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Vision

· I want to take Vision as the theme for this year’s speech.

Voice

· I think it’s really important to consider first the momentous events that have taken place within this organization during the year since our last annual conference. You’ll have to forgive me if it seems as if we’re dwelling on this. I know that other National Officers have referred to this in their reports to the AGM, but I think in this instance a little navel-gazing will not come amiss.

· It has been a year of significant change and I think it has been important to ensure that the vision of our founders continues to be reflected in the vision that we have for Voice today.

· I spent two days in February, just before our launch, re-reading the book written by our founders, Ray Bryant and Colin Leicester, about the early years of PAT. It has been a particular pleasure this week that Ray Bryant has been with us for the first conference of Voice. I think it’s very important for the organization to understand where it came from and to ensure that we haven’t diluted the beliefs of those first members.

· I just want to revisit the vision of our founders, which got us to where we are now. 

· Here’s the advert that appeared in the Times Educational Supplement on the 23rd February 1970.

· “Teachers opposed to strike action but keenly interested in working for better salaries and better working conditions wish to hear from colleagues with similar views. Possibility of forming a new professional association.”

· The inaugural meeting took place on Saturday 19th September 1970. A resolution was put to the meeting which included the following:
· (4) the main objects of the association shall be as follows:

a) to promote professional standards among teachers, emphasizing the need to give priority to the well-being of pupils and service to the community;

b) to further the advancement of education by study and research, by initiation of proposals for reform and by resisting any reduction in standards;

c) to provide services to members on all aspects of their work, including information and advice on employment opportunities and training facilities, the provision of insurance cover and legal assistance, and the arrangements of special trading and travel facilities;

d) to negotiate on behalf of members for improvements in their pay and conditions of service;

(5) it shall be a cardinal rule of the association that members shall not go on strike under any pretext.

· So what’s changed since then?
· Well, we don’t just serve teachers now because the character and composition of the education workforce has changed significantly since 1970. But apart from that I think we’ve remained true to the resolution that was agreed at the first meeting.

· In the last year things have moved very quickly. 

· I know there were those who doubted that it was possible to achieve the change to Voice in the timeframe we set ourselves.

· Council started talking about the options for renewing and rationalizing the brand in June 2006. All options were on the table at this stage.

· By July 2007, having worked with Perspektiv Marketing Agency, we were in a position to road test a possible new identity for PAT on a small number of members during our Annual Conference. We received a positive response to this and were encouraged to continue.

· The new brand was then tested with groups of teachers and support staff who were members of other unions. We received similar positive responses.

· In September 2007 Council decided to implement the proposed change from PAT to Voice.

· In October 2007 the membership were invited to express their view at a special general meeting by attendance or by proxy votes.

· In December 2007 the special general meeting was held and the three required rule changes were voted through with a more than 2/3 majority in each case.

· On February 28th 2008 Voice was launched at the Education Show in Birmingham.

· At this point I must express my thanks to the staff of Voice who did an absolutely amazing job in keeping the organization going, servicing the needs of the members and carrying through the change on time.

· Since then we have had five months of steady recruiting. There is clear evidence of the rapid establishment of the brand. I believe that Voice is already achieving levels of recognition which the PAT/PANN and PAtT brands did not achieve in recent years. Whether you like it or not (and I know there are some who don’t) – it’s different and we’re different. By being different we gain recognition of the brand.

· We took a call from a prospective member in Neath just last week. She said:

“ I wish I’d heard about you years ago. I’ve been a member of ________ all these years and I don’t agree with striking, and nor do my colleagues. If I’d known I’d have been with you from the start.”

· Now I’m encouraged by that. It demonstrates to me that the Voice brand is becoming known and recognized where the previous brands were not.

· Our numbers for the last five months are showing significantly higher levels of recruitment than for the same period in 2007.

