





likely to miss school because of feeling unsafe

or uncomfortable.'?* For example, 40.6% of
students with 11 or more supportive staff reported
feeling unsafe because of their sexual orientation,
compared to 78.7% of students with no supportive
staff.

Achievement and Aspirations. Supportive staff
members serve a vital role in creating an affirming
learning environment that engages students and

Figure 2.19 Inclusive Curriculum and LGBTQ
Students' Educational Aspirations
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Figure 2.21 Supportive School Staff and Feelings of
Safety and Missing School
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encourages them to strive academically. Therefore,
it stands to reason that supportive staff would be

related to LGBTQ students’ educational outcomes.
We found that students with more supportive staff:

e Were more likely to say they planned to
attend college or pursue other post-secondary
education after graduation: 14.7% of students
with no supportive staff said they did not plan
to pursue post-secondary education, compared

Figure 2.20 Inclusive Curriculum and
Student Intervention in Anti-LGBT Remarks
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students who Report that
Students Intervened Most or All of the Time)
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Figure 2.22 Supportive School Staff and
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to only 4.5% of students with 11 or more
supportive educators (see Figure 2.22);'?5

e Were more likely to say they planned to
graduate from high school: 9.5% of students
with no supportive educators said they did
not plan to graduate, or were not sure if they
would graduate high school, compared to only
1.7% of students with 11 or more supportive
educators (see Figure 2.22);1%¢ and

¢ Reported higher GPAs than other students:
students with no supportive staff reported an
average GPA of 2.8, compared to a 3.3 GPA for
students with 11 or more supportive staff (see
Table 2.5).1?7

As we saw with having a GSA and an inclusive
curriculum, having supportive school personnel

Figure 2.23 Staff Intervention in Biased Remarks
and Feelings of Safety in School
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students Who Felt Unsafe Because
of Sexual Orientation or Gender Expression)
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may also enhance a student’s relationship with
school. Students with more supportive staff
members expressed higher levels of school
belonging.'?® Increased feelings of belonging may
also have a positive effect on student well-being.
We found that LGBTQ students in schools with
more supportive staff reported higher levels of self-
esteem and lower levels of depression.!??

Responses to Anti-LGBT Remarks and
Victimization. School staff members serve a vital
role in ensuring a safe learning environment for

all students, and as such, should respond to
biased language and all types of victimization.

We found that students with educators who
intervened more often in anti-LGBT remarks felt
safer in their schools (see Figure 2.23).13° For
example, as shown in Figure 2.23, 74.3% of
students in schools where staff never intervened or

Figure 2.24 Staff Intervention in Biased Remarks
and Missing School Due to Feeling Unsafe
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students Who Had Missed
at Least One Day of School in the Past Month)

40% A

38.1%

36.2%

20% A

0% -
Homophobic
Remarks

Negative Remarks About
Gender Expression

. Staff Intervened Never or Some of the Time

. Staff Intervened Most or All of the Time

Table 2.5 Supportive Staff and LGBTQ Students’ Academic Achievement

Mean Reported Grade
Point Average (GPA)

No Supportive Staff
Some (1-10) Supportive Staff

Many (11 or More) Supportive Staff

2.8
3.1
3.3
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only intervened some of the time in homophobic
remarks said they had felt unsafe because of

their sexual orientation or gender expression,
compared to 51.9% of students in schools where
staff intervened most or all of the time. Staff
intervention was also related to fewer days of
missing school (see Figure 2.24).131 For example,
more than one-third of students (36.2%) in
schools where school staff only sometimes or
never intervened in negative remarks about gender
expression had missed school due to feeling
unsafe, compared to only 20.0% of students in
schools where staff members intervened most or all
of the time.

The overarching goals of staff intervention are to
protect students, prevent future victimization, and
demonstrate to the student body that such actions
will not be tolerated. Clear and appropriate actions
on the part of school staff regarding harassment
and assault can improve the school environment
for LGBTQ youth and may also serve to deter
future acts of victimization. In fact, as shown in
Figure 2.25, when students believed that staff
effectively addressed their reports of harassment
and assault, they were less likely to feel unsafe

at school because of their sexual orientation or
gender expression (64.8% vs. 86.1%)'%2 and less
likely to miss school because they felt unsafe or
uncomfortable (27.5% vs. 56.0%).133 In addition,
as shown in Figure 2.26, students in schools where
staff responded effectively experienced lower levels
of victimization based on their sexual orientation
or gender expression. For example, less than one-
third of students (27.0%) who reported that staff
intervened effectively experienced higher levels of
victimization based on gender expression compared
to about half of students (49.7%) who reported
that staff responded ineffectively.!34

Visible Displays of Support. One of the many

ways that educators can demonstrate to LGBTQ
students that they are supportive allies are through
visible displays of support, such as GLSEN’s Safe
Space stickers and posters. Safe Space stickers
and posters were strongly associated with LGBTQ
students being able to identify supportive teachers
and other staff at their schools.!3% For instance,

as shown in Figure 2.27, just under two-thirds

of students (62.6%) who had seen a Safe Space
sticker or poster were able to identify 11 or more
supportive staff in their schools, compared to less
than a third of students (32.3%) who had not seen
a Safe Space sticker or poster at school. Moreover,

“We have one openly
gay teacher, he put
equality stickers up in
his room and everything,
and people seem to
like him. Our newest
guidance counselor
has a safe space sign,
she has yet to hang it
up, but it exists. My
English teacher called
out another teacher for
making homophobic
comments.”

almost all students (>99.0%) who said they had
seen a Safe Space sticker or poster were able to
identify at least one supportive staff member.

By signaling their support for LGBTQ students
through these visible displays, students may feel
more at ease talking with these educators about
LGBT issues, including any potential challenges
they might be facing as an LGBTQ student. We
did find that Safe Space stickers and posters
were associated with more positive attitudes
towards school staff. As shown in Figure 2.28,
LGBTQ students who had seen a Safe Space
sticker or poster in their school were more likely
to feel comfortable talking about LGBT issues
with teachers and school-based mental health
professionals (e.g., school counselors).!3¢ In
addition, LGBTQ students who saw a Safe Space
sticker/poster were more likely to have had a
positive or helpful conversation with staff about
LGBT issues in the past year.

School Policies for Addressing Bullying,
Harassment, and Assault

GLSEN believes that all students should have
access to a safe learning environment, regardless
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Figure 2.25 Effectiveness of Staff Response
to Harassment/Assault and LGBTQ Students’
Feelings of Safety and Missing School

100%

86.1%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%
Missed at Least One
Day of School in
the Past Month

Felt Unsafe Because
of Sexual Orientation or
Gender Expression

. Reporting Was Not at All Effective
or Somewhat Ineffective

. Reporting Was Somewhat or
Very Effective

Figure 2.27 Safe Space Stickers/Posters
and Number of Supportive School Staff
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of a student’s sexual orientation, gender identity,
or gender expression. Comprehensive anti-bullying/
harassment policies can contribute toward this
goal in that they explicitly state protections

from victimization based on sexual orientation

Figure 2.26 Effectiveness of Staff Response to
Harassment/Assault and Experiences of Victimization
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students Experiencing
Higher Severities of Victimization)
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and gender identity/expression. Furthermore,
comprehensive anti-bullying/harassment policies
may also provide school staff with the guidance
needed to appropriately intervene when students
use anti-LGBT language and when LGBTQ students
report incidents of harassment and assault.

Anti-LGBT Language and School Safety. Although
LGBTQ students who attended schools with any
type of anti-bullying policy did report less anti-
LGBT language than those without a policy,
students in schools with comprehensive policies
were the least likely to hear such language,
followed by schools with partially enumerated
policies, generic policies, and schools with no
policies (see Figure 2.29).13” For example, 51.7%
of students in schools with a comprehensive
policy heard phrases like “that’s so gay” often

or frequently, compared to 59.6% of students in
schools with partially enumerated policies, 70.4%
in schools with generic policies, and 73.6% in
schools with no policy.

Overall, LGBTQ students in schools with any type
of anti-bullying policy reported lower levels of
victimization related to their sexual orientation and
gender expression compared to those in schools
without a policy.'*® However, students in schools
with policies that enumerated sexual orientation
and/or gender identity/expression experienced the
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Figure 2.28 Seeing a Safe Space Sticker or Poster and LGBTQ Student Conversations
with School Staff About LGBT Issues
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Figure 2.29 School Harassment/Assault Policies and Frequency of Hearing Anti-LGBT Remarks
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lowest levels of victimization related to their sexual
orientation and gender expression, compared to
students in schools with no policy and students

in schools with a generic policy. For example,

as shown in Figure 2.30, 20.9% of students in
schools with a comprehensive policy reported
experiencing higher levels of victimization based
on their gender expression, compared to 27.1%

of students in schools with a generic policy and
36.5% of students in schools with no policy.
There were no differences in levels of victimization
between students in schools with comprehensive
policies and those in schools with partially
enumerated policies. Given that the majority

of partially enumerated policies include sexual
orientation (13.2%) and very few include gender
identity/expression (0.9%), it is not surprising that
there were no differences in victimization based
on sexual orientation between partially and fully
enumerated policies. It is somewhat unexpected
that the inclusion of gender identity/expression in
these policies may not have affected the incidence
of victimization based on gender expression.
However, given that harassment based on gender
expression is often directed at students who are
perceived to be lesbian, gay, or bisexual, this form
of harassment may be interpreted as being about
sexual orientation, which is typically addressed in
partially enumerated policies.

Responses to Anti-LGBT Remarks. School anti-
bullying/harassment policies often provide
guidance to educators in addressing incidents
of harassment and biased remarks. Even
though students reported, in general, that staff

intervention is a rare occurrence, it was more
common in schools with anti-bullying policies,

with students in schools with comprehensive
policies reporting the highest frequencies of

staff intervention of anti-LGBT remarks, followed
by partially enumerated policies, and generic
policies.!3° For example, as shown in Figure 2.31,
almost a third of LGBTQ students (32.0%) in
schools with comprehensive polices said school
staff intervened most of the time when homophobic
remarks were made, compared to just over a fifth of
those (22.2%) in schools with partially enumerated
policies, 15.3% in schools with a generic policy,
and 7.8% of schools with no policy (Figure 2.31).

Students’ Reporting of Victimization to School
Staff and Effectiveness of Staff Response. Policies
may provide guidance to students on reporting
bullying and harassment, but perhaps more
importantly, policies may also signal that students’
experiences of victimization will be addressed.
Overall, we found that the stronger the policy in
terms of enumeration, the more likely that LGBTQ
students were to report incidents of victimization
to school staff. LGBTQ students in schools with

a comprehensive policy were more likely to report
incidents of victimization to school staff compared
to all other students in the survey, while students
in schools with partially enumerated policies were
more likely to report incidents of victimization
than students in schools with generic policies

or those with no policy (see Figure 2.32).14° The
mere presence of any anti-bullying policy was
related to reporting of victimization as students

in schools with no policy were less likely to report

Figure 2.30 School Harassment/Assault Policies and Experiences of Victimization
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students Experiencing Higher Levels of Victimization)
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victimization to staff compared to students in
schools with any policy, whether comprehensive,
partially enumerated, or generic.

LGBTQ students in schools with enumerated
policies were also more likely to say staff
responses to students’ reports of victimization
were effective.!! LGBTQ students in schools with
a comprehensive policy were most likely to report
staff response as effective, followed by those

in schools with partially enumerated policies.

Furthermore, students in schools with generic
policies were more likely to report staff response as
effective than students in schools without a policy
(see Figure 2.32).

Collectively, these findings suggest that
comprehensive policies are more effective than
other types of policies in promoting a safe school
environment for LGBTQ students. For example,
they may send the message to teachers and
other school staff that responding to LGBT-based

Figure 2.31 School Harassment/Assault Policies and Staff Intervention in Anti-LGBT Remarks
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students Reporting That Staff Intervened Most of the Time or Always)
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Figure 2.32 School Harassment/Assault Policies, Reporting Harassment/Assault,
and Effectiveness of Staff Response
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harassment is expected and critical. According

to the students in our survey, school personnel
intervened more often and more effectively when
the school had a comprehensive policy. When
school staff members respond effectively, it

may also encourage students to report incidents

of harassment: students who said that staff
intervention was effective were, in fact, more likely
to regularly report incidents of harassment to
school staff.!#? In addition, comprehensive policies

may be effective in curtailing anti-LGBT language
and behaviors among students — students in
schools with comprehensive policies reported

the lowest incidence of homophobic remarks,
negative remarks about gender expression, negative
remarks about transgender people, and reported
the lowest levels of anti-LGBT victimization.

Thus, comprehensive policies may signal to all
members of the school community that anti-LGBT
victimization and biased remarks are not tolerated.
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Demographic
Comparisons in Safety,
Victimization, and
Discrimination

Key Findings

e Black/African American students were less
likely to feel unsafe due to sexual orientation
than White, Hispanic/Latino, and Multiracial
students.

e Asian/South Asian/Pacific Islander students
reported the lowest rates of anti-LGBT
victimization.

e White/European American students were least
likely to feel unsafe because of their race/
ethnicity.

e Transgender students experienced a more
hostile school climate than all other students.
Genderqueer students experienced a more
hostile school climate than cisgender LGBQ
students.

e Gender nonconforming LGBQ cisgender students
were more victimized and felt less safe at school
than LGBQ cisgender students whose gender
expression conformed to traditional norms.
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Comparisons by Race or Ethnicity

We examined potential differences in LGBTQ
students’ experiences of safety and victimization
at school based on sexual orientation, gender
expression, and race/ethnicity by racial/ethnic
group (White or European American, Hispanic or
Latino/a, Asian/South Asian/Pacific Islander, Black
or African American, and Multiracial).143

Feeling Unsafe in School. Across all racial/

ethnic groups, sizable percentages of students
reported feeling unsafe and being harassed at
school because of their sexual orientation or race/
ethnicity. Nevertheless, there were a few significant
differences across groups with regard to feeling
unsafe in school.'** As shown in Figure 3.1, Black/
African American students (44.9%) were less likely
to feel unsafe due to sexual orientation than White
(57.0%), Hispanic/Latino (49.5%), and Multiracial
students (57.9%). Furthermore, White students
(1.8%) were least likely to feel unsafe because of
their race/ethnicity. There were no racial/ethnic
differences in feeling unsafe based on gender
expression.

Harassment and Assault. There were a few
differences by race/ethnicity in students’
experiences of harassment and assault based on
sexual orientation, gender expression, and race/
ethnicity (see Figures 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4):14°

¢ Asian/South Asian/Pacific Islander students
reported lower rates of all forms of
victimization based on sexual orientation
than all other racial and ethnic groups
except for Black/African American;

¢ Asian/South Asian/Pacific Islander students
reported lower rates of all forms of
victimization based on gender expression than
all other students except African American/
Black students, White students, and Arab/
Middle Eastern students; and

¢ White students reported lower rates of all forms
of victimization based on race or ethnicity than
all other students. There were no significant
differences among the students of color groups
on experiences of harassment and assault
related to race/ethnicity.

Experiences of Discrimination. As noted previously
(see Experiences of Discrimination section), nearly
two-thirds of students overall reported having
personally experienced discriminatory policies and
practices. Experiences of personal discrimination
at schools also differed based on students’ race

or ethnicity. Asian American/Pacific Islander
students (49.6%) were less likely to experience
anti-LGBT discrimination at school resulting from
school policies and practices (see Figure 3.5)
than Multiracial students (64.1%), White students
(61.5%), and Hispanic/Latino students (60.1%).146

Figure 3.1 Sense of Safety by Race/Ethnicity
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students who Felt Unsafe)
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Figure 3.2 Experiences of Harassment and Assault Based on Sexual Orientation by Race/Ethnicity
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students who Experienced Event Sometimes, Often, or Frequently)
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Figure 3.3 Experiences of Harassment and Assault Based on Gender Expression by Race/Ethnicity
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students who Experienced Event Sometimes, Often, or Frequently)
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Figure 3.4 Experiences of Harassment and Assault Based on Race/Ethnicity by Race/Ethnicity
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students who Experienced Event Sometimes, Often, or Frequently)
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Clearly, more information is needed to better
understand the experiences of LGBTQ Asian/South
Asian/Pacific Islander students.

It is important to note that despite these
differences by racial/ethnic identity, significant
numbers of LGBTQ students of all races or
ethnicities reported hostile school experiences
related to their sexual orientation and gender
expression. These findings are consistent with
results from prior installments of the GLSEN
National School Climate Survey, where we have
also found that Asian/South Asian/Pacific Islander
LGBTQ students experienced lower levels of anti-
LGBT victimization in school. These findings may
be due to the fact that racial/ethnic differences
are partly a function of the varying characteristics
of schools that students attend or the types of
resources and supports available in those schools.
These differences may also be related to how
race/ethnicity manifests itself within the school’s
social network or to other issues with peers, such
as how “out” students are about their LGBTQ
identity. Further research is needed that examines
the factors related to racial/ethnic differences in
LGBTQ student experiences.

Comparisons by Gender Identity

We also examined potential differences in LGBTQ
students’ experiences of safety, victimization,

and discrimination by gender identity. Across

all gender groups (cisgender female, cisgender
male, transgender, genderqueer, and students
who indicated they were another gender

identity),'*” many students reported feeling unsafe,
experiencing high frequencies of harassment or
assault, and facing discrimination at school related
to their gender, gender expression, and sexual
orientation. However, there were some significant
differences among gender groups.

Experiences of Transgender Students. Overall,
transgender students were more likely than all
other students to have negative experiences at
school. As shown in Figures 3.6, 3.8, and 3.9,
transgender students were more likely to have felt
unsafe!*® and to experience victimization at school
based on their gender expression or gender.1*® For
example, three quarters of transgender students
(75.1%) felt unsafe at school because of their
gender expression, compared to slightly under

a third of genderqueer students and students

with other gender identities (61.6%, 61.2%,
respectively), almost a third of cisgender males
(32.2%), and just over a fifth of cisgender females
(22.5%) (see Figure 3.6). Across all gender
groups, students experienced hostile school
climate related to their sexual orientation. It is
important to note that, in contrast to cisgender
LGBQ students in our sample, transgender youth
(and other non-cisgender youth) can identify as any
sexual orientation, including lesbian, gay, bisexual,
or heterosexual. In fact, transgender students

still faced higher rates of sexual orientation-

based victimization!5® and were more likely than
cisgender students to feel unsafe because of

their sexual orientation (see also Figures 3.6 and
3.7).181

Figure 3.5 Experiences of Anti-LGBT Discrimination by Race/Ethnicity
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students Reporting Anti-LGBTDiscrimination at School)
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Figure 3.6 Feelings of Safety at School by Gender Identity
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students who Felt Unsafe)
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Figure 3.7 Experiences of Harassment and Assault Based on Sexual Orientation by Gender Identity
(Percentage of LGBTQ students who Experienced Event Sometimes, Often, or Frequently)
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As shown in the School Safety section, sizable
percentages of LGBTQ students avoided spaces at
school because they felt unsafe or uncomfortable,
most notably spaces that are traditionally
segregated by sex in schools, such as bathrooms
and locker rooms. For transgender and other
non-cisgender students (e.g., genderqueer youth),
sex-segregated spaces at school may be particularly
challenging.!%? We therefore also examined whether
there were gender differences in the percentages of
students who reported avoiding school bathrooms,
locker rooms, and given that these are often sex
segregated, Gym/Physical Education (PE) classes.
Transgender students were more likely than all
other students to avoid these spaces because of

feeling unsafe or uncomfortable.!®® For example,
over two-thirds of transgender students (69.5%)
reported avoiding bathrooms, compared to less
than half of all other groups of students (see Figure
3.10).

With regard to discriminatory policies and practices,
several of the specific types of discrimination
asked about in the survey addressed the types

of discrimination that transgender students

may be most likely to face (e.g., prevented from
using bathroom consistent with gender identity,
prevented from using preferred name/pronoun).
Therefore, it is not surprising that transgender
students were more likely to report instances of

Figure 3.9 Experiences of Harassment and Assault Based on Gender by Gender Identity
(Percentage of LGBTQ students who Experienced Event Sometimes, Often, or Frequently)
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Figure 3.10 Comparison by Gender Identity: Percentage of LGBTQ Students Who
Avoided Spaces at School Because They Felt Unsafe or Uncomfortable
(Accounting for Severity of Victimization)
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anti-LGBT discrimination at school, with 85.3%
of transgender students having personally been
discriminated against, compared to about three-
quarters of genderqueer students and students

of other gender identities, and over half of
cisgender students (see Figure 3.11).1%* However,
transgender students were not only more likely to
experience the types of discrimination explicitly
relevant to non-cisgender students, but were also
more likely to experience most other types of anti-
LGBT discrimination as well, for example, being
prevented from addressing LGBT topics in class.!%®
Perhaps transgender students are more likely to
be censored, either because they are more visible
or more stigmatized than other LGBQ students. It
is also possible that transgender students in our
survey are more outspoken or active in their LGBT-
related advocacy than cisgender LGBQ students
and thus engage in more of the activities that are
subject to anti-LGBT policies.!%® Further research
is needed to explore these disparities and the
factors that determine which students are most
targeted by discriminatory policies and practices.

Although transgender students experienced

the most hostile school climates overall, there
were also a few differences within the group

of transgender students. In regards to feeling
unsafe based on gender and gender expression,
transgender male students were more likely than
transgender females or transgender non-binary
students to feel unsafe for these reasons.!%’
Furthermore, transgender male students were
more likely to feel unsafe based on gender

than transgender female students. In terms of
victimization, transgender male students were more

likely to experience harassment and assault based
on gender and based on gender expression than
non-binary transgender students, i.e., transgender
students who do not identify as male or female.!%8
There were no differences among transgender
youth regarding safety or victimization based on
sexual orientation.

With regard to avoiding spaces because of feeling
unsafe or uncomfortable, transgender non-binary
students were less likely than male or female
transgender students to avoid bathrooms or locker
rooms due to feeling uncomfortable or unsafe.!%®
There were no differences among transgender
students in avoiding Gym/Physical Education class.

We also examined differences among transgender
students in regards to discriminatory policies and
practices. Transgender male students reported
higher rates of anti-LGBT discrimination at school
than transgender females or transgender non-
binary students (who were not different from each
other).160

Overall, these findings suggest that transgender
male students may face somewhat more hostile
school climates than other transgender students.
However, further research is needed to explore
differences among transgender students and
potential factors accounting for those differences.

