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May 26, 2000, Friday

School officials here apologized today to
parents who were oufraged by a health
survey, given to some students as young
as 11, that posed specific questions about
sexual orientation and behavior, drug and
alcohol use and other intimate details.
{(New York Times)

July 30, 2000. Sunday

Sound the trumpet! The moral majority is
on the march again. The Section 28 debate
is just the latest in 2 long line of controver-
sies about sexual values that have gripped
Britain since the 1950s. Abortion, divorce
and gay rights appeared ifo change the
moral landscape forever. Now, it seems,
the conservatives are in the ascendant once
more. Is this the end of liberal progress?
{Independent on Sunday, London)

October 14, 2000. Saturday

It's a family issue

Families should carry the burden of curb-
ing teen pregnancies, according to
Premier [of Victoria, Australia] Steve
Bracks. Mr Bracks said he didn’t believe
condoms, the contraceptive pill or the

morming-after pill should be provided in
schools. {Herald Sun, Melbourne)

As the extracts from newspapers in
Australia, the United Kingdom and the
United States quoted above show, the media
across the Anglophone world is preoccupied
with questions on sex education, young
people, and sexuality. In the United States
and Canada, a search of headlines in news-
papers across the country reveal repeated
articles about teenage pregnancy, ‘prema-
ture’ sex/nality, and gay sex among young
people. Australian and New Zealand news-
papers, too, reveal deep concerns about
these issues. In South Africa the news of
sexual violence against schoolgirls is in the
papers almost daily. In the UK during 2000
several papers took part in a concerted cam-
paign against the repeal of Section 28
of the Local Government Act 1988, which
prohibited the ‘promotion of homosexual-
ity’ by Local Authorities.! This was taken as
an opportunity by some papers to mount a
campaign against any move towards a
greater tolerance of queer? sexualities in
schools.

Our focus, in this chapter, will be on the natu-
ralization and policing of heterosexualities,
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mainly through homophobia and hetero-
sexism, in educational institutions in late
capitalist Anglophone countries (particu-
larly Australia, Britain, Canada, New Zealand
and the United States). We have drawn on
the literature from all these coungries but,
because of our location in the UK, we have
often used British events as exemplars of
tendencies in several countries, while, of
course, also acknowledging the extensive dif-

ferences between countries.” OQur concentra-

tion on the normalization of heterosexuality
here derives from a wish to, as Richard John-
son puts it, ‘render heterosexuality visible to
critical scrutiny and to make it, in some
sense, politically accountable” (1997: 5; see
also Richardson, 1996).

Our thinking, in this respect, can be seen
in a direct line of descent from Adrienne
Rich’s influential article ‘Compulsory
heterosexuality and lesbian existence’
(1980), in which she proposed the notion of
‘compulsory heterosexuality” to explain
how heterosexuality was rewarded, main-
tained and reproduced, while lesbianism
was punished and stigmatized. In the inter-
vening years, others have built on, adapted
and taken issue with her ideas (for example,
Butler, 1990; Steinberg et al., 1997). Her
work has been criticized for being over-
simplistic and reductive, as well as appear-
ing almost to evacuate lesbianism of sexual
desire (see, for example, Rubin and Butler
1998; Sedgwick, 1990: 36-7) and for ignor-
ing the experiences of women of colour
(Lorde, 1984)." Similarly, ‘compulsory
heterosexuality’ has been subject to the cri-
tique of being over-determining, and thus
denying the agency of women, Judith Butler,
for example, suggests that ‘compulsory het-
crosexuality’ is simply ‘another totalizing
frame’ (Butler, 1990: 18; de Lauretis, 1994).
And, of course, her focus on lesbianism does
little to explain the position of gay men
(Sedgwick, 1990: 36-7). However, the idea of
‘compulsory heterosexuality’ is a powerful
one, which continues to be a key idea for
researchers in sexuality, Indeed, Judith
Butler’s queer reworking of compulsory
heterosexuality - in which she draws also on

the writings of Wittig (1981, 1992) — as a
‘heterosexual matrix’ (Butler, 1990} is one
we have found particularly useful in point-
ing to the performance of gender and the
ways that it is culturally understood through
a lens that assumes attraction to and desire
for the Other, who is of the opposite sex.

Epstein and Johnson (1998: 6) have
argued that in the sexual, as in other
domains such as ‘race’ (hooks, 1984), the
relationship between the centre and the
margins is one in which:

marginalized categories turn out to be crucial in
the self-production of the ‘centred’ ones (white,
heterosexual, middle-class and so on), a process
most noticeable (in relation to sexuality) in
public displays of homophobia by politicians and
in the media, but also imporiant in the daity lives
of those in schools.

We follow on from this position to explote the
production of (hetero)sexuality in primary/
elementary, secondary/junior high school
and university education. This may seem a
long way from lesbian and gay (or queer)
studies, which have, typically and under-
standably, focused on the experiences of les-
bians, gay men, bisexual and transgendered
people rather than on how ‘straight’ is pro-
duced. However, our examination of the
dominant tradition in sexuality, that is hetero-
sexuality, is built on those studies of lesbian
and gay experiences (see, for example,
Abelove et al., 1993; Nardi and Schneider,
1998; Plummer, 1992; Scidman, 1997)
which, taken together, give rise to questions
about the possibility of stability in sexual
categories. We will, in this context, write
about both straight and queer sexualitics,
examining them as relational categories that
structure definitions, understandings and
social dynamics of both dominant and
subordinated categories.

We begin with a discussion of educational
institutions and the political economy of
education to contextualize our argument that
education is a key site for the production of
compulsory heterosexuality. This is followed
by an exploration of the relationship between
‘innocence’ and ‘experience’/knowing’ and
‘pot knowing® in the context of sexuality,
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education and popular common sense ideas
about the meaning of childhood and phases
of ‘growing up’. We then move into an
examination of the ways in which both formal
and informal cumicula are (hetero)sexual-
ized and (hetero)sexualizing. In each
section, we will use examples from primary
(elementary) and secondary (junior high)
schooling and from university education.

HETEROSEXUAL HEGEMONIES
AND MORAL MAJORITIES

Schools and universities are places where the
education of, for the most part, the young
takes place. This happens not only in the
official spaces of curriculum and classroom,

but also in the micro- and often very unotfi- .

cial cultures of students, teachers and others
connected with particular sites (for example,
Local Education Authorities and governing
bodies in the UK, School Councils in
Australia and School Boards in the United
States). All phases of education share
certain features: some people (teachers)
are meant to be passing knowledge to others
(students); they are places where learning is
institutionalized; they all have transient
populations of students, though staff may
stay for longer or shorter periods of time;
and they are all places where appropriate
knowledges are defined, taught, measured
and examined (Foucault, 1977). There are
also significant differences between the dif-
ferent phases. These are related to the age of
the students and to notions of developmen-
tal phases. When considering sexuality in
schools ‘appropriate knowledge’ is espe-
cially contested, particularly during the
compulsory years of schooling.

The controversy surrounding the UK

government’s attempt between February
and July 2000 to repeal Section 28 of the
Local Government Act 1988 provides a
clear example of this contestation. Similar
politics around sexuality and school {on
both sides of the divide) exist in the USA,
Canada, Australia and New Zealand and in

some European countries. Of course, the
particular negotiations that take place vary
from country to country, partly as a result of
different formations of ‘left’ and ‘right’, of
‘moral majority” and ‘sexual liberal’, of the
relative power of religion and of civil/secular
society. Here, we take the British context as
a case study of such negotiations.

