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                              ABSTRACT

The Standards in Scottish Schools Act (2000) identifies the need to ensure all pupils benefit from education and learn to respect self, one another their neighbour 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 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 generic polices were 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 hetersexism’. 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 inclusion of LGB pupils in school and limits to programmes of reform based on the individual, identity politics, and anti-oppressive approaches. Never the less the outcomes of this study indicates that for social change to occur anti-oppressive approaches remain the next stage in the process.

TERMINOLOGY

There is little agreement in literature regarding the use of terms associated with homosexuality. For the purpose of this study the term homosexual has been used mainly when referring to the history of homosexuality. Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual (LGB) is used to describe the population referred to in this study. However, the term Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender (LGBT), is now the common term used to reflect a trans-inclusive culture and is adopted throughout the study. Queer as mentioned in this study has tended to refer to theory rather than individual identity. Sexuality is used to refer to a range of sexualities and (homo) sexuality when the context is sexuality and the emphasis is on the homosexual identity.
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CHAPTER ONE

RESEARCHING THE BACKGROUND TO THE                           SILENCE ON (HOMO) SEXUALITY IN SCHOOLS.

1.1. Introduction
 Sexuality is not simply concerned with biology or psychology. The subject raises social, moral and political questions. Talk of sexual diversity always involves issues of power (Weeks 2002). I will identify the particular tensions which exist when society is faced with the issue of where and how sexual identities are made and the role of the adults in this aspect of childhood development. As Epstein & Johnson (1998,p.1) argue:

Putting the term ‘schooling’ and ‘sexuality’ together is the stuff of which scandal can be, and often is, made. ….As the popular press would have us believe, sexuality is not a proper part of schooling, neither are schoolchildren ready to learn about sexuality. 

 I will focus on the context of schooling and raise questions about why homosexuality is the ‘last taboo’ (Rivers 1995).  
At the end of the 19th  century, the concept of a homosexual identity or a lesbian and gay community was barely articulated. It was shrouded in euphemisms like ‘the love that dare not speak its name’. By the end of the 20th  century, most of western society had been transformed and thousands of self identifying gay and lesbian people had come together in Pride marches across major urban sites. In so doing, the concept of being homosexual has been replaced by gay or gay and lesbian. In some quarters the once pejorative, but now perceived as militant, term of queer  is also used. There are now new ways of thinking and talking about (homo) sexuality in society. However, there is evidence to suggest that whilst 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).

The challenge of diversity and quest for social justice has been a feature of the Blair government since coming to power in 1997. Whilst there has been a silence on diversity on account of sexual orientation, the issue of race has been better worked through both culturally and politically. Within the field of education, this agenda has translated into high profile anti-racist programmes driven by government legislation and educational initiatives. In Scotland, the government commissioned the Centre for Education for Racial Equality in Scotland (CERES) (2002), together with Learning and Teaching Scotland and the City of Edinburgh Council Education Department, to develop a race equality toolkit for Scottish teachers. Her Majesty’s Inspectors of Education (HMIE) promote the use of the toolkit. This initiative emphasises the government and inspectorate’s commitment to promoting race equality in Scottish schools. It is aimed at reflecting cultural, ethnic, religious and linguistic diversity and ensuring Scottish education should be accessible to all. 

Discrimination and its effects on those from minority groups, including those with special educational needs, looked after children, and ethnic minorities, have all been the subjects of educational research. However, there has been no recognition that LGB young people exist as a discriminated minority in schools, reflected in the lack of empirical studies into their lives or school experiences. However, as a consequence of some vigorous campaigning by gay and lesbian rights groups, there is an increasing awareness that policy makers need to address homophobic practices both within and outside schools. 

1.1.2. ‘Dangerous’ subject
Key theorists, such as Weeks (2002), Plummer (1975;1991) and  Epstein and  Johnson (1998), among others in the field make reference to the French philosopher, Michael Foucault (1976), talking about sex as the ‘truth of our being’, and,  as such a most powerful and therefore dangerous concept. As Epstein & Sears (1999,p.1) point out:

 Many kinds of knowledge are dangerous: dangerous because they destabilize established common-sense world-views; dangerous because they pull the veil away from oppression, discrimination and suffering, making for uncomfortable confrontation with these issues; dangerous because knowledge is, as Foucault has established, a form of power.
Understanding how sexuality is used in the deployment of power is complex. Writing and researching in this area is difficult. However, schools are important institutions in which to challenge lesbian and gay inequalities because they are the prime sites for making identities. The rationale for the apparent resistance towards researching and writing on the subject of (homo) sexuality and schooling is complex, often contradictory and ambiguous and interconnected with the needs and demands of a capitalist society and a market economy. One example of this tension is suggested by Epstein (1994), who describes how a headteacher,  who had previously included lesbian and gay issues in school policy and been supportive of involvement of such issues in the curriculum, removed such references on the basis that her school might suffer in the ‘market place’ if it had a strong equal opportunities policy. 

1.2. Rationale for the study
There is a paucity of research in the UK dealing with (homo) sexuality and schooling, with only two published research studies which involve seeking teachers’ views on the subject (Douglas, Warwick, Kemp, and Whitty,1997; Adams, Cox, and  Dunstan 2004). My study aims to breach an obvious gap in the field of educational research on this form of diversity.

Lesbian and gay issues, as issues of difference, are silent and invisible both from the perspective of educational research and school practice. Only a handful of researchers have shown an interest in the lived experiences of LGB pupils and even less is known of the experiences of LGB teachers (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). These studies have evidenced discrimination and homophobic bullying and highlight how LGB pupils /issues are missing from both the taught and hidden curriculum. In the early 1980’s Trenchard and Warren (1984) found that the topic of homosexuality or lesbianism was never mentioned in English schools, that abuse of gay and lesbian pupils was common, and that teachers not only ignored homophobic abuse but were sometimes actively homophobic themselves. Douglas Warwick Kemp and Whitty (1997), at London Institute of Education, surveyed 307 secondary schools in England and Wales and interviewed teachers on the subject of LGB pupils’ inclusion in policies and responses to homophobic, bullying, HIV and Aids Education and Section 28. 82% of teachers knew about homophobic verbal bullying but, while 26% were aware of homophobic physical bullying, only 6% of the same schools mentioned LGB pupils in their school policy. 

Retrospective studies of LGB adults, reflecting on their school experiences found homophobic bullying in school was often long term, systematic and perpetrated by groups of peers. There were implications for truancy rates, long-term mental health issues, and self esteem (Rivers 2001a). The most cited factor hindering the efforts of teachers and schools (Douglas et al.,1997) in addressing issues of homophobia were worries about parental disapproval, lack of experience of staff and lack of policies. A later study by Adams, Cox and  Dunstan (2004) found little had changed in the interim. They surveyed 19 schools in one English local authority on perceptions and incidences of homophobic bullying and the extent to which sexualities were mentioned in policies. Sexual orientation was mentioned in two-thirds of equal opportunities policies but not in any anti-bullying policies. Staff highlighted the need for training on issues surrounding sexualities and homophobic bullying and clarification of section 28. To date, there are no comparable published studies of Scottish schools. 

The general aim of this study is to add to the small body of research on gay and lesbian issues in school with particular reference to Scottish education. Whilst LGBT Youth Scotland (2003a) reports that young LGB people are subjected to homophobia in Scottish schools, there is to date little, if any, empirical evidence to support these suggestions. I initially considered surveying and /or interviewing young LGB pupils to gain their perspective on schooling. However, there are significant ethical problems associated with such a project, including the difficulties accessing the subject group. I was also aware there has been criticism that contemporary research into issues of difference, specifically issues of race, has concentrated on the individual more than the institution. Majid (2001) reports on the comments of Margaret Wetherell (Open University) and Steve Reicher (University of St Andrews) who suggest that social justice research should  focus more on the social, cultural and institutional dimensions. 

I am interested in the silence surrounding the culture of the school on this subject. To investigate this phenomenon, I realised the importance of understanding the teacher as part of a culture  which is social, situational, and dynamic. To understand the silence, I was required when talking to teachers to be aware of their subjectivities. I needed to understand them as  people who are rooted in practices and ways of operating within the culture of the school. As the study progressed, it became increasingly obvious that the government will have specific expectations of teacher responses to the equality, social justice agenda rendering the knowledge made in the process of this study particularly pertinent (see chapter 5 for discussions of ways forward for research and practice).

1.3. Theoretical framework and assumptions
The role of cultural forces in determining identity and how people make sense of themselves and others is a central tenet of this study. The social constructionist approach on which this study is based facilitates my interest in the way people actively construct narratives about their own and others’ sexual identities. Gergen (1989, p.466) argues, “Its not the world as it is that determines action, but ones cognitions about the world” (that determines what we do). The comment made by one psychologist when I embarked on this study was that sexuality did not matter to him as he thought it irrelevant whether someone was heterosexual or homosexual. At face value this seems an innocuous remark. I was, however interested in how  he had come to this position. One of the most influential contemporary theorists in the area of sexuality is Foucault. The work of Foucault (1976), in placing sexuality as central to our being, lifts the veil of thinking simplistically about sexuality and identifies its relationship with power. Dunphy (2000) describes and comments upon the history of sexuality as a social construct. He discusses the major contribution Foucault has made to the subject, including the notion of power and how it is characterised by relationships; as  not something that one person has and another does not. Foucault (1976) argues “we are all enmeshed in relations of power and affected by discourses about sexuality in complex ways” (Dunphy 2000,p. 22). A major limitation of Foucauldian analysis is the failure to address the continuing existence of dominant patterns of structural institutional inequality within society Mac an Ghaill (1996a). This theory therefore cannot take account of interconnectedness of sexual discrimination in relation to differences of race, class and gender. Therefore, I explored other theoretical perspectives in order to understand why teachers seem to be embedded in the practices and routines of school culture. I turned to Marxist theory,  (Rosenberg 1992, Cliff 1984, Callinicos personal communication 2005), feminist and social constructionist theory,  (Harding 1987, Abbot and Wallace 1990, Opie 1992, Britzman 1995, Oakley 1999, Gergen 1989, Kitzinger 1995) and writers who commented on issues of inequality according to class and gender (Connell 1993, Mac an Ghaill 1994, Epstein 1994,Weeks 2002),  

 Unlike Foucault’s complex theorising of relationships, Marxist theory conceptualises  power as a dominant unitary  relationship, with the ruling class holding state power. Marxist theory constructs sexuality as being repressed and regulated for the benefit of the ruling class. Marxist theory was helpful in accounting for the tensions which exist between state legislation and policy framework. This underpins a market place philosophy based upon the principle of academic excellence, choice and competition alongside a policy of educational and social inclusion.

Whilst for Marxists, the central issue is one of class and importance of the family to the survival of capitalism, for feminists it is essentially a gender issue with oppression of women the major focus of studies of sexuality. This study was based on the premise that schools are institutionally heterosexist. Feminist theorising facilitated an exploration of the relationship between sexuality and gender and a consideration of the ways in which gender influences our conception of knowledge.

 1.4. Aims
From 2006, The Disability Discrimination Act (DDA) 2000, will be amended to place a duty on all public bodies, including local councils and schools, actively to promote disability equality. There is presently a duty to promote race equality under the Race Relations Amendment Act, (2000). It was  proposed that the Sex Discrimination (Act 1975) be  brought into line with the European Equal Treatment Directive, hence the amendment in 2003. The implications of legislation has resulted in there being a duty on  schools in Scotland to  have an annual plan to meet the requirements of these acts and ensure equality of opportunity for all pupils. The Standards in Scotland’s Schools Act, 2000, identifies the need to ensure all pupils should benefit from education. They should learn to respect self, one another, their neighbourhood and society. These ideals are reflected in a number of Scottish Executive policy documents, including the National Priorities in School Education (Scotland). 

The general aim of this study is to investigate, within the above challenging legislative context, how schools address issues related to the inclusion of LGB pupils. There is evidence from Atkinson (2003a), Epstein (1994), Epstein O’Flynn and Telford (2003) to suggest that the subject tends to be invisible and hence silent within schools. The focus, (therefore), of this research is on teachers’ discourse on the subject. I am interested in exploring teachers’ discourse to try and understand the rationale for the silence. This research seems particularly timely given the growing expectation by both the Scottish Executive (The Standards in Scotland’s Schools act 2000) and the Department for Education and Science in England and Wales, (Skills and Learning act 2000,Sex and relationships Guide 2000) that schools develop policies that challenge homophobic bullying and promote a positive social environment, supportive to LGB pupils. 

1.5 Critical questions
What is teachers’ discourse on LGB pupils and issues in the context of school?

What are the barriers and facilitators to teacher discourse? 

Why is there a silence on LGB issues in school?

In responding to these critical questions, the fundamental proposition that guides this study is that schools are micro cultures, involving pupil - teacher relationships and school management and are highly complex sites where sexualities are negotiated. They are highly gendered institutions where heterosexuality is the assumed superior norm (Mac an Ghaill 1994). I am interested in how LGB pupils’ identities are represented and constructed by their teachers and the ways these representations /constructions work to limit or constrain the LGB subject.

1.6. Methods and methodology
The study adopted a mixed method approach to analysis. However, taking a broad theoretical framework of social constructionism that our understanding of the world occurs as a result of social processes and interactions with people, the methodology is qualitative, informed by  principles of ethnography within a feminist paradigm (Burman 1999b).

1.6.1 Participants
The participants were drawn from teachers employed in one rural Scottish local education authority. All secondary head teachers (N13) in the authority and a selection of class teachers (N8) from across the range of school sectors, nursery, primary and  secondary teachers were involved in the study. 
1.6.2 Data production
There were three methods of data production: 

· survey

· interview

· research diary.

1.7. Significance of the study
Educational initiatives are often embarked upon devoid of any empirical evidence and little evaluation of outcomes. How LGB pupils are conceptualised is central to the implementation of any reform planned to promote inclusion of LGB pupils in school and tackle issues of discrimination. It is hoped that the knowledge produced will inform the implementation of equality strategies and anti-discrimination initiatives in schools with reference to sexual diversity.

1.8. Conclusion and outline of chapters
In chapter one I began with the historical context and an outline of the rationale for the study, justifying my focus on teachers’ discourse as a means of understanding the silence on LGB identities in school. In further understanding this silence, theoretical perspectives were explored which facilitate consideration of issues of power and the politics of sexuality and difference.  I proceeded to state the aims, research questions, methods and methodology. This chapter concludes with an argument for the significance of the study: the usefulness of the research in the implementation of the social justice agenda in schools with reference to sexual diversity. 
CHAPTER TWO sets the scene and provides  the background and context to the research study. This chapter is organised into three sections. In section one the theme of silence and invisibility is explored through a critical examination of the literature. I argue that there has been a paucity of research in the area of sexual orientation and schooling, and a silencing of the subject in schools. In section two, I explain why I have adopted a social constructionist approach, arguing that specific historical and contemporary, social, cultural and psychological influences shape, form, and construct teacher discourses on the subject. I suggest that to understand my interpretation of teachers’ discourses, it is important for the reader to be aware of the common sense view of homosexuality and how this is formed. I argue that there are four important spheres of influence on discourses on (homo) sexuality: the Christian church and ecclesiastical law, science, the state and secular law, and the media; giving a rationale for why the focus of this study is male homosexuality and not lesbianism. Finally, I discuss how the history of educational reform contributes to teachers’ subjectivities. In section three, I conclude the chapter by identifying themes and topics useful in answering the research question. These were:
· social constructionist theory 

· theories of childhood sexuality 

· political theorising of education

· theories of gender and masculinities. 

CHAPTER THREE contextualises the study by describing the history of educational reform on social justice matters. I then discuss and provide a justification for the methodology and methods used in this study. I begin by giving a rationale for choosing a predominantly qualitative approach and discuss further how a feminist framework and associated topics are helpful in answering the research question. I critically examine my own location in the research process and make explicit my standpoint.  

CHAPTER FOUR presents and discusses the findings of the study. I consider in the first instance the outcomes of the survey, discussing headteachers’ responses under three main headings: Relevance of LGB Pupils/Issues to Schooling, Homophobic Bullying, and Barriers and Facilitators to Inclusion of LGB Pupils/Issues in School. I identify a liberal discourse as a dominant theme with underlying contradictions and ambiguities. I then identify the major interview themes under the headings, Gender and Family, Moral Panic, and Institutional Heterosexism. I explore in more depth the dominant themes from the survey and interviews, unpacking the issues of liberal discourse, contradiction and ambiguity, concluding that teachers do not appear to have the language to discuss LGB pupils’ issues and schooling. The barriers to discourse are institutional heterosexism maintained by structures, practices, rules, regulations and relationships within the school.

CHAPTER FIVE reflects on the processes and products of the study. Using the theme of a journey, I chart the increasing government interest in equality issues for LGB pupils and the success of campaigning groups such as Stonewall, LGBT Youth Scotland, Equality Network and the Education for All campaign. I reflect on and draw attention to how the outcomes of this study reflect the tensions around difference in education in general which disturbs the paradigms of power. At the same time, I discuss the insights generated through this research and the implications of the findings for understanding a way forward for government reform. I also discuss the limitations of the study and make suggestions for further research.
                                      CHAPTER TWO

SPEAKING ABOUT THE UNSPEAKABLE: PROVIDING A FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING THE INVISBILITY OF GAY, LESBIAN AND BISEXUAL PEOPLE IN SCHOOL.

              Unseen unheard, unwatched by any star…………

                                               Wordsworth ‘The female vagrant’ (1798) 

2.1. Introduction
My son is gay and came out at age 18 ten years ago. Before embarking on this research I had assumed that being gay or lesbian was not particularly controversial in today’s society. I was surprised at the backlash in Scotland against the repeal of section 28 and found myself for the first time talking openly about having a gay son. I realised it was not always as comfortable a topic to discuss as I had assumed. I then became interested in challenging my own assumptions that schools in to-day’s society were significantly more accepting than those of previous generations.

In the preparation for this study, I asked colleagues in schools whether the sexual orientation of pupils was ever a subject of discussion. To my surprise, a number of teachers commented that it was not something that was ever mentioned in the staffroom. As an educational psychologist for one of the largest secondary schools in my region of 1000 pupils, I asked the headteacher  whether there were any LGB pupils in his school. His reply was,  “I had never really thought about it. I don’t know of any but I suppose there must be some.” I became aware of a look of curious surprise, even discomfort, when I told colleagues of the subject of my research. As a consequence of these types of revelations, I began to reflect on my own assumptions. I participated in a training exercise, (‘Homoworld’  Butler 2000 personal communication) which served  to raise awareness of my own heterosexist attitudes. 

Throughout this thesis I will make reference to heterosexism, a term that serves to reinforce a system of beliefs based on the assumption that heterosexuality is superior to homosexuality, taken as the norm to the extent that it is rarely questioned. I argue throughout this thesis that schools are subject to and reproduce a heterosexist discourse layered in ways that are sometimes exceedingly subtle. The experiences I refer to, including my own personal reflections, demonstrate the subtlety of heterosexist discourse.  Throughout the study, the more I became self aware, the more I recognised the tension which existed on a number of levels. 

The aim of this chapter is to provide a background to the study, through a review of the literature. The chapter is divided into three parts. Section 1 presents an examination of the literature and argues that there has been a paucity of research on sexual orientation and schools and a silencing of the subject in school. Section 2 describes a social constructionist approach to explaining a common sense understanding of (homo) sexuality. I argue that specific historical and contemporary, social, cultural and psychological influences shape, form, and construct teachers’ discourse on (homo) sexuality. I suggest that the important spheres of influence on discourse are: the Christian church and religion, secular law, state law and the media. I give a rationale for why I focus on discourse on male homosexuality and not lesbianism. I also discuss the contribution the history of educational reform makes to teachers’ subjectivities. Section 3 explores how social constructionist theory, childhood theory, Marxist theory and feminist theory make different contributions to my understanding of teachers’ discourse. The chapter concludes by proposing that researching sexuality within a schools context demands a broad perspective. I propose that discrimination cannot be understood using a simplistic model  and there needs to be a recognition of the complex interconnectedness of gender, race, class.    

SECTION ONE

“Isn’t everybody out these days…?” educational psychologist (diary excerpt May 2004).

SETTING THE SCENE: What’s the difference?

2.2. Society today
I have already indicated that, prior to embarking on this research; I had assumed that societal attitudes had changed significantly towards lesbian and gay people. Discussion with work colleagues suggested they shared the view that “we’re all the same” often followed by a rhetorical “aren’t we?” 

In the last 20 years there has been a phenomenal shift in the social landscape with regard to gay and lesbian culture, which has never been as visible and confident as it is now. Lesbians and gay men are more visible in literature, the media, law, and social debates. Under New Labour there have been an unprecedented number of laws designed to achieve equality and combat homophobia and discrimination against LGBT people. These include Sexual Offences bill (2000) which equalised the age of consent for LGB young people, the repeal of Section 28 in Scotland in 2000 and in England in 2003 and the Civil Partnership Bill (2006). These gains have largely been the result of vigorous campaigning by gay rights groups. There are indications however, that the government is divided between those who support the full acceptance of equality for LGB people and those who articulate traditional religious inspired views. Despite these tensions The Scotland act 2000 (establishing the Parliament) contains a definition of equal opportunities  which specifically mentions sexual orientation. The term homosexual is increasingly being displaced by the now commonly accepted term of lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender (LGBT). Yet 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)

The idea that teachers have never really thought about the concept of LGB pupils, or children who have gay or lesbian parents, or for that matter teachers who are LGB, seems to be central to the silence on the subject. Whilst there is no doubt that society is more gay and lesbian friendly, evidenced, for example, by the high profile given to ‘out’ gay people such as Lord Waheed, the first openly gay peer, Commander Brian Paddock and Chris Smith MP, in schools we continue predominantly  to ‘think straight’ (Britzman 1995). 

2.2.1 Cultural acceptance how far? Contradiction and silence.
Lesbians and gay men seem to have achieved mainstream acceptance principally through the media and television (Gay Times. Observer, 2003). Television has played a large part in this cultural evolution, displaying sympathy in its portrayal of LGB young people. Recent examples, such as:  ‘Queer as Folk’, Sarah Walters’ ‘Tipping the Velvet’, TV soaps such as ‘East Enders’ and ‘Brook side’ all depict gay characters, usually sympathetically. However, is there empirical evidence to support this impression? Research commissioned by Stonewall (Summerskill, 2006 p.6) revealed that after monitoring 168 hours of primetime BBC1 and BBC2, gay peoples’ lives featured for just six. The study concluded that the BBC routinely broadcasts material deliberately offensive to gay people, and makes very little effort to present any kind of realistic image of gay people. How do these narratives fit with the compulsory nature of heterosexuality in schools and the invisibility of the LGB pupil? (Mac an Ghaill, 1994 Epstein and Johnson 1998). Atkinson (2002) points to a  paradoxical and contradictory position held by young people on the subject of homosexuality. Whilst gay pop stars are openly idolized, young people are often expected to laugh at homophobic jokes, e.g. implying that a classmate is gay by suggesting they frequent a local gay bar. Some of these popular TV programmes also depict the stereotypical gay character thus reinforcing prejudiced views. Tabloid, and even broadsheet, newspapers continue to reinforce the heterosexual norm by attacking the recent LGB history month as ‘political correctness’ gone mad. (Cohen, 2005). The theme of contradiction and ambiguity is further explored in chapter 3. 

Whilst the profile of LGBT people in society has undoubtedly heightened, this cultural acceptance in all its fragility has not transferred to the same extent to education. LGB pupils are invisible and fragile, like glass, seen through and easily shattered. What does the academic body of knowledge tell us about sexual minorities in school?

2.3 The Silence: Sexuality and schooling escaping the gaze of the academic and practitioner.

Changes have occurred within academia, including in the disciplines of psychology and sociology on the subject of sexual orientation. Increased cultural acceptance has been reflected in a growing interest within the realms of academia. LGBT issues feature now in sociology, cultural studies, and psychology courses. Whilst reviews of psychology books and journals confirm that lesbians and gay men are still largely an invisible minority (Kitzinger1998), the subject has become more popular. There has been an increasing body of work against a background of lesbian and gay studies, feminism, and issues around HIV and AIDS.  However the same cannot be said for educational research or courses within educational studies. Indeed, sexuality rarely features as a subject for research in education. It would seem that the LGB adolescent has escaped the gaze of the educational researcher so aptly illustrated by Savin-Williams (1996,p.165):

There seems to be a prevailing cultural assumption that homosexuality is the province of adulthood and that what these adults were as children and adolescents is a mystery. 
There seems to be a lack of research interest in the field of adolescence. At the 1990 American Interdisciplinary conference of the Society for Research in Adolescence, there was not one presentation that focused on LGB youth. Ten years later there remains an apathy, even resistance, to the concept of childhood (homo) sexuality. At a 1999 UK Conference organised by the Educational Psychology section of the British Psychological Society  ‘Gay and Lesbian Identities: working with young people their families and schools,’ there were almost no applications for attendance from either child or educational psychologists. Resistance was further evident with a number of protest calls demanding the conference should not take place because to do so would be ‘pandering to paedophiles’. In the field of sociology the subject seems to be just as contentious as illustrated by Nagel (2000):

The study of sexuality has been a stigmatised one in sociology and elsewhere. In the past two years that I have been working in this area, I have been challenged and heard sceptical comments from a number of colleagues about my research, comments whose text and subtext questioned my motives, my sexuality, and the value of my work on such a ‘frivolous’ topic, one so marginal to the ‘important’ problems with which sociology should be grappling (Nagel 2000 cited in Atkinson 2003a,p.3). 

Some psychologists suggest that the rationale for the lack of research lies with the heterosexism of researchers, who do not see any relevance in inquiring into the lives of the heterosexual population (Coyle 2000). The phenomenon described by Epstein and Sears (1999) as the acquisition of ‘dangerous knowledge’ is a more plausible explanation, implying that there are wider political and cultural reasons which prevent this type of research taking place. Usually educational research is conducted as a response to an issue or problem, often  identified by educationalists or politicians. Someone has to recognise there is a problem to address and have the interest or power to commission research. At the present time, it is only LGBT campaigning groups who are identifying what they perceive as unmet needs in school and are lobbying government to make reforms. Diversity work in schools does take place with regard to race and disability; gender seems less of a priority and sexual orientation is missing entirely. Any research  which takes place in schools has to be approved by education authorities in Scotland. As already mentioned in this chapter, work in this area, is by definition, sensitive, even stigmatised. This problem is discussed in detail in chapter 3.4. Methodology.

According to Epstein and Johnson (1998), this stigmatisation is rooted in what is termed the public/private divide. Schools are notable as public institutions open to scrutiny. Sexuality is 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 teachers’ ability to discuss this subject in school and relates to one of the major themes in teacher’s discourse. (See chapter 4.4.3 Moral Panic for discussion).  

2.3.1. Sexualities (ir) relevant to education?

Whatever the explanation for the silence and invisibility, there is evidence 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.

This apparent irrelevance may account for the lack of explicit mention of LGBT pupils/issues in schools’ policies. It has been reported that only 6 % of schools addressed homophobic bullying in anti-bullying and discipline policies (Douglas, Warwick, Kemp, Whitty and Aggleton, 1999). Only 5 of the 32  Scottish councils surveyed about the needs of LGBT communities included sexual orientation in any policies (Scottish Parliament Equal Opportunities Committee. Sexual Orientation, 2002).  Similarly, in a survey of 50 Scottish schools by the Times Educational Supplement (TES) Scotland Plus (Scott, A 2003), only 1 school mentioned sexual orientation explicitly in any policy. These omissions serve to endorse the idea that schools have failed to make the link between equal opportunities, gender, and issues of sexuality (Jones and Mahoney 1989). (See chapter 4.2.1 for discussion on  the relevance of LGB issues to schooling).

2.4 Sexuality everywhere and no where. Invisible in the culture and curriculum.
The focus of this study is teachers’ discourses on sexual identities. In order to understand identities in education, it is important to examine how they are made, the power implications and how identities are regulated and controlled. Relationships between teachers and pupils and pupils and pupils act in a dynamic way ensuring the process is complex, interconnected and fluid. Regulation is not a chance event and there are structures within schools which work to ensure the heterosexist norm is maintained. “Heterosexism exists in our schools both by design and ignorance, as does racism classism and disablism” (Sanders & Burke 1994, p.69). My study is based on the premise that schools reproduce the dominant features of society. (See section three 2.15.2 for further discussion).

Adolescence is a time when individuals explore and consolidate identity including a sexual identity. Schools are one key place where this predominantly happens. The function of school is to prepare pupils for the wider world and the sexual division of labour. Schools do not just reflect society but also actively produce gender and heterosexual divisions. These understandings are incorporated and constructed in both the taught and informal curriculum and schools are actually ‘bursting’ with sexuality. However, Mac an Ghaill (1996 a) suggests we are only beginning to understand the complex interactions between young people’s cultural and sexual gender identities and their lived experiences in school. Despite Foucault’s (1976) proposition that sexuality is ‘the truth of our being’, teachers are afraid of talking about sexuality generally and homosexuality specifically as demonstrated in the following excerpt from Buston and Hart’s (2001,p.101) 

Heterosexism and homophobia in Scottish Schools sex education: 

Excerpt: Male Teacher 31-40 years 

We are all humans our own attitudes opinions etc sometimes must come out even without realising it. That is always a problem. I’ll be honest… I’m never that comfortable talking about or when being asked to talk about homosexuality for example. Some people say that we should be teaching about homosexuality in schools, it should be a compulsory part of sex education programme and I’m not comfortable with that. So, if you like, that is one of my hang-ups.

This teacher’s discomfort and tension results in the active silencing of sexual identities, rendering non-heterosexual identities invisible. Studies suggest that LGB young people report never having role models at school, having no access to any literature that might feature LGB people, that teachers ignore homophobic name calling and that some teachers themselves express homophobic attitudes and behaviour (Epstein 1994, Epstein and Johnson 1998,Epstein O’Flynn and Telford 2003).

The following excerpt from LGB adults reflecting on school life: (Family Planning Association. Equality Diversity and Inclusion Challenging Homophobia, (2003, p. 40) demonstrates the feeling of invisibility.