· We don’t agree with the tactics of the NUT and Unison in pursuing their own campaigns for better pay and we would not encourage them to continue their industrial action. But we are grateful to them for the opportunities they create for education staff to reconsider their own values and beliefs. This has been partly responsible for our growth in the last five months and has helped in establishing Voice as a recognizable and attractive brand. We couldn’t have re-branded at a better time.

· We have to thank our own members for their part in this. We have seen increasing evidence of what we already knew – that the best recruiters are our own members. I can only urge them to continue the good work they are already doing on behalf of Voice. 

· We clearly have a big job to satisfy the expectations of all of our new and existing members. In doing that we now have to review the structure of Voice, both nationally and locally, to ensure that we are in the right position to be able to do that. Conference helped us on our way during the Members’ Debating Session yesterday and I thank you for your contributions. I’m sure we’ll be letting you know how matters progress in the coming months. 

· Now, to move on to other matters

· I want to make three caveats in advance:

· Firstly, because the majority of what I have to say will refer to England – though if it does I think there are lessons which the countries of the UK can learn from each other, sometimes by setting a good example and sometimes as a warning.

· Secondly, you may think you’ve heard me say some of it before. You may well have done so if you were at Conference in 2006. Some of it may very well reflect what I said on that same occasion two years ago.  Some issues that I referred to then are very much to the fore at the present time, possibly more so now; and

· Thirdly, you may have seen reports of similar issues raised by others. And really, I make no apology for that. The issues are current and a chorus of voices expressing concern or praise is more likely to effect change than a lone voice.

· So, we’ve had one year of Brown, Balls and the DCSF.

·  Has anything changed?

· Well, yes and no.

· Some things haven’t. We’ve got the same emphasis on national testing, league tables, Academies and Trust schools and the big, judgmental stick of Ofsted to deal with school performance.

· Why on earth won’t the government listen to the views of teachers and parents on the issue of national tests? The report of the Children, Schools and Families Select Committee earlier this year expressed doubt on the value of this testing and – despite moves such as the Making Good Progress pilot involving single-level testing – there is little discernible progress in this respect.

· After the debacle of this year’s marking processes, which suggests, apart from anything else, that the whole exercise is too big, too expensive, too difficult to control, too inaccurate and so pointless that the opportunity should be taken to rapidly re-evaluate the whole programme and scrap it, I’m sure that the money saved could be far better used to finance some of the government’s personalization and intervention agendas.

· Many people are questioning the value of KS3 testing and there is now increasing evidence that the results of KS2 testing are not providing the information which secondary schools want or trust. Some would argue that the case for public accountability and testing is incontrovertible. That may be the case, but the current format of industrial testing is not the way to do it.

· A few weeks ago I was talking to a Director of Education from one of the Welsh local authorities who told me of what he saw as a transformation for the better in Year 6 following the demise of KS2 testing. It will be interesting in coming years to observe and compare standards in schools in Wales and England if SATs remain in place here. 

· But some things have changed. Most notably the creation of two new departments of government – DCSF and DIUS.

·  DCSF is significantly different in focus compared to its predecessor – a much wider agenda in which education sits within a context of children and their families. So here is a new vision articulated by government and put into practice in the creation of the DCSF.

· This organization, as PAT and now as Voice, has always been concerned with the well-being of the child – remember that resolution at the first meeting in 1970 – and so the concept of an overarching Department that looks after the whole child is something with which we would have great sympathy.

· But I do see a danger in this though.

· Whilst this may be a change to be applauded, there has to be certainty that education does not lose its sharp focus in the context of that wider agenda. 

· DCSF vision

· The DCSF’s vision is articulated in the Children’s Plan – Building Brighter Futures – which was published in December last year.

· There is no doubt that considerable work went into producing such a plan in such a relatively short space of time. Perhaps this explains why some of it is long on headlines but short in detail.

· The Secretary of State asked the unions if they could subscribe to the aim of the Plan.