In the UK, the campaign against the
repeal of Section 28 by much of the press,
by religious leaders and by a well-organized
faction in the House of Lords, significantly
influenced the new Sex and Relationship
Education Guidance for Schools (DIEE,
2000). These guidelines arise partly from
long-standing concerns about the high rate
of teenage pregnancies in the UK.’ David
Blunkett, then the Secretary of State for
Education, also hoped that by producing
more coherent sex and relationships educa-
tion guidelines Section 28 would be seen to
be redundant. The guidelines seem fto
borrow from practice in the USA on
preventing teenage pregnancy, despite the
high rate of teenage pregnancy there, and
from the Netherlands in Furope, where the
teenage pregnancy rate is low. At one level,
they offer a profoundly anti-sex message,
borrowed particularly from anti-sex cam-
paigns in the USA. For example, the
requirement for teachers to stress the rea-
sons for delaying first sexual intercourse is
mentioned explicitly several times (Intro-
duction.5, Introduction.9, 1.7, 1.18, 2.16,
2.22, 3.5) and implied in a number of other
parts of the Guidance. At the same time
there is to be more emphasis on ‘relation-
ship education’ as in the Netherlands, rather
than what James Sears (1992: Introduction)
has described as the ‘techno-rational’
approach that has pervaded sex education
up to now in the USA and, we would add,
the UK. The Guidance treads a tightrope,
atterpting both to stress the desirability of
marriage to please the churches and those on
the Right, and simultaneously expounding a
more liberal view about individual sexuality
in order to keep its election pledge to those
lesbian and gay rights campaigners, broadly
on the left:
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It is up to schools to make sure that the needs
of all pupils are met in their programmes. Young
people, whatever their developing sexuality, need
to feel that sex and relationship education is rele-
vant to them and sensitive to their needs. The
Secretary of State for Education and Employ-
ment is clear that teachers should be able to deal
honestly and sensitively with sexual orientation,
answer appropriate questions and offer support.
(DfEE, 2000, para, 1.30}

However, in a clear reference to Section
28, the same paragraph ends with the state-
ment that, ‘There should be no direct
promotion of sexual orientation’. Since the
document also requires teachers to stress
the preferability of ‘marriage and stable
family relationships’, one can only assume
that heterosexuality is not perceived as a
sexual orientation.

Of course, the stress on marriage presents
the DFEE with another dilemima, since large
numbers of children do not live in families
where they have two parents of the opposite
sex who are married to each other. In order
that children’s own family relationships
should not be devalued, teachers are
instructed to preach a message of tolerance of
other sexualities and to recognize the value of
stable relationships as well as marriage. The
Guidance deals with this problem in the
following terms in its introduction:

As part of sex and relationship education, pupils
should be taught about the nature and impor-
tance of marriage for family life and bringing up
children. But the Government recognises ... that
there are strong and mutually supportive rela-
tionships outside marriage, Therefore children
should learn the significance of marriage and
stable relationships as key building blocks of
community and society. Care needs to be taken
to ensure that there is no stigmatisation of
children based on their home circumstances.
(ibid. Introduction: 4) o

Perhaps the most important part of this
Guidance, however, is that this is the first
time that schools in the UK have been
given a systematic national framework (as
opposed to piecemeal government circulars)
for sex and relationship education. There-
fore there will be much greater scrutiny of
how sex education is being taught, though

it is difficult to assess what the overall
impact of this Guidance will be when it is
implemented in its final form. It represents
the political tensions surrounding sex educa-
tion (and the limits of tolerance of lesbian,
gay and bi-sexualities) in the UK, compara-
ble to those in other industrialized Anglo-
phone countries. It attempts a negotiation, or
a scttlement between these tensions, within
which teachers will have to manoeuvre. For

‘pupils in school, it clearly advocates an ideal

and presumed majority subject position of
non-sexual heterosexuality, where children
and young people ‘recognise’ heterosexuality
and are constituted through its discourses
but also are expected not to consolidate
sexual identity through sexual perfor-
mances, which therefore remain subter-
ranean and (ransgressive in nature. We will
be returning to the issue of students’ perfor-
mances of sexuality later.

The past twenty years have seen the
imposition of marketization and managerial-
ism on schools (Epstein and Kenway, 1996;
Gewirtz et al., 1995; Whitty, 1994) and, more
recently, public sector universities. In this
context, success in the educational market
depends on achievement in publicly recog-
nizable forms, like examination resulis —
although courses in lesbian and gay, queer
and/or women’s studies may benefit or lose
out from market driven education, with fluc-
tuations in fashion and student demand.
Competitively driven education has conse-
quences in a number of areas, including the
ways that sexualities can be and are learnt
and expressed within these institutions.
Investments of time and money are more
likely to be spent by institutions to ensure
greater publicly recognized achievement,
which will in turn accrue more investment
and funding, than on more controversial
programmes of sex education for example.
It is not just that such programimes might
infringe the law as it stands both in some US
states and in the UK, but also that bad
publicity would have an impact on future
funding. Therefore even when there are,
within institutions, individuals with the
power ostensibly to effect change, any
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attempt to do this is a very risky business
(Bickmore, 1999; Epstein, 1997c; Kaeser,
1999; Silin, 1995).

Without radically altered sex education
programmes in schools, it is unlikely that
more widely held heterosexist views will
ever be challenged and yet it is necessary to
secure that challenge first before such pro-
grammes will be allowed. This is not neces-
sarily easy to come by given the politics
current in the various countties to which this
chapter refers. Nor have the ‘middle way’
‘social liberals’ represented by Clinton/Gore
in the USA and Blair in the UK been very
brave in relation to sexuality as evidenced by
Clinton’s responses to the gays in the mili-
tary affair at the beginning of his presidency
and the Blair government’s anxious consul-
tation with the churches over sex education

{(discussed previously). In the meantime, on.

the Right of the political spectrum, leaders
are openly homophobic. The right-wing Lib-
eral government of Australia is not receptive
to liberal (small 1) ideas about sexuality and
this is repeated at state level in a number of
states. Western Australia, for example, has
regulations stmilar in effect to Section 28
and in mid-2000 John Howard, the Prime
Minister of Australia, moved swiftly to leg-
islation to overturn a cowrt judgement that
allowed access by lesbians to in vitro fertil-
ization. George W. Bush has expressed his
opposition to any measures to improve
equality for lesbians and gays in the USA,
while the ex-leader of the UK Conservative
Party, William Hague, in an article in the
influential British tabloid, the Daily Mail (23
January 2000), made clear his views in
favour of maintaining Section 28 (Hague,
2000). Underpinning these views was a par-
ticular definition of ‘tolerance’. Mr Hague
defined tolerance as ‘a minority accepting
and understanding the experiences and
beliefs of the majority’. It is this principle
that governs much policy on sex education in
schools and indeed in universities as well.
Foucault (1978) has documented the histori-
cal processes whereby sexuality has come to
occupy the central position of a person’s
identity in contemporary Western society.

