Queer Masculinities, Gender Conformity and the Secondary School
Sexuality and gender are discursively constructed and historically situated modes of power, reified through social interaction (Rosenfeld 2003; West & Zimmerman 1987). Alongside class and race, they exist as important ordering principles of society (Butler 1999; Connell 1987; Foucault 1990). The study of masculinities is a recent addition to the disciplines of sexuality and gender. From a social-constructionist perspective, masculinities scholarship has both examined the stratification of masculinities as well as the relationships between men and women. The recognition that men are variously gendered beings who nonetheless gain from patriarchal subordination is perhaps the forming principle of the discipline (Connell 1995; Kimmel & Messner 2004). 
The dominant way of theorizing masculinities and their social stratification comes with Connell’s concept of hegemonic masculinity (1987, 1995; Connell & Messerschmidt 2005). Hegemonic masculinity is a social constructionist process (West and Zimmerman, 1987) where one form of institutionalized masculinity is “culturally exalted” (Connell 1995, p. 77) above all others. Crucial to Connell’s theory, the ruling group maintains its privilege by securing the subjugated groups’ acceptance of this hierarchical structuring, without the use of force. 
Traditionally, the hegemonic version of masculinity has been predicated on homophobia and misogyny (Connell 1995; Kimmel 1994; Pronger 1990). And while this has been contested by women and gay men 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Anderson 2008a, 2008b; Bordo 1993; MacKinnon 1993; Tatchell 1995)
, they have remained integral traits of the dominant masculinities. 
Perhaps because of the hegemonic dominance of this form of masculinity, certain scholars have conflated this historically esteemed archetype with the process of hegemony. As Anderson (2005a) discusses, hegemonic masculinity refers only to the process of stratifying groups of men; it is not an archetype. To combine the two makes it difficult to document change in the stratification of masculinity; Connell’s concept then loses much of its utility.  
Anderson (2005b) resolves this issue by creating two categorical labels of masculinity; inclusive and orthodox. The traditional, macho version of masculinity (which he calls orthodox) has long been the hegemonic group in western countries (Connell 1995; Kimmel 1994; Salisbury & Jackson 1996). Inclusive masculinity differs from its orthodox counterpart in that it is predicated less in homophobia and misogyny. Anderson (2008a, forth) uses his archetypes to document a radical change currently occurring in the behaviours of men who reside at the top of the masculine hierarchy. As cultural homophobia rapidly decreases (Gross 2007; Loftus 2001), the regulatory power of homophobic abuse diminishes and gender scholarship can account for the ascendancy of inclusive masculinity in the masculine hierarchy (Anderson forth.).


Anderson has used his typology to chart the social change in heterosexual men’s attitudes and behaviours. However, both orthodox and inclusive masculinities apply to gay men, too 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Nardi 2000; Tatchell 1995; Ward 2000)
. Connell (1995) called gay men exhibiting orthodox masculinity “Very Straight Gay[s]”, as these men cling to the very masculine privilege that subordinates them. Gay liberation provides the image of inclusive gay masculinity; men who do not want to assimilate to heterosexual masculine norms (Tatchell 1995). This is not to say that gay and straight masculinities within this typology are the same however. Sexuality is important, too. Thus, the historical (and contemporary) oppression of gay men means that masculinities need to be categorised by sexuality. Gender oppression is not just reproduced through norms of acceptability; it is also structurally embedded and institutionalized (Acker 1990; Weeks 1985). As such, challenging gender inequality requires addressing the structures that create it (Kirsch 2000; Walters 1996).
It is clear that privileging certain types of masculinity is deeply political, and this necessitates examination of how the subordinated and marginalized groups react to their status. Connell’s concept of hegemonic masculinity has been most productively applied to the study of groups of men at a macro level of analysis. Accordingly, I turn to the concept of queer masculinities to theorize the individual transgressive contestation of orthodox masculinity at the micro level. Study of queer masculinities focuses on individuals that explicitly contest dominant gender and sexual norms, yet who do not maintain institutional or majority peer support for their behaviours. If they did, it would not be queer. 
I define queer masculinities here as types of behaviour located in the masculine realm but which transgress institutional gender norms and therefore subvert paradigmatic conceptions of masculinity by being less dominating, controlling and excluding. That is, queer masculine behaviours will not attack, isolate or subordinate other men; even so, their behaviours will not be institutionally condoned. Clearly, a prime concern of (gay and straight) men who enact queer masculinities will be to contest homophobia and misogyny.
For clarity, it is worth further delineating my use of queer masculinities. While queer masculinities will necessarily be inclusive, men who ascribe to inclusive masculinity need not be ‘queer’. For example, Anderson’s (2008a) ethnography of a group of ‘straight’ men who radically challenge orthodox notions of heterosexuality show these men to belong to an inclusive masculinity project. However, they are not queer because they maintain high cultural capital and peer support; they are white, attractive, heterosexual young men – they reside at the top of other hegemonic stratifications. Furthermore, while queer masculinities are often marginalized, they are not the same as Connell’s (1995) subordinated masculinities. Men with queer masculinities, as I later show, are infused with agency and a desire to contest societal norms. This is notably lacking in Connell’s formulation.