· I had no hesitation in committing Voice to the aim, which is stated in the first sentence of the Foreword to the Plan:

· “ Our aim is to make this the best place in the world for our children and young people to grow up.”

· You can’t disagree with it, can you? – Unless you already think this is the best place in the world for children to grow up. And I’m guessing that most of us don’t.

· That rather begs the question of what is wrong with our society if it isn’t already such a place? And if it isn’t such a place, who bears responsibility for that?

· By stating that, as the aim of the Plan, it verges on an admission that what went before did not work – did not get us to that point. There have to be serious questions about the directions in which the social policies of governments, both red and blue, have led us in the last 30 or 40 years.

· Do we live in a society which we like and of which we are proud? 

· I suspect that the answer would inevitably be that we like some of it – but not all.

· The Children’s Plan was announced as the way forward for the next ten years.  A ten-year plan! It’s more like a two-year plan. Which begs the question – why the rush?

· If I was being generous I’d say it’s because there is a desire to achieve that status as the best place in the world for children to grow up, as soon as possible. So that more children can benefit sooner from the reforms. And I don’t doubt that such motivation exists.

· But if I was being cynical – which you know I’m not – then I would point out that the next election is in less than two years’ time and suggest that there’s a degree of political expediency here. 

· But our concern is not the election success or failure of any one political party. Our members are being required to implement one new initiative after another; and the impression is that the rate is increasing rather than decreasing. Certainly the consultation workload for Voice is increasing and, as a relatively small organization, it’s something we struggle with at times. We have to prioritise in order to involve ourselves in what we feel is most important for our members.

· We have warned for a number of years that initiatives were being introduced in too great a quantity, too quickly. We get reports from our members that that they are implementing changes for which the groundwork of preparation, training and detail is inadequate. The introduction of the new Diplomas is a case in point. Members tell us that they feel under-prepared, under-trained and with too little time to introduce the Diplomas as they would wish. 

· I have to ask the government: “Do you want to do it, or do you want to do it well?”

· I visited a head teacher member in her school recently. In addition to all of her routine concerns about curriculum, Ofsted, league tables, etc, an inordinate amount of her time was being taken up by the Children’s Centre based on her school site.

·  Now these were being phased in when I left school nearly three years ago. Her concerns centred on issues to do with governance, line management, funding and external interference in the running of her school. This lack of clarity existed three years ago. It exists now. It was a policy introduced too quickly without the implications having been thought through about how it would operate on the ground.

· So what’s the point of me telling you this? It’s that that head teacher was being severely distracted from the core purpose of organising teaching and learning in that school by incidental matters which should have been sorted out several years ago, before the policy was introduced. She was experiencing high levels of frustration at the time she spent attending fruitless meetings and this was leading to clear disillusionment with the whole business. Not a recipe for the successful introduction of a policy.

· I know that you can’t expect every last detail of a new policy to be determined in advance. Some only arise with implementation. But you can expect clearly structured plans in place before the introduction of new initiatives.

· We continue to have very serious concerns about the workload implications of such initiatives on our members; and on members of the Leadership Group in particular. 

· I understand that the government has a desire to effect change and to move with some speed. But it has to balance this against the time required for successful implementation and the workload it imposes upon staff. 

· The Children’s Plan lists 5 principles that underpin it:

· “Governments do not bring up children – parents do – so governments need to do more to back parents and families;

· All children have the potential to succeed and should go as far as their talents can take them;

· Children and young people need to enjoy their childhood as well as grow up prepared for adult life;

· Services need to be shaped by and responsive to children, young people and families, not designed around professional boundaries; and

· It is always better to prevent failure than tackle a crisis later.

And it aims for:

· World class standards in education; and
· Effective Children’s Trusts bringing services together
· “Governments don’t bring up children – parents do.” I think our members have been telling us for quite some time now that they feel that schools are being required to take on more and more of the responsibilities that rightly belong to parents; and to provide more of the stability in children’s lives which should be provided by families. There also a perception that, in general, the skills of parents are declining as one generation succeeds another. 