As Ken Plumumer observes, ‘Sex has become
the Big Story” (Plummer, 1995). 1t is for this
reason that sex education has become such
a battleground and the need to shore up
heterosexuality is perceived to be crucial to
the maintenance of other key institutions.

Furthermore, schools and universities in
the Anglophone countries since the 1990s
have been organized around an obsession
for academic achievement. In the UK,
Australia, New Zealand and the USA,
governments have made this a priority,
believing that a more highly knowledge-
based society, particularly in new techno-
logies, will generate greater wealth. In the
UK, teachers’ salaries and promotions {(at
schools and, increasingly, at umiversities)
are to become ever more closely wedded to
the production of student results with the
introduction of performance management
and performance-related pay in schools.
Since the late 1990s this discourse of
achievement discourse has become hege-
monic and it is one, as we will show, that
has particular effects on the ways that sexu-
ality is construed and constructed within
secondary schools.

Despite many constraints and silences,
schools and universities have spaces where
sexualities are not only permitted, but even
required in either formal or informal con-
texts. In the carly years of education,
the ‘home corner’ provides a space for
children’s fantasies of heterosexual family,
while elementary school children need a
certain ‘sexual literacy’ about, for example,
desirable pop stars and athletes in the pur-
suit of friendship. In secondary schools, the
‘prom’ (in the American context) or school
disco provide a space where, however
uncomfortably, students are expected to
interact, producing themselves as feminine
and masculine in iconically heterosexual
and exaggerated ways. The heterosexualiza-
tion of this process is often unremarked and
young people are seen generally within a
developmental discourse of ‘normal’ gender
development. However, the homophobia
endemic in schools and directed at those
young imen in particular, who are alternatively
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masculine, makes clear that heterosexuality
is indeed compulsory.

Heterosexually successful school students
often make a successful transition into the
heterosexual economies of colleges and
universities. The clubs and societies of UK,
Australian and New Zealand universities and
the fraternities and sororities of the United
States and Canada are places where hetero-
sexual credentials must be proved, for popu-
larity depends on this. Without such
heterosexual credentials, many young lesbian
and gay students are likely to find them-
selves excluded from ‘the university life’,
from informal networks of learning and sites
of informal cultural exchange. This means
they often do not know what is going on or
have access to the ‘in’ stories. Such exclu-
sions are painful and for young people who
are already disadvantaged by locations of
class or race or dis/ability, it may be impos-~
sible to sustain a gay identity, when a het-
erosexual one provides them with a key
strategy for inclusion. In this way a
rehearsal of normative heterosexual adult-
hood is coerced from students. Furthermore,
there is a growing body of research that
explores how even in elementary education
heterosexuality is used as a resource by
children {Epstein, 1997b; Letts IV and
Sears, 1999; Reneld, 2000).

It would, however, be a mistake to assume
ihat there is no room for manoeuvre in edu-
cational institutions. As Gramsci (1995)
pointed out, hegemony is never total or, in
more Foucauldian terms, where there is
power, there is always resistance (Foucault,
1977, 1980). Schools and colleges are also
sites of cultural struggle. Power does not
operate simply in one direction. In all of our
research, and in the research of others, we
have come across pockets of opposition to
dominant forms (see, for example, Appleby,
1995; Davis, 1999; Epstein and Johnson,
1998; Griffin and Andermahr, 1997; Kehily
and Nayak, 1996; Pinar, 1998; Rhoads,
1994). Often the ways in which discourses
of sexuality, learning, age, class and race
are configured in the micro-politics of the
classroom, school or university allow for

quite powertul resistances to happen. These
may in the end be disarmed by the institu-
tion but they do show that the institution is
being challenged. A key strategy of the
institution to retain power seems to be to
allow protest but to contain it in particular
areas. Speech is zoned (Steinberg, 1997);
what can be said in some places, is not pos-
sible in others, Thus, in some educational
locations and within some discourses it is

+ possible to speak about sex and sexuality in

progressive, even radical, terms. However,
closets are often built around these loca-
tions, which both affords protection on the
one hand but limits the challenge to the
institution on the other. For example, in
Schooling Sexualities, Epstein and Johnson
{1998) describe how the Year 5 children
{aged 9-10) in Mr Stuart’s class deliberately
refrained from gossiping about their teacher
after he had come out to them on the
grounds that, as one girl said, ‘Most grown-
ups are, um, grown-up about it but some
aren’t really.’

INNOCENT IGNORANCE AND
‘APPROPRIATE' KNOWLEDGES

Young children, according to common-sense
understandings, are innocent. They neither
do, ner should they, know anything about
sexuality. The fear is that contemporary
children “grow up too soon’ or are ‘not yet
ready’ for sexual knowledges. In the words
of John Patten, who was at the time the Con-
servative Secretary of State for Education in
the UK, children ‘should not even be think-
ing about beginning to be understanding,
never mind understanding’ particular items
of sexual knowledge (Daily Mail, 24 March
1994). This is a pervasive theme in debates
about sexuality and sex education in Anglo-
phone countries. John Patten’s views are
shared by the so-called ‘moral majority’ of
the United States, by the right-wing tabloid
and broadsheet press of the UK, and by
some Chyistian and other moral traditionalist
groups in Australia and New Zealand.




Innocence and Experience 277

In contrast, feminists, sex educators and
others have long argued that not only is
‘childhood innocence’ an excuse for keep-
ing young children ignorant but it is danger-
ous to the children (cf. Silin, 1995). Stevi
Jackson, writing in the early 1980s (1982),
pointed out that the notion of childhood
innocence was a way of keeping children
ignorant and thereby both denying them
access to power and justifying their power-
lessness. Children, she suggested, are not
allowed to deny adults the right to touch or
kiss them in situations that are not perceived
by other adults as abusive. How many
young children have been told to ‘kiss x or
y goodbye’ when they would rather not do
$0?’ Similarly, she pointed out, women are
more likely to be touched by men without
invitation than vice versa, employees are
more likely to be touched by employers, and
so on. Jenny Kitzinger (1988; 1990} took
this argument further, calling for a critique
of the way that the concept of ‘childhood
innocence’ is used in the treatment (by the
media, for example} of child sexual abuse.
She argued that this supposed ‘innccence’
itself constituted a form of eroticization of
children, making it titillating and exciting.
On the other hand, she suggested, children
who have been sexually abused lose their
innocence (since they are no longer ignoe-
rant) and become fair game, legitimate
victims of abusers. Thus, an eight-year-old
girl can be described by a High Court judge
as being ‘no angel’ and men who abuse can
get off with extremely light sentences on the
grounds that the kmowing child tempted
them and led them on.

