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The study aims to examine how newly qualified secondary school
teachers in Humanities and Literary Disciplines, who completed their
training at a university in north-eastern ltaly, perceive their preparedness
to address LGBTQIA+ topics in the classroom. It also investigates their
views on how Global Citizenship Education can serve as a framework to
promote LGBTQIA+ inclusion and what changes they recommend in
teacher education to better support inclusive pedagogies.

Aim:

The research draws on Judith Butler’s Queer Theory—particularly her
concepts of gender performativity, precariousness, and the heterosexual
matrix—and Pierre Bourdieu’s critical sociology, focusing on habitus,
symbolic violence, field, and capital. The integration of these theories
enables a dual focus on how normative discourses and institutional
structures shape (and constrain) teachers’ practices and identities.

Theory:

The study adopts a qualitative approach based on in-depth,
semi-structured interviews with seven newly qualified secondary
teachers in Humanities disciplines. Interviews were conducted in person
or online and analysed through thematic content analysis using NVivo. A
non-probability sampling strategy combining convenience and snowball
sampling was employed to recruit participants.

Method:



Results:

Participants reported a widespread absence of structured training on
LGBTQIA+ inclusion within their teacher education programmes. They
described feelings of unpreparedness, institutional silence, and fear of
parental or administrative backlash. However, many showed personal
commitment and engaged in self-directed learning. The results highlight
how geography, school type, and institutional culture shape inclusion
efforts. Teachers identified Global Citizenship Education as a potentially
valuable but underutilised framework, calling for its integration into
formal curricula to support equity, diversity, and human rights.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

In an increasingly interconnected and interdependent world, Global Citizenship
Education (GCED) has emerged as a vital educational framework for promoting
inclusive, democratic, and equitable societies (Bamber et al., 2016; Gaudelli, 2016).
Rooted in the principles of human rights, sustainability, and social justice, GCED
equips learners with the knowledge, skills, and attitudes needed to participate
actively and responsibly in a diverse global community (UNESCO, 2014, 2016,
2019). By encouraging critical thinking, empathy, and civic engagement, GCED
offers a transformative vision of education that transcends traditional national
narratives and embraces global interdependence.

Despite its broad potential and endorsement by international institutions, the
application of GCED to specific areas of diversity and inclusion—particularly
LGBTQIA+ issues—remains underdeveloped. LGBTQIA+ inclusion in education is a
critical component of ensuring safe, supportive, and affirming school environments
for all students (Snapp et al., 2015; Toomey & Russell, 2016; Kosciw et al., 2020).
However, in many educational contexts, LGBTQIA+ topics continue to be
marginalised, often relegated to reactive anti-bullying campaigns rather than
integrated into the curriculum as part of a proactive and affirming pedagogy.
Compounding this issue is a persistent gap in teacher training. Research highlights
that many educators feel poorly prepared to address LGBTQIA+ topics in their
classrooms, citing a lack of training, appropriate resources, and confidence
(Demissie et al.,, 2018; Carter Andrews, Richmond, & Floden, 2018). This limited
preparation restricts teachers to defensive or deficit-oriented approaches, which
focus primarily on preventing discrimination and bullying rather than celebrating
gender and sexual diversity as an integral part of education.

Here, GCED can offer a transformative potential. As a pedagogical framework,
GCED enables educators to move beyond tokenistic or protective strategies and
toward a more holistic integration of LGBTQIA+ themes across subjects and

disciplines. Embedding LGBTQIA+ issues within GCED allows teacher education



programmes to promote a broader ethos of acceptance, representation, and equity.
Such integration not only enhances educators’ capacity to address these themes
with confidence and competence but also contributes to the creation of inclusive
learning environments in which all students feel recognised, respected, and
empowered.

Although a growing body of literature addresses LGBTQIA+ issues in
education—including curriculum gaps (Britzman, 1995; Snapp et al., 2015), school
climate disparities (Russell et al., 2016; Kosciw et al., 2020), and deficits in teacher
preparation (Bartholomaeus et al., 2017; Meyer et al., 2019; Neary, 2021)—no
studies, to date, have explicitly examined how GCED can be leveraged to support
teachers in this area. Scholars have documented the challenges educators face
(Clark, 2010; Boylan, 2018), yet the potential of GCED to serve as a guiding
framework for addressing LGBTQIA+ inclusion remains unexplored. This notable
research gap suggests the need for further inquiry into how GCED principles can be
operationalised in teacher education to equip educators with the skills and
perspectives necessary for inclusive practice.

The present study addresses this gap by investigating how GCED can support the
development of LGBTQIA+ inclusive teaching practices, focusing on teacher
education programmes at a university in north-eastern Italy. The study aims to
examine the current state of teacher preparation in relation to both GCED and
LGBTQIA+ inclusion, identifying strengths, challenges, and opportunities for
development. In doing so, it seeks to contribute to ongoing discussions on how
teacher training institutions can foster inclusive pedagogies rooted in equity,
respect, and human rights.

Adopting a qualitative methodology, this study employs semi-structured interviews
with newly qualified teachers of Humanities and Literary Disciplines who completed
their education at the selected university. Participants’ experiences and perspectives
are analysed through the lenses of Queer Theory and Bourdieu’s sociological

framework, offering insights into the sociocultural and institutional factors that shape



their practices. A thematic analysis is used to identify patterns and generate

recommendations for enhancing teacher training in line with GCED values.

This thesis is structured as follows:

Chapter 1 introduces the research topic, identifies the research gap, and
outlines the structure of the study.

Chapter 2 defines the aims of the research and the guiding questions.
Chapter 3 presents the conceptual and political background, including the
UNESCO framework on GCED and the Italian educational context.

Chapter 4 reviews the relevant literature on GCED, LGBTQIA+ inclusion, and
teacher education.

Chapter 5 explains the theoretical and conceptual framework underpinning
the analysis.

Chapter 6 details the research methodology and design.

Chapter 7 presents the findings and discusses their implications.

Chapter 8 reflects on the findings in relation to the existing literature and
theoretical frameworks.

Chapter 9 concludes the study with recommendations for policy, teacher

education, and future research.
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Chapter 2 - Research aim and questions

The aim of this study is to investigate how Secondary Newly Qualified Teachers
(NQTs) who have recently completed their initial teacher training programme in
Literary Disciplines & Humanities (i.e., Italian language and literature, history,
geography, and Latin language and literature) at a university in north-eastern ltaly
perceive their preparedness to address LGBTQIA+ topics in their teaching. The aim
of this study is also to examine secondary school teachers’ perceptions of the
training they received concerning LGBTQIA+ inclusion and explore their views on
whether and how GCED could serve as a useful framework to promote LGBTQIA+
inclusion in schools. The following research questions have guided the study:

1. How do newly qualified Literary Disciplines & Humanities secondary
school teachers perceive their preparedness to integrate LGBTQIA+ topics
into their teaching, and what influence their perceptions of readiness?

2. How do the secondary school teachers understand and engage with
GCED in relation to diversity and inclusion?

3. What changes do the secondary school teachers suggest for
improving the teacher training curriculum to better address LGBTQIA+
inclusion?

The first question explores how secondary school teachers perceive their readiness
to incorporate LGBTQIA+ topics into their lessons. It also examines the factors
influencing their preparedness, such as the content and structure of their teacher
training, personal experiences, and the support available to them. This question
aims to identify any gaps or challenges teachers face when integrating LGBTQIA+
topics and assess their confidence in addressing these issues within their classroom
practices.

The second question focuses on secondary school teachers’ understanding of and
engagement with GCED, particularly its application in promoting diversity and
inclusion. GCED is a framework that emphasizes values such as respect, empathy,

and critical thinking, often in the context of social justice and equality. This question
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seeks to assess how teachers relate to GCED, whether they see it as an effective
tool for addressing LGBTQIA+ inclusion, and how they implement its principles, both
conceptually and in practice, within their teaching.

The third question examines the changes secondary school teachers would
recommend for reforming the teacher training curriculum at university level to better
address LGBTQIA+ inclusion. It aims to uncover what specific adjustments teachers
believe would better prepare future educators to integrate LGBTQIA+ topics into

their teaching and create a more inclusive educational environment.
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Chapter 3 - Background

Global Citizenship Education

GCED has gained increasing significance, particularly through the UNESCO
frameworks (2014, 2015, 2017), which align with broader United Nations goals,
including the promotion of human rights, sustainability, and social justice. According
to UNESCO, GCED is a theoretical framework which aims to foster a sense of
belonging to a global community and a shared humanity, recognising the political,
economic, social, and cultural interdependence among peoples. This vision
encourages learners to transcend national identities and develop awareness of
interconnectedness at local, national, and global levels, as recently reiterated by
Tarozzi (2024).

Despite its normative appeal and institutional endorsement, GCED presents
conceptual ambiguities and political tensions. While UNESCO’s universalist stance
promotes solidarity and cross-border cooperation, critical scholars such as Andreotti
(2006) and Shultz (2007) warn against neoliberal and depoliticised interpretations of
global citizenship, which risk reducing it to a set of market-oriented competencies.
Schattle (2008) notes that such tensions surface in political discourse, where GCED
is often framed more as a tool for global competitiveness than for social
transformation. In line with these critiques, Rizvi et al. (2022) argue that neoliberal
rationality has reshaped global education systems, prioritising economic outcomes
and competitive logic over equity and social justice. This underscores the need to
critically examine how GCED is conceptualised and implemented, particularly in
contexts marked by structural inequalities and postcolonial power relations. As
Mbembe (2019) warns, the very notion of the “global” in GCED may risk reproducing
colonial imaginaries if it fails to deconstruct the epistemic hierarchies that
marginalise knowledge from the Global South. His concept of necropolitics compels
us to question who is excluded from the boundaries of global citizenship itself.

To enhance its pedagogical effectiveness, UNESCO proposes three interconnected

dimensions of GCED: cognitive, socio-emotional, and behavioural. These refer
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respectively to the development of critical knowledge and analytical skills on global
issues; the cultivation of empathy, solidarity and respect for diversity; and the
encouragement of responsible action to promote peace, sustainability, and justice.
From a radically ecological perspective, Latour’s (2017) actor-network theory
challenges GCED to recognise that citizenship is exercised through interdependent
networks that include not only humans but also environments, technologies, and
non-human species. This move disrupts naive anthropocentrism and opens the way
for more inclusive ecological imaginaries. These dimensions resonate with
Nussbaum’s (2002) vision, which highlights the Socratic ability to question traditions,
develop narrative imagination, and cultivate deep empathy — key capacities for a
GCED rooted in humanistic and critical engagement. This humanistic lens enriches
UNESCOQO’s tripartite model by addressing the challenges of pluralism and
intercultural understanding. In addition, her capability approach (Nussbaum, 2011)
provides a normative framework for assessing the effectiveness of GCED: rather
than measuring knowledge acquisition or competences alone, it asks whether
education genuinely expands people’s substantive freedoms — from the ability to
engage in public debate to the capacity to imagine alternatives to global injustice.

However, as Mannion et al. (2011) observe, the convergence of GCED with other
educational streams - such as environmental education, peace education, and
development education - risks diminishing its critical scope if applied in technocratic
or tokenistic ways. A more transformative approach is grounded in critical
pedagogy, particularly the work of Freire. His notion of education as a political act,
based on dialogue, reflection, and praxis — the intersection of theory and action —is
essential to nurturing learners capable of critically reading the world and engaging in
its transformation. In this regard, Tilbury (2011) also advocates active learning, which
promotes systems thinking, critical inquiry, and a balance between tradition and
innovation. Freire’s concept of conscientizacdo - critical consciousness - is
especially relevant to a GCED that seeks not merely to understand global injustices

but to challenge them. This vision aligns with the proposals of Rizvi et al. (2022),

14



who call for reimagining education beyond neoliberal paradigms, critiquing the
limitations of the Global Educational Reform Movement (GERM) and advocating for
educational futures grounded in equity, collaboration, and decolonisation.
Nevertheless, the notion of global citizenship still suffers from conceptual
vagueness. Much of the literature remains theoretical and programmatic, with limited
attention to pedagogical practices. To address this gap, Tarozzi (2024) offers a
typology of four “ideal types” of GCED:
1. The critical model, focused on social justice, anti-oppression, and the
analysis of global inequalities.
2. The transformative model, inspired by sustainability, shared humanity, and
long-term planetary responsibility.
3. The cosmopolitan model, based on liberal democratic values, intercultural
dialogue, and human rights.
4. The market-oriented model, linkihg GCED to global economic
competitiveness and the instrumentalisation of education.
These models help clarify the tensions between what Noor Hussain (2024) describes
as progressive and critical paradigms of GCED. The progressive paradigm values
communication skills, empathy, and multilingualism, presenting the global citizen as
an ethical, mobile, and adaptable subject. In contrast, the critical paradigm
emphasises analysis of global power dynamics, historical injustices, and
mechanisms of exclusion, portraying the global citizen as an agent of resistance,
transformation, and decolonisation. This distinction is crucial for educators and
policymakers seeking to integrate GCED meaningfully across educational systems
and political contexts. Ultimately, teachers determine both the way and the extent to
which GCED is realised in classrooms (Yemini, Tibbitts & Goren, 2019). However,
while these models attempt to capture the tensions within GCED, they rarely
address how categories such as gender and sexuality structure inclusion and
exclusion within global education. As Butler (2004) argues, normative frameworks

tend to render precarious lives less recognisable—and thus less grievable —within
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institutional logics. GCED, in its universalist and often depoliticised form, risks
reinforcing this dynamic by neglecting queer, racialised, and marginalised
experiences in its articulation of "the global citizen."

In conclusion, GCED holds significant potential to reimagine education in more just,
inclusive, and sustainable terms. However, this potential can only be realised if
GCED is understood not as a neutral and universal framework, but as a contested
and inherently political project. Without a critical approach, it risks being co-opted
by neoliberal logics and reduced to training in soft skills, as cautioned by Andreotti
and Rizvi et al. Grounding GCED in the pedagogical principles of critical
consciousness, dialogue, and social transformation — as advocated by Tarozzi,
UNESCO and Nussbaum - allows for the recovery of its emancipatory potential. In
this way, we can cultivate global citizens who are not only informed, but also actively
engaged in the pursuit of a fairer world. Can GCED truly become a force for
decolonisation and justice, or will it remain complicit in the very systems it claims to

challenge?
LGBTQIA+ inclusion in Italy

From a legislative perspective, Italy adopted Law 107 of 2015, Art. 1, paragraph 16,
which promotes and guarantees, through the Educational Offer Plans (PTOF) of
schools, education on gender equality and the prevention of all forms of
discrimination in schools (MIUR, 2015, 2017). Furthermore, the Ministry of Education
joined the international “No Hate Alliance” campaign (2012) by the Council of
Europe, committing to combating all forms of hate speech, including prejudice
related to sexual orientation and gender. However, despite these formal steps
forward, Italy continues to face significant challenges regarding LGBTQIA+ rights. In
2023, Italy was ranked 35th out of 49 countries on the Rainbow Map compiled by
ILGA-Europe, with a recognition rate of LGBTQIA+ rights at just 25.41%, marking a
decline from the previous year. This data underlines the persistent issues in the

country, exacerbated by a rising level of hostility towards LGBTQIA+ individuals.
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According to the third survey by the FRA (Fundamental Rights Agency), LGBTQIA+
individuals in Italy continue to be victims of homophobic and transphobic violence,
with 53% of homosexual individuals stating that they avoid holding hands with their
partner in public due to fear of discrimination. Moreover, 51% have faced
harassment, and 10% have been physically attacked in the past five years (FRA,
2023). Additionally, the recent passage of Law 169/2024, which criminalises
surrogacy even if conducted abroad, adds to the hostile atmosphere for LGBTQIA+
rights in Italy, highlighting the ongoing challenges in achieving civil rights recognition
for the LGBTQIA+ community.