Experiences of Genderqueer Students. In the
2015 NSCS, slightly over one in ten students
(11.4%) identified their gender as genderqueer,
which generally refers to someone whose gender
is outside the gender binary system of male

Figure 3.11 Comparison by Gender Identity: Percentage of LGBTQ Students
Who Experienced Anti-LGBT Discrimination at School
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or female. These genderqueer students also
experienced a more hostile school climate than
their cisgender peers. They were more likely

to feel unsafe at school!®! and to experience
victimization at school based on gender expression
or gender compared to both cisgender males and

“Transgender students at
my school are routinely
outed, disrespected, and
treated as lesser.”

females (see Figures 3.6, 3.8, and 3.9).1%2 For
example, half of genderqueer students (50.0%)
were verbally harassed at school based on their
gender expression sometimes, often, or frequently,
compared to less than a third of cisgender males
and females (26.4% and 20.0%, respectively).
Although genderqueer students can be of any
sexual orientation (including heterosexual),

they were still more likely than cisgender LGBQ
students to feel unsafe!®® and more likely to
experience victimization based on their sexual
orientation as compared to female cisgender
students (see also Figures 3.6 and 3.7).1%4
Genderqueer students were also more likely than
cisgender females to avoid bathrooms, locker
rooms, and Gym/Physical Education class because
they felt unsafe or uncomfortable (see Figure
3.10), but were not different from cisgender males
in this regard.'®® Lastly, genderqueer students were
more likely to experience anti-LGBT discrimination
at school than were their cisgender LGBQ peers.16°

Experiences of Students with Other Non-Cisgender
Identities. Over a tenth of students (11.7%)
identified their gender as something other

than cisgender, transgender, or genderqueer.
For example, some students wrote in that they
were “bigender” or “pangender.” In that they
identify outside of the traditional gender binary,
these students are similar to their genderqueer
peers, and in fact, there were virtually no
significant differences between these students
and genderqueer students regarding safety and
victimization (the one exception being that
students with other gender identities were more
likely to feel unsafe based on sexual orientation
than genderqueer students). As reported above,
these students with other gender identities had

slightly better school experiences than transgender-
identified students. Similar to transgender and
genderqueer students, they were more likely

to feel unsafe at school'®” and to experience
victimization at school based on gender expression
or gender compared to both cisgender males and
females (see Figures 3.6, 3.8, and 3.9).1%8 They
were also more likely than cisgender male and
female students to feel unsafe based on their
sexual orientation!®® and more likely to experience
victimization based on their sexual orientation
compared to cisgender females (see also Figures
3.6 and 3.7).17° Students with other non-cisgender
identities were also more likely than cisgender
students to avoid bathrooms, locker rooms, and
Gym/Physical Education class because they felt
unsafe or uncomfortable (see Figure 3.10).17!
These students were also more likely than
genderqueer students to avoid bathrooms, but
were not different on the other typically gender-
segregated spaces. These students were also not
different from genderqueer students regarding anti-
LGBT discriminatory policies and practices, but
were more likely to experience this discrimination
than were cisgender students.!72

Experiences of Cisgender LGBQ Students. Overall,
cisgender LGBQ students experienced less

hostile school climate than transgender students,
genderqueer students, and students with other
gender identities (see Figures 3.6-3.11). However,
most LGBQ students still faced hostile school
climates. In addition, there were a number of
differences between cisgender male and female
students. Overall, cisgender female students
experienced somewhat safer school environments
regarding their sexual orientation and their gender
expression in comparison to their cisgender male
peers (see Figures 3.6, 3.7, and 3.8).173174 For
example, less than a quarter of cisgender female
students (22.5%) felt unsafe in school because
of their gender expression, compared to almost a
third of cisgender males (32.2%) (see also Figure
3.6). However, cisgender females were more
likely to face a hostile school climate regarding
their gender, in that they were more likely to feel
unsafe because of their gender and be victimized
based on gender (see Figures 3.6 and 3.9).175176
Cisgender females were less likely than cisgender
males to avoid gender segregated spaces of locker
rooms and bathrooms (but not Gym class), even
after accounting for levels of victimization (see
Figure 3.10).'77 Furthermore, cisgender females
were somewhat more likely to experience anti-
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LGBT discrimination at school compared to
cisgender males.1’® Therefore, it appears that
LGBAQ cisgender male and female students, while
both often facing hostile climates, may have some
differing challenges at school that should be
explored in further research.

Overall, we found that among the LGBTQ students
in our sample, transgender students appear to
face the most hostile school climate, generally
followed by genderqueer students, students with
other gender identities, and LGBQ cisgender
students. Our findings also highlight that even in
the absence of overt victimization, students may
experience other discriminatory or hostile behaviors
from classmates or school staff that restrict their
access to education. School staff need to be
aware of the various ways that gender-segregated
spaces may be particularly difficult for transgender
and other non-cisgender youth to navigate, and
should work to ensure that all students have equal
access to school facilities. It is also important to
acknowledge that most cisgender LGBQ students
still experienced hostile school climates, and
cisgender males experienced lower feelings of
safety regarding sexual orientation and gender
expression than cisgender females. It is possible
that our society allows for more fluidity of sexual
orientation and gender expression for females,
particularly compared to males: for example, it is
often considered more acceptable for a girl to dress
or behave in ways deemed “masculine” than for a
boy to dress or behave in a “feminine” manner.!7°
Conversely, cisgender female students experienced
greater victimization than cisgender males with
regard to their gender, illustrating the additional
ways that female students may experience sexism
at school.

Comparisons by Gender Nonconformity

As reported in the previous section, Comparisons
by Gender Identity, we examined differences in
LGBTQ students’ school experiences by gender
identity and found that students whose identities
do not align with their sex assigned at birth (e.g.,
transgender and genderqueer students) faced more
hostile school climates than their cisgender peers.
A growing body of research indicates that LGBTQ
youth whose gender expression does not conform
to traditional expectations for their gender may
also be at an elevated risk for victimization. !
Indeed, LGBTQ students in our survey commonly
reported hearing negative remarks about students’

gender expression (how “masculine” or “feminine”
someone appears to be) as well as having been
personally victimized based on their gender
expression. Therefore, we examined differences in
students’ experiences of safety, harassment, and
assault based on their conformity or nonconformity
to traditional gender expression norms.

Gender Expression of LGBTQ Students. In order
to assess gender nonconformity among students

in our survey, we asked participants about how
other people at school would describe their gender
expression: very masculine, mostly masculine,
somewhat masculine, equally masculine and
feminine, somewhat feminine, mostly feminine,
very feminine, or none of these. There was a

great deal of variance among the responses,

in general, and more so by gender identity. As

“| feel like my gender
expression would not
be welcome at school.
For example, | would
like to wear makeup
and dresses, but | feel
that doing so would
jeopardize my safety.”

shown in Figure 3.12, of the LGBTQ students who
selected a gender expression, just over two-thirds
of cisgender female students (67.3%) reported
that their gender expression was “somewhat
feminine,” “mostly feminine,” or “very feminine.”
In contrast, just over a third of cisgender male
students (35.0%) reported their gender expression
as “somewhat masculine,” “mostly masculine,”

or “very masculine.” Transgender male students,
however were much more likely than cisgender
males to report their gender expression as
masculine (69.2% vs. 35.0%)'®! Although a
similar portion of transgender female and cisgender
female students reported their gender expression
as somewhere on the feminine spectrum (67.3%
and 68.1%), transgender females were more likely
than cisgender females to report their expression
specifically as “very feminine.” Students whose
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Insight on Bisexual Students

Bisexual youth make up a sizeable portion of the LGBTQ youth community,!8? yet there is little data

on their specific school experiences. Nearly a quarter of LGBTQ students (22.9%) in the 2015 NSCS
identified as bisexual. In this insight, we examine their specific school experiences and explore how
they might differ from other students in our survey. Although bisexual and pansexual identities are
often considered under the same umbrella of those who have sexual/romantic attraction to more than
one gender, preliminary analyses indicated that bisexual and pansexual students in our survey were
significantly different from one another in the areas of interest, and thus we did not aggregate them into
one category, instead examining their experiences separately.

In comparison to students of other sexual orientations, bisexual students in our survey were somewhat
different in regard to gender and age. Compared to gay/lesbian students, bisexual students were more
likely to be cisgender female and less likely to be cisgender male; they were also less likely to be non-
cisgender (e.g., transgender, genderqueer) compared to pansexual and queer students.!®® Bisexual
students were not different from other students in regard to race/ethnicity,'® but were somewhat younger
than gay/lesbian students.18®

School Safety and Victimization. Bisexual students reported feeling safer at school due to their sexual
orientation than gay/lesbian and pansexual students and less safe than questioning students in our
survey.'® Bisexual students also felt safer at school regarding their gender expression than gay/

lesbian, pansexual, and queer students, and students of another sexual orientation (e.g., asexual,
homoromantic).®” We also found that bisexual students experienced less peer victimization based on their
sexual orientation and gender expression than gay/lesbian and pansexual students, and less victimization
based on gender expression than students with another sexual orientation.'®8 However, bisexual students
in our survey experienced higher levels of sexual harassment compared to gay/lesbian, questioning, and
students with another sexual orientation — we found this to be true even when accounting for the higher
percentage of cisgender females with bisexual identities in our survey. They were less likely than gay/
lesbian students to report incidents of victimization to school staff.!® Qver a third of bisexual students
(38.0%) who had been victimized in the past year said they ever reported these incidents to school staff
compared to 43.7% of gay/leshian students.

Psychological Well-Being. Compared to gay/lesbian students in our survey, we found that bisexual
students had lower self-esteem, higher rates of depression, and lower sense of belonging to their school
community.’®® However, compared to pansexual students and students with another sexual orientation,
bisexual students reported higher levels of self-esteem, lower levels of depression, and a greater sense
of school belonging. Bisexual students did not differ from queer or questioning students with regard to
psychological well-being.

Bisexual Students and Outness. Prior research has demonstrated that being out about one’s LGBTQ
identity at school can lead to more frequent peer victimization;'°! thus, it is possible that bisexual students
felt safer and experienced less LGBT-related victimization at school because they were not as out as other
students. We found that bisexual students were less likely to be out to school staff, other students in
school, and to their parents compared to gay/lesbian and pansexual students.19%1%3

Among bisexual students, those who were less out to peers experienced less victimization;!®* although
overall, outness was not related to feeling unsafe at school. Outness was related to reporting victimization
to school staff, in that bisexual students who were less out to peers were less likely to report incidents
when they occurred.!®® Previous research has indicated that youth who are open about their LGBTQ
identity may have better mental health.*®¢ Among bisexual students in our survey, outness to school staff
was somewhat related to greater self-esteem and higher school belonging.'®” However, neither outness to
peers nor outness to parents were related to any of the well-being indicators.

Given that bisexual students were less out than gay/lesbian and pansexual students, and that outness was
related to victimization and well-being, we examined whether these differences in outness accounted for
the differences in victimization and well-being. We found that when accounting for differences in outness,
bisexual students were no longer different from gay/lesbian students in reporting incidents to school staff
or school belonging.'*® However, with respect to victimization,!*° self-esteem, and depression, outness
appeared to narrow these differences somewhat, but not eliminate them completely.? It may be that even



when some bisexual students are out, they are nevertheless seen as heterosexual, particularly if they are in
what might appear to be a heterosexual relationship.?°! This manifestation of bisexual invisibility?®? might
partially account for bisexual students’ lower rates of victimization (as compared to gay/lesbian students).
Furthermore, when students’ identities are not validated or acknowledged, their psychological well-being
may be negatively affected.

Conclusions. These findings demonstrate that the comparative experiences of bisexual students to their
peers is complex. Bisexual students experienced less anti-LGBT victimization than gay/lesbian students,
but more sexual harassment, and were less likely to report victimization incidents to school staff. They
also had poorer well-being than their gay/lesbian peers. Yet, overall, bisexual students appear to be faring
better than pansexual students and students of other sexual orientations in both safety/victimization and
indicators of well-being. In general, bisexual students were relatively similar to both queer and questioning
students in relation to the items assessed.

Our findings highlight the significant role that outness plays in bisexual students’ experiences. Bisexual
students were less out about their sexual orientation than their gay/lesbian and pansexual peers. Although
these differences in outness appear to somewhat explain differences in school experiences, they do not
appear to completely account for the disparities. Future research should examine the experiences of
bisexual students in more depth in order to understand what underlying factors may contribute to these
disparities. Our findings highlight the need to further explore the particular experiences of other sexual
minority students, such as pansexual students.
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identity fell outside the male or female gender
binary (i.e., genderqueer students, students with
other gender identities, and transgender students
who did not identify as solely male or female)
were more likely than other students to describe
their gender expression as “equally masculine and
feminine.” A small portion of students (1.1%)
selected the option “none of these” and were given
the opportunity to describe how they expressed
their gender, and many of them indicated that it
varied depending on context or their mood (e.g.,
“depends on the day”) or varied on a spectrum
(e.g., fluid).

Gender Nonconformity and School Experiences. As
reported in the previous section, Comparisons by
Gender Identity, youth whose gender identity was
not the same as their assigned sex at birth (i.e.,
transgender, genderqueer, and other youth who are
not cisgender) faced higher levels of victimization
and lower levels of safety at school. However, even
for cisgender students, traditional expectations
regarding gender expression may negatively

affect their school experiences. Therefore,

within the sample of cisgender LGBQ students,

we examined whether those students who were
gender nonconforming reported higher levels of

victimization and lower feelings of safety compared
to those who were more gender conforming
(students were considered gender nonconforming if
they reported a gender expression that did not align
with traditional gender norms: i.e., a male student
who reported a gender expression on the feminine
scale or as equally masculine and feminine).2%3
Although gender expression and sexual orientation
are distinct concepts, they may be linked by
perpetrators of harassment who may, often falsely,
believe that nontraditional gender expression
indicates a non-heterosexual sexual orientation.
Thus, we examined differences in both gender
expression-based and sexual orientation-based
victimization and safety.

We found that students who were gender
nonconforming were more likely to feel unsafe

in school and to report a more hostile school
climate than their peers, specifically higher rates
of victimization based on sexual orientation

and gender expression (see Figures 3.13 and
3.14).204205 For example, among LGBQ cisgender
students, gender nonconforming students were
almost three times as likely to report feeling unsafe
at school because of their gender expression

than their gender conforming peers (41.6% vs.

Figure 3.12 Gender Expression by Gender Identity
(LGBTQ Students who Selected an Option on the Masculine-Feminine Continuum; n = 8881)
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14.2%, see Figure 3.14). Furthermore, as shown
in Figure 3.13, over a third of LGBQ cisgender
gender nonconforming students had been verbally
harassed based on their gender expression at
least sometimes in school, compared to just over
a tenth of their gender conforming peers (35.3%
vs. 12.1%). It is important to note that gender
nonconformity was not only related to higher
rates of victimization based on gender expression,
but also higher rates of victimization based on
sexual orientation. Also, many LGBQ students
whose gender expression conformed to traditional
norms commonly experienced victimization based
on gender expression. These findings indicate
that nontraditional (i.e., nonconforming) gender
expression may make one a more visible target
for various types of anti-LGBT harassment. It may
also be that perpetrators of anti-LGBT behaviors
in school may direct harassment related to gender
expression toward any student they believe to

be LGBTQ, regardless of their actual gender
expression.

Schools may often reinforce adherence to
traditional gender norms through formal policies or
everyday practices of school staff, such as through
dress codes which may be stigmatizing for some

students (see the Experiences of Discrimination

at School section of this report). Therefore,

it is not surprising that we found that gender
nonconforming cisgender LGBQ students reported
experiencing discrimination at a higher rate than
gender conforming youth (61.1% vs. 51.1%).
Given the heightened level of victimization and
discrimination faced by gender nonconforming
LGBQ cisgender students, it is critical that schools
and safe schools advocates ensure that their efforts
to improve school climate for LGBTQ students
explicitly address issues of gender expression

and gender nonconformity, in addition to those of
sexual orientation.

Taken together, the findings in this section
regarding demographic differences in LGBTQ
students’ school experiences by race/ethnicity,
gender identity, and gender expression highlight
the importance of examining the experiences of
various subpopulations within the larger population
of LGBTQ students. Clearly, in order to ensure that
all LGBTQ youth feel safe and welcome in schools,
schools need to address not only homophobia, but
also transphobia, racism, sexism, and other forms
of bias that affect all youth.

Figure 3.13 Experiences of Victimization by Gender Nonconformity
(Percentage of Cisgender LGBQ Students who Experienced Event Sometimes, Often, or Frequently; n = 5422)
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Figure 3.14 Feelings of School Safety
by Gender Nonconformity
(Percentage of Cisgender LGBQ Students
who Feel Unsafe at School; n = 5422)
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Comparisons of Biased
Language, Victimization,
Discrimination, and
Resources by School
Characteristics

Key Findings

Compared to high school students, LGBTQ students in middle school were more likely to
experience harassment, assault, and discrimination based on sexual orientation or gender
expression, and less likely to have access to LGBT-related resources and supports.

Students in non-religious private schools were less likely to hear homophobic remarks than
students in public or religious schools and more likely to have access to LGBT-related resources
and supports.

Students from schools in the South and Midwest and from schools in small towns or rural
areas were most likely to hear anti-LGBT remarks. They were also more likely to be harassed or
assaulted based on sexual orientation or gender expression and more likely to experience anti-
LGBT discrimination at school and report discrimination occurring to other students in their
school.

Students from schools in the South, the Midwest, and small towns or rural areas were least
likely to have access to LGBT-related resources and supports.
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Just as LGBTQ students’ school experiences

may vary by certain personal demographic
characteristics, their experiences may also vary
based on the characteristics of their schools. For
instance, certain types of schools might be more
or less accepting of LGBTQ students or may be
more or less likely to have important LGBT-related
resources and supports. Therefore, we examined
students’ reports of hearing biased language,
experiences of victimization and discrimination,
and the availability of LGBT-related resources and
supports by school level, school type, geographic
region, and locale.

Comparisons by School Level

LGBTQ students in middle school may face more
bullying and harassment than their high school
peers, as research has shown that to be the case
among the general student population.?°® |t is also
possible that LGBT-specific resources and supports
may be more or less available in middle schools.
Thus, we examined differences in anti-LGBT
language, experiences of victimization, experiences
of discrimination, and availability of resources and
supports based on school level.?°” On almost all

of the indicators of school climate, middle school
students fared worse than high school students

— middle schools students experienced more
biased language and direct victimization, reported
more experiences of discrimination, and had fewer
LGBT-related resources and supports.

Anti-LGBT Language in School. Most anti-LGBT
remarks — homophobic remarks (“gay” in a
negative way, “no homo,” and other homophobic
remarks) and negative remarks about gender
expression — were heard more frequently by
students in middle school than students in high
school (see Figure 3.15).29% For example, nearly
half of LGBTQ middle school students (48.9%)
reported hearing “gay” used in a negative way
frequently at school, compared to 39.8% of LGBTQ
high school students.

Experiences of Victimization. Compared to

high school students, middle school students
experienced slightly higher levels of victimization
based on sexual orientation and gender expression
(see Figure 3.16).2%° For example, over half

of LGBTQ middle school students (57.9%)
experienced verbal harassment based on their
sexual orientation sometimes, often, or frequently,
compared to 46.2% of LGBTQ high school
students.

Discriminatory Policies and Practices. Further
exploration of the particular types of discrimination
we assessed in this survey (see the Discriminatory
Policies and Practices section) revealed that
compared to high school students, middle school
students were more likely to have experienced
anti-LGBT discrimination in school (72.6% vs.
58.0%).21° However, with respect to reporting
discrimination occurring to other students in their
school, there were no differences between middle
and high school students.

Figure 3.15 Anti-LGBT Remarks by School Level
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students who Heard Remarks Frequently)
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School Resources and Supports. Students in
middle schools were less likely than students in
high schools to have access to each of the LGBT-
related resources and supports at school (see
Figure 3.17).2!1 One particularly large disparity
between middle and high school students was in
the presence of GSAs (14.5% for middle school
students vs. 61.2% for high school students).

One possible explanation for this disparity is

that GSAs, like other non-curricular clubs, are
student-initiated, whereas the other LGBT-related
resources and supports assessed in this section are
typically dependent on educators to implement.

It may be that middle school students have fewer
opportunities to start clubs. It may also be that
developmentally, high school students are more
prepared to initiate and sustain a school club and
to effectively respond to opposition from the school
or community than middle school students. Given
the benefits GSAs may provide to LGBTQ students,
it may be particularly important for safe school
advocates to devote resources to helping middle
school students start and sustain GSAs.

Overall, our findings are consistent with research
on the general population of students in that
LGBTQ students in middle schools face more
hostile school climates than LGBTQ students in
high schools. In addition to general developmental
trends about school violence, it may also be that
adolescents become more accepting of LGBT
people and less tolerant of anti-LGBT harassment
as they grow older.?12 Further, not only did middle

school students experience more victimization and
discrimination based on sexual orientation and
gender expression than those in high school, they
were much less likely to report that their schools
had resources and supports that can help to create
a safer and more affirming environment. Given

the higher incidence of victimization of LGBTQ
students in middle schools, school districts should
devote greater attention to implementing these
supportive resources in middle schools and to
addressing anti-LGBT bias in the younger grades
before it becomes engrained in middle school
students’ behaviors and attitudes.

Comparisons by School Type

As with the general population of students in

the United States, most of the LGBTQ students

in our sample (89.6%) attended public schools.
Nevertheless, we wanted to examine whether
students’ experiences with biased language,
victimization, discrimination, and the availability of
LGBT-related resources and supports varied based
on the type of school they attended — pubilic,
religious, or private non-religious schools.

Anti-LGBT Language in School. Overall, LGBTQ
students in public schools were most likely to hear
anti-LGBT language at school, whereas LGBTQ
students in private non-religious schools were
least likely to hear this type of language (see
Figure 3.18).213

Figure 3.16 Experiences of Harassment and Assault Based on Sexual Orientation and Gender Expression by School Level
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students who Experienced Event Sometimes, Often, or Frequently)
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Figure 3.17 Availability of LGBT-Related Resources and Supports by School Level
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¢ Public school students heard all types of
homophobic language most often, as compared
to both students in religious schools and
private non-religious schools. Students in
non-religious private schools were least likely
to report hearing “gay” in a negative way and
other types of homophobic remarks, but were
not different from religious schools regarding
the phrase “no homo.”

e Public school students were more likely than
private non-religious school students to hear
negative remarks about gender expression.
There were no differences between religious
school students and public school students

e Public school and religious school students
heard negative remarks about transgender
people more often than private non-religious
school students. There were no differences
between public school students and religious
school students.

Experiences of Victimization. Similar to findings
related to biased language, LGBTQ students

in public schools reported the highest levels of
victimization (see Figures 3.19 and 3.20).214
Specifically:

¢ Public school students experienced more
victimization based on sexual orientation than
both private and religious school students;

¢ Public school students experienced more
victimization based on gender expression than
private non-religious school students (Public
school and religious school students were not
significantly different on victimization based
on gender expression); and

e There were no differences in victimization
based on sexual orientation or gender
expression between students in private
non-religious and religious schools.

