Homophobic bullying in secondary schools: a
cross age and gender analysis into young
people’s views of name-calling.

By

Will Cross

A thesis submitted to
The University of Birmingham
In part fulfillment for the degree of
Doctorate in Applied Child and Educational
Psychology

School of Education
The University of Birmingham
March 2013



UNIVERSITYOF
BIRMINGHAM

University of Birmingham Research Archive

e-theses repository

This unpublished thesis/dissertation is copyright of the author and/or third
parties. The intellectual property rights of the author or third parties in respect
of this work are as defined by The Copyright Designs and Patents Act 1988 or
as modified by any successor legislation.

Any use made of information contained in this thesis/dissertation must be in
accordance with that legislation and must be properly acknowledged. Further
distribution or reproduction in any format is prohibited without the permission
of the copyright holder.



ABSTRACT

Research pertaining to homophobic name-calling has largely focused on prevalence
rates and the negative long-term effects on Lesbian, Gay and Bisexual (LGB)
populations without considering the intention behind the use of the language,
leading to an assumption the language used in these incidents is intentionally
homophobic. This small-scale exploratory study focused on gathering the cross age
and gender perspectives of male and female young people in years 7 (age 11-12)
and 10 (age 14-15) from one secondary school, to illuminate whether they perceive
name-calling, involving the word ‘gay’ to be bullying, harmful and intentionally
homophobic. The study adopted a qualitative approach to research methodology to
gain a richer understanding of young people’s perspectives, where single—sex focus
groups were used to collect qualitative data, which were analysed through thematic
analysis.

Key findings from the study suggest there is agreement over age and between
genders that using the word ‘gay’ is not intentionally homophobic or harmful. The
study also highlights that the intent of the language is complex and dependent upon
a number of factors including: the relationship between the user and receiver;
whether they are friends or not and how the words are said. The language can be
used as a form of joking, social bonding, expressing opinions and perceived as a
common discourse amongst young people where there is no associated implication to
sexuality. Further implications for anti-bullying and Educational Psychology practice
are discussed, with a focus on developing an understanding of the use and intent of

name-calling in schools at systemic and socio-cultural levels.
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A thought:

“Educators have done a good deal less than they might reasonably have been
expected to do in explaining to young people the nature, the limitations, the huge
potentialities for evil as well as good, of that greatest of all human inventions,
language. Children should be taught that words are indispensable but can also be

fatal.” (Aldous Huxley, 1962).

Chapter 1: INTRODUCTION: Rationale, role and reason for thesis focus

This thesis is submitted as partial fulfillment of the academic requirement towards
the completion of the Doctorate in Applied Educational and Child Psychology at the
University of Birmingham. The choice of the thesis arose as a result of my experience
of working as a Trainee Educational Psychologist (TEP) within a large Educational
Psychology Service (EPS) in an East Midlands local authority. Within the authority,
there is a distinct lack of Educational Psychology representation in the area of anti-
bullying work and therefore a gap in the EPS delivery. I decided to focus on the
theme of homophobic bullying because it is not given the same attention or
acknowledgement in policy and guidance as other forms of bullying, Guasp, (2009)
and Smith et al., (2012). Furthermore, as a previous teacher I have personal
experience of schools’ ineffectiveness in dealing with incidents involving homophobic
language, and this experience is a motivator for me to conduct research into
homophobic bullying. I have decided to focus on homophobic name-calling, as it is
the most prevalent form of homophobic bullying, Hunt and Jenson, (2007) and

Tippett et al.,, (2010) and more needs to be done to challenge it in schools.



Therefore, this small-scale exploratory study will focus on gathering the perspectives
of young people in relation to name-calling within a secondary school, looking to see
whether they perceive the use of the word ‘gay’ in name-calling to be intentionally
homophobic and whether there are any discernable differences in opinions across

different ages and between genders.

Research strategy

Following an initial scoping of relevant homophobic bullying literature from
government guidance, national policy documents and Stonewall, a charity and
political pressure group that campaigns to promote the rights of lesbian, gay and
bisexual (LGB) people, I conducted a more thorough and comprehensive search
strategy into homophobic name-calling in schools. Electronic databases and
bibliographical search engines, such as Psych Info, Swetswise and BEI (British
Educational Index) were accessed. Key word searches included homophobic name-
calling in schools, homophobic bullying and gender differences, and homophobic
bullying and age. Research that originated from the year 2000 to the present day,
with a preference for the research that was conducted in the last five years was
selected for the literature review for this study. From this process approximately 25
articles were chosen and the references from these articles were used to extrapolate

further relevant research that had not been discovered through the original searches.



Research Context

The most prevalent form of homophobic bullying has been recognised as name-
calling (Rivers, 2001a; Hunt and Jenson, 2007; Tippett et al., 2010, and Poteat and
DiGiovanni, 2010). Therefore, this was an obvious influencing factor for me to focus
on as an area to research. Following the review of literature across policy, legislation,
guidance and research-based findings within homophobic bullying and homophobic
name-calling in schools, there were some noticeable gaps within the area of
homophobic bullying. Firstly, the majority of research within homophobic bullying
and homophobic name-calling is documented from the perspective of LGB pupils,
parents of LGB pupils or school staff. There is therefore, limited research that
focuses on the perspectives of young people who are not self-identified as LGB. A
further noticeable gap in the published literature was evidence relating to age and
gender analyses surrounding homophobic name-calling. These gaps therefore

became a focus for the present study.

Furthermore, the majority of literature within homophobic bullying research
discusses and focuses on the LGB cohort and this acronym is used throughout the
present study to ensure consistency and applicability to research associated with

homophobic bullying and sexual diversity.

Consequently, the literature review directed and shaped the current investigation.
Further documents were helpful in facilitating me to pursue young people as my

sample. Anti-bullying government guidance documents, ‘Stand up for us’ (DfES,



2004) and ‘Safe to Learn’ (DCSF, 2007a) recommend giving pupils a ‘voice’ and
enabling their participation within anti-bullying work. Moreover, Stonewall’s
‘challenging homophobic language’ (2009) document, call for pupil participation to
help understand the offensiveness of homophobic language towards the LGB
population. Notwithstanding, Cowie and Jennifer (2008) suggest that ‘researchers
and practitioners’ need to take into account the perspective of the young people if
any anti-bullying work is to prove effective, and by including young people within this
research I hope to gain a greater understanding of the use and intent of homophobic

language at a level where it is operationalised.

Furthermore, homophobic bullying and identity-based bullying is of contemporary
interest, as there have been recent developments in both policy and legislation that
give support to anti-homophobic bullying practice. In April 2010, The Conservative
Party announced new plans to do more to address homophobic bullying and
homophobic language in schools (The Conservative Party, 2010). Additionally, The
Equality Act (2010) has re-emphasized the legal context and unlawfulness of
discriminating or treating someone less favourably on the grounds of sexual
orientation and The White Paper: The Importance of Teaching (DfE, 2010b),
acknowledges prejudiced-based bullying, such as homophobic bullying, is on the

increase and more needs to be done to tackle it.

Following a thorough analysis of relevant contemporary literature, the research

conducted by Stonewall, in 2007 and 2009 indicates that homophobic language is



‘endemic’ in schools. However, there appears to be a lack of clarity as to whether the
name-calling used is a form of bullying or common discourse used without
homophobic intent. It was this lack of clarity that was instrumental in shaping my

own research questions for the present study.

Methodological Orientation

The present study adopted a qualitative approach to research methodology to gain a
richer understanding of young people’s perspectives regarding the use and intent of
name-calling. Through this methodological orientation there was an intention to
gather and explore the voice and subjective experience of the young people in
relation to name-calling. This approach enabled me to focus on how young people
interpret the phenomenon of name-calling and extrapolate young people’s shared
views, feelings and perceptions about the use of the name-calling in their school.

Single—sex focus groups were used to collect qualitative data, which was analysed
through the use of a thematic analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2006) to look for

differences and similarities in perspectives between gender and across age.

Structure of the thesis by chapter

Chapter 2: The Literature View

This chapter starts by introducing types of homophobic bullying to the reader.
Homophobic bullying is then set in a socio-political context and government guidance

and policies are introduced. There is a critical analysis of relevant contemporary



research in relation to homophobic name-calling within schools. Psychological theory
underpinning the present study is then presented and applied to homophobic name-
calling. Following this is an analysis of gender and age differences in relation to the
topic. To complete this chapter, the present study’s aims and research questions are

introduced.

Chapter 3: Methodology

This chapter considers my own epistemological and ontological assumptions in
relation to the present research and how they shaped my thinking and the choice of
methods. The research questions are introduced, and the procedure of the data
collection is shared with the reader. There is a comprehensive acknowledgement of
ethical considerations, an introduction to thematic analysis and acknowledgement

given to researcher reflexivity and positionality.

Chapter 4: Findings and Analysis

This chapter presents a rigorous staged summary of the young people’s perspectives
through the use of a thematic analysis. It presents both superordinate and
subordinate themes from the whole data set extrapolated from four single-sex focus
groups, drawing out themes across age and gender across the study’s three main

research questions.

Chapter 5: Discussion
There is a discussion of key findings by research question, which are linked to
previous research and understandings associated to homophobic bullying and name-

calling in schools. The implications for anti-bullying work and EP practice are then



introduced and addressed, limitations of the present study are identified and possible

and potential future research are considered and introduced.

Chapter 6: Conclusion

This chapter provides a summary of the present research and develops the key

messages that have arose from study



Chapter 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
Structure of the chapter
This chapter introduces the rationale for the present study’s focus and why there is a
need to discover young people’s perceptions about the language used during

incidents of name-calling in schools.

The chapter begins with a review of definitions of homophobic bullying found in
contemporary literature. There is a brief, cogent presentation of guidance, policy and
legislation that contextualises the topic within a social, historical and political context
that has shaped and continues to shape anti-bullying work. Findings and key
messages from contemporary research within the area of homophobic bullying and
homophobic name-calling in schools are presented. A brief overview of social identity
theory is given as a way to elucidate homophobic bullying. The chapter concludes
with an evaluation of the gaps within extant research and how this has influenced

the aims and questions of the present study.

Introduction to chapter: Rationale for the study.

To place the research within the current context, working as a Trainee Educational
Psychologist (TEP) within a large East Midlands Local Authority for the last two years,
there was noticeably no Educational Psychologist (EP) contribution to anti-
homophobic work. The Authority had recently delivered a countywide prevention
programme to tackle discrimination related to diversity and sexuality, and therefore
my research is a timely addition to support this programme. The national picture

regarding EP representation within this area is similar to my experience; there exists,



by and large limited EP involvement in anti-homophobic bullying work (BPS, 2006
and Cowie and Jennifer, 2008), yet the impact and effects of negative experiences in
childhood and adolescence on emotional well being and mental health have been
widely researched and documented over time (Parker and Asher, (1987), Rutter,

(1996) and Alexander (2002).

Research that has focused on the impact of homophobic bullying has found both
short-term and long-term effects on academic achievement, school attendance and
mental health. Rivers (2000 and 2001a), conducted retrospective studies of LGB
adults to ascertain their recollections of bullying experiences from time spent at
school. Findings from the sample of 190 participants suggest that some experienced
name-calling (82%), being teased (58%) and physically assaulted (17%) and the
impact was long-term, where 50% reported contemplating self-harm and 40% made
one or more suicide attempts. From the same studies, Rivers (2000 and 2001a)
concluded that young people who experience homophobic bullying have higher levels
of absenteeism and truancy in secondary school and are more likely drop out of

education, similar findings have been reported by Hunt and Jensen (2007).

There are obvious limitations to Rivers’ (2000 and 2001a) research. Namely the
research was retrospective in nature and its participants may have had difficulty in
accurately recalling events from years before. There is a suggestion by Neisser,
(1982) that recollections are not simply reproductions of past personal experiences

but are reconstructed by a person’s schema of that situation or influenced by their



current understanding of the behaviour under investigation (Greenwald, 1980, in
Rivers, 2001b). Moreover, the conclusions Rivers (2001a) postulates are correlational
at best and reported in isolation from other possible contributing factors relative to
why the adults may have attempted to self harm or commit suicide, as little is known
or reported regarding other life events of those participating in the study.
Furthermore, the research focuses on an adult LGB perspective and is only relevant
to and representative of this cohort and not young people as such. Nevertheless,
these studies indicate the need for further exploration and analysis into homophobic
bullying to illuminate proactive ways to intervene and raise awareness of the effects
it has on those affected. Research from the British Psychological Society (2006)
suggests EPs are well placed to provide an understanding of the psychological impact
and to lead developments in Local Authorities. This therefore, is a further motivator

to research this complex area.

Defining Homophobic Bullying

Bullying within the school context has been recognised as a pervasive problem

(Maunder and Tattersall, 2010). However, there is no universally accepted or agreed

definition of what bullying means or methods to assess it (BPS, 2006). Despite the

lack of agreement relating to a definition, bullying has been described as:

* Negative behaviours directed at an individual or groups which are intended to
cause either physical, emotional or relational hurt or damage (Tippett et al.,
2010).

* An act of harming that is deliberate (BPS, 2006).

10



Harming that is usually repeated over time and involves a real or imagined
imbalance of power where the victim feels relatively unable to defend himself or
herself. (Tippett, et al., 2010).

The aspects of intention, repetition and power imbalance identify bullying as a
subset of aggression and distinguish it from one-off peers disagreements,

aggression between equals or play fighting (Olweus and Limber, 2010).

Similarly, there is no agreed definition related to homophobic bullying. Although,

there is general agreement regarding the key characteristics that constitute

homophobic bullying (Cowie and Jennifer, 2008) which include:

When individuals are singled out for their actual or perceived sexual orientation
(Rivers, 2001a), for example, those thought to be, or who are LGB.

Bullying against those for being different or whose life choices/interests do not
conform to accepted (and expected) gendered norms, DfES, (2004) and Tippett
et al., (2010) or

Those who have gay friends or family (DCSF, 2007a), or where

Bullying that is related to underlying sexist attitudes (DCSF, 2009).

Additionally, how bullying and in particular, homophobic bullying is defined has

significant implications for how, as a phenomenon it is reported, researched and how

findings are generalised to inform future practice. A study conducted by Naylor et al.,

(2006) in 51 UK secondary schools explored 255 teachers and 1820 year 7 and year

9 pupils’ definitions of bullying using written questionnaire responses. Findings

11



indicated that there were noticeable discrepancies in defining bullying between
teachers and pupils, where teachers mentioned social exclusion and power
imbalances, and pupils’ responses focused more on direct bullying, such as verbal
and physical abuse. A further contention in anti-bullying research, according to
Swearer et al., (2010) is that variations in methodologies make comparisons of
findings between studies difficult to corroborate, as the choice of research

methodology will inevitably influence the operational definition and findings obtained.

Types of Homophobic Bullying
Analogous to bullying research, homophobic bullying has been characterised by the
following:

* Verbal abuse: including spreading rumours about someone’s sexuality, such as
that they are “gay” suggesting that someone or something is inferior, for
example, “you're such a gay boy!” or “those trainers are so gay.” Verbal abuse
also includes name-calling that refers to sexual orientation, teasing or
threatening.

* Physical abuse that includes hitting, kicking, sexual assault and threatening
behaviour.

* Relational abuse: such as ignoring, leaving out or spreading rumours about a

person, and/or people

Adapted from DCSF, (2007b).
Furthermore, like other forms of bullying, homophobic bullying can occur through

electronic forms of communication in the form of cyber bullying, which can entail

12



spreading rumours and excluding others through text messaging, video and picture

messaging. (Slonje and Smith, 2008 and DCSF, 2007b).

Another way to classify and understand bullying is to differentiate whether the
bullying is indirect or direct:
* Direct: where the victim is aware of the bully and the bullying behaviour/s
* Indirect: where the bullying is conducted without the initial knowledge of the
victim, which can include, spreading rumours, damaging belongings or offensive
graffiti (Tippett, et al., 2010).
Guidance, policy and legislation: a response to homophobic bullying in
schools. Placing anti-bullying within a social-political context
To gain a fuller understanding of the social-political contemporary context of
homophobic bullying, it is crucial to appreciate how anti-bullying work in this area

has been influenced and shaped by government guidance, policy and legislation.

Historically, a pivotal turning point in anti homophobic bullying was the repeal of the
amendment of Section 28, of the Local Government Act (1988) in 2003. Prior to its
repeal, this controversial amendment prohibited local authorities and schools in both
England and Wales from ‘intentionally’ promoting homosexuality. According to Adams
et al., (2004) between the time this amendment to the Act was introduced and the
time it was repealed, it caused uncertainty in schools on how to deal with
homophobic bullying, how to address issues related to sexual orientation and also

served to reinforce the silence surrounding the already taboo subject. Since the

13



repeal there has been an eruption of guidance and policy written to advise schools

on how to challenge and respond to homophobic bullying.

In 1999, it became a legal requirement for all schools to have an anti-bullying policy.
However, it was not until 2000, that government anti-bullying guidance first focused
on homophobic bullying when schools were issued with Don't Suffer in Silence (DfES,
2000) anti-bullying packs. This was the first government guidance produced to assist
school staff in dealing with incidents of homophobia and marked a pivotal turning
point in government anti-bullying policy and anti-discrimination related to sexual

diversity.

In 2001, Warwick et al., were commissioned by the Terence Higgins Trust and
Stonewall organisations; (both political activist groups that advocate LGB rights) to
investigate how staff responded to homophobic bullying incidents. Findings from 307
survey questionnaire responses indicated 26% of school staff were aware of
homophobic physical bullying occurring in their school and 83% of the sample were
aware of incidents of homophobic verbal bullying and name calling. Overall, only 6%
of the sample was aware of homophobic bullying being mentioned in their school’s
anti-bullying policy; suggesting that there was limited guidance on dealing with and
implementing interventions in this area. Warwick et al., (2001) concluded that the
most common reason given by staff for not responding to homophobic bullying was

limited training and unclear policy.

14



On reflection the analysis and conclusions of this research need cautious appraisal,
as it is questionable whether the organisations commissioned to undertake the
research are unbiased due to their pro-LGB political aims. Nevertheless, this research
did highlight the need to raise awareness of homophobic bullying in schools and
devise further guidance and policy to challenge this form of bullying. In response to
Warwick et al’s., (2001) research, the then Labour government published good
practice guidance, Safe for All (Warwick and Douglas, 2001) to tackle homophobic
bullying in secondary schools. However, it was only available to schools that
requested it, indicating that those schools who were proactive in their anti-bullying
work would be more likely to access the materials and therefore, not all schools were

approaching homophobic bullying as detailed in government guidance.

In response to the emergent policy and guidance on challenging homophobic
bullying, Adams et al., (2004) conducted a study in 13 secondary schools to explore
how homophobic bullying and sexuality were addressed in school’s policy and
curriculum. Findings indicated that sexual orientation was mentioned in two thirds of
the Equal Opportunities policies but not mentioned in any anti-bullying policies.
Staff also reported the need for further training in tackling issues surrounding
sexuality and homophobia. Moreover, analysis of participant responses suggested
that teachers were still unsure about Section 28 and how the legislation limited them
with respect to their role and how to approach homophobic bullying; acknowledging

that change was slow to implement after this repeal. Adams et al., (2004) concluded

15



that EP research into homophobic bullying was disappointing and more EP work and

involvement was required in this area (p.267).

Continuing the growing trend of policy in this area, In 2004, as part of the National
Healthy School Standards, the Department for Children, Schools and Families (DCSF)
and Department for Health (DoH) jointly published ‘Stand up for Us: Challenging
Homophobia in Schools guidance.” This resource aimed to give consistent advice to
schools on how to respond and challenge homophobia, and support young people
who experienced homophobic bullying in schools. The focus of this guidance was to
promote positive mental health and develop emotionally literate and inclusive whole
school communities through developing policies, curriculum planning, staff
development and giving pupils a voice in challenging and responding to homophobia.
Findings from anti-bullying research (Hunt and Jenson, 2007), suggest that there
was limited practical application and implementation of this advice in schools and
more needed to be done in this area to ensure anti-bullying policy was consistently

applied across schools.

A pivotal landmark in contemporary policy and legislation was the ratification of the
Education and Inspections Act (2006). This endorsement signaled that schools were
legally required to have an anti-bullying policy and had a legal duty to address and
prevent all forms of bullying, including homophobic bullying; as detailed in the
government guidance Safe to Learn: Embedding Anti-bullying Work (DCSF, 2007a).

This guidance has recently been replaced by Preventing and Tackling Bullying (DfE,

16



2012), which was produced to aid schools in responding to bullying as part of their
behaviour policy and help them to understand the legal responsibilities they are

governed by in their anti-bullying work.

Additionally, at the time of writing this research, homophobic bullying is of
contemporary interest, as there have been recent developments in both policy and
legislation that gives strength to anti-homophobic practice. In 2010 the Department
of Education published Tackling School Bullying (DfE, 2010a) guidance, where the
key message stipulated that no form of bullying should be tolerated. The
amendment of the Equality Act (2010) and Equality Duty (2010) sets out legislation
with which schools are required to comply (DfE, 2012) and this has reemphasised
the legal context and unlawfulness of discriminating or treating someone less
favourably on the grounds of sexual orientation. The White paper: The Importance
of Teaching (DfE, 2010b) reiterated and reinforced the need for head teachers to
take a strong top-down stance against bullying, particularly prejudiced-based bullying

such as homophobic bullying.

Regardless of the proactive changes in policy and legislation, the picture in practice
gained from a recent content analysis and review of anti-bullying policies conducted
by Smith et al (2012) indicates that under a quarter of 217 primary and secondary
schools participating in their study mentioned homophobic bullying in their anti-
bullying policy; findings that suggest there still appears to be a long way to go in

addressing the significance of homophobic bullying and sexual prejudice in schools.
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Research into homophobic bullying in schools
Much of government policy, guidance and legislation associated with homophobic

bullying have been shaped by the preceding research conducted in this area.

In an early survey investigating homophobic bullying in schools conducted by Mason
and Palmer (1996). It was reported that 48% of respondents had experienced
violence and 90% had experienced name-calling due to their sexual orientation. The
study that was funded by Stonewall, used a sample of 4200 volunteers who self-
identified as LGB and who were recruited through advertisements placed in local and
national press. On analysis, a distinctive critique of this study is the way in which
participants were selected to partake, as it could be argued that those who became
involved in the research were politically motivated to do so and therefore the findings
are not representative and cannot be generalised further than the cohort involved in
the study. For instance, they do not reflect the views or perspectives of young
people who have experienced homophobic bullying and who are not self-identified as
LGB. Therefore, gaining the perspectives of a broader cohort may illuminate how
these experiences are perceived, especially from a heterosexual perspective, where
the homophobic name-calling may not be internalised as a direct attack on the young
person’s identity. Furthermore, the majority of respondents in the Mason and
Palmer’s (1996) study were between the ages of 16 — 18, and overlooked most of
the secondary school age range, where previous research (Boulton et al., 2002) has
documented this as an age range where most homophobic bullying incidents have

been reported to occur.
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To counter this trend, Hunt and Jensen (2007) conducted a large-scale study on
behalf of Stonewall that investigated the experiences of young LGB people in
secondary schools. The study was presented as the ‘school report’ and findings were
collated from a postal survey. 1145 self-identified LGB pupils completed the survey
across the UK and key findings from this study suggested:

* 65% of LGB pupils experience ‘direct’ homophobic bullying in schools

* 97% of pupils hear homophobic remarks in school, such as “poof”, “dyke”,
“queer” and “bender.”

* Even if LGB pupils were not directly experiencing homophobic bullying in schools,
they were learning in an environment where homophobic pejoratives are
commonplace, as 98% of pupils reported hearing the phrases “that’s so gay” or
“you're so gay” in their school. Where 80% of the sample was reported to hear
these phrases ‘often’ or ‘frequently.’

* 30% of pupils reported adults were responsible for the bullying incidents in their
school

* Of those bullied, 92% experienced verbal abuse, 41% physical abuse and 17%
death threats

* 70% of pupils who experience bullying report that it has a negative impact on
their school work

* 35% of LGB pupils reported that they did not feel safe or accepted in their school.
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The report concluded that homophobic bullying is ‘almost” at epidemic proportions in
Britain’s schools. However, a criticism of this assertion is that from surveying 1145
LGB pupil’s perspectives, Stonewall has generalised the findings to the rest of the
LGB school population in Britain. Further criticisms of this study are related to the
ambiguity surrounding what ‘direct’ bullying entailed and what the measurements
‘often’ and ‘frequently’ referred to, as neither were clear from the findings of the

study.

Following the ‘school report’, Stonewall conducted further research from a YouGov
internet opinion poll which was published as the ‘teachers’ report.” The research
surveyed a total of 2043 teachers and non-teaching staff from primary and
secondary schools within the UK and asked them about their experiences of
homophobic bullying of pupils within their schools (Guasp, 2009). The key findings

from secondary school data indicated:

Two in three school staff do not always respond to homophobic language

9 in 10 teachers reported children were subjected to homophobic bullying in their

schools regardless of their sexual orientation, where boys who are academic and

girls who are sporty also experience homophobic bullying and name calling

* School teachers reported that homophobic bullying is the second most frequent
form of bullying after weight, and is three times more prevalent than racial
bullying

* 95% of secondary school teachers hear “that’s gay” or “you’re so gay” in their

schools
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* Half of secondary teachers who do not always intervene in instances of
homophobic language report that they did not believe pupils were being
homophobic (Guasp, 2009, p.10)

* 46% of secondary teachers claimed homophobic language was just ‘harmless

banter.’

Within Guasp’s (2009) study, homophobic language and name calling was reported
as the most prevalent form of bullying by the majority of secondary school staff, and
anecdotal evidence from the teachers indicate that the vast majority of staff do not
see the language used during incidents of name calling as intentionally homophobic.

As the following quotes taken from Stonewall’s teacher report illustrate:

* “The expression ‘gay’ has nothing to do with sexuality, it is interchangeable with
‘crap’ or ‘stupid.” “(West Midlands Teacher)

* “The (language) is not used in the anti-gay sense, instead it is a expression used
when things are not right or different.” (Teacher, independent school, Scotland).

* “Describing something as ‘gay’ is not homophobic bullying.” (Teacher,

independent school, South West of England).

(Adapted from Guasp, 2009).

In 2012 Stonewall (Guasp, 2012) conducted further research and published an

amended ‘School Report’ as part of an evaluation into the developments of anti-
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homophobic bullying work within schools. The study surveyed 1600 participants who
were self-identified as LGB. Key findings that are relevant to the present study

suggest:

Homophobic bullying has fallen by 10% since 2007 but it still remains
commonplace within Britain’s secondary schools as 55% of LGB pupils experience
bullying

*  96% of participants hear homophobic remarks in school

* 99% hear ‘that’s so gay’ and ‘you're so gay’

* 53% experience verbal abuse

* Males are more likely than females to experience homophobic bullying in school,
66% compared to 46%

* Girls are less likely to be involved in homophobic verbal abuse than boys

In evaluating the Stonewall research conducted by Hunt and Jenson (2007) and
Guasp (2009) and (2012), it is clear that the research provides useful quantitative
information from a LGB young person’s and school staff perspective regarding
homophobic bullying, however, provides very little qualitative evidence from the
perspective of wider school populations, such as heterosexual or non self-identified
LGB young people who experience homophobic bullying; cohorts where bullying

incidents are largely operationalised.