· And this is where the blurring of the boundaries between education and a social service occurs.

· If you’re a parent how did you learn to be one? Well I suppose most of us learnt from the way our own parents did the job – and then swore we wouldn’t be like them! But if successive generations of parents become less skilled at the job then what is learnt becomes increasingly diluted as time goes by.

· The government is only too willing to place duties upon schools in respect of child well-being – and I refer you back to the founding principles of this union and its commitment to the well-being of pupils – but has it gone too far in this respect?  My impression is that recent DCSF work on the parent agenda has concentrated more on the rights of parents than their responsibilities.

· I have a concern that, like that Voice head teacher I referred to earlier, the focus is moving away from education towards the whole well-being of the child – the balance is shifting – and that this causes difficulties for some schools. I’m not saying it’s wrong but I am saying it’s a matter that will need careful handling. 

· When I was working in school I believed strongly in closer cooperative working between agencies involved in children’s welfare and education. But as an educator I came to resent the amount of my time that was given to social issues and to be concerned about the continual disruption, by other agencies, to the education of children who could ill-afford that disruption. The same children would always be leaving the classroom for one thing or another – and yet the performance of the teacher is to be judged on how well the pupils they teach have performed. 

· I can think now of children whose only certainty and stability in their lives came in the times they were in school and in class. It sometimes seemed grossly unfair to take them out of class to meet with yet another social worker for some purpose or other. It was as if we were just adding to the disruption of their lives instead of creating islands of calm and stability. We have to get that balance right and we have to agree that what is in the best interests of the child at any one time should not be governed by what is convenient for one agency or another.

· I would remind you of one of those five principles underpinning the Children’s Plan: “Services need to be shaped by and responsive to children, young people and families, not designed around professional boundaries.”
· I am concerned that that disruption and distraction may be increased by having other services and agencies located on the same site as the school. I understand the logic of it but I also think we have to take care. Can you think of the special needs children, who come from difficult home circumstances, who are visited in the school by health professionals, social workers, speech therapists, physical therapists, etc.?  I can. Sometimes it seemed to me that we were just creating more disorder in their lives by the number of different people and agencies that impinged upon them.

· Let’s look at who brings up children in this country today. Well, of course, in the vast majority of cases it’s the parents. But we know that the social model that has developed over the last 30 years has changed the nature and expectations of parenthood quite significantly. I’m making no judgement on this, but the focus on the primacy of the individual, rather than community; the changing pattern of family structures; the shortening of the length of many relationships; the creation of many more step families; the emphasis on parents going out to work and the consequent perception of the reduced value and worth of the role of full-time parent have all changed the way we behave and have significantly changed the character of childhood. 

· So what are schools now being asked to monitor, assess and do that are not strictly education matters?

Well, amongst other things there’s:

The early years checklist when pupils enter the education system – which some feel is too formal, too soon;

Obesity;

Speech; 

Gang membership and the emergence of gangs;

Weapons;

Underage drinking;

Community intelligence on extremism;

Identifying pupils who are vulnerable to radicalisation;

Possibly search for alcohol, drugs and stolen goods;

· Why are schools being asked to do this? Why aren’t parents being asked to take on these responsibilities? It worries me that the more you do for people the less responsibility they will take for themselves – that the transfer of responsibility becomes complete and the expectations upon parents reduce. I know that’s simplistic, but I think there’s an essential truth there which government may find it difficult to confront. I also appreciate that if there is no effective parenting in a child’s life then the state has a duty to step in and provide it; though by what mechanism and for how many children is open to debate.

· There’s also a difference between the actions that need to be taken with the current generation of parents and pupils and what we want the position to be in ten years time.

· I feel very uncomfortable about the direction in which our society is going. I was struck by an interview with Camilla Batmanghelidjh that I read. You will recall that for some years she has been doing some amazing work with disenfranchised teenagers in London through her organization Kids Company.

