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Unhealthy Confusion 
The impact of the Healthy Schools Programme on sexual 
health messages in our children's education
 
A new report from the Family Education Trust reveals that the Healthy 
Schools Programme is being used as a vehicle to impose a liberal and 
permissive type of sex education on pupils in many parts of the country. 
    The National Healthy Schools Programme was launched in 1999 as a joint 
initiative of the then Department for Education and Employment and the 
Department of Health ‘to support children and young people in developing healthy 
behaviours, to help to raise pupil achievement, to help to reduce health inequalities, 
and to help promote social inclusion’. From 2006/2007 to 2010/2011, the 
Department of Health and the Department for Children, Schools and Families 
jointly invested over £100 million in the scheme, and in early 2010, the Schools 
Minister, Diana Johnson, reported that 99 per cent of schools were taking part. 
 
In view of the prevalence of the prog
ramme, Family Education Trust was 
concerned to hear anecdotal reports that 
some local authorities were advising 
primary schools that they must provide 
sex and relationships education (SRE) 
beyond the requirements of the science 
curriculum as a condition of qualifying 
for the Healthy Schools Award. There 
were also reports that secondary schools 
in some areas were being warned that if 
they used external agencies which stress
ed the positive benefits of saving sex for 
marriage or if they had a policy of not 
referring pupils to contraceptive and 
sexual health clinics, they would fail to 
meet the national criteria for the award. 
  
Inconsistency 
Responses to the Trust’s survey of all 152 
local authorities in England reveal cons
iderable levels of inconsistency across the 
country with regard to the manner in 
which the Healthy Schools criteria and 
guidance are being interpreted and app
lied in relation to the delivery of sexual 
health messages in schools. 
 

Although the majority of local authorities 
recognise that schools are entitled to 
decide for themselves which external 
agencies they invite to contribute to their 
SRE programme in theory, there are sig
nificant differences in the level of local 
authority prescription in practice. 
 
Overprescriptive 
According to the report, 
, some authorities are taking an 
overly prescriptive approach and insisting 
on policies and practices that are not 
required by law or by the Healthy 
Schools criteria. 

For example, 18 per cent of local 
authorities stated that a primary school 
which had adopted a policy of not 
teaching SRE beyond the requirements of 
national curriculum science would not be 
eligible for Healthy School status. 

Family Education Trust director, 
Norman Wells remarked: 
 

       























    
     
      
    
     
   
    
      
    
      

 
Caution 
The contribution of external agencies that 
provide instruction on the use of con
doms in secondary schools was wel
comed without qualification by local 
authorities. However, several authorities 
expressed caution regarding agencies that 
emphasised the benefits of saving sex for 
marriage and addressed the limitations of 
condoms as a means of protection against 
sexually transmitted infections. 

A significant minority of local 
authorities stated that external agencies 
that presented a ‘saved sex’ message 
could be used in a Healthy School only if 
they were ‘balanced’ by other options or 
viewpoints.  

For example, Dudley Metropolitan 
Borough Council expressed the view that 
it would be permissible for a school to 
use an agency that emphasises the 
benefits of saving sex for marriage and 
talks about the limitations of condoms  as   
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Based on a survey of over 250 peerreviewed journal 
articles on marriage and family life from around the 
world, a team of 18 leading American family scholars 
chaired by Professor W Bradford Wilcox of the 
University of Virginia has drawn 30 conclusions about 
the positive benefits associated with marriage under 
five headings.  

 
 

Unhealthy Confusion 
continued from front page 
 
a means of protection against sexually 
transmitted infections, ‘only if [it] is done 
as part of a programme that [covers] a 
full range of options or viewpoints avail
able so that pupils get a balanced view of 
these issues and are then able to make 
their own informed choices’. 

However, no local authority express
ed any such reservation or qualification 
in connection with the contribution of 
external agencies teaching about condom 
use. Norman Wells commented: 
 

       
    
     

   
    



      

       
      
   


       



       

    
 
     
      

 

As the coalition government considers its 
policy on sex and relationships education 
as part of its review of Personal, Social, 
Health and Economic (PSHE) education 
in schools, the Family Education Trust 
report calls on local authorities to be less 
prescriptive and to recognise that schools 
are responsible for determining their 
policy on sex and relationships education 
on a local basis, in consultation with 
parents. Local authorities should there
fore respect the position of schools 
which, after consultation with parents, 
decide that they would like to use exter
nal agencies that emphasise the benefits 
of saving sex for marriage. 
 