Under these terms, queer masculinities will maintain utility as a theoretical tool only for as long as dominant masculinities are damaging. When (or if) the dominant form of masculinity becomes a set of esteemed behaviours that does not rely on control, domination, misogyny and homophobia, there will be no need to challenge their hierarchical positioning as it will no longer be at the expense of other men. In other words, the political aim of queer masculinities must be to reach the time when the concept is theoretically redundant. 
Having laid out my conceptual framework of gender, I now present data from one school, Evergreen High, from which I examine the possibilities for and utility of queer masculinities. I collected data in the school year 2006/7, as part of a larger ethnographic research project on the intersection of gender, sexuality and education. Evergreen is a particularly pertinent case, as it is recognised as a very good school. Indeed, OFSTED (the UK school inspectorate) praises an “unshakeable focus on the…personal development of the students”, and Evergreen’s prospectus makes strong reference to offering a safe space for all students. Exam results are excellent, and students are well-adjusted and report being happy with their schooling. Given this, the issues discussed throughout this paper are specific to sexuality and gender, rather than being just another failure of an underperforming school.
Gender Norms
It’s the start of the autumn term 2006 and I am sat with a group of new students to Evergreen High School. The class is boisterous and they are being assigned extra-curricular groups which they have to attend for half an hour each day. The students (aged 11) have already made their preferences and they are chatting anxiously as they wait to see what groups they get. The teacher announces the groups, laughing and joking with them about their choice. When it gets to Alan, a quiet and pleasant boy, his choices include cooking, dance and art work. In fact, Alan only has one of his preferred options – computer games. As the teacher reads out the activities, he laughs and sympathises with Alan for getting such ‘girly’ choices. The class join in the banter, which Alan finds funny.
As I ask John and Cathy why they are laughing, it becomes apparent that the groups are particularly gendered. There are some classes which the students understand to be “for boys” and others “for girls”. When Becky, one of Alan’s friends, commiserates with him, I ask if Alan hates cooking and dance. She replies, “No, but boys shouldn’t do that”. These understandings were supported by examining the registers: groups that were coded ‘girly’ or ‘for boys’ consisted almost entirely of that sex. 

***

This joking clearly fostered goodwill in the class and Alan did not want to do the courses he was given. However, the immediate reaction of the teacher and the unanimous response of the class dictated that Alan should be upset by these choices. This effectively shut down any possibility of Alan, and potentially any male student, wanting to do these courses without also being stigmatised for that desire. Indeed, there was a specific legitimate and esteemed masculinity available here – one where boys do not cook, dance or paint. While this bonded the new class together, it simultaneously and unintentionally reinscribed dominant gender norms.   

