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The paper will be shortened for presentation.
Policies concerning young people’s negotiations of sexuality in schools – and here I mean identifications, not practises - draw on different understandings of societal belonging and cohesion. The importance given to this issue varies not only across national borders, but, as for example in Germany, also within nation states. Invariably such policies are part of national discourses regarding values and norms of gender and relationships, informed by concepts of ethnicized belonging. 

This is the starting point of my ongoing research on the role of sexuality in school policies in three migration societies, namely Sweden, Canada and Germany. The aim of my contribution here today is to present some findings from this project. To make my ideas concrete, I will focus on one example of school policies per country, choosing the countries’ capitals Stockholm, Ottawa and Berlin, and the field of civics, as this might offer a distinct insight in the understandings of citizenship and belonging in these societies. Using data from three western immigration societies, I aim to understand the influence of specific national conceptualisations of belonging and citizenship on the understanding of acceptable (representations of) sexualities. 
Good reasons to do this – data from NGOs

Things have changed a lot since Ernie and Bert moved in together. Today, children have Tinky-winky and Spongebob; and adults can eloquently debate the merits of The L-Word or the 20th re-run of Queer as Folk. Even politicians can by now be openly lesbian and gay (and in some rare places, transsexual). ‘The West’ as we know it has become the place/space activists have fought for since the 1960s – or so it seems. 

I see it as my task here to be the professional pessimist. I do not think that a pink mastercard is a symbol for profound changes in societal hierarchizations and norms. Both have shifted over the last decades, true, but gendered differentiations remain at the heart of normative conceptualizations of (Western) societies. This becomes painfully obvious in recent studies by NGOs on the salience/impact of homophobia (and transphobia).
 

Such studies are additionally interesting for their different perspectives. An ongoing Canadian study initiated by the gay rights organization Égale focuses on young peoples’ experiences of homophobia and transphobia in schools, while recent German studies are interested in the role of migrant young men as perpetrators of homophobic violence. A study in Sweden, then, reflects teachers’ experiences of lack of training regarding harassment in the classroom. Both the German and the Swedish studies, thus, raise questions regarding ‘cultural diversity’ on a different level than the Canadian study. They all reflect, in different ways, the necessity to asses, debate and change existing approaches towards societal norms regarding gendered belonging.
‘Queer Youth’ or Queering ‘Youth’?
At the same time, such information poses more questions: Is the framework of  human rights that is generally referred to in such studies as useful as we might think in the discussion of young people’s sexualities and their reflections or limitations in school politics? Or even, more basically: Why should I – should we – be interested in the details of school policies? Or as one less supportive colleague once noted – young people have to get through all kinds of problems anyway, so why should I make such a fuss about young peoples’ negotiations of normative and non-normative genders and sexualities?
  

The issue at stake is much broader than voicing concern about queer youth, or even young people’s wellbeing in general – although I think that this alone would merit consideration. Rather, young people might be read as reflecting and as indication of movements/changes in societal understandings of belonging. If we want to avoid the risk of romanticizing youth, we can read this societal role with all the problems it might entail. Societal change can imply problematic changes as well as developments that offer better awareness and ‘protection’ for minoritized social groups and subjectivities. 

It is also enlightening to look into existing notions of youth. Often, young people are considered to be (still) innocent and impressionable (Rofes 2005: 66). At the same time, youth is seen as a time of various dangers, and some (‘deviant’) young people are seen as dangerous to society (so who is ‘society’?).
So a critical question to raise here is how ‘youth’ are framed – in policies as well as in research. McInnes and Davies raise an important point here in their discussion of the ‘melancholic presence’ of sissy boys in schools 

“What might happen if the melancholic presence of the sissy boy in schools is considered as a lively point of reflection rather than as a call to tolerance of homosexuality?” (2008: 115)

Analysing policies, then, poses challenge a to read the normative text of policies in a way that allows for the non-normative, without creating a new norm.

Positioning queer youth as in need of tolerance limits the ways we can call for and indeed think change, because we focus on queer youth as victims in need of support, rather than reflecting on the strength of norms and their meaning for all children in schools (and, of course, everybody outside of schools, as well). The appearance (often painfully highlighted through homophobic taunts) of non-heteronormative, non-gender-conformative, of ‘queer’ students in schools can be considered an indicator of the fault-lines of heteronormativity.
 