In the current climate of widespread discrimination, LGBTQIA+ inclusion in Italian
education remains fragmented. Despite past efforts to modernise educational
policies, recent guidelines for civic education and curricular updates in ltaly
demonstrate a step backwards and significant gaps in explicitly addressing
LGBTQIA+ inclusion. The 2025 National Guidelines (MIM, 2025), currently in draft
form and under consultation with professional associations, parent and student
organisations, and teachers’ unions, fail to provide clear directives on LGBTQIA+
issues. In fact, they appear to reflect a regressive vision—one that aligns more with a
supremacist past than with the multicultural, diverse ltaly of today. Similarly, the
2024 Civic Education Guidelines (MIM, 2024) emphasise respect, inclusion, and
anti-discrimination efforts but omit explicit references to sexual orientation and
gender identity. While these documents advocate for a school culture rooted in
constitutional values and fundamental rights, their silence on LGBTQIA+ issues risks
leaving these topics unaddressed in formal education. Also the IGLYO report (2022)
highlights this culture of silence, as only 2 (Norway and Sweden) out of 49 European
countries have implemented mandatory teacher training on LGBTQIA+ awareness,
underscoring the urgent need for practical, hands-on approaches in teacher
education. The gap highlights Italy’s failure to implement UNESCOQO’s (2018) explicit
recommendations on integrating gender identity and sexual orientation into

citizenship education. Consequently, LGBTQIA+ inclusion remains largely dependent
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on individual teachers’ initiatives rather than being systematically embedded within
the national curriculum.

Despite the formal legal framework, bullying and anti-LGBTQIA+ language remain
pervasive in ltalian schools. Many young people continue to experience bullying and
cyberbullying due to their gender identity and their real or perceived sexual
orientation (Fonzi, 1997; Prati, Coppola & Sacca, 2010; Batini, 2014; Istat, 2014,
2019; Centro Risorse LGBTI, 2018; Guerra, 2020; Batini & Scierri, 2020; Batini &
Scierri, 2021). The 2023 statistics from the Gay Help Line, which reported a 34%
increase in discrimination cases, further reinforce this climate, revealing that 6% of
these incidents occurred within schools and sports activities (Gay Help Line, 2023).
Furthermore, the persistence of conversion practices in ltaly remains troubling, with
18% of LGBTQIA+ individuals reporting attempts to change their sexual orientation
or gender identity (FRA, 2023). ltaly, therefore, is no exception in needing further
reforms in the education sector. Research suggests that teacher training should
focus particularly on sexual education as an integral part of fostering inclusivity
(Maunsell et al., 2021; Costello et al., 2022; Chinelli et al., 2023), as school staff
often lack adequate training and act according to cultural norms and personal
biases when addressing sexual orientation and gender identity issues (Bochicchio et
al., 2019).

Secondary teacher education and training in ltaly

Looking at the Italian teacher training landscape, the situation is even more
concerning. The flow of legislation that has modified initial teacher training and
access to teaching roles has been excessive and erratic. The system transitioned
from the Scuola di specializzazione all'insegnamento secondario (SSIS) to the
Tirocinio Formativo Attivo (TFA), from Percorsi abilitanti speciali (PAS) to the
Formazione Iniziale e Tirocinio (FIT) and the acquisition of 24 university credits
(CFU/ECTS) in “anthropo-psycho-pedagogical and didactic” fields (Morandi, 2021),

eventually leading to the new Percorsi di formazione iniziale for secondary school
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teachers established in 2023 with the Prime Ministerial Decree (DPCM) of 4/08/2023,
and officially launched in summer 2024 throughout Italian universities. Moreover, for
years, ltaly allowed temporary teachers to enter the profession without formal
pedagogical training. The current qualification system finally introduces structured
initial teacher training for secondary education through two pathways: a
comprehensive 60-credit route and an abbreviated 30-credit option for experienced
teachers - both operating with competitive entry. The 60-credit route combines 180
hours of supervised teaching practice in local secondary schools, 25 hours of
methodological training, and 40 credits of subject-specific pedagogy. The 30-credit
route has no supervised teaching practice and 45 hours of methodological training.
The flagship 60-credit programme, spanning one academic year, was theoretically
designed for recent graduates. In practice however, it has seen substantial uptake
from serving teachers. This paradoxical situation - where experienced educators
complete 180 hours of classroom observation despite years of practical experience -
stems from the programme’s more reliable admission prospects and credit given for
prior service. Meanwhile, the 30-credit pathway formally recognises prior experience
(minimum 3 years’ service), though restrictive quotas have ultimately undermined its
original purpose. The fundamental paradox lies in the system’s contradictory
approach: after decades permitting unqualified teaching, the Italian state now
enforces university-based certification, effectively barring teachers who developed
expertise exclusively through classroom practice.

This convoluted transformation of initial teacher training pathways, marked by chaos
and fragmentation, has not allowed for—and still does not allow for—proper
planning to ensure teachers and students receive what they deserve. This complex
situation, alongside the context of LGBTQIA+ rights in Italy, unfortunately
characterised by widespread hostility, racism, xenophobia, and unwarranted distrust
of others (Amnesty International, 2018), exacerbates the urgency for structured

teacher training on LGBTQIA+ issues.
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In this context, the absence of structured teacher training on LGBTQIA+ topics
further exacerbates the situation, leaving educators uncertain about how to create
affirming and inclusive classroom environments. This ongoing lack of systematic
preparation underscores the urgent need to integrate LGBTQIA+ inclusion into Italian
school and university curricula, ensuring that all teachers are equipped to foster

respectful and supportive learning spaces.
The Italian education system

The Italian education system is structured into three main levels: primary school
(scuola primaria, ages 6-10/11), lower secondary school (scuola secondaria di |
grado, ages 11-13/14), and upper secondary school (scuola secondaria di Il grado,
ages 14-19). Upper secondary education is divided into three main tracks:

e Licei (academic high schools), which focus on theoretical and
humanities-based education, preparing students for university. Examples
include Liceo Classico (classical studies), Liceo Scientifico (scientific studies),
and Liceo Linguistico (language studies).

e |stituti Tecnici (technical institutes), which offer a balance between theoretical
and vocational training, with specializations in fields like economics,
technology, and engineering.

e |stituti Professionali (vocational schools), which provide hands-on training for
specific professions (e.g., hospitality, mechanics, healthcare) and direct entry
into the labour market.

Despite these educational pathways holding equal theoretical value, a persistent
social stigma remains, particularly against vocational and, to a lesser extent,
technical schools. This stigma is rooted in class and academic prejudice. Licei are
often perceived as superior, catering to middle- and upper-class students destined
for university, while vocational schools are seen as options for less academically
inclined, or economically disadvantaged students. Another reason is the labour

market perceptions. Vocational education is frequently undervalued, despite its role
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in addressing skill shortages. Many families push children toward licei even if their
interests align better with technical or vocational paths. Last but not least, it is worth
mentioning how some teachers and parents reinforce the idea that licei are the best
choice, contributing to a self-perpetuating cycle of marginalization for students in
other tracks.

This hierarchy affects students’ self-esteem and opportunities, exacerbating social
inequalities. LGBTQIA+ students in vocational schools may face compounded
discrimination—both due to their educational path and their sexual orientation or
gender identity—since these schools often lack resources and teacher training on
inclusion.

This cultural and legislative inertia highlights the need for targeted and timely
interventions. Studies on families of transgender children and adolescents
(Pullen-Sansfagcon et al., 2015; Bourelly et al.,, 2024) reveal that, in response to
inadequate institutional support, parents and guardians often take personal
measures to ensure a safer and more welcoming school environment for
transgender youth (Lorusso & Albanesi, 2021). A democratic society should not rely
on sporadic initiatives, individual teacher goodwill, or parental intervention to
address these critical educational gaps. Instead, a structured and coordinated
commitment is essential to ensure comprehensive and inclusive training
programmes capable of fostering a school culture based on respect and equality. A
systematic approach to teacher training would not only help combat homophobic
bullying but also contribute to building a more just and inclusive society where every

student feels valued and supported.
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Chapter 4 - Previous research

This section surveys the main strands of research that have shaped current debates
on LGBTQIA+ inclusion in education, particularly in relation to teacher training and
GCED. The review is organised thematically to clarify key issues and identify
unresolved tensions. It begins by outlining the role of teachers as agents of change,
moves on to examine the specificities of teacher education and LGBTQIA+ inclusion,
and ends with a focus on the ltalian context and on under-researched school
settings such as vocational institutions. In doing so, it identifies both the gaps in
current teacher preparation and the emerging models of good practice that inform

this study’s contribution.
Teachers as agents of change

Saperstein’s (2020) contribution to the field of GCED establishes a strong
connection between effective teacher training programmes and the successful
implementation of inclusive pedagogical frameworks. This perspective
fundamentally reconfigures our understanding of educational policy enactment,
positioning teachers not merely as passive implementers but as active interpreters of
global citizenship principles and key agents of change (Tarozzi & Inguaggiato, 2018).
The implications of this paradigm shift become particularly salient when examining
the educational experiences of LGBTQIA+ students, whose specific needs and
vulnerabilities have been systematically overlooked within traditional educational
paradigms (Ellis, 2009; Keenan, 2014; Metro, 2014). Teachers’ role in countering
curricular erasure (Kincheloe & Steinberg, 1997) is particularly salient in contexts
where LGBTQIA+ inclusion is delegitimised. Their agency extends beyond policy
interpretation to active resistance—curating inclusive materials, collaborating with
activists, or queering normative pedagogies (Reid, 2021). Yet, as Yemini et al. (2019)

caution, such efforts remain precarious without institutional recognition, reinforcing
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the need to redefine what counts as legitimate knowledge in teacher education
(Bourdieu, 1991).

The centrality of teacher agency in fostering inclusive school environments has been
well-documented across multiple international contexts. Yemini et al’'s (2019)
comparative study of twelve national education systems reveals that the degree to
which GCED principles are meaningfully realised in classroom practice depends
almost entirely on teachers’ professional competencies and confidence. This finding
assumes profound significance when considering LGBTQIA+ students, for whom
school environments frequently become sites of marginalisation rather than inclusion
(Russell et. al, 2021; Stanczykiewicz and Senczyszyn, 2024).

Despite this growing academic interest, research on teacher education in GCED
remains limited. This is surprising, given that professional development initiatives
promoting global citizenship positively impact teachers’ understanding of these
issues (Appleyard & MclLean, 2011). Universities and NGOs play a crucial role in
disseminating GCED principles to both pre-service and in-service teachers (GENE,
2017; Yemini & Tibbitts, 2019; Witteborn, 2010). However, continued investment in
pedagogical research and innovations in GCED remains essential (Cotton et al.,
2018; Tierney, 2020). A systematic and comprehensive approach to teacher training
is crucial for embedding democratic values and fostering the professionalisation of
educators, who remain the key agents of change (Tarozzi & Inguaggiato, 2018;

Maunsell et al., 2021).
LGBTQIA+ inclusion in teacher education

The disturbing prevalence of identity-based bullying, particularly between the ages
of 10 and 16, underscores the urgent need for teachers equipped with both the
theoretical understanding and practical strategies to create genuinely safe learning
spaces (Parent et al., 2020; Hurtado-Mellado & Rodriguez-Hidalgo, 2024).

A comprehensive analysis of the extant literature reveals consistent evidence that

robust, LGBTQIA+-specific teacher training constitutes the single most effective
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intervention for improving school climates (Szalacha, 2004; Payne & Smith, 2012;
Greytak et al., 2013; Coulter & Miller, 2018; McBrien et al., 2022). Lee and
Carpenter’s (2015) study demonstrates that teachers who receive substantive
training on gender and sexual diversity are significantly more likely to intervene in
homophobic incidents and to integrate inclusive materials into their curricula.
Similarly, Mitton-Kukner et al’s (2016) work in Canadian teacher education
programmes establishes a clear correlation between intensive LGBTQIA+ training
and subsequent classroom practices that challenge heteronormative assumptions.

However, the current state of teacher preparation presents what can only be
described as a paradox. Despite nearly two decades of accumulated evidence
regarding best practices (dating back to Szalacha’s groundbreaking 2004 study), the
majority of teacher training programmes continue to fail in adequately preparing
educators for LGBTQIA+ inclusivity (Robinson & Ferfolja, 2008; Swanson &
Gettinger, 2016). This failure manifests in multiple dimensions, from the
marginalisation or complete omission of LGBTQIA+ content (Goldstein-Schultz,
2020; Coulter et al., 2021) to the persistent disconnect between theoretical diversity
training and practical classroom applications (Wickens & Sandlin, 2010; Clark, 2010).
Educators working in conservative settings often employ creative strategies to
address LGBTQIA+ topics, balancing the need for inclusion with professional risks.
Some pedagogical approaches, such as those rooted in disidentification (Munoz,
1999; Isherwood, 2023), suggest tactically engaging with institutional
norms—appearing to comply on the surface while subtly undermining their
exclusionary effects. These methods reflect a careful weighing of risks and benefits,
where teachers assess the potential backlash of addressing contentious issues in
potentially hostile environments. While such practices highlight educators’
resourcefulness, they also expose the lack of systemic support, frequently leaving
professionals in a vulnerable position. This tension between resistance and
adaptation underscores that inclusive education requires not just individual courage

but also structural change to reduce the professional risks associated with teaching
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marginalised themes. The consequences of this preparation gap are both profound
and far-reaching. Demissie et al.’s (2018) large-scale survey of American educators
found that even those personally committed to social justice principles frequently
feel ill-equipped to address LGBTQIA+ issues in their classrooms. This phenomenon
is particularly troubling when examined through Kumashiro’s (2015) lens of
anti-oppressive education, which highlights how good intentions unaccompanied by
critical pedagogical tools can inadvertently perpetuate existing power structures.
Even teachers committed to social justice frequently feel ill-equipped to handle
LGBTQIA+ inclusivity due to gaps in their training (Michelli & Keiser, 2005; Clark,
2010; Kumashiro, 2015; Evripidou & Cavusoglu, 2015; Goren & Yemini, 2017;
Sensoy & DiAngelo, 2017; Carter Andrews, Richmond, & Floden, 2018, Barozzi &
Ruiz Cecilia, 2020; Burns et al., 2022).

Consequently, teachers may minimise homophobic bullying, dismissing it as mere
“jokes” (Education International, 2009; Murphy & Ni Dhuinn, 2022). Furthermore,
students delay reporting bullying due to a lack of trust in adults, particularly
teachers. Anti-oppressive education requires more than good intentions—it
demands critical interrogation of how even well-meaning practices can reproduce
oppression. Although Sensoy and DiAngelo (2017) do not explicitly use the term,
their analysis of defensive reactions to discussions of privilege aligns with what
might be described as privilege-preserving discomfort—a response that helps
individuals maintain dominant social positions. Such reactions may explain why
many educators, while expressing a willingness to support LGBTQIA+ students,

often retreat from implementation when faced with real-world complexities.
Theorising heteronormativity in educational contexts

The persistent marginalisation of LGBTQIA+ students cannot be fully understood
without interrogating the structural role of heteronormativity—what Warner (1991)
famously defined as the institutionalisation of heterosexuality as natural and

universal, a system that organises social life while obscuring its own normative
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violence. This framework is particularly salient in education, where curricula,
policies, and pedagogical practices often tacitly reinforce binary gender roles and
heterosexual kinship as the default (Ferfolja & Hopkins, 2013; Lehtonen, 2023).
Sedgwick’s (1990) epistemology of the closet further elucidates how
heteronormativity operates through binaries of knowledge/ignorance, forcing
LGBTQIA+ identities into perpetual risk assessment. This institutionalised silence, as
Youdell (2006) argues, creates ‘moral economies’ in schools—unequal symbolic
markets where LGBTQIA+ visibility is policed through localised norms (Pascoe,
2007). These dynamics intersect with racial and class hierarchies (Dumas, 2008;
McCready, 2010), rendering some identities riskier to embody or discuss than
others. Queer theory, building on Butler’'s (1990) seminal work, elucidates how
power operates through discursive inclusion and exclusion, producing
“recognisable” lives while rendering others unintelligible (Brintnall, 2021). As Miller
(2019) cautions, however, even progressive reforms risk reinscribing normative
frameworks when they position LGBTQIA+ subjects as tolerated exceptions rather
than transformative agents capable of reimagining systemic equity.