As Long as You are Like Us
In her seminal article Hierarchies, Jobs, Bodies, Joan Acker (1990) explicated the ways in which organizations are gendered, where structures and operational systems privilege men over women. Similarly, Epstein and Johnson (1998) have illuminated the institutionalization of heterosexuality within schools. Often unintended by individual members of organizations, heterosexuality and masculinity are institutionally privileged at the expense of other sexual and gender identities (Ferfolja 2007). Before discussing examples of queer masculinities at Evergreen, I present an institutional analysis which highlights the ways in which heterosexual masculinity has been normalized in the school procedures. Clearly, this impacts on the possibilities for doing masculinity differently in this setting. 
Gender and sexuality are conflated at Evergreen. As such, a student who acts in ways deemed unmanly will also be coded gay. In this paradigm, a dominant masculinity is automatically assumed to be heterosexual; Pronger (1990) has usefully called this heteromasculinity, a more accessible framework than Butler’s (1999) heterosexual matrix. This privileging is found throughout the institution of education (Epstein & Johnson 1998; Martino & Pallotta-Chiarolli 2003; Pascoe 2007), and the wider culture more generally (Anderson 2005a; Butler 1999; Skidmore 2004). Therefore, if we are to understand how masculinity is policed, we must examine the institutionalization of sexuality, too (Ferfolja 2007).

There is no explicit, holistic policy on sexuality at Evergreen, so each department decides individually and independently how to address such issues. Formal discussions pertaining to sexuality occurred in English, PSHE and Religious Education subject groups, but not elsewhere. The Head of the English department said that it was their informal policy to only discuss homosexuality if it was brought up by a student. Pragmatic reasons were given, the main being that whenever sexuality was discussed, the students “placed too much importance on it”. She gave the example of the Lord of the Flies, where “all they end up writing about is the homoerotic overtones, because they think it is a novelty”. Yet she admitted that this meant sexuality was very rarely discussed in English lessons. This is the result of a broader silence on sexuality in schools, where heterosexuality becomes unmarked and homosexuality silenced and stigmatized (Atkinson 2002).

The only time formally allotted to the discussion of sexuality is PSHE. PSHE is taught daily for twenty minutes, with registration incorporated in this period. This timetabling diminishes the lesson, making it of secondary importance (Mac an Ghaill 1994); a fact understood by teachers and students. The lessons are taught by all staff (to their own tutor group), and most teachers resent having to do so. Dan, an experienced Maths teacher, says “I don’t like teaching PSHE. The kids see it as a waste of time; I see it as a waste of time”. Julie, who teaches Science, showed equal disdain for the subject, commenting that “the best thing is that the lessons are 20 minutes – I don’t have to prepare”. When teaching specifically about sexuality, staff are given a DVD to play. Regardless of the quality of this teaching aid, it heightens the sense that the topic is difficult and dangerous. Sexuality, it appears, is not to be discussed. 
Indeed, the questions one can ask in PSHE are limited. Questions have to be hypothetical, be on “appropriate topics” and use “appropriate language”. Independence of thought is promoted but only within restricted and restrictive parameters. Yet there is inconsistency and tension here. The school foregrounds students as independent thinkers, yet at the same its policies operate to remove student individuality. For example, a stringent uniform policy is prescribed and enforced with “extremes of fashion” not permitted (cf. Crane 2000). Individuality, expressed outside of certain ways-of-looking (uniform, hair styles, no piercings etc) and ways-of-being (deportment, maturity, appropriateness of language) – all of which are gendered and sexualized – is not tolerated. 