Experiences of Discrimination. Students in private
non-religious schools were less likely to report
anti-LGBT discriminatory policies and practices in
their schools, as compared to students in public
and religious schools. Religious school students
were more likely to report anti-LGBT discrimination
in their schools compared to students in other
schools.?'® As shown in Figure 3.21, these
patterns remained true for both students’ reports
of their own experiences as a target of anti-LGBT
discrimination and their reports of other students
experiences at their school.

School Resources and Supports. There were
significant differences in the availability of LGBT-
related resources and supports by school type.
Overall, students in private non-religious schools
were more likely to have access to LGBT-related
resources and supports than students in public
or religious schools. However, there were some
exceptions. Students in private non-religious

Figure 3.18 Anti-LGBT Remarks by School Type
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students who Hear Remarks Frequently)
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Figure 3.19 Experiences of Harassment and Assault Based on Sexual Orientation by School Type
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students who Experienced Event Sometimes, Often, or Frequently)
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Figure 3.20 Experiences of Harassment and Assault Based on Gender Expression by School Type
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students who Experienced Event Sometimes, Often, or Frequently)
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Figure 3.21 Experiences of Discrimination by School Type
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“] really wish my Catholic school was less
oppressive to the LGBT community. We exist and
have a good presence at the school, let us have a
GSA and give us bullying protections. | am often
discouraged from starting a GSA as our school will

claim ‘religious liberty.’”

schools did not differ from students in public
schools with respect to inclusive library resources.
Also, students in private non-religious schools did
not differ from students in religious schools with
respect to LGBT-inclusive content in textbooks or
assigned readings (see Figure 3.22).216

Charter Schools. The number of charter schools in
the U.S. has increased over the last several years
— there are now more than 6,800 charter public
schools enrolling an estimated 2.9 million students
throughout the country.?’” Funded by public
money, but run independently, charter schools are
exempt from many state laws and district policies
that regulate how and what they teach, how they
can use their resources, and decisions related

to staffing and personnel. In exchange, charter
schools must meet certain academic and financial
performance criteria. Recently, federal education
policy, as well as many state policies, have

pushed charter schools as a means of increasing
educational quality, equality, and access. We found
that 3.9% of LGBTQ students in public schools

in our survey attended charter schools (compared
to the 6.0% of the nation’s public school

students overall.?'® Given that charter schools

are increasingly becoming such a significant
sector of public education and given the lack of
educational equity experienced by LGBTQ students
in general,?? it is important to examine LGBTQ
students’ experiences in charter schools, and we
compared differences between students attending
charter schools and non-charter public schools on
a variety of school climate measures.

School Safety. LGBTQ students in charter
schools did not differ from other public school
LGBTQ students in terms of frequency of
hearing biased remarks??° or experiences

of harassment and assault based on sexual
orientation or gender expression.??! However,
LGBTQ students in charter schools were less

likely to report feeling unsafe at school due to
their sexual orientation (51.5% vs. 58.8%).2%?
There were no differences in feelings of safety
based on gender expression.

Discriminatory Policies and Practices. Students
in charter schools were less likely to report
anti-LGBT discrimination as occurring at their
school compared to students at other public
schools — specifically, charter school students
were less likely to report discriminatory policies
and practices occurring to their peers (67.0%
vs. 74.7%).223 We found no differences
between charter and non-charter public school
students in terms of students’ own personal
experiences as the target of this type of
discrimination.

School Resources. There were no differences
between charter schools and other public
schools in the availability of the majority of
LGBT-related school resources, including
comprehensive anti-bullying/harassment
policies, Gay-Straight Alliances (or similar
student clubs), inclusion of LGBT content

in textbooks/assigned readings, school

Internet access to LGBT material, staff
supportive of LGBTQ students, and supportive
administration.??* However, we did find that
students in charter schools were more likely to
report that teachers incorporated more positive
representations of LGBT people, issues, and
events into the curriculum than students in
other public schools (28.1% vs. 20.7%).2?5 It
may be that teachers in charter schools have
more latitude over or flexibility with curricular
content and can more easily incorporate LGBT
issues into classroom instruction. In contrast,
charter school students reported less access to
school library resources with LGBT information
than other public schools students (50.6% vs.
66.8%). It may be that charter schools have or
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Figure 3.22 Availability of LGBT-Related Resources and Supports by School Type
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students with Resource in their School)
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spend fewer resources for library materials than
other public schools.

Overall, our findings indicate that charter schools
may offer slightly less hostile school environments
for LGBTQ students than other public schools.
LGBTQ charter school students felt less unsafe
due to their sexual orientation than students in
other public schools. Given that, unlike traditional
public schools, many charter schools are able to
select who attends and who gets expelled from
their school, it may be easier for charter schools to
limit disruptive behaviors. Furthermore, students in
charter schools were more likely to be have positive
representations of LGBT topics in their curriculum.
Perhaps the autonomy afforded to charter schools
with respect to instructional content allows for
increased curricular inclusion. Nonetheless,

more research is needed to fully understand

the relationship between charter schools and
LGBT-inclusive curricular materials. In addition,
with increased attention being paid to charter
schools, it is important that future research further
examine the experiences of LGBTQ students in
these schools. As charter schools may vary widely
in their missions, ideals, and practices, further
exploration into how the various types of charter
schools address LGBTQ student issues would be
particularly valuable.

In general, we found that private non-religious
schools were more positive environments for
LGBTQ youth than public schools or religious
schools. Not only were private non-religious school
students less likely to hear anti-LGBT language,
less likely to be victimized, and less likely to report
LGBT-related discrimination at school, but they
also had greater access to LGBT-related resources
and supports. Whereas LGBTQ students in religious
schools were least likely to have these supports
and were more likely to report LGBT-related
discrimination at school, they did not face the
most unsafe school climates; students in public
schools reported greater frequencies of hearing
biased remarks and experiencing harassment and
assault. Perhaps students in religious schools

face stricter codes of conduct and/or harsher
discipline for violating school rules, resulting in
decreased rates of all types of prohibited behaviors.
In addition, unlike most public schools, both
religious schools and private non-religious schools
can select who attends their school and can

more easily expel disruptive students compared

to public schools. In contrast, LGBTQ students

attending religious schools did experience or
witness more discriminatory behaviors than
students from other schools. It is possible that
these stricter codes of conduct also lead to a
greater prohibition of expressing an LGBTQ identity
in school. Additionally, private schools (both
religious and non-religious) that do not receive
federal funding are not necessarily subject to
federal anti-discrimination laws, such as Title IX
which prohibits discrimination on the basis of

sex. Stricter codes of conduct in religious schools,
coupled with the potential lack of enumerated
protections for LGBTQ students, could contribute
to higher rates of discrimination reported by
students. It is perhaps surprising that LGBTQ
students in our sample from religious schools
reported more LGBT inclusion in their textbooks
and assigned readings than public school students,
given that most of these students attended Catholic
schools.??® However, students in the survey were
asked about any LGBT inclusion in textbooks and
readings (regardless of its nature). Therefore, it is
possible that these higher rates of LGBT inclusion
among religious school students’ textbook/readings
are due to LGBT topics being presented in a
neutral or negative manner.

Compatrisons by Region

The United States is a vast country, rich with
geographic diversity. To best target education and
advocacy efforts, it is helpful to understand the
specific array of experiences of LGBTQ students

in schools in these various areas of the country.
Therefore, we also examined whether there were
differences in students’ experiences with biased
language, discrimination, victimization, and access
to LGBT-related school resources and supports
based on region of the country — Northeast,

“My school is worse
than most. Everyone in
my area is homophobic
or unsupportive. | have
searched and there are
no programs or anything
here in the south.”
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South, Midwest, or West.??”

Anti-LGBT Language in School. In general, LGBTQ
students attending schools in the Northeast and
the West reported lower frequencies of hearing
anti-LGBT remarks than students attending schools
in the South and Midwest; differences were most
stark for homophobic expressions such as “that’s
so gay” and “no homo” (see Figure 3.23).2%8

For example, as shown in Figure 3.23, a third of
students (32.9%) in the Northeast reported hearing
“gay” used in a negative way frequently, compared
to nearly half of students in the South (47.9%).

Experiences of Victimization. Overall, LGBTQ
students from schools in the Northeast and

the West reported somewhat lower levels of
victimization both based on sexual orientation

and based on gender expression than students in
schools in the South and the Midwest, with the
largest differences between the Northeast and

the South (see Figures 3.24 and 3.25).2%° For
example, as shown in Figure 3.24, over a third of
LGBTQ students (39.0%) attending schools in the
Northeast reported experiencing verbal harassment
based on their sexual orientation sometimes,
often, or frequently, compared to more than half of
students (53.6%) in Southern schools.

Figure 3.23 Anti-LGBT Remarks by School Type
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students Hearing Remarks Frequently)
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Figure 3.24 Experiences of Harassment and Assault Based on Sexual Orientation By Region
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students Who Experienced Event Sometimes, Often, or Frequently)
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Experiences of Discrimination. LGBTQ students in
the South (75.9%) were most likely to experience
anti-LGBT discrimination at school resulting from
school policies and practices (see Figure 3.26),
followed by students in the Midwest (69.2%).23¢
Similarly, LGBTQ students in both the South
(82.3%) and the Midwest (77.2%) reported the
highest incidence of anti-LGBT discrimination
occurring to other students in their school.?3!

School Resources and Supports. Students in the
Northeast were most likely to report having LGBT-
related resources at school, followed by students
in the West.?32 As shown in Figure 3.27, students

attending schools in the South were least likely
than all others to have access to each of the
following LGBT-related resources and supports:
GSAs, LGBT-inclusive curriculum, Internet
access to LGBT-related information, supportive
school staff, supportive administration, and a
comprehensive bullying/harassment policy.

Students in the Midwest were also less likely

to have certain LGBT-related supports in their
schools compared to students in the Northeast and
West, specifically: GSAs, comprehensive policy,
supportive school staff, supportive administration,
and inclusive curriculum. Although students in

Figure 3.25 Experiences of Harassment and Assault Based on Gender Expression by Region
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students who Experienced Event Sometimes, Often, or Frequently)
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Figure 3.27 Availability of LGBT-Related Resources and Supports by Region
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students with Resource in their School)
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the Midwest were also less likely to have access
to LGBT-related information through the Internet
using school computers compared to students

in the Northeast, they were not different from
students in the West in this regard.

Students in the Northeast were also more likely
than students in the West to have Internet access
to LGBT information as well as LGBT-related
library resources. However, students in these two
regions did not differ in the likelihood of having
LGBT resources in the form of textbooks/assigned
reading or inclusive curriculum. These findings
are somewhat surprising given the 2011 passage
of the Fair, Accurate, Inclusive, and Respectful
Education Act in California.?3® This law mandates
the inclusion of the political, economic, and social
contributions of LGBT and other marginalized
people into educational textbooks and the social
studies curricula in California public schools.
Given the vast population in California (and

thus, the large number of LGBTQ students from
California in our survey), we might expect students
in the Western region to reflect a greater access

to inclusive textbooks and curriculum. However,
it's possible that implementation of this law is
particularly slow given the need for widespread
awareness of the law itself, development of new
resources, and time for effective educator adoption
of these new resources.?34

Overall, LGBTQ students’ school experiences

differed substantially with respect to geographic
region. Compared to students in the Northeast and
the West, students in the South and Midwest had
more negative school climates, including more
frequent anti-LGBT language and higher levels of
victimization. Southern and Midwestern students
also had less access to LGBT-related resources
and supports, particularly GSAs and supportive
school staff and administration. These regional
findings highlight that much more needs to be
done to ensure that LGBTQ students are safe no
matter where they attend school, and education
leaders and safe school advocates must focus
efforts on schools in regions where climate is most
hostile. Further research should examine the type
and effectiveness of strategies used to implement
LGBT-supportive school resources in the South and
the Midwest. Advocates should strive to identify
the most effective means for ensuring that LGBTQ
students in all areas of the country have access to
these and other potentially beneficial resources and
supports.

Comparisons by Locale

Previous research has shown that attitudes about
LGBTQ people can vary greatly by locale — urban,
rural, and suburban, with more negative attitudes
being in rural areas.?3® Conversely, research on
school violence among the general population of
students suggests that students in schools in urban
areas face higher levels of violence.?3¢ Yet there is

Figure 3.28 Anti-LGBT Remarks by School Locale
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students Hearing Remarks Frequently)
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some evidence that LGBTQ students specifically
in urban schools feel safer and more accepted.??’
Given these seemingly contradictory findings, it
was important for us to examine whether there
were differences among LGBTQ students in our
survey based on the type of community in which
their schools were located — urban, suburban, or
rural/small town areas. Specifically, we examine
prevalence of anti-LGBTQ language, victimization,
and discrimination, as well as availability of
LGBTQ-related school resources and supports.

Anti-LGBT Language in School. There were
significant differences across locales in students’
reports of hearing anti-LGBT remarks.?38 Overall,
students in rural/small town schools reported
hearing these types of remarks most often. For
example, as shown in Figure 3.28, 50.5% of
students in rural/small town schools reported
hearing “gay” used in a negative way frequently
compared to only 36.3% of students in urban
schools.

Experiences of Victimization. As shown in Figures
3.29 and 3.30, LGBTQ students in schools in
rural/small town areas experienced higher levels

of victimization based on sexual orientation and
based on gender expression than students in
schools in other types of communities.?3° For
example, 56.1% of students in rural/small town
areas experienced verbal harassment compared to
43.2% of students in urban schools and 43.7% of
students in suburban schools. Students in urban
schools and suburban schools did not differ in their

levels of reported victimization.

Experiences of Discrimination. LGBTQ students
in schools in rural/small town areas were more
likely to experience anti-LGBTQ discrimination
due to school policies and practices than students
in suburban and urban schools.?*° They were

also most likely to witness discrimination against
their peers.?*! For example, as shown in Figure
3.31, 81.2% of students in rural/small town
areas witnessed discrimination against their peers
compared to 67.9% of students in urban schools
and 73.7% of students in suburban schools.

School Resources and Supports. Overall, as shown
in Figure 3.32, LGBTQ students in rural/small
town schools were least likely to have LGBT-related
resources or supports, with the greatest disparities
being in availability of GSAs, supportive staff, and
supportive administration.?*2 For example, 31.4%
of students in rural/small town schools reported
having a GSA compared to 63.0% of students

in suburban schools and 62.6% of students in
urban schools. There were also differences in the
presence of comprehensive policies and curricular
resources, although only a minority of students
reported having these resources regardless of
locale.

Our findings show that for LGBTQ students,
schools in rural areas and small towns were the
most unsafe. LGBTQ students in rural/small
town schools experienced the highest levels of
anti-LGBTQ language and victimization based

Figure 3.29 Experiences of Harassment and Assault Based on Sexual Orientation By School Locale
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students Who Experienced Event Sometimes, Often, or Frequently)
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Figure 3.30 Experiences of Harassment and Assault Based on Gender Expression by School Locale
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students who Experienced Event Sometimes, Often, or Frequently)

50% 1

42.6%

40% -

30% -

20% -

10%

0% -

10.7%  10.0%

4.8% 4.3%

Verbal Harassment Physical Harassment Physical Assault

. Urban

. Suburban

. Rural/Small Town

Figure 3.31 Experiences of Discrimination by School Locale
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students Reporting Discrimination at School)
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on sexual orientation and gender expression and
were least likely to have LGBTQ-related resources
and supports in school. Given the positive impact
of these resources and supports, specific efforts
should be made to increase these resources in
rural/small town schools. Safe school advocates
and education leaders should also develop
different strategies and programmatic interventions
for LGBTQ students in rural areas, and further

. Urban . Suburban . Rural/Small Town

research is needed to better understand the
obstacles to implementing resources for LGBTQ
students in rural areas. Furthermore, national
efforts regarding bullying prevention must not
only take into account the overall experiences of
LGBTQ students but must also be aware of how
the incidence of victimization and of available
student supports differs geographically among
LGBTQ students.
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Figure 3.32 Availability of LGBT-Related Resources and Supports by School Locale
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students with Resource in their School)
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Indicators of School
Climate Over Time

Key Findings

Since 2001, there has been a steady decrease in students’ frequency of hearing homophobic
remarks at school.

Although there had been a decrease in hearing negative remarks about someone’s gender
expression from 2011 to 2013, there was an increase in the frequency of these remarks
between 2013 and 2015.

In 2015, there was a decrease in school staff's frequency of intervention in both homophobic
remarks and negative remarks about gender expression.

With regard to remarks from school staff, after seeing a steady decline in students’ frequency of
hearing homophobic remarks from school staff from 2007 to 2013, we saw no change between
2013 and 2015. Furthermore, we saw an increase in frequency from 2013 to 2015 in hearing
school staff making negative remarks about gender expression.

Students’ frequency of experiencing harassment and assault based on sexual orientation and
gender expression was significantly lower in 2015 than in previous years. However, students
in 2015 were not more likely to report incidents of harassment to school staff than in 2013

and there was also no change from 2013 in students’ reports on the effectiveness of staff’s

responses to these incidents.

There has been an increase over time in the presence of several LGBT-related resources and
supports in school, specifically:

- Gay-Straight Alliances (GSAs) or other student clubs that address LGBT issues in education;
- School staff who are supportive of LGBT students;

- Access to LGBT-related Internet resources through school computers;

- Positive representations of LGBT people, history, and events in the curriculum; and

There has been little change in the availability of comprehensive school anti-bullying/harassment
policies that include specific protections based on sexual orientation and gender identity/
expression over time and no difference between 2013 and 2015.

Students in 2015 reported that their peers were more accepting of LGBT people that in
previous years



GLSEN strives to make schools safe for all
students, regardless of their sexual orientation,
gender identity or expression, race or ethnicity,
or any other characteristic that may be the basis
for harassment. Given that the National School
Climate Survey (NSCS) is the only study that has
continually assessed the school experiences of
LGBTQ students, it is vital that we use our data
to examine changes over time in the education
landscape for this population. In this section, we
examine whether there have been changes from
2001 to the present 2015 survey?*® with regard
to indicators of a hostile school climate, such

as hearing homophobic remarks, experiences of
harassment and assault, as well as the availability
of positive resources for LGBTQ students in

their schools such as supportive educators,
student-led clubs such as Gay-Straight Alliances,
comprehensive anti-bullying/harassment policies
and inclusive curricular resources. In addition, we
examine whether there have been changes over
time in students’ acceptance of LGBT people.

Anti-LGBT Remarks Over Time

Language perpetually evolves, and so is the case
with anti-LGBT remarks since we began conducting
the NSCS. To keep current with changes in usage,
we have modified how we ask LGBTQ students
about anti-LGBT remarks. In 2001, we assessed
only the frequency of hearing homophobic remarks,
either remarks like “fag” or “dyke,” but also
expressions using “gay” to mean something bad

or valueless. In 2003, we began asking questions
about hearing negative remarks about gender
expression, such as someone not acting “feminine
enough” or “masculine enough.” In 2009, we
began assessing the expression “no homo” and in

2013 we asked about negative expressions about
transgender people, such as “tranny” or “he/she.”?**

Our results indicate a general trend that
homophobic remarks are on the decline.?4®
Students in 2015 reported a decrease of these
remarks than all prior years, continuing the trend
we saw in 2011 and 2013 (see Figure 4.1).246
For example, the percentage of students hearing
remarks like “fag” or “dyke” often or frequently
has dropped from over 80% in 2001 to less than
60% in 2015. Use of expressions such as “that’s
so gay” has remained the most common form

of biased language heard by LGBTQ students in
school. However, as also shown in Figure 4.1,
there has been a significant, consistent decline in
frequency of this language since 2001.2%” Hearing
the expression “no homo” has consistently been
less common than all other types of LGBT-related
biased remarks, and we have also seen a decrease
in this expression since 2011.248

With regard to hearing negative remarks about
gender expression, we had historically seen few
changes across years until our 2013 survey, when
students reported a significantly lower frequency
than all prior years. In 2015, however, students
reported a higher incidence of these remarks than
in 2013 (see Figure 4.1).24°

Figure 4.2 illustrates the preponderance of
students who reportedly use anti-LGBT language
in school. The number of students who reported
that homophobic remarks were used pervasively
by the student body had been on a small decline
since the 2001 survey, but declined sharply
since the 2013 survey and has continued in the
2015 survey.?®° For example, less than 30% of

Figure 4.1 Anti-LGBT Language by Students Over Time
Percentage of LGBTQ Students Hearing Language Often or Frequently
(Based on Estimated Marginal Means)
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students said that most or all of the students in
their school made homophobic remarks in 2013
and 2015, compared to about 40% in 2011 and
nearly 50% in 2001. As also shown in Figure 4.2,
the preponderance of students reportedly making
negative remarks about gender expression at school
has remained low, relative to homophobic remarks.
However, the preponderance of students has not
changed from 2013 to 2015, and was higher than
other years prior.25!

As shown in Figure 4.3, since we began conducting
the NSCS, the maijority of students have reported
that they have heard anti-LGBT remarks from
teachers or other staff in their school. We have
seen a steady decline in the frequency of staff
making homophobic remarks from 2007 to 2013,
but no change between 2013 and 2015.%%2 With
regard to hearing negative remarks about gender
expression from school staff, although there

had been a small, downward trend in frequency

between 2003 and 2013, the frequency was
higher in 2015 than all previous years except for
2003 and 2005 (see also Figure 4.3).

In our 2001 survey, we began asking students
how frequently people in their school intervened
when hearing homophobic remarks. As shown

in Figure 4.4, the levels of intervention by staff
and by students were relatively stable across
years. However, in 2015, students reported a
somewhat lower frequency of staff intervention
but a somewhat higher frequency of student
intervention.?%3 Regarding negative remarks about
gender expression, we have seen a continued
downward trend in levels of intervention by staff
and a more recent, though relatively consistent,
upward trend in intervention by students (see
Figure 4.5).2%* It would appear that school staff
are not improving in their intervention regarding
anti-LGBT remarks, but that students may be
evidencing better bystander and ally behavior.

Figure 4.2 Portion of Students Using Anti-LGBT Language Over Time
Percentage of LGBTQ Students Reporting that Most of Students Make Remarks
(Based on Estimated Marginal Means)
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Figure 4.3 Anti-LGBT Language by School Staff Over Time
Percentage of LGBTQ Students Reporting Ever Hearing Remarks
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It is important to note that the incidence of
homophobic remarks has decreased, yet the
incidence of negative remarks about gender
expression has increased. Also, the preponderance
of students making homophobic remarks has

also declined, yet there was no change in the
preponderance of students making biased remarks
about gender. This pattern may indicate that school
climate may not be changing with regard to gender
bias or gender expression to the same degree that
they are with regard to sexual orientation-related
bias. It will be important to assess whether this is a
continued trend in future surveys.