The global discourse on heteronormativity in schools reveals how these dynamics
manifest cross-nationally. Odenbring’s (2021, 2022, 2023) Nordic studies, for
instance, demonstrate how ostensibly inclusive policies often coexist with everyday
microaggressions and curricular erasure, while Ferfolia and Hopkins (2013)
document similar tensions in Australian schools, where teachers’ avoidance of
LGBTQIA+ topics stems from perceived “controversy” rather than overt hostility.
Nelson’s (2002) and Dumas’s (2008) work further underscores how racial and class
hierarchies intersect with heteronormativity, exacerbating exclusion for marginalised
LGBTQIA+ youth. These theoretical insights are critical for contextualising the
empirical challenges outlined below, as they reveal how teacher training
programmes—even those nominally committed to diversity—may inadvertently
perpetuate harm when they fail to critically engage with the systemic nature of

heteronormativity (Kumashiro, 2015).
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The Italian context: gaps, silences, and resistance

The gap between theory and practice is particularly pronounced within the Italian
context. As highlighted by Fiorucci (2018), discussions on sexual identity and the
fight against homophobia are often absent in Italian schools, and teachers’
preparation on these topics is generally inadequate. Recent evidence strengthens
this point. Bruno et al. (2024) found that Italian teacher education programmes still
lack any formal inclusion of comprehensive sexuality education (CSE), leaving future
educators to rely on informal or internet-based sources. This sharply contrasts with
UNESCOQO’s (2018) global standards, which recommend the introduction of
age-appropriate CSE starting in early childhood. Furthermore, Russo et al. (2021)
report that among European countries, only four require mandatory LGBT+
awareness training for educators—Italy not among them. This institutional
inconsistency helps explain why many training programmes fail to include specific
content on LGBTQ+ issues. Further evidence of this gap emerges from Selmi, Sita,
and de Cordova’s (2019) analysis, which highlights how school curricula rarely
address family diversity or gender and sexual orientation, largely due to resistance
from parents and religious groups. The reluctance among educators is also well
documented: Gusmeroli and Trappolin (2021) show how Catholic cultural norms
contribute to widespread avoidance of discussions around gender identity and
sexual orientation in schools, reinforcing a climate of silence. Bourelly et al. (2024)
provide concrete evidence of this silence in action, documenting how even
progressive initiatives such as the “Alias Career” —which allows trans students to be
addressed by their chosen name—are implemented unevenly. In a study of eleven
Northern Italian schools, the authors found that many institutions require parental
consent for adult students and continue to rely on pathologizing frameworks (e.g.,
gender dysphoria diagnoses), thus undermining the inclusive intent of the policy.
This paradox of apparent inclusivity coexisting with subtle exclusion is echoed in
Niinisalo’s (2024) exploration of queer teachers in Finland, who reflect on the careful

negotiation of language in their professional settings. Rather than feeling free to
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express their identities openly, many teachers engage in continuous self-monitoring
to conform to presumed expectations, revealing how silence can also be produced
through internalised regulation rather than overt repression. The burden of inclusion
often falls disproportionately on individual teachers, reflecting what Ahmed (2012)
terms the ‘privatisation of equity labour’—where institutions outsource
transformative work to marginalised actors. This aligns with Kincheloe and
Steinberg’s (1997) critique of the ‘curriculum of erasure’, wherein systemic omission
of LGBTQIA+ topics forces educators to compensate through unpaid, ad-hoc
efforts. Without structural reforms, such as mandatory training or accountability
mechanisms (Bruno et al., 2024), these gaps perpetuate what Bourdieu (1990)
identifies as symbolic violence, naturalising exclusion through institutional inertia.
These challenges are especially acute in vocational schools, which often serve
students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds. Batini and Scierri (2021) have
shown how these institutions report significantly higher rates of identity-based
bullying. Bourelly et al. (2024) further highlight that trans students from economically
disadvantaged families face greater difficulties in navigating medical documentation

and school bureaucracy —barriers which amplify existing inequities.

From theory to practice: promising models and persistent

barriers

Theoretical frameworks alone prove insufficient to address these challenges. As
Coulter et al. (2021) compellingly argue, effective teacher education must bridge the
gap between theoretical foundations and hands-on practice through immersive,
service-oriented learning experiences. The most promising models involve
collaborative partnerships between teacher training programmes and LGBTQIA+
organisations, such as ltaly’s Arcigay or the UK’s Stonewall. These partnerships
facilitate direct engagement with queer communities through activities ranging from
workshop participation to simulated bullying interventions (Suarez et al., 2021). Such

experiential learning opportunities not only enhance pedagogical preparedness but
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also foster the development of critical advocacy skills essential for challenging
systemic inequities (McBrien et al., 2022). More broadly, as Tarozzi and Torres (2016)
argue, GCED provides a useful theoretical bridge between multiculturalism and
national citizenship, especially in diverse and globalised societies. Their comparative
analysis of European intercultural education and US multicultural education
highlights how GCED can address structural dilemmas around diversity, equality,
and global-local tensions—offering a more integrated framework for teacher
education. Nevertheless, significant barriers persist in implementing these best
practices. Bruno et al’s (2024) systematic review highlights recurring obstacles,
including institutional resistance, curricular overcrowding, and the absence of
mandatory training requirements for teachers on LGBTQIA+ issues. Rowan et al.
(2021) also identify similar challenges, noting that these barriers are prevalent across
multiple educational systems. The Italian case is particularly instructive in this
regard. As Bourelly et al. (2024) note, the lack of national standards for LGBTQIA+
inclusive education results in a fragmented system, heavily reliant on individual

institutional commitment and educator initiative.

Consequences of inaction and the need for reform

The urgency of addressing these gaps becomes starkly apparent when examining
the consequences of inaction. The psychological and academic impacts of
homophobic bullying are well-documented, ranging from increased risk of
depression and anxiety (Bontempo & D’Augelli, 2002) to diminished academic
performance and school engagement (Kosciw et al., 2010). Most alarmingly, Rivers’
(2011) study establishes clear correlations between unaddressed school-based
victimisation and heightened suicide risk among LGBTQIA+ youth—findings
corroborated by more recent work from Russell and Fish (2016), Pizmony-Levy and
Kosciw (2016), and Odenbring (2021, 2022, 2023).

What emerges from this comprehensive review is a picture of both profound

challenge and significant opportunity. While current teacher training paradigms
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remain woefully inadequate in preparing educators for LGBTQIA+ inclusivity
(Maunsell et al.,, 2021), the growing body of research points toward actionable
solutions. These include the integration of queer theory with Freirean critical
pedagogy (DaCunha, 2016), the adoption of intersectional approaches to curriculum
design (Varsik & Gorochovskij, 2023), and the centring of teachers’ lived experiences
through narrative methodologies (André & Westerveen, 2024). Building on this,
Russo et al. (2021) propose the use of benchmarking tools such as the “LGBT+
University Inclusion Index” to monitor institutional progress in queer inclusion. Bruno
et al. (2024) advocate for making LGBTQIA+ inclusivity a mandatory part of teacher
education curricula, and Bourelly et al. (2024) offer best practices for schools, such
as depathologizing gender identity recognition, providing gender-neutral facilities,
and offering specialised staff training. These recommendations align with GCED’s
emphasis on equity, inclusion, and social justice, and are reinforced by Coulter et
al’s (2021) call for closer collaboration with LGBTQIA+ civil society
organisations—an approach increasingly adopted in Italy through partnerships with
Arcigay and Rete Lenford, which promotes the rights of LGBTQIA+ people by
fostering legal education, prevention, and action against discrimination based on

sexual orientation and gender identity.

Contribution of the present study

This study advances current debates on inclusive education by investigating how
newly qualified secondary school teachers in Italy perceive their preparedness to
address LGBTQIA+ topics in their teaching, and how GCED might support more
inclusive pedagogical practices—an intersection neglected in the existing literature.
By centring teacher perceptions and lived experiences, the research offers grounded
insights into the challenges and opportunities educators encounter when engaging
with gender and sexual diversity in the classroom.

Focusing on the Italian context—a setting often marked by institutional hesitation

and fragmented diversity training—this study highlights the structural and cultural
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conditions that shape the implementation of inclusive practices in under-researched
educational systems.

It also explores the potential of GCED as a framework for promoting LGBTQIA+
inclusion in schools, addressing a significant gap where these domains are rarely
connected. The study examines how teachers understand GCED in relation to
diversity and how its principles could inform more coherent, rights-based
approaches to teacher education.

Crucially, the study amplifies the voices of early-career teachers, whose reflections
reveal both persistent shortcomings in existing training and concrete proposals for
improvement—ranging from more practical strategies to stronger engagement with
real-world classroom scenarios. These insights can inform policy and curriculum
development in ways that are context-sensitive and responsive to teachers’ needs.
What emerges from the literature is a dual landscape of persistent systemic
shortcomings and promising pedagogical innovations. While sociocultural resistance
and institutional inertia continue to limit progress—especially in the Italian
context—research underscores the transformative potential of well-designed,
LGBTQIA+-inclusive teacher education. Such training must move beyond abstract
commitments to diversity and embrace immersive, critically reflective, and
community-engaged practices that empower educators as agents of change.

By focusing on under-researched themes and linking macro-level educational
principles with micro-level pedagogical realities, this study contributes to identifying
scalable models of teacher training that challenge heteronormative structures and
promote educational equity. In doing so, it offers concrete pathways for building

more just and inclusive educational landscapes.
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Chapter 5 - Theoretical framework

This study is grounded in the intersection of Queer Theory and Pierre Bourdieu’s
critical sociology, two frameworks that, when read in dialogue, provide a robust lens
for interrogating how education reproduces and resists normative structures around
gender and sexuality. By referring to Queer Theory and Bourdieu’s critical sociology
as 'in dialogue', | do not propose a synthesis of two fully compatible epistemologies,
but rather an intentional tension between divergent approaches to power,
subjectivity, and normativity. It means to engage in a critical juxtaposition, where
each theory interrogates the other’s blind spots, generating a dynamic analytical
framework. This approach is not without friction; some Bourdieusians might argue
that Queer Theory’s emphasis on fluidity risks neglecting durable structures, while
queer scholars might critique Bourdieu’s determinism. Yet, it is precisely this friction
that generates analytical traction. Butler’s anti-essentialist and performative account
of gender destabilises the ontological foundations upon which social categories rest,
while Bourdieu’s field theory maps the institutional reproduction of those very
categories through durable structures and embodied dispositions. | selected these
two frameworks because they jointly enable a nuanced analysis that captures both
discursive disruptions and material constraints shaping LGBTQIA+ experiences in
education — dimensions that would be obscured if considered separately. Reading
them in dialogue, then, involves holding together disruption and reproduction,
agency and constraint, performativity and habitus—not to resolve their differences,
but to illuminate the complexity of how heteronormativity is both citationally
reiterated and structurally entrenched in education. This methodological gesture
reflects my own theoretical positioning as one that resists monolithic explanations
and embraces epistemological hybridity. It also signals a commitment to critical
reflexivity: to interrogate how normative frameworks are sustained, but also how they
may be queered from within through situated acts of resistance. Such a dialogic

reading does not seek equilibrium; rather, it enacts a form of theoretical friction that
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makes visible the very conditions—material, symbolic, and affective—under which
educational inclusion or exclusion is produced.

Together, these theories illuminate tensions between subversion (Queer Theory) and
structure (Bourdieu). While Queer Theory disrupts the naturalized logics
underpinning such regulation, Bourdieu provides tools to map how institutional fields
regulate LGBTQIA+ visibility (e.g., through curricula, policies). For instance, this
tension becomes evident when Queer Theory would frame their silence as
complicity in heteronormative reiterative practices (Butler, 1993), while a
Bourdieusian analysis might reveal how a teacher’s habitus discourages open
discussion of queerness due to fear of professional sanction. Conversely, moments
where participants “queer” professional norms—e.g., by using non-binary pronouns
despite institutional resistance —exemplify how agency can reconfigure fields, albeit
within constraints. This dual lens thus not only critiques (in)visibility but also
highlights sites where queer pedagogies might disrupt entrenched norms—a central

aim of this study.

Judith Butler’s Queer theory

Within the landscape of contemporary critical thought, Queer Theory emerges from
the intersection of poststructuralist, feminist, and psychoanalytic traditions as a
radical critique of the naturalisation of sexual and gender identities. It dismantles the
presumed coherence between biological sex, gender identity, and sexual desire,
revealing how these categories are historically contingent and discursively
constructed. As Warner (1991) famously argued, heteronormativity — the
institutionalisation of heterosexuality as natural and universal — organises social life
in ways that obscure its own normativity. Against this backdrop, Queer Theory
intervenes to destabilise identity categories, resist essentialist binaries, and
foreground the performative, relational, and political dimensions of subjectivity.

Judith Butler stands as one of the most influential theorists in this field. Her work,

deeply rooted in Foucauldian genealogy, Lacanian psychoanalysis, and Hegelian
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dialectics, provides a foundational framework for understanding gender as
performative and power as productive rather than merely repressive. In Gender
Trouble (1990), Butler introduces the concept of gender performativity — the idea
that gender is not an innate or stable identity, but a stylised repetition of acts
regulated by cultural norms. These performative acts, far from being voluntary
expressions, are citational in nature: they cite and reiterate existing norms that
govern the intelligibility of bodies and identities. As Butler argues, it is through this
repetitive enactment that the illusion of a coherent and interior self is sustained.
Central to this theory is the notion of the heterosexual matrix, a normative grid that
naturalises the alignment of sex, gender, and desire. Within this matrix, one is
intelligible only if one conforms to a binary and heteronormative model. Those who
deviate from this model — queer, trans, intersex, or non-binary subjects — often
become culturally unintelligible (Butler, 1990; 1993). Butler’s analysis thus highlights
how power not only constrains but also constitutes the subject: identities are not
prior to power but emerge through it.

The figure of the drag queen is emblematic in this regard. For Butler, drag
performance does not simply parody gender roles but reveals their imitative and
unstable character. However, in subsequent works (1993, 1997), Butler moves
beyond the celebratory tone of subversion and begins to grapple more explicitly with
the materiality of the body and the psychic life of the subject. She argues that matter
and interiority are not pre-discursive, but themselves shaped by the norms and
discourses that constitute us. This deepening of her position allows her to articulate
a more complex understanding of embodiment, recognition, and political
subjectivation. This very moment of writing—“the norms and discourses that
constitute us” —marks not only a theoretical claim but also a personal inflection. As
a gay man and secondary school teacher working in a rural area of north-eastern
Italy, | am not external to the norms | analyse. | am, in Butler’s words, “caught up in
a struggle with norms” (Butler, 2005, p. 25), precisely because of my desire to

recognise others, particularly students whose gender and sexual identities are
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rendered precarious by institutional silence. The “us” invoked here is not universal
but situated: it reflects a shared vulnerability shaped by social intelligibility and
institutional legibility. My engagement with queer theory is thus not merely
analytical—it is also ethical and affective. It emerges from lived experiences of
constraint, of needing to speak in ways that are intelligible to the institution while still
remaining accountable to those whose lives resist normative legibility. In this sense,
the very act of research becomes a form of pedagogical address: an attempt to offer
recognition to LGBTQIA+ youth, but also to interrogate the conditions that make
such recognition possible—or impossible —within educational structures.