Indeed, Evergreen expects male students to behave in traditionally masculine ways 
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(Anderson 2005a; Kehily 2002; Mac an Ghaill 1994; Salisbury & Jackson 1996)
. These restrictions on individuality privilege traditionally masculine behaviours, with markers of difference from this gender norm (cf. Healy 1996) banned by uniform and behavioural codes. Furthermore, just being assigned to feminized settings was enough to be a gender transgression for boys; recall the laughter that greeted Alan’s allocation of art, cooking and dance. Of course, the double bind for boys is that valued masculine behaviours are based on  “aggressiveness, competitiveness, power and assertiveness” (Wellard 2006: 109), yet boys are punished when they behave in this manner (Ferguson 2000). 
Evergreen does, however, follow several best-practice guidelines in its policies and procedures pertaining to sexuality. Anti-bullying and equal-opportunities policies reference sexual orientation, with homophobic language expressly forbidden. There is also a computerised system in place where commendations and sanctions are logged, meaning students’ performance can be monitored and trends in behaviour analyzed. Yet while the system explicitly recognises racism as an issue necessary to be catalogued, there is no systematic way to record homophobic bullying. 

This is particularly problematic given that while I never heard racist abuse, I heard homophobic words on a daily basis. When discussing this with Doug, an assistant headteacher, he commented “yeah, it’s everywhere”. Doug then said “When I hear homophobic name-calling, I always stop and address it, because otherwise you give tacit approval”. A pastoral manager (non-teaching staff who deal with student support and serious misbehaviour) confirmed this approach, saying that she knew of staff dealing with homophobic incidents in lessons, but no case had warranted her intervention. This is not the same with racism, where (according to Doug) incidents were “always dealt with, always flagged up, recorded, done”. Homophobic abuse meanwhile was dealt with by individual members of staff, with no formal procedure to resolve or record such issues. This (lack of) recognition of homophobia locates it as an anomalous, individual problem rather than an endemic and structural one. 

Indeed, gender and sexuality are presented as pertaining to individuals, even as they are institutionalized in the school. This is the source of further dissonance at Evergreen. After commenting to Doug that there were no openly gay staff or students, it was made clear that anyone who wanted to come out would be supported in so doing. Yet it was also evident that, for teachers in particular, they would have to do so in a particular manner – as long as they did so for ‘personal’ and not ‘political’ reasons. With this problematic statement, it seems that Evergreen is trying to achieve its inclusive principles whilst also maintaining the institutionalized gender and sexual norms.
The requirement for gay teachers to come out in ways which were non-political shows how sexuality becomes the prime way of categorising somebody who is known to be gay. Evergreen wanted to support teachers being open about their sexuality with students, yet there was a fear of ulterior political motives. In this context, however, political motivation can only refer to the contestation of sexual or gender norms. Sexuality is not the issue, because a ‘non-political’ coming out would be acceptable. Instead, in an environment where sexuality and gender are conflated, contesting gender norms is the contention. It seems that Evergreen would support someone coming out as gay as long as they acted straight; as long as normative gender behaviours were not challenged.

With heteromasculinity normalized, it is not recognized that sexuality is inherently political in school (Butler 2006). Nor is it recognised that this privileging also silences gay identities, something evidenced by homosexuality being regarded as a ‘novelty’ in English lessons. Furthermore, Evergreen does not seem to realise that remaining closeted exacts an emotional toll on gay men 
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(Anderson 2000; Gregory 2004; Nixon & Givens 2007; Rofes 2000)
. Evergreen has implicitly made heteromasculinity normal and ordinary for boys, but won’t tolerate deviations from this norm. The school ethos seems to be; “we don’t care who you are as long as you are like us”. 
Constructing the Self
I am leading a discussion on friendship with my tutor group (aged 15). Most of the class get on well together, but there are a few students who seem somewhat ostracised from the group. Jack is one such student. Even though he has a large group of female friends at Evergreen, without them in class he is quiet and reserved. Jack is feminine and camp, and I often have to reprimand (male) students for making homophobic comments in his direction.  
In the middle of a boisterous debate about what it means to be someone’s friend, Kate asks “Why is it that boys are friends with boys, and girls only with girls?” Sarah responds, “But that isn’t always true. Look at Jack – he’s only friends with girls.” There is an awkward silence in the room, and Jack looks extremely uncomfortable about what has been said. Because of this, I steer the discussion on to another aspect of friendship. 
***
The comment about Jack’s friendship group was accurate. I had already noticed that Jack’s friends were all girls, and when he was with them (in the playground and corridors) his behaviour was entirely different; he was assertively camp, flamboyant and extrovert. I often saw Jack in the middle of this group, the centre of attention, joking and laughing. At the same time, these girls would protect him from the more aggressive and violent boys who would taunt him in lessons. Like a jellyfish, whose tentacles sting its enemies, Jack’s female friends would protect him with verbal put-downs from the unwanted attention of his male peers. 

