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ABSTRACT

The Standards in Scottish Schools Act (2000) identifies the need to ensure that all pupils benefit from education and that they learn to respect self, one another, neighbours and society. These ideals are reflected in a number of Scottish Education policy documents (Scottish Executive 2001, 20004b, 2004c). This study surveyed head teachers and interviewed nursery, primary and secondary teachers on their perceptions of the barriers and facilitators to the inclusion of lesbian gay and bisexual (LGB) pupils in one rural Scottish Education Authority. The study focused on the understandings of masculinities and the silence on (homo) sexuality in the hidden and taught curriculum. It further aimed to problematise institutional heterosexism. 

The outcomes of the survey indicated that reference to LGB pupils was missing in policy and that generic polices seemed sufficient to deal with all aspects of equality. All head teachers surveyed stated homophobic bullying would be dealt with in the same way as other kind of bullying. Whilst LGB pupils were perceived as ‘just the same’ as other pupils they were also depicted as victims in need of specialist support and engendered sympathy in teachers. Whilst prejudice, attitudes, lack of knowledge and training was reported to be the main barriers to inclusion of LGB pupils some head teachers perceived being silent on the subject was respectful of individual privacy. 

Analysis of the survey indicated themes of  assimilation, contradiction, and ambiguity, set within a liberal discourse of “we treat all pupils alike” “they are all the same”. These themes were developed in more depth in the interview to reveal institutional heterosexism and structural barriers to teachers discourse on LGB pupils. The data was organised into the following themes; ‘Gender roles and families’, ‘Moral Panic’, ‘Institutional heterosexism’. The study revealed that whilst teachers aimed to treat all pupils alike they did so by treating them as though they were heterosexual. As a consequence, teachers seemed to lack the language to talk about different sexual orientations.

In theory, teachers had adopted an individual liberal humanitarian stance. In practice this has resulted in confusion on how to respond to the needs of LGB pupils and a silence on (homo) sexuality, believing that sexuality is a private matter. This study suggests that there are structural and institutional barriers to the inclusion of LGB pupils in school as well as limits to programmes of reform based on the individual, identity politics, and anti-oppressive approaches. Never -the -less the outcomes of this  study indicate that for social change to occur, anti-oppressive approaches remain the next stage in the process.

INTRODUCTION
In educational research and schooling, homosexuality appears to still be a silent and invisible construct. As Britzman proposes: “It’s as though questions of gay and lesbian thought have not been given ……well any thought.” (1995, p.160). Whilst there is evidence to suggest that lesbian, gay and bisexual (LGB) young people see far more adult role models and view their sexuality much more positively than previous generations, this acceptance has not transferred to the institution of the family or school (D’Augelli 1999). Research suggests that those responsible for training teachers and educational psychologists do not recognise the issue of sexual orientation as being relevant to their work (Comely, 1993). Trainee teachers perceived LGB issues as nothing to do with teachers or teaching (Robinson and Ferfolia 2001). Such beliefs pose numerous concerns for pedagogy, not least that this belief may silence other teachers on a range of social justice issues as well as perpetuating teacher and psychologist resistance to issues of difference.

. 

Of the few educational research studies which explore the lived experiences of LGB pupils (Epstein 1994, Epstein and Johnson 1998, Epstein and Sears 1999, Epstein O’Flynn and Telford 2003, Mac an Ghaill 1994, Haywood and Mac an Ghaill 1996, Haywood and Mac an Ghaill 2003, Rivers 1995, Rivers 2000a, Rivers 2001, Rivers and Duncan 2002. Douglas et al., 1997 McIntyre 2000, Adams, Cox and Dunstan 2004, Scottish Executive 2006, Stonewall 2007) all identify how LGB pupil/ issues are missing in the taught and hidden curriculum, that homophobic bullying is common in schools but often ignored by teachers, and that there is an assumption that all pupils are heterosexual. Schools are institutions which are highly gendered heterosexist institutions where heterosexuality is the assumed superior norm and seemingly compulsory (Mac an Ghaill 1994).