Butler reinterprets the Hegelian dialectic of self and other to propose a relational
ontology of the subject. Drawing on Lévinas and Cavarero, she argues that
subjectivity emerges not through self-mastery but through exposure to the other —
an exposure that entails vulnerability and ethical responsibility. Responsibility, in this
framework, is not grounded in transparency or self-knowledge but in the
irreducibility of the other’s address. Vulnerability thus becomes not a weakness to be
overcome but the very condition of humanisation and ethical life (Butler, 2005).

This ethical-political turn is further elaborated in Precarious Life (2004) and Frames of
War (2009), where Butler interrogates the unequal distribution of recognisability and
grievability. Not all lives are deemed worthy of mourning; not all are recognised as
livable. This asymmetry reveals how normative frameworks sustain hierarchies of
humanity: queer, racialised, disabled, migrant, and non-conforming lives are often
excluded from public recognition and subjected to symbolic or material violence.
Butler’'s work thus calls for an expansion of normative frames — not through
assimilation, but through a critical ethics of non-violence and interdependence.
Importantly, this does not signal a retreat from queer radicalism, but rather a
deepening of its stakes. While Gender Trouble foregrounds the subversion of norms
in countercultural spaces, Butler’s later works shift toward institutional critique and

the politics of recognition. She acknowledges the strategic value of rights and
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anti-discrimination policies, but also warns against the normalising effects of
institutional recognition.

This critique of assimilationism resonates with the broader aims of Queer Theory,
which rejects binary logics and promotes a relational understanding of identity that
is intersectional, fluid, and historically situated. Drawing on Crenshaw’s (1989) theory
of intersectionality, Queer Theory foregrounds how categories such as race, class,
gender, and ability interact to produce complex forms of marginalisation. It
challenges the very terms of inclusion, urging us to interrogate the epistemic and
institutional norms that determine whose difference can be recognised.

Butler’s later contributions extend the concept of performativity into the domain of
collective action. She argues that public assembly — the gathering of bodies in
space — constitutes a performative political act. Bodies assert their precarity, their
interdependence, and their resistance simply through their co-presence (Butler,
2015). This has particular resonance in educational contexts, where the presence of
queer and dissident bodies in the classroom becomes a site of political contestation
and potential transformation. Later, Butler (2020) articulates an ethics of cohabitation
grounded in shared vulnerability and relationality — a perspective that invites us to
rethink the school as a space of ethical interdependence and non-violence.

Most recently, Butler (2024) confronts the global backlash against gender theory,
trans rights, and queer lives. She exposes how gender has become a symbolic
threat mobilised by reactionary movements to undermine pluralism, academic
freedom, and democratic participation. In response, Butler defends critical
engagement with gender not as ideology but as a necessary dimension of
democratic education—one that aligns closely with the aims of GCED.

Within this broader framework, Queer Theory becomes a powerful analytical tool for
interrogating how educational institutions produce and naturalise gender and sexual
norms. In schools, where normativity often operates through silences, absences,
and implicit assumptions, Butler’s work enables a critical pedagogy that is attuned

to difference, relationality, and the ethics of unknowing. It encourages educators not
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simply to include queer identities, but to question the structures that render certain
lives unlivable in the first place. As such, the dialogue between Queer Theory and
GCED holds transformative potential: it can support the formation of teachers
capable of embracing conflict, recognising plurality, and fostering an inclusive
citizenship grounded not in tolerance but in the shared recognition of vulnerability.
Butler’s critique of normative frameworks and her emphasis on recognisability,
performativity, and vulnerability also open up critical possibilities for reimagining
educational paradigms such as GCED. Rather than treating queer subjects as
beneficiaries of inclusive reform, a Butlerian lens urges us to ask how the very terms
of inclusion are structured by regimes of intelligibility that obscure some lives while
legitimising others. These theoretical insights offer a foundation for later reflections
on how GCED might be reimagined in light of participants’ experiences, particularly
in ways that challenge its universalist assumptions through a queer and
intersectional lens. While the concept itself is not developed here, it will be
tentatively explored in the final chapter based on empirical evidence. This dialogic
reading reveals that GCED—if left unexamined—can reproduce regimes of
recognisability that exclude queer lives. While Butler exposes how discursive norms
construct intelligibility, Bourdieu helps map how institutional fields such as
education reward conformity to heteronormative doxa. Together, their frameworks
underscore the need to interrogate GCED not only for what it includes, but also for

what it silences.
Bourdieusian sociology of education

Bourdieu’s work offers a dialectical understanding of social reality, bridging
objective structures (e.g., institutions, norms) and subjective agency (individual
perceptions and practices). His concept of constructivist structuralism (Bourdieu,
1984) posits that knowledge and social action are neither wholly determined by
external forces nor entirely voluntaristic; rather, they emerge from the interplay

between habitus (embodied dispositions shaped by one’s social trajectory), capital

37



(resources conferring power, such as cultural, social, or symbolic capital), and field
(the structured arena of social relations where struggles over legitimacy occur). In
this study, Bourdieu’s framework helps unpack how participants’ engagement with
LGBTQIA+ topics is mediated by their positioning within professional fields (e.g.,
education) and the unequal distribution of capital that governs what counts as
legitimate knowledge (Bourdieu, 1991). Professionals operating in traditionally
conservative educational environments may unconsciously align their discourse with
dominant institutional doxa to preserve symbolic capital, even if such norms
marginalise queer perspectives (Bourdieu, 1996). This reflects Bourdieu’s (2001)
concept of symbolic violence, in which heteronormative frameworks institutionalise
exclusion and misrecognition as natural and unquestioned. LGBTQIA+ identities, in
this context, risk being framed as deviations from an unspoken normative standard,
reinforcing rather than challenging existing hierarchies.

Conversely, actors with accumulated cultural capital (e.g., training in gender studies)
or social capital (e.g., ties to activist networks) may position LGBTQIA+ issues as
matters of justice rather than mere “tolerance.” This process often reflects what
Lareau (2003) terms concerted -cultivation: the intentional accumulation and
deployment of cultural capital to navigate institutional terrains. As Neveu (2018)
observes, such dispositions are frequently misrecognised as innate “giftedness,”
when in fact they reflect long-standing patterns of familial transmission.

Moreover, Bourdieu’s later field theory (1996) underscores how multiple overlapping
fields—such as education, religion, and culture—can converge to shape agents’
trajectories. This multi-field perspective illustrates how privileged actors strategically
convert capital across domains to consolidate their position, for instance by aligning
pedagogical authority with moral legitimacy or cultural refinement (McKinnon, 2017).
Importantly, while some scholars have applied the notion of institutional habitus to
explain school-level cultures (Reay, 1998), others argue that doxa offers a more
precise tool for capturing the deep, often unspoken logics that govern institutional

life (Atkinson, 2011). Such logics frequently operate through gendered and
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heteronormative assumptions, subtly encoding exclusionary practices even within
ostensibly progressive policies.

This Bourdieusian lens enables a critical reading of how LGBTQIA+ issues are
framed, negotiated, and resisted in educational contexts, linking macro-level
structures of power and recognition to the micro-level practices through which
agents contest or sustain institutional norms.

These theoretical frameworks are applied in the empirical sections of the study in
order to analyse how participants negotiate LGBTQIA+ topics in educational
settings. Butler’s theory of performativity is used to examine how gender and
sexuality are citationally constructed or contested in professional discourse, while
Bourdieu’s concepts of habitus and symbolic violence help unpack how institutional
norms shape what is sayable, visible, or legitimate in school environments. Taken
together, they support a critical reading of both the explicit and implicit mechanisms

through which heteronormativity is maintained or disrupted in the field of education
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Chapter 6 - Methodology

This study adopts a qualitative research approach to gain a nuanced understanding
of how Secondary NQTs who graduated from a university in north-eastern Italy
perceive their preparedness to address LGBTQIA+ topics in their teaching practice.
To explore these perspectives, in-depth, semi-structured interviews were conducted
in person or via GoogleMeet, allowing for a balance between structured
inquiry—through a predefined set of key questions—and flexibility to explore
emerging themes during the conversation. An interview guide comprising
open-ended questions (Appendix 1) was designed in advance, and then based on
the insights from interviewees several probes were included during the actual
interviews. In order to write the interview guide and to actually conduct the
interviews with the research participants, | have referred to Vanda Lucia Zammuner’s
Tecniche dell’intervista e del questionario (1998), L’intervista qualitativa by Donatella
Della Porta (2010), and Doing Interviews by Brinkmann and Kvale (2018).

The interview design considers the following elements: a preliminary introduction
outlining the research topic and objectives, general questions, followed by more
in-depth follow-up questions to explore key themes thoroughly and careful attention
to language use, ensuring clarity, inclusivity, and contextual appropriateness.

The “in-depth interview takes seriously the notion that people are experts on their
own experience and so best able to report how they experienced a particular event
or phenomenon” (Darlington & Scott, 2002, p.48). By centring teachers’
perspectives, this research aims to critically assess how initial teacher education at
a university in north-eastern Italy prepares—or fails to prepare —future educators to
integrate LGBTQIA+ themes into their pedagogy. Furthermore, it examines how the
interplay between teacher training and GCED principles can foster more inclusive,
tolerant, and socially responsible teaching practices. Beyond mapping existing gaps,
this study seeks to identify areas for improvement in teacher training curricula,
contributing to a broader discourse on the role of GCED in promoting diversity,

inclusion, and human rights in education.
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Interviews were recorded with the interviewee’s consent and subsequently
transcribed verbatim, preserving the original flow and content of the conversation.
The transcriptions of interviews were imported to NVivo 14 and coded for
identification and analysis purposes. Interviews were analyzed by employing
thematic content analysis (Braun & Clark, 2006), broadly used across qualitative
research studies (Stewart, 2012), and it was chosen for its flexibility and ability to
capture nuanced patterns in participants’ responses, making it particularly suitable
for exploring perceptions and attitudes regarding LGBTQIA+ inclusion. By identifying
recurring themes across interviews, this method allows for a deeper understanding
of the challenges and opportunities teachers face in addressing these topics (Nowell

etal., 2017).
Sampling strategy

This study employs a non-probability sampling strategy, combining convenience
sampling and snowball sampling (Raifman et al., 2022).

Participants were initially recruited through an open call for participation
disseminated via social media platforms (e.g. on a Facebook group of teachers
working in the chosen university area and on a Whatsapp group of Literary
disciplines & Humanities teachers who were enrolled in a Teacher training course at
a university in north-eastern Italy—Appendix 2), allowing for the inclusion of teachers
who voluntarily engaged with the study. This aligns with a convenience sampling
approach, as respondents were (self-)selected based on their accessibility and
willingness to participate. As participation was voluntary, however, there is a
potential risk of self-selection bias, as individuals with a particular interest in the
topic may have been more inclined to engage (Sharma, 2017). Some participants
were identified through word of mouth, resulting in a snowball sampling effect,
where interviewees recommended other potential participants who contacted me at
a later stage. While this approach facilitated access to relevant respondents, it may

also have influenced the diversity of perspectives represented in the study (Ibid.).

41



A total of seven Secondary NQTs of Literary disciplines & Humanities who graduated
from a university in north-eastern Italy in 2024 participated in the study. Two
interviews were conducted online, while the remaining five took place in person.
Although the original study design did not limit recruitment to Literary disciplines &
Humanities teachers, the total of respondents came from this disciplinary
background. Consequently, the research aim was refined to specifically investigate
how Literary disciplines & Humanities teachers perceive their preparedness to

address LGBTQIA+ topics in their teaching practice.

Research ethics

This research adheres to rigorous ethical principles, ensuring respect for
participants, informed consent, and confidentiality. Given the sensitive nature of
LGBTQIA+ issues, it is crucial to prioritise participants’ safety and dignity throughout
the study. Ethical considerations include preventing any form of discrimination or
bias and actively contributing to the creation of more inclusive educational
environments. Additionally, the study acknowledges and addresses potential power
imbalances between the researcher and participants to ensure respectful and
balanced interactions (Reunamo & Pipere, 2011).

The anonymity of participants has been strictly upheld to protect their confidentiality.
No names or identifying details have been included in data transcriptions or research
reports, making it impossible to trace participants at any stage of the study or in the
future. Additionally, any responses that could inadvertently reveal a participant’s
identity have either been excluded or appropriately anonymised in the thesis (Wiles
et al., 2008).

To safeguard data security, all research data was stored on an encrypted USB drive
and a password-protected computer, both kept securely in my possession. Upon
completion of the thesis, the data was permanently erased. No information was

shared with third parties or used for any purpose beyond the scope of this research.
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This research was conducted in accordance with the ethical regulations of
Goteborgs Universitet, following the guidelines issued by the Swedish Research
Council (2024). Since the study was carried out in an educational context in Italy, it
also adhered to The European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity (ALLEA,
2017). Participants were thoroughly informed about the research objectives, data
collection, and documentation processes via e-mail (Appendix 3), ensuring that their
names and personal details remained confidential (Lewis-Beck et al., 2004). These
principles align with broader ethical standards highlighted by Preissle et al. (2015),

which stress the importance of integrity, reflexivity, and transparency in research.
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Chapter 7 - Results

This chapter presents the research findings, interpreted through theoretical
perspectives drawn from Bourdieu and Butler. The data is organised around six key
themes, identified through a systematic content analysis as outlined in the
methodology chapter. Adopting a narrative approach, the analysis foregrounds
participants’ lived experiences, allowing both dominant patterns and unexpected
insights to emerge through their own words. All interview excerpts, originally in
ltalian, have been translated into English by me. To ensure the participants’
confidentiality, all names have been replaced with pseudonyms (e.g., Teacher 1,

Teacher 2).

A systematic silence: between professional duty and symbolic

burden

Recurrent in the interviews, participants consistently identified a glaring gap in their
initial teacher education: the absence of structured content on LGBTQIA+ inclusion.
As Teacher 4 remarked with bitter irony, “Oh, well, do these topics even exist in
teacher training?”—a rhetorical question underscoring the systemic erasure of
LGBTQIA+ issues in curricula. Teacher 7 echoed this, noting, “Even during the
qualifying course, there was no real focus on students’ lived experiences. A crucial
dimension of inclusion—personal identities like sexual orientation—was entirely
missing.” Teacher 5 added, “We addressed diversity during practicum sessions, but
only because we initiated it. It wasn’t formally proposed by our instructors.” This
omission was not incidental but symptomatic of broader institutional neglect, and
reflects, as outlined in Chapter 4, systemic patterns of erasure and pedagogical
precarity already theorised in the literature (Kincheloe and Steinberg, 1997; Butler,
2009). What emerges here is how these dynamics are lived by participants—who
described feeling profoundly isolated, unprepared, and left to navigate inclusion
without institutional support. As Teacher 6 reflected, “The training was overly

academic, detached from real school challenges. | wasn’t equipped to address
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gender identity or sexual orientation in the classroom.” This dynamic confirms the
analysis in Chapter 4, where symbolic violence (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990) is
enacted not through overt exclusion, but through curricular silence—rendering
LGBTQIA+ lives unintelligible within formal pedagogical discourse. This gap between
theory and practice mirrors findings from Bruno et al. (2024)—contrasting sharply
with UNESCO'’s (2018) global standards.

Teacher 5’s succinct reflection—*l hoped to learn something... but |
didn’t”—resonates as a collective disillusionment. More than a complaint, it
highlights a disjuncture between the expectations placed on educators in
contemporary classrooms and the preparation they actually receive. Teacher 2’s
frustration further exposes this hypocrisy of inclusion rhetoric without pedagogical

scaffolding:

How am | supposed to address these topics in the classroom? | mean, it’s all
well and good to talk about teaching units on whatever you like, but how do |
actually design an activity on this subject?