· Whilst accepting that she is working with some of the most disturbed children at the far end of the behaviour spectrum, we have to acknowledge that such patterns of behaviour seem to be on the increase, particularly in urban areas and that what she has to say has a relevance in considering changing patterns of young peoples’ behaviour.

· She says that social and emotional deprivation is creating a new kind of brain. A major element in the lives of many of the children she deals with is the absence of a functioning parental figure. If there is no functioning parent there is no food in the house, no one washes your clothes or organizes socializing for you, you don’t get taken to the GP, the dentist or the optician. You live in chaos.

· The fundamental issue is how much quality attachment you had to a parent figure as a child. If you have had good care as a child, you can survive almost anything. Emotional deprivation is a lethal weapon.

· This was reinforced by the comments of Sir Alan Steer in an interview he gave to The Guardian last month before the publication of the third part of his behaviour review. He said:        “ But we bear some responsibility. Sometimes as adults we don't model the behaviour we would want youngsters to follow. We live in a greedy culture, we are rude to each other in the street. Children follow that.”
· And then there was Barbara Wilding, the Chief Constable of South Wales, speaking at the Centre for Crime and Justice Studies at King’s College, London, who said: “Many have experienced family breakdown, and in place of parental and family role models, the gang culture is now established. Tribal loyalty has replaced family loyalty and gang culture based on drugs and violence is a way of life.”
· I think we need to be clear about this. We may deplore the behaviour exhibited by some young people today – and it’s only a minority. We may find pupils in some of our schools very difficult to deal with – which the recent GTC survey suggested was a major reason why up to 40% of young teachers do not choose to remain in the teaching profession. We may come in contact with children from severely dysfunctional families. But we need to see children in a positive way rather than negative one.

·  So who or what has created the social climate in which such behaviour has been allowed to flourish? And the answer is adults.

· Don’t get me wrong – I said adults, not parents. Yes, parents have to take their share of responsibility, but so have adults that comprise governments; adults who vote for governments; adults that control the media; adults who try to commercialise children and sell them things that are not beneficial to their well-being; adults who promote the cult of celebrity; adults who promote greedy, selfish behaviour; those adults who don’t understand what community is.

· Did you see the report published by the Girl Guides a couple of weeks ago which warned about sexual and consumer pressures which girls face, causing them to grow up too soon? It reported that girls felt pressured to look older by the adult images that advertising and magazines are promoting. It reported disturbing levels of girls who had eating disorders, had panic attacks or self-harmed.

· Girls talked about the need to have the latest fashionable clothes and gadgets if they were not to be subject to bullying by their peers.

· The Chief Guide, Liz Burnley, was quoted as saying: “ Young girls today face a new generation of pressures that leave too many suffering stress, anxiety and unhappiness.”
· And who creates those pressures? Adults. 

· We need to be fully aware of the roles and responsibilities of adults in creating the environment in which children grow.

· In a survey conducted for the Children’s Society and published as part of the Good Childhood Inquiry, it identified that: “Two thirds (66%) of adults thought that the moral values of children today are not as strong as when they were children.”
· It’s good news that two thirds of adults think like that but it’s very worrying that one third of adults don’t.

· In the same survey it was found that increasing tension between adults and children emerged as an area of particular concern. 55% of adults responding to the survey thought there was more conflict between adults and children than when they were young.
· 32% thought that attitudes towards young people in their local area were mostly positive.
· Children responding to the Good Childhood Inquiry reported a lack of positive interaction with adults in their communities. In a survey of young people aged 14 - 16 only 20% agreed with the statement: ‘My area cares about its young people’.
· So those of you in school are expected to compensate not just for the shortcomings of parents, but also for the pressures which adult society is permitted to impose upon young people.

· There will soon be a new statutory duty on schools to promote child well-being. You have already been working towards this through the five outcomes of Every Child Matters and you will have to regularly evaluate individual pupils against them. This is brought into sharp focus by the data collection which is to take place to determine how well schools are doing in contributing to child well-being. These school-level indicators are to be published in order to enable comparisons to be made between different schools – a well-being league table.

