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INTRODUCTION

Conservatives have focused on building power, not only on specific victories; they developed a
deeply-interconnected infrastructure, with its disparate parts and unlikely allies held together by
long-term strategic goals—in particular, governing power—and a conservative ideology, along with
moreimmediateincentives and rewards for many of the conservatives’ constituencies.In
comparison there is no similarly cohesive, progressive movement in this country with a shared
agenda, strategic goals,and a shared ideology. Instead we have fragments. Some of them are
relatively strong, others weak, and the wholeis less than the sum of its parts.

If there is one lessonfor progressivesin the 35-year rise of corporate and conservative power, itis
this: none of our movements can winits major goals if we remain fragmented, independent of or
disinterested in other progressive sectors.

Fragmentation refers to groups working in relative isolation, or with a single-issue approach, or with
a go-it-alone, turf mentality. It also refers to the way we tend to workin issue ‘silos,” in which each
issue or electionis seen as an end-in-itself, with no real connections across and between issues; no
sense of a broader agenda that could supplant the corporate-conservative agenda that dominates
state and national politics.

We see signs that this analysis resonates with many people — witness the national attempts to have
organizations work together that would not have been conceivable just a few years ago. And witness
the many state, regional and national conversations building movement infrastructure. There are
signs of qualitatively different work — a shift, we could say, toward power-building strategies.

OUR STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK FOR MOVEMENT-BUILDING

The word movement is used a lot these days. To be as rigorous as possible, we are using the termina
specific way that focuses more on the practices and processes that enable social justice
organizations to advance transformational goals. Our use of the term ‘social movement’ emphasizes
the need for a cohesive political infrastructure and worldview. We draw upon a classic sociological
definition from Gerlach and Hine, in People, Power, Change: Movements of Social Transformation:

1. Amovement has many parts, elements, constituencies and organizations. Its units are held
together by many different stands or types of connective tissue: personal, structural,and
ideological.

2. Amovement has a mass base that understands and is committed to the movement’s goals.
The base is developed in part by face-to-face recruitment by committed individuals using
their own pre-existing, significant social relationships.

3. Individualsin the movement have a personal commitment that identifies them with a new set
of values, and commits them to changed patterns of behavior.
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4. The movement has a worldview or ideology that codifies values and goals, provides a
conceptual framework by which all experiences or events relative to these goals may be
interpreted, motivates and provides a rationale for envisioned changes, defines the
opposition, and forms the basis for conceptual unification of a diverse network of groups.

5. The movement has a set of strategic goals that go beyond the immediate goals of any
constituent part and that provide strategic direction to its activitiesand worldview.

Using this definition, we can distinguish a loose collection of organizations (fragments) from a more
cohesive and coordinated social movement. This definition places emphasis on how the different
pieces are held together: multiple ties at various levels,and in particular, ideological connections
that tie groups to a shared worldview. People in movements, in the way we are using the term, feel
that they share some common way of seeing and being in the world, whatever the many other
differencesin their lives. Part of our task as organizers and leadersis to provide people with spaces
and opportunities to share their visions, hopes and aspirations in ways that move them and us
towards a shared worldview.

The term political infrastructure also is used frequently today. Civicinstitutions representing
corporate-conservative interests include business associations, conservative think tanks, corporate-
dominated media, and many others. They work to get some issues on the political agenda, such as
privatization, and keep others off, for such aslabor law reform.

This notion of using political infrastructure to get an issue on the political agenda, or to keep it off
the agenda, was first developed by E.E. Schattschneider, in 1960, in his classic book, The Semi-
Sovereign People, and it has been developed extensively by political scientists since then. The
underlying idea is that collections of institutions can work together, often behind the scenes and
over long periods of time, to alter what is on the political agenda. For example, conservative
institutions have worked together for decades to put privatization of government on the agenda;
that common effort set the context for making privatization of Social Security part of the current
political debate. This corresponds with what we call the second face of power: building political
infrastructure to control the political agenda.