It’s quite difficult to think back you know on what exactly did happen at school because it becomes so much part of your life. I think the main thing that I hold is that there were no messages, there was no like role models, there was no idea that you could actually have a life as a gay young man the concept didn’t exist. 

Whilst this adult reflected back on his school experiences of some years ago, there is no evidence that the school as an institution, in relation to this subject, has changed significantly.

2.4.1. More Sex Ed please we’re children
It might be assumed or expected that knowledge of identity formation and sexualities would be intrinsic to teaching and learning in schools. However, both within the formal and hidden curriculum, great efforts are made to regulate sexualities. Throughout the formal curriculum (specifically sex education), homosexuality is either ignored altogether or repeatedly referred to as ‘it’ or ‘that issue’ (Buston and Hart, 2001). Gay and lesbian sexualities, if they are discussed, may be negated as a phase, perversion, deviance, or source of disease. In sexual health, homosexuality is often discussed only in relation to HIV and AIDS prevention. Even then, only male homosexuality is referred to in sexual health programmes rendering lesbianism even more invisible than male homosexuality. Young people appear to want more (or different) sexuality education and they state that (homo) sexuality is the one area in which they receive the least education (Rogers 1994). 

If (homo) sexuality is missing in the formal curriculum, it is in the hidden curriculum that the message heterosexuality rules is so powerfully communicated. The ‘hidden curriculum’ refers to the rules, regulations, and modes of practice of a school and is informed by policies of equal opportunity and anti-bullying. The taken for granted nature of heterosexuality is communicated in an often unconscious way and by the whole silence on the topic of lesbian and gay existence. The heterosexual assumption is endorsed in the messages on classroom walls, and attitudes of teachers, pupils, parents, and others in the school community, who fail to challenge homophobic comments, thereby condoning the behaviour. 

Since sexual orientation does not feature in schools or their policies, then there would appear to be no opportunity to challenge, question or interrogate social and sexual norms (Atkinson, 2002). Some teachers and pupils believe that there are no homosexual people in their schools (Mac an Ghaill, 1996, Duncan, 1999). Homophobic name calling in school is common (Rivers 2001) Epstein, 1994, McIntyre, 2000, unpublished), with teachers tending to leave incidents unchallenged. It would seem, then, that schools, through the formal and hidden curriculum, are in danger of promoting only one view of sexuality and sexual relations. Teachers, according to Atkinson (2002,p.125), are caught in ‘a tangled web’ of education, religion, morality, and the law. She suggests that teachers actually do teach about homosexuality by teaching about heterosexuality. This teaching takes place from nursery to secondary school. The learning occurs through the absence of non-heterosexual role models, through the assumption of heterosexual identities, and through the absence of discussion or problematising of sexuality and sexual orientation. 

2.5 Conclusion
In this section, I have argued that sexuality in education is a disparate field of inquiry in which there are few empirical studies which comment on inclusion of LGB pupils in education. I suggest that the subject is resisted, even silenced, in educational research and schooling. The literature suggests that the silencing of this particular group is part of a more complex societal response to dealing with issues of difference and is implicated in a wider framework. In the next section, I will argue that teachers’ discourses are influenced by a common sense view of homosexuality. One of the aims of this study is to explore this common sense view and critically analyse teachers’ discourse.

SECTION TWO

DOMINANT DISCOURSES: AN OUTLINE OF THE KEY INFLUENCES ON OUR COMMON SENSE UNDERSTANDING OF (HOMO) SEXUALITY.THE ROOTS OF GAY OPPRESSION

2.6. Introduction
The previous section argued that there was a silence on different sexualities in both research and practice in schools and that the subject was missing in policy, teacher education, and  the hidden and taught curriculum. This section will explore the key factors which influence our understanding of homosexuality. 

Nothing demonstrates more than the history of same sex relationships that sexuality is collectively constructed in western human society. Foucault (1976) argued that sexuality is a constructed category of experience which has historical, social and cultural origins. In western society, binaries are the means whereby we make sense of others and ourselves, as well as a means to make sense of particular situations, practices or behaviours. This can be seen in the construction of the normative sexuality, heterosexuality. In order to exist there needs to be an opposite, an inferior, and homosexuality is that inferior. 

In order to appraise critically teachers’ discourse on homosexuality, it is necessary to explore the historical, social and cultural origins of same-sex relationships. To do this, I will consider the four important spheres of influence on perceptions of homosexuality in the 21st century: the Christian Church and ecclesiastical law, science, the state and secular law and the media. I will illustrate how these discourses are formed and have influenced narratives over time. 

Firstly, I will argue that religion, following the teaching of scripture has maintained a fixed and unchanging view of homosexuality as a sin and perversion and that the church view has dominated moral discourse on the subject. This view of the concept of sex is embedded in our culture. Due to industrialisation in the 19th century, interest in sexuality changed from consideration of moral imperatives, to that of the religious and scientific. 

I will consider the scientific explanation of homosexuality as a pathology and mental illness and examine how this discourse has been maintained over time. I will then describe how, initially, ecclesiastical law, later secular laws, punished, regulated and maintained the view of homosexual acts as a crime.

 I will then argue that in modern times, the media is the most powerful influence on dominant discourses around homosexuality and give a rationale for focusing on male homosexuality rather than lesbianism. Finally, I will explore how the history of education policy influences teachers’ subjectivities and discourse. 

2.7. The Christian Church and Ecclesiastical law 

With regard to sexuality and same-sex acts, the two main themes, which run through scripture, are that non-procreative acts are prohibited and we should hate the sin, not the sinner.

The Christian Church was originally the most important ideological influence on how we in western societies made sense of sexuality. Messages were carried in the ancient texts of Judaism and Christianity. From medieval times to the present day, one of the main concerns of the church has been the prohibition of non-procreative forms of sexuality including sexual pleasure, prostitution, extra marital sex, and same - sex practices.

Throughout the history of sexuality there have been acts, including same- sex acts, which have been perceived as unnatural, with the view of religion being that such behaviour is deviant and immoral. In medieval times, there was a move to see any unnatural acts as inviting punishment from God via plagues, storms and disaster (Miller1995). However, actual biblical references to homosexuality are rare. The only direct reference to same-sex relationships is found in Leviticus (c20, v13), where the death penalty was prescribed for sexual relationships between men. Before the industrial revolution what the church deemed as deviant and sinful was automatically punishable by law. There were, therefore, penalties for various sexual indulgences. In England, in the late 13th century, a common law text mentions the death penalty for sex with Jews, animals or one’s own sex (Priestly 1994).

2.7.1. Hate the sin not the sinner

Christianity has historically condemned the ‘sin’ rather than the sinner. For example, the Catholic Church deems homosexual acts as sinful. Cardinal Thomas Winning, speaking at the time of the campaign in Scotland against repealing of section 28, claimed that, “I deplore homosexual acts. I hesitate to use the word perversion, but let’s face up to the truth. ” (Scottish Daily Record 2000,p.3) He fell short of labelling a homosexual a pervert. The Catholic theological stance is that gay and lesbian people are stigmatised no less than those who practice sexual relations outside marriage. The church view is that sex is for procreation. Therefore, lesbian and gay relationships, along with premarital sexual relations, are unacceptable. The Church of England and Anglican churches continue to debate their position on homosexuality. Some sections of the church are looking to reform the church’s teaching on the subject, advocating a more liberal approach. Tolerance for gay clergy is promoted while celibacy is expected (Morgan,2003). 

 Religions are often perceived to be fixed and unchanging systems, relying on ancient text, such as the bible or Koran, to inform present day beliefs and behaviours. In Islamic countries, governed by the teachings of Islam and the rules of ‘Sharia’ law, the law renders sexual behaviour between two persons of the same sex ‘against the divine will’. Those who break this law are subject to the death penalty. Although it would be true to say that the influence of organised religion on western society has generally diminished, its narratives on the subject continue to dominate notions of morality. Gay Rights campaigners in the UK, however, who have adopted a human rights perspective, have fought for equality in law for LGBT people (Miller 1995).

2.8. Scientific position: The homosexual identity (from the sinner to the sick)
By the 19th century, thinking on moral and religious attitudes to sex started to run parallel to those of science. In the late 1800s, the dangers and complications of sexuality began to be defined and labelled, for example, nymphomania. Throughout the 19th century, preference for one’s own sex was seen as no different from any other deviant behaviour. However, the situation changed around 1869 when a new sexual taxonomy entered the vocabulary and passed the ‘threshold of scientificity’.
This was in fact a science made up of evasions since given its inability or refusal to speak of sex itself. It concerned itself primarily with aberrations perversions, exceptional oddities, pathological abatements and morbid aggravations (Foucault, 1976, p.53 ).

The term homosexuality became constituted as a scientific category. Miller (1995,p.13) describes how the obsession in the late 19th century for classification resulted in the homosexual becoming in Foucaults words, “a personage, a past, a case history, and a childhood”. The medical fraternity then began to offer definitions of homosexuality and theories about how a homosexual should be treated.

At this time there were two theoretical models, biological and psychological, which contributed to the understanding of homosexuality. The biological definition of homosexuality as described by Ulrich 1825-95 (Robertson and  Monsen, 2001) was that it was an innate trait. The homosexual foetus was purported to have the physical characteristics of one gender but the sexual instincts of the other, thereby coining the term ‘the third sex’. Sexologists of the day viewed homosexuality as a symptom of ‘degeneration’ and referred to homosexuals as having a ‘congenital anomaly’ or an ‘inversion’.

With the advent of Freudian psychoanalysis, much of the thinking of the late 19th century sexologists became overshadowed. Freud rejected the degenerative theories and ‘third sex’ theories, arguing for a ‘nurture/ nature’ explanation of homosexuality. He believed that a homosexual orientation was the result of ‘arrested development’ at an early developmental stage. This delay prevented the young man or woman from moving onto ‘normal’ sexual attraction for members of the opposite sex. Although Freud believed homosexuality could not be cured, psychology as a profession actively offered treatment. This included psychoanalysis and counselling, with the focus for Freudian therapists on undoing the damage in childhood and overcoming the fixation on arrested development (Priestly1994).

These theories of homosexuality need to be understood within a political context. Marxist theory perceives the needs of industrialisation as an impetus for the invention of the homosexual identity and is discussed in Engels’ Conditions of the Working Class in England 1844. According to Engels, towards the end of the 19th century the family unit was under threat from high infant mortality and loose morals following a change from an agrarian to an industrialised society. This in turn threatened reproduction of the labour force. Marxism describes the family as the bedrock of sex and gender roles inside society. Religious ideologies were then as now  used to buttress the concept of family as the natural order of things. The norm is described in laws and ideologies. Anything outside of the norm was made illegal and described as deviant behaviour. Marxist theory argues that, in order to maintain capitalism in the early 19th century, it was necessary to begin to constitute a particular group of people as abnormal, then medicalise and pathologise them as different. Within a capitalist society there is an attempt to account for the tension which develops between issues of equality and difference, by using the idea that there is a truth  in nature and the natural. An opportunity arises to identify some groups as incapable of enjoying these freedoms of equality, as in the case of homosexuals. 

2.8.1 Definition and treatment (socio-pathic to ego-dystonic)

In 1952, when the American Psychiatric Association issued its first official list of mental disorders in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual (DSM), there was a consensus amongst practitioners that homosexuality was a form of pathology. According to a leading psychoanalyst of the time, Charles Socarides, (Miller 1995,p.248) the vast majority of homosexuals suffered from a range of mental illnesses including schizophrenia. Whilst heterosexual relationships were described as positive and healthy, male homosexual relationships were not only perceived as ‘masquerades’ but characterised by negative descriptors such as  “destruction, mutual defeat, exploitation of partner and the self, and an attempt to alleviate anxiety and the pseudo solution to the aggressive and libidinal urges which dominate and torment the individual”. 

 Homosexuality was listed in the Directory Scientific Manual (DSM) amongst the sociopathic personality disturbances. In the revised edition of 1968, it was moved to the category of other non-psychotic mental disorders, which included paedophilia, sadism, fetishism and transvestism. Whilst the famous study by Kinsey in 1953 described human sexual behaviour as on a continuum ranging from exclusive heterosexual behaviour to exclusive homosexual behaviour, it is the statistic that 10% of the male population are believed to be homosexual that remains in the public conscience (Rivers 2000b).

Homosexuality had historically been on the top of the list for mental illness until 1993, when it was removed. Treatments have included inpatient treatment in hospital, including: lobotomy, electric-shock treatment, castration, hormonal injections and aversion therapies. The term ‘ego-dystonic homosexuality’, which relates to homosexuals who are not happy with their sexual orientation, is still included within the DSM. Some psychologists and psychiatrists still believe homosexuality to be an illness. They consider that by removing the ‘disorder’ from the list, medical professionals are preventing research and therapy being made available to people who need help. During the last 30 years, within the medical profession, there has been a shift away from treating homosexuality as a condition, to supporting and counselling gay and lesbian young people who are more at risk from mental health problems  (Miller 1995). 

2.8.2. Present day debates within psychology.

There has been a considerable transformation of public attitudes towards homosexuality and sexuality in general. Until the mid 1970s, the vast majority of psychological research presented homosexuality as a form of pathology. Since then, there has been a shift towards the creation of a gay and lesbian psychology, that starts from the assumption that homosexuality falls within the range of normal behaviour (Kitzinger 1998). However, within the profession there has been some resistance to this view. In 1994, a group of British Psychological Society (BPS) members tried to form a lesbian section. They were met with a very firm rejection from the establishment of fellow psychologists. Dr Colin Newman, the Secretary of the BPS at that time, was reported in the press as stating that: “By accepting a Section devoted to the study of lesbianism, the Society will be giving a public signal that it endorses behaviour which, by the biblical standards they personally seek to follow, is incompatible with their own standards of morality”

(Kitzinger 2003 personnel communication).

A BPS lesbian and gay section was finally constituted in 2000.The aim of the section is to encourage scholarly research in the area of lesbian and gay psychology. This section reflects a growing interest in social constructionist theories. Until the mid 1980s, lesbian and gay psychology would have been rooted in essentialist theories, arguing that sexual orientation or identities are innate or acquired in very early life. The work of the LGB psychologist section is becoming broader, to include research in the area of bisexuality and transgender identity. However, even within LGB studies childhood is a neglected topic of enquiry.

Within a capitalist system, I have argued that there is a vested interest in maintaining a pathological view of homosexuality that involves the medical institution in policing this position. Perhaps, however, the most significant policing of any idea, action, or personage is through the laws of the land. 

2.9. Criminalization to decriminalization. The history of state and secular law.
Homosexuality in the UK is no longer a crime. Whilst the perception that homosexuality is a disease has evolved and changed over time, so too has the concept of the homosexual as a criminal. In the early modern period, ecclesiastical laws made way for secular laws. In 1533, Henry V111 introduced the death penalty for sodomy (anal intercourse). The aim was to punish non-procreative sex, including bestiality; however, men who had sex with men bore the brunt of sodomy laws. By 1861, the death penalty for buggery with man or beast was replaced with life imprisonment and hard labour. In 1885, Labouchere’s amendment to the Criminal Law Act was introduced. The establishment of this act coincided with the emergence of the term ‘homosexual’. There was a subsequent increase in interest by the judiciary in same-sex acts. For the first time, acts, taking place in private as well as public, were penalised. It was this legislation which resulted in the arrest, and subsequent high profile trial, of the flamboyant poet and playwright Oscar Wilde in 1895. The trial was well reported with descriptions of Wilde’s dress, mannerisms and general lifestyle. This was the beginning of the creation of a specific homosexual identity. By the early 20th century, The Homosexual Reform Society had been formed to campaign for the decriminalisation of homosexual acts. In 1957, The Wolfendon Committee recommended the decriminalisation of relationships between consenting male adults. Full decriminalisation was achieved by 1967, as part of a wave of liberal-humanitarian reforms initiated by private members bills under the labour governments of 1964-70. 

Decriminalisation permitted the emergence of a radical gay liberation movement, launched following the Stonewall riots in 1970. In 1969, the police raided the Stonewall Inn, a gay bar in Greenwich Village, New York. For the first time, the gay community stood firm and rebelled. Despite the emergence of a gay rights movement, the moral and conservative lobby continued to influence legislation. With the advent of a Conservative government in Britain came the introduction of Section 28 of the Local Government Act 1988, prohibiting the ‘promotion of homosexuality’ by local authorities and also prohibiting ‘the teaching in any maintained school of the acceptability of homosexuality as a pretended family relationship’. The Department for Education at the time issued guidance to schools, which was emphatic in the postulation that heterosexuality was superior to homosexuality. Schools were instructed to teach sex education lessons which had ‘due regard to moral considerations and family life’ (Dunphy, 2000,p.180), The repeal of this act was one of the first actions of a newly devolved Scottish Parliament under a Labour government in 2000. However there was a significant moral backlash to the proposed repeal, instigated by the churches in Scotland with a huge media campaign financed by the Scottish businessman, Brian Soutar. The Labour government, mindful of the sensitivity of public opinion of this last acceptable taboo (Rivers 2000a), did not repeal the act in England until 2003. Under New Labour there has been the lifting of the ban on gays in the military, adoption rights for same- sex couples and, most significantly in 2006 the granting of civil partnership rights for gays and lesbians. Alongside these changes the Sex Discrimination Act (2003) outlaws discrimination on the grounds of sexual orientation in the workplace.
2.10. The role of the media 

In contemporary western societies, it may be argued that the media has more influence in forming narratives and discourses on sexuality than the church and state. The AIDS epidemic of the early 1980s was reported as a ‘gay plague’ and proof of God’s wrath against homosexuality. The gay gene story reached the press in July 1993 and again caused panic introducing a ‘scientific monster narrative’ (Epstein and Sears, 1999). The gay gene story was quickly seized upon by the tabloids introducing a discourse of moral panic. Pregnant women were reported  to be offered testing to establish whether they were carrying a gay son. Doctors feared increased requests for abortions were the tests to prove positive. The ‘monster mothers’ narratives, common in relation to homosexuality are played out in various forms in the media. Either mothers are derided for having given birth to a gay male child, who by definition is abnormal, or paradoxically positioned as homophobic, because  by aborting such a child just because he is gay. Either way they are ostracised (Epstein and Sears 1999). 

The media has a greater influence on narratives than the Church; however the media can be a forum of expression of the church’s teachings. The Catholic church was reported as referring to homosexuality as ‘threatening the lives of a large number of people’ (Daily Record 2000). This statement was largely accepted as pertaining to the AIDS epidemic. Whilst studies of public opinion would suggest that there is a greater tolerance of homosexuality compared to the 1960s, and progress has been made after the backlash of the Aids epidemic, the media continues to promote the idea of the heterosexual nuclear family as the ideal norm (see chapter 4.4 Gender roles and the families). Central to the ‘Stop the Clause Campaign’ which was led by the Scottish Daily Record, was the defence of family values and an attack on any notion of validation of ‘gay families’.

2.11 Gay men, gay men and more gay men. Dominant discourses on homosexuality. 

It was medicine, science and criminal law that brought male homosexuality into discourse in the late 19th and 20th century with the media carrying the important messages which influence discourse on the subject. In all these forums it is male homosexuality that has dominated discourse. Female sexuality is only constructed in terms of the relationship with male sexuality. Lesbianism is described as a kind of sexual variation associated with male sexuality, not independent.  

Weeks (2002,p.74) convincingly argues that male sexuality is the basis from which all sexuality is measured:

The founders of sexology - and here Freud,    one of its most radical figures, was no exception – constructed a unitary model of sexuality from which it has been difficult to escape. On the one hand we are offered a norm of behaviour, which is heterosexual, procreative and largely male, in which female sexuality has almost invariably been defined as secondary or responsive to the male’s…………………………. lesbianism the most common form of female sexual variations has generally been speculated about in terms which derive entirely from the male.

Historically, an independent female sexuality was an impossibility. In the last century intimate relationships between women could pass as friendships and carried no stigma. It was literature in the 1920s, which introduced images of lesbianism to society in particular Radclyffe Halls’ novel ‘The Well of Loneliness’. However a lesbian feminist culture did not really emerge more publicly until the 1970s. It was the increased identification with feminism  which created a political agenda for lesbians quite different from that of gay men. However lesbianism has not carried the same threat to society as male homosexuality as Dunphy (2000, p.59) illustrates:

Not only were they desexualised, but they were presented as fully compatible with heterosexual marriage-that is, non-threatening to a female identity which was defined by and in relation to men. 

There are two reasons why I have focused on male homosexuality in this study. Firstly, it is more visible than lesbianism and from a policy perspective it has a higher profile. Schools and education authorities, when they express concerns about homophobia, generally perceive this to be in relation to male homosexuality. Mac a Ghaill (1994), in his ethnographic study of masculinity, explores the ways in which dominant models of masculinity are produced in schools through regimes of practice. As part of that process the concept of homophobia emerges in connection with subordinate forms of masculinity. Dominant forms of masculinity are characterized “by heterosexuality, power authority aggression and technical competence” (Mac an Ghaill 1994,p.12).  Homophobic behaviour is directed most often towards men who are described as ‘weak’ men and appear to ‘not be doing their gender properly’.  

Secondly the study is based on the assumption that schools are heterosexist institutions. In this study I aimed to explore issues of power, sexual identity and schooling. In a capitalist system, male homosexuality is a threat to the means of production, patriarchy and the family. To provide answers to the research questions it is necessary to focus on understandings of hegemonic heterosexual masculinities which are formed in direct opposition to homosexual masculinities within the structure and institutional norms of the school (Redman 1997). 

Mac an Ghaill (1994), in a three-year study which investigated the social construction and regulation of masculinities, revealed the complex fluid and dynamic relationships at play in the making of masculinities. He investigated how males practised their sexuality and found that contradictory forms of compulsory heterosexuality, misogyny and homophobia were key elements to the making of their masculinities. Further, he revealed that male heterosexual identity was a fragile construct and investigated further how this category came to be represented as strong, undeniable and fixed. He concluded that  certain institutions, including schools, were implicated in promoting and sustaining this socially constructed idea.

Schools alongside, other institutions attempt to administer, regulate and reify unstable sexual/gender categories. Most particularly this administration, regulation and reification of sexual/gender boundaries is institutionalised through inter-related material, social and discursive practices of staffroom, classroom and playground micro-cultures ( Mac an Ghaill 1996a p.296).

Having established why the focus of this study is male homosexuality in

considering the major influences on teachers’ identities, I will outline the purpose of schooling within the context of the history of education  policy.

2.12.The history of education policy. The effect on dominant discourses (what makes teachers who they are). 
In Britain, the labour market is the greatest single influence on education and the ideology of teachers. Marxist theorists argue that the purpose of schooling is the reproduction of the  social classes to meet the needs of the labour market (Rosenburg 1992). A dominant mainstream view would be that the purpose of schooling is to educate the masses for individual benefit, which in turn would benefit society. Marxist and feminist ideology disagree on the dominant force of the oppressor in society. (See chapter 2.15 for discussion of theoretical frameworks useful in this study). However, both these theoretical perspectives agree that patriarchy places the family, and more directly sexuality, at the centre of the ideological landscape of this discourse.

Education has always been a central focus on which the political high ground is fought and these gender roles and class structures reinforced. During the  post war period, the teaching profession went through a reconstruction with the introduction of the 1944 Education Act. This act introduced equal opportunities, free access to all state maintained and primary schools and further education. Teachers kept order and control, often employing a harsh repressive discipline. By the late 1960s early 1970s, education had failed to meet the demands of the new technological revolution. Selection was abolished and comprehensive education was introduced. The curriculum changed with the introduction of subjects such as social studies and humanities, trade union studies and international affairs. Relationships between teachers and pupils changed, with teachers adopting a less authoritarian, more approachable and friendly teaching style. In an attempt to introduce equality of opportunity, girls were encouraged to opt for previously male dominated fields of science and technical studies. The Free School movement was born with the desire of the teachers for equality of human status with their pupils. Public sector schooling was relatively strong and the comprehensive ethic well established with parity of provision and equality and social diversity being a norm. Teachers in the primary sector who were predominantly female were beginning to gain parity of salary with the secondary sector. Just when comprehensive schooling was established, the needs of the market place changed. There was a recession, fewer jobs and an over educated work force. There was a backlash against the progressive, non-selective, egalitarian approach. Teachers were vilified as ‘trendy leftist’ and blamed for falling standards. The Conservatives, under Thatcher, attempted to overturn the gains of the previous decade. Schools had been opened to a free market economy approach with the important Education (Scotland) Act 1981 which introduced the Parents Charter and parental choice. This new legislation was in line with the market led consumerism approach of the Tories. An important effect was that the social class mix effect of comprehensive schooling was lost. There was a continuing move to open schools up to market forces with the passing of the School Boards Scotland Act 1988. Scottish parents however did not embrace power in the same way as the English under the 1986 Education Act. School boards in Scotland do not have anything like the power and responsibilities of English school governors. Scottish local authorities continue to retain the responsibilities for school services, staffing and budgets. In England the run up to the 1987 general election saw attacks on The LEA policies on equality. The book “Jenny Lives with Eric and Martin”, a story of a young female child being brought up by two gay men and its being placed in school libraries, caused furore in the press and media. Less politically overt changes in education such as the centralisation and control of the curriculum and the limits of the freedom of the classroom teacher has taken effect in both England and Scotland. The National Curriculum in England gives way to its counterpart, the 5-14 programme in Scotland. As in England, Scottish education  shifted away from the original aims of comprehensive education with an emphasis on a broad based education focusing on process rather than product, to a curriculum geared towards meeting the needs of the market place. With the gains  of the 1970s on issues of equality eroded  and the introduction of New Labour in the 1990s a more complex picture has evolved. The emphasis has shifted from the post war culture in which simpler demands were made on schools and teachers, where the focus was on selection, socialisation and social mobility. Today, teachers and schools, on both sides of the border, struggle to meet the complex demands of redressing inequalities, where social inclusion, difference and diversity are key concepts set against a climate of competition and privatisation and the market forces. Teachers’ discourse is invariably shaped by the experience of operating within this climate influencing the development of pupils identities. Mac an Ghaill (1994,p. 8) identifies how important schools are in shaping identities.
Schools function to prepare students for the sexual division of labour in the home and workplace. Furthermore, schools do not merely reflect the dominant sexual ideology of the wider society, but actively produce gender and heterosexual divisions. At the same time, schooling may be a potentially significant public site that enables individual young people to achieve a degree of social mobility in the labour market and the development of non-

traditional gender identities. 

 Historically, sexuality and gender has been part of the agenda of the Right in politics defending a traditionalist approach. However, the Left has also found difference on account of sexuality to be a sensitive issue which invariably influenced teachers discourse. Depending on the political standpoint, fighting for LGB equality can be perceived as adding to the moral decline of society or alternatively working towards a better society (Dunphy 2000). Scotland made one of the first acts of a newly constituted Scottish Parliament the repeal of section 28, arguably defining their strong commitment to equality for LGB people. Sexual orientation, then, seems firmly part of the equality agenda in education in Scotland. The ministerial foreword to the Scottish Executive. Making Progress: Equality Annual Report (2003,p.1) reflects aspirations for all pupils in Scottish schools. It states:

No one should be denied opportunities because of the colour of their skin, their disabilities, their gender, or their sexual orientation, their age or religion. This principle underpins all that we do in the Scottish Executive. Our pursuit of social justice has at its heart the elimination of discrimination and inequality (emphasis added).

Whilst these sorts of statements have laid the groundwork for change in Scottish education (see chapter 5 for discussion of ways forward), how aware are Scottish teachers of the aspirations of their Parliament? It is the function of this study to gain knowledge on this subject. 

2.13. Conclusion
There is evidence that religious revelations, scientific reason, and historic justice all influence discourse and contribute to the narratives around (homo) sexuality. How this discourse is changed into narratives and the stories people tell is dependent on the rich panoply of social interactions. As Plummer (cited in Weeks 2002,p. 86) argues:

Society itself may be seen as a textured but seamless web of stories emerging everywhere through interaction: holding people together, pulling people apart, making societies work…the metaphor of the story…has become recognised as one of the central roots we have into the continuing quest for understanding human meaning. Indeed culture itself has been defined as an ensemble of stories we tell about ourselves.
Above all, however, there are particular stories that continue to be told, maintained by structures integral to a capitalist society. These structures regulate sexuality and interconnect with discourse and relationships  which in turn maintain a heterosexist society.

I have considered influences on discourse, charted the history of educational policy and discussed the complexities of understanding teacher ideologies for understanding teachers’ discourse. I will now outline  theories and topics which have been helpful in this study. 

                               SECTION THREE                                     

THEORIES AND TOPICS IN CONSIDERING SEXUAL DIVERSITY.

This culture always treats sex with suspicion. It construes and judges any sexual practice in terms of its worse possible expression. Sex is presumed guilty until proven innocent.

(Rubin 1984 cited in Weeks 2002,p.115)

2.14. Introduction
In part 2, I argued that the historical narratives around the church, state, science and the media have influenced our common sense understanding of homosexuality. I argued that whilst in today’s society there is greater tolerance of homosexuality, sexuality remains  a contentious issue. Society still perceives homosexuality as abnormal and deviant. I referred to Marxist theory to explain the continued tension around acceptance of difference with homosexuality represented as placing the concept of family at risk. I gave a rationale for the focus on male homosexuality in the study. I suggested that tensions around different sexualities are just part of a general tension around acceptance of difference. In this section I will reflect further on the topic of power and theories  which helped me interrogate and critically evaluate teachers’ discourse.

As already indicated, this research study is predicated on the belief that schools are heterosexist institutions and that, within the institution, heterosexuality is believed to be superior to homosexuality. In this section, I will illustrate how social constructionist theory of sexuality has helped me understand teachers’ discourse in the social cultural context of the school. I will then consider theories of childhood sexuality and describe how these writings have impacted on my understanding of teachers’ discourse, discussing the tension between empowering children and regulating their behaviours. I will then examine how the changing culture and political landscape of schooling impact on teachers’ subjectivities and discourses on gender and power. Finally, I will consider how the research literature on gender and sexuality, particularly masculinities, helped me understand the silence on diverse sexualities.

