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Schooling, gender and sexuality
Diana Leonard

In this paper I shall try to give an overview of the recent history of concerns with gender
and education and associated theory and research in the UK, ending with an argument

about the importance of such contemporary history.

Historical context and changing concerns

In Britain, as in Japan, the first wave of feminism in the late 19th and early twentieth
century, up to the 1914-18 war, was concerned to open up education to girls, both at
primary, secondary and university level. The education provided for the children of the
poor, those of the well to do and those of the upper classes was sharply differentiated, but
in all cases the education of girls was inferior to that of boys, and directed girls towards a
domestic future. For instance, in the case of working class girls, they were educated to be
first servants in the houses of the middle classes and later the wives of working class men
and mothers. They therefore learned sewing and laundry rather than arithmetic - which
was an unnecessary skill and which it was argued, might upset both their reproductive
organs and their deferential demeanor. One of the important activities of feminist historians
has been to trace back and rewrite the history of education - including the history of the
teaching profession - this time recognizing two genders and the significance of ‘sex

antagonisms’ for the structuring of the field.

With the establishment of universal primary education in England in 1870, and the opening
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of new grammar and boarding schools for middle class girls to parallel those for boys in
the same period, the concern became more the provision of improved education at all
levels - from nursery through the curriculum of primary education, and the widening of
what had previously been a ‘ladder’ into a wide ‘staircase’ for able working class children
to progressinto secondary schooling.Some universities (including the University of London)
admitted small numbers of women in the late nineteenth century, but others held out
much longer and women were awarded degrees at Cambridge only in 1948, i.e. just ten

years before I myself went there.

The sociology of education which I first encountered in the 1960s was thus focused upon
social class differences and the effects of universal secondary education (from 11 to 14,
then 15 and now 16) and comprehensive schooling. It was accepted that coeducation was
the way forward. Mixed-sex schooling had been introduced into ‘progressive’ middle
class schools at the turn of the century partly because of fears about homosexuality in
single sex boarding school, and all state primary schools were coeducational by the 1960s
and most state secondary schools - though not all private schools or church - were
coeducational by the 1970s. With coeducation, any issues of girls continuing disadvantage
were thought to have been resolved, and the differences which remained, for instance in
subject choice, were seen as not major problems because they were generally appropriate

for the different future lives of boys and girls.
The 1970s: gender, race and class

Into this erupted the new social movements (notably anti-racism and feminism) of the late
1960s and 70s, stressing (in the UK) both the educational disadvantaging of the children of
migrants from the Caribbean and Indian sub-continent, and the continuing disadvantages
for girls. Also, slightly later, concern was voiced about the lack of support for homosexual
pupils in schools and the continuing segregation of those with disabilities in ‘special’
schools. The Black and women’s movements caused the enactment of new anti-
discrimination legislation (including the Sex Discrimination Act, 1975, which included a
requirement for equality of education) and new ‘quasi governmental organizations’ (the

Commission for Race Equality and the Equal Opportunities Commission), with
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responsibilities for enforcing the law. They also produced new analytical concepts, such as

gender’, ‘sexism’, and ‘patriarchy’.

These were exciting times. Feminist activists formed women’s groups for support and
used consciousness raising to discover and explore new issues. In schools we began
empirical, often action research to support ideas drawn from women’s and girls’ experience.
These studies by academics or teacher-researchers, looked at how, eg, tﬁore teacher
attention was given to boys; the continuing difference in the curriculum offered to boys
and girls (and the career consequences of this); and how even when girls could access the
same curriculum, or sit the same examinations, the content was weighted towards boys
and men’s interests and seeing a female name (or a foreign name) at the top of an exam

paper affected judgements of its worth.

We also worried about the low numbers of women in science and engineering (as did the
Government), and there were a number of initiatives to change the focus of science, to
interest girls and give them access to resources in schools, and to encourage them to
continue with science at university. A Report from HMI (the school inspectorate) had
pointed out that girls were less likely to take physics in mixed schools than in single sex
schools (and boys less likely to take history and languages in mixed schools) even though
there were facilities available to them in such schools. (Many girls-only schools had not
had appropriate laboratories.) So we also reopened the issue of the merits of coeducation
and asserted that girls did better in single sex schools - though subsequent research

suggests this is more a matter of the type of school: most selective schools were single sex