Expanding that thought, it seems central to not consider queer youth as either a ‘tool’ that initiates and propels otherwise unnecessary changes, nor as carrying the main responsibility for such changes. Really, queer youth should not even be considered the symbol or symptom of the problematic implications of heteronormative understandings of gender-sex-sexuality, if we want to understand the ‘mechanics’ of the norms that make them ‘other’. 

This is especially important when we leave the exclusive binary of heterosexuality vs. homosexuality, and shift the focus on the continuities of sex-gender-sexuality young people inhabit. While ‘homosexual youth’ have been discovered by school authorities, transgender and transsexual youth, and even more so intersexual youth, are still very much at the periphery of educational as well as academic and political vision. Immediate intervention is necessary to support young people victimized for being or seeming to be non-heteronormative. However, individualized or identity-based approaches can only touch the tip of the iceberg if stigmatizing school cultures remain intact (Meyer 2009). 

Schools as gendered spaces of ‘national transmittance’

Schools, as spaces where apparently private experiences need to be negotiated with public rules and norms, are exemplary for the ongoing re-production of what is considered ‘normal’ and, indeed, which presentations of selfhood are readable and recognized. In the mostly heteronormative setting of schools, lesbian, gay, transgendered, transsexual and intersexual youth (and teachers) are confronted with specific tasks and sometimes additional risks. At the same time, policies that regulate sexualities and gender use and in turn inform conceptualisations of ethnicized national belonging.

Schools as gendered places are a recurring theme in youth research as well as in public debates about societal integration and participation. The repeatedly dragged up ‘scare’ on boys is just one example (Connell 1996) – in Germany, you will regularly find dossiers in glossy magazines about how boys are short changed in schools, mainly by the overpowering presence of female teachers.
 Recently, migrant boys have come to the centre of attention as being least successful and most problematic within the German discourse on schools.  

Interestingly, very little is written about the effects of the overpowering presence of White teachers on children of colour, or the damaging effects of a mainly heterosexual staff on queer students.

Schools cannot and should not be blamed alone for societal problems (Connell, 1996: 5). However, I do think that schools are central relay stations of nation-states, spaces of transmittance, re-production and, also, change, of something we might call ‘national identity’.
 And gender and sexualities are a central part of such national projects (Alexander 1997: 65
; Puar 2007; Luibhéid 2002).
 Within these spaces, teachers and students are not simply re-enacting a long-told-tale, but in their everyday interactions re-define their individual imaginaries within their specific local, regional and national contexts. 

Schools are, more precisely, “microcosms of the communities they serve and thus often reflect the culture and values of the dominant group in the school.” as US and Canadian based scholar and teacher Elizabeth J. Meyer points out (2009: 23). Shared norms of inclusion and exclusion present in a school community reflect the neighbourhood’s norms of belonging. Ultimately, school cultures are indicators for a society’s values and norms (Meyer 2009). Normatively speaking, this points to the societal responsibility for creating and ensuring school environments that do not (or not to the current extend) reinforce gendered and sexualized hierarchizations. 

Meyer also suggests a useful differentiation between bullying (that might be gender related or not), sexual harassment and sexual orientation harassment. All three are ‘symptoms’ of gendered norms that ‘call for’ specific presentations and performativities (see Frosh/Phoenix/Patman). 
Some more theoretical and strategic questions 
So, it seems that in 2009, some feminist demands cannot anymore easily be cast aside in the process of policy making for schools in the societies I am focusing on. After decades of intense research and activism, curricula have to reflect some sensitivity to the role gender and, to some extent, sexuality, plays in teaching and learning. 
Currently, one question is – to what extend? Is ‘gender mainstreaming’ something to be satisfied with (Eveline, Bacchi and Binns 2009)? Has the transfer from exclusive to inclusive happened? Though over the last decades, researchers and activists have presented, all the knowledge we need to understand the injustices of our societies, and their institutions, much seems to be left to do. Therefore, I am interested in the discursive foundations of the persistence we are witnessing. 
This also touches another question: is political choice indeed all that is needed, as Catherine Marshall wrote in 1997?
 As much as I am currently inclined to agree – seeing top-down measures as a fast track to catch up on a lot of change and knowledge that feminist activists and researchers have been working on for decades now, I will today also show some limitations of this believe.