According to Epstein and Johnson (1998), this silence is related to a sense of stigmatisation which is rooted in what is termed the public/private divide. Schools are notable as public institutions open to scrutiny. Sexuality is seen as a private matter. Schooling and sexuality come together uncomfortably around the issue of childhood and adult/child relationships. Schools are sites where sexual and other identities are developed, practised, and actively produced. However, anxiety is provoked when speaking publicly about children as ‘sexualised beings’, consequently sexuality is not an open site of inquiry within education. The public/private divide is identified as an important barrier to a teacher’s ability to discuss this subject in school. 
Whilst there are structural and institutional barriers in  school which maintain the silencing of lesbian and gay pupils and issues, there is now a duty placed on all public bodies (including local authorities and schools) to actively promote equality in relation to race, gender and disability as well as age and sexual orientation. 

The Equality Act (Sexual Orientation) Regulations 2007 make discrimination on the grounds of sexual orientation unlawful in a number of areas including education and schools. The Standards in Scotland’s Schools Act, 2000, identifies the need to ensure that all pupils should benefit from education and respect self, one another, neighbourhood and society. These ideals are reflected in a number of education guidance and policy documents, e.g How Good is Our School Inclusion and Equality (HMIE, 2004),  Curriculum for Excellence (Scottish Executive 2004p.17) and  Health Promoting Schools as described in the document Being Well –Doing Well (2004). All of these documents state that schools have a duty to ensure that all children and young people have the right to expect an education which meets all aspects of their needs, irrespective of (dis) ability, race, gender or sexual orientation. 
There are significant sensitivities around sexuality and schooling. However, schools are important institutions where sexualities are negotiated and identities formed. They can be considered micro cultures, with pupil- teacher relationships, the politics of and school management combining to create highly complex sites. There now exists anti-discrimination legislation which, if successfully implemented, should provide a safe environment for the development of all pupils including those who identify as LGB. There is though little known of teacher knowledge and perceptions of LGB pupils /issues in school. The aim of this study is to bridge this gap in knowledge and interrogate this silence. 
METHOD

The study consisted of two related investigations exploring the nature of the silence on this subject using qualitative methods and thematic analysis. It consisted of a survey of all secondary head teachers (N13) in one local authority and interviews of class teachers (N8) from across the range of school sectors within the same authority. The survey explored three main topic areas:

· relevance of LGB pupils/issues to schooling (inclusion in policies)
·  homophobic bullying (definitions, rates of incidents and management) 
· teacher perceptions of barriers and facilitators to the inclusion of LGB pupils/issues.

Survey Outcomes 
The dominant themes which emerged from the survey were assimilation, contradiction, ambiguity silence or missing set within a liberal discourse of tolerance. Assimilation, was a key feature in policy formation and management of pupils and issues were described in terms of sameness i.e  ‘we treat all pupils alike’. Contradiction occurred when positioning LGB pupils as ‘just the same’ when they were paradoxically positioned as also different, a discriminated group, stigmatised and in need of specialised help. Ambiguity arose around the meaning, understanding and intention of homophobic bullying and particularly around the use of the word ‘gay’. The subject was missing from policy . Head teachers, whilst stating they believed LGB issues were relevant to education, indicated that there was no need to explicitly mention such pupils in policy. Generalised policies were believed to meet the needs of all pupils and to be specific and ‘naming names’ was perceived as undesirable. There seemed to be an active silencing of the subject. Despite expressing concerns about lack of knowledge and training on the subject of LGB pupils /issues and a recognition that they were a group who experienced discrimination, teachers felt that explicitly bringing discussion of LGB issues into the school was undesirable and could further stigmatise LGB pupils. The outcomes of the survey suggested that teachers were not used to discussing the subject of LGB pupils nor did they feel comfortable doing so. 
Interview outcomes
The aim of the interview was to gain richer contextualised data about the barriers to discourse which seem to have the effect of silencing the subject. Based on a review of the literature and an identification of key concepts related to barriers to inclusion of LGB pupils, the data was organised around the following themes: 
Theme 1 Gender roles and families.   What’s the difference?
The majority of teachers interviewed described schools as places where behaviour was invariably gendered and reported that the stereotypical male/female binary continued to be the norm. Whilst those interviewed often agreed that the roles of men and women had changed in the last four or five decades, the cultural construction of gender had not. The different and opposing category of men and women and the tendency from early childhood to view boys and girls as predominantly opposites seems to be intact. A feminist framework, for example that of Valerie Walkerdine (1988 cited in Bird 1999, p 19), emphasises how these ideologies are maintained. She points out that the female, particularly if she is working class, is positioned and  “already marked as less intellectual, more effortful, than the assumed norm of  the ‘middle class boy’ “. The language that is used ensures that girls, unlike the boys, are not given credit for success on the basis of ability. These constructions only reinforce the binary of leader (boy) and follower (girl).