Of course, as Stevi Jackson argues, the
ideology of childhood innocence is pro-
foundly gendered. It is little girls who are
simultaneously (hetero)sexualized and meant
to retain their innocence. Writing about a
television documentary on little girls who
take part in beauty pageants, Jackson says:

The little girl [in the beauty pageant] is just act-
ing out a mote stylized version of the usual little
girl performance — and in one sense knows noth-
ing about sexuality while in another knows a
great deal. She is probably ignorant about the

mechanics of heterosexual sex, vet she knows
that being attractive, flirtatious and cute wins a
positive response from adults — and littie girls
know this even if they don’t enter beauty
contests, (1999 139

While we would agree with Jackson that the
sexualization of young children is highly
gendered, it is important to remember that
little boys are also inscribed within dis-
courses of heterosexuality. The extreme
femininity of little girls may construct them
as hetero/sex objects, but little boys are
required to prove that they are ‘real boys” in
ways that mark them as masculine, even
macho, and therefore (by definition) hetero-
sexual. Furthermore, as Valetie Walkerdine
has argued, the eroticization of little girls
is profoundly classed (and we would
added racialized) as well as gendered
(Walkerdine, 1997). Corruption, degradation
and immorality are not far away from per-
ceptions of the working-class child or child
of colour, particularly when they are girls.
Such children are perceived as giving in too
easily to temptation and become sexualized
in femininity or ‘violenced’ in masculinity.
Thus any child not brought up in a white,
middle-class, heterosexual family is poten-
tially sullied and defiled by their surround-
mngs, ultimately because of their failure to be
normatively middle class.

We would also agree with the claims
made by Kitzinger and by Jackson that dis-
courses of childhood innocence are pro-
foundly damaging to children (girls and
boys). The moral traditionalist claim that
knowing about sexuality constitutes the cor-
ruption of children is, moreover, profoundly
anti-educational. As Jonathan Silin so
powerfully argues:

Unlike some, I do not want to protect children
from pain during a romanticized period of inno-
cence, nor do I see children as 2 way to purchase
immortality. Rather [ want to argue that too much
of the contemporary curriculum brings a deathly
silence to the being of childhood and not enough
of it speaks to the things that really matter in
children’s lives or in the lives of those who care
for them. I want to argue that the curriculum has
too often become an injunction to desist rather
than an invitation to explore our life worlds, The
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curriculum remains lifeless as long as it is cut off
from the roots and connections that feed it.
(1995: 40)

Silin is writing, here, about death and dying,
gpecifically from AIDS. However, much the
same could be said about sexuality, and,
indeed, Silin supports this view in his
important book.

The desire to preserve ‘¢hildhood inno-
cence’ is one which we would recast as an
attempt to enforce ‘childhood ignorance’
and which seems to represent the {riumph
of hope over experience. Children in
primary/elementary schools in late capitalist
countries, at least, are already knowledg-
cable about and interested in sexuality in a
whole host of different ways. Indeed, we
would argue that primary schools are
suffused with sexuality in ways which are
recognizably similar to the sexual cultures
of secondary schools and universities, but
that also differ from them in significant
ways. Even the youngest children constantly
use the discourses of heterosexuality which
abound in playgrounds and classrooms as a
resource that they can draw 0B in the making
and breaking of friendships, in the invest-
ments they make in different versions of
themselves as girls and boys, and in their
relationships with adults. Emma Renold
(2000), for example, describes how gitls In
primary schools talk very explicitly about the
heterosexual atfractiveness oF otherwise of
their classmates and how this enters into the
social dynamics of the peer group (see
also Connolly, 1995a; Epstein, 1995a;
Epstein, 1997a; Epstein et al.,, 2001 a).

Questions of innocence/ignorance and
(being) knowing about sexuality are played
out somewhat differently in secondary
schools. As children move from the primary/
elementary pbase, into secondary/junior
high schools, there is an expectation that
they will be beginning to find out, to know
more about sex and sexuality. Young

people, at this stage, are expected to know
about sexuality, but sexual activity is undesir-
able. There are particular fears, here, about
the rates of teenage pregnancy, on the one

hand, and of the seduction, even corruption,

of young men by predatory gay men on
the other.

While not wanting to downplay the real
sexual vulnerability of some young womet,
it is worth considering how far those who
become pregnant do so because it consti-
tutes specifically an oppositional version of
success to school-based success, structured
around desire (as against a different’” ver-
sion of success because of himited options
outside school). Tt also often puts them
beyond schooling, or modifies the meaning
of schooling by allowing young women to
assert their adulthood. This seems especially
true of those young women in secondary
schools who specifically state a desire to
get pregnant. Thus, young woinen who gain
sexual knowledge (as evidenced by the
pregnancies) aré 1o longer innocent, are
excluded from gaining school-based knowl-
edge and kept ignorant. Indeed, in the UK,
the Social Exclusion Unit’s report into
Teenage Pregnancy (SEU, 1999) specifi-
cally comments on the fact that pregnancy
seems to signify the end of education for
many young women. The government’s
commitment in this document, 10 keeping
young mothers at school, has yet to be tested
in practice. However, the document itself
draws attention to the fact that UK schools
seem to find it particularly difficult to
accommodate continued academic achieve-
ment with an active stadent sexuality and/or
parenting roles:

Attention to ensuring a pregnant tecrager contin-
aes 1o receive education is often very weak, and
the Unit heard innumerable examples of pregnant
girls pushed out of school on grounds of preg-
nancy or ‘health and safety’. This is particularly
damaging while educational provision for those
out of school remains so poor: ail example of a
13 year old receiving only & hours education a
week from 20 weeks was not at all untypical and
for many teenagers this is the beginning of per-
manent detachment from education. (SEU, 1999
para. 8.22)

Vet in some ways this has to be the case. It
is no good promising the rewards of adult-
hood for a developed heterosexuality and
then telling those of whom this is overtly
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true, that they still have to go to school. As
Bullen, Kenway and Hey observe:

There is much about youthful gender identities
and relationships and gendered labour and sexual
market(s) that eludes New Labour. With regard
to teenage mothers, it tackles their so-called
social exclusion without recognising how for
some young women social exclusion is multi-
dimensional. Indeed, for some, to be excluded
from the labour market and to be economically
dependent on the state are not the worst possible
risk scenarios. In contrast, exclusion from hetero-
sexist forms of teenage desirability and relation-
ships is understood as a high-risk scenario (Hey
1997) and teenage pregnancy cannot be
addressed if such matters are ignored or trivial-
ised. (2000: 449)

The ways in which allowable knowledges
about sexuality are inflected by class,

dis/ability, embodiment and ethnicity are-

revealed strikingly in the case of Helen, a
yvear 9 (13-14 years) student of Greek
Cypriot origin who was admitted to a girls’
state comprehensive school in the UK. She
had cerebral palsy. The school had admitted
other students with cerebral palsy and so
this in itself was not new. In fact her dis-
ability® was at the mild end of the cerebral
palsy spectrum. Within about 12 weeks
however, towards the middle of the spring
term 1999, this student had been perma-
nently excluded (that is, expelled). A variety
of reasons were given but the main one was
that she had been found masturbating® in the
toilets.

The fact that Helen was constituted as
disabled within the school, both physically
and in terms of her ability to learn had an
important impact on the perception of her
sexvality and the status it was accorded.
Had Helen’s educational attainment been
higher, she would probably not have been
excluded — to permanently exclude a high
achieving student does not make good eco-
nomic sense in the educational market
place. Conversely, student sexuality is also
often seen as constitutive of ‘ability’ with
the ‘over-sexed’, underachieving working-
class girl the one who becomes pregnant
and drops out of school. Helen’s learning

disability meant that she should not be
sexual but also paradoxically the presence
of her sexual behaviour appeared to consti-
fute the ‘severity’ of her learning disability.
Furthermore, disabled people are meant
to be, for the most part, asexual. As
Shakespeare et al. point out: ‘Just as
children are assumed to have no sexuality,
so disabled people are similarly denied the
capacity for sexual feeling. Where disabled
people are seen as sexual, this is in terms of
deviant sexuality, for example, inappropri-
ate sexual display or masturbation’, (1996:
10). However, as Epstein (1996) has shown,
this assumption of asexuality is, in practice
within the presumption that it will be a
heterosexual version of asexuality.