With this protection, Jack literally created a space where he could behave in the ways he desired. While this space was transient and dependent on others (ie. he did not behave in this manner in class when separated from his friends), radically different gendered behaviours were available to Jack at these particular times. Sheltered from the policing norms, Jack could behave far more effeminately and colourfully than the other boys. 
Relying on the support of his female friends, Jack could practice a queer masculinity which was arch, loud and non-conformist while being non-aggressive and affable. Jack would help girls with their hair and make up, joke about his friends and speak in a high-pitched, piercing voice. Here, Jack could and did do masculinity differently. 
At these times Jack could be said to be enacting a gay masculinity, and perhaps he is. Yet using the lens of queer masculinities allows analysis of this as isolated acts which put Jack in danger from other boys. Jack’s behaviours were not condoned by his male peers or the school. He was low down the masculine hierarchy, and his behaviours were transgressive and hazardous to him. Nevertheless, Jack contested the gender norms and dominant masculinities evident at Evergreen.
Jack’s story is of particular interest because it shows the agency of students within school culture (cf Blackburn 2004; Rodriguez 1998). That is, Jack was only able to embody his gendered identity at moments when he was with his friends, where the surveillance of the official school was reduced. For Jack, it was the power of his female friends, not teachers, in protecting him from macho boys that facilitated his non-normative behaviours. Indeed, most teachers were unable to provide an environment in lessons where Jack could enact his desired masculinity – it was instead down to Jack and his friends to contest the masculine hegemonies, and they frequently did. 

Of further interest, Jack’s story highlights the power of sex in gendered behaviour – Jack’s behaviour is recognised as masculine primarily because he is a boy and his friends’ behaviour as feminine because they are girls (cf. Schippers 2007). Even though their actions were more typically associated with the other gender (eg the girls were aggressive and occupied far more space than Jack), their sex determined the gender type of their actions. While this highlights the regulative power of sex, it also seems here to have been of paramount importance in the recognition of Jack’s behaviour as masculine.
Identity Construction and Subjectivation

Jack is a particularly useful example to explore the discursive construction of identities. Clearly restricted and damaged by normal school culture, Jack was also able to contest these dominant scripts. The interplay between his contestation and submission shows both the power and the limits of poststructural theorizing of identity. 

Identities are constructed and contested through interaction and discourse, occurring across institutions and throughout a person’s life. In the field of education, scholars have illuminated the structuring effect of discourse on gender and sexual identities 
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(Davies 1993; Rasmussen 2006; Youdell 2005, 2006b)
 as well as the submission to and contestation of this through social practice 
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(Chambers et al. 2004; Epstein 1997; McGuffey & Rich 1999; Nayak & Kehily 1996; Renold 2003, 2004; Robinson 2005; Rodriguez 1998; Salisbury & Jackson 1996; Swain 2006; Thorne 1993)
. To understand the regulative power of discourse, I turn to Judith Butler’s theorizing of subjectivation. 
Butler (1997) combines Foucault’s (1986, 1991) conceptualization of power with Althusser’s (1971) concept of interpellation to present subjectivation theory as a way of understanding the discursive construction of identities. Althusser (1971) illustrates the constitutive power of discourse by theorising a policeman who hails an individual. As the individual responds to the call from authority (by turning to face the policeman), she is made a subject; a process Althusser calls ‘interpellation’.
The theory of subjectivation also recognizes that interpellation can be different; people can and do contest dominant norms. The hail cannot be avoided because people will interpret our behaviours independently of our intent, but it can be challenged through subversive interpretation. Recognising the continual ‘doing’ of identity, Butler (2006: 532) states that “the norm is applied, but the norm is always about to happen again”. She argues that we can contest the norm at its next iteration; that we can respond to calls differently, and that this can change their meaning.  