[...]

What comes to mind, for example, is when | volunteered with the Italian Red
Cross, where we used to offer inclusive educational activities in schools.
That’s where | learned about this. | didn’t learn it during my teacher training.
And those were structured activities—with goals, prerequisites, and so on. So,

yes, something a bit more concrete.

Again, this is not merely an anecdote. As previously discussed, teachers often
respond to institutional silence through self-training and resource curation (Bourdieu,
1990)—acts that, while grounded in individual ethics, signal a broader pattern of
improvised resistance (Butler, 2005). Teacher 7’s paradoxical stance—“Theoretically,
I'd rate my preparedness as zero. Personally, I'm fairly prepared” —captures the

paradox of being professionally abandoned yet personally resourceful: her
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preparedness stems entirely from individual effort, not institutional formation.
Similarly, Teacher 6 acknowledged, “l recognize the need, but | lack the tools,”
illustrating the gap between ethical commitment and pedagogical capability. Teacher
3 took this a step further, compiling her own archive of materials: “I
self-trained—curating videos, readings, and resources—but | still lack structured
guidance. There’s no official training; you’re left to figure it out alone.”

Her proactive stance, while admirable, underscores the chronic systemic
insufficiency of formal frameworks. As Teacher 4 put it with a note of irony and
self-awareness: “l don’t consider myself prepared. I'm barely competent—with a
capital C.” This reflects Bourdieu’s (1984) habitus—teachers internalize institutional
abandonment, developing a ‘feel for the game’ of self-reliance. Their unpaid labour
to address gaps exemplifies Butler’s (2009) ‘precarity,” where LGBTQIA+ inclusion is
rendered pedagogically unsustainable by systemic exclusion. Teacher 1 added that
institutional fear also plays a role: “l feel held back by the school leadership, and
above all, by families.” This constraint, once again, aligns with Bourdieu’s (1990)
symbolic violence—where institutional inaction (e.g., withheld training) reinforces
heteronormativity as the default. Teachers’ fear of backlash reflects how power
operates through habitus (Bourdieu, 1984), disciplining them into compliance with
unspoken norms.

However, these dispositions operate within a Bourdieusian field—teacher
education—that fails to provide the symbolic capital necessary to legitimise
LGBTQIA+ topics as part of the curriculum. The result is a misalignment between
professional ethics and expectations, and institutional culture, which produces not
only pedagogical uncertainty but also emotional strain. Teacher 3’s solitary efforts
(“You have to do it yourself”) embody Butler’s (2015) performative resistance —small
acts that disrupt the curriculum of erasure. Yet Bourdieu’s field theory underscores
the irony: teachers lack the symbolic capital to legitimize LGBTQIA+ topics,

rendering their resistance structurally precarious.
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The emotional toll is visceral. Several participants recounted emotionally charged
moments. Teacher 1 recalled an episode in which she felt she had failed a student: “I
felt guilty, like | hadn’t helped her properly.” This guilt stemmed not from a lack of
will, but from a lack of preparation and structural support, and reflects a broader
pattern documented by Rivers (2011), who demonstrates how unaddressed
school-based victimization correlates with heightened suicide risk among LGBTQIA+
youth. The teacher’s accounts reveal how institutional silence does not merely
neglect but actively endangers, a form of symbolic violence with material
consequences. Teacher 5 described a particularly difficult classroom moment where
some students, during a discussion about the Holocaust, justified the persecution
and deportation of homosexuals. She intervened despite fears: “I knew | had to
speak up. But | was afraid — afraid of parents, afraid of being accused of doing
politics,”. This tension reflects Butler’'s (2009) ‘differential allocation of
precarity’—teachers navigate LGBTQIA+ topics without institutional safeguards,
risking professional and emotional consequences. Teacher 3 added: “Addressing
these topics without proper training can be risky: there’s the danger of proposing
them in the wrong way and making students feel excluded or attacked.”

This lack of institutional scaffolding forces some teachers to take matters into their
own hands. As Teacher 3 admitted: “I’m afraid of introducing the topic the wrong
way—of unintentionally hurting a student who might feel exposed or
misunderstood.” Even when teachers spoke up, the act was fraught with fear and
institutional risk, as Teacher 5 observed: “| felt | had a responsibility to say
something...that it was ethically necessary, but | feared repercussions.” Teacher 2
offered a powerful personal testimony, drawn from her own schooling: “I still carry
with me what | witnessed at school. A student came out in class and was mortified
by the teacher’s reaction. That should never happen in a classroom.” Her
recollection of that traumatic event—“The teacher terrorised him” —not only shaped
her personal trajectory as a lesbian and an educator, but also illuminates how

symbolic violence is internalised and remembered, how violence becomes
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pedagogically inherited. It is through such memories, embedded in habitus, that
educators are often propelled to resist institutional norms, even when those norms
offer little to no protection.

As Teacher 4 summarises: “Reality changes, moves forward—and yet the school
stays still, stagnant. There’s a disconnect between what is and what the school
pretends still is.” This is not just observation but accusation. What emerges from
these narratives is a portrait of teachers caught in a double bind: expected to
champion inclusive values while being systematically denied the tools to do so
effectively. They are forced to improvise, draw on fragmented resources, and
shoulder a burden of care that should be collectively shared. In the absence of clear
frameworks, they navigate a minefield of community expectations, parental scrutiny,
and administrative ambiguity. This way, their ethical labour becomes both a
professional responsibility and a site of personal vulnerability.

As participants suggest, this silence around LGBTQIA+ inclusion is not merely a
curricular oversight. It reflects a structural dynamic where the responsibility for
inclusion is individualised, and the lack of formal support sustains normative
exclusions—despite growing ethical commitments among teachers. What is needed
is not just encouragement to “be inclusive,” but the structural conditions that make

such inclusion meaningful, sustainable, and safe.

Geographies of risk: the local field of (im)possibility

The capacity to address LGBTQIA+ issues in the classroom is not uniformly

distributed. Teacher 2 articulated this with clarity:

| really believe it depends on the geography of the school. What I've seen, in
my personal experience, is that in big cities there tends to be more openness.
But this is something that’s historically true for everything. In more rural areas,

people are more closed, more fearful, there are more taboos.
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Then she added a crucial observation: “technical and vocational schools tend to be
more conservative, while in a liceo I'd probably feel safer talking about these
issues.” Teacher 5 reinforced the point: “In my school they screened the film ‘Il
ragazzo con i pantaloni rosa’, but a colleague in another province was explicitly
forbidden from doing so,” adding that talking about LGBTQIA+ topics “In some
schools it’s a taboo. In others, you can talk.”

These excerpts exemplify how educators must navigate uneven cultural and
institutional terrains. Within the Italian educational landscape, participants
consistently reported that geography—particularly the urban-rural divide—plays a
pivotal role in shaping the conditions under which LGBTQIA+ topics can be
addressed. The urban/rural divide in pedagogical possibilities mirrors Butler’s (2004)
concept of frames of recognition, where certain identities become intelligible and
legitimate only in specific geographic and institutional contexts. It also reflects
Bourdieu’s (1984) notion of the field of possibles, where the range of what can be
said or done is shaped by the structure of the local field. Urban schools often benefit
from greater cultural capital—such as activist networks and progressive
leadership—while rural and technical/vocational schools are more frequently subject
to what Bourdieu (1991) described as symbolic domination, where the fear of
backlash enforces silence.

Participants’ accounts reveal how moral economies (Youdell, 2006) operate in
schools as uneven symbolic markets, where the (in)visibility of LGBTQIA+ lives is
policed through localized norms (Pascoe, 2007). These dynamics shift across
contexts, school types, and leadership attitudes, with some identities deemed riskier
to embody or discuss—a stratification further compounded by racial and class
hierarchies (Dumas, 2008; McCready, 2010). This, in turn, produces and maintains
what Butler (1993) refers to as heterosexual matrices. What is permissible to say,
and what risks backlash, thus becomes contingent not only on individual teachers’
intentions, but on their position within a wider moral and institutional cartography.

This dynamic also reflects broader patterns, such as the uneven implementation of
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policies like the Alias Career for trans students (Bourelly et al., 2024), or the higher
rates of identity-based bullying reported in vocational schools (Batini & Scierri,
2021).

Teachers navigate these divergent landscapes through what might be called
pedagogical risk calculus, continuously assessing their institution’s tolerance
through leadership cues, peer attitudes, and community values. This process
identifies the phenomenon in which actors strategically anticipate what behaviours
will be rewarded or punished (Dvorak et al., 2025). In more conservative contexts,
even well-intentioned pedagogical choices can be read as ideological transgressions
and a danger (Kumashiro, 2002). Teacher 2 described the result as a pervasive
“culture of fear” in which “you’re never sure what might lead to a complaint.” Also
Teacher 4 described a widespread “fear of being accused of manipulation,”
especially among older colleagues and school leaders, emphasising: “We’re public
officials’. Even without intending it, we can be labelled as manipulators.”

This climate produces what Sedgwick (1990) theorised as an institutional
epistemology of the closet, which helps explain how institutional silence produces a
binary of knowledge/ignorance that forces LGBTQIA+ teachers and students into
constant risk assessment about disclosure. Teacher 3 mentioned colleagues who
are themselves LGBTQIA+ but remain closeted at work due to fears of professional
repercussions or parental hostility—a strategic withdrawal from the moral
marketplace to avoid professional devaluation, which illustrates Butler’s (2009)
concept of precarity, where certain lives are rendered more vulnerable by systems
that fail to recognise them as fully human. The spatiality dimensions of risk extend to
resource access: urban teachers might collaborate with LGBTQIA+ collectives for
workshops, or invite guest speakers; while teachers in more isolated regions might

lack such options. As Teacher 2 observed by sharing her awareness of these

' In ltaly, public-school teachers have the status of pubblici ufficiali (public officials), meaning they
perform a state function under Article 34 of the Constitution. This entails: (1) legal duties (e.g.,
falsifying grades is a criminal offence); (2) enhanced protections (assaults are treated as crimes
against the state); and (3) strict procedural obligations (e.g., exam rules). Unlike in common-law
systems (e.g., the UK), this classification ties teachers directly to public-service criminal law.
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disparities: “Here | have friends who are part of the collective Rivolta Gaia. They go
into schools, do labs, run workshops during student-led assemblies. But in (a town
nearby), that kind of thing doesn’t happen. It’s just not even on the radar.” Teacher 5
added a further layer of complexity, noting that some school leaderships are
explicitly unsupportive: “In one province, a colleague was told: ‘Don’t talk about it.

You’re not allowed.”” Teacher 1 noted this is particularly acute “In certain schools,
especially where the Catholic presence is strong... there’s more resistance
compared to more secular institutions,” echoing Gusmeroli and Trappolin (2021),
who argue that Catholic cultural norms often lead to the systematic avoidance of
discussions around gender identity and sexual orientation in schools, thereby
sustaining a climate of silence.

This confirms the existing literature: that educational institutions do not operate in
isolation. They are embedded within broader socio-political and cultural landscapes
that shape what is thinkable, possible to talk about, speakable, and teachable.
Classrooms become non-neutral spaces where local values and national policies
intersect unpredictably. The absence of coherent national guidelines exacerbates
disparities, as Teacher 5 stressed: “There’s no coordinated national vision. In some
schools you can speak, in others it’s forbidden.” This lack of structural coherence
intensifies local disparities and places disproportionate responsibility on individual
educators to assess, and often absorb, the fallout of their pedagogical choices.

In light of these accounts, what is needed is not simply more “training,” but a critical
engagement with how geography, power, and pedagogy intersect. As Teacher 5

warned: “Reality evolves, but school remains frozen in time.”
Global Citizenship Education: recognition of potential, absence
of application

For the majority of participants in this study, GCED was a relatively new
concept—one they encountered formally only through the research interview

process. Yet despite this initial unfamiliarity, their responses revealed an intuitive
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alignment with its core principles: inclusion, pluralism, and the cultivation of critical
awareness and thinking. Teacher 6 articulated this connection describing GCED as a
possible vehicle to move beyond rigid identity categories: “It’s about helping
students imagine a plural world, beyond binaries, beyond male/female or
gay/straight.” This resonance with existing pedagogical values reflects what
Andreotti (2006) describes as soft GCED—an approach that aligns with progressive
educational values but risks remaining superficial without critical engagement.
Teachers recognized GCED’s potential to address themes central to their work.
Teacher 3 offered a hopeful interpretation, exemplifying this tension between
aspiration and implementation: “GCED is about letting different voices coexist. It’s
about listening, about creating a society where people learn to hear each other.”
Teacher 5 connected GCED to her professional ethics: “Inclusivity and global
citizenship both begin with respect for the other.” And Teacher 1 expanded this view:
“GCED should prepare students to become not only citizens of the State, but also
human beings in a universal sense.” These perspectives suggest that GCED was not
an alien concept, but a framework that provided participants with a conceptual
framework for practices they already valued, even if they lacked the specific
vocabulary.

However, enthusiasm for GCED’s ideals was tempered by significant skepticism
about its implementation. Participants highlighted a troubling gap between theory
and practice. While rhetorically appealing, GCED risks becoming little more than a
slogan when not accompanied by curriculum design, institutional commitment, and
teacher training. Teacher 2 captured this tension: “Teaching GCED without context is
like explaining the Constitution without its history and context. It sounds good, but it
doesn’t stick.” Teacher 5, echoing the concern, described GCED as: “everything and
nothing, there’s a need to define more specific areas and train educators
seriously.” —a framework so broad it becomes meaningless and offers little in terms
of daily classroom strategies. She also posed a series of pressing questions: “Who

teaches it? How? With what materials?” These concerns align with critiques by
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Oxley and Morris (2013) and Tarozzi (2024) regarding the often vague and
ambiguous implementation of GCED.

The challenges teachers identified were both structural and practical. Teacher 4,
encountering GCED for the first time, cautioned: “It would be beautiful to implement
this kind of education, but it can’t just be the teacher’s burden. It needs institutional
time, space, and support.” Others pointed to systemic issues in how citizenship
education is currently handled in schools and the expectations that require teachers
to add citizenship education to already saturated workloads without resources or
structural support. Teacher 3 observed: “Very often, civic education is reduced to
ticking off competencies formally, without a real work on what civil coexistence truly
means,” while Teacher 6 added: “The responsibility gets passed around because no
one feels properly equipped to handle it.”

These implementation challenges reflect more than a logistical concern. They reveal
what Bourdieu (1984) calls a crisis of symbolic capital —GCED carries theoretical
prestige in Academia but lacks the institutional scaffolding to become meaningful
and actionable in classroom practice. Without integration into curricula, assessment
systems, textbook content, and teacher training programs, GCED risks remaining
what Bourdieu termed pious wishes—admirable in principle but ineffective in reality.
UNESCO’s (2015) ambitious framework exemplifies this disconnect, advocating for
transformative pedagogy while offering nebulous for localised implementation.

A particularly concerning finding emerged regarding the selective application of
inclusive principles. While participants reported extensive focus on disability and
intercultural issues in their training, gender and sexual diversity were consistently
overlooked. As Teacher 1 noted: “Inclusion is always about SEN or foreign students.
LGBTQIA+? Never. It’s not part of the picture.” Teacher 6 confirmed: “We never
touched on LGBTQIA+ inclusion. It was always about SEN or newly-arrived
students.” Teacher 7 also stressed that: “Inclusion just means disability or economic
hardship; private matters like sexual identity remain outside the educational

discourse.” As Russell et al’s (2021) study confirms, school environments without
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systemic support structures frequently become sites of marginalization rather than
inclusion for LGBTQIA+ students. This selective application of GCED
principles—where some identities are deemed ‘teachable’ and others
taboo—reproduces what Butler (2004) calls ‘hierarchies of grievability’ in education.
This selective inclusion undermines GCED’s promise of holistic citizenship
education, as Teacher 5 emphasized: “During my training course, | don’t remember
any explicit mention of LGBTQIA+ inclusion, even though we talked about civic
education.” This raises crucial questions about how we can genuinely address
global citizenship while neglecting fundamental aspects of human diversity.