2.15. Social constructionist theory. How we make sense of our identities. 

In western society we make sense of ourselves, others and our practices or behaviours by thinking in binaries (Dunphy 2000). This can be seen in the construction, reproduction and sustenance of certain opposing categories, for example: the binary male/female, where we refer to women as the opposite sex or weaker sex; the heterosexual/homosexual binary of normal /abnormal, moral/immoral. 

A great deal of cultural, political and emotional effort is invested in constructing and maintaining these binaries, which serve to maintain superiority of men over women as well as heterosexuality over homosexuality. I have already given a historical context as to how our common sense understanding of homosexuality has developed. Whilst the nature-nurture debate continues on the subject of homosexuality until the mid 1980s, lesbian and gay psychology was, almost without exception, rooted in essentialist theories of sexuality. Sexuality was assumed to be an instinct, a drive, an inner state and a natural force. However, since the late 1960s, writers and philosophers here have proposed another theory of sexuality, based on the idea of  social constructionism. One of the first writers was Mary  McIntosh (1968 cited in Kitzinger 1995), who proposed that the homosexual should be seen as playing a social role. Social constructionists in psychology have always drawn heavily from the work of sociologists, historians, and political scientists. As already stated, the French philosopher, Foucault, in The History of Sexuality (1976) offered a radical critique of our understanding of how sexuality is shaped. Mac an Ghaill (1996a,p.200)  refers to Kelly’s (1992) insightful summary of  Foucault’s framework in relation to power, discourse, and sexuality:

Foucault takes power as a central theme and suggests that sexuality is best understood as a potential that develops in relation to varying combinations of social definition, regulation, organization and categorization. In his view, beings make sense of their behaviour and that of others through discourses: socially produced forms of knowledge, which define and organize experience and which always embody power.

The philosopher Foucault (1976), the social historian Weeks (2002) and the sociologist Ken Plummer (1975) have all argued that homosexuality is a construction emerging within a specific context ; forces that are historically and politically situated. The social constructionist position argues that sexuality does not shape our social behaviour, but that social meanings give shape to our sexuality. Those who subscribe to an essentialist notion look for scientific evidence against which theories and beliefs may be judged. Using the scientific method, they often compare lesbians and gay men with heterosexuals across a range of measures and make statements about differences and similarities between them. The  two theoretical  positions continue to attract programmes of research, most notably, the essentialist position on biological influences on sexual orientation, including the search for the gay gene (Bailey 1995). Within psychological research on lesbian, gay and bisexual identities, there has been an ongoing debate between the essentialists and social constructionists which may be recognised as ultimately insoluble since the two positions are not commensurate with each other. Lesbian and gay campaigning groups use both theories to advance their case. 

An important aspect of this study is the appreciation of how people actively construct narratives about their own and other people’s sexual identities, and the discourses they use in talking about who they are and how they came to be that way. A social constructionist approach facilitates consideration of the context (school) and the relationships, rules, regulations and codes of practice within that context. 

Whilst there are competing theories on sexuality, it is similarly the case in relation to childhood sexuality. There is likely to be a societal recognition that LGBT people are an oppressed group. Whether children are also  perceived as an oppressed group is contentious, raising important issues such as power and self-determination, tempered with considerations of the need to protect. 

. 

2.16. Theories of childhood sexuality 
There are different and sometimes competing theories of children’s position in society. The ‘common sense’ assumption is that children are innocent about sexual norms (Epstein 1994). However, a social constructionist  interpretation is that cultural social forces shape childhood sexuality. Foucault (1976,p.27) describes “how the boisterous laughter that had accompanied the precocious sexuality of children for so long and in all social classes in the 18th century was gradually stifled”. Towards the end of the 18th century, he describes how a new regime resulted in internal discourse ‘problematizing’ childhood sexuality. Plummer (1991) introduces the idea that children script their sexual world. He argues that the way adults behave towards children affects their sexuality not by suppressing or controlling it, but by creating it. Girls, for example, are encouraged to move towards a complex but private world, where being emotionally sensitive to others is important. Boys, alternatively are encouraged to move towards a world which is public and where emotion should not be felt. When these gendered boundaries  are breached, it causes a moral panic (see chapter 4.4. for discussion).

 Freudian theory seems to take two opposing views of childhood sexuality: the conservative, moralistic view that a child’s sexuality needs firm constraints at the expense of a threat to society; and the liberal view that a child’s natural sexuality should not be thwarted. Sensational media accounts of pupil/teacher relationships hit the headlines if there is a hint of sexual involvement. There are media stories of furore around sex education lessons in primary schools, which hinge on the innocence /protection couplet. Although sexuality figures strongly in children’s cultures (Johnson 1999), there is an assumption that children lack sexual curiosity, should not even know of such things, or that they are victims of the free market in sexual representation, with sex education acting as a counter to this. 

In school, the dominant narrative on childhood sexuality is that although children are not sexual beings, they could be easily seduced into sexual practices. Social scientists, politicians and journalists refer to childhood as a period of physical insecurity and moral ambiguity (Wyness 2000).There is therefore an impetus to protect and regulate children. Underpinning much of  teachers discourse on vulnerable children is the concept of a duty of care or ‘loco parentis’. These kinds of discourses are common in education. This idea, though not explicitly expressed in relation to LGB (or perceived to be) pupils, was implied in teachers discourse in this study. The view of some theorists, however, is that children do not count, literally and metaphorically. For example, Wyness (2000,p.24) argues there are different and often competing viewpoints of children’s social position. One central position is that “childhood is a transitional phase, which is only complete once children reach adulthood. The child is an adult in waiting and therefore not part of the social world that counts”. 

Sociological research (Wyness 2000) suggests that children have been passive in their acceptance of what teachers and parents do to them. There is, therefore, a tension between government policy to encourage ‘the voice’ of the child in education and theories which place children as individuals whose sexuality should not be thwarted but who also need firm constraints and the implementation of a social justice agenda for children. 

Feminists argue that children, like women, who are a social group excluded from social, economic, and political interest, are an exploited class, and are perceived as a subordinate social group (Burman 1999b). The dominant discourse within political and academic forums is that there is a generational boundary between adults and children, in practice restricting children to subordinated and protected roles. These theories suggest that children could be conceived as an oppressed group. If so, the LGB child would suffer multiple oppression. These matters give some indication of the moral concerns which dominate sex education and explain why it is so assiduously controlled and regulated.

2.17. Marxist and feminist theory. Why family, sex and gender is so important. 

In the previous section I argued for the influence of dominant discourses on teachers’ understandings of (homo) sexuality. Teachers draw on a range of cultural experiences which they live out elsewhere but which acquire new meanings in school. The purpose of schooling in a capitalist society was also discussed. According to Marxist theory, society’s most salient feature is profit making. Society is divided into classes according to their relation to profit (Cliff 1984). It is the responsibility of schools to educate with a view to the reproduction of these classes for the labour market. From this perspective the labour market is the greatest single influence on education. As Rosenberg (1992, p.8) states: 

There is no more sensitive indicator of the nature of society than education, which nurtures the entire youth to follow the footsteps laid down by the adult generation and to reproduce its society feature by feature. 
 In western societies, reproduction of the labour force is seen as being  dependent upon the nuclear family, in which women are obliged to produce the next generation of workers as well to  service the current generation. Therefore, under capitalism, class is the dominant issue, though it is recognised that women are an oppressed group. Feminists challenge the Marxist view, arguing that women’s oppression by men is a gender issue not a class issue. They feel women’s oppression is about male dominance and patriarchy and that it cuts across all political divides. There are different political perspectives on the construction of gender identities. The conservative perspective is rooted in essentialism (Clatterbaugh 1990 cited in Dunphy 2000). The conservative belief is that traditional ideologies of masculinity and femininity are manifestations of male and female nature. It is therefore natural for men to be politically and socially dominant. Moral conservatives oppose feminist demands for equality as interfering with the natural order of things. Sex and gender are intrinsically connected, with male heterosexuality defined in terms of the ‘masculine’ and male homosexuality in terms of the ‘feminine’. The sex acts of lesbian and gay people also interfere with the natural order and contradict the basic ideological notion of the gender system. As already discussed in section two of this chapter, lesbians and gay men can be construed as a threat to the central institution of capitalist society, the family. A dominant theme in teachers’ discourse is that boys and girls continue to play out their gendered roles in schools in a stereotypical way despite legislation like the Sex Discrimination Act 1975 (amended 2003), which aimed to address issues of gender inequalities. Dunphy, (2000, p.186) outlines the case for the family being perceived as a ‘sacred institution’ and Section 28 rooted in anxiety  about the family:

Section 28 …………can be seen as an attempt to restate that heterosexuality, and marriage are socially necessary and moreover ‘natural’, ‘God-given’, and should be bolstered by state policy, and that homosexuality, within rigidly defined boundaries, may be tolerated but never accepted.    

An outcome of this study was that families are valued on the basis of their association with the heterosexual norm (see chapter 4 for discussion). With threats implicit when gender and sexuality are discussed it becomes clear why governments need to regulate and carefully monitor sexuality education. 

 2.17.1. The history of sex education and why it is so (politically) impossible in school. 

Teacher discourse is influenced by social experiences across different social and cultural sites and the effect of social and educational policy. Schools as institutions are important sites for government regulation. Sex education in schools seems to be pivotal to the liberal /conservative debate. Redman (1994) suggests that within sex education there has been tension over decades between moral traditionalists and liberalists. The moral traditionalists essentially place limits on the agenda of sexuality in education, whilst the liberal position is still grappling with the limitations of the private /public divide. Sexuality and sexual differences are not only socially produced, they are also invested in power. Successive governments, I would argue, have used this power to further their aims. For example, the Thatcher government came to power in 1979 and demonised the previous age as permissive and immoral and set about reversing what was viewed as the sexual revolution of the 1960s and 70s. 

According to Dunphy (2000) the three main themes of the Conservative government discourse at that time were: 

· restoration of the family values 

· need to control anarchic male sexuality in the interests of social stability 

· need to discourage homosexuality and promote heterosexuality.

A kind of moral panic was created and previous liberal gains were challenged. Regulation occurred with the introduction of the English 1986 Education Act, which took powers away from local authorities regarding sex education, gave them to local governors, and subsequently to parents. Epstein (1994) suggests that the moral traditionalist tone was echoed in ‘Sex Education in School’ circulars which stated the need to have due regard to ‘moral considerations’. John Patten, then minister for education, interpreted this to mean that teachers have an obligation to teach the superiority of heterosexuality over homosexuality. 

In light of the  repeal of section 28, the Scottish Executive issued circular 2/2001 Standards in  Scotland’s Schools Act 2000:Conduct of Sex Education in Scottish Schools, which puts a duty on councils to have regard to:

· the value of a stable family life in a child’s development ; and

· the need to ensure that the content of instruction provided by authorities is appropriate, having regard to each child’s age understanding and stage of development.

The 1986 Education Act does not apply in Scotland and the powers for the implementation of programmes of sex education lie with the Scottish Executive not school governors as in England. 

The extent to which New Labour has been able to reverse the trends of a Thatcher government felt on both sides of the border remains to be seen. The first few years of New Labour have been marked by tension and debate around family policy. Dunphy (2000) suggests that the government seemed divided between those who support the idea of diversity within the family, and those who would like to emphasise preference for traditional heterosexual marriage. There has also been tension between those who articulate family policy in a religious inspired language, and those who prefer the language of secular humanism. This tension is  played out in teachers’ discourse in this study. There is a liberal idealism put forward by a number of teachers interviewed, valuing diverse family set ups but only in terms of their sameness to the heterosexual norm, with no celebration of difference.

Few local authorities or schools mention the needs of LGB people in policies. The question is, why? Is it just another example of not being aware of difference or a reflection of a structural and institutional framework that works to maintain the superiority of heterosexuality over homosexuality? In the process of conducting this research I have came to the conclusion that it is naive to think that behaviours can be easily ‘read off’ and that there are simple one-dimension explanations for behaviour. Behaviours are mediated through rendering explanations fluid (see chapter 4 for further discussion of the complexity of the issue).

2.17.2. Regulation of sexuality. A rationale for the silence.
The writings selected as helpful in answering the research question emphasise the relationship between sexuality and power. As already established, in a capitalist society two of the purposes of schooling are to regulate sexuality and to control knowledge and behaviour. Schools are institutions, which have complex sets of interrelated codes of practice and relationships, which serve to police the boundaries of not only heterosexuality but also class, gender and race. Limiting children’s opportunities to those required by the system ensures the needs of a capitalist economy are met. As Cohen (1987 cited in Redman 1997) argues, capitalism is not confined to regulating sexuality but is also  implicated in the control of class gender and race. Whilst there are dominant discourses of the pathology of sexuality, so there are for race. For example  Mac a Ghaill (1988 ) refers to black pathology when writing about the underachievement of black males in school.  

In order to analyse critically teacher discourse on (homo) sexuality, it is necessary to understand how sexualities are manufactured, controlled, regulated and policed. I have already identified a public/private divide between sexuality and schooling, which was evident both in teachers’ narratives and the discomfort and tension whenever the subject was broached throughout the research process. Writers and researchers in the fields of philosophy (Foucault 1976), history (Weeks 2002), sociology, (Epstein 1994) and psychology (Kitzinger 1999; Rivers 2000b; Bell, et. al 2002), have all identified contemporary forms of sexuality as raising social moral and political issues. Sexuality is not simply a matter of biological and psychological forces. Rather it is a  contested area with the state’s involvement in its rationalisation and regulation. It has become both a moral and political war zone (Weeks 2002). During the past century, there have  been fierce ethical and political divisions around issues of sexuality between traditionalists and liberals and between defenders of male privilege and feminists. Today, these battles materialise as issues over equality and gender, single parents and non-heterosexual couples, children’s sexuality, sex education, Aids and issues of sexual health. Sexuality is a politically sensitive subject in school. The barriers to discourse are complex. As already indicated, the concept of compulsory heterosexuality is a significant impediment to the interrogation of sexual norms in school. It is important to understand the dynamics of compulsory heterosexuality and how sexualities are made when considering issues such as homophobic bullying.

2.17.3. Heterosexuality as the norm

This study has made the assumption that the school agenda is a heterosexual agenda. Studies suggest that promotion of heterosexuality occurs in the very earliest stages of schooling. Epstein, O’ Flynn and Telford (2003) argue that primary schools are sites for the production and reinforcement of normative heterosexuality and identifies children’s ‘innocence’, or as she terms it ‘ignorance’ as the key discourse in the process. This pedagogy occurs through the identification of ‘spaces’ for the teaching of heterosexual norms. The home corner is where children’s fantasy of the heterosexual family is played out. The subtleness of heterosexism is demonstrated in teachers’ discourses (see interview nursery teacher excerpt chapter 4.3). Teachers seem unaware that they are providing these spaces and teaching and policing the boundaries of heterosexuality by default. In secondary school, boys practise for adult heterosexual life by harassing girls and  homophobically abusing other boys. The end of term dance is the opportunity for both sexes to show off their gender in exaggerated form: the girls in the feminised ball gowns and the boys in masculinised tuxedo (Redman, 1997).

Heterosexuality is regulated by homophobic performances of boys. A number of research studies in school have noted the naturalised nature of homophobia among boys and men (Epstein, 1994, Mac a Ghaill, 1994, Kehily and Nayak 1997, Redman 1994, Duncan 1999 ). These studies suggest that popular masculine identities are produced through homophobic performances and are natural and routine activities in the developing lives of young men. However, these actions themselves are indications of the vulnerability of masculinities. Homophobic behaviours are not reserved for the boy who identifies as gay. Rather, the male who does not behave in the expected way may be gibed as a ‘poof.’ The action of teachers can inadvertently reinforce macho behaviour by discriminating or not valuing a range of masculinities. Studies suggest some teachers have used homophobic comments to discipline students with misogynist attitudes expressed in a sarcastic way (Francis and Skelton 2001) (see chapter 4.4 Maintenance of heterosexual discourse. ’It’s backs against the wall boys’).

The ethos of the school, the management system and the competitive tough approach to discipline can all communicate what is valued and rewarded in school, affecting the behaviour of both male and female teachers. Male teachers’ classroom style is often constructed to demonstrate their masculinities ( Mac an Ghaill 1996a). 

2.18. Conclusion 

In conclusion, the silence surrounding homosexuality and schooling is complex and contradictory, rooted in the social and political. The aim of schooling is to reproduce workers to meet the needs of a capitalist society.

Capitalism needs subordinates to function and there needs to be structures which regulate and control individuals within the system. These regulations are not confined to sexuality but operate across the divides of class, race and gender. The family and sustenance of gender roles is central to the success of capitalism. Homosexuality is a threat to the maintenance of gendered behaviours, hence the compulsory nature of heterosexuality in school. Heterosexism is embedded in schooling in the formal and informal curriculum- giving rise to a dominant discourse of sexuality, which is perpetuated so long as the silence exists on alternatives. Mac an Ghaill (1994) argues for a less than simplistic approach to trying to understand how identities are made in schools. He suggests that schools are sites of varying contradictions, ambiguities and tensions, which are most evident in relation to sex/gender relations. Importantly, he states that they are not just reflections of societal values but rather that they actively produce gender and heterosexual divisions. These theories and writings provided valuable frameworks for critically evaluating teachers’ discourses.

CHAPTER THREE

ACCESSING TEACHERS DISCOURSES ON (HOMO) SEXUAL IDENTITY: APPROACHES TO MAKING KNOWLEDGE

3.1. Introduction
In chapter two I argued that our common sense understanding of (homo) sexuality is socially constructed. I described how Marxist, feminist and social constructionist theories helped me interrogate teachers’ discourse. Finally, I identified the importance of understanding how gender and sexuality are intrinsically connected and how issues of power are implicated in teachers’ discourse. 

In this chapter I will discuss further how these theories informed my research by reflecting on how knowledge was made in the process of this study. To do this I provide a justification for the methods and methodology used in accessing knowledge about teachers’ discourse on LGB pupils’ /issues in school. I begin by giving the background to the study and a rationale for my choice of research question. I go on to describe the design of the study and my methodological considerations, including some debate about the use of qualitative and quantitative methodology. I discuss how a feminist approach to methodology helped me deal with heterosexual assumptions and take account of the researcher’s declared standpoint, which involves a high level of reflexivity contributing to trustworthiness. This is followed by a justification for using a feminist approach by discussing how and why studies in other fields of educational research have adopted feminist methodologies. Finally, I will outline my own personal ideology, reflecting on my own investment of researching issues of (homo) sexuality and schooling.

3.2. Background to the study. Why inclusion? Why LGB pupils? Why now? 

Educational research on LGB issues in schooling is a particularly relevant and timely activity for two reasons. As part of New Labour’s agenda for change reforms, such as the Civil Partnerships Act 2006, the rights for lesbians and gay men  to foster and adopt children and join the armed forces, are currently being realised. Campaigning groups are now turning their attention to the rights of LGB young people in school. There is scant empirical evidence and none in Scotland to inform educational approaches to this area of work, hence the rationale for this study. I would argue that the timing is right for a study of this kind for two main reasons.

Firstly, over the last 20 to 30 years, there has been a change in society’s attitudes towards homosexuality. There is a growing cultural acceptance of LGBT adults and a growing body of research questioning the value of finding a common and universal cause of homosexuality. There is a new conceptualisation of sexual orientation as not being a fixed state. New theoretical models have developed which view sexual orientation as being part of human diversity (Robertson and Monsen, 2001) with far more adult role models exemplifying sexual diversity positively (D’Augelli, 1999).  However, current research indicates that whilst lesbian, gay and bisexual adolescents are coming to terms with their sexual orientation at a considerably younger age than in previous generations, neither family nor schools are more prepared, nor accepting.

Secondly, the political scene has changed following years of Conservative rule. Since coming to power, New Labour has vigorously promoted a social justice agenda exhorting the principle of inclusion for all. These principles are enshrined in law from the Sex Discrimination Act 1975 (amendment to regulations 2003) , to the Human Rights Act Scotland 1998, later introduced in England 2000, the Race Relations Act 1976 (amendment to regulations 2003), and the Disability Discrimination Act 1995. This legislation has had implications for school practice on both sides of the border. As a consequence, both the Department for Education and Science, DFES in England, and the Scottish Executive in Scotland, have issued a growing range of publications and guidance circulars for schools. Implicit in these publications is the message that schools have a responsibility to ensure equality of opportunity for all pupils regardless of class, race, gender, (dis) ability or sexual orientation.

In Scotland, education matters are devolved to the Scottish Parliament, influenced by Westminster and the European Parliament. One of the important pieces of legislation which has shaped the delivery of education in Scotland is the ratification in 1991 of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child resulting in The Children (Scotland) Act 1995 and followed by Standards Scotland Schools Act (2000). These major pieces of legislation outline the responsibilities of councils and health boards to include the views of children and young people in decision-making. By 2003 The Scottish Executive had recognised that: “Scotland’s children and young people have the energy and enthusiasm that we should release and voices that we should listen to and learn from .” ( Report. Including LGBT young people 2004,p.2) 

The Standards in Scotland’s Schools Act (2000,p.1 ) outlines the principles of equality and fairness for all pupils in schools. It states:

 The right of every child to an education aimed at developing the personality, talents, mental and physical abilities of the individual to their fullest potential by having opportunities to… study their own values and those of others, appreciate diversity and develop respect for others. 

 This act spawned what was termed a ‘statement of purpose’ for school education in Scotland. This statement includes the identification of National Priorities for Education (Scotland): 

· achievement and attainment

· framework for learning

· inclusion and equality

· value and citizenship

· learning for life.

Schools are expected to provide evidence to Her Majestys Inspectorate of Education (HMIE)   of their plans to implement an equality agenda. 

The Scottish Executive is explicit about the rights of the child within the education system. It states that:

Within Scottish education, we have a strong tradition of recognising the importance of equality and fairness for all. The Standards in Scotland Act 2000 reinforces these principles by basing its expectation upon an inclusive philosophy of education. Schools and education authorities should provide for the right of every child to an education that is aimed at developing the personality, talents, mental and physical abilities of the individual to their fullest potential (p1). 

LGBT campaigning groups, aware of the legislation, have encouraged LGBT young people to have their say in policy and planning and cite the UN Convention on the Rights of the child 1991, the Children (Scotland) Act 1995 and Local Government in Scotland Act 2003 as mandates for inclusion in consultation. As a consequence a  ‘Have Your Say’ project organised by LGBT Youth Scotland and funded by the Scottish Executive was instigated in November 2002. Part of that initiative has involved researching LGB young people’s views of education. (Report LGBT Youth Scotland 2005).

3.3. Research design
In the context of the government social justice and equality agenda, I set out to provide knowledge which might be useful in implementing reforms in schools in Scotland, contributing to an equality agenda for LGB pupils.

The outcomes of a small-scale research project completed in 2002 as part of a doctorate in educational psychology (McIntyre, 2000 unpublished) influenced the choice of research questions for this study. As part of this project, I surveyed all primary school headteachers and interviewed a range of primary and secondary class teachers on the incidence of homophobic bullying in their school. The outcomes suggested homophobic name calling (gay) was the most common put down in school playgrounds’, however the nature of the incidents was rarely discussed. Whilst teachers indicated that they dealt with this kind of bullying like other bullying incidents, that is discussion with victim, perpetrators and sometimes parents, they seemed to do so by never making reference to the sexualised nature of the name-calling and never using the words gay, homosexual or homophobia. I was interested in what seems to be a paradoxical situation whereby a bullying incident is dealt with yet not discussed. Was this silence part of a more general silence on the issue of homosexuality in school?

3.3.1. Research aim.

The general research aim is to investigate what teachers had to say (or avoided saying) on the subject of LGB pupils. To achieve this aim I posed research questions of both a what and why nature:

· what are teachers' discourses on LGB pupils in schools? 

· what are the barriers to teachers’ discourse on LGB issues in schools? 

· why has there been a silence on LGB pupils and issues in schools?

Participants

The participants were drawn from one rural Scottish Local Authority Education Department. 

Data production

A survey approach was used for wide inclusive coverage of the views of one group which could be easily measured and recorded.

A postal questionnaire was distributed (appendix 1) to all Secondary school headteachers within the Authority N =13 with a covering letter requesting anonymous completion by the head teacher (appendix 2). 

Choice of questionnaire topics was  informed by the literature and issues raised from previous studies including Douglas Warwick and Kemp and  Whitty (1997), Adams Cox and Dunstan, (2004), Rivers, (2001), Epstein (1994), Atkinson (2002) and my own project McIntyre, (2000, unpublished ) on teachers responses to homophobic bullying in primary schools.

 The questionnaire covered the following topics:

· relevance of LGB pupils/issues to schooling (inclusion in policies)

· homophobic bullying 

· barriers and facilitators to inclusion of LGB pupils/issues in school.

Interview
A series of interviews took place involving eight  teachers drawn from across the sectors. They included four males and four females, one headteacher, one secondary teacher seconded to management, two secondary teachers, two primary and two nursery teachers. I needed to enlist the involvement of willing participants who could give of their time during the school day. I capitalised on relationships I made through my work as an educational psychologist. I knew all the participants before selection. I approached them personally and asked if they would agree to be interviewed on the subject of diversity. Gaining access and consent is an issue in social research and particularly around sensitive research issues. This was not a significant problem since I did not need to gain access to schools or seek permission to speak to pupils. They were selected to reflect different age ranges taught, and included teachers with a remit for guidance and personal social and vocational education. The interview schedule (appendix 3) was devised using open-ended questions and was semi-structured. The semi-structured approach was chosen to facilitate the telling of different experiences. I wanted to avoid any attempt at standardization at the expense of richness of detail. The discussions were recorded on a standard tape recorder with microphone attachment and lasted between 45 and 60 minutes. The individual interviews were transcribed and analysed thematically (appendix 4 coding keys, appendix 5, 6 ,7, 8 examples of transcriptions). 

As already stated in chapter 2 section 2, the focus of the study was on perceptions, views and observations which focused on male homosexuality. Therefore, I was interested in exploring the connections between sexuality, gender and power involving patriarchy. I opened the interview by asking questions of what participants thought were the qualities of a ‘proper boy’, a ‘proper girl’ and the components of a ‘proper family’. As already illustrated in earlier chapters, I propose we make sense of the world by thinking in binary (Dunphy 2000). Therefore, by encouraging teachers to outline what they perceived as the norm would, by default, give an opportunity for discussion of the perceived abnormal. By discussing gender norms and expectation my aspiration was that some discussion would take place as to perceptions when these norms were breached. I used some issues raised in the survey as prompts for discussion in the interview. For example, how is the issue of difference dealt with in school? What are the barriers to inclusion of LGB issues in school? Using a mixed method of data collection gave an opportunity for triangulation.

Research diary 

A diary was kept of comments and communications, including notes of observations and  any relevant knowledge gained throughout the research process which could facilitate reflexivity. Reflexivity involves thinking about your research and yourself in that research. The aim of keeping a diary was to remind me that “ inevitably you as a researcher will have biases, interests, predilections, values experiences and characteristics that will affect your research and your interpretations of it “ (Banister1994, p.172). The use of a diary fits with my interest in the social constructionist perspective  which focuses on wider social and cultural connections particularly power issues. The information from the diary also acted as another means of triangulation (appendix 9 and 10  examples of diary excerpts).

Procedure

This research study took a qualitative and quantitative approach to investigation. The inquiry consisted of two related investigations, survey, and interview. A survey approach was chosen because it is the best tool social scientists possess for generating usable knowledge (Lindblom and Cohen 1979 cited in Robson 1993). The interview was used to gather information rich in meaning, giving the interviewer the opportunity to explore the complexity of the subject of sexuality issues and schooling not able to be captured by the survey method. It also gave an opportunity to explore further the themes which evolved from the survey. The survey offered an opportunity for quantitative analysis. Any issues, missing or contradictory, could be further developed in the interview. In practice this was not the  linear activity I had expected (discussed further in chapter 4 introduction to background and method of analysis), as I tended to go back and forth analysing survey and interview data. The process of interviewing gave me the opportunity, through reflection, to confront my own participation within the research (Burman 1999a), making me revisit my initial conclusions about the meaning particularly of data gleaned from the comments section of the survey. Whilst the survey dealt better with the ‘what’ questions, the interview facilitated an exploration of the more complex ‘why’ questions.

3.4. Methodology. A rationale for choice.
The methodology chosen by a researcher is influenced by various factors. The most important factor is that the methodology should fit the aims of the inquiry and be able to answer the research questions. In real world research (Robson, 1993), it is recognised that issues more personal to the researcher such as experience, background and training, also influences choice. I will discuss these influences in more detail later in this chapter.

This study has adopted a qualitative approach to inquiry, informed by a feminist paradigm. The aim of this chapter is to define, reflect upon and evaluate the effects that adopting such a methodological approach and accompanying paradigms has had on the process and outcomes of this research study. 

 This section is divided into three sub -sections.

 Firstly, I will deal with the rationale for choosing a predominantly  qualitative approach, arguing that meaning, perspectives and standpoint epistemology are important in making knowledge in this study. 

Secondly, I will argue how and why a feminist framework has been helpful in understanding issues pertinent to this sensitive area of research, including issues of self, reflexivity and power, heterosexist assumptions and patriarchy. 

Thirdly, I will reflect on the actual research process, including the rationale for the study, critically exploring issues such as access to subjects, interview process, and ethics. I will then include a short biography in an effort to identify my ‘speaking position’ and render transparent my role as researcher.

3.4.1. A qualitative approach 

Approaches to educational research have various terms quantitative, scientific, positivist or qualitative, interpretive and  ethnographic. For the purpose of this study I will use the general terms quantitative and qualitative/ethnographic. Robson (1993) outlines the major differences between these two approaches. He maintains that the former seeks hard data and generalisations. The latter accepts that the observer makes a difference to the observed, and that reality is a human construct. The aim of the interpretive researcher is to explore perspectives and shared meanings thereby developing insights into situations. 