Here, power is recognised to come in myriad and diffuse forms. It is not just physical – although it is often manifest as violence – but is found everywhere, acting on and affecting all subjects. If this conceptualisation of power were equated with a force, it would be like pressure rather than gravity (which operates in one direction only – from the top, down). Because of this, we are all able to contest the ways our identity is positioned and restricted by discourse.

Given this, subjectivation theory enables an understanding of the subject as created through discourse, yet one that is still imbued with agency. Butler (1997) understands agency to be the ability to contest the norms that have created and structured our ‘self’ in the first place. Agency is primarily expressed through resistance; by using the power we all have for different aims. This does not give sufficient significance to the regulation inherent with social interaction (Kirsch 2000; Turner 2000), but adds to the understanding of how legitimate identities are privileged, restricted and regulated by discourse. Furthermore, this theorising maintains the possibility of subordinated identities being reconstituted in liberating and democratic ways (Youdell 2004, 2006a). 
Relating this back to Jack, the affect of discursive norms is clear. Jack is marginalized by the construction of a dominant heteromasculinity, and the subject positions available to him are limited and stigmatized. Furthermore, the institutionalization of this dominant masculinity at Evergreen means that Jack cannot be sheltered by the school. Jack was interpellated by his peers in class as ‘gay’ (with pejorative intent), and he was not able to contest these norms in that location; he could not change the meaning of these calls.
Yet Jack did resist. With the assistance of his friends and out of lessons, he took the offensive calls and reinterpreted them – as something to celebrate. Even with other boys’ conformity combining with Evergreen’s distaste for difference, Jack proudly and vociferously paraded his queer masculinity. Jack is an agentic subject, at once subordinated and liberated.
Furthermore, Jack highlights how queer masculinities emerge from resistance to dominant norms. Regardless of any nature/nurture debate (cf. LeVay 1996), the queerness comes from the contestation of naturalized dominance. Subjectivation theory helps us recognise the situated, transient and fundamentally unstable nature of identity, but recognizes the agency of individuals. Even as Jack was subordinated by orthodox masculinity, ostracized by his male peers and without institutional help, he carved out a different and distinct masculinity. 

Queering Masculinity

I am teaching Maths to a top set Year 8 class (aged 12/13) on a crisp winter morning. They are bright and friendly, and both work and talk enthusiastically. Dominic is the dominant boy in the class; he is good looking, popular and pleasant, yet he regularly breaks small rules for no apparent reason. Dominic often noisily arrives to class a couple of minutes late, but today he arrives on time but has ‘forgotten’ his books. I send him back to get them.
Dominic returns five minutes later, with his tie tucked into his shirt. I am by the door, and turn to face him. I notice his tie, which he regularly dishevels. “Alright sir” he says in a jokey and provocative manner. I smile, reach towards him and pull out his tie from his shirt. I straighten it for him and camply say, “There, that’s much nicer!” as I pat his tie on his chest. Some of the class laugh. As I guide him to his seat, gently touching his back, Dominic blushes. He sits down quietly, and behaves for the rest of the lesson. 

***

My response to Dominic subverted his expectations of how I should react as a teacher, but particularly as a man. My behaviour was assertive but not aggressive. I did not punish Dominic, nor did I shout or monopolise space in an antagonistic or confrontational manner. Similarly, no-one was excluded through or by my actions. The dominant masculine behaviours were rejected, with power used in a different, less domineering way. And importantly, it worked. 

This was not the first time Dominic had misbehaved. He would often come into class with his tie knotted too short or tucked into his shirt. These were breaches of the uniform guidelines, about which Evergreen was very strict. I had reprimanded him and detained him during break several times for this, yet he continued to purposefully dishevel his clothes. Indeed, rather than changing Dominic’s behaviour, he often seemed amused by the detentions. After this episode, however, Dominic always wore his tie correctly. By casting off the territorial and macho disciplining techniques, I showed (if only briefly) that power does not have to be aggressive, damaging or authoritarian (Francis & Skelton 2001; Meyenn & Parker 2001).