A further criticism of Stonewall’s research is the use of self-report questionnaires,

where caution needs to be applied to the interpretation of these findings, as some

22



responses may not reflect the actual opinions of the respondents but be answered in
a socially desirable way. There are other unanswered questions that stem from the
Stonewall research, such as how the respondents to their surveys were recruited, as
it is not clear from the research whether the cohort of schools were representative of
the UK as a whole or a region, which makes the generalisability of the findings
difficult to ascertain. Moreover, as previously stated, Stonewall’s research needs to
be viewed with cautious appraisal as they campaign for the rights of LGB individuals

and as such their views may not reflect an impartial perspective.

On a positive note, Guasp’s (2009) and (2012) research recognises that homophobic
language can also affect others beyond the LGB cohort, and highlighted more needs
to be done to challenge and prevent this form of homophobic bullying in the school
environment; findings that corroborate with other studies that have researched

homophobic bullying (Rivers, 2001a, Warwick et al., 2004 and Adames, et al., 2004).

Further research conducted by Rivers and Cowie (2007) indicated that LGB young
people and adults are more likely to experience bullying at school than any other
group. Findings from a 3-year retrospective questionnaire survey suggested that this
group’s bullying experiences are long-term and mostly committed by groups of
peers. Additionally, findings from this study also indicated that name-calling was the
most common form of homophobic bullying experienced by this cohort, findings that
are echoed in a recent report written by Tippett et al., (2010) on behalf of the

Equality and Human Rights Commission. However, as previously mentioned
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homophobic name-calling is widespread within schools and not always aimed at just
LGB or those who are perceived to be LGB. It could therefore be argued that LGB
young people are more likely to find the name-calling more offensive than
heterosexuals, and report it as personalised bullying, as it could be perceived as a
direct attack on their identity. Therefore, further research is needed to illuminate and
clarify the use and intent of name calling in schools, and this is where the discussion

now turns.

Research into Homophobic name calling in schools

Homophobic name-calling refers to the terms of abuse that are often used towards
LGB people, or those thought to be LGB (Guasp, 2009, p.2). Furthermore, these
names are reported to be used to refer to something or someone as inferior or weak
but without referring to actual or perceived sexual orientation (Plodel & Fartacek,
2009; Poteat and DiGiovanni, 2010 and McCormack, 2012). There is also research
that suggests the name-calling is used as a form of banter, with no homophobic or
harmful intent (Phoenix et al., 2003; Korobov, 2004 and Guasp, 2009).
Consequently, there is a contention surrounding the use and intent of these name-

calling incidents in schools.

Within the last 15 vyears, there has been an expansion in extant research
documenting the use of homophobic name-calling in schools, most of which has
originated from American or Australian samples, with noticeably less research being

conducted from a UK perspective.
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From this extant research, Poteat and Rivers (2010) surveyed over 250 American,
12-19 year-olds from one school to explore the use of homophobic name-calling in
relation to different bullying roles. Key findings from the study suggested:

* Homophobic name-calling was significantly associated with multiple bullying roles
and not just the primary perpetrator,

* The majority of the name-calling reported by young people was as content in
aggressive episodes, and directed at other young people irrespective of their
actual or perceived sexual orientation

* The intent of using this form of name-calling can be to antagonise and

intentionally cause harm to others (p.168)

Findings also suggested that homophobic name-calling was used in situations other
than those that were purposively antagonistic (p.170); although this claim was not
elaborated on further. The findings do suggest that the use of homophobic language
is common discourse and used beyond reflecting homophobic intent. In summary,
Poteat and Rivers, (2010), concluded that there are multiple motivating factors for
the use of the name-calling containing homophobic terms of abuse (p.171), including
the expression of homophobic attitudes and attempting to gain dominance over
others. Most notably the authors suggest this occurs regardless of sexual orientation
of the victim or sexual minority attitudes of the aggressor (p.171). One major
criticism of Poteat and Rivers’ study stems from the methodology used, as the young
people’s responses were gathered through self-report measures, which included

accounts from perpetrators regarding their use of homophobic name-calling.
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Therefore the findings require cautious interpretation, as it is unlikely that incidents
were reported accurately and honestly by all perpetrators throughout the study,

anomalies which may have affected the overall conclusions reported.

Further research conducted by Thurlow in the UK in 2001 focused on gathering the
type and prevalence of homophobic name-calling from a young person’s perspective.
In this study 377 adolescents aged 14-15 from 5 different secondary schools (4 of
which were Welsh) were asked to list examples of all name-calling that they heard in
their schools, in addition to indicating the names that they considered most offensive.
Findings suggested 10% of the 6000 names heard by the young people were
homophobic; the most commonly reported was ‘gay’ as an insult, which was reported
131 times. Analysis from the total data set indicated that homophobic terms were
used less commonly than sexist terms, but more than racist insults. Furthermore, the
young people who participated in the study also regarded homophobic terms of

abuse as less serious and taboo than racial terms.

From the findings of his study, Thurlow (2001) proposed that young people do not
regard homophobic language, such as ‘gay’ as offensive per se and they may not
perceive the word ‘gay’ or similar words, to be homophobic in nature. As previously
stated, the use of the word ‘gay’ as hame-calling can be used to label something as
inferior or undesirable, without directly intentionally carrying any homophobic
connotations. Furthermore, it has been asserted (Poteat & Espelage, 2005, and

McCormack, 2012) that not all homophobic name-calling is intentionally directed at
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LGB pupils, as Duncan (1999) suggested names such as ‘gay’ and ‘poof’ are also

used to refer to anything considered unmasculine, non-normative and ‘uncool.’

Thurlow (2001) further suggests that there is an ambiguity relating to the use and
intent of homophobic language as a form of bullying. As unlike other forms of nhame-
calling, such as racist name-calling, using homophobic ‘pejoratives’” as those
evidenced in his study, have a less clear and deliberate identified relation to their
target (Thurlow, 2001, p.33) and as such can be directed at anyone irrespective of
their perceived or actual sexual orientation. Likewise, there are a plethora of studies
that have found evidence to support Thurlow’s claims, where the name-calling is
directed towards those who are perceived to be different (overweight, disabled or
performing poorly at school) from the majority or deviating from gendered norms

(Sweeting and West, 2001; Rivers and Noret, 2008 and Poteat and Rivers, 2010).

In his research, Thurlow (2001) raises some interesting and thought provoking ideas
about the use and intent of the name-calling containing homophobic terms of abuse.
However, much that is asserted in the study, bar the type and prevalence rates, is
based on his own interpretation of what young peoples’ views are regarding the
intent of name-calling containing homophobic terms of abuse. Therefore, there
appears a gap in extant research regarding young peoples’ perceptions and
viewpoints of what they think the use and intent of this type of hame-calling entails

and further exploration is needed to gather their beliefs.
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Additionally, within extant research in the area of homophobic name-calling, there is
considerable evidence that suggests homophobic terms of abuse are also directed
toward those that do not conform to, or fit in normative gendered stereotypes of
sexuality (Wilkinson and Pearson, 2009; Poteat and Espelage, 2005 and Pascoe,
2007). For example, young people who are acting in a non-masculine or non-
feminine way, such as girls who are sporty or boys that are studious at school. A
noteworthy study conducted in this area by Wilkinson and Pearson (2009) explored
how hetero-normative cultures in American high schools stigmatise and marginalise
same-sex attraction through daily interactions in practices such as football

participation and religious attendance.

The term heteronormativity refers to an understanding that heterosexual values,
behaviours and identities are the norm and upheld against other forms of sexual
identities or behaviours (Butler, 1990 and Foucault, 1984). These norms are reflected
in the social construction of gender dichotomies of masculine and feminine
behaviours, where there are certain social values, roles and expectations of how
each gender should act in different social institutions, including schools. As
previously mentioned, heteronormativity is also thought to be played out and further
influenced through homophobic name-calling towards those who deviate from
normative gendered sexuality (Kehily, 2002 and Kosciw, et al., 2008) and not
necessarily those who are attracted to the same sex (Pascoe, 2007). Likewise
according to Poteat and DiGiovanni (2010) dominant masculine and heterosexist

norms may contribute to the use of homophobic terms of abuse rather than their
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homophobic attitudes towards sexual minorities, for example, the language becomes
expected, accepted and commonplace in society. Poteat and Rivers, (2010) also
suggest that social norms and gender stereotypes perpetuate homophobic name-
calling. However, they suggest that the act of using the homophobic terms of abuse
may be to stigmatise pupils irrespective of their actual sexual orientation, because
according to them, sexual minorities remain a stigmatised and oppressed group in
society and using these names carries a stigmatising insult (Poteat and Rivers, 2010,

p.171).

There are further contentions regarding the use and intent of the name-calling
containing homophobic terms of abuse. As previously mentioned the name-calling
has been described as being banter or teasing, with no intentional reference to
sexual orientation (Duncan, 1999; Thurlow, 2001; Phoenix, et al., 2003). In 1999,
Crozier and Dimmick conducted a study to investigate the incidence of (generic)
name calling in primary schools. The study was conducted using an anonymous
questionnaire with a sample of 60 young people from years 5 and 6 in a Welsh
school. The findings from the study suggested that the use and intent of name-
calling is ambiguous and difficult to identify as a form of bullying because nicknames
and teasing can have positive effects, like increasing social cohesion as well as
negative effects, such as expression of aggression (p.506). Furthermore, Crozier and
Dimmick (1999) also found that homophobic nhames were commonplace in their
study and as such threaten a child’s identity, which aligns with supporting findings

from later research in this area (Poteat and Rivers, 2010). There are however, a
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number of shortfalls within this study. First and foremost there was no indication
how the sample was recruited for the study. A further criticism is that the sample
was from one Welsh school and therefore it is difficult to generalise the findings
beyond the participating school and cultural background. Additionally, the study was

not specifically focused on homophobic name-calling but on nhame-calling in general.

To add further ambiguity to the use and intent of homophobic terms of abuse being
used during incidents of name-calling, Rigby (2005) suggests that it is difficult to
infer or label the language as ‘bullying’ because the use of such language does not
enable the inference that the user is more powerful than the recipient or whether
there is an intention to hurt (p.40); and this imbalance of power is a key
characteristic in identifiable bullying incidents. Rigby (2005) further postulates that
the words used in incidents of name-calling often lose their power to offend and

become “noise” due to their common everyday occurrence.

Moreover, postulating whether or not there is homophobic intent when words such
as ‘gay’ are used in incidents of name-calling, it is important to take account of the
nature of the relationship between the giver and receiver for example, whether those
involved are friends or self-identified as LGB. There is also a need to consider the
motivation behind the use of the words, and the tone and intonation of the words
used need to be accounted for when understanding the seriousness of intent or the

accuracy of the accusation (Thurlow, 2001, p.35).
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More recently, Anderson (2011) studied experiences of male athletes that were
openly gay and found that they did not view the use of the word ‘gay’ as
homophobic but perceived the word to have multiple meanings, where most of its
use had no attribution to homosexuality or homophobia. Furthermore, McCormack
(2012) in his longitudinal ethnographic study of 3 UK post-16 schools found that both
gay and heterosexual young men use homosexually themed language, such as the
use of ‘gay’ as a way of socially bonding with each other (p.116). Therefore, there
appears an ambiguity surrounding the semantics of the use of the word ‘gay’ during

incidents of name-calling.

To provide some clarity on defining language as homophobic, McCormack (2012,
p.110) lists features that identify language used in incidents of name-calling as
homophobic, these include:

1) It is said with pernicious intent,

2) It occurs within a homophobic environment,

3) It has a negative social effect,

One noticeable negative social effect of using homophobic terms of abuse is to divide
and distance masculine and feminine identities and reinforce socially constructed in-
group and out-group membership and a way to further understand this construction

is through the application of evidence-based psychological theory.
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Applying Psychology as a way to elucidate homophobic bullying
One way of understanding the phenomena of homophobic bullying is through the
application of social identity theory (Tajfel and Turner, 1979). As a social
psychological theory, social identity theory proposes that the membership of a peer
group influences how a person behaves and more importantly shapes their identity.
Tajfel (1982) argued that social interactions are not played out between individuals
but through the norms and values held by the social groups to which we belong. We
therefore, identify with those who behave in a similar way, or hold similar beliefs to
our own and interact differently with those outside our own social group, in particular
those who look or act dissimilar or hold different values from our own social group’s
values.

According to Tajfel and Turner (1979) there are three cognitive processes involved in

constructing our own and others’ social identity, which include:

1) Social categorisation: This concept proposes that in order for us to understand
other people, we assign them into categories or groups and in doing so define
their behaviour by reference to the norms of groups we or others belong to, for
example heterosexual and homosexual.

2) Social identification: This concept implies that we espouse the identity of the
group we have categorised ourselves as belonging to and in doing so conform to
the norms and values of this group,

3) Social comparison: This concept suggests from the process of categorising and

identifying ourselves within a group, we are inclined to compare our group (in-
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group) to other groups (out-groups), therefore individuals are defined by the

groups they belong to.

Adherence to an in-group’s behaviour therefore, is likely to be greater when social
identity reflects the in-group’s norms, for example, an individual would be more likely
to partake in bullying if they belong to a group with a culture of bullying (Jones et al,
2009). Additionally, the degree to which someone values their membership of a
group further influences the intensity of their reaction to a group’s norms and values,
as Turner (1999) postulated a strong identity to a group is associated with a strong

group norm adherence.

Furthermore, through the process of categorising (and comparing) people into in-
groups and out-groups, social identity theory proposes that people are motivated to
achieve and maintain a positive concept of themselves and to do this they perceive
their own social group more positively than other groups. For example, we deem that
our own group (in-group) is superior to other groups (out-groups) and negatively
discriminate between these differences to enhance the image of our own group.
Moreover, we typically like others that are in some way similar to ourselves more
than we like dissimilar people and because we are exposed more to people in our
own groups, this exposure and familiarity leads to liking. This process of social
categorisation of in/out groups is understood to underlie the development of social

norms, stereotyping and prejudice (Hayes, 2005, p.7).
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Therefore, in the present study, social identity theory is one way to elucidate
intergroup behaviour in relation to homophobic bullying and the use of homophobic
terms of abuse. The theory can be applied to further enhance the understanding of
how views are constructed around those that are perceived or categorised as
different, whether in physical appearance or those that do not conform to the
gendered masculine or feminine stereotypes or identities that have been collectively
constructed within a particular society; cohorts that research has documented as
being targets of homophobic terms of abuse (Sweeting and West, 2001; Rivers and
Noret, 2008 and Poteat and Rivers, 2010). Furthermore, the theory also provides a
way of understanding how the homophobic terms of abuse may be used during
incidents of name-calling, especially if there is an acknowledged stigma attached to
the discourse (Poteat and Rivers, 2010), where those who use this type of name-
calling perceive their own social group more positively or superior than the targeted

groups.

Despite its predictive and explanative scope, there is comparatively limited research
that has applied social identity theory to the phenomenon of bullying. In their
research, Jones et al., (2009) found in-group processes were pertinent to school
bullying, where members of the same group support each other during bullying
incidents. In 2005 Nesdale et al., found children’s predisposition to exhibit ethnic
prejudice was positively related to the extent to which they identified with their in-
group norms and values. Additionally, in their study examining the effect of peer

group norms on children’s direct and indirect bullying intentions, Nesdale et al.,
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(2008) found regardless of group norms, children’s attitudes towards bullying were
more positive and preferential towards the in-group than those perceived as an out-
group and children’s bullying intentions were greater when the in-group had a norm
of out-group dislike. Consequently, the application of social identity theory may be a
way in which to elucidate the complex social behaviours involved in homophobic
bullying and decipher the intent behind using homophobic terms of abuse during

incidents of name-calling, and as such will be applied in the present study.

Gaps within extant research

In reviewing the current research associated with homophobic language for the
present study, there are noticeable gaps within the literature. Most notably there is
limited evidence related to understanding non self-identified LGB young people’s
perspectives in relation to incidents of name-calling involving homophobic terms of
abuse. Furthermore, there appears to be a shortfall of evidence documenting age
and gender comparisons in this area, and what research is available in relation to
cross age and gender analyses does not focus specifically on the area of homophobic

name-calling, both these areas will now be discussed in turn.

To date, research conducted in the area of homophobic bullying has largely focused
on gaining the perspectives of young people who are self-identified as LGB (Rivers,
2001a; Hunt and Jenson, 2007; Rivers and Cowie, 2007); LGB adults (Rivers, 2000;
Rivers, 2001b); parents of LGB young people (Adams, et al, 2004) or school staff
(Warwick, et al., 2001; Guasp, 2009). Consequently there is limited understanding

and acknowledgement of views from young people from general school populations
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or those that are not LGB regarding homophobic terms of abuse or name-calling.
Furthermore, there is also limited research that focuses principally on homophobic
terms of abuse with name-calling as the focus of investigation, particularly from UK
samples. Current research that has been conducted has principally focused on
documenting the type and prevalence of generic name-calling and as such is largely
quantitative in focus. Moreover, most of the language discussed in current research
is donated by or written from the researcher’s perspective or interpretation and

consequently may not present an accurate view of young people’s perspectives.

There is a plethora of guidance focusing on anti-homophobic bullying that has
advocated the need for further research from a young person’s perspective.
Stemming from 2001 with the ‘Safe for All" programme (Warwick and Douglas),
through to the Stand up for Us (2004) campaign, there have been recommendations
to give young people a voice and include them in anti-homophobic bullying work;
this sentiment was further reiterated by the British Psychological Society’s working
party on bullying in 2006. Cowie and Jennifer (2008) suggested researchers and
practitioners need to take into account the perspective of the young person if anti-
bullying work is to prove effective, and in doing so raise opportunities for young
people to actively contribute to the participating school’s anti-bullying work (p.128).
Furthermore, the Stonewall (2009) ‘challenging homophobic language’ document
calls for pupil participation to help understand the offensiveness of homophobic

language. Therefore by including young people within the present study I hope to
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illuminate the use and intent of homophobic language where it is operationalised at

its grass roots.

Extant research documenting differences across age have focused primarily on
generic bullying. In their longitudinal study, Pelligrini and Long (2002) found the
frequency of bullying increases in year 7 and decreases later on in year 9 in
secondary education; similar findings have also been found by Smith et al., (1999)

and Boulton et al (2002), where as age increases bullying declines.

In a study conducted by Poteat and Rivers (2010) it was suggested that the use of
homophobic language was associated with greater frequency of bullying for both
males and females, i.e. the more bullying occurred the more homophobic language
was used. However, overall males were reported to bully and use homophobic
language more frequently than females and directed this language towards other
males. According to Kimmel and Mahler (2003) a possible reason why homophobic
language is more likely to be directed towards and used between males is because of
the socially constructed connections of aggression, masculinity and homophobia. In
support of this suggestion, Pascoe (2007); Plodel and Fartacek (2009) and Poteat
and Rivers (2010) have postulated that males use homophobic language as a
method to accentuate their heterosexuality and enforce gender normative
behaviours. In contrast, Poteat and Rivers (2010) suggest homophobic epithets are

also used as much by females as they are by males; however, a key criticism is that
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their conclusions are grounded on correlational data and are therefore open to

question.

In their study, Poteat and DiGiovanni (2010) found sexual prejudice and harmful
intent were associated with homophobic language amongst boys. Their findings also
suggested that boys who endorse higher levels of sexual prejudice also report using
homophobic language more frequently, and there is evidence to suggest that boys
who use homophobic language also tend to minimise the homophobic intent in using
it (Korobov, 2004). Further findings highlighted by Poteat and DiGiovanni (2010)
suggest boys may limit their use of homophobic language to blatant aggression or to
assert their masculinity and dominance over other boys but are less likely to use it
towards their friends (P.1131).

Conversely, findings related to females indicate that they use homophobic language
less than males and when using the language they are less likely to direct it to their
friends. Poteat and DiGiovanni (2010) suggest females may use the language to
describe situations or objects (p.1130) or use it towards students who they know are
sexual minorities (p.1131). Whilst Poteat and DiGiovanni’'s (2010) research
illuminates interesting differences between genders use of homophobic language,
their research is based on young people’s self-reports that were quantified and then
correlations were extrapolated from the data set. Their findings would have been
further substantiated through the triangulation with other sources, such as teacher

or parent reports, which in turn would have given them more rigour and credibility.
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Regardless of these limitations, the research provides a useful foundation for further

research to be conducted in this area.

There is also a plethora of research that has reported types of bullying enacted by
each gender (Rivers 2001; Reid et al., 2004; Rigby, 2005 and DCFS, 2008) where
females report more incidents of relational aggression or indirect bullying such as
name-calling and males are found to be involved in more physical forms of bullying.
However, Artz et al., (2008) found evidence to contradict this trend, where it was
reported females were more likely to target males than other males with direct
aggression. These findings imply bullying behaviours cannot be sorted neatly into
gendered based categories, as there exists a complex relationship between age,

gender and bullying roles (Artz et al., 2008).

Further research is therefore needed to clarify whether there are any differences (or
similarities) in young people’s perceptions over age and between genders in relation
to name-calling incidents containing homophobic terms of abuse, for example, is this
name-calling perceived to be bullying and intentionally homophobic and harmful by
one gender or at a particular age? Overall, more qualitative research is needed to
extrapolate young people’s views on the use and intent of homophobic terms of

abuse being used in incidents of name-calling.
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Why further research into homophobic name-calling is needed

Following the critical appraisal of current research in the area of homophobic name-
calling, it is evident that further explanatory research into homophobic name-calling
is required. This further research is required to address the gaps in current research,
clarify the contentions regarding the use and intent of the name-calling and further
highlight the negative implications the use of the language has on LGB cohorts,
others perceived to be LGB or those seen as behaving ‘differently’ from their

gendered norms.

In evaluating the literature associated with homophobic name-calling in schools it is
clear that there is a shortage of qualitative research related to homophobic name-
calling from a heterosexual young person’s perspective that reports their views in
their words. By gathering the views of young people from the general school
population there is an opportunity to gain valuable information about the use and
intent of homophobic terms of abuse at a level where it is operationalised and
concurrently an opportunity to advocate the ‘voice’ of the young person. Due to the
contentions surrounding the use and intent of homophobic language, as documented
in research, McCormack (2012) suggests there is a need to critically investigate the
attitudes and interpretations of those using (and hearing) the language, and this
study takes active steps to do that. Furthermore, there is limited contemporary
research that details a cross age and gender analysis of homophobic naming calling
and further research in this area may illuminate social and developmental features of

name-calling that research has not previously found or reported.

40



From evaluating current research there also appears to be a lack of clarity and
contention over whether the name-calling used is a form of homophobic bullying
with harmful prejudicial intent or banter used without any homophobic intent.
Therefore, further research is required to clarify these contentions emanating from
previous research, and in doing so it makes sense to elucidate this contention at its
grassroots where the name-calling is operationalised by obtaining young people’s

views.

Finally, and most importantly it is imperative to conduct further research into the use
and intent of homophobic name-calling as previous research has documented the
harmful implications the use of this name-calling has on LGB populations (and those
not identified as LGB) (Duncan, 1999: Thurlow, 2001; Rivers, 2001a; Poteat and

Espelage, 2007 and Stonewall, 2009).

The aims of present study

The aims of the present study are to explore and examine young people’s
perspectives concerning the intent of homophobic terms of abuse that are used
during incidents of name-calling in a school. For example whether young people
perceive the word ‘gay’ to be harmful and intentionally homophobic in nature, or
banter used between friends with no intention to harm those it is directed towards. A
further aim is looking to see whether there are any discernable differences in
opinions across ages and between genders regarding the use and intent of this

language during incidents of name-calling.
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The present study’s research questions

The present study explores the following main research questions:

What are young people’s perceptions about the language used during incidents of
name-calling in schools?

Are there any similarities or differences in young people’s perceptions over age and

between genders?

Three core questions were chosen to answer the main research questions and these

included:

1) Is the name-calling used in schools perceived by young people to be bullying,
harmful and intentionally homophobic in nature?

2) According to young people, why is this language used in school?

3) How is the name-calling received by the young person? (What do they feel about

the name-calling?)

42



Chapter 3: METHODOLOGY

Introduction to the chapter

The following chapter provides justification for the chosen research methodology
adopted in the present study. Research methods are linked to differing theoretical
and philosophical viewpoints and the choice of selecting a method is therefore
closely tied to how the researcher perceives social reality should be studied (Bryman,
2008). Furthermore, the choice of method is influenced by a number of criteria
including the problem under investigation, a theory, or a question arising from
personal experience; all of which are in some way connected and commensurate
with the researcher’s own ontological and epistemological worldviews. Silverman
(2000) suggests methodology underpins an overarching research strategy. It is
therefore paramount to provide a clear supporting rationale for the methodological
decisions made in the present study and why these decisions were made. Therefore,
this chapter will commence with a discussion of how my own ontological and
epistemological perspective informed my choice of research questions, methods and
data analysis. Attention will be given to the ethical considerations that were
addressed during the planning and implementation stages of the research, and how
any difficulties were resolved. There will be a descriptive and critical account of the
procedure I followed during the present study. Finally, the chapter will close with a
discussion on the threats to reliability and validity of data collected and an

acknowledgement of the roles of researcher reflexivity and positionality.
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Ontological and epistemological assumptions

Questions of method are secondary to questions of paradigm that guide a researcher
in their line of inquiry (Guba and Lincoln, 1994) and different inquiry positions are
associated with different kinds of knowledge (Stevenson and Cooper, 1997).
Therefore, a choice of method will be determined by the ontological and

epistemological orientations held by a researcher.

For the purposes of definition, ontology is concerned with the nature of reality, what
exists and what can be known (Guba and Lincoln, 1994), whereas epistemology
refers to how we know what we know, or the philosophy of knowledge and the

methods of obtaining knowledge (Burr, 1995).

There are different forms of inquiry that emanate from different ontological and
epistemological traditions to understand social reality (Guba and Lincoln, 1994). The
most commonly drawn distinction lies between positivist and interpretivist traditions,
(Thomas, 2009). Ontologically, positivism advocates a realist perspective, which
states that the external world exists independently of perception and cognition.
Reality can be discovered through the laws of the ‘natural’ sciences, where a single
truth can be determined through observation and quantification. Epistemologically,
positivism can discover knowledge through testing hypotheses and theories and is
therefore deductive in nature. The social world can be studied objectively and the
researcher is seen as an expert and is independent from the phenomenon under

investigation. According to this paradigm the researcher is capable of studying the
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phenomenon without influencing or being influenced by it (Guba and Lincoln, 1994).
Instead threats to validity are eliminated through controlling and isolating of
variables and adopting an objective ontological view of reality; only that what can be
observed and measured can be known. The criterion for judging the quality of a
positivist inquiry lies in its validity, reliability and generalisability (Guba and Lincoln,

1994, p.111).

Contrastingly, interpretivism advocates a relativist or constructionist perspective to
ontology; an approach which the present study has adopted. According to this
tradition, multiple and conflicting realities exist, therefore individuals hold different
versions of what is knowledge, truth and reality (Guba and Lincoln, 1994, p.110)
which are socially, culturally, historically and personally influenced (Gergen, 2001).
Because there are individual versions of reality, they are seen as flexible or in a state
of flux over differing times, culture and relationships (Stevens, 1996) and therefore

are not seen as definitive, unlike the positivist position.

Epistemologically, interpretivism advocates that knowledge and meaning are derived
from social processes and interpersonal relationships (Slife and Williams, 1995,
p.77). As an approach it is concerned with people and the way they interrelate, what
they think and how they construct their ideas about the world (Thomas, 2009).
Meaning is constructed through shared experiences and is therefore inductive in
nature. Within this position, subjectivity is central to knowing, where the researcher

and object under investigation are interactively linked (Guba and Lincoln, 1994, p.
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111); meaning is therefore co-constructed. The researcher has a central role in
influencing the participant and the interpretation of findings (Coolican, 2004, p.225)
and they use their own interests to help interpret and understand the views and
behaviours of others. Interpretivism acknowledges this active role in knowledge
production played by the researcher, rather than hiding behind a veil of objectivity as
claimed by positivists (Stevenson and Cooper, 1995, p.160). The key aim is to seek
meaning and understanding which is gathered through qualitative methodology.
Within an interpretivist tradition the criteria for judging quality of an inquiry is
through researcher transparency in terms of reflexivity and positionality (Guba and

Lincoln, 1992).