Historically, psychologists, social scientists and educational researchers have used a quantitative approach to social investigation, based on the rigours of the physical sciences. Social scientists who deploy a quantitative approach seek to apply the natural science model of research to investigations of the social world. This approach assumes that there is predictability of behaviour that can be measured by scientific approaches presenting the outcomes as true reality. There have been debates throughout the last century and into this century about the ability of the physical sciences to be absolute, certain and objective in research, including research in the field of education. Lincoln and Guba (1985) cited in Wellington (1996) suggest that educational research would do best to aspire to being systematic, credible, verifiable, justifiable, useful, valuable, and trustworthy. There are measurable aspects of my study, principally the ‘how much, how often, how many’ questions posed in the survey, which responded to a quantitative approach to analysis. I attempted to deploy a mixed method approach to research but one which focused on understanding, meaning and interpretation, consistent with a qualitative approach (Smith et al, 1995, cited in Coyle, 2000). 

One of the most challenging aspects of this research is the methodological implications of dealing with a sensitive research subject and one that is taboo in schools. Lee and Renzetti (1993) cited in Whyte (2003, p.2)), describe this dilemma  in the following terms:

 A sensitive topic is one that potentially poses for those involved a substantial threat, the emergence of which renders problematic for the researcher and/ or the researched the collection, holding, and/ or dissemination of research data. 
The research question was aimed at understanding teachers’ discourse on this silent and invisible subject. The literature suggested that not only was their no evidence that teachers had ever considered the subject before, there was evidence that they might be resistant to talking about the subject. The methodology then had to take account of invisibility, silence and possible resistance, controversial concepts difficult to capture, let alone measure. 

3.4.2. Ethnography. Taking account of the setting and looking beyond the silence. 
Through qualititative research it is possible to challenge a number of assumptions about the social world. This research sought to challenge the assumption that teachers were making about the sexuality of their pupils, and for that matter teaching, colleagues  (i.e they were heterosexual unless stated otherwise). To do so, I need to try and understand the meaning and perspectives of teachers within the cultural setting of school. The following section identifies how ethnography influenced the research process. It is difficult to describe this study as ethnographic because it did not take place in a cultural setting like a school and did not involve observation. However, I found some of the principles of the approach helpful in understanding teachers’ subjectivities. How do I interpret teachers narratives? Scott (1996, p. 15) gave a definition of ethnography which captured  some of the issues of concern I had before embarking on this study:

(ethnography is) characterised by assumptions such as that one creates meanings within social situations; that in research one interprets other people’s meanings; that these interpretations are necessarily circular and done within traditions (it is impossible to bracket out one’s values); that in research we have to take account of our own prejudices and that knowledge is created through a fusion of horizons, that of our own and those of the people we are studying 
In ethnographic studies the researcher enters into the way those subjects think, to try and represent what they mean, in as accurate a way as they can. As a psychologist, I am trained to help people make sense of their lives through exploring the meanings they give to their lived experiences using their language. Wolcott,  (1982), cited in Marinosson, (1998,p.38) identifies the aims of ethnographic research in schools:

Our intent was to help educators look at themselves in their ‘infinite variety’, to turn their actions to what actually goes on in schools rather than to be so singularly preoccupied with what ought to go on in them. We became the self-appointed silverers of educational mirrors.

In recent years there have been numerous ethnographic studies concentrating on the effects of curriculum practice, or gender and schooling. The thrust of this work has been to consider the perspectives of teachers and pupils on issues including exclusion and race through observation and interview. Whilst this study could be conceived as ethnographic in spirit, it has not, as I have already, indicated involved observations in real life classroom environments. The richness of the data set may have been enhanced through observation. However, problems accessing  subjects is likely to have made that approach invalid.

3.4.3. The importance of language. Understanding perspectives.

“What do you mean what’s a proper boy……..that’s a funny thing to ask?” (excerpt from interview).
The interviewee and researcher in this study entered a discursive relationship, involving a sharing of information. The interview was conducted in an open -ended way. The data to be analysed was essentially language based. A positivist researcher has a problem making sense of a research setting when language is involved. They tend to end up trying to understand the situation they have constructed for their subjects which, when the researcher and subject talk interferes with that which they intend to measure as outcomes of the inquiry. To some extent this is valid criticism of the survey method deployed in this study. I constructed the questionnaire, therefore I determined the questions to be asked and those areas left unexplored. With an acknowledgement of the limitations of a survey method alone I attempted  to  enrich the data by inviting written comments to capture further the headteachers’ perspective and act as a form of triangulation. A qualitative/ethnographic researcher can capture the perspectives of participants, being interested in the way people interpret their lives, rather than simply the facts of their lives. Ascertaining how teachers interpret their lives in relation to sexuality and schooling was an aspiration of this study.

There has been a discernible shift in qualitative research methods in the 1980s and early 1990s with a move towards the study of language. Researchers have begun to perceive the study of language as being the key to understanding social functioning. For example, discourse analysis was developed by Potter and Wetherall (1987) in their empirical work. The approach addresses the way language is structured so as to produce sets of meanings or discourses that operate independently of the intentions of the speakers or writers. This kind of approach is invaluable when researching a sensitive research subject such as sexuality. Discourse analysis is concerned with the way meaning is transformed into text (Parker 1999). Whilst a discourse analysis was not the approach used in my study, analysis of head teachers’ comments in the survey suggest that discourses have been produced that did indeed operate independently of meaning (see chapter 4.4.1 for discussion on the theme of a dominant liberal discourse). I have made an effort to focus on some of these apparent contradictions.

 3.4.4. Reflections on ideology. The importance of ideological and political positions on understanding perspectives.
In chapter 1 and 2 I established the connection between sexuality and power. The extent to which the chosen research methodology can take account of political and ethical issues in the research process is important, particularly when researching a sensitive subject like sexuality and schooling. Whereas those researchers who place themselves within a positivist camp pay little attention to political, ethical, reflexive concerns (Scott 1996), qualitative researchers refuse to draw a distinction between ethical and epistemological issues. Qualitative researchers argue that data collection methods, and by implication the data themselves, are never free of political and ethical concerns. As a consequence, qualitative methods have often been the method of choice for lesbian and gay psychological research and feminist research. These groups often declare, and are explicit about, an ideological commitment to their research. Qualitative research is also often overarched by a declared standpoint, for example feminist, Marxist, or Foucauldian. When a standpoint or speaking position is adopted, there is a specific acknowledgement by the researcher (as in the case of this study) of situated knowledge that is reflected upon in the research process. As Bell et al, (2002 p.92) maintains: 

The researcher needs to explore the ways in which their speaking position has led them to explore certain issues, frame certain research questions, attend to some issues in their data set rather than others and interpret them in a particular way .
Researchers involved in the British Psychological Services Lesbian and Gay Psychology Section continue to debate the dilemma over the use of qualitative /quantitative methods. Their cogitations mirror many of my own in deciding an appropriate methodology for this study

3.4.5. Qualitative /quantitative dilemma. In the end what counts. 
Parker (1999,p 2) gives a simple definition of  qualitative research, “as an interpretive study of a special issue or problem in which the researcher is central to the sense that is made”. Reflexivity is important and goes beyond the research process and its outcomes, to include the researcher acknowledging and using his/her own position as part of the production of knowledge. This reflexivity is an implicit part of making knowledge in my study and an important reason for choosing a qualitative approach to methodology. However, I was concerned that a qualitative research methodology might not be taken seriously by those with the authority to implement change in schools. The following section is an account of my process of reflection and subsequent decision making. 

I was interested in the silence surrounding the subject of homosexuality in schools. At the early stages of this research, I believed that the focus of the study would be to identify homophobic practices. As my thinking and reading developed I realised the quality of this research would be enhanced if I adopted a wider perspective. I realised I needed to look beyond homophobia and homophobic practices to consider the wider interconnecting issues of identities and how they are made and regulated. Realising the complexity of the subject I needed  to draw on a range of theoretical perspectives, hence I found myself indebted to feminist theories and Marxist theories. I looked to writers in the field of gender and researchers in the field of lesbian and gay psychology who located their writings within various theoretical frameworks such as postmodernism and queer theory and those committed to identity politics (see Dunphy,2000). 

The history of lesbian, gay, and bisexual psychology shows a commitment to social change and radicalism. Peel (2001) argues that lesbian and gay psychological research has the capacity to be both politically grounded and of practical use. As a field, lesbian and gay psychology is strongly committed to contributing to psychological perspectives on social policy initiatives, which provide for a better quality of life for lesbian and gay people (Kitzinger1999).

Qualitative approaches have fairly recently emerged in psychology and lesbian and gay psychology in UK has been closely associated with qualitative research methods. However, qualitative research has been criticised for being subjective and generally lacking rigour. Concerns have been expressed by the British Psychological Gay and Lesbian Section, that as a consequence of societal prejudice, in comparison to other scientific investigations, the outcomes of sexuality research are met with scepticism and a lack of trust  (Bell, et al 2002 ). Writers in the field acknowledge there is  a personal bias problem. One way to deal with this may be to deploy quantitative methods. Rivers (2000b) argues that there is no doubt that ‘counting matters’ and answers to the question of ‘how many and how often’ continue to influence academic debate highly. As he (ibid ,p.28) notes, ”The ability to quote a global percentage carries with it a ring of authority that can sometimes be lacking when one is provided with an isolated example of interview text.” 
Rivers suggests that to use traditional scientific methods is challenging to those who devalue LGBT research, whilst supporting new ways of knowing and understanding. Social change, is also important to other psychologists for example Kitzinger (1999), Peel (2000), Clarke (2002), who subscribe to a social constructionist approach to methodology. They also often adopt approaches like discourse analysis as a favoured method of analysis. Kitzinger (1999), however, acknowledges the need to be pragmatic in choice of method. She highlights the problem of investigating, for example,  homophobic bullying using a qualitative approach. She reluctantly concedes that qualitative methods in these types of investigation are often inadequate, lacking the power of numbers needed to influence policy.  

Influencing policy is one of the aims of this research and Kitzinger’s dilemma resonates with my own position. One of the main audiences for this thesis is those in a position of influence and power within the sphere of education. Having chosen a mixed method approach, I am in many ways attempting to satisfy this need at least to have some ‘hard data’. I am mindful, however, that since the main focus of analysis is qualitative I need to demonstrate that the outcomes are verifiable and trustworthy. I am aware that when so much of the process and outcome is so inextricably linked with the self, the credibility of the study is open to challenge. Writers such as Coyle (2000), were helpful in addressing my own concerns by suggesting that because LGBT research is likely to raise strong personal feelings in the researcher, one way of dealing with this personal bias is to be explicit. He argues that lesbian and gay researchers have insider knowledge   which potentially adds to the quality of their research. This assertion is debatable. I am, however, very aware of the importance in this study to be reflective and explicit about my standpoint. Having made a careful consideration of all important factors I am confident that the most appropriate means of capturing the complexities of the teachers’ world is to adopt a qualitative methodology, which acknowledges self and meaning as central to the research process.

Although research in the field of LGB psychology helped me explore the important methodological issues in this study, I am also indebted to feminist research. Feminist research frameworks helped inform both the concept of self in the research process and my moral/political standpoint.

3.5. Definition of a feminist framework
To understand how feminist epistemologies helped provide a framework for this research study I will:

· describe what is meant by feminist research 

· discuss how and why many of the studies in the field of gender and sexuality research adopt feminist paradigms

·  argue for why and how a feminist framework was helpful in the research process.

The concern of feminist epistemology is to improve knowledge and remove sexist distortions. As already established, sexuality and gender are inextricably bound together as are the aims of this study with a feminist epistemology. One of the basic premises of feminist epistemology is that it studies the ways gender influences our conceptions of knowledge, the knowing subject, and practices of inquiry and justification (Oakley 1999). It identifies ways in which dominant conceptions of knowledge disadvantage women and other subordinate groups, including children and LGBT people (as discussed in chapter 2.1.5). It is these dominant conceptions of knowledge which are the subject of this research. Power has already been identified as a core issue in this research and is seen in relation to some of the dominant themes of the study such as liberalism, moral panic, and institutional heterosexism. Feminist work is characterised by discussions of power, subjectivity, and political commitment in research. 

Whilst the general principles around feminist methodology were useful in making sense of teachers’ discourse, there have been on-going debates in the field of feminist research about issues of validity, reliability, whether there is a distinct feminist methodology, and if so is it non sexist? Early feminist researchers adopted a positivist approach to inquiry stressing objectivity and detachment. Emile Durkheim as a positivist said:” We should study social facts as things” (Ella 2003,p.3).

However methods currently employed by feminists are wide and varied using both quantitative and qualitative frameworks. In an attempt to clarify a complex and sometimes contradictory field, Burman (1999b) tries to outline the wide range of political approaches of feminist research by identifying three kinds of feminist critiques: 

Firstly the feminist empirical approach. This approach evolves from the belief that sexist practice exists in research that result in women’s perspectives being ignored or devalued. In order to add to the body of knowledge available, this position argues that women need to be explicitly ‘added in, for example in programmes of learning ‘women and non-traditional skills’, and titles of research papers  ‘women at work’. 

The second position  perceives gender as fixed, having separate or essential inherent qualities. Burman (1999b,p.122) calls this  ‘cultural feminism’. The focus of this strategy is on the separate unique experience of being a woman. Rather than correcting the imbalance in research, essentialists focus on how these experiences are different.  Women of colour and lesbians take issue with this position because they consider their different experiences are ignored (see chapter 5.5.1 for discussion).

The third position is described by Burman as postmodernism but conceived under various titles: feminist relativism (Abbot and Wallace 1990), feminist deconstructionism (Opie 1992), and feminist postmodernism (Harding 1987).The postmodernist  idea of identity or self is that it is not something that is a natural development produced at birth and determined by how our bodies are formed. Rather postmodernists question the idea of a stable self and speak in terms of a changing fluid identity formation. They question the concept of truth and reality and challenge the adequacy of mainstream modernist theories. They emphasise concepts such as ambiguity, uncertainty, instability and challenge the dominant accounts of the social world and self. They challenge the idea that there are any natural differences between men and women. Women of colour and lesbians who feel their experiences are ignored by other positions often turn to these critical theories. Whilst there are theoretical debates and  difference in emphasis between these later positions, their common aim is to  work towards an oppression- free world for women. 

 Early feminist researchers adopted a positivist scientific approach in an attempt to be rigorous and address the inherent bias in research. The positivist empirical approach continues to have support, particularly in the United States. However, there is increasing interest in an anti-positive approach derived from qualitative methodology and  emphasising the involvement of women’s experiences and political commitment. This approach has continued to include a range of feminist experiences (radical feminism, black feminism) known collectively as feminist  standpoint theories of knowledge. Standpoint epistemology has been particularly relevant to my research (see discussion in Stanley and Wise 1993) and my own standpoint will be addressed later in this chapter.

As introduced in chapter 2 and referred to, with justification, throughout the thesis, my focus is considering LGB issues from the main perspective of male homosexuality. How then can feminist approaches influence this research study since the investigation it is not specifically about women or girls? It is, however  about the subordinate male in the same way as females are subordinate to the male. There are ongoing debates and discussions about the definition of feminist research and the impact it has on social research, educational research and research of controversial issues. Burman (1999b) argues that there is no intrinsically feminist method or methodology; rather, how feminist a piece of research is must be evaluated in relation to its purposes and goals, and what it tries to achieve.

One of the general aims of this study is to ‘hear’ what is being said, (or not being said ) about heterosexism  in schools. More specifically, it is hoped the outcomes of the research will inform educational policy and practice. Educational practices and educational outcomes are damaged by sexism. Feminist epistemologies spring from a moral/political stance which takes account of sexism. Power and values are the organising principles of such an epistemology. They operate from the perspective that   subjectivity can never be superseded by an objective view (Griffiths 1995). By adopting a qualitative feminist paradigm, it is possible to take account of heterosexism in institutions. Erwin (1993) cited in Buston and Hart (2001,p.96) defines heterosexism as follows:

Heterosexism is the belief and practice that heterosexuality is the only natural form of sexuality. This belief can be perpetuated either by rendering invisible any mention of gay and lesbian sexuality or through implicit or explicit homophobia and refers to discrimination at the institutional and societal level.

This study is predicated on the standpoint that schools are institutionally heterosexist. Being explicit about my position allows an exploration of teachers’ narratives which takes account of institutional and culture, practice and everyday  routines.

Researching in this area is difficult because heterosexism, unlike sexism and racism, is more difficult to detect (Peel 2001). Since it is difficult to detect it is also difficult to locate the appropriate language to discuss such a nebulous concept. Theorising ordinary, everyday heterosexism is as challenging as understanding and undermining everyday sexism and racism. However, as Hill (1995) cited in Peel (2001,p.146) remarks, “unlike other prejudices, heterocentric assumptions are so beguiling they go undetected by even the most equity sensitive individuals.” What of these other prejudices such as racism?  The final report of the Committee of Inquiry into the Education of Children from Ethnic Minority Groups proclaimed that the British school system was failing black and ethnic minority children. Fifteen years later education authorities and schools are only at the very early stages of agreeing to formulate policy and design programmes to ensure equality for children regardless of race (Howitt and Owusu-Bempah 1999). Even now there is evidence that in schools with the most coherent anti-racist policies the extent of discriminatory or racists attitudes by staff go unrecognised or underestimated. Donald et al (1995 cited in Woolfson and Harker 2004) calls this the ‘No Problem Here’ syndrome. Even though the problem of racism was identified thirty years ago, it is only now that schools are beginning to speak about the subject. However, Woolfson and Harker found that even in Scottish flagship schools, children subjected to racism were reluctant to report incidents. Both staff and parents were surprised and dismayed at this outcome. Racism has only recently been on the schools’ agenda for change, not so for heterosexism. Teachers are caught up in the subtleness of heterosexism. Even when heterosexism in the curriculum is identified, one justification for not discussing same-sex relationships is that pupils are too homophobic to deal with the subject. Pallotta-Chiarolli (1995) cited in Buston and Hart (2001,p.107). Teachers  feel able to justify silence on this subject that would be unacceptable were racism the issue. 

3.5.1. Feminist approaches to educational research 

Whilst there is a paucity of research on LGB issues and schooling, there are a range of published studies in the associated area of gender and education. It is feminist approaches to research which has predominantly informed this work.

The few studies which have featured the subject of LGB young people either directly or as part of gender studies (D’Augelli 1999, Herek 1996, Savin-Williams 1996 in the US, Robinson and Ferfiola 2001 in Australia, and Trenchard and Warren 1984,Rivers 1995, 2000a, 2001, Mac an Gaill 1994, Epstein 1994, Epstein and Johnson 1998, Epstein, O’Flynn and Telford 2003 and Redman 1997  in the UK), with some exceptions, have mainly used qualitative /ethnographic /feminist approaches. The writings demonstrate how the approach is compatible with the author’s personal ethics in a meaningful way. Political and ideological influences are readily expressed. Work to decrease power differentials in the research process is acknowledged. 
These writings could also fall within the confines of political research. The issue of power and power relationships in school has been a core consideration of these studies. Feminist research initially identified with the political philosophies of the 1960s and often highlighted the relationship between capitalism and the family. Socialist feminists turned principally to ethnographic studies to consider power relationships in school and the analysis of sexual relationships and dominance revealing the hegemonic role of state schooling (Jones and Mahoney 1989). These studies considered gender and power and offered insights into the hidden organisation of educational experiences. 

Feminists, who feel strongly about the social and political context in educational research and who are opposed to the inflexibility of quantitative methods, are attracted to approaches such as postmodernism and discourse analysis (Atkinson 2003a). However, as indicated earlier in this chapter, there is a risk that policy makers will not take seriously the outcome of such research as suggested by Kitzinger (1999,p. 11). Interviewing an educational psychologist on the relevance of post modern approaches to research within education  the psychologist decried the method  as “using a lot of posh academic language –not at all accessible –and I felt my femininity was being deconstructed out of sight”.

 As already suggested, the definition of feminist research covers the spectrum of political and epistemological positions. It is not the task of this study to attempt to present an argument on the pros and cons of these positions. Rather, my aim in this section is to try and establish why and how some of the main tenets of feminist approaches helped me answer the research questions. I will discuss how I reflected, revaluated, and reframed the whole research process in the light of my declared standpoint.

3.5.2. Feminist frameworks and standpoint epistemologies.  How we know what we know.

“It is not the disengaged scientist but rather the politically engaged researcher who provides objectivity within the research process”  Mac an Ghaill (2004 personal communication). 
So far I have discussed how feminist frameworks contributed to the knowledge in this study, how these frameworks helped me in my task of producing knowledge about how teachers in the routine of a school understand (homo) sexuality, the meaning they attached to happenings in school around (homo) sexuality, and the way they perceived their reality in school with regard to these issues. Importantly feminist methodologies gave me a framework for consideration of role of self and standpoint within the context of issues of power and the privileging of heterosexuality:

Whether we like it or not, researchers remain human beings, complete with all the usual assembly of feelings, failings and moods. And all of those things influence how we feel and understand what is going on. Our consciousness is always the medium through which the research occurs. There is no method or technique of doing research other than through the medium of the researcher 

(Stanley and Wise  1993,p1).

 Standpoint epistemology, in general, claims to represent the world from a particular socially situated perspective that can claim an epistemological authority or privilege Harding (1991). However, as already suggested, there are tensions and political disagreement between Feminists themselves. Conversely, they do agree on the principle built on the Marxist tenet that those in dominant social and political positions, because of the nature of their social situation, lack certain types of knowledge. From the feminists’ perspective, gender within patriarchal societies is the dominant issue with men holding the collective power; in contrast Marxists focus on class as the defining issue (Harding 1991). Socialist feminists have historically been caught in the middle of these contrasting ideological positions, resulting in the significant divides within  the feminist movement which came to a crisis in the early 1980s and  continues to be unresolved to-day. An issue which is common to feminist epistemology however, is the  embodiment of  reflexivity as an important aspect of the research process.  

3.6. Reflecting on the collaborative process. Carrying out sensitive research sensitively.
Reflexivity concerns the relationship between the researcher and the social world. The researcher and researched collaborate in the construction of knowledge. The researcher cannot stand apart from the social world. As Denscombe (1999,p.240) aptly puts it: 

“The sense we make of the social world and the meanings we give to events and situations are shaped by our experiences as social beings and the legacy of the values, norms and concepts we have assimilated during our lifetime”. 

Conscious that I had to locate myself in the research process, I continually reflected on such issues as: How trustworthy is the outcome? How did the sensitivity of this subject affect the research process? For whom does this study speak? As a sensitive research subject, the study demanded an exploration of issues personal to respondents and myself.  I was aware that the study of (homo) sexuality is associated with deviance, social control and is stigmatised. I started with the assumption that, just by asking headteachers and teachers about (homo) sexuality, this inquiry would be challenging for both myself and participants. I was also aware that I might be asking the unaskable, inquiring into an area of knowledge which some individuals might feel they could not bear to know about. The study, I thought, could be perceived as risky, speaking publicly about that which is usually considered to be threatening, undesirable and unnatural according to heteronormative values. As the research progressed my concerns were realised. I could sense suspicion and some quiet hostility from participants and colleagues. The most significant response was, however, a ‘deafening’ silence on the subject of my research and an apparent lack of curiosity by colleagues. Field researchers who study ‘deviant’ or marginalised groups experience a ‘guilty by association’ problem. Kirby and Corzine (1981) cited in Whyte (2003)  coined the term the ‘contagion of stigma’ to explain this phenomenon. They suggest that researchers need to identify with the bias in the research and recognize it is value laden. If field workers are involved in the study of marginalized groups, they suggest that the researcher should confront two issues. The first concerns the predominant stereotypes of the group and the second is the assumption that the researcher is a member or a ‘true believer’. When the stereotypes are extremely negative, the researcher is likely to carry a stigma, regardless of the reality of the situation. 

I found the prospect of directly confronting these issues difficult and the prospect of disclosure perplexing. Would disclosure render the process so difficult that participation was refused? I decided to reject the advice of Corzine and Kirby in as much as I tried not to cause discomfort. I aimed for a neutral and unchallenging position even when I disagreed with the expressed views of the interviewees. However, I was also concerned I had failed to meet the aim of feminist research to challenge the heterosexist norm. In common with the majority of interviewees, I avoided using the terms gay lesbian or homosexual in both verbal and written communication. All my written communications to education management, psychological services or in general discussion with colleagues both in the interview situation and outside avoided using the terms gay, lesbian, or bisexual. Instead I referred to  ‘inclusion of sexual minorities’  ‘diversity issues’ or ‘gender issues’. Teachers selected to be interviewed were not aware I was the mother of a gay son. The rationale was to avoid embarrassment and encourage more honest responses from the teachers. Whilst I believe this was a valid reason, I realise in hindsight that I may have been anxious that the trustworthiness of the research would be criticised. Would the outcomes of the study be dismissed as merely championing my own cause? In good qualitative research, it is important to consider the welfare and protection of participants, to establish mutual respect and confidence and try not to harm subjects which would involve causing discomfort and embarrassment (Banister 1994). I tried to address all of these competing factors. There were times when teachers found it difficult to express ideas, lacked knowledge, were confused, or were  expressing something contradictory. At these times, there was something of an awkward tension. I believe in hindsight that it was better to leave heterosexist views unchallenged. This dynamic was important to observe and reflect upon. In the spirit of the ethnographic approach, the observations added to the knowledge created through a fusion of horizons and understanding. 

3.6.1. Whose behalf and to whom does this study speak
Throughout the research processes I have tried to reflect on the question for whom and on whose behalf does this study speak. Is it teachers’ or is it LGB pupils? I have tried to ensure that my actions as a researcher avoid any behaviour which might be construed as oppressive to any group including teachers. Research can be oppressive in a general, specific or political sense. Whilst the narratives are those of teachers, the subject spoken about is an identified oppressed group: LGB people. However, the subject is sensitive and I am mindful of ethical and moral responsibilities to all involved. I was aware that teachers interviewed were invited to talk about gender issues and diversity issues. It is unlikely that they expected to find themselves discussing LGB issues. The knowledge acquired may have been enhanced had I offered interviewees feedback sessions to present the results of the study. I could have gained a greater insight into the level of awareness of heterosexist behaviour.  

The audience for this research are those who can facilitate change in schools. These are people who have power: government officials, officers of local authorities, education managers and headteachers. Given the observations by Peel (2001), I am aware how difficult it is to detect heterocentric assumptions, including my own, and how easy it could be to reinscribe heteronormative values and assumptions, thereby contributing to oppression. I was aware that not only the research participants, but I myself, live in a culture where heterosexuality is privileged. How then did I deal with issues of subjectivity and trustworthiness?

3.6.2 Trustworthiness and the issue of subjectivity

When we interview for evidence, our aim is to gather information whose reliability and status is left problematic and has to be established by critical comparison and scrutiny. Meaning is ascribed to information by critical interpretation, its reliability or status is assessed by critical verification

(Wellington 1996, p. 33 ).

The issue of trustworthiness is an essential component of any research study. 

In qualitative research, data collection and analysis is an ongoing process with the aim of considering patterns in the data by “constant comparison” (Glaser and Strauss 1967 in Wellington 1996, p. 49) or a search for “contrast and paradoxes” (Delmont 1992 cited in Wellington 1996, p. 49).
As part of the critical review and reflection process, I kept a diary of all events I attended which involved discussion with teachers about LGB issues and schooling. I categorised newspaper articles written about the subject and kept a diary of all communication. I became involved with Stonewall and LGBT Youth Scotland, where I accessed research and anecdotal evidence and information about LGB issues and schooling. These experiences enabled me to gain insights into the data gathered. Attending to data sets include a reflective activity which culminates in a collection of analytical notes which help the analyst move easily from data to conceptual level (Miles and Huber man 1984 cited in Wellington 1996). 

In order to move to a conceptual level, it is necessary to reflect on the privileging of heterosexuality. Psychologists have historically focused on individual prejudices towards lesbians and gay men and the phenomenon of homophobia. However, sociologists have concentrated on the more powerful construct of heterosexism, involving investigation of social practices that ensure the homo/hetero binary is maintained and whereby heterosexuality is therefore privileged (Robertson and Monsen 2001). In order to move to a higher level of understanding involving recognition of institutional heterosexism, personal reflection is required.

Researchers in this field are often motivated to carry out their research because of personal interest. Within the more traditional paradigms it is perceived as undesirable to be emotionally involved in your research and partisanship is to be avoided (Borg and Gall 1998, cited in Tooley 1998). I would propose that this study, from a traditional perspective, could be accused of being partisan. I belong to a particular group, mother of a gay son, and this may have influenced the research process. However, I would contend that by being reflective and transparent I acknowledge and interrogate the influences on knowledge produced. The inclusion of a mini-biography in the next section of this chapter is an attempt to clarify for the reader my position and standpoint and how that position will influence the knowledge produced. However, in itself that exposition is not sufficient to ensure trustworthiness. In addition in the analysis section, I will attempt to explore the ways my standpoint or speaking position has led me to explore certain issues, frame certain research questions, and attend to some issues in the data set rather than others. My position as the mother of a gay young person, a former teacher and my present position as a psychologist within an education department are experiences which are all brought to bear on the outcomes of the research process. The issues of power and politics surrounding this study dictate a need to reflect on how and what is produced in the guise of knowledge. The outcomes are not a simple description of reality but a construction of that which teachers and I, as the researcher, are inextricably linked and involved in writing the account. Sensitive to issues of power, how can I speak on behalf of others, given that the representation is incomplete and dependent on complex factors? Duncan and Sharpe suggest that provided that I make my position transparent, then the issue of power can be questioned. “It can make sense to talk in terms of responsibility and of deliberate (intentional) politics of representation”. (Duncan and Sharpe 2004 cited in Whyte 2003,p.1).
3.6.3. My personal ideology

By having more involvement with the people being researched people who experience on a day-day basis the reality of the problem concerned, it is more likely that the research will reflect the reality rather than the researcher’s view of reality (Cooper, 1994,p. 4).