Experiences of Harassment and Assault Over
Time

To gain further understanding of changes in school
climate for LGBTQ students in secondary schools,
we examined the incidence of reported harassment
and assault since 2001. As shown in Figure 4.6,

we had seen few changes between 2001 and
2007 and a significant decline in victimization
based on sexual orientation from 2007 onward. In
2015, we saw this trend continue-the incidence
of verbal and physical harassment and physical
assault regarding sexual orientation was lower
than all prior years.?%® The strongest change over
time was regarding verbal harassment-only about
20% of students reported high incidence (often or
frequently) in 2015 compared to nearly 50% in
2007. Although the degree of change was not as
pronounced for physical harassment and assault,
they both were significantly lower in 2015 than all
prior years. As shown in Figure 4.7, there was the
same pattern of differences regarding harassment
and assault based on gender expression—verbal and
physical harassment were lower in 2015 than all
prior years and physical assault was also its lowest
since 2007.2%¢

We also examined whether there were differences

Figure 4.4 Intervention Regarding Homophobic Remarks Over Time
Percentage of LGBTQ Students Reporting Any Intervention
(Based on Estimated Marginal Means)
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Figure 4.5 Intervention Regarding Negative Remarks about Gender Expression Over Time
Percentage of LGBTQ Students Reporting Any Intervention
(Based on Estimated Marginal Means)
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across years with regard to the frequency of
students reporting experiences of victimization

to school staff and the perceived effectiveness

of reporting to staff. As shown in Figure 4.8,
across all years, the percentage of students who
reported incidents to school staff was quite low
and varied very little-only a fifth or fewer reported
victimization most of the time or always. There
was no statistical difference in reporting between
2013 and 2015, and both years were somewhat
statistically higher than all prior years except for
2003.2%7 In 2005, we began asking students how
effective their teachers or other school staff were
in addressing the problem. Across all years, the
minority of students reported that any intervention
on the part of school staff was effective (see Figure
4.8). In 2015, the rating of effectiveness was not
different from 2013, and both years were lower
than 2011.2% Taken together, these findings on
victimization indicate that the incidence of anti-
LGBT behaviors may have decreased over time, but

students are not much more likely to report these
events to staff, and staff are not improving with
regard to how they handle such incidents when told
about them.

LGBT-Related Resources Over Time

In 2001, we began asking LGBTQ students in

the NSCS about the availability of LGBT-related
resources in school, such as Gay-Straight Alliances
and curricular resources. Since 2001, there have
continued to be significant increases in many
LGBT-related resources.

Supportive Student Clubs. As shown in Figure 4.9,
we continue to see a steady, significant increase
from previous years in the percentage of LGBTQ
students having a GSA at school.?®® The percentage
of students reporting that they had a GSA at school
has increased from about 40% in 2007 to nearly
60% in 2015.

Figure 4.6 Frequency of Victimization Based on Sexual Orientation Over Time
Percentage of LGBTQ Students Reporting Event Often or Frequently
(Based on Estimated Marginal Means)
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Figure 4.7 Frequency of Victimization Based on Gender Expression Over Time
Percentage of LGBTQ Students Reporting Event Often or Frequently
(Based on Estimated Marginal Means)
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“My school has really come a long way in the past
3.5 years I’'ve been here. Student-led initiatives
have been the most effective in changing the
school culture and education others and promoting

diversity.”

Supportive School Personnel. We also found an
increase from prior years in the number of teachers
or other school staff who were supportive of LGBTQ
students. Figure 4.10 shows the percentages of
students reporting any supportive educators (from
2001 to 2015) and the percentage of students
reporting a high number of supportive educators
(from 2003 to 2015).2%0 In 2015, we found that
both indicators were significantly higher than all
prior years.

Inclusive Curricular Resources. Overall,

there has been little change in LGBT-related
curricular resources over time (see Figure 4.11).
Nevertheless, there were some small but significant
increases in 2015 regarding being taught positive
LGBT-related content in class and having access
to LGBT-related Internet resources through their
school computers. Both resources were higher in
2015 than all prior years. Although the availability
of LGBT-related content in textbooks was not
significantly different between 2013 and 2015, it

Figure 4.8 Frequency of Reporting Victimization to School Staff
and Effectiveness of Reporting Over Time
Percentage of LGBTQ Students
(Based on Estimated Marginal Means)
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Figure 4.9 Availability of Gay-Straight Alliance (GSAs) Over Time
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students Reporting Having
a GSA at School, Accounting for Covariates)
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was somewhat higher in 2015 than all other years.
The percentage of students who reported LGBT-
related materials in their school libraries, however,
has not changed since 2011.2%!

Bullying, Harassment, and Assault Policies. In
all years, as shown in Figure 4.12 the majority of
LGBTQ students reported that their schools had
some type of anti-bullying/harassment policy;
however, the minority of students reported that
the policy enumerated sexual orientation and/or
gender identity/expression. Since 2011, there have
been consistent yet small increases with regard
to any type of anti-bullying/harassment policy.
There have been few changes in the percentage
of students reporting either partially enumerated
or comprehensive policies since we began asking
about these types of policies in 2005.262

Regarding changes in school resources overall,
in 2015, we continued to see increases in the
availability of most of LGBT-related resources—even

in some of the supports that were already more
common, e.g., supportive school staff and GSAs.
With regard to anti-bullying/harassment policies,
although there continued to be a small but steady
increase over the years in the reports of any type of
policy, the reports of comprehensive policies have
remained low and there have been few changes
overall. Thus, it would appear that, whereas the
prevalence of policies in general has increased,
these policies are rarely including specific
protections for sexual orientation and gender
identity/expression.

After seeing increases in library resources from
2001 to 2009, we have seen little change since
that time. It is possible that these changes are
related to school expenditures for library materials—
schools that did not previously have LGBT-related
materials in their libraries may not have had
resources to include them. It is also possible that
for some libraries, inclusion of LGBT materials was
not a priority relative to other informational needs.

Figure 4.10 Availability of Supportive School Staff Over Time
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students Reporting Having Supportive Staff in School, Accounting for Covariates)
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Figure 4.11 Availability of Curricular Resources Over Time
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students Reporting Resource in School, Accounting for Covariates)
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In the past, the American Library Association (ALA)
has been an advocate against censorship and

has partnered with GLSEN in providing resources
educating school librarians on LGBT student
issues. These findings suggest that more attention
should be paid to library materials in the future.

Although there had been an increase in the
inclusion of LGBT-related content in textbooks in
2013, there was no change from 2013 to 2015.
In our 2013 National School Climate Survey, we
posited that the implementation of California’s
Fair, Inclusive, and Respectful (FAIR) Education
Act might have a positive effect on the textbook
industry, in that the FAIR Education Act stipulates
that LGBT contributions are included in California
social science education, and California is a large
market for the textbook industry. But, it appears
that the gains in 2013 in textbook inclusion have
not continued in 2015.

Our findings also suggest that more institutional
supports, such as implementing a comprehensive
anti-bullying/harassment policy or including

LGBT content in the curriculum, may be slower to
change—although we saw increases in some of the
curricular resources in our 2015 survey, the change
has been slower across the years. And, the growth
on policies in general is greater than the growth

in comprehensive or even partially enumerated
policies.

Student Acceptance of LGBT People Over
Time

In 2009, we began asking students how accepting
of LGBT people other students are at school. In the
Utility of Resources and Supports section, we have
seen that LGBT-related supports in school, such

as GSAs and curricular inclusion, are related to a
more accepting student body, and in this current
section, we have seen many of these supports
continue to increase. Thus, increases in supports
may be related to changes in student acceptance.
In our analysis over time, we have also seen that
student intervention regarding anti-LGBT remarks
has increased, whereas intervention by school
staff has not. It may be that increased student
intervention is also, in part, related to increased
positive attitudes toward LGBT people among the
student population. We did find, in fact, that there
has been a significant increase in positive attitudes
since 2011 (see Figure 4.13).%%% In 2009 and
2011, less than 40% of students in our surveys
had reported that their peers were somewhat or
very accepting of LGBT people compared to over
half of students in our 2015 survey.

Considering all of the differences across time-
remarks, victimization, LGBT-related supports, and
peer acceptance-we see a more recent trend in
the data of some significant decreases in negative
indicators of school climate, e.g., hearing anti-
LGBT remarks and experiences of victimization,

as well as a steady, longer trend of increases in
many of the LGBT-related resources and supports
in school. Nevertheless, these data indicate that
more work is needed to make schools safer and
more affirming for LGBTQ students—although less
prevalent now, negative indicators such as anti-
LGBT remarks are still prominent in our schools
and many of the LGBT-related supports are still low
in incidence, particularly curricular resources.
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Figure 4.12 Prevalence of School or District Anti-Bullying/Harassment Policies Over Time
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Figure 4.13 Perceptions of Peer Acceptance of LGBT People Over Time
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students Reporting Somewhat or
Very Accepting Peers, Accounting for Covariates)
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Limitations

The methods used for our survey resulted in

a nationally representative sample of LGBTQ
students. However, it is important to note that our
sample is representative only of youth who identify
as lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, or queer
(or another non-heterosexual sexual orientation
and/or non-cisgender gender identity) and who
were able to find out about the survey in some
way, either through a connection to LGBTQ or
youth-serving organizations that publicized the
survey, or through social media. As discussed in
the Methods and Sample section, we conducted
targeted advertising on the social networking

site Facebook in order to broaden our reach and
obtain a more representative sample. Advertising
on Facebook allowed LGBTQ students who did

not necessarily have any formal connection to the
LGBTQ community to participate in the survey.
However, the social networking advertisements for
the survey were sent only to youth who gave some
indication that they were LGBTQ on their Facebook
profile.?64 LGBTQ youth who were not comfortable
identifying as LGBTQ in this manner would not
have received the advertisement about the survey.
Thus, LGBTQ youth who are perhaps the most
isolated — those without a formal connection to
the LGBTQ community or without access to online
resources and supports, and those who are not
comfortable indicating that they are LGBTQ in their
Facebook profile — may be underrepresented in
the survey sample.

We also cannot make determinations from our
data about the experiences of youth who might

be engaging in same-sex sexual activity or
experiencing same-sex attractions, but who do not
identify themselves as LGBQ.?%® These youth may
be more isolated, unaware of supports available to
them, or, even if aware, uncomfortable using such
supports. Similarly, youth whose gender identity
is not the same as their sex assigned at birth,

but who do not identify as transgender, may also
be more isolated and without the same access to
resources as the youth in our survey. The survey
was primarily advertised as being for LGBTQ
students, so non-heterosexual students and non-
cisgender students who did not identify as LGBTQ
may be less likely to participate in the survey.

Another possible limitation to the survey is related

to the sample’s racial/ethnic composition — the
percentages of African American/Black and

DRAFT: 12/9/16

Hispanic/Latino/a students were somewhat lower
than the general population of secondary school
students.?%® This discrepancy may be related to
different methods for measuring race/ethnicity. In
our survey, students may select multiple options
for their race/ethnicity, and students who selected
two or more racial categories are coded as being
multiracial.?®’ In contrast, most national youth
surveys restrict students to selecting only one
racial category and do not provide a multiracial
response option.?%8 When forced to select one
response, students with both White and another
racial background may be more likely to select a
non-White identity, particularly when “multiracial”
is not an option.?%° This may result in a higher
percentage of students of color from specific racial
groups being identified in other surveys and a
higher percentage of students being identified as
multiracial in our survey (e.g., a student who is
African American/Black and White might select
African American/Black in a survey where they
only can select one option, whereas in our survey
that student might select both racial identities and
then be coded as multiracial). This difference in
method may account for some of the discrepancy
regarding percentages of specific racial groups
(e.g., African American/Black, Asian/South Asian/
Pacific Islander) between our sample and the
general population of secondary school students.
Nevertheless, it is possible that LGBTQ African
American/Black and Hispanic/Latino/a students
were somewhat underrepresented in our sample.
However, because there are no national statistics
on the demographic breakdown of LGBTQ-
identified youth, we cannot know how our sample
compares to other population-based studies.

Given that our survey is available only in English
and Spanish, LGBTQ students who are not
proficient in either of those languages might be
limited in their ability to participate. Thus, these
students might be underrepresented in our survey
sample.

It is also important to note that our survey only
reflects the experiences of LGBTQ students who
were in school during the 2014-2015 school year.
Although our sample does allow for students who
had left school at some point during the 2014~
2015 school year to participate, it still does not
reflect the experiences of LGBTQ youth who may
have already dropped out in prior school years. The
experiences of these youth may likely differ from
those students who remained in school, particularly



126

with regard to hostile school climate, access to
supportive resources, severity of school discipline,
and educational aspirations.

Lastly, the data from our survey are cross-sectional
(i.e., the data were collected at one point in time),
which means that we cannot determine causality.
For example, although we can say that there was
a relationship between the number of supportive
staff and students’ academic achievement, we
cannot say that one predicts the other.

While considering these limitations, our attempts
at diverse recruitment of a hard-to-reach population
have yielded a sample of LGBTQ students that we
believe most likely closely reflects the population
of LGBTQ middle and high school students in the
u.s.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The 2015 National School Climate Survey, as in
our previous surveys, shows that schools are often
unsafe learning environments for LGBTQ students.
Hearing biased or derogatory language at school,
especially sexist remarks, homophobic remarks,
and negative remarks about gender expression, was
a common occurrence. However, teachers and other
school authorities did not often intervene when
anti-LGBT remarks were made in their presence,
and students’ use of such language remained
largely unchallenged. Approximately three-quarters
of the students in our survey reported feeling
unsafe at school because of at least one personal
characteristic, with sexual orientation and gender
expression being the most commonly reported
characteristics. Students also frequently reported
avoiding spaces in their schools that they perceived
as being unsafe, especially bathrooms, locker
rooms, and P.E. classes. Nearly three quarters

of LGBTQ students reported that they had been
verbally harassed at school based on their sexual
orientation, and more than half had been harassed
based on their gender expression. In addition,
many students reported experiencing incidents of
physical harassment and assault related to their
sexual orientation or gender expression, as well as
incidents of sexual harassment, deliberate property
damage, cyberbullying, and relational aggression
at school. Transgender, genderqueer, and gender
nonconforming cisgender students were particularly
likely to have felt unsafe at school and to have
been harassed due to their sexual orientation and
gender expression.

In addition to anti-LGBT behavior by peers, be it
biased language in the hallways or direct personal
victimization, the majority of LGBTQ students
also faced discriminatory school practices and
policies. Schools prohibited LGBTQ students from
expressing themselves through their clothing or
their relationships, limited LGBT inclusion in
curricular and extracurricular activities, required
different standards based on students’ gender, and
promoted other policies that negatively affected
transgender students in particular, such as
preventing use of a preferred name or pronoun.

Results from our survey also demonstrate the
serious consequences that anti-LGBT victimization
and discrimination can have on LGBTQ students’
academic success and their general well-being.
LGBTQ students who experienced frequent
harassment and assault based on their sexual
orientation or gender expression reported missing
more days of school and having lower GPAs and
lower educational aspirations than students who
were harassed less often. In addition, students
who experienced higher levels of harassment

and assault had lower levels of school belonging
and poorer psychological well-being. LGBTQ
students who reported experiencing anti-LGBT
discrimination at school, such as differential
treatment for same-sex couples versus heterosexual
couples, had worse educational outcomes and
poorer well-being than other students.

Although our results suggest that school climate
remains dire for many LGBTQ students, they also
highlight the important role that institutional
supports can play in making schools safer for
these students. Steps that schools take to
improve school climate are also an investment

in better educational outcomes and healthy

youth development. For instance, supportive
educators positively influenced students’ academic
performance, educational aspirations, and feelings
of safety. Students attending schools that had a
Gay-Straight Alliance (GSA) or a similar student
club reported hearing fewer homophobic remarks
and negative remarks about gender expression,
were less likely to feel unsafe and miss school

for safety reasons, and reported a greater sense

of belonging to their school community. Students
who reported that their classroom curriculum
included positive representations of LGBT issues
had higher GPAs, higher educational aspirations,
and were more likely to have classmates who were
accepting of LGBT people. Unfortunately, these
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resources and supports were often not available to
LGBTQ students. Although a majority of students
did report having at least one supportive teacher or
other staff person in school, only slightly more than
half had a GSA in their school, and less than half
had LGBT-related materials in the school library

or could access LGBT-related resources via school
computers. Other resources, such as inclusive
curricula and LGBT-inclusive textbooks and
readings, were even less common. Furthermore,
students from certain types of schools, such

as middle schools or religious-affiliated private
schools; from certain locales, such as small towns
or rural areas; and from certain regions, such

as the South and the Midwest, were less likely
than other students to report having supportive
resources in their schools. These findings clearly
indicate the importance of advocating for the
inclusion of these resources in schools to ensure
positive learning environments for LGBTQ students
in all schools—environments in which students
can receive a high quality education, graduate, and
continue on to further education.

Findings from the 2015 survey indicate that
comprehensive school harassment/assault policies
can result in concrete improvements in school
climate for LGBTQ students. Students in schools
with comprehensive harassment/assault policies
that included protections for sexual orientation
and gender identity/expression reported a lower
incidence of both homophobic remarks and
negative remarks about gender expression, as well
as a greater frequency of school staff intervention
when these remarks were made. Furthermore,
students with a comprehensive policy were more
likely to report incidents of harassment and assault
to school personnel. Unfortunately, students
attending schools with comprehensive policies
remained in the minority. Although a majority of
students said that their school had some type of
harassment/assault policy, few said that it was

a comprehensive policy that explicitly stated
protections based on sexual orientation and gender
identity/expression.

We have seen small, but steady increases in the
availability of certain LGBT-related resources
since our last report— specifically, GSAs, school
staff supportive of LGBTQ students, and LGBT-
inclusive curriculum. Rates of students hearing
homophobic epithets have declined steadily as
has the pervasiveness of these remarks in the
school environment. Reports of other students

intervening when hearing these remarks has also
increased. Furthermore, we have seen a continual
growth in students’ acceptance of LGBT people,
with over half of LGBTQ students now reporting
that they have accepting classmates. In 2015,
the downward trend in experiences of harassment
due to sexual orientation and gender expression
also continued. These positive changes may result,
in part, from the continued growth of resources
over time. Nevertheless, it is still the minority of
students who have these resources available to
them, with the exception of having a GSA and
having any supportive school staff. With regard to
anti-bullying/harassment policies, more and more
students report that their schools have some type
of policy, yet a consistent minority have a policy
that include protections based sexual orientation
and gender identity/expression specifically.

Despite these improvements in school climate,
there remain some specific areas of concern.

With regard to negative remarks about gender
expression, we have seen a slight uptick in

the frequency of these remarks made by both
students and school staff. Furthermore, in contrast
to the usage of homophobic remarks, there

was no change in the pervasiveness of gender
expression-related remarks in 2015. Perhaps a
growing attention to issues of gender fluidity and
transgender populations, particularly transgender
and gender nonconforming youth, have resulted

in increased conversation about these issues in
general. We also saw fewer positive findings in
2015 regarding teachers and other school staff:
reports of anti-LGBT remarks by school staff have
increased, and reports of educator intervention
regarding these kinds of remarks have decreased.
These findings about educators’ behaviors are
quite troubling and further research should explore
potential explanations— be it changes in the
teacher workforce, potential backlash to the recent
gains of LGBTQ rights from resistant educators, or
other various other factors.

The results of the 2015 National School Climate
show that great strides have been made in
providing LGBTQ students with school supports,
yet also show that more work is needed to create
safer and more affirming learning environments for
LGBTQ students.

It is clear that there is an urgent need for action
to create safer and more inclusive schools for
LGBTQ students. There are steps that concerned
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stakeholders can take to remedy the situation.
Results from the 2015 National School Climate
Survey demonstrate the ways in which the presence
of supportive educators, comprehensive anti-
bullying/harassment policies, and other school-
based resources and supports can positively affect
LGBTQ students’ school experiences. Therefore, we
recommend the following measures:

e Support student clubs, such as Gay-Straight
Alliances (GSAs), that provide support for
LGBTQ students and address LGBTQ issues in
education;

¢ Provide training for school staff to improve
rates of intervention and increase the number
of supportive teachers and other staff available
to students;

¢ Increase student access to appropriate and
accurate information regarding LGBTQ people,
history, and events through inclusive curricula
and library and Internet resources;

¢ Ensure that school policies and practices, such
as those related to dress codes and school
dances, do not discriminate against LGBTQ
students; and

¢ Adopt and implement comprehensive school
and district anti-bullying/harassment policies
that specifically enumerate sexual orientation,
gender identity, and gender expression as
protected categories alongside others such as
race, religion, and disability, with clear and
effective systems for reporting and addressing
incidents that students experience.

Taken together, such measures can move us
towards a future in which all students have the
opportunity to learn and succeed in school,
regardless of sexual orientation, gender identity, or
gender expression.
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Mean differences in comfort level talking to school staff across type
of school staff member were examined using repeated measures
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) and percentages

are shown for illustrative purposes. The multivariate effect was
significant, Pillai’'s Trace = .52, F(7, 9311) = 421.30, p<.001.
Univariate analyses were considered significant at p<.01. All mean
differences in comfort level talking to school staff members were
significant except between Vice/Assistant Principal and School
Safety/Resource/Security Officer.

Mean differences in talking with school staff across type of school
staff member were examined using repeated measures multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA) and percentages are shown for
illustrative purposes. The multivariate effect was significant, Pillai’s
Trace = .55, F(7, 9624) = 1686.82, p<.001. Univariate analyses
were considered significant at p<.01. All mean differences in
talking to school staff members were significant except between:
Principal and Vice/Assistant Principal, Principal and Athletics
Coach, and Vice Principal and Athletics Coach.