 


is available from the Family 
Education Trust office priced at £5.00 
inc p&p and may be downloaded free 
of charge from our website at 

 

 

Each of the conclusions is substantiated 
in the report and 20 pages of supporting 
references can be downloaded from the 
website of the Institute of American 
Values. 
 
Here is a snapshot of the conclusions: 
 
Family
1. Marriage increases the likelihood that 
fathers and mothers have good 
relationships with their children. 
2. Children are most likely to enjoy 
family stability when they are born into a 
married family. 
3. Children are less likely to thrive in 
complex households. 
4. Cohabitiation is not the functional 
equivalent of marriage. 
5. Growing up outside an intact marriage 
increases the likelihood that children will 
themselves divorce or become unwed 
parents. 
6. Marriage is a virtually universal human 
institution. 
7. Marriage, and a normative 
commitment to marriage, foster high
quality relationships between adults, as 
well as between parents and children. 
8. Marriage has important biosocial 
consequences for adults and children. 
 
Economics 
9. Divorce and unmarried childbearing 
increase poverty for both children and 
mothers, cohabitation is less likely to 
alleviate poverty than is marriage. 
10. Married couples seem to build more 
wealth on average than singles or 
cohabiting couples. 
11. Marriage reduces poverty and 
material hardship for disadvantaged 
women and their children. 
12. Minorities benefit economically from 
marriage also. 
13. Married men earn more money than 
do single men with similar education and 
job histories. 
14. Parental divorce (or failure to marry) 
appears to increase children’s risk of 
school failure. 
15. Parental divorce reduces the 
likelihood that children will graduate 
from college and achieve highstatus 
jobs. 
 
 

 

 
Physical Health and Longevity 
16. Children who live with their own two 
married parents enjoy better physical 
health, on average, than do children in 
other family forms. 
17. Parental marriage is associated with a 
sharply lower risk of infant mortality. 
18. Marriage is associated with reduced 
rates of alcohol and substance abuse for 
both adults and teens. 
19. Married people, especially married 
men, have longer life expectancies than 
do otherwise similar singles. 
20. Marriage is associated with better 
health and lower rates of injury, illness, 
and disability for both men and women. 
21. Marriage seems to be associated with 
better health among minorities and the 
poor. 
 
Mental Health and Emotional 
WellBeing 
22. Children whose parents divorce have 
higher rates of psychological distress and 
mental illness. 
23. Cohabitation is associated with higher 
levels of psychological problems among 
children. 
24. Family breakdown appears to 
increase significantly the risk of suicide. 
25. Married mothers have lower rates of 
depression than do single or cohabiting. 
 
Crime and Domestic Violence 
26. Boys raised in nonintact families are 
more likely to engage in delinquent and 
criminal behaviour. 
27. Marriage appears to reduce the risk 
that adults will be either perpetrators or 
victims of crime. 
28. Married women appear to have a 
lower risk of experiencing domestic 
violence than do cohabiting or dating 
women. 
29. A child who is not living with his or 
her own two married parents is at greater 
risk of child abuse. 
30. There is a growing marriage gap 
between collegeeducated Americans and 
lesseducated Americans. 
 
 
, 
Institute for American Values and 
ational Marriage Project, 2011, 
   
 



 

Dr Jokin de Irala 






A careful analysis of cohabitation 
trends over the past 50 years has 
concluded that not only are cohabit
ing relationships significantly more 
unstable than marriages, but married 
couples who have cohabited before 
getting married are far more likely to 
divorce than those who did not live 
together prior to marriage. 

Using data from the United Kingdom 
Household Longitudinal Study data set 
covering 14,103 households and 22,265 
adults, researchers from the Jubilee 
Centre reported that: ‘[M]arriages that 
start with a period of prior cohabitation 
are significantly more prone to divorce 
that those that do not. Where there has 
been a previous cohabitation with a 
separate person by one or both partners, 
the likelihood of divorce soars.’ 

Couples who have lived with each 
other prior to marriage are 15 per cent 
more likely to divorce, while those who 
have 

previously lived with a different partner 
are around 45 per cent more likely to 
divorce.  

Around 55 per cent of cohabitations 
lead to marriage, while 45 percent end in 
separation. Although the median duration 
of cohabiting relationships rose from 2½ 
years to 3½ years between the 1980s and 
early 2000s, fewer than one in four 
couples cohabit for more than 6½ years 
and even fewer couples now cohabit for 
very long periods of time before they 
separate or get married. 
 