As a practising educational psychologist, I have daily involvement with teachers, pupils and schools. Whilst I believe that educational psychologists’ are in a very good position to do well grounded and purposeful research in schools, this is a neglected but core function of the Scottish educational psychologist’s role (Scottish Executive Review of Educational Psychological Services in Scotland, 2000). When research is conducted it is often commissioned by local authorities seeking hard facts hence quantative methods are most likely to be deployed. In addition, educational psychological research historically tends to be quantitative in nature. Burden (1997, cited in Ledbetter, 2005) believes this is because, in common with many others, applied psychologists who trained in the 1970s deploy practise and research activities that are rooted in a positivist paradigm. The adoption of a qualitative approach to research has been a consequence of various influences discussed earlier in this chapter. In recent years, I have come to question the value of practice rooted in a positivist paradigm and have been influenced by the theoretical perspectives of Marxism and feminism. It is suggested that a desire for equality in areas of discrimination is required both within schools and society in order to achieve social justice. Educational psychologists have often been perceived as guardians of the establishment and not social change agents (Howitt and Owusu-Bempah 1999).  A heightened awareness of these perspectives have led me to appreciate that my service has done little to understand the implications of discrimination for my work. Jewell (1991) cited in Billington (1999,p.27) drew attention to the lack of professional engagement psychological services have had with certain groups of children:

Race, sex, disability, and sexuality are central to the daily work of the (Southwark Educational Psychological) service. These are not in my experience areas of discrimination that are given enough thought or action by psychological services or training courses and are looked upon as issues only dealt with in urban centres. 

This antipathy has its roots in the history of educational psychology. Billington (1999, p.28) articulates well how the profession of educational psychology can be the whipping boy for capitalism by assisting in the maintenance of very particular divisions of labour. He argues that educational psychologists have been ”linked to utilitarian promises to contribute to capitalised divisions of labour, first by creating stories of people which assist in the regulation of their economic potentials and secondly, by developing a panoply of technologies which are often designed principally to identify and apportion difference”.

This statement resonates with me as a psychologist who extensively used psychometric testing as a major tool to categorise children as having Special Educational Needs. I realise now the contribution these actions made to the resulting discourse of handicap and pathology. Influenced by Marxist theory as outlined in chapter 2.15, I have now abandoned the use of psychometric testing in favour of other approaches to assessment and interventions which take account of environmental factors, including dynamic assessment. I believe that   intelligence quotient (IQ) tests are promoted by the economic elite to reproduce the existing ranks in society (Richardson 2000). I would argue that IQ tests are incompatible with social inclusion. In my work I try to promote inclusion and resist pathologising difference but rather recognise difference between children as a positive rather than a negative concept. Bird (1999) gives examples of how educational psychologists can ask particular theoretical (feminist) questions which help to change the narratives we construct. In her consideration of the ways in which the narratives of difference can contribute to the oppression of certain groups, she advocates a move towards a ‘celebration of difference’. The move away from a medical child deficit model to a more ecological systemic approach to problem solving has existed for the last 20 years in educational psychology but continues to be resisted by parents and schools. There is an encouragement for superficial change that  is said will promote inclusion, yet at the same time there exists the dilemma of raising attainments, target setting and competition for students in the market place. The ethos in schools is one of tolerance rather than celebration of difference with regard to race and (dis) ability. Educational psychologists are known as professionals who raise awkward questions about the way vulnerable children are treated by a school system focused on examination success (Revell 2006,p.11). Difference in relation to sexual diversity is yet to be acknowledged, let alone celebrated, in schools. We seem to be moving into an era where it will be increasingly difficult really to celebrate difference. The study by Woolfson Harker and Lowe (2004) suggested schools had  been  complacent about success of anti-racist measures only to find that both children of ethnic minorities and their parents were reluctant to talk about racism. These outcomes need to take account not only of aims and objectives of achieving social justice for other groups but must question the success of anti-discriminatory approaches (see chapter 5.5. for further discussion).

The phenomenon of (homo) sexuality and schooling is uncharted territory in research terms among educational psychologists. Through my work as a psychologist, I have come to realise that behaviour is situational and context bound, involving values, attitudes, power and acceptance. The correlation with individual subjectivities is elusive and not easily measurable. Since I am interested in looking beyond the individual teachers’ discourse, to how that individual is embedded in practice, routines and types of interaction, I have sought to connect the meanings derived from the data to broader structures of power and control. 

Knowledge gained through the use of formal tools and measurement can result in what is termed ‘thin descriptions’, with the result that much of the meaning embedded in such information is lost. An ethnographic framework speaks in terms of ‘thick descriptors’ (Geertz 1973 cited in Denscombe 1999). This is a detailed enough descriptor of an event or a situation to convey the meaning it carries in its context.  My knowledge of the research approaches used in this area of study, my experience as a psychologist working with teachers and pupils in school, my ideological conviction and the questions asked in this study reveal a qualitative methodology as the most appropriate approach to answering the research questions.

3.7.Conclusion
This chapter has described what I set out to do in the research process and how a qualitative approach is integral to the investigation. The contribution made by qualitative feminist approaches to understanding teachers’ discourse was discussed. Issues like trustworthiness were addressed, with particular attention given to the role of standpoint epistemology and objectivity.

In the next chapter, I will describe the findings of the study and identify the main themes. 

CHAPTER   FOUR
TEACHERS’ DISCOURSES ON GAY, LESBIAN AND BISEXUAL IDENTITIES IN THE CONTEXT OF SCHOOL: SURVEY AND INTERVIEW FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION.

4.1. Introduction and background to method of analysis
Chapter 3 reflected on how knowledge was gained in the research process. I gave a justification for my research interest, suggesting that the outcomes of this study are timely and relevant and could inform the implementation of reforms aimed at equality of opportunity for LGB pupils in school. I outlined how social constructionist, Marxist and feminist theories underpinned the research. I gave a justification for my choice of qualitative methodology and use of a feminist paradigm. I discussed how I applied a feminist epistemology to the research process evidencing reflexivity and the role of self. 

In this chapter I will outline and discuss the data generated through the mixed method approach of survey and interview. I was interested in examining patterns and contrasts in teachers’ responses in both survey responses and the data produced in interviews. The survey produced some measurable data. This data set is displayed graphically and compared to survey comments which were qualitatively analysed and categorised into common themes. Themes generated from examination of the survey data were developed in more depth in the interview. The survey was anonymised, which may have encouraged respondents to be more articulate in writing and prepared to divulge views in a way less likely in a face-to-face interview. Quantitative data from the survey was numerically organised as far as possible. However, the information sought was not entirely amenable to direct questioning. Responses to indirect questioning were analysed using a content analysis approach. According to Robson (1993), content analysis is ‘codified common sense’. It is a way of quantifying the contents of text by developing relevant categories for analysis. This approach worked relatively well for analysis of some parts of the survey data because the communication was straightforward. The approach does not deal so well with implied meaning which was a feature of the comment section of the  survey.

I used a thematic analysis approach (Burnam 1999a) for analysis of data generated by interview. The raw data from the interview was collated and put together with notes taken at the time of interview then later transferred to a diary appendix 9 and 10 for excerpts). Each piece of raw data was coded according to areas identified as key to the investigation and itemised (appendix 4 coding keys). Several units of data were then further coded and categorized, identifying themes and relationships. I continually went back to the data and reworked the themes, checking against survey outcomes what I knew of the research field through the literature search and my own experience. I refined this data set into another set of generalizations. I then compared these generalizations with relevant existing theories. Throughout the analysis I attempted to explore alternative explanations. I triangulated the data, comparing and contrasting with other sources, including survey material, demonstrating how these findings fit with existing knowledge in the area. I relied heavily on my notes as a resource for bringing to the text my experience and memories of the interview. These notes both informed my analysis and reminded me of the assumptions I brought to that analysis. Some of these assumptions were borne out and some were not. In doing this, I brought to bear my personal experience and theoretical position in an explicit way. This link between theory and data  (Pidgeon, 1996 cited in Gough, 2002) highlights the researcher’s role in constructing themes. 

Feminist researchers draw attention to cultural value in interpreting an idea through thematic analysis. As already indicated, discourse analysis is often a preferred approach by those researching issues involving power relationships. I decided against discourse analysis as I was using a mixed method approach to methodology, which I believed was more compatible with the less intensive thematic analysis approach. However, in common with a discourse analysis approach, it was my aim to try and explore the multiple, and sometimes contradictory, accounts from which people draw on for their narratives and how these inform their ideologies. 

The findings are presented in two parts : survey and interview. My intention was firstly to complete analysis of the survey to inform the semi–structured interview. In practice, however, the analysis of both data sets ended up running parallel as I continued to revisit my categorisation. I assumed that the survey would be a more superficial consideration of teachers’ discourse and the interviews a deeper, richer exposition of the same area. On reflection, whilst this has to some extent been the case, I now question this as a valid expectation. I now feel both approaches offer depth and superficiality in their own way. 

PART ONE

WHEN WE TREAT THEM ALL THE SAME, WE DON’T:

4.2.Survey Findings
All 13 secondary school headteachers in one rural Scottish education authority were surveyed for their views on the inclusion of LGB pupils/issues in school. 10 of the teachers surveyed made returns. One respondent queried the aims of the inquiry by e-mail. One respondent refused to complete the prepared questionnaire but responded by telephone and letter (see appendix 9 diary excerpts for reflection)

Copies of policies were received from 3 of respondents. None of the policies received explicitly mentioned LGB issues /pupils 

The questionnaire explored three main topic areas:

· relevance of LGB pupils/issues to schooling

·  homophobic bullying

· barriers and facilitators to inclusion of LGB pupils/issues.

4.2.1. Relevance of LGB issues to schooling

1. Does your school have policies in the following areas: Anti-bullying, sex education, equal opportunities? 

10 schools had antibullying policies 8 schools had sex education policies 7 schools had equal opportunities policies.  One school indicated that they had no written policies in these areas but ‘lots of practice’. 
2. Do any of your policies or other publications make reference to gay and lesbian pupils, or homophobia/homophobic bullying?

One school indicated that they made reference to lesbian and gay pupils or homophobic bullying in  policy. However of the policies received there was not one which included a reference to LGB pupils or homophobic bullying. Comments suggested that schools considered generic policies were sufficient to deal with all issues of equality. In particular, they felt generic anti-bullying policies were sufficient to deal with homophobic bullying and homophobia. There was some suggestion that to be explicit in policy about one group would be undesirable, even discriminatory. 
3. Schools are appropriate settings to provide information on LGB issues.
8 headteachers agreed 2 disagreed .This outcome is contrary to the outcomes of other studies. Robinson and Ferfolia (2001) found that pre-service teachers believed gay and lesbian issues are not a concern of teachers or schools. Whilst agreeing that LGB issues were relevant to schooling issues, headteachers, however, indicated that discrimination and prejudice was a societal problem not just for schools to solve. Any action they took was predicated on parental and community wishes.
4. Do Issues surrounding sexual orientation have any relevance to Schools 5 National Priorities (Scotland)?
7 headteachers agreed and 3 disagreed. Inclusion and Equality was perceived as the priority most relevant to LGB pupils. Some references were made to Raising Attainment. Headteachers however identified workload as a main reason for not being able to take on board LGB issues. “Schools do not have the resources to be more involved in the issue. We cannot deal with all problems. But we would be involved if pupil attainment was being affected.”  These comments are indicative of the tension felt by teachers regarding the dilemma in meeting the demands of inclusion and raising attainments. They also suggest that headteachers  have not made the connection between equality issues and LGB pupils. There may be a lack of awareness of the research available in this area, which argues that those who identify as, or are perceived to be, LGB, experience discrimination, which can affect all aspects of their development including attainment (Rivers 2000a). Teachers do seem to sympathise with what they see as the plight of LGB pupils but are concerned about taking on what they see as yet another government priority.
4.2.2. Homophobic bullying 

Agreement over what constitutes a homophobic incident will be subjective. Survey comments suggest it is not possible to talk accurately about the subject. By posing the question headteachers were challenged to consider an issue which hitherto had not been a matter of concern.

1. Do you consider the term ‘gay’ used as a ‘put down’ is homophobic bullying?

7 head teachers agreed the use of the term ‘gay’ was homophobic bullying, 2 disagreed and one headteacher was unsure. Whilst interpretation of quantitative data suggest headteachers were confident in their judgement, analysis of comments casts doubt on the ability of numbers to capture the complexity of the issue. Analysis of the comments section of the questionnaire conveys a different narrative: one of internal conflict, ambiguity and tension and uncovers the uncertainty about what a teacher constitutes as homophobia and bullying. This is an example of how limiting a quantitative approach alone is in researching complex sensitive issues. Only by combining quantitative and qualitative methods of analysis could I unpack some of the important issues. Intent and context was perceived as a mitigating factor by headteachers when deciding whether behaviour was homophobic. “It is not normally used with malice but as banter between pupils. “ Particular attention was paid to the lack of knowledge by children about the meaning of the word. “Children, some of whom have no idea what it means, frequently bandy about gay. “ The word was seen as part of everyday language of the playground to indicate negativity. “The term has become a common term of abuse: ‘I don’t like pizza, it’s gay’.”  Further indication that teachers do not perceive sexual orientation as an equality issue in the same way as racism is highlighted by Buston and Hart (2001). A teacher interviewed in this study suggests that it would be impossible to deal with every incident of homophobic name calling because it is so prevalent. Teachers seem unaware that even when the term used is not seriously questioning sexuality, it is still one of the worst insults available to boys (Thurlow 2001). The word and other homophobic words have a rich and   complex history with roots in early boyhood otherness, which develops into homophobia (see chapters 2 and 5 for discussion of relationship between gender and sexuality and gender and homophobia throughout this study).   

2. Do you think homophobic bullying exists in your school?

Responses to this question reinforce my suggestion that headteachers are unsure about what constitutes homophobic bullying. Whilst 4 headteachers indicated that homophobic bullying did exist in their school, 2 said it did not and 4 were unsure indicating as much in the comment section. Analysis of the responses made in the comment section of the previous question, supported by research, however, suggests gay is the most common term of abuse in school playgrounds (Epstein 2001, McIntyre 2000 unpublished).
3. Approximately how many incidents of homophobic bullying have taken place in your school during this academic year?
Whilst reporting ‘gay’ was a common playground ‘put down’ and constituted  homophobic bullying, headteachers also  reported homophobic incidents as either ‘rare’ or infrequent in school, with one exception indicating Ithat homophobic bullying occurred on a daily basis in his school. This outcome confirms there is confusion and uncertainty around the subject. This uncertainty, confusion and lack of agreement on definition could be one reason for the   reported lack of action by teachers in dealing with homophobic abuse. Research indicates that 90% of lesbian and gay pupils experience name calling and 45% physical and sexual abuse in school (Rivers, 2001). The reason for lack of action is likely to be  complex and dependent on various interrelated factors. However, some of the most obvious reasons could be that teachers are unsure of what would constitute homophobic abuse, that it is under reported or that there is no system for recording the sexualised nature of bullying. Because sexuality is silenced in schools and there is no opportunity for debate and challenge (see chapter 2 for discussion on invisibility in culture and the school curriculum), teachers have no real opportunity to explore these issues and dilemmas.
4. How would incidents of homophobic bullying be dealt with in your school?
The responses were categorised under the following headings:

1. In the same way as other bullying incidents

2.   Different than other bullying incident

3.   Other.
All Headteachers responded by indicating 1. They described the process as speaking to bully and victim, staff and parents. What is unclear, however, is the nature of these interactions and language used. Studies suggest that homophobic bullying is ignored and that no reference is made about the implied sexualised nature of the bullying. Headteachers in this survey indicated one of the most important factors hindering the inclusion of LGB pupils was lack of knowledge, experience, and confidence of teachers in dealing with matters of (homo) sexuality. These comments suggest that although headteachers feel homophobic bullying is/should be dealt with like any other kind of bullying, this may not in fact be the case. Bullying is often a sensitive subject to deal with and it may be that in some cases the offensive words are avoided. It would have been interesting to ask teachers if the nature of the language used would be discussed if the slur were racist. A previous study by McIntyre (2000, unpublished), and the impetus for this study, suggests that it is likely that teachers may be unsure about how to deal with the (implied) sexualised nature of homophobic bullying.

Head teachers’ responses to this question maintained the proposition that generic policies could deal with homophobia. The responses to this question also supported a preferred model of assimilation, a theme dominant throughout the survey.

4.2.3. Barriers and facilitators in inclusion of LGB pupils /issues in school.

1. Is there sufficient guidance/training for teachers on the subject of sexual orientation?

5 headteachers strongly agreed 1 agreed and 4 disagreed with the above statement. 

2. How do you think LGB pupils could be supported in school?
The responses were categorised under the following headings:

1. In the same way as other pupils

2.  By doing something different (adding LGB pupils in) 

3.  Other. 

All comments were categorised under 1. There was no indication that headteachers felt that something additional or different should be made available to LGB pupils. The theme of assimilation, meaning to absorb, dominated head teachers’ responses across a range of questions. Headteachers often perceived LGB pupils’ needs to be identical to those of their heterosexual counterparts and often felt the best way to meet these needs was to avoid reference to issues of difference. Statements like ‘the same as’, ‘no different from’ were made throughout the survey. Not only was no difference perceived, there was some suggestion that to identify LGB pupils as different would be detrimental. This was particularly pertinent to the issue of support. “We do not specifically support pupils with normal orientation.” “I think LGB issues should be covered in normal sex education”. “They should not be specifically supported.”  These responses suggest that some head teachers believe that to identify LGB pupils as different may actually be a disadvantage to the pupil. These responses are in keeping with the general thrust of head teachers’ responses to many of the questions in this survey, stating that generic policies are the desired response to inequalities.

 I have concerns about the wording of this question. By implication, asking about support may imply LGB pupils need support within schools, which may have added to the problematizing of LGB pupils /issues. If the question had read “how can LGB pupils be supported in your school to develop their full potential and lead a happy life?” it would have been interesting to see whether the change of emphasis would have had an effect on the range of responses. 
1. Do you consider there are barriers to providing a supportive school environment for LGB pupils? If so what are they?

 One headteacher felt there were no barriers with 9 headteachers indicating barriers categorised under the following headings:
· Prejudice, social attitudes

· Lack of knowledge /training

· Lack of time, resources, support

· Other.

The majority of headteachers identified barriers such as prejudice, discrimination, attitudes, lack of knowledge and information were perceived to be the main barriers to inclusion. Several headteachers commented on the sensitive nature of the subject, the need to take account of the wishes of parents and wider community and the requirement to have approval from education management on actions taken on this subject. These kind of comments moved the focus from individual prejudice to the consideration of the influence of a wider community and structural and institutional barriers.

In this section headteachers commented on issues like counselling, PSE and health education, complementary services, for example help-lines and involvement of outside agencies as important for LGB pupils. These were the kind of comments which might have been expected under a section dealing with young people with an identified special need. These kind of statements could open a debate whether LGB young people have special needs and if so what are they and why is this the case?  A kind of debate occurred and was played out as a narrative in this section of the survey. Whilst holding the view that LGB pupils were ‘just the same as any other pupil’ (presumably therefore the question of inclusion is irrelevant), a number of headteachers positioned LGB pupils as vulnerable, wounded, non-agentic individuals in need of counselling, by implication having an additional or special need in school. Interestingly, given the reference to the epidemic of labelling in schools in chapter three, one headteacher took the view that labelling was a barrier “LGB pupils have the right not to be labelled” (presumably the opposite would also be the case depending on who is making the decision). Whilst stating prejudice and discrimination were the main barriers to inclusion, the language used about LGB pupils made no reference to rights with one exception.

Has the education department encouraged staff to declare their sexuality? Are gay rights an authority issue? Is there specific support for staff and affirmative policies about their rights? Social attitudes are the barrier” (see chapter 5.6 for discussion on the silence surrounding LGB teachers). 

The tone of this reply is somewhat accusatory and the question seems to be rhetorical. This comment was qualitatively different from any other comments. The literature would suggest that this survey is probably the first opportunity for headteachers to give any consideration to the idea that not all their pupils are heterosexual. The above comment suggests this participant has given the subject some thought before involvement in this study. I had not anticipated any discussion about LGB staff. This teachers’ comment alerted me reflect on my hitherto unexamined assumption that all participants in this study would be heterosexual. As Hill (1995 in Peel 2001) points out heterocentric assumptions often go undetected by even the most equity sensitive individuals. 
4.3 Conclusion 

Analysis of the survey data indicates that there was some discrepancy between the qualitative data and comments analysed using content analysis. Analysis of the comment section of the survey suggests headteachers used the language of liberalism: tolerance, prejudice, sameness within the theme of assimilation, contradiction, confusion ambiguity and silence or missing. Cognisance was taken of these themes when considering interview data. 

PART TWO

We’re all very liberal in our views

4.4 Interview findings and framework for analysis
Before describing the outcomes of the interview process, it is important to establish what I mean by discourse and what I understand to be the context in which this discourse takes place. I have already indicated that the premise on which this investigation is made is that heterosexuality is perceived to be the norm and schools as institutions have structures in place to maintain heterosexual hegemony. Schools are sites for the production and enforcement of normative heterosexuality (Epstein, O’Flynn and Telford 2003) and there are key discourses which take place in the process of this enforcement.

Teachers’ discourse therefore has been analysed in accordance with the norms of the institution of the school. Chapter 3 discussed the influence feminist theorising has had on the outcomes of this study. Feminist researchers suggest that the term heterosexism rather than homophobia be used in research. Using the term homophobia depoliticises and individualises anti-gay /lesbian discriminatory practices (Butler and Byrne cited in Peel 2001). One aim of this research is  to avoid reinforcement of the heterosexual norm. It is also my aim in this study is to focus on the culture and institution rather than the individual in this study; therefore, I have avoided using the term homophobia which has often been used to describe hostility towards gay men, lesbians and bisexuals. Rather, I have referred frequently to the term heterosexist or heterosexism, which is sometimes known as institutional homophobia. Heterosexism is defined by Herek (1996,p.321) as: “the ideological system that denies, denigrates, and stigmatises any nonheterosexual form of behaviour, identity, relationship, or community” This study is based on the belief, that like racism and sexism, heterosexism is operating both at the cultural and individual level. As a consequence, it is embedded in societal customs, norms and institutions.

Throughout this study I will draw on social constructionist theory and the work of Foucault (1976). Epstein, O’Flynn and Telford (2003,p.9) acknowledge the influence of Foucault in their work, and I have adopted their definition of discourse when considering teachers’ talk. They define it in the following terms:

Not only language but also ways of understanding what are normal and natural in particular contexts. Discourse frameworks all refer to ways in which power is deployed and pervades social, institutional, and cultural spaces. They constrain what people do and understand and constitute a pressure towards the construction of particular kinds of identity

Informed by both feminist and Foucaldian approaches this definition facilitates a consideration of not just the individual, but also the dynamics of the context in which the discourse takes place. Heterosexism is a dual process as it operates through overt discrimination, including the lack of legal protection, and as verbal and physical abuse if the individual identifies themselves as homosexual. Alternatively, homosexuality is rendered invisible. Indeed, one form of heterosexism discriminates by failing to recognise differences (Herek, 1996). There are methodological implications of capturing discourse in an area that is silent and invisible. The subtlety and seductive nature of heterosexism was at the forefront of my mind in analysing teachers’ discourse. I had continually to be alert to my own heterosexism throughout the course of this research.

4.4.1 Approach to analysis and dominant themes

I deployed a thematic approach to analysis of both survey and interview data.

A thematic analysis is a coherent way of organizing or reading some interview material in relation to specific research questions. These readings are organized under thematic headings in ways that attempt to do justice both to the elements of the research question and to the preoccupations of the interviewees (Burnam, 1999a,p.57). 

The main themes identified in the survey were: assimilation, contradiction, ambiguity and silence within a liberal discourse. In this section I will describe how I critically interrogated the interview data looking for richer contextualised examples of these and any other dominant themes. The interviews were semi- structured and were approximately 45 minutes in duration. Some of the issues raised formed prompts for the interview. I interrogated the interview data for any patterns that evolved. The tapes were transcribed, read and re-read, making comparisons with the themes evolving from the survey. I then coded the information into units of knowledge. Within the units, I identified themes. In this chapter I will discuss and justify my conclusion from the data that:

· teachers do not have the language to talk about (homo) sexuality and schooling. This is demonstrated by the avoidance of the use of the terms lesbian, gay, bisexual or homosexuality in discourse. 

·  discourse is dominated by a moral panic and resulting silence on the subject.  

I will argue that these outcomes are an inevitable consequence of the institutional and structural barriers in place in schools to police the boundaries of heterosexuality.

The teachers’ narratives are discussed under three headings: 

· Gender roles and families ‘What’s the difference’?

· Moral Panic. ‘No sex please we’re teachers’

· Institutional heterosexism  ‘Its backs to the wall boys’. 

4.4.2. Theme One. Gender roles and families. ‘What’s the difference’?
One of the dominant themes of the survey was that ‘we’re all the same and what’s the difference’. I was interested therefore in how this concept of ‘no difference’ on the grounds of sexual orientation related to differences on account of gender. 

There are two reasons why it is important to explore attitudes to gender and family roles when considering the inclusion of LGB pupils in schools. Firstly, teachers’ perceptions of sexuality are never seen in isolation. Sexuality is only ever glimpsed through another discourse such as gender (Mac an Gahill 1994). Secondly, to understand teachers’ discourse on LGB pupils, it is necessary to understand wider political perspectives and the relationship between sexuality, gender, and power. 

As already indicated in chapter 3 writers on sexuality politics such as Dunphy (2000) and Weeks (2002) argue that the politics of sexuality is interconnected to the politics of gender. Male heterosexuality is defined in terms of the masculine and male homosexuality in terms of the feminine.  Feminine traits are devalued, paving the way for homophobia and misogyny. The school is a prime site where learning what it means to be a proper boy/girl takes place. It is important to understand that this learning takes place in the context of compulsory heterosexuality and has implications for perceptions of difference or otherness. The key feature in this conventional gender order is the family. Epstein and Johnson (1998,p.35), in describing the role of nationalism in accentuating the gender divide and policing of homosexuality, gives an insightful definition of a ‘proper’ family:

It is a very condensed category indeed: it fuses a version of heterosexual relationships (love n’ marriage), conventional  gender divisions and relations of a patriarchal kind, a stable legally-regulated procreative unit of two opposite-sex biological parents……………….. an economic unit of earning and taxation, a prime site of economic and cultural consumption, a mechanism for accumulating material goods over several generations.

Indeed, the normal heterosexual family is, by implication, white and middle class where gender roles are played out. 

In chapter  2.15.  I argued for the efficacy of Marxist theory to justify the pressure to maintain gender roles in western society. The reproduction of the labour force is dependent on the institution of family. In a capitalist society, any threat to the family can be perceived as a threat to the future of society. The introduction of Section 28 by the Conservative government was understood to be a defence of the traditional family. (For discussion of state control of (homo) sexuality see chapter 2 Section Two). Homosexuality, therefore, challenges the material base of the family and the ideological superstructure operating within  capitalism. 

Within the unit on gender and family, the following themes emerged:

· Stereotypical roles intact (men are from Mars women are from Venus)

· The regulation of family

· Patriarchy and the Scottish culture.  

Stereotypical gender roles intact (men are from Mars women are from Venus)

When teachers were asked to describe a proper girl/boy,  some teachers made reference to the changing roles of women and men in the 21st century. They described the slow relocation from the stereotypical notion of masculinity as tough and unemotional towards attributes hitherto identified as feminine: caring, attention to skin, hair, clothes , prepared to show emotion. 

Male Secondary Teacher

In recent years I have noticed a change. I think boys are more interested in clothes and fashion than they ever used to be. On the subject of feelings I’m not totally convinced that boys can talk about feelings. I have found a lot of boys are actually quite prepared to talk about their personal feelings so I wouldn’t go a hundred percent down that road .

One teacher described her feelings that males and females are intrinsically the same; however society is intolerant of different expressions of gender.

Female Primary Teacher

 In my view a proper boy is a completely different thing from what society sees as a proper boy. There is a Jewish word Mensha that means a real man. To me this is someone who is basically good and nice and cares about other people and takes people into consideration. I think from that point of view a boy and girl actually are not that different but they express it in different ways.

However, the majority of teachers described schools as places where behaviour was invariably gendered and the stereotypical male/female binary continues 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. Gender studies suggest that there is evidence that gender ideologies are transmitted to children from birth. Science and neuropsychology continue to debate whether there are differences in the male/ female brain, theorising that the male brain is better at systemisation and associated the female brain with enhanced skills of empathy and emotion. As Baron Cohen, (2004 1) argues: “The female brain is predominantly hard wired for empathy. The male brain is predominantly hard wired for understanding and building systems”.

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 the ‘middle class boy’ “. The language that is used ensures 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 my 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  is illustrated by the following excerpt: 

Female Primary Teacher

What’s a proper boy? That’s a funny way of putting it. You mean a normal boy? Well sporty, masculine, active, forceful, more confident than girls, physically stronger. The girl is more caring, considerate, conscious of peoples’ feelings.

From the history of education policy (see chapter 2.12. for discussion of measures to address gender inequality and following implementation of the Sex Discrimination Act 1975), teachers are well aware of their responsibility to ensure boys and girls have equality of opportunity. However, as discussed in chapter 5 .5.1, the issues of inequality on account of class and gender have become non issues. Teachers in this study perceived  children’s gender and stereotypical behaviour as inevitable and resistant to change. 
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 year’s education, children are observed to be playing out and practising the roles expected in adulthood. How children learn to perform their gender roles continues to be reflected in older children’s behaviour. Teachers commented on the continued trend for boys to choose the hard, scientific subjects over the softer art and humanities. 

Female Secondary Teacher
We don’t have boys and girls register any more. At subject choice time we have tried for years to encourage the girls to choose chemistry over biology but we’ve not had much success though they are going for the sciences more.

Teachers commented that girls were now choosing subjects in what were historically male domains like science. There seemed greater tolerance of females doing what might have been termed masculine pursuits. However, there was a continued resistance to males entering what would have been perceived as a feminine domain subjects such as home economics. When this did occur, the males’ sexual orientation was invariably questioned, either genuinely or as part of a put down. The majority of teachers did not have the language, knowledge, or motivation to reflect in any depth on this subject with one or two exceptions. One head teacher’s reflections supported the contention that male homosexuality is more threatening to a society than lesbianism. (See chapter 2.11. for the rationale for focusing on male homosexuality in this study). The following excerpt illustrates how gender and sexuality are inextricably linked and male homosexuality poses a greater threat than lesbianism.