SLIDE The different structures in the three societies in question – federal in Germany and Canada, and more centralist with a focus on regions in Sweden – also produce different structures of school policies.
Discourses of citizenship and difference: Berlin

Berlin is a city-state, with its own education policy. I base my analysis on the Berlin Schoollaw of 2004, and the Framework 2006 curriculum for Civics. 

The School law stipulates young peoples’ rights to sustainable education free from discrimination: SLIDE
§ 2 Schulgesetz „Recht auf Bildung und Erziehung“ legt in Abs. 1 fest:

„Jeder junge Mensch hat ein Recht auf zukunftsfähige schulische Bildung und Erziehung ungeachtet seines Geschlechts, seiner Abstammung, seiner Sprache, seiner Herkunft, einer Behinderung, seiner religiösen oder politischen Anschauungen, seiner sexuellen Identität und der wirtschaftlichen oder gesellschaftlichen Stellung der Erziehungsberechtigten.“

All Berlin framework curricula are opened by a four-page introduction marking a common normative ground, with a strong focus on learning in a many-cultural society and the importance of intercultural competences. This introductory text includes a paragraph on “girls and boys” that highlights that ‘girls and boys should be ‘strengthened in their difference and individuality’ (RLP B SK 2006: 7).
 This passage also refers to sexual education that is to be taught across the subjects. 

Incidentally, a comparative study on sex education in Germany considers the Berlin curriculum deficient, as it is mainly knowledge-based and lacking in the teaching of social competences in relation to the topic.
For Civics, the focus of the frameworkcurriculum is on the role of learners within the democratic state as active citizens. Democracy is considered a good that is in need of constant protection. So this framework curriculum refers to two main normative discourses: a discourse of rights (and obligations), and another, interlinked discourse, on difference. In terms of classroom methods, this is reflected in notions of ‘learning to understand a strange perspective’ (RLP B SK 2006: 14).
 The framework curriculum is structured in four topics.
 For the purpose of my discussion here, ‘young people and politics’ is most interesting. Here, the contextualisation offered refers to ‘ways of life and life situations of different social groups and cultures such as children, youth, women, men, lesbians, gay men, migrants, old people, and disabled people’ (27). There is a direct link given to the learning on sexuality and sexual orientation in biology class (27).

In this framework, to ‘translate basic principles of constitutional and social democracy’ is a central personality trait (RLP B SK 2006: 14). It is embedded into a societal norm of a pluralistic society that is manifest through ‘peaceful solutions for conflicts of interests’ (26).

This is an interesting notion, especially in Berlin, where heterogeneity is an integral part of young people’s everyday lives. It indicates the assumption that young peoples’ experiences of ‘differences’ tend to be fraught with problems and that a rights-based learning experience will allow them to overcome such differences. There is no reference to the young peoples’ experiences as being something learning can build on.  

There is another discourse that is directly related to the concepts of independence and intercultural competence: these abilities are considered essential for survival and success in the job market, to be able to ‘work in a team’ (14) and ‘to work cooperatively and product-oriented in groups (19). Intercultural competences are therefore not simply a value in themselves, as the recurring reference to the normative frameworks such as human rights might imply; they also serve another goal. 

The focus on human rights and the ‘principles of freedom and equality’ (19) is similarly intriguing within a context that still affords strongly differentiated access to the labour market and, incidentally, to political office, with a marked bias against young people with migration background. 

Responsible freedom in the market of schools - Stockholm

The Swedish school system differs in two basic structural ways from the German system, in that it is framed nationally and that compulsory school is comprehensive until grade 9. The documents I am using for my analysis today are (the national curriculum (LPO 94),) the Stockholm Skolplan (2008) and the national syllabus for civics (2000).

The school plan (Skolplan) for Stockholm very clearly points to an aspect that is relatively new in the debate about Swedish schools: the notion of schools as service providers in a market of other educational service providers. With the growth of the private education sector, public schools are now competing for students. 