Not surprisingly, teachers in this study typically described boys’ attributes as ones of strength and rationality and girls in terms of emotions and feelings. The theory that there is only one masculinity and one femininity, which are essentially polarised constructions, continues to dominate discourse. (Francis 2000, cited in Francis and Skelton, 2001). This concept is illustrated by the following excerpt, as spoken by a female nursery teacher:
In the nursery children are encouraged to try all forms of play and they are available to all children. It’s not for the girls to go to the house corner or the boys not to dress up; everyone is encouraged to do all activities. However the girls in the nursery like to do the sit down things: more bedding or drawing. The wee boys are nearly always the complete opposite: the rough and tumble, the physical play, the construction play.

This narrative illustrates that even in early years’ education, children are observed to be playing out and practising the roles expected in adulthood. Gender stereotyped behaviour was observed to continue into secondary school, particularly in relation to masculinity. Dominant forms of masculinity are characterized by heterosexuality, power authority aggression and technical competence (Mac an Ghaill 1994.p.2). When concerns were expressed by teachers, it was generally in relation to the emergence of subordinate forms of masculinity. Homophobic behaviour is directed most often towards males who are described as weak or who appear not to be a ‘proper’ boy. Mac an Ghaill (1994) found that compulsory heterosexuality, misogyny and homophobia were key elements to the making of masculinities. 
This policing of gender roles and the importance of family is reflected in both the taught and hidden curriculum in school. The regulation and policing of the concept of family as containing either opposite sex partnerships or single sexed parent was inherent in the institution of the school. For the first time in society, lesbian and gay men are parenting children, though only two teachers knew of children who were brought up by same-sex parents. Teachers in this study expressed the view that the composition of the family was irrelevant to the issue of good parenting, stating love and security as the most important component of family life. Whilst paradoxically arguing family composition was irrelevant as a measure of a good family, they expressed concern for the children of a same - sex couple. The concerns were acknowledged to be based on assumptions rather than facts (most teachers did not know either a same sex couple or children of lesbian or gay parents). Prejudicial views were frequently displaced as belonging to society ‘out there’. This gave the impression that this prejudice would be visited upon the child rendering the teacher powerless to help the situation. Teachers seemed unaware of their own contributions to maintaining institutional heterosexism.
The desire to protect children dominated teacher discourse. The idea that a child might be LGB or parented by a same - sex couple seemed to instil a level of sympathy from teachers. It is not clear whether teachers were really entering a discourse of equality for LGB pupils; rather, it may be teachers were struggling to prevent LGB pupils being harmed in the sense of becoming emotionally wounded. By adopting a liberal approach teachers may well believe that in order to protect children who are different, it is better not to point out and talk about the difference but assert sameness. These  believes  are often associated with liberalism and are criticised as ill-informed by writers in the field of LGB psychology. Teachers in this study believed that lesbian and gay parents are just the same as any parents, and it is love and security that matter in parenting children. However, Clarke (2002) argued that this sameness descriptor plays down what is perceived as ‘gayness’ or differences and suggests LGB families only have a valid presence if they conform to the heterosexual norms. The narratives in this study demonstrate teachers’ lack of knowledge and experience of LGB children and families. 
They also demonstrate that discussion of difference is avoided as though it is a threat. 
There is no doubt teachers find it difficult to conceive of talk about the homosexual child. Some teachers will be of the opinion that the subject should not be talked about. Therefore there is no opportunity to clarify and hear the ‘other person’s’ position on homosexuality. Teachers’ narratives demonstrate the power of the phenomenon of the public/private divide of schools as public institutions unable to deal with subjects viewed by society as private. There was a silence on any discourse, which might suggest that lesbian and gay parenting or LGB children could be construed as different in a positive way that was unique to homo sexuality and could be celebrated. This collusion is termed by Atkinson (2002,p.125) as a tyranny of silence. She argues that: 