 Male Head Teacher 

I have three daughters and two sons and the sons didn’t come first. There are things that I encouraged. There are things I have done in terms of sports and interest and hobbies that I encouraged the girls to do before the boys came along. You are aware as a teacher that some boys are feminine. I wouldn’t be comfortable about the two boys if I thought they did feminine things. I don’t get worried about the girls doing masculine things, as they are clearly girls………….There was a wee boy downstairs (in the school below) who was exceedingly feminine and only ever played with girls and talked to them in a friendly way. And you know from the beginning you could see he was different and wanted to be with the girls all the time, so I mean I think he went into nursing and I think he is gay.

The regulation of family
Who/ what constitutes a valid family and why does it matter to the issue of sexual diversity in schools? (See chapter 2.15. for a discussion of theories which have been helpful in considering this issue). Historically, state education’s aim has been  to shape the mass of the population to respond to the growing needs of industrialisation for a skilled workforce within the context of the development of capitalism. The family is the arena in which those of us in  western society gain a sense of our individual needs and identities. The family has been well defended in legislation and features heavily in lots of aspects of the curriculum, including sex education. I was interested, therefore, in exploring teachers’ perceptions of the modern family. Due to rates of divorce and single parenting there has been a reconceptualisation of the meaning of family. Teachers’ narratives identified the single parent families as increasingly the norm. Whilst the traditional family was perceived as ideal, this model was recognised as not the lived experience of many children. However, schools and the curriculum continue to operate on expectation of a traditional family set up.

Female Secondary Teacher

They still do things like getting kids to bring in birth certificates and doing family trees. The assumption is that is the norm and the kids who don’t have them they don’t say anything about it but you see them cringing….it happens in a lot of subjects in science when they are doing inherited things like eye colour. If you get a child who is adopted, for example, then they don’t know where they inherited them from………….. 

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 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 effect that this prejudice would be visited upon the child   rendering the teacher powerless to help the situation.

Female Nursery Teacher
I don’t know any children who have been brought up in that kind of family setting but the difficulties for me for the children of a unit like that would not be from within the unit it would be pressures, perhaps prejudices, from outwith, it might just be a particular person who sees it as wrong or against their religious principles but the bottom line is whether this is a secure happy loving unit.

The concept of protecting children dominated both the survey and interview. 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 emotionally wounded. By adopting a liberal approach teachers may well believe that in order to  protect children who were different, it is better not  pointing out and talking about the difference but asserting sameness. These feelings are often associated with liberalism and are criticised as ill informed by writers in the field of LGB psychology. These outcomes were supported by a study by Clarke (2002) who reported that there was evidence from a number of data collections, including newspapers and interviews. As in my data set, the study describes beliefs that lesbian and gay parents are just the same as any parents, and it is love and security that matter. However, Clarke argued that this sameness descriptor plays down gayness or differences and suggests LGB families only have a valid presence if they conform to the heterosexual norms. The narratives in my 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. The reality is that in school there is no opportunity to clarify and hear the other person’s position on homosexuality, so it can be better understood as the following excerpt demonstrates.

Female Secondary Guidance Teacher

The young lad had a hard time from others. There were quite a few occasions when he was upset, teased in the playground when word got round. It hadn’t been an issue in primary. He was okay, he did well at school and loved both women and couldn’t understand why people were making fun of him. I felt really sorry for him.

Throughout the interview neither the teacher nor I used the word lesbian or gay. Although we appeared to be discussing the subject openly, in fact we spoke in hushed tones in a kind of code, colluding in a silence. The teacher had spoken to other members of staff and it was agreed the information should be kept confidential. It was taken for granted, unsaid in this case but voiced in the survey “peoples’ sexuality is their own business” “We don’t ask pupils if they are lesbian or gay”; or whether as in this case they are  parented by a same - sex couple. This narrative demonstrates the phenomenon of the public/private divide of schools as public institutions unable to deal with subjects society view as private. There was no indication that the teacher had sought the view of the child; rather it was implied that the teachers had decided between themselves that secrecy was the best course of action. The teacher described a feeling of being ‘out of her depth’ in dealing with the situation. Throughout the interviews, teachers tended to subscribe to the liberal view of equal rights for all, including LGB people. However, rights were interpreted as though LGB people were heterosexual.  There was a silence on any discourse, which might suggest that lesbian and gay parenting or children could be construed as different in a positive way that was unique to (homo) sexuality and could be celebrated. Again, with no meaningful dialogue around alternative constructions, the status quo remains. 

Atkinson (2002,p.125) writes of these exchanges, or lack of them, as a tyranny of silence. She argues convincingly 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. 

Heterosexual hegemony is a theme discussed in detail later in this chapter.

Identities are constructed in a complex way, including how we view ourselves in relation to the similarities to and differences from others. They are also context bound. The patriarchal Scottish culture was mentioned by a number of teachers as paradoxically both a barrier and facilitator to inclusion of diverse sexualities.

Patriarchy and the Scottish culture
 One teacher commented on the tension between the Scottish liberal, egalitarian approach of equality and the negative influence of hegemony and a strong patriarchal society.

Male Secondary Teacher

The English system has a two tier system running alongside a comprehensive system………literally, in Scotland, you go to your local school ninety nine times out of a hundred. In England they fuss around to find the best school for their child or the social mix they want …….. I think that the Scottish masculine concept is of a particular kind that perceives certain behaviours as masculine and acceptable …………there is less tolerance in the Scottish male to diversity of male behaviour.

The rurality of Scottish culture was also seen as a barrier to acceptance of diversity. The implications for LGB young people living in rural Scotland is discussed in chapter 5.2. One teacher had some knowledge of the culture of the United States and could comment on a different cultural setting.

Male Secondary Teacher 

My wife’s cousin has been in a long term relationship with another man. They are both male and they have adopted children who were in care and have been brought up very successfully by all accounts within their school setting. It may be that in a large American city thinking and ideas have moved beyond the thoughts of Britain ….I mean a large city with a greater degree of cultural influences will probably adjust more easily to that circumstance, unlike somewhere like D.

There was a suggestion throughout teachers’ discourse that cultural experiences and expectations  played a major part on how inclusive schools were likely to be on issues of diversity generally. Teachers interviewed cited the amalgamation of a macho culture and emphasis on family values, promulgated by the major religions, as a force of resistance to inclusion of LGB pupils/issues. Although Britain is a predominantly secular society, the church in Scotland played an influential part in the campaign against the repeal of Section 28 in Scotland (see chapter 2. Part Two). The Catholic church in Scotland has continued to challenge inclusion of LGB issues in sexuality education, the right to civil partnership, and the right to adopt. 
Female Nursery Teacher

I think there are a lot of differences I think there are a lot of church influences. The influence is not maybe as strong south of the border and of course they may have a wider range of nationalities and religions down south

This teacher touches upon the wider influences on identity and the complex interconnections and links with class, race, gender, sexual orientation. The teachers’ narratives demonstrated, in particular, that there is a link between gender and sexuality and perceptions of (homo) sexuality. Teachers seem unaware of the implications of the observations they have made about the lack of space in schools for discourses on diverse masculinities or families. Whilst the narratives offer a glimpse of the effects of subtle heterosexism, they also highlight how the issue is not discussed and demonstrate how anxiety is provoked when the subject is raised. The nature of the comments suggest that not only is the  heterosexism  unintentional, many teachers subscribing to liberal values would not interpret their behaviours and comments as heterosexist; rather they are likely to believe their behaviours contribute to the equality agenda for LGB pupils.

4.4.3. Moral Panic. No sex please we’re teachers

Schools do not understand how critical sexuality is to the development of young people’s lives (Britzman, 1995). 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 (chapter 2.14). 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). As already indicated research suggests teachers do not feel sexual orientation is relevant to the practice of teaching (Robinson and Ferolia, 2000) and it is the least experienced teachers who find themselves reluctantly conducting sex education classes where critical discussion is avoided (Epstein O’Flynn and Telford, 2003, Douglas Warwick Whitty and Kemp 1996, Butson and Hart, 2001). Indeed Epstein O’Flynn and Telford (2003) ruefully reveal that the only students likely to have had an opportunity to discuss LGBT issues were members of the Gay and Lesbian Association. For these students, the common experience was that they had been empowered by being part of a force for social change and could at last speak out.  Teachers interviewed in this study, as in others, reported lack of knowledge and training in sexuality matters and needed reassurance from both parents and employers that the content of courses taught was acceptable. However, there was no impetus for change; rather, a suggestion of any reforms would be rejected as a work load issue. 

References to LGB pupils are missing from both the taught and hidden curriculum. The hidden curriculum reflects the unwritten rules and regulations of the school. It is through the hidden curriculum that a school develops an ethos and provides powerful messages of acceptability or unacceptability. Throughout this study it became increasingly obvious that discussion of sexuality not just homosexuality was taboo. 

The following interview excerpts provide a powerful illustration of the unacceptability of discussing sexuality in primary school. 

The first excerpt   describes heterosexuality and its expression in childhood. 

 The second extract shows how gendered behaviours are intimately connected to the construction of sexuality. This excerpt  demonstrates that as early as nursery there are norm bound social confines which, if breached, cause panic. 

Excerpt 1 ‘stars in their eyes’ (practising for adulthood)

This 52-year-old male primary teacher admitted that he was likely to ignore a homophobic name-calling incident. If he felt he had to deal with it, he would definitely not use any language which would refer to sexualised connotations of the word. He worried that the children would retell the teacher’s handling of the situation in such a way that his intentions might be misconstrued.  He further disclosed general anxieties he experiences as a male teacher dealing with young female pre-adolescents aged nine and ten years. The following excerpt describes what is known as ‘golden time’, a weekly activity time when the children run the session. In this case the children decided to put on a show based on a TV programme ‘stars in their eyes’ where they imitated famous pop stars. The session coincided with a press release the previous day linking the compare of the show to the suspicion of paedophilia. 

Male Primary 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 M K was arrested. The children started to talk about it. They knew all about it. I was very uncomfortable, very uncomfortable.

Despite societal expectations, this excerpt reveals that even primary schools are 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 hitting the tabloid newspapers’ headlines with a story that demonstrates any hint of sexual involvement. The furore which would have followed is likely to focus on the innocence/protection couplet as discussed in chapter 2.14. The narrative also 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 session with anyone. He indicated he had made a mental note to avoid such a situation again.

 The following narrative serves to illustrate how 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.

Excerpt 2 The little princess wants to be the king (breaching gender stereotypes)

As the educational psychologist for this nursery I took the opportunity to ask the teacher if she would participate in the research study. I was aware that she was seeking advice about a situation in the nursery. I encouraged her to discuss the issue as part of the research interview. Her concerns were that a four-year-old female pupil, N, was displaying behaviour which was causing distress to teachers and parents. Following the birth of a baby brother, N’s behaviour was reported to have changed to being more stubborn and demanding. She had started to refuse to wear clothes she perceived as ‘girly’ clothes, anything pink or sequined. At first, the nursery teacher felt confident in advising the parents that N would grow out of the behaviour and not to worry. Parental anxiety increased however, as the close-knit village community became more aware of the problem. The child would go to extremes of behaviour to get her way, causing a scene at the nursery in the full view of other parents. In addition to refusing to wear what she perceived as female clothes her play was causing concern. The home corner is the ‘space’ in nursery where children’s fantasy of the heterosexual family is played out. N refused to play out the ascribed role, disrupting the practice for adulthood by insisting in dressing up and playing the daddy or brother. The teacher who described her as a rather domineering little girl, also perceived her, as one   “who picked on the weaker boys to get her own way”. Initially the teacher seemed to be able to tolerate this apparent change in behaviour, rationalising it as a phase. However, in response to parental pressure and her own increasing concerns, she asked for advice from a psychologist. The following excerpt is part of that discussion.

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.

LIZ

“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.

Liz

“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 its coming into everything…She even goes to bed with her dads’ boxer shorts on.

Whilst the behaviour had been rationalised by the teacher as probably attention seeking in  response to the birth of a new sibling, there was still an aspect that was causing concern but unarticulated. The behaviour had been read as abnormal and pathologised, with referrals to the doctor and psychologist. Whilst the level of behaviour challenged adult authority this was not unusual in pre-school children. The descriptors of her as  more assertive than the boys would not in itself  have been problematic. However, all of these behaviours in combination, which seemed to be resistant to change and  which were now for public consumption, led to a high level of anxiety amongst adults. 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. These anxieties once again demonstrated how gender and sexuality are inextricably linked. The pressure to maintain a silence on sexuality generally, but certainly 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. I suggest that this crisis arose for both parents and teachers because the reality of social relationships is misunderstood. The structures and boundaries within the institution of the school ensured intolerance to a range of masculinities and femininities. The teacher was probably unaware that by pathologising N’s behaviour she was policing the boundaries of heterosexuality. This unreflective perpetuation of heterosexist assumptions and prejudice is pervasive in schools and is not the only occasion I, as an educational psychologist, have had a referral about a young child who was not behaving as expected for their gender. Kitzinger (1999), in exploring educational psychologist practice in relation to feminist thinking, found that whilst psychologists believed teachers to have fairly narrow views of what is 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. 

4.4.4. Institutional  heterosexism “Its backs against the wall”

Absent in policy, ignoring of homophobic bullying and denial of difference were all features prevalent both in literature and this study. When teachers in this study were confronted with the subject of schooling and sexuality in the survey they opted for an assimilation model to promote equality for LGB pupils. In the interview situation they found it difficult to own their feelings,   often depersonalising their responses, saying that other teachers would find the subject difficult to discuss rather than I find the subject difficult to discuss. Discomfort was expressed at the possibility that some children would not be considered the norm. The following excerpt expresses how this teacher perceived her role as one of assisting children to fit into what was the expected norm, in line with government policy of inclusion in schools. 

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 excerpt suggests the teacher believes she has a responsibility to assist children to change their behaviour, to meet the criteria of ‘normality’. Sullivan (1996), referring to the work of Charles Krauthammer, seems to capture the position this teacher inhibits:

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 (Krauthammer 1993 cited in Sullivan1996, p.115).

Krauthammer believes that it is possible to support gay equality and to have no prejudices against homosexuals, whilst holding the view that ‘waverers’ would be better straight than gay. Whilst this view was never explicitly expressed by teachers, it seemed to underpin behaviour. As I have already suggested, the responses by headteachers not to include LGB pupils in policy could be read in different ways. One reading would be that they felt a duty of care to reduce the chances of pupils becoming LGB by ignoring their existence or it may be that subject is just too political for teachers to handle or are teachers concerned they may add to the moral decline of society? This teacher also, most likely unconsciously, acts to, “promote extend and perpetuate the compulsory heterosexuality which forms the fabric of their day-to-experience.” (Atkinson 2002,p.123) 
The taught curriculum. Sexuality education 

So is it that teachers and teachers of sex education specifically in double or triple jeopardy? Could they be labelled as corruptors of innocents when they speak of homosexuality or non procreative sex? In addition does such discussion encroach upon the rights of parenthood  ?(Johnson 1996,p.175 ).

Throughout this thesis, I have emphasised how the sexual is the political. Teachers are therefore caught up in the double bind precariously balancing on a tightrope between demonstrating inclusivity and offending the moral majority (and employers). Secondary teachers interviewed in this study who had taught PSE describe 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 are very aware of their ignorance and lack of training. They feel anxious about dealing with sexuality generally and diversity of sexuality specifically. They are concerned about a backlash from parents and lack confidence that they will be supported by education officials. They are also concerned about managing the behaviour of pupils when the subject is raised.  

Female Secondary Guidance Teacher

It brings out all the language you’ve not to use. It brings out the worst in the kids “they’re just poofs not normal not natural.” I can’t imagine a young person coming out in our school. I have been a teacher for 17 years and I have never known a young person to come out. They would have to be very confident, very confident.

Teachers interviewed suggested that PSE and sex education is not a subject that schools take seriously.

Female Secondary Teacher

It is very obvious that the kids know that the teacher does not want to take PSE……I have actually heard them (teachers) say this has got to be done so let’s do it

Because the subject is avoided, there is a silencing of talk on the diversity of sexualities. This means that both children and staff continue to reproduce the positions familiar to them about homosexuality, which relies on stereotypes. This ensures that change is impossible because different discourses are prevented from occurring hence the heterosexist norm is maintained (Walkerdine, 1990 cited in Curran, 2000 unpublished).These excerpts demonstrate how the boundaries of heterosexuality as the norm are policed in the taught curriculum. The outcomes of this study suggest that teachers looking through a heterosexist lens may not ‘see’ heterosexism at work in schools. The structures in place ensure a blind spot is maintained. How does this blind spot manifest itself?
Policing the boundaries of heterosexual identities and dealing with homophobia

Contradiction and ambiguity were common themes throughout this study particularly in relation to homophobic bullying. Whilst teachers interviewed felt that generic policies could deal with homophobic bullying, evidence from LGB pupils suggested homophobic bullying is insidious in schools and is ignored. A series of surveys commissioned by Stonewall 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). 

Anxiety about dealing with homophobic bullying was evident in the interviews.

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 talk was normalised and constructed as part of normal masculine behaviour.

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 was no real articulation in either the survey or interviews about the implications of homophobic name-calling. Since most teachers did not know of a school-aged LGB person, it is possible they had never really given any thought to the existence of this phenomenon in their school. There is evidence that pupils in some schools believed that there were “no gay kids” in their school because 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. Use of this kind of language, therefore is disregarding the hurt that it may cause to some and indicates how unimportant the feelings of these people are. 

Teachers’ lack of knowledge and confidence in this area was demonstrated in their lack of ability to explore and challenge sexual norms. Teachers did not seem to have the language to discuss the subject. There were a few exceptions to this rule. One of the teachers interviewed was able and willing to reflect on his own and colleagues’ and pupils’ behaviour with respect to issues of sexual diversity. The following section offers a view of schooling from this one teacher’s perspective.

Hegemonic practices (insider view).
Mac an Ghaill (1994) suggests that male masculinities in schools are fragile but manage to survive thanks to male hegemony of male staff, immaterial of their position in the hierarchy. Of all the teachers interviewed, only two really expressed strong personal views about homosexuality and schooling. These male teachers were able to articulate views on male homosexuality in an explicit way that others did not. One teacher expressed views that homosexuality was abnormal and was able to express his view informed by a religious perspective (some of these narratives can be found in other sections of this chapter). The following excerpts are narratives of the second male secondary teacher who described himself as ‘a feminine kind of man’ who considered himself a ‘bit of an outsider’. 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). This teacher taught children with learning difficulties and was also heavily involved with the drama club in the school which, according to him, placed his sexuality under scrutiny. 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).

The following excerpts are from a discussion about this male secondary school teachers’ attempt to teach a PSE lessons on gender roles.

Male Secondary Teacher 

 Anything which is seen as not macho is by definition 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?
Liz

 How did you feel about dealing with that comment?

Male Secondary Teacher

I was happy to deal with the issue, but I was concerned I wasn’t going to get across to the group what I was talking about, because I am not a very macho man .I’d be  challenging what they see in their homes, press, TV, everyday.

He was critical of what he perceived as the male macho culture of school. He describes the importance of pupil- teacher relationships and the culture of his school which he believes  does not celebrate difference although purports to do so.

Male Secondary Teacher

Conformity… it is possibly one of the most destructive influences in school. We pay lip service to diversity for the actual way schools operate in socialising which teachers do not necessarily have control over. It’s the agenda the pupils set. It is peer enforcement of certain acceptable and unacceptable roles. 

He identifies the silencing of anything other than a heteronormative discourse.

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 I think that. 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 describes 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.

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 teacher gave illustrations of how other male teachers heighten their masculinity by positioning themselves as ‘one of the lads’, using humour, banter, and ‘othering’ to consolidate heterosexual masculinity.

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 your not a good sport your being po 

faced. 

The role of humour in the production of heterosexual hierarchies is documented in the literature, (Nayak and Kehily (1997,p. 81). Women and subordinate males such as gay men are often the target for jokes which straddle the fine line between humour and harassment. My research, though largely ignored by colleagues, was the subject of the office comic Christmas news letter 2003 (see appendix 10 diary excerpt). The author of the news letter would describe himself as liberal in his views and a  supporter of LGB rights and would be appalled to think this ‘joke’ could be construed as homophobic. It is yet another example of individuals being unaware of their own heterosexism. It is only on reflection and through the experience of conducting this research I am aware this is heterosexism at work. At the time I didn’t even consider challenging the comment. Since there is no debate or challenge around the subject the only time the subject is raised is in terms of ridicule. Humour and ‘sexual innuendo’ seems to feature as just about the only framework within which homosexuality is discussed in school staff rooms. 

This teacher, in describing how female teachers also adopt what historically has been the domain of men’s ‘sexual innuendo’, drew attention to the connection between masculinity, power and school ethos. He commented, as did others, on the effect of the perceived male hegemony of the Scottish culture. 

This is a school with a macho culture. If you want to get on even the females on the management team are……well, behave like what you associate with males……….It was a school dance to celebrate St Andrews night and the crack from the females was “will they (male members of the teaching staff) be wearing kilts and will they prove they are real Scotsmen?

4.5.Discussion  

The results of the survey indicate that schools do have policies relevant to equality and social justice though LGB pupils are not mentioned explicitly. It would have been relevant in hindsight to have asked whether any minority group, particularly black and ethnic minorities, are mentioned in policy. The outcomes of this survey suggest silence on the inclusion of LGB pupils/issues in school and confusion around the subject of homophobic bullying. It would seem there is a debate yet to be had in education as to what constitutes homophobic bulling, prevalence and management. The other debate might be around the meaning of inclusion and the denial of difference. What does the statement ‘LGB pupils the same as any other pupil’ really mean. The outcomes of the survey suggested that for the first time headteachers were trying to grapple with this dilemma. The dominant themes from the survey data were tolerance, assimilation, contradiction, ambiguity silence or missing set in a liberal discourse. Assimilation, meaning to absorb or integrate was a key feature in policy formation and management of pupils and issues described in terms of sameness. Contradiction and ambiguity occurred when positioning LGB pupils as ‘just the same’ when they were paradoxically positioned as different: a discriminated group stigmatised and in need of specialised help. Ambiguity arose around the meaning, understanding and intention of the homophobic bullying particularly the word gay.

Despite expressing some concerns about lack of knowledge and training on the subject of LGB pupils /issues and prejudice attitudes, teachers felt that explicitly bringing discussion of LGB issues into the school domain through naming in policy was undesirable. It was these themes which were further explored in interview that has led me to conclude that teachers in this study were not used to talking about the subject of LGB pupils and did not appear to have the language to talk about these issues. 

4.5.1. Barriers to discourse. Power and privilege
The kind of responses made by teachers  are indicative of a liberal ethos extolling values of tolerance, protecting the right of the individual and perceiving that the individuals’ right to privacy is paramount. I would argue from a feminist perspective that these kinds of responses are also indicative of mundane heterosexism (see chapter 2 for discussion). Peel (2001), drawing on feminist politics to explore subtle forms of heterosexism in language, identified forms of mundane heterosexism. For example, she draws attention to the act of describing non-heterosexuality as a deficit, devaluing gay and lesbian sexualities by comparison to some deficit or abnormality. This was implied rather than stated in responses. By being unable to articulate an agentic, positive narrative on the diversity of sexuality, teachers in fact, I would argue, refused diversity. Teachers in this study therefore constructed lesbian and gay people as ‘just the same’ as heterosexual people. I would argue this protectionism is misplaced. 

Whilst the approach appears to give a positive account of attitudes to homosexuality, it does little to challenge discrimination because it does not deal with the issue of power and heterosexual privilege. Peel (2001) argues that this kind of mundane heterosexism works to reinscribe a heterosexist norm. Feminist lesbians have suggested that liberalism enables heterosexuals to avoid taking a position, often sitting on the fence. Another criticism of the adequacy of liberalism is that it fails to appreciate the complexity of human emotions regarding homosexuality (Sullivan 1996) and the accompanying ambiguities and contradictions. 

The literature (see dominant discourse, chapter1) suggests that historically, homosexuals were positioned as illegal, deviant, a threat to society, and mentally ill. Curran (2000) emotively describes the dominant perception of the young LGB person as a ‘wounded individual’, who is seemingly unable or unwilling to challenge discriminatory practice, colluding in his or her own silence with resulting invisibility. Modern attitudes to homosexuality do seem to be paradoxical in nature and this contrast in logic was found in both interviews and survey responses. Hodges (2001) describes how students in his study were both disgusted by homosexuality but supportive of equal rights for homosexuals. The teacher in my study who seemed to be accepting of homosexuals he knew, for example work colleagues, paradoxically was disgusted by homosexuality, generally demonstrating these contrasting logics and rationalities.  Where do these contradictory feelings come from? The theory of attribution (Weiner 1974) classifies causal attributions into a locus of control, stability and controllability. If what is perceived as deviant behaviour is outside the individual’s control, then we are more likely to forgive them. Those who subscribe to homosexuality as an attribution internal to the individual, but not under their control, may feel tolerant towards their situation. They may also feel disgust at the thought of sex between two people of the same sex. This fits with the biological, essentialist theory of homosexuality, which enables moral neutrality because it is pointless to judge the outcome of a biological process (Kitzinger 1995). It is also likely to engender feelings of sympathy for the plight of homosexuals. These theories would suggest that contradictions and ambiguities are inevitable when considering discourse on sexuality, which is complex and fluid.

4.6. Conclusion
The main conclusion of this study is that teachers do not appear to have the language to discuss LGB pupils and issues in school they have no experience of talking about LGB pupils/issues and when given the opportunity find difficulties addressing the subject in any way other than from an  humanitarian perspective. The barrier to discourse is institutional heterosexism maintained by the structures and practices, rules regulations and relationships of a school. To gain a deeper understanding of the impact of institutional heterosexism and the contribution this study could make to knowledge in the field, it is necessary to reflect on the limitations of a liberal discourse and consider a perspective which could take account of these wider structural implications.

In the final chapter, I will reflect on the process and product of this study using the theme of a journey and a time line. I discuss the implications of these findings for implementing a social justice equality agenda for LGB pupils and I discuss the limitations of this study making suggestions for future research. 

CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY OF KEY INSIGHTS EMERGING FROM THIS STUDY AND DISCUSSION OF WAYS FORWARD.
Travelling along the yellow brick road. Over the rainbow or still in Kansas? 

5.1. Introduction
The theme of this chapter is a journey. I have tried to track the progress of the implementation of the social justice agenda and how it relates to equality for LGB people in Scotland over the last five years. I have attempted to make comparisons with my own journey as a researcher in this field. 

The new Scottish Parliament embarked on consultation exercises across all five strands of equality including sexual orientation. The outcomes of these consultations were published in the Scottish Parliament (2002) Equal Opportunities Committee Report (Sexual orientation). This report coincided with the implementation of Standards in Scotland’s Schools Act 2000, promoting equality of opportunity in education. The recommendations of the report reflected the impact of legislation and gave a voice to campaigning groups on a wide range of inclusion issues, including education. As argued throughout this thesis, there has, until now, been a silence on sexual diversity in education, including a political silence. My research also began from a position of silence. As a consequence I have tried to look beneath the silence, to unpack the complex, often contradictory discourses which appeared to be taking place when teachers were asked about LGB issues and schooling. The general aim of this study is to provide knowledge useful to the government and local authorities in the implementation of a social justice agenda for LGB pupils in schools. It is hoped that the knowledge produced from this study may inform the approaches adopted in delivering training to teachers on inclusion of LGBT issues in schooling. 

The main aim of this chapter, therefore, is to inform thinking and action in this under researched area. The chapter will :

· outline the position of the Scottish Executive Education Department on inclusion of LGB pupils in schools following the repealing of Section 28 the implementation of the Standards in Scotland’s Schools Act 2000 and the equal opportunities agenda (sexual orientation). I will describe the role of campaigning groups in Scotland with particular reference to the work of LGBT youth Scotland in effecting change in Scottish schools

· chart and critically review my own epistemological journey and identify the political and personal influences which were brought to bear on my interpretation of the data. In particular I will argue it is difficult  to read  meaning from behaviour and  reflect upon the need to adopt a conceptual framework which encapsulates the inherent complexities of studying the issue of oppression and sexual identities

· discuss the benefits and limitations of an anti-oppressive approach to reform based on the politics of identity. I will argue there is a gap between contemporary postmodern theory and educational practice suggesting practice is better informed at this time by the adoption of anti-oppressive approaches to reform as reflected in current initiatives such as Education for All. 

· reflect on limitations of the study and discuss implications for future research proposing  a way forward in the light of the outcomes of this study.

5.2.Scottish Executive Out and Proud in Education
See section chapter 3. and 5. for history of education policy and discussion of the political and legislative background to this study. The Scottish Executive has shown an increasing interest in the subject of LGB issues in schools over the course of this research study. Real commitment seemed to have been born out of the Human Rights Act 1998 and subsequent Scottish legislation. 

The Scotland Act 2000, establishing the Scottish Parliament, contains a definition of equal opportunities, which specifically mentions sexual orientation. The passing of this legislation has given campaigning groups the impetus to take a lead in the UK in tackling legal discrimination and promoting equality before the law for all its citizens (Dunphy, 2000). Since devolution, as indicated in the following extract, there has been an increased emphasis in dealing with discrimination in Scottish schools:

The annual statement of improved objectives shall include an account of the ways in which they will, in providing school education, encourage equal opportunities and, in particular, the observance of equal opportunities requirements. 

 The Standards in Scotland’s Schools Act (2000) 5(2) (b)

In launching the campaign to tackle racism, ‘One Scotland Many Cultures’ (2002), the first minister Jack McConnell, claimed: 

I am convinced that making the most of the diverse cultures in Scotland is fundamental to a more prosperous Scotland : for a growing economy, we need a growing population. We must, therefore, make the most of all our talent and ensure that Scotland is a welcoming place for people from all cultures, nationalities, and backgrounds. www.scotland.gov.uk 2002

These aspirations were also referred to in the Scottish Executive vision for a rural Scotland where, “people mattered, where everyone can enjoy a decent quality of life, where the young are not forced to leave their communities to get on and where the vulnerable are no longer excluded “.

(Annual Rural Report 2004 cited in LGBT Youth Scotland 2005 a, p1).