The Stockholm school plan is titled ‘A worldclass school!’ (En skola i världsklass!). 

In the opening paragraph, the authors of the text underline that ‘Education gives people the power to form their own live’ (Bildning ger männinkor makt at forma sina egna liv). The school plan points out that students shall learn in an environment free from fear and insecurity. High priority is given to teachers as the students’ main resource for learning.

As in Berlin, the Stockholm school plan highlights the role of education in many-cultural contexts. Family-language education as well as the acknowledgement of the central role of school libraries are considered important in the learning of Swedish. 

Gender is discussed in a chapter on norms and values – where it is written that boys and girls should have the same chances for development, and sexual assault is unacceptable (12). While ‘tolerance, understanding of difference, and respect’ are considered central for schools, it is also (and repeatedly) highlighted that schools should not go over the parental home’s responsibilities. 

In the school plan, diversity has a double meaning: it is used to denote the changes in Swedish society due to immigration as well as the changes in school policy mentioned earlier, that lead to a diversification and growing competition on the ‘market of schools’. This latter meaning can be read together with the investment in the ‘individual’ that is visible throughout the school plan.

The national Curriculum for civics is embedded in the curriculum for the social sciences (geography, history, religion, civics; during their school live, students will have 885 hours of socsci). 

Under the heading of ‘Democracy as way of live and political system’ the curriculum states SLIDE
The subjects cover discussing and reflecting over concepts such as identity, sexuality, love and gender equality. Within the knowledge area, living together and human relationships, outlook on people and use of language are also treated so that advantage can be taken of the opportunity of discussing issues concerning values in this context.

This is understood more clearly when we look at the role of sex education in Sweden. Sex education is mandatory in Swedish schools since 1956. While the quality of it is debated, it is considered a staple in school education; and seen as a cross-disciplinary task. 
The Civics curriculum specifies:

The subject contributes to pupils' ability to understand their own and others' conditions and values, and thus also be able to distance themselves from and actively counteract different forms of repression and racism. The education should be open to different ideas and encourage their expression, as well as promote respect for each person's intrinsic value, irrespective of gender, class and ethnic background. The equal rights and opportunities of boys and girls, women and men should be actively and consciously clarified.
While gender is mentioned in relation to other aspects of power, sexual identifications are only implicit in both the civics curriculum and the schoolplan.

All students are to feel safe in their school, therefore the schoolplan outlines a ‘zero tolerance’ approach against mobbing, offending treatment and violence. 

This can be read in the context of the new Swedish anti-discrimination legislation (that came into effect 1. Jan. 2009). This new law now covers all matters of discrimination, while offending treatment is explicitly mentioned in the school law.
 From 2006-2009, students had their own anti-discrimination law that also specified how the law was to be turned into practice in schools. With the new legislation, schools have to write an annual plan that specifies which steps are to be taken. In this legislation, ‘sexual orientation’ is one of the mentioned grounds for non-discrimination. Yet, it is interesting to note that the authors of the schoolplan considered it unnecessary to mention sexuality, while ethnicity and disability merit their own paragraphs, and indeed serve to highlight the focus on diversity. 

Incidentally, a 2003 study indicates that a majority of students (in the research 82%
) never or rarely hear about homosexuality in sex-education, and that in 20% of the remainder homosexuality was presented as homosexuality was presented as different from heterosexual relationships. The same research also found troubling examples of discrimination in text-books (Under Ytan 2003- RFSL). 

Rights, responsibilities, and consequences: Ottawa

In Canada, while education policies are decided on by the Provinces, the local School boards are in charge of translating policy into praxis on a pragmatic level.
 Next to the public school boards, there are generally Catholic school boards, French school boards, and sometimes other religious school boards. 
 
 

The Ontario ministry of education that is responsible for Ottawa, presents a focus on normative values and consequences. 
The document “Violence-Free Schools (1994)” stipulates grounds for non-discrimination, and states that every school must have a code of conduct that is regularly revised: 

The code will:

· be developed with students, staff, parents or guardians, and the community; 

· state unequivocally that physical, verbal (oral or written), sexual, or psychological abuse; bullying; or discrimination on the basis of race, culture, religion, gender, language, disability, sexual orientation, or any other attribute is unacceptable; 

· state that damage to property in the school environment (including school grounds, school buses) is unacceptable; 

· establish clear and fair consequences for unacceptable behaviour (where staff violate the code of behaviour, consequences will derive from boards' existing personnel policies and procedures); 

· be prominently displayed in the school; effectively communicated to all; and understood by students, staff, parents or guardians, and the community. 