Especially fragile with children 
The report also notes that cohabiting 
relationships tend to be particularly fragile 
where children are involved: ‘[C]ouples 
who are cohabiting at the birth of their 
first child [are] six times more likely to 
split up than married couples by the time 
the child is five and four times more 
likely by the time the child is 16.’ 
 

Family Education Trust director, Norman 
Wells, commented:  
 

      

   
      

     
  
      
   

 
 John Hayward   
and Guy Brandon, 


  
Jubilee Centre, 
June 2011.  

  

  




 
The way in which figures for the age of first sexual 
experience are frequently presented can be misleading 
and give the impression that sexual activity at an early 
age is more common than is really the case, according 
to a recent study published in the   
. 
 
In the article, Dr Jokin de Irala and 
his team from the University of 
Navarre review the different ways in 
which mean and median ages of first 
sexual experience are calculated and 
consider the potential for misunder
standing and misreporting the data. 
They write:  
 

    
    
     
     
      
  


          

 

The article points out that there is a difference between asking 
    at what age they had their first 
sexual experience on the one hand, and asking 
 whether they are sexually active.  

Using data on 7,011 young people from El Salvador, Peru 
and Spain, the researchers found that the actual proportion of 
sexually active young people at any given age was much lower 
than ‘average’ figures might suggest (see table).  

In El Salvador, for example, both the mean and median age 
of  first   intercourse  among  sexually   active  young   people  is  

 
around 15 years, yet only 20.9 per cent of 15 yearolds are 
sexually active. Similarly, in Peru, the median age of first 
intercourse is 15 and the mean age is variously calculated at just 
below the age of 15, but less than a fifth of 15 yearolds are 
sexually active. The mean and median age of first sexual 
experience in Spain are a year older at around 16, but again only 
21.7 per cent of Spanish 16 yearolds are sexually active. 
 

Age Percentage of sexually active young people in 
each country at the ages specified 

 El Salvador Peru Spain 
13 6.7 4.4  
14 13.8 9.6  
15 20.9 17.0  
16 26.6 21.4 21.7 
17 32.0 29.4 34.8 
18 38.0 40.0 62.9 
19 45.5  78.0 

 
Dr de Irala and his colleagues express concern that attempts to 
encourage young people to delay sexual activity among young 
people will not be helped if they are given the impression that 
more of their peers are sexually active than is really the case. 
They conclude:  
 

 
  
        

   
 
        
       
        
 

 

 J de Irala, A Osorio, S Carlos, M RuizCanela, C López
del Burgo (2011). ‘Mean age of first sex. Do they know what 
we mean?’    , 40, 853855 
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The jury is still out with regard to identifying the root causes of the 
outbreak of violence in several major cities in August, but there was 
widespread agreement among many parliamentarians and commentators 
that it had at least something to do with the failure of parents to exercise 
proper authority and control over their children.

 

The crisis in parental authority – three views from Tottenham 






   
         
         




Chris, Mother of a six yearold son 
 

 

        
          
           

 
          



Clasford Stirling, Veteran youth worker  







    
          

  
          
          



          
       
         





        



David Lammy, Labour MP  for Tottenham

 

 Amelia Gentleman, ‘UK riots: Being liberal is fine, but we need to be given the right to parent’, Guardian, 11 August 2011.  




 

    



The question people 
asked over and over 
again last week was 
‘where are the par
ents? Why aren’t they 
keeping the rioting 
kids indoors?’ Trag

ically that’s been followed in some cases 
by judges rightly lamenting: ‘why don’t 
the parents even turn up when their 
children are in court?’ Well, join the dots 
and you have a clear idea about why 
some of these young people were behav
ing so terribly. Either there was no one at 
home, they didn’t much care or they’d 
lost control. Families matter. 

I don’t doubt that many of the rioters 
out last week have no father at home. 
Perhaps they come from one of the 
neighbourhoods where it’s standard for 
children to have a mum and not a dad… 
where it’s normal for young men to grow 
up without a male role model, looking to 
the streets for their father figures, filled 
up with rage and anger. So if we want to 
have any hope of mending our broken 
society, family and parenting is where 

we’ve got to start… So: from here on I 
want a family test applied to all domestic 
policy. If it hurts families, if it under
mines commitment, if it tramples over the 
values that keeps people together, or 
stops families from being together, then 
we shouldn’t do it.1  


      Sunday 
Express    

      
     
      



That is why I make no apology for talking 
about the importance of family and 
marriage. Every government policy must 
pass what I call the family test: does this 
make life better for families or worse? 
Does this make it easier to bring up well
behaved children or harder? Family is 
back at the top of the agenda.2  



     
  




      




‘[W]e need to ask deeper questions about 
what causes this irresponsibility,’ he 
stated. ‘About why some parents are not 
teaching their children the difference 
between right and wrong.’3



  
  
     



The fact is: if you don’t take an interest in 
your child’s education, teachers cannot 
make up the shortfall…[T]hey cannot do 
everything. 