This ideal is particularly relevant for LGBT young people from the rural parts of Scotland. Teachers in this study believed there is a greater perceived homophobia within rural communities and the power of the churches in rural areas makes life more problematic for LGBT people. The sense of isolation is reported to be acute for LGBT young people in rural settings and any sort of community development or capacity building is problematic (Sexual Orientation Research phase 2: The future of LGBT Research –Perspectives of Community Organisation 2003 cited in LGBT Youth Scotland 2005 b). As a consequence of this isolation, LGBT young people are more likely to migrate to London and other major UK cities, including Edinburgh and Glasgow, where there is an identified gay scene.

Dumfries and Galloway is designated a rural area of Scotland (LGBT Youth Scotland 2005) and teachers interviewed expressed sympathy for the plight  of young LGB people in their community.
Female Primary Teacher

  In T, (a  small village in Dumfriesshire), maybe people with a lot of money (would come out as gay) but not somebody that was a road sweeper’s daughter. They can’t possibly have a same sex relationship ( knowing humours tone). That’s not thought right and if people are gay then they are talked about in a very disparaging way. The people accept them in social situations and become friendly with them but really in their heart they don’t accept them and it comes out in other ways.
Liz

Is that something to do with Scottish life?
Female Primary Teacher

 I think so, because of this area being so rural and its geographical situation. It is not as advanced in their attitudes as in Glasgow for example.

5.2.1. Implementation of the equal opportunities agenda (sexual orientation)

In order to take forward the equal opportunities agenda, the Scottish Parliament, in 1999, developed the Equal Opportunities Committee and established reporter groups on disability, gender, race, and sexual orientation. Meetings were established and various organisations were asked to submit information about issues relating to all these strands, including Sexual Orientation Scottish Parliament (2002) Equal Opportunities Committee Sexual Orientation Reporters Report. 

The following recommendations were made and are relevant to LGBT Youth in Scotland:

· Recommendation 46: the Scottish Executive should assist the provision of support services for young LGBT people across Scotland.

· Recommendation 47: national guidance for education authorities and schools on the prevention of homophobic bullying, the provision of an inclusive and non-discriminatory environment and curriculum, and the availability of information about LGBT-aware youth support services, should be strengthened, and these elements should be assessed as part of the assessment of the ‘equality and fairness’ school performance indicator.

Cathy Jamieson, Minister for Justice, in 2000, replied to a question by Nora Radcliffe, Sexual Orientation Reporter to the Equal Opportunities Committee. 
Radcliffe

What is the Scottish executive doing to tackle homophobic bullying of students or staff in (a) primary, (b) secondary and (c) tertiary educational establishments?

Jamieson
All schools should develop, in consultation with all members of the school community, a clear anti-bullying policy. As a matter of good practice we would expect schools to have developed specific guidelines about how homophobia should be tackled. Current Scottish Executive initiatives aimed at tackling bullying within Scotland’s schools include the Scottish Anti-bullying Network (ABN), the Scottish Schools Ethos Network (SSEN), The recommendations contained in the Discipline Task Group report Better Behaviour –Better Learning, and the underwriting of ChildLines’s dedicated bullying helpline. The ABN has developed guidelines on homophobic bullying to help schools develop good practice in this area.( emphasis added)

Scottish Parliament (2002) Equal Opportunities Committee Sexual Orientation Reporters Report.

An equality unit was formed with the aim of promoting the mainstreaming of equality and implementation of an equality strategy. These units presently cover different strands of equality and diversity, including sexual orientation and gender identity. The Scottish Executive is currently commissioning a national survey on homophobic bullying in Scottish Schools from LGBT Youth Scotland. This is the first government funded Scottish schools research programme on LGBT issues. 

5.2.2. The Scottish Scene. Role of campaigning groups.

Throughout this thesis I have made reference to the history of gay oppression and the emergence of the gay liberation movement. Over the last decade, encouraged by government policy and the passing of legislation LGB people themselves have become increasingly actively involved in fighting for equality for LGB people across the age range (see appendix 9 for an outline of the campaigning groups and agencies that play a part in the implementation of programmes of reform for LGBT young people in Scotland). These five national organisations in Scotland work closely together and have complementary aims. One group LGBT Youth Scotland has a particular remit to work with youth and school based issues of which homophobic bullying is a high priority. As well as an effective parliamentary lobby, the organisation operates a help line, links with youth groups throughout the country, and has developed some well-researched and informative surveys and provided training courses and resources for teachers. 

In the 1980s, concerns around HIV and AIDS, stimulated health board funded projects which have developed to incorporate wider health issues, including the emotional well being of LGBT people. As already indicated there is a paucity of research in the area of sexuality and schooling. However in the UK the outcomes of a study by Rivers (2001), into the bullying of sexual minorities at school: Its nature and long term correlates has been used by campaigners to attract funding for projects and influence and inform governments in US and Australia as well as the UK. This study highlighted the long-term mental health problems experienced by lesbians and gay men gay who had been bullied at school, and how the absence of support from teachers and peers resulted in an increased feeling of helplessness, and a sense of isolation. A later study by Rivers and Duncan (2002 ), suggested that one third of young lesbians and gay men are affected, reporting high levels of self-harm, depression and anxiety. The following projects are some examples of how health board, education and the voluntary sector have worked together to develop services and training in this area.

LGBT Youth Scotland has worked in partnership with health boards and the Scottish Executive on research initiatives including; 

· Choose life: a national strategy and action plan to prevent suicide in Scotland (Scottish Executive, 2002a)

· The young people’s health needs assessment (Coia, et al 2002) 

· Towards a healthier LGBT Scotland.  (Stonewall Scotland 2003)

· Children and young people’s mental health. Draft consultation Scottish Executive (2004)

The Scottish Executive has defined mainstreaming equality in terms of recognising the need for existing services to change to be fully inclusive and building the capacity of marginalised groups to engage with services. In 2005 Kathleen Marshall, Scotland’s commissioner for children and young people, launched the LGBT Youth Charter of Rights, a charter developed by LGBT youth. The charter sets a benchmark for the mainstreaming of equal rights for LGBT young people: 

The LGBT charter sets out the rights that these young people should have but which they feel are often denied. It draws on the UN convention on the rights of the child which says that everyone under 18 is entitled to protection from abuse, neglect and exploitation, to services which promote their survival and development, and to participation in decisions about matters that affect them.  (Kathleen Marshall 2005 personnel communication).   

LGBT Youth Scotland’s main collaborators are the Scottish branch of Parents, Friends and Family of Lesbians and Gays (PFLAG) (see appendix 11).and the main teachers’ union Educational Institute of Scotland (EIS)

Educational institute of Scotland  (EIS) Lesbian Gay Committee
A gay and lesbian sub-committee of the Equal Opportunities Committee, this group exists to represent the issues and concerns of LGBT teachers within the institute. Other sub committees include Women teachers and Black and Ethnic Minority teachers. The EIS booklet, ‘Breaking Down The Barriers’ (2001), describes the issues relevant to lesbian and gay teachers and sets out an agenda for change in schools. This publication is a first attempt to raise the profile of lesbian and gay teachers in Scotland under the union’s policy of equal opportunities.

However, the difficulties lesbian and gay teachers experience in disclosing their sexuality in educational establishments is well documented (Epstein 1994, and Sanders and Burke 1994,). It is estimated that only 50 teachers in the whole of the UK are openly gay (Schools Out UK gay and lesbian teachers association ‘Classroom closets are hard to leave’ www.schoolsout.org.uk.), thus denying children any role models. There is evidence that LGBT teachers fear that they will be considered as unsuitable candidates for teaching children. This fear is not unfounded as the outcome of a social attitude survey indicates. Twenty six percentage of people surveyed (Scottish Executive 2002b) believed that gay men and lesbians were unsuitable to be primary school teachers. A Scottish Catholic bishop, Joe Devine, appeared to suggest that openly gay teachers should not be employed by Catholic schools “because their lifestyles are incompatible with the church’s teaching” (Bishop bans ….2005.p5). The Scottish Parliament (2002) exercise to survey views on LGBT issues as is dictated in the following extract, gave LGBT teachers a welcome opportunity to express their views.

As a lesbian who has had to remain in the closet for most of my working life which was spent in education, I welcome the opportunity to submit my comments to the committee. (Liz McNally in a submission to the Scottish Parliament (2002) Equal Opportunities Committee).

One headteacher surveyed in my study drew attention to the hitherto unacknowledged (in both the survey and interview) existence of LGB teachers and queried the status of their rights.

Headteacher
Has the education department encouraged staff to declare their sexuality? Are gay rights an authority issue? Is there specific LGB support for staff and affirmative policies about their rights?

The first major legislative act of the Scottish parliament was the repeal of Section 28, 2000, which was seen as a major success for campaigning groups. However, as late as 2003, there were reports of the failure of the Scottish Executive to issue new guidelines in the wake of the repeal, leaving teachers confused as how to respond to homophobic bullying (Sunday Herald 2003). There has also been criticism, particularly from the LGB teachers’ section of EIS, about the slow pace of reforms for LGBT issues and schooling compared to other areas of diversity. 

The outcomes of my study suggest that teachers are confused about how to deal with LGB issues in the curriculum and avoid mentioning the subject; however, they believe they treat homophobic bullying in the same way as bullying generally. This empirical evidence supports the hitherto anecdotal evidence, that, in Scotland, teachers need guidance and training in this area if they are to be able to implement government policy, reduce homophobic bullying and create a safe school environment for LGB pupils.

5.2.3. National and international initiatives 
There are indications that the silence by teachers on LGB issues in schooling is international (see chapter 1 for discussion) and much can be learned by sharing experience and practice. Writers in many countries have begun to advocate for measures to deal with harassment and inclusion of LGB pupils in school. There is now a substantial array of practical resources and training packs available to schools, accessible through the internet, both specifically targeted at LGBT issues and under the more general auspice of diversity training. The majority of the resources operate from the basis of mainstreaming, i.e. working to instigate change, which ensures schools are fully inclusive of all marginalized groups, including LGB pupils. In England, “Schools Out” www.schoolsout.org.uk organization provides both a formal and informal support network for all LGBT people in education. The organisation has two main aims: to research, debate and stimulate curriculum development on issues of sexuality, to campaign on LGBT issues as they affect education and those in education. The organisation has been working for LGBT equality in education since 1975. “Schools Out” has been major contributors to the government endorsement of the Education for All campaign www.stonewall.org.uk/ educationforall. This campaign was launched in 2004 to assist education departments ensure access to a full education which is not limited by a person’s sexual orientation. Organised by Stonewall, in partnership with FFLAG and LGBT Youth Scotland the campaign is supported by a broad based coalition of organisations including: government departments, local authorities, unions, voluntary and community organisations, children and LGB groups to develop and implement a UK wide action plan to address the needs of LGB pupils in schools. It is too early to evaluate the effectiveness of the Education for All campaign. It remains to be seen the extent to which schools and local authorities embrace school reforms and take up the challenge of adopting LGB-focused policies and curricula. The difficulties encountered by LGB young people in schools are global in nature and much can be learned from the experiences of teachers and pupils in other countries. 
In the UK campaigning groups have deployed legislation as a means to highlight the need for schools to make the changes necessary to ensure a safe environment for LGB pupils to learn and develop emotionally. Use of  the law to instigate change in schools is evidenced by activities internationally. Since 1992, an increasing number of states in America, including Massachusetts, Washington, and New York and California have passed anti-discrimination laws covering sexual orientation. The passing of local and state law has played a major part in reform in schools and there is guidance for  students on how to ensure their rights are upheld. The most significant piece of legislation used by LGBT pupils in the state of California to ensure their safety in school is the nondiscrimination law (AB537), incorporated in The California Student Safety and Violence Prevention Act (2000), which bars discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation in public schools. In response to this and other legislation, a variety of educational and social programmes have been developed to assist schools in ensuring a safe environment for LGBT pupils  (Massachusetts Safe Schools Programme).  National networks have been formed, including the Gay Straight Alliance (GSA) and Gay, Lesbian and Straight Education Network (GLSEN). GLSEN is a national educational and advocacy organisation that oversees chapters across the country working to end anti-gay bias in schools. Evaluations are beginning to be made into the effectiveness of these programmes GLSEN School Climate Survey, (2003) and State of The States, (2004) a policy analysis of LGBT safer school issues. The report grades  different states on how well they perform under various policy headings. Funded by the European Union Socrates programme, a team of educators GLEE (http:glee.oulu.fi/project.html) from USA as part of GLSEN, has developed training courses for primary and secondary teachers in Finland, coordinated by the University of Oulu. This particular project works to address the experiences of homophobia and heterosexism on all members of the school community as well as countering all forms of discrimination. To that end the focus is wider than anti-bullying strategies, focusing on structural and institutional change. Students in these countries have begun actively to organise against discrimination, guided by such resources as Gay-Straight Alliance ‘Make it Real’ (2001), a student organising manual for implementing California’s non-discrimination law (AB537). GSA (2003) have also published ‘Take it back, a manual for fighting slurs on campus.

Whilst the outcomes of my study suggest that teachers in Scotland  have sympathy for the plight of LGB pupils, these teachers gave no indication they believed LGB pupils themselves could actively play a role in fighting oppression. The American experience suggests that over time LGB  pupils and their allies can play a significant and high profile role in changing school cultures. 
5.3 Reflections on my journey. The rocky road.

Standpoint epistemology and reflecting on how I interpreted the data in this research played an important part in the production of knowledge. Part of this reflection was the sense made of the effects on teachers, of the increasing demands of the Scottish Executive, that  teachers meet a wide spectrum of expectations placed upon them, without recourse to resources or training. 

The inception of this study coincided with the publication of the Scottish Parliament report (2002). One of the recommendations of this report was “the need for more research into the forms and effects of discrimination against LGBT people in schools”. The Equal Opportunities Committee advised that research into young LGBT people in education should be prioritised:
Young LGBT people who are coming to terms with their own sexual orientation face widespread negative images and pressure, bullying and isolation. Many schools at present do not deal satisfactorily with homophobic bullying and do not offer support to LGBT pupils.

(Scottish Parliament Equal Opportunities Committee 2002).

The government call for and the opportunity to provide research coincided, making for a timely research project. The following section will track the evolutionary nature of this study, identify how the research journey ran parallel to changes in legislation and subsequent governmental journey and will highlight through my own personal experiences, why I believe the road to inclusion of LGB pupils will continue to be difficult. 

Whilst the Equal Opportunities Committee report suggested research into LGB issues in schools should be a priority, teachers in this survey stated overload and too many competing priorities as a barrier to inclusion of LGB pupils. In the climate of increasing demand and accountability it is not surprising that schools might avoid tackling something so historically controversial as sexuality, which is less firmly on the education agenda, as for example, raising attainments. 

Headteacher

 Schools do not have the resources to be more involved in the issue. We cannot deal with all problems, but would be involved if a pupil’s attainments were affected.

When I embarked on this research study, there was a substantial and growing body of literature on schooling and social justice issues relating to gender, race, social class, special educational need and disability. As already argued (chapter 1) there was, and still is, virtually no reference in Scotland to sexual orientation in educational research. As an educational psychologist I was familiar with schools’ attempts to deal with the implementation of a social justice agenda and associated issues of equal opportunities, inclusion, fairness and  oppression. I was also aware of the tensions an inclusive agenda has provoked in schools, particularly on the issues of social inclusion. Many initiatives in education are based on little or no empirical evidence. I felt therefore this was an optimum opportunity to gain knowledge of teachers’ attitudes to inclusion of LGB pupils, prior to the implementation of any school reforms. It became increasingly obvious to me that any study of teachers’ attitudes, feelings and perceptions of any group (including LGB pupils) had to be seen within the broader context of educational policy and the changing trends that underpin values and assumptions in schools. Interrogation of the data needed to take account of the business model of delivering education and reflect on the effect on school culture. I needed to take account of the effects of reorganisation of the occupation of teaching and the principles of performance management on teacher relationships and subjectivities. I realised that some understanding of where teachers were ‘coming from’ on the subject   of inclusion was required. 

5.3.1. The tension of the social inclusion agenda. Is the bus likely to break down?

How compatible are these competing demands with the delivery of a social justice agenda? What fault lines can we anticipate will occur in the landscape? In what way will they interfere with the journey? These tensions were played out in teachers discourse. Should LGB pupils be included in policy?. Is to do so as one teacher commented  ‘discriminatory’ in itself?  With increased emphasis on inclusion in school and a move towards integration, there seems to be, paradoxically, an increase in the culture of segregation and identification of difference through categorisation and labelling. Dyslexia, dyspraxia, dyscalculia, attention deficit disorder, autism and Aspergers syndrome are now common terms used in describing learning and behaviour and social and communication difficulties in schools. Frequently, the label becomes a personage with an identity in the same way as the homosexual was created. Teachers talk in terms of the EBD child or the Aspergers child rather than the child who has characteristics associated with a condition. Billington (1999) suggests that this trend has links to the capitalised divisions of labour. In the first instance, stories are created about people, which assist in the regulation of their economic potential and then a wide range of assessment tools are designed with the aim of identifying and apportioning difference. So whilst the inclusion agenda is promoted in school, there seems to be a competing agenda of social exclusion conceptualised in the identification of separate groups based on differences of: class, race,  ethnicity and sexual orientation. Anybody who is perceived as different is at odds with the dominant values of society. This theory has important implications for the extent to which anti-oppressive approaches to reform in a capitalist society can achieve equality. I will address these issues later in this chapter. 

Another fault line, which seems to put a smooth journey at risk, is the level of commitment made in schools to ‘hearing’ the voice of the child. Campaigning groups like LGBT Youth Scotland have capitalised on this government’s aspiration to  produce a variety of resources including CD ROMs, which give a voice to the LGBT young person. There has been an increase in researching social justice issues which pays a lot of attention to the voice of the child and individual experiences and the telling of ‘small stories’ (Dunkeu and Griffiths, 2001). Hearing the stories of my gay son’s experiences of schooling stimulated my own research interest. Originally, I planned to interview gay and lesbian school children with a view to listening to their stories. It quickly became apparent that these subjects were invisible and therefore inaccessible. If I had  been able to identify a group, obtaining permission from parents of under 16 year olds made the prospect ethically impossible. I therefore tried to access the ‘voice of the teacher’.

This study, I quickly realised, was breaking new ground researching (homo) sexuality outside the confines of the abnormal and medical and adult world view. The comment by Weeks (1991, p.2), resonate throughout this research process when he suggests that:

Writing about sexuality outside the acceptable discourses has carried with it the touch of scandal that inhibits the conventional career, though today you are not so much regarded as subversive as eccentric and obsessive.. 

As Ken Plummer (1975) argues, research in this area makes you morally suspect (see chapter 3 for reflections on my subjectivity). The study attracted comments by one headteacher that the survey was “like asking questions about wife battering”. The association between the dominance of patriarchal power and structural inequalities and silence and invisibility is not lost. However, most revealing is the comparative cultural collusion of silence on both of these emotive subjects. Radical LGB activists often identify LGB people as colluding in their own oppression. 

 It is only in recent times that narratives are heard which position the battered wife as no longer invisible but a person in her own right, a victim of a crime deserving of the protection of the law. The act now renamed Domestic Abuse removes the word wife, historically perceived as property of the husband to treat as he sees fit. This headteacher was perceptive in his observation that childhood (homo) sexuality is a taboo subject not to be discussed. Sexuality, like wife battering, has not ‘come out’ as a subject in schools (Johnson, 1996). As a consequence, teachers have no experience of talking, discussing or acknowledging the range of sexualities. They do not, as yet, have a common language to discuss the issues. I realised it was naive to try to ‘read off’ meaning from people’s comments made in the course of this study. I began to appreciate that ideas are mediated through actions. There could be a range of reasons why reference to LGB pupils is missing in policy. Is any reference missing because?

· to present homosexuality in any way other than in a negative light could be construed as advocacy

·  the curriculum is over stretched anyway and that to include sexualities is not a priority

· it is inappropriate to include in the curriculum because these issues are better addressed at home 

· it just makes it more difficult for LGB young people because by identifying difference you are identifying a problem and by default therefore the LGB child then becomes a victim in need of protection.

Is it any or all of the above ?

The following section explores the difficulties in assuming I had found the ‘truth’ in this study.

5.3.2. A search for equality. The yellow brick road or the road to nowhere. 

As the study progressed the complexity of studying sexuality became apparent, particularly when analysing teachers responses  which were ambiguous and often contradictory. The subject demanded a conceptual framework which reflected the inherent complexities of these issues. Different aspects of feminist, Marxist and Foucauldian theory directed my thinking to concepts of unequal distribution of power between males and females, heterosexuals/homosexuals, blacks and whites as central to the idea of equality for all. These theories in themselves were often conflicting and incompatible. It seemed important, however that I tried to account for teachers’ responses, using various theories and frameworks. I needed frameworks  which could accept that responses to diversity in schools might be subjected to ambiguities as a result of the contradictory imperatives within a mass education system. Clark, et al  (1999) cited in Dunkeu and Griffiths (2001) argue that normal theories and frameworks need to be supplemented by a perspective which appreciates that problems will arise and inclusive schooling may not be easily applied as a rational solution to what is a complex dilemma. To do this, I drew on insights from writers such as Connell, (1993) Mac an Ghaill (1994) and Weeks (2000).

Connell (1993) gives important insights into how social justice and schooling are inextricably linked, identifying why the education system is valid and important for the disadvantaged (see chapter 2.12. History of education policy). He argues that the education system is a major public asset and a major social institution, where the benefits are unequally distributed. Changes in the global economy makes education a gatekeeper for access to a wide range of employment,  distributing social assets. He identifies how education shapes the kind of society we will have in future and will therefore be important in influencing whether we will have a just society. Teaching, therefore, becomes a means by which society’s morality is determined. He draws attention to the important interconnectedness of race, gender, and class and examines the relationship between knowledge and its social content. I became aware during my journey that it is politically and pedagogically important to stress that both gay and straight people experience their class, gender, race and ethnicity through sexuality (Mac an Ghaill 1994).

 In Mac an Ghaills’ study of masculinities in schools, he noted that the Asian and African Caribbean male gay students, interviewed and subjected to name-calling, observed links between ethnicity and femininity and their perceived gay behaviour. Male students identified as gay were likened to girls: “the worst thing a teacher could call a boy was a girl”. From a race perspective, in order to establish power and develop maleness, African male students would deride Asian male students by labelling them ‘poofs’ (meaning to be like a girl and therefore weak). These terms were used as a general term of abuse and on other occasions as sexualised name-calling. At times there was  racial connotations to the name calling. The interpretation   depended on the social relationship.

The relational conception of difference and suggestion that there is a need to go beyond the idea of a single identity is described well by Young (1993) cited in Haywood and Mac an Ghaill (2003 p.143). 

Groups should be understood as not entirely other, but as overlapping, as constituted in relation to one another and thus shifting their attributes and needs in accordance with what relationships are salient. In ways this relational conception of difference as contextualised helps make more apparent the necessity and possibility of political togetherness in difference 
These tensions around difference in sexuality are just part of the general tension around any difference which disturbs paradigms of power. This study was based on the premise that schools are institutionally heterosexist. Since teachers have not had the opportunity to challenge their thinking on issues of (homo) sexuality and schooling, the subtlety of the effects of heterosexist privilege and values and how institutions such as schools seek to regulate and oppress sexual difference is not obvious to them. Whilst silence renders heterosexuality as the unseen, unnamed, unexamined norm against which sexual differences are labelled and subjected to regulatory discourses (Mac an Ghaill, 1994; Nayak and Kehily , 1997), there is inevitably no space to question it. 

Yet according to both The Standards in Scottish Schools Act 2000,the Skills and Learning act 2000 and the Sex and relationships Guide 2000 in England  and advice from government, Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Education (HMIE)  will be looking for evidence that schools are:

· challenging the stigmatisation of lesbian and gay families in lessons about families, marriage and stable relationships

· giving positive information on lesbians, gays and bisexuals to enable pupils to challenge derogatory stereotypes and prejudice

· including references to lesbian, gay and bisexuality in lessons on sex education

· challenging all forms of homophobic bullying.

(Sanders,2003 personal communication).

The outcome of this study suggests that there continues to be significant barriers to overcome if the above aspirations are to be realised. The representation of reality regarding lesbian and gay issues in school has been constructed without teachers describing, interpreting and reflecting on their own discourse on the subject, thereby constructing and reinforcing a ‘truth’ that there are no issues to be considered. It is within this context that the present reforms are expected to operate.

Campaigning groups in both England and Scotland have produced resources modelled on an anti-oppressive approach to dealing with discrimination. 

The following section will critically review an anti-oppressive approach to reform implicit in the increasingly wide range of resources and publications available to schools and teachers on inclusion of LGB pupils. 

5.4. Anti-oppressive/identity politics. Risks and benefits.

Within an anti-oppressive paradigm, two main approaches to school reform have been advocated:

· inclusion in policy and the curriculum

· anti-homophobic/anti-harassment measures. 

Various academic writers have argued that a stance needs to be taken against homophobic abuse and harassment and for inclusion of LGBT issues in the curriculum (Douglas, Warwick, Kemp, Whitty and Aggleton,1999 Buston and Flowers 2001, Epstein and Johnson 1998 Epstein, 2001,Epstien,O’Flynn and Telford 2003, Sanders 1994, Rivers 2000a Rivers 2001 ).

Whilst inclusion in policy and the curriculum has attracted the attention of campaigning groups there is a major focus on anti-homophobic bullying strategies evidenced by the following list of resources available to schools (see appendix 12).

Anti-bullying initiatives have been a priority for schools for some years now. Following the McPherson enquiry (1999), racism is recognised as being endemic in institutions. The Race Relations Act 1976 (Scotland) was amended in 2000 as a consequence of the enquiry. The act introduces duties on public authorities to actively promote racial equality and good race relations. Schools in Scotland are now obliged to record incidents of racist abuse and anti-racist initiatives are high on the Scottish Executive and HMIE agenda for change. Whilst racism in society is a recognised issue worthy of challenge this is not the case for homophobia. It is only in the last decade that any real interest in the effects of homophobia within society has begun to be of public interest. Within the sphere of education dealing with bullying in schools over the last twenty years has attracted attention of researchers and practioners.  Interest in homophobic bullying in UK schools has been stimulated by the research of one particular academic, Ian Rivers, discussed in chapter 1 (Times July 18 2000 Victims of gay bullying drop out of school). In response to his work on the experiences of lesbians and gay men, who had been bullied at school, questions were raised in Parliament. As a consequence awareness was raised, for the first time within educational circles in the UK, of the damaging affects of homophobic bullying on school pupils. The outcomes of Rivers research attracted the attention of teachers unions, who incorporated homophobic bullying into their publications (see appendix 10). As a consequence of political interest Rivers   has advised on a variety of government sponsored publications including the anti-bullying pack ‘Bullying :Don’t Suffer in Silence’ and the Education for All campaign (Rivers 2002). There is evidence that bullying is the issue of most concern to LGB youth of Scotland (LGBT Youth Scotland 2003). With an increasing body of empirical research available it is not surprising that an anti-homophobic bullying campaign is perceived as the natural first step in the change process within schools.

All of the publications listed in appendix 12 aim to; heighten awareness of the existence of a hitherto invisible minority group,   encourage schools to address the issue of homophobic bullying and recognise the emotional social and learning needs of LGB pupils. They are driven by New Labour social justice agenda and subsequent legislation and school policy informed by an anti-oppressive approach. However, the question has already been posed earlier in this chapter about the capability of certain theories and frameworks to respond to the contradictory imperatives of a mass education system. In order to assess the capability of these approaches to meet government aspirations, it is necessary to critically review the principles of an anti-oppressive approach.
5.5. Critique of an anti-oppressive approach
Whilst the focus of this study is teachers’ perceptions of difference according to sexuality, I would argue the outcomes can only be understood when considering attitudes to difference generally. One of the aims of this chapter is to bring together information about the current situation pertaining to inclusion of one minority group, LGB pupils, by considering the outcomes and experiences of conducting this research study to inform ways forward. To achieve this aim, it is necessary to critique the limits as well as the possibilities of the approaches advocated in the publications outlined. To do so, it is important to consider theories which may have influenced these approaches. However in the process of writing this chapter, it became apparent that  schools have disengaged from theory in this area. I therefore began to question how useful contemporary theories such as postmodernism, postructuralism and queer theory were to understanding the meaning of the reforms identified in these publications.  Nevertheless, it is important to critique contemporary practice from a theoretical perspective. I will therefore in the following section: give a historical perspective on the above theories; define what is meant by a liberal/anti-oppressive approach; critique these approaches suggesting there is a gap between theory and practice in education; and discuss why anti-oppressive approaches, at this time, seem to be the most desirable response to addressing the discrimination of LGB pupils in school.

5.5.1 Historical perspective. Defining the concepts of  liberalism, new social movements, anti-oppressive approaches  (identity politics) postmodernism and queer theory. 

In the field of education, in the late 1950s and 1960s, the underachievement of working class children and social differentiation was the focus of reforms. (See chapter 2 for discussion of the history of education policy). The concept of liberalism and connotations with the personal and individual was high on the political and theoretical agenda. The civil rights campaigns of the 1960s and general rebellion against capitalism in the 1970s, gave rise to the new social movements of feminism and anti-racism. The focus in schools shifted to issues associated with equality of opportunity for girls and black students. Influenced by the success of the black liberation movement, gays and lesbians rebelled, forming a gay liberation movement and groups such as the Pink Panthers emerged. Within a short time the emphasis shifted from a general movement to one based on hierarchy of oppression, with each group claiming their struggle is more liberating. Within feminism this change was most apparent around the issue of race. With aspirations of a unitary experience of women black lesbians began to feel they were not represented within the feminist movement. By the 1990s, post structural theories critiqued the limits of the anti-oppressive approach. The limits of perceiving individuals, as a homogeneous group, be it race or gender was critiqued as identity politics, which implies any form of political action based on an appeal to identity (Callincos, 2003, personal communication). Whilst I would not argue for a hierarchy of oppression as a relevant model on which to base reform, I have already implied in this thesis that compared to race and gender, sexual orientation is a particularly complex and emotional subject to address. To some extent, this explains why anti-racism and anti-sexism are further worked through in schools, whereas as sexual orientation remains silent. Postmodernism and queer theory has dominated the 1990s, as explanatory frameworks arguing fixed identities are inappropriate because we are multiply positioned. Queer politics claims to rise above the homo/hetero boundary, calling on gays and lesbians to be assertive and redefine categories, contributing to a new sexual agenda of empowerment (Curran 2003). They believe formal equality, in a society where inequality is structurally inbuilt, is impossible. These values suggest queer theory would have little to contribute to a government agenda which promotes inclusive schooling, and that postmodernism lacks an agenda for social change. However according to Britzman (1995) the crux of “queer theory” is the examination of how heterosexism is normalised in institutions such as schools. Atkinson (2001) takes issue with the proposal that post modern theoretical perspectives within educational research lacks an agenda for social change. Atkinson argues that postmodernism can offer a force for change by the acceptance of uncertainty and acknowledgement of diversity within a fluid society. Despite these protestations there does seem to be a dislocation within education from these theoretical perspectives.