Visit glsen.org/safespace for more information or to obtain a Safe
Space Kit for an educator or school.

http://www?2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/qa-201404-title-ix.
pdf

http://mediamatters.org/research/2016/05/05/comprehensive-
guide-debunked-bathroom-predator-myth/210200#_Research_
From_23

Such states and districts include: Los Angeles Unified School
District: http:/notebook.lausd.net/pls/ptl/docs/PAGE/CA_LAUSD/
FLDR_ORGANIZATIONS/STUDENT_HEALTH_HUMAN_SERVICES/
SHHS/HUMAN_RELATIONS_HOME_PAGE/HUMAN_RELATIONS_
BULLETINS_MEMOS/BUL-6224.0%20-%20TRANSGENDER %20
POLICY%20BULLETIN%2002-03-14_0.PDF

Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education
http://www.doe.mass.edu/sfs/Igbtg/Genderldentity.pdf

New York City Department of Education: http://schools.nyc.gov/
RulesPolicies/TransgenderStudentGuidelines/default.htm

St. Paul Public Schools: http://www.spps.org/site/default.aspx?Page
Type=3&DomainID=1254&ModulelnstancelD=3522&View|D=047E
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Washoe County School District, NV

http://washoecountyschools.net/csi/pdf_files/5161%20Reg%20
-%20Gender%20Ildentity%20v1.pdf

Washington, DC Public Schools: http://dcps.dc.gov/publication/
dcps-transgender-and-gender-non-conforming-policy-guidance

Non-cisgender students and gender nonconforming students in
our survey were somewhat less likely to report they were not sure if
there was a policy. To compare reports of having policies/guidelines
for transgender/gender nonconforming students by gender, a
chi-square test was conducted x? = 156.76, df = 8, p<.001, ¢ =
.13. Post hoc comparisons were considered at p<.05. Transgender
students were the least likely to respond “not sure,” followed

by genderqueer and students of another gender identity (with

no difference between these two groups), then cisgender gender
nonconforming students, and with the most likely being cisgender
gender conforming students. Given that these policies are specific
to non-cisgender and gender nonconforming cisgender students,

it is not surprising that they might be more informed about the
existence of these types of policies

To test difference between transgender students in schools with

a transgender/gender nonconforming student policy/guideline

and without, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA)

was conducted with the three variables related to personally
experiencing gender-related discrimination as the dependent
variables. Multivariate results were significant: Pillai's Trace = .05,
F(3, 1353) = 21.32, p<.001. Univariate effects were significant at
p<.001 - required to use bathrooms/locker rooms of legal sex: F(1,
1355) = 51.48, . 2 = .04; prevented from using preferred name/
pronoun: F(1, 13§5) =43.24, npz =.03; prevented from wearing
clothes thought inappropriate for legal sex: F(1, 1355) = 16.45,
n,? = .01. Similar analysis were done with genderqueer students,
students of another gender identity, and gender nonconforming
cisgender students and these analyses were not significant.

GLSEN and NCTE. (2016). Model District Policy on Transgender
and Gender Nonconforming Students, Revised: Model language,
commentary, and resources. New York: GLSEN. http://www.glsen.
org/article/model-laws-policies

http://www?2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-201605-
title-ix-transgender.pdf and see https://www.justice.gov/opa/
file/850991/download for examples of promising policies and
practices from districts across the country.

Balingit, M. (2016, July 8). Another 10 states sue Obama
administration over bathroom guidance for transgender students.
Washington Post. Retrieved from https://www.washingtonpost.
com/local/education/another-10-states-sue-obama-administration-
over-bathroom-guidance-for-transgender-students/2016/07/08/
2930238e-4533-11e6-88d0-6adee48be8bc_story.htmI?utm_
term=.42e265828f58.

To test differences in hearing biased remarks by presence of a
GSA, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted,
with GSA presence as the independent variable, and frequency

of hearing anti-LGBT remarks as the dependent variables. The
multivariate effect was significant: Pillai’s Trace = .05, F(5,
10449) = 111.94, p<.001. Percentages are shown for illustrative
purposes. The univariate effects for GSA presence in anti-LGBT
remarks were all significant: “gay” used in a negative way, F(1,
10453) = 496.34, p<.001, n 2 = .05; “no homo” used in a
negative way; F(1, 10453) = f68.76, p<.001, npz =.02; other
homophobic remarks, F(1, 10453) = 360.03, p<.001, n 2 =.03;
negative remarks regarding gender expression, F(1,1045§) =
72.415, p<.001, n ? = .01; negative remarks about transgender
people, F(1, 10453p) =100.32, p<.001, npz =.01.

To test differences in feeling unsafe by presence of a GSA, a
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted, with
GSA presence as the independent variable, and feeling unsafe,
missing school due to feeling unsafe, and victimization as the
dependent variables. The multivariate effect was significant: Pillai's
Trace = .05, F(5, 9928) = 97.67, p<.001. Percentages are shown
for illustrative purposes. The univariate effect for GSA presence
and feeling unsafe due to sexual orientation was significant: F(1,
9932) = 266.13, p<.001, an =.03. The univariate effect for
GSA presence and feeling unsafe due to gender expression was
significant: £(1, 9932) = 81.03, p<.001, n? = .01
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To test differences in victimization based on sexual orientation
and gender expression by presence of a GSA, these variables
were included in the MANOVA described above. The univariate
effect for GSA presence in victimization due to sexual orientation
was significant: F(1, 9932) = 351.67, p<.001, np2 =.03. The
univariate effect for GSA presence in victimization due to gender
expression was significant: F(1, 9932) = 196.01, p<.001, npz
=.02. For illustrative purposes figures depicting differences in
victimization based on sexual orientation or gender expression rely
on a cutoff at the mean score of victimization: students above the
mean score were characterized as “Experiencing Higher Levels of
Victimization.” Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

To test differences in missing school by presence of a GSA, this
variable was included in the MANOVA described above. The
univariate effect for GSA presence in missing school in the past
month was significant: F(1, 9932) = 209.19, p<.001, npz =.02.
Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

To test differences in number of supportive school staff by
presence of a GSA, a t-test was conducted, with GSA presence as
the independent variable, and number of supportive staff as the
dependent variable. The effect for GSA presence in number of
supportive staff was significant: {8688.300) = -41.44, p<.001.
In addition, a chi-square test was conducted to compare the
likelihood of having any supportive staff by presence of a GSA: y?
=230.92, df=1, p<.001, Cramer’s V = .15. Students who had
a GSA were more likely to have at least 1 supportive educator
compared to students who did not have a GSA. Percentages are
shown for illustrative purposes.

To test differences in staff intervention in anti-LGBT remarks by
presence of a GSA, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA)
was conducted, with GSA presence as the independent variable,
and frequency of staff intervention as the dependent variables.
The multivariate effect was significant: Pillai’s trace = .02, F(2,
6847) = 60.78, p<.001. The univariate effects for GSA presence
and staff intervention were both significant: homophobic remarks,
F(1, 6848) = 118.29, p<.001, n 2 = .02; negative remarks about
gender expression, F(1, 6848) = 39.29, p<.001, np2 =.00.
Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

The Day of Silence is a national student-led annual student day

of action coordinated by GLSEN. The event is designed to draw

attention to anti-LGBT name-calling, bullying and harassment in
schools. Visit www.dayofsilence.org for more information.

The full breakdown of student responses to the question, “In
general, how accepting do you think students at your school are of
LGBT people?” was as follows: not at all accepting, 4.4%; not very
accepting, 22.6%; neutral, 23.7%; somewhat accepting, 32.9%;
very accepting, 16.4%.

To test differences in peer acceptance and peer intervention by
presence of a GSA, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA)
was conducted, with GSA presence as the independent variable,
and peer acceptance, peer intervention in homophobic remarks,
and peer intervention in negative remarks about gender expression
as the dependent variables. The multivariate effect was significant:
Pillai’s trace = .09, F(3, 9694) = 319.93, p<.001. The univariate
effect for peer acceptance was significant: F(1, 9696) = 957.30,
p<.001, npz =.09. Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

To test differences peer intervention by presence of a GSA, we
conducted the MANOVA described in the previous endnote. The
multivariate effect was significant: Pillai’s trace = .09, F(3, 9694)
=319.93, p<.001. Univariate effects for student intervention were
significant: homophobic remarks, F(1, 9696) = 79.50, p<.001,
npz =.01; negative remarks about gender expression, F(1, 9696)
=43.71, p<.001, n,? = .00. Percentages are shown for illustrative
purposes.

To test differences in school belonging and presence of a GSA an
ANOVA was conducted with presence of a GSA as the independent
variable and school belonging as the dependent variable. The main
effect was significant: F(1, 8600) = 268.04, p<.001, np2 =.03.
Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

To test differences in well-being and presence of a GSA two
one-way ANOVAs were conducted with the presence of a GSA

as the independent variable and depression and self-esteem as
the dependent variables. The main effect for depression was
significant: F(1, 8600) = 102.77, p<.001, npz =.01 . The effect
for self-esteem was not significant, p>.001.
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Definition of multicultural education. (2003). National Association
for Multicultural Education (NAME).

Style, E. (1996). Curriculum as window and mirror. Social Science
Record, 33(2), 21-28.

Greytak, E., & Kosciw, J. (2013). Responsive classroom curricula
for lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and questioning students. In
E. Fisher, & K. Komosa-Hawkins (Eds.) Creating School
Environments to Support Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender,

and Questioning Students and Families: A Handbook for School
Professionals. 156-174. Routledge.

To test differences in hearing homophobic remarks by presence
of an inclusive curriculum, a multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) was conducted, with inclusive curriculum presence

as the independent variable, and frequency of hearing anti-LGBT
remarks as the dependent variables. The multivariate effect was
significant: Pillai’s trace = .08, F(5, 10398) = 174.39, p<.001.
The univariate effects for inclusive curriculum presence was
significant for all anti-LGBT remarks: hearing “gay” used in a
negative way: F(1, 10402) = 583.59, p<.001, n 2 = .05; “no
homo” used in a negative way: F(1, 10402) = 2§3.16, p<.001, np2
=.03; other homophobic remarks was significant: F(1, 10402) =
631.18, p<.001, np2 = .06. Percentages are shown for illustrative
purposes.

To test differences in hearing biased remarks about gender identity
or gender expression by presence of an inclusive curriculum,

these variables were included in the MANOVA described above.
The univariate effect for inclusive curriculum presence in hearing
negative remarks re: gender expression was significant: F(1,
10402) = 251.26, p<.001, an =.02. The univariate effect for
inclusive curriculum presence in hearing negative remarks about
transgender people was significant: F(1, 10402) = 335.51,
p<.001, an = .03. Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

Cornell, D., & Bradshaw, C. P. (2015). From a culture of bullying
to a climate of support: The evolution of bullying prevention and
research. School Psychology Review, 44(4), 499-503.

Flannery, D. J., Todres, J., Bradshaw, C. P., Amar, A. F., Graham,
S., Hatzenbuehler, M. & Le Menestrel, S. M. (2016). Bullying
prevention: A summary of the Report of the National Academies of
Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. Prevention Science, 17(8),
1044-1053.

Winburn, J., Winburn, A., & Niemeyer, R. (2014). Media coverage
and issue visibility: State legislative responses to school bullying.
The Social Science Journal, 51(4), 514-522.

Wayne, R. (2013). The social construction of childhood bullying
through US news media. Journal of Contemporary Anthropology,
4(1), 37-49.

Birkett, M. A., Espelage, D. L., & Stein, N. (2008). Have school
anti-bullying programs overlooked homophobic bullying? Poster
presented at the American Psychological Association Annual
Convention, Boston, MA.

Greytak, E. A., Kosciw, J. G., Villenas, C. & Giga, N. M. (2016).
From Teasing to Torment: School Climate Revisited, A Survey of
U.S. Secondary School Students and Teachers. New York: GLSEN.

GLSEN and Harris Interactive (2008). The Principal’s Perspective:
School Safety, Bullying and Harassment, A Survey of Public School
Principals. New York: GLSEN.

To test differences in anti-LGBT language by type of anti-bullying
education, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was
conducted, with frequency of hearing anti-LGBT remarks as the
dependent variables and bullying education type (no education,
general education, LGBT inclusive education) as the independent
variable. The multivariate effect was significant: Pillai’s Trace =
.03, (10, 20768) = 32.37, p<.001. All univariate effects were
significant at p<.001. Gay used in a negative way: F(2, 10387)
=100.00, n ? = .02. No homo: F(2, 10387) = 56.94, np2 =

.01. Other homophobic remarks: F(2, 10387) =80.13, 1 2 =

.02. Negative remarks about gender expression: F(2, 10357) =
80.70, an =.02. Negative remarks about transgender people: F(2,
10387) = 69.84, n ? = .01. Pairwise comparisons were considered
significant at p<.01. LGBTQ students in schools with inclusive
anti-bullying education heard all anti-LGBT remarks less frequently
compared to students in schools with general anti-bullying
education or no anti-bullying education. There were no differences
in frequency of hearing these remarks between students in schools
with a general anti-bullying education or no anti-bullying education
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with the exception of hearing negative remarks about transgender
people. Students in schools with general anti-bullying education
heard remarks less frequently than students in schools with no
anti-bullying education.

To test differences in feeling unsafe by type of anti-bullying
education, multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was
conducted, with feeling unsafe based on sexual orientation

and gender expression as the dependent variables and bullying
education type as the independent variable. The multivariate effect
was significant: Pillai's Trace = .02, F(4, 20524) = 32.37, p<.001.
All univariate effects were significant at p<.001. Unsafe based on
sexual orientation: F(2, 10262) = 106.82, an =.02. Unsafe based
on gender expression: F(2, 10262) = 59.46, npz =.01. Pairwise
comparisons were considered at p<.01. Students in schools with
an inclusive anti-bullying education reported feeling least unsafe
based on their sexual orientation or gender expression, followed

by students in schools with a general anti-bullying education.
Students in schools with no anti-bullying education felt least safe
based on their sexual orientation or gender expression. Percentages
of combined variable for feeling unsafe for either sexual orientation
or gender expression are shown for illustrative purposes.

To test differences in victimization by type of anti-bullying
education, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was
conducted, with frequency of victimization based on sexual
orientation and gender expression as the dependent variables

and bullying education type as the independent variable. The
multivariate effect was significant: Pillai’s Trace = .02, F(4,
20212) = 44.01, p<.001. Both univariate effects were significant
at p<.001. Victimization based on sexual orientation: F(2, 10106)
=83.63, 1.2 =.02. Victimization based on gender expression:
F2, 1010(5) =68.04, npz =.01. Post hoc comparisons were
considered significant at p<.01. Students in schools with an
inclusive anti-bullying education reported experiencing the

lowest levels of victimization based on their sexual orientation or
gender expression, followed by students in schools with a general
anti-bullying education. Students in schools with no anti-bullying
education reported the highest levels of victimization based on
sexual orientation or gender expression. Percentages of students
experiencing higher levels of victimization (i.e., have score above
the mean for the weighted victimization variables) are shown for
illustrative purposes.

To test differences in student intervention in anti-LGBT remarks

by anti-bullying education type, a multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) was conducted with frequency of student intervention in
homophobic remarks and negative remarks about gender expression
as the dependent variables and type of bullying prevention

program as the independent variable. The multivariate effect was
significant: Pillai’s Trace = .02, F(4, 19914) = 52.73, p<.001.
Univariate effects were significant at p<.001. Student intervention
in homophobic remarks: F(2, 9957) = 38.79, np2 =.02. Student
intervention in negative remarks about gender expression: F(2,
9957) = 79.01, n ? = .02. Pairwise comparisons were significant
at p<.01. Students who received inclusive anti-bullying education
said their peers intervened more frequently in homophobic

remarks and negative remarks about gender expression compared
to students in schools with no anti-bullying education, followed

by students in schools with general anti-bullying education.
Students in schools with no anti-bullying education said their peers
intervened least often in negative remarks about gender expression
and homophobic remarks. Percentages are shown for illustrative
purposes.

To test differences in frequency of student reporting of harassment
and assault to school staff by anti-bullying education type, a one-
way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted with frequency

of student reporting as the dependent variable and type of bullying
education as the independent variable. The univariate effect was
significant: F(2, 7333) = 27.49, p<.001. All pairwise comparisons
were significant at p<.01, except there were no differences in
frequency of reporting among students in schools with general
education or no bullying education. Percentages are shown for
illustrative purposes.

To test differences in school staff intervention in anti-LGBT
remarks by anti-bullying education type, a multivariate analysis of
variance (MANOVA) was conducted with frequency of school staff
intervention in homophobic remarks and negative remarks about
gender expression as the dependent variables and type of anti-
bullying education as the independent variable. The multivariate
effect was significant: Pillai’s Trace = .06, F(4, 13602) = 111.70,
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p<.001. Univariate effects were significant at p<.001. Staff
intervention in homophobic remarks: A2, 6801) = 202.77,

n,? = .06. Staff intervention in negatlve remarks about gender
expressmn F(2, 6801) = 142.74, n ? = .04. Pairwise comparisons
were considered at p<.01. Students in schools with an inclusive
anti-bullying education reported that teachers intervened the
most in anti-LGBT remarks followed by students in schools with
a general anti-bullying education, and no anti-bullying education.
Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

To test differences in effectiveness of school staff intervention

by anti-bullying education type, a one-way analysis of variance
(ANOVA) was conducted with staff effectiveness as the dependent
variable and type of anti-bullying education as the independent
variable. The univariate effect was significant: F(2, 3071) = 98.11,
p<.001. All pairwise comparisons were significant at p<.01.
Students in schools with an inclusive anti-bullying education
reported that school staff were most effective in handling reports
of harassment and assault followed by students in schools with

a general anti-bullying education, and students in schools with

no anti-bullying education. Percentages are shown for illustrative
purposes.

Greytak, E. A., Kosciw, J. G., Villenas, C. & Giga, N. M. (2016).
From Teasing to Torment: School Climate Revisited, A Survey of
U.S. Secondary School Students and Teachers. New York: GLSEN.

To test differences in safety by presence of an inclusive curriculum,
a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted, with
inclusive curriculum as the independent variable, and victimization
due to sexual orientation and due to gender expression, feeling
unsafe, and missing school as the dependent variables. The
multivariate effect was significant: Pillai’s trace = .05, F(5, 9882)
=103.91, p<.001. The univariate effects were significant — feeling
unsafe due to sexual orientation: F(1, 9886) = 350.19, p<.001,

= .03; feeling unsafe due to gender expression: F(1, 9886) =
165 12, p<.001, n, 2 = .02. Percentages are shown for illustrative
purposes.

To test differences in victimization by the presence of an inclusive
curriculum, these variables were included in the MANOVA
described above. The univariate effects were significant —
victimization due to sexual orientation: F(1, 9886) = 236.77,
p<.001, n * = .02; victimization due to gender expression: (1,
9886) = 184 53, p<.001, n? = .02. Percentages are shown for
illustrative purposes.

To test differences in missing school by the presence of an

inclusive curriculum, this variable was included in the MANOVA

described above. The univariate effect for inclusive curriculum in

missing school was significant: F(1, 9886) = 251.68, p<.001, n
=.02. Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

To test differences in talking to school staff about LGBT issues

by presence of an inclusive curriculum, a multivariate analysis

of variance (MANOVA) was conducted, with inclusive curriculum
presence as the independent variable, and talking to teachers

and feeling comfortable talking to teachers about LGBT issues as
the dependent variables. The multivariate effect was significant:
Pillai’s trace = .09, F(2, 9804) = 486.66, p<.001. Both univariate
effects were significant — having a positive or helpful conversation
about LGBT issues: F(1, 9805) = 778.27, p<.001, n 2 = .07;
feeling comfortable talking with a teacher about LGB‘F issues: F(1,
9805) = 683.21, p<.001, n, 2 = .07. Percentages are shown for
illustrative purposes.

See endnote above. Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

To test differences in achievement and aspirations, two t-tests were
conducted, with inclusive curriculum presence as the independent
variable, and GPA and educational aspirations as the dependent
variables. The effects were significant: GPA and inclusive
curriculum presence: {3993.838) = -8.61, p<.001. Educational
aspirations and inclusive curriculum presence: {9923) = -6.43,
p<.001. Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

To test differences in plans to graduate high school and an
inclusive curriculum, a chi-square test was conducted: x> = 36.63,
df=1, p<.001, Cramer’s V = .06.

To test differences in peer acceptance and peer intervention by
presence of an inclusive curriculum, a multivariate analysis of
variance (MANOVA) was conducted, with inclusive curriculum as
the independent variable, and peer acceptance, peer intervention
in homophobic remarks, and peer intervention in negative
remarks about gender expression as the dependent variables. The
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multivariate effect was significant: Pillai’s Trace = .13, F(3, 9658)
=457.95, p<.001. All univariate effects were significant — peer
acceptance: F(1, 9660) = 1152.16, p<.001, n ? = .11 (other
univariate effects detailed in following endnote) Percentages are
shown for illustrative purposes.

To test differences in student intervention in anti-LGBT remarks
by presence of an inclusive curriculum, these variables were
included in the MANOVA described above. The univariate effects
were significant — student intervention in homophobic remarks:
F(1, 9660) = 415.36, p<.001, n ? = .04; student intervention in
negative remarks about gender expressmn F(1, 9660) = 276.52,
p<.001, np = .03. Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

To test differences in school belonging and presence of an inclusive
curriculum an ANOVA was conducted with presence of an inclusive
curriculum as the independent variable and school belonging as the
dependent variable. The main effect was significant: F(1,8569) =
615.42, p<.001,n? = .07.

To test differences in well-being and presence of an inclusive
curriculum two one-way ANOVAs were conducted with the
presence of an inclusive curriculum as the independent variable
and depression and self-esteem as the dependent variables. The
main effect for depression health was significant: F(1, 8569) =
177.84, p<.001, n 2 = .02. The main effect for self-esteem was
not significant, p>.(501.

Konishi, C., Hymel, S., Zumbo, B. D., & Li, Z. (2010). Do school
bullying and student—teacher relationships matter for academic
achievement? A multilevel analysis. Canadian Journal of School

Psychology, 25(1), 19-39.

Klem, A. M., & Connell, J. P. (2004). Relationships matter: Linking
teacher support to student engagement and achievement. Journal
of School Health, 74(7), 262-273.

Kosciw, J. G., Palmer, N. A., Kull, R. M., & Greytak, E. A. (2013).
The effect of negative school climate on academic outcomes for
LGBT youth and the role of in-school supports. Journal of School
Violence, 12(1), 45-63.

The relationships between number of supportive staff and feeling
unsafe at school and missing school due to feeling unsafe were
examined through Pearson correlations. Feeling unsafe because of
sexual orientation: {9905) = -.29, p<.001; Feeling unsafe because
of gender expression: (9905) = -.21, p<.001; Missing school:
f10042) =-.29, p<.001. Percentages are shown for illustrative
purposes.

The relationship between number of supportive staff and
postsecondary educational aspirations was examined through
Pearson correlations: {9862) = .13, p<.001. Percentages are
shown for illustrative purposes.

To test differences in the number of supportive educators and
planning to graduate, a t-test was conducted with planning to
graduate high school as the independent variable and number

of supportive staff as the = dependent variable. The effect was
significant: #9898) =-11.09, p<.001. Percentages are shown for
illustrative purposes.