Helen’s case also suggests not only that
heterosexual hegemony is maintained
through the active suppression of female
sexual desire (Fine, 1988) but that the man-
ifestations of such desire must therefore
also have a transgressive potential fo be
exploited by students in school and against
schooling. This is a point emphasized in the
work of Mary Kehily and Ancop Nayak
(Kehily and Nayak 1996; Kehily and Nayak
1997, Nayak and Kehily 1997). The final
consequences of such transgressions are
often, though not always, less than empow-
ering, However, such events and their ever-
present possibility mean that students’
sexual knowledges and expression consti-
tute a source of considerable anxiety to the
institution, which is obliged to look for
ways of containing or expelling the trans-
gressive meanings that can be attached to
student expressions of sexuality — often
before it considers the welfare of the student
concerned.

For many, possibly most, young people
who leave school to ge into higher educa-
tion, college or university provides a space
within which they can deepen and widen
their sexual experience. Universities and
colleges are the places within the educa-
tional system where (hetero)sex stops being
taboo and enters the realm of the expected.
Young people are no longer expected to be
innocent/ignorant about sexuality, but either
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to have or to gain sexual knowledge and
experience during their courses. There is an
assumption, among most heterosexual
young people and their families, that this is
the place and period during which poten-
tially fong-term partners, even spouses, will
be found. Similarly, the majority of queer
young people who have elected to go into
higher education want to further the interro-
gation of their sexual-selves. They presume
that their college or university will provide
an environment that is more supportive of
sexual difference than they have previously
experienced because of the relaxation of
heteronormative attitudes experienced in
their previous homes and secondary schools.
The ‘dynamics of their closets’ (Sedgwick,
1990; Smith et al., 1998) and the borders
that their environments have placed around
their desires are likely to be well known to
them. Nevertheless the queer young person
frequently anticipates that higher education
will provide a social and sexual intersection,
enabling them to expand their personal ties
and networks within a freer cultural envi-
ronment. They may view university or col-
lege as offering the potential for sexual
emancipation, personal liberation, and the
opportunity of being treated as an equal in a
heterocentric world.

However, when students arrive at univer-
sity, they are likely to discover that social
permission to be sexual is tenuous for those
who do not conform to the prescriptions of
normative heterosexuality. Heterosexual
expectations of straight friends and family,
as well as the governances of the hidden or
micro curriculum continue to police the
boundaries of their lives (Stevens and
Walker, 1996). The thread of heteronorma-
tivity that has woven its way through their
primary and secondary schools is there too
in college, feeding the hidden anti-queer
discourses of higher education. We have
shown, above, how sexuality — especially in
non-normative form — is both prohibited and
pervasive in primary and secondary schools.
In universities, by contrast, there are likely
to be discussions of lesbian and gay themes
{(and maybe even bisexual and transgender

ones) generally, a broader awareness and
understanding of sexual differences and
even a tacit official approval on the macro
level. This 1s likely to show itself in a num-
ber of ways: first, in inclusion of references
to lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgendered
identities in references to minority or dis-
advantaged groups, particularly in the social
sciences; secondly, in the existence of
courses that are specifically about lesbian,
gay and/or queer themes, particularly within
literary studies; and thirdly, in the intellec-
tual work of openly queer academics (for
example, Seidman, 1995; 1997). There are,
also within the university sector, a number
of out academics, some of them very
famous, working specifically in the field of
sexuality',

Nevertheless, the same heterosexism that
pursued queer pupils through primary
and secondary school lies just under the sur-
faces of higher education. Consequently,
many non-heterosexual students, particularly
those who occupy ‘sexual margins’, feel that
they have little choice other than to distance
themselves from mainstream university life
and do their sexuality elsewhere.

For those attending college or university
in or near large urban centres doing one’s
(homo)sexuality elsewhere means, for the
most part, in the commercial ‘gay scene’
near to where their college or university is
located. In more isolated university settings,
however, queer young people can expeti-
ence something akin to a ‘siege mentality’
where they are sequestered and/or rely
predominantly on chance contacts they
make within the university, via the Internet,
or through queer groups often established as
part of the Students’ Union. However, such
recognition is always risky. For example, the
University of Georgetown in Washington,
DC, has attempted to disallow the existence
of a Jesbian and gay society, a move that was
found to be unlawful in a court challenge
(Lorenz, 2000). Similarly, at the same
university, a queer studies course taught
within English was pilloried in the press
(Inglebretson and Edward, 2000). In both
urban and rural settings, therefore, the
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university or college is a site of and for
heterosexuality, where an often-narrow het-
erosexuality is performed and where gender
and sexual differences are marginalized.
The halls of residence, the student bar or
other social spaces are often threateningly
straight (McNaron, 1991; Taulke-Johnson
and Rivers, 1998). This is when queer stu-
dents realize that they may have cast off the
heterosexism of their secondary school only
to rediscover, somewhat ominously, that
the same heterocentric agenda exists within
the mow constricting confines of higher
education.

Furthermore, in these economic rationalist
times, it is increasingly difficult for young
people to leave the family home in order to
go to university. This has a particular impact
on students identifying as queer, who might
previously have found a space on the com-
mercial gay scene away from home. For
these young people, continued financial
dependence on their parents, and/or living in
the parental home, makes coming out prob-
lematic. It holds young people in a state of
econoniic childhood beyond the years of
legal minority, giving economic power to
compulsory heterosexuality by making
young queers nervous of coming out to
their parents in case this leads to the end of
their studies as well as to distuption of their
familial relationships (which is frequently
feared by those thinking of coming out
within families).

TEACHING AND LEARNING
{(HETERC)SEXUALITIES

All educational institutions, at whatever
phase, have both formal and informal cur-
ricula. The formal comprises what is overtly
taught, the content of the curriculum. The
informal, or hidden, curriculum is much
harder to pin down, since it consists of
almost everything else. Although, for the
sake of clarity, we are dividing the formal
and the informal, in practice they are intes-
twined and bleed into each other. Formal

and hidden curricula are formed and
understood in relation to each other. No
formal teaching can take place outside the
context of the hidden curriculum and the
hidden curriculum draws on aspects of
the taught curriculum. Social relations,
forms of pedagogy, curriculum content,
micro-cultural processes and dynamics, even
the life histories of students and staff, all
contribute to the learning and teaching that
goes on within educational sites. Sometimes
the hidden curriculum can be at odds with
what is apparently being taught. Thus, teach-
ing from a post-modern or queer perspective
in sexualities courses in universities may be
in tension with the discursive practices out-
lined above, which make non-normative
versions of sexuality at the very least
uncomfortable.