Qualitative traditions within the present study

One paradigm that embraces an ontological and epistemological position that is
congruent with my own is that of social constructionism, and within the present
study it is adopted to conceptualise the meaning and aid the understanding of young
people’s perceptions of name-calling in a secondary school and whether this name

calling is intentionally harmful or perceived as banter, with no homophobic intent.

Social constructionism is a qualitative social psychology approach that emphasises
knowledge as constructed and sustained through social and cultural processes (Slife
and Williams, 1995, p.77). Therefore, people actively construct their social world
through talk, where common understandings, meanings or views are created and

shared by people within a given society, and meanings about a phenomenon are
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socially negotiated by people within a given culture (Gergen et al., 2008). Knowing
occurs in relations between people and what we know and understand is the product
of historical and social discourse (Slife and Williams, 1995, p.82). The social
construction of reality is therefore an ongoing and dynamic process (Berger and
Luckmann, 1967), which is produced and reproduced by people within a given
culture. When people interact they do so with the understanding that their
perspectives of reality are related and as they act upon this understanding their

common knowledge of reality becomes reinforced (Gergen and Gergen, 2008).

Qualitative Methodology

In keeping with my own ontological and epistemological worldview, the present
study adopts a qualitative approach to research methodology to gain a greater
understanding of young people’s perspectives regarding the use and intent of name-
calling in a secondary school and whether there are any differences in perceptions
over age and between gender. I consider a qualitative approach is appropriate for
the study as I am interested in gathering and exploring the voice and subjective
experience of the young people in relation to name-calling. This approach enables
me to focus on how young people interpret the phenomenon of name-calling and
extrapolate young people’s shared views, feelings and perceptions about the use of
the name-calling in their school. According to Hennink et al., (2011) qualitative
research is suitable for examining sensitive topics within small-scale research, as the
process of rapport building provides a comfortable atmosphere for participant

disclosure; a position that would not have been possible using a traditional,
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quantitative approach that sought objective and generalisable findings. During this
study I was also interested in identifying themes that could lead to the development
of theory rather than seeking to test, predict or confirm an existing theory. Operating

within a qualitative framework enabled me to do this.

To broaden the definition of qualitative research it has been described as an

approach that is:

* “Generally engaged with exploring, describing and interpreting social experiences
of participants” (Smith, 2011, p.4.)

* "It emphasizes people’s lived experience, which are well suited for locating the
meaning people place on events, processes and structures of their lives and for
connecting these meanings to the social world around them” (Miles and

Huberman, 1994, p.10)

Therefore, the combined definitions support the rationale for adopting a qualitative
approach in the present study that seeks to elicit young people’s perspectives related

to name-calling in the social context of a secondary school.

Research questions

The research questions reflect the epistemological position adopted in the present
study, as they are open questions that seek to elicit qualitative responses from
participants. The fundamental aim is to examine young people’s perceptions and

gain a greater understanding of the use and intent of name-calling in their schools
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and to see whether there is any discernable difference in opinions across different
ages and between genders. This focus will be used to ascertain whether the young
people perceive the use of the word ‘gay’ to be homophobic language and
intentionally harmful and bullying or harmless banter with no significance to sexual

orientation.

The word ‘gay’ was used as an example of homophobic language in the present
study as it was the most commonly referred to and reported term in research
(Thurlow, 2001; Hunt and Jensen, 2007; Guasp, 2009 and 2012). Additionally,
during the introductory discussions with the young people, the term ‘gay’ was the
most reported word used to describe this form of name-calling. It appeared that all
the young people could associate with this word as an exemplar. Furthermore, the
pupil consent forms used ‘gay’ as an example of possible homophobic terms of abuse
(as they were shaped by research) and there was agreement from the young people
within the focus groups that ‘gay’ was the most commonly used form of name-
calling, and very few alternative words were mentioned. Therefore, the use of the
word ‘gay’ in the present study was shaped by what terms were most popular and

understandable at the time of research.

The research questions for this study are therefore partly shaped by relevant
literature (Stonewall, 2008 and 2009) and motivated by my own interests as a
researcher and young people’s preliminary views. I am interested in eliciting young

people’s views, as there is limited published evidence that focuses on this area that
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promotes the ‘voice’ of the non self-identified LGB young person in homophobic anti-

bullying work.

The present study explores the following main research questions:

What are young people’s perceptions about the language used during incidents of
name-calling in schools?

Are there any similarities or differences in young people’s perceptions over age and

between genders?

Three core questions were chosen to answer the main research questions and these
included:

1) Is the name-calling used in schools perceived by young people to be bullying,
harmful and intentionally homophobic in nature?

2) According to young people, why is this language used in school?

3) How is the name-calling received by the young person? (What do they feel about

the name-calling?)

The full range of research questions used for probing and further elaboration for this
study can be found in appendix 20, which demonstrates the order of questioning
during the data collection for each of the focus groups. All of these supplementary
questions are connected to the main research questions and are displayed in table 1

below.
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Core Research Questions

Supplementary questions as found in

Appendix 20
1) Is the name-calling used in|* Are the people using the names
schools perceived by young people homophobic?

to be bullying, harmful and
intentionally homophobic in
nature?

Do you think using the word ‘gay’, as
name-calling is intentionally offensive and
harmful?

Who is the name-calling offensive and
harmful too?

Is there any name-calling that happens in
school you think is homophobic?

Is the name-calling used by young people
in schools seen as homophobic by other
young people?

Do you think using words like ‘gay’ is a

form of bullying?

2) According to young people, why

is this language used in school?

What is the purpose of the name-calling?
What is the name-calling used to refer
to/why is it used?

What influences young people to use
these words in school?

How do the views come about to use the

word ‘gay?’
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3) How is the name-calling|es What are your feelings about using the
received by the young person? word ‘gay’ and/or similar words as name-
(What do they feel about the calling?

name-calling?)

Table 1: Supplementary research questions used within the four focus groups

Research Design

To answer the research questions my research design consisted of using multiple
focus groups as the method of data collection to gather the perspectives of young
people. As the focus of the research was to investigate whether there were
discernable differences between gender and across different ages, a mixed age and
gender sample were selected. Overall, four separate focus groups were conducted
using single sex samples over the secondary school years 7 (aged 11/12) and year
10 (year 14/15). Findings from these four focus groups were then analysed using
thematic analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2006) to elicit key themes of similarities and
differences in perspectives regarding the use and intent of nhame-calling.

Each component of the design will now be discussed in turn, starting with the focus

groups and then sampling.

Research Method: Focus groups
Focus groups have been described as a semi-structured interview carried out in a
group setting (Robson, 2002), a group discussion (Hennink et al., 2011) and a form

of non-directive interviewing (Breen, 2006). The primary aim of a focus group
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according to Liamputtong (2009) is to describe and understand meanings and
interpretations of a group of people about a specific issue. Participant interpretations
are gathered by a moderator, who asks a series of open-ended questions with the
purpose of collecting qualitative data. The recommended group size for focus groups
is ideally between 6 — 8, any fewer, it may be difficult to sustain discussion and gain
a diversity of perspectives, any more, it limits the active involvement for all
participants (Hennink, et al., 2011). Ideally a focus group should contain members
who have an interest in the topic of discussion and who are able to give their point

of view in the group (Lunt, 1998, p.46).

Hennink et al., (2011) suggest focus groups should contain a homogeneous sample
of participants who share similar socio-demographic characteristics such as age and
gender and within the present study each focus group was divided up according to
these criterion. This homogeneity fosters open, productive discussion amongst
participants (Hennink, et al., (2011). Moreover, recruiting strangers has its benefits
as it affords greater anonymity, greater free discussion and more detailed
information exchanged (Hennink, et al, 2011, p.151). In the present study I pursued
non-familiar participants to reduce the likelihood of selecting individuals with similar
viewpoints and risk reducing the diversity of perspectives. This was achieved by

selecting pupils with differing predicted grades, as explained in the sampling section.

Research suggests a focus group’s success depends on the moderator’s skills in

facilitating an interactive discussion and ensuring all participants are included in the
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collaborative process (Hennink, et al., 2011). However, according to Parker and
Tritter (2006) the moderator takes a peripheral role in interviewing with more
emphasis placed on interrelational group dynamics, rather than the typical
questioning seen in interviews. Traditionally, focus groups are audio or video

recorded and then discussions are later transcribed.

I felt that this was an appropriate form of data collection to use in the present study.
The focus groups were used to provide insights into young people’s perceptions and
understanding of the use and intent of name-calling in their school; it is therefore a
sensitive subject area to discuss. However, there is evidence to suggest it is a less
threatening method than other forms of interviewing (Lunt, 1998). There is a focus
on development of knowledge within the group, where it is viewed as more
naturalistic and conversational (Wilkinson, in Smith, 2011), than other methods, such
as one-to-one interviewing. Additionally, a distinct advantage of using focus groups
over one-to-one interviews, is gaining a larger sample in a shorter time frame and
reducing the risk of socially desirable or ‘dont know’ responses. Focus group
methodology also reflects my epistemological perspective that sense making is

produced collaboratively (Wilkinson, in Smith, 2011) or through social interaction.

The most notable disadvantages of using focus groups are the reliability of
participant responses as they may reflect a ‘Deference Effect’ (Bernard 2006), where
participants may say what they think the moderator wants to hear rather than

voicing their own opinion about an issue. Also, recording and transcription of
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responses (Breen, 2006) and data analysis (Wilkinson, in Smith 2011) are time
consuming. Additionally, group dynamics may impact on findings, for example, there
may be a risk of group conformity or ‘groupthink” where the majority agrees with the
most popular view in the group rather than stating their own opinions on the issue

(Lunt, 1998).

The sample

Participants were selected from one school within the local authority where I had
previously worked as a Trainee Educational Psychologist (TEP). The participating
school was a large comprehensive secondary school located within a town in the East

Midlands with high levels of socio-economic deprivation.

For the present study 24 young people were requested to participate within 4
different focus group discussions. The school had responsibility for selecting the
participants based on the criteria given by myself, which included equal numbers of
male and female pupils in Year 7 and Year 10, ability to talk in a group and those
with good attendance. In addition, to participants not knowing each other. Each
focus group included the selection of 6 young people. Overall the focus groups

consisted of:

One group of year 7 females

One group of year 7 males

* One group of year 10 females

One group of year 10 males
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The participants were from differing ethnic backgrounds, which included: White
British (16), Asian (4) and Caribbean (4). Participants were selected using a
purposive, non-probability sampling method. By using purposive sampling it removes
any scope to make the findings generalisable beyond the current sample (Cohen et
al., 2009, p.113.), as it does not represent a wider population, but represents itself
or as Thomas (2009) suggests, the sample takes from the local experience and
illuminates and influences the local experience (p.77). In the present qualitative
study there was no intention to generalise the findings to a wider community beyond

the one selected.

Predicted grades were also used as a selection criterion by the nominated school,
where each focus group sample was chosen according to a spread and difference
between grades. The decision to select participants via predicted grades was chosen
to ensure that there was variance over the chosen sample, which would provide a
cross section of the populations over each year group. Predicted grades were also a
way in which to avoid having groups that contain friends with similar viewpoints
about name-calling, as research suggests peers choose and keep friends who have

similar academic attainment levels (Coie et al., 1982).

Ethical Considerations
According to Cohen et al. (2009) the planning of research is inescapably an ethical
enterprise (p.49) and thinking about ethics should pervade all professional activity

(BPS, 2009, P.6). Within the present study, I followed the guidance from the British
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Psychological Society, Code of Ethics and Conduct (2009), The British Educational
Research Association (BERA) Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research (2011) and
the Health Professionals Council (HPC) Standards of Conduct, Performance and

Ethics (2008).

The present study was also subject to the University of Birmingham ethical review
(see appendix 14). Due to the nature of the research area and the intention to gain
young people’s voices in relation to homophobic name-calling, ethical clearance was
not straightforward and I was required to submit a further response to my ethical

review application (see appendix 15).

Gaining informed consent from parents and pupil assent to participate in this study
was essential. As a psychologist I am directed to conduct research in accordance
with the Code of Ethics and Conduct guidelines as stipulated by the British
Psychological Society (BPS) (2009), in addition to the EPS working agreement with
my local authority team, that signed parental consent be sought prior to working
directly with young people. Furthermore, gaining consent and assent for a
psychologist’s involvement should be a transparent process (BPS, 2009) where both
the rights of those participating and responsibilities of the psychologist are made

clear throughout the research process.

Pupils’ right to withdraw from the study was made explicit throughout the research

(BPS, 2009). It was made clear from the onset that at any point during the study,
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whether prior to, during or after the data had been collected they could withdraw
and were not obligated to give a reason for their withdrawal, to ensure they had
freedom of choice and did not feel as if they were under duress (BERA, 2011).
Furthermore, at no point in the study was an attempt made to persuade pupils to
continue with the study and no pupil signified a wish to withdraw from the current
study. However, if this had been the case then the pupil’s contribution to the study

would not have been used.

Further ethical issues within the procedure that may have arisen during the study
were considered and guidance on dealing with these situations were drafted and
shared with the participating school’s head teacher and staff who were involved in
the study. This was prompted in an attempt to be proactive in reducing risk,
following the BPS Code of Human Research Ethics (2010) that researchers should
endeavor to identify and assess all possible risks and develop protocols for risk
management as an integral part of the design of a project (p.13). Guidance was
written in relation to procedures to follow if a pupil wished to discuss their sexuality
(appendix 8), faith-based response (appendix 9), dealing with bullying disclosures
(appendix 10, and responding to parents/cares concerns (appendix 11); all of which
were located within the legal framework of discrimination law by following the

Equality Act (2010) (see appendix 12).
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Procedure of data collection: The pilot study

A secondary school where I worked as their link EP agreed to participate in the pilot
study. I distributed letters to schools, parents and pupils to seek their consent and
involvement (see appendices 1, 2 and 3). A full pilot study was conducted to check
the relevance and applicability of my research questions and whether they were
understandable to participants. The pilot consisted of a mixed gender sample from a
vertical tutor group, with the inclusion of 6 pupils from year 7 to year 12. Findings
indicated that the older pupils contributed more to discussions than the younger

pupils, reinforcing my decision to use homogeneous groups in the main study.

Pupils were selected on the basis of being confident enough to speak in a group.
One of the purposes of conducting a pilot study is to learn about my own
effectiveness as a moderator, (Breen, 2006) and whether I needed to modify the
level of involvement I had within the process. Parker and Tritter (2006) advocate a
peripheral moderator role, and on reflection my role was more of a reciprocal one
and therefore gave me an indication of how to adapt my approach and involvement

in the main study.

Bryman (2008) suggests running a pilot is also helpful to identify any irrelevant
questions that can be dropped from the study or whether they gather the
appropriate information, need refinement or further ones added. Following the pilot
study the main amendment made was the deletion of the introductory question as it

was deemed too broad and developed talk that was not directly related to the overall
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focus of the study. Furthermore, all pupils were aware what the study entailed, so I

felt it was an unnecessary addition to the questions.

The Procedure

To gain access to the participants, I initially contacted the Head Teacher of the
selected school by email to explain the focus of the study and enquire whether the
topic area would be of interest to his school in helping them to develop their anti-
bullying work. Through a series of email exchanges the Head Teacher agreed for his
school to participate in the study. Once this agreement had been confirmed I
forwarded a briefing letter to the Head Teacher (see appendix 4). This letter detailed
the working title of the study, the purpose, methodology and practicalities that the
school would be required to fulfill in order for the study to continue. One of the

criteria that was required included recruiting participants for the study.

Once the school identified all potential participants for the study, parental consent
was sought through the distribution of a briefing letter to parents and carers of the
selected young people (see appendix 5). The next phase in gaining the young
people’s participation involved the distribution of a pupil information sheet and
signing of an assent form (see appendix 6).

Following clearance of parental consent and pupil assent procedures and forms, I
arranged a visit to the participating school to introduce myself and meet the selected
pupils. Two meetings took place, one for each year group. The purpose of the

meetings was to discuss the study in more detail and give pupils the opportunity to
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ask questions they had in relation to their involvement. Some of the questions asked
by the young people, focused on defining the terms of homophobic hame-calling and
the word ‘gay’ was used as an illustration of such name-calling, which was further
discussed by the young people in both meetings. The word ‘gay’ was also used as an
example of name-calling in the initial information sent to school, parents and young

people (see appendices, 4, 5 and 6).

Additionally, the meetings were used to gain signed pupil assent (see appendix 6)
and further discuss the ethical considerations within the study, such as
confidentiality, anonymity, storage of information and their right to withdraw from
the study. This information provided to participants was presented in a clear and
understandable way (BPS, 2010) to ensure transparency and clarity was maintained
in relation to their role within the study, and to retain my professional integrity (BPS,
2009), in addition to building a trusting relationship between the pupils and myself

(BERA, 2011).

All four focus groups were conducted over the same week, in the same school. They
were completed in a private room free from human traffic and involved the pupils, a
member of school staff and myself. The additional member of staff was the school’s
Learning Mentor who was known to all participants. Their role and presence was to
be on hand in case of any safeguarding issues but also as a familiar face. Participant

feedback concerning the attendance of the Learning Mentor was positive.

61



The procedure for running each group was kept the same to ensure each participant
received the same level of information regarding the study (see appendices 7 and
16). Prior to each focus group commencing, welcomes and introductions were made
and pupils were seated at a table and allocated a number card, which other group
members could see. A Dictaphone and omnidirectional microphone was positioned in
the centre of the table to ensure all voices were heard and recorded. The purpose of

the focus groups and study was again reiterated.

The HPC (2008) stipulates the requirement to respect confidentiality of service users.
However, due to their collaborative nature, focus groups could not guarantee
confidentiality, or anonymity. Anonymity was increased through assigning numbers
to participants to code their responses, so no names were used. Moreover, no
identifying information was attached to the audio recordings collected and
consideration was given to further enhance confidentiality by selecting a private

room that was not accessible to unauthorized personnel.

The full order of the focus group script is contained within appendix 16.

After the purpose of the study was reiterated, and my role within the focus group
was made transparent, the group had the opportunity to agree some ground rules
(see appendix 16), some of which were donated by myself to reinforce the
importance of anonymity and a ‘no names’ policy, otherwise they were negotiated

between the pupils. These ground rules helped to develop trust and rapport between
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pupils and make the expectations of the discussion clear. It was also explained to
pupils that anything said within the focus group discussion would remain confidential
unless it breached safeguarding procedures and therefore the school’s safeguarding
policy and the schools’ safeguarding representative would need to be consulted and

appropriate steps followed.

Prior to the focus group commencing, recording equipment was tested to ensure all
voices were picked up. The number cards placed in front of each pupil were again
referred to; to ensure no names were used. In readiness for the data analysis, I
highlighted that there were no right or wrong answers and that all pupils’ views were
of equal value. Open-ended questions were used to encourage the discussions to
elicit rich, qualitative information (Wilkinson, in Smith, 2011). Some questions were
used as probes, to clarify or amplify a point (Lunt, 1998). All focus groups were
audio recorded with the consent of the pupils (see appendix 6), and later transcribed
verbatim (see appendices: 21, 22, 23 and 24). To aid the sequence of transcribing
the recorded conversations, I documented the order in which pupils’ contributed to
the discussion using a participant response sheet (see appendix 18). Each focus

group was planned to last for approximately one-hour duration.

Following the completion of research questions, all pupils were thanked for their
participation and given the opportunity to ask any further questions. I explained the
next steps in the study were to transcribe and analyse their recorded responses. I

ensured all pupils were aware of the storage and access procedures in relation to
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their recorded discussions. The BPS stipulates that psychologists should record,
process and store confidential information in a fashion designed to avoid inadvertent
disclosure (p.11). This had previously been discussed and made available to all pupils
during the questions and answers sessions and in writing in the Pupil Information

Sheet (appendix 6). Further information shared included:

That data would be stored securely in a locked cabinet in accordance with the
rules stipulated in the Data Protection Act (2003).

* That no unauthorized persons could access the material

* That any information retained would not contain any identifiable information
that could trace it back to them

* That information would be kept for a minimum of 10 years.

All participants were informed that following the completion of this research they
would receive written or verbal feedback on the main findings arising from the
present study, which would be free from any material that would otherwise identify

their school or more importantly their identity.

Data analysis: Thematic Analysis

To ensure that the transcriptions of the focus groups were recorded consistently, and
because I had first-hand experience of being involved in the discussions, I decided to
transcribe all four focus group discussions. This process enabled me to gain a rich
picture of the data set and contributed to the first step in conducting the data

analysis.
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Each of the four focus group transcripts were analysed using Braun and Clarke’s
(2006) thematic analysis approach. This was considered an appropriate mode of
analysis, as it is perceived to be a flexible approach in analyzing qualitative data
(Braun and Clarke (2006) and a tool to use across different methods (Boyatzis,
1998); rather than being tied to a particular theoretical framework or epistemological
perspective. Additionally, the Braun and Clarke model of analysis was chosen over
other potential models (Miles and Huberman, 1994 and Boyatzis, 1998) as it was
developed for the purpose of psychological analysis and is therefore a fitting model

for the current study.

Thematic analysis is a method for identifying and reporting patterns (themes) within
data (Braun and Clarke, 2006, p.79). Although widely used, there is no clear
agreement on how it is conducted. However, according to Braun and Clarke (2006) it
is important that the theoretical position of the thematic analysis is made
transparent. The theoretical position within the present study involves adoption of a
constructionist and interpretivist approach, where meanings and experiences are a

reflection of multiple voices that exist in society.

According to Braun and Clarke (2006) there are a number of key decisions to be
made in determining what type of analysis a researcher conducts and how the data
is analysed. For instance, themes can be identified using an inductive or deductive
approach. For the purposes of this study a deductive approach was used, where the

data gathered from the focus groups was coded, analysed and themes identified to
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answer specific research questions that were influenced by my own theoretical
interests. Braun and Clarke (2006) suggest this form of analysis extrapolates a less
rich description of data than inductive or data-driven analysis, however, it can lead to

a more detailed analysis of some aspect of the data (P.83).

Moreover, once the overall approach is confirmed the next key decision is to decide
at what level the themes in the data will be identified. Braun and Clarke (2006) make
the distinction between semantic and latent levels. The semantic level looks to
extract a surface description across the entire data set not beyond the participants’
words. In contrast, the latent level seeks to give a richer, more detailed account of a
theme or group of themes within the data and an analysis at this level identifies the
underlying assumptions and ideologies that are theorised as shaping the content of
the data (Braun and Clarke, 2006, p.84.) Within the present study, the themes were
identified at the semantic level, as the analysis focused on gaining a detailed account
of a group of themes across the data set, which needed to remain as close and

accurate portrayal of the young people’s perspectives as possible.

There are, however, no hard-and-fast rules to these decisions and combinations are
possible (Braun and Clarke, 2006, p.86). Braun and Clarke (2006) provide a guide to
conducting a 6 phase thematic analysis, which can be applied flexibly to fit the

research questions and data. This 6-phase analysis is illustrated in table 2 below.
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Phase Description of the process

Phase 1 Familiarizing yourself with your data: Transcribing data, reading

and re-reading the data, noting down initial ideas.

Phase 2 Generating initial codes: coding interesting features of the data
in a systematic fashion across the entire data set, collating data

relevant to each code

Phase 3 Searching for themes: collating codes of potential themes,

gathering all data relevant to each potential theme

Phase 4 Reviewing themes: checking if the themes work in relation to the
coded extracts (level 1) and the entire data set (level 2,

generating a thematic ‘map’ of the analysis

Phase 5 Defining and naming themes: Ongoing analysis to refine the
specifics of each theme, and the overall story the analysis tells,

generating clear definitions and names for each theme

Phase 6 Producing the report: The final opportunity for analysis.
Selection of vivid, compelling extract examples, final analysis of
selected extracts, relating back to the research question and

literature and producing the findings.

Table 2: 6-phase thematic analysis approach after Braun and Clarke (2006, p.87).

Reliability and validity in qualitative research
The concepts of reliability and validity have been imported into applied social

research from psychometrics (Thomas, 2009, p.105). These concepts are therefore
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rooted in positivist and quantitative traditions; which present a difficulty within the
present study. In the present study I would like to consider the need to focus on the

‘quality’ of the research rather than whether the research is reliable and/or valid.

The position of ‘quality’ in replacement of validity and reliability in qualitative
research has been discussed by Smith (2011), following the growing dissatisfaction
that qualitative research is continually being evaluated against the criteria used in

quantitative research, which is both theoretically inappropriate and incompatible.

As a way of providing some criteria to assess the quality of qualitative psychological
research, Yardley (2008) has devised some suggested guidelines and broad
principles irrespective of the theoretical orientation of the qualitative study (Smith
2011) and a summary of these are presented in figure 1 below. These principles
were applied throughout the planning, implementation and analysis of the current

study.

Principle Examples of the principle

Sensitivity to context Can be established through:

The researcher showing sensitivity to
the socio-cultural milieu in which the
study is situated

The material obtained from the

participants
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Showing empathy, putting the
participants at ease and recognizing

interactional difficulties

Commitment and Rigour

Can be established through:
Attentiveness to participants during
data collection

Care during analysis

Thoroughness of the study

Selection of sample to match research

question

Transparency

coherence

and

Can be established through:

How clearly the stages of research
process are described in the write up of
the study

The degree of fit between the research
and underlying theoretical assumptions

of the approach being implemented

Impact and importance

Can be established through:
Whether the research tells the reader
something interesting, important or

useful
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Table 3: 4 broad Principles for assessing the quality of qualitative research, after
Yardley, (2011) cited in Smith (2011, p.180 — 183).

According to Thomas (2009) reliability in interpretative research is irrelevant (p.106),
as interpretation is an individualistic and idiosyncratic phenomenon. Take for
example this study, it is questionable that two individuals are likely to interpret the
same focus group transcripts in the same way, and therefore replication and

consistency are improbable when using the same data set.

When considering validity, Robson (2002) suggests the trustworthiness of findings
from qualitative research has attracted much debate and criticism from researchers
that favour the quantitative tradition of research design. Nevertheless, Maxwell
(1992), (cited in Robson, 2002) presents a typology on reducing threats to validity in
qualitative research. These include providing a complete and accurate documentation
of the description of what is heard or seen within the data. According to Robson
(2002) audio or video recording will reduce the threat to validity in qualitative
research. The main threat to validity according to Maxwell (1992) is the researcher’s
subjective interpretation of the research findings and therefore, one-way of
countering this threat is to continuously demonstrate the route how an interpretation
was reached. In the present study this was demonstrated through the thorough and

rigorous thematic analysis.

In consideration to the points raised above by (Yardley in Smith 2011) and the
incompatible positioning of validity and reliability in qualitative research, there have

been active steps taken by myself to ensure there is greater quality in this study by
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acknowledging and reflecting on my own position and the influence I had in the co-
construction of knowledge throughout the research process. Both concepts of

reflexivity and positionality are discussed below.