The relationship between number of supportive staff and GPA was
examined through Pearson correlations: {9802) = .14, p<.001.
Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

The relationship between number of supportive staff and school
belonging was examined through Pearson correlations: {9395) =
.40, p<.001. Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

The relationship between number of supportive staff and student
well-being was examined through Pearson correlations. Depression:
n8692) = -.23, p<.001. Self-esteem: (8742) = .06, p<.001.

The relationship between feeling unsafe due to sexual orientation
or gender expression and frequency of teacher intervention was
examined through Pearson correlations. Intervention in homophobic
language: {8063) = -.18, p<.001. Intervention in negative remarks
about gender expression: {7831) =-.12, p<.001. Percentages are
shown for illustrative purposes.

The relationship between missing school due to feeling unsafe and
frequency of teacher intervention was examined through Pearson
correlations. Intervention in homophobic language: (8147) = -.15,
p<.001. Intervention in negative remarks about gender expression:
n7908) = -.09, p<.001. Percentages are shown for illustrative
purposes.
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The relationship between feeling unsafe due to sexual orientation
or gender expression and effectiveness of teacher intervention was
examined through a Pearson correlation: (3044) = -.26, p<.001.

The relationship between missing school due to feeling unsafe
or uncomfortable and effectiveness of teacher intervention was
examined through a Pearson correlation: (3067) = -.30, p<.001.

To test differences in victimization by effectiveness of staff
intervention, two correlations were conducted, with effectiveness
of staff intervention as the independent variable, and victimization
due to sexual orientation and gender expression as the dependent
variables. Both relationships were significant: effectiveness of
intervention on victimization due to sexual orientation: (3061) =
-.29, p<.001; effectiveness of intervention on victimization due to
gender expression: (2969) = -.25, p<.001.

To compare students’ perceptions of school staff based on the
presence of Safe Space stickers/posters, a multiple analysis of
covariance (MANOVA) was conducted, with Safe Space sticker/
poster presence as the independent variable, and number of
supportive staff, talking to teachers and counselors, and also
feeling comfortable talking to teachers and counselors about LGBT
issues as the dependent variables. The main effect for a Safe
Space sticker/poster presence on the number of supportive staff
was significant: F(1, 9612) = 655.39, p<.001, npz =.10. With this
analysis and the others described below, we performed a similar,
corresponding analysis controlling for the presence of a Gay-
Straight Alliance (GSA) or other LGBT-supportive club at school.
Even when accounting for the presence of a GSA, the analysis
revealed differences between students who had seen a Safe Space
sticker/poster at school and those who had not; thus, results of the
initial MANOVA are reported for the sake of simplicity.

To test differences in talking to school staff about LGBT issues

by presence of a Safe Space sticker/poster, a multiple analysis of
(MANOVA) was conducted (See endnote above). The main effect for
presence of a Safe Space sticker in having had a positive or helpful
conversation about LGBT issues was significant with teachers: A1,
9612) = 692.45, p<.001, np2 =.07; and also for counselors: F(1,
9612) = 351.17, p<.001, an = .04. The main effect for comfort
talking with teachers was significant: (1, 9612) = 413.07,
p<.001, np2 =.04; and also for counselors: F(1, 9612) = 439.95,
p<.001, an =.04. With these analyses and the one described
above, we performed a similar, corresponding analysis controlling
for the presence of a Gay-Straight Alliance (GSA) or other LGBT-
supportive club at school. Even when accounting for the presence
of a GSA, the analyses revealed differences between students who
had seen a Safe Space sticker/poster at school and those who had
not; thus, results of the initial MANOVA are reported for the sake of
simplicity.

To test differences in anti-LGBT language by type of school policy,
a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted, with
frequency of hearing biased language as the dependent variable
and policy type as the independent variable. The multivariate
effect was significant: Pillai’s Trace = .04, F(15, 31242) = 25.74,
p<.001. The univariate effect of policy type on hearing “gay” in a
negative way was significant: F(3, 10416) = 95.19, p<.001, npz
=.03. Post-hoc Bonferroni tests indicated that “gay” was heard
negatively least frequently in schools with comprehensive policies,
followed by schools with partially enumerated policies, followed
by schools with a generic policy, and followed by schools with no
policy. The univariate effect of policy type on hearing “no homo”
was significant: F(3, 10416) = 46.932, p<.001, npz =.01. Post-
hoc Bonferroni tests indicated that “no homo” was heard least
frequently in schools with comprehensive policies and schools,
followed by partially enumerated policies, followed by schools
with generic policies, and followed by schools with no policy.

The univariate effect of policy type on hearing other homophobic
remarks was significant: F(3, 10416) = 79.98, p<.001, n ? =

.02. Post-hoc Bonferroni tests indicated that other homopF]obic
language was heard least frequently in schools with comprehensive
policies, followed by schools with partially enumerated policies,
followed by schools with a generic policy, followed by schools with
no policy. The univariate effect of policy type on hearing negative
remarks re: gender expression was significant: F(3, 10416) =
29.75, p<.001, np2 =.01. Post-hoc Bonferroni tests indicated that
negative remarks re: gender expression were heard least frequently
in schools with comprehensive policies, followed by schools with
partially enumerated policies, followed by schools with a generic
policy, followed by schools with no policy. The univariate effect of
policy type on hearing negative remarks about transgender people
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was significant: F(3, 10416) = 29.51, p<.001, an =.01. Post-hoc
Bonferroni tests indicated that negative remarks about transgender
people were heard negatively least frequently in schools with
comprehensive and partially enumerated policies, followed by
schools with a generic policy, followed by schools with no policy.

To test differences in rates of victimization by type of school policy,
a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted, with
frequency of victimization as the dependent variable and policy
type as the independent variable. The multivariate effect was
significant: Pillai’'s Trace = .02, F(6, 20272) = 29.10, p<.001.
The univariate effect of policy type on rates of victimization due to
sexual orientation was significant: F(3, 10140) = 54.15, p<.001,
n,? =.02. Post-hoc Bonferroni tests indicated that students were
least victimized because of their sexual orientation in schools with
comprehensive policies and schools with partially enumerated
policies, followed by schools with a generic policy, followed by
schools with no policy. The univariate effect of policy type on
victimization due to gender expression was significant: F(3, 10140)
= 3806, p<.001, np2 =.01. Posthoc Bonferroni tests indicated that
students were least victimized because of their gender expression
in schools with comprehensive policies and schools with partially
enumerated policies, followed by schools with generic policies,
followed by schools with no policy.

To test differences in rates of staff intervention in anti-LGBT
language by type of school policy, a multivariate analysis of
variance (MANOVA) was conducted, with frequency of intervention
as the dependent variable and policy type as the independent
variable. The multivariate effect was significant: Pillai’s Trace
=.05, F(6, 13650) = 45.48, p<.001.The univariate effect of
policy type on rates of intervention in homophobic language was
significant: F(3, 6829) = 88.27, p<.001, npz =.04. Post-hoc
Bonferroni tests indicated that teachers intervened most frequently
in schools with comprehensive policies, followed by schools with
partially enumerated policies, followed by schools with a generic
policy, followed by schools with no policy. The univariate effect

of policy type on staff intervention in negative remarks re: gender
expression was significant: F(3, 6829) = 40.28, p<.001, an =
.02. Post-hoc Bonferroni tests indicated that staff intervened most
frequently in schools with comprehensive policies, followed by
schools with partially enumerated policies, followed by schools with
generic policies, followed by schools with no policy.

To test differences in rates of student reporting of incidents by type
of school policy, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted,
with frequency of student reporting as the dependent variable

and policy type as the independent variable. The main effect of
policy type on rates of reporting was significant: F(3, 7355) =
25.22, p<.001, n ? = .01. Post-hoc Bonferroni tests indicated that
students reported most frequently in schools with comprehensive
policies, followed by schools with partly enumerated policies,
followed by schools with a generic policy, and followed by schools
with no policy.

To test differences in effectiveness of staff intervention by type of
school policy, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted, with
effectiveness staff of intervention as the dependent variable and
policy type as the independent variable. The main effect of policy
type on effectiveness of intervention was significant: F(3, 3077) =
56.69, p<.001, npz = .05. Post-hoc Bonferroni tests indicated that
staff intervention was most effective in schools with comprehensive
policies, followed by schools with enumerated policies, followed

by schools with a generic policy, and followed by schools with no
policy.

The relationship between effectiveness of staff intervention and
reporting of victimization to staff was examined through Pearson
correlations: (3083) =-.15, p<.01.

Given the relatively small sample sizes of Native American/
American Indian LGBTQ students, they are not included in the
analysis of school experiences by race or ethnicity.

To compare feeling unsafe by race/ethnicity, three chi-square tests
were conducted. Post hoc comparisons were considered at p<.05.
Unsafe because of sexual orientation: x> = 22.65, df = 5, p<.001,
Cramer’s V = .05. Black/African American students were less likely
to feel unsafe due to sexual orientation than White, Hispanic/
Latino, and Multiracial students, Unsafe because of race/ethnicity:
x?=898.57, df =5, p<.001, Cramer's V = .32. Black/African
American, Hispanic/Latino, Asian/Pacific Islander, Arab/Middle
Eastern, and Multiracial students were more likely to feel unsafe
because of their race/ethnicity than White/European students.
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145 To compare experiences of harassment and assault by race/
ethnicity, a multivariate analysis of variance was conducted with
the three weighted harassment and assault variables as dependent
variables. The multivariate effect was significant: Pillai’s Trace
=.07, K(15, 25542) = 41.37, p<.001. Univariate effects were
significant: victimization based on sexual orientation: F(5, 8519) =
6.50, p<.001, n ? = .00; victimization based on gender expression:
F(5, 8519) = 5.65, p<.001, an =.00; victimization based on
race or ethnicity: F(5, 8519) = 100.90, p<.001, np2 =.06. Post
hoc comparisons were considered at p<.01. victimization based
on sexual orientation: Asian American/Pacific Islander students
experienced less victimization based on sexual orientation
compared to all other racial/ethnic groups except Black/African
American students, there were no other significant differences
between racial/ethnic groups; victimization based on gender
expression: Asian/Pacific Islander students reported lower rates of
victimization based on gender expression than all other students
except African American/Black students, White students, and Arab/
Middle Eastern students, there were no other significant differences
between racial/ethnic groups; victimization based on race/ethnicity:
White students reported lower rates of victimization based on race
or ethnicity than all other students. Percentages are shown for
illustrative purposes.

146 To compare reports of experiencing discriminatory policies and
practices by race or ethnicity, a chi-square test was conducted
using the variable of personally experiencing any of the types of
anti-LGBT discrimination asked about in the survey: x> = 22.41,
df =5, p<.001, Cramer’s V = .05. Post hoc comparisons were
considered at p<.05 Asian American/Pacific Islander students
were less likely to experience anti-LGBT discrimination at school
resulting from school policies and practices than Multiracial
students, White students, and Hispanic/Latino students. There
were no other significant differences between racial/ethnic groups.

147 Gender was assessed with a multi-check question item (i.e., male,
female, transgender, transgender male-to-female, transgender
female-to-male, and genderqueer) with an optional write-in item for
genders not listed in combination, along with an item that asked
respondents their sex assigned at birth. Cisgender respondents
are those, either male or female, whose gender identity is aligned
with the sex/gender they were assigned at birth, indicating that
they chose only male or female in response to the gender identity
item and that this was same response given to the sex assigned at
birth item. Transgender respondents included transgender females
(those who selected “male-to-female” and/or selected “female,”
“transgender,” and indicated that they were assigned male at
birth), transgender males (calculated similarly as transgender
females), transgender students who did not also identify as male
or female (e.g., those who selected only “transgender”). Those who
could not be classified as cisgender male, cisgender females, or
transgender, and did not identify as genderqueer are included in
the “another gender identity” category.

148 To compare feeling unsafe by gender identity, chi-square tests
were conducted. Unsafe because of gender: x*> = 3152.41, df = 4,
p<.001, Cramer's V = .59; unsafe because of gender expression:
x*>=1513.06, df = 4, p<.001, Cramer's V = .41. Pairwise
comparisons were considered at p<.05.

149 To compare experiences of harassment and assault by gender
identity, a multivariate analysis of variance was conducted with the
three weighted variables (victimization based on: sexual orientation,
gender expression, gender) as dependent variables. Multivariate
results were significant: Pillai's Trace = .22, F(12, 26262) =
175.13, p<.001, npz =.07. The univariate effect for victimization
due to gender expression was significant: F(4, 8754) = 239.69
p<.001,  ?=.10. The univariate effect for victimization due to
gender was significant: F(4, 8754) = 289.08 p<.001,n ?=.12.
Pairwise comparisons were considered at p<.01. Percen{ages are
shown for illustrative purposes.

150 To compare experiences of harassment and assault by gender
identity, a multivariate analysis of variance was conducted with
the three weighted variables (victimization based on: sexual
orientation, gender expression, gender) as dependent variables.
Multivariate results were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .22, F(12,
26262) = 175.13, p<.001, np2 =.07. The univariate effect for
victimization due to sexual orientation was significant: F(4, 8754)
=37.47 p<.001, n ? = .02. Pairwise comparisons were considered
at p<.01. Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

151 To compare feeling unsafe by sexual orientation, a chi-square test
was conducted. Unsafe because of gender: unsafe because of
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sexual orientation: x> = 141.57 df = 4, p<.001, Cramer’s V = .13.
Pairwise comparisons were considered at p<.05.

Foley, J. T., Pineiro, C., Miller, D., & Foley, M. L. (2016). Including
transgender students in school physical education. Journal of
Physical Education, Recreation & Dance, 87(3), 5-8.

Herman, J. L. (2013). Gendered restrooms and minority stress: The
public regulation of gender and its impact on transgender people’s
lives. Journal of Public Management & Social Policy, 19(1), 65-80.

Johnson, J. (2014). Transgender youth in public schools: why
identity matters in the restroom. William Mitchell Law Rev Sua
Sponte, 40, 63-98.

Sausa, L. A. (2005). Translating research into practice: Trans youth
recommendations for improving school systems. Journal of Gay and
Lesbian Issues in Education, 3(1), 15-28.

Szczerbinski, K. (2016). Education connection: The importance
of allowing students to use bathrooms and locker rooms reflecting
their gender identity. Child Legal Rights Journal, 36, 153.

To compare avoiding gender-segregated spaces at school by
gender identity, a multivariate analysis of variance was conducted
with the weighted variables for victimization based on sexual
orientation, gender expression, and gender included as covariates.
Differences were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .12, F(8, 25587) =
85.60, p<.001, npz =.04. The univariate effects were significant
at p<.001. Avoiding bathrooms: F(4, 8529) = 233.60, an =

.10; avoiding locker rooms: F(4, 8529) = 100.48 , npz =.05;
avoiding Gym/PE class: F(4, 8529) = 35.74, an =.02. Pairwise
comparisons were considered at p<.01. Percentages are shown for
illustrative purposes.

To compare having experienced any anti-LGBT discrimination at
school by gender identity, a chi-square tests was conducted: x> =
486.64, df = 4, p<.001. Cramer’s V = .26. Pairwise comparisons
were considered at p<.05.

To compare each type of anti-LGBT discrimination by gender
identity, a multivariate analysis of variance was conducted

with each type of discrimination as the dependent variables.
Multivariate results were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .15, F(44,
25587) = 85.60, p<.001, npz =.04. All univariate effects were
significant at p<.001. Pairwise comparisons were considered

at p<.01. Transgender students were more likely than male and
female cisgender students to experience each type of anti-LGBT
discrimination. In addition, transgender students were also
more likely to experience the following types of discrimination,
as compared to genderqueer students and students of other
gender identities: prevented from using bathroom/locker room,
prevented from using preferred name and pronoun, prevented/
discouraged from sports, prevented from discussing LGBT
content in extracurriculars, and disciplined unfairly because
LGBT. Transgender students were also more likely than students
of another gender identity to be prevented from including LGBT
content in class assignments and from bringing same gender date
to school dance.

Greytak, E. A., Kosciw, J. G, & Diaz, E. M. (2009). Harsh Realities:
The Experiences of Transgender Students in Our Nation’s Schools.
New York: GLSEN.

To compare feeling unsafe among transgender students
(transgender males, transgender females, and transgender students
who do not identify as male or female), chi-square tests were
conducted. Unsafe because of gender expression: x2 = 16.08, df
=2, p<.001, Cramer’s V = .15; unsafe because of gender: x> =
27.20, df = 2, p<.001. Pairwise comparisons were considered

at p<.05. There were no significant differences in feeling unsafe
because of sexual orientation.

To compare experiences of harassment and assault among
transgender students, a multivariate analysis of variance was
conducted with the three weighted variables (victimization based
on: sexual orientation, gender expression, gender) as dependent
variables. Multivariate results were significant: Pillai’s Trace =
.05, F(6, 2598) = 10.43, p<.001, npz =.02. The univariate
effect for victimization due to gender expression was significant:
F(2, 1300) = 12.45, p<.001, npz =.02. The univariate effect for
victimization due to gender expression was significant: F(2, 1300)
=15.24, p<.001, an =.02. Pairwise comparisons were considered
at p<.01. There were no significant differences in experiences of
harassment and assault among transgender students based on
sexual orientation.
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To compare avoiding gender-segregated spaces at school among
transgender students, a multivariate analysis of variance was
conducted with the weighted variables for victimization based on
sexual orientation, gender expression, and gender included as
covariates. Differences were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .05, F(6,
2550) = 10.01, p<.001, n,? = .02. Avoiding Gym/PE class was
not significant, the other two univariate effects were: avoiding
bathrooms: (2, 1276) = 27.43, p<.001, n ? = .04; avoiding
locker rooms: F(2, 1276) = 7.33, p<.01, n, 5 .05. Pairwise
comparisons were considered at p<.01.

To compare having experienced any anti-LGBT discrimination

at school among transgender students, a chi-square tests was
conducted: x2 = 27.03, df = 2, p<.001. Cramer’s V = .15. Pairwise
comparisons were considered at p<.05.

To compare feeling unsafe by gender identity, chi-square tests
were conducted. Unsafe because of gender: x> = 3152.41, df = 4,
p<.001, Cramer's V = .59; unsafe because of gender expression:

2=1513.06, df = 4, p<.001, Cramer’s V = .41. Pairwise
comparisons were considered at p<.05.

To compare experiences of harassment and assault by gender
identity, a multivariate analysis of variance was conducted with
the three weighted variables (victimization based on: sexual
orientation, gender expression, gender) as dependent variables.
Multivariate results were significant: Pillai's Trace = .22, F(12,
26262) = 175.13, p<.001, n .07. The univariate effect for
victimization due to sexual orlentatlon was significant: F(4, 8754)
= 37.47 p<.001, npz =.02. Pairwise comparisons were considered
at p<.01. Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

To compare feeling unsafe by sexual orientation, a chi-square test
was conducted. Unsafe because of gender: unsafe because of
sexual orientation: x? = 141.57 df = 4, p<.001, Cramer's V = .13.
Pairwise comparisons were considered at p<.05.

To compare experiences of harassment and assault by gender
identity, a multivariate analysis of variance was conducted with
the three weighted variables (victimization based on: sexual
orientation, gender expression, gender) as dependent variables.
Multivariate results were significant: Pillai's Trace = .22, F(12,
26262) = 175.13, p<.001, n, 2 =.07. The univariate effect for
victimization due to sexual orlentatlon was significant: F(4, 8754)
=37.47 p<.001, npz =.02. Pairwise comparisons were considered
at p<.01. Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

To compare avoiding gender-segregated spaces at school by
gender identity, a multivariate analysis of variance was conducted
with the weighted variables for victimization based on sexual
orientation, gender expression, and gender included as covariates.
Differences were significant: Pillai’'s Trace = .12, F(8, 25587) =
85.60, p<.001, n, 2 = .04. The univariate effects were S|gn|f|cant
at p<.001. Av0|d|ng bathrooms F(4, 8529) = 233.60, n

.10; avoiding locker rooms: F(4, 8529) = 100.48 , n, 2= 05
avoiding Gym/PE class: F(4, 8529) = 35.74, 1 2 = .02. PairW|se
comparisons were considered at p<.01. Percen%ages are shown for
illustrative purposes.

To compare having experienced any anti-LGBT discrimination at
school by gender identity, a chi-square tests was conducted: x> =
486.64, df = 4, p<.001. Cramer's V = .26. Pairwise comparisons
were considered at p<.05.

To compare feeling unsafe by gender identity, chi-square tests
were conducted. Unsafe because of gender: x> = 3152.41, df = 4,
p<.001, Cramer’s V = .59; unsafe because of gender expression:
x2=1513.06, df =4, p<.001, Cramer's V = .41. Pairwise
comparisons were considered at p<.05.

To compare experiences of harassment and assault by gender
identity, a multivariate analysis of variance was conducted with the

three weighted variables (victimization based on: sexual orientation,

gender expression, gender) as dependent variables. Multivariate
results were significant: Pillai's Trace = .22, F(12, 26262) =
175.13, p<.001, n,? = .07. The univariate effect for victimization
due to gender expreSS|on was significant: F(4, 8754) = 239.69
p<.001, n 2 =.10. The univariate effect for victimization due to
gender was S|gn|f|cant F(4, 8754) = 289.08 p<.001,n 2= .12.
Pairwise comparisons were considered at p<.01. Percenfages are
shown for illustrative purposes.

To compare feeling unsafe by gender identity, a chi-square test
was conducted. Unsafe because of sexual orientation: x> = 141.57
df = 4, p<.001, Cramer’s V = .13. Pairwise comparisons were
considered at p<.05.
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To compare feeling unsafe by sexual orientation, a chi-square test
was conducted. Unsafe because of gender: unsafe because of
sexual orientation: x> = 141.57 df = 4, p<.001, Cramer’s V = .13.
Pairwise comparisons were considered at p<.05.

To compare experiences of harassment and assault by gender
identity, a multivariate analysis of variance was conducted with
the three weighted variables (victimization based on: sexual
orientation, gender expression, gender) as dependent variables.
Multivariate results were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .22, F(12,
26262) = 175.13, p<.001, n.? = .07. The univariate effect for
victimization due to sexual orientation was significant: F(4, 8754)
=37.47 p<.001, n =.02. Pairwise comparisons were considered
at p<.01. Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

To compare avoiding gender-segregated spaces at school by
gender identity, a multivariate analysis of variance was conducted
with the weighted variables for victimization based on sexual
orientation, gender expression, and gender included as covariates.
Differences were significant Pillai’s Trace = .12, (8, 25587) =
85.60, p<.001, n .04. The univariate effects were significant
at p<.001. Avonding bathrooms Fl4,8529) = 233.60, n, 2=

-10; avoiding locker rooms: f{4, 8529) = 100.48 , n > = 05
avoiding Gym/PE class: F(4, 8529) = 35.74, n, 22 .02. PairWise
comparisons were considered at p<.01. Percentages are shown for
illustrative purposes.