Here, the consequences of this uneven implementation are significant. The very
promise of GCED—to offer a holistic and intersectional approach to
citizenship—risks being undermined by institutional selectivity. In practice, certain
identities and struggles remain more “teachable” than others. Teacher 3’s narrative
supports this point. While she praised the ambition of GCED, she noted that the lack
of consistent training meant its application was “completely arbitrary.” It depends on
the school. On the teacher. On the politics of the area.” Such arbitrariness
perpetuates educational inequalities and limits opportunities for meaningful
engagement with contemporary global challenges, leaving students, especially in
less progressive areas, without access to critical conversations about citizenship,
rights, and identity. Queer theorists argue that such variability reflects deeper
epistemological discomforts—schools are reluctant to embrace forms of knowledge
that destabilise normative assumptions about gender, sexuality, and power.

These findings reveal GCED’s fundamental paradox: while conceptually promising,
its transformative potential remains constrained by systemic barriers. As Teacher 6
warned, without “proper training, tools and coherent frameworks”, GCED risks
becoming merely an aspirational concept with little transformative reach. The
challenge ahead—as these teacher perspectives make clear—is not simply to adopt
GCED rhetoric, but to fundamentally rethink how educational systems prepare both

teachers and students for the complexities of contemporary citizenship.
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Global Citizenship Education and the politics of inclusion:

disrupting normative frameworks

Building on Teachers insights, it seems like GCED should not be treated as an
apolitical framework promoting universal values but rather as a contested
pedagogical space—one that must explicitly engage with power dynamics,
difference, and resistance. This approach demands a critical interrogation of GCED’s
normative assumptions, particularly its tendency to frame education as neutral and
citizenship as equally accessible to all. As the interviews reveal, such a reorientation
requires integrating intersectional perspectives, affective dimensions, and dissensus
into its core structure. Several participants articulated what this transformation might
entail. Teacher 6, for instance, linked citizenship to self-awareness and relational
competence: “Being citizens means having awareness of oneself and others:
discussing gender identity helps develop these transversal skills”. This aligns with
scholarly critiques of GCED’s often abstract notions of belonging (Andreotti, 2011),
emphasizing instead the need to ground citizenship in embodied identities and
structural inequities.

Teacher 2 further argued for a historically anchored approach: “It’s not just about
being kind. It’s about knowing where rights come from—and who still doesn’t have
them.” Her critique echoes Fraser’s (2009) work on justice, which distinguishes
between affirmative remedies (e.g., tolerance) and transformative ones (e.g.,
addressing root causes of exclusion). For GCED to move beyond superficial diversity
rhetoric, it must incorporate the genealogies of struggle that shape civic life,
including LGBTQIA+ histories of marginalization and unfinished legal battles.
Similarly, Teacher 5 reframed citizenship as relational belonging rather than static
status: “It’s about recognising different kinds of students, including LGBTQIA+ ones,
as citizens.” This mirrors Butler’s (2004) assertion that recognition is a political
act—one that confers legitimacy within symbolic systems (Bourdieu, 1991). Teacher
1 extended this idea: “Educating for global citizenship means recognizing LGBTQIA+

students as citizens, not tolerating them”. Here, the concept of tolerance is firmly
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rejected as a passive, depoliticised position. As Teacher 2 articulated: “Being able to
empathise - | won’t even use the word ‘accept’, because | dislike that term as much
as | dislike ‘tolerance’. | hate the word tolerance.” This critique aligns with queer
theorists’ rejection of tolerance discourses that maintain normative hierarchies
(Warner, 1999; Butler, 2004). As Butler argues, recognition must move beyond
tolerance toward affirming the constitutive role of difference in democratic life.
Teacher 2 explicitly politicized this vision: “These are civic struggles. These are
human rights. If we teach citizenship, we have to teach this.” Her insistence on
framing LGBTQIA+ inclusion as political disrupts institutional efforts to neutralize
dissent, a dynamic Warner ties to queer world-making’s embrace of messiness. This
shift reorients GCED from harmony-based pedagogies to justice-oriented ones,
prioritizing specificity over universality and solidarity over tolerance. However,
participants stressed that such reimagining cannot rely on individual teacher agency.
Teacher 6 warned: “We can’t leave this work to the teachers’ conscience. We need
training, tools, and a framework.” Without institutional support—curricular
integration, assessment structures, and policy backing—GCED risks becoming what
Bourdieu (1977) might call symbolic gestures: high-minded ideals devoid of material
impact. Teacher 3 echoed this: “GCED looks like an empty shell if there’s no real
application.”

The interviews thus reveal a tension between habitus and possibility: while some
teachers develop inclusive dispositions through personal or political experiences,
the system offers few avenues to translate these into practice. As reported before,
Teacher 3 summarised the arbitrariness: “everything is completely arbitrary. It

depends on the school. On the teacher. On the politics of the area.”

Demands for structural change and legitimation

Throughout the interviews, teachers voiced a shared dissatisfaction with the current
state of their professional preparation, particularly regarding LGBTQIA+ inclusion.

Yet this dissatisfaction did not remain at the level of critique. Rather, it was
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accompanied by specific, thoughtful proposals aimed at reshaping the field of
teacher education itself. What emerges is not a call for optional workshops or
one-off awareness sessions, but for deep structural integration—they essentially
reject individualised solutions (e.g., voluntarism) in favor of field-level transformation.
The participants’ proposals reflect a dual demand: for legitimacy and for operational
guidance. This is not simply about acquiring more content, but about redefining
what counts as legitimate pedagogical knowledge.

Teachers emphasized that meaningful training must move beyond abstract
principles and involve those with direct expertise. Teacher 2 summarised this
sentiment succinctly: “We need someone from the community. Who else can explain
it properly?” Teacher 5 agreed and expanded on this, advocating for collaboration
with experts from both academic and activist contexts: “Let’s involve people who
really know—psychologists, LGBTQIA+ activists, educators who live this every day.
We need to know how to talk about this, with the right language, and the right
approach.” Teachers specifically named local organizations like Cassero and
Arcigay—groups that had shaped their personal learning but were absent from
institutional training—as vital partners. These were not simply external resources;
they were imagined as critical partners in the co-construction of inclusive pedagogy.
On this Teacher 6 stated: “We need support from activist communities... not just
academia.” These requests find empirical support in Coulter et al’s (2021)
randomized controlled trial of LGBTQIA+ teacher training. Their study demonstrated
that community-engaged training components led to an increase in teachers’
comfort addressing LGBTQIA+ topics, improvement in skills for responding to
homophobic remarks, and greater likelihood of incorporating LGBTQIA+ content in
lessons. Notably, the most significant gains occurred when training moved beyond
abstract awareness to include practice with realistic classroom scenarios (e.g.,
handling student coming-out), direct input from LGBTQIA+ youth in designing
materials, and mentorship from experienced ally teachers. This evidence directly

validates participants’ emphasis on practical, community-connected training over
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theoretical approaches, but also underscores a broader critique of traditional teacher
education’s exclusion of grassroots knowledge, aligning with hooks’ (1994) concept
of engaged pedagogy, which bridges theory and lived experience.

Beyond who delivers training, participants stressed how it should be delivered. They
envisioned a training landscape that includes structured modules in initial teacher
education programmes, not optional add-ons, and practice-based components,
such as classroom simulations and collaborative projects with local ONGs.
Moreover, teachers suggest seminars on LGBTQIA+ history, intersectionality, and
anti-discrimination laws as well as co-designed materials with LGBTQIA+
community input to ensure authenticity.

Teacher 6 highlighted the gap between values and practice: “It’s not enough to say
that inclusion is important. | need to know how to build a lesson around this. What
text do | choose? How do | handle resistance? How do | protect students who might
come out during a discussion?” This mirrors Kumashiro’s (2002) anti-oppressive
models, which merges ethical commitment with actionable strategies.

Participants warned that without institutional backing, even willing teachers might
avoid LGBTQIA+ topics due to fear of backlash or lack of guidance. Teacher 6
stresses: “One-off interventions are useless; what's needed is something systemic
and systematic.” Teacher 1 admitted: “The fear of parents, the absence of clear
guidelines... sometimes it paralyses you.” Teacher 4 framed this as a systemic
failure: “We can’t rely on the conscience of the individual. That’s not policy. That’s
abandonment.” Their critique resonates with Ahmed’s (2012) analysis of how
institutions privatize equity labour, relegating it to marginalized actors rather than
embedding it structurally.

At its core, these demands seek to redefine what counts as legitimate knowledge in
education. As Teacher 4 asserted: “Training should be curricular, not something
‘transversal’ that individual teachers have to improvise”. This challenges the
marginalization of LGBTQIA+ inclusion as identity politics rather than essential

pedagogical content; it is a matter of epistemic justice—an affirmation that the lives
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and realities of LGBTQIA+ students are valid subjects of knowledge in their own
right. Bourdieu’s (1991) concept of symbolic capital helps unpack this struggle:
participants are advocating for LGBTQIA+ inclusion to be recognised as serious
educational work, not a niche or optional concern, and position it from the margins
to the centre of teacher education.

Teacher 5 tied this to broader civic responsibility: “If nobody talks about these things
at home, then talking about them at school becomes even more necessary.” Here,
schools are positioned as corrective spaces, especially in contexts of familial silence
or stigma—a theme echoing Fraser’s (2009) work on participatory parity, where

institutions must actively redress exclusion.

The call for pedagogical tools

A striking pattern across the interviews was the urgent desire for practical
pedagogical tools—not just ethical imperatives or abstract ideals. While all
participants universally shared strong commitments to fostering inclusivity, many
were painfully aware of the gap between intention and implementation. Their
collective message was clear: good will alone is insufficient, teachers need concrete
strategies. Teacher 2’s account illustrated this need vividly. Drawing from her
experience as a volunteer with the Italian Red Cross, she described an inclusive

education activity:

We gave students short character profiles—like, a sex worker, a migrant, a
policeman—and said: there’s a disaster, you can only save six. Who do you
save? They made quick assumptions. Then we revealed more about each
person’s life story—skKills, experiences, trauma. And suddenly, their choices

changed. It made them really reflect on bias.

This kind of experiential learning—structured, emotionally resonant, and focused on

disrupting normative assumptions—was, as she noted, entirely absent from her
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formal teacher training, even though “concrete activities are what stay with you.
Reading about tolerance is not the same as experiencing dilemmas and biases in a
practical exercise.” The activity taught her not only about inclusion but how to teach
inclusion—a distinction many felt was missing from their preparation. Teacher 5
echoed this concern, emphasizing how the lack of practical training left her exposed
in the classroom, particularly when addressing homophobic remarks or facilitating

discussions about marginalized identities:

We need workshops with professionals—people who know the language, the
psychology, the history. I’'m not asking to become a therapist, but | need to be

able to manage the classroom when these issues come up. Because they do.

This sentiment was widespread. Teacher 1 also stressed that teachers cannot be
expected to act as moral compasses without support: “We’re educators, not
psychologists or social workers. But we need a team. We need tools, methods.” She
suggested developing interdisciplinary models of support, where teachers can
collaborate with experts when planning interventions or responding to critical
incidents involving gender and sexual diversity. Teacher 6 expanded on this, calling
for school-wide coordination: “We need interdisciplinary planning—integrating
history, biology, literature. [...] Civic education shouldn’t fall to individual teachers.
We need whole-staff training.”

Teacher 4 highlighted the transformative power of storytelling, framing it not just as a

technique but as a means of fostering human connection:

Stories have the power to make identities visible and valuable. They bypass
defensiveness. A student may not relate to the word ‘non-binary’, but they
might relate to a feeling of being out of place. That’s where transformation
happens. Storytelling doesn’t just teach empathy—it teaches critical thinking.

It allows students to step into lives they wouldn’t otherwise imagine.
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She proposed the use of curated literary texts, autobiographies, fiims, and oral
histories as teaching tools—ideally integrated into official curricula, rather than
relegated to extracurricular activities or on-off teacher-led initiatives. As herself
noted: “Stories allow students to relate even when they don’t understand the
terminology. A story about someone who feels out of place speaks louder than a
definition.” Similarly, Teacher 3 emphasised visual storytelling, suggesting that “films
can be a more engaging resource for students. For example, Pride —| think it’s really

well done.” Her example underscores how multimodal narratives can serve as
inclusive pedagogical bridges.

Collectively, these reflections point to a major oversight in teacher education
programmes: the lack of training in how to facilitate critical conversations, especially
around contentious or politically charged topics. Participants repeatedly
underscored that even when inclusion was discussed in abstract terms, they were
left without sample lesson plans or units; strategies for responding to discriminatory
remarks; techniques for creating a safe classroom climate; age-appropriate
resources and discussion prompts; and evaluation rubrics for inclusive practice.
Teacher 6 expressed frustration that “inclusion” was treated as a value, not a
method: “They kept saying ‘inclusion matters’, but no one showed us how to do it.
How do | include? Through what activities? In what subjects? At what moment?”
This omission is far from trivial. As Bourdieu (1991) would argue, what is not taught
carries its own symbolic power. The assumption that “good teachers” will
instinctively navigate these complexities places the burden of improvisation—and
potential failure—solely on individuals, rather than on the education and social
system.

Ultimately, participants called for professionalisation. They rejected the framing of
LGBTQIA+ inclusion as a voluntary endeavor, personal cause, or matter of private
conscience. Instead, they viewed it as a core professional competency—one

requiring deliberate training and institutional support. This is not a plea for political
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conformity but for pedagogical legitimacy: the recognition that inclusive practice is
essential to 21st-century education. These findings demand what queer theorists
have long advocated: not just inclusion within existing frameworks but a radical
reimagining of educational spaces. As Butler (2004) argues, true belonging requires
systems that do not merely tolerate difference but actively dismantle the normative

frameworks that render some lives more ‘grievable’ than others.
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Chapter 8 - Discussion

The aim of this study was to explore how Secondary NQTs in Literary Disciplines
and Humanities graduated from a university in north-eastern ltaly perceive their
preparedness to address LGBTQIA+ topics, and whether GCED could serve as a
useful framework for fostering inclusion in schools. A summary of the main results
will be presented in accordance with theoretical framework and previous research.
The discussion will also incorporate a reflexive analysis of the research process itself

and directions for future research.

Main results
Ethical commitment amidst limited training and institutional support

Participants reported a strong ethical commitment to inclusive education but
expressed feeling unprepared to address LGBTQIA+ issues within their teaching
practice. This lack of preparedness was primarily attributed to the absence of
specific training during their teacher education programmes. These findings
correspond with Bruno et al. (2024) study about systemic gaps in ltalian teacher
preparation. recognised that fear of institutional resistance—whether from school
leadership or from parents—often discourages teachers from addressing LGBTQIA+
topics in the classroom (Bourelly et al., 2024). To overcome these barriers, they
emphasised the importance of having strong structural support in place. This
included the presence of clear, school-wide policies outlining when and how
sensitive topics could be introduced, detailed protocols for responding to parental
concerns, and the backing of leadership teams, school counsellors, and
psychologists. Younger teachers, in particular, expressed a desire for mentorship
schemes that could help them build the confidence needed to promote inclusive
practices, especially in challenging or uncertain environments

Many respondents reported that their grasp of LGBTQIA+ issues was self-taught,
emerging from personal experience, social media, or independent reading rather

than from preservice courses or in-service workshops. This mirrors earlier findings
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that teacher-education programmes often treat sexual- and gender-diversity topics
as peripheral (Demissie et al., 2018). Although several teachers had cultivated
personal sensitivity, they lacked concrete pedagogical tools—for example, vetted
lesson plans, inclusive language guides, or assessment exemplars—to integrate
these themes purposefully into everyday teaching. This gap between individual
awareness and classroom practice is precisely the pedagogical disconnect
documented by Wickens and Sandlin (2010), and it leaves well-intentioned
educators uncertain about how to proceed.