We already expect our teachers to be 
social workers; child psychologists; nut
ritionists; child protection officers. We 
expect them to police the classroom, take 
care of our children’s health; counsel our 
sons and daughters. Guide them, worry 
about them. And, on top of that, educate 
them too. When you 
consider that list, it 
is phenomenal that 
so many rise to the 
challenge. But it is 
too much to ask. 
Teachers are not 
surrogate mothers 
and fathers; they 
cannot do it all.4 
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It is no fun for any parent, good or bad, to impose discipline on 
a rebellious child, and it's not surprising that many parents give 
up trying. So what's to be done? With so many families in a 
mess, the best hope must be for schools to take the lead in 
imposing discipline on children, and for parents to be somehow 
coerced into siding with the schools.5 
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Huffington Post



 

 

Shaun Bailey
       



 
     


     
       

       
       




         
         
    





Stephen Pollard 



      

       
      
        

           



          
   
         
         



          
         
        
        
           




Jonathan Sacks 
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In a speech delivered at the Liberal Democrat conference in September, 
the minister for equalities, Lynne Featherstone, announced that the 
government will begin a formal consultation in March 2012 on ‘how to 
implement equal civil marriage for samesex couples’. She added that this 
would allow the government to make the necessary legislative changes 
before the next General Election. 

Scotland consults on samesex marriage 


Six months before the Westminster government is due to publish its consultation 
on samesex marriage for England and Wales, the Scottish government launched 
its own consultation paper on the possible introduction of same sex marriage and 
the possibility of allowing religious ceremonies for civil partnerships. 


     


             



The Government’s initial view is that marriage should be open to both same sex couples and 
opposite sex couples. This view is grounded in our commitment to equality, and our support 
for stable and committed relationships. Same sex couples, like opposite sex couples, can and 
do establish loving relationships which they wish to formalise in a manner recognised by the 
state, and in some cases by the religious body to which they belong. 

While civil partnerships are available for same sex couples, and provide similar 
responsibilities, rights and status to marriage, the two are not identical. It is clear that some 
same sex couples would prefer marriage to a civil partnership, as the appropriate way to 
declare and formalise their commitment to each other. 


      



The Scottish Government,The Registration of Civil Partnerships Same Sex Marriage: 
A Consultation, http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/357255/0120684.pdf

 




     


Civil partnerships were a welcome first 
step – but as our constitution states, this 
party rejects prejudice and discrimin
ation in all its forms. And I believe that to 
deny one group of people the same 
opportunities offered to another is not 
only discrimination, but is not fair.1  

       
    



I once stood before a Conservative 
conference and said it shouldn’t matter 
whether commitment was between a man 
and a woman, a woman and a woman, or 
a man and another man. You applauded 
me for that. Five years on, we're consult
ing on legalising gay marriage. 

And to anyone who has reservations, I 
say: Yes, it’s about equality, but it’s also 
about something else: commitment. Con
servatives believe in the ties that bind us; 
that society is stronger when we make 
vows to each other and support each 
other. So I don’t support gay marriage 
despite being a Conservative. I support 
gay marriage because I'm a Conserv
ative.2

    
     
    
       
     
     
    
   


[I]t is not the business of government to 
legislate to change the meaning of a 
common and wellestablished word, and 
least of all a word that describes such a 
key institution in society...  [Y]es, marri
age is a right, but marriage is a 
relationship between a man and a 
woman.  Everyone should have the right 
to marry, and no one seeks to deny that 
right to anyone else… The question is 
whether a vocal lobby group can change 
the meaning of the word to suit an 
entirely different relationship.  