To compare having experienced any anti-LGBT discrimination at
school by gender identity, a chi-square tests was conducted: x> =
486.64, df = 4, p<.001. Cramer’s V = .26. Pairwise comparisons
were considered at p<.05.

To compare feeling unsafe by gender identity, chi-square tests
were conducted. Unsafe because of gender expression: y2 =
1513.06, df = 4, p<.001, Cramer’s V = .41; unsafe because of
sexual orientation: y> = 141.57 df = 4, p<.001, Cramer’s V = .13.
Pairwise comparisons were considered at p<.05.

To compare experiences of harassment and assault by gender
identity, a multivariate analysis of variance was conducted with the
three weighted variables (victimization based on: sexual orientation,
gender expression, gender) as dependent variables. Multivariate
results were significant: Pillai's Trace = .22, F(12, 26262) =
175.13, p<.001, n, 2 = .07. The univariate effect for victimization
due to gender expressnon was significant: F(4, 8754) = 239.69
p<.001, n, 2 =.10. The univariate effect for victimization due to
sexual orientation was significant: F(4, 8754) = 37.47 p<.001,

1.2 = .02. Pairwise comparisons were considered at p<.01.
Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

To compare feeling unsafe by gender identity, chi-square tests
were conducted. Unsafe because of gender: x> = 3152.41, df = 4,
p<.001, Cramer’s V = .59. Pairwise comparisons were considered
at p<.05.

To compare experiences of harassment and assault by gender
identity, a multivariate analysis of variance was conducted with the
three weighted variables (victimization based on: sexual orientation,
gender expression, gender) as dependent variables. Multivariate
results were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .22, F(12, 26262) =
175.13, p<.001, n, 2 = .07. The univariate effect for victimization
due to gender was S|gn|f|cant (4, 8754) = 289.08 p<.001, n ? =
.12. Pairwise comparisons were considered at p<.01. Percentages
are shown for illustrative purposes.

To compare avoiding gender-segregated spaces at school by
gender identity, a multivariate analysis of variance was conducted
with the weighted variables for victimization based on sexual
orientation, gender expression, and gender included as covariates.
Differences were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .12, F(8, 25587) =
85.60, p<.001, mn, 2 =.04. The univariate effects were significant
at p<.001. Av0|d|ng bathrooms F(4, 8529) = 233.60, n, 2=

.10; avoiding locker rooms: F(4, 8529) = 100.48 , n, 2= 05
avoiding Gym/PE class: f(4, 8529) = 35.74, 1 ? = .02. PairWise
comparisons were considered at p<.01. Percentages are shown for
illustrative purposes.

To compare having experienced any anti-LGBT discrimination at
school by gender identity, a chi-square tests was conducted: x> =
486.64, df = 4, p<.001. Cramer’s V = .26. Pairwise comparisons
were considered at p<.05.

Kimmel, M. (2004). Masculinity as homophobia: fear, shame,
and silence in the construction of gender identity. In P. F. Murphy
(Ed.) Feminism and Masculinities, 182-199. New York: Oxford
University Press.
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Gordon, A. R., Conron, K. J., Calzo, J. P, Reisner, S. L., & Austin,

S. B. (2016). Nonconforming gender expression is a predictor of
bullying and violence victimization among high school students in
four US school districts. Journal of Adolescent Health, 58(2), S1-S2.

Grossman, A. H., D’Augelli, A. R., Salter, N., & Hubbard, S.
(2005). Comparing gender expression, gender nonconformity,
and parents’ responses of female-to-male and male-to-female
transgender youth: Implications for counseling. Journal of LGBT
Issues in Counseling, 1(1), 41-59.

Toomey, R. B., Ryan, C., Diaz, R. M., Card, N. A., & Russell,
S. A. (2010). Gender-nonconforming lesbian, gay, bisexual
and transgender youth: School victimization and youth adult
psychosocial adjustment. Developmental Psychology, 46(6),
1580-1589.

To compare gender expression by gender identity, a chi-square test
was conducted: x> = 1321.61, df = 36, p<.001, Cramer’s V = .17.

Kann, L., Olsen, E. 0., McManus, T., et al. Sexual Identity, Sex of
Sexual Contacts, and Health-Related Behaviors Among Students in
Grades 9-12 — United States and Selected Sites, 2015. MMWR
Surveill Summ 2016; 65(No. SS-9):1-202. DOI: http://dx.doi.
org/10.15585/mmwr.ss6509al.

Among the sample of bisexual students in this survey: 61.7%
were cisgender female, 11.7% were cisgender male, and 26.6%
identified as non-cisgender (e.g., transgender, genderqueer).
Differences in gender between bisexual and non-bisexual students
were assessed through a chi-square test: y? = 3047.56, df =

15, p<.001, Cramer’'s V = .36. Compared to all other sexual
orientations except for questioning students, a greater portion of
bisexual students were cisgender female and a smaller portion

of bisexual students were cisgender male. A smaller portion of
bisexual students identified as non-cisgender (e.g., transgender,
genderqueer), as compared to all other sexual orientations, except
for gay/lesbian students and questioning students.

Differences in race/ethnicity between bisexual students and other
students were assessed through a chi-square test: ¥ = 11.79, df =
7, not significant at p<.01.

Among the sample of bisexual students in this survey, the mean
age was 15.88: Differences in age between bisexual students and
non-bisexual students were assessed through a one-way analysis
of variance (ANOVA): F(5, 9157) = 30.77, p<.001. Pairwise
comparisons were considered significant at p<.01. Bisexual
students were significantly younger than gay/lesbian students, and
were not different in age from queer, pansexual, or questioning
students, or from students with other sexual orientations.
Therefore, when relevant, we control for gender identity and age in
subsequent analyses of sexual orientation differences.

To test differences in feelings of school safety by sexual orientation,
a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted,

with feeling unsafe due to one’s sexual orientation and gender
expression as the dependent variables, and sexual orientation
(gay/lesbian, bisexual, pansexual, queer, questioning, and other
sexual orientation) as the independent variable. The multivariate
effect was significant: Pillai’s Trace = .05, F(10, 17932) =
46.30, p<.001. Univariate effects were significant. Felt unsafe
because of sexual orientation: F(5, 8966) = 40.16, p<.001, npz
=.02. Felt unsafe because of gender expression: F(5, 8966) =
55.73, p<.001, n 2 = .03. Pairwise comparisons were considered
significant at p<.01. Unsafe because of sexual orientation:
bisexual students were less likely to feel unsafe compared to gay/
lesbian and pansexual students, and more likely to feel unsafe
compared to questioning students. Gender expression: bisexual
students were less likely to feel unsafe because of their gender
expression compared to gay/lesbian, queer, and pansexual
students, and students with another sexual orientation. To account
for gender identity, we performed a similar, corresponding analysis
of covariance (MANCOVA), controlling for gender identity; the
MANCOVA still revealed similar significant differences in feelings
of safety by sexual orientation; thus, results of the MANOVA

are reported for the sake of simplicity. To account for age,

we performed a similar, corresponding analysis of covariance
(MANCOVA), controlling for age; the MANCOVA revealed similar
significant differences in feelings of safety by sexual orientation;
thus, results of the MANOVA are reported for the sake of simplicity.

See endnote above.

To compare experiences of harassment and assault by sexual
orientation, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was
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conducted with three victimization variables (victimization based
on sexual orientation, victimization based on gender expression,
sexual harassment) as dependent variables, and sexual orientation
as the independent variable. The multivariate effect was significant:
Pillai’'s Trace = .02, F(15, 26508) = 40.81, p<.001, n* = .02.

All univariate effects were significant at p<.001 — victimization
based on sexual orientation: F(5, 8836) = 33.46, 1.2 = .02;
victimization based on gender expression: F(5, 8836) = 22.62,m?
= .01; sexual harassment: F(5, 8836) = 45.25, nDZ =.02. Pairwise
comparisons were considered significant at p<.01. Bisexual
students experienced lower levels of victimization based on sexual
orientation compared to gay/lesbian and pansexual students.
Bisexual students experienced lower levels of victimization based
on their gender expression compared to gay/lesbian and pansexual
students, and students with another sexual orientation. Bisexual
students experienced more frequent sexual harassment expression
compared to gay/lesbian students and students with another sexual
orientation, and less frequent sexual harassment compared to
pansexual students. These findings remained after controlling for
gender identity and age; results of the MANOVA is reported for the
sake of simplicity. Percentages of students experiencing “higher
victimization” are shown for illustrative purposes only; students
with a score above the mean for the specific type of victimization
were characterized as experiencing higher levels of victimization for
that victimization type.

To compare reporting harassment to school staff by sexual
orientation, a univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) was
conducted with sexual orientation as the independent variable and
reporting harassment to staff as the dependent variable. Results
were significant: F(5, 6253) = 3.39, p<.01, np2 =.00. Pairwise
comparisons were considered significant at p<.01. Post hoc tests
indicate that bisexual students reported victimization to school
staff less frequently than gay/lesbian students. Percentages are
reported for illustrative purposes. These findings remained after
controlling for gender identity and age; results of the ANOVA is
reported for the sake of simplicity.

To test differences in students’ levels of depression, self-esteem,
and feelings of school belonging by sexual orientation, we
conducted a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) with
depression, self-esteem, and school belonging as dependent
variables and sexual orientation as the independent variable.

The multivariate effect was significant: Pillai’s Trace = .05,

F(15, 25647) = 25.99, p<.001, np2 =.02. Univariate effects
were significant at p<.001: Depression: F(5, 8549) = 57.33,

npz =.03; Self-esteem: F(5, 8549) = 66.16, np2 =.04; School
belonging: F(5, 8549) = 48.88, npz =.03. Pairwise comparisons
were considered at p<.01. Bisexual students had higher levels of
depression than gay/lesbian students, but less depression than
pansexual students and students with another sexual orientation.
Bisexual students had lower self-esteem than gay/lesbian students,
but higher self-esteem than pansexual students and students
with another sexual orientation. Bisexual students had a lower
sense of school belonging than gay/lesbian students, but had a
greater sense of school belonging than pansexual students and
students with another sexual orientation. These findings remained
after controlling for gender identity and age; thus, results of the
MANOVA are reported for the sake of simplicity. Percentages of
students experiencing “lower depression,” “higher self-esteem,”
and “higher school belonging” are shown for illustrative purposes
only. Students with a score above the mean for the specific

type of victimization were characterized as experiencing higher
levels of victimization for that victimization type. Students with

a score above the mean for self-esteem scale were characterized
as experiencing higher levels of self-esteem. Students with a
score below the mean for depression scale were characterized as
experiencing lower levels of depression.

Kosciw, J. G., Palmer, N. A., & Kull, R. M. (2015). Reflecting
resiliency: Openness about sexual orientation and/or gender identity
and its relationship to well-being and educational outcomes for
LGBT students. American Journal of Community Psychology, 55(1),
167-178.

Watson, R. J., Wheldon. C. W., & Russell, S. T. (2015). How does
sexual identity disclosure impact school experiences? Journal of
LGBT Youth, 12(4), 385-386.

To compare outness to staff, peers, and parents by sexual
orientation, chi-square tests were performed. Out to staff: y2 =
745.85, df = 15, p<.001, Cramer’s V =.17; Out to peers: y2 =
1321.95, df = 15, p<.001, Cramer’s V =.22. Out to parents: x? =
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311.286, df =5, p<.001, Cramer’s V =.19. Pairwise comparisons
considered at p<.05. Bisexual students were significantly less likely
to be “out” about their LGBTQ status compared to gay/lesbian

and pansexual students. We then conducted a MANCOVA (for
outness to peers and staff) and an ANCOVA (for outness to parents)
to control for gender identity and age. The findings remained

after controlling for gender identity and age; thus, results of the
chi-squares are reported for the sake of simplicity. A majority of
bisexual students were not out to other students or were only out
to a few (59.8%), compared to less than a third of gay/lesbian
students (29.7%) and just under a half of pansexual students
(46.7%). In regard to teachers and other school staff, the vast
majority of bisexual students were out to none or a few (82.9% vs.
57.6% of gay/lesbian, and 72.5% of pansexual students).

Given our measure of LGBTQ outness does not allow us to
determine whether transgender and other non-cisgender students
were considering their outness related to sexual orientation or
gender identity, it is difficult to interpret gender differences in
outness among all gender identities (cisgender and non-cisgender
alike). Thus, we examined gender differences in outness among
bisexual cisgender students and found that males were more likely
to be out to teachers/school staff, #{1507) = -3.44, p<.01. There
were no differences between male and female cisgender bisexual
students in outness to peers or to parents. Almost half of bisexual
students (47.5%) were not out to a parent or guardian, compared
to approximately one-third of gay/lesbian (30.1%) and pansexual
(38.3%) students.

The relationships between outness to peers and peer victimization
(weighted victimization based on sexual orientation, weighted
victimization based on gender expression, sexual harassment)
among bisexual students were examined through Pearson
correlations. Correlations were significant at p<.001 - victimization
based on sexual orientation: (2044) = .17, victimization based on
gender expression: {2002) = .08, sexual harassment: (2057) =
.09.

The relationships between outness (to staff, to peers, and to
parents) and frequency of reporting incidents of victimization

to school staff among bisexual students were examined through
Pearson correlations. Correlations between reporting and outness
to staff and outness to parents were not significant at p<.01. The
correlation between reporting and outness to peers was significant:
n2057) = -.09, p<.001.

Kosciw, J. G., Palmer, N. A., & Kull, R. M. (2015). Reflecting
resiliency: Openness about sexual orientation and/or gender identity
and its relationship to well-being and educational outcomes for
LGBT students. American Journal of Community Psychology, 55(1),
167-178.

The relationships between outness (to staff, to peers, and to
parents) and well-being (i.e., self-esteem, depression, and

school belonging) among bisexual students were examined
through Pearson correlations. Correlations between well-being
and outness to peers were not significant at p<.01. Correlations
between well-being and outness to parents were not significant at
p<.01. Correlation between self-esteem and outness to staff was
significant: {1990) = .07, p<.01. The correlation between school
belonging and outness to staff was significant: (2032) = .07,
p<.01.

To assess differences in reporting based on sexual orientation when
accounting for outness at school, we performed a corresponding
analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) with reporting harassment to
school staff as the dependent variable, and sexual orientation at
the independent variable, controlling for outness to staff, peers,
and parents. Results were significant: F(5, 8937) = 14.56,
p<.001, n, 2 =.01. Pairwise comparisons were considered
5|gn|f|cant at p<.01. Bisexual students were no longer different
from gay/lesbian students, however once accounting for outness,
bisexual students were now more likely than pansexual to report
incidents to school staff.

To assess differences in victimization based on sexual orientation
when accounting for outness to peers, we performed a multivariate
analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) with three victimization
variables (weighted victimization based on sexual orientation,
weighted victimization based on gender expression, and sexual
harassment) as dependent variables, and sexual orientation as

the independent variable, and controlled for outness to peers.

The multivariate effect was significant: Pillai’s Trace = .05, (15,
26127) = 33.33, p<.001, an =.02. Univariate effects were
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significant at p<.001 - victimization based on sexual orientation:
(5, 8709) = 16.22, n * = .01; victimization based on gender
expression: F(5, 8709)= 21 10, n 2 = .01; sexual harassment:
F(5, 8709) = 32.19, n ? = .02. Pairwise comparisons were
considered at p<.01. Given that outness was not related to
feeling of school safety among bisexual students, we did not
examine whether or not outness accounted for sexual orientation
differences.

To account for outness at school, we performed a corresponding
multiple analysis of covariance (MANCOVA), controlling for outness
to staff, outness to peers, and outness to parents. The MANCOVA
still revealed differences between students’ levels of depression,
self-esteem, and school belonging by sexual orientation. The
multivariate effect was significant: Pillai's Trace = .04, F(15,
25302) = 21.53, p<.001, n =.01. Univariate effects were
significant at p<. 001 Depresswn F(5, 8434) = 50.66, n.” = .03;
Self-esteem: F(5, 8434) 50.38, n,? = .03; School belonging
F(5, 8434) = 39.95, n = .02. Pairwise comparisons were
considered at p<.01.

Elia, J. P. (2010). Bisexuality and school culture: School as
a prime site for bi intervention. Journal of Bisexuality, 10(4),
452-471.

The Movement Advancement Project (MAP). 2014. Understanding
issues facing bisexual Americans. Retrieved from www.lgbtmap.org/
policy-and-issue-analysis/bisexual-people.

A measure of gender nonconformity was constructed for cisgender
males and females by comparing their gender identity (male or
female) to their reported level of femininity or masculinity. Female-
students who reported their gender expression as anything other
than “very,” “mostly,” or “somewhat” “feminine” were considered
gender nonconforming, whereas male students who reported their
gender expression as anything other than “very,” “mostly,” or
“somewhat” “masculine” were considered gender nonconforming.

To compare feeling unsafe by gender nonconformity, chi-square
tests were conducted; unsafe because of sexual orientation: x>
=81.37, df =1, p<.001, ¢ = .12; unsafe because of gender
expression: 2= 513.70, df=1, p<.001, ¢ = .31.

To compare experiences of victimization by gender nonconformity,
a multivariate analysis of covariance was conducted with the two
weighted variables (victimization based on: sexual orientation and
gender expression) as dependent variables. Multivariate results
were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .06, F(2, 5421) = 165.58,
p<.001, n * = .06. Both univariate effects were significant at

p< 001. Sexual orientation was significant: F(1, 5422) = 197.07,
np = .04. The univariate effect for victimization due to gender
expression was significant: F(1, 5422) = 321.41, n, 2 =.06.
Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

Greytak, E. A., Kosciw, J. G., Villenas, C. & Giga, N. M. (2016).
From Teasing to Torment: School Climate Revisited, A Survey of
U.S. Secondary School Students and Teachers. New York: GLSEN.

Zhang, A., Musu-Gillette, L., and Oudekerk, B. A. (2016).
Indicators of School Crime and Safety: 2015 (NCES 2016-079/
NCJ 249758). National Center for Education Statistics, U.S.
Department of Education, and Bureau of Justice Statistics, Office
of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. Washington, DC.

Nansel, T. R., Overpeck, M., Pilla, R. S., Ruan, W. J., Simons-
Morton, B., & Scheidt, P. (2001). Bullying behaviors among US
youth: Prevalence and association with psychosocial adjustment.
Journal of the American Medical Association, 285(16), 2094-2100.

Only students who attended middle or high schools were included
in this analysis. Students who attended elementary schools, K-12
schools, lower schools, upper schools, or another type of school
were excluded.

To test differences between middle and high schools, a multivariate
analysis of variance was conducted with the anti-LGBT remarks
variables (the three homophobic remarks variables, the negative
remarks about gender expression, and negative remarks about
transgender people variables) as the dependent variables.
Multivariate results were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .00, F(5,
8676) = 7.07, p<.001. Univariate effects were significant for the
following remarks: “Gay” used in a negative way: F(1, 8680) =
31.11, p<.001, n ? =.00, “No homo": F(1, 8680) = 9.71, p<.01,

DZ =.00, Other homophobic remarks: F(1, 8680) = 7.07, p<.01,

.. =00, Negative remarks about gender expression: F(1, 8680)
= 10 28, p<.01, n =.00. Negative remarks about transgender
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people was not significant at p<.01. Percentages are shown for
illustrative purposes.

To test differences between middle and high schools, a multivariate
analysis of variance was conducted with victimization based on
sexual orientation and victimization based on gender expression

as the dependent variables. Multivariate results were significant:
Pillai's Trace = .01, F(2, 8442) = 19.98, p<.001. Univariate
effects were significant: Victimization based on sexual orientation:
F(1, 8433 = 38.39), p<.001, n ? = .01, Victimization based

on gender expression: F(1, 844§) =29.21, p<.001, n.? = .00.
Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

To compare reports of discriminatory policies and practices by school
level, 3 chi-square tests were conducted. Any discrimination, a
combined variable of whether the student experienced any of the

on 11 discriminatory actions assessed or reported that it happened
to other students at their school, by school level was significant:
x>=15.41, df=1, p<.001, Cramer's V = .04. Any discrimination
experienced by student themselves, a combined variable of students
reporting experiencing any of the discriminatory actions, by school
level was significant: y> = 62.03, df=1, p<.001, Cramer’s V = .09.
The chi-square for any discrimination of other students, a combined
variable of whether students reported any discriminatory actions
happening to other students at their school, by school level was not
significant at p<.01.

To compare differences between middle and high school, a series
of independent sample t-tests (equal variances not assumed)

was conducted with each resource and support variable as the
dependent variable. (For the purposes of this analyses and

similar analyses in this section regarding school differences in
availability and resources and supports, we examined only whether
students reported that their school had a comprehensive, i.e., fully
enumerated, anti-bullying/harassment policy or not. Therefore,
students without a comprehensive policy might have had a partially
enumerated policy, a generic policy, or no policy at all.) The results
of the following analyses were significant — GSAs: #(1123.71) =
-34.27, p<.001; supportive staff: #(885.71) =-12.15, p<.001;
supportiveness of administration: {942.99) = -3.43, p<.001;
inclusive curriculum: #1036.85) = -6.49, p<.001; textbooks/other
assigned readings: 1129.42) =-12.14, p<.001; library resources:
#986.75) = -8.33, p<.001; access to internet: {981.82) =
-12.21, p<.001; comprehensive policy: {1090.24) = -5.34,
p<.001. Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

Horn, S. S., & Nucci, L. (2003). The multidimensionality of
adolescents’ beliefs about and attitudes toward gay and lesbian
peers in school. Equity & Excellence in Education, 36(2),
136-147.

To test difference across school type, a multivariate analysis of
variance was conducted with the anti-LGBT remarks variables (the
three homophobic remarks variables, the negative remarks about
gender expression, and the negative remarks about transgender
people variables) as the dependent variables. Multivariate results
were significant: Pillai's Trace = .06, F(10, 20730) = 60.96,
p<.001. All univariate effects were significant. “Gay” used in
negative way: F(2, 10268) = 218.84, p<.001, 1 * = .04. “No
homo”: (2, 10268) = 50.31, p<.001, npz =.0T, Other homophobic
remarks: A2, 10268) = 243.31, p<.001, n 2 = .05. Negative
remarks about gender expression: F(2, 1026;8) 6.80, p<.01, n
=.00. Negative remarks about transgender people: F(2, 10268) =
36 97, p<.001, n, 2 =.01. Post hoc comparisons were considered at
p<.01. Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

To test difference across school type, a multivariate analysis

of variance was conducted with the two weighted victimization
variables (victimization based on sexual orientation and based

on gender expression) as the dependent variables. Multivariate
results were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .01, F(4, 20168) = 14.24,
p<.001. Univariate effects were significant — sexual orientation:
F2,10093) = 27.36, p<.001, n ? = .01; gender expression:

F(2, 10093) = 12.94, p<.001, npz =.00. Post hoc comparisons
were considered at p<.01. Percentages are shown for illustrative
purposes.