Women entered the universities as undergraduates in greater numbers at this time, but
feminists were concerned about the low proportion of women among those doing research
(only 15% of Ph.D. students were women in the early 1970s (Leonard 1997)) and this
meant not only poor career prospects for women as faculty in colleges and universities,
but also that little new knowledge from a radical feminist perspective was produced.
There was therefore a struggle to establish a new area of teaching - women’s studies -
which first added women in to course material, and later went on to challenge the whole

nature of the disciplines and revitalize them. It also utilized a more ‘women-friendly’
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pedagogy.
The 1980s: diversities and complexities

By the mid 80s we had achieved great success in raising awareness of girls’ situation in
schools and in influencing local politicians and Local Education Authorities (LEAs) to
appoint specialists to give advice to schools (Leonard & Hey 1993). (The Australians
coined the new word ‘femocrat’ for those whose work combined feminism and bureaucracy,
i.e. government employment.) In the Institute of Education we operated as the coordinating
centre for eight LEAs and had a former teacher appointed to run courses for their teachers.
Each LEA had a number of schools (between 10 and 40) which had elected to participate
in the scheme, and each school had appointed an Equal Opportunities Co-ordinator. Staff
were given time out to attend meetings to discuss the issue and to plan and evaluate their

own small scale projects.

There were differences of opinion among the teachers, advisors and researchers involved

in this work as to what they considered needed to be changed.

- Some wanted merely to adjust what they saw as a physically based binary relationship
which had gone out of balance socially. They stressed changing attitudes, and
particularly the attitudes of senior people such as headteachers, backed up with legal
requirements as to what was and was not allowed under the Sex Discrimination Act.
Others saw male advantage everywhere and wanted a radical change in the
whole society. They saw gender differences part of an exploitative system and
stressed the way the content of the curriculum was biased towards boys’
interests - everything from the content of story books, what was regarded as
the right answer to science questions, which sports were seen as the source of
schools’ prestige - and the ways in which boys dominated classrooms and
playgrounds. They were particularly important in pointing out the extent to
which certain boys harassed girls and other boys (and some teachers) verbally
and physically.

Others stressed the intertwining of gender issues with those of social class and
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raceand argued thatschools reproduced not only class(see the work of Bourdieu

and Bernstein and others) but also gender and race inequalities. They thought

feminism should not focus only on gender but be equally concerned with

other social inequalities.
Similar divisions, and hot debates, existed within women’s studies in adult education and
postgraduate work in universities. All these areas expanded rapidly thanks to student
demand and the increasing numbers of faculty who were interested in teaching them
(Adkins and Leonard 1992).

Research on lesbian and gay teenagers at the time showed just what difficult experiences
they had in schools, and one in five were said to have seriously considered or attempted
suicide. In London various groups started to produce resources to give more ‘positive
images’, including stocking and indexing books with homosexual themes in school libraries,
and discussing sexuality (sexual practice and life-style) not just in strictly defined ‘sex
education’ but also in social and health education and in history and English literature
classes. There were struggles to prevent openly homosexual staff from being dismissed
from teaching jobs in schools, and for a recognition that some children live with lesbian or

gay parents (Epstein and Johnson 1999).

Alongside this, from the 1970s to 1990s, there were radical changes in women'’s participation
in the UK labour market. We moved from a presumption that women would work till
they married, then drop out for childcare, returning possibly part-time in their 40s or
should they lose their husbands, to an expectation that women would be in continuous
full-time employment except for occasional periods out. (We should note that this had in
fact been the actual experience of many working class women for many years, since they
had to contribute to family finances, and it was also the expectation of African Caribbean

women.)

There was also a reduced stability of marriage and an enormous increase in socio-economic
inequality in the UK over the same period. This has resulted in shockingly high rates of
child poverty (see the UNICEF Report 2000) and consequent ‘social exclusion’, which has

much concerned the New Labour government. Even if their current policies to tackle this
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are successful, the effects will take years to work through. The worst cases of poverty are
in the urban inner city and poor rural communities, and are reflected in the markedly
lower education results of both boys and girls in these areas. Child poverty probably bears
especially heavily on working class mothers, and also on working class girls who have
different domestic responsibilities from their brothers and are expected to do housework
and to emotionally support their mothers (especially single mothers). (I am in the process

of writing up aresearch project on this topic.)
The 1990s: deconstruction and some reconstruction