The Formal Curriculum

Overt teaching about sexuality in
primary/elementary schools is to be found
only in formal sex education classes as part
of the Personal, Social and Health Educa-
tion (PSHE) curriculum. In middle/sec-
ondary/high schools, sex education will
continue to be part of PSHE but there may
also be some work around sexuality in the
syllabi of various subject areas, particularly
English, Drama and Social Studies (or
Sociology). At university, sexuality may be
studied overtly in a number of curriculum
areas including sociology and cultural studies,
psychology, medical sciences, gender or
women’s studies — and, of course, Lesbian
and Gay Studies. In primary and secondary
schools, sex education in the UK, the USA,
Australia and New Zealand has historically
been focused on reproduction with one’s
heterosexuality assumed — the sexuality of
default. The secondary English curricylum
may be used to explore all kinds of sexual
dilemmas from heterosexual teenage pas-
sion in Romeo and Juliet, love, lust and
adultery in a range of poetry and novels and
may even, though unusually, explore same
sex atiraction and love (Harris, 1990). At
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universities, particularly in social sciences
and literary studies, there may also be
courses in lesbian and gay studies, or queer
theory, although these may be more preva-
lent in the United States than elsewhere.
Furthermore, as Sheila Jeffreys points out,
in her elite Australian university:

I teach a fesbian and gay politics course with the
support of my department of Political Science at
the University of Melbourne. My course is
called “The Politics of Sex Reform Movements’
because the students pointed out that the title that
included the words Iesbian and gay might impede
their chances of employment. The very fact that
my course has to be closeted in this way suggests
some of the political difficulties of such teaching.
My course and my department are exceptional in
Australia. Departments of Political Science often
contain no teaching about women or feminism,
let alone leshians. (1997: 142)

The extent of specific teaching about sexua-
lity, however, is limited both in time and
content. In UK. primary schools, for exam-
ple, children in Year 5 (aged 9-10) are
likely to have four or five lessons in sex
education, which is likely to be based on
the biological. In Ontario, Canada, animal
reproduction is included in the grade three
Health and Physical Education curriculum,
while puberty and buman reproduction are
taught in grades 5 and 6 (Bickmore, 1999).
In general, teachers in this phase are nervous
about sex education. They are in a difficult
place, here. Often primary school teachers,
who teach across the curriculum, have little
or no training in how to do sex education.
Furthermore, they are likely to be legiti-
mately anxious about the reactions of some
parents and, worse, of the popular press, if
they stray into territory considered by moral
traditionalists to be too risky (even risqué).
Cahill and Theilheimer (1998) ask why it
should be harder to imagine children in
kindergarten classes acting out events at
Stonewall in June 1969, when a group of
gay people fought back against police
harassment, than to imagine them playing
at being Rosa Parks or Martin Luther King
during events in Montgomery, Alabama, at
the start of the Civil Rights Movement.

They point out that children are part of
multigenerational families ‘in which elders,
the child her- or himself, and/or the child’s
future offspring may be gay’ (Cahill and
Theilheimer, 1998: 40). But, as most readers
would recognize, it is almost impaossible to
imagine the Stonewall scenario being
played out (and in a positive way!) in
schools, particularly during the early years
and elementary phases. While citizenship
education may, in theory, have the potential
to create a space for such a play, there is no
evidence that this has been the case in those
places that have adopted it (for example,
parts of the USA and Victoria in Australia).
Furthermore, if discourses of desire are
missing, as Michelie Fine (1988) argues, or
forcibly expelled, as Epstein and Johnson
(1998) suggest, at the secondary phase, how
much further are they from the realms of the
sayable in primary classrooms?

The formal sex education curriculum of
secondary schools is much more likely to
focus on the dangers of sex and desire, espe-
cially on the ‘evils’ of HIV transmission,
rather than the social context of sexuality. In
most secondary schools, such discussion as
there is in the official spaces of schooling
will be in terms of conception, contraception
and the spread of sexually transmitted dis-
eases, especially HIV, all within an assumed
heterosexual norm. At the same time, the
advent of the HIV/AIDS pandemic has
meant that, in many countries, sex education
has assumed a new urgency over the last two
decades. Most recently, in South Africa (and
notwithstanding President Mbeki’s state-
ment, just priot to the July 2000 AIDS con-
ference held in Durban, that HIV does not
necessarily lead to AIDS), the government
and donor agencies have begun to spend
enormous sums in the attempt to develop a
sex education curriculum that will reduce
the rate of transmission among young
people, Nevertheless, the findings reported
by Hillier et al. (1999: 71) are typical in this
respect: ‘In the formal classroom curricu-
lum, an assumption that students were
heterosexual meant that safe sex and sexua-
lity issues were dealt with only in the context
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of heterosexuality.” The curriculum spaces
in schools (as opposed to universities) that
are most likely to allow possibilities for
exploring queer sexualities are English and
Drama, and Sociclogy. English teaching, in
the UK, the USA and Australia has a tradi-
tion of commitment to exploring social jus-
tice issues as well as working in the affective
domain through literature and drama and
there have been moves by the American
National Council for Teachers of English, to
take on questions of sexuality (Misson,
1999; Spurlin, 2000}. School sociclogy
courses may well include something about
sexuality under the heading of gender and/
or deviance — where exploration of queer
sexualities are still most likely to be found.
As discussed earlier, many students imag-
ine university/college to be a freer sexual
environment, than school. For many hetero~
sexual students, this may well prove to be
the case. For those who do not conform
heterosexually, higher education may pro-
vide a site of possibility for coming out, par-
ticularly where high school has seemed to
be an impossible location. Indeed, the liter-
ature is uni-vocal in suggesting that attitudes
within the academy have changed from the
days when there was complete silence in the
curricula and the administrations actively
campaigned against activists (see, for exam-
ple, D’Emilio, 1992; Tierney, 1993; 1997;
Tierney and Rhoads, 1993). The pace and
spread of change, however, vary consider-
ably. John D’Emilio concludes that “for the
most part, the 1970s was a decade charac-
terised by organisation and networking. The
1980s have witnessed the production and
sharing of knowledge. I expect that the
1990s will be the time when we see signifi-
cant movement toward the institutionalisa-
tion of queer studies in higher education’.
(1992: 169} It is interesting to compare
D’Emilio’s prediction made at the start of the
last decade with what we have witnessed
within institutions of Western academia.
While some of the changes have been
significant — and the publication of books like
this one is an example of that — they have not
been uniform. At best, the development of

queer studies courses, in their various forms,
and the inclusion of queer studies within
non-specialist courses has been patchy
(Tierney, 1997).