· We will have yet another partial measure of school performance. I cannot see that it will fail to have workload implications for our members – despite the government claiming that it is simply “confirming existing practice therefore not imposing a burden”.
· In addition to this we are at present being consulted on a duty being placed on schools to contribute to the work of Children’s Trusts – to ensure cooperative working between schools and other agencies and to ensure that the local Children and Young People’s Plan reflects the school voice. In reality it will mean yet another distraction for school leaders, taking them away from the important work of organizing teaching and learning in their schools.

· I also worry that it will add yet another layer of bureaucracy to the education system and further take the focus away from what we understand to be the core business of the school.

· It’s clear that the nature of school is changing from that which we have known for most of my lifetime. Schools have long been concerned with the well-being of pupils – though not necessarily responsible for it. I believe that the vast majority of schools have done that job well in the past.

· The government’s vision for the 21st Century School is expressed in the Children’s Plan. The school will:

· Provide excellent, personalized education
· Contribute to all aspects of well-being
· Be at the heart of a preventative system
· Be committed to multi-agency working
· Collaborate with other schools and colleges
· Seek active partnership with parents
· Be a resource for families and the community
· Be engaged with the Children’s Trust.
· So what about the parents? What does the government say about them? Does it tell them, as it tells schools, what they should be doing for their children? Is it going to measure the performance of parents and publish local league tables to show how they’re doing? Are they going to be held accountable for the kind of people their children grow into? Of course not – but schools are.

· Is it going to lay out parents’ responsibilities towards their children and towards their children’s schools? Well I see limited evidence of it so far.

· If schools are going to work in partnership with parents then there must be a balance to that partnership.

· So where does this thinking take me? 

· Back to the DCSF vision. 

· But a vision is no use unless you share it and explain it to all those who have an interest in it. If this is to be the “best place in the world for children to grow up” then what does that place look like?

· It’s fairly easy to say that. It’s also possible to initiate actions that may take us towards it. But I want to know what that place that we’re aiming for actually looks like? And that’s where I think the vision fails. I haven’t heard or seen anything that explains to me what the vision of this 21st century society, this “best place in the world for children to grow up” looks like.

· The children’s agenda can’t exist outside of a vision for the whole of our society. So the government needs to articulate what sort of a society it’s trying to create – and to share it with us. And that has to include the responsibilities that we all bear, adults, parents and teachers alike. 

· I could have talked about a variety of matters in the last 20 minutes. 

· I could have talked about Voice’s support for the Learning Outside the Classroom agenda – a long-held belief of ours.

· I could have talked about the joint-union investigation, of which Voice is part, into asbestos in school buildings; another long-held concern of ours which I included in my conference speech last year.

· I could have talked about the way the government announced the National Challenge schools a few weeks ago and the demoralizing effect that must have had in those schools – particularly ones that are performing well by all other measures including contextual value added scores and Ofsted inspections but are not meeting the crude 30% GCSE threshold.

· I could have talked about the government’s view of teachers and who has or has not used the word “failing”; and the difference between incompetence, of which there is very little, and underperformance, which happens to many of us – whatever our work – and may well be the result of a variety of pressures in our lives. 

· I could have talked about the body being set up to negotiate the national pay and conditions of school support staff.

· I could have talked to you about the formal and regular contacts that we have with the governments in Edinburgh, Cardiff and Westminster through consultation mechanisms and through direct contact with politicians in government.

· I could have talked about the workers who we expect to do a professional job in our schools and yet receive the lowest pay. For example the member who wrote:“ I teach in a middle school 1.5 days/week and my take home pay has been reduced because of the 10p tax. In April it was £8 less, in May £19 less and in June £8 less than it was in March.”
· But I won’t because we’ll save those and many others for another day.
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