Much of the LEA support structures and actions in school were rapidly lost at the end of
the 1980s when central (Conservative) government moved against what they termed ‘loony
leftism’ (Leonard 2000). This was particularly an attack on local government giving support
to homosexual rights and having specialist race units, but it also affected feminist activities.
The opposition (Labour) party failed to support its more left-wing local branches in the
metropolitan areas because it was concerned to get elected nationally. Parliament shifted
funds away from local to central control, so there was no longer money for the femocrats
or the sorts of initiatives we had had at the Institute. In addition major changes were made
very swiftly to the education system, with the introduction of a National Curriculum and
regular testing to measure levels of pupil achievement in schools; changes to teacher
education with a much tighter, externally imposed curriculum; and a revised form of
school inspection. Higher education also underwent rapid change with large increases in
undergraduate student numbers and declining funding for each, along with measurement

of research productivity and assessment of teaching quality.

Adapting to this hasoccupied most of teachers’ and lecturers’ attention and greatly increased
their work load. The National Curriculum evened out much of the previous discriminatory
differences in subject ‘choice’ between boys and girls (though some of its good effects are
diminishing as more variety is being allowed), but the overall concern with improved
standards and effectiveness and efficiency has been antipathetic to work on equity. As is
frequently said, ‘equal opportunities is not high on the agenda nowadays’. The new

guidelines for school inspections initially covered consideration of equity issues, but this
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disappeared in revised Instructions. Similarly, recent reports on higher education (Harris
1996, Dearing 1997) have regarded gender and race inequalities as issues which have been
resolved, and so there has been very little monitoring of the differential effects of recent

changes.

After the particular vilification of radical work on sexuality, sex education has acquired a
special status as a subject area in schools. Its curriculum has to be specially overviewed by
the school governors, and many teachers are frightened to discuss lesbian and gay issues
or even to interfere when pupils bully each other using homophobic abuse (thanks to an
obscure Section 28 in a Local Government Act which forbids the ‘promotion’ of
homosexuality. New elements in the National Curriculum for Ciizenship and Personal,

Social and Health Education require the promotion of ‘family values’.

SATs and the publication of league tables of schools’ exam results were introduced to
increase the accountability of those who are publicly funded, and to encourage competition
between schools, which was thought to improve standards. But they have shown up
unexpected results. Girls are doing well and outperforming (and being seen to substantially
outperform) boys. As a result we now have a panic about boys supposed underachievement
in literacy in primary school and on average across the fields in the 16+ examinations (see
my companion paper). This is probably because girls in school now look forward to a very
different future from their grandmothers, and they have different needs of education, and
are more willing to compete. There are also the effects of the changes in the curriculum
and pedagogy resulting from feminist interventions, and girls’ more school appropriate
behaviour - the work harder and help each other more than do many boys. However the
panic about boys has lead to a policy concern shift resources to special provision for boys,
and the re-emergence of sex antagonistic and biologistic explanations (see Epstein et al
1998).

Because gender is now firmly on the performance agenda, it has been possible to get
money to do research on gender - provided boys are mentioned specifically. We have
therefore had an Economic and Social Research funded seminar series at the Institute on

‘Areboys Underachieving? asking some very basic questions about which boys and which
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girls do well or badly and why. There is also new research on masculinity, and on the
intersection of gender raceand class, much of it influenced by post-structuralism (e.g. Hey
1997, Skelton 2001). I personally have done recent work on, for example, gender and
special educational needs (Daniels et al. 1999), gender and learning among 11 year olds,
and violence in secondary schools (see companion paper). This stresses how social
inequalities are constantly reconstructed in micro interactions in schools, and how different
inequalities, e.g. gender and race, influence each other, as well as the affects of individual

teachers’ pedagogic style and the management strategies of the school Headteacher.

Despite this interesting work, one effect of intensification and marketization (and now the
exodus of teachers from schools to other jobs partly because of their changed terms and
conditions of employment) has been decline in interest in doing Masters degrees, especially
in what are now seen as ‘non vocational’ fields like women’s studies or gender. Hence the
interesting work we are doing in not getting fed back to practitioners. There is also a
tightening government grip on what shall count as ‘good’ research to guide policy - with a
preference for scientific, randomized control testing. This is being somewhat countered by
the mushrooming of a new professional doctoral degree, the Ed.D, which encourages
research as a mode of staff development. Ed.D students are experienced educational
professionals and many of them are doing - and publishing - action research and/or

studies of their own specific institutions.