Reflexivity

"Undertaking research in a reflexive way forces the consideration of both the
philosophical aspects of research and the researcher’s own assumptions about the
world. Reflexivity requires the researcher actively to consider whether their own
involvement has enhanced or detracted from the findings.” (Stevenson and Cooper,

1997, p.160)

The interpretive approach acknowledges subjectivity of both the participants and the
researcher and their role in the co-construction of reality (Hennink et al., 2011).
Therefore, in applying an interpretative approach I also acknowledge that I bring my
own subjective experiences, which influenced my response to the research process;
overall I was immersed within the research process. This process of self-awareness
and self-reflection of my role in influencing the research process is termed
‘reflexivity.” Reflexivity attempts to bridge the divide between reality and the
interpretation of reality by filling in the contextual factors, which influence the
researcher’s arrival at a certain construction (Stevenson and Cooper, 1997, p.160).
As a researcher it provides an opportunity for me to be transparent about my role

and the influence I have within the current study.
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Reflexivity may be accomplished in various ways. Webb (1992) recommends the
presentation of unedited chunks of data gathered from the research findings be
available so the reader can scrutinize the researcher’s conclusions. As part of the
reflexive process within the current research I have ensured that all participant’s
responses that were audio recorded during the focus groups are included verbatim in
the appendices 21, 22, 23 and 24 so my conclusions can be cross-referenced and
further inspected. Furthermore, in keeping with the qualitative tradition I have
attempted to incorporate reflexivity as an ongoing and iterative process throughout

the transcription of this research project.

Positionality

Within the present study I had a central role in the interpretation and construction of
knowledge extrapolated from the findings. I therefore was an active facilitator in the
research process from inception to analysis and therefore my own subjective
experiences, beliefs and values underpinned the process and resulting conclusions.
By following and advocating an interpretivist paradigm for the present study, I also
acknowledge that my involvement within the study has been a subjective one. The
present study was chosen by me and reflects my personal interest in this area, within

my current role as a TEP.

The findings therefore are a combination of both my own subjective interpretation,

based on my understanding of what the findings imply through thematic analysis and

participants’ views. On reflection, I consider myself to be an active participant within
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the study, as my role within the focus groups as a moderator was to encourage the
participants to talk, through the questions I devised and asked. I shaped the focus
group discussions, and my presence in the rooms where the focus groups occurred
further influenced the findings. However, because I adopted an interpretive
perspective, there is not an expectation to be objective in my study but instead
accept and acknowledge the centrality of subjectivity (Thomas, 2009, p.76).
Therefore, in acknowledging these idiosyncrasies, this is a strength of qualitative

research and the current study.
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Chapter 4: FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS
Introduction to the chapter
This chapter reports the findings and qualitative data analysis from the young
people’s perceptions across four separate focus groups using Braun and Clarke’s
(2006) model of thematic analysis. In conducting the analysis I was mindful of
focusing on the quality of the research process as illustrated in the criteria positioned
by Yardley (2011), with priority focusing on rigour, transparency and coherence

throughout the analysis process.

Braun and Clark’s (2006) model of thematic analysis was considered a suitable
method of analysis to adopt over other methods of analysis, such as Miles and
Huberman (1994) and Boyatzis (1998) as it is a flexible qualitative data analysis that
was constructed specifically for the analysis of psychological research. Additionally,
the chosen model is not tied to a specific epistemological worldview or specific
theoretical perspective unlike other qualitative forms of analysis proposed by Miles
and Huberman (1994) and Boyatzis (1998) and other forms of analysis, such as
conversational analysis (Hutchby and Woofitt, 1998); grounded theory (Glaser, 1992)
or IPA (Interpretive Phenomenological Analysis) (Smith and Osborn, 2003, in Smith
2011). Yet according to Braun and Clarke (2006) it remains compatible with both

essentialist and constructionist paradigms within psychology (p.78).

To reiterate, the thematic analysis in this study focused on a deductive approach to

analysis at the semantic level, where specific research questions were answered
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through the analysis and interpretation of themes extrapolated from the entire data
set that reflected the young person’s views ‘ad verbatim.” The analysis therefore was
conducted in a way to ensure that the young people’s views were preserved and
representative of those involved in the research. Equally, it is acknowledged that by
analysing the data gathered for the present study, I have undertaken the role as an

active co-constructor of knowledge, meaning and understanding.

Research questions under analysis

The thematic analysis was used to explore and illuminate the key themes gathered
from the findings of four separate focus groups to answer the following main
research questions:

1) What are young people’s perceptions about the language used during incidents of
name-calling in schools?

2) Are there any similarities or differences in young people’s perceptions over age

and between genders?

These main research questions were explored through a series of open-ended core

questions asked during the focus groups. These included:

1) Is the name-calling used in schools perceived by young people to be bullying,
harmful and intentionally homophobic in nature?

2) According to young people, why is this language used in school?

3) How is the name-calling received by the young person? (What do they feel about

the name-calling?)
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For clarity of reference, the findings and emerging themes for each of the focus
groups are presented and analysed separately under each of the 3 core research
questions and then similarities and differences between themes over age and gender

are presented for the whole data set.

Phase 1 (familiarization of data) through to phase 3 (searching for themes) of the
thematic analysis for the female year 7 focus group is presented as an example of
my analytical process in appendices 25, 26 and 27. During Phase 1 (appendix 25) I
repeatedly read the transcriptions from the four focus groups to immerse myself in
the depth and breadth of content and note down initial ideas for coding that could
become themes. Furthermore, the written transcripts were checked against the audio
recordings to ensure they accurately represented the young people’s views ad

verbatim.

In phase 2 (appendix 26) a systemic coding process was followed over the whole
text for each of the focus groups transcriptions. This was a recursive and iterative
process, which involved taking each focus group’s findings and coding individual data
extracts. Data extracts that were interesting and answered the core research
questions were initially coded. Coded extracts were organised into meaningful groups

(patterns) in readiness for the formation of themes.

In phase 3 (appendix 27) potential (and broad) themes were generated from the

coded extracts in phase 2. Potential themes were identified based on their
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occurrence and significance in answering the research questions, and individually
analysed across each of the focus group transcriptions. Therefore, coded extracts
that occurred regularly and had some similar features were grouped together as a
theme. Coded extracts that were prevalent became main themes and other extracts
that did not feature as often within each data set were assigned as subthemes; as
long as they directly answered the research questions. Any unattached codes were
filed as miscellaneous. A thematic map was generated to illustrate the

interconnections between themes for each core research question.

The findings and analysis within this chapter commences at phase 4 of the thematic
analysis for all participants, which focuses on reviewing themes (also found in
appendix 28). The analysis proceeds through phase 5 (defining and naming themes)
(also found in appendix 29) to the sixth phase, (producing the report) and is
presented for each of the 3 core questions of this study and is supported by quotes

from the young people’s responses.

Phase 4: Reviewing Themes
Data sets from each of the four focus groups were analysed separately using the
Braun and Clarke (2006) model of thematic analysis following the six phases detailed

in table 1.

Phase 4 focuses on reviewing, revising and refining the themes from phase 3 and as

such was conducted over 2 levels. Firstly, the themes were reviewed against the
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coded extracts and secondly themes were reviewed over the entire data transcription
for each focus group. This process was conducted to check that themes were not
generated from a few vivid data extracts but developed through a thorough,
inclusive and comprehensive coding process across the data set (Braun and Clarke,

2006, p.96) thus avoiding what Boyatzis (1998) terms an ‘anecdotal approach.’

Furthermore, the themes that had been constructed within the individual focus group
transcriptions were cross-referenced against the full data set and research questions
for relevance and applicability. Throughout this process and in reviewing the coded
extracts and full data set, selected themes were also checked against Patton’s (1990)
criteria for judging themes, as recommended by Braun and Clarke (2006, p.91).
Therefore, themes were judged on their ‘internal homogeneity’ where the data within
each theme should have a meaningful coherence and ‘external homogeneity’ where
there is an aim to produce clear and identifiable distinctiveness between the themes
across the chosen data set. An example of judging this dual criterion is presented in
figure 1 below using the female year 7 coded extracts and accompanying themes

from phases 3 and 4 of the thematic analysis.

Users are Ambiguous
unaware of Intent
offensiveness

They don't realise how offensive name-calling
can be

People don't realise that they are taking it
offensively

It can offend some people and they don't
realise it

It is hard to tell whether it is a joke
In some cases it might be offensive
but in others I just think they are
trying to show off

Some people can take it offensively
as well as jokingly
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Figure 1: Example’s of Patton’s (1990) dual criteria for judging categories from data
extracts in this study

Furthermore, as part of this refinement some themes and sub-themes from phase 3
were divided, deleted or collapsed and amalgamated to form new themes and sub-

themes. This process is explained in greater detail in appendices 27 and 28.

Phase 4: Reviewed themes for year 7 female participants
Table 4: Question 1: Is the name-calling used in schools perceived by young people

to be bullying, harmful and intentionally homophobic in nature?

Initial themes of phase 4 of the thematic analysis

Main Themes

% Users are unaware of meaning or offensiveness of hame-calling

R/
°

The name-calling has an ambiguous intent

R/
L X4

The name-calling is bullying

>

% People can be offended by the name-calling

L)

Subthemes
* Not bullying between friends
* Can be homophobic

* Name-calling is offensive to the recipient and others around the recipient

Reviewed themes for year 7 male participants
Table 5: Question 1: Is the name-calling used in schools perceived by young people

to be bullying, harmful and intentionally homophobic in nature?
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Initial themes of phase 4 of the thematic analysis

Main Themes

% Taken too seriously by sensitive people

Subthemes

e It could be homophobic

» TItis bullying if repeated and the recipient is disliked
* Not intentionally harmful

* Not intended as homophobic

* Depends on how it is said

» Offensive to studious young people

Reviewed themes for year 10 female participants
Table 6: Question 1: Is the name-calling used in schools perceived by young people

to be bullying, harmful and intentionally homophobic in nature?

Initial themes of phase 4 of the thematic analysis

Main Themes

*0

% Not intentionally homophobic

>

Could be offensive to gay people

R/
*

>

% Depends who the recipient is

L)

*0

% Not intentionally harmful or bullying
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Reviewed themes for year 10 male participants
Table 7: Question 1: Is the name-calling used in schools perceived by young people

to be bullying, harmful and intentionally homophobic in nature?

Initial themes of phase 4 of the thematic analysis

Main Themes
% It depends who it is being said to/or around
% It could be perceived as homophobic/offensive

% It is not bullying

Subthemes

» Itis not intended to be offensive

* Itis not intended to be homophobic
* Its meaning is evolving

* It's offensive to insecure people

* Depends on how it is said

* Could be offensive to strangers

Reviewed themes for year 7 female participants
Table 8: Question 2: According to young people, why is this language used in

school?

Initial themes of phase 4 of the thematic analysis

Main Themes
% Influenced by older people

% It is a common language
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¢ Peer pressure

Subthemes

* Used as a joke

* Used as a joke with friends

* To show off, impress friends and be popular
* Be seen to be tougher

* Being funny

Reviewed themes for year 7 male participants
Table 9: Question 2: According to young people, why is this language used in

school?

Initial themes of phase 4 of the thematic analysis

Main Themes

% Used as a harmless joke with friends

Subthemes

* Used as a way of expressing personal opinions
* To look tougher

e Itis common/popular language

* To imply something’s not right/stupid

* Messing about/mucking about
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Reviewed themes for year 10 female participants
Table 10: Question 2: According to young people, why is this language used in

school?

Initial themes of phase 4 of the thematic analysis

Main Themes
% Commonly used language

% Used as a joke, banter or to have a laugh

Subthemes
e Habitual

* Influenced by popular media

Reviewed themes for year 10 male participants
Table 11: Question 2: According to young people, why is this language used in

school?

Initial themes of phase 4 of the thematic analysis

Main Themes
% Banter/joke between friends

% Common/prevalent words

Subthemes

* No purpose why the language is used
e Implies rubbish

* To express an opinion or dislike

* Influenced by popular media
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Reviewed themes for year 7 female participants
Table 12: Question 3: How is the name-calling received by the young person?

(What do they feel about the name-calling?)

Initial themes of phase 4 of the thematic analysis

Main Themes

% Scared to intervene and worried about being bullied

Subthemes

* Upsetting

Reviewed themes for year 7 male participants
Table 13: Question 3: How is the name-calling received by the young person?

(What do they feel about the name-calling?)

Initial themes of phase 4 of the thematic analysis

Main Themes

% Not as serious as physical bullying

Subthemes

¢ Pathetic to use terms

Reviewed themes for year 10 female participants
Table 14: Question 3: How is the name-calling received by the young person?

(What do they feel about the name-calling?)
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Initial themes of phase 4 of the thematic analysis

Main Themes

«» It's not hurtful

Reviewed themes for year 10 male participants
Table 15: Question 3: How is the name-calling received by the young person?

(What do they feel about the name-calling?)

Initial themes of phase 4 of the thematic analysis

Main Themes

% Not perceived as offensive

Subthemes

e It is not hurtful

Phase 5: Defining and naming themes

Following a thorough and comprehensive review of the data at coded extracts and
thematic levels in phase 4, the analysis focused on defining and refining the names
of the existing main themes and subthemes, to ensure the data identified the
‘essence’ of what each theme entailed (Braun and Clarke, 2006, p. 92). This phase
followed 3 steps:

Step 1: the coded extracts to each theme/subtheme were analysed and interpreted
Step 2: A sentence was written to summarise the meaning of each theme/subtheme

Step 3: the theme/subtheme was named as phase 4, re-named or redefined.
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Findings from phase 5 of the thematic analysis for year 7 females:
Table 16: Question 1: Is the name-calling used in schools perceived by young people

to be bullying, harmful and intentionally homophobic in nature?

Redefined and refined themes

Main Themes from phase 5

% Users are unaware of the meaning or offensiveness of name-calling

>

There is ambiguity around its intent

R/
%

R/
X4

It is bullying if the recipient perceives it as such

L)

>

% People can be offended by the name-calling regardless of it's intent

L)

Subthemes
* Can be homophobic bullying if not between friends

* Name-calling offends/affects a wider audience beyond the recipient

Findings from phase 5 of the thematic analysis for year 7 males:
Table 17: Question 1: Is the name-calling used in schools perceived by young people

to be bullying, harmful and intentionally homophobic in nature?

Redefined and refined themes

Main Themes from phase 5

% Not intended as harmful or homophobic

Subthemes
» It's bullying if repeated and the recipient is disliked
* Taken too seriously by sensitive people

* Depends on how it is said
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Findings from phase 5 of the thematic analysis for year 10 females:
Table 18: Question 1: Is the name-calling used in schools perceived by young people

to be bullying, harmful and intentionally homophobic in nature?

Redefined and refined themes

Main Themes from phase 5

>

% Not intentionally homophobic

L)

>

R/
%

It could be offensive to actual LGB people

% Depends on who the name-calling is said to

>

% Not intentionally harmful or bullying

L)

Findings from phase 5 of the thematic analysis for year 10 males:
Table 19: Question 1: Is the name-calling used in schools perceived by young people

to be bullying, harmful and intentionally homophobic in nature?

Redefined and refined themes

Main Themes from phase 5
% It depends on who it is being said to, or around
% Could be perceived as homophobic and offensive

% It is not bullying

Subthemes
* Not intended to be offensive
* Not intended as homophobic

» Itis offensive to those who do not have a shared understanding of the language
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* The meaning of the words have evolved

Findings from phase 5 of the thematic analysis for year 7 females:
Table 20: Question 2: According to young people, why is this language used in

school?

Redefined and refined themes

Main Themes from phase 5
% Influenced by elders
% Itis a shared/common language

% Peer pressure to sustain membership in the in-group

Subthemes from phase 5

e It could be joking

* Intended and used as a joke between friends
* To show off, impress friends and be popular

* To personify a tough image

Findings from phase 5 of the thematic analysis for year 7 males:
Table 21: Question 2: According to young people, why is this language used in

school?

Redefined and refined themes

Main Themes from phase 5

% (Harmless) joke with friends
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Subthemes from phase 5

* A way of expressing personal opinions
* To personify toughness

* Itis a popular/common language

* Something is not right/stupid

e To mess/muck about

Findings from phase 5 of the thematic analysis for year 10 females:
Table 22: Question 2: According to young people, why is this language used in

school?

Redefined and refined themes

Main Themes from phase 5
% A commonly used language

% Used as joke, banter or laugh

Subthemes
e It's Habitual

* Influenced by popular media

Findings from phase 5 of the thematic analysis for year 10 males:
Table 23: Question 2: According to young people, why is this language used in

school?

Redefined and refined themes

Main Themes from phase 5
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% It is banter/joke between friends

% They are common/prevalent words

Subthemes
* Implies rubbish
* Used with versatility to express opinions/preferences

* Influenced by popular media

Findings from phase 5 of the thematic analysis for year 7 females:
Table 24: Question 3: How is the name-calling received by the young person? (What

do they feel about the name-calling?)

Redefined and refined themes

Main Themes from phase 5

% Scared to intervene and worried about being bullied

Subthemes from phase 5

* Upsetting to those involved

Findings from phase 5 of the thematic analysis for year 7 males:
Table 25: Question 3: How is the name-calling received by the young person? (What

do they feel about the name-calling?)

Redefined and refined themes

Main Themes from phase 5

% Not as serious/harmful as physical bullying

Subthemes from phase 5
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» Pathetic, if used intentionally to harm

Findings from phase 5 of the thematic analysis for year 10 females:
Table 26: Question 3: How is the name-calling received by the young person? (What

do they feel about the name-calling?)

Redefined and refined themes

Main Themes from phase 5

«» It's not hurtful

Findings from phase 5 of the thematic analysis for year 10 males:
Table 27: Question 3: How is the name-calling received by the young person? (What

do they feel about the name-calling?)

Redefined and refined themes

Main Themes from phase 5

+ Not offensive

Subthemes

¢ Not harmful

Phase 6: Producing the report
This section documents the final phase of the thematic analysis, and is presented as

an overall summary of the findings.
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Young people’s responses to question 1: Is the name-calling used in schools
perceived by young people to be bullying, harmful and intentionally
homophobic in nature? indicate that there were similarities in views across age
and gender in perspectives. Most notably the year 7 male group perceived the name-
calling as neither intentionally harmful nor homophobic, as did the year 10 female
group and the year 10 male group.

Findings from the year 7 males, suggested that the use of the word ‘gay’ as name-
calling was not perceived as being said with homophobic intent, responses from this
cohort included:

"It's not used like Lesbian or anything like that, they (the people using
the language) don’t mean it in that way”[Y7, M]

implying that the meaning behind the name-calling has no association to a person’s
sexuality.
The year 7 males also perceived the word ‘gay’ as a method of expressing dislike or
stating an opinion about something that they do not like or agree with. The word
‘gay’ appears to be a commonly used and understood expression to describe these
differences in opinion without the intention to denote homophobia, marginalise or
degrade the recipient, as illustrated in the following quote:
"I think people use it to express their opinions about something else, so
people, say someone doesn't like something that someone else does, they
just call them 'gay’ for liking that, they don'’t think it's gay they just want
to express themselves with a different word.” [Y7, M]

There was similar agreement found within the year 10 female’s group that the name-

calling was not used as intentionally homophobic, examples of these views included:
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"To call someone ‘gay’ is just an insult, it's not homophobic in school.”
[Y10, F]

“You don't use it (gay) as an offence against sexuality, you use it as an
insult, ‘cause it's a common insult.”[Y10, F]

In analysing the year 10 female perspectives there is unanimous agreement amongst
the cohort that there is no homophobic intent when the word ‘gay’ is used during
incidents of name-calling. Instead the term is a generic and shared language that is
commonly accepted and used between young people with no association to another’s
sexuality or sexual orientation or used with pernicious intent. Likewise the year 10
male group also perceived the name-calling as not intentionally homophobic, as
illustrated below:

"I wouldn’t say they mean to be homophobic.”[Y10, M]

“"People in our school will know what were on about, were not being

homophobic.” [Y10, M]
Through further analysis there was greater complexity and contrasting views
regarding how the young people perceived the name-calling, as the year 7 females
reported that it could be viewed as homophobic bullying if the name-calling occurred
between those who were not friends, implying that the intent and way it is received
may be dependent upon the relationship between the user and recipient.
Additionally, it was evident that the older pupils, year 10 females and males,
construed and interpreted the use of name-calling at a deeper and more interactive
level than the younger pupils in terms of its wider implications. Where there was an
acknowledgement of the social ramifications of using the language, and although not

intended to harm, bully or be homophobic it could still be interpreted by LGB people
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as such. A prominent theme for the year 10 females was that the name-calling could
be offensive to this cohort.

"Most people don'’t take offence to it anyway unless they are genuinely
gay.” [Y10, F]

"It’s annoying if someone using it genuinely to insult someone 'cause of
their sexuality, but other than that it doesn't really bother me.” [Y10, F]
The year 10 males also reported that the name-calling could be perceived as
homophobic and offensive to those that are actually ‘gay’ as it may be perceived as a
direct attack on their identity:

"Some people like take it offensively, those that are probably gay.”
[Y10, M]

"If they are gay and you call them gay then they might find it offensive.”

[Y10, M]
Furthermore, the year 10 males agreed that if the young people using the language
knew of another person’s sexuality, then they would be less inclined to use the
language directly or around them; implying there is no pernicious intent behind the
name-calling when using terms such as ‘gay’.

"Quite a lot of the time you don't know if someone’s gay, 'cause they keep

it to themselves, you don’t know, and if you did know they were gay you

wouldn't say it to them.”[Y10, M]
The year 7 males reported that the name-calling could be perceived as bullying if the
incident is repeated and the recipient is disliked:

"If you say the word gay and you're with your friends then it’s just a

harmless joke, but if do it to other people over and over again it would be
offensive and bullying.” [Y7, M]

94



From this quote, there appears to be a clearly defined perception of the name-calling
intent between friends and non-friends, with the latter more likely to be perceived as
bullying, especially if it is repeated or ongoing.

"Sometimes it can be bullying, depends if you really dislike that person, or

if you don’t talk to them much, if you really dislike that person and you

say 'oh your so gay’ and they get in your way or something, it can be a

form of bullying.”[Y7, M]
In contrast, there was a clear difference in opinion across different age groups, with
the older pupils, year 10 males and females reporting that the name-calling was not
a form of bullying. Findings suggest there are different ways of conceptualizing and
defining what bullying entails over age. For instance, there is a shared belief that the
language is rarely used in association with sexuality and is generally not viewed as
an offensive term, as demonstrated in the following quotations:

“Fair enough we understand the meaning of what the word 'gay’ means,

that it's to do with sexuality and everything, but I don’t think people our

age would intentionally use that to hurt someone else, 'cause if you're

going to use something to hurt someone else, you would you something

more personal against them, rather than using a comment that you would

use for everyone in general.” [Y10, F]
Furthermore, the year 10 males reported similar views as the year 10 females
regarding the name-calling. Through their use there is no intention to harm and the
language itself is not seen as representative of the language used during bullying
incidents. Instead, verbal bullying incidents would more likely involve personalised
comments or swearing rather than a generic term like ‘gay.” As illustrated in the
following year 10 male quotations”

"You never really hear no one call someone gay as offensive.”[Y10, M]

"You never hear someone say that you're gay in an argument, you just
hear them swearing and stuff like that.” [Y10, M]
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A further theme that developed within the year 7 female group was that there is
ambiguity surrounding the intent of using the word ‘gay’ as name-calling. There was
a broad agreement that it was used to joke with friends (see question 2 analysis) but
it was still difficult to interpret what the user intended, even when intended and used
as a joke; this misinterpretation was widely reported by the year 7 females.

"I think it's hard to tell whether they are joking or not and sometimes they
do take it offensively even if it is meant to be a joke.”[Y7, F]

The male year 7 group reported that the way the name-calling was interpreted
largely dependent upon how it was said to the recipient.

"It depends on the tone of voice, if it's like a harsh tone of voice it can be
quite offensive.” [Y7, M]

"If they say it like in a joking kind of tone of voice, you can kind of tell if

it’s a joke by the kind of voice.” [Y7, M]
There were similarities in how the older cohorts from the year 10 female and male
groups perceived the name-calling and whether it was seen as bullying, harmful or
homophobic, as both groups reported that it depends on who the name-calling is
said to or around. Although both groups had reported that there was no intention to
bully, be harmful or homophobic when using the word ‘gay’ in name-calling, there
was a clear theme emerging from both groups that the intention of the name-calling
can be misinterpreted if said to or around others that are not friends, who are
strangers, or those who do not share a common language or similar membership to

their social group. The interpretation of the intent was also dependent upon the
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personal characteristics of the recipient such as resiliency and confidence, which
could influence how the name-calling is received, interpreted or perceived.

"It also depends on what sort of person you're saying it too, 'cause people

can come out with quite smart comments can take it on the shoulders and

say something back, whereas other people can just like wallow up and

would take offence to it and won'’t bother saying anything back.”[Y10, F]
Therefore, there is a complexity and variance in how the name-calling is received,
perceived and interpreted and in determining whether it could be seen as bullying, or
intentionally harmful or homophobic, as it is largely dependent upon the relationship
between the users and recipient. Factors that were central to the year 10 male
views.

"It depends on who you are, because, if you're secure with who you are, 1

don't think you would find it offensive, but people who haven’t got the

confidence to know who they are, it might offend them.” [Y10, M]

"You never know what someone 's reaction going to be to it, among your

friends you know they are going to just shrug it off, and think nothing of it

but if you say it to someone you don’t know, they could take it to heart

and be really offended by it.”[Y10, M]
From the year 10 male’s views it was clear that it is difficult to judge how the name-
calling will be interpreted and responded to when it is used around others that are
not familiar to one another. There was also agreement within this group that if
people are familiar and from the same friendship groups and originate from similar
localities they are inclined to have a shared understanding of the semantics behind
the discourse being used, limiting the misunderstanding surrounding the intent of the
word ‘gay’ during name-calling incidents.

"I think it depends who your friends are as well, if you are a group of

people who have grown up in a certain area and know what it means.”
[Y10, M]
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Further themes were reported by the year 7 female group that supported previous
themes, most specifically that although there appeared no intention to bully, be
harmful or homophobic during incidents of name-calling there was still the possibility
that it could be perceived as offensive. Although there was agreement that users
were unaware of this offensiveness regardless of its intent; further reasoning that
implies the name-calling is not used intentionally to harm others.
"Sometimes boys in our class say it more than the girls, and they say it in
a more offensive way as well, and sometimes it's to specific people as
well, who are cleverer ...and they don'’t realise how offensive name-calling
can be.”[Y7, F]
"Some people can take it the wrong way even if some people are messing
about, and if other people around are listening and they mistake that
being said to someone else and they think it is being said to them, then
they can it offensively as well instead of jokingly.” [Y7, F]
The year 7 females also reported that the name-calling could be offensive to a wider
audience beyond the intended recipient.
“..And also it can be offensive to the people that know them, they can
start getting bullied as well because of it, it can be offensive to parents
and stuff, 'cause sometimes they might be offended by it as well, and

offensive to their friends and family.” [Y7, F]

"My friend’s mum she’s a lesbian, and her daughter gets picked on 'cause
her mum being a lesbian.” [Y7, F]

A discrete report from the year 7 female group, indicating that it is offensive to
family members and can be used with homophobic intent when a person’s sexual

orientation or perceived sexual orientation is not heterosexual.