       

      
       

    
    
     



[A]ny attempt to broaden the definition of 
marriage to include other relationships 
can only be seen as a deliberate device to 
dilute, demean and diminish the 
institution of marriage as it is generally 
understood.  If marriage becomes 
broader, it becomes shallower, and the 
vital importance of marriage in our 
society will be further eroded.3


     
    

      
      
     
     







    
       
     
     
     
      
  ‘the voluntary union for life 
of one man and one woman, to the 
exclusion of all others’

  
oneone
      


To broaden the definition of marriage, 
whether it be to permit the marriage of 
homosexual couples, to permit an indivi
dual to marry more than one person, or 
to vary the duration for which those 
marrying signify their commitment would 
inevitably change the character and 
public perception of the institution and 
pose a serious threat to the public 
benefits associated with it. 

otes 
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Young adults support marital faithfulness 
 
The vast majority of the British public considers it wrong for a married man 
or woman to have sexual relations with a third party, and none more so than 
young adults.          
          
   


        
          


 YouGov, Infidelity + sex life (Sunday Times), September 2011 
http://today.yougov.co.uk/ 


Clueless or Clued Up? 

A study published by Bayer HealthCare Pharmaceuticals for World 
Contraception Day on 26 September reported that 43 per cent of sexually 
active 1619 yearolds in Great Britain had engaged in sex with a new 
partner without using contraception, compared with 36 per cent in 2009, 
and 42 per cent said that a close friend or family member had experienced 
an unplanned pregnancy, up from 29 per cent in 2009. 

 
 








     


      



    



What the results show is that too many 
young people either lack good knowledge 
about sexual health, do not feel empower
ed enough to ask for contraception or 
have not learned the skills to negotiate 
contraceptive use with their partners to 
protect themselves from unwanted preg
nancies or STIs.  

What young people are telling us is 
that they are not receiving enough sex 
education or the wrong type of infor
mation about sex and sexuality. It should 
not come as a surprise then that the 
result is many young people having 
unprotected sex and that harmful myths 
continue to flourish in place of accurate 
information.  

How can young people make 
decisions that are right for them and 
protect them from unwanted pregnancy 
and STIs, if we do not empower them and 
enable them to acquire the skills they 
need to make those choices? 


    
       

     
   



Young people in Great Britain appear to 
be particularly well informed about 
which methods of contraception are 
effective at preventing an unplanned 
pregnancy, with 98 per cent indicating 
that condoms are an effective method and 
94 per cent stating that taking the pill is 
effective… However, Great Britain still 
has one of the highest teenage pregnancy 
rates in Western Europe, which indicates 
that although young people are able to 
easily access accurate information, they 
are not necessarily acting on it. 

   
     
     
   
      














 Bayer HealthCare Pharmaceuticals, 
Clueless or Clued Up: Your right to be 
informed about contraception, 
September 2011.  





In response to a question from the fpa 
and Brook about the coalition govern
ment’s approach to reducing teenage 
pregnancy rates, children’s minister, 
Sarah Teather, asserted that ‘compre
hensive sex and relationships education 
(SRE), combined with easy access to 
effective contraception are the two ess
ential ingredients for reducing teenage 
pregnancy’.  

  

        




When young people choose to begin a 
sexual relationship I want them – boys 
and girls – to feel that asking for contra
ception and sexual health advice is the 
right and responsible thing to do. I want 
them to find an effective method of 
contraception that they are happy with, to 
minimise the risk taking that results in 
repeated visits for emergency contracep
tion. That means including accurate 
information in SRE, and providing 
friendly services which are in the right 
locations, open at the right times, con
fidential and well publicised 
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Almost half (49.1 per cent) of girls under 
18 end their pregnancy with an abortion. 
This figure has gone up from 42 per cent 
in 1998. While the aim is to reduce 
conceptions themselves, we are seeing 
young women making different choices 
about pregnancy – another indicator of 
the strategy at work.2 

otes 
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world contraception day 2011
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One of my daughters obtained contra
ception from the school nurse when she was 
only 14 after being heavily pressured by her 
then boyfriend.  


           




The Department for Education is currently conducting a review of Personal, 
Social, Health and Economic (PSHE) education, including sex and 
relationships education.  


             
           




 




 Department for Education,  Review of Personal, Social, Health and Economic 
(PSHE) education http://www.education.gov.uk/consultations/  Responses must 
be received by Wednesday 30 ovember. 





       

     
      
      
     
      



      
       
    
      
     







      
   
       
     
     


     



     
    






 
A recent poll of a representative 
sample of 2,000 adults revealed ‘a 
yearning for traditional family values 
and an appetite for a tax system that 
rewards parents who stay together’.

 
    
    
       
 
     
     
  

      


    
    
      

    


  




     
 
      


      
    
     
    
      
     
      



 BritainThinks, The Modern British 
Family: Research for the Labour Party, 
2011 http://britainthinks.com/
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