We have thus lost a great deal of the head start in practical equity projects which we had
in the UK, thanks to the narrowing down of concern with education to a focus on its
importance to national development and competitiveness, rather than its being for the
personal enrichment of citizens or a means of social engineering. But we may be moving
to some reaction to this, and to a lesser trust in school effectiveness, new managerialism
and 'Ieaderéhip' as the ways forward, as research shows some of their short—comirigs and
unintended consequences. (If time allowed I could also talk about the gender dimension
to these ideas - the over-rising belief in masculine values embedded in such beliefs (Leonard

2000). But I must draw to a conclusion!)
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Importance of historical and comparative perspective

One of the important contributions of academics and activists is to write contemporary
history and evaluate causal inter-connections so as to take a wider perspective and to help
practitioners understand situations. It is also important to let newcomers to the field know
what has been tried in the past and why things succeeded or failed. Many of my education
students today arrive with no knowledge of gender politics and how we got to be where
we are today. They think the changes in women'’s position in the labour market and the
family ‘just happened’ as society moved forward. They think that girls and women’s
access to education came easily: that the path was straight forward and with no turnings
back. This is because the curriculum they study as trainee teachers or in their courses for
further professional development or for becoming headteachers do not deal with gender
in any detail and they are taught by people who have no specialist knowledge in this field.
They are certainly not informed either about what has been happening in other countries.
Moreover, because the 1980s initiatives were ended so abruptly, few evaluations of equity
projects were made in the UK (see Weiner 1994, Leonard 2000, Arnot et al 1999), and no

new ones are being developed.

For politicians contemporary history has the twin draw-backs of beiﬁg retrospective and
stressing the complexity of social structures and processes - that any new policy is
implemented within changing national and local contexts and is influenced by many
factors outside the education system (e.g. changes in the national labour market,
technological change, and the effects of globalization. Contemporary history also stresses
that policies directed at one area can have unintended consequences elsewhere and the
inter-connections or co-constructions of different social inequalities (gender, race, class,

disability, etc).

For example, in the UK, government efforts at broadening social class access to education
have been countered by the class (and gender and race) effects of other changes they have
setin place. Thus:

Devolved budgeting to schools and open enrolment have increased inequalities between

schools and hence the disparity between the schools middle and working class pupils
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attend.

Local education authorities havebeen weakened to increase centralized control of education;
but they used to try to even out differences between the schools in their areas and they
were also the fore-runners in anti-sexist and anti-sexist work).

Publishing ‘league tables’ of schools has increased the numbers of pupils (especially Black
boys) schools exclude for bad behaviour and restricted the numbers of children with
special educational needs (again predominantly boys) who are included in mainstream
schools. It has also increased schools enthusiasm to recruit girls because they get better
results.

Developing competition and the hierarchy between universities has lead to mature, working
class and racial minority students and women staff being more concentrated in the poorly

resourced former polytechnics.

Contemporary history also helps to clarify how the implementation of educational policy
isdiverted by the imperatives of politicians (to get themselves re-elected, making short-term
decisions), the media (seeking sensational stories to sell papers) and individual litigation
by parents and students. It also makes us, as researchers, be reflexive about our own
changing conditions - and possibilities - for research, and shows how political concerns

and theory and research interact.
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EEBEAICEMERET VL TIXNMEMALLORSIERF LN TEIILESHT. F0 1Y
o ZLTE2227 VT4 (HHREBPEFRS M) FEAIC THEE) CBREINBIOTIE
B, HEHFTORERTH. FLEAERPEXZORECSVWTHThhZ~ELERBLE, ¥
FEZOHMERENSHS 2. BLEThEEFEH >, ELTLIE7 TS 1 OB EED
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FHEE DB DS L %> = (Epstein and Johnson, 1999) o

ches bz, 1970FRH 1990 FRITHF T HEHBTHBICH FIXMEDSMCZT 15
MaBEDH ok, BEBIEREIRIEL THE, FROLHITREL, 40RKICB>T, 31
[ERIZTEBRNT/S— M9 4 LORBIZERTEE35 L WSREN S TEIXFINOGERZERD
T. V541 ADBITRENC O (RSB S EWSHABALEAL, (FBEIOZLBZARSC
DOHBHEEROEMEICE >TIRITLRVBBRINTELILELEWS T EFRT<ELE, #®
ERRHEDIRINERS T, ChIFELH) THEEOZEIINTIH/TEHS) o