The moment is complicated when one considers the laughter of the class. It could be argued that I was parodying the breaking of dominant notions of masculinity to embarrass the student, and it was this embarrassment that changed his behaviour. Yet this was not my intent; nor is it my view that this is how the class witnessed the event. While this highlights the incalculable effect of subversion (Osborne & Segal 1994), I maintain that my actions were positive and beneficial. 


Another interesting aspect of this moment is how I felt after my action. Would I get into trouble for touching Dominic? What would the class think of my behaviours? Even though I recognised the immediate success of my actions, and even though this behaviour was more like my gendered self outside of school life, I feared some negative reprisal. Here, the double transgression of being both gay and gender non-conformist (Pascoe 2007; Rofes 2000), however momentarily, made me more aware of the power of the dominant institutional ways of being a teacher in that school. 

Queer Masculinities in Evergreen 
Given decreasing societal homophobia and Evergreen’s genuine concern to eradicate bullying and provide a safe space for all students, the school could be a fertile site for queer masculinities. Yet they were notably absent apart from fleeting instances. Perhaps this is not surprising. When I discussed my own queer masculinity, I detailed the fear of reprisal I felt. The bombardment of norms, which is a founding part of identity, caused me to worry about the consequences of my gender transgressions. Even as I successfully resisted these norms, asserting my agency, they continued to operate on me. My fear (and general failure to contest the dominant orthodox masculinity) was a direct effect of this, and this episode highlights the energy required to contest hegemonic thinking more constantly. 


Furthermore, the episode with Alan also shows how easy it is to perpetuate gender stereotypes. When people collectively accept norms, consciously or not, the identities that are not esteemed are automatically marginalised, and people who ascribe to these stigmatised groups are subjectivated as different and (to an extent) deviant. With Alan, the orthodox version of gender persisted because no-one felt the need to challenge the dominant understanding of gender in the class at that time. 


The requirement for gay teachers at Evergreen to come out in ways which are ‘non-political’ exemplifies how openly gay people’s behaviours are interpreted with reference to their sexuality. But in this setting of gender conformity, coming out may not be enough. While supporting the argument Gregory (2004) makes that there is an ethical duty for gay teachers to be open about their sexuality, this becomes problematic if they present only an orthodox version of masculinity. While being openly gay and assuming a queer or inclusive masculinity might be seen (erroneously) as reinforcing stereotypes of gay men, it is better understood as the contestation of both sexual and gender norms. Whatever one’s sexual identity, men’s gender should not be closeted. Men who are feminine, camp or fail to conform to orthodox masculinity in other ways should be open, out and proud. 
Indeed, Jack’s situation provides an example of the power of having a queer masculinity at Evergreen. Jack and his friends asserted their agency to create a space where they could behave in ways they desired. Gender regulation was far less influential at these times because of the powerful allegiance between Jack and his friends. While school culture is powerful in restricting and regulating people, Jack and his female entourage show how agentic individuals can contest and subvert these rules. 

I have investigated in this chapter the potential for radically reconfigured gender identities to occur in the secondary school. With homophobia having decreasing significance and utility, and with schools more aware of the problems it can cause, gay identities are less stigmatized. Yet research shows boys’ behaviours in school are still predominantly orthodox and macho 
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(Kehler 2007; Pascoe 2003; Renold 2007)
 and homophobia increasingly regulates gender rather than sexuality (Pascoe 2007). While explorative in scope, my data has shown the difficulty in contesting gender norms, even when there is no explicit, or even intentional, desire to regulate boys’ masculinities. The concept of queer masculinities helps situate individual transgressive acts in a wider institutional and peer context, showing them to be effective but also transient and fragile. Even so, I argue here that those desiring the reconceptualisation of gender norms must still rely on the agency and radicalism of individual ‘queer’ pupils and teachers.
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