Furthermore, the year 10 females also reported that friends of gay people can also

become offended and defensive when hearing language that could be perceived as
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homophobic, even when it is not received or internalised in that manner by a gay
person.
"I have a friend who goes to a different school and he is gay, but if
someone says something remotely homophobic he doesn't think of it like
that. He just doesn’t care, but whereas his friends get dead defensive.”
[Y10, F]
There were contrasting gender perspectives taken by the year 7 males who
perceived that only those who were sensitive and took the name-calling too seriously
became offended.
"It's only when some people taking it to heart, they know what they are,
they know whether they like the same gender or a different gender, they
know that to themselves.” [Y7, M]
There was a different perspective from the year 10 males who considered the name-
calling as unintentionally offensive but more as joking or banter between those who
know one another (this point is elaborated on further in question 2).
"I think it’s just banter, rather than meant to be offensive.” [Y10, M]
"The only time I see people using the word gay is with their mates, as
banter or something, they don’t say it to complete strangers or people
they don't get along with, they just say it between their mates or like as
an opinion not like something offensive.” [Y10, M]
However, there was acknowledgement from the year 10 males that the name-calling
could be offensive to those who do not have a shared understanding of the language
used during these incidents, for example non-friends/strangers, there is greater
ambiguity around its intent in these instances.
"It depends who you are saying to really, and how you say it, we say it to

each other we dont mean it bad, but someone you don’t know might take
it proper offensive who I don't really talk to.” [Y10, M]
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The year 10 males also reported that the meaning of the word ‘gay’ has, over time,
evolved, which may contribute to ambiguity/misinterpretation around the intent of
the word when used during incidents of name-calling, as there exists a spectrum of
possible meanings to the word ‘gay.’
"Things have changed, like slang is used, some of the older people, like
parents would have used different slang, but would have probably meant

the same stuff.” [Y10, M]

"Compared to what some people use it as, it's a different meaning for us,
quite a lot of people think it has a different meaning.”[Y10, M]

The language is not intended to be offensive,

“the development of the word gay, 'cause it used to mean happy, didn't it,

so all of a sudden it meant homosexual, now it it’s starting to change, now

we are changing the word gay for opinions and stuff, like rubbish, if it's

rubbish or not and stuff like that.”[Y10, M]
There is evidence from the young people, that they view the meaning of the word
has changed over time and may continue to keep changing over time. It appears
that some socially constructed/popularized views of the meaning of the word ‘gay’
have stabilized, where as others have been re-constructed between younger
generations, suggesting there may be a cultural lag in perceptions around the use
and intent of the language used. For instance, the meaning of the word ‘gay’ is
constantly changing, implying that it will be difficult to develop a shared

understanding between people as there may be a spectrum of meanings and intent

when using the words.

For question 2: According to young people, why is this language used in

school? The findings from this question suggests that there were similarities in
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perspectives why the word ‘gay’ was used in name-calling incidents as all four groups
across age and gender agreed that it is used as it is seen as a shared or common
language amongst young people as evidenced in the following quotes:

"I also think that people are using it because, it is just a word that so
many people are using now.” [Y7, F]

"It’s just something that they've picked up on like, it’s just one of those
words you just like, itll change in a little while or something, 'cause it’s
like clothes it'll go out of fashion and a new fashion will come in and it’s
just like the words.” [Y7, M]

"Cause it's just something that just comes out, it's so commonly used.”
[Y10, F]

"It’s just used as an insult, it's not homophobic in school, it’s just used as
an insult in general, it’s just really common.” [Y10, M]
The year 10 females also considered the word ‘gay’ as being a habitual part of
language for the general young people’s population.
"It’s kind of a habit to say it in a way.”[Y10, F]
"It’s the first word that comes into your head.” [Y10, F]
It is a word that has become so ingrained within young people’s discursive practices.
"You forget you're saying it, sometimes you don’t even know you're saying
it, if you're talking in a middle of a sentence and you come out with the
word 'gay” [Y10, F]
The word is so common that it is used beyond name-calling and regularly used
spontaneously as content within sentences with no direct focus on other people.

"It’s just the most used word in school.” [Y10, M]

"I don't think there’s a reason why it’s used, it’s just a word that everyone
uses.”[Y10, M]
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"It’s a word that you hear people say, it’s just a word that everyone uses.”
[Y10, M]

Cause everyone uses it now, everyone will keep using it and they are not
going to forget about it.” [Y7, M]
In all four groups there was agreement that the language used in school was the
result of other influences, however, there was variance in opinion over age what
these influences entailed. The year 7 females considered the use of language to be
influenced by older people, such as older pupils and members of their family and
peer pressure as a way of sustaining one’s membership within an in-group:
"Another thing that influences people to swear and say 'gay’, if you are in
a group of friends and someone says it, peer pressure, you would be
scared if you don'’t speak like them or say it, say it's the top person in your
group or something and if you don’t say things that the person thinks is
cool, you just start saying them so you dont get bullied yourself or get
kicked out of the group.”[Y7, F]
However, the older pupils agreed that the use of the words in schools was the result
of influences from popular media, such as TV and music:
"I think a lot of the school children use it quite a lot 'cause there like
channels on the TV, like Waterloo Road and that’s like about teenagers in
school and it's always trouble making and they always use the word 'gay’
and words like that quite a lot, and I think more students catch it off
them.”[Y10, F]
Similarly the male year 10's reported:
“Sometimes you get it off TV shows, like south park, they use it quite a
lot, so you see it on TV so you think if they say it then we can say it.”
[Y10, M]
Young people’s discourse is influenced and regulated by popular media, such as, TV

role models and this acts as a license for young people to use it in their everyday

language.
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“"People are watching TV and you come to school and use it, and other
people think, yeah that’s quite funny, I'm going to start saying that, so it
sort of went around everyone.” [Y10, M]
A prominent theme that was consistent across all groups was that the word ‘gay’ is
used as a joke/banter between friends.
"it’s something that you use with a few friends a lot, and you know they
are saying it as a joke then I think you can easily tell what it is, that they
mean it as a joke, especially if they are your best friend and they are
saying it.”[Y7, F]
Its intention is clearly understood and the closer people are to each other, the less

ambiguous the intent is.

"My sister she calls her friend 'gay’, because he is gay, but he knows they
are joking.”[Y7, F]

Friends who have gay friends will refer to them as ‘gay’ and it is seen as an
acceptable joke or term to use, it is not perceived as harmful, bullying or
homophobic.
"I think it’s in gang, like friends, everyone just laughs, ‘cause me and my
friends are always doing that, but we're friends and we laugh about it.”
[Y7, M]
Between friends it is seen as a joke. The language has a shared and understood
meaning between members of the same group that helps to sustain their ongoing

group membership.

“It can make it funny, and that’s what people say, or to make
conversation or make a joke in the class, that’s what people say.”[Y10, F]

"Banter mostly, especially the boys.”[Y10, F]

"It’s mainly used as banter, like as a laugh.”[Y10, F]
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There is unanimous agreement that the language is not used to intentionally hurt
other people.

“I think it’s just banter, rather than meant to be offensive.” [Y10, M]

"We don't class it as bullying, we just class it as banter.”[Y10, M]

"One of my mates, would say it just a bit of banter and they don't take it
to heart, they know it’s a joke.”[Y10, M]

"People use name-calling just for the crack, taking the mick out of each
other, making it funny, just making people laugh, just in between your
friends.” [Y10, M]

The use of the language may be one way to bond the young people and their group

together and help to distinguish the group norms, values or identity.

Further responses from the young people why they thought the language was used
in school produced a mixed perspective. The year 7 females perceived the name-
calling was used to show off, impress friends or be popular. But also agreed with the
year 7 males that it is used to personify a tough image:

"I think it just makes them feel hard and tough, I think they want to make
them selves feel big and strong.” [Y7, F]

"When people try to do it they like try to do it they in front of their friends
to make themselves more tough.” [Y7, M]

There was general agreement, however, across the male participants that the
language was also used as a means of expressing their opinions, for example for
something they did not like or would not do and the words are used to imply that
something is not right or rubbish.

"I think people use it to express their opinions about something else, so
people, say someone doesn't like something that someone else does, they
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just call them 'gay’ for liking that, they don'’t think it's gay they just want

to express themselves with a different word.” [Y7, M]
In response to Question 3: How is the name-calling received by the young
people? The young people’s feelings about the name-calling did not produce any
significant similarities or difference. Although there appeared a slight difference in
perspective over age, where there was greater acknowledgement of the negative
impact/implications of using the language by the younger pupils, whereas the older
pupils feelings were associated more about what the name-calling and language was
not, for example, it was not perceived as hurtful or harmful by both the males and

females in year 10.

The year 7 females reported that it was upsetting to the recipient of name-calling
and also themselves.
"When some people call other people gay and all that, and it kind of
makes the person they have said it too, a bit upset, and how they've said
it and why they've called them that.” [Y7, F]
Furthermore, the year 7 males reported that they felt it was pathetic to use the
language to intentionally harm others, but also perceived the language as less
serious than physical bullying.
The year 7 females also reported that they were scared to intervene when they
heard the name-calling and worried that they would be bullied if they did intervene

or stick up for the recipient.

"It makes me feel uncomfortable as well, because I start to worry if they
might turn on me as well.” [Y7, F]
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There was a noticeable difference in the older pupil’s perspective and how they felt
about the name-calling, as their answers contained comments that accentuated
greater resilience in response to the name-calling, where the year 10 females did not
perceive the language as hurtful.

"Name-calling is used quite a lot, but I don'’t think it's ever meant to hurt
anyone, it's mainly used as banter, like as a laugh.”[Y10, F]

"Most of the time, they just sit there and laugh about it, but we don't
mean anything by it.” [Y10, F]

Likewise, the year 10 males reported that the words used in name-calling were not
personally offensive or harmful to themselves.

"I wouldn't say a lot of people say it to mean it to be harmful, people just
use it as a word.” [Y10, M]

"I don't think anyone would take offence as they've been around it so
much, theyve got used to it.” [Y10, M]

It is so commonplace within young people’s repertoire that it is not taken offensively,
as it is an accepted form of discourse used to express themselves. Although it has
multiple uses, it is perceived by young people to not be offensive using or receiving
the term ‘gay.’

The main findings and analysis across all four groups and research questions are

discussed in greater detail in the next chapter.
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Chapter 5: DISCUSSION
Introduction to the chapter
This study focused on gaining young people’s views about the language used during
incidents of name calling in schools, with a specific focus on whether there were any
differences in perceptions between genders and different ages. Findings extrapolated
from four individual focus groups sought to augment the existing research base
within this area (Guasp, 2012; Poteat and DiGiovanni, 2010; Poteat and Rivers,

2010, and Thurlow, 2001).

The structure of the chapter commences with a discussion of the key themes that
arose from the present study across the three core research questions, where
similarities and differences in perceptions are highlighted over age and between
gender, and are set against and discussed in the context of research, existing theory
and knowledge in the area of homophobic name-calling in schools. The discussion
continues with a focus on highlighting the study’s implications for anti-bullying work
and Educational Psychology practice. The chapter closes with a reflective narrative
that acknowledges and discusses the limitations of the present study and shares the
possible and potential future research that may develop as a result of the study’s
findings.

Key findings by question

Question 1: Is the name-calling used in schools perceived by young people

to be bullying, harmful and intentionally homophobic in nature?
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The language is not intentionally homophobic

Key findings from the present study suggest that the majority of young people who
participated in the study perceive the name-calling they hear in schools to not be
intentionally homophobic or harmful in nature. Their views include their
interpretations of other young people’s use of the language, as well as their own use
of the language and whether it is said to them. Most specifically there was
agreement over age, between the year 10 male and female groups and between the
males (year 7 and 10) who reported similar perspectives, although there was not

overall agreement between the female cohorts.

The young people’s views that the word ‘gay’ is not used as intentionally homophobic
and is not used in association to (homo) sexuality or sexual orientation supports
Duncan (1999); Thurlow (2001); Phoenix et al., (2003) and Anderson’s (2011)
research, where these scholars suggest the use and intent of the language is more
wide ranging than labelling it as ‘homophobic’ or ‘not homophobic.” Rather, this is an
over simplification as the language can also have positive effects as well as negative
connotations, for example, it can be used as banter, social teasing, social bonding
and social identification between friends and peer group memberships. Furthermore,
its interpretation also depends on those using the language, those hearing the
language being used and not directly involved in the name-calling and the recipient’s
views, further considerations that need to be accounted for in deciding whether the

language is or is not intentionally homophobic.
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During this study there was additional evidence gathered from the young people’s
responses across both ages and gender that supported the view that ‘gay’ was not
used in an intentionally homophobic way. This evidence included the older male and
female groups reporting that if they were aware of, or in the company of someone
self-identified as LGB then they would not use the word directly to, or around them,
especially if they were not friends. Equally, there were also reports from some of the
year 7 females that suggested some young people with ‘gay’ friends use the term
‘gay’ as a way of joking or bonding with their friends, which supports the experiences
found by Anderson (2011) and McCormack (2012) that heterosexual and homosexual
friends use homosexually themed language as a way of ‘social bonding” and it is not
perceived as homophobic, bullying or harmful. These findings further suggest the
use of term ‘gay’ is not homophobic, especially when used between friendship

groups, whether homosexual or heterosexual.

Overall, in this study the name-calling is perceived to be used without pernicious
intent to degrade, discriminate or marginalise others and contradicts the findings of
various Stonewall studies (Hunt and Jensen, 2007; and Guasp, 2009 and 2012).
Further research conducted by Poteat and DiGiovanni (2010) and Poteat and Rivers
(2010) suggest that phrases seen as *homophobic’, such as the use of the word ‘gay’
are common, shared and normalised forms of everyday discourse within peer group

interactions and are unlikely therefore to be viewed as harmful or offensive by those

using and receiving the words and this study adds further support to this claim.
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Depends on the relationship between user and receiver whether it is perceived as
homophobic

However, there was some variance in the young people’s responses, as the year 7
female group reported there is a greater complexity in judging whether the use of
the word ‘gay’ as name-calling could be labelled as homophobic or not. The
interpretation of use and intent of the language is dependent upon the relationship
between the user and receiver; most specifically it appears to depend on whether
the individuals know one another or are friends, and it is considered more likely to be
seen as homophobic bullying if it occurs between those who are not friends. These
findings suggest that the intent behind the language becomes distorted if it occurs
between those who are not familiar, part of the same group, or have a shared
understanding of what the discourse implies. Overall, not knowing the other leads to
further ambiguity about the intent and use of the language, as name-calling can
have positive as well as negative effects (Crozier and Dimmick, 1999). Conversely,
the use and intent is clearer if the people are known to each other, as it is more

likely to be seen as a joke, not bullying, harmful or homophobic.

The views espoused by the year 7 females have similarities to conclusions made in
research by Thurlow (2001) who suggested that to gain a greater and more accurate
insight into the intent of words used in incidents of name-calling and bullying, it is
important to take into consideration the nature of the relationship between the giver
and receiver of the language, including whether they are friends or self-identified as

LGB.
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Language could be offensive to those self-identified as LGB

While the older male and female pupils reported that there was no homophobic
intent behind the language, there was still an acknowledgement from these groups
that the use of the word ‘gay’ in name-calling incidents or general discourse could be
perceived to be homophobic and offensive to those young people who are self-
identified as LGB, evidence that corroborates with Stonewall findings (Hunt and
Jenson, 2007 and Guasp 2009 and 2012) and Rivers’ (2000; 2001a and 20001b)

conclusions.

The semantics of the language is changing

Interestingly, further evidence gathered from the present study raises questions
about the homophobic intent of the word ‘gay’ during name-calling incidents. This
evidence initially offered by the older males suggests that over time and between
different generations there is an incongruence that has occurred, where the meaning
of the word ‘gay’ has evolved. This evolution around the semantics of the word ‘gay’
has contributed to further ambiguity and misinterpretation around the intent of the
words that are used during incidents of name-calling. Most specifically because over
time the word ‘gay’ has accumulated a spectrum of definitions where the meaning of
the language has changed over time and between cultures from ‘happy’ to
‘homosexual’ to ‘rubbish.” It would appear that some socially constructed definitions

have stabilized within society, whilst others are being re-constructed and shared

between the younger generations, forming a ‘cultural lag’ (Ogburn, 1950). According
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to Ogburn (1950) a ‘cultural lag’ occurs when two related variables become
dissociated because their meanings change at different rates over time, implying, for
the purposes of this study, that young people may today use the term ‘gay’ without
consideration (or intent) of what it was previously used to convey. This is a worthy
and thought-provoking conceptualisation to explain how and why the use of the
word ‘gay’ is used to refer to objects, clothing or decisions made by others. It gives
credence that the word is evolving as younger generations use it in their everyday
discourse and apply it to a spectrum of uses as postulated by McCormack and
Anderson (2010). Most significantly from the young persons’ perspective, the
contemporary use of the language appeared not to be used in association to

sexuality or to transmit homophobia.

The language as a form of bullying

Other findings extrapolated from the present study highlight that the older male and
female pupils do not consider the use of the word ‘gay’ during name-calling incidents
to be a form of bullying, contradicting the conclusions made in Poteat and
DiGiovanni’s (2010) research that the language is used specifically as a form of
bullying. In fact the young people in the present study reported that it was not a
word that they heard being used in bullying incidents. Instead these would include
swearing or more personalised comments not reference to the generic word ‘gay.’
However, there was a clear distinction between the younger pupils’ perceptions,
where the year 7 females reported that it could be perceived as bullying if the

recipient perceives it as such, most notably, it could negatively affect a person’s self-
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concept and influence others to question the recipient’s sexual orientation. Likewise,
the year 7 males also reported that using the word ‘gay’ as name-calling could be
perceived as bullying if it was repeated and the recipient was either disliked or not

known to the other person.

It depends on who the name-calling is said to and how it is said

There was broad agreement between the older male and female pupils and between
the older and younger males that to determine whether the name-calling was
bullying or intentionally harmful, consideration needs to be given to how the words
are said (tone and intonation). For example "said in a harsh tone of voice”, whom
the name-calling is aimed at (once again, taking into account the relationship
between the giver and receiver) and who else is close by when the words are used,
findings that Thurlow (2001) found in his study. Overall, the findings from the
present study suggest that there is a greater complexity surrounding the intent and
use of language in name-calling than proposed by the findings in Hunt and Jenson
(2007); (Guasp 2009 and 2012) and Rivers (2000, 2001a and 2001b) research, and
to interpret the language as ‘homophobic’ is an misrepresentation and over

simplification.

The meaning behind the language is ambiguous
Finally, for question 1, the year 7 females reported that there was an ‘ambiguity’
around the intent and use of the word ‘gay’, due to its spectrum of meanings, as it

could also be used as a joke between friends (this point is elaborated further in the
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discussion for question 2) and as such users could be unaware of the offensiveness
of using the language. Likewise the older male and female pupils felt that the use of
the word ‘gay’ could be misinterpreted by those who are strangers or those who do
not share a common language. Moreover, how the intent is received, interpreted or
perceived is also dependent upon personal characteristics of the recipient, such as
resilience and self-confidence, an important point made by Rivers and Cowie (2007)

in their research.

Question 2: According to young people, why is this language used in
school?

It is a shared, common language

A prominent theme reported by all four groups, across age and gender, was that the
word ‘gay’ is used in school because over time it has become a shared common
language that all young people identify with and most people use. It would appear
from the young peoples’ views that the word ‘gay’ has become so prevalent,
popularized and normalised within their daily discursive practices that it is used
above and beyond the purposes of name-calling. Although it has been asserted that
the intention of using the word ‘gay’ is not meant to offend, harm or bully others, it
could also be hypothesised that the word is used with such prevalence that it has
lost its potency to offend and has become what Rigby (2005) describes as ‘noise’ due

to its common everyday occurrence.
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The language is used as a joke between friends

Likewise, there was congruence of opinion between the four groups that the word
was used as a joke or banter between and directed at friends. This finding conflicts
with those reported by Guasp (2012), on behalf of Stonewall, that the language is
‘used as an insult against gay students.” Interestingly, according to young people
within the present study the use of the language has no association to sexuality, no
intention to harm but is a collectively understood language that is used within
established friendship groups. These findings bear resemblance to those espoused
by Anderson (2011) who suggest the use of the word ‘gay’ is used in friendship
groups for pro-social means. McCormack (2012) also found ‘*homosexuality’ themed
language to be a regular occurrence within established friendship groups and he
claims it bonds students together whilst simultaneously expunges negativity from the

words used.

The findings also contradict those claimed by Poteat and Rivers (2010) who found
the majority of name-calling to be associated to aggressive episodes that sought to
antagonise or intentionally cause harm to others; neither of which were reported in
the present study. Furthermore, Poteat and DiGiovanni (2010) suggested females are
less likely to direct the language to their friends and more likely to use it towards
those who they know are sexual minorities, and neither of these assertions have
been supported in this research. In analysing the findings, opposites were found

where females (and males) reported that they are less likely to use the language if
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they are aware of sexual minorities and predominately use the language between

their friends as a form of harmless joking.

The present study does however support the findings from Crozier and Dimmock
(1999); Duncan, (1999); Thurlow, 2001: and Phoenix et al., (2003) studies that
suggests friends continue to use the language as a form of joking within their peer

groups.

Through further analysis, the language used within friendship groups can be
understood and conceptualised with the application of Social Identity Theory (Tajfel
and Turner, 1979). According to this theory the membership of the group influences
an individual’s behaviour and forms their identity. Social interactions are played out
according to the norms and values of the group an individual belongs to and one
way in which to identify and bond with others in the same membership group is to
use the similar language or discursive practices. The ongoing use of these similar
discursive practices reinforces and sustains an individual’s identity and identification
to the group, where commonly shared language is used, reproduced, accepted and

circulated within and between groups of friends.

The language is used to personify toughness and masculinity
Further themes that developed from the young people suggested that the year 7
pupils felt the language was used within school to gain popularity or to personify a

tough image within their peer group. Where both the year 7 females and males
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reported that males use the language to look ‘tough’ and ‘masculine.” To project an
image that is masculine and tougher may lead the pupils to become more popular,
as being tough is a quality that others see as appealing and this therefore reinforces
the ongoing cyclic use of the language. These findings are similar to those
advocated by Poteat and DiGiovanni (2010), who suggest boys use language as a
way to assert their masculinity and establish dominance (p.1131). In this sense

toughness may well equate to dominance.

The language is used to express an opinion or preference

A further theme from the findings was from a male only perspective, that the
language is used in school as a way of expressing opinions or preferences. The year
7 and year 10 males reported that the word ‘gay’ can also be used in schools, by
themselves and other males to shows disagreement, displeasure or dissonance to
other people’s opinions. Once again the interpretation of the use of the word ‘gay’
during these instances was not associated to sexuality. These findings support those
found by McCormack and Anderson, (2010) whereby the word ‘gay’ was found to be
used as an expression of displeasure without intent to reflect or transmit
Homophobia. These findings also have relevance to the evolving meaning of the

word ‘gay’ that was discussed earlier.

The use of language is open to varied influences

Finally, there were dissimilarities in opinion reported between different ages

regarding what they felt influenced them to use the language in school. Younger
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pupils from year 7 reported that exposure to older role models at home and school
modelled that it is acceptable for them to use similar language, implying that the
language is socially constructed and passed down through society. Furthermore, they
also reported that they were heavily influenced by peer pressure to adopt and use
the language to ensure they retained their position within the peer group. Older male
and female pupils suggested that exposure to popular media, most notably TV
programmes aimed at young adults has an influence on the circulation and
construction of their discursive practices. The language is popularised on TV and
then copied/reconstructed by the young people during their interactions at school in
their friendship groups, becoming a commonly accepted and used form of every day
discourse. There is evidence (Barboza et al., 2009) that suggests bullying incidents
increases among children that watch television, however, it is also pertinent to clarify
this correlation depends on the type of programme watched and the attitude of the

individual watching the programmes.

Question 3: How is the name-calling received by the young people?

The language is upsetting for the receiver

There was a clear divide in perspective over age following young people’s responses
in how they feel about the name-calling. In particular, year 7 females acknowledged
and empathised that it may be upsetting for the recipient of the name-calling,
suggesting this cohort feels that the words can be offensive to those it is aimed
towards. They acknowledged that the name-calling is a subjective experience, and

also that even though there was no intention to offend, it could still be construed as
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offensive or ‘bullying’ by the receiver, supporting views espoused by Rivers et al.,

(2007).

Scared to intervene

The year 7 females also reported that they were ‘scared’ to intervene and ‘worried’
about being bullied themselves, so were compelled to continue using the word ‘gay’
to sustain their group membership and also deflect potential attention away from
themselves. These are findings that are relevant to Postmes and Spears’ (1998)
research, who suggest, where discriminatory attitudes are perceived as a group
norm, members of the same group will identify and participate with such behaviours
to reinforce the norms of the group, theorising that also concurs with the social

identification concept in Tajfel and Turner’s, (1979) Social Identity Theory.

Not as serious as physical bullying

Further views reported by the year 7 males indicate that they feel name-calling is not
as serious as physical bullying. Their reports suggest the focus of anti-bullying
interventions should primarily be associated with reducing and preventing physical
abuse as it presents as more of an inescapable and desperate situation for young
people in comparison to name-calling. This cohort reported that they felt physical
bullying can have significant negative social consequences for the ‘victims’,
mentioning suicide as a primary example, where there appears a clear pernicious

intent and also a clear power imbalance between user and recipient, which is not as
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clearly identifiable in name-calling, as suggested by Thurlow (2001) and Rivers,

(2011).

The language is not hurtful, offensive or harmful

Reports from the older male and female pupils suggest that they feel the name-
calling was not hurtful, offensive or harmful when used generically in schools or
when it was aimed at them personally. Moreover, the older pupils reported that they
felt it was difficult to become hurt or offended over the word ‘gay’ when it was
intended as an personal insult, as the language was used so commonly, it appeared
to lose its power to offend (Rigby, 2005). Overall, this cohort displayed greater
confidence and resilience in response to dealing with, or exposure to the language
used in name-calling when compared to their younger peers. These findings suggest
the language carries no negative social effects for this cohort (McCormack, 2012).
Furthermore, the year 10 females, reiterated that there is no intent to use the word

‘gay’ in relation to sexuality, supporting the views of Pascoe in her 2007 study.

Implications for anti-bullying work

The findings of the present study have implications for anti-bullying work in schools.
In particular, this study raises the notion that there are advantages in discovering
the intent behind incidents of nhame-calling in schools in order to clarify whether they
are a genuine homophobic bullying issue or concern.

Furthermore, the present study also highlights and adds further support to the

evidence-base that there is a need to raise awareness to school populations,
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communities and cultures that using the word ‘gay’ can be offensive to sexual
minorities (and others that know them) even when there is an no deliberate intent to

offend or harm by using this language.

Although the word ‘gay’ in the present study was not perceived to be used
intentionally to bully, harm or be homophobic by the young people, there was also
an acknowledgement from the Year 10 pupils that the word could still be offensive to
LGB cohorts or their friends and family. Despite the myriad of terms for the word
‘gay’ reported in the present study, it still has sexual connotations and can still be
internalised as a form of discrimination. Therefore, there is a need to challenge the

use of the word ‘gay’ within schools.

Speaking from my own perspective, I still consider the use of the word ‘gay’ to be a
homophobic word and carry homophobic connotations; the word is essentially
related to sexuality. Therefore, the use of the word within school communities (and

beyond) needs to be taken seriously as any other form of discrimination.

Schools and health professionals need to raise awareness to all, young and old, male
and female that using the word ‘gay’ can be and is offensive and homophobic and
can be internalised by those who are LGB as harmful, homophobic and bullying.
There is a need to be proactive, responsive and responsible in countering
homophobic terms of abuse and research suggests LGB pupils are less likely to be

bullied in schools that respond quickly to homophobic bullying (Guasp, 2012).
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For ‘real change’ to occur in countering homophobic bullying in schools there needs
to be prevention and interventions focused at top-down and bottom-up within whole
school communities, not just through policy and curriculum but at a level where the
language is operationalised, with the young people. This study has highlighted the
positive contributions young people can make in supporting anti-bullying research
and further liaison with young people will need to occur to ensure anti-bullying
initiatives reflect the views and behaviours of those involved in the bullying, not just
in policy where it is invisible but active and visible in day-to-day interactions where
young people can shape and take ownership of initiatives and interventions. Where
issues are discussed and debated with young people and the resulting anti-bullying
practice reflects their perspectives so proactive change can occur. In short, we need
to have discussions about homophobia in school and what it entails to ensure it is

appropriately understood and challenged by all.