Whatever the gaps in policy and guidance we do teach homosexuality.…………We teach it through the absence of its representation in discussion, study inquiry or subject matter through the policing and perpetuation of heterosexual norms and assumptions and through the blind eye we collectively turn to heterosexist and homophobic practices. 

Theme 2 Moral Panic. No sex please we’re teachers

 Although schools are described in gender studies as ‘bursting’ with sexuality, there is a dominant societal view that children are not perceived to be sexualised beings. In fact, one of the major roles of teachers and parents is to protect children and to regulate their sexualised behaviours (Epstein and Johnson, 1998). Teachers interviewed in this study, reported lack of knowledge and training in matters of sexuality and needed reassurance from both parents and employers that the content of taught courses was acceptable. Throughout this study, it became increasingly obvious that discussion of sexuality, and not just homosexuality was taboo. It would seem that schools do not understand how critical sexuality is to the development of young people’s lives (Britzman, 1995). Feelings of anxiety were most apparent amongst male primary teachers.  
The following excerpt describes a situation which provoked anxiety in a male primary school teacher. The session involved a ‘golden time’ activity which is chosen and organised by the children. They chose to act out a popular TV programme ‘Stars in their Eyes’ which involves children imitating a famous pop star. The activity coincided with a press release the previous day linking the compere of the TV show to the suspicion of paedophilia. This excerpt reflects the moral panic the whole situation provoked in the class teacher:
The girls came dressed up, I mean really dressed up, 9 year olds with short skirts and those tee shirts that keep falling down, singing a song with all the actions…I kept seeing the head lines in The Herald, you know: “Teacher Allows… the whatever” and it was the same day as ( )  was arrested. The children started to talk about it. They knew all about it. I was very uncomfortable, very uncomfortable. 
This narrative reveals that even primary schools can be sites of sexual interest. Because schools are perceived as officially desexualised sites (Johnson 1996), this only served to increase this teacher’s anxiety. This female child had learned to behave as though her body was a (hetero) sexual desirable commodity, constructing a hyper feminine mode. She demonstrated in class the kind of femininity portrayed as desirable in culture and promoted in the media. This excerpt describes everyday actions in the life of the primary school, as the children live out the gendered categories ascribed to them. However, the male teacher felt vulnerable, afraid of featuring in a newspaper with a story that demonstrates any hint of sexual nuance between a teacher and pupil. The narrative reveals the link between sexuality, schooling, power and politics. This teacher instinctively knew it would be unwise to discuss any concerns he had about this child’s behaviour for fear that his own behaviour would be misconstrued and that he might not be supported by management. This same 52-year-old male primary teacher also indicated that he was likely to ignore a homophobic name-calling incident in his class. He said that if he had to deal with it, he would definitely not use any language which would refer to the sexualised nature of the word. His rationale for lack of action was a fear that the children would retell the teacher’s handling of the situation in such a way that his intentions might be misconstrued. 
This anxiety is particularly relevant in the present context of societal perceptions of teachers. Teachers in the context of present day schooling are under increasing scrutiny and experience a high level of accountability. Wrigley (2006) refers to these changes in education as ‘full spectrum surveillance’. The focus on measurable outcomes has resulted in a lack of confidence in teachers who are seen as less trustworthy than in previous generations with teachers diverting their energies into self protection.  Paedophilia in the last twenty years has had a particularly huge and deeply threatening presence in the media and male teachers in particular are very aware of this phenomenon. Homosexuality and paedophilia continues to be associated in the minds of some members of society. These links (often unarticulated ) and totally unsupported by evidence continue to affect attitudes towards the LGB population. Indeed whilst attitudes have changed towards greater acceptance of equality for LGB people, 24% of the population (Scottish Attitude Scale 2007) believe that lesbian and gay people are unfit to be school teachers. 