Several participants highlighted that university courses focused primarily on
inclusion related to disability or linguistic disadvantage, with little attention given to
LGBTQIA+ identities. When such topics were mentioned, it was typically incidental
and limited to discussions around bullying in classroom contexts. This limited
perspective contributed to the perception that LGBTQIA+ inclusion was not
considered a relevant topic in teacher education, reflecting ltaly's institutional
silence on these matters noted by Fiorucci (2018) and Russo et al. (2021). Despite
existing laws and policies aimed at protecting diversity in schools, educational
programmes often failed to reflect these principles.

To compensate for this gap, many teachers engaged in self-directed learning,
collecting materials, reading articles, and building informal archives. However, most
expressed uncertainty about the appropriateness or accuracy of the content they
found, which created a sense of vulnerability, which corresponds to the vulnerability
described by Gusmeroli and Trappolin (2021) in ltaly’s culturally conservative
educational landscape. Teachers were concerned about saying the wrong thing,
offending students or parents, or facing criticism. When LGBTQIA+ topics were
addressed in the classroom, they were often discussed cautiously, sometimes
indirectly or informally, and without institutional support. Teachers’ decisions were
influenced by school culture and perceived parental expectations. Additionally, the
fear of social isolation also played a role, which has been addressed in previous

[talian research (Selmi, Sita and de Cordova, 2019).

64



According to participants, younger colleagues generally appeared more open to
addressing LGBTQIA+ issues, while older staff members were often perceived as
more reluctant or dismissive, a phenomenon which is in line with Sensoy and
DiAngelo’s research (2017). Participants attributed this generational divide to
differences in educational background and the evolving cultural and social attitudes
toward gender identity and sexual orientation. Many reported that the lack of
specific training, limited institutional support, and prevailing cultural norms
influenced how LGBTQIA+ topics were approached in schools. As a result, they
observed that responsibility for addressing these issues often rested on individual
teachers, who had to manage them without formal guidance or resources,

particularly acute in vocational schools as shown by Batini and Scierri (2021).
Fragmented engagement with GCED and LGBTQIA+ inclusion

Participants demonstrated varying degrees of familiarity with GCED. Some
recognised its principles as naturally aligning with their everyday teaching practices,
particularly within the transversal subject of Civic Education, while others admitted
to having limited formal knowledge of the concept—a finding consistent with
Tarozzi’s (2024) identification of GCED’s "conceptual vagueness" in practice. Many
teachers associated GCED with broad themes such as respect, human rights, and
inclusivity, reflecting UNESCOQO’s (2015) socio-emotional dimension. For the majority,
GCED was seen as a framework that could naturally incorporate discussions on
gender and sexual diversity, particularly when addressing topics like empathy,
discrimination, and social justice. However, one participant struggled to make
explicit connections between GCED and LGBTQIA+ issues. Despite its valuable
principles, some teachers found GCED to be too abstract and lacking in practical
clarity, echoing the theory-practice gap noted by Wickens and Sandlin (2010).

Engagement with GCED was often informal and context-dependent, with many
teachers primarily addressing its principles through the subject of Civic Education.

Teachers who addressed LGBTQIA+ topics in their lessons typically did so
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occasionally and through transversal approaches, linking them to broader
discussions on citizenship, bullying, or human rights, an ad-hoc method criticized by
Fiorucci (2018) who claims that this rather reinforce reactive than proactive inclusion.
For example, some incorporated LGBTQIA+ themes into literature, history, or
language lessons, while others used international observance days (e.g., the
International Day Against Homophobia, Biphobia and Transphobia - IDAHOBIT) or
national news as a springboard for conversations and debates. However, these
efforts were often described as sporadic, reliant on individual initiative, and not part
of a cohesive curriculum, which corresponds with Italy’s ‘climate of silence’
identified by Selmi, Sita, and de Cordova (2019). A recurring challenge highlighted
by many teachers was the lack of interdisciplinary collaboration, with LGBTQIA+
inclusion often confined to specific subjects—such as Civic Education or
literature—rather than being integrated holistically across the curriculum. This
systemic failure in Italian schools has also been highlighted by Bourelly et al. (2024).
Teachers also noted that, in their school settings, LGBTQIA+ issues were usually
addressed only in response to bullying incidents, rather than being treated as a
natural and legitimate aspect of human diversity, a practice at odds with UNESCO’s
(2018) call for age-appropriate, integrated sexuality education. This reactive
approach aligns with Gusmeroli and Trappolin’s (2021) findings on ltaly’s avoidance
of proactive discussions due to cultural norms.

In conclusion, although there is a clear ethical commitment to inclusivity, teacher
engagement with GCED and LGBTQIA+ inclusion remains fragmented and
inconsistently structured. Teachers who tackle these issues typically do so through
personal initiative, often without the support of a defined curriculum or institutional
support. This corresponds to Bruno et al’s (2024) call for mandatory LGBTQIA+
training in teacher education, and underscores the need to bridge GCED’s abstract
principles with practical pedagogical tools, as advocated by DaCunha (2016).
However, continued investment in pedagogical research and innovations in GCED

remains essential (Cotton et al., 2018; Tierney, 2020).
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This dynamic of selective inclusion is not unique to Italy. As Gray, Reimers and
Bengtsson (2020) demonstrate in their analysis of the boy in a dress as a spectre
haunting national imaginaries, gender-nonconforming children have become
flashpoints in broader cultural anxieties about identity, belonging, and social change.
Their comparative study of Sweden and Australia reveals how this figure operates as
a symbolic tipping point—a limit case between acceptable and unacceptable
expressions of gender. In Sweden, this dynamic surfaced in the moral panic over a
racialised, gender-ambiguous Lucia figure in a commercial campaign; in Australia, it
emerged during the anti-marriage equality campaign, where the image of a boy in a
dress at school was weaponised as evidence of liberal overreach.

This analytical framework resonates with the Italian context, where public
controversies around gender-neutral toilets or the removal of LGBTQIA+ literature
from schools similarly signal attempts to reassert normative boundaries. The notion
of haunting (Gordon, 1999), as used by Gray et al., is particularly illuminating: the
absence of systematic teacher training on gender and sexual diversity should not be
mistaken for neutrality, but rather read as a spectral trace of what institutions
attempt to erase—yet which continues to shape pedagogical realities. A key paradox
emerges: while intercultural education is embraced rhetorically as a celebration of
difference, gender and sexual diversity remain taboo. This mirrors the Swedish case,
where LGBTQIA+ tolerance is instrumentalised in homonationalist and
femonationalist discourses to exclude Muslim migrants (Farris, 2017). In both
contexts, inclusion is selectively granted: acceptable when attached to certain
categories (e.g., disability, migration), yet foreclosed when it threatens the
heteronormative matrix—an ambivalence also reflected in the experiences of the

teachers interviewed for this study.
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Queering Global Citizenship Education: from critique to framework

The data reveal a fundamental tension within GCED: while it aspires to promote
equity, human rights, and democratic participation, it often relies on universalist
discourses that obscure difference and silence non-normative identities.

Drawing on Butler’s concepts of precariousness and recognisability, and Bourdieu’s
theory of symbolic violence, | propose the notion of Queer GCED—a critical
reorientation of GCED that centres embodied difference, relationality, and
vulnerability. Rather than treating LGBTQIA+ inclusion as a matter of additive reform,
Queer GCED interrogates the epistemological foundations of global education itself.
In this framework, global citizenship is no longer imagined as a culturally mobile,
tolerant, rights-bearing identity, but as a situated, contested, and relational position
shaped by ongoing struggles over visibility, legitimacy, and survival. Queerness here
is not a thematic supplement to GCED; it is the lens that exposes its exclusions and
contradictions. As such, Queer GCED offers both a diagnostic and a reparative
gesture: it names the systemic failures of current models while pointing toward
pedagogical imaginaries grounded in cohabitation, disruption, and the ethical
recognition of shared vulnerability. These findings—exposing the dissonance
between teachers’ ethical commitment to inclusion and the systemic absence of
institutional support—demand a queer reconceptualization of GCED’s emancipatory
potential within Italy’s educational field. Building on Butler's (2004) framing of
recognition as a site of power, we contend that citizenship education remains
fundamentally structured by heteronormative logics that render LGBTQIA+ identities
pedagogically precarious. This precarity manifests in what Bourdieu (1990) would
identify as a form of institutionalized symbolic violence, where the consistent
delegation of LGBTQIA+ inclusion to individual teachers’ initiative (as seen in
Teacher 3’s assertion that ‘“You have to do it yourself’) naturalizes the exclusion of
queer epistemologies from legitimate pedagogical knowledge. A queer approach to
teacher education must therefore confront two urgent questions: How can

institutions support inclusive teaching when inclusion itself is structurally
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precarious? And what transformations could equalize possibilities across ltaly's
divergent educational fields? While participants’ narratives revealed glimmers of
queer possibility, these remained constrained by what Butler (2015) terms the
‘differential allocation of precarity’ within educational systems. Transforming GCED
from abstract framework to lived praxis would require more than additive reforms; it
necessitates a radical restructuring of teacher education’s doxa (Bourdieu, 1990) to
center queer ways of knowing as constitutive of citizenship itself.

This queer theoretical lens not only explains the limitations described by
participants, but also illuminates the transformative potential of their

recommendations when institutionalised across teacher education.
Teacher recommendations for LGBTQIA+ inclusive training

Building on the theoretical framework outlined above, this section presents the
specific recommendations put forward by participants to improve LGBTQIA+
inclusion in teacher education. Interviewees proposed a range of concrete and
actionable recommendations to enhance LGBTQIA+ inclusion within teacher training
curricula. A central demand was the introduction of compulsory, specialised training
modules explicitly dedicated to LGBTQIA+ issues. According to participants, these
modules should include accurate and up-to-date terminology, historical and cultural
perspectives, and inclusive pedagogical approaches. Crucially, teachers stressed
the need for such training to be practical and context-sensitive, equipping future
educators with specific tools for classroom management, lesson planning, inclusive
language use, and strategies for addressing discrimination or conflict. Rather than
remaining abstract or overly theoretical, participants advocated for workshops, case
studies, and simulations grounded in real-world school scenarios, aligning with
Coulter et al. (2021). Many also emphasized the importance of meaningful
collaboration with LGBTQIA+ activists, psychologists, educators with lived
experience, and local community organizations (Suarez et al., 2021). These

partnerships, they argued, would ensure that training materials were relevant,
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respectful, and responsive to the evolving needs of LGBTQIA+ students.
Additionally, teachers recommended integrating LGBTQIA+ themes throughout all
stages of teacher education, from pre-service university coursework to ongoing
in-service professional development ensuring continuity, progression, and the
reinforcement of inclusive practices over time.

A recurring critique among participants concerned the narrow scope of existing
inclusion training, which was seen as disproportionately focused on disability or
linguistic needs. They urged a more comprehensive and intersectional
understanding of diversity that explicitly includes sexual orientation, gender identity,
and gender expression. Several teachers suggested that LGBTQIA+ inclusion should
not be confined to isolated lessons or elective modules but embedded across
disciplines, drawing on literature, history, science, and the arts to foster critical
thinking and empathy through multiple lenses. This is in line with the Varsik and
Gorochovskij’'s (2023) framework for curriculum design and UNESCO’s (2018)
standards for comprehensive sexuality education.

Participants recognised that fear of institutional resistance—whether from school
leadership or from parents—often discourages teachers from addressing LGBTQIA+
topics in the classroom (Bourelly et al., 2024). To overcome these barriers, they
emphasised the importance of having strong structural support in place. This
included the presence of clear, school-wide policies outlining when and how
sensitive topics could be introduced, detailed protocols for responding to parental
concerns, and the backing of leadership teams, school counsellors, and
psychologists. Younger teachers, in particular, expressed a desire for mentorship
schemes that could help them build the confidence needed to promote inclusive
practices, especially in challenging or uncertain environments.

Finally, many participants called for systemic reforms to ensure that LGBTQIA+
inclusion becomes an integral and non-negotiable component of teacher education
and school culture. These proposals included revising national education

frameworks, implementing accountability measures, and monitoring schools’
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commitment to inclusive practices through inspections or standardised reporting
mechanisms.

In summary, teachers envisioned a comprehensive, sustained, and well-supported
approach to LGBTQIA+ inclusion in teacher training—one that equips educators with
the necessary knowledge, practical skills, and institutional support to create

genuinely inclusive learning environments for all students.
Method and reflexivity

The decision to adopt an interview-based methodology stemmed from a
commitment to exploring how educators interpret, embody, and enact inclusion in
their daily professional lives, particularly in relation to LGBTQIA+ issues and GCED.
Semi-structured interviews were chosen as the only data collection tool to balance
consistency with flexibility, allowing participants to elaborate on personally
significant themes. This approach was aligned with the broader constructivist
framework underpinning the study, which views knowledge as co-constructed
through social interaction and dialogue, rather than as a neutral or objective account
to be extracted, allowing me to explore multiple meanings without imposing a
singular narrative (Nash, 2010).

Throughout the seven interviews, each lasting between 30 and 60 minutes,
participants generally expressed appreciation for the opportunity to reflect on their
values, teaching practices, and institutional contexts. Each participant appeared
comfortable and engaged, often extending beyond the initial time estimate. This
openness was likely facilitated by my shared professional background as a teacher,
which helped build rapport and mutual understanding. However, this “insider” status
also required careful attention to potential over-identification or confirmation bias.
While being an educator provided empathy and access, it also demanded that |
maintain analytical distance, especially when discussing politically sensitive topics.
Familiarity with GCED varied among patrticipants, with some educators struggling to

reflect on the broader conceptual frameworks underpinning global citizenship,
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intersectionality, or structural injustice, despite being comfortable discussing
diversity and LGBTQIA+ inclusion in concrete classroom scenarios. Several
participants admitted they had not encountered GCED in formal training, highlighting
a gap in policy implementation and curricular integration. These moments of
hesitation were not seen as limitations, but as analytically significant. They revealed
the marginal status of GCED in initial teacher education.

The interview setting, whether in person or online, also influenced the dynamics of
disclosure and comfort. All interviews were audio-recorded with consent, though
one was conducted with the camera off at the participant’s request due to illness.
This did not affect the technical quality of the data.

The quality of the data was generally high, with participants providing detailed and
reflective narratives, particularly when recounting episodes involving student
identity, classroom tensions, or institutional constraints. However, the self-reported
nature of the data introduced the possibility of social desirability bias, especially
regarding topics like inclusion, anti-discrimination, or progressive values (Van de
Mortel, 2008). My awareness of potential observer effects (Bogdan & Biklen, 1998)
led me to cultivate an intentionally open and non-judgemental dialogic space,
assuring participants that the research would have no bearing on their professional
standing, making it clear that there were no “correct” answers and that the goal was
to explore perspectives rather than evaluate performance.