Therefore, there is a need to sensitively intervene and raise awareness beyond the
‘micro’ or individual level, between ‘bully’ and ‘victim’ to focusing change at the

‘macro’ or whole school cultural level, through eco-systemic anti-bullying practice.

In associated research, Roffey (2000) and Cowie and Jennifer (2008) have
advocated a whole school coordinated approach to challenging, preventing and
reducing bullying that fosters opportunities for inclusion, tolerance of diversity and
democracy that involves the whole school community, including: visible and active

support from senior managers, parents, teachers and young people.
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Inevitably, therefore, the culture and ethos of a school will influence what type of
language is used in its community and will have a fundamental influence on the
prevalence, intent and interpretation of the language used in schools. A useful model
to aid the conceptualisation of homosexually themed language in schools (and assist
in the analysis of the language used in this present study) has been devised by

McCormack (2012).
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Figure 2: A model of homosexually themed lanquage after McCormack, 2012, p.119.

McCormack’s (2012) model helps to highlight the differences in meaning and effect
of various forms of homosexually themed language used in schools. The content of
the model is based on ideas from his own and others scholar’s research (Pascoe,
2007; McCormack and Anderson, 2010 and Anderson, 2011). The model is not
intended to be an exhaustive list of distinguishing the casual effects of language, as
each individual incident will need to be assessed according to the facts that
accompany it, however, the model places this form of language on a continuum and
highlights the significance that there is variance in how name-calling is used and
intended and its interpretation is dependent upon further analysis of the culture in
which it occurs. As according to McCormack (2012) “the social environment is pivotal
for discerning the intent of language, how it is interpreted and the social effects it
has” (p.118) and these factors will depend on the school’s culture and level of homo-
hysteria. According to McCormack (2012), homo-hysteria determines the type of
school culture, and in cultures where there is high homo-hysteria the same language

has different effects.

To elucidate the model in more detail, McCormack (2012) positions cultural context
at the heart of the model, as this is key to understanding and theorising types of
homosexually themed language and why a whole-school approach to intervening
with this subject has been advocated here. The following commentary explains the

model in greater detail, from top downwards:
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Homophobic language is used in a high homo-hysteric culture where the
language may be used to emphasis one’s own heterosexual identity. The
language used is homophobic in nature, used with pernicious intent and has
negative social effects.

Fag discourse is used in cultures that are slightly less homo-hysteric; there is less
of a negative social effect than using homophobic language, because there is a
wide range of intent. The culture will have gay pupils that have negative school
experiences, and also pupils supporting gay rights and some pupils that use it to
stigmatise homosexuality and use it with pernicious intent, where it will continue
to have negative social effects. However, the intent of the language used is not
always clear.

Gay discourse, according to McCormack (2012, p.119) occurs to pupils who are
concerned about being perceived as ‘gay’ and in settings of low homo-hysteria.
Terms such as ‘that’s so gay’ are perceived as expressions of dissatisfaction or
frustration. Within these cultures there is no intent to harm people with the use
of the language and the word ‘gay’ does not connote (homo) sexuality or
homophobic references.

Pro-gay language occurs in gay-friendly cultures, where pupils are not part of a
homo-hysteria culture. There are positive interrelated relationships between
homosexual and heterosexual pupils. Homosexually themed language is used in a

way to socially bond friendship groups, or used with no intention.
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Reflecting on McCormack’s (2012) model, it provides a useful framework to judge
words or phrases that contain a homosexual theme and it is noted that there will be
some overlap to these typologies, and some exceptions. In relation to the findings
from the present study, I suggest they lie somewhere in between ‘fag discourse’ and
‘gay discourse’ as there was a wide range of intent but also an ‘ambiguity’ around its
intent between differing friendship groups, ages and gender. Furthermore, there
were minimal reported negative social effects as a consequence of using the
language as well no intent to harm others, and more specifically there was a strong
agreement over age and gender from the young people that the word ‘gay’ does not
represent (homo) sexuality, although it was acknowledged that it could be seen as

offensive to LGBs.

A vitally important point to emphasis and not underplay from this model and for
future research is the role of the culture of an organisation and how this shapes and
influences the use, intent and interpretation of the language used where no two

schools are likely to have similar experiences.

It is therefore, important for schools to focus on making their cultures friendly,
supportive and tolerant places to be for adults and young people alike, where
inclusion, diversity, and equal opportunities are championed and prejudice and
discrimination are actively challenged throughout their organisation, in curriculum,

policy, staff training and consistency in response to genuine homophobic incidents.
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Overall, the anti-homophobic attitudes need to stem from top-down (and bottom-up)

within a culture for active change to occur (Epstein, 1994).

To summarise, McCormack’s (2012) model can be usefully applied to incidents of
name-calling that occur in schools that contain homosexually themed language. It
can act as a blueprint to determine and distinguish the intent of the name-calling
incident, and its effect on the recipient/s. It also presents, as a starting point for
schools to consider the type of environment and culture young people are exposed
to and how this influences and shapes not only the use and intent but also the

tolerance and acceptance of language used.

Emphasis also needs to be given to account for both age and gender differences in
perspectives of what constitutes as bullying. Most specifically that younger children
may perceive a greater ambiguity around what constitutes bullying and be open and
susceptible to a wider range of influences for them to participate in bullying
incidents. Furthermore, focus of interventions will also be beneficial in discussing the
way language is used (said) and how the different audiences may understanding and
interpret this language, as different groups appear to have different shared
languages that are not always clearly interpreted to imply the same message
between giver and receiver. Overall, a clear message from the present study
suggests that there is a need to raise awareness within schools that although there
may be no ‘intent’ to use the word ‘gay’ in a harmful, or homophobic manner

however, it still carries with it homophobic connotations and can still be offensive to
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other people including those who are self-identified as LGB or their friends and family
and therefore the use of the word needs to be challenged in schools through anti-
bullying policy and practice. Furthermore, Educational Psychologists are also well

positioned to help support these interventions.

Implications for Educational Psychology practice

Findings from the present study raise implications for Educational Psychology Service
(EPS) practice. Primarily, juxtaposed to the previous section on developing anti-
bullying work in this area, Educational Psychologists are well placed to support
schools in developing more inclusive, tolerant and positive organisational cultures
through the application of eco-systemic working practices and evidence-based

applied psychology.

Educational Psychologists could make a difference to school identification,
formulation and intervention in homophobic bullying and homophobic language
incidents at both systemic and group levels, through:

* undertaking whole-school development work and conducting action research
projects to look at how schools are operating as systems and gain a greater
insight into how the interactions and inter-relationships are influenced by the
school culture, including how the school culture influences the discursive practices
of young people

* bespoke training courses for school staff, parents and young people that focus on

issues of sexual diversity and prejudice within schools and wider communities,

128



and most specifically how the effect, intent and impact of language is influenced
and interpreted by the context in which it is used

providing staff advice on how to interpret and deal effectively with a homophobic
name-calling incident, looking at the meaning and intent behind the language
used, and challenging the use of the word ‘gay,’ as it can and does have
homophobic connotations

collaborative curriculum planning with staff and young people to promote equal
opportunities, sexual diversity and tolerance of difference

advice and participation on planning, running and monitoring anti-bullying
steering groups that involve representatives from all sections of the school’s
community, including young people; self-identified as LGB or heterosexual,
teachers, senior management, parents/carers, voluntary organisations and
professional bodies including representation from LGB support groups and the
Educational Psychology Service

sharing evidence-based psychological research to aid the understanding of inter-
group behaviour and how to reduce intergroup prejudice. In particular, through
the presentation and application of Social Identity Theory (Tajfel and Turner,
1979) and Imagined Intergroup Contact (Turner and Crisp, 2010), research that
suggests greater exposure to out-groups leads to greater tolerance (Allport,
1954)

supporting schools to devise appropriate policies that reflect contemporary

legislation and research, ensuring equality is at the heart of theoretical thinking in
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school systems and that treat homophobic bullying, including the use of the word
‘gay’ during incidents of name calling on a par with other forms of bullying.

* collaboratively planning and implementing conciliation or mediation interventions
in schools that focus on empowering the victim and raising the awareness of
those committing the bullying, through restorative justice or the Support Group
Method.

* EPSs to include specialist roles that focus on and promote equality, anti-
discrimination and anti-oppressive practice that could aid schools, and other

services to prevent and intervene in these areas

These proposals are hardly new, but develop and echo previous calls for greater
Educational Psychology (EP) involvement in sexual minority matters, including:
Comely, (1993); Imich et al.,, (2001); Adams et al., (2004) and more recently
McIntyre, (2009) who argues EPs have a legal duty to promote equality of
opportunity, as espoused in the British Psychological Society (2009) Professional
Code of Ethics and Conduct and the Health Professional Council’s (2008) Standards

of Conduct, Performance and Ethics.

Overall, EPs could have an principal role in helping school’s change their culture and
(re) conceptualising sexuality and related discrimination, and there are working
models in Leicestershire EPS (STANCE) (Harbour, 2007) that have been implemented

successfully to provide models for other Local Authorities and EPSs to replicate.
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Following on from the present study’s foci, there is a requirement for a continued
emphasis on gaining the ‘voice’ of the young person to ensure the interventions and
support mechanisms that are adopted by schools are relevant to those experiencing
the behaviours. Therefore, the continual, proactive involvement of young people in
helping to shape and influence anti-bullying work will be a prerequisite if schools are

to effectively challenge homophobic name-calling within the wider school climate.

Key limitations of the present study
As a reflective and reflexive practitioner, it is important to acknowledge several

limitations that exist in the present study.

In using focus groups as a qualitative methodology to provide a forum for gaining
the subjective experiences of the young people it was apparent that not all of the
groups reflected all of the participant’s views. Parker and Tritter (2006) argue that
focus groups can represent the majority views at the expense of the minority’s
views, where individuals can dominate group discussions and also influence other

participants’ views.

On reflection, within the present study some pupils dominated the discussions,
although this was most evident in the younger male and female focus groups.
Certain members’ views were sidelined or there was evidence of some group
conformity, where some young people altered their initial opinions to correspond

with more dominant and popular views in the group. Some participants did not
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become involved in the discussion, whereas others did initially then their participation
diminished as the time elapsed. It is questionable, therefore, whether all the focus
groups were an accurate portrayal of the young people’s views. However, Wilkinson,
(in Smith, 2011) suggests this is an unavoidable feature of focus group methodology,
and not even with the meticulous planning of devising and sharing ground rules

regarding conduct can group influence be prevented.

A further limitation of the present study is the difficulty in accurately exploring and
eliciting the young people’s views regarding homophobic name calling. It needs to be
acknowledged therefore, that although the present study reports the young people’s
views it cannot be ruled out that their responses during the focus groups were not
answered in a socially desirable manner. There are no guarantees that the young
people’s responses reflect an accurate portrayal of their views, as mine or the other
member of staff's presence may have influenced their responses. Furthermore,
investigating homophobic bullying is a sensitive issue and reporting that one uses the
name calling intentionally to be homophobic would also run the risk of being viewed
negatively by others. However, with this limitation in mind, I do, on reflection, feel
that the young people in this study answered the questions in an honest and open

fashion.

Using the Braun and Clarke, (2006) six phase thematic analysis model provided a

rigorous process through which to analyse the responses extrapolated from the focus

group transcriptions, and on reflection was an applicable method of analysis for
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identifying and reporting the patterns I found in the data. However, the process of
selecting, reducing and redefining data (as detailed in phases 1 to 3, appendices 25,
26 and 27) and only accounting for prevalent or recurring themes, felt as if other
pertinent information that was reported less was discarded and lost when it could
have been used to support or contradict key points that had been uncovered across
the whole data set. The process of only including prevalent narratives means that
the data was reduced to averages and valuable ‘one off’ pieces of data regarding
young people’s perspectives were lost. As a researcher that set out to conduct a
qualitative research study, I perceive this to be a limitation in the present study,

especially so when advocating a sense of ‘quality’ over validity.

A key limitation of the present study stems from the sample used. Although the
purpose of the research was to gain the young person’s ‘voice’ further triangulation
of their perspectives from parents, teachers and other practitioners’ perspectives,
would have enhanced the depth and breadth of the present study’s findings and
enriched the understanding of name-calling in schools and whether other groups
perceived them to be bullying, harmful and/or homophobic in nature or something

entirely different.

Furthermore, the present study’s aim was to investigate young people’s views of
name-calling in schools and on reflection it needs to be acknowledged that in the
study the term ‘gay’ has taken centre stage. Although other terms were referred to

infrequently in the focus groups, the word ‘gay’ was discussed with the young people
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as a possible example of homophobic name-calling during the introductory
discussions that took place prior to the focus groups. Furthermore, the consent and
assent letters sent to parents and the young people respectively contained the word
‘gay’ as a descriptor of name-calling, and the research questions posed to the young
people asked about the use of the word ‘gay.” Notwithstanding the young people also
reported that this was the most commonly used and heard word in school, and as
previously stated ‘gay’ is the most commonly cited term in contemporary literature
associated to homophobic bullying and homophobic name-calling incidents.
Therefore, in consideration of these facts I felt using the word ‘gay’ as an exemplar
for homophobic name-calling was an appropriate term to use, but in doing so has

narrowed the focus of what name-calling implies in the present study.

Due to the present study’s status as a small-scale research project, it is unlikely that
the findings can be generalised beyond the population that participated (Robson,
2002 and Thomas, 2009). For clarity, the findings reported for the present study
were gained from one school, using a small sample of 24 participants that are unique
to that school and as such it is unlikely that these findings would be replicable to a
different sample within a different school. However, the present study does provide
valuable evidence of the importance in accounting for: the intent of name-calling, the

relationship between giver and receiver and the semantics of the words used.
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Possible and potential future research

Overall, the present study has demonstrated the advantages of involving young

people in anti-bullying work, where their views have provided useful insights into

name-calling at a level where it is operationalised that no other cohort could have

provided. There are however a number of areas that could be the focus of possible

and potential future research to develop and enhance the understanding of

homosexually themed language. There areas could include:

conducting similar research to that presented in this study, but with a focus on
differing geographical locations, such as a rural area, inner city, and area where a
particular race or religion is populated. To investigate the role and influence of
organisational culture, and wider cultural influences on pupils’ perceptions of the
use and intent of this form of language,

further research to enhance understanding of how peer group membership
influences the use and intent of the language, this could include observations or
ethnographic studies to gain a greater appreciation of inter-group behaviours in
relation to name-calling

a content analysis of literature to investigate what words/phrases still retain
homophobic connotations and whether the semantics of words have altered over
time, with a focus of investigating whether there is variance of opinion over age,
gender and sexual orientation

conducting a similar study within a primary setting to gain the younger child

views on the use and intent of nhame-calling
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investigating what criteria make words, language or name-calling homophobic
and whether they correspond to, or contradict published research

the triangulation of the existing study to incorporate parental, teachers and other
practitioners’ perspectives, such as Educational Psychologists, regarding whether
the words expressed in name-calling incidents could be interpreted as bullying,
harmful and homophobic, to gain a global perspective

using different methodologies, such as questionnaires and online surveys to
gather greater volumes of responses and views pertaining to the intent and use
of language, so further comparable research can be made to the Stonewall work,
ensuring the ‘voice’ of both heterosexual and homosexual populations is
evidenced

a challenge in researching sensitive issues lies in gaining accurate and honest
views that are not influenced by researcher or response bias and/or social
desirability effects. In relation to eliciting further participant views associated to
homophobic name calling/language it may be necessary to employ a multi-
method design that enables greater confidentiality and anonymity of the
participant to be preserved in an attempt to gain both non-identifiable and more
accurate views. For example, using indirect questions in surveys or online
questionnaires.

Overall, greater emphasis and attention needs be given to young people’s views
and the intent and use of name-calling in anti-bullying work and literature, this

study marks a starting point in providing this information
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Chapter 6: CONCLUSION

Contemporary research pertaining to homophobic name-calling has largely focused
on prevalence rates and the negative long-term effects on LGB populations without
considering the intention behind the use of the language, Rivers, (2000; 2001a and
2001b); Hunt and Jensen (2007) and Guasp (2009 and 2012). As a consequence,
large proportions of extant research has assumed the language used during these

name-calling incidents is intentionally homophobic.

This study sought to develop the research base by clarifying the intent of the
language used during incidents of name-calling. Using qualitative methodology and
analysis, the present study gathered the subjective ‘voice” and perceptions of young

people over different ages and between genders.

The findings from this small-scale study demonstrate that young people have
valuable contributions to make to anti-bullying research and provide some useful
insights into how name-calling incidents are conceptualised at their grassroots. Most
significantly, the young people’s reports suggest that there is a greater complexity
surrounding the act of name-calling, and the meaning attributed to the associated
language during such incidents than shared in published research, policy or

guidance.
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The young people’s views in this study provide a starting point in helping educational
professionals and practitioners to think flexibly and analytically about the intent of
name-calling or use of language that is traditionally perceived to be either
homosexually themed or homophobic. The findings suggest that both male and
females and older and younger pupils perceive that there is no ‘intention’ to bully,
harm or be homophobic when using the word ‘gay’ in name-calling incidents or in

their everyday discursive practices.

Further findings from the present study provide valuable insights into homophobic
bullying, name-calling and the corpus of anti-bullying research. Most significantly, it
emphasises that it is important to consider how the words are said and the
relationship between the ‘giver’ and ‘receiver’ of language, as this research has
highlighted that homosexually themed language is used between friendship groups
as a form of joking, social bonding, expressing opinions (males only) and perceived
as a common discourse amongst young people in general, where there is no

associated implication to sexuality or homophobia.

Additionally, findings suggest there can be greater ambiguity associated to the intent
and meaning of the language when used between those who are not familiar or who
may not share a common understanding regarding the semantics of the language. In
short, when the ‘giver’ and ‘receiver’ do not known one another these incidents can
be perceived as offensive and bullying by younger pupils; offensive to LGB pupils by

females; and offensive to those who do not share a common language by older

138



pupils. Subsequently, there is much further research needed to illuminate this
complex, sensitive and interesting area, and viable examples have been shared in

the previous chapter.

There is a need in anti-bullying work to assess whether incidents of name-calling
constitute homophobic bullying and to ensure greater clarity and accuracy in this
decision making process there is a need to account for the use and intent, in addition
to the meanings of the words used during these incidents. The present study has
also highlighted the influence a school culture can have on the use, intent and
interpretation of the language used, which signifies possibilities for educational
professionals to engage in anti-bullying work at eco-systemic levels as advocated by

Cowie and Jennifer (2008).

A pertinent point raised by the older males in this study, is that there has been a
socio-cultural shift and the semantics of language is changing. For example, there
now exists a ‘spectrum’ of definitions for the word ‘gay’, most of which reported here
are believed to have no association to (homo) sexuality. Furthermore, findings from
the present study suggest that the language is not used to ‘single’ people out for
their actual or perceived sexual orientation and it is not used in association with
sexuality. The young people in this study report that there is no intent to harm, or
discriminate against sexual minorities, but the language (over time) has become part
of their everyday discursive practices. However, it has also been acknowledged that

the word ‘gay’ can be and still is offensive to LGB, their friends or strangers and can
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also be perceived as homophobic as the word can still carry ‘homophobic’
connotations and therefore needs to be challenged using a whole school approach
that advocates a top-down and bottom-up approach to raising awareness,

developing tolerance for diversity and championing equality.

In conducting this research and connecting with the young people’s views, I felt the
young people in this study were relaxed when talking about issues surrounding
sexuality and in comparison to my time at school are significantly more open and
willing to discuss these issues. There appears greater tolerance and acceptance of
sexual diversity than when I was growing up and this is evidenced in the young
people’s views where they actively use language as a mechanism with their LGB
friends to bond their friendships. Similar acts 20 years ago would more than likely
have been perceived as random acts of homophobia. This research therefore
provides tentative evidence that perceptions are changing in the way school
communities perceive sexual minorities and it is hoped that it helps to develop
existing theory and help formulate new theories associated to understanding name-
calling and bullying incidents, in addition to the construction of everyday discursive

practices.

Ultimately, the findings from the present study raise further questions about how
schools respond to incidents of name-calling and homophobic bullying. The findings
suggest that there is greater complexity in defining whether an incident is or is not

homophobic in nature, and due to this complexity there is a greater need than ever
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to engage with those using the language and asking them about the meaning they
attach to the words. Consequently, there is a requirement for schools to understand
the attitudes and intent accompanying name-calling incidents in order to effectively
challenge genuine homophobically themed language and incidents of homophobic

bullying.

An after thought:
“Language serves as the currency through which ideas and social norms are (re)

produced.” (Kiesling, 2007).

141



REFERENCES

Adams, N., Cox, T. and Dunstan, L. (2004) I am the hate that dare not speak its
name: Dealing with homophobia in secondary schools. Educational Psychology in
Practice, 20 (3): 259-269.

Alexander, T. (2002) A Bright Future for All: Promoting mental health in
education. Nottingham, The Mental Health Foundation.

Allport, G.W. (1954) The nature of Prejudice. London, Addison-Wesley.

Anderson, E. (2011) Updating the outcome: Gay athletes, straight teams, and
coming out in educationally based sport teams. Gender and Society, 25 (2): 250 —
268.

Artz, S., Nicholson, D. and Magnuson, D. (2008) Examining sex differences in the use
of direct and indirect aggression. Gender Issues, 25 (4): 267 — 288.

Barboza, g., Schiamberg, L., Oehmke, J., Korzeniewski, S., Post, L. and Heraouz, c.
(2009). Individual characteristics and the multiple contexts of adolescent bullying: An
ecological perspective. Journal of Youth Adolescence, 38: 101 — 121.

Berger, P. and Luckmann, T. (1966) The social construction of reality: A
treatise in the sociology of knowledge. London, Penguin.

Bernard, H.R. (2006) Research methods in anthropology: Qualitative and
Quantitative approaches. (4™ edition). Lanham, Rowman and Littlefield
Publishers.

Boyatzis, R.E. (1998) Transforming qualitative information: thematic analysis
and code development. London, Sage

Boulton, M., Trueman, M. and Flemington, I. (2002) Associations between secondary
school pupils” definitions of bullying, attitudes towards bullying, and tendencies to
engage in bullying: Age and sex differences. Educational Studies, 28: 353 — 370.

Breen, R.L. (2006) A practical guide to focus-group research. Journal of
Geography in Higher Education, 30 (3): 463 — 475.

British Educational Research Association (BERA) (2011) Ethical guidelines for
educational research.

British Psychological Society (BPS) (2006) Committee inquiry into bullying.
Leicester, BPS Publications.

142



British Psychological Society (BPS) (2009) Code of Ethics and Conduct. Leicester,
BPS Publications.

British Psychological Society (BPS) (2010) Code of Human Research Ethics
Leicester, BPS Publications.

Bryman, A. (2008) Social Research Methods (third edition). Oxford, Oxford
University Press.

Braun, V. and Clarke, V. (2006) Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative
Research in Psychology, 3: 77 — 101.

Burr, V. (1995) An Introduction of Social Constructionism. London, Routledge.
Butler, J. (1990) Gender Trouble. New York, Routledge.

Carragher, D.J. and Rivers, I. (2002) Trying to hide: A cross-national study of
growing up for non-identified gay and bisexual male youth. Clinical Child

Psychology and Psychiatry, 7: 457-474.

Cohen, L., Manion, L. and Morrison, K. (2009) Research methods in education
(sixth edition). London, Routledge.

Coie, 1.D., Dodge, K.A. and Coppotelli, H. (1982) Dimensions and types of social
status: A cross age perspective. Developmental Psychology, 18: 557 — 570.

Comely, L. (1993) Lesbian, and gay teenagers at school: how can the educational
psychologist help? Educational and Child Psychology, 10 (3): 22 — 24.

Coolican, H. (2004) Research methods and statistics in psychology (fourth
edition). London, Hodder Arnold.

Cowie, H. and Jennifer, D. (2008) New Perspectives on Bullying. Maidenhead,
Open University Press/McGraw-Hill Education.

Crozier, W.R. and Dimmock, P.S. (1999) Name-calling and nicknames in a sample of
primary school children. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 69: 505 —
516.

Data Protection Act (2003) London, HMSO.

Department for Children, Schools and Families (2007a) Safe to Learn: Embedding
anti-bullying work in schools. Nottingham, DCSF Publications.

Department for Children, Schools and Families (2007b) Preventing and
responding to homophobic bullying in schools. Retrieved March 12, 2011 from:

143



http://www.teachernet.gov.uk/wholeschool/behaviour/tacklingbullying/homophobicb

ullying/

Department for Children, Schools and Families (2008) Youth cohort study and
longitudinal study of young people in England: The activities and
experiences of 16 year olds. Statistical bulletin.

Department for Children, Schools and Families (2009) Guidance for schools on
preventing and responding to sexist, sexual and transphobic bullying.
Retrieved March 12, 2011 from:
http://www.teachernet.gov.uk/wholeschool/behaviour/tacklingbullying/sexostsexuala
ndtransphobicbullying/

Department for Education (2000) Bullying: Don’t suffer in silence. An anti-
bullying pack for schools. London, HMSO.

Department for Education (2010a) Tackling School Bullying. Retrieved March 12,
2011 from:
http://www.education.gov.uk/schools/pupilsupport/behaviour/bullying/a0060021/tac
kling-school-bullying

Department for Education (2010b) The Importance of Teaching: The Schools
White Paper. Retrieved March 12, 2011 from:
http://www.education.gov.uk/publications/eorderingdownload/CM-7980.pdf

Department for Education (2010c) A review of the longitudinal study of young
people in England: recommendations for a second cohort. Retrieved March
12, 2011 from:
https://www.education.gov.uk/publications/eOrderingDownload/DFE-RR048.pdf

Department for Education (2012) Preventing and tackling bullying: Advice for
dead teachers, staff and governing bodies. Retrieved May 24,2012from:
http://media.education.gov.uk/assets/files/pdf/p/preventing%20and%?20tackling%20
bullying%202012.pdf

Department for Education and Skills (2000) Bullying don’t suffer in silence. An
anti-bullying pack for schools. London HMSO.

Department for Education and Skills (2004) Stand Up For Us: Challenging
Homophobia in Schools. Nottingham, DfES Publications.

Dixon, S.A. (2005) Sexual orientation identity as cultural construct: Toward a social
constructionist understanding. The Sciences and Engineering, 66 (1B).

Duncan, N. (1999) Sexual Bullying: Gender conflict and pupil culture in
secondary schools. London, Routledge.

144



Ellis, V. and High, S. (2004) Something more to tell you: gay, lesbian or bisexual
young people’s experiences of secondary schooling. British Educational Research
Journal, 30 (2): 213-225.

Epstein, D. (1994) (Ed) Challenging lesbian and gay inequalities in education.
Buckingham, Open University Press.

Espelage, D. and Swearer, S. (2008) Addressing research gap in the intersection
between homophobia and bullying. School Psychology Review, 37 (2): 155 —
159.

Foucault, M. (1984) The history of sexuality, volume 1: an introduction. New
York, Vintage.

Gergen, K.J. (2001) Social Constructionism in Context. Thousand Oaks,
California, Sage.

Gergen, K.J. and Gergen, M. (2008) Social Constructionism: Entering the
Dialogue. Chagrin Falls, OHIO, Taos Institute Publications.