The moral panic expressed by teachers in this study would appear to be about sexuality. However, greater interrogation indicates that these concerns have roots in gender. Gender and sexuality are inextricably linked and all gendered behaviours in educational sites are sexual, whether implicitly or explicitly. Because the heterosexual assumption leads to the construction of heterosexuality as the norm, when this norm is breached, tension arises. Therefore children who do not appear to be ‘doing their gender properly’ are a source of panic amongst teachers as the following situation serves to illustrate. 
A referral was made to the educational psychological services following teacher and parental concerns about a four-year-old female nursery pupil, whose behaviour was perceived as ‘causing concern’. The child refused to wear clothes she perceived as ‘girly’ clothes, anything pink or sequined. She was reported as going to extremes of behaviour to get her way. She refused to play out any female roles in the home corner insisting on being the ‘daddy’ or ‘brother. She was reported as ‘overly assertive’ with the boys in the nursery. The following narratives describe the anxiety that this disruption of gender expected behaviour caused for the adults.

Female Nursery Teacher: When it came up at parents’ evening, I said to the mum, “How are you finding her at home? I feel she is taking on the role all the time. “The mum says she is and it’s driving them crazy. Her mother (gran) says, ‘you need to get some help for this wee girl. You need to speak to someone, see a doctor or somebody.’ She says they (the extended family) were frightened. When she was going to their house she wanted “to change into boys’ clothes…………….she would deliberately soak herself so she could change; she didn’t want wee girls clothes on…………People are noticing in the village. Mum’s friend has girls in the nursery and she is frightened they get to know.”
Ed Psychologist: “What is the doctor thing about?
Female Nursery Teacher : I think gran felt she was maybe a mixed up wee girl who didn’t realise she was getting the genders mixed up. It’s a real problem you know you get this wee girl who is very much an attractive wee girl and everything she wants to do is male orientated.

Ed Psychologist:  What is causing most concern?

Female Nursery Teacher: I think it was the fact she wasn’t coming out of that role; she was staying in it all the time. In the nursery, the boys pass out the hats, the girls the bags and high heels. There are other girls who take on roles and we don’t think anything of it…but with N it’s coming into everything…She even goes to bed with her dad’s boxer shorts on.
The child’s behaviour had been read as abnormal and pathologised, with referrals to the doctor and psychologist. Whilst sexuality was never mentioned throughout the whole interview with the teacher, with some prompting she eventually disclosed “we’re just worried about the future”. Doing nothing did not seem an option for either the parents or teacher. ‘Something had to be done about this’ was voiced by both parent and teacher. The action called for was read as helping staff and parents instigate change which would be more gender appropriate. These anxieties once again demonstrated how gender and sexuality are inextricably linked. The pressure to maintain a silence on sexuality generally, but certainly on anything other than a heteronormative discourse in school, ensured that there was no opportunity even to begin to challenge, question or interrogate social and sexual norms. A crisis arose for both parents and teachers because the ‘space’ where children’s fantasy of the heterosexual family is played out in nursery was being misappropriated according to social rules and expectations. This child appeared to disrupt the practice for adulthood implicit in the curriculum by rejecting normative stereotypical gender roles. The structures and boundaries within the institution of the school ensured intolerance to a range of masculinities and femininities hence the crisis and anxiety. It is assumed that the ‘not doing gender properly’ then began to be associated with sexual orientation and a threat to the future heterosexuality of this little girl. 
 It would seem that unreflective perpetuation of heterosexist assumptions and prejudice is pervasive in schools. Kitzinger (1999), in exploring educational psychology practice in relation to feminist thinking, found that whilst psychologists believed teachers to have fairly narrow views of what constitutes normal behaviour, they (teachers) were ‘paranoid about mentioning homosexuality in school’ , and that the offer of training to schools on lesbian and gay issues was invariably ignored. 
Theme 3 Institutional heterosexism. “Its’ backs against the wall”

Peel 2001, identifies heterosexism as a subtle concept. As a consequence people are often unaware that they hold and promote heteronormative values thereby inadvertently contributing to oppression. Some of the most apparently liberally minded teachers were found to be making heterosexist assumptions .
Female Nursery Teacher:I think initially there will be questions why? There will be feelings of discomfort because it is away from the norm. I think just like with a child with a learning difficulty when a child doesn’t learn in the usual way you try to sort it. You know here is a child who’s not conforming in the accepted way so we need to do something to change it.
This teacher seemed to embody a position expressed by Krauthammer 1993 (cited in Sullivan1996, p.115):
“You are liberal, you strongly favour gay rights, you also have young children.