School boards can help schools to develop their codes of behaviour by creating clear guidelines for the development of such codes.

Further, the text states that 

Curriculum must be free of bias and must reflect the diverse groups that compose our society. It must enable "all students to see themselves reflected in [it]" and "provide each student with the knowledge, skills, attitudes, and behaviours needed to live in a complex and diverse world" (Antiracism and Ethnocultural Equity in School Boards).

Especially the last aspect reflects on the role of policy makers and teachers. 

This document is also noteworthy inasmuch as it very clearly states the necessity of punishment: Homophobia, as well as racism, is considered a serious violent incident that will be reported to the police. Thus, from the outset, anti-discrimination is not only a matter of democratic values, but is embedded in a strong regulatory framework.

And before we get to optimistic about the usefulness of this approach, we need to remember the differences between norms and everyday experiences. First results of an ongoing study on homophobia and transphobia in Canadian schools indicate that many non-heteronormative youth feel unsafe in their schools and experience verbal or physical abuse regularly. 

While abusive behaviour in schools cannot easily be explained by the curricular givens only, it is interesting to take a close look at the social science curriculum. Within the curriculum, Grade 9 and 10 are focused on Family studies only (4).

The definition of ‘family’ is relatively broad in this document, including single parent families and sibling relationships (20).
 Different aspects of family life are integrated here, from food preparation to intercultural and transnational comparisons of family patterns and values. This includes knowledge about ‘community resources’ (17) such as libraries and pharmacies, the ability to mend clothes, and an understanding of how work and family can be negotiated.

Interestingly, the curriculum for ‘health and physical education’ highlights the importance of ‘responsible sexuality’. Students must be enabled to make their on choices and understand the consequences. Thus, students will learn to “explain the consequences of sexual decisions on the individual, family, and community” (THE ONTARIO CURRICULUM , G R A D E S 9 A N D 1 0 : H E A L T H A N D P H Y S I C A L E D U C A T I O N 1999: 10).
 This entails knowledge about STD’s and contraception, but also ‘respect for life’ (as the curriculum for 1-8 states). 

Homosexuality is not mentioned throughout the curricula texts. In the context of extensive Canadian anti-discrimination legislation and recent normative debates about ‘gay marriage’, the meaning of ‘family’ and indeed ‘sexuality’ has changed considerably in Canadian public and legal discourse, and now includes a variety of relationships, including non-heteronormative, relationships. Therefore, the Ontario curriculum is well within the scope of these legal and normative frameworks.

However, the lack of specificity with regard to sexuality seems to indicate another thing. Especially when we remember that the text was written in 1999, and read that together with the strong focus on the family and ‘responsible sexuality’, the texts transmit a sense of conservative values embedded in a discourse of neo-liberal individual choice.

Youth as masters of the neoliberal universe? 

A particular feature of neoliberal subjects is that their desires, hopes, ideals and fears have been shaped in such a way that they desire to be morally worthy, responsibilized individuals, who, as successful entrepreneurs, can produce the best for themselves and their families. The technologies of government that have shaped these desires include a heavy investment in mechanisms of surveillance, which are tightly linked to mechanisms through which economic survival or demise are secured, and to a strong mobilization of nationalist rhetoric, again tightly linked to economic (and national) survival or demise. (Davies and Bansel 2007, 251)
At the same time, such individualized and individualizing projects have permeated the world of education, as I will also (lightly) reflect on in my analysis. 

Becky Francis and Christine Skelton offer an analysis of the gendered implications of this trend. A rehierarchization of kids in schools, and a redefinition of gendered discourses on school achievement (2009: 15).
In all three settings, though to different degrees, the discourse of neo-liberal management of learning and individual choices was prominent. The role of discourses of the globalized market has been discussed in relation to conceptualizations of multiculturalism, and critics have pointed out that international competitiveness might be considered an inadequate rationale for multicultural societal frameworks (Torres 2002; Davies and Bansel 2007). 