By putting resourcesinto work in the 2“and 3+ faces of power, conservatives have been able to
connect with and attract millions of working people. Given how important power is for achieving our
long-term goals, we need to be as clear as possible about what we mean by power, hopefully in a
way that provides operational guidelines for organizers, activists, and organizations. GPP uses the
“three faces of power” as a way of getting at this. Here is a brief review:

9 FirstFace:direct political involvement, which refers to the work that organizers and activists
do in the most visible political arenas: legislatures, courts, elections, public agencies, etc. The
first face of power is what is often taken to be the whole story. But, to understand what is
going on in first-face arenas, we need to dig deeper, into the less visible expressions of power.

1 Second Face:organizational infrastructure; referring to the networks and coalitions that are
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able to moveissues onto the political agenda.

1 Third Face:ideology and worldview; concerning the ways in which groups struggle to shape
peoples’ understandings about the political and social world and what they believeis
politically possible.

We encourage groups to shift some resources towards the second and third faces so that, over time,
they may shift the context of thefirst face fights. We encourage the development of progressive
infrastructure by fostering more coordinated work within states that links local organizing to state-
wide efforts, and that links states to national progressive politics. We also provide tools and spaces
for groups to engage in the struggle over worldview and values. For example, revenue and budget
campaigns provide opportunities to expand the debate about the role of government as well as
markets in fostering conditions for shared economic prosperity.

Worldview: The Third Face

We define worldview as the variety of beliefs, both formal and informal, that individuals and groups
draw upon and inherit from the larger social world in which they live. While many different ideas and
belief systems in our society compete for attention, some are more dominant than others. With most
of our issues, we see elements of a ‘dominant worldview’ at work, one that draws upon themes,
assumptionsand ideologies that are part of the mainstream American cultural heritage. Political and
social issues or problems are defined and interpreted for people within the larger world of meanings
—the images, assumptions, stereotypes and beliefs that make up the dominant worldview. Different
conservative and corporate interests can be brought together using overarching frames, built
around themes and values about individualism, market competitionand a limited role for
government. This shared worldview helps hold together a corporate-conservative infrastructure.

The notion of worldview has been gaining currency among progressives, in part because of the
recognition that conservatives have consciously and consistently worked on this terrain for decades,
and that this effort on their part has been crucial to their electoral and legislative success. However,
progressives generally have reacted by worrying about values and framing. While we applaud this as
a step forward, values and frames are not necessarily linked to a strategy for the long-term goals we
are concerned with. When we use the term worldview, we emphasize a more coherent effort on the
terrain of beliefs and discourse linked to building power to achieve long-term goals. For example, if
democracy is used as a value pure and simple, but not as part of a larger discourse about the ways in
which corporate power distorts and undermines democracy, then its use doesn’t contribute to the
strategy, it doesn’t help challenge the corporate-conservative worldview.

Progressives have deeply-held values and ideas: authentic democracy, a sense that we are all
connected, that injustice anywhere leads to injustice everywhere, that we must struggle together to
make racial justice a reality, that all people deserve dignity and respect, and that economic justiceis
vital for democratic participation. To make these ideas real, we need a movement that embodies our
shared vision and worldview. The real test for progressives is figuring out how, where and when to
introduce bigger themes and challenges to the status quo. Conservatives started their attack on big
government decades ago, but they didn’t start by suggesting the privatization of Social Security.
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THE CHALLENGES WE ADDRESS THROUGH STRATEGY
DEVELOPMENT

Strategyis about goals and the choices we make in order to achieve our goals. Progressive groups
usually have broadly defined goals that are related to fighting inequality, promoting social and
economic justice,and enabling all sectors of society to participate fully in political and social life.
While the directions we would like to move toward are clear —— in terms of justice, equality and a
more robust civil society —— we argue that progressives have made the best choices about how to
get there.

GPP’s focus on strategy development is designed to advance groups’ work so that they can be more
effectivein the current fights —— many of which are defensive battles to preserve important programs
—— while also laying the groundwork for winning pro-active policies that put economic security back
onto the political agenda. We work with groups to help them shift toward adopting a movement-

building strategy.
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