There is little doubt that distinct hetero-
sexual biases continue to exist and are
embedded in the curricula and pedagogical
practices in universities. There appear to be
two projects for which writers in the field are
calling. First, pleas for the implementation of
curricula that are more inclusive of queer
issues, one that is supported by more toler-
ant/aware pedagogical practices (Lopez and
Chism, 1993; Piernik, 1992), This requires a
redesign of the existing heterocentric curric-
ula and the modification of the pedagogical
practices of many university teachers to
incorporate the specific leaming needs of
non-heterosexual students. The second pro-
ject is a corollary of the first, and produces
demands to ‘educate’ straight students about
negative effects of their heterosexist attitudes
(Wallick, 1995) and to disrupt heteronorma-
tivity (Britzman, 1995). McCord and Herzog
(1991) suggest that programmes that help
students understand that discrimination and
abuse are not justifiable responses can also
help to expose latent/blatant heterosexist
attitudes amongst straight students. As Linda
Eyre points out, however, there are inherent
dangers and contradictions in this and similar
approaches: ‘Pedagogical - practices explic-
itly intended to challenge the heteronornna-
tivity and heterosexism ... [and] ... work
towards social change risk reproducing the
very aspects of injustice that they seek to
rectify” (1993: 191, 195). Some of the
approaches employed in teaching may harm
the success of curricula and pedagogical
practices that aim to be queer inclusive
and/or disruptive of normative hetero-
sexuality. These include what Eyre (1993)
describes as the ‘add-on’ approach, the
‘homosexual’ guest speaker, and workshops
on heterosexism, There are, perhaps, dangers
in further isolating straight students from
pro-queered perspectives through some
mismanaged attempts to incorporate Queer
Theory into the mainstream curricula
because many heterosexual students have
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limited reference points from which to engage
with queer themes or, as Deborah Britzman
argues, because those in dominant, unmarked
groups, often feel they have an entitlement to
maintain their ignorance (1995: 159). Parallels
can be drawn, here, between debates about
whether feminism and ‘multiculturalism’
should be ‘mainstreamed’, taking their place
within, for example, core courses in sociology,
or whether they should be taught in separate
classes labelled, variously, ‘women’s studies’,
‘gender studies’, ‘African-American studies’,
and so on (see, for example, Coate, 2000, and
Nardi in this volume).

The Hidden Curriculum

There is no possibility of predicting exactly
how queer curricula may be read by straight
(or even queer) students. The way students
make sense of any formal curriculum is
dependent on a complex combination of
their own personal biographies and social
positions and the hidden curricula of the
institutions in which they are educated.
Therefore, ‘to boldly go® where no straight
writing course/history class etc. has thought
of itself going before, could cause a back-
lash of heterosexism that can abandon queer
students to feel further marginalized, and fur-
ther entrench straight students’ heterocentric
attitudes. The fact that ‘a few’ straight stu-
dents are offended is not the real concern.
Rather, of greater consequence is the missed
opportunity to advance the political project
of troubling and disrupting heteronormativ-
ity. We are not arguing, of course, that
curricula should not be queered. Rather, we
would suggest that the unpredictability of
response, our inability to know who the
addressee of any curriculum or pedagogy
‘really’ is (Ellsworth, 1997), must be taken
into account and acknowledged.

Children and young people bring all kinds
of different experiences in relation to sexual-
ity to school and college and these, along
with the particular local cultures of the
institution, form an important part of the
hidden curriculum of sexuality.

As we have argued above, and as the
work of Emma Renold (1999; 2000) shows,
sexuality pervades primary school play-
grounds and classrooms and children draw
on it as a resource for constructing them-
selves as boys and as girls. This takes a
variety of forms from imaginative games
involving heterosexual family life and talk
about ‘dating’, ‘dumping’ and ‘going out’
(Epstein, 1997b) to name-calling and abuse
of those wheo, for whatever reason do not
“fit’” as properly masculine or feminine (but
perhaps particularly masculine) (Boldt,
1996; Connell, 1989; Connolly, 1995b).

Children’s play and talk are profoundly
heterosexualized and form an important
part of any hidden curriculum, As Bronwyn
Davies shows:

Heterosexuality is continually constructed in the
children’s talk as they separate and heighten the
difference between themselves as male and
female. So pervasive is this construction that
even the most simple initiative on a gir’s part,
such as asking a boy for a pencil, can be overlaid
with compromising (hetero)sexual meanings.
The boys, in contrast are not compromised by
(hetero)sexuality. (1993; 123)

But it is, of course, not only the children’s
play that produces heterosexuality within
the hidden curriculum of primary schools,
but forms of organization, the assumptions
and expectations of teachers that children
will live in heterosexual families and the
heteronormativity of various books and other
resources (VanEvery and Wallis, 2000).
Similar processes are at work in secondary
schools and universities. In secondary
schools, the dominating discourses of
‘standards’ and ‘achievement’, discussed
above, have a huge impact on the hidden
curriculum. In schools ‘ability” is measured
in relation to age and educational attain-
ment. It is strongly inflected by psychologi-
cal developmental discourse, which in turn
has a preoccupation with sexual develop-
ment. Walkerdine (1990) has explored
the implications for women and girls of
a male-centred discourse ‘of the ratio-
nal, independent, autonomous child as a
quasi-natural phenomenon who progresses
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through a universalized developmental
sequence towards the possibility of rational
argument’ (1990: 29). In this context, the
functionalist logics of the hidden sexuality
curriculum demand there should be a
smooth progression, with an emergent het-
erosexuality appearing in the later years of
compulsory school but not fully developed
until the end of compulsory schooling. In
this logic gay sexuality is often recuperated
as a stage, an immature sexuality, on the
way to fully-fledged heterosexuality. Its
more radical meanings are then contained
within the heterosexual hegemony of the
school. David Denborough argues: ‘If sex is
upheld as a symbol of adulthood, and adult-
hood is seen to represent control over one’s
own life and an end to constant domination,
then it makes sense that young people speak
of and participate in sex in order to make
claims to adult identity. Sexuality comes to
represent freedom” (1996: 3). Denborough’s
analysis needs refining in fact, as it is only
heterosexuality that is invested with mean-
ings of adulthood in schools. The promise of
adulthood is a key strategy of heterosexism
in schools.

Two key aspects of the hidden curriculum
of secondary schools — Cartesian rationality
and emphatic masculinities — may make it
possible for gay male student identities to
exist publicly within these spaces. They
must, however, be presented in ways that
are recognizable within school contexts, that
is, in terms of ‘rational argument’ and/or as
hegemonically masculine ‘real boys’, for
example through being good af team games
like rugby or football (Epstein, 1997a). In
terms of the Cartesian rational, it is perhaps
the case that defences of gay male sexuality
become realistically possible in the later
years of secondary education when intellect
is re-valorised as a form of masculinity
(Redman and Mac an Ghaill, 1997) and also
significantly when the ‘Macho lads’ are
likely to drop out of school. Furthermore,
such rationality may only work for the white,
middle-class gay young man (and then only
partially) for, as Mac an Ghaill shows, gay
young men from ethnic minorities are

particularly liable to be subject to a combination
of bodily desire (for their “blackness’) and dis-
gust (with their gayness) by their teachers and
peers (Mac an Ghaill, 1994),

Universities, perhaps even more than
schools, are characterized by appeals to the
rational. It is unusual for writers about
higher education to consider the hidden cur-
riculum of universities (see, however,
Epstein, 1995b). Here, the importance of
rational thinking, the economics of higher
education (for example, are students forced
1o live with parents because of cost?) and
the politics and relationships of students and
staff all play a part in forming the frame-
work for university education.

These relationships include; family, ethnic
and cultural background, religion, the impor-
tance of primary and secondary school, politi-
cal ideclogy, socio-econdmic status, friends
(heterosexual and queer), the wider ‘gay
scene’ and issues of gender non-conformity
{Lottes and Kuriloff, 1992; 1994; Nora et al,,
1996; Waldner-Haugrud and Magruder,
1996). Another important part of the hidden
curriculum for queer students is involvement
with LGBT or queer social/political groups
and other political activities, Similarly, as
Nina Wakeford (this volume) shows, new
information technologies may provide oppor-
tunities for the expression and support of
deviant sexualities. Personal ties and social
networks can also lend support to the young
person by providing a means of escaping
from the heteronormative expectations of
family and peers and afford a discursive space
in which to build a sexual identity (Rhoads,
1994). But, everwhelmingly, the hidden
curriculum is produced by a straight, often
threatening, environment in which, according
to Evans and D’Augelli (1996: 215), queer
students in US universities reported that:

s 75 per cent experienced verbal abuse.