If we want to see this ‘pragmatically’ or not, the increasing focus on market applicability of education and the increase in discourses of neoliberal economy implies a strong national interest and ties in with current nationalisms we encounter in many Western nation-states.
Chances and limitations – or the researcher’s paranoia?
The critical analysis of national curricula questions the seemingly neutral, with its centrally gendered hierarchizations. Although it is too early to make full-fledged statements about the national approaches to representations of sexuality in curricular texts, an interesting tension is apparent: ethnicity is presented as a group marker, whereas sexuality is an aspect of individualization (within the boundaries of responsibility in the Canadian example). Thus, to some extent, non-heteronormative sexualities might be read as a prime example of the neo-liberal notions of the individual. 

At the same time, homosexuality is a ground for non-discrimination in the rights based discussions, thus marked as a ‘difference’ and in need of protection. ‘More complex’ positions/subjectivities are, it seems, beyond the imagination of policy makers: I have so far not found any direct reference to transgendered or intersexual youth (though documentation exists for a debate on both in Berlin). 

The – ashamed? shameful? – silences in large parts of these texts also indicate that the reference to normative frameworks such as human rights is not sufficient to decentre normative understandings of young people’s sexualities. ‘Sexual diversity’ needs to be clearly embedded in social and content-based learning if we are to address the problematic othering of LGBTIQQ/non-heteronormative/queer youth.
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� This is a version of a text I am currently working on and therefore present in different settings. Any comments are welcome.


� Here, I have a theoretical problem. The way I write it now seems quite positivist: I ‘read’ ‘what is there’ and do not question the role of NGOs in ‘promoting’ problems. This sounds insidious, but could it be that NGOs ‘need’ homophobia for their own survival? They do, but that does not mean that homophobia does not exist anyways. Or does it?


� In a recent lecture, J. Halberstam questioned the validity of claims that queer youth are more endangered than non-queer youth, suggesting that the general reference to suicide statistics might be a false link, where queer-ness is wrongly used as the reason that lead to suicide, while it might be any other reason (lecture in Lund, May 2009). This seems logical enough – but I seriously doubt this. Such a logic would lead (back) to a devaluation of young people’s statements, that is rather typical for adultist perspectives on youth. 


� I will generally use the terms queer and non-heteronormative youth almost synonymously, although ‚queer‘, in my understanding, implies the active self-positioning, while non-heteronormative can also comprise the outside perspective.


� and increasingly also by successful girls


� Bacchi cites Yates with a useful definition of three different approaches to education. 1) education can build enlightenment; 2) teachers have to be concerned with political consciousness; 3) school is basically regulatory (2005: 112-113).


� Alexander is here working on women’s sexual agency, not youth.


� We are also engaged in the “heterosexualization within the state apparatus” (M. J. Alexander 1997: 65). The “sexualization of citizenship” described by M. Jacqui Alexander in 1997 has become even more pronounced during the last 10 years or so, especially in discussions of sexuality in migration.


� More than 10 years ago Connell described the role of schools in understanding the production of masculinities:


“Though we will never have a simple way of measuring the relative influence of different institutions, there seems to be good warrant for considering schools one of the major sites of masculinity formation. A ‘site’ can be understood in two ways. It can be examined as an institutional agent of the process. To understand this, we must explore the structures and practices by which the school forms masculinities among its pupils. Alternatively, we can examine the school as the setting in which other agencies are in play, especially the agency of the pupils themselves. … Schools may be having a gender effect without producing gender difference. The school is having a gender effect, for instance, when it changes gender relations so as to produce more similarity.” (Connell 1996: 6-7)





� In 1997, Catherine Marshall wrote that for a serious change towards more gender equality “All that is needed is the political choice to do so” (Marshall 1997: 2). As much as I am currently inclined to agree – seeing top-down measures as a fast track to catch up on a lot of change and knowledge that feminist activists and researchers have been working on for decades now – in the policy documents I am presenting today I will also show the limitations of this believe.  