5.5.2. The liberal and anti-oppressive approach 

I have argued in this thesis that in my experience theory is in advance of practice in schools when considering the politics of difference on account of sexual orientation. When teachers were invited to discuss the subject of sexual orientation, the gulf between theoretical aspirations of  poststructuralism and lived experiences was evident, with teachers in Scotland seeming to be theoretically located in the individual liberal stage reminiscent of the 1960s and 70s.However poststructuralist such as Elizabeth Atkinson offers insights into the contribution post structuralism can make to this complex area. 

In any event throughout this thesis and specifically in chapter four, I argue that teachers’ discourse in this study was dominated by liberal values. In particular headteachers’ responses to the survey reflected the government social justice agenda of inclusion and equality for all. The language associated with liberalism, tolerance, respect, and prejudice, were used throughout the study. Johnson (2000 p.2), on the subject of sexuality and schooling, captures well how ineffectual the concept of tolerance is when the aim is social change. He claims that, ”tolerance allows the dominant category to retain power. Liberal tolerance is the new front line in sexual politics enforced by the pressure of conservative homophobia which it tries to appease”. Prejudice, a strong emotive word and seen as a kind of weapon of liberal thought, was frequently cited as a barrier to inclusion. Infringement of individual rights was a focus of teacher interest. The contradiction of liberal thought was demonstrated by the teacher who held the view that homosexuality was unnatural and felt his rights were being infringed by ‘having to put up’ with promotion of homosexuality on TV. 

Whilst the contemporary meaning of liberalism has changed with the rise of neo-liberalism and association with the American right, the liberal approach, as referred to in this thesis, emphasises the personal humanistic approach. Liberalism is reflected in the language of the publications critiqued, which emphasises individual rights, for example the right to feel safe from homophobic victimisation. However, there is also an attempt to address structural issues, inclusion within policy, the curriculum both hidden and taught, with an emphasis on anti-oppressive measures to tackle inequalities. 
In theory, the anti-oppressive approach operates from a dual oppressed/oppressor model. In this case heterosexuals oppress  homosexuals. The anti-oppressive approach is characterised by attention to liberal values of respecting individuals. For example, there is an assumption that by modelling respect for people of colour, women, and gays and lesbians in images, attitudes, and behaviour, people will be socialised into acting in the desired way. The anti-oppressive approach critiqued by postmodernists as identity politics and reflected in resources and   publications aimed at schools, relies on the identification of one oppressed group, in this case LGB pupils.

Critics of the anti-oppressive approach and identity politics suggest that to have a fixed subjectivity is inadequate. They indicate subjects live their lives in the cultural context in which they find themselves and the framing of subjectivity as a highly active process that involves the subject making choices as he or she negotiates cultural contexts (Mac an Ghaill and Haywood, 1997). Postmodernists perceive subjectivity as fragmentary in the sense that we come to live in a world by being positioned as subjects in multiple ways such as woman, pensioner, white, heterosexual, and working class.  Mac an Ghaill and Haywood (1997, p.23), outline a critique of the anti-oppressive position as a conceptual framework, stating that positions such as anti-racism and gay and lesbian rights are theoretically incomplete. They suggest that, “policies aimed at reducing inequality require a more sophisticated conceptual framework accompanied by a more empirically grounded critique”. The paradoxical situation that can arise when single groups are identified as oppressed is well expressed by Edwards, (1993 cited in Dunphy 2000 p.50). “The irony of identity politics is that in creating an opposition to state oppression, the state’s power to define and regulate sexuality is inadvertently increased”. 

Marxists would also agree that identity politics increases state power and draws attention to the futility of the separatists’ struggles in a capitalist system. As Cliff (1984 p. 183) suggests: 

Homosexuals did not create their ghetto any more than the blacks created theirs and in both cases the people inside the ghetto are unable to break its walls by their own action alone, without the mass action of the majority outside the walls, 

The anti-oppressive approach in education, whilst focusing on the power of the personal and individual within the structure, fails to take account of how macro power is distributed structurally and institutionally. Since cultures change, it is obvious that the simple questions posed in the early 1960s need to be reconfigured to take account of the complex interconnections between differing contemporary identities. 

5.5.3 One critique of anti-oppressive approaches in education. A differentialist perspective

Mac an Ghaill and Haywood (1997) argue for the end of anti-oppressive education, underpinned by a politics of identity, for a politics of cultural difference and the limitations of the categories of women, black or gay. In critiquing an anti-oppressive approach, they give illustrations of what they term critical events to argue for a differentialist position which takes account of the complex distribution of power. The anti-oppressive approach sees power as belonging to a fixed collective group where the boundaries do not overlap. The differentialist approach argues that to understand social positions, it is necessary to consider the interconnectedness and simultaneous relationship as it operates in social situations across age, ethnicity, class, and   gender. A differentialist approach focuses upon fluidity, an unpredictability where the ‘reading’ of behaviour is not a task of certainty. The following narrative describes a critical event which highlights the overlapping interconnectedness of the positions of class, race and subsequent power issues.

The first critical event occurred in an inner–city multicultural secondary school, where white working class students informed us that the school was racist. They explained that the school favoured African Caribbean and Asian students whilst discriminating against whites. We raised the issue with their teachers who responded that they were not surprised at these comments as the white students were racist. In discussion with ethnic majority and minority working class students, we began to engage critically with the impact of anti-racism on young people. We asked the headteacher, what education principles informed the schools anti-racist policy. She argued that it was very important in a multi-ethnic community that the curriculum addressed students’ diverse cultural needs. We found evidence, in the selection of the curriculum material, of positive representations of minority cultures particularly those of African Caribbean’s and Asians. However, there appeared to be little awareness of the needs of other ethnic groups, including the high proportion of Irish students, who constituted the main ethnic group in the school. Equally significantly white working class students’ cultural needs did not seem to be addressed. We asked the teachers about this absence. They replied by asking us: have white working class students got any culture? (Mac an Ghaill and Haywood 1997,p.27).

This narrative illustrates the limitations of the teachers’ conceptual frameworks and the static predictability of their rationalisation. They operated from a dual oppressor-oppressed construction which dictates that the white students must be the binary of black students, then applying a hierarchical model that white is necessarily superior to black. The framework can only respond to  one identity at a time and is unable to take account of the interconnectedness of  class and race or the changing subjective positions. Since the framework is limited to predictable outcomes, they ‘read off’ the protestations of the working class white students, that their needs were not being met, as racism. There is no ‘space’ to attend to an alternative construction. Adoption of this framework would give a rational for teachers interviewed in this study being unable to conceive of LBG pupils through anything other oppressed individuals and in no way agentic.

Male hegemony (what’s in it for the boys)

Adopting a one-dimensional liberal conceptual framework has other limitations. The bedrock of liberal thinking, as already suggested, is the assumption that if an injustice is uncovered by that exposition alone, behavioural change can occur to redress the imbalance. This proposal is the basis for anti-oppressive education in schools and takes a number of forms including skills training, role-play, etc. This seems a particularly naive assumption with reference to the issues of gender, the power of patriarchy   and the knowledge available on the subject of male hegemony. 

If the assumption   that the issue of homophobia is one principally of gender rather than sexuality is accepted, then one of the important arguments around the making of masculinities is that contemporary forms of hegemonic masculinities are formed in opposition to homosexual masculinities. This means that they are connected in such a way that suggests any shift in boys’ investment in hegemonic behaviours would be difficult and result in them questioning ‘who they are’, posing significant problems for the effectiveness of anti-oppressive education in this area. Redman (1997) argues that if anti-oppressive approaches to addressing hegemonic masculinities have any chance of success then it must target boys’ investment in maintaining their positions of power. He (i.b.i.d. 1997 p.178), emphasises the need to give heterosexual boys some incentives to change and argues the necessity for schools to help them: 

 find ways of articulating their lived cultures to new practices of representation which makes it possible to sustain an imaginative sense of sexual and gender identities without recourse to constructions that subordinate gay men, women, and other forms of heterosexual masculinity 
Teachers interviewed for this research study struggled with the concept of an “imaginative sense of sexual and gender identities”, maintaining adherence to classifying behaviour as either masculine or feminine. One headteacher drew attention to the dilemma of determining what a positive gay image is and who decides, ruminating on whether a school would equally welcome the assimilated gay youth or the outlandish drag queen. Would alternatively individuals within the school be more threatened by the assimilated gay youngster than the more identifiable stereotypical homosexual?

The following excerpt demonstrates the tension on this issue:

Male Primary Headteacher
I have known gay men and I suspect I have known gay women I have never had a problem working with them or being friends with them. But there is something deep in my head that doesn’t accept that as the norm………………….

I am offended by the growing gay culture. I am offended by their presence in the media, which is far more now than before influencing society generally………………………it is encouraged on television. It has become a positive thing. It is encouraged to the point where you get quite devious individuals like that wee guy (Graham Norton on a nightly talk show) making suggestive remarks long before the watershed that’s going to be on that nights’ show. By my way of looking at it is fundamentally seedy yet it is supported.
This headteacher is more tolerant of LGB people he knows personally. He seems to be more accepting of those not easily identifiable as gay, the assimilated homosexual (I suspect I know some women). Does he prefer to suspect rather than know? Is to be open about your sexuality to this headteacher synonymous with flaunting it, like the TV personality?

I have tried to highlight the need to be aware of the theoretical arguments for adopting a framework which can take account of the distribution of power and consider the interconnections which operate in social situations across different positions. However, in the process of the research study, as already argued I have also come to realise the disconnection between the theoretical poststructural position adopted by Mac an Ghaill and Haywood and the lived experiences of teachers in schools. It is unsurprising, therefore, to find that the wealth of materials now available to schools in this area are informed by knowledge acquired by researchers and activists on the ground. Many of the Scottish publications cited are the work of Stonewall, LGBT Youth Scotland, Equality Scotland, or a combination of these groups and others from the voluntary sector. Such contemporary theorists as postmodernists or queer theorists offer critiques of anti-oppressive based on identity politics. However my experience and involvement with a wide range of activists, academic  researchers and organisations involved in LGB issues and schooling suggest that they are aware of these theoretical perspectives and limitations evidenced by comments made by a LGBT youth Scotland worker.” We look forward to the day when it won’t be necessary to offer safe spaces for LGBT youth to meet but until then we have a job to do”. (Youth worker LGBT Youth Scotland diary excerpt 2005). There is recognition that, as in the case of race and gender, it is necessary to follow a process of reform though there continues to be debate amongst various campaigning groups about the pace of reforms. The major focus of these groups is in the first instance to get LGB pupils/issues firmly onto the education agenda. The creation of the Education for All campaign demonstrates how interested parties, with government sponsorship, can work together on an agenda of change for LGB pupils, focusing on anti homophobic bullying initiatives. However Mac an Ghaill (1994) warns of the risk of identifying bullying as the only ‘space’ where LGB issues are spoken about, which can inadvertently reinforce the heterosexual /homosexual binary. If this is the only forum for discussing LGB issues, it may attract comments by teachers that some boys are not ‘doing’ their maleness properly. Teachers may also feel justified in describing homophobic comments amongst boys as banter, thereby naturalising the behaviour. By identifying individual homophobic practices among pupils as the main issue for schools, there is a risk that structures and practices in schools will be left unexamined (Mac an Ghaill 1994, Epstein and Johnson 1998). Concentrating on the individual rather than the system is also likely to be less politically contentious. However, in the course of the compilation of this thesis, it has become apparent that whilst there is a political focus on homophobic bullying, campaigning groups have put increasing emphasis on changing the wider aspects of school cultures. Projects in other countries have also concentrated on cultural change. The aims of the GLEE project  is to create a safe and affirming school for LGB pupils and staff. This particular project identified heterosexism as the main issue rather than homophobia. A heavy emphasis was placed on school climate and culture and challenging institutional heterosexism, structurally and institutionally, as a way forward. GLSEN (2004) has reported back on a policy analysis of LGBT Safer School Issues in America, which has attempted to collect data and information related to school culture and climate, concentrating on change at a structural and institutional level. In the UK, the National Union of Teachers sponsored  a Pride in Education Conference (personal communication 2005), inviting a number of contributions on the theme of cultural change. The Education for All campaign, with government support, have launched a yearly LGBT History Month to ‘reclaim our position in the school curriculum’ (Schools Out 2005,p 1) based on the success of Black History Month in schools. 

I have outlined the history of some of the contemporary theoretical debates within the politics of diversity. I have suggested that the debates in the theoretical world are somewhat removed from practice in education in this area. I have argued that the silence in schools, highlighted in my research, is a consequence of the oppressive subtly of heterosexism. It is  necessary to take cognisance of the reality of teachers’ experiences. They have not as yet really even considered the LGB pupil as an individual who experiences discrimination in school. I would suggest knowledge of these theoretical perspectives are important in planning ways forward. In the light of the outcomes of my research, the next section will consider the key aspect emerging from exploration of the contemporary theoretical debates in considering ways forward, identifying the limits of the research and discuss implications for future research.

5.6 The journey’s end. Where now?. 

The political and epistemological journey informed by theory brought me to what is a knowledgeable starting position on how to introduce reforms in schools for LGB pupils in a rural Scottish education authority where teachers find difficulties discussing the subject.  Whilst there are limitations to focusing solely on anti-discrimination there has to be a first step in any change process. According to Perrotti and  Westheimer: (2001, p.37.)
Amending anti-discrimination policies to include sexual orientation is often the first step that people take to raise the subject of homosexuality in schools. At the most fundamental level, if sexual orientation is part of school policies, then communities must acknowledge that gay students exist. Simply proposing a change in language breaks the silence and invisibility that fuels anti-gay prejudice. By including sexual orientation in anti- harassment policies, schools are recognising that gay and lesbian students are discriminated against and need protection 

However as Mac an Ghaill & Haywood (1997. p, 21)  argue: 

…Social movements of oppressed or disadvantaged groups need a political vision different from both the assimilationist and separatist ideals………….  A politics that treats difference as variation and specificity, rather than as an exclusive opposition, aims for a society where there is social equality among explicitly differentiated groups who conceive themselves as dwelling together without exclusions 
I have already debated these positions earlier in this chapter. However I believe that it is important that those in the position of power and influence are reminded of the need to examine the school as an institution, its structures, its power and practices. Some of the programmes in the United States have recognised that a narrow framework which does not take account of simultaneous relationships is problematic, especially in racially diverse areas of the US (The Safe Schools programme Massachusetts). There is an acknowledgement that LGBT youth experience their gender, sexuality, race, and class differently at different times and under different circumstances. The limitations of addressing sexual orientation, without considering other forms of identity, has become apparent to those involved in the US Safe Schools programmes. Sullivan (1993) discusses the interconnectedness of oppressions, perceiving that LGB people can potentially experience a combined oppression of heterosexism, racism and possibly sexism.

The following excerpt describes how the writer and poet Audre Lorde experienced the personal anguish of being asked to isolate one aspect of her identity from the totality of her life:

As a black, lesbian, feminist, comfortable with the many ingredients of my identity, and a woman committed to racial and sexual freedom from oppression, I find I am constantly being asked to pluck out some one aspect of myself and present that as a meaningful whole, eclipsing or denying the other parts of myself. But this is a destructive and fragmenting way to live. My fullest concentration of energy is available to me only when I integrate all parts of who I am, openly allowing power from particular sources of my living to flow back and forth freely through all my different selves, without the restrictions of externally imposed definition. Only then can I bring my energies and myself as a whole to the service of those struggles, which I embrace as part of my living (Perrotti & Wertheimer, 2001,p.47).

In addition to taking account of the incremental affects of oppression there is evidence that, whilst many of these programmes are developed around the identification of specific marginalised groups, they are based on the conviction that those who do not belong to such a group can be an advocate, hence the networking of gay/straight alliances, GSA. The programmes are based on the belief that irrespective of class, gender, race, ethnicity or religious affiliation, people can work together to achieve equality. Reforms in America have been won following years of dedicated campaigning impacting mainly on the more liberal states, with a continued vociferous moral majority in certain states in the US resistant to any suggestion of equality for LGBT people. 

What could the Scottish system learn from the experiences of other countries? 

5.7.The Scottish perspective. One Nation Many Colours, or How Pink is Our School.
The aim of this chapter is to inform those in positions of influence and power within education in Scotland about the subject of inclusion of LGB pupils and issues in schools. I have argued that contextual analysis is required when conceiving of the ‘problem’ of gay and lesbian youth. There is a need to look to family, community and school. Separate schools like Harvey Milk in New York are criticised for feeding a concept of identity politics. However, the director of the Heterick-Martin Institute, which includes Harvey Milk’s school, argues persuasively for the benefits of such an institution:

Ghettoising and segregation is universally famous for not being successful at confronting discrimination. But it will be a long time before it becomes unacceptable to abuse, threaten, or harass gay teenagers in schools. We’ve selected a population that is not only actively threatened but where the threatening behaviour is also for the most part supported by society (Schools Out, 2003, p.10). 

The silence around homophobic bullying in Scottish schools is interpreted by some members of LGBT youth Scotland to be a consequence of teachers and education departments ignoring the problem (LGBT Youth Scotland personal communication 2004). If an education system is to avoid pragmatic solutions which act to encourage segregation, then it is necessary to identify social, community and school barriers to health and development and modify social attitudes. The experience in America is that it is important to seek legislative changes to secure a Safe School Programme and involve organisations such as PFLAG and Gay /Straight Alliances in the implementation of reforms. Educationalists involved in this area of diversity argue that there needs first to be an acknowledgement and acceptance before there can be celebration of difference. A number of initiatives operate in schools in California to offer LGB pupils a safe environment and they are now at the stage of celebrating difference. An initiative called the Queer Youth Leadership scheme runs in some communities in California. Based in local high schools, a group of young people come together annually to honour LGBT youth leaders and their allies. An awards ceremony takes place to celebrate the talents and activism of these young leaders and rely heavily on the involvement of the straight community (Annual Santa Cruz County Queer Youth Leadership Awards 2004). Unlike the Teachers of Santa Cruz High School the teachers in my study adopted a position that it was better to avoid identifying difference in order to achieve inclusion.

Scotland is historically politically left of centre, assumed to be more liberal than its English neighbours. Teachers in this study referred to a Scottish egalitarian education system which takes pride in its history of equality of opportunity. This seemed to have been evidenced by Scotland’s rush to repeal section 28 compared to England. However, it would seem politicians might have misjudged the mood of the Scottish public with a surprised backlash from the Scottish people and a subsequent initial reluctance for Westminster to follow suit. Whilst the Scottish cities of Edinburgh and Glasgow do have  a visible commercial gay scene, there is little confidence expressed that Scotland is a particularly gay-friendly country. There are only two ‘out’ gay MSPs but no Scottish MP or senior Labour or SNP figure. There are no major Scottish figures in the arts, academia or the media who could act as positive role models for the young. The forces of the moral right and authoritarian Catholic church continue to be influential in Scotland (Hamada, 2005). The absence of a ‘public gay’ Scotland is reflected in the absence of a ‘public’ LGB school pupil or for that matter a ‘public’ LGB teacher. 

I began this chapter by arguing for the limits of relying on a static and simple framework for social change which takes account primarily of the individual at the expense of wider social and institutional structures.  However, as the director of the Harvey Milk School infers, it is necessary to take cognisance of the social and political reality. My research indicates that, for teachers in Scotland, equality for LGB pupils is not yet on the school agenda, though it is on the Scottish Executive agenda for schools. To expect to begin the process of change by, trying to start a GSL, or focusing on celebration of difference by organising an initiative such as a Queer Youth leadership award ceremony is unlikely to gain support from teaching staff at the present time. However, in response to the various education acts and subsequent education policy, there are a number of initiatives already in place in the Scottish education system aimed at systemic approaches to securing equality for all which could include incorporate the needs of LGB pupils’. I have already discussed the contribution the National Priorities for Scottish education and a other programmes aimed at  improving the health and well being of all school pupils can make to the lives of LGB pupils. The following policies and programmes are  platforms on which to build a culture that embraces diversity, including LGB pupils/issues, whilst avoiding as has been already mentioned, ghettoising the subject.

Better Behaviour-Better Learning (Scottish Executive, 2001) is a policy document which promotes the idea that young people should learn in school to manage their relationships with others in positive ways.

Curriculum for Excellence states that the 3-18 curriculum should be adapted to enable all young people to benefit from education and support them in developing concern, tolerance, care and respect for themselves and each other (Scottish Executive, 2004 b, p.11).

New Community Schools. This initiative aims to support schools to meet the needs of all children and young people, whatever the choices and experiences they face (Scottish Executive, 2004).

How Good is Our School. Inclusion and Equality (HM Inspectorate of Education, 2004) One of a series of guides which gives advice on self evaluation on how schools can help pupils study their own values and those of others, appreciate diversity and develop respect for others   

Whilst these programmes do not mention LGB young people specifically, there is an opportunity to highlight the need for existing services to change to be inclusive of all marginalised groups, including LGB young people. These kinds of initiatives provide a good foundation on which to build the importance of at first identifying then celebrating difference. 

5.8. Methodological reflections
Having located the outcomes of this study within the present responses to LGB social justice issues in schools, I will now turn finally to some reflections of the limitations of this research project and suggestions for future research.

5.8.1 Methodological limitations of the study

Whilst the interview sampled teachers’ views from across the teaching sectors, the survey was limited to the secondary sector. By extending the range and type of schools involved in this study to include primary and special schools, a wider range of school cultures could have been sampled. Sexuality issues in the primary school are a neglected subject of research (Reynold 2000). If the survey had not been limited to secondary schools, it may have been possible to compare teachers’ discourses across differing school cultures. It is worthy of note that whilst my survey was limited to surveying secondary school teachers, similar themes were to be found in the three existing comparable studies, one in Scotland Scot, (2003) and two in England, Douglas, Warwick, Kemp and Whitty, (1997) and  Adams, Cox and Dunstan, (2004). 

Ethnography influenced the research process with the aim of understanding the meaning and perspectives of teachers within the cultural setting of the school. Initially I felt this aim could have been better achieved if, in addition to survey and interview, I had conducted a focus group interview. Kruger (1994) cited in Gough, 2002) defines a focus group as a ‘carefully planned discussion’. A focus group could have replicated a social grouping where the participants already knew each other, for example, a primary staff group or a secondary departmental group. In creating what I thought would be a ‘normal conversation’; it could have been possible to facilitate a further exploration of the currently available ideas on homosexuality. The aim in a focus group would have been to give participants the opportunity to try to make sense of the subject, giving an insight into how socially shared understandings of homosexuality are produced (Gough 2002). However on reflection I think no matter what method had been deployed teachers would have had to overcome heterosexist assumptions which have affected their teachers’ ability to discuss the issue of childhood sexual orientation. These issues, which are left unchallenged, are central to the oppression of LGB people. 

5.8.2 Personal limitations and reflections. “Caught up in the tangled web”
This study was heavily indebted to feminist epistemology and I have tried to   pay attention to issues of power. However, researching in this area has been personally challenging. I found tensions arose at times and as already indicated in chapter 3, I found it difficult to act on Kirby and Corzines’ (1981) cited in Whyte (2003) advice that researchers should confront the issues of stereotyping when researching sensitive issues. The text produced through interview was, I felt, a collaborative process with certain responsibilities attached, one of which was not to embarrass or cause harm to the participants. My rationale for not disclosing to interviewees that I was the mother of a gay son was in part to avoid embarrassment and encourage more honest responses. I was also concerned that if I disclosed, the integrity of the research may be questioned. Was I merely ‘peddling my own barrow? On reflection I have come to realise that not only did I act to contribute to the silencing of the subject, but that I may have lost an opportunity to enhance the data set. As Atkinson (2002) points out, sexual orientation does not feature in schools or their policies, consequently there are no opportunities for teachers to challenge, question or interrogate social and sexual norms. If I had ‘come out’ as the mother of a gay son during the interview the interviewees could have been afforded an opportunity to challenge sexual norms.  

I found myself caught up in this ‘tangled web’ of silencing (Atkinson, 2002) on more than one occasion. 

Moral panic was one of the most prevalent themes throughout this thesis. The interview with the middle aged male primary school teacher discussing the hyper feminised behaviour of a 9 year old pupil was dominated by a sense fear and panic. This teacher not only made a mental note to avoid such a situation arising again, he was afraid to discuss his anxiety with any other member of staff. I didn’t ask him to elaborate on the reasons for this anxiety which was left unarticulated. Like ‘asking questions about wife battering’, discussion which acknowledges teachers as sexualised beings is just not done. It became clear as the interview progressed that his fear was rooted in the possibility that a child, or member of staff, might accuse him of having a sexual interest in the child. Hence his concern that he would find himself the subject of media attention and   “reported in the Herald” 

Paedophilia in the last twenty years has had a particularly huge and deeply threatening presence in the media. 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’. This ‘performance culture’ has resulted in an apparent lack of confidence in teachers who are not seen as trustworthy as in previous generations. “Without trust people divert their energy into self protection”. (Wrigley 2006 p.29). The teacher was protecting himself, but why didn’t I enquire further? Was I fearful of operating within the realm of ‘dangerous knowledge’? I avoided introducing the term sexual abuse or paedophilia into the interview and hence into this thesis. My  fear on reflection is that my interest could be misread by someone making an association, even tangentially, between homo sexuality and sexual abuse. Both I and the teacher seemed to be hyper sensitive to misunderstandings around this powerful subject.

By being caught up in the act of silencing sexualities, I could be criticised for failing to meet one of my research aims, which was not to contribute to heterosexual hegemony. Heterosexism appears in two forms, by commission and omission (Braun 2000 cited in Riggs and Choi 20006). Commission is the explicit assumption that someone is heterosexual. Whilst I was not explicit, I did assume the participants in the study were heterosexual. Omission refers to not challenging heterosexist talk. I didn’t challenge heterosexist talk and sometimes contributed to the silencing of sexualities in schools.  Yet it seems impossible to separate the researcher from the cultural. Despite these kinds of concerns, tensions and limitations, I would argue that the kind of data I produced provided useful critical insights into the inequalities around homosexuality.

5.8.3. Implications of this study for future research
The school is an important site for the production of identities. This study has begun to investigate how the structural components of a school impacts on the construction of identities which are considered to be outside the norm. Whilst this study considered teachers’ perceptions principally of male homosexual identities further investigation of the structural and institutional context to the production of identities, might usefully focus on lesbian identities. Further investigations on the effect of multiple identities on children’s lived experiences in schools would also be valuable. 

The outcomes of this study and others indicate that there are institutional and structural barriers to inclusion of LGBT pupils and issues in schools. Further research, exploring other teaching and learning environments, for example further and higher education colleges and universities, is required. Epstein O’Flynn and Telford (2003) have written on the silences and tensions in the curricula and pedagogy at university. Smith and Pearson (2005) presented a paper at The British Psychological Society Quinquennial Conference on the subject which suggests similar themes to that of school cultures. However, post school cultures may be more open to researchers and allow subjects to be more accessible.

I have commented throughout this thesis about the difficulties of conducting research in this area. If the silence on this area is to be interrogated further, innovative approaches to methodology is required. Atkinson (2003b), investigating teachers’ perceptions of and attitudes towards issues related to sexual orientation in the context of schooling, set up an internet web based discussion forum to gather data. This kind of approach overcomes what was my dilemma, of feeling anxious about both my own and participants’ views and opinions, expressed or not.  

5.9. Conclusion. 
The main finding of this research 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; limit the lesbian or gay individual to what might be critically evaluated as the mediocrity of everyday heterosexuality. There is no indication in teachers discourse that heterosexuality is just another mode of existence, rather there is a sense that it is the superior norm. There is no appreciation that teachers’ actions on silencing diverse sexualities, has a damaging affect 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 a chance event. As a consequence heterosexuality is compulsory, with no meaningful dialogue taking place on diverse sexualities. Feminists argue that the power of patriarchy and the position of gay men and lesbians in society ensure 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 on the nuclear family; therefore homosexuality is a threat to the success of capitalism. 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 adults react. 
These theoretical 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, understanding, they seem unable, resistant, and even fearful of exploring feelings and attitudes towards LGB pupils. As a consequence they have clung to the status quo. The child who expresses atypical gender behaviour is expected to change to fit into the system. Head teachers in particular were resolute in their belief that generic policies will ensure a safe environment for all pupils. Why then are schools unsafe for sissies? 
Teachers need to gain knowledge about what matters to the LGB pupil. They need to be made aware of the damaging affect of heterosexism and homophobic bullying in school. The role they play in policing the boundaries of compulsory heterosexism needs to be explicitly examined. They need to be alert to the importance of providing space in schools for the expression of diverse masculinities and femininities. There needs to be an expectation that homophobic bullying will be challenged and taken as seriously as for example racist bullying. This action alone will bring discussion of diverse sexualities onto a school agenda
If a more inclusive school environment that addresses discrimination of LGB pupils is to become a reality, then regular and meaningful dialogue needs to take place between everyone. There needs to be a shared understanding between The Scottish Executive, Schools and LGB groups on the subject of LGB pupils in school and how to address discrimination. Opportunities need to be found to discuss and challenge understandings. If as a consequence we 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. 
It may be then we are nearer to reaching  Oz.
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