 Are you indifferent to their ultimate sexual orientation or do you wish them to be heterosexual?…There is nothing here to imply intolerance. It is the duty of the parent to accept embrace and love a child who is homosexual. But many parents feel it equally their duty to raise a child in such way that it reduces the chances for such an outcome. “
Reducing the chances that a child may become homosexual by ignoring their existence could be perceived by teachers as ‘duty of care’. Silencing may occur because the subject is just too political for teachers to handle or that they believe they are adding to the moral decline of society if the subject is introduced to children in school. The above teacher (probably without knowing)  acted to “promote extend and perpetuate the compulsory heterosexuality which forms the fabric of their day-to-day experience” (Atkinson 2002,p. 123). 

No sex we’re teachers 

The one area of the curriculum where LGB issues would be expected to feature is sex education. However Secondary teachers interviewed in this study who had taught PSE described the programme of sex education as dealing principally with biological reproduction, protection from pregnancy or sexually transmitted diseases. Whilst relationships were mentioned, non-normative versions of sexuality were not generally discussed or considered. These teachers expressed feelings of panic about managing the behaviour of pupils when the subject is raised.  They were worried about parental attitudes towards discussion of LGB pupils /issues, and lacked confidence that they would be supported by education officials were there to be complaints about accusations of promoting homosexuality. 
So is it that teachers and teachers of sex education specifically, are in double or triple jeopardy? There seems to be a particular sensitivity regarding the teaching of sex education which potentially places teachers at some sort of risk. Is therefore discussion of homosexuality perceived as a step too far?. Could   teachers be labelled as corruptors of innocents when they speak of non procreative sex? In addition does such discussion encroach upon the rights of parenthood? (Johnson 1996, p.175).  As “the sexual is the political”, (Weeks 2002) teachers are caught up in a double bind precariously balancing on a tightrope between demonstrating inclusivity and offending the moral majority (including employers).
In this study Heterosexism was most apparent in the ways that teachers failed to deal with homophobia.  Whilst head teachers felt that generic policies could deal with homophobic bullying, evidence from LGB pupils suggested that,in fact, homophobic bullying is insidious in schools and ignored. A series of surveys commissioned by Stonewall in 1999 reports that as many as 93 % of young gay, lesbian and bisexual people who are out at school, suffer verbal abuse and that the school system has done little to tackle homophobic bullying experienced by pupils because of their actual or perceived sexual orientation (Epstein and Johnson, 1998, Douglas, Warwick, Kemp, Whitty and Aggleton 1999; Pilkinton and D’Augelli 1999 Rivers 2000a Stonwall 2008 homophobic incidents 2006). Teachers’ uncertainty and anxiety about dealing with homophobic bullying was evident in this study.
Male Primary Teacher: They use the term “gay” all the time meaning “rubbish……crap….. awful” I try and deal with it but most times I ignore it … They have picked on one particular primary seven boy who is a gentle boy and called him a “poof”. I know I should deal with it better but if I were to talk about it say in circle time where we do deal with name calling, I would worry about how it would be reported back to parents. A male teacher with 10 year olds talking about homosexuality ? I couldn’t take the risk.
These kinds of comments suggest that dealing with the subject is difficult for teachers who do not want to raise the spectre of homophobia because they do not want to talk about homosexuality. On other occasions the heterosexist talk was normalised and constructed as part of normal masculine behaviour as shown below 
Male Secondary Teacher : It is just a bit of banter, not in malice. Boys seem to have a tradition in school of name calling….. banter…. acting tough….. They’re parts of what boys do.

