PCSIndependentLeft
Yes To Action!
Over the next few weeks the union is trying to consult all members on the way ahead in our dispute over pay and jobs.
In those meetings you will be given a chance to have your say. The first question posed is whether further industrial action should be taken. The answer has to be "YES". Gordon Brown, both as Chancellor and now as Prime Minister, is adamant that the pay squeeze must continue and that any pay increases be held under the rate of inflation. This amounts to a cut in real income, the second cut in two years for many members across the civil service. He is also the architect of the job cuts programme. Since becoming Prime Minister he has given no indication of reversing the decision he made as Chancellor to slash civil service employment. Therefore on jobs and pay we have no choice but to resist. 

In addition to saying yes to further action we believe that:

· PCS must formally propose, to the CWU (postal workers' union), NUT (teachers) and other public sector unions, the launching of a common industrial and political campaign in defence of jobs, public services and members' living standards;

· PCS must seek to co-ordinate industrial action with other public sector unions affected by the Government's 2% pay cap, in particular seek agreement to a one day public sector strike and a national demonstration of all public sector unions in defence of public services and the workers that deliver them, as the prelude to further industrial action across the public sector;

· PCS must step up the legal and political challenge to the Government over equal pay, including a campaign for departmental wide equal pay audits.
Obviously, on the basis of the adage that unity is strength, a public sector fightback is much more likely to result in real gains for each union that fighting separately. However, as the General Secretary has noted, PCS cannot rely on the actions of other unions to win its dispute. PCS must plan on the basis that it will need to win our just demands as a single union whilst doing all it can to build unity across the unions.

We therefore call for a voluntary national levy and full strike pay to support selective industrial action i.e. the union should take out key workers to further hurt the employer. Unfortunately the Union leadership is hostile to the whole notion of selective action. You will see that if the issue of such action is raised in the consultation meeting.   
We see a role for selective action in the union’s tool kit.  We want as much mass action as possible. However, whilst the leadership’s standard practice is to have a day of national action then let several months elapse before the next, we want to infill the gaps with action that hurts the employer.  Selective action fits that bill.  

By selective action we mean taking out key offices/sections for short periods; long enough to hurt, short enough to prevent the employer setting up a mechanism to work around the action.  We do not advocate taking out one office for months on end.  That was tried by the leaders of NEC in the past and failed.  
Our tactic has worked. It was used several years ago in DEFRA. Using intelligent selective action plus mass action they won three pay increases in one year!! If instead they had taken one day's action, waited two or three months, and then took another day or even two days they would have lost.
Who could argue that a coordinated campaign targeting the passport offices, ports and airports would not have focussed government attention on our demands? Instead of a “summer of discontent”, we have given departments an easy ride when their staffing has been at its most stretched.
So why is the Union leadership reluctant to use a useful tactic?  A number of straw men are erected. Firstly that it is selective action vs. national action. We are asking for national action plus selective action. It is not the case of one versus the other. Selective action helps the effectiveness of the national action and national action bolsters the impact of selective action. They are complimentary tactics.   

Straw man 2. It will cost too much money. The leaders of the NEC have the memory of the screens dispute that they lead in the DWP firmly imprinted on their mind. By taking out individual DWP offices for months at a time, and without a proper judgement of their strategic position in the work process (the wrong form of selective action), they spent over £7 million.  However the error was not the decision to have selective action but the selective action that was called - in DEFRA selective action was crucial in driving up DEFRA pay rates, with three pay awards being won in a single year. 

Instead of learning lessons from the DEFRA campaign, the NEC leadership counterpoises its negative experience of calling selective action in the DWP to our proposal to call out strategically placed members in a "hit and run" campaign linked to national action and co-ordinated action where members have local disputes over pay and jobs in order to prevent a sense of isolation. 

We are not denying that selective action will cost money.  That is why, for years, we have argued for an all members' voluntary levy.  Our vision is that members, and members from other unions with an interest in seeing a public sector fightback, would set up standing orders for say £1 a month (more if it could be afforded). If this suggestion had been taken up years back then we would be sitting on a war chest now. Even at this late stage PCS could generate vital funds by starting a levy.    

Straw man 3 - who are these "magic" workers that we can take out. In many Departments, such as the DfT, DWP, and HRMC, there are clearly areas that impact on the employer's operations, finances, and political standing more than others. In many places, such as in Lean processing centres and call centres, there are already backlogs. A push there could knock the whole thing over.

If selective action is not to be allowed then our campaign will need a great deal more national action, and more frequently, to win all our just demands on jobs, pay and services, including a consolidated, inflation proof award for all members. However the NEC does not believe it is capable of delivering that level of national action (hence the gap between national strikes - January and May  with the next action likely to be in September). Such a judgement is not unreasonable - it has to be based on the feedback from membership meetings. But to rule out dogmatically one tactic, selective action - whilst not ruling out any other tactics (one day strikes, targeted action, overtime bans, etc) is a mistake the NEC should now rectify.

Interested in our ideas? Then contact us at:  pcsindependentleft@hotmail.co.uk