To compare reports of discriminatory policies and practices by
school type, 3 chi-square tests were conducted. All relationships
were significant. Any discrimination, a combined variable of
whether the student experienced the discriminatory action or
witnessed it by school type: x*> = 52.42, df = 2, p<.001, Cramer’s
V =.07. Any discrimination experienced by student, a combined
variable of students reporting discrimination on 11 variables
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by school type: ¥ = 81.51, df= 2, p<.001, Cramer's V = .09.
Composite of students witnessing discrimination by school type:
x?2 =48.23, df = 2, p<.001, Cramer's V = .07.

To compare differences across school type, a series of one-way
analyses of variance (ANOVAs) was conducted with each resource
and support variable as the dependent variable. The results of
these analyses were significant at p<.001 - GSAs: F(2, 10440)
=77.98, 1 ? = .01; supportive staff: F(2, 10017) = 96.58, n? =
.02; supportlveness of administration: F(2, 10013) = 93.56, n

=.02; comprehensive policy: F(2, 10431) = 15. 09 n.2=.00;
mcluswe curriculum: F(2, 10389) = 105.80, n,? textbooks/
other assigned readings: F(2, 10405) = 17.73, n = OO library
resources: F(2, 10408) = 13.76, n, 2 =.00; access to Internet: A2,
10353) = 64.01, n 2 =.01. Post hoc comparisons were considered
at p<.01. Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

National Alliance for Public Charter Schools. (2016) A Closer
Look at the Charter School Movement: Charter Schools, Students,
and Management Organizations, 2015-2016. Washington, D.C.:
National Alliance for Public Charter Schools.

National Alliance for Public Charter Schools. (2016) A Closer
Look at the Charter School Movement: Charter Schools, Students,
and Management Organizations, 2015-2016. Washington, D.C.:
National Alliance for Public Charter Schools.

Greytak, E. A., Kosciw, J. G., Villenas, C. & Giga, N. M. (2016).
From Teasing to Torment: School Climate Revisited, A Survey of
U.S. Secondary School Students and Teachers. New York: GLSEN.

To compare differences in frequency of hearing biased remarks by
charter school, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was
conducted. No significant differences were found at p<.01.

To compare differences in experiences of victimization based on
sexual orientation and gender expression by charter school, a
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted. No
significant differences were found at p<.01.

To compare feeling unsafe based on sexual orientation and gender
expression by charter school, chi-square tests were conducted.
Sexual orientation: y?> = 7.29, df= 1, p<.01, Cramer’'s V = .03.
Students in charter schools were less likely to feel unsafe due to
their sexual orientation than students in other public schools. The
chi-square for gender expression was not significant at p<.01.

To compare reports of experiencing anti-LGBT discriminatory
policies and practices by charter school, a series of chi-square tests
were conducted. Any Discrimination: x> = 7.83, df= 1, p<.01,
Cramer’s V = .03. Discrimination Against Other Students: x> =
8.71, df =1, p<.01, Cramer’s V = .03. There were no differences
between charter schools and other schools based on personal
experiences of discrimination.

To compare supportive administration by charter school, a
univariate analysis was conducted: F(1,8947) = 6.27, p<.01 n ?
=.00. Given the small effect size, these differences were not

con5|dered meaningful.

To compare access to LGBT-related resources by charter school,

a series of chi-square tests were conducted. LGBT-inclusive
curriculum: x> = 11.70, df = 1, p<.01, Cramer’s V = .04. Students
in charter schools were more likely to have access to LGBT-
inclusive curriculum than students in other public schools. Library
resources: x> = 28.29, df = 1, p<.01, Cramer’s V = .07. Students
in charter schools were less likely to have access library resources
with LGBT information than students in other public schools.

The chi-squares for the other LGBT-related resources were not
significant at p<.01.

Of the 409 LGBTQ students in our survey who attended religious
schools: 58.7% attended Catholic schools, 21.0% Christian non-
denominational, 6.1% Episcopal, 3.9% Quaker, 3.9% Lutheran,
3.2% Jewish, and 3.2% another religion.

Students were placed into region based on the state they were
from — Northeast: Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Maryland,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, Washington, DC; South:
Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee,
Texas, Virginia, West Virginia; Midwest: Illinois, Indiana, lowa,
Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota,
Ohio, South Dakota, Wisconsin; West: Alaska, Arizona, California,
Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon,
Utah, Washington, Wyoming.
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To test difference across region, a multivariate analysis of variance
was conducted with the anti-LGBT remarks variables (the three
homophobic remarks variables, the negative remarks about gender
expression variable, and the negative remarks about transgender
people variable) as the dependent variables. Multivariate results
were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .03, F(15, 31320) = 19.21,
p<.001. Univariate effects were significant at p<.001: “gay” used
in negative way: (3, 10442) = 59.19, n > = .02; “no homo™:
F(3, 10442) = 51.33, npz =.02; other homophobic remarks:

F(3, 10445) = 50.36, npz =.02; negative remarks about gender
expression: F(3, 10442) = 14.51, n ? = .00; negative remarks
about transgender people: F(3, 10452) =38.37, np2 =.01. Post
hoc comparisons were considered at p<.01. Percentages are
shown for illustrative purposes. “Gay” used in a negative way: all
regional differences were statistically significant; “no homo”: all
regional differences were statistically significant except Midwest
and West; other homophobic remarks: all regional differences
were statistically significant except Northeast and West; negative
remarks about gender expression: all regional differences were
statistically significant except Northeast and West, South

and Midwest, and Midwest and West; negative remarks about
transgender people: all regional differences were statistically
significant except Northeast and West.

To test difference across region, a multivariate analysis of
variance was conducted with the two weighted victimization
variables (victimization based on sexual orientation and based

on gender expression) as the dependent variables. Multivariate
results were significant: Pillai's Trace = .01, F(6, 20322) =
18.21, p<.001. Univariate effects were significant — sexual
orientation: F(3, 10164) = 36.26, p<.001 npz =.01; gender
expression: F(3, 10164) = 19.52, p<.001 npz =.01. Post hoc
comparisons were considered at p<.01. Percentages are shown for
illustrative purposes. Sexual orientation: all regional differences
were statistically significant except Midwest and West. Gender
expression: all regional differences were statistically significant
except Northeast and West, South and Midwest, and Midwest and
West.

To compare reports of experiencing discriminatory policies and
practices by region, a chi-square test was conducted using the
variable of personally experiencing any of the types of anti-LGBT
discrimination asked about in the survey: x? = 269.61, df = 3,
p<.001, Cramer’s V = .17. Post hoc comparisons were considered
at p<.05. All regional differences were statistically significant
except Northeast and West.

To compare reports of discriminatory policies and practices against
other students by region, a chi-square test was conducted using the
variable of any other students in their school experiencing any of
the types of anti-LGBT discrimination asked about in the survey: y?
=209.21, df = 3, p<.001, Cramer's V = .16. Post hoc comparisons
were considered at p<.05. All regional differences were statistically
significant except Northeast and West.

To compare differences across regions a series of one-way analysis
of variances were conducted with each resource and support
variable as the dependent variable. The results of these analyses
were significant at p<.01 — GSAs: F(3, 10518) = 243.66,

npZ = .07; supportive staff: F(3, 10088) = 162.86, Tlp2 =.05;
supportiveness of administration: F(3, 10083) = 133.44, n * =
.04; comprehensive policy: F(3, 10482) = 122.71, npz =.03;
inclusive curriculum: F(3, 10473) =71.42, T],,Z =.02; textbooks/
other assigned readings: f(3, 9297) = 14.17, n * = .01; library
resources: F(3, 6814) =57.1, n 2 =.03; access to Internet: F(3,
6556) = 57.73, Tlp2 =.03. Post hoc comparisons were considered
at p<.01. Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes. GSA: all
regional differences were statistically significant; Supportive Staff:
all regional differences were statistically significant; Supportive
Administration: all regional differences were statistically significant;
Comprehensive policy: all regional differences were statistically
significant; Inclusive Curriculum: all regional differences were
statistically significant; Textbooks: all regional differences were
statistically significant except Northeast and West, South and
Midwest, and Midwest and West; Library Resources: all regional
differences were statistically significant except Midwest and

West; Access to Internet: all regional differences were statistically
significant expect Midwest and West.

California Department of Education (n.d.). Frequently asked
questions: Senate bill 48. Retrieved from http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/
cr/cf/senatebill48faqg.asp.
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To test difference across school locale, a multivariate analysis of
variance was conducted with the anti-LGBT remarks variables (the
three homophobic remarks variables, the negative remarks about
gender expression variable, and negative remarks about transgender
people variable) as the dependent variables. Multivariate results
were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .03, F(10, 20736) = 35.72,
p<.001. Univariate effects were significant at p<.001: “gay” used
in negative way: F(2, 10373) = 125.93, npz =.02; “no homo”:
F(2,10373) = 14.46, np2 = .00; other homophobic remarks:

F(2, 10373) = 142.98, np2 =.03; negative remarks about gender
expression: F(2, 10373) = 10.13, n ? = .00; negative remarks
about transgender people: F(2, 103?3) =15.82, npl =.00.

Post hoc comparisons were considered at p<.01. Gay” used in a
negative way and other homophobic remarks: all locale differences
were statistically significant; “no homo”: all locale differences were
statistically significant except urban and rural/small town; negative
remarks about gender expression: only rural/small town and urban
were statistically different; negative remarks about transgender
people: all locale differences were statistically significant except
urban and suburban. Percentages are shown for illustrative
purposes.

To test difference across school locale, a multivariate analysis

of variance was conducted with the two weighted victimization
variables (victimization based on sexual orientation and based

on gender expression) as the dependent variables. Multivariate
results were significant: Pillai's Trace = .01, F(4, 20184) = 29.77,
p<.001. Univariate effects were significant — sexual orientation:
F(2, 10094) = 52.23, p<.001, npZ =.01; gender expression:

F(2, 10094) = 38.11, p<.001, n % =.00. Post hoc comparisons
were considered at p<.01. For both sexual orientation and gender
expression victimization: all locale differences were statistically
significant except urban and suburban. Percentages are shown for
illustrative purposes.

To compare reports of experiencing discriminatory policies and
practices by locale, a chi-square test was conducted using the
variable of personally experiencing any of the types of anti-LGBT
discrimination asked about in the survey: x> = 142.43, df= 2,
p<.001, Cramer's V = .12. Post hoc comparisons were considered
at p<.05. Rural/small town was significantly different from urban
and suburban. No other differences were found.

To compare reports of discriminatory policies and practices against
other students by region, a chi-square test was conducted using the
variable of any other students in their school experiencing any of
the types of anti-LGBT discrimination asked about in the survey: x?
=106.63, df =2, p<.001, Cramer's V = .11. All locale differences
were statistically significant.

THE 2015 NATIONAL SCHOOL CLIMATE SURVEY



242

243

244

245

246

247

248

249

250

To compare differences across locale, a series of one-way analysis
of variances were conducted with each resource and support
variable as the dependent variable. The results of these analyses
were significant at p<.001 — GSAs: F(2, 10444) = 449.98,

n,’ = .08; supportive staff: A2, 10020) = 247.31, n * = .05;
supportiveness of administratio n: F(2, 10015) = 10§.65, np2
=.02; comprehensive policy: F(2, 10413) = 31.34, Tl,f =.01;
inclusive curriculum: F(2, 10402) = 86.54, np2 =.02; access to
Internet: (2, 10357) = 31.67, npZ =.01; textbooks/other assigned
readings: F(2,9237)=7.11, npz =.01; library resources: F(2,
10445) = 6.25, 1 * = .00. Post hoc comparisons were considered
at p<.01. For all resources, rural/small town was significantly lower
than urban and than suburban. For inclusive curriculum, suburban
was also lower than urban. For all other resources, there were no
significant differences between urban and suburban. Percentages
are shown for illustrative purposes.

Although we have been collecting NSCS data since 1999, the
first survey differed slightly from all subsequent surveys in the
comprehensiveness of the survey questions and in the methods.
Thus, we did not include it in these over-time comparisons. Even
though the survey is slightly modified with each installment to
reflect new or emerging concerns about school climate for LGBTQ
students, it has remained largely the same and has used virtually
the same data collection methods since 2001.

We did not include frequencies of hearing negative transgender
remarks in these over time analyses because there were only three
time points, and thus, it would be more difficult to discern any
trend in the data.

To test differences across years in use of anti-LGBT language
and intervention in the use of this language, a series of one-way
analyses of covariance (ANCOVAs) were performed. Given certain
demographic differences among the samples, we controlled

for participation in a community group or program for LGBT
youth (“youth group”), age, racial/ethnic group, gender, sexual
orientation, and method of taking the survey (paper vs. Internet
version). These individual-level covariates were chosen based on
preliminary analysis that examined what school characteristics
and personal demographics were most predictive of survey year
membership. Because there were more cases in 2015 and 2013
that were missing on demographic information, we also included
a dummy variable controlling for missing demographics. Because
of the large sample size for all years combined, a more restrictive
p-value was used: p<.001.

To test differences across years in the use of homophobic remarks,
an ANCOVA was performed, controlling for demographic and
method differences across the survey years. The main effect for
Survey Year was significant, indicating mean differences across
years: F(7, 43574) = 179.36, p<.001, n 2 = .03 . Post-hoc group
comparisons among years indicated 2015 was significantly lower
than all years (p<.001).

To test differences across years in the use of expressions like
“that’s so gay,” an ANCOVA was performed, controlling for
demographic and method differences across the survey years.

The main effect for Survey Year was significant, indicating mean
differences across years: F(7, 43592) = 465.49, p<.001, n 2 =
.07. Post-hoc group comparisons among years indicated 2015 was
lower than all other years (p<.001).

To test differences across years in the use of “no homo,” an
ANCOVA was performed, controlling for demographic and method
differences across the survey years. The main effect for Survey
Year was significant, indicating mean differences across years: F(3,
34008) = 223.26, p<.001, n * = .02. Post-hoc group comparisons
among years indicated 2015 was lower than 2013 and 2011 but
not 2009 (p<.001).

To test differences across years in the use of negative remarks
about gender expression, an ANCOVA was performed, controlling
for demographic and method differences across the survey years.
The mean of the two gender expression variables (negative remarks
related to being “too masculine” and “too feminine”) was computed
to test across years. The main effect for Survey Year was significant,
indicating mean differences across years: F(5, 42758) = 53.91,
p<.001, n 2 =.01. Post-hoc group comparisons among years
indicated 2015 was higher than 2013, lower than 2011, 2009,
2007, and 2005 (p<.001), and lower than 2003 at p = .001.

To test differences across years in the number of students in school
who make homophobic remarks, an ANCOVA was performed,
controlling for demographic and method differences across the
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survey years. The main effect for Survey Year was significant: F(7,
43183) = 305.23, p<.001, n ? = .05. Post-hoc group comparisons
indicated that the mean for 2015 was lower than for all other
years.

To test differences across years in the number of students in school
who make negative remarks about gender expression, an ANCOVA
was performed, controlling for demographic and method differences
across the survey years as well as the frequency of hearing these
remarks. The main effect for Survey Year was significant: F(6,
40482) = 9.09. p<.001, np2 =.00. Post-hoc group comparisons
indicated that the mean in 2015 did not differ from 2013 but was
significantly lower than all prior years.

To test differences across years in the frequency of hearing biased
remarks from school staff, ANCOVAs were performed controlling
for demographic and method differences with each of the two
dependent variables: frequency of hearing homophobic remarks
and frequency of hearing negative remarks about gender expression
from school staff. Regarding homophobic remarks, the main effect
for Survey Year was significant: F(7, 43573) = 42.02, p<.001,
npz =.01. Post-hoc group comparisons indicated that the mean

in 2015 was significantly lower than those in all years but 2013.
Regarding remarks about gender expression, the main effect for
Survey Year was significant: F(6, 42532) = 21.97, p<.001,n 2 =
.00. Post-hoc group comparisons indicated that the mean in 2015
was significantly higher than all prior years except for 2003 and
2005, where there were no significant differences.

Mean differences in intervention re: homophobic remarks was
examined using analysis of covariance, controlling for demographic
and method differences across the survey years. Regarding student
intervention, the main effect for Survey Year was significant: F(7,
43391) = 26.55, p<.001, npz =.00. The mean in 2015 was
significantly higher than all prior years except 2003 and 2001,
where there were no significant differences. For staff intervention,
the main effect for Survey Year was also significant: F(7, 36509)
=7.04, p<.001, n ? =.00. The mean in 2015 was significantly
lower than in 201§ and 2011, but not different from other years.
However, the effect size for both effects was quite small.

Mean differences in intervention re: negative remarks about gender
expression were examined using a series of analyses of covariance
(ANCOVA), controlling for demographic and method differences
across the survey years. Regarding student intervention, the main
effect for Survey Year was significant: F(6, 40816) = 39.78,
p<.001,  *=.01. The mean in 2015 was higher than 2013

and 2011, lower than 2007, and not different from other years.
For staff intervention, the main effect for Survey Year was also
significant: A6, 31960) = 59.07, p<.001, np2 =.01. The mean
was significantly lower in 2015 than all prior years.

To test differences across years in the experiences of victimization
based on sexual orientation, a multivariate analysis of covariance
was conducted with the three harassment/assault based on sexual
orientation variables as dependent variables, controlling for
demographic and method differences across years. The multivariate
results were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .06, F(21, 129669) =
65.38, p<.001, n ? = .02. Univariate effects were considered at
p<.001.

To test differences across years in the experiences of victimization
based on gender expression, a multivariate analysis of covariance
(MANCOVA) was conducted with the three harassment/assault
based on gender expression variables as dependent variables,
controlling for demographic and method differences. The
multivariate results were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .04, F(21,
126870) = 74.80, p<.001. Univariate effects were considered at
p<.001.

Mean differences in reporting victimization to school personnel was
examined using an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA), controlling
for demographic and method differences across the survey years.
The main effect for Survey Year was significant: F(6, 31599) =
14.36, p<.001, n ? = .00. The mean in 2015 was not statistically
different from 20f3, higher than 2011 to 2005, and not different
from 2003.

Mean differences in the effectiveness of staff intervention re:
victimization was examined using an analysis of covariance
(ANCOVA), controlling for demographic and method differences
across the survey years. The main effect for Survey Year was
significant: F(5, 12427) = 5.66, p<.001, npz =.00. The mean in
2015 was not statistically different from 2013 or 2007, but was
lower than all other years.
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To test differences across years, an analysis of covariance
(ANCOVA) was conducted with the GSA variable as the dependent
variable, controlling for demographic and method differences
across survey years. The univariate effect for Survey Year was
significant: £(7, 43575) = 110.67, p<.001, n.? = .02. Post-hoc
group comparisons were considered at p<.001. The percentage in
2015 was higher than all prior years.

In 2001, students were asked a question about whether there
were any supportive school personnel in their school. In 2003
and beyond, we asked a Likert-type question about the number
of supportive school personnel. In order to include 2001 in the
analyses, we created a comparable dichotomous variable for the
other survey years. To test differences across all years, an analysis
of covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted with the dichotomous
variable of having any supportive educators as the dependent
variable, controlling for demographic and method differences
across survey years. The univariate effect for Survey Year was
significant: (7, 42769) = 402.83, p<.001, n? = .06. The
percentage in 2013 was greater than in all previous years. To test
differences in the number of supportive school personnel (in 2003
and beyond), we tested the mean difference on the full variable.
The main effect for Survey Year was significant: F(6, 41933) =
377.00, p<.001, n 2 = .05. Post-hoc group comparisons were
considered at p<.001. The mean number of supportive educators
was higher in 2015 than in all prior years.

To test differences across years in curricular resources, a
multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) was conducted
with four dependent variables (inclusion of LGBT-related topics in
textbooks, Internet access to LGBT-related information/resources
through school computers, positive curricular representations

of LGBT topics, LGBT-related library materials), controlling for
demographic and method differences across survey years. The
multivariate results were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .03, F(28,
172836) = 31.73 p<.001, n,? = .01. Univariate effects indicated
significant difference across years for all four resources — curricular
representations: F(7, 43209) = 101.73, p<.001, npz =.02;
textbooks: F(7, 43209) = 53.64 p<.001, n ? = .01; library: A7,
43209) = 10.32, p<.001, an =.00; Internet access: F(7, 43209)
=99.02, p<.001, n,? = .02. Post-hoc comparisons by survey year
were considered at p<.001.

To test differences across years in the percentage of students
reporting a school harassment/assault policy, three ANCOVAs were
performed controlling for demographic and method differences
with the three dependent variables: any type of policy, partially
enumerated policy and comprehensive policy. The main effect

for Survey Year for any type of policy was significant, indicating
mean differences across years: F(6, 42730) = 520.44, p<.001,
1.2 =.07. The main effect for Survey Year for having a partially
enumerated policy was also statistically significant F(5, 41879)
=17.74, p<.001, npz =.00. The main effect for Survey Year for
having a comprehensive policy was also statistically significant F(5,
41879) = 28.26, p<.001, np2 =.00. For any type of policy, 2015
was significantly different from 2013 at p<.01 and significantly
different from all other years at p<.001. For partially enumerated
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policies, 2015 was significant higher than 2009 and 2007
(p<.001) and not different from other years. For fully enumerated
policies, 2015 was not different from 2013 and higher than all
other years.

To test differences across years, an analysis of covariance
(ANCOVA) was conducted with the student acceptance variable

as the dependent variable. In order to account for differences

in sampling methods across years, controlling for demographic
and method differences across years. The main effect for Survey
Year was significant: F(6, 33654) = 245.78, p<.001, an =.02.
Post-hoc group comparisons were considered at p<.001. Student
acceptance was higher in 2015 and 2013 than all prior years, and
was not different between 2009 and 2011.

A variety of strategies were used to target LGBTQ adolescents via
Facebook ads: ads were sent to 13 to 18 year-olds who indicated
on their profile that they were a female seeking other females, a
male seeking other males, or a male or female who was seeking
both males and females; ads were also shown to 13 to 18 year-
olds who used the words lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender or
queer somewhere in their profile or who indicated that they were
interested in causes, events, or organizations specifically related
to LGBTQ community or topics. In order to be included in the
final sample, respondents had to have identified as lesbian, gay,
bisexual, transgender, or queer or as a sexual orientation or gender
that would fall under the LGBTQ “umbrella” (e.g., pansexual,
genderqueer).

The 2015 Youth Risk Behavior Survey documents ways in which
high school students who identify as LGB differ from students who
engage in same-sex behavior but do not identify as LGB.
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