¥ ALK, 41 ¥) RBATESBOREHEEHI L. #HEERNFREESKBICHEX L,
ChIZFEHOARRHIEHRULIFLEBLEVSEREE 5 L (UNICEFReport 2000) o &5
2 THEMOHR) tRBELTEES LE. ChIEHFHRBEOCOIEGRMOEL B>, ZORM
BIIHT3BEOBENAHLTNBICE L. BIRIFEZICEARAFELINDEZ S5, BRORED
HHHE. BTFBLALVRAMETH 2, T LTENEI NS OB TIEIBFRFHICIERICAR
BENBLEVS ZLIZRBRLTL S, FELORAIE. B & A ITHBEMBORAICO LH
hoTWd, ELTELEHMERROLLIZE, BLEEIRBLILR>EREATORFEERSL.
REOMHREFES T LHEHTHh, BREBENICGZADZIENEHINTVILSE (&<
ZSVINRF-DBA) o (FICOMBIIOVTOWRBELTLHTVBIEZZTHS) o

1990F(L : BHBSE L LW DL D FHIBE

FRICHITDMELEBHITONTO LEA DFBOS (B 1980FERAKICTIKIFZF LA LREIZKD
hTEE, &5 EENARDPR (RPR) BEN TEKOEREH) LHALELLOCHALTH
FRUEETSH % (Leonard2000) » O & FEMROER & ZIFL . BPIRICL 3 AERNE
Ay MERBELTVWELS BB BEEADHBTH L, LM LENIEEL. 72I=XLE
BICLEBES I, BR (BWR) . BHBTOLVERNGBFTBER/ N - Te2%RT
CEIZKRHM Uz, ERSIESMRIEBETH O L(IBLIH> NS THD, BRIEHB LD
BHAHEMBHDSHRIIBLE, ZOEO 172355y b BP0 FUKERERERFRT
bR TELELIBRAI SO TFIIIR/LUTIRSIPRREIS I Shiah ok, EAIZNZ T,
FT2aFrNAVFa15LDFBAEERPRIIBITZ2EHOBEEEBHINICHZITI V28D, K&k
EZHRECHEHECH L TREIAE, RABRBLCHVTIE. L0BHNLABHSRES
HAVFaSLhbodhiz, TLTHREFEINBINE, BERTLERFLERICHMMA
EFhiz, FMEEBROIE,. AROEEMLHTFOHOFEEMIREDOHEAL LEIC. R, ¥
BRBICASIHIES h iz,

OV ERRICERT S &b BPE XKFOHRBOERDIFTLALELED. ReICHBANE
EBPLTU o, 723+ NhVUFaSald, UEOHE HRIR) CEIT2BRMOERNER
EEHLELE (62 L BRI RDOSNELZHIZZDOREHRITVIBOHShizM) o LH Lk
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LEREMBESHITZE VD 2EMLEOH, REEEETIENS T EICHLTIHBRPALEE S
ko L<LDNBLSIT. THENFLEEPRIECEARATERL ) o HLLWFRAROT A
KSA VEEBECRIDAEOREEENN—FTELS5C>TS, LHAULFHLWREREECRTSF
BIECEWoTLRL, FEIC. BEHHICMT 2BEDME(E (Harris 1996, Dearing 1997) « =
VH - NEOFFEZE VS EERTTCIIBRINELDOLLTHATVE L, FhP I, REDE
BIZLZERCOBRIZOVTIRIFLALBEIhTLRN,

€02 a2aPUTFAIRAT 5T 1 DL LERRIIHTIHFMEOH., ERFEEROHEE L
TR EBB L . Z0HYF25ARE (CHREBRKICL > TREINSZ I LITH
2o ZELTECOHMN, LIETPUESM1OMBEERLDZEICBHERZ . EFMNRETEY
Y (FHERBEL) LBBEZ LANSHEVIVLHHS EEIINAETIZELTSBMBATILSICRE
E (A BRGEE8ROBHKIDOBNFT, COEIAMREEETIZLERLCTVS) . ¥
FIXy T ARBRELSWRMME (PSHE) 1£+>3 LAY Fa5L0HBERELT. TR
BROfME) EHSBTHILEBRLTVS,