Gergen, K.J., Schrader, S.M. and Gergen, M. (2008) Constructing worlds
together: Interpersonal communication as relational process. London,
Penguin.

Glaser, B. (1992) Basics of Grounded Theory Analysis. Sociology Press.

Greenwald, A.G. (1980) The totalitarian ego: Fabrication and revision of personal
history. American Psychologist, 35: 603 — 618. In Rivers. 1. (2001b) Retrospective
reports of school bullying: Stability of recall and its implications for research. British
Journal of Developmental Psychology, 19: 129 - 142

Guasp, A. (2009) Homophobic Bullying in Britain’s Schools. London, Stonewall.

Guasp, A. (2012) The School Report: The experiences of young gay people in
Britain’s schools in 2012. London, Stonewall.

Guba, E.G. and Lincoln, Y.S. (1994). Competing paradigms in Qualitative Research.
In Denzin, N.K. and Lincoln, Y.S. Handbook of Qualitative Research. California,
Sage.

Harbour, P. (2007) STANCE: anti-bullying recourses in Leicestershire.
http://www.schools-out.org.uk/?resources=leicestershire-anti-bullying-team-stance-
resource-pack Retrieved 9" of March 2012.

Hayes, N. (2005) Principles of Social Psychology. New York, Taylor and Francis.

145



Health Professional Council (2008) Standards of conduct performance and
ethics.

Hennink, M., Hutter, I. and Bailey, A. (2011). Qualitative Research Methods.
London, Sage Publications.

Hunt, R. and Jensen, J. (2007) The School Report: The experiences of young
gay people in Britain’s schools. London, Stonewall.

Hutchby, I. and Woolffitt, R. (1998) Conversation Analysis: Principles,
practices and applications. Polity Press.

Huxley, A. (1962) U.C. Berkeley Speech on The Ultimate Revolution.
http://publicintelligence.net/aldous-huxley-1962-u-c-berkeley-speech-on-the-
ultimate-revolution/

Jones, S.E., A. S.R., Manstead and Livingstone, A. (2009) Birds of a feather bully
together: Group processes and children’s reponses to bullying. The British Journal
of Developmental Psychology, 27: 853 — 873.

Imich, A., Bayley, S. and Farley, K. (2001) Equalities and gay and lesbian young
people: implications for educational psychologists. Educational Psychology in
Practice, 17 (4): 375 — 384.

Kehily, M. (2002) Sexuality, gender and schooling. London, Routledge/Falmer.

Kiesling, S.F. (2007) Men, masculinities, and language. Language and Linguistics
Compass, 1(6): 653 — 673.

Korobov, N. (2004) Inoculating against prejudice: A discursive approach to
homophobia and sexism in adolescent male talk. Psychology of men and
masculinity. 5: 178 — 198.

Kosciw, J., Diaz, E. and Greytak, E. (2008) The 2007 national school climate
survey: The experience of lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender youth in
our nation’s schools. New York, GLSEN.

Liamputtong, P. (2009) Focus group Methodology: Principles and practice.
London Sage Publications.

Lunt, I. (1998) Focus groups to explore the views of educational psychologists in
training. Educational and Child Psychology, 15 (3): 44 — 54.

Mason, A. and Palmer, A. (1996) Queer Bashing: A national survey of hate
crimes against lesbians and gay men. London, Stonewall.

146



Maunder, R.E. and Tattersall, A.J. (2010) Staff experiences of managing bullying in
secondary schools: The importance of internal and external relationships in
facilitating intervention. Educational and Child Psychology, 27 (1): 116 — 128.

Maxwell, J.A. (1992) Understanding and validity in qualitative research. Harvard
Educational Review, 62: 279 — 300.

McCann, P.D., Minichiello, V. and Plummer, D. (2009) Is Homophobia Inevitable?
Evidence that explores the constructed nature of homophobia, and the techniques
through which men unlearn it. Journal of Sociology, 45 (2): 201 — 220.

McCormack, M. and Anderson, E. (2010) The re-production of homosexually themed
discourse in educationally-based organised sport. Culture, Health and Sexuality,
12 (8): 913 — 927.

McCormack, M. (2012) The declining significance of Homophobia. Oxford,
Oxford University Press.

Mclntyre, E. (2009) Teacher discourse on lesbian, gay and bisexual pupils in Scottish
schools. Educational Psychology in Practice, 25 (4): 301 — 314.

Miles, M.B. and Huberman, A.M. (1994) An Expanded sourcebook: Qualitative
Data Analysis. (Second Edition). Thousand Oaks, Sage Publications.

4

Naylor, P., Cowie, H., Cossin, F., De Bettencourt, R. and Lemme, F. (2006) Teachers
and pupils’ defintions of bullying. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 76
(3): 553 - 576.

Neisser, U. (1982) Snapshots or benchmarks? In U. Neisser (ed) Memory
observed: Remembering in natural contexts. San Francisco, CA, Freeman.

Nesdale, D., Durkin, K., Maass, A. and Griffiths, J. (2005) Threat, group
identification, and children’s ethnic prejudice. Social Development, 14: 189 — 205.

Nesdale, D., Durkin, K., Maass, A., Kiesner, J. and Griffiths, J. (2008) Effects of
groups norms on children’s intention to bully. Social Development 17 (4): 879 —
907.

Ogburn (1950) On culture and social change. Chicago, Chicago University Press.

O’Higgins-Norman, J. (2009) Straight talking: Explorations on homosexuality and
homophobia in secondary schools in Ireland. Sex Education, 9 (4): 381 — 393.

147



Olweus, D. and Limber, S.P. (2010) Bullying in school: evaluation and dissemination
of the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program. American Journal of
Orthopsychiatry. 80, (1): 124 — 134.

Parker, J.G. and Asher, S.R. (1987) Peer relationships and later personal adjustment:
are low-accepted children at risk? Psychological Bulletin, 102: 357 — 389.

Parker, A. and Tritter, J. (2006) Focus group method and methodology: Current
practice and recent debate. International journal of research and method in
education, 29 (1): 23 - 37.

Pascoe, C.J. (2007) Dude, you're a fag. London, University of California Press.

Patton, M.Q. (1990) Qualitative evaluation and research methods (second
edition) London, Sage.

Pelligrini, A.D. and Long, J.D. (2002) A longitudinal study of bullying, dominance, and
victimization during the transition from primary school through secondary school.
British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 20: 259 — 280.

Phoenix, A., Frosh, S. and Pattman, R. (2003) Producing Contradictory Masculine
Subject Positions: Narratives of threat, homophobia and bullying in 11-14 year old
boys. Journal of Social Issues 59 (1): 179 — 195.

Plodel, M. and Fartacek, R. (2009) Childhood gender nonconformity and harassment
as predictors of suicidality among gay, lesbian, bisexual, and heterosexual Austrians.
Archives of Sexual Behaviour. 38: 400 — 410.

Postmes, T. and Spears, R. (1998) Deindividuation and antinormative behaviour: a
meta analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 123: 238 — 259.

Poteat, V.P. and DiGiovanni, C.D. (2010) When biased language use is associated
with bullying and dominance behaviour: The moderating effect of prejudice. Journal
of Youth and Adolescence, 39, 1123 - 1133.

Poteat, V.P. and Espleage, D.L. (2005) Exploring the relation between bullying and
homophobic verbal content: the Homophobic Content Agent Target (HCAT) scale.
Violence and Victims, 20: 513 — 528.

Poteat, V.P. and Rivers, 1. (2010) The use of homophobic Language across bullying
roles during adolescence. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology. 31:
166 — 172.

Price, M. (2007) All of Us: Working together to create a safe and supportive

learning community for LGBT young people and staff in secondary schools.
East Sussex County Council.

148



Reid, P., Monsen, J. and Rivers, 1. (2004) Psychology’s contribution to understanding
and managing bullying within school. Educational Psychology in Practice. 20
(3): 241 — 258.

Rigby, K. (2005) New Perspectives on Bullying. London, Jessica Kingsley
Publishers.

Rivers, 1. (2000) Retrospective reports of bullying at school. British Journal of
Developmental Psychology, 18: 20 — 27.

Rivers, 1. (2001a) The bullying of sexual minorities at school: Its nature and long-
term correlates. Educational and Child Psychology, 18: 32-46.

Rivers. 1. (2001b) Retrospective reports of school bullying: Stability of recall and its
implications for research. British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 19:
129 - 142

Rivers, I. (2011) Homophobic Bullying: Research and Theoretical
Perspectives. Oxford, Oxford University Press.

Rivers, I. and Cowie, H. (2007) Bullying and homophobia in UK schools: A
perspective on factors affecting resilience and recovery. Journal of gay and
lesbian issues in education, 3 (4): 11 —43.

Rivers, I. Duncan, N., and Besag, V.E. (2007) Bullying: A handbook for
educators and parents. Westport, Greenwood/Praeger.

Rivers, I. and Noret, N. (2008) The mental health well-being of sexual minority
youth: An assessment of school-based risk. School Psychology Review. 37: 174 —
187.

Robson, C. (2002) Real World Research (second edition). Oxford, Blackwell
Publishing.

Roffey, S. (2000) Addressing bullying in schools: Organisational factors from policy to
practice. Educational and Child Psychology, 17 (1): 6 — 19.

Rutter, M. (1996) Transitions and turning points in developmental psychopathology:
as applied to the age span from childhood to adult life. Journal of Child
Psychology and Psychiatry, 30: 23 — 51.

Silverman, D. (2000) Doing Qualitative Research: A Practical Handbook.
Thousand Oaks, London, Sage.

149



Slife, B.D. and Williams, R.N (1995) What’'s behind the research? Discovering
hidden assumptions in the behavioural sciences. Thousand Oaks, California,
Sage Publications.

Slonje, R. and Smith, P.K. (2008) Cyberbullying: Another main type of bullying?
Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 49 (2): 147-154.

Smith, J.A. and Osborn, M. (2003) Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis. In
Smith, J.A. (ed) (2011) Qualitative Psychology: A practical guide to research
methods. (Second edition). London Sage.

Smith, J.A. (ed) (2011) Qualitative Psychology: A practical guide to research
methods. (Second edition). London Sage.

Smith, P.K., Morita, Y., Junger-Tus, J., Olweus, D., Catalano, R. and Slee, P. (eds)
(1999) The Nature of School Bullying: A cross-national perspective, London,
Routledge.

Smith, P.K., Cowie, H., Olafsson, F.R. and Liefooghe, A.P.D. (2002) Definitions of
bullying: A comparison of terms used, and age and gender difference, in a fourteen-
county international comparison. Child Development, 73, (4): 1119-1133.

Smith, P.K., Smith, C., Osborn, R. and Samara, M. (2008) A content analysis of
school anti-bullying policies: progress and limitations. Educational Psychology in
Practice. 24 (1): 1-12.

Smith, P.K., Kupferberg, A., Mora-Merchan, J.A., Samara, M., Bosley, S. and Osborn,
R. (2012) A content analysis of school anti-bullying policies: a follow-up after six
years. Educational Psychology in Practice, 28 (1): 47-70.

Stevens, R. (ed) (1996) Understanding the Self. London Sage.

Stevenson, C. and Cooper, N. (1997) Qualitative and Quantitative Research. The
Psychologist, 4: 159 — 160.

Stonewall (2009) Challenging Homophobic Language. London, Stonewall.
Swearer, S., Espleage , D., Vaillancourt, T., and Hymel, S. (2010) What can be done
about school bullying? Linking research to educational practice. Educational
Researcher, 39 (38): 38 — 47.

Sweeting, H. and West, P. (2001) Being different: Correlates of the experience of

teasing and bullying at age 11. Research papers in Education, 16 (3): 225 -
246.

150



Tajfel, H. (1982) Social identity and intergroup relations. Cambridge,
Cambridge University Press.

Tajfel, H. and Turner, J.C (1979) An integrative theory of social conflict. In W. Austin
and S. Worchel (Eds) The social psychology of intergroup relations. CA,
Brooks/Cole.

The Conservative Party (2010) Tackling homophobic bullying in schools.
Retrieved November 14, 2011 from
http://www.conservatives.com/news/news_stories/2010/04/tackling_homophobic_bu
llying_in_schools

The education and Inspections Act (2006) London, HMSO.

The Equality Act (2010). London, HMSO.

The Equality Duty (2010). London, HMSO.

The Local Government Act (1988) London, HMSO.

The Local Government Act (2003) London, HMSO.

Thomas, G. (2009) How to do your research project. London, Sage.

Thurlow, C. (2001) Naming the ‘outsider within’: Homophobic pejoratives and the
verbal abuse of lesbian, gay and bisexual high-school pupils. Journal of
Adolescence, 24: 25 — 38.

Tippett, N., Houlston, C. and Smith, P.K. (2010) Prevention and response to
identity-based bullying among local authorities in England, Scotland and
Wales. Equality and Human Rights Commission Research report 64.
Manchester, Equality and Human Rights Commission.

Turner, J.C. (1999) Some current issues in research on social identity and self-
categorisation theories. In Ellemars, N., et al (Eds), Social Identity. Oxford,

Blackwell.

Turner, R.N. and Crisp, R.J. (2010) Imagining intergroup contact reduces implicit
prejudice. British Journal of Social Psychology, 49: 129 — 142.

Warwick, I. and Douglas, N. (2001) Safe for All. London, Stonewall.
Warwick, I., Douglas, N., Kemp, S. and Whitty, G. (2001) Playing it Safe:
responses of secondary school teachers to lesbian, gay and bisexual pupils,

bullying, HIV and Aids Education and Section 28. London Institute of
Education.

151



Warwick, 1., Chase, E. and Aggleton, P. (2004) Homophobia, sexual orientation
and schools: A review and implications for action. London, DfES.

Webb, C. (1992) The use of the first person in academic writing: objectivity,
language and gate keeping, Journal of Advanced Nursing, 17: 747 — 752.

Whitney, I., Rivers, 1., Smith, P.K. and Sharp, S. (1994) The Sheffield Project:
Methodology and Findings. In Smith, P.K. and Sharp, S. (eds) London,
Routledge. Check this reference

Wilkinson, S. (2011) Focus Groups in Smith, J.A. (ed) (2011) Qualitative
Psychology: A practical guide to research methods. (Second edition).
London Sage.

Wilkinson, L. and Pearson, J. (2009) School culture and the well-being of same-sex
attracted youth. Gender and Society, 23, (4): 542-568.

Wolke, D., Woods, S., Bloomfield, L. & Kardstadt, L. (2000) The Association between
direct and relational bullying and behaviour problems among primary school children.
Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 41, (8): 989 — 1002.

Yardley, L. (2011) Demonstrating validity in qualitative psychology. In Smith, J.A.

(ed) (2011) Qualitative Psychology: A practical guide to research methods.
(Second edition). London Sage.

152



APPENDICES

153



Appendix 1:
Letter to Head: Pilot Study

Dear Head Teacher,

I am a Doctoral Trainee Educational Psychologist currently employed by Xxxxxxxxx
Educational Psychology Service and based at the xxxxxxxxx Centre in XXXXXXXXX.

As part of my doctoral studies I am required to conduct a research study. The
reason for my correspondence is to request your support in recruiting participants to
pilot the study. The working title of my research is:

Homophobic bullying in secondary schools: a cross age and gender
analysis into young people’s views of name-calling.

The research will be an exploratory study that will focus on gathering the
perspectives of young people in relation to name-calling in secondary schools,
looking to see whether there are any discernable differences in opinions across
different ages and between genders. This focus will be used to ascertain whether
young people perceive name-calling within their schools to be homophobic i.e. terms
such as “gay”, “that's so gay” or harmless banter with no significance to sexual
orientation and no intention to harm.

I am also undertaking this research as the use of homophobic language is an
important area that is largely under-represented in anti-bullying policy and practice
within schools.

Therefore, a key aim of this research is to gain the young people perspective on the
use of homophobic language in schools to gain a greater understanding of its use
and intent and to inform future anti-bullying policy.

The research involves running a focus group, which will include up to six young
people. The focus groups will consist of either males or females from years 7 or 10.
Parental consent and pupil assent will be sought prior to any participation in the
research. The focus group will involve a discussion lasting approximately one hour.
The discussion will focus on name-calling in secondary schools. I would like to use
the focus groups to ascertain what young people’s perceptions are around name-
calling in secondary schools. A particular focus would be whether certain name-
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calling in schools is homophobic in nature, what they think is the purpose and intent
of the name-calling and whether the young people perceive the name-calling as a
form of bullying and what influences young people to use this language as name-
calling. All discussions would focus on general responses and would not entail
personal recollections or stories. There will also be a no names policy. The pilot
study will help me to sample the methodology and ensure the research questions will
gather appropriate information to inform future anti-bullying work in this area.

Copies of the research questions are enclosed for your perusal

Due to the nature of the research, any participants chosen to become involved will
need to be selected by the school/researcher.

It is intended that data collection during the focus group discussions will be gathered
by audio recording and later transcribed. No names will be recorded or identified, as
each participant will be assigned a number and referred to as this number during the
focus group discussions.

All responses within the focus groups will remain strictly anonymous. Participants will
not be required to disclose their name, other than on consent forms. These consent
forms will be stored separately from data collected during the research, therefore, no
one will be able to trace the information gathered back to the participants or your
school. Furthermore, any individual participating in this research has the right to
withdraw from the study whenever they wish; even after the data collection has
taken place.

The information gathered from this study will be used for my University thesis. All
responses from the study will be stored securely and kept in accordance with the
University’s regulations for data storage, where following the completion of the study
there is a requirement that any data gathered will be preserved and accessible for
ten years after the data has been collected. Only my supervisor, Dr Jane Leadbetter
at the University of Birmingham and I will have access to responses.

There are certain practicalities required to ensure the research is conducted
smoothly. These include the use of a private room to conduct the focus group, to
ensure confidentiality is maintained. A member of school staff will need to be present
during the focus group. Time will also be needed to meet the participants and
explain the study, in addition to allocating one-hour per focus group. The research is
scheduled to be conducted in November 2011.

This research has potential benefits for your school, as it would offer an opportunity
to be involved in exploratory anti-bullying work, where findings could inform good
practice in anti-bullying policy and feed into the Local Authority’s anti-bullying
agenda.
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If these proposals are acceptable to you and you would like to receive further
information or have an informal discussion regarding this research I am happy to be
contacted on  XXXXXXXXXXXXX OF XXXXXXXXXXX between Monday and Thursday.
Furthermore, my supervisor, Dr Jane Leadbetter can be contacted on

The next stage would be to select six participants and gain parental consent for their
child to participate within the study. I have prepared letters to gain parental consent
and pupil assent to participate in the research and these are enclosed for your
attention.

Thank you, your time is greatly valued and appreciated.

Yours Sincerely

Will Cross
Doctoral Trainee Educational Psychologist
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Appendix 2:
Letter to parents: Pilot Study

Dear Sir or Madam,

My name is Will Cross and I am a Doctoral Trainee Educational Psychologist currently
employed by xxxxxxxx Educational Psychology Service and based at the xxxxxxxxxx
Centre in XXXXXXXX.

As a Trainee Educational Psychologist my role involves working within schools with
teaching staff and other professionals to help promote the learning and development
of children.

As part of my training I am required to conduct a research study. Your child’s school
have kindly agreed to help me with the research and your child has been selected to
take part in this study. However, in order for your child to take part in this study I
require your signed consent. A form is enclosed at the foot of this letter for you to
sign and return to your child’s school.

The working title of my study is:

Homophobic bullying in secondary schools: a cross age and gender
analysis into young people’s views of nhame-calling.

The study will focus on gathering the views of young people in relation to name-
calling in secondary schools, looking to see whether there are any differences in
opinions across different ages and between genders, and whether the young people
see the name-calling as homophobic. i.e. terms such as “gay”, “that's so gay” or
harmless banter with nho meaning to sexual orientation and no intention to harm. The
purpose of the study is also to explore what young people think is the purpose and
intent of the name-calling and whether the young people perceive the nhame-calling
as a form of bullying and what influences young people to use this language as

name-calling.

I am also undertaking this study as the use of homophobic language is an important
area that is largely under-represented in anti-bullying policy and practice within
schools.

Therefore, a key aim of this research is to gain the young people viewpoint on the
use of homophobic language in schools to gain a greater understanding of its use
and intent and to inform future anti-bullying policy.

If your consent is given, your child’s role within the study will involve taking part in a
group discussion with five other young people of similar age and gender. This group
discussion is scheduled for November 2011. The group discussion will last for about
one hour and be undertaken in school time and on school premises in a private
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room. The group will also include a member of school staff and myself. Before the
group discussion starts the study will be explained to your child.

All discussions in the group would focus on general responses and would not involve
personal accounts. No names will be used during the group discussions, so therefore
your child’s views will remain anonymous (nameless) and not be identifiable. The
group discussions will be recorded with a Dictaphone and then later scribed. Each
young person taking part in the study will be given a number and referred to this
number during the group discussions.

Once your consent is given. I will also ask your child for their consent to become
involved in this study. A copy of the form used to ask your child for their involvement
in this study is enclosed for your attention.

Any information gathered from this study will not lead to the identification of a child,
as no names will be collected for the study; therefore, no one will be able to trace
the information gathered back to your child or their school. All information will be
kept strictly anonymous. Anyone involved in the study has the right to withdraw at
any point, even after the questions have been answered.

The information gathered from this study will be used for my University thesis. All
responses from the study will be stored securely and kept in accordance with the
University’s regulations for data storage, where following the completion of the study
there is a requirement that any data gathered will be preserved and accessible for
ten years after the data has been collected. Only my supervisor, Dr Jane Leadbetter
at the University of Birmingham and I will have access to your responses.

As previously mentioned, the study is scheduled to run in November 2011. The
information gathered from this study will be written up for a doctoral thesis. The
findings of this study could inform and develop your child’s school’s anti-bullying

policy.

If you would like to receive further information or have an informal discussion
regarding this study please contact me on xxxxxxxx between Monday and Thursday
and I will be happy to talk to you. Furthermore, my supervisor, Dr Jane Leadbetter
can be contacted on

Please sign and return the slip below to agree to your child taking part in this study.
Please return the slip no later than Friday the 4™ of November 2011.

Thank you, your time is greatly valued and appreciated.
Yours Sincerely

Will Cross, Doctoral Trainee Educational Psychologist

158



Please return this slip no later than Friday the 4™ of November 2011.

Child's name Year group

Gender: o Male, oFemale (please tick appropriate boxes)

ol give my consent for my child to take part in a group discussion about name-
calling in schools

Signed Parent/carer

Thank you, your time is greatly valued and appreciated.

Yours Sincerely

Will Cross, Doctoral Trainee Educational Psychologist
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Appendix 3:
Pupil Information Sheet: Pilot Study

My name is Will Cross and I am a Trainee Educational Psychologist. My role involves
working within schools with teachers and other professionals to help promote the
learning and development of children.

I am currently involved in a study looking at pupils’ views about name-calling in
secondary schools. Your school have kindly agreed to help me with the study and
you have been chosen to take part in this study. Your parent/s have given their
consent for you to take part in this study. I am therefore writing to ask if you would
like to take part in this study. The working title of my research is:

Homophobic bullying in secondary schools: a cross age and gender
analysis into young people’s views of nhame-calling.

The research will be a study that will focus on gathering the views of young people
in relation to name-calling in secondary schools, looking to see whether there are
any differences in opinions across different ages and between genders. This focus
will be used to determine whether young people see name-calling within their

schools to be homophobic i.e. terms such as “gay”, “that's so gay” or harmless
banter with no meaning to sexual orientation and no intention to harm.

I am also undertaking this study, as the use of homophobic language is an important
area that is largely ignored in anti-bullying policy and practice within schools.
Therefore, a key aim of this study is to gain the young people viewpoint on the use
of homophobic language in schools to gain a greater understanding of its use and
intent and to inform future anti-bullying policy.

Your role within the study would involve taking part in a group discussion with five
other young people of similar age and gender. Before the group discussion starts you
will have an opportunity to agree some ground rules as a group. This group
discussion will happen in December 2011 and last for about one hour. This group
discussion will happen in school time and on school premises in a private room. The
group will also include a member of school staff and myself. Before the group
discussion starts the study will be explained to you in more detail.

All responses in the group discussion will focus on general comments about name-
calling in schools and will not involve any personal stories. No names will be used
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during the group discussions, so your views and other pupils’ views will remain
private and not be traced back to you. Instead each pupil taking part in the group
will be given a number and referred to this number during the group discussions.
The group discussions will be audio recorded and written up by me.

The group discussion will focus on name-calling in secondary schools. I would like to
use the focus group to determine what young people’s perceptions are around
name-calling in secondary schools. A particular focus would be whether certain
name-calling in schools is homophobic in nature, what you think is the purpose and
intent of the name-calling and whether you feel the name-calling is a form of bullying
and what influences young people to use this language as name-calling. All
discussions would focus on general responses and would not entail personal
recollections or stories. There will also be a no names policy.

All information will be kept strictly anonymous (nameless). During the group
discussion you may find some content offensive or discomforting. You have the right
to leave the study at any point, even after the questions in the group discussion have
been answered. You do not have to give a reason why you wish to leave the study.

The information gathered from this study will be used for my University thesis. All
responses from the study will be stored securely and kept in accordance with the
University’s regulations for data storage, where following the completion of the study
there is a requirement that any data gathered will be preserved and accessible for
ten years after the data has been collected. Only my supervisor, Dr Jane Leadbetter
at the University of Birmingham and I will have access to your responses from the
group discussion.

If after taking part in the group discussions you feel you would like to talk to
someone further about name-calling I will provide you with the contact details of a
professional in your school who you can talk too privately. Also, if you decide that
you wish to leave the study after your comments have been audio recorded, then
your comments would not be used in the study.

Having read what the study is about and if you are willing to take part, please read,
sign and return the enclosed consent form to your teacher. If you are not interested
in taking part in this study please inform your teacher, so another pupil can be
selected to take part in this study. Once you have signed this consent form you will
receive a copy of these documents.

Before the group discussion takes place, there will be an opportunity for you to meet
me and ask me some questions about the study. Also, afterwards, if you want to
talk to me again I will be available. I look forward to meeting you.

If you would like to receive further information about this study please contact me
on xxxxxxxx between Monday and Thursday and I will be happy to talk to you.
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Thank you for your time, it is greatly valued and appreciated.

Yours Sincerely

Will Cross,
Doctoral Trainee Educational Psychologist
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Pupil Consent Form

This is a consent form for pupils to sign if they wish to take part in a study about
name-calling in schools.

Please sign and return this consent form below to agree to take part in this study.

Pupils name Year group

Gender: o Male, oFemale (please tick appropriate boxes)

I give my consent to take part in this study about name-calling in schools. I consent
to the information being used as part of a thesis so long as the information remains
anonymous (nameless) and disguised so that no identification can be made. I also
understand that any record of my taking part in this study will be identified by
number only.

1) I have been told that my participation in this study will involve me in a group
discussion about name-calling in schools. I understand that this will take about an
hour to complete

2) I have been told that the general aim of the study is to gather the views of pupils
about name-calling in schools and whether the pupils see the name-calling as
homophobic or harmless banter. A further aim is to see if there are different
views across different age groups and between genders

3) I have been told that the information I provide will remain anonymous
(nameless) and not be traced back to me, as no names will be used in the study.

4) T have been told that all information for this study will be stored securely and
only Will Cross and his supervisors will have access to this information.

5) I have been told that I am free to leave the study at any time.

ol give my consent to take part in a group discussion about nhame-calling in schools

ol give my consent for my views to be audio recorded during the group discussion

Print Name:

Sign Name:

Date:
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Appendix 4
Letter to Head Teacher

Name and address of HT and school

Dear Head Teacher,

I am a Doctoral Trainee Educational Psychologist currently employed by Xxxxxxxxxx
Educational Psychology Service and based at the xxxxxxxx Centre in XXXXXXXXXX.