There is an interesting juxtaposition here of silence versus boisterousness. The ‘silence’ on the subject of homosexuality seems to be further perpetuated by this apparent open-ness/jocularity. There was also no real articulation about the implications of homophobic name-calling. Since many teachers did not know of a school-aged ‘out’  LGB person, it is possible that they had never really given any thought to the existence of the young LGB pupil. There is evidence that pupils in some schools believed that there were “no gay kids” in their school because they believed they could spot them if there were (Duncan 1999). As Armstrong, 1997, cited in Thurlow (2001,p.34) suggests: “Degrading homosexuality in public contexts serves to maintain the invisibility of homosexuals.” This dismissive attitude could cause hurt to some and signals a disregard for their feelings.
The evidence from this study suggests teachers do not seem to have the language to discuss the subject and were unable or unwilling to reflect on their colleagues’ or pupils’ behaviour with respect to issues of sexual diversity. However, one teacher was more able than others to discuss and reflect on the issue of how the subject ofdiverse sexual orientations are dealt with in schools. The following section however offers a view of schooling from his perspective.
Mac an Ghaill (1994) suggests that male masculinities in schools are fragile but manage to survive thanks to the male hegemony of male staff, immaterial of their position in the hierarchy. This teacher who described himself as ‘a feminine kind of man’ who considered himself a ‘bit of an outsider’ was a drama and special needs teacher. Teaching is seen as a soft option for men and real men tend to teach the “hard” subjects such as maths and sciences (Francis and Skelton, 2001). From this position, as an outsider as he saw it, he commented on his observations of hegemony at work in a secondary school. Hegemonic masculinities refer to the dominant forms of masculinities, which derive from and serve to reinforce divisions between men and women. Those who benefit are the privileged groups, usually white, heterosexual, middle class males. Those who are most disadvantaged are others such as women and gay men (Connell 1993). With these theories the following excerpts are cited. The first is from a discussion about teaching a PSE lessons about   gender roles.
Anything which is seen as not macho is by definition a gay stereotype. We were talking about boys don’t keep their rooms tidy and one boy piped up “I like to keep my room tidy” and every boy laughed. When I asked why they were laughing they didn’t see the necessity to explain…. it should be obvious. Then the boy said Sir does that mean I’m gay?
 This teacher then expressed a level of resignation about the inability of the school as an institution to be able to challenge these assumptions. He was critical of what he perceived as the male macho culture of education which he believes does not celebrate difference although purports to do so. He identifies the silencing of anything other than a heteronormative discourse,here:
I don’t think there are many people in school prepared to talk openly about sexual orientation unless it is the norm. …….I think teachers tend to have society’s attitude towards it. Anything other than the norm is deviation…… That’s the impression I get if you try to, you know, say what difference does it make if you are gay or not? You get huffing and puffing and I think management like to think these things don’t happen in our schools.

He identified the use of misogynist practices as a tool of discipline within the school. He described how male teachers would take a confrontational approach with male pupils or control them by questioning their maleness, operating within the framework of power and authority. Male teachers’ style of teaching is often constructed to demonstrate their masculinities (Francis and Skelton 2001). He described a range of homophobic and misogynist discourses used to maintain heterosexual hegemony:
Staff will agree it’s not right that black kids at school get called names but they still refer to the “paki” or “chinky”. Some of them talk a good game but we still have a staff where homophobic jokes are the run of the mill. There is a male macho culture, which includes women…………….. when homosexuality is ever mentioned in male staff rooms it’s backs to the wall time. I don’t know if they really mean it.

Similarly Francis and Skelton (2001) describe staff room talk which objectifies and demeans women in such a way that it seems a natural and expected way to operate. This same teacher gave illustrations of how other male teachers heighten their masculinity by positioning themselves as ‘one of the lads’, using humour, banter, to consolidate heterosexual masculinity, such as :
It was breast cancer day and to raise money all staff and pupils were to wear something pink, including the men. The whole day was taken up …with stereotypical gay behaviour leaping about by male members of staff ……all the limp wrist stuff, high pitched voice; ‘are you going to do my hair darling? ‘stuff ………….If you don’t laugh at it you’re not a good sport, you’re being po 

faced. 