ZHTFRAMEERIEDERBERETT Y -7 -TLORRIE, PHICARIBHERITITNDS
HWBICHNTDITHILI T4V 4T 128RT3LD. FLERBOBRSERETILOICHAS
ntoﬁ$mmﬁiﬁmét%iéht;b#b?%ﬁmﬁ%ﬂﬁcotuéot?m%?&bﬁ
(TET. BFLNBEITLS (ZLTEHVIIENTLZERBRINTVD) . ZOER. Thk
blE. NERTRBFHIEXBEEHCHNT, FL16RULORBRTIZIL TOHRRTFIINIC,
RETIRTHDIEVSINZvIRHB>TVI0E (FROBESR) . TOZLIE. BESHC, £
BICBIFD2RFHVNEPHREAOBABELFL GROERERBERVELAELEVWS ZETHS S,
ZLUTHREERARBRIBEO-—XE>5TNBZL, ZELTEHELEATHRLLS ELVDTNS
DFE 7E2IZZAMILZINADERIZLZ DV FaSLEBBECEIZEZORBREVS LD
EHB. TLTLRDORRICHELWVWEBE——4SBHMAL. BFLOEEVEHITIHI -0
EDEHDo L Laehs, BF (DR (CRTZ/=y JIEBUARBICESIZRI L. BFI
oY SHHGILEA E HBERIT, $ORE L EMFEVBBEBURBI LTS DR (Epstein et
al1998) ,

T Y -HSPREL L TEREMORTFBICHZ20T, x> ¥ —-ICRlT32BAEHARICH
LTE RS EIONDTHEMNTTELDTH S, L ICBFORBANTHRENATHNIE,
Thp 2R =5E. BSRARICEK > TA AT A Fa— hNT. TOERIFBERIRHN?1 EVWS5—
BDEIS—%ELE, ECTIEEDBF. LOXFHERMHNRC T, RENBLOHL., ELT
BELEVWSBOHTEXRNGRME, SMHE, FEFLVAEIBHMHEZOLWTY, Dz o¥-L
AHEBROEEMRRIZOVT., HHSHDIDHZ, ThIIRZ MBEEROEEESCBITL
2 (Hey 1997, Skelton 2001) o FAlZ> x> ¥ — LRI EF = — X (Danielsetal, 1999) . 11%IT
BIF3ToY-L32B DEHRERRICBIIBHIZMLTORRE (FRORESR) 2Rk
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EZ3THDo TADIELUHIZHANTESHYENIZRROPD IV OREEFAOLRH IZHE
BINTVED, ZLTUNCRAEZTES, ¥hbbUz ¥y -t A, NEVWIERBEZRIFL
TWBDH., ZhEERIC. B2OBHOHIRI S 1L LEROFRELRBORBL VLB
ZRATIHDOTH S,

CO&SICRKREVARTHIICEMb ST, HLEHHRE (Z2LTLELPHRBORNRGR Y
DECIZL>TELTWIHDDOEE) OFER. L ITREEPI ¥ - oz TIERRERN)
ML RSN Z|FIZH L TIE. BLIHBEREORHITORUENXRTETE B> TWND, %
hip ZFh =6 0GP o> TWB LS RIFERICAKRVFRIIRBRICIZRZABRVDTH S, a5(2.
Hpn, IRMEOHEFHSNETI MIRTIBIFESE DD BEEHNMI FT3L5& TRLY
AREFADENS ZEZRTIBFOREHERIZEO(B>TVE, 2O EEFHLLELES
THRIHREFEELOZRICL>TE2UIRTAhTVN S, ZOBEBTIIRBINR S v 7OFHEOHK
ELTRBEIATVS, BEFHLTI-A0REE. HEOHARL LTOERER/E. D%
S$HERFESOFBRETORRET I3 VY —FEToEDRRLED LTS,

Fhp B EURNA LTWARBYAETOS ) MIBIF35ERERDF LA L E%KS
TlLE2R. BhIEFE. TRELTORROEDIZHZ L h . HETROFEE LTTIEERLC.,
FACERERODRREBMPHEVSHERIRREROLERTH S, LK LEEBIEX. ZhiZ
#AL. SLECHLEESATOLIZRODR, FEBRERZLTU-F-Suv T L0580
INTREREVESITFRILSILPIAMNAS LS5, TTRHEFRNCASOT+2E PFHY
BBREVSELDEBEHLTLELSI1Z, (& LEELHNITRE. ZOLS RIESOXEKIZSH
3 BHMEOMEICH T I2BEOESLVIEDICOVT. CASDT7AF7IZH#HABZIT ¥ —
DRFTACDNWTHEE UM TE 3(Leonard 2000) . THRMMLLDTHRICW I RITR S
W),