¢ 25 per cent were threatened with
violence at least once.

e 22 per cent were chased or followed and
5 per cent had been spat on.

e 17 per cent have had personal property
damaged.
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e 64 per cent feared for their personal
safety on campus.

o Most hid their sexual identity from their
roommates or other students.

Significantly, ‘nearly all expected the “aver-
age” lesbian or gay man to be harassed on
campus’ (Evans and D’ Augelli, 1996: 215).
Most of these incidents were not teported to
the university authorities and many queer
students made changes 10 their daily
routines to avoid hardships. Many gay or
bisexua! men in Evans and D’ Augelli’s study
feared for their personal safety and those
fears were based on previous experience
of personal violence or aftacks 1o property.
We would argue that these experiences
are not only relevant for non-heterosexual

students, but for many who do identify as het-

erosexual, The often violent policing of queer
sexualities also constitute a means through
which heterosexual masculinities and femi-
ninities are regulated, particularly those
that are, in some way, non-pormative {(for
example, gentle boysfyoung men, assertive
girls/young women, celibate students of
either gender). Indeed, it is worth asking
whether the attacks on apparently queer stu-
dents by apparently straight ones is a way of
dissociating oneself from any aspersions on
one’s sexuality.

CONCLUSION

We have suggested, in this chapter, that
childhood is highly regulated through dis-
courses of innocence and experience and
that this shapes education in profound ways.
Compuisory heterosexuality for children
and young people is, t0 2 Jarge extent, writ-
ten through assumptions of and demands for
innocence (ignorance?). We have traced the
ways that these discourses are expressed at
different stages in education and in different
educational sites. We have suggested, fur-
thermore, that what happens in education is
tightly bound up with the organization and
regulation of the heterosexual family. Myths

of happy heterosexuality abound at every
stage from the play house of the nursery
school to the dating games of secondary/
junior high schools and universities. The
particular ways that this happens are, of
course, nuanced by local, institutional
micro-cultures but are also shaped by the
exigencies of more global political €Conomies
of education.

Where Foucault (1980) suggests that
power and knowledge are inextricably
entwined, what we have argued is that
knowledge in educational settings is con-
structed as heterosexual. The paradox is that
educational institutions are charged with the
production and passing on of knowledge,
but, at the same iime, young people and
children are only supposed to gain particular
knowledges, especially where sexuality 15
concerned. This means that young people
can sometimes use their sexual knowledges
as forms of resistance to the demands and
discourses of schooling/university and at
others, they can use them to access networks
of power and popularity, and even academic
achievement.

Much research in the field of sexuality
and education to date has focused on the
dual questions of the victimization of young
lesbian, gay and bisexual people, and the
development of sexual identities. In this
context, it is often difficult to write without
sefting up binaries and, indeed, our own
chapter has divided queer and straight, for-
mal and informal curricula, What is needed,
at this point, are ways of interrogating the
structures of education that recognize and
explore both the fluidities and fixities of
educational institutions. Here, careful atten-
tion must be paid to the ways that people
(young and old) do sexuality through
gender, ethnicity, class and the body and
vice versa. Rather than assuming that
young people bring their sexuality to school
with them, and investigating how educa-
tipnal institutions respond to that, we
would suggest that explorations of how
institutions themselves produce and constrain
sexualities are likely to be generative in
future research.

i g
i



Innocence and Experience 287

NOTES

1 Section 28 infamously prohibits Local Authorities
(that is, local government} from ‘promoting homosexual-
ity’, labelling same-sex relationships as being ‘pretended
family relationships’. When the TFhaicher government in
1988 passed it, there were protests in the UK and nearly
all the *western democracies’. The Blair Government was
finally defeated in the House of Lords on the repeal of
Section 28 at the end of July 2000. It seems unlikely that
a further attempt to repeal the Section will be made before
the next general election in Britain.

2 We recognize that terminology is always contested,
and not everyone likes the term ‘queer”, which can be seen
as derogatory. However, we will use it in this chapter for
two reasons. First, we find the litany of identities, ‘lesbian,
gay, bisexual, tramsgendered, transsexual’ awkward to
use, breaking the flow of writing. Secondly, ‘queet’ sug-
gests something more of the fluidity of sexual identities,
which we would argue exists among both heterosexual

and non-heterosexual people. While we are probably more

materialist in our analysis than many queer theorists, we
are certainly indebted te queer theory for much of it,

3 This chapter is based on (and, in part, quotes from) our
significantly longer and fuller review of the literature for the

American Educational Research Association’s Review of

Research in Education (Epstein et al. 2001b). For an excel-
tent review of the literature on sexuality and education from
the United States see Tiemney and Dilley {1998).

4 Elspeth Probyn, however, points out that Rich’s pro-
ject is to ‘combine the specificity of individual female
bodies with a larger feminist politics’ (Probyn, 1990: 177)
and, in particular, that she is very specific about her own
white, Jewish lesbian body.

5 Between 1977 and 1996 the USA had much the high-
est rate of live births per thousand women between the
ages of fifteen and mineteen in comparable countries. It
was followed by (in order) New Zealand, the UK, Canada
and Australia. New Zealand is the only one of these coun-
tries to show a significant reduction in the rate of teenage
pregnancies over this period (SEU, 1999).

6 Unlike geographically larger countries, the UK has a
large number of national daily papers. The tabloids tend
to be more scandalous and read by much larger numbers
than the more ‘highbrow’ breadsheects. Right wing
tabloids include the Sun (owned by Rupert Murdoch),
with the largest readesship of any national daily news-
paper, and the Daily Mail (which has traditionally been
closely associated with the Right of the Conservative
Party). Right-wing broadsheets include The Times (also a
Murdoch paper) and the Telegraph.

7 It may be that this is less likely to happen in quite so
overt a form new. However, given the power differential
between children and adults, it is not easy for children to
feel empowered to refuse a kiss proffered by an adult,
especially one with whom they have close relationships.

The difficulty is that denying children the physical
expression of affection is likely to be damaging in a
different way. Thus programmes that purport o teach
children how to refuse ‘bad touches’ and distinguish
between ‘good’ and ‘bad’ ways of touching and cuddling
present significant difficulties. We would like to thank
Rebecca Boden for pointing this out to us.

8 The language to use when talking about ‘dis/ability’
is a minefield and is different in different countries. We
agree with the argument that dis/ability is socially con-
strucied and thus use the term ‘dis/ability” when talking
about the general case, to indicate social construction. In
talking about Helen, specifically, however, we talk of her
‘disability’. The use of *disabled person’ or ‘person with a
disability’ is also contested. We have fotllowed the use in
Shakespeare et al. of ‘disabled person’.

9 Of course, as Foucault notes, masturbation is a key
perversion in the history of sexuality (Foucault, 1978, see,
also Sedgwick, 1994 particularly the article or on ‘Jane
Austen and the Masturbating Girl”).

1¢ One should not, however, underestimate the diffi-
culties that such high profile outness may bring. See, for
example, Valentine (1998).
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