The role of humour in the production of heterosexual hierarchies is documented in literature (Nayak and Kehily (1997,p. 81). Women and subordinate males such as gay men are often the targets for jokes which straddle the fine line between humour and harassment. Humour and ‘sexual innuendo’ seems to feature as just about the only framework within which homosexuality is discussed in school staff rooms. The inability of teachers inability to talk about homosexuality is demonstrated by the avoidance of the use of the terms ‘lesbian, gay, bisexual or homosexuality’ in discourse. When the issue is raised, the discourse is dominated by a moral panic with a resulting silence of the subject.
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND WAYS FORWARD

The main finding of this study is that teachers lack the language to discuss diverse sexualities. However, more importantly, when challenged to discuss the subject, they are unaware of how their behaviours inadvertently act to silence the subject. In adopting a liberal approach of equality for all, they have interpreted equality to mean sameness. In their determination to describe LGB pupils as ‘the same as’ heterosexual pupils they fail to understand that equality actually means respecting difference. That respect does not, or should not constrain perceptions of the lesbian or gay individual as requiring to fit into what might be critically evaluated by LGB people as ‘the mediocrity of everyday heterosexuality’. There is no indication in teachers’ discourse that heterosexuality is just another mode of existence, rather that there is a sense that it is the superior norm. There is no appreciation that teachers’ actions on silencing diverse sexualities, has a damaging effect on the development of the LGB pupil. On the contrary many of the teachers in this study perceived their actions as caring and in the best interest of the LGB pupil. 

This study has attempted to focus on the culture of the school, arguing that barriers to discourse on LGB pupils/issues are structural and institutional, not chance events. As a consequence heterosexuality is compulsory, with no meaningful dialogue taking place on diverse sexualities. Feminists argue that the power of patriarchy and the inferior position of gay men and lesbians in society ensures discrimination against diverse sexualities in schools. Marxists argue that schools as institutions are responsible for educating with a view to reproducing classes necessary for the labour market. Reproduction of the labour force is dependant upon the nuclear family; therefore homosexuality can be seen as  a threat to the success of capitalism. Some theories of childhood (Wyness, 2000) argue children ‘don’t count’ therefore the gay or lesbian child suffers a double discrimination. Epstein (2003) talks of the social forces which shape childhood sexuality and describes the public /private divide which acts to silence discussion of children as sexualised beings. Plummer (1991) describes the child’s sexual world as being scripted by the way in which adults react. 

These political and psychological barriers merge to create a moral panic on the subject of childhood (homo) sexuality so evident in teachers’ discourse in this study. Whilst teachers admit to a lack of knowledge, experience and understanding, they seem unable, resistant, and even fearful of exploring feelings and attitudes towards LGB pupils. As a consequence, they cling to the status quo. The child who exhibits atypical gender behaviour is expected to change to fit into the system. Head teachers in particular were resolute in their belief that generic policies should ensure a safe environment for all pupils. 

What does the outcome of this research mean for the implementation of the equality agenda in Scottish schools in relation to LGB pupils? This study suggests that teachers need to: 
· be made aware of the damaging affect of heterosexism and homophobic bullying in school. There needs to be an expectation that homophobic bullying will be challenged and taken as seriously as for example racist bullying
· be aware of the role they play in policing the boundaries of compulsory heterosexism and in silencing LGB young people and their experiences
· be alert to the importance of providing a safe space in schools for the expression of diverse masculinities and femininities 
. 
·  have opportunities to gain knowledge discuss and challenge their understandings about the needs of LGB pupils 
· to be shown leadership and support from government, education authority management and school management if a more inclusive school environment that addresses discrimination of LGB pupils is to become a reality.  
All of the above will require programmes of training and awareness raising. 

If, as a consequence, we then find ourselves in a position to reconceptualise adolescence to include differing sexualities, as D’Augelli (1999, p.5) poignantly states: 

only then will fewer gay, lesbian or bisexual adults look back on their earlier school years with regret and a sense of lost opportunity. Rather, they will remember exuberance and frustrations, passions and embarrassments, first dates and first rejections, successes and failures-all during their adolescent years. 

This study should provide the kind of information useful in moving towards a realisation of this aspiration.
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