� My theoretical basis lies in queer studies and postcolonial work. In my previous research I worked with young people in Germany and Canada in an ethnographic project on young people’s selfpositionings in migration societies. 


� Boeser offers an overview on research on ’gender issues and civic education’ in Germany (***).


� RLP Berlin (sozialkunde)


Besondere Aufmerksamkeit gilt der Wahrnehmung und Stärkung von Mädchen und Jungen in ihrer geschlechtsspezifischen Unterschiedlichkeit und Individualität. Sie werden darin unterstützt, sich bei aller Verschiedenheit als gleichberechtigt wahrzunehmen und in kooperativem Umgang miteinander und voneinander zu lernen. Dazu trägt auch eine Sexualerziehung bei, die relevante Fragestellungen fachübergreifend berücksichtigt. 


� The aim is to learn the ability to ‘act independently in heterogeneous groups’ (RLP B SK 2006: 14).


� young people and politics


communication and media


human rights


law and jurisdiction





� The topic ‘human rights’ is highly interesting as here the authors of the framework curriculum position human rights as ‘an expression and means of measurement of the process of civilisation’ (29). While knowledge about human rights is obviously an important basis for discussions of national and global social injustices, the way human rights are positioned here creates a strong hierarchisation of societies.





� The introduction ends with an interesting point: schools are to be free from political intervention. While the national policies are central in defining aims and guidelines for evaluation, schools are responsible for the translation of these frameworks into practice (SfSs 2008: 5). 


� In terms of gender equality it notes that girls and boys are to have the same changes and that sexual assault is unacceptable. 


� Den första januari 2009 upphör lagen (2006:67) om förbud mot diskriminering och annan kränkande behandling av barn- och elever (BeL) att gälla. Reglerna som rör diskriminering för över till den nya diskrimineringslagen (2008:567) och reglerna som rör annan kränkande behandling för in i ett nytt kapitel i skollagen. De nya reglerna börjar gälla den 1 januari 2009. (barn-och-elevs-skyddslagen.pdf)





� 82% av eleverna: homosexuella relationer hade aldrig eller enbart någon enstaka gång tagits upp i sex- och samlevnadsundervisningen


I de fall ämnet hade tagits upp, angav 20% av eleverna att homosexuella relationer inte�beskrivits som likvärdiga


� The most important and largest School board in Canada is the Toronto District School Board (and the 4th largest in North America).


� There is also a nationwide body, the Council of Ministers of Education, Canada., founded in 1967. The CMEC instigates research, is a forum for policy debates and represents the ministries of education internationally (� HYPERLINK "http://www.cmec.ca/About/Pages/default.aspx" ��http://www.cmec.ca/About/Pages/default.aspx�).


� School boards run and represent schools, and they coordinate specialized education programmes.


Ontario's schools are administered by 72 district school boards and 33 school authorities. "School authorities" consist of geographically isolated boards and hospital school boards.


� Equity


Education that incorporates the principles of equity helps all students acquire the knowledge, skills, attitudes, and sense of belonging they need to become effective, participating members of society.


Students need to understand that any form of discrimination hurts them, their community, and society, and is unacceptable. Forms of discrimination may include:


racism, or intimidation and discrimination based on ethnocultural, religious, or linguistic differences; 


sexism, sexual harassment, and gender inequities; 


homophobia, or discrimination based on sexual orientation; 


discrimination based on class/income level and occupation; 


discrimination based on disability; 


intolerance based on other characteristics, such as appearance. 





� The following serious violent incidents must be reported to the police: possession of weapons (e.g., guns, knives); threats of serious physical injury; physical assaults causing serious bodily harm; sexual assault; robbery and extortion; any hate-motivated violence (e.g., violence involving racism or homophobia); and vandalism causing extensive damage to school property or property located on school premises.





� In Ontario, the social sciences are comprised of general social science, family studies, philosophy, and world religions.


� Family Diversity: By the end of this course, students will: 


– define terms and describe diverse family forms and relationships (e.g., nuclear, blended, single-parent families; foster care; adoption; sibling relationships); 


� this curriculum dates from 1999, ‘updates’ in 2000 in health include ‘healthy active living action plan’ task, but no further information on sexuality.
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