As part of my doctoral studies I am required to conduct a research study. The
reason for my correspondence is to request your support in recruiting participants for
the study. The working title of my research is:

Homophobic bullying in secondary schools: a cross age and gender
analysis into young people’s views of nhame-calling.

The research will be an exploratory study that will focus on gathering the
perspectives of young people in relation to name-calling in secondary schools,
looking to see whether there are any discernable differences in opinions across
different ages and between genders. This focus will be used to ascertain whether
young people perceive name-calling within their schools to be homophobic i.e. terms

such as “gay”, “that's so gay” or harmless banter with no significance to sexual
orientation and no intention to harm.

I am also undertaking this research as the use of homophobic language is an
important area that is largely under-represented in anti-bullying policy and practice
within schools.

Therefore, a key aim of this research is to gain the young people perspective on the
use of homophobic language in schools to gain a greater understanding of its use
and intent and to inform future anti-bullying policy.

The research involves running four focus groups. Each focus group will include up to
six young people. The focus groups will consist of, one group of year 7 females, one
group of year 10 females, one group of year 7 males and finally, one group of year
10 males. Parental consent and pupil assent will be sought prior to any participation
in the research. The focus group will involve a discussion lasting approximately one
hour. The discussion will focus on name-calling in secondary schools. I would like to
use the focus groups to ascertain what young people’s perceptions are around name-
calling in secondary schools. A particular focus would be whether certain name-
calling in schools is homophobic in nature, what they think is the purpose and intent
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of the name-calling and whether the young people perceive the name-calling as a
form of bullying and what influences young people to use this language as name-
calling. All discussions would focus on general responses and would not entail
personal recollections or stories. There will also be a no nhames policy.

Copies of the research questions are enclosed for your perusal.

Due to the nature of the research, any participants chosen to become involved will
need to be selected by the school/researcher. Therefore, using pupil’s predicted
grades as a selection method would ensure a cross-section of the year group’s
population and limit bias in the sample.

It is intended that data collection during the focus group discussions will be gathered
by audio recording and later transcribed. No names will be recorded or identified, as
each participant will be assigned a number and referred to as this number during the
focus group discussions.

All responses within the focus groups will remain strictly anonymous. Participants will
not be required to disclose their name, other than on consent forms. These consent
forms will be stored separately from data collected during the research, therefore, no
one will be able to trace the information gathered back to the participants or your
school. Furthermore, any individual participating in this research has the right to
withdraw from the study whenever they wish; even after the data collection has
taken place.

The information gathered from this study will be used for my University thesis. All
responses from the study will be stored securely and kept in accordance with the
University’s regulations for data storage, where following the completion of the study
there is a requirement that any data gathered will be preserved and accessible for
ten years after the data has been collected. Only my supervisor, Dr Jane Leadbetter
at the University of Birmingham and I will have access to responses.

There are certain practicalities required to ensure the research is conducted
smoothly. These include the use of a private room to conduct each of the focus
groups, to ensure confidentiality is maintained. A member of school staff will need to
be present during each of the focus groups. Time will also be needed to meet the
participants and explain the study, in addition to allocating one-hour per focus group.
The research is scheduled to be conducted in November 2011. Any findings and
feedback from the study will be made available during the spring or summer term of
2012. This feedback will be in the form of a presentation and accompanying short
report, which could inform and develop your school’s anti-bullying policy.

This research has potential benefits for your school, as it would offer an opportunity
to be involved in exploratory anti-bullying work, where findings could inform good
practice in anti-bullying policy and feed into the Local Authority’s anti-bullying
agenda.
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If these proposals are acceptable to you and you would like to receive further
information or have an informal discussion regarding this research I am happy to be
contacted on XXXXXXXXX Or XXXXXXXxxx between Monday and Thursday. Furthermore,
my supervisor, Dr Jane Leadbetter can be contacted on

The next stage would be to select the participants and gain parental consent for their
child to participate within the study. I have prepared letters to gain parental consent
and pupil assent to participate in the research and these are enclosed for your
attention.

Thank you, your time is greatly valued and appreciated.

Yours Sincerely

Will Cross
Doctoral Trainee Educational Psychologist
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Appendix 5
Parental consent form: Real Run

Dear Sir or Madam,

My name is Will Cross and I am a Doctoral Trainee Educational Psychologist currently
employed by XXXXXXXXXX Educational Psychology Service and based at the ......
Centrein ..........

As a Trainee Educational Psychologist my role involves working within schools with
teaching staff and other professionals to help promote the learning and development
of children.

As part of my training I am required to conduct a research study. Your child’s school
have kindly agreed to help me with the research and your child has been selected to
take part in this study. However, in order for your child to take part in this study I
require your signed consent. A form is enclosed at the foot of this letter for you to
sign and return to your child’s school.

The working title of my study is:

Homophobic bullying in secondary schools: a cross age and gender
analysis into young people’s views of name-calling.

The study will focus on gathering the views of young people in relation to name-
calling in secondary schools, looking to see whether there are any differences in
opinions across different ages and between genders, and whether the young people
see the name-calling as homophobic. i.e. terms such as “gay”, “that's so gay” or
harmless banter with no meaning to sexual orientation and no intention to harm. The
purpose of the study is also to explore what young people think is the purpose and
intent of the name-calling and whether the young people perceive the nhame-calling
as a form of bullying and what influences young people to use this language as

name-calling.

I am also undertaking this study as the use of homophobic language is an important
area that is largely under-represented in anti-bullying policy and practice within
schools.

Therefore, a key aim of this research is to gain the young people viewpoint on the
use of homophobic language in schools to gain a greater understanding of its use
and intent and to inform future anti-bullying policy.

If your consent is given, your child’s role within the study will involve taking part in a

group discussion with five other young people of similar age and gender. This group
discussion is scheduled for November 2011. The group discussion will last for about
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one hour and be undertaken in school time and on school premises in a private
room. The group will also include a member of school staff and myself. Before the
group discussion starts the study will be explained to your child.

All discussions in the group would focus on general responses and would not involve
personal accounts. No names will be used during the group discussions, so therefore
your child’s views will remain anonymous (nameless) and not be identifiable. The
group discussions will be recorded with a Dictaphone and then later scribed. Each
young person taking part in the study will be given a number and referred to this
number during the group discussions.

Once your consent is given. I will also ask your child for their consent to become
involved in this study. A copy of the form used to ask your child for their involvement
in this study is enclosed for your attention.

Any information gathered from this study will not lead to the identification of a child,
as no names will be collected for the study; therefore, no one will be able to trace
the information gathered back to your child or their school. All information will be
kept strictly anonymous. Anyone involved in the study has the right to withdraw at
any point, even after the questions have been answered.

The information gathered from this study will be used for my University thesis. All
responses from the study will be stored securely and kept in accordance with the
University’s regulations for data storage, where following the completion of the study
there is a requirement that any data gathered will be preserved and accessible for
ten years after the data has been collected. Only my supervisor, Dr Jane Leadbetter
at the University of Birmingham and I will have access to your responses.

As previously mentioned, the study is scheduled to run in November 2011. The

information gathered from this study will be written up for a doctoral thesis. The
findings of this study could inform and develop your child’s school’s anti-bullying

policy.

If you would like to receive further information or have an informal discussion
regarding this study please contact me on xxxxxxxxxx between Monday and
Thursday and I will be happy to talk to you. Furthermore, my supervisor, Dr Jane
Leadbetter can be contacted on

Please sign and return the slip below to agree to your child taking part in this study.
Please return the slip no later than Tuesday the 15" of November 2011.

Thank you, your time is greatly valued and appreciated.
Yours Sincerely

Will Cross, Doctoral Trainee Educational Psychologist
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Please return this slip no later than Friday the 15" of November 2011.

Child's name Year group

Gender: o Male, oFemale (please tick appropriate boxes)

ol give my consent for my child to take part in a group discussion about name-
calling in schools

Signed Parent/carer

Thank you, your time is greatly valued and appreciated.

Yours Sincerely

Will Cross, Doctoral Trainee Educational Psychologist
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Appendix 6
Pupil Information Sheet

My name is Will Cross and I am a Trainee Educational Psychologist. My role involves
working within schools with teachers and other professionals to help promote the
learning and development of children.

I am currently involved in a study looking at pupils’ views about name-calling in
secondary schools. Your school have kindly agreed to help me with the study and
you have been chosen to take part in this study. Your parent/s have given their
consent for you to take part in this study. I am therefore writing to ask if you would
like to take part in this study. The working title of my research is:

Homophobic bullying in secondary schools: a cross age and gender
analysis into young people’s views of nhame-calling.

The research will be a study that will focus on gathering the views of young people
in relation to name-calling in secondary schools, looking to see whether there are
any differences in opinions across different ages and between genders. This focus
will be used to determine whether young people see name-calling within their

schools to be homophobic i.e. terms such as “gay”, “that's so gay” or harmless
banter with no meaning to sexual orientation and no intention to harm.

I am also undertaking this study, as the use of homophobic language is an important
area that is largely ignored in anti-bullying policy and practice within schools.
Therefore, a key aim of this study is to gain the young people viewpoint on the use
of homophobic language in schools to gain a greater understanding of its use and
intent and to inform future anti-bullying policy.

Your role within the study would involve taking part in a group discussion with five
other young people of similar age and gender. Before the group discussion starts you
will have an opportunity to agree some ground rules as a group. This group
discussion will happen in December 2011 and last for about one hour. This group
discussion will happen in school time and on school premises in a private room. The
group will also include a member of school staff and myself. Before the group
discussion starts the study will be explained to you in more detail.
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All responses in the group discussion will focus on general comments about name-
calling in schools and will not involve any personal stories. No names will be used
during the group discussions, so your views and other pupils’ views will remain
private and not be traced back to you. Instead each pupil taking part in the group
will be given a number and referred to this number during the group discussions.
The group discussions will be audio recorded and written up by me.

The group discussion will focus on name-calling in secondary schools. I would like to
use the focus group to determine what young people’s perceptions are around
name-calling in secondary schools. A particular focus would be whether certain
name-calling in schools is homophobic in nature, what you think is the purpose and
intent of the name-calling and whether you feel the name-calling is a form of bullying
and what influences young people to use this language as name-calling. All
discussions would focus on general responses and would not entail personal
recollections or stories. There will also be a no names policy.

All information will be kept strictly anonymous (nameless). During the group
discussion you may find some content offensive or discomforting. You have the right
to leave the study at any point, even after the questions in the group discussion have
been answered. You do not have to give a reason why you wish to leave the study.

The information gathered from this study will be used for my University thesis. All
responses from the study will be stored securely and kept in accordance with the
University’s regulations for data storage, where following the completion of the study
there is a requirement that any data gathered will be preserved and accessible for
ten years after the data has been collected. Only my supervisor, Dr Jane Leadbetter
at the University of Birmingham and I will have access to your responses from the
group discussion.

If after taking part in the group discussions you feel you would like to talk to
someone further about name-calling I will provide you with the contact details of a
professional in your school who you can talk too privately. Also, if you decide that
you wish to leave the study after your comments have been audio recorded, then
your comments would not be used in the study.

Having read what the study is about and if you are willing to take part, please read,
sign and return the enclosed consent form to your teacher. If you are not interested
in taking part in this study please inform your teacher, so another pupil can be
selected to take part in this study. Once you have signed this consent form you will
receive a copy of these documents.

Before the group discussion takes place, there will be an opportunity for you to meet

me and ask me some questions about the study. Also, afterwards, if you want to
talk to me again I will be available. I look forward to meeting you.
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If you would like to receive further information about this study please contact me
on 0300 1261013 between Monday and Thursday and I will be happy to talk to you.
Furthermore, my supervisor, Dr Jane Leadbetter can be contacted on

Thank you for your time, it is greatly valued and appreciated.

Yours Sincerely

Will Cross,
Doctoral Trainee Educational Psychologist
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Pupil Consent Form

This is a consent form for pupils to sign if they wish to take part in a study about
name-calling in schools.

Please sign and return this consent form below to agree to take part in this study.

Pupils name Year group

Gender: o Male, oFemale (please tick appropriate boxes)

I give my consent to take part in this study about name-calling in schools. I consent
to the information being used as part of a thesis so long as the information remains
anonymous (nameless) and disguised so that no identification can be made. I also
understand that any record of my taking part in this study will be identified by
number only.

6) I have been told that my participation in this study will involve me in a group
discussion about name-calling in schools. I understand that this will take about an
hour to complete

7) I have been told that the general aim of the study is to gather the views of pupils
about name-calling in schools and whether the pupils see the name-calling as
homophobic or harmless banter. A further aim is to see if there are different
views across different age groups and between genders

8) I have been told that the information I provide will remain anonymous
(nameless) and not be traced back to me, as no names will be used in the study.

9) I have been told that all information for this study will be stored securely and
only Will Cross and his supervisors will have access to this information.

10)I have been told that I am free to leave the study at any time.

ol give my consent to take part in a group discussion about nhame-calling in schools

ol give my consent for my views to be audio recorded during the group discussion

Print Name:

Sign Name:

Date:
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Appendix 7 and 16
Script for the Focus group procedure/schedule/delivery

An exemplar.

1) Welcome and introductions
I will welcome the pupils into the room, and introduce the member of school staff
and myself. Each pupil will be seated around a table and allocated a number.
Thank pupils for coming to the focus group
The Dictaphone and the microphone will be positioned in the centre of the table to
ensure voices are recorded (this will be checked prior to the focus group
commencing).

2) What focus group will entail
I will explain the order of the session, and that the group discussion will last about
an hour. Prior to the questions being presented in the focus group, the purpose and
topic of the research will be reiterated, ensuring all participants understand the
research aims.
The working title of my study is:
Homophobic bullying in secondary schools: a cross age and gender
analysis into young people’s views of nhame-calling.
Ethical considerations pertaining to confidentiality, anonymity and rights to withdraw
will be made explicit.
Practicalities: Private room, seating and the numbers on the table will be explained
to the pupils, ensuring that prior to speaking they say their number so when
transcribing them I can identify who has said what.
Ask pupils to talk loud and clearly to ensure the microphone picks up their
comments.

3) Setting up group ground rules

Prior to questions being asked, ground rules will be established within the group.
Ground rules will establish conduct around confidentiality and the requirement to
keep information and discussions within the group. It will be explained to all
participants within the focus group that anything said within the group will remain
confidential unless the individual discloses something that puts them or others at risk
of harm or is illegal. In this case the pupils would be informed that safeguarding
procedures would need to be adhered to. The participating school’s confidentiality
and safeguarding policies would need to be consulted and appropriate steps
followed.

Possible ground rules for the focus group may include:

* Confidentiality and anonymity — we will not be using any names today, so no
names will be used in this group

* What is said in this room stays in this room (researchers and pupil’s
commitment).

* No personal comments or put downs

* One speaker at a time, ensuring all members of the group has an opportunity to
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speak if they want to. (Raise hand when you wish to speak).

Importance of honesty

Listen to each other, try not to interrupt each other

Keep to time and move to next question when asked

Be aware of others’ and your own feelings in the group

Acknowledge and respect that other people are entitled to their viewpoints

Although these are examples above, rules will be kept to a maximum of 5 and the
group will be asked to devise them collaboratively to ensure they have some
ownership over the boundaries within the group.

4) The research questions

All questions will be asked in this order, if we run out of time, I may have to move
the conversation on to ensure all questions are asked and answered.

Introductory question: What types/examples of name-calling do you hear in school?

Why do you think some people are called names like ‘gay’ in school?

What is the purpose of the name-calling? (Intent: banter or harmful intent),
(Why do people use these words for name-calling? why do you think this sort of
name-calling occurs?)

(What does it mean/imply), If these names are used are the people using the
names homophobic? (Define homophobic — negative attitudes and feelings about
someone’s real or perceived sexual orientation).

What are your feelings about using the word gay or similar words as name-
calling? (How is it received by the YP?) — If this language is used in schools
what’s it like being on the end of it?

Do you think using the word gay, or similar words as name-calling is intentionally
offensive and harmful?

Who is the name-calling offensive and harmful too? (Is the language intentionally
used by YP to be homophobic in nature)?

What is the word gay used to mean/refer too? Why is it used?

Is there any other name-calling that happens in school you think is homophobic?
Why are these examples homophobic?

Is this kind of name-calling used by YP in schools seen as homophobic by other
YP?

Do you think using words such as gay (and other words donated) is a form of
bullying? Even when friends do it? When said to a gay person?

In your opinion, what influences YP to use these words/kind of language in
schools? (Have you got to be seen to use it — culturally acceptable)

How do the views come about to use the word gay?

5) Finishing and pupil questions

The session will be drawn to a close and pupils will be given an opportunity to ask
me any questions they have.

6) Any follow up’s
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If any pupils wish to discuss the content or outcome of the discussion groups
there will be time allocated for the pupil to discuss this after the group has
disbanded.

If a pupil discloses a bullying incident, the disclosure will be treated respectfully
and responsibly by referring to the schools anti-bullying policy (see appendix 10)
If the concern is a faith-based response, guidance in responding to these
concerns are detailed in appendix 9.

If the young person raises an issue about their own sexuality or ambivalence to
their sexuality, the procedure in appendix 8 will be followed.

7) Finally, all pupils will be thanked for their time and commitment during the
study
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Appendix 8

Guidance on Sexual Ambivalence

Procedure to follow if a young person expresses confusion/ambivalence about their
own sexuality during, or as a result of the research

A potential risk in conducting this research is if a young person expresses
confusion/ambivalence about their own sexuality during the research, if this occurs
clear protocols will be followed to ensure the YP is fully supported and respected.

Prior to the research commencing the researcher will seek information on the
protocols of supporting young person who are unclear about their sexuality from the
LA Anti-bullying lead to ensure the appropriate procedure and protocol is adhered to.
Furthermore, advice from the Lesbian, Gay and Bisexual (LGB) support group within
the local area area will be sought prior to research commencing to ensure support
arrangements will be available.

Any decisions made regarding accessing supportive networks will be the young
person’s choice.

Key points for cases when a young person expresses confusion/ambivalence about
their own sexuality

If a young person raises an issue that signifies they are ambivalent about their own
sexuality during this research there will be procedures to support the young person
to ensure they feel safe and secure to discuss their views and feelings.

The young person will decide whom they wish to talk to.

From the initial conversation, the young person will be informed that they are not on
their own and there are other people in school and outside school that can offer
support and advice. It will be advocated that there is no right or wrong way to be,
everybody is unique.

Any discussions will remain confidential, and only discussed with those whom the
young person chooses, ensuring that the young person’s best interests are met.
They will not be pressured to discuss the issue and must feel safe to discuss it and
when they wish to discuss it. The young person’s needs and perspective will be
respected throughout the process and they will receive support in school and be
signposted to supportive external services who are experienced and proficient in
supporting individuals to make this journey of self discovery.
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Procedure of support when a young person expresses confusion/ambivalence about
their own sexuality

All staff members need to be prepared for a student who may express ambivalence
about their sexuality not only during this research but in general, and the following
points may support such preparations:

1) Schools should communicate a message to LGB young people that they are
valued equally; will be treated equally to other students, and that the school
leadership will ensure their safety and support.

2) It is critical that a young LGB person discovering their sexual orientation feels
supported and valued, regardless of whether or not they disclose their sexual
orientation.

3) When a young person questions or affirms that they believe they are lesbian,
gay or bisexual they are disclosing their sexual orientation and identity. It is
important that this is not interpreted as a statement of engagement in sexual
behaviour. However, the advice given in the Child Protection Guidelines relating
to sexual activity applies to all students regardless of their sexual orientation.

4)  Only if school authorities have legitimate cause for concern for the student’s
safety should engagement with the student’s parents be made. Often a young
person experiences intense fear of rejection by his/her family and consequently
finds it easier to discuss this with others first. (GLEN, 2009).

5) A positive experience of discussing sexuality to others, where they are met with
acceptance is critical to safeguarding the young person’s mental health and well-
being; it can also lessen the fear of the young person eventually disclosing to
his/her family and friends (Mayock, et al, 2009)

Should a young person expresses confusion/ambivalence about their own sexuality
as a result of this research the following may be implemented, depending on
circumstance:

1) The young person views and opinions will remain confidential. Confidentiality
will be retained through a private forum, private room and allocated staff for
the young person to talk to.

2) Liaison with key staff in the school will be offered, should the young person
require or request further support

3) No information will be shared to other staff and only information that puts the
young person at risk will be disclosed, otherwise, the discussions will remain
confidential.

4) The young person will also be signposted to external support groups, such as
the local LGB group, should they wish for further experienced and supportive
information

5) The young person will decide on how or whether the information is shared
with others, including their parents, bar, if the information shared puts them
at risk.
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Appendix 9

Faith-based responses: A clear protocol

Focusing on homophobic language and highlighting the topic of homophobic name-
calling in secondary schools may raise awareness of the issue and therefore some
pupils or parents of different faiths may respond adversely to the research.

If these instances do occur, it will be made clear by the researcher that the purpose
of raising the issue of homophobic name-calling in schools is not to promote
homosexuality or LGBT issues but to raise awareness that will lead to the prevention
of this form of bullying and feed into anti-bullying work. It will be acknowledged that
this form of bullying is unacceptable.

It will be communicated that all pupils, regardless of their sexual orientation and
religious following/beliefs can become victims of homophobic name-calling in
schools, which should not be tolerated. It will also be made abundantly clear that
the contemporary legislation, such as The Equality Act (2010), stipulates clearly that
no one should be treated less favourably on the grounds of sexual orientation and
this is a form of discrimination and therefore is not only immoral but also illegal. It is
essentially a form of identity-based bullying/prejudicial bullying and therefore needs
to be challenged, as does any other form of identity-based bullying, such as: gender,
ethnicity, disability, age and religious following.

The equality and human rights commission (2010) report will be referred to: “no
discrimination or identity based prejudice is acceptable.”

Therefore, it is the law to recognize that all individuals, regardless of their gender,
religious beliefs, age, ethnicity, disability and sexual orientation have a right to live a
life free from discrimination, harassment and victimization.

The homophobic guidance published by Stonewall in 2007 clarifies when homophobic
bullying, and name-calling occurs:

‘Homophobic bullying occurs when bullying is motivated by prejudice against lesbian,
gay, bisexual or transgender people.’ The guidance identifies those who can
experience homophobic bullying as:

. Young people who are lesbian, gay or bisexual (LGB).

. Young people who are thought to be lesbian, gay or bisexual.

. Young people who are different in some way — they may not act like

the other boys or girls.

. Young people who have gay friends, or family, or their parents/carers

are gay.

. Teachers, who may or may not be lesbian, gay or bisexual.
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It will be stipulated, that if this language and name-calling goes unchallenged then
there will be a perception that this form of prejudicial bullying is acceptable, when it
should be treated on par with a sexist or racist incident, ensuring that the statutory
rights of all individuals are made explicit, and highlighting the need to challenge
homophobic name-calling in schools and promote tolerance of individual differences
regardless of what these differences entail. Overall, schools’ as communities have a
legal obligation to ensure all of their pupils are free from discrimination and bullying.
The school as a community advocates an environment free from prejudice.

The school’s role

On religious or other grounds, some parents may be resistant to issues of sexual
orientation being openly explored and heterosexist and homophobic attitudes and
behaviours being challenged. The school will need to use opportunities to explore
attitudes with these parents and carers whilst making school policy and sanctions for
those who are homophobic clear.

Parents and carers who are lesbian, gay or bisexual will want to feel welcomed into
the school and feel that their children are safe in school and learning in an
environment which acknowledges their family situation.

In addition, some parents and carers of children and young people who have to deal
with the emotional turmoil of their child being bullied may also have to come to
terms with their child’s sexual orientation at the same time.

For all these reasons, it is crucial that the school considers how best to give clear,
unequivocal messages to parents/carers and to their local community concerning its
policies and strategies in working towards maintaining a school environment which is
inclusive of all sexual orientations. All of Us (2007)

This will include how to value different faith perspectives whilst ensuring clarity that
prejudice of any kind is unacceptable within the school. A student using a faith-based
reason to validate homophobic bullying should be challenged in the same way as for
any other student - stating the school stance and developing empathetic
understanding. Specific religious teaching may also be used to supplement this
approach and faith community representatives may have a key role in challenging
the pupil’s understanding and actions. All of Us (2007)

If pupils use comment that their faith does not allow homosexuality, than a standard
response is that all religions promote tolerance and respect for your fellow human

beings or no religion condones bullying. You may have faith based opinions on
homosexuality but it is how you express those opinions that matters.

Therefore the protocol for dealing with faith-based incidents should they arise will
be:

1) To offer a personal response in school or over the phone
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2) To explain the purposes of the research in more detail — emphasizing that the
research aims are to support prevention not promotion of these issues

3) To discuss contemporary legislation, such as The Equality Act (2010) and how
this applies to the issues I am raising and compare it to other forms of
identity-based bullying

4) To refer to guidance and the participating school’s Anti-Bullying Policy

5) To re-assert that those who do not wish to be involved in the study are free to
abstain and have freedom of choice whether to share their views, it is
therefore not compulsory to be involved in the research.

6) It will also be made explicit that any form of discrimination or prejudice needs
to be challenged in schools and beyond, with a view to creating tolerance.

Refer to The Equality Act 2010
To accompany appendices 8,9, 10 and 11
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Appendix 10

Dealing with bullying disclosures

There is a possibility that discussing name-calling will lead to participants disclosing
experiences of being bullied or bullying, therefore, the following measures will be in
place to respond to such issues should they arise.

Procedure to deal with disclosure of bullying incidents

1) The researcher and the chosen designated member of staff within the school
will provide support on an individual basis for any participant who has been
affected by the discussion of the topic or contents of the study. For instance all
YP will be offered the option of a debriefing session to ensure if there is a
confidential, supportive and safe forum in which to discuss their concerns and to
ensure the disclosure is treated respectfully and responsibly in line with the
schools anti-bullying policy. Following this first port of call, the following
measures will be implemented:

2) Information regarding any disclosed bullying incidents will be reported to the
designated professional in the school, i.e. the anti-bullying lead.

3) Furthermore, if a participant discloses that they have been subjected to bullying
then their participation in the study will be reviewed and procedures followed
according to the school anti-bullying policy. This will be dependent on the time
and extent of the incident and also depend on the young person’s permission to
pursue the incident. All participants, and this will be reiterated, have the right to
withdraw at any time, without stating the reasons for their withdrawal.

4) If needed/requested the participant will be signposted to school counselling
services.

5) Other people know to the young person, will be informed of the disclosure,
pending whether they wish this information to be shared with other parties.

Throughout the process the school’s anti-bullying procedures will be followed
throughout, ensuring all reporting and monitoring procedures are followed
accordingly.

An example of how a disclosure will be dealt with, should the case arise:

1) Any disclosure will follow the pupil reporting systems detailed in the school’s
anti-bullying policy. Pupils gain support from an adult they trust in school

2) All incidents will be reported and signposted to the designated staff member,
such as the safeguarding or anti-bullying lead professional.

3) Disclosures will be dealt will following the recording and reporting procedures,
ensuring responses are respectful and kept as confidential as possible. If anyone
says anything that puts them at risk or is illegal it will be passed onto the
safeguarding officer in the school.
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4)

5)

6)

Actions will be investigated taking account of the procedures in the school’s
anti-bullying policy

View to challenge bullying and bully behaviour — where monitoring and
interventions will be implemented in accordance with the school’s anti-bullying
policy.

Support for the bullied young person will be put in place. The bullied young
person 