Esh 2 L TR RS LomEENY

HARELEFHROEELERO—DICIE. BALEBE. LS L3OABMELFHET I T
HB0 EOTHIETINEVWRBLABBTELHNTE,. RERIEZOEINTULIRR
EEMRIBCENTEIDOTH D, FLZ20OFTROFSHRICL o TIRBHRICEVWTEDL ST E
BRHONTIEON. REBNULEVERLTELEON EVSEZEEBRLE(H D, FADE
EDSH Dz — - RUF1VRAZMLT, ZLTSREBAHIRRICVUDICLTUN Y
WEDEWVWS ZEIEDONT. FLACEBMOEEFKRPIZV->T B, BSEHMHHERECSIT
SEMDOBLOEILIE. HEORR(ZEST. (BREShof) LBoTWD, MOIIRBICH
TAIRTFOPRMDT IV L RAORRUIMEZ e BHEI TV, BE—EHRT. VER-£NZLE
Moflo ChIFHSHNHBERBEL LTRATEE. HZVEIFHEI-RICBIFZHYFa15A
DEVRDE, HIVEERIZBRZILHIZOI-RATEFZHVFa15L0EVVERDE, ChED
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DV FASAIMGHEBCES OV -OZLEMVB-TIESE ST, TOFARITHE:EL TLVAL
AZIE>THAGATELNSOTHD. TRULIZ, 1980 FERDBL BRI =7 FTHHED
ZHEFEITWLEShz0. DETOS ) MIHTIHENE LA ERISATORL (Weiner
1994, Leonard 2000, Arnot et al 1999) o Z L TH LLWEK I BRI ATV ALY,

BUARICE > T RARKMRENTH Y HEMEL 70t A0HEME £ RN TIRROMET
Hb. DFEN, EDELSBFLLWBEREEDLD D2 H 2 2EK. AVXIROFTRESAZIDT
HH. HBHEOABLCHIRL LERBICL>TERERITZHSTHS (Thbb, LENHE
WFZHF T BENEL. ELT/O-NUE-2 a3 0ER. BRRIET L. —DOHE
CAIFSh BRI ZOMOFRTFIHEANREESIBLTLES TLZ LTRLZIHANHTE
F (T ¥—- Al BR. BEZOM) LANICAELSHL., HITHWELTLESEWSZE
BHAT D) o FIAE 1 FVRTIE. BEHICHTIHEMBOT VLR EHKLLS & T2HHF
DEEE, ZDEHIDELICLIMKE (FLTSz V¥ —LAH) OERICEET S, LENST

FERAOFRAEBREBAFPZBORBIZ. EBRME 20he 2 PERR L SDHERBROEELIES
LTWREBROERE VWS TESEEALTE L,

LEAIXIEA T 2P REFUICL > THHLIhTEE, LK LEAS [FYBHISOSPBRORER
MELLSIELTELDOTHD. Z5V03BHKTIIREI SR MEREI SR FOERICEL
TIREBRETH- o

FRO[RIWT D) - IVF-TLORRIE. BATHIZLZBELER (EIZRARTF) &
AT, ARPRCEZTIIWINE=-X (AEEUBFHIZERN) 2L >FELOAH
EFRLE, ThEEFLEBROLFICHTIV I - FEBES 5 Lz, BERIZL D LU
BREB3Hh5THB,

BRERRI . XAEMOBEELESTILIE. RAOHBERBLEYA/ UF 1 HBOS
LTSy 7%, DOTRUFIZVITH>ERLVREOKRERM~ERILEIZ LA
EHW,

RRLREL. BERROREHIBARORAM (FBBIh3 L. EUNREETE2E) I
KoT ERATAT7 (BILDICLUE—Sa T ABMELBLTVG) I2&>T. FLHETE
HECLIBLOBRITL > T, BHLTIE NS ZEABRICTIDICRIID, 2hizF L. Bk
% MREL LT AROLOOUELHAFOENT IR ——2 LTI - — 2OV TRE
BIZZEZ L. DOCEAMRL L BREFRIBECRTINE VS ZLERLT WS,
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