Throughout the research process, reflexivity was both an epistemological stance and
a practical commitment. My positionality as a gay male researcher and teacher,
though not explicitly disclosed to participants, shaped both my interpretive lens and
the relational dynamics of the interviews. Following Berger (2015), | approached
reflexivity as an ongoing negotiation between self-awareness and analytical rigour.
Reflective memos were written after each interview to examine moments when my
assumptions might have influenced question phrasing. These reflexive practices
were essential in avoiding the imposition of a monolithic “LGBTQIA+ narrative,”

allowing instead for a more nuanced view of how teachers engage with inclusion. As
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Barrett et al. (2020) demonstrate, such reflexive practice proves particularly crucial
when investigating identity-related themes where projection risks run high. This
cyclical process enabled me to capture the complexities and nuances of teaching

experiences while acknowledging the inherent limitations of qualitative research.

Limitations

This research presents several limitations related to its small scale, the narrow
disciplinary approach, and the homogeneity of the sample. Many NQTs were
preoccupied with national competitive examinations (PNRR1 and PNRR2), essential
for securing permanent teaching positions, which may have reduced their availability
and willingness to participate. Another critical limitation is the gender composition of
the sample: despite the intention to include participants of all gender identities, all
respondents self-identified as women. This absence of male and non-binary
perspectives—especially in an Italian context where hegemonic masculinity strongly
influences professional dynamics—may have skewed the results, particularly
concerning perceptions of LGBTQIA+ inclusion. The exclusion of male voices is
particularly significant in the Italian context, where certain models of traditional
masculinity—associated with privacy about personal matters, emotional
detachment, and, in some cases, internalised homophobia—may have contributed
to lower male participation. It is plausible that many male colleagues, fearing
professional judgement or being labelled as activists, chose not to participate, or
approached LGBTQIA+ topics with greater caution or detachment compared to their
female counterparts.

All participants came from humanities and literary fields—a sector historically more
open to social justice issues, but also culturally associated with a predominantly
female presence (in Italy, over 79% of teachers in these subjects are women,
Almalaurea, 2023). This disciplinary gender segregation created a double bias.
Firstly, the absence of STEM voices: in scientific or technical contexts, where a

rhetoric of objective neutrality prevails, discussions on LGBTQIA+ issues might be
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more instrumental (e.g., focusing on legal anti-discrimination) rather than
pedagogical or affective. Secondly, the silence of non-heterosexual men: the only
openly LGBTQIA+ participant was a lesbian woman. The near total absence of queer
men (especially in an already female-dominated sample) perhaps reflects a more
pronounced professional closet among male teachers, linked to stigma and
stereotypes about male homosexuality (e.g., fear of being perceived as predators or
non-authoritative).

The predominance of teachers favourable to inclusion suggests a self-selection bias:
colleagues who were more critical or reluctant may have excluded themselves. This
is consistent with Italian data (ISTAT, 2023) showing that women are statistically
more likely to declare pro-LGBTQIA+ positions. Moreover, the self-reported nature of
the data may have encouraged participants to moderate conservative opinions in
order to conform to a professionally rewarding progressive image —especially in the
absence of anonymity.

The research overlooked geographical differences. in regions with a strong Catholic
presence or in the South, where traditional family pressures are stronger, responses
could have varied significantly. Additionally, convenience and snowball sampling
probably excluded teachers outside these networks, particularly those from
marginalized or less connected professional communities. The self-reported nature
of the data also introduced potential social desirability bias, with participants framing
responses to align with perceived expectations regarding inclusion. Furthermore, the
homogeneity of the participant group raises questions about gender and advocacy;
while this may reflect sampling constraints, it also mirrors broader societal
dynamics. Future research should investigate how gender norms influence
educators’ willingness to address LGBTQIA+ topics, particularly in contexts where
expressions of masculinity are policed.

As Lincoln and Guba (1985) emphasise, qualitative research aims more for depth
than generalisability. This study—despite its gaps—illuminates dynamics often

invisible in quantitative surveys, such as some teachers’ ambivalence in balancing
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advocacy with professional neutrality. Nonetheless, future studies should actively
recruit men (both heterosexual and queer) through informal channels (e.g., male
teacher associations), explore how STEM teachers reconcile LGBTQIA+ issues with
the “technical” image of their discipline, and include regional and educational level

comparisons (e.g., primary versus secondary schools).
Future directions and implications

The study’s findings and limitations suggest several avenues for future research.
Expanding the sample to include a broader range of disciplines and regions would
test the transferability of these findings. Adopting mixed-methods approaches,
combining qualitative interviews with quantitative surveys, could balance depth with
breadth and offer a more comprehensive understanding of the issues at hand. Most
crucially, future research should systematically investigate how institutional
policies—from curricula to teacher training—facilitate or hinder LGBTQIA+ inclusion
in everyday teaching practices.

Despite the specific context of this research, its findings contribute to the global
discourse on heteronormativity in schools (Ferfolja & Hopkins, 2013; Lehtonen,
2023; Odenbring 2021, 2022, 2023). The gap between inclusive rhetoric and
classroom realities is a challenge shared across educational systems worldwide.
These findings, along with future research, aim to contribute to the creation of
genuinely inclusive educational environments for all identities.

Building on this work, my doctoral research will employ a mixed-methods approach
to explore two interconnected dimensions. The quantitative strand will investigate
the extent to which Secondary NQTs in the UK, Italy, and Sweden feel prepared to
integrate LGBTQIA+ topics into their teaching. It will also explore how they interpret
GCED in relation to diversity and inclusion, and whether they perceive it as a useful
framework for strengthening initial teacher education. The qualitative strand will
examine how the school experiences of former LGBTQIA+ students have shaped

their personal development, understanding of citizenship, and sense of inclusion.
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Specifically, it will explore how they have come to understand their rights and what it
means to grow up LGBTQIA+ in school environments that either ignore, repress, or
empower their identities. In addition, this research aims to formalise the Queer
GCED framework, initially introduced in this MSc thesis. By queering GCED, this
emerging framework seeks to foreground LGBTQIA+ lived experiences, challenge
heteronormative assumptions in citizenship discourses, and contribute to more

radically inclusive approaches to education for global justice.
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Chapter 9 - Conclusions

This thesis has examined how newly qualified teachers in Literary Disciplines and
Humanities from a university in north-eastern Italy perceive their preparedness to
address LGBTQIA+ topics, and whether GCED can serve as a viable framework for
fostering inclusion. The findings paint a complex picture: while participants
expressed strong ethical commitments to inclusivity, they simultaneously reported a
lack of institutional training, guidance, and recognition. This absence is not neutral,
as theorised through Bourdieu’s notion of symbolic violence (1990): the institutional
silence around LGBTQIA+ topics reproduces heteronormative norms and relegates
inclusive pedagogies to the margins. Butler’s account of precarious recognisability
(2004) further illuminates how these exclusions are not accidental but structurally
sustained through regimes of intelligibility that privilege certain lives over others.

The study reveals a paradox: teachers were left professionally unsupported but
personally invested. Many relied on self-taught resources and peer networks to
navigate issues they deemed ethically and pedagogically urgent. This form of
pedagogical improvisation signals both the failure of teacher education and the
potential for grassroots innovation. Participants framed LGBTQIA+ inclusion not as a
personal mission but as a core professional competency—one that requires
institutional backing, curricular integration, and epistemic legitimacy. Their
recommendations for reform included the development of mandatory training
modules, the integration of queer perspectives across disciplines, and structured
collaborations with LGBTQIA+ communities—reforms that resonate with Bourdieu’s
call for redistributing symbolic capital to challenge institutional doxa. The teachers’
narratives remind us that schools cannot remain static while society changes around
them. Nonetheless, implementing these pedagogical innovations is not without
challenges. Resistance may arise due to exam-oriented educational cultures,
parental concerns, or deeply ingrained cultural and religious beliefs (Murphy & Ni
Dhuinn, 2022; Ogunbukola, 2025; UNESCO, 2020). Therefore, it is crucial to create

supportive learning environments where trainee teachers can explore these topics
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without fear of judgment. Discussion-based learning and reflective practice can
mitigate discomfort and encourage open dialogue. In their calls for structural
support, pedagogical tools, and institutional courage, we hear both a critique of the
present and a blueprint for more equitable futures.

Importantly, this thesis introduces a novel line of inquiry by bringing GCED into
dialogue with LGBTQIA+ inclusion in initial teacher education. Although GCED is
widely promoted by UNESCO and embraced rhetorically by institutions, its practical
implementation remains inconsistent and depoliticised. Teachers in this study
perceived GCED as conceptually promising but operationally vague. By queering
GCED—foregrounding LGBTQIA+ lived experiences and critically interrogating the
limits of recognition—this research suggests a radical reorientation of citizenship
education. Here, GCED becomes not a neutral framework for soft global
competencies, but a transformative pedagogical space from which to challenge
heteronormative assumptions, build solidarity, and reimagine educational justice.
The theoretical framework developed throughout the thesis—a critical reading of
Butler and Bourdieu in dialogue—offers an innovative analytical lens. It bridges
micro-level acts of resistance and macro-level structures of exclusion, allowing us to
see how inclusive pedagogies are shaped by both normative scripts and material
constraints. Rather than choosing between disruption and reproduction, this
approach holds both in tension to expose the contradictory logics through which
LGBTQIA+ topics are simultaneously invoked and erased in teacher education.

This study’s originality lies not only in its empirical focus—on a highly specific
intersection largely ignored in the literature—but also in its conceptual contribution:
the preliminary articulation of a “Queer GCED” framework. This emerging framework
seeks to embed LGBTQIA+ perspectives within the cognitive, socio-emotional, and
behavioural dimensions of GCED, reclaiming it as a vehicle for queer inclusion and
critical citizenship. In so doing, it expands current debates on inclusive education by
moving beyond reactive strategies (e.g. anti-bullying) toward proactive, structurally

embedded, and politically aware forms of pedagogy.
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Although the study is limited in scope and sample size, its findings speak to wider
systemic patterns. The silences, resistances, and creative strategies observed here
are not isolated to the Italian context but echo global challenges in addressing
heteronormativity in schools. Future research should build on these findings by
employing mixed-methods approaches and conducting multiple case studies to
deepen understanding of how teacher training programmes across diverse cultural
and institutional contexts prepare educators for equity-oriented practices.
Transnational comparative studies would be particularly valuable to explore
commonalities and differences in addressing heteronormativity and fostering
LGBTQIA+ inclusion globally. Additionally, longitudinal research could track the
impact of specific curricular reforms and teacher support initiatives over time,
providing evidence of best practices and areas needing improvement. Expanding
the scope beyond initial teacher education to include in-service professional
development may also offer insights into sustained pedagogical change. Ultimately,
further inquiry is needed to inform policies and frameworks that embed inclusive,
critical, and intersectional pedagogies as foundational elements of teacher
education.

In conclusion, this research calls for a reimagining of teacher education—one that
refuses the marginalisation of queer lives and reclaims inclusion as a collective,
political, and pedagogical imperative. GCED, when critically engaged and queered,
offers a powerful framework to do just that. The task ahead is not merely to add
LGBTQIA+ topics to existing curricula, but to question and transform the very logics

that have rendered them unintelligible in the first place.
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Appendix 1 - Interview guide

Introduction to the research topic and objectives & Ethical Considerations

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this research, which aims to understand how
newly qualified teachers perceive their training regarding LGBTQIA+ inclusion within

the framework of Global Citizenship Education (GCED)...

e | am... (brief introduction of myself)
e Your responses will remain anonymous. You may choose to skip any question
or interrupt the interview at any time.

e Before we begin, may | ask for your consent to record this interview?
Introduction to the participant’s background

e Could you please tell me a little bit about your educational background?
Where did you graduate from, and what subjects do you currently teach or
plan to teach?

e What was your experience like during your teacher training?
Questions on GCED and its understanding

e When were you first introduced to the concept of GCED?

e If you had never heard of it before reading the information letter, what was
your impression after learning about it?

e Can you recall a moment in your training when you felt that GCED themes

were being addressed, even if they were not explicitly labelled as GCED?
Investigating LGBTQIA+ topics in Teacher training

e How was the topic of inclusive education addressed during your training?

How do you feel it reflected the actual needs of teachers?
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e How were LGBTQIA+ inclusion topics covered in your training?
If covered, what aspects were addressed; how?
If not covered, what additional support or resources do you think would have
been beneficial?

e How prepared do you feel to address LGBTQIA+ topics in your teaching?

e To what extent do you think your teacher training contributed to this

preparedness? What aspects of your training were helpful?

Exploring attitudes, expectations, and perceptions regarding GCED & LGBTQIA+

inclusion in education

e What opportunities do you think discussing LGBTQIA+ issues in education
could provide for students and teachers?

e In your view, what are the connections between Global Citizenship Education
and LGBTQIA+ inclusion in schools?

e In what ways do you think GCED could be an effective approach to

addressing LGBTQIA+ topics in schools?

Exploring challenges faced by teachers and possible strategies for improving teacher

training and LGBTQIA+ inclusion

e Have there been any situations during your placement or teaching experience
that made you reflect on LGBTQ+ inclusion?
If so, how did you handle them, and what did you learn from them?

e What role do you think the Italian educational system plays in supporting or
hindering LGBTQIA+ inclusion in schools?

e If you could suggest a modification to teacher training in relation to

LGBTQIA+ issues, what would it be?

Conclusion and final reflections

94



What insights from today’s discussion do you find most relevant to your
teaching?

Is there anything else you would like to add?

To conclude, what pronouns do you use, and how would you like to be

referred to in the study?
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Appendix 2 - Facebook/Whatsapp post to recruit
teachers

@ Are you a newly qualified teacher?
I’'m conducting research as part of my Master’'s thesis at the University of
Gothenburg to explore how newly qualified teachers feel prepared to address
LGBTQIA+ topics in their lessons, and whether GCED could serve as a useful
framework for fostering inclusion in schools.

Why participate?
| want to understand how university training can better support future teachers in
integrating LGBTQIA+ inclusion in schools, creating more inclusive and equitable
learning environments. Your experience and perspective are crucial in improving
teacher training curricula!
& Interview details:
Duration: About 30 minutes
Mode: In person or online (GoogleMeet/Teams/Zoom)
Your responses will remain anonymous and treated with the utmost confidentiality.
Your voice matters! If you are a teacher who has completed the teacher training
programme at (*university name*), | would love to hear about your experiences and
perceptions.
If you’re interested in participating, please email me at *********** with your availability
and preferred mode (in person or online).
C,, Join the research to make a difference in inclusive education!
Thank you in advance for your contribution!

Simone Leone
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Appendix 3 - Information letter to teachers who

agreed to be interviewed

Thank you sincerely for agreeing to take part in this research. Your contribution will
be essential in deepening our understanding of educational practices and will

provide valuable insights for both academic research and teacher training.

This study aims to explore how newly qualified teachers feel prepared to address
LGBTQIA+ topics in their lessons, and whether Global Citizenship Education (GCED)
could serve as a useful framework for fostering inclusion in schools. The focus is
also on understanding how these themes are incorporated into teacher education

programmes and how they influence classroom practices.
What is GCED?

GCED is an educational approach promoted by UNESCO (2014) that seeks to equip
learners with the knowledge, skills and values needed to become active and
responsible citizens in an increasingly interconnected world. Through a holistic
approach, GCED fosters critical understanding of social, economic, cultural and
environmental issues, promoting human rights, diversity, inclusion and sustainability.

GCED is based on three key learning dimensions:

e Cognitive: developing knowledge and critical thinking skKills;
e Socio-emotional: promoting empathy, respect and openness towards others;
e Behavioural: encouraging active engagement in building more just and

inclusive societies.
The Interview

The interview will last no more than thirty minutes and will be recorded with your
consent. It will take place in person at *time* on *date* March 2025 at *place* in

*city/town*. The data collected during the interview will be used exclusively for this
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research. Your name will not be included in the study. | will ensure that all
information is stored securely and that the content of our discussion remains strictly
confidential. You are free to withdraw from the interview at any point, without any

consequences.
Best,

Simone Leone.
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