is about how particular actions and decisions will increase the power of her organization.  This means that the easiest way to “win” is not always the best way to win.  A general rule is that you want to involve a wide range of people in your actions, and that you want your actions to enlarge the number of participants and educated leaders you have to draw on in the future.  Actions are almost as important for how they educate your own people as they are for the way they put pressure on a target.  

DEFINING AN “ACTION” OR A “TACTIC”

For our purposes, for this class, an “action” or a “tactic” will be defined as some engagement that “puts pressure on a target.”  Under this definition, collecting research, for example, doesn’t count as an action, even though it is a crucial activity.  If what you are doing at any point won’t influence your target in some direct way, then it doesn’t count, for us, as an action.  

It is important to emphasize that community organizing groups rarely simply attack people or institutions.  There is usually an effort to negotiate in good faith before one shifts to a more confrontational attitude.  For the purposes of this class, pre-confrontational activities (sitting down to ask a bank president to put more lending $$ into the central city, for example) also don’t count as “actions” or “tactics.”  Only after a target refuses to act or takes some other action that indicates that they won’t be cooperative does an organization move towards “action.”  Of course, sometimes you know beforehand that it isn’t really worth your time to sit down and chat.  In these cases, you may move pretty quickly to bring more focused “pressure.”  

Put more simply, “actions” and “tactics” come AFTER you’ve said “pretty please.”  You start thinking about tactics when you decide you need to move forward and impress upon the target the fact that you have some “power.”  

Part of the reason this definition is helpful is that you don’t really have an organizing “campaign” until you encounter some resistance.  If someone simply gives you what you want, then you need to move forward and find some other issue to work on.

It is also true that a lot of research and group education often has to happen before an organizing group actually starts to actively put pressure on a tactic.  This pre-pressure work is crucial, but also does not count as a “tactic” or an “action” for the purposes of this course.  

CHALLENGES ARE GOOD:  
COMMUNITY ORGANIZING GROUPS LIVE THROUGH ACTION

There is a tendency in our culture to think of problems as bad things.  We want a world where we get everything we want.  But community organizers see things differently.  The emergence of a good challenge, a good fight, is one of the most productive things that can happen to a community organizing group. 

Why?

First, community organizing groups exist only when they are acting.  Unlike other kinds of organizations, like churches, they tend to dissolve when nothing is going on.  People only come together to organize against power when they are actually fighting.  So organizers always need to be thinking about how this battle will help lead to the next one.  A year without battles is a year when the organization is falling apart.

The point is not that we love fighting, exactly (although it doesn’t hurt if you enjoy confrontation to some extent if you are an organizer).  Instead, the fact is that our society is rife with incredible oppression and inequality.  Children go hungry, receive substandard educations, can’t get their cavities treated . . . .  People of color are thrown into prison to rot for years, are trapped in particular neighborhoods, can’t buy houses because of the color of their skin. . . .  And on and on.  

If you aren’t fighting against these problems, then what are you doing?  If your organization isn’t actively involved in trying to do something, then how do you prevent people from falling into hopelessness and immobility?  If you don’t consistently demand some of your participants’ time, how will you prevent them from filling up their lives with other important activities, so that they are not available when you finally get your act together?  

Perhaps most importantly, education in community organizing groups doesn’t happens in classrooms and workshops as much as it does through ACTING.  We learn to fight power by fighting power.  We learn about the terrible conditions experienced by others, how powerful people will try to trick and use us, how it feels to be in a collective struggle only by ACTUALLY ENGAGING WITH THESE ISSUES.  

Just as with issues, then, a good tactic will build POWER for an organization in addition to getting a target to do what you want.  In general, you actually don’t want to pursue tactics that don’t force people in your organization to be actively involved.  For example, you might be able to win an issue by just having a group of your leaders meet with someone powerful and threaten to do something.  The problem with this is that it doesn’t force the larger organization to USE the capacities it has developed.  This kind of a tactic doesn’t build new leaders; it doesn’t educate your members about the issue or about how to fight.

Probably the most famous US example of an organizer seeking out a challenging situation was Martin Luther King’s effort to fight against segregation in Birmingham Alabama.  There were lots of cities King could have organized in, but Birmingham seemed like the best choice in part because the chief of police Bull Connor was well known as someone who relished a good fight.  The last thing he wanted was a city that would easily give in on some issues and thus shut down the effort before it really got going.  Connor and his cronies weren’t going to give in on anything easily, and could be relied upon to bring out the attack dogs and water hoses.  Of course, fighting with Connor was a big risk—one that King could have lost (he actually did lose some of his fights during this era, something that the simple histories often ignore).  But it was worth the risk to stretch his organization and to show to the wider world that he had POWER.  If he could beat Connor, who couldn’t he beat?  Other cities might give in easier after he accomplished this.  And, of course, that is what happened.  

CRITERIA FOR TACTICS

As usual, I am assuming you are reading the other chapters of BOBO for this module carefully.  Here, I am only focusing on a few crucial aspects of what these chapters cover.

Overall criteria: A GOOD TACTIC PUTS PRESSURE ON A TARGET
According to the text, a good tactic:

1. Is focused on the primary or secondary target of the campaign.

2. Put’s power behind a specific demand.

3. Meets your organizational goals as well as your issue goals.

4. Is outside the experience of the target.

5. Is within the experience of your own members, and they are comfortable with it.

And I am adding three more criteria:

6. Gets large numbers of people involved

7. Educates your members and develops leaders, and,

8. Is fun, engaging, or educational!

Again, let me expand upon the discussion in our text for each point.

1. A good tactic focuses on the primary or secondary target of the campaign.

This criterion follows pretty directly from our overall definition of a tactic: that it puts pressure on a target in some way.  But this criterion emphasizes a crucial point.  If you are not pressuring the target or secondary target, then you are probably wasting your effort.  

A good example of a group understanding who their target is came in the video we saw about the revolt in the LA schools.  At one point in a rally, a representative of the school board told one of the student leaders that he didn’t have the power to promise them anything.  The student leader responded that he knew what this particular person could and couldn’t do, and that the leader was only speaking to the representative because he wanted the representative to help the students get access to the real target, the school board.  This student leader knew exactly who the “target” was.  The student leader understood that this representative wasn’t even an authentic “secondary target,” really only a messenger.  Because the representative was in the pay of and doing the bidding of the school board, the representative did not represent some independent power that might actively put pressure on the board.   The student leader wasn’t getting side-tracked by focusing too much energy on someone who couldn’t give them what they wanted.

2. A good tactic puts power behind a specific demand.

Our text notes, “the weakest tactic is one that is not aimed at anyone and makes no demand.”  It uses the example of “a candle-light vigil to save the whales that doesn’t call on anyone to do anything in particular.”  Unless you’ve got a whole lot of people behind you at such a vigil, you’re probably wasting your time.  

(In fact you may actually be reducing your ability to make change.  You may be fooling all these people at the vigil into thinking that they are already “doing” something useful to make change.)

Sometimes activists think that if people just knew the “truth” then they’d act altruistically to change the world.  And this may be true in some cases.  A key tactic organizers use to put pressure on targets is to frame an issue in such a way that it is hard for the opposition to publicly resist.  

But if you look around, you will see that altruism alone rarely gets much done.  We all know how segregated our city is and how problematic our public schools are.  Everybody knows this.  But you don’t see large numbers of people stepping forward to provide more resources to Milwaukee Public Schools.  

And people with the power to make some changes, however small, usually have good reasons why they aren’t acting.  For example, suburban school districts have little interest in letting “those people’s” kids into “our” schools.  They’ve created comparatively wealthy enclaves where their kids get a good education.  Why take a risk and let poor kids into their little “utopia”?  (Some even invent reasons why it’s the poor kids’ own fault that their schools are so much worse off.)

Powerful and privileged people often don’t mind “helping” “other” people as long as it doesn’t cost the privileged much.  But they don’t want to give anything important up.  But very few significant problems in the world can be solved without increasing the resources of those with less and taking from the resources of those with more.  You can’t get health care for the poor without paying for it.  You can’t get smaller class sizes unless you pay for them.  You can’t protect forests from logging unless you prevent some people from making money off of them.  

In most cases, “win-win” solutions, where nobody has to give anything up, are fantasies.  (Not surprisingly, the search for “win-win” solutions and a resistance to real conflict is often one of the things that drive middle-class social action groups, and that often makes them pretty ineffectual.)

3.   A good tactic meets your organizational goals as well as your issue goals.

Again, as in cutting an issue, your organizational goals are at least as important as your issue goals.  A particular tactic should make your organization stronger, and in many cases it makes sense to put more work into a tactic than a particular issue may demand.  I’ll get into this more specifically when I discuss the criteria I have added, below. 

4. A good tactic is outside the experience of the target. 

This criterion is a little difficult to describe in concrete terms.  Most simply, you want to do something that the target isn’t already ready to deal with.  This is why traditional pickets and marches and petitions are often less effective than you might expect.  People are ready for these and generally ready to deal with them.

The text gives the example of a group having hundreds of people apply for Postal Service jobs with photocopies of applications.  The target wasn’t ready to deal with this tactic and he made a mistake, rejecting all of the applications because they weren’t “originals.”  This action made him look “so unfair and prejudiced” that it became much easier to paint him as obstructive and “wrong.”  

In an earlier module I discussed how an organizer recommended that people put pressure on a radio station by trying to disrupt the daily business of one of their largest advertisers, a car dealership.  Again, this is a tactic that would have been outside the experience of the station (and the dealership as well).  Businesses are not used to being made “publicly” responsible for what they treat as “private” decisions about where to advertise.  And advertisers are not really well prepared to respond when a key funding avenue is threatened.  

Recently a quite similar effort had an effect on Fox News.  Bill O’Reilly, a well known commentator made a problematic comment.  And people across the Internet decided to target advertisers on his program.  They actually managed to get Lowes to stop advertising, and then they were able to use this leverage to get Home Depot to stop advertising as well.  This didn’t stop O’Reilly—they didn’t push their campaign far enough—but it certainly put Fox on notice that they were on thinner ice than they may have originally thought.  And since overtly left-wing organizations are often less robustly funded than overtly right-wing ones, strategies like these might work even better against them.

The radio station in the earlier example was perfectly prepared to respond to some pickets outside its door, however.  So nothing really happened.

5. A good tactic is within the experience of your own members and they are comfortable with it. 

This criterion is crucial.  You can’t engage in a tactic that your members don’t feel is ethical or that they are uncomfortable with in some way.  

For example, in an earlier module I talked about how I had an idea for my organization to do an action at the house of a school board member who said that anyone could come to his door to talk with him.  Many members didn’t feel this was ethical because the board member had younger children.  

Our text gives an example where a labor coalition went to pray in a hotel lobby for four days.  The leaders assumed, incorrectly, that praying and bringing religion in this way into the public sphere of confrontation was something that most of their organization members were comfortable with.  If they are not, you may end up creating negativity among your members if you pursue it.  

A tactic needs to fit within the “experience” of your members as well.  You don’t want to get into loud, shouting confrontations when you are working with a culture that is uncomfortable with this (like some Native American tribes, for example).  Instead, you may want to hold silent vigils—perhaps in places where you obstruct the “business as usual” of your target.  You need to take into account the culture, education, class, and other general characteristics of your group or groups to understand what fits within their “experience.” 

Of course, you don’t just need to stop with what people are “comfortable” with at any point in time.  You can slowly “stretch” people’s comfort-zones, helping them learn slowly to accept a wider range of kinds of tactics.  They may not be willing to be arrested in defense of their own interests today.  But in a year they may become willing to do more.  

6.  [ADDED CRITERIA] A good tactic gets large numbers of people involved.

There are many cases in which a relatively small number of participants may be able to effectively put enough pressure on a target to get a particular change made.  This is especially true after an organization has gained a reputation for POWER.  But just because you CAN win without working too hard doesn’t mean you SHOULD.

You want to get a large number of people involved because it is through the act of involvement that new members become a real part of your organization, and that your current members feel like they are a continuing part of the struggle.  As Hannah Arendt once argued, the kind of POWER that community organizing groups wield exists only in its use.  For example, if you aren’t constantly asking people to contribute (without, of course, overwhelming them), they will stop contributing.  

For example, a particular school district may be out of compliance with a state law.  They might have more students in each of their classrooms than the state allows.   It may be true that if you had a lawyer and one of your leaders write a letter to the state, that this might get the state involved enough to solve this problem.  But such a simple tactic does little to build your organization.

You could have a whole bunch of people write letters and then have a couple of representatives present these to officials.  But while this gets a wider number of people involved, even this still keeps most of them insulated from real engagement with the power structure.

Instead it makes sense to have a whole bunch of people write letters, and for all of these people to go on a trip to collectively present their demands to the key officials.  

The text uses the idea of a “petition” as a good tactic.  I want to complicate this idea, here.  A petition doesn’t require people to DO much beyond signing their name.  Thus it really doesn’t get that many involved.  However, one could present a petition as a part of a larger action that does get people involved.  And petitions can give you lists of people who might later be drawn into more substantive action.  For our purposes, a petition, by itself, doesn’t count as an action that really meets the criterion of actually INVOLVING people in some significant way.

You want to seek out tactics that make real demands upon a wide range of your members, even if you don’t strictly need their participation to “win.”  

Again, it’s important to keep the key goal in mind.  Your key goal is not winning but building POWER (although you can’t usually build much power without winning).  You want to use tactics to WIN and build POWER at the same time.

7. [Added Criteria] A good tactic educates your members.

If the goal is to gain power, you need a group of committed members who understand both the issues you are working on and the basic tools of organizing.  In school when we think of learning we think of classrooms.  But most of what we learn happens in the world outside.  

Community organizing groups often hold training sessions around particular concepts and skills.  And these are critical.  You don’t want to engage with an issue unless you are certain that your members understand why the organization has chosen this.  This is especially important when you pursue issues where there may be some disagreement.  For example, your organization may need to pursue an issue related to immigration to hold groups most affected by this issue in your coalition.  You may work hard to “cut an issue” that won’t split your coalition.  But you still may need to educate your members about why this issue is something that they can confidently get behind.

Another example recently came up in the group I work with.  One of the school board members was hoping that we might work with him to try to get extra-curricular activities reinstated in Milwaukee Public Schools.  This was not something that we felt we could immediately commit to, because it was not clear how our members would feel about it.  Some might feel that we should only focus on core academic subjects.  If we were going to pursue this, we would need time to talk with our members about this issue and make sure it wouldn’t split our coalition.  This might involve educational meetings where we talked with members about why extracurricular activities are important.  This would not only provide an opportunity to educate members, but would also provide a context where leaders could judge whether there was significant resistance to this issue among members.  If those interested enough to attend still didn’t feel very comfortable with it after the training session was over, then it probably wouldn’t be a good issue to pursue.  (By the way, this is another way to get in touch with your member’s preferences and opinions besides one-on-ones.)

Much of the most important learning happens within the context of organizing campaigns.  

It is while you are engaging with power that you learn how power works.  It is by participating in tactics (that sometimes succeed and sometimes don’t work so well) that you learn how to create new tactics.  

But learning is not automatic.  You need to put tactics together so that they help your members learn.  This can happen in at least two ways.

First, you should find ways to involve a range of members in planning and carrying off a tactic.  Each person who is participating will end up learning about how tactics work.  These are people you can look to next time you need to act.

Second, you can make tactics themselves educational.  The presentations that leaders give at rallies can help educate people about your issue.  The materials you hand out can educate people.  The structure of the tactic itself can be educational as people see effective ways of engaging with people in power.  

So making your tactics educational is crucial for supporting the future success of your organization. 

8. A good tactic is fun!

This criteria isn’t that complicated.  If you want people to come back, you want them to have fun at your actions.  

When I say “fun” I mean it pretty broadly.  If people enjoy what happened, because they learned something, because they got to see a good spectacle, because there was an opportunity to engage with their friends, etc., then it fulfils this tactic.  You should think about how a tactic will draw people in.

START SMALL

You want to be careful not to act to vigorously too quickly.  You want to start small, with less aggressive tactics and then build up to more risky assertions of power.  For example, you really don’t want to start a campaign with a broad boycott or by chaining yourselves to the doors of city hall.  

If you start too aggressively too quickly, you run the risk of alienating both your own members and others who you would like to recruit support from.  By starting small, you can slowly generate increasing irritation and anger that powerful people are refusing to respond to what should seem like fairly reasonable demands (if you have cut your issue well).

Good early tactics also should be educational for your members and others, since you are trying to build broader support for more aggressive and elaborate actions if necessary.  Petitions, where people are presented with summaries of your issue when they sign, letter writing campaigns where people meet together in groups to write and learn more about the issue, press conferences where you present facts about your issue and make sure that large numbers of your members attend are good examples of educational tactics that are fairly low-key.

Only when you feel that you have generated sufficient anger and disappointment about your target should you move to more significant expressions of power.  But be careful.  If you organize a boycott and you can’t pull it off, then you may have just shot yourself in the foot.  If you do something really radical, like getting large numbers of your members arrested for civil disobedience and don’t get any response from the powerful, you may actually end up only showing how powerless you really are.  You need to be very strategic in how you approach tactics like these.  Sometimes, you may decide that you don’t have enough power to win the issue as you originally framed it, and will need to compromise in order to preserve the sense that you are an effective social action organization. 

CREATIVE TACTICS

If you are going to operate “outside the experience of the target”, you will need to be creative about tactics.  Chapter 5 of our textbook lists the major kinds of actions that are generally used to make tactics “move:” 

· petition drives

· letter writing

· turnout events (like rallies or pickets)

· visits with public officials

· public hearings

· accountability sessions

· educational meetings and teach-ins

· civil disobedience and arrest, &

· legal disruptive tactics.

In general this list does include most of the possible ways you can put pressure on a target.  But organizing groups tend, in my experience, not to be very creative about how they develop their tactics within these options.  In meetings to develop tactics, people move very quickly to what is familiar: “let’s do a petition,” or “let’s have a rally.”  

The best tactics are generally designed specifically around the unique circumstances of a particular issue.  They take into account everything an organization has gathered about a target and the particular historical context of their issue to develop their tactics.  The truth is, however, that I haven’t actually experienced that many very creative tactics in my work with organizing groups.  And this lack of creativity has, I think, limited the effectiveness of the groups I’ve worked with.

One good example of a somewhat creative and very targeted tactic came when the Milwaukee County Executive, Scott Walker, decided that he would not give the three million dollars of funding to drug treatment that he had promised MICAH he would provide in a public meeting.  He had all kinds of excuses about lack of money, tradeoffs with other programs, etc. (see discussion about “Tricks the Other Side Uses,” below).  Now, MICAH could have held the usual rally or picket to complain about this in general.  But instead leaders realized that the Walker’s promise actually gave them a powerful tool in this particular circumstance.

What they did was to get a large number of MICAH members together to visit their individual county board members and leave letters about their unhappiness with Walker’s decision. But they also brought big signs that said “SCOTT WALKER LIED”.  Walker tried to respond with the usual excuses, but MICAH members just kept emphasizing that he had LIED.  And he gave in to MICAH and restored the drug treatment funding only a week later.  No one wants to be called a liar, not when the evidence is against you.  Leaders refused to play the “game” on Walker’s turf.  They refused to take part in the argument he wanted to have about county funding and budget dollars and the like, which would just put people to sleep and that would get in the way of efforts to portray Walker as a bad politician.  Instead, they kept up their strategy of “polarizing” the issue and didn’t give him enough room to wiggle out of his promises.  In a small way, they operated outside of his “experience” as a savvy politician.

We’ve talked before about the radio station host who said racist things about Latinos, and the organizer’s recommendation about how to respond to this is another good example of working outside a target’s “experience.”  The radio station was well prepared to deal with the expected pickets.  But the station would not have been ready to deal with an attack on its ad revenues.  Nor would the car dealership, the station’s largest advertiser, have been ready for being “outed” publicly about its advertising spending, spending that it is used to treating as a private issue.  

An amusing example from Alinsky’s own organizing efforts came during a campaign in New York City.  Alinsky threatened the city with what he called a “Shit In.”  He threatened to have organization members go ---- airport, sit in the bathroom stalls, and refuse to come out.  This raised the specter of thousands of passengers from all around the world unable to go to the bathroom.  The target gave in.

Of course, there are real questions about whether Alinsky could have actually carried this tactic out.  Would it have been outside the “experience” of his members?  Would his members have been willing to actually make random people unrelated to their campaign (at least in any direct sense) suffer?  I doubt it.  So here Alinsky took a risk, making a threat that I think he knew he couldn’t actually carry out.  In this case, it seems to have worked.

In his second book about organizing, Rules for Radicals, Alinsky intentionally gave fewer examples of tactics.  He did this, he said, because he found out that too many organizers and leaders were using Reveille as a kind of sourcebook for tactic examples.  They’d get in trouble and riffle through the book for an idea of what to do.  The problem with this, Alinsky emphasized, was that each of the tactics he described in Reveille were designed specifically for the unique circumstances of a particular campaign.  You can’t simply transplant a tactic developed for one circumstance into another.  Instead, he constantly stressed, organizers need to be creative about how they develop their tactics, incredibly sensitive to the unique specifics they are facing at any particular time. 

So:


Be Creative!  

ASSIGNMENT

Group Discussion: Complete by Sunday, 11/18 at noon
Each of the three issue groups previously assigned should start with the issue that you chose at our face-to-face session.  Given this issue, you should agree on what initial tactic you think it would be most effective to pursue.  You should discuss at least three different alternatives for tactics, and discuss why, given the CRITERIA discussed above, the one you choose is the best one and why the others seem less effective given the SPECIFICS of your particular issue.  Again, you will probably need to make up some key facts about your issue to cover areas you don’t know enough about yourself.  Given your specific issue, I will provide you with some facts in the discussion forum that will help you frame what you need to do.

Individual Assignment: Complete by Tuesday, 11/20 at noon

For the tactic you have chosen, discuss how it meets or fails to meet all 8 of the criteria listed above in a minimum of 600 words.

Strategy

Aaron Schutz

In a football game, tactics represent individual plays, while strategy is about a series of plays or even one’s approach to the entire game.  In other words, strategy is made up of a collection of tactics, it represents your overall plan of action.  In this course, we are treating tactics as if they were equal to “actions” that put pressure on a target.  But strategy really includes everything that an organization does to prepare for and then pursue a campaign.  And beyond individual campaigns about individual issues, there are higher levels of strategy: strategic thinking about what series of issues you are likely to pursue, for example.  

In general:

A Strategy is a Collection of Tactics (where “tactics” includes everything that’s part of making a campaign happen.)
This week your task will be to create a very basic “strategy” around an issue you choose.  

CREATIVE TACTICS

If you are going to operate “outside the experience of the target”, you will need to be creative about tactics.  Chapter 5 of our textbook lists the major kinds of actions that are generally used to make tactics “move:” 

· petition drives

· letter writing

· turnout events (like rallies or pickets)

· visits with public officials

· public hearings

· accountability sessions

· educational meetings and teach-ins

· civil disobedience and arrest, &

· legal disruptive tactics.

In general this list does include most of the possible ways you can put pressure on a target.  But organizing groups tend, in my experience, not to be very creative about how they develop their tactics within these options.  In meetings to develop tactics, people move very quickly to what is familiar: “let’s do a petition,” or “let’s have a rally.”  

The best tactics are generally designed specifically around the unique circumstances of a particular issue.  They take into account everything an organization has gathered about a target and the particular historical context of their issue to develop their tactics.  The truth is, however, that I haven’t actually experienced that many very creative tactics in my work with organizing groups.  And this lack of creativity has, I think, limited the effectiveness of the groups I’ve worked with.

One good example of a somewhat creative and very targeted tactic came when the Milwaukee County Executive, Scott Walker, decided that he would not give the three million dollars of funding to drug treatment that he had promised MICAH he would provide in a public meeting.  He had all kinds of excuses about lack of money, tradeoffs with other programs, etc. (see discussion about “Tricks the Other Side Uses,” below).  Now, MICAH could have held the usual rally or picket to complain about this in general.  But instead leaders realized that the Walker’s promise actually gave them a powerful tool in this particular circumstance.

What they did was to get a large number of MICAH members together to visit their individual county board members and leave letters about their unhappiness with Walker’s decision. But they also brought big signs that said “SCOTT WALKER LIED”.  Walker tried to respond with the usual excuses, but MICAH members just kept emphasizing that he had LIED.  And he gave in to MICAH and restored the drug treatment funding only a week later.  No one wants to be called a liar, not when the evidence is against you.  Leaders refused to play the “game” on Walker’s turf.  They refused to take part in the argument he wanted to have about county funding and budget dollars and the like, which would just put people to sleep and that would get in the way of efforts to portray Walker as a bad politician.  Instead, they kept up their strategy of “polarizing” the issue and didn’t give him enough room to wiggle out of his promises.  In a small way, they operated outside of his “experience” as a savvy politician.

We’ve talked before about the radio station host who said racist things about Latinos, and the organizer’s recommendation about how to respond to this is another good example of working outside a target’s “experience.”  The radio station was well prepared to deal with the expected pickets.  But the station would not have been ready to deal with an attack on its ad revenues.  Nor would the car dealership, the station’s largest advertiser, have been ready for being “outed” publicly about its advertising spending, spending that it is used to treating as a private issue.  

An amusing example from Alinsky’s own organizing efforts came during a campaign in New York City.  Alinsky threatened the city with what he called a “Shit In.”  He threatened to have organization members go ---- airport, sit in the bathroom stalls, and refuse to come out.  This raised the specter of thousands of passengers from all around the world unable to go to the bathroom.  The target gave in.

Of course, there are real questions about whether Alinsky could have actually carried this tactic out.  Would it have been outside the “experience” of his members?  Would his members have been willing to actually make random people unrelated to their campaign (at least in any direct sense) suffer?  I doubt it.  So here Alinsky took a risk, making a threat that I think he knew he couldn’t actually carry out.  In this case, it seems to have worked.

In his second book about organizing, Rules for Radicals, Alinsky intentionally gave fewer examples of tactics.  He did this, he said, because he found out that too many organizers and leaders were using Reveille as a kind of sourcebook for tactic examples.  They’d get in trouble and riffle through the book for an idea of what to do.  The problem with this, Alinsky emphasized, was that each of the tactics he described in Reveille were designed specifically for the unique circumstances of a particular campaign.  You can’t simply transplant a tactic developed for one circumstance into another.  Instead, he constantly stressed, organizers need to be creative about how they develop their tactics, incredibly sensitive to the unique specifics they are facing at any particular time. 

So:


Be Creative!  

“TRICKS THE OTHER SIDE USES”
In Chapter 2, our text discusses a range of “tricks the other side uses” to derail the efforts of organizing groups to force a change.  These tricks are:

· “Let’s negotiate.”

· “You are invited to the ‘stakeholders’ meeting.”

· “I can get you on the Governor’s commission.”

· “Go work it out among yourselves.”

· “I’m the wrong person.”

· “This could affect your funding.”

· “You are reasonable but your allies aren’t.  Can’t we just deal with you?

The text does a nice job of discussing these tricks in a pretty concisely.  These tricks can actually be reduced to an even smaller number.  

Let’s Chat About It

Some of these tricks represent efforts to move your organization from acting to talking.  When organizations buy into this strategy, they make the mistake of thinking that the fact that they have a place at the table has anything to do with having real power to get one’s vision put into effect.  As our text notes, 

Negotiations, by definition, are what goes on between parties of equal power, each of which has something the other party wants and each of whom is prepared to give up something in order to get something.  If that is the real situation, then fine, keep negotiating.  In fact, most direct action campaigns do end up in some form of negotiation after the organization has actually won.  However, when the offer to negotiate comes early in the campaign, it is usually just a tactic to delay and divide you. (p. 19)

In essence, coming to the table to “chat” can stop groups from pursuing more effective actions that actually put pressure on a target.  Once you are “at the table” it can be hard to motivate your own people to act.  “We got a place at the table,” can be the response, “shouldn’t we give the dialogue time to work itself out?”  The same thing can happen with outside allies.  “You got a place at the table.  What more do you want?”  Momentum can bleed away and division can emerge.  

Furthermore, the opposition often has more data than you do, or can pretend they have more data.  For example, in the Scott Walker drug treatment funding example, Walker tried to argue that he just didn’t have the money.  Of course, he had money.  It was a question of priorities and about whether he was willing to raise tax money.  But if he could get the organization at the table to talk about the issue from his perspective, getting the organization all caught up with different budget lines, etc., he would have totally derailed them.  (The point is not that you don’t want to have such discussions; you just wan to have them on YOUR terms, in contexts where YOU are the expert telling him what to do).

So organizing groups need to be very careful about agreeing to chat.  There is nothing more powerful people like than keeping social action groups talking and talking and talking.  Talk literally is cheap.  As long as you are talking, you aren’t doing.  Talk can be useful, but only when you have the POWER to make your opinion matter.  Remember, if the opposition was going to be convinced by a rational argument, they already would have done what you wanted.  Organizations always try the “reasonable argument” approach first, before they move to more aggressive tactics.

It’s especially important to make sure that your organization and not the target has control over the schedule, location, and deadlines that give any set of meetings structure.  If you let them control it, they’ll make sure that nothing happens that will get in their way.  It’s a classic tactic of the powerful to tell you that they’ll meet with you, but you need to call their scheduler.  And then, somehow, the meeting keeps getting pushed back.  If you need to have a meeting, ALWAYS set a deadline and give a specific threat of what you will do if a meeting doesn’t happen within YOUR timeline.  And then, if they don’t come through, carry out your threat.  

Meeting to chat, especially if you are a part of something that looks prestigious (like a Governor’s panel) can also lead to splits within your coalition.  People who are on the panel can start to feel self-important, and they are all alone with really powerful people who have plenty of time to confuse the issue in their minds.  The powerful people have opportunities to misuse interactions that seem “private” for their own public ends.  And they may try to “buy” key leaders off in different ways.  This kind of loss of focus can happen to any of us, professors and community people both.  

Let’s Study the Problem

Look, most of the issues organizing groups work on aren’t “rocket science.”  As we know, one of the key criteria for a good issue is that it is very clear and that the current situation seems pretty obviously unjust.  You don’t want to get into an issue unless you have already done your homework.  So if you have done your job right, there is no reason to “study” the problem anymore.  Asking for more study is just a smokescreen for delay.  

And what will a report accomplish?  As we have seen, the “truth” by itself generally can’t get a powerful target to do what you want.  How many reports have been written with recommendations that were never put into effect?  Powerful people who don’t want to act love “blue ribbon” committees.  They make it look like you are doing something when you are actually not doing anything at all.  

My Hands are Tied

Again, if you have done your research you already know that this isn’t true.  You always want to make sure that the target you have chosen is the right person.  But even when you do this, powerful people will almost invariably tell you that they can’t really do what you want.  They’ll come up with all kinds of reasons why their “hands are tied.”  For example, in the drug treatment funding example Scott Walker used just this strategy, arguing that he didn’t have any extra money to allocate.  

Don’t be fooled.  And, more importantly, make sure that your members are educated well enough to understand that what the target is saying isn’t really true.  If the target really is telling the truth, then you’ve picked the wrong target, and you are in real trouble as far as your campaign is concerned.

I’ll Deal With You But Not Them

Powerful people will try to split your coalition in a range of different ways.  They’ll say bad things about your partner organizations (not infrequently telling each group the same thing about other groups).  They’ll say that they can’t deal with you at all if X person or X group is involved.  

You need to make decisions about your coalition before you ever move to action.  If you start letting the opposition decide who “you” are, you are in real trouble.  You need to make pragmatic decisions from the beginning about who will be included and who won’t.  

Sometimes you can’t control this.  For example, a few years ago there were enormous rallies in Seattle against the World Trade Organization.  A large number of social action groups worked for a number of years to prepare for this confrontation, and many people were trained in effective non-violent resistance tactics.  But one fairly small group (apparently from my home town of Eugene, Oregon), calling themselves “anarchists” showed up and started breaking shop windows and otherwise causing trouble.  And, of course, the media focused most of their attention on this small group, blowing a few broken shop windows totally out of proportion, and giving a “black eye” to all of the demonstrators.

(Again, we come to some limits of some kind of pure democracy.  You DON’T WANT EVERYONE to join with you.  Some people don’t agree with the majority of your constituency, or won’t follow the guidelines for tactics that you have developed, or are just the kind of people who disrupt meetings, etc.  Controlling who “we” are is a key part of being able to win. (troublemakers teaparty))

This Could Affect Your Funding (or Job, or Relationships, etc.)

We have already talked about the reasons why community service organizations generally don’t do “real” organizing in the sense we have been talking about it, here.  Powerful people are quick to remove any funding that they control from groups that cause problems for them.  This is why nearly all effective organizing groups do not take funding from the government and don’t run service programs that can be targeted for defunding.  

One example of this problem comes from the experience of an ACORN organizing group in New York City.  ACORN took over some neighborhood schools and really turned them around, creating a much more positive educational experience for the children attending them.  But then when ACORN tried to put pressure on the school district about other issues, one of the first things the district did was to threaten the funding of the ACORN schools.  They threatened the funding not because there was anything wrong educationally in these schools.  Instead they threatened their funding because ACORN threatened them.  And this created a real dilemma for ACORN.  On the one hand, they were proud of what they had done with these schools.  On the other hand, the need to defend funding for these schools hurt their efforts to pursue new campaigns over other education issues.

It’s not always about money.  There are many stories of people whose friends or parents have been called in an effort to try to influence them not to act.  In fact, I know of an example in Milwaukee where one school board member went to the boss of another school board member to try to get the boss’s assistance in making the offending member stop “causing problems.”  It didn’t work, but in another case it might have.  

This Isn’t My Problem, or, It’s (Your/Their) Fault

The aim of an organizing group is to make people with privilege give up some of their privilege to help those who need help.  From a pragmatic standpoint, then, organizing groups are less interested in tracing the actual “source” of particular problems than in finding targets with the resources to address the problem.  A target may say, “it’s not our fault” as a way to get out of doing something.  This often happens when groups are trying to help people who may be doing things that the society might approve of.  For example, a target might say, “it’s not my fault that people started taking drugs.”  And the target might recommend, instead, that groups focus more on personal responsibility.  Or a group trying to get more treatment for addicts instead of jail time might get the response that we shouldn’t “reward” people for breaking the law.  

Whatever you might think of these arguments, the aim of progressive community organizing is to MAKE THE POWERFUL TAKE RESPONSIBILITY for a range of social challenges.  While richer people in the suburbs may not individually be responsible for inner city poverty, for example, the argument of progressive organizing groups is that they need to TAKE responsibility and share some of their privileges to help alleviate this problem.  A key goal of these organizations, as I noted at the beginning of this course, is to shift our focus from the plight of individuals to the structural forces that result in the suffering of entire communities.  This approach shifts the idea of who is at “fault” without necessarily removing the importance for individual people to take responsibility for the conditions of their lives.  To some extent, it represents an effort to shift the boundaries in our society that separate “us” from “them,” that separate “we suburbanites” from “those people in the inner city.”  And these kind of shifts usually happen only when the people most affected by these structural challenges (like racism, segregation, employment discrimination, etc.) generate enough POWER to make their dreams a reality.  The privileged have already given most if not all of what they are going to give out of altruism.  

In general, then, organizers don’t care as much about who caused a particular problem (although this is usually important information) as they do about locating some target that they can get to solve this problem.

In the end, however, most of the techniques we have been discussing are relatively neutral.  And, in fact, conservative groups have used them quite effectively to expand prisons, reduce drug treatment funding, and more.  In the end, you must decide yourself how you will use these tools I have been teaching, if you use them at all. 

THE STRATEGY CHART

A sample of the strategy chart used by the well-known Midwest Academy training program is on page 33 of our textbook.  This chart is often used by a range of real organizers to make sense of a particular campaign.  In order, the chart lists:

· Goals

· Organizational Considerations

· Constituents, Allies, and Opponents

· Targets

· Tactics

You can see how this moves from the initial considerations about why a particular issue is being pursued, what the pursuit of this issue will do for the organization in terms of building POWER and only then moves to more specifics about what the organization will do in order to win.  As I have repeatedly argued throughout this semester, questions about how an issue will lead to increased organizational POWER come FIRST  (see “long-term goals” in the “Goals” column, and question #2 about “ways you want your organization to be strengthened” in the “Organizational Considerations” column).  

Within each of the columns are listed a set of questions that are meant to help you frame your campaign in more specific terms.  In general terms, these questions capture most of what I will ask you to do on the final exam.  If you are able to make sense of and answer these questions for a specific issue campaign, then you should do well.  You should read this chapter especially carefully because there is a lot of detail in here that I can’t cover, here, and it does a nice job of restating much of what I have already said about “constituencies” and “targets.”  On page 44 there is an example of a filled-out strategy chart.  While I’m not going to be asking exactly the same questions, so there is more detail in some areas than I will request, and less detail in others, if you can put something like this together you should be in pretty good shape.  

PRACTICE STRATEGY EXAM
For our purposes, I have streamlined the idea of a strategy into the following chart:

1. What’s your Problem?

2. What’s your Issue?

3. Who/What’s your Target?

4. You’ve met with the target and said “pretty please” and the target said “no.”  So now it’s time to move to more direct pressure tactics.  To be successful, you need to plan ahead and imagine what kinds of “tricks” the opposition may play on you.  So I want you to come up with an initial tactic that makes the most sense given the specifics of this issue and this target.  And then I want you to imagine what the two most likely responses your target might make to try to stop you from winning.  And then I want you to imagine what specific tactics you might propose to respond to their response.  

5. Discuss why your first tactic and one of your second tactics makes sense given the criteria for tactics that we have discussed

In outline, what I am asking for in #4 looks like this:


[image: image1]
So you will start by proposing a specific tactic to begin with in an effort to put pressure on the target.  And you need to be able to explain why THIS tactic is the right one to use in THIS SPECIFIC case.  Then you will propose two ways that the opposition might respond to this tactic, and should be able to justify WHY you think the opposition might do these things.  Then, finally, you will propose one tactic for each of these possible responses that seem like they are the most effective ways to put you back in the driver’s seat, so to speak.  And you need to be able to explain WHY these tactics are effective replies to each of the opposition’s efforts to stop you from winning.  

The point, here, is to start thinking like the target instead of just like the aggrieved group.  You need to be prepared ahead of time for what the target may do.  If you are not prepared, then you may be caught off balance.  For example, if the target offers to let you join a task force, and you have not prepared your leaders for this, then you will not know what to do and they may end up giving power to the opposition.  You need to respond in a manner that gives you the upper hand.  In some cases, for example, you might agree to a meeting with a powerful person’s staff if you set a deadline right up front and have a clear statement about what will happen if the meeting doesn’t take place.  In other cases, you would not want to agree to a meeting, and instead would want to accuse the target of stonewalling.  In this case, you can’t simply “accuse” the target, you need to develop some specific tactic that will highlight this stonewalling and put pressure on the target to stop.  

It is crucial that you are able to explain why a particular opposition response is likely or why a particular tactic is recommended in THIS PARTICULAR CASE.  Be creative.  Have fun (if possible . . .).  

Because this is just practice, I don’t want these practice exams to be longer than 1000 words.  Be brief and just give the outlines of your argument.  You will have a chance to give more detail in the final exam.  NOTE: YOU CANNOT USE THE ISSUE CHOSEN FOR THIS PRACTICE EXAM IN THE ACTUAL FINAL EXAM.  So if you have a specific issue that you particularly want to discuss in more detail, choose something else for this practice.  The goal, here, is to get you to think these issues through a few times, so that you slowly develop a strong understanding of the different concepts we are discussing. 

ASSIGNMENT SCHEDULE

1. Post your Practice Exam on the forum by Wednesday at 4:30.

2. Post a critical response of not less than 500 words examining the plusses and minuses that you see in the Practice Exam posted by another student in the class by Saturday at 4:30.

3. The Final Exam will be available 

Your Organization’s First Tactic





One Possible Opposition Response





Another Possible Opposition Response





What Effective Tactic Might Reply to This First Imagined Response?





What Effective Tactic Might Reply to This Second Imagined Response?





Practice Mini-Strategy Plan: Anticipating the Opposition’s Response








� www.rmcumc.org/MI/Justice/Parable_of_the_River.doc


� For those interested in a more sophisticated discussion of relationships between community organizing and development, see � HYPERLINK "http://comm-org.wisc.edu/drafts/orgdevppr2c.htm" ��this� paper